
, , 

• 

./ 

J 
i 

i 

~ or • : 

l "~"~l~ ::. "-;~", .... 

.. 

~UCBETIUS AND BACON: 

EROS AND THE ATOMS 

by • 1 

Eugen10 Gatt1nara .~ 

A thea1a aubm1tted to the Faculty of Graduate 
r . 

Stud1es and Research 1n ~t1al fulf1l1ment of 

the requ1rementa for the degr of Maater of 

Arts' 
, . 

J 
1 

... 
Departme~t of Engl1Sh .. 

- ~ o"M-cG1.ll Un.1vers1t.y 

Montreal - Canada . 
1 

August, 1973 
\ ~ r 

.. 

l <ID Eugenio Gatt1nara 1974 
,(. ... 

, ., <1 ... 

. ___ ~~'--...t.Lt_,._ ... .l" ______ ..... ~ ............. *' .... --.!...~"~j 



•• 
• 1, 

ABSTRACT 

1/ Bacon's atomism ls usually aeen as'a mere r~petition ot 
1 

,reek atom1sm, marking the beginn1ng of the modern sclentif1c age, 

and as a ph11osophical position which the to"nder of the inductive 

method could hardly avold taklng. Consequently little att~ntion 
/ 

has been paid to the nature ltselt of Bacon's atom1sm which, however, 

on account of the concept Of torce which lt contains, goes beyohd 

Democri tean and Epicurean' phys1cs'. This concept appears in Bacon' s 

De Principiis atque Or1ginibus symbolized by Cupid, and brings 

Bacon much closer to the atomism of Lucretius than to that of the 

Graek philosophera. Lucretius' universe, in fact, is more than a 

mere conglomeration of atome: lt 1s a domain ruled.by the power ot 

Venus and Eros. HoweveT, ~e similar1ties between the atomlc systems 

of the two,philosophers can be made manilest only it Lucretlus' 

Venus is sean in her relation to the atoms. 

1 
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ABREGE , , 

\ '1'\ 

Souv~nt on regarde l'atomisme de Bacon '\comme une répétitiqtl 

de l'atomisme g~ec qui marque le début de l'Age moderne scientifique, 

_et comme une ,position philosophique que le fondateur de la méthode 

inductive ne pouvait pas éviter. Par conséquent,' on s'est occupé . 
très peu de la nature m'me de ~'atomisme de Bacon, qui, pourtant, 

~enant compte de l'idée de force qu'il contient, va plus loin que 

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

~~r Cupidon dans> le De Principiis atque Originibue, et rapproche 

Bacon â l'atomisme de 'Lucrice plus qu'! celui des philosophes 

grecs. En'effet, l'univers de Lucrace est plus qu'une simple 

conglomération d'atomes: ir est un domaine gouverné par Vénus 

et Eros. ' Pourtant, 'les similarités entre les systèmes atomiques 

de~~~~hilosophes peuvent se manifester seulement si la Vénus 
-- 1 ,. ~ 

• G de Lucrace est reconnue' dan~ sa., relation avec les atomes • 

! 
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INTRODUCTION 

One meth6d of treating Lucretius,'both in relation ta his debt 
. / \ 

to earlier philosophies an" i~ ter~s of his influence OB later , . 
writers, has been extensive1y emp10yed;'this ia to refer to bim as 

to the MOst "complete" or at 1east MOst "legible" embodiment of ' 

atomism; "complete" on'account of the fragmentary nature of the pre-. /' 

Soc'ratié atomls~s and! of the works ot Epicurus himselt, "legible" 

on account of the sty1istic and poetlc me'rits of De ReruJi I~atura, 

whl~h, furt~rmore, being written 1~ Latin, has a1.ays beeb more 
,( 

accessible than iis Greek mode1s. However, thls privl1eged 

position he Id by Lucretius àmong scho1ars of aIl ages has had some 
1 

1 
detrimental consequences. The p1easant,shortcut to atomls~ otféred 

, \ { 

by De Rerum Natùra'has in fact brQught Most readers to regard lt 
1 ~ 

a~most 801e1y as a systematic and lyr1ca1 exposition of the thougbt 
"". ~ r 

of Leucippus, Democritus and Epicurus, in wh9se writings atomisa 
'0 

suffered from the dryness common to most philosophie treàtises, 

an att~tude which has 1ed to a general 1ack of respo~8iveness to 
1 .. 

the originality of Lucretius' thought. In tact, even though many 
"' - \ 

scholars have focused their attention on the sty11stic pecallarities 

and poetic ski1l of Lucretius, fe. have con~erned themse~ves with 

the extent to which his phi10sophy deviated tram its Democrltean 

Archetype and from its. closer Epicurean\m~el. Pierre Boyancé,. 
!. ' , 

the author of Lucrace et l'éplcurisme, best illustrates the former 
6 

group. of scho1ars. He recognlzes that Lucretlus has.not llalted 

himsel! ta fo110.1ng faithfully the philosophy of Eplcu~s, rath.~, 

"il l'a repensée a~profond.ur, en l'ordonnant dans le cadre 'de 

" \ 
\ 

\ 

t 
t 
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ses Chants et il l'a animée, par l'expression, d~ toute'son ardeur 

de persuasion, de séduction, de conqu6te sPirituelle."l Howeyer. 

Boyancé seea in Lucretius on1y a decorator of the furniture df 

the Epi'curean uni verse. After saying, \ "S'il y a une originali~é 

dans' la iPhysique" de Lucrice, elle ne .consiste pa; â introduire , 
~ 

. . 
i entre Epicure et lu~ 

~ " 

des théories nouvelles," he adds, "Il n 'y a pas 

rien qui rappelle l'écart qui sépare Epicure de Démocrite" (p. }), 

and that "L'originalité la plus profonde de Lu-crice est ••• 

d'avoir pârlé de l'épic'\.lrisme en termes de poéSie" (P. 4).-
1 , . 

This position, mainta1ned, as l hav~/ sa1d, by most Lucretlan 
e , 

sCholars, flnds lts roots already among ~nc+ent,crit1cs and appraisers 

of Lucret1~' work and 1s best ePitomiS~~ by, ~u1ntiliâ~, JI~O places 

Lucretius among those wrlt!!rs who "praecepta sap1entiae versibus 

" 2 tradiderunt" (guint. Instit • .2!::!!. I,4.4), and whose merit 1a 

mainly tha~ of having made Epicurus' doctrines more acceptable 

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

that famous passage of Lucretius that has probdbly been thè most 

1nfluential ·1n lea41ng critics to v1ew Lucret1us as a mere versifier 

and s.eetener of Epicurean phiIo&dphy: 

Sed velut1 pueris abs1nthia taetra medentes 
cum d~e conantur. prius oras pocula c1rcum 
contingunt mell1s duIc1 flavoque 11quore, 
'ut puer.orum aetas improvida Iud1tlcetur 

-labrorum tenus, interea perpatet amarum 
absinthi lat1ceDl deceptaque n~n capiatur, 
sed pot1us tali pacto recreata valescat, 

; slc ego nunc, quoniam haec ratio plerumque v1detur 
tr1st1or esse quibus non est tractata~ retroque 

l, ' 

I~ valgus abhorret ab hac, volui tlb1 suaviloquentl 
( carmine Fier10 rat10nem exponere nos tram 

et qiaà1 lIusaeo dulci cant1ngere melle, 
'J 81 tib1 forte an1mum ta11 ratione tallera 

c vers1bus in ~ostr18 possem, dum perspici8 omne. 
natura. rerum qua constet compta f~gura. 

• (Lucret1us, De Rerum Natura. l, 936-950)4 

lit • 
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Perhaps the onl~ scholar who has contr~buted in Any substantial 

way to~ underatan'd'fng _~! ~ucretlus' ~ri61nal, tbough t, 1a Luc~ano 

Perelli, who î:n h~s.book.Lucre~io poeta,dell'angoscia, a recently . , 

pUblishe~ book,. su'cceeds 1n sh'bwing hO~ pa .Rerum Natura traquently 

betrays symptomB of a mlnd working 1ndependentJy of Epicurean 

influencefi apd reaching conclu~~s ~n no way traceable t~ either 

Eplcurean or atom1.stic philosOPhy. (·1 Bhall not go into any 

details about Perelli's ~k now, Binoe some of h~s observations 
~~, 

will have a chance to appear in ~ course of my work.) Howeve~, 

~~ 
due to the fact that h~s work has been publ~shed very recently, his 

~ 
vie liS concernin-g the orig1nality of LucretiuSna.ve not "had time 

~ , 

to be known and d~gested outside of the circle of pu~ Lucretian 

sCholar~ and, therefore, have not yet met w~th any consi~on 
, "~" 

and interest on the part of those (still few in number) who concern' 

themselves with the influence Of the Latin ~aster on later ages. 

We are thus confronted today with â number of wor~s (maiply 

short articles) on the U!ortuna" of Lucretius in the Middle Ages, 

the Renaissance and later periods, which either stress the, posth~oue 

survlval of Lucret~an imagery and expressions in post-Lucret~an 

literature, or comment on the ravivai of'certain philosophlcal 

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

Wrlters 6t~e6sing the latterooften use the De Rerum Natura as an 

easy _ay to reter to pre-Socratic atomic physics and Epicurean 
, ' 

ethics. Moreover, 1t 18 1nterest1ng ta note that wh1le thoae 

critical writings concerned with Lucretius' poetry concentrate 

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

...., -'"\ 

~ 
~ 
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Ages, a pef~od eoncernéd éspecially ~ith st isticàr disquisitions and 

philologieal studies, thoae centered around he eth1~al and 

philosophieal issues in Lucretiua f1qd a ~~ fertile <soil in the 
. 

per10d immedi~tely fOllow~ng, in the Renais nce, and occas10nally 

in later centuries. This trend reflecied i , worka that compare 

Lucretius 'to other ~uthors 1a easily seen by a parusal of ah1y 
-

bibliography of Lucretian studies,.5 BUt when we come to these latter 

writings. Lucretius q'ua Lucre'tius tends to disappear, to give p-lace 

to a Lucretian Epieurua combining th'e atomistic theories of 
-

Democritua and Leuci;ppus vith the doctrine of "voluptaa" proper 
. 

to Ep1curua himselt, and with the poetical "suaviloquena carmen" 
Ù 

of Lucretius. This,presumably involuntary creation of a Lucretian 

Epicurus prevents a clear understanding of Lucret1ua and of his 

influence. 

Since it 1s my intention in the ,present atudy to bring ~ogether 
" 

the th~ught of Lucretius and that of ~ English thinker of the 

Renaiasa~ce, namely Francis Bacon, it 1a essential, then, t~at 
, 

whatever 1s strictly Locretian in De Rerum Natura be isolated trom 

its more generally Epicureân and atom1stic contexte Consequently, 

l1ttle w1ll be said about the atomism of'~con 1n its relation to 

• 

'-. . 

Democritus' and Epicurus' atom1sm, but, on théo ot~r hand, c~nsiderRble 

attent10n w1ll be pa1d to certain peculiar aspects of Lucret1us' atom1c 

Weltanschauung ~1ch f1nd a str1kingly similar expression w1th1n 

the pagea of Bacon. 
o 

Because 80 much h~s been written about Baconts own atomism, 
.. 

l will contine myself to giving as clear a synopsis as poss1ble 

/or'the problems presented by 1t, and a br1er ~ummary of the tamous , 
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9uarrel over ,the extent of Bacon,ts acceptance pf atomism, as- weIl 
~ ~ 

as a list Of basic workSt.the ~subject. 

