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uuw,w”,dwfﬁ§ ABSTRACT

// Bacon's atomism i8 usually seen as 'a mere repetition of
ﬁreek atomism, marking the beginning of the modern scientific age,

and as a philosoppical position which the founder of the inductive

method could hardly avoid taking. Consequently }ittle attd¥ntion

has been paid to the nature itself of Bacon's atomism which, however,
on account of the concept of force which it contains, goes beyohd
Democritean and Epicurean'physics. This concept appears in Bacon's

De Principiis atque Originibus symbolized by Cupid, and brings

Bacon much closer to the atomism of Lucretius than to that of the
Greek philosophers., Lucretius' universe, in fact, is more than a
éere conglomeration of atoms: 1t 18 a domain ruled .,by the power of
Venus and Eros. However, the similarities between the atomic ays;ems

of the two philosophers can be made manifest only if Lucretius!

Venus is seen in her relation to the atoms,
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Souvent on reg?rde l'atomisme de Bacon "comme une répétitigh
de l'atomisme grec qui marque le début de 1'&ge moderne scientifique,
8t comme une‘pPBition philosophiqu; que le fondateur de la méthode ke
inductive ne pouvait pas éviter. Par co;séquent,jOn s'est occupé
tréds peﬁ de 1; nature méme de l'atomisme de Bacon, qui, pourtant,
4tenant compte de l'idée de force qu'il contient, va plus loin que

la physique de Démocrite et d'Epicure. Cette idée est symbolisée

ggr Cupidon dans- le De Principiis atque Originibus, et rapproche

Bacon & l'atomisme de Lucrdce plus qu'd celui des philosophes

grecs. En'effet, ltunivers de Lucrédce est plus qu'une simple

conglomération d'atomes: il est un domaine gouverné par Vénus
et Eros, Pourtant, les similarités entre les systémes atomiques

des,danx\pbiiosophes peuvent se manifester seulement si la Vénus
- b)

] oy

. .de Lucrédce est reconhue'danp sa.relation avec les atomes,
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One methOd of treating Lucretius, both in relation to his debt
to earlier philosophies anA in teris of his influence on later
writers, hag been extensively employed; this is to refer to him as
to the most "complete" or at least most "legible" embodiment of

a

atomism; '"complete” on ‘account of the fragmentary nature of the pre-

Socrati¢ atomists and’ of the works of Epicurus himself, "legible"

on account of the st&listic and poetic merits of De Rerum Natura, .

whith, furtﬂbrmore, being written 1q Latin, has always beeh more
accessible than 1£s Greek models, However, this privileged
position held by Lucretius among scholars of all ages has had some

detrimental c?nsequences. The pleasant.shortcut to atomism offéred \ﬁ

i
\ & ®

by De Rerum Natura has in fact brgught most readers to regard it
7

almost solely as a systematic and lyrical exposition of the thought

<
&

of Leucippus, Democritus and Epicurus, in whose writings atomism
suffered from the dryness common to most philosophic treatises,

_an attytude which has led to a general lack of responsiveness to
the ofiginality of yycretius' thought. In‘fact, even though many

scholars have focused their attention on the stylistic peculiarities

- —— e &

and poetic s8kill of Lucretius, few have concerned themselves with

)

the extent to which his ph11050phy deviéted from its Democritean

- ———

Archetype and from its closer Epicurean\model Pierre Boyancé,

the author of Lucréce et l'épicurisme, best illustrates the former

group of scholars. He recognizes that Lucretius has.not limited ' ¢
himself to following faithfully the philosophy of Epicurus, rather,

"il 1'a repensée aweg, profondeur, en l'ordonnant dans le cadre de

[y
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ses chants et il 1l'a animée, par l'expression, de toute“son ardeur

B

de persuasion, de séduction, de conquéte apirituelle."1 However,

Boyance sees ih Lucretius only a decorator of the furniture of
the Epicurean universe, After saying, "S'il y a une originalite
dans'la}physique“de Lucréce, elle ne .consiste pas a introduire
des théoriés nouvell;s," he adgs, "Il n'? a pas entre Eﬁicure et lui\\
rien qui rappelle 1l'écart qui sépare'Epicure de Démocriied'Yp. 3),
and that "L'originalité la plus profonde de Lu;réce est ., . .
d'a§oir péilé de 1l'épicurisme en termes de)poésie" (P. 4).

This position, maintained, as I havg éaid,\by most Lucretian
scholars,tfinds its ;oots already among akcxentkcritics and appraisers
of Lucretidﬁ' work and is best epitomiséQ by/Quintiliéﬁ, who piﬁces

Lucretius among those writers who "praecepta sapientiae versibus

‘tradiderunt” (Quint. Instit. Orat. I,a,u),a and whose merit is

‘ mainly that of having made Epicurus' doctrines more acceptable

by translating them into verse.3 Quintilian here quotes part of

that famous passage of Lucretius that has probdbly been the mést

influential in leading critics to view Lucretius as a mere versifier

and sweetener of Epicurean philosdphy:

Sed veluti pueris absinthia taetra medentes
cun daye conantur, prius oras pocula circum
contingunt mellis dulci flavoque liquorse,
‘ut puerorum aetas improvida ludificetur
-labrorum tenus, interea perpotet amarum
absinthi laticem deceptaque non capiatur,
sed potius tali pacto recreata valescat,
; sic ego nunc, quoniam haec ratio plerumque videtur
. tristior esee quibus non est tractata, retrogue
volgus abhorret ab hac, volui tibi suaviloquenti
. carmine Plerio rationem exponere nostram
et qtasi musaso dulci contingere melle,
«gi tibi forte animum tali ratione tenere
< versibus in nostris possem, dum perspicis omnem
naturam reruti qua constet compta figura,
. (Lucretius, De Rerum Natura, I, 936-950)“




Perhaps the only scholar who has contributed in any substantial

. way to_an understandfng of Lucretius' original. thought, is Luciano

-~

. Perelli, who 1in hie,book,LuEf821olpoetaJdell'hngoscia, a recently

2 published book, succeeds in sh%wing how [De Rerum Natura frequently

betrays symptoms'of a mind working independently of Epicurean
influencqs and reéching concluaigns in no way traceable to either
Epicﬁrean or a£0mis§ic philosophy. (I shall not g; into any
details about Perelli's\W0n§\now, since some of his observations

will have a chance to appear id\thg\iéurse of my work.) However,

due to the fact that his work has beeE\puglished very recently, his

views concerning the originality of Lucretiug\have not *had time

to be known and digested outside of the circle of pﬁ?alz\Lucreiian

! scholars and, therefore, have not yet met with any considera on
and interest on the part of those (still éew in number) who coﬁc;rh\ .

" themselves with the influence of the Latin gaster‘oq later ages.,

We are thus confronted today with 4 number of works (maiply

short articles) on the '"'fortuna" of Lucretius in the Middle Ages,

N

the Renaissance and later periods, which either stress the posthumous
survival of Lucretian imagery and expressions in post-Lucretian
literature, or comment on the revival of certain philosophical

doctrines, e.g. the atomic theory and the concept of "voluptas',

) Writers stressing the latter ,often use the De Rerum Natura as an
easy way to refer to pre-Socratic atomic physics and Epicurean
ethics. Moreo§er, it i8 interesting to note that while those
criticgl writings concerned with Lucretius! poetry concentrate

mainly on the period between Lucretius and the end of the Middle

.
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Ages, a period concernéd gspeciaily with st% istical disquisitions and’
philological ;tudies, those cenéered ;round he eihipal and
philosoﬁhical ;ssues.in Lucretius find‘a more fertile soil in the
periodtimmeaiqtely fol}owing, in the‘Reﬁais nce, and oécasionally
in later centuries. This t;end reflécﬁed in works that compare
Lucretius touother duthors is easily seen by a perusal of aﬁy
bibiiography of Lucretian studies,.5 But when we come to these latter
writings, Lucretius gqua Lucretius tends to disappear, to give place‘
to a‘Lucretian Epicurus combining the atomistic theories of
Democritusrand Leuéippus with tge doctrine of ''voluptas" proper
to Epicurus himself, and with the poétical "suaviloquens carmen"
of Lucretius; This presumably involuntary ;ieation of a Lucretian
Epicurus prevents a ciear understanding of Lucretius'and of his
influence. ’ -

Since it is my intention in the present study to bring tgsether

~

i

the thqyght of Lucretius and that of gn English thinker of the

Renaissance, namely Francis Bacon, it is essential, then, that ~

whatever is strictly Lucretian in De Rerum Natura be isolated from

its more generally Epicurean and atomistic context. Consequently,

. 1little will be said about the atomism of-Bacon in its relation to

o . .
Democritus' and Epicurus' atomism, but, on the, other hand, considerable

attention will be paid to certain peculiar aspects of Lucretius'\atbmic

Vieltanschauung which find a strikingly similar expression within

the pages of Bacon.
Because 80 much has been written about Bacon's own atomism,
I will confine myself to giving as clear a synopsis as possible

“of the problems presenteq by it, and a brief summary of the famous

.y - s '
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guarrel oYer the extent of Bacon's acceptance of atomism, as.well

-

‘as a 1ist of basic workson the "subject.

philosophy of Francis Baco * especially in one partidular period
v .

of his intellectual developmént, manifests the presence of.intfluences

which are Lhcretian rather than Epicurean in nature, and that most

'of the scholars who hav8 dealt with.the atopism of Bacon havéibeen

sb engrossed in the Epicurean and Democritean contents of De Rerum,

Natura that they have lost sight not only of those elements i

o »

Lucretius which are not Epicurean {(a lapsus oculi which,-as we have

Y

‘ geen, has been rather common among Lucretian scholars) but also

of those ideas in Bacon ¥nich most clearly witness a devsation
. C. 3

from the theories of the original atomists,

' Obviously, in order to ma&e the differences between Epicurus
and Lucretius clear, it is neg;ssary to review briefiy’the history
of atomism in terms of its genesis and growth, This history will
foMm the first chapter of the present-work aéd will aim at showing

what precisely Lucretius contributed to traditional atomism. }

o
2



"belief in motionless Being, the Parmenidean school had denied

‘Democritean philosophy.

_CHAPTER I

DEMOCRITUS ™~ : - ,

o

L4

We owe the great merit of having destrojéd the static Universe

of the Farmenidean school\gp Leucippus and Democritus, With its

N

plurality and any creative process of coming-into-being, and
consequently, had taken a position which was hardly compatible

with any empirical and realistic view of the universe,

.The impasse
that resulted from the Parmenidean philosophy and from the mathematicél

and logical abstractions of Fkythagoras and Zeno necessitated a

- -

total reorganization of the Universe in terms of principles
which, even if not perceivable in themselvés, could find ‘proof

for their existence in the observation of Nature herself gnd

.

no longer in vague abstractions and logical formulétions.

N

Leucippus and Democritus brought about this reorganization.
Little is known about Leucippus, but since the little we

know of his philosophy is repeatea and developeu by Democrf&us,

we may safely refer to the early atomism simply in terms of

7

Demoéritus' théory consisted in the vision of-a Universe

whose elemental particles and basic substance were atoms,

v lmperceptibly small bodies (Kirx and Raven, fr. 555),1 compact

and full' (Kirk and Raven, fr. 546), moving in space. In order

to account for the motion of these small particles of matter, ‘

Democritus postulated the existence of void, which, by allqwing

o

el




{

the atoms to come together, permitted the creatioq of mbre or less
complex’ atomic combinations, 5o that "by their épming together they
effect coming-into-being, by their sepap§tion perishing" (Kirk and
Raven, fr. 552).C

This sdbdivisibn of the Universe in terms of atoms and void,
matter andrspace, can be seen ag a development of the Pa?menidean'
distinction between Being and Not Being; however, it is perhaps
more realistic to see atomism and its materialism as a rebellion
against the Parmenidean flights of imagination, and th;;void as
a necessary consequence of atoms in motion, rather than as [

(Y

philosophical reformulation of the concept of Not Being.

Democritus meﬂtioned size and shape as the only two properties

sof the .atoms (hirk and Raven, fr. 574), which therefore, on account

D

7]

of their lack of weight, are left floating in the void with,
apparently, no way of coming together. Epicurus later 'added
welight to tﬁé properties of the atom, creating, as weushall see,
‘new difficulties but for the time being, Democritus is left with
the problem of accountinb for the creation offmatter through the
eoming together of“atoms. How do the atoams move, if there is no
velght tq‘éive them a gravitational vector or some other kind of
direction? And how'do they come together if they are floating in
a space wirich is infinite? (Kirx and Raven, fr. 562) Democritus
says that the atoms move'"by mutual\collisionSAand blowd™ (Kirk
and Raven, fr. 579) and, in order io‘hntigipate any ebjection,
such as Arigtotle's, to the effect that he "ought to specify what -

kind of motion.. . . is natural to them" (Kirk and Raven, fr. 576),°

e e
o B e



Democritus states that the first principles ‘of the Universe are
brought together in @utual gpllisions by a force which he calls
the "whirl" (JYVQ) (Kirk and Raven, fr. 562}&

The nature of the “whirl" or vortex is unknown, and it is
certainly a rather baffling and unprecedented concept; however,

: ‘n

a fragment quoted by Diogenes Laertius attempts to claff}y it by
stating that "Everything happens‘;ccordihg to necegéityﬁ<xTJ'
&vdXqu% for the cause of the coming-into-being of all things

is the whirl, which he [bemocritué] calls necessity" (Kirk and

o

Raven, fr. 565).

But in order that the idea of necessity may clarify what
the whirl is, the term S(VOZXKf\must be. clearly related to the
term J{VQ; The different iﬁterpretations of their relationship
make almost impossible any clear understanding of how Democritus
conceived it. 1In the passAge just quoted, Diogenes Laertius
makes the whirl and nécessity synonymous with each other, but

Aristotle seems to see Democritus' “necessity" as syRdnymous with

\
L

chance or self-imposed movement, not identical with the whirl
but rather ite direct cause (Kirk and Raven, fr. 567). Simplicius,
in agreement with Aristotle but less dogmatic, says that Democritus

@
"seems to generate it [}h@ whir%} by accident or chance' (Kirk y

and Raven, fr. 570). - . co
Kirk and Raven seern t6 consider the‘fragment of‘Uiogenes |

Laertius as the most reliable, and therefore cqnsider the.word

"necessity", rather than the word "chance", as the term originally

used by Democritus. Consequently, they explain Aristotle's - o~

. ' ' \
replacement of the word’ "necessity” by the word '"chance" (To . -

o

.
’ ’ —
:
,
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a61ﬂfmubw by sayling that "In Aristotelian terms, combinations can

be sai? to take }lace by chance, . . . FOr Aristotle they gre chancg
events because they do not fulfil any final cause; butm}he atomists
emphasized the other aspect of non-planned mecnanical sequence, A
i.e. as necessity" (Kirk and Raven, p. 413).

Taking "chance'" as fhe Aristotelian equivalent of Democritus!
"hecessity" does not, however, clarify the relationship existing
between this force called "“necessity" and that designated as "“"the
whirl", 1Is the former synonymous with the latter, as Diogenes
Laertius' fragment implies, or is one the cause of, the motive
power behind the other, as Aristotle and Simplicius claim? The
problemn has not yet been solved, but whatever the function of '

Q

necessity may be, it helps explain the idea of the whirl--if not
by giving it thé consistency of a phyaiéal phenomenon, at least
by placing it within an historical context. For if the idea of
tﬁg whirl is new, that of necessity is noti and can be traced
back not only to its more mythological formulators, such as Homer
and Hesiod, but also to Ionian science, more specifically to ’
Anaximander who, at the end of h%s famous passage on the “Indpfin%te" .
\\_STE 2'l(ﬂi\(’m/) says that "the source of coming-to-be. for existing -

things 1s that into which destruction, too, happens according to o

/
necessitxlku‘r& To X(zE.wV]'(Kirk and Raven, fr. 103). In the li'ght . /)
qQ

of this ancestor of Dem@kritus'! “necessity', we can perhaps see

the atomist's "whirl" as an attempt to materialize the already
¢ > -/ d s
existing idea of_zt\/o(x\('lby giving it a more definite, visual motionm,
’T
- a vector as it were. Thus, Diogenes Laertius' fragment concerning

the identification of thk whirl with necessity becomes indeed more




did not mangkest itself tg
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reliable and clegrer than Aristotle's or Simplicius'! interpretation

in that-it makes the whirl into the "field" of the force of Necessity .

ahd therefore comes very close to an extremely modern conception of

force. ,
Thus we K;:; in Democritean physics a universe madé up of atoms

and vo%ﬁ, a void which, however, cannot be completely empty, 8ince /
[ N,

\ -
"4t is the sphere of action of the whirl and/or necessity, a force

(or forces) which cannot reside in the atoms which are, by definition,

"indivisible . . . and impassible owing to their compactness, and

.without any void in them" (Kirk and Raven, fr. 556).

//zJ EPICURUS
It is obvious that with Epicurus, philosophy has dealt a

violent blow tg Platonismn. ﬁficyrus' return to nature and empirical

]

. observation was a clear refuté@ion of Plato'ssworld of Ideas andﬁ

of his apotheosis of Reason.‘/kowever, kEpicurus' opposition to

/ p .
Plato; confined itself to Ayéformulation of Ionian science, and

/ . El

conspicuously in his geperal thought.

N. W. DeWitt ‘says qt ﬁpicurup that Platonism was "among ’
/ > - .

his chief Ominationsy/(Epiqurus and“His Philosophy, p.6),2

yet it 1s necessary ;6 recognize 'in Eprcuzganiémla philosophy

that, though not cofsciously indebted to Plato, could not have

[

existed without Z%%.intellectual revolution 'he' brought .about.

This,rayblution/ ad made man less aware of the Universe that

surroundéd hi?/;nd more concerned with the position he held in it,

hottH e

and Plato's dbpearance probably has been as important and .. 7
/ P
}} / : //
- / //
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v influential .for the study of the HWov WohiTikdV as was Auguste

'

?

Comte's in the nineteenth century.