T~~ primary aim of t ·~~.studY,is~then, to Sh~w that the 

philosophy of Francis Baco , espe'cially in one part'1ëular per10d 
\; 

of his inte'llectual developmènt, manifests the presence of, influences 

which are Lucretian rather than Epicurean in nature, and that MOst 

of the ~cholar6 who hav~ dealt with,the ato~1sm of Bacon havé:been ' 
> 

sa engrossed 1n the Ep1curean and Democr1tean contents or De Reru!r 

Natura that they have lost ,sight not only of those elements :t,rr 
" . 

Lucretius wh1ch are not Ep1curean (a lapsus'oculi which,'~ we have 
, 

'ieen, has been rather common amonc Lucretian sCholars) but also 

of th~se 1deas in Bacon ~nich Most clearly witness a devSa~on 
') 

from the theor1es of the or1g1nal.atomists. 

Obv1ously, 1n arder to make the d1fferences between Ep1curus 

and Luc:-et1us clear, 1t is ne~essary to r'ev1ew br1efly" the h1story 

pi ato~i~m in terms of 1ts genesis and growth. This h~story w1lÎ 

fO~ the r1rst chapter of the present-work and w1ll a1m at show1ng 

what prec1eely Lucretius contr1buted to traditional ato~1sm. 

.' 

• 

" 

ù 

-. , 

o 
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DEHOCRITUS I~ 
1 

\ ~ 

We owe the great merit of having destroyed the 'static Univerae . 
of the Parmenidean school ~? Leucippus and D~mocritua. W1th its 

'belief in. motionless Ba1ng, the Parmenidean 'school had denied 
-

plurality and any creative process of coming-into-'being, and 

consequently, hati taken a position which was hardly compatible 

\Vith uny empirical and realistic view of the universe. ,The impasse 
. 

that resul ted from the Parmenidean ph1losophy and, from the mathematical 

) and logical abstractionsùof ~ythagora6 and Zeno neces6itated a .. 
total reoreanization of the Universe in terms of principles 

which, even if not perceivable in themselvèa, could !ind 'proof 

for their existence in the observation of Nat~re hers~lf and 
) , 

no longer in vague abstractions and logical formulations. 

Leucippus and Democritus brought about this reorganization. 

Little i6 known about Leucippus, but since the 11ttle'we 

know of his philosophy is repeatea and developeu 'by Democri~us, 

we may safely reter to the early atomism s1mply in terme ot 

Democritean ph1losophy. 

Demoô'ri tus' thèory cons1sted 1n the v1sion' of· a Universe 
, 

wh06e elemental part1cles and-basic substance were atoms, 
, " 

\. ilopercept1b:j.y small bodies, (Kirk and Raven, fr. 555),1 compact 
" 

anù full' (K1rk and Raven, fr. 546), moving in space. In order' 

t'o account for the motion of these filmall part1cles of mat'ter, 

Democritus p06tul.ated the existence ot void, wh1ch, by allQw1ng 
" 

\ -, 

D 

\ 
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the atoms to come together, permitted the creation of more or less 

complex
o 

atomic combinations, 50 that "by their c.oming together they 

affect cQmlng-into-being, by their 5èparation perlshing" (Kirk and 
". 

Raven, fr. 5)2). 
~ r 

This subdivision of the Universe in terms of ~toms and vOid, 

matter and, space, can be seen as'> a development ~f the Parmenidean' .... 

distinction betweën Being and Not Being; hawever, it i8 perhaps 

more ~e~l~stic to see atomism and its m~tériallsm as a rebellion 
'\ ' 

against the Parmenideal1 flibhts of imagination, and th~ void as 

a necessary consequence of atorr.s in motion, rather than as ~.~ 
~ ~. \...;.) 

philosophlcal reformulatlon of the concept of Not Baing. 
\ 

Democ~itus m~btioned size and shape as the only two propertles 

of the .atom& (hirk and Raven, fr. 574), which therefore, on account 
1) 

of their lack of weight, are le ft floating in the void with~ 

apparently, nO way of coming together. 
1 

Eficurus later added 

welght to thè properties of the atom, creating, as ~e.shall see, 

new difflculties; but for the time being, Demo~rltus i8 left with 

the "problem of accountinb for the creation off matter through the 

coming to~ether ofOatoms. How do the atOms move,' if there ls no 

we!ght t~·give them a gravitational vector or Some at~er kind or 

direction? And ho~ do they come together if they are floatlng in 

a space wHicn la infinlte? (Klr~ and Raven, f;. 562) Democrltus 

say8 that the atom~ move "by mutual collisions" and blov..'iI (Kirk 
< , 

and Raven" fr. 579) and, in order toanticipate any pbjection, 
'è) 

such as Aristotle1s, to the effect that he "ought to specify what 
a 

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

Democritus states that the firet principlee ~f the Univeree are 

brought together in mutual collisions by a force which he calle 

the "whirl" (cS{,,~) (Kirk and Raven, fr. 562~' 

The nature of the "whirl" or vortex is unknown, and it i8 

certainly a ,rather baffling and unprecedented conce-pt; however, 
, ,1... 

'8 

, 1 ~ 

a fragm~nt quoted by Dlogenes Laertius attempts to clarify it by 

sta ting that rrEverything happens 1 ~ccording to nece)S~i tY(kocrl , 

~Y~rK~~; for the cause of the cdming-into-being of aIl things 

is the whirl. whi'ch he [DemocrituS] calls neces~ity" (Kirk and 

Raven, fr. 56». 

But in order that the idea of necessity ~ay clarify what 
.., 1 

the V/hirl Î[" the term OCv'o< XK'\.must be. clearly related to the 

term t{v~~ The different intèrpretations of their relationship 

make almost impossible any clear understanùillg of ho\. Democr~i tus 

conceived it. In the passage Just quoted~ Diogenes Laertius 

makes the whirl and necessity synonymous with each other, but 

Aristotle seeme to see Vemocritus' "necesGity" as synonymous with 
<' , 

V~\ 

chance or self-imposed movement, not iQentical with the whirl 
, 

but rather its direct cause (Kirk and ~aven, fr. 567). Simplicius, 

in agreement with Arletotle but le6s dogmatic, says tnat Democritus 
IV 

"seees to generaie it [th,e f/hiriJ by accident or chance" (Kirk 

and Raven, fr. 570). 

Kirk and Haven see~ tô consider the fraGment of Viogenes 

Laertius as the Dlost reliable, and therefore cQnsider the,ward 

"necessity", rather than tl;e word IIchance", as the term ar1ginally 

used by Democritu6. Conseq.uently, they expl~1n Ar1stotle's #f 
\ 

replacement af the ward" "necessi ty" by the ward "chance" ( T 0 

, 
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) 1 
r:/.v-r0fCJ(oV} by saying that "In Aristotelian terms, combinatioll,6 can 

o 

be said to take place by ~hanc~ • 
/ 

• • For Aristotle they ~e chance 

events because they do not tultil any final cause; but the atomists -. 

emphasized the other aspect of non-planned mechanical sequence, 

:I,.e. as necesslty" (Kirk and Raven, p. 413). 

Talüng "chance" as the Aristotellan equi ~a1ent of Democritus' 

"1'l<3cessity" does not, however"c1arify the relationahip existing 

between this force called "necessity" and that deslgnated as "the 

wBirl". Is the former synonymous w1th the latter, as D10genes 

Laertlus' fr~ement implies, or ls one the cause or, the motive 

power behi~d the other, as Aristotle and Simplicius claim? The 

prob1em has not yet been solved, but whatever the function of 

necessity May be, it helps explain the idea of the whlrl--if not 

by giving it t~e consistency of a phys1cal phenomenon, at least 

by placln$ 1t ~ithin an h1storical ~ontext. For if the ide~ of 
1 

the whlrl ls new, that of necessity is not, and can be tr~ced 

back not only to its more mythologic~l formulators, such as HOmer 

and Hesiod, but also to Ionian science, more specifically to 

.' 

Anaximander who, at the end of his famous passage on- the "Inde!1nite" 
• 1 

~ \;)1 '-5To O(1t~\e~\I) Bays that '·the source of coming-to-be for ex1sting 

things is that into which destruction, too, happens according to " 
r. '\ 1 J 1 necessi tYLkOC1"Oi 'To xe€. w" '(Kirk and Raven, fr. 103). In the light . 

af th1s ane.star af ~r1tUB' "neeeS61ty". we ean perhaps see 

the atomist's "whiri" as an attempt to materialize the already . ' 

c ':t./ '-' 

exiating idea off<v«t~1by givlng it a moree .def1nite, visual 1l0t1.0D, 
-1" 

a vector as 1t were. Thus, Diogenes Laertius' fragment concern1ng 
c 

~he identification of thè whirl with necessity becomes indwed more 

\ 
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jeliable and cle~rer than Aristotle's or Simplicius' interpretation 

in thatLi1t makes the wh1rl into the "f1eld" of the force of Necess1ty 

and therefore comes very close to an extremely modern conception ot /-~~'\ 

force. ,.--" \ . 
Thus we kave 1n Democri:ean physic& a un1verse madé up of atOD&S \, ," 

~ and vo~, a void which, however, cannot be completely empty, ainee f 

I~. 
1t ia the sphere of act10n ot the wh1rl and/or necessity, a force 

(or forces) which cannot reai~e in the atoms which are, by detinition, 

"indivisible ••• and ~mpassible oWing to their eompactnea6, and 

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

* * * 

EPICURUS 

It i6 obvious that with EpicurUs, philoLOphy has dealt a 

violent blow tg Platonisme Epicurus' return to nature and empirical 
• 1 

,obser.~ation was a clear refutat~on of Plato'~ world of Ideas ana 
, 

of his apotheosis of Reason •. /~owever, Bpicurus' opposition ta , 
/ Plato;confined itsel! to .a~formulation of Ionian·s~ience. and 

did n::. :~n~::::t~::::PO;~EP::::::C::::l:l::o:::me:::r::':::Ugbt. 
his chief +ominations~/(EPiC;Urus"and His ~hilosophy, p.6),2 

yet it i6 nEfCessary ~o recog'nize :in Epl'eUl:!anisD1,a philosophy 
, 

! . 
that t though not cOAsciously indebted to ~lato, could not havé 

• 
existed ~'1thout tie.1ntellectual revolution 'he' brO~g~t ,about. 

~ This re~olutiOn!~ad made ~an less aware of the Unlvers8 that 
... / ~ . ' 

surrounw.d hi1ane! more concerned .~tb th. pOSition he bale! 1~ .. 1t. 

and Plato's ~ppearane8 proba~~y has been as important and 

rJ / 
! 

/ 

/ / 

-

j 
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t influential .for the study of the ~fo" 1TOÀ\.T&.~6v as was Auguste 

Comte's in the nineteenth century. 

Epicurus, in fact, was no longer concerned with studying nature 

for its own sake in~he fashion ot the Pre-Socraties, but only in 

so far as ,it'might bring.happ1ness to human beings. Knowledge 

and science h~à ~ -r~~' ~ {do, peace of-mind, as their mâin aim (Diogenes 

Laertius, Lives of Eminent Philos~Phers, X, 85c),3 and they have to 
CI ~'') / \ / (" 

be pursued only ",0 6" ~ -rre 0 j \0 cI("-f ~ at:.x 0 v Kg( t ! d.. KcX.~ 1.0" 1r",n( 
d\JV"T"E{Vl'\..." (Diog. Laert., X. 80a).4 . 

Thus, where in Leucippus and Demoerilus the atom aceounted for 

tiret causes, in Epicurue it becaœe a tool of ethles, the basis tor 

categorieal imperatives, the Justiric~tion for a tel~ological 

philosophy, and consequently an aid to the ipvestigation of final 

causes. Eoreover, this 1deological differenee between Democr1teab 

and ~picurean phyaics, manifested by th~pre6enee 1n Ep1curus' work 

of ethical preoccupations wt1ch are absent in that of Democr1tus, 
() 

extends to the pro~erties and qualifications of the atom 1tself. 

lA his doctoral dissertation on th~ differenees betwee~ t~e 
v 

Democritean and Epicurean philosoph1eà of. nature, Karl Marx complains 
, ,1 

" ' l ' 
J;({p 1 

'Q.t the faet that "modern wri~ers ;y and large ~aKe E~1curua a mere 

plag1ar1st of Democr1tus 1n regard to the ph110sophy of natupe. u 
,.. .. 1. -".1-

Leibniz, Marx saya, had expressed a similar opinion. by stat1ng , 
, 

that "of thie great man (Demoer tus) we acarcely know wbat Ep1curua 

has borrowed frOm h1m, who was ot'capable of always taki~ the 
", 

best" (The D1fferenèe Between Democritean and E 1curean 
, . 

Philosophy of Nature, 
,~ 

However, alth?ugh Marx, too. aima at proving the 8ssent1al 

i 
/ 

~ -'-

",' 
~ 

-------~--:---- / • c --~!..-.... ~ ....... l', 
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differenca between the two forms of atomiam, he does'not Beem to 

s~e that the dirferen~e can be noticed ~lre~dy'1n the constttution 

--:-'~their prihc!pl'e ,el~~~/hich he ~rroneOU~lY .conSide-l ' 
--- 7 

Htlundenlably th-e same" (Marx, p. 67) :lhi~$_ Karx Dlean when 

he says 'that thtly are "undeniably the same"? HiS-:~"Ct--~-,~ 
me8n either of two things: that both Damocritus and Epicurus 

agreed on havlng the1r uni verse formed b~ main princ~ples, 
, '" t.l 

atoms and void, or -- taking ~hiS interpretat1Ôîl-~or granted _ .. 
o .~~ 

that both Ep1curuà' and j)emoc~ltus' two princi,ples bave the same 

attributas and'functions. In either.case, Y~rx's statement ia 
• 

;lnac.curatè. If we accept the firs~ interpret--ation, l-larx'.s statement 

can be partially refuted by the tact that Democritus never says 
, , 

that the u;ntver,se ,1s made up' only of atoms and v'oid -- he thus 
'" \, ... , 

allows for the exi~tence of his "whirl"; while Epicurus, in-contrà8.t, 
'\ 'V C , ,'" 

dogmatically states: "-(0 ,".rJ.." e6T'\... '0 wïd.. ... r.J... K'vC\ nllo{1I (Diog. 

Laert., X, 39b),6 and deprives the-. un1verse of any forc~ or m~ve 

energy. In orùer to assess the validlty of th~'secqnd interpretatiort, 
D 

however, wa must look further and 'determlne whether ~he a'tom anda, 
./ 

o the void of Democritus are really the sama as those of ,Epicurus" 
li 

and if thcy are not, what the differences between the two conceptions 
o 

! imply. 

, ,Both Democrit~s and ~p1curus belleved in the existence of 
l , 

two basiéprinclples, the one solid and full, the other rare and 

empty. Moreover, they both,believed:ln the lnd1v1s1bi11ty 01 the 

atom, eve,n 1f the f~rmer co~sidera S~~llness_. -"nd.---the-·l&t"ter hardnes8 
} 

th~ cause of this ind1 vis1.b111 ty (KirlÇ. and ,~aven. fr. 557). But 
~ ~ 

at this pOint tfie si~ilar1t1es between the two philosoph~rs end~ and' 
.; . : 
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their views ot the atom beco~e 1rrecort~ilable; for whi1c Democritus, 

on one hand, names only two pz~pertl~s Of the atom -- oize ~nd 
" . 

shape (Kirk and Raven, fr. 574) -- EPicur~s adds ~eight, or mass 
, 1 
(~o(fO\J.s) (Kirk and Raven, fr. 574; Diog. Laert ... X, 54a).. 

Epicuru6' intr,oduc tion of .è1gh t -i.s ot fundamental importance; 

the concept of weight leads us tc.an understanding of the basic 
, 

difference betYleen Bemocritus and Epicurus,' namely, the latter's 

omission of any concept of force 8uch as we have discovered in 

ehe phl10BOphy of Democritus. But ln order that we May account 

fOr this third property attributed to the atom, a tew words must 
. . 

be said on Epicufua' opinions concerning Necessity and the gods. 

Atomism la used by Eplcurus ~o prove the absurdlty of a 

belie! in immortality and in anything divine. Bverything lB made 

up of atomB~ every form o! matter thUG conbtituted la mortal 
u 

except the atom i\sel!, whlch lasts forever and seeks new 

comblnationB out of the old ones. ~he atom lB 1n no way subject 

to any divine power. The gods do exlst, Ep1curus allows, but 

they have nothing to do wlth the- structure and motions o! the 

univeree (D10g. J.aert. t X, 97a). They have no duti 8S, notbing 
, . 

moves the/Il and noth1ng:ls moved. by the~ (Diog .• La~rt. , X,- 97a. 139) . 
~ 

It iB obvlous, then, t~at Epicurus' gods. by vlrtue of tbeir 

, p_ower1essness, do not rea11y eXlst, ,slnee ,the concept of God 
-----

has -----a mêa~ng only 1f power 1s attr1buted ta 1t. 
' ........ 

eut'~P1cur~~'i~ ,not sat1sf1ed with having cripp1eà the 

ex1st1ng theogony; ~e know8 t~at the soda are only puppets or 
t 

at best sylnbols ot a t'otce. 

gy.man as arb1ter ot buman 

fi < • 

, \.' ~ ~ , 
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This force 18 Necess1ty. It 1s prObably'for' th~~~t~ason that 

;' 
16 a p10us f1ct10n. / 

In the Odyssey, Athena says that not even the god&'can save 
J 

man from his fate (M01ra) (3. 228). In the 111ad, the g~de 
1 

themselves adm1t that their powers are'11m1ted compared to those 

14 

1 ,-

of Neceasity (15. 117). In Hea1od's Thàogony we hear that the Mo1rai 
i ! 

1 
and the aveng1ng Fates br1ng punishme'nt to botk\ r:len ami goda for 

, , 

the1r trangressions (220), while Aescnylus' Prometneue declares 
j 

that Zeus himself is subject to the decrees, of ,Necessity (Prometheus , r-
Bound, v. 520 ffJ. 

EpicurUB probably would n~t have takan arme against the 

1dea of Neces61ty if 1t had bee'(~nlY the product of a mythical 

mind; he real~zed" however, that the ides had played an important 
<1 

"". 
role not orily 1n the scientific ph110sophy -of Anaximallder but, 

as we have already aeen"had also become the tiret mover of the 

Democritean atomic univeree. Consequently, understanding that 

the existence of atome did not nece&sarily-eliminate the p08s1bility 

of a div1ne or metaphys1cal agent, he formulated his famous attack 

bn Necessity in his letter to Y.enoeceus. "Destiny,," h~ saya, 

"which some 1ntroduce as sovereign over all thi~c, he [the W1S8 .maz;} 

" laughs to seorn, affirm1ng that some things happen by necessity, 

others by chance, others' through our own agency. For he sees that 

necessity destr9ye respons1bility and that chance or fortune 18 

, , 
., , 

_~ .. '1- .., ' .. 
f 

vS Wr ;"L .. ' ~! 

1 , 

" , , .., 
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constant; whereas our ovn actionS are free, and it i8 to the. that . . 
• .! 

praise a?d, btpme naturally at'lach. It. Y/ere be~er, indeed, to 

accept the legends of the gods than- to bow"nepth tbat ~oke ot. 

destiny Which the natural .philosophers havè imposed" (Di:Og.Laert~ 

X, I3}b).7 In this passage, by d01ng awaJ w1th Necessity, Epicurus 

unfortunately shows an eagerness that can hardly be called 
J ~ 

phliosophlcalo At tilis point he h'S ceasri to be a serioue thinker 
J 

. 
'.~ 

in search of nat~ral causes, 'anà has become a w1shtul tbinker, 
-'-. . , 

whos'8 aim ls to r~li;.9 the "nat'ural philosophers'·' belief in 

Nec9ssity (a:uong whom we rec~gnize Anaximander and Democritus) 

and to give man freêdoCl and iudependence froLl the d1vine .iIl~ He 

does not explain On wha t f!,rou~ds he demolishes Necessi t,': we may 
l' ' . 

consider his "swervingd utom, endowed 'with frea-will, tSe cause 
>\, 

01,thiS Iiberu~ arb1trium in man. But,. as we shall see latar, the 

anomalous bebaviour of the'atom is not really the cause of human 

!reedom but rather the neceasary consequence of having d~pr1ved the 
<> 

universe of a Doving torce. However, Epicurus had to pay for his 
~. ~ , 

~lmost religious zeal •. If Necessit~ doea not exist and if no other 
f .... "'" ~ ~_ 

"-~, 1'Ol"ee--i-sJOJLnd., how are we to ~c~un t for the m~~~ ~~~e: -a~om~? 
Why d'o they cove? WhO or wha t- move's tnell?-' -v;e-mar exçu~e h1Il for 

-~ - ,-- - -" "--~ ---.,,' 

not knowing how the atoms and y01d ~e~~ createq, althoubh he attè~pts 

to give an explanation when,he unsatisfactorily says that atome 

and voidTalways existed (Diog. Laert., X, 44ç)~ Yet to d1saiss ~ 
( ----- -~----

the i.;:;sue concerning their movement by a s11!!!lar explanat1Qil-,-
- , 

would mean giving a v~ry weaitJ:llls1:B--W:h1S relutation of D •• ocritus' 

theory. Consequently, Epicurus explains that the motion of the 

atolls i8 vertical and perpen41cular (DioB. Laert., X, 4Ja) and t~t 
~~ -----'~--

",' , 
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weight câ.rries them down throUL;h infini te spa6t' (Diog. -l.a.er~. , 

X, 54a). Wé1gbt i6 introduced as a partial substitute for Nece_ity. 
~ 

Karl Marx, 1n his doctoral d1ssertation, 8eems to be11eve that 

aIl that Ep1curus added to Democr1tean atoms, in terms,of the1r 
! 

motion. is'tqe 1dea of "swerve l1
• He says that "Epicurus assumes 

"'ï1 \ 

a threefold motion of the atoms in the void. One motion is that . 
\ of a fall in'a straight line, the second cOlI)es from the atom deviating 

" . 