Epicurus, 15 fact, was no longer concerned with studying nature
for its own Bake infthe fashion of the Pre-Socratics, but only in
60 far as it might (bring-happiness to human beings. Knowledge
and science had if&e %'Cd, peace of-mind, as their main aim (Diogenes
Laertius, Lioes 0f Eminent Philosofhers, X, 85c),3 and they have to
be pursued only * gtfr\ ‘T¢‘€\03 To ;(‘\:éeoc)(ov KD(;./o(.Ko(eLOV (‘U«\:J\{

FuvTevEL! (Diog. Lqert., X, 80a).4

Thus, where in Ledcippos and Democritus the atom accounted for
first causes, in Epicurus it became a tool of etnics, the basis for
categoricai imperatives, the justification for a toleological
poilosophy, and c0nseqoent1y an aid to the investigation of final
causes., lMoreover, this ideological difference between Democritean
and Lpicurean rhysics, manifested-by thes presence in Epicurus' work
of ethical preoccupations which are absent in that of DemOCﬁ}tus,
extends to the properties and qualifications of the atom itself.

In his doctoral dissertation on the differences betiween the;

Democritean and Epicurean philosophies of. nature, Karl Marx complains

Of the fact that "modern writers y and large make Epicurus a mere

'plagiarist of Democritus in regard to the philoBOphy of nature,"

/ .
Leibniz, Marx says, had expressed a similar opinion. by stating

!

that "of this great man (Demoeritus) we scarcely kno@ wvhat Epicurus

.,

has borrowed from him, who was’ ot'capable of always taking the

best" (The Difference Between he Democritean and Epicurean

Philosophy of Nature, p. 65-7)&5 | .

However, although Marx, too, aims at proving the essential

.
;
3 ’ )
T . . ’
;
. . |




12

difference between the two forms of axomiem, he does ‘not seem to

’

see that the difTerence can be noticed already in the c0nsti£ﬁtion

- ———
———- ————e,

. of thei?“?FIﬁvtpiewelamg\;s, which he erroneoualy conside

. »%undeniably the same" (Marx, p. 67). Buf‘?ha%ﬁdgggigéyx mean when
he says'that thay are "undeniably the same"? His cg;;;:?\ésﬁr‘\\
mean either of two things: that both Democritus and Epicurus
agreed on having their universe formed by\QE? main principles,
atoms and void, or =- taking this 1nterpreta£I3h\(9r grante& -
that both Epicurus' and §;moc:;tus' two principles\;;¥e the same
Agtributes and functions. 1In either.case, Narx's statémeng\is

inaccurate . If we accept the first interpretation, Marx's statement

can be partially refuted by the tact that Democritus never says

-

that tne wnfverse is made up'only of atoms and void -~ he thus

%
allows for the existence of his "whirl"; while Epicurus, in- contrast,
. \ ~ < A 4 , Ve [
dogmatically states: "<qo oV ESTL O'\J/udTuL K1 Ktvovn (Diog.
. . . .

Laert., X, 39b),6 and deprives the universe of any force or motive

energy. In order to assess the validity of the- secqnd interpretation,

2y . .
however, we must look further and ‘determine whether the atom and-
the void of Democritus are really the same as those of Epicurus,
and if they are not what the differences betueen the two conceptions

.

imply. .
‘Both'Democritué and Epicurﬁs beiieved in the;existencg of
two basic principles, the one solid and full, the other rare and
empty. Moreover, the& both\believed}in the 1nhivisibility of the
aton, even if the fdfmer coésiders ségllnesawgnddthefttttéf hardness
. the cause of this indivisibility (Kiﬁk and Raven, fr. 557). But

at this point fhe similarities between"the twolphilosophqhs end, and’
t \ . *
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their views of the atom become irrecoricilable; for while Democritus,

- on one hand, names only two pqppertiéF of the atom ~~ size apd

shape (Kirk and Raven, fr. 574) -- Epiéurﬁs adds éeight, or mass
igo’(t)ouj) (Kirk and Raven, fr. 574; Diog. Laert., X, Ska).
Epicurus! introduction of welght is of fundamental importance;
the concept of weight leads us to‘anyunderstanding of the basic
difference between Pemocritus and Epi;urus,‘hamely, the latter's
omission of any concept of force such as we have discovered in
the philosophy of Democritus, But in order that we may account
for this third property attributed to the atom, a few words must
be s;id on Epicufus'k;pinions~concerning Necessit& and the gods,
Atomism is used by Epicurus to prove the absurdity of a
belief in immortality and in anything divine. LEverything is made
up of atoms, every form of matter thus constituted is mortal
except tﬁe atom itself, which lasts ro;ever and seeks new
combinations out of the old ones. The atom is in no way subject
to any divine power, The gods do exist, Epicurus allows, but
they have nothing to do with the structure and motions of the
universe (Diog. Laert., X, 97a). They.have no duttes, nothing
moves then and’nothing;is moved. by th;m (Diog. Laert., X: 97a, 139).
It is‘bbvious, then, that Epicurus' gods, by virtue of their ‘
powerlessness, do not really exist, since the concept of God
ﬁas\é\ﬁéaniqg\only 1f power is attr1£uted to it.
But‘ﬁplcurGE\is\not satisfied with having crippled the
existing theogod&; he knows that the gods are only puppe?s or
at best aymbpls of a force, since ti é immemorial recognized

by man as arbiter of human life-and of uni!;\‘al phenomena, .




Bound, v. 520 ffJ.

role not only in the scientific philosophy of Anaximander but,'

3
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-

This force is Necessity. It is probably for thie feasor that
Epicurus deems it unnecessary to deny completely theQéxigtence 7

of the gods (a denial that, rurthermorq;"might have compromised,’

his position in the state, and mdde his philo@ophy even harder in?\
for people to accqgt) and instead sets about showing'égat "Necessity"
is a pilous fiction. ,f/ //

In the Odyssey, Athena says that not even the gods ;an save
man from his fate (Moira) (3. 228). 1In the ;l;g_ the gods

themselves admit that their powers are‘limited compared to those

/ /’
of Necessit 15. 117). In Hesiod's Theogony we ar that th al
y (15 7) Ihsogony he a e Moir
/ .
and the avenging Fates bring punishment to both nen and gods for y
their trangressions (220), while Aeschyius' Prometheus declares

4 g |
that Zeus himself is subject to the decrees of Necessity (Prometheus

Epicurus probably would not have taken arms against the
A
idea of Necessity if it had beeﬁfonly the product of a mythical

mind; he realized,. however, that the idea had played an important

as we have a%ready seen, had also become the first mover of the
Democritean atomic universe.: Consequently, understanding that

the existence of atoms did not necessarily-eliminate the possibility
of a divine or metaphysical agent, he formulated his fémous attack

bn Necessity in his letter to Menoeceus. '"Destiny," he says,

© "which some introduce as sovereign over all thinge, he [;he wise'maé]

laughs to scorn, affirming that some things happen by netessity,

others by chance, d?hers’through our own agency. For he sees that

necessity destroys responsidility and that chance or fortune is

’
o
e
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constant; whereas our own act;Ons are free, and it is to theam that
praise and blame ﬁaturally a%*ach. Itiwere b;Q;er, indeed, to

accept the legends of the gods tham to bow Mpneath that yoke of
destiny which the naturalibhilosophers havé imposed" (Diog.LaartS;\
X, 13}b).7 In this passage, éy doing away with Necessity, Epicurus
unfortunately snows an eagernes5 that can §ard1y be called g
philosophical. At‘this point he nés ceased to be a serious fhinker

v

in search of natural causes, -and has become a wishful thinker{\

wvhose aim is to regg;e the "nafurél philosophers'! belief 1& -
Necessity (among whpm we recognize Anaximander and Democritus) \ -
and to give man freédon aﬂd independence frow the divine will, He

does not explain on what 5ro%?ds he demolishes Necessity: we may

@

consider his "swerving" atom, endowed 'with free-will, the cause

of this liberum arbitrium in man. BS%,.as we shall see later, the
anomalous behaviour of the-atom is aot réally the cause of human
freedom but rather the necessary consequence of having deprived the
uﬂiverse of a noving force, However, Epicﬁrus had to pay for his’~

i
Ig
I

3lmost religious zeal., If Necessity does not exist and if no other /i_///’

—
¢

“‘force—is _found, how are we to account for the motibn Sr\\\?wa50ms?

Why do they nmove? Who or what«moves then?’ We-mayﬁexcuse hinngz\‘m__ _ .
not knowing how the atoms and void were created although he attbmpts »
to give an explanation when.he unsatisfactorily 83ys that atoms \ '
and void always existed (Diog. Laert., X, 4#0)/’ Yet to dismiss ,,;,L»
the issue concerning their movement by a similar explanatibn./'

would mean giving a very weak bgg}s/f/ hie ;efutation of Danocritus'

theory. Consequently, Epicurus explains that the motion of the

atoms is vertical and perpendicular (Diog. Laert., X, 43a) and that




weight carries them down through infinite spaé@’(Diog.'Léert.,
X, S4a)., Weight is introduced 45 a partial substitute for Necegeity.

Karl Marx, in his doctoral cissertation, seems to believe that
all that Epicurus added to Democritean atoms, in terms of their
H

motion, is'th i?ea of "swerve", He says that "Epicurus assunmes

a threefold motion of the atoms in the void. One motion is_that

of a fall in a straight line, the second comes from the atom deviating
from a st}aight line, and the third is established through the

repulsion of the many atoms. The assumption of the first and last

Democritus has in common with Epicurus; the aeclination of the

atom from the straight lire diffefentiates then" (Marx, p. 77). -
However, here harx has made a serious~mistake, for not only 1is

there no mentién in Leucippus ana Democritus of the perpendicular
downward fall of the atoms, which according to them move

"o Mg do TuTesGug Kl Kfouqf«éfug Tos AAMAN(" (kirk and

Kaven, fr. 579),° but Cicero too, in his De Finibus Bonorum et

Malorum, often quoted bYMM\rX himself, says that both the .
perpendicular do¥nward fall of the atoms and their weight arﬁgg?

innovations peculiar to Epicurus (1, vi, 18). Then, too, Democritugg*

Awhirl does not require a concept of weight and of fall through

e

space to account for the movements of the atoms; furthermore,

the motion of #he whirl is hardly reconcilable with downward

motion. / )

Marx's incorrect statement, however, has given us a means

r

of realizing the extent of thg'revolution brought about by
Epicurus ththe atomic theory, a revolution which is not sigply

limited to {he appearance of the swerve, but is based on a whole
. I . -

©
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philosophical machination which Yegins with the addition of weight

as property of the atom, develops hnevitably into the concept of

downward motion and, as we shall see Now, ends with the invention

“Weight, as we have seen, was introduced by Epicurus in order
to account .for the motion of the atom once it had been released
from the bonds of Democritean Necessity, but Epicuruq himself
realizes that he 1s far from hévihg solved the progiem of ité '
motion. If the atoms Only‘move in straight vertical lines and

if they possess equal\velocity, as he clearly states in his letter

to Herodotus (Diog. Laert., X, 61la), how will they ever meet and .

bring about those collisions required for the creation of matter? .

(Cicero, De Finibus, I,vi,19) 7 Epicurus hints at the possibility
of a swerve taking ﬁlace during the downward fall of the aton.

He says that some of the atoms "d,SToG’ Tov ‘\'TdX/..s\)V ;-,‘XO\) drvn
(Diog. Laert., X, h}c).lo The mention of an anomalous behaviour .
on tne part of the atom occurs only once among the_works of
Epicurus that have come down to us, and no explanatioa is given

of it anywhere in his works. Ve may Ggall the "11'0( )\/ao \/j‘
"osciIlatiou“,f"quiverins"; or "swerve'; but whichever word we

may use to translate the Greek term, it remains clear that

acpording to Epicurus, at a certéin point of. its downward course,
the atom stbps -- as the’ word ":L's‘xou(xv " geems t0 imply --
and begins ta quiver, both forms of behaviour being in complete
contradiction wiéh the account of the atomic motion given by
Epicurus in his leyter to Hepodotus,‘where he says thak any

motiog other than perpendicular is due either to collision with

L
Y
-
~ ~ (
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Other atoms or to the reaction produced by the weight’of th atom
counteracting the force of the collision (Dibg;-ﬁaert., X, 6l1c).
However, a co%glete account of the swerve 1is tbund in

Lucretius, who either develops the short and vague statement of

Epicurus with his own understanding of it or bases his description N .

of the phenomenon on some longer passage of Lpicurus which ‘has not -

come down to us. Lucretius says that,

corpora cum deorsum rectum per‘inzne feruntur
ponaeribus propriis, incerto tempore ferme
incertisque locis spatio se pellere paulum
tantum quod momen mutatum dicere possis,
quod nisi declinare solerent, omnia dedrsum,
imbris uti guttae, caderent per inane profundum,
nec foret offensus natus nec plaga creata

- principiis: 41ita nil umyuam natura creasset.

(De Rer., Nat., II, 216- 224)

Cicero, probably basing himself on Lucretius' account rather
than on Epicurﬁs',‘justly realizes the artificiality of this non~
Democritean theory, wnich he calls "res ficta pueriliter" and
"ad lib;dinem", that is, an infantile arbitrary invention, since _
Ericurus himself "ait enim declinare atomum sine causa, quo nihil
fhrpius physico quam fierl quidquam sine causa dicere“(De ﬁ;gibgi,

. 1,v1,19),%° this being especially -true of Epicurus, whose - “\\;\\\

philosophical axiom was "ougg\/ Xz VETo %K «’oo /uvl oVToS

(Diog. Laert., X, 38c), 15

»

Cicero's criticisnm of Epicurust! atomic theory 1is 1ﬁ§trumenta1

iﬂ'destroyiug the coﬁEEﬁtng\gf Epicurus as "mere plagiarisf of
- \\\
Democritus'; nevertheless, unfortunately, Cicero does not see that '

’

the contrast between the two philosophers ﬁBhs\gpt consist simply

.\\

in a technical question involving a more or less adequate explanaticn ~

\\

- of the béﬁavionr‘of the atom but in an altogether different approsach

Ed [
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to nafural rhilosophy. Both Democritus and Epicurus, according to

Cicero, discuss the structure of the universe only in terms of its
material components, omitting to c0nsider "vim et causan efficiendi"
the question of’ force and of efficient cause (I,vi, 18) - .
It is certainly true that pgither of the tw0»§§0pist€ isQas
conscious of force as he is’ of ﬁatter; but ze musi, nevqptheléfs;
recognize that Democritus' "whirl" and ﬁia "ﬂeéessity" aﬁé'by na g
meQns superficial or omissible coutributions ‘to kinetic physics -
and that nothing in any way similar is to Bb found: 1n Epicurus,
The latter's theory of atomic decligatiop can in no way accoéunt .
for the presence of fo?ce, Hut, as’we have'seén,:onl% for'an ethical
or éxistegtial belief in'freedom and. atheism, w1fﬁ Epicurdé, for
thé\first’timé probaﬁly in ihe history of’Gféék.natural philosdphy,
we have a visionuof fhe univepgg which does not incluée an even
simpligtic notion of moving force, Socrates amd Flato and the
1nf1uence 0f their ethical pbilosophy are probably to be blamed
for this serious lacuna in Epicurus' thought. It will be Lucretiué,
two centuries’ later, who will f£411 it, if not through sheer power
of analysis and observation, certainly by means of a highly fertile

imagination., The next chapter will try to show its fruits,

¥
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CHAPTER II . °

In The Philosophy of Poetry, & short work on the relationship

between form and content 1in Lucretius' poem, Henri Bergson touches
on what is probably the most striking difference between Epicurus

and LucretIQ§. He says:

o
'

Lutretius was struck by the part of Democritus'-theory
treated lightly by Epicurus: the absolute rigidity of
the laws of nature, Everything consists and has always
consisted solely of atowms, masses of atoms, and changes
in the arrangement of atoms; atoms move on, eternally

- and inexorably; definite, changeless laws must govern
the birth, growth and decay of things caught up and
squeezed from every direction by the tight bond of

‘necessity., And inspired by what he assumes to be the
basic idea of Epicureanism, Lucretius discovers that
while natural phenonena appear to follow no set plan,
their 1nf1nit§ variety actually masks the movement of
atoms in predetermined directions and the uniform
force of immutable laws (P, 79).1

Q

Epicurus, as ve have seen, considéred the study of natural

philosophy only a meansrto achieve nappiness ahd tranquillity.

His physics was crude and fell short of explaining adequately
the mechaniesm of the universe. Lucretius, too, we may say,

expounded ethical doctrines clearly forﬁed upon the Epicurean
[ [\ W

model, However, De Rerum Natura represents a violent departure ;
from Epicurean philosophy in that its phyﬁ}cs shows ﬁdwholly

%
unepicurean preoccupation with the concey %Qf force, determinism
and Necessity, which Epicurus had 80 eagerly rejected; and its ¢

9

ethics witnesses the transformation brought. about by Lucretius

; : (W,
to the Epicurean idea of pleasure, by giving it more than simply
ethical connotations, correiating‘it with the physiqal universe, ' -

The atoms of Lucretius show the same characte?istics as ) !

-7 s
. ~¢
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those of Epicurus, They need void (inane) to move (De Berum Natura,

I, 330). They are solid and indestructible (I, 485-6). Their
motion is everlasting (II, 80 ff.) and manifests three'different

types of behaviour: one 1s the vertical motion produced by their

weight (II, SL, 217-8), &fiother 15 the leaping movements 'caused by

" collisionf (1I, 85 ff.) and the third is the swerving motion

(clinamen) (II, 216~-93). It would be a mistake, howéver, to think
thay’ﬁucrbtius has limited himsel& todttanbiating Epicurus! aﬁomic
doctrines into?Latin. The Latin poet's exposition of the atomic
theory is full o{/explanatiohs and iiiustrations that are not

~ .

found in Epicurus. But if someone should say-that what we call

& [h/S . .
Lucretius! own contributions are in realiﬁy also merg.translations

. J,;'y':‘ .
of some lost Epicurean tekt, instances may be foqnﬂfinﬁgggﬁerum

Natura which prove the Roman origin of many of Lucretius' statements .

illustrating "the nature of things“.?, Furthérmore, dces .not *

3

Lucretius himself say that his aim is to "inlustrare Latinis

vérsibus" "Graiorum obscura reperta" (I, 136-7) wishing tnerefore‘~,
1.\ ) O .. .,
<

to elucidateé, by his-Latin poetry, what Democritus and Epicurus

had left unexplain?i::fzgis statement, in faét. efems to show
that the Epicurean Democrfitean material available to Lucretius

could not have been much more extensive than that avallable to us.