, 
from a straight l1ne, and the third 1a establiehed through the 

repulsion of the many atome. The assumption of the f1rst and last 

Democr1tus has in common with Epicurus; tbe Qec11nat1on of tbe 

atolD from the stra1;ght l111e different1atee them" (r1arx, p. 77). 

However, here Narx hal:> rr.ade a ser1ous-mr-e,tal~e, for not only 1e 

tbere no mention in Leuc1ppus ana Demo~r1tus of the perpendicular , 

downward fall of the atome, which according ta them mcvè~ 
') 1 \ ) \ .. \ \ '\ 

Il ~ À~ À 0 Iv Île v ClOC) I<d.l.. \<eo \J '?t E. v, 1l""tOj «"",~1(5" (K1rk and 

Raven, Ir. 579),8 but Cicero tao, 1n h~S De Fin1bus Bonorum et 

Malorum. often quoted b~r~rx h1mselr.' sa,e that both the .. ~ 

perpend1cular do*nward fall of the atoms and tpeir we1ght ar~ 

i~novations peculiar to Ep1curus (Il vi, 18). Then, too, Democr1tu~ 
wbirl does not require a concept of weight and of fall through 

" 
space to account for .the movements of the atoms; furthermore. 

the motion,of rbe ~hirl ~e hardly reconcilable with downward 
- , 

motion. j 

Marx's incorrect ~tatement, however,. has given u~ a meana 
, 

of rea11z1ng the e~tent of th~ ~evolut1on brought about by 

Ep1curus ta fhe atom1~ theory, a revo~utlon wh1ch 1a not s1~ly 

11m1ted to ~he appearance o~ the 8werve, but 1s based on a whole 
1 •• 

, . 

.. 
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"-#"-1 
philosophical machination which egins with the addition of weight 

as property of the ~tom, develops itably into the concept of 

do.n~ard motion and, as we shall "ends with the invention 

of the atomic declination. 

'~eight, as we have seen, was 1ntroduced by Epicurus in order, 

to ~ccount .for the motion o( the·atom once it had been released 

trom the bonds 01 Democr1tean Necessity. but Epicurus himse1f 
, 

realizes that he is far from hàving solved the problem of its ' . 
mot~on. Ir the atoms only move in straight vertical line6 and 

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

to Herodotua (Diog. Laert., X. 6la), how will they ever m~~t and , 
~ 

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

(Cicero, De Finibus, I,vi,lg) 9 Epicurue hints at the pOSs1bility 
-

of a swerve taking place during the downward fall of t~e atome 
") tv' \ \.1 ,1 

He say a that BOme of the atoms "<iulov -ro'" "oI..~O~ '\.d'XO~ (tv" 
~ -

(Diog. Laert., X, 43c).lO The mention of an anoma~ous behaviour 

on the part of the atom occurs only once among the works of 

Epicurus that have come d~wn to us, and no explanation 1e glven , 
of it anywhere in his worka. We -'.Day çall the "!"o( 'At 0'''; S 

- . 
"osciIlationll

, "quivering"; t>r "swerve"; but lIhichever word "e 

May use to translate the Greek term, it r~ma1ns clear that 

accord1ng to Epicurus, at a certain point of.its downward course, 
, ,f' . 

• • 1 

the atom stops -- as the ward "t.<>XOV<\V Il seeme to imply --

and begine tQ quiver, both forms of be~aviour be1~g in complete 

contradict~on with the account of .the atomic lDot1on given hl' 

Epicuru~ in his le~t~r to He~dotus, where he 6ay8 that any 
. 

mot1~-O~her than perpend1cular i8 due eitber to coil1sion with 

" 

, . 

. 
." 
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, 

oth~r atoms or to the reaction produced by the weight of the atom 
1 

-counteracting the force of the collision (Diog. -Laert., X, 6lc). 

However. a co~lete account of the swerve 1s round in 

Lucretius,who either developS the short and vague statement of 
"-, 

Epicurus with his own understanding of it or bases his descriptio~ . , 

of th& phenomenon on sorne longer passage of Epicurus wh1ch 'has not 

co~e down to us. Lucretiuâ says that, 
( 1 

~ 

corpora cum deorsum rectum per'inane ferûntur 
ponaeribus propriis, incerto tempore ferme 
incertisque locis spatio se pellore paulum 
tantum quod momen mutatum dicera possis. 
quod nisi declinare solerent, omnia de~rsum, 
imbris uti guttae, caderent par inane profundum, 
nec foret offansus natu8 nec plaga creata 
principiis: lta nil umquam natura creaGset. 11 

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

C1cer? probably ,basjng h1maelf on Lucretlus' account rather 

than on Ep1curUs', 'justly reallz8s the artif1ciality Of this non­

Democri tean theory, which he calls lires fj.cta puerili ter" a~d 

"ad libidinem", that is, an infantile arbitrary invention, aince 
, ." 

Epicurus himselt "ait ~n1fo1 declina.re atomum sine èausa, quo nih1l 

turpius physico quam fieri qu"1dquam sine causa dlcere" {Dl! F1.nj.bus, 
12 . . - ,1 E_<_ 

-,I,Vi,19), this being especially·true of Eplcurus, wh~se 

ph11osoph1cal ax10m was "o~~È.v Xf VE--tol.l ~\C -<'o'j 11 C;v-ro? li 
13 p(Diog. 14ert., X, 38c.). 

. " "'-
Cicero's cr1tic1sm of Bpicurus' atomic theor~ 15 iAStrumental 

in'destroying -- ' ' the conce~f Epicurus as IImere plagiarist of 
- ~~ 

Vemocritus"; neverthe1ess. unfortùhat~~Y. Clcero does not see that . 

the contrast between the two PhllosoPherS'dô~~ot consls~ simply 
~ . ~ , 

~n a technical question lnvolving a more or less adeq~te explanat1cn 
" . . 

of the betiavlour 'of the atom b~t in an altogether d1fferent approacb 

o 

,< 

" 

" 

.' " , 
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. 
to natural philosophy. Both Damocritüs ~nd Ep!cu~u~, accoràing to 

.,' 

èicero, discuss the structure of the u~1verse only,.o in terms of 1ts 

mater1al components, omitting to consider "v1m et causam 'effici.endi"; 
,... ~ t ~ ~ 

f , ..' 

the question of"force and of efr'icient cause- (l,vi,18) •. . , 
It i8 ~ertainly true that peither of the two ~tomists ïs.as 

Il 

conscious of force as he is' of matter .. ' but we must, nevertheléss, 
! , 

recognize that Democritus t "Whirl" and hiS tI'Ne~essit.y" a.r~, py. n~ ;; 
, ' 

~e~ns superficial or om+ss1ble contributions·to kin~t~c P~YSics 
\ - Q~)' ,~ 

and that no~hing in any way similar is to tre foun~'in Ep1curus. 

The latter t s theory of atomic clec11I:\at,1on CJUl 1n no wa'i acc6unt " 
, " 

for the presence of force, bat, as we have' sEien, ,only for an eth1cal 
•• T 

or éxistential beli.ef 1n' freedom ana, atheism'. \'tith Epicurùs, for 
, 

the, first t1me probably 1n the h1stçry of'Greek natural phllosoPhy, 
" 

we qave a v1sion of the un1ve~.se wh1ch does not include an e.ven 

e1mpl~st1c notion of moving force. Socrat~B and Plato and the 
\ ' 

intluence of their eth10al ~h11osophy ~re probaply to be blamed 

for this serioue lacuna in Epicurus' thought. It will be Lucretius, 

two centuries'later, who will fill it, if hot through sheer power 

of analysis and observation, cert~nly bY,means of a highly'fertile 

imagination. Th~ next chapter will try to show 1ts fruit's. 

0 
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'CHAPTER II 

In The Philosophy of Poetry, a short work on the relationsh1p 

between form and content in Lucratius' poem, H~nri Bergson touches 

on what is probably the most 'striking d1fference betweetl Epicuru6 
{ 

and Lucretius. He says: 

LUC:retius was struck by the pa,rt of Democri tijS' " theory 
treated lightly by Epicurus: the absolute °rigidity of 
the laws ot n?ture. Everything consists and has always 
consisted solely of atoms, masses of atoms, and changes 
in the arrangement of atoms; atome move on, eternally 
and inexorablYj definite, changeless laws must govern 
the b1rth, growth and decay of things c~ught up and 
squeezed trom every direction by the tight bond of 

'necessity. And inspired by what he assumes to be the 
basic idea of Ep1cureanism, Lucretiùs discovers that 
wh11e natural phenoDena appear to tollow, no set plan, 
their inf1nit~ variety actually masks the movement of 
atoms in predetermined directions and the uniform 
force of immutable laws (P. 79)~1 

o 

Epicurus, as we have seen, considered the study of natural 

'philosophy only a means to achieve nappiness and tranquillity. 

His physics was crude and fell short of explaining adequately 

the mechanism of tge un1 verse. Lucretius', tço, we may say, 

expounded ethical doctrines clearly formed upon the Epicurean 
\\ 

model. However, De Rerum Natura represents a violent departure ~ 

~' u 
frOm Epicurean philosophy in that its physics showS a wholly 

unepicurean preoccupation with the conc-tt~~f force, determinism 7?:.;1 
and Necessity, which Epièurus had 80 eagerfy rejectedj and its 

ethics w1tnesses the transformation brought_about by Lùcre~i~s 
. {$/; 

to the Epicurean idea of pleasure, by giv1ng it mor~ than s1mply 
o \ 

ethical connotations, correlating 1t with the phys1cal un1verse. 
Jo 

The atoms ot Lucretius show the same character1stic8 as 

r-~ 
j 
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those of Epiccurus • They need vo1d (1nane) to move (De qerum Natura. 

l, 330). They are solid and 1ndestruct1ble (l, 485~6). Their 

motion 1s everlastlng (II, 80, ft.) and manifests three'different 
~ 

types of behaviour: one is the vertical motion produced by their 
,. 

weight (II, 84. 217-8), ~'nother 1s the leaping movements 'caused by 

• col11sions (II, 85 ff.) and the th1rd is the s~erving motion 
v 

(cllnamen) (II, 216-93). It wou Id be a 'mistake, however, to think 
" . 

tha~ucret1us has l1m1ted himsekf ~o translating Epicurus l af~mic 

doctrines into 9Lat1n. The Lati~ poet's exposition of the atomic 

theory is full of explanations and illustrations that are not 
, CI 

found in Epicurus. But if soîneone should say'·that what we calI 
". 

(j r::/. , , 
Lucretius' own contributions are in real~ty also mér~ .translattons 

<'" of some lost Epicurean text, instances may be f~~·1n. ~erum 

Natura which prove the Roman origin of many of Lucretius l statements 

il1ustrating 1Ith) nature ,Of things". ~, Furthèrmore, doee ,not 
, r 0" • 

J • 

Lucretius nimse1f say that h1s a1m 16 to. "inlustrare Latin1s 
, • - 1 

~~rsibus" "Graiorum obscu'ra repertà" (I. "136-1)': wi-shl'llg tQ.-erefor'e 
" 1.) 
,,l 

to e1ucidaté. by fl~S -Latin poetry. what Democritus' and Epicurus 
, . 

had left unexp1ain statement, in tact, &Gems to show 

that the Epicurean Demoè~an m~teri~l a~ailable to Lucretius 

cou1d not have been much more extensive than that available ta us. 