L o

- However, if Lucretius' account of the atoms and their behaviour

” . RN 4 — K 1
is iuch more articulate and thorocugh than thathof itq Greek models,

no evidence can be found in De Rerum Natura of non-Epicurean

o

atomism, s

It is.a common opinion that all that Lucretius added to

Epicurean philosophy was his poetry and his mood; Pierre Boyancé



and Luciano Perelli, as we have seen in the introduction, are
mainly responsible for thesq views, but the former scholar
especially omits toqéay that both a particular ;tyle and a
particular mood may be symptomatic of a particular philosophical
view, not only regarding ethics, which would be All too banal,
but regarding the very physical structure of the universes JIn“
other words, a certain style not ‘only can reflect an optimistic
or’pessimistic mood and consequently marked ethical or existéntial
preoccupations, but ft can aiso bgtray the acquisition on the
part of the Qriter of certain fundamental truths regarding the
nature of the universe., Such is the case of Lucretius.

The most conspicuous féature of his style is the sometimes even

monotonous recurrence of certain words, expressions and passages,

Luciano Perelli in Lucrezio poeta dell'angoscla, says that "in

Lucrezio ., ., ., 1l'uso di particolari termini conferisce al testo

una carica di ossesslone depressiva e psicopatica non ravvisabile
! [}
nelle altre fonti epicuree" (p. 30).3 He also discovers in

Lucretius what he calls "il martellamento ritmico ossessivo
e la ripetizione delle parole chiave" (p. 56).“ But Perelli sees
this tendency to repetition only as a symptom of the deprecsive

anxiety afflicting the Latin poet and does not Beem to be aware

T

of the fact that it is exactly this morbid state -of Lucretiusg’

mind that brings him to the more or less conscious knowledge of

-

what Bergson, centuries later, called "the absolute rigidity of

the laws of nafﬁre",and of nature's recurring pattérns., And it
’ - \

is again by means of Lucretius' rhetoric that we may discover his

conception of force. 0 of

/ , ,
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The structure of Lucretius' poetiry continually mirrors the

structure of hia§Weltanschauung. As he himself says, ’

quin etiam passim nostris in versibus ipsis
multa elementa vides multis communia verbis,
cum tamen inter se versus ac verba necesse est
confiteare alia ex aliis constare elementis;

non quo multa parum communis littera currat :
aut nulla inter, se duo sint ex omnibus isden,
sed quia non volgo paria omnibus omnia constant.
sic aliis in rebus item communia multa
multarum rerum cum sint primordia, verum

, dissimili tamen inter se consistere summa
possunt; ut merito ex aliis constare feratur
humanun genus et fruges arbustaque laeta.

(11, 688-699)7

The analogy between words in a sentence or letters in a word

.and Htoms in a body of matter is found again in the first book of

‘

" De Rerum Natura (823-29). It is not surprising, therefore, that

the recurrence of certain words in the text should betray not only

a preoccupatiOn with the ideas expressed “by those words, but with

S -
s

the idea of. "recurrence" %tself as observed or unconsciously
perceived in thé univerﬁp for, as Lucretius says, the patterns of

language do imitate the patterhs o% nature., C(onsequently the

repetition of certain words is moet conspicuous wherever Lucretius

' 1s particularly eager to show the regular and inevitable recurrence

o .
of certain natural phenomena.y The expression necessest, for example, //

/
/

and its variations (necesse, necesst, necessum;.gecessumst, /
N N X - .

necessust), all of them implying ifievitability, inexorability and °

&
determgniSm, occur in the text one hundred and elight t{pes and are

found in the greatest number in those passages where Lucretius is
]

most impre.used by "the absolute rigidity of the .laws of ngture?% \ K

for instance, in the one thousand odd lines ?146-1117) of the
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first book, corcerned exclusively with the basic elements of the
® .
< - ,universe, atoms and voyd, atomic combinations and properties, the

7 expression necessest {ecurs twenty-one times., Twenty-five more

S

instances of this ;f$ression are found in the second book1 within

{

’ the nine hundred % nes (62-991) Qbscribing the movements and

shapes of the atgms., The third/éook, on the mertality of thg §oul

—~ -~

J

/ "= -:. and. the irrevocability ofvdeatﬁ, has seventeen instances of this
, ot

expression; it appears again Aineteen times in the fourth book,
// which deals with the atoms that prodﬁce sensations, However, the

. fifth book, in spite of its being the longest of the six (1457

-~

lines), being the only one concerned iith society, the least

‘ natural among universal manifestations, limits the use of the
expression necessest to six times, thus drawing our égtqntion.
to the purely physical nature of Necessity, The sixth book, in
fact, which is a discussion of physical phenomena on earth and
in the heavens and which contaihs‘the famous passage on death,
showing the inevitable end reached by all things, employs the

6

expression sixtcen times,

At this point, the idea of necessity being much less frequent
in a human and social context than in a strictly physica}
: environment, one might assume that Lucretius conceived a view of
necessity as of a force, the decrees of which man, unlike the
rest of nature, could disobey through the exercise of his own
free will., 1In the light of this observation, Lucretius' insistence
on the subject of freedom (II, 251-93) and his'lengthy elaboratioﬁ .

of the '"swerve" theory adumbrated by Epicurus, ceases to be

‘. inconsistent with a belipf in Necessity, for while it gives man

e . — -
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a chance of escape, Within a social structure artificially imposed
\ - -
on nature, it still leaves the entire ¥niverse and all its phenomena

subject 4o the unbreakable laws of determinism. It would be a

mistake, however, to think that the atoms, producing by thein -

P o

swerve free will in man, _are themselves—endowsd With free will,

\Lucretius, 1§‘fact, like Epicurus, uses the atoﬁié‘decltnation

only as a stratagem to account for human freedom; unlike Epicurus,

however, all through his work Lucretius never ceases to show the

role of. necessity in natural phenomena. Furthermore, Epicurus

¢ ‘ 4

dismisses not only the necessity governing human actions but,

L

as we have seen, also the necessity of Democritusn which acts in
a purely atomic context, while Lucretius limits the range of
freedom to the '"geps jpsa', the mind of living creatures (II,
256, 289). ¢Thus the universe, in all its physical or, more
prociacly. 1norganic manifestations, remains bound by the fati

¢

fqetera, the chains of fate.
¢

_ Thus necessity reappears in ‘philosophy, after having been

-

exiled by Epicurus; but in De Rerum Natura, the idea of necessity

acquires new connotations, The force that Demcocritus had curaorilx

brought into relation with the "whirl" becomes with Lucretius

something much more definite and' comprehensive: 'in the poem

(v}

of the Latin philosopi\er, "&V&X\Q\ " becomes Venus.

-, .

Empedocles of Acragas is responaible for having given
o
Apnrodite the status of cosmic force and of main motive power.

No one bdfore-him had attacheq 80 great an importance to ‘the

- ~ ‘
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goddess of love.  ‘He, in fact, equated the goddess with’ "C‘)‘l)\lo("

"~ (Kirk and Raven, fr. 424), the cosmi5~f5rée-which\;g‘pesponsible'

for the coming together of all things in ‘the universe. However, —~—— —
her power 18 counteracted and curtailed by that of "th§‘<°S ",
Strifa, the other motive principle, whicg'bringa about the
éeparatign of cosmic‘substances (Kirk and Raven, fr;'h26 et al,).

Yet Emdpedocles was not the first to realize the extent of

Aphrodite's pOWers..zParmenides, in two passag;s codsiaered by
Kirk and ﬁavenhir;e;onciléple with the rest of his doctrines, calls
Aphfbdite "the goddess who steers all; for she it is that bégins'
all the works of hateful birth and begetting, sending female to

mix with male and male in turn with female" (Kirk and Raven, fr.

f358)? and is "Lhe cause of moving and of coming into being for

them all : e the holder of the keys,Justice and Necessity"

(Kirk and Raven, fr. 359). 8 The Juxtaposition of Justice and
Necessity is not surprising if we remember that passage of
Anaximander where he says that 'the source of coming-to-be for

. existing things 1§_}hat into which destruction, too,_happens
taccording to neceésity, for they pay penalty and retribution to

each- other for their injustice according to the“assqsswenf of -

" =

i

Time'" (Kirk an%‘Riiéﬁi“Tr —10§)¢‘m To Anaximander, thus, an

"inJustice" 18 wbatever is done against the laus 3% Necesaity
Thus Parmenldes, equating the goddess of love wifh Necesaity, st -
the all-powerful cosmic agent offers a precede;t for Lucretius'

'VGngs.‘ Nevertheless, the appearance of thq goddess 1n tha proemiuu

" of De Rerum Natura still romains somewhat incongruous. Let us see,

thenf 1f we caniexplain her presence ip terms of Lucératius® own ﬁhpught.'.'

s
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Lucretius, in true Epicurean fashion, uses all his powers-of

\,

persuasion to ban the gods and mythology from the uﬁlvefbe‘ Early .
- . / “
. J
in the first book (62-101) his attack on religion makes its s
® . o
——-—appearance, and the fifth book (1l46-234) contains a thorough %
- /

refutation of divinity as commonly imagined by man. Other remarks
7

on the futility and dangers of religion and on the powerlessneps

of the gods-are scattered tW?outhout the work as a wnhole. How,

: d
then, “are we “to explain tholpresence of Venus, a goddess wp$ (:i:

certainly is not described as indifferent to the univerq?’and

removed from human éffairs /but. on the contrary, as shé through

whom "genua omne animaninm%ﬂouc&p&%ur”“{l u-s), agd as the only p

K

_one to govern the nature of things LI, 20)?

4
In the second book of De Rerum Natura Lucretips himself

3
helps us to understand the figure of Venus; he says,

siquis mare Neptunum Cereremque Yocare
constitu ruges et Bacchi nomine abiti
d mavolt quam la s proprium proferre vocamen,
,  concedamus ut ﬂic t
esse deum matrem, dum vera re tamen ipse

religione animum turpi contingere parcat. 11
(II, 652-7)

l

-

It is clear, then,'that the velue of Venus is no less

dllegorical than that of Neptyne, Ceres or Bacehus' it is a

poetical appellation completely bereft of - any religious or

mythologi‘cal ¢onnotation. But if,  then, Venus;s.u:is a metaphor,

»

what does she\étand for?

i
The position of Venus at the beginning of De Rﬁfum Natura,

‘L’t;

in the capacity of inspiring muse and as obJect of the post's

P 1nvocation, has led many critics to see the goddess a8 a mere
. . f / » )
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. . poetical device belonging to a rich tradition of poems si:arting

with an invocation to a muse or divinity. The first two words of ,“

Lucretius' poem, "Aeneadum genetrix", alluding to her as mother of

the Romans, .seems to have been an imitation of Ennius' line, "te ,"

sane, aia precor Venus, te genetrix Ratria nostri" (Annales, 52). 12

~

"te sociam_studeo" of line 24 reminds one of the last ™

hb\ famous poem of %pho, where she begs Aphrodite to Join o
) shielé with Pmr\qg the battlefih love, 1> Moreov\er, the !
dest 1ption of Venus similar to that of :.
Cdlliope, the muse of epic poetry, in ok, where -
/\ \ cretius céll ber "Calliope, requieo hominum divomqu volugtaa"
l 914).1# “Put this critical method or approach based M

~
( ,,fstake of considerin;_, Venus only as Muse, forgetting the other . \‘
g - L]

numerous references to Venus as creative force of nature, and

Qg

/ idexy{{’f/ati n of Venns with Calliope, unfortunately makes the\

consequently greatly diminishes, in fact largely denies, the _

i
impact 0f the goddess in the poem., E. Bignone, the main supporter

of the theory that identifies Venus with Calliope, sees her only

as "hominum divomgue voluptas™ (I, 1) and as herald of "tranquilla
pax" (I, 31), thus as almost identical with the Calliope who
) brings both 'requies' and 'voluptas" (VI, 910) Hence he draws the s

conclusion that the "Venus lucretiana® symbolizas the Epj,curean

principle of " U\'SDVV\ K o ToC tf"\"v\)n(T'LKt\." aboulic pleasure.:]'5

It is tenpting, in cht, to seq the word "volu;gtas" as a translation
of the Epicurean term "%SO vy ", but, unfortunately, the text of .
De Rerum Natura does not support this interpretation. Actually,

t ' the word "voluptas" maars mostly in association with Venus, erotic .
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pleasures, and other violent emotions or cravings,16
| :

it becomes an attributg of Calliope or when as a term it is

except when

modified by adjeé¢tives such as ''blanda" (II, 966) or "divina"

‘ _— iy
(I1I, 28); 'while the Epicurean "pleasure principle'* is best
translated )by Lucretius with words such as "suave" (II, 1, 5),
"dulcis" (I, 7) and "iucundus'" (II, 19) which, in fact, appear

1n,§pe‘most Epicurean passage of De Rerum Natura, the first sixty

lines of the second book. Furthermore, the word "voluptas", rooted

~ « ,' .
‘in the verb "volo“ 15 much closer to "g pw( " (a word related to
&

~

the Greek verd "E(:%yo" to desire, to love) than to a word like

" AOV ", which would be best tran ed by “suavitas",
q' suavitas

The Venus of Lucretius herefore, seen in the light of thesa

/
observations, stops being\the "'150\/'( Ko(‘l"oto"rv\fwtfz KI’L" of
(o]
: - /
Bignone and becomes " .-‘Léov:\ Klvq.’lKlL", pleasure as a moving
principle and a cosmic force. Antonio Traglia in his work Suila .

formazione spirituale di Lucrezio, adopts this view (p. 197 ft.),17

but fails to consider-a point of fundamentil importance: the

relationship between the "Venus genetrix" of the first book of De

Rerum Natura and the "Venus erotica"‘of the fourth book, .

AN Venus, in the first-book, represents the force of sexual desire,

ére ‘the stress is placed more on the final product of this

force, fertility, c}eation, than on the force itself. Venus
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‘ " that “"the myths gand m‘ysteries of ‘Aphrodite are not Greek but

come from the Near Eastern ppecinét of the G¥e€£ Mother, of whom

~all the Greek goddesses represent pértial aspects"\fb- 160). It
is in thé light of this statement, in fact, that Lucretiuég

l '1.’ deacription of the Magna Mater (11, 600~643) should be seen: ° N

_namely,'as one aspect 6f Aphrodite, and, more precisely, that » -
~aspec€ of Venus whichpis most conspicuous in the proemium of the
first book. The identification 'of this Venus wifh the Magna
Mater, or Mo;ﬁer Earth ié, furthermore, stressed by the twice-
recurring Juxtaposition of Qenua and earth. In the first lines,

of_fﬁ?ifét%mcntiwsrlw_&um_ﬁuaﬂ;ﬂ daedala

tellus Submittit flores" (I, 7-8), and later in the same book, .
! ' - - 1

— .
» . . -~ L4

. . unde animale genus generatim in lumina vitae
redducit Venus, aut redductum daedala tellus
. unde alit atque auget generatim pabula praebens? '
) (Ia 227’29> -

< ,‘ . , - However, this particu}ar facé; of Venus dées little to support
-Traglia's Vénus “'kLVr\Ttmi". Venus, in her role of " enetrix'_',
of mother, is not easily feconcilabie with Venus as moving force;
therefore,‘in order to substantiate a theory suchras Traglia's v

xﬁiqh aims at making of Venus a force, an "élan vital", it is ,

necessary to sever the goddess from her maternal role and associate g

her witﬁ a less organic and more kinetic element in De Rerum ﬁaturd; Y
§i " namely with a concept of force. ,
’ The concept of Venus as force seem8 to acquire increasing

1

strength in Lucretius® mind as his work develops. While in the A

. " . first book Venus, as we have seen, is 1nt}‘inately associa;g,g with s

’ [ - . -~




‘ the earth and its breeding, in the second book we find her allied

vith 'dia voluptas", called by Lucretius '"dux vitae", the guide of

l1fe (II, 172-3); and while in the firit book "“voluptas" had
apﬁeared as one of the many attributes of Venus (I, 1), in'this
basspge of the second book it seems to have already acquired the

status of a»cbmplete divinity working in cooperation with Venus,

’

These few lines, in fact, are the preparation for the fourth book,

- ‘ where Venus as "genétrix"‘vill disappear almost completely ahdhmakq:}

- place for another Venus called, tAiB time, "voluptad? or hcugido". \

| Ve might say that Venus herself has given birth to & being which
,displayQ a strong rase?blance to its mother Eut is endowed with a

f more selfish\ngture, that is, less interested in pleasure &8 a means

R to creation thai\in\Q}easure for its own sake, This being is Eros,

R -

for 'hom offspring is a mnere accident resulting from 1ts power of“\\\\\\\\
atfraction, This strange divinity is the result of the love betwaen

Venus and Mars. It is thus interesting to note that both Venus and

Y

. Mars appear in the' proemium of De Rerum Natura. (I, 31-40) as lovers,
A " ~almost as if Lucretius, by this description, wanted to prophesy,

. ‘ as it were, not only the birth of Eros from the womb of Venus but

N

_also the génesis of a conception of Eros in his own mind. The fourth

. ‘“ boék, in féct&igo longer the field of action of the Venus we haveé o,
known in the first book, but rgther a battlefield where Eros armed R
with a bow is war-lord, This @0es not mean that Venus has disappeared,
tq be replaced by Eros, but that Venus has undergone a trana{prmatlon.
acquiring the characteristics of ger son. In the foué%h book she

stops being “alma" Venus, and all those-attributes, such as "lepor"

q ’ '(.I, 15, 28), "cupido" (I, '16, 20),"'volp_2tas" (x, 1), "amor" (I, 149, _ A
¢ . s

7 3 - N ~ - .
’

- -
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'}h, 36), which in the proemium had been mere tools used by Venus to
Achieve her end, fertility, become in the fdurth‘book eithetr elements
of nature in themselves or individual ﬁanifestations of her. Eros,
initially under .the disguise of an adverb, "cdgido“ (1, 16; 20),
becomes now a noun, "cugido"; and a personifiéd noun at that (IV,
1057, 1093, 1115, 1138). i

Eros,- however, 18 not merely a new version of the Venus we

have ‘known,. Not for nothing is he born of the masriage of. Venus

- and Mars, gThere is more in him than a mere abstraction of the force-

of attraction employed by Venus for maternal purposes, Eros contains

'in himself the chromosomes or'his-father Mars, the god of war, and

therefore achieves the union of male and female, not only through
fond att:ggﬁipn/ﬁétween the sexes but also through the natural
antagonism existing bethen them. Lucretius describes lovers in

he following way:

T e e e et;ﬁiﬁ'potiundi tempore in ipso

"~ fluctuat inc¢ertis erroribus ardor amantum
n constat; quid primum oculis manibusque fruantur
quo petiene, premunt arte faciuntque dolorem
corporis ot-dentes inlidunt saepe labellis
osculaque adfiig nt, quia non est pura voluptas
et stimuli subsunt Qui instigant laedere id ipsum
qliodcumque; est, rabies\unQe illaec germina surgunt.

u\ 1076-83)19

Nevertheless, the struggle does not last forbver" "leviter

S~
\

poenas. frangit Venus inter amorem Blandaquo refrenat m5FBuQ\
admixta voyuptas“ (IV, 1084-85).

. It is in this passage (1076-85) that the dual personality of -
Eros is best shown, “His paternal, Martian side is manifested 12 -

the power of "amor". "Amor", in Lucretiua; is, in fact, always
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associated with something negative, painful or degrading. It

woundscthe mind with "dira lubido", dire craving (IV, 1046-7);

it 1s like a shaft thrown from one. body to the other (lOS}hsu),
it should be shunned like a pestilence (1063~u), it 18 the source
of pain (1066'7)k it is based on illusions (1101); many are its’
' evil consequences (1141-42); it possesses powerfui\snares (1146);
NS ‘

(At is often discreditable and humiliating ¥(1158); it is a form of

."Voluptasﬁ but of a kind which Lucretius calis “‘non pura'voiﬁgtas"

AN
~

(1081), that is, pleasure mixed with pain, Venus and Mars.
On the other hand, the side of Eros which 1s\ipher1ted from

nis mother Venus, is like a "gutta dulcedinis" trickling in the

heart, which soon<%%bomes ifrigida cura' on the arrival\Bi "amor"
(1059-60). As we have seen'in the above passage, the Venerdal

aspect of Eros hac also the power of soothing the angulish of \\

lovers once the 'climax of their relationship has been reached ‘\\

-

(1084-5) .- Thus, while "amor'" is "non pura voluptas'", Venus is

"pura voluptas" (1075), "blanda voluntas" (1085). Lucretius

stresses this difference between "amor" and Venus when he says
that it 18 possible to enjoy the fruits of Venus without being

ensnared in the coils of "amor" (1073). Lucretius also identifies
» ¥ . »

3

"amor" with ."cupido". "Cupido" is "gggg" (1090)' as the "dira
lubido" of "amor" (1046-7); 1t blinds ‘Wan (1153) and infldmes
his heart” (1090). Oume, in fact, feels that the te}mfﬂ"gggg"'aﬁd f
“cup}dc" or the expressions "in amore" and "cupide" could easily
be interchangeable; whiéh is not surprisinglwgen we think that
both Amor and EBB&Q were the names given by the Romans to the

Greek god Eros, : »”

[
“
°

\ .
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éﬁe theory that the description of Eﬁps in Lucretius contains
many allusions to the god's Martian or;gigs is substantiated by
the frequent recurrence in the text of images of blood and wounding,
illustrated by words like "saucia', woundgg (1047); "vulnusg", wound
(1049), "sanguis", bleod, and "ictu", blow (1050), by ‘'ruber umor",

red liquid (1051), "volnera plagis", wgunds through blowa (1070),

and ‘"pereunt", die (1121). Furthermore, what can better illustrate
the Jux%aposition of Love and Death in Lucretius’ ;ork than the
fact\that his poem starts with an invocation to Venus and ends
with a description of Death? And 15 it not remarkable that the’
symptoms of death by plague (VI 1185-92) should remind us of
those same symptoms which Sappho desgribes as proper t%.love-
sickness?21

Today this view of love has become ratner common; Tristan d
and Isolde, Romeo and Juliet, the "Eros~Phanatos'" of Freud and
Karcéuse and the Duino Elegies of Rainer Maria Rilke“(the first
one in particular) ha;e explgined and pOpula}ized the communiop
of\Such antithetical concepts as Love and Death, and Lové and War.
Similarly, Henrg de Qontherlant, in Un incompris, described
lovers in the f%llowing way: '"les amants se heurtent et se

v

souldvent comme deux vagues qui s'affrontent, mais ensuite, comme

elles, 11s retombent en se mélant" (Act I, Scene §).

Thus we have seen not only that Venus is the form that
/

cosmic force takes in the universe of De Rerum Natura, but also
that this Venus is of & particular kind, either working with or
transforming herself "into Eros. The result of this collaboration .

or metamorphosis is a force which is very sihilar to the Empedoclean
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0

‘."“.
combination of (Pz A« and Nz{ KOS; If,ﬁ%while Empedocles envisaged-

el
the existence of two distinct foféis, Lucretius, by seeing the
e ;

former as Aphrodite and the latter as Ares, combined the two into
. = o
one iingle force, Eros, both the fruit and the combination of the

s ‘ . [ a3
parental®ouple. Furthermore, while, Empedocles had regarded Strife

o

mainly as an agent of sqparation,‘Luc}etiuB realized that the
separation brought about by Strife and War was only a consequence
of the coming together of antagonistic bodies; consequently, he
viewed Strife as a form of attraction }ather than as a form of

it}

repulsion. Thus, the attraction_ of Love was made to differ from

f \‘J 3
the attraction of Strifé“only in terms) of &?e former's beiné

‘pleasant and the latter's being painful. -
The cSncept of Eros, consgquently, is-most proba%%y to be

NS

traced back to Empedocles and to be seen as a development of the
latter's ide¥. Epicurus, unfortunately,’had nothing to do with

the formilation of this idea, not only because he had not included ‘
(hHo
' |

"any force in his universe but because he had assigned no role to

‘
[

L

ulgve except that of dangerous and harmful emotion (Vatican Sayings,

k;)‘21a

1% )

v

It is not surpéising to discover that fﬁdretiue' concepf of
force owes a great debt to Empqdogleg"theories; we know, in fact,

that of all the philosophers known by Lucretius, with the exception

" %, N -
of Epicurué, Empedocles was held in £he highest esteem by the Latin
- ‘g, -

poet, who calls the Greek ppet-ph1§350pher,a most illustrious man
. . )

(I, 729) endowed with a ﬁ;vinq'mind (I, ?31) and ™ humana . . .

stirpe creatus'", of alm&étldiﬁine stock (I, 733), all these -being

attributes which Lucretius hgd applied to Epicutus himself, -

o T . -

. - ¢
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‘Hoéever, keeping in mind the admiration theviatin philosopher had
for Empedocles, it 1s surprising to notice tﬁit Lucretiﬁa mentions
him only in order to refute his theory.of the four basic elements
(I, ?712-16) which, with the Love-Strife theory, forms'the whole of
Empedoclean philosophy. Thié curiouajbehaviour on the part of
Hpcretius seems to imply that tﬂe part of the Empedoclean thought
wﬂlbh attracted Lucretius most and justified his flattering remarks
was that part of the Greek's philosophy which concerned force, which

part, however, for reasons I cannot fathom, he does not mention.

Nevertheless, the appearance of Eros and Venus in De Rerum Natura

sufficiently proves the presence of Empedoclean elements, even if
we cannot speak of a wholly conscious assimilation of these on the
part of Lucretius.

These elements, as Empedocles! work amply shows, affect both
the animal/human world and the inanimate or inorganic uhiverse.
Similarly there are reasons to believe that Lucretius! principlé,
Eros, governs not only human or animal intercourse but also the
behaviour of the atoms themselves. loreover, it is important to
stress, in the conte;t of atomic behaviour, the hegemony of Eros,
rather than that of Venus. Let us see, now, why, ’

We have seen already where the main differences between Venus
and Eros lie. Venus is seen by Lucretius as a force that has an
aim to reach, a task to fulfill, namely the continuation of the
species and the constant renewal of life. This work of fertilization
is brought about through the help eof forces called "voluptas",

“cupido", "amor'". Eros, on the other hand, being the very essence

of these three instrumental forces, though working at the service

£ :
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enus, \is in itself blind, aimless., We might say, in modernu
terms, that while Venus is a force, that is,endowed with a vector,
a direction, Eros is simply pure energy. ihis 1ntérpretatiou of
Eros! a}mlessness finds further confirmation in the fact that for

Lucretius, Eros does not oper&te merely in terms of sexual attraction

“but also in terms of sexual antagonism where it becomes a Martian

principle eager to hurt and destroy, as we have seen in the
description of the lovers in the fourth book. Thus, Eros 1is
characterized by two fundamental attributes, its blindness and its
power of attraction, be it productive (Venus) or destructive (Mars).

The first attribute, blindness, as we have seen, characterizes
all erotic behaviour. The frénzy of love is called b& Lucretius

yulnus caecum"” (IV, 1120), and the behaviour of man under the effect

of sexual stimuli is also called dlind. Men, when "cupidine caeci" '’
--blinded by desire‘(IV, 1153)-;are unable to see and think
objectively, and ascribe to the person they love attributes that
these do not possess (iv, 1153-76). This blindness belongs to all

forgs of violent craving, not only sexual desire; for instance,

‘"cupido honorum", lust of honoursgéis also called "caeca" by

Lucretius (III, 59). But what is more important, this same
characteristic is frequently attached to the atoms ihemselyas and
to their motions. In theCfirst book the atoms are said to be “
"caeca" (I, 1119). Oge should note at this point, however, that
the adjective '"caecus" 1§2Lucretius often means "hidden" and not
"blind"; the "caeca" in<§g%e 1110 of éhe first book seems to meqn’/
"blind", but in othér places (I, 277, 295; II, 328, 714) the wo;ﬂ/

“cagcus'' has to be translated as ''unseen', However, the important

i

‘ /
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thing is that the epithet "blind" is applied to the.atoms' motion
rather than to their bodies. In fact, Lucretius, in & passage in

‘the second book, repeats three times that the atoms clash together
by blind blows and motions, using expressions such as '‘caecos ’
motus 27-8), "caecis plagis" (129), and "ictibus caecis" (136).

agibus', blind attachments

Lucretius speaks of "caecis

between the magnet and iron (VI, 1o;é3?\ﬁ all see, later, how

Na?ural forces, such as that of the wind, are called "blind"; \f\ﬁ\\\\;l::

Lucretius speaks, in' fact,- of '"venti caeca potestas" (III, 247, 269).

At this point ‘it might be of some: interest to observé that

R e )

Lucretius seems to identify his motive principle "voluptas" with

that of "voluntas" and therefore his concept of Eros with that

#

of/will. Even without,any-suﬁﬁaft from the text, this infererce
shéuld not surprise us, once we realize that "Eros", "cupido",
/ ‘ o kY
. "vwoluptas" and "voluntas" are all etymologically rooted/dn verbs

" 1pp1ying various degrees of desire (";Qiu:", "eupio", Yvolo").
[} ) /

ynhthe passage on the '"clinamen" in the second book, Lucretius

Asks: - . » ) / o o
. . ) //~'
"unde est haec, inquam, fatis avolsa voluyntas RN .
per quam progredimur gquo ducit/quemgue W¥oluptas. 22

A (’II’ 25?’8)

f voe

L’
and "volng;as"

oreover, their

J

iy

ressed in the fourth
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/‘ book, where Lucretius, speaking of the swelling of stimilated
genitals and of the resulting ejection'of'seed says: / ‘

’ -~

inritata tument loca semine fitqﬁe-voluntdﬁ
eicere id quo se contendit dira lubido,

(1v, 1045-6)2>

-

"Lubido", here, replaces 'voluptas' but, as we have seen eanfier,

// the terms are almost synonymous. The two two-line passages thus
) / - show marked simiiarities. The term "voluntas'" of the first lin;
3// seems to be in direct apposition t? the "voluptas" of the first

- ‘ Passage and to the "lubidq" of the second passage,_this~gpposition
*\\‘\\\\\;\\ receiving furtZer stress in both casee from the position of all

these—terms at the end of the line. Therefore it would qat be .
\\ -
too arbitrary to est that LucretihS_envisageﬁ the possibility

of relating the principle of to an even wider and mqQre

~ N

‘encompassing one, that of will, ~—
o ° <7 T

. . J In fact, I teyd to see Lucretius as a prbchrSOr of\EEhepQgggggii\\;\\\\
. This is not tﬂe place to allow for aacomparative étudy of Lucretius-
and Schopenhauer (a study which, however, I intend to pursue in
- . the future), but I believe that a few quotations from the German
philosopher may help us tq understand better some aspects of what

) we may call the Lucretian metaphysics, especially thése concerning

the idea of Eros,

Schopenhauer says in his work The World as Will and Representation

i

that "That which makes itself known to the individual consciousness

as sexual impulse in general, and without direction to a definite
individual of the other sex, is in itself, and apart from the -

» t

’ / . -
. phenomenon, simply will-to-live" (II, bp. 5}5).2“ He explalns this o




o,

S

b

man in the natural state, as for the animal, PN
his "‘life's final end and highest goal. Self reservation
and maintenance are his first aim, and as Kobn- as he -~
has provided\for that, he aims only at the propagation

. of the race; as a merely natural being, he /cannot
aspire to anything more. Nature too, the
being of which is the will-to-live itself, with all )
her force impels both man and the animal/to propagate.
After this she has attained her end with the individual,

n and is quite indifferent to its destruc ion; for, as

the will-to-live, she is concerned only with the

preservation of the species; the individual is .

nothing to her.- '

.- (I, pp. 3é9-30)
/

\\Ingvidea.that Iucretius! Eros might be Schopenhauer's Will oo

in embryo has had very few followers and these limit themselves

to vague passing remarks on the subject. V. J. McGill, in his

L 5 - -

biography Schopenhauer, Fessimist and Fagan, claims that “No -

' philoaépher has emphisized the power‘of love as much as

) N \ B, .
Schopenhauer and since Lucretius, indeed, no one has emphasized

it at all" {p. 166).25~'John Masson, in Lucretius, Epicurean and . -

\\\\\\\\;\\\\\ggiii\iftempté a closer parallel between tﬁg two philosophers

and concludes a rather confused chapter by saying that "There

are several points of\EBhtacilisbme of them pretty close, between
—~— ' '
Schopenhauer and Lucretius, but at preéént\ua\ggg only remind our

readers how Lucretius too 1ﬁ§1mately assooiates Will with the

origin of Force" (p. 228).26/ The most recent statement on the —

,subject 1s by Luciano Pere¥11 who, speaking of the proemium of " /

De Rerum Natura in his'préviously citod work, says that "nell'inno

a Venere c o o l'impulso al placere & un.mezzo di cui la natura

si\valg\gg\\la coaggrvazione delle specie, Esiste a mio avviso
) \\A\\-\\\“ - | ‘

] s —

’ -
/ ) ¢ . oo B
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\. y
che tutﬁb\mggzi\n lla natura e che spinge l'uomo &ll'illusione del

piacere, mentre in regl}& la natura ci offre soltanto l'alternativa ™™

" e 27 , )
fra il dolore e la noia (p.\lez.
\\ -
-In the light of \?se passaggs:\thgp, the lines that Lucretius

dedicatqs to the "swervé&\gcqnire new meaniEEB»\\One may observe,

. in fact, that what Lucretius had in mind when writing ese lines

was a cdncept of will as univereal force rather than -one of "iiberum
N ]

arbitrium" as understood by medieval thinkers. It is true that AN
here the Latin poet is describing the phenomenon of free-will, '\\\\

but this phanomenon becomes in his eyesaof such cosmic importance

\ -~

(by being made into the determining factor for the creation of the
universe) that it can‘hardl; be made to resemble any 1ate§ conception .
of free-will, Free-will, in fact, tefore any modern notion of

statistical determinism had cbme forth, had always been an

attribute of man; and its existence had alwa&s been a product

of theological speculation rather than of empirical observation;

by contrast, Lucretius'a"freedom" not only affects the'whole

universe from the atom fo man but is the "causa sine qua non"

for ité existence; Furthermore, we have seen how, in lines
257-8 of the second book the concept of "ioluntas", even when
meaning "free~-will", is equivalent to "voluptas', a concept
which i8 unseparable from that of Eros., The connection between
Eros and will, moreover, acquires paramount importance once we
realize that the presence of the power of attraction of Eros
explains the phenomenon of the "swerve' which would otherwise

remain unaccounted for, as in Epicurus! work, In fact, instead

- -

N °

L
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‘ df\:iplafning the anomalous motion of the atom as some chance. freak

of nature, We can now easily élucidate'it in terms of some form
of magnetic-or, anthropomorphically speaking, erotic attraction
between two étdms. Once we accept Eros as the ruler of the
Lucretian universe, the eniématic "clinamen" offers no longer any
bréblem. .
Thus, after having accounted for blindness as an attribute
of ﬁros and after having seen how Eros 1is connected to a notion of
will, we ma& now try to ascertain the extent of his power in an !
atomic context., ' It will be necessary at this point to keep in
mind the dual Venereal-Martian personality of Eros,. .
Once the will of Eros has brought about the first collisién,
the work of creation has begun, and, with 1t! V;nue the matchmaﬁer
“-.has joined hands with Mars the warrior. Lucretius illustrates
the mgtion'of ;tOmS as they come together to create matter, in

&

the folibwipg way: . . . -
o .

contemplator enim, cum s0lis lumina cumque

. . inserti fundunt radii per opaca domorum: T
.- multa minuti modis multis per inane videbis : ‘

corpora misce}i\radiorum lumine in ipso

et velut aeterno~gertamine proelia pugnas.

edere turmatim certantia nec dare pausam,

conciliis et discidiis exerpcita crebris; L

“conicere ut possis ex h ré?;rimordia rerum

quale sit in magno iactarih semper inani. 28

N (I, 114-122)

.. o e —

‘
.
. ~ !
o — - \

The vocabulary in this passage is clearly taken from warfare

("certamine", "proelia", "pugnas'", "turmafim", "Ebrt& tia",

"cbdiil;ig et discidiis'). Similarly, wherever Lucretius

has to describe the motions of the atoms, words 1like "ictue"
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__,fiﬂ~—kf~“*"since he limits her sway to the animal and

. .concepta.
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‘or vglagﬁ" meaniﬁé "blows", occur with great frequenc& ("ictus": \\
I, 528, 1055; II, 85, 99, 136; "plaga": I, 528, 583, 633, 1025,
1042, 10503 II, 129, 141, 223, 227, 285, 288, 533, 715, 726, 956,

1le20, 1112! 1140, 1143). It seems as if Lucretius had come to

L)

understand the importance of war and that Mars' "fera moenera",

.aavage works (I 29, 32), are not always destructive, since

dn the hands of Eroékthey become an indispensable tool for
creation. At this point I will also remind the reader of that

passage in the fourth book where the sexual act 1s described in
iiolently sanguinestones; the section on sex-is interspersed not
only with images of blood and wounding, as we have observed, but

~

the same terms--"ictus" and "plaga"-~which had characterized

« the motions of the atoms, reappear here in an erotic context

&
("ictus": IV, 1050 1052 1245, 1273, 1284; "glaga": Iv, 1070, 11#6)

_Lucretius may have had a certaln difficulty in visualizinf

The reader may

and accounting for Eros, his "primum qgaile".