'However. if Lucretius' account of th~ atoms and th~ir bebavtour 
'J 

.' '\!'.' , 
1a :nuch more art1cu1ate and thorough tha'n that of its, Greek Dlodels, 

no evidence can be round in De Rerum Naturà of non-~}>icurean 
0 

atomisme 
6 

'.l 
opinion that all that Lucre'tius added to It 1a.a common 

Ep1curean philoaophy waa his poetry and his aood; Pierre Boyancé 
, , 

'0 

• 
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and Luciano Perelli, as we have seen in the introduction, are 

mainly respons1ble for ~heae views, but the former 6cholar 
~ 

especially omits to say that both a part1cular style and a 

particular mood May be symptomatic of a particular philosophical 

view, not only regarding ethicB, which would be aIl too banal, 

but regarding the very phys1cal structure of the universe~ In' 

other worda, a certain style not'only can reflect an optimistic 

or pesaim1st1c mood and consequently mar~ed eth1cal or existential 

preoccupations, but tt can also betray the acquisition on the 

part of the writer of certain fundamental truths regarding the 

. nature of the universe. Such is the case of Lucretius. 

The most conspicuous f~ature of his style is the sometimes even 
. 

monotonous recurrence of ce~ta1n words, expressions and pa~sages. 

Luciano Perelli in Lucrezio poeta dell'~ngoscla, says that "1n 

Lucrezio ••• l'uso di particolari termin1 conferiece al testo 
L ~ 

una carica di 05ses6ione depressiva e psicopatica non ravvlsabile 

3 nelle altre fonti epicurae" (p. 30). Ha also discovers in 

Lucretlus what hé calls "il martellamanto ritmico oas~8sivo 

e la ripetizione delle parole chiave" (P. 56).4 But Perelli sees 

tbls tendency to repetition ?nly as a symptom of the deprees1ve 

anxlety affllctlng the Latin poet and doaa not seam to be awara 
1 

ot ~ha tact that lt 18 exactly this morbid state -of Lucretlu~' 

mind that brlngs h1m,to'the more or less consc1ous'knowledge of .. 
what Bergson, centuries later, called "the absolute rigidity Qf 

the laws of nat~re" and of nature 's racurring pattêrns. And 1t 
..t' 

ls agaln by meaDe 0,1 Luc'retius' rh'etorlc that we may (l1scover his 

conception Of force. !I "r 

/ 
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The structure of Lucretius' poetry cont1nua11y miri'ors the 

, 
structure Of hi~ Vle1tanschauuns. ,{s he himse1f says. ' 

quin etiam passim nostris in versibu6 1psis 
multa e1ementa vides mu1tis commun1a verbis, 
cum tamen inter se versus ac verba nacesse est 
confiteare a11a ex aliis constare elementis; 
non quo multa parue communis 11ttera currat 
aut nul1a inter,se duo sint ex omn1bus 1sdem, 
sed quia non volgo paria omnibus omnia constant. 
sic aliis 1n rebus item communia multa 
multarum rerum eum sint pr1mordia, varum 
d1ssimi1i tamen inter se consistere Summa 
possuntj ut merito ex a1iis constare teratur 
humanum genu6 et fruges arbustaque, laeta. 5 

' (II, 688-699) 

The analogy between words 1n a sentence or lettera 1n a word 

>,~nd·irto~B 1n a body of matter 1s found aga1n in the f1rst book of , 

rDe Rerum Natura (823-29). It 1s not surpr1sing, therefore, that 

the recurrence of certa1n words in the text shou1d betray not only 

a preoccupation with the ideas expressed~y those words, but w1th 
,\"-. -" ~ 
-::: ' .. ...--- ~ 

the idea of ."recurrence""itse1f as observed or unconscious1y 
- ''. > Î/ 

,/ 

percsivsd in thk univer§~; for, as Lucretius says, the patterns of 
)( , 

d - l language do imitate the ~tterhs o~ nature. Consequent y the 
>f ' • 

repetition of certain ~ords 16 Most conspicuous wherever Lucretius 
U " 

1s part1cular1y eager to show the re,gular and 1nev1table recurrence 

/ 

of certain n~tura1 phenomena.l' The express10n necesssst, for examp1f!', / 
/ 

and its variations (necesse. neceGst, nece!fum~ necessumst, 
Q /~~,.. ,,\ ;~ 

necessust), aIl of the~ 1mply1ng iftev1tib111ty, 1nexorab111t~ and' 

deter~ni8m, occur in the text one hundrèd and eight t~es and are 

round in the great.st number 1n those passages where Lucretius 18 

Most impre.Jsed by "the abso1ute r1g1dity ot the .1awo Of n~ture~j, 

for 1nstance, in the one thousand odd 11nes '(146-111'1) ot the 

. ' 

! 

o ~~ k:t 
'. ' , A 

m f ~ MSR ~'.ié'.:..iJ 
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___ ~~~t book, concerned e~C1USiVelY W~h the basic elements of the 

! uni verse, a toms an.d vo~d, a toml.c combina tions and propert1es, the 
1 • 

/ ~xpression necessest :fecurs twl:mty-one times. Twenty-five more 
/ 

t ",. y' 

instances of this e pression are fpund in the second bOOlt.~· with1n 

the nine hundred 1 nes (62-991) ,~sCrib1ng the movements and ."" 
/ 1 • ' , 

shapes of the atjms. The thirdfoo~~,~ o~ ,th.!=' llIGrta~ity Of' th~ :~OUl 
l ' •• 

and. .. t.ruL.!rrevoca,b11ity of·d.eat~, has seventeen instanceq of this 
1 • 

/ " 
expression; i t appears again nineteen t1.mes in the' tourth book, 

which deals with the atoms that produce sensations. However, the 

fifth book, in spite of its being the 10ngest ~f the six (1457 

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

natural among universal manifestations, l:i,mits the, use 9f the 

expression necessest to six times, thus drawing our a~t~nt1on~ 

to the purely physical nature of Necessity. The sixth book, i~ 

fact, which i& a discussion of phys1ca1 phenomena on earth and . , 

in the heavens and v/hich contains' the ramous pasoage on death,. 

showing the inevitable end reached by ali th1ngs, employa the 

expression sixtcen times. 6 

At this point, the idea of necessity being much Iasa fraquent 

in a human and social context than 1n a strictly physical 

environment, one might assume that Lucretius conceived a view of 
" . -

necessity as of a force, tbe de crees of whicb man, un11ke. the 

rest of Rature, could disobey throu8h the exercise of his own 

--

tree will. In the ligh\ of tb1s observation, Lucretius· insi~tence 

on tbe subject of freedom (II, 251-93) and his lengthy elaboration 
, 

of the "swerve" the.ory adumbr'ated by Epicuru8, ceases to be 
1 

inconsistent witb a belipf 1n Necese1ty, tor while i~ gives man 

/ , " 
.' • t 
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1 Q 

a chance of escape t w1thin a' social structure artifici,ally impoàed ,-
on nature, it still leaves the entire ~niverse and all its phenomena 

subject ,-to the unbreakable laws of determinism. It would he a 
• ~.I .. '" 4 

mistake, however, t~ think that the atome, prodUcing by th!~~ ---~ 
. .. ~-----...., 

-----~ swe1:ve t:,ree will in man, _ar_~emselvea -el!dow~ wi th free will. 

• 'Lucretius, i' fact, like Ep:1,curuG, uses the atomiè- d-ec.l,.~-nation 
c ~ 

only as a strata~em to account for human freedomj unlike Epicurus, 

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

ro~e of.necessity in natural phenomena. Furthermore, Epicurus 
'" 

dismis8es not only the necessity governing human actions but, 

as we have seen, also the neceasity of Democritus, which acts in 

a ~!ely alomic context, while Lucretius limits the range of 

freed.oa to the "men!! 1psa~l, the mind of living creatures (II, 
, . . 

256, 289).,~ Thua the uni verse, _ in all i ta phyaical or, more 
o -

prec1.e11. inorganic manifestations, remains bound'by the fati 

fQet.ra, th. chains of rate • 
.. 

Thu8 necess1ty reappears in 'philo60phy, alter having been 
, 

" 

ex11ed by EP1cu,rU8; but 1n De Rerum Natuz;a', the idea of necesaity 

acquire's new connotations'. Tn.., force that Democritus had cursoril.~ 

brought into relation wlth th~, "whirl" becomes with Lucretius 

someihlng much more deflnite and' comprehensive: 'in the poem 
, :> 1 

of the Latin philosopher, "C(Vat ~ \(r:\. Il becomes V,enus • 

. " • • 
-/ 

Empedocles of Acragas is responsible for hav1ng g1~en 
o 

Aphrodite the status ofocosmic for~e and of main m~tive' power. 

No one bdtore~hi$ had attache~ 80 great an 1m~ortance ta tha 
... ~ ... ! 

-~ 

/ 
" 1 

... 
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goddess of -love-: -- -He, ln ~~ct 1 equa ted the goddess .l.th" "4>1 À {D\ fi 

'-~ (Kirk and Raven, fr. 424), the cosm1è-torce Wbic~~~ ~esponslble 

for the comlng'to~ether of all things in 'the unlverse. Ho.ev~r, ------______ 
-.( 

.. 

h'er po·wer is counteracted and curtall~d by that or Il N~l kaS ". 

" Strife, the other motive princlple, whlch brings about the 

separation oi cosmic 'substaqces (Kirk and Raven, fr.'426 et al.). 

Yet ~pedocle6 was not the tirs~ to realize the extent ot 

A~prodite's pOWers. ~.Parmenldes, in two passages considered by 
-

Kirk' and Raven irreconcilable wlth the rest. of hls doct'rlnes, calls 

Aphrodi,te "the goddess who steers all; for she i t is that begins' 
- " 

al+ the works ot nateful blrth and begetting, sending temale to 

mix wlth male and mal~ 1p tur~ ~ith female" (Kirk and Raven, fr. 

)58)7 ~nd ls "the caus~ ot'movlng an~ of coming Into being for 

them all, : •• the holder of, the k'eJB,Justlce and Necesslty" 

8 (Kirk and ,Raven, fr. 359). The juxtaposition of Justice and 
. , 

Necessi ty, ia not surprising ~f we remember that passagè of 

Anaxlmander where he Baye that "the source of comtng-to-be for 

existing thlng~ '1l-that into whlch destruction, too,'.happens 

'according to necesstty; for they pay ~enalty and retr1but1oQ to 

each· other for' their injustice according to the "ass."ssllent of 
. ' , 

Tlme'" (K1rk- and Raven, -rr.~ .. ~ __ to Anaxlmande~; tl1uS,. àn 

lIinJu'stice" 'i.e". whatever is done aga1nst--~~~ laws l?r ·~ece8~~t;~. 

1 

'fhus Parmenides, equating the gOddess ot love wlth N~ce8sity~ -, .... 
~ "' . ,;t , ... 

the all"powerful cC?smic' agent, offers a pre'éed.ent for Lucretius' 

-'Venus., Neverth,less, the appearance of t~. goddesa-in' the proemiua . 
.,.' • • - ... 1-

of De Rerum Natura still re.aina aome_bat 1ncongruous. Let ua se.; 
• 

then,' if we can explain her presence j,.n tens of ,l.uère~1us.' OWD _th~ght •. 
.' . 

.' 
, 1:. 

'! 