0 . ., I

feel its presence _all through De Rerum Natura and be more or less

‘//

PRt

‘conving d of its existence by the recurrent use of certain words

B%: /
and expresaions or by thwﬂggpea%ed”jhxtgposition of certain
e ‘“‘/

Lucreﬂius may have never exgregg&i/stated that the
/ ' -
Universe is rulq,,hy>%he”?ower of Eros or aven ,by that of Venus,

uman world However,

“aksrpe
oty

the conception of such rorces is certainly/gtrongly 1mplied by
Lucretius, as I have tried to demonatrgfh, and it might be referred

to as the "aeatub" the exhalation, as it were, of De Rerum Natura. -

'Just as Luciano Perelli has felt the need’ or'axtracfing the enotional ’ (

“ ' ]

. and pathological elements from meretius' work, I have“atﬁpmpted, \\\;
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’ in the present discussion, to. abstract whatever metaphysical or Yo
[hy?tical beliefs underlie the work of the Latin thinker.
% Nevertheless, despite the clandestine nature of Lucretius! e !
Jﬁpps principle’, its existence is 80 often disclosed by the poet's
use of language, and by often uncoﬂscious'3uxtépos;pibna of ideas,
N that it can no longer be denied. 1In the section on the power of .
N the Magnesian syone (vi, 998—106Q), Lucretiup gives us the last,
"\’ and perhaps most forceful and convincing, illustration of ‘the o
‘. control exerted by Venus and Eras over 1norgan1f“mattgr." .

s . N v
N /
.
N\
.

The power of the magnet, &8 if Buqret;us intended it to be .

another manifestation of Eros' "moenera", is described again in

the términqlogy of love and combat similar to that employed in

the description of atomic ﬁovements. Words like "conexa', conn cted"
(VI, 1010), "compagibus'y attachments (1016), and verbs like -
"gelliciat", enticg (1001) and "cohaeret", cling together (1 lg),,, ' -

P

RS

caammtt T aIl implying communion and attraction; coexist wixh words
“"plagis" (1003, 1020) and verbs like "impellit", drive o

"verberat™, beats (1028, 1039) and "offensare", ‘strike gainst

- \\K

. l .
apart wqgn separated

univers phénomena;

. dans son explicatidn

N -



the second, "la discorde" (p. 174). The antithetical modeés of
behaviour shown by magnet and iron are, in fact, instances-of

the Empedoclean principle of Love and Strife; however, th;s dual

‘prinbiple appears in Lucretius! account of'mggnetISm as a double

manifestation of the same force, that of attraction. Médame
Bollack says, in fact, that "les incompatibilités se fondent

sur le méme principe que l'affinité, ou plutdt la haine et 1tapour

__sont deux manifestations équivalentes quoique‘oppoﬁées de la

nature des choses" (p. 176), and concludes her study by bringing .

t
-

the phenowenon or magnétism, as described by Lucretius "sub ...

sgecie aeternitatis"' “"La loi du mOnde,” she savs “sa vie son {

aimant (au sens mystique du not), c'est bien. si l'on- veut,

AY

l"amour' present dans l'echange et dans la transformation, mdis

LI
]

clest un amour’ précaire et menace, 1mpliqne, p0mpris dans le flux.
universel 4 1'origine duquel il ne participe pius" (p. 185)..

In the first book Luqretiuu says. N B
ergo praeter inane et corpora tertia per se
nulla potést rerum in numero natura relinqui,

~ nec quae sub sehsus cadat ullo tempore nostros
- nec rationd animi quam quisquém possit apisci. 30 \
’ (I, 445-48) :

\,
N o

We nave discqvered,\;évertheléss,fphat“a third nature does exist,

3 o * . "

‘and thbat it manifests itself as a force'éailed Venus or Eros,

ki

depending on whether the coming -togetlier of organic Or 1norganic

* 4 4

bodies invol?es-plgaSure ¢r pain, unien or collision. .However..

s

this nature, which Lucretius might'have called "clandestinam

l“")

' caecaiigge", secret and unseen (I, 779), can be peréeived ﬂbither

7

by\our senses nor by reason' 1ts existence may be surmised by .
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sheer speculative intuition. It is thus that we may pernaps interpret
thhe four lines above quoted: 1if a third nature exists, neither

through our senses nor through our reason can we become acquainted

. 1!
with it, It is true that Lucretius repeatedly elevates the genges

to the 1eve1 of supreme Judge of reality (I 422-55 699-700),

and in the fourth book, he voices a strong and lengthy defence

¥

of sense perceptidn and of reason as based on it:

invenies primis ab sensibus esse creatam
notitiem veri neque sensus posse refelli.

L * L4 L4 o L] ° L L4 . L L] . * . * * * L] L *

quid maiore fide porro quam sensus haberi
debet? an ab sensu falso ratio orta valebit
dicere eos coOntra, quae tota ab sensibus orta est?

(IV, 478-9, 482-4) 7t
But Lucretius 1is nardly aware of the fact that the existence of
“iﬁe\atOm, the basis of his philosophy, is in no way based on

sense perception, since thHe atoms, as Lucretius himself says,

are invisidle (I, 268), as well as their motions; which, as we. B

fCK’ h
L)
. have seen, are frequently called "caeca", here meaning "unseen" e

] »

and not "blind" .The existence of atons and of. their motion is,

;ather, inferred from that analogy with particles of dust fldatins

in a sunbeanm whith we have had a chance to analyse - (II, 112-2?).

We could say, tncrefo#e, that Lucretius' philosophy is naseg more ‘
on _the associative facnlty of the mind, in other words-bn”imagination
and intuition: than on striciiy ampirical observation ;éd reasoning;
bthus, it is not aurprising that the former faculty ahould nave bedh
responsible also for'a cOnception of force and for the 1ntroduction

of the almost myatical notion of Eros. On acconnt of th& 1ntu£t1va

) b
nature ot Lucretius* thought, we nay rightly call -De _Rerum Natura

- . ~

*
~
et
O
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. _"_ the product of his Weltanschauung rather than of his philosophy,

7 defihing vieltanschauung in Schleiermacher's words as an "emotional .
S ~ ‘

-

view of the universe'.

\‘ With Lucretfé% the void which Epicurh; had left ‘so empty

and sterile becomes the dwelling of & mysterious ene}éy. What
Heisenberg said about nineteenth-century atomism holds true for
Lucretius, too: nhis void was real "inasmuch as 1{ was a transmitter
of fields of force".”> But Lucretius' addition of force to

physics should be seen more as the prodyet of his foetical mindl- N
than of his rational intellect., More preciseiy, it should be

regarded as a fruit of that lyrical rationalism which Gide admired

50 greatly in ancient Greeks, a people among whomsy'la phllosophie

alimentait la poésie, la poésie exprimant la philosS%hie".sB"
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CHAPTER III .

)

The preceding chapter has allowed us to perceive -8ome of
the most sertous lacunae in the scholarship on ancient atomism.
Similarly, Bacon's atomism has often been misinterpreted and ite
value seldom r;cognized"_ Francis hacon ie usuelly known as the-
~first thinker in the seventeentn éertpry woo postulatéd the

qimporiance of the inductive process in phiiosophy and science by
Stressing the need‘for observation and experimentatioh. Bacon's
feme,°in fact, like that of;ﬁescartes, rests maig}yyon his '"method,”
-on‘gis,approaéh,to the stﬁdy of nature, rather than on particular. ‘
;nsighte into the workings of the universe. Criticg consequentiy

have foehsed their attention mainly on Bacon's Novum Organum,
» N .

~

~\Hle‘work on the methodoldgy -of -science, and have overlooked

3

Qrirings such as the De Principiis atque Originibus,‘wnich atteﬁptl
\\‘tg\accopnt for the most obscure manifestations of natdre. In fact,
\if one goes beyond Bacod's purely methodologfcal preoccupatiOns
one finds a man who came very close to formulating a theory of the
1nterchange hetween matter and energy, thus heralding what is
perhaps the most’ ‘controversial issue in modern physics.
,In epire:of“the :reqoent mention, in Bacon's works, of ancient
//,Greek atomiats, i} is 1ntriguing to notice that Lucretius, rather
than Democritus and\Epicurus, exerted the greatest 1n£1uence on the

(]

nagural philosophy of‘Qecon, although he seldom names the Latin

‘.

p ilosopher. Thq nature\erd extent of this 1nf1uence has been

completely disregarded in epite ‘of. the considerable evidence °

]

supporting it. - Some critics o Bac0n have gone as far as to deny

absoldtelx his. atomism; it is not urPriaing, then, that once such

8] -

o Y
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heights of absurdity are reached, Luqretiﬁs should find no place

>

. in studies on the backgroynd - of Bacon's thought. Yet, it is by a

careful reading of Bacon's works 'on atomism, the De Principiis

'‘atque Originibus in pariicular, that one perceives the impact

.of De'Rerui‘Watura on Bacon. Bacon's atomic theory, in fact,
Eéprésents a fundamentai departure from traditional Greek atomism
and c0nspicuousl& bétrays a deep understanding of Lucretius and
of the mpdi%ications brought by him to Democrjtean and Epicurean

physicsez

G: Sortais, Paolo Rossi and J. K. Houck are responsible for
7 . .
thé writing of the three most important bibliographies of Bacon, &
The one compiled by Sortais appeared at the end of his work La

philosophié moderne depuls Bacon jusqu'd Leibniz, published in

Paris in 1922; however, despite the wealth of the material
coﬂlected, it seems to be mainly concerned with the influence of
‘Bacon on later ages and, moreover, due to the year of its
Euﬁxgggzgpnffft is now outdated, Paolo Ros$1 tried to bring the
work of Sortais up to date, that is, to the year 1956, by compiling
a short, tourteen page bibliography whicﬁ can be found in the 1957

issue of the Rivista critica di storia della filosofia under the

title "Per una bibliografia degli scritti su Francesco Bacone

.

\il
(1800~1956)." But what is probably the most complete bibliographical I

work on Bacon is Francis Bacon 1926-66, written by J. Kemp Houck,
u

publighed in London by the Nether Press in 1968; its seventy pages

and its recent pug}icaéion make: 1t an extremely- valuable research too¥;

. ©
-
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However, none of the bibliographies show any signs of works

having been written on the influence of Lucretius on Bacon, exce

for a two-column artﬁcle, "Lucretius and Bacon on Death," by D. 5,

Brewer, which appeared in the 1955 issue of Notes and Queries

(p. 509-10) and is listed by Houck. Both fouck and Rossi mention

the well~known work on the classical antecedqnts of Bacon'!s philosophy,

Char%es T. Harrison's '"Bacon, Hobbes, Boyle and the Ancieng Atomists"

which appears in thqﬂfifteenth‘volumq (1933 ) of Harvard Studies
e R

in Philology and ﬁi%giature, to which I will refer in the course of

this chapter. Another work .dealing with Bacon's classical background
in general is a series of articles by V. de Magalhaes~Vilhena
called "Bacon et ltantiquité" stretchning through five years of the

Revue philosophique de la France et de l'étranger.1 Other wqrks of

a general nature have been written on the influence of ancient
thought on Bacon's philosophy which do not appear in any of the
bibliographies; later in this chapter mention will be made of these
studies, although they tend to concentrate on Flatonic and ;
Aristotelian influences and on the much-discussed atomism of Bacon.
As far aé Lucretian scholarship is concerned, three works on

Lucretius and his influence ctand out: G, D, Hadzits' Lucretius

and His Influence published in New York in l935,2 Simone Fraisse's ' .

/
L'influence de Lucréce en France au seizidme sidcle published in

Faris by Nizet in 1962, and W. B, Fle;échmann'a Lucretius _and.

English Literature 1680-1740 published in Paris in 1964.3: Startiné

with these latter studies and going on to the aBove-mentioned

ol

Baconlana, we can determine to what extent either Lucretian or »

Baconian scholars have discovered analogies between Lucretius' and

[
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Bacon's thought.

v o -

Hadzits places Bacon; together with Gassendi, Newton, Léi%nitz~

and Boyle, among those who followed the theories of,the(ancient
atomists -(p., 285), but he also adds that Democri;us and Epicurus,
réther than Lucretius, were responsible for Bacon's atomism (p.~286)
and that Lucretius' importance in this age was that of having added
"electric vitality" and poetry to thg Greek theories so that "The
‘atom, s0 i0n§ despised, came, eventually, to Ye recognized as the
well-nigh most important eﬁtity in the ph;sical universe" (p. 287).
Hadzit;, in fact, sees Bacon as a 'disciple of Epicufﬁs and reader
of Lucretius" (p. 303), meaning by this that the Lnglish philosopher
considered Lﬁcretius' merits\as being mainly poetical. We shall

see later how Bacon's atomism was probably more Lucretian. than
Epicurean, and hov both Lucrekius and Epicurus are‘eclipsed in his

work and replaced by Democritus for practical reasons, Hadzits

also adds that since ''the seventepnth century could not and did

not follow Lucretius, the atomist, in his denial of divine creation .

and of providence . . . Bacon, though perhaps with difficulty,
retained his belief in God as a creator" (p. 287). We shall see,
however, that Bacon's God alquired Lucretian and pagan hues by
becoming associated with Eros. The study by Madame Fraissel
concentrates only on Lucretius' fertilizing effect on French soil
and consequently never mentlons Bacon; the omission of Bacon from
her work, however, is hardly excusable when one:thinks that
Gassendi, the famous French atomist, knew‘of/Bgcon's contributions
t%‘science. '%leischmann, on the Q;her_h;nd, seems to show & certain

interest in the relationship betweéﬁ Lucretius and Bacon; he, in

C et
)

Y

“
N




fact}\guotes extensive from and gives a lﬁng commentary on

ork, ''Bacon, Hobbe#&, Boyle and the Ancient . ’
) ~~

Atomists," probably the only work that deals at some length with

Charles\T Harrison's

the, Latin and the E glish pd}ﬁosopher.
More is to be/ found, ho¢wever, among the studies of Baconian
scholars. I have' already tentioned Harrison and Magalhaes-

Vilhena; Mayo's /work Epicurus in England, 1650-1725 published in

/Dallas by the Houthwest Press, in 1934,4 deserres to be added to

the list, altéough his attention is fogused mainly on Hobbes.
/ 4

These tgree studies, among those of a more geneiﬁl nature, remal
/
/

the best i#d deserve to be discussed 5

- Mayqﬁs work has become a standard work o?/;he influence oz/ . .

Epicure?ﬁism in Englandi but unfortunately his interest in the .o®
period %etweenal650'and 1725 shovws a; unjustified desire te
dispiss any appéarance of Epicurus before 1650. The arbitrariness
of such a limitation in the scope of his thesis is reflected again
in its opening pages, where layo, obviously compelled to afcoént R —;//
for the decades-immediately preceding tbe,yeér 1650, briefly

disposes of Bacon and his relationshiﬂ to Epicufus and his school//

saying that "1n spite of this generous appreciation [b; Bacon for 1;/,

the Epicureané], in spite also of the utilitarian strain comﬁon,\
in some degree, to the respective scientific outlooks of Bacon agd
Epicurus, there could be im fact no essential affinity between

the Englishman who preached.all his life the necesigty of fqnndins

knowledge uncompromisingly upon expenience, and the Greek ‘ho v

Mo

> lightheartedly 'made up' a science conducive to the;att nment of -

. A .
his ethical aims" (p. 19). Hereé Mayo, in order/to cojpicentrate his S
i R // ~ e

. N . .
A - N
N te o : N
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' attention on }iobﬁes with the least possible delay, seems to forget--
0 perhaps conseiqnle:fthat two pnilosophies do not necessarily have
/fo display similar ends in order to be similar or related one to
/. the other. If diff?rences in ethical aims or existential attitudes
/  made studies of infiuences imposéible, we would hardly be able to

/// speak of Hume'!s influence on Kant or of Schopenhauer's influence on

Nietzsche. i
/// The rest of Mayo's study meng}ons Bacon a few more times and

LY o B ‘\
But what is more important for us, it never mentions Lucretius, ° e

/2/ " npever in an Epicurean context (e.g., P. 33, 110, 128, 140, 170).
This curious omission seems to indicate that Mayo, like many
other ‘critics, ten&s to see Lucretius as a mere plagiarist of
Epicurus and consequently not worthy of any consideration. The .

previous chapter of this study has proven, I hope convincingly,

. how mistaken this view is.

Charles T. Harrison, in "Bacon, Hobées, Boyle and the Ancient . —
Atomists " tries to remedy the 1naccurac1es exemplified by Mayo \
by showing how Bacon was the first in England to appreciate the.
findings of the Greek atomists. He complains of the fact that "The
. striking anomaly in the attacks on the influence of the Atomists
is ghii.they took no cognizance of Bacan" and that "Bacon has
been accorded very modest treatment in histories of atomism"(p. 192).
\ Harrison in fact believes that‘Uit is with Bacon that the influence
\ of the.ancient AtOmists effectively enters English thought"(p. 192). /1'
He finds, several instances where the thought of Epicurus 18 paralleled,/

By that of: Bacon, and these instances are not conMned to atomism ///

. . ! "alone. However, the merit of his study is primarily that of havin
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‘as we shall see later, other more cogent reasons also help to

\\\\ Qoem was "as fully sympathetic as Bacon" (p., 200).

Sh ;

—
. .

shown how Bacon echoes Lucretius gqua Lucretius, and noﬁ Lucretius
qua Epicurus.