, ( 

t. :.' ;~~ 
" ' 

, , 
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~Lucret1U.' 
(~iZ? 

in true Epicurean fashion, uses all his pOl'ter'ir"of 

, '''\ 

" 
per8uas~on to ban the gods and mytholoBY "-from the unlverse. Early 

/ 

in the first book (62-101) his attack on relig10n makes 1ts ,. 
'-

- '- - --a-ppearance , and the fifth book (146-234) éontains a thorough 

l' 

\ 

j 

retutat10n of divin1ty as commonly 1mag1ned by man. other remarks 
J 

on the futility and dangers of religion and on the powerlessneps 

of the gods -are scattered throuthout the work as a wh,ole. Hpw, 
L : 

then, ~are w. to expla1n theJpr~sence of Venus, a godde •• wp~ 

certa1nly 1s not _de6cr~bed IS ind1rterent to the un1VerS!' and 

removed fro~ human irrai~s, but, on the contrary, as sn' through 

... _ i,._' " 10 
whom "genus ~~~!!1ant~nc1p1t't1r" (l, 4-5), a~-d as th~ only 

-- --~ 0 f ' ' 

one to ,govern the nature of th.~gs ftI, 20)1 J 

1 J 
In the second book of De Rerum Natur. Lucret1Fs himself , 

J 
helps us to understand tha figure of Venus; he sa1s, 

1 -
•• s1qu1s mate Neptunum Cereremque ~ocare 
con6titu rugr.s et Bacch1 nom1ne ab~t1 
mavolt quam la s proprlum proferre vocamen, 
concedamuS ut ~1C t rurn d1ct1tet 6rbem 
esse deum matr,m, dum vera re tamen ~pse 
re11e1one animum turpi contingere parcat. 11 

i (II, 652-7) 

lt 16 clear, then, that the value of Venus 1s no less 

allegorical than that of Nept~ne, Ceres or BacChus: it 1s a 
\ 

poetical ~ppellation co~pletely bereft or-any'relig1ous or 

mytholog~cal èonnotatl~n. 

what does she àtand tor1 

But 1f," then, Venus,.4.s a metaphor, 
y, 

The position of Venus at the be~,nning,of De ~~um Natura, 

1n the c,g.pacity of i'n8p~r1n6 muse and a8 o~Lject o't, the p~et '8 

.. 1 

1~vocat1,on, has led-many cr1t1cs to see tlae goddess &8 a Ilere 
,." / 

" 

l 

f 
• 

~­
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poetical device beloneing to a rich tradition of poems st8rting 

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

Lucretius' poem, "Aeneadum genetrix", alluding to her as 1lI0ther of " 

,the Romans •. seems to have been an imitation of Ennius' line, "te ' - ) . 
12, 

sane, 81\a precor Venus, te genetrix patrie nostri" (Annahes, 52). ;, 
r ""\. ' 

Ag~in, {,~ , "te sociam studeoU of line 24 re~nQs one 01' the la;t" - " 

line ~i h"~la,,mous poem Of-~O. where she beg8,Aphrodite to jOi~ 
/ "-, "- ~ 13 '-

shierd, with futr"-<llLthe battlefield love. Moreo~er, the .1-

"-
/ des.t lption 01' 

/ Fr ~ -
is ve s~milar.to that of 

C~l iope, the muse o~ epic poetry, in sixth ok, where 

t cretius cJll her "Callio e tas" 
l ' ~~~.-~~~--~----~~--~~~~--~~ 

;., VI. ~4). l~ : ut ,this cri t",ical method or apPl'-Qach based on ë 

, , 
( 

1 

, ' 

1 1d.e~nc;;_\:1.~.or."Ye"". w1th Ca1Uope, unfortunately makes the ~ . 

g .. {-. J!!ili talte"·o Cc onsUer1 n g Venus on1y as ~;use, forge t tint; the oth or l "", . 
numerous references to Venus as creative force ~f nature, and 

consequentl~ gr~atly diminishes, in tact largely denies, the 
i 

impact ô! the goddess in the poem. E. Bignone, the main supporter 

ot the' theory that ident1fies Venus with Calliope, sees her only 

as, tlhominum d1vomque v01u,Ptas" (l, 1) and as berald of "tran9uilla 

Eax" (1. 31). thU8 as almost 1dent1cal with the Calliope who 
"-

- brings both "reg uies il and "voluptàsll (VI, 94). Hence he draws the >', . ' , ' , ' 

conclusion that the "Vel'lUs lucretiana" symbo11zes the Epj,.~r'é8.n. 

pr1nc1ple of Il a\.. ~o V ~,,\( CIt'1"'~ ~-1""'\.t' c('- \. K~!. abÔ~l~'~' 'Pleaaure. 15 
.' . 

It i8 temPt1ng, in r"ct. ·t'O S8 th., woret' "voluptas" as a translation .. 
c.(' . 

of the Epic~ean ~erm "~()O \1 ". but, unfortunately, the text of 
-

De Re-rull Natura cloeà not t th1s 1nterpretat~on. Aotually, 
, 1 

tbe word "volul>tas" a,pears association w1th V~nuB. ~rotic 

"'-," 

" . 

1. 
1 

',. ~l 
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pleasures, and other violent emotions or cravin~s,16 except when 
1 
l ' 

it becomes an attribut,' of Calliope or ,when as a term .it is 

modified by adjeétivrs such as "b,landa" (II, 966) or ndivin~~' 

(III, 28); "while the Epicurean "pleasure principle It ls' best 

translated ty Lucret~us with words such as "suave" (Ii, l, 5), 

"dulcis" (1 , 7) and "lucJlndus" (II, 19) which, in tact, appear , . 

29 

in.lhe most Epicurean passage Of De Rerum Natura, the first sixt y 

lines of the Boecond book. Furthermore, the word "voluptas", rooted 
., l' _ 

'in the verb "~" is much c·loser ta nE eulJ" (a Yiord related to 
~ 1 ...... • 

th~ Greek verb "E.~\.Vtt, to desire, to love) than to a word like 

"{~~v'i"~ wnich would be best tran "suavitas". 

The Venus or Lucre~i~ hererore, seen in the ligh~'of these 
• c< \ ,/ 

observatiOns, stops being"the "'lc)Ov'tt l<ci'-Ol<S"""'~rctrl.K\" of 
d Co ( \ " / 

Bignone and 'Decomes Il "l () 0" V\ K 1. \I~ l'l. K. 'l', p1easure as a moving 

principle and a cosmic force. Antonio Tra~11a in his work Sulla 
, '11 

ro~mazione spiritua1e di Lucrezio, adopts th1s vie. (p: 197 ff.), 

but rails to consider-a point' of fundament~l importance: 

relationship between the "Venus genetr1x" of the :first book of De 

"'" Rerum Natura and the "Venus erotica" of the fourth book. 
~ 

'~, Venus, in the first-book, represents the force of sexual deaire, 
~" .. 

but ere the stress ia placed more on the :final product, of th1. 

rorce, te ility, creation, than on the force itse1t. Venus 

.' represente b1r ratber than love and therefore resembles more 

~uno Natalis than e Venus de$cribed by so m&ny Greek myths as the 

eternal concubine. Er1 NeUllall!l. 1n Amor and PaYc~e." 8ay8 that 

"The enà [or APh;od1te l s be t~] seem. to be des1re an4 .8mal. 

intoxication; actually'1t 18 fe ~11tyfl {p. 81).18 Later he 8ay8 

,. 
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that ··~th.e myths and mysteries of 'Aphrodit-é are not Greek but .... 

come from.the Near ~8tern p~ec1nét ot. the Great Mother, of whom-. . 
- all the Greek goddesses tepresent partial aspects" (p. 160). It 

1s in' thé light of th1s statement, in fact, ,tbat Lucret1us 1 

description of the Magna Mater (II, 600-643) should be seen: 
1 

namely, as one aspect of Aphrodite, and, more precise1y, that 

aspect of Venus Whic~1S most conspicuous in the proemium of the 

first book. 'l'he identification- 'of tb.is Venus wi th the Nagna 

Hater, or Mother Earth 1a, turthermore, stressed by the tw1ce­

recurring juxtaposition of Venus and earth. In the tirst lines, 

or- the flfst---co-Ok'tucret-i\1s say5.,- "tib1 ~or venus] suav1s daedala 

tellus Submitt1t rlores" (l, 7-8), and later in the same boOk, 
1 .. 

unde animale gènus generatim in lumina v1tae 
redduc1t Venus, aut redductum·daedala tellus 
unde alit atque auget generat1m pabu1a praebens? 

(l, 227-29) 

However, thi~ particular facet of Venus does l1ttle to support 
. , 

Traglia' 8 Venus 'fI k l ,,~ .. \ ~ 1" . Venus, in ber role of "genetrix", 

of mother, 18 not ea&ily reconcilable with Venus as moving torce; 

therefore, in order ta substantiate a theory such,as Tragl1a'a 
~ 

.. hiet,h aims at making of Venus,. force,. an "élan Vital", it ~s 
'. 

necessary tp sever the godd~s~rrom her maternal role and aaaoc1ate 

her with a 1es6 OJl'galÜc and more kinetic element in 'Re Rerum Natura'; 
, 

namely with a concept of force. r 

The concept of Venus a8 force 8eemS to açquire increasing 

8trength in Lucretiua" ~nd as his work dev.lops. While in the , 
• 

tirst book Venus, as we have ,seen, ls int1~atelY assoçia~,~ -w1.th 
;' 

• 'i* 
, ,i 

L ,.~, / ./ 
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the earth and,its breeding, in the second tiook we 1'1.nd her a111ed 
• 

w1th IId1a'foluptas", ca11ed by Lucreti~s "qux v1tae", the gu1de ot 'J ' 

l1fe (II, 172-3);'and while 1n the firàt' book "voluptas" had 
· 

appeared as one of the many attr1bute~ of Venus (1, 1)~ 1n'th1s 

pass~ge Of the second book it seems to have already acqu1red the 

status of a.complete divin1ty work1ng 1n ·cooperation with Venus. 

These few 11nes, 1n tact, are the preparat10p tor the fourth book, 

where Venus as "genètrix"'w111 disappear almost completely and lDak.~ :., 

• 
, t 

.. r- .... _ 

place tor another Venus ca11ed, th1s t1me, "vo1uptaJII or "cupido". 
. ' 

·w~ m1ght ~ay that Venus hersel! has g1ven b1rth to a being whlch 

/d1sP~~,a strong rese~lance 
" ' more sel(1s~~ature, that 1s, 

'--

to 1ts mother but is endowed w1th a . 

Iesa inter~sted 1n pleasure ~s a means 
-0 "Il<' l', .. 

to ~reati?n tha~ l~!aSUre 
.. r ~ ......... <C,. 

tor _hom ott~pr1ng 1s a m8~e 

for its own sake. THis being 1s Eros, 

accident resu1 ting trom 1 ts p~-;er ol~ 
",--

attraction. This st range d1vin1ty is the result of the love between ... 

Venùs and Mars. 
-

It 1s thus interest1ng to nOte that both Venus and 

Mars appear 1n the' proemium Of De Rerum Natura.(I, }1-40) as 19vers, 
, 

almost as if Lucretius, by this description, wanted to prOphesy, 
, . 
a~ it were, not only the b1rth of Eros trom the womb of Ve~s but 

also the 
/ 

g~nesis ot a conception of Eros in h1s own mind. The fourth 
. is 

fact~Ano longer the field ot action of the Venus we havé 
.' 

book, in 

known in the tirst book, but rather a battletiald _here'Eros armad , 

.1tb a bo. 1s war-lord. This aoes not Mean that Venus has d1sappeared, 

to be replaced by Eros, but that Venus has undergone a tran8~ormatlon. 
, ) 

acquir1ng the character1st1cs of her 80~. In th. fourth book she 

stops be1ng ".!!!!,. Venus, and a11 those-attribut.s, 8uch as "laporll 

(~, 15, l8),. "cupj.do" '1, 16, lO), "volyptas" (l, 1), "uor" (1..., lcJ .. ;as 

.. , 

.. 

.' . " .. 
· " 
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'~4, 36), which in the proemium had been mer~ tools used by Venus to 

achieve her end, tertility. bec~me in the tourth bùok elthe~ elements 

of nature in themse1ves or~individual manifestations of her. Eros, 

lnltially under .the dlsguise ot an adverb, "cupldo" (l, 16, 20), 

becomes now ~ noun, lIcu:fido", and a personitieo nO\ln at that (IV, 

1057, 1093, 1115, 1138). 

Eros,-however, ls not merely a new version of the Venùs we 

have'known •. Not for nothing ls he born ot the ma;riage of. Venus 

and Kars. ,There ls-more ln hlm than a mere abstraction of the torce' 

\, of attractlon employed by Venu~ tor maternaI pu,rposes. Eros, contains 

.. 

in hlmself the chromosomes of' his· fa ther Mars, the god of war. and 

therefore achievas the union of male and female, not only thrfugh 
~ ,-', 

fond at~nébÎétween t~e sexes but also through the natural 

antagonism existing between them. Lucretlus describes lovers in 

~he f ollowlng way: " ' 

• • • et~'~iui' potiundl tempore in ipso 
~~ fluctuat in~ertls errorlbus ardor amantum 

~ n~ constat.' quid prll1um oculls manlbusque fruantur 
quod pe~ler;è, premunt arte faciuntque dolorem 
corporls~gt~~entes ln1idunt saepè label11s 
oscu1aque ;dfl1:g~t, quia non' est pura voluptas 
et stlmull,subsunt~~ lnstlgant'1~edere ld 1psum 
qbodcumque;est, rables~n4e 111aec germlna surgunt. 

~ ~ 1076-83 )19 

" 
J 

Nevertheless, thr struggle, does not 1ast torèv.r~:· "levlter 

poenas" fra~git Venus ~ lnter amorem BlandaqU~' rerranat ~~ 
i - 20 

admixta, vo~uptas" (IV, 1084-~5). . ' , , 

It 18 in thls ~ssage (1076-85) that the dual personal1ty o~ 

Erps ls bast shown. ·~H:l. paterhal, MartlaD si de :le lIanlte8tecl ln 
(l 

thé power of "~1I. "~", ln Lucretlue, 18, :ln tact, al.ay. 
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associated with something negative, pain fuI or degrading., It 

wounds,-the mind with "dira 1ub1do", dire crav1ng (IV, 1046-7); 

it 1a like a allait thrown from one.body,to'the other (10.53'100.54); 
.. - ----

9' ... -----
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it shou1d be shunned 'like a pestf1ence (1063-4); it is the source 

of pain (1066-7)\ it is based on illusions (1101); many are its 

evi1 co~sequences (1141-42); i t possesses powerlul' snares (1146); 'I!I '" 

0lt is often discreditable an~ hum11iating~1158); it 1s ~form of 
. ' '\ , "-

,"voluptas'~ but of a 19-nd which. Lucretius calle l'non pura v01ù-Rtas" 

(1081), that 1s, p1easure m1xed w1tü pain, VenuS ,and Mars. 
, 

On the other hand, the sicle of Eros which 18 't~herited frq,m b ", 

his ~other Venus, 1S l1ke a "gutta du1ced1Ji1s" trlckit'{lg 111 the 

heart, which soon 1)~èlcames "frigida cura" on the arri val ~ "!.!!!.2!:" 

(10.59-60) • As we have seen'in the above passage, the Venerèal 
\ 

aspect of Eros haG also the power of soothing the anguish of \. 
-, 

10vers once the'c1imax of their relationship has been reached \ 
(1084-5')." Thus, Whi1ê n!!.!!2.!:" 1a "~on pura voiuptas", Venus 1s \ 

"pura vo1uptas" (10?5), "b1anda VÔlupt,fls " (108.5). Lucret1us 

stresses this difference betY/een "!.!.2!," and 'Venus when' he says 

that it is possible ta enjoy the fruits of Venus W1tho~t be1ng 

ensnarec1 in the co11s of "amor l! (1073). - Lucretius a1so -identifies 
, ~ 

"~I/ with ,"cupido". "'CupidO". 1s I1di;;'a" (1090)' as the I/~ 

1ubido" of "22,!:" (10~6-7); it· blinds Lttîan (1153) and int1imes' 

his heart~ (1090). One, in :tact, ree1s t,hat "the terms ,1I!!!2!:" , and 

"cup~dc" or the expressions "in amore" and "cupide" cou1d ea&i1y 

be interchapgeable; which is not surpris1ng when we think that 
• 

both !!St an~ Cup1d were the names given by the Romana to the 

Greek god Eros. 
-, 

\ 

" 

\\ 
, " 

~ 1 , , 
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-, 
The the ory that the description of Eros in Lucretius contains 

" 
~ v 

many allusions to ~he god's Martian origins 1s subs~antiated Qy 

the trequent recurrence in the text of images of blood and wounding, 

illustrateq by words like "saucia", wounded (1047),' "vulnus", wouItd ,. 
(1049), "sanguts", blood, and "~", blow (1050), by "ruber umor", 

red liquid (1051), "vo1nera plagisn " wgunds through blows (1070), 

and '",pereunt", die (1121). Furthermore, what can b~J.ter illustl'ate 

the juxtaposition of Love and Death'in Lucretius' work than the 

fact that his poem starts with an invocation to Venus and ends 

with a description of Death? And is it not remarkab1e that the' 

symptoms of death by p1ague (VI, 1185-92) shou1d remind us of 

those same symptoms which Sappho desçribes as proper to ~ove-

21 sickness? 

Today this view of love has become rather commonj Tristan 

and Isolde, Romeo and Juliet, the "Eros-'.Phanatos" of Freud and 

l'.aréuse and the Duino Elegies of Rainer Maria Rilke (the !irst 
• one in particular) have explained and popu1arized the communion 

of such antithetical concepts as Love and Death, and Love and War. 

Similarly, Henry de Montherlant, in Un incompris, described 

lovers in the fo11owing way: "les amants se heurtent et se 

sou1~vent comme deux vagues qui s'afrrontQnt, mais ensuite, comme 

elles, ils retombe-nt en se mê1ant" (Act l, Scene 5). 

Th~s we have seen not on1y that Venus is the form that 

cOSm1c force takes 1n the universe of DenRerum Natura, but a1so 
~ 

that this Venus 1s of a particular kind, either working w1th or 
o 

" transform1ng hersel! c1nto" Eros. Thue resu1t of this collaboration 

or metamorphosis is a t~tce which 1s very S~ilar ~~ the Empedoclean 

\ , 
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1~~"'4 ~ 

combination Of91).{o<, andNl:.l,<"S; 1)P'Whi1e Empedocles env.1saged, 
~o 

the existence of two distinct foGes, ~1icretius, by,seei.ng the 

former as Aphrodite and the latter as Ares, combined the two into 
, ' () 

on~ ùiingle fo~ce, Ero~~ both the f~~it a~d the comb1nation of the 

pareptal~ouple. Furthermore, while0 Empedocles had regarded Strife 
" 

mainly as an agent of s~paration," Lucretius ~eallzed that the 

separation brought about by Strite and War was only a consequence 

of the coming tog~ther Of antagonistic bodie~i consequently, he 

viewed Strife as a form of attraotion rather than as a form ot 
" 

repulsion. 
, ) \ 

Thus, the attraction_of Love was made to differ from 

the attraction of Strif~only in term~)o~ ~e 
,-~ , 

,~leasant and the latter's baing painful. ~r 

~ 

tor~er's being 

The cdncept of Eros, cons~quentlYt ia-most probably to be 
ç;: 

traced back to Empedocles and to be seen as a development of the 

:J latter'a 1de~. Ep1curus, unfortunately,Ohad nothini to do with 

the formd1ation of this idea, not only because he had not includ~d • 

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

love except 
t,1. := 

tbat of dangerous and barmful emotion (Vatican Sayings, 

~ LI). 21a 
_ (t~ 

(~r 

o It is not surp;lsing to d1scover that ~dretiUS' concept of 

force owes a great debt to Emp~o~le~' tbeor1es; we know, in tact. 

that of all the philosophers known by, I,.ucretius, w1th the exception 
~ b • ..> .. , ... 

of Eplctq~us, Empedocles was feld 1n ,~,'pe highest est,~elD by the Latin 
. t ' 

poet, who calls the Greek PDet-ph1~~ophèr,a most illustrious man . -
(I, 72.9) endowed with a ,d~vin~-,m1nd (I, ??l) and "Ylx humana ••• 

, ' 

stirpe crea tus" , of almoât divine st'ock (1. 733). all these ~being 
'. . 

attr1butes which Lucrotiu8 h~d applied to Epicurua h1mselt. 

'" \,. 

... 
" 

c ter 

, , 

, . 
, " 
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However, keeping in mind the admiration the Latin philosopher had 

for Empedocles, it ia surpris1ng to notice thlt Lucretius mentions 

him only in order to refute his theory of the four basic ele'ments 

il, 712-16) which, with the Love-Strife theory, forms'the whole of 

, Empedoclean philosophy. This curloua behaviour on the part of 

~cretius see~s to imply that the part of the Empedoclean thought 
, §f 1 

wh1ch attracted Lucretius most and justified his f1attering remarks 

was that part of the Greek's philosophy which concerned force, wh1ch 

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

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

sUff1ciently proves the presence of Empedoclean elements, even if 
, 

we cannot speak of a wholly consc10us assimilation of these on the 

part of Lucretius. 

These elelQents, as Empedocles' work ar,ply shows, affect bpth 

the animal/human world and the inani~te or 1norganic universe. 

Similarly tqere are reasons to be11eve that Lucret1us' princ1ple, 

Eros, governs not only human or animal intercourse but also the 

behaviour of the atoms themaelves. Moreover, it ia important to 
-; 

~tress, in ~he context of atomic behav104r, the hegemony of Eros, 

rather than that ot Venus. Let us see, now, Why. 

We have seen already where the cain 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 ot t~ , 

species and the constant renewal of life. This work of fer'llizat10n 

is brought about' through the help of forces called "voluptas". 