Neve;theless Harrison adds the comment that "althoﬂ;h he | N
[ﬁacoﬁ] understood sufficiently well the relation' of Lucretius
t¢ Democritus, his personal enthusiasm for Democgitus led/him
sometimes to ascribe to Democritus opinions which he found only
in Luéretius"(p. 198). Har;iéon ascr;bes Bacon's apparent

preference for Democritus to "personal enthusiasm," although, >

account for it, He adds that "Bacon's reflections on death,
superstition, and love are so like in spirit to‘Lucretius's that
qne.woula suspect that Bacon saturated himself with the humane as
w;il as QithJ;he‘naturalistic’portiqps of ;he poem" (p. 1997..
Harrison then concludes th? section on Bacon by affirming that

n the seventeenth century no other Englishman who read’ Lucretius's

However,ﬂﬂarrison, in spite of his greater sensitivity to the

intellectual and emotional similarities between Lucretius and ‘Bacon,

fails to see that Bacon was not a mere admirer of and sympathiser

with Lucretius but probably the only thinker in his time who

understood the most Obscuré‘iégtufe of Lucretiug' atomism, npamely :

his notion of force or Eros. Harrisen says that Bacon "shows the

extent to which atomism had seized upon his 1ma§1nation when, in  ¢

the treatise De Princig;;s atque Originibus he translatea the

whole myth of Cupid and Coelum 1nto terms of atoms and void" (p. 196)~

But he, untorgunately, calls "1mag;nation"“ihat, in reality, is

deep understanding. Bacon's allegory in De Principiis marks, in )

-
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fact, the first attempt in the history of Lucretian scholarship

to come to grips in a scientific way (and not in a poetical way, -
Ve

like Spenser in his Faerie Queene) with the conqut of’Venus and

Eros in De Rerum Natura. ,

The series of articles by Magalhaes-Vilhena/is mainly coﬁéerned

- !
S

with Aristotelian and Platonic echoes in the work of Bacon. It
also gives the atomism of Bacon large consideration and shows a

great partiality to the differences tetween Democritus! and Epicurus'

systems. However, Lucretius here seems to be “;@réona non gratg": -
Mgdame Magélha;s-Vilhena's views on the re}étionahip-betweeh

Lucretius and Bacon are in complete disagreement‘ﬁith those T
expressed by C. T, Harrison, dZﬁe says that “Bach, bien que le
mentionnaﬁt quelqﬁefois,‘ne &g ble pas s'étre att§ché particulidrement

4 Lucréce--cet 'insanus Lucretius' si décrié, aprés tant d'autres,

- ~
par Pogponazzi, que Bacon connaissait bien" (Revue philosophique

de la France et de l'étrahger, 152 (1962), p. 28). She adds that
"la raison--si l'on peut parler d'une raison--en est simple: |
'Lucréce--dit Bacon--n'a fait que revétir du langage poétique le

systdme' de Démocrite”(Ibid.) In quoting this statement of Bacon,

she refers the reader to the Riaux translation of the De Principiis

-atque Originibus (vol. 1I, p. 454)' It i8 certainly true that

whenever- he can, Bacon avoids mentioning the name of Lucretiya,
for reasons which shall be examined later., However, the :zftement

on Lucretius that Madame Magalhaes-Vilhena attributes to Bacon is
Gy

nowhere £o be found in De Principiis;~so that her views regarding
'\\

the relationship between’ Lucretius and Bacon\fést.compl tely
I

1

unsupported, However, even/;f Bacon had expressed 8u dh aopinion



‘Ellis believes that Bacon 'may, perhaps, have been more Or less
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8
1

of Lucretius, the demonstrably great impact of his philosophy on

)
- ———

Bacon's thought more than disproves such a theory.:

Becadsé of the sporadic appearance of Lucretius in Bacon's
work, it is qnderstandable and even, perha%f, excusgble that his
influence on Bacon should have escaped most critics' notice, It
w?pld be absufd, however, fo} anyone to deny Bacog:} atomism, yet
such 1is the case with Robert lésiie Ellis, who with James Spedding
and Douglag‘Denon Heath gpllgg;ed and edited what has long been

regarded as the®definitive edition of Bacon's works. In fact,

-

in his preface to the Philosophical-Vorks of Bacon Ellis says: .

"It has sometimes, I believe, been supposed that Bacon had adopted
the atomic theory of Democritus, This however i1s by no means true."6

A benevolent reader might want to interpret this statement as

~ T .
mpaning that the & sm of -Bacon 553§EEE_EEiENgf\?emocritus but
rather that of Epizzjijgi;fizz;%ftus, but this generous gesture on
the part of the reader would ﬁe frustrated by Ellis, who adds that
Bagpnu2§g9 not adopt %hé peﬁhliar opinions of Democritus‘and his
followers";_I;5253;2:\2333‘“§EEBE‘W§B‘not,an atomist" (pp. 96-975;
How does Elliszexplain, then, the ﬂumerous references to D;mocritus

and Bacon's obvious admifation for the Greek philosopher (VIII, 83)?

[

™~

influenced by a wish to find in antiquity something wifh which the
doctrines he condemned [Ec. those of the Peripateticé] might be
contrasted" (p., 95). He adds to this unconvincing or at least

unsubgtantiated hypotheais the statement that '"to Bacon all sound J
philosophy seemed to be 1n?luded in what we now call the natural ,°

i

sciences; and with this view he was naturally led to prefer.the

LN

— ' /

.
%3



atomic doctrine of Democritus to any metaphysical Bpeculation"
/
\\ip. 96). —B3lis' .ohviously undocumented conclusions all seem to

stem {rom a passage in the Novum Organum in which Bacon "rejects

N « -
N,

altogefher the notion of a vacuum and that of the unchangeableness

P of matter" (p. 96). The passage to which Ellis refers is the one

where Bacon says ""Nor shall'we thus be led to the doctrine of the
atOms which implies the hypothesis of a vacuum and that of the
unchangeableness of matter (both false assumptions), we shall be
led only to real particles, such as really exist" (VIII, 177).
However, from this statement it is evideht that what Bacon objected
to was nop‘atomiém in general#but simply the é;tions of vacuum and
of the '"unchangeableness of matter." As far as the notion of
vacuum is concerned, Bacon makes it ve;y clear in several places
not only téai his criticism of Democritus is 1imi§ed to the vacuum
-theory, bué that it wes a particular notion of vacuum that Bacon
“~objected_1;& namely that of an infinite vacuum. He says, in fact,

in' Descriptio Globi Intellectualis, that it is one, thing to deny

a vacuum absdlutely, another to-deny a collective vacuum. For the

T easoﬁg“wnrth“may—be—adxanced_in_xavour of a Vacuum interspersed,
whereby bodies are relaxed- and opened are far stronger than those
on which‘éhe assertion of a collective vacuum, that is, a vacuum
extending over great spaces,‘is supported" (X, 426). He also says
in defence of Leucippus and Democritus that theseh"two ph;losophers;

e + o in admitting'an inLerspersed vacuum, do in fact deny a

\ ]
collective -one" (X,426)In Cogitationes de Natura Rerum, -in order

to account for the contraction and condensation of bodies and for

their expansion and dilation, he admits the existence of a vagu

.




within bounds and limited by matter, and not a

s

This development of Bacon's atomism is ré}ated to

o

s

really exist," it is clear .that Bacon had very;copfused igehs - 1

=~ hl

concerning the atomic theory develqpéd'b§ Democritus. It seems

to me, in fact, that here- Bacon € quibbling with’ terms " whether
one calls the beginnings éf thing "atoms" or "particles" makes no
real difference in terns bf an acce tance of a theoretical philosophy O
such as Democritus' atomism., Bacon may be unsatisfied 'with the
details of the atomistic theory and with some of the attributes of

the &tonm, sut the fact remains tﬁat he Reeps his partiality to what N
Ellig calls the "ultimate particles," a tkrm which, by tﬁe way,

rémigds one of Lucre£ius' tern hcorpuscula rerum," namely the atoms.

There is, nevertheless, a stage in Bacop's philosophy in which

Democritus: and Leucippus are partially eclipsed in his mind, not
. because he has rejectéd atomism but rather because.he found them‘

guilty of a cerbain narrowness of mind, In the\ﬂov&m Organnm,

the very work Which Ellis used to deny Bacon's atomism, Bacon Bays:

o N -

COntemplationa of nature and of bodies in their simple .

v
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form brealk up and distract the underatanding,wnblo
- contemplations Of nature and badies, in ‘thbir composition
a distinction  well seen.in the school of Léucippus and
. Democritus &8s compared with the other philosophies. For
that school is 80 buried ‘with ‘the particles that it
hardly atten&s t0. the structure;-while the ‘others are
'so lost’ ir admiratdion of the structufe_ that they do not
' penetrate to the simplicity of matter. These kinds of-
contemplation should therefore be alternated and taken
+ by turans; that so the understanding may be rendered at

once penetrating and comprehensive, and the inconveniences

© . above mentioned, with the idols that proceed from thenm,

may be avoided (VIII, 85-6). .

Baéon's objectiens to atoﬁism, then, are mainly directed to

4

the stress placed by the atomists on the conceit of the atom,

rather than on the atoms themselves, We should keep in mind,

furthermore, that the Novup Organum is a work concerned principally

with methods of scientific investigation and only to a limited -

extént with the actual objects of research. It is in the light

-

of this information, then, that '‘Bacon's statements on atonism

acquire a more realistic perspective and at the same time

\

familiarize us with the notion of atomic composition and structure,’

the'understanding of which necessitates the presence of a binding

Fl

force, which we shall meet in the guise of Eros.

Paolo Rossi, by contrast, in Francis Bacon: From Magic to
7

Science, shafply contradicts Ellis' view; in fact, he affirms the

atomism of Bacon. Nevertheless he complains that he "cannot

ignore the contradiction of on'’s insistence on the 'inevitability’

of accepting.a;omism in the De Pf;ncigtis, with his regutation'of

Democritean atomism in the Novum Organum" (pp. 124-5).' He does,

however, try to solve the contradiction by claiming that althoygh'

"Bacon's re?ppraisal of Democritean philosophy is known and he

[

and .configuration overpower and dissolve the understadding:

~

' -
v e R
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* directions. Unfortunately, both Kargon and Maccio are inclined to

' Princ*Fils atque Originibus (written around 1612), and in the pew -,

60

accepted mostzﬁhe atomistic doctrines, . . .-his reservations were
motivated by his alchemical alleéianceg" (p. lh).’ He adds, moreover,

that Bacon was of the opinion that "Research should . . . be diverted ¢
'from the 'queta principia rerum' (passive principles of substances)
to their appetites and inclinations" (pp. 14-15).

This leads ui to the best statement il have found on the subject
of Bacon's atomism and consequently to the igsué of Eros and the
atomg. Robert Hugh Kargon and Marco Maccio are responsible for
having seen Bacon's atomism as a'pﬁiloSOphical and scientific
theory which developed, throughout his life, in antithetical 9

understand this antithesis in terms of development rather than in

terms of philosophical inconsistency. .

In his book Atomism in Zngland from Hariot to Newton Kargon (T/
divides Bacon's intellectual life into three periods: the first
.ends in the year 1603, the second ranges from 1603 to 1612 and the

third frowm 1612 to 1620 Kargon says that "In,the_ earliest

(Elizabethan) period of hds. career, Bacon showed 1ittle,idférest
in the atomism of: Demoéritus, Epicurus, or Lucretius,"8 but th;t~
in the second period "(1693 to 1612 and perhaps 1ater), Bacon

showed his greatest sympathy for the. atomic doctrine. ln tné

Cogitationes de Rerum Natura (written ‘béfore 1605), in the De

— J L

!

‘Esgaies added in 1612, Bacon made ‘statemgnts most favourable to ' T
:atomism. They 1eqwe no . doubt ;hgt in this period he was, in some . .
real sense, an adherent of that ancient’ ghilosophy" (p. hh) ‘ . ‘
M 5 Q'»&,n T
Ry Ty

,Follouing this second stage, Bacon seelis to have realized that



44l

were, was sacrificed Afor a new conception, close to that ¢f.the

61

Democritean and Epicurean atomism did not account for motion and

<

for force as an agent determining motion; therefore, "By the time

of the publication of his Novum 6}ggnum (1620), he reJjected both O
metgphysical bases of atomism which he qu previously accepéed:

the existence of eternal, 1mmutébie atoms and the reality of tﬁé
void" (p. 47). Karéon adds that "Atomism, basically an a_priori
construction, and far removed from 'laboratory' practice, as it
chemist, and to Bacon's mind, more closely related t§§axperience"
(p.- 47). Kargon, however, does not seem to notice éhat what. Bacon
re jected was not atomism in its totality, but, as noted above

(see p. 57), "the immutable atom and the void" (pp. h?,‘49). He
stresses the fac; that for the Bacon of these later years, "matter
is no longer to be thought of in terms of atoms and void but rather

&
in terms of gross matter and a material activating spirit which

pervades all space" (p. 49).

“hether Bacon, as Kargon implies, completely rejected atomism,

-or whether he replaced the term "atoms' with the term '"real particles'

(Bacon, Works, VIII, 177), is for our purposes, of secondary
1mportance. The éssential g@int 1s that the notion of "“activating
spirit" acquires predominance in Bacon's thought.

Mac*&o,rs substantially in agreement with this view of Bacon's

o X ‘
atomism dh hi# article "A proposito dell'atomismo nel Novum.

Organum di Bacone " he says that Bacon "rifiuta l'ipotesi degli

atomi 1solati in spazi vuoti per assumere ‘quella della particelle S

connesse dagli spiriti s mosse da questi. Il rifiuto delltatomismo

: ltradizionale e\%'assunzione dell'attivité degli spiriti mi paiono :

cor
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‘strettamente connessfmcog il problema della spiegazione del . . °

~ g
r.‘{f Q

A

'“.movzheﬁﬁoidegli atomi : R essi é tolto 1l principio di una

Lyee

tendenza intrinseca al movimento ed ess0 & attribuito ad una

sostanza diversa, gli spiriti."9 Even so, Maccio seems to be .

more sensitive than Kargon to Bacon's development, for wh;fle
Kargon tends to divide Bacon's thought rather sharply into
various stages, ﬂaccio realizes that the seeds of the ﬁhird stage,
with it; theory of spirité, were already present in the preceding

atomistic period., Maccio feels that Bacon "deve aver sentito

intensamentevin tutto l'arco della suavita i1 problema del

movimento deéli atomi 0 delle particelle pid piccole di corpi;
e deve essere stato proprio questo problema ; fargii man mano
abbandonare l'atcﬁigpo per avvicinarlo a concezioni dinamico-

vitalistiche" (p. 19&:'10

We can thus obse::é\ﬁhe following development in Bacon's
thought: a first stage in which atomism played no part; a
second stage witnessing a complete adoption of Democritean and

Epicuréan atomism; a third stage showing a partial rejection of

traditionél atomism and an interest in forces and in the origih
of atomié motion; plus a fourth stage where atoms are almost
completely abandoned and where the attention 15 focused mainly
on the theory of spirits as causes of motion. A fifth séaga is,
unfortunately, lacking; and it is in this stage, that, to judge
by the manifest tendanéy of his evolving theories, BacoP would
have prg?ably been able tohsynthesize his thought harmoniously
by bringing together atomé‘(thesis) and spirits (antithesis).

v

A synthesis of this kind would have allowed him to construct a

A
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more complete and satisfyingﬁgﬁglosophic theory which would have
{accounted for the ‘two basié constituents of the universe, matter
and energy.

Neyertheless, the nature of dialectical protesses;is usually
such tﬁaiiye do not have to _wait for thé‘final syﬂthesis in‘order
to haﬁe'a certain amalgamation og;thesis and antithesis., The
transition from thesis to antifhesis is seldom abrupt, and its
gradual development from oﬂe to the other at a certain point
manifests ei;ments of both, thus preparing the ébsebver for tge

synthesis to come. Such is the ‘case with Bacon's work, Even if

we might feel the need for a subséquégt combination of the second

(atomistic) stage and the fourth (v1talist19) stage, we can certainly

"consider the third period as ‘pre-synthetical. It is, in fact, at
this point in his life that Bacon sees the world as a whole where

atoms and forces ars so0 well integrated that they are almost

<

identified the one with the other. The most significant work of
R

what I call the third stage 15 De Principiis atque Originibus

P

Where 1n fact® as we shall see, the atom and its motive force,
Cupid, are broughg together so closely that they are almost
‘identified one Qith‘phe other. It is in this work that the regder
cannot escépe the realization that, at this Btage of his tszugnt

Bacon seems to be anticipéting, even if aYrlegorically, what

.centuries later will become the fundamental tenet of atoqic pﬁy81c§,

o .
namely the transfg;yation of matter into energy.

- In tﬁe,Cogitationes de Natura Rerum, Ba&on already complains

of the fact that aﬁong ancient philosophers "the movingopminéiplea’*

4

of ﬁpings are treated for the .most ﬁa;t only in passagej so‘thét\it“

~ AY
N -

» <
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passes all wonder to see how carelessly and loosely Gﬂéﬂgreatest
and most useful thinécb} all is inquired and handled" (X, 294).
He also complains that even Democritus, "acute as he 1s in
investigating the principles of bodies: when he comes to examlne
the princip}es of motion appears to be unequal to himself, an® to
be'unskilfui; which likewise was the common fault qf all the .
phiiosophers" (X, 292).

In the chapter entitled "Cupid; or the Atom" in his De

s

Sapientjia Veterum, Bacon is more lenient towards Democritus and

admits that although "the philcsophy of the Greeks, . . . in .
inquiring the principies of mot y « o « 18 negligent and

languid, . . . Democritus considered the matter more deeply; and

having firé; given the atom §ome\dimension and shape, attributed

o it a single desire or primary motion simply and absolutely,' and o

a second by comparison" (XIII, 123-4). Ellis, in his preface to

“ °
De Principiis atque Originibus, infers on the basis of -#his statement

of Bacan, that "?he philosqphy of Democritus appeared to Bacon to
be neigly in accordance with the hidden meaning of these fables

[}c..the fables of Cupid and Coe @]," but he adds that "we are not-

able to judge of his reasons fo
spoken of in detail is that o
. .
The De Principiis, in
w2

thinking so, as the only system

Telesius" (V, 271).

act, seems to show a marked partiality,
ts Democritus and Telesius, but since, according to Ellis, '"Bacon's
- own opinions arewmuch more clogely connected with those of‘Damocritus
than with Telgsius's, from whom he derived 0n1§ isolated do&trines"

- . ?
(v, 288), and since Democritus is here treated by Bacon in a rather

"
vague fashion, one is certainly vjustified in not being able to
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. determine the ’éxtent of Democritus' influence on the Cupid allegory.
However, it is necessagy at this point to real;ze.that Bacon was
probably much more influenced by Lucretius than by Democritus.

Charles T. Harrison, in the article mentioned above:(qn p.
53), states that‘Bacon "uses Lucretius's worqs in describing
Democritus's conception of the nature of thefhtoms" (p. 198).

o

In the De Principils atque Criginibus, Bacon rightly attributed

to Democritus the theory that atoms cannot be perceived by the

senses (cf. Kirk and Raven, fr. %55), but he also attributed to

,the Greek philosopher the statement .to the effect that "they

resembiéd neither fire nor anything else that could be felt or

°

Qquched" (X, §h7): This observation is obviouslydh translation

of the following passage in book I of De Rerum Natura:

. « » héeque sunt igni simulata, neque ulli
praeterea reil quae corpora mittere possit
sensibus, et nostros adjectu tangere tactus.

(1, 687-9) 8
Bacon then adds that according to Democritus, '"in the generation
of tg;n;; the first beginnings must needs have a dark and hidden
nature, lest something should rise up to resist and opposé them"

(X, 347). Again, this statement is' the trahslation of tHe

following passage from Lucretius:

at . primordia gignundis in rebus oportet
3 naturam clandestinam caecamque adhibere,
emineat®ne quid, quod contra pugnet et
Lo - @ y (I. 7?8"8

o« ’ /

Nevertheless, in these two instances Bacon ;s/éﬁilty only of

o

. having expressed Democritus! ideas in Lucretian language. The

attributdion of one philosopher's words to Another’ becomes muchgyf

/
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. heavy things and the @scent of lightk(yhich latter he explained

| 66"
more serious, however, when Bacon makes Democritus state tﬁeories
that belonged only to Lucretius, One example,ie,‘again,in De
Principiis, where;Bacon says that Democritus "sh;uld have attributed
to the atom a heterogeneous motion, as well as a heterogeneous body
éh& 2 h;;erogeneous virtue; whereas, out of the motions of the

larger godies, he has selected two motions; namely, the descep? of _
.
as the effect of'force or percussion of the heavie; driving the

less heavy upwards), and ascribed them as primitdve motions to ,
the aggm" (X, 348). |Wa have already seen that the dOanArd motion

of the atom was an Epicurean and Lucretian innov;tion, and that

the only motive principle mentioned by Democritus is the "£{vwl,"

the "whirl," a ﬁrinciple which, if Bacon had wanted, might have
accounted very well for what he calls "heterogeneous rotion."

It seeﬁs as if Bacon wanted consg}ously to dismiss De&ocritus and

to adopt Lucretius without letting the reader discover his preference,
In fact, if it we}e true that Bacon had- a greater admiration for

Democritus than for Lucretius, why would he blame Democritus

instead of Lucretius for ideas that belénged in éeality to Lucretius?

In Thoughts on the Natureof Things, Bacon again mixes up Democritus

with Lucretius, He says that "It was ridiculous . ., . to take those

or these

small bodies that appear in the sun's rays for atomgysa
. T

are.like dust; whereas an atom, as Democritus’himSelf said, no

L

one ever saw or can see" (X, p. 288). The passage to which he

is referring is in the seécond book of De Rerum Natura (II, 114-122),

where Lucretius compares the motion of the atoms to the disordered .

movement of motes in a sunbeam. It is obvious that here Bacon
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i
~ has misunderstood Lucretius, Sot realizing that what the Latin 4
poet had in m}nd was a mere analogy and in po way a description
of the atoms themselves, However, what even more surpri;Iﬁg
- 18 that Lucretius 1s not mentioned, agg/Demégritus is made the

scapegoat for the flaws of the atomigtic system, when in reality

one would expect Bacon to support Pemocritus, whom he admired, at

\ the exrense of Lucretius, whom , according to Magalhaes-Vilhena,

cnnsidered a mere plagiarist of the ancient atomists. One'is
forcei, consequently, to dr'; the conclusion that Bacon considered
" any apprqyatory mention ¢of Luc;etius detrimental to hie ca}eer,

knowing tnat nid age sgverely reprimaﬁded Lucretius and the

Epicu{;ana in gener for their materialism and ad&ism; A contémporary

of co;f’Giorda Bruno, was burned at the stake for having

admired and fo)lowec Lucretius' teachings. Atomism per se - ’ /
/" was no real fhreat to the estqbiished religion, however, since 2
an atomic/universe still required the gLesense of a "primum
' of God; Democritus! system, c%nsequently, could be

P M

adopfed and adapted to the current religious views. Lucretius,

o the other hand, was more than a simple atomist; he was an
—Epieureaé, and;%huéréﬂ~ieoaeclast, & pessimist, a pagan, . In
his essay "Of Atheisme," in fact, Bacon says that "Most of all,

-

that schoéle which is most accuséd of Atheisme doth demonstrate
theligion. That is, the Schoole:of Leusippus, and Dempéritus,
and Epicurus, For it‘is a thousan&~tigés mor; credidble, that °
foure mutable Elemenfs, and an immutable fifth epsence, duely

- and etérnally placed neede no God: then that an ﬁrmy of infinite

small por?ions or seé&ds unplacéd, should have produced this order,
. A

Pl
-




aﬂd beauty, withogq a divine Mar§ha11" (X111, 338). Bacon e;e
shows the privileéed position held by Democritus and Leug&ppus

and alsé tries to’save Epicurus from the church's indicéﬁent.

Again, in the same essay, Bacon defends Epicurus! religious poaition
by ssying that "his words are noble and divi;;t‘ '*Nos Deos vulgi
negare profanum; sed vulgil Spiniones Diis'appiicare’ﬁrofanum.'

.“. . And although he had the confidence to deny the administration,
he had not the power to deny the’nature".(XII, 133). This defence '
of Epicurus is undoubtedly rather feeblé, but it was frbbably v
considered sufficient by Bacon, due to the- fact that Epicurus had

at least done away with the ancilent ‘pagan religioys beliefs.

Being thus deprived of divine, agency, Epicurus' universe greatly
resembled thg universe of Democritub and therefore allowed for the
presence of‘:0me‘ruling God. Lucretius, on the other hand, had
committed the grave sin of introducing Venus and Eros as prime
movers of the Umiverse., The presence of these most paga; gods

thus denied the Christian God his sway and consequently made
bhristian theologians regard Lﬁcretius as the mﬁst heretical of ’

the atouists.

" In his Divina COmnedia bante had already made the distinction

between Democritus §nd the Epicureans by placing the former in
the Liﬁbo, the next best thing to Paradise (Inf. IV, 136), .and
cona;gning Epicurus, with all his followe{s, to the sixth c%rcle
of the Inferno, where the heretics and all those who "l'aniﬁa
cpl corpo morta fanno" (make the body di; with the %oul) stifle -
in their "avel 1i." Dante's judgement had not been fg§gotten in

the seventeenth century. As Hédzits says in L_pretius and his
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. Influence, "a reaction against the tyranny Jf orthodox beliefs
began to sed in with the growing spirit of rationalism, :?Q(the

N

. . ., ~~
seventeenth century witnessed some of the results. “Iu spite of -
» ’ o
this, the seventeenth century bristled with hostilitiés againEt

Lucretius" (p. 285); and if that century had come te'éerms with
/

4tomism, it certainly "could not and-did not £oliow _Lucretius, the

&t atomist, in his den1a1 of divine creation and of providence" (p. 28?)

/‘k,\}

Such was the state of affairs when BﬂtOn wrote, and few

I

works bepter than De Principiis atque Q{iginibus show the

dangerous position in which he found/himself. 0f all the myths

recorded and interpreted by'Bacop/in De Sapientia Veterum, it was
rd

Ve N ¢
that,of Cupid that appealed to/him most and which, in his opinion,

deserved a place of honour/in his De Principiis., "However, his ;

' Cupid 4is far from belng the prlnciple of a doctrine "not differing

in much from the philosophy which Democritus held" (X, 344),
%

+

Rather he 1s the very principle that we met in De Rerum Natura

in the guise of Eros. Although never before in the history of
/

philosophy-- ith the exception of Lucretius--have the atoms bheen
" seen in ge/etion to Eros, or Venus, and although it would seenm

obvioqs/that L%cretiue' Venus/Eros-atoms combination had strongly

‘ / .
iefluenced Bacon, Lucretius' name never appears either in the

/Cﬁpid section of De Principiis or in the abridged version of the

7

Vs same section in De Sapientia Veterum. Although Lucretius' presence

7/
s

is felt throughout the two sectidns, it is never acknowledged;
The Cupid described by Bacon 18 an amalgamation of several
Cupids, as they are°repreg2nted by different ancient philosophers

"3
. and poets, His attributes are his everlasting youth, his'blindness,

~.

S

L4

.




.his nakedness, his wings and his arrows (X, 343). 1In De Principiis

Bacon says of Cupid that "his principal and peculiar power is

exercised in uniting bodies" (X, 343)‘and, in De Sapientia, that

Eros is "the appetite or instinct of primal matéér; or to épeak

more plainly, tﬁ% natural motion of the atom, which is indeed the
original and unique force tﬁat cqnstitutes,and,fashions all things

out of matter" (XIII, 122)., Thus Cupid, for Bacon, is either a

force that unites bodies, some urge inherent to the bodies themselves,
or the motion resulfing from either the power of the force or the
power of;the urge. To ‘make a definition of Eros even more cSnfused,

Bacon equateé it with the atom itself; the title of the seventeenth

chapter in De Sapientia Veterum is, litegally, "Cupid; or the Atom."

+ It is safe to conclude, then, that Bacon was not very clear as to
the real function and entity of Eros, and that his_only purpose
in interpreting ghe'ailegory of Cupid was to show that among the
ancients there éxisted, even if in an embryonic form, an interest
in something which went beyond pure matter, and which accounted
for motion and the forces determining it. In both works on Cupid
Bacon is voiecing his dissatisfaction with the purely atomistic

°

universe of Democritus and seeklng for greater insights into the

‘ universe byhsounding the validity of ancient myths. However, the

<

idea of cowaning atoms with Love can only have come from Lucretius,
wvhom Bacon, as we have seen, knew all too well, Furthermore, ihe
presence of Lucfetius seems to make itself felt even in the
desefii}ion and attributes of Eros himself.

FY

Charles W, Lemmi, in his thesis "The Classic Deities in

s

3

Bacon"%%omments on four of the attributés of Bacon's Cupid=--
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his "individual reality, his age, his blindness, and his nakedness' -~

and thinks it "protable'" that Lucretids suggested them, He explains

the similarities between Bacon'i/96$id and Lucretius!' atom in the

following way: /

/

In attributing iﬁ/the atom (symbolized by Cupid) individual
reality, Bacon 4is in '‘part expressing his opposition to

the conception of potential matter; .but he is also reiterating
Lucretius's tontention that the atom is not an arbitrary
portion of matter to be subdivided at pleasure. And
Lucretius's atom remains unchanged forever in the eternal
minuteness which.Bacon symbolizes by Cupid's eternal
childhood., As for his comparing the blindness of Cupid

td the undiscriminating force of interatomic attraction,

it 15 perhaps significant that Lucretius applies the word
blind to the atom, though in the sense of invisible, and

that Bacon quotes the passage. Finally there is the
interpretation of Cupid's nakedness: the absence of

——— sensible physical qualities in the atom, Lucretius, -
asgerting this same absence of sensible qualities, says

that ultimate matter is '"'nullo velata colore,"™ "Orba .
colore," "“spoliata colore," Now H, S. J. Munro, in his .
translation of Le Rerum Natura, renders these phras ) »
by "clothed with no color," "denuded of color," an

"Stripped of color." May not the same expressions have

been suggested to Bacon? It will be noticed that he
applies the word velum to matter as defined by Ionian
physicists (p. 61). 11

{

Lemmi's observations, especially those concerning Cupid's
nakedness, show a certain penetration and a thorough reading of
Luéfétius;‘howavér, the ‘account he gives for the other three
properties of Cupid is not as satisfying: the indivisibility.
of the atom is not a Lucretian invention but an essential
chaé?teristic of the original atom of Democritus and Leuc}ppua
(Kirk and Raven, fr. 556), so that it is not necessary to bring
in Lucretius in order to account for Cupid's "individual reality."
The same criticibm applies to the parallel between Lucretius?

forever unchanging and eternally minute atom and Bacon's eternally

’ ’
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infant Cupid, Democritus, in fact, had already described the atom
as infinitely small (Kirk and Raven, fr. 555) and1aswproduciné
change and coming into being only in its compound‘forms~(Kirk and

Raven, fr. 582). ’ - T

——

el

, -
As far as the blindness of Cupid and & atom is concerned,

Lemmi's remark is s/mos% ‘correct. As we have discovered fn the

previous chapter, Lucretius' atom is often described as "caecus."

However, the fact that this adjective in this “context, as Lemmi

- I
' »1 -

Jjustly observes,,means "inVlSlble” and not "'b‘lind'r weakens his' -

‘e » *

argument uanless we suppose that Bacon hiq§gl£ read chretius'
"caecus"'as meanihg "blind "' Tris is possﬁble, but his argument'
would have been.gfeatiy stnengthened had he iaken note of the ‘fact -
that while Lucretius often uses the epithet "caecus" ‘as’ meaning "
"inviSible" when describing fhe atonm. itsel:, on the other hand,

he often usdes the sane adjective as meaning - "blind" when describing

the'atoms' motion (II, 12?-8 129, 136) Lemmi's imprecision is

.probably due to the fact that he¢ considered Baconts Cupid és’being

®

“only & symbol for the atom, as evidenced in the first lines of the.

passage just quoted, He forgets; however, that 'for Bacon, Cupid -

"does not only répresent the atom, but also "the natural motion o{
the atom" {XI11I, 122), It is thus that theleoitﬁe;-hdaecds % in '
a context of atomic motion, can rightly be translated as "blind " \)
Lemmi's remarks nevertheless, rotain their importance and, qualified
by my comments, conrirnjthc—pmeteneo~ef‘stric§lvaucreiiagie}emgggsA_A'vﬁ__&
:in-the atomic theories of Bacon. |

_ I'alluded” previously to the fact that Bacon!s notion of Eros

B . ) . ) .
is rather ‘ambiguous, owing to his incapacity to determine whether




Eros is-the atom itself, or its moving force. I attributed '

this ‘ambiguity to conquiOn,and lack qf‘clarity on the part of
Bacon. I should peint‘out, though, that fear may well have

played a more significant role -in Bacon's nebulous account of
Cupld -Earlier in'this chapter we have ‘tried to explain Bacon's Lo
reticent treatment of Lucreti;e by mentioning the pa;alysing
effects of religion on philosophy in the sixteenth and seventeenth
centuries. Now, most likely, we can notice this same negative
influence that affects Bacon's clarity of e;p;ession ane forees

him to underplay tye'importance of Eros., Bacon is tempted into
claiming that Ercslis the first cause and therefore a; abstract
'Rrinciple, a force, but realizing the heretical implications of
sugh‘a Et&tement, he turns Cupid into a symbol for t e,atOm,.for .
'mafter, thus allowing for the motive force of God tojaccount for

'-itg motion. Bacon }n fact states that in ancient fables Cupid

e

© . T is introduced without a parent, that is to say’;ithout a cause,"

" and that " of this pgimary matter and the proper virtue and action

tbereor there cdn be-no cause in nature (for we always except God),
f‘
- for nothing was before it (X 344). It is clear, however, that
’

when Bacon deprives Cupid- of a cause-he has stopped thinking of
'

Cuptd ds atom. He now sees hlm,,to quote Bacon's own words, as

N "the original ‘and unique force that, constitutes and fashions all ~

' things: out of matter" (XIII, 122). h claim of this nature is the’

' equivalent of saylng that the real dediurge, the true fashioner
- and creator of the universeﬂiavggga, hot God, -an assertion which
I 4 .

eaeily eould have caused Bacon to be rightly accused of. axheism, ) .

I .
or at least of paganism. -ﬁith all probapillty it was the awareness

) .
R, k) " I




'statements, “God » alwaya excepted“ in De- Sgpientia Veterum (XIII, 122—3) '

" "The ‘cautious Bacon, of course, excepted God."

. -

o

of his precarious positicnl therefore, that kept Bacon from definins '

‘too clearly the real: role cf Eros and perSuaded him to give Eras-

S sometimes the characteristics of the. atom itself and sometimes

>

:those of a "primum mobile," of a gogerning force. His parenthetical

A

and Yfor we always except God" 1n De Principils atque -Ortginidbus

(X, 34&) can then be seen in their true light Howard B. White,

4 . /

" in Peace Among the Willows, realizes very clearly the danger of

Bacén's predicament and remarks of Bacon's treatment of Eros that
12 Bacon's hesitationx
regarding the actual essence of Eros 18 shown again in the ambiéuous

/
interpretation of Cupid's nakedness, A discussion of B#con's

interpretation of this "attribute! of Eros is @f fundamental
importance at this"point,’since Bacon's preoccupations, here, are
not s0 much with a mere attribute but with the very essence of Eros.

By interpreting Eros' nakednesd, Bacon, in fact, is trying to decide

-~

wWhether the first principle of the universe is abstract or concrete, ,
Bacon says that the essence of Cupid is ambivalent;-in fact,

the ancient mytns themselves show Cupi%@as being a pérson and, at R

the same time, as being naked: "that the first matter has some

fornm.is demonstrated in the fable by making Cupid ‘a pefsoh. .« o B

But thoush Cupid is ‘represented in theeallegery‘as a pergeg: he "
o

is iyet naked. Therefore, next t¢ thbse who maké matter abstract,

_they are most in error (though on the contrary side) who make it

clothed" (X, 353). bOnsequentﬁy, for Bacon, the first principle
is neither something completely abstract (naked), like Plato's

Ideas, nor 'something completely concretechlothed), like Thales!
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<

water,‘but sodething Half-clothned, or more precisely, to use his
own teras,. something existing and having a form like a person,
but having nane of the maferial a?;rlbutes or mo material
coﬁsistency, that is, naked.

‘e can see, then, how Bacon ie‘struggling to determine whether
h;s Eros is a completely Qbstrab; and spiritual princiﬁle dangerously
apt to be seen as displacing the Chxistian God, or a wholly' concrete
principle lacking any creative force. Opting for the former

definition of Cupid means being guilty of heresy;"¥or; as_he séys

¢ L.

in his Meditationes Sacrae,  "whatever does not depend upon God as

author aﬁd principle, by links and subordigate degrees, the same
will be ipstead of God, and ; nev principle and kind of usurping
-God" (XIV, 95). On the other hand, obting'for the latter means,
leaving inert matter and passive atoms dependent for their motion
on God, an altogether unempirical, unscientifiéllover, whom Bacon

‘had all his life tried to dismiss from his natural philosophy. Thus

see . -
weA%ow Bacon's desire to account for the motion of the atoms leads

. him to seek a motive force, which he found in the Venus~Eros of
-Lucretius, but his desire to keep God in 'His position of hegemony

was just as urgent, Hence the ambiguity of his views in De

Prineipiis atque Originibus., Nevertheless, in spite of Bacon's

0

vague ahd inconsistént treatment of the subject, his 4interpretation

of the Cupid myth is sufficiently transparent to make the Lucretian

elements conspicuous. Bacon's use‘of Lucretia tenbinology and

L e

expressious, his frequent ailusions Zo Lucretian passages, the

forceful reintroduction, in an atomi contex# of a concept of

3
force which Democritus had vaguely imagined And Epicurus altogether
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dismissed, and the striking similaﬁzties betweeﬂ‘the role of Bacon's
Cupid and that of Lucretius' Venus-Eros principle, show how cls§e
Bacon was to Lucretius,

Yet it is not surp}ising that so little should have been

said concerning the presegge of Lucretius in De Principiis,

especially in the context of a philosophy of ggn&é. By now the
reason should be obvious: . in order to ses thé?étohic Cupid of
Eacon és a development ‘or version of the atomic Eros of Lucretius,
one must accept the connection between atoms and Eros in Lucretius
himself, a cognection which has ﬁeen conslistently overlooked by

A}

Lucretian scholars. Moreover, the often-mentioned tendency to

" regard Lucretius as a mede plagiarist of Epicurus and Democritus

has blinded critics to the impacts/ of Lucretius' individual and
origanal thought on Bacon's philosophy, just as believing, with
Blake, that Bacon is "only Epicurus over again"l3 has led many a
lcritic to see Bacon as a w;iter of morallstic essais and founder
of scientiric‘method, but of little significance for the developmént
of modern atomic theory. [ /

It is for these reasons, therefore, that so much time has

’

bedn spent in this discussion on Lucretius and his "Eros principle,"

« .
(4

and on Bacon's critics; this work, in fact, alms not only at-an
analysis of the relation:between Lucretius and Bagon, but also
at disﬁelling'certain prejudices which have prevented most critics
from seeing, let alone proper%y acknowledging, Llcrétius' real
contributions to atomic theory and the nature of the atomism that
Bac%ﬁ’developed,out of them. v ’

Nevertheless, this work should also be seen as a }reliminary

¥
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1
wr

) 1
. ‘study to the history of the notion of force. A study of this kind

X 14

has beéen attempted by Max Jammer 1n Concepte of Forcen where .

he follows the development of this concept from the Presocratics
to modern times. However, Jammer's book, when dealing w;th?
éresgcratic physics, considgfs onl; Heraclitrs' and Empedocles!
contributions to a theory of dynamics end completedy forgets
P @emocritug;ﬂ"ﬁhirl" which, although being 2 mild attempt at a
~ .s
conce’ptualization of cosmic energy, acquires a certain importance

when seen in its relation to an atomic-universe, €hus cdming,

perhaps, closer to the modern theories of physics theh the doctrines

0.
of Heraclitus and_ Empedocles. ’Ja&mer, moreover, omits all mention

.0f Lugretius and Bacon, thus depriving the history of the concept

e

of force of two Klghly important ¢ ntributors and innovators,

Lucretius an& Becon,‘in fact, were prebably‘the only .

- f

rhilosophers whod succeeded in discovering and explainlng the real

nature of energy without relinquxshing the belief 4n a fundamentally
& ‘ ‘ material universe, They can neither be acqused of excesalve f
thl idealism like'Anaxagorasfor Hegel, nor of exce881ve qaterlalism{
like ‘Demdcritus or Hobbes, but ‘should be numberedﬂamong those
all-too-rare minds which refuse to be iatel}eﬁ by histories of

philosophy as "materialists," "idealists" or any other narrow

appellatien. They are, in-short, the great synthesizers.
a

- N ¢

I ¢
.

.
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"NOTES

Introduction

&

1 Pierre Boyapéé, Lucréce et l'épicurisme (Paris: Presses

Universitaires d;‘France, 1963), p. 2. Hereafter, unless otherwise

noted, all references will be to this edition.

, #

. 2 Marcus Fabius®Quintilianus, Institutiones Oratofiae, I, 4, 4.

5 Ivid., III, 1, 3.

2 4 )

4 P
? "pbut as with children, when physicians try to administer

rank wormwood, tpe& first touch thgvrims about the cups'with the

sweet yellow fluid of honey, th;t unthinking ‘childhood be deluded

aé‘far as the lips, and meaﬁwhile that they may drink up the

bitter juié; of wormwoéd, and though beguiled be not betrayed,kbut
i

rather by such means be restored and regain health, so now do I:

since this Woctrine commonly seems somewhat harsh to those Who

have not used it, and the people shrink back from it, I have

I

.chosen to set forth my doctrine to you in sweet-speaking Pierian .

song, and as 1t were to touch it with the Muses' delicious honey,
r
ir ﬂz;cpanée'in such a way I might engage your mind in my verses,

while you afe leérning to see in what shape is framed theywhole

‘nature of thinile" Lucretius: De Rerum Natura, transl. W. H. D. :>

e'r,

/ G
Rouse (Cambridge: Harvard Univ, Pre?s, 1966). Hereafter, unless

otherwise noted, all references will be to this edition.

[
{

5-For ex., the one by Ettore Paratore, at, the end of his

' <
'
[ A " \

v



’ /
i o~
- .' /

/ ’ ‘ - 79

La letteratura latgéa dell'etA.Impériale, commendable for its

‘Chapter I g~

1 G, S. Kirvk and J. E. Raven, The Presocratic Philosophers

(Cambridge: University Press, 1969). Hercafter, unless otherwise

noted, all references will be to this edition.

2 Norman 'Wentworth DeWitt, Epicu}us and His Philosophy

¥

(Minneapolis:/University of Minnesota Press, 1954).

5 Diogenes Laertius, Lives of Eminent Philosophers, transl.

R. D, Hicks [(Cambridge: Harvard Univ. Press, 1950). Hereafter,

P

unless otherwise noted, all references will be to this.edition. -

b Ygo far as it is needful to ensure our tranquillity and ’

happiness.'

R 2 Karl Marx, "The Difference Between the Democritean aﬁd

Epicurean/ Philosophy of Nature," in Activity in Manx's Philosoggx,‘
ed. by Ndrman D, Livergood (The Hague: Martinus Nijhoff, 1968).
'Hereafte . unless otherwise noted, all referenceé will be to

‘this edition.

“the whole of being [}he univers;] consists of bodies and

3

wer

space /" : »

7 Trans. by R. D. Hicks.

8 "by:mutuél oollisions and blows."
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/7

9 Cicerc, De Finibus’Bonorum et Malorum, transl, H. ﬁgckham

-

(Cambridge: Harvard Univ. Press, 1967). Hereafter, unless otherwise

noted, all references will be to this edition. .

4 ot !
N\ TR
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-

10 "“"keep oscillating in one place."

1 "that while the first bodies are being carried downwards

. e
by their own weight in a\straight line through theé void, at times

3

quite uncertain and uncertain places, they swerve g little from

-

their course, just so much as you might call a change of motion.
For if they were not apt to incline, all would fall downwards

liké raindrops through the profound-void, no collision would

take place and no blow would be caused amongst:khe first-beéipnings:ﬁ :

thus natufre would never have produced anything." ) R}

. "
! [

1 “for £picurus says the atoms swerve without ajcauee,——

yet this is the capital offence in a natural philosopher, to speak

L3

of something taking place uncaused," . e

s ~ ?

13 "pothihg comes-out of that which 1§ not."

4

»

Chapter II

L

N ) v S 1

1

Henri Bergson, The Philosophy og:Poetry: The Genius of

Lucretius, transl. Wade Bagkin (New York: Philosophical Library,

"
‘
o

1959)., .. ' -

A}

2 cg, Antonio Traglia, Sulla formazione spirituale di Cucrezio

(Roma: Caéa Editrice Gismonhi, 1948), chap. 1.

NN .

- ©

5 "In Lucretius . . . the use of particulaf terns charges the
. b a

.
A h i - .
- r L]

4
v d
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work with a depressive and psychopathic obsession non-existent
in other Epicurean sources'" (my translation). Lucianc Perélli,

Lucrezio poeta dell'angoscia (Firenze: La Nuova Italia, 1969).

Hereafter, unless otherwise noted, all references will be to this

3

edition.

-~ "

4 "the obsessive rhythmic hammering and repetition of key /

words" (my translation).

2 "Nay, throughout my-own verses also you see many ‘elements

common to many wordé, although you must confess tird ~; h verses
and words are different and consist of differeat el
not say that there are very few common letters running through
all, or that no two words, if compared, are made up of elements -
all the same,hbut that commonly they are not all like all, So
in other things also, although\many firsj-beginnings are common

to many things, yet taken one with another 'they can make up a’
. ‘ ‘\

_whole quite unlike; so that different elements may rightly be

3

held to compose the human race and corn and luxuriant’firees."

6 Louis Boberta,‘A Concordance of Lucretius (Berkeley:

Agon, 1968), "
7' 4 c\ { u ~ .
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ég wv é» rl X VL ar'L Tbﬁ( oqu /le Tqv

T~ //
g‘)9o€¢\/ LLS TdVTo( XZ‘/E\) gu, KeLT‘o( To X(fgw\/ SLSovwi
hde don dchqv Kol 2 T}J\V*n@%kqﬂams T.S MSLKL¥I

~

K%Td Tq(ﬂhu Qo«m:'nv?xv .

10 "every generation of living things is conceived."

11 "{if anyone decldes to call the sea Neptuhe, and corn Ceres,

IR

and to misapply the name of Bacchus rather than to. use the title

Bl

that is proper to ‘that 11/quor, let us grapl him to dub the round
world Mother of the Gods, while he forbears in reality himself to
infect his mind with base super?tition.". '

"I invoke you, lofty Venus, you, the mother of our father”

© t
@

- 12

(my translation).

. 13 J M. Edmonds, Lyra Graeca (uambridge Harvard Univ. fﬁess

' 1958), fr. 1. , ) ’ '
o , . /
}h "Calliope, man's repose and god's delight." Compare.with \\

De Rer, Nat. I, 1.

e

15 E. Bignone, Storia della letteratura latina (Firenze, 19#5),

/

Pc ‘4‘43 R A . 4 !
] /// . ,
16 For "voluptas' and Venus §ée 1, 1; II, 172-3; for "voluptas"
/’ ’ -
and erotic pleasures see IV, 1057, 1075, 1081, 1085, 1114, 1201,
1208; for "voluptas" and violent emotions ordhravingq. see II, 3;

11, 258; IIE, 251; 1II, 1081; IV, 984, .

~

%7 Antonio Traglia, Sulla formazione spirituale di Lucrezio
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(Roma: Casa Editrice Gismondi, 1948). ‘

18 Erich Neumann, Amor and Psyche, the Psychic Development of

the Feminine: a Commentary on the Tale of Apuleius (New York:
Harper and Row, 1962). Hereafter, unless otherwise noted, all

references will be to this edition.

~

s

¥

.

1?"Indeed, in the very time of possession, lovers* ardour
1s storm-tossed, uncertain in its course, hesitating whdl first
to enjoy with eye or hand. They press closely the desired object,

hurting the body, often they set their teeth in the lips and crush

et e+ mouth on outh, because the pleasure is not unmixed and there are

»

_Becret -stings which urge them to hurt that very thing, whatever

it may be, from which those‘germs of frenzy grow.,"

24

, "Venus gives a light break to'the suffering amidst their

love, and the sootphing pleasure 1n%ermingled curbs back the bites,"

} ) . l
2l J. M. Edmonds, op, cit., fr. 2. . ' i

[«

/
21'&Diogene's Laertius gives a list of several works writtan by

Epicurus amdong which is a .treatise entitled "On Love'™ (X, 276).
n .
However, nothing 18 known of it aud since Diogenes Laergiusfsgys '

3
that the three letters he has quoted summarize the views expressed

by the works in the list, it seems safe to assume that Epicurus!

vigws on'love had no bearing on his philosophy, and were of no

consequence, especially in terms.of his physics. C
¢ ,-’L‘ ’ ' / , B
23,"whonce I say is this will wrested from the fates by which

we proceed whither pleasure leads each."
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£ ¢

- 23 "Those parts+‘thus excited swe;ll with the seed, and there

is a desire to emit it towards that whither the dire craving tends."

?h Arthur Soﬁépenhauer, The World as Will and Representation,
transl, E. F. J. Payne (New York: Dover Publicatfions, 1966). ‘
. Hereafter, unless otherwise noted, '‘all references will be to this

™

edition.

25 V. J. McGill, Schopenhauer, Pessimist apd Pagan (New York:

Brentanos, 1931),

26

. John Masson, Lucretius, Epicurean and Poet (London: John

’

. Murray, 1907). P : Q
27 "In the hymn to Venus . . . the urge to pleasure is the
means by which naturé p}eserves the specigs. In my ogrinion, there
is a.clear analogy between this idea and the blind will-to-live of
Schopennhauer, which stirs all nature and ‘which leads man to -
r , -

illusive pleasure, vhen} in reality, nature oﬁly offers us tpe

alternative between pain,andqboredom" (my translation),

_ 28 "Do but apply your scrutiny when the sun's 1light and his
) » 4 a
rays pggggggﬁnﬂand spread through a dark rodom: you will see many
I 4, n

-

S

_,/,//;’”’” qihubé specks mingling in many ways throughout the void in th§
light itself of the rays, and as it were in everlasting conflict’

. struggling, tigﬁting,‘yattling in troopé without any pause, driven
about with frequgnt meetings aﬂd partings; so that you may conjecture
from this what it 1s for the firat—bagihninsq of things to be ever

s \ ’ .
tossdd about in the great void." ‘ L o

o -
AU N
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. 29 Mayotte: Bollatk, "La chafne almantine: Lucrdce et ses .

modéles grets," Revue des Etudes Latines, 41 (1963), p. 165-85.
Hereafter, unless otherwise noted,~all references will be to this

edition.

Iy ow
&/

* .30

#

"Therefore besides void and bodies no third nature can

be left self—existiné in ‘the sum of things; neither one that can

"

ever at any time come within our senses, nor one that any man can

k4 '

grasp by the reasoning of the mind."

AN

9 v

. i 31 "You will find'that it is from the senses in the first

instance'that the concept of truthms come, and that the senses
3

cannot be refuted. . . . Wﬁat,'mgpedver, must be held to be of

7, .
greater credit than the senses? Or shall reasoning, derived from
false sense, prevail against these senses, being itself wholly -

derived from the senses?" ' . v

‘
r

32 Werner“ﬁeisenberg, The Physicist's Conception of Nature

(London: Hutchinson and Co. Ltd., 1958), p. 13.

33 André Gide, i'immorgliste (Paris: Ga;limard, 1960), p. 105.

o

Chapter III .
Lo - .
1960, p. 181-4; 1961, p. 25-38; 1962, p. 21-31; 1963, Pp.

245-54; 1965, p. 465-502, Magalhaes-Vilhena's series of articles

. .
! I

15 number 727 in Houck's bibliography. ' ? B

2 Heréatter. unless otherwise noted, all references will be
(o] ‘ ¢ , [N '

. -t0 this edition,

3

e
»
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> Hereafter, unless otherwise noted; all references wil{“be>

to this edition. - . :
. , g ' .
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* Hereafter, unless otherwise noted, all references will be

to this edition. . ' '
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[ 9

> I ahould aLd ‘at thia point, ‘that a careful perusal of the

AN

Repertoire bibliqgraphique de” 1a Philosophie, de Louvain, up to

unless otherwise noted, all references will be to this edition,

»

_the present date,lhas not revealed the presence of any other work

on the topic of my thesis, except Qhose a;ready mentioned,

[

6 Francis Bacon,, The Works .of Francis Bacon, ed, Ellis,

Spedding, Heath (New York:‘Hurd and Houghton, 1864), I, 95.
Hereafter, unless otherwise n?ted, all references wifl be to

this edition.\ L.

P
¢ ‘,}é’, -
iy L

pitl
[ M
ALss

?

Paolo, Rossi, Francis Bacon: from Magic to Science, transl.

Sacha Rabinovitch (Chicago: Univ., of Chicago lress, 1968), Hereafter,

A

[

S

a‘gbbert'ﬂugh Kargoﬁ; Atomism in England from Hariot to Newton~

(0xford: Clarendon Press, 1966), p. 43. Hereafter, unleSa ‘otherwise’ o

noted all referehces will be to this edition,

©
&

9 urefuses the hypothesié of atoms isolated in empty spaces

in order to adoPt that of small particles connected and, moved by

spirits, His rejection of the traditional ktomism and the adoption

of the spirits' activity seem to me 'to be intimately relatod to the

problem of the explanation of the atoms' motioh: the atoms are
,7(
deprived of an inherent tendency tg movement, which movement is

»
L]

.
. 1
& ) -

Jf'



'nartinus,ﬁljhoff, 1968), p. 199.' Hereafter, unless otherwise e,

"Dynamics . (New York, Harper and Brothers, 1962).
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»

. i . ’ O , b
attributed to a different substance, the spirits" (my translatioq).

Marg¢o Maccio, "A prOposito dell'atomismo nel Novum Crpanum di

Bacone," Rivista critica di storia della filosofia, 17 (1962), .

p. 191. Hereafter, unless otherwise noted, all references will

be to this edition.

© 10 wiust nave deeply felt throughout his whole life the

probleﬁ of the movement of the atoms or of the smallest particles
of the bodies; and eiactly this problem must have led Bacon %6
abandon atomism in order to bring him nearer to.dyhamic and
vitalistic conceptions" (my translation). The italics are minme. < |
I have underlined the conjunction "or" in order t; show how

Maccio, ioo, does not see much difference between atoms and

¢

what Bacon calls in the Novum Organum, 'real particles,"

O

i1 Charles W. Lemmi, "The Classic’ Dei»ies in Bacon, a Study

HN

in Mythological Symbolism," Diss, John Hopkins 1935. Hereafter,

v

unless otherwise noted, all references will be to this edition,

2 Boward B. White, Peace Among the Willows (The Hague:

\

.

foted, all references will be to this ddition.

¢ -
. -

13 Willliam Blake, The Poetry. ahd Prose of William Blake, ed.

David V. Erdman (New York: DoubledLy, 1970), p. 63#. °

“ . I3

- lhuhax‘dhmmer, Concepts of Force: a Study in.the Foundations of - g
=

» h
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