"cupido",'''.!!2!:''. Eros, on the other hand, being the very essence 

of these three instrumental forces, though working at the service 

.J 

l' 1 

: 
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1s 1n 1tself blind, alm~ess. We m1ght say, 1n modern 

terms, that while,Venus is a force, th~t is,endowed with a vector, 

a direction, Eros is simply pure energy. This interpretatioll or 
~ , 

Eros' aimlessness finds further confirmat10n in the fact that for 

LucretiuB, Eros does not" oper~te merely 1n terms or sexua1 attr~ct10n 

but a1so in terms or.sexua1 antagonis~ where 1t becomes a Mart1an 

pr1nciple eager to hurt and destroy, as we have seen 1n the 

descJlipt10n of the 10vers 1n the tourth book. 'Thus, . Eros 1s 

charactertzed by two fundamenta1 attributes, its b11ndness and 1ts 

power of attraction, be it product1ve (Venus) or destruct1ve (Mars). 

The f1ret attr1bute, b1indness, a~ we have ,aeen, characterizes 
, 

all erot1c behav1our. The frenzy of love ~s called by Lucr~t1us 

"vulnus caecum'I (IV, 1120). 'and the behav10ur oC man under the effect 

of sexua1 stimuli 1s a1so ca11ed bl1nd. Men, when "cup1d1ne caeci'L" 

--b1inded by des1re (IV, 1153)-~are unab1e to see and th1nk 

objectively, ~d ascr1be ta the person they love attr1butes that 

these do not possess (IV, 1153-76). This b1indness belongs to al1 

forms of violent craving, not on1y sexual des1re; for 1nstance, ,. 
, 

'''cupido'honorum ll , 1ust Qf honours, ,1s also cal1ed "caecall Q1 
~ 

Lucret1us (III, 59). But what is more i@portant, th1s same 

characterlstic 1s frequ~ntly attached tb the atoms themselyes and 

~o the~r mot10ns. In th~f1r&t book the atoms are sa1d to be 

"caeca" (l, ll~). ~e should note at this pÔlnt, however, that 

the adjective "caecus" in Lucret1us often Ile ans "h1dden" and not 

!'bl1nd"; the "caeea" in <{:Qne 1110 Of the f1rst book seemS to meap 

"b11nd". but 1n oth~r places (1, 277, 295; II, 328, 714) the wor,t 

"eaeeus" has to be translated as "unseen". However, the 1mportant 

/ 
,/ 

/ / 
" 

, 
1 

1 
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thlng 18 that the eplthet "bllnd" ls applled to the,. atoms' mot1qn 

rather than to thelr bodies. ~JJ fact, Lucretlus, in a passagè ln 

~ ,the second book, repeaté three tlmes that the atoms clash together 

. ~nd blows and motlons, uslng expresslons sueh as "eaecos 

) 

" 

• 
0/ 

1 

motus " caecls plagis" (129). and "ictlbus caecis" (136). 

When the Magneslan stone, or magnat, 

Lucretius speakS of 

between the magnet and lron (VI, lO~6~, aIl àee" latQ!', how 

" even in t&e field 01 magnetlSm, Eros plays an 

Natural forces, such as that of the wlnd, are called "blindll ; 

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

At this po1nt'1t m1ght,be of some\interest to observe that 

Lucretius seems to identlfy his motive principle "voluftas" with .. 
that of "voluntas" al~d therefÇ>re hls concept of Eros wl th that 

of I~ill. Even w1thout,a~y·~tipport from tho text, this infererice 
1 

should not surprise us, once we reealize that "Eros", "cupido", 
1 

"v'oluptas" and "voluntas" are all etymolog1cally rooted/n verbs 

i~plylng varlouB degrees of' des1re (1I~e. ~w", "cupio", ".!2!2"). 
1 l ! / 

lin the passage on the "cl1namen" in the seco d book, Lucretlus 
l ' / 
, 1 
asks: " . 

f ". 

. unde est haee, inquam, fatis a 
per quam progredimU:f\ quo d'ucit 

~ / . 
olDa V07htas . .1 
quemque oluptas. 2~ 

. /1 (,II, 257-8) 
{ , J L' 

It ls c1ear, from these 11nes, t~t 
~ . 

are, ln reality, one and the same 'pr nc~ple; 

position at the end of the line see s ~o be 
/' 

des1re 

ta juxtapose the two terme than to metrical 
." / 

requirements. The 
a 

1dentiflcation'of the two terms 1:6 again 
1 

ln the to~th 

/1 / r 

...... _-

/ 

1 

1 

1 .......; 
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book, where Lucretius, speaking of the s~el11ng ot st1m~1ated 

gen1ta1s an4. of the result1ng ej'ect10n ot' seed says: :" 
• • 1 

i 
1nritata tument loca semine f1tque"vo1untas 
eicere id quo se contendit dira lub1do. ~ 23 

(tv, 1045-6) 

. . 
"Lub1do", here, replaces "v01uptas" but, as we have seen eaz\t1er,-

the terms are a1most ~ynonymous. The two two-1ine passabes thus 

/ 
, , 

" 

1 ~ 

, sholl marked similar1ties. The term "v01untas" of. the first 11ne 

'se.ms to be in firect apposition t? the "voluptes" of thé f1~st 
p~ssage and tOl'the "lUbid~" of the ~econd passage, tQis .appos1t10n 

~ . l ~ r~ce1ving furt er stress in both cases fro~ the position of al 

• • 

~ 
thes~~ the end of the 11ne. The~ef~re 1t would ~ot be . 

too arb1trary to LucretluB.envisag~~ the poss1bility 

9f rela ting the principle, of even wider and mQre 

'encompass1ng one, that of will. 
o 

In fact, l te~d ta see,Lucretius as a pr~cursor of 
. 

This is not the place to allow for a comparative study of Lucre~ius' 

and SCchopenhauer Ga study wh1ch, however, l 1ntend t'a pursue 1n 

the future), but l believe that a few quotat1ons from the German 

philosopher may help us to understand bet ter s'ome aspects ot _hat 

we May call the Lucretian metaphysiCs, especially thOse c'oncern1~g 

the 1dea ot Eros. 

Schopenhauer says in his work The World 8srWill and Representation 
. t ' 

that "That wh1ch r.lakes 1tselt known to the 1ndiv1dual consciousnes8 

as sexual impulse 1n general, ~nd without d~rectlon ta a detl~t. 

1ndl vldual ot the ,other sex, is in i tsel!, and' apart trom the 
1 ~ 

phenomenon. s1mplY will-ta-live'! (II, p. 5}5). 24 ae expl.uns th1s 
/ 

------.. j' '---

,', 

.. 
'. 

-, 
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/1 

1.' 

·f 



T 

• 
~~~-' 

/ ~, 
. 40' -, 

idea in the followinf passage: 

.' 

1 

The aexual impulse ia proved'to Qe the decided nd 1 

strong8st affirmation of lire by the tact that tor , 
man in t~natural atate, as for the'an~mal, t·1s J' 
h1~'life' final end and h1ghest goal. Self r~ser~ati~p 
and ma1nt nce are his rirst aim, and as 10 n'as he / . 
bas provided for that, he aims· only at the ropagation 
or' the race; às a merely natural being, he cannot ' 
aap~re to anyth1ng more. Nature too, the nner 
being of wh1ch ia the will-to-11ve itselt, with all 
her force impels both man and the animal to propagate. 
After this she .has atta1ned her end wit the individual, 
and. is qUit'e. indifferent to its destruc;tion; for, as 
the Will-to-li. ve, she i6 con'c@.X'ned onl,f wi th the 
preservation of the species; the indiVidual is 
nothing to her.· / 

(l, pp. 3t9-30) 
/ 

1 

f . 
__ îhe 1dea that Lucret1us' Eros might be Schopenhauer's Will 

in embryo has'had very few tollowers and tbese lim1t themselves 

to vague passing remarks on~he Subject. 
Q 

V. J. McGill, in his 

biography Schopenhauer, Fessim1st and Pagan, cla1ms that "N() 
• 11 f .. • 

philosopher has emphasized the power of love as much as 
, \, 

Schopenhauer and since Lucretius, 1ndeed, no one has emphasized 
25" . 1t at all" (p. 166). John V~sson. in Lucretius, Epicurean and 

, r 

attemptà a closer parallel betwean the two philosophera 

and conè~ a ra ther confused chapter by aaying that "Thore 

----------- ! are several'points of~some of them pretty close, between 
~- " 

Schopenhauer and Lucretius, but,at pre~ only remind our 
l ' . , 

readers how ~ucretius too 1ftt~mately assoôiates Will w1th the 

or1g1n ot Force" {p. 228).20/ The most rece~t statellent on the 
1 

aYv1,Bo 

1 \ 

----~ 
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~~a chiara analo la cieéa vol ont! di vivere SChopenhaueriana, 

------. che tutt'~ n lla natura 'e che spi~ge l '. \,lom 0, .. 411 t111us1one del 
---- . piacere. mentre in ~altà. l'a natura ci offre soltànto l'alternativa """. 

~~ 

tra il dolora e la 1a" (P";---zJ.7).27 

~----, ~~ 

-In the light of ese passages, t~~n, the lines that Lucret1us 
\ '~~ 

'-.,-

dedicat~s to the IIswerve~aCqU1re new meani~ _ One May observe, 

in fact. that what Lucretius had 1n mind when wr1~e 11n~s 
was a c4ncePt of"1Iill as universal force rather than-one oi'o~berum 

- , ) <::::::-----
arbitr1ùm" as understood by med1eval thinkers. It is true that ~ 

here the Latin poet 1s descr1bing the phenomenon of free-will. , 
1 

but this ph'nomenon becomes in his eyesJof such cosmic importance 
fi '"~---. -- __ ~ .. 

(by being made into the determining factor for the creàtion ot the 
J 

un1verse) that it can hardly be made to resemble Any later conception 

of free-will. Free-will, in fact, betore any modern notion of 
• < 

statist1cal determ1nism had come forth, had always been an 

att.ribute of man,' and its existepce had alwa.ys been a product 

of theological speculation ra~her than of emp1r1cal observation; 
, 

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

un1verse from the atom-~o man but is the "causa sine qua nOll" 

for its existence. Furthermore, we have seen how, in lines 

257-8 of the second bGok the concept of "voluntas", even 1Ihen , 

meaning, "free-will", i8 equivalent to "voluptas'!" a concept 

wh1ch 1s unseparable trom that of Eros. The connection between 

Eros and will, moreover. acquires paramount importance Qnce 1re 

realize that the presence of the power of attraction of Eros 

ex plains the phenomenon of the ns.erve" wb1ch would other.lse 

remain unaccounted tor, as in Epicurus' work. In tact, instead 

" ., 

.~ 

- J\~ 
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or~afning the anoma+0us motion of the' atom as some chane~treak--------~ 

of nat~re, We ean now easi~y elucidata,it in terms of 80me form 

of magnetic-o~, anthropo~orphically speaking, erotie attraction 

batween two àtoms. Once we aceept Eros as the ruler of the 
1 

Lucretian uni verse, the enigmatic "clinamen" oC fers no longer any , 

problem, 

Thus, aiter hav±ng accounted tOI' blindnes~ as an attribute 

ot Eros and after ha~ing seen how Eros 1s connected to a notion ot 

will, we May now try to asoerta1n the extent or hiS power in an 

atomie contexte ' It w111 be necessary at this p01~ to keep 1n 

mind the dual Venereal-Mart:l.an personality ot Er08~: 

Once the will of Eros has brought about the tirst collis10n, 

~, the work of creation has begun, and, with it, Venus the matchmaxer 
"" }~, '-

"'~as jo1ned bands w1th Hars the warrior. Lucretius 111ustrates 
"'-

the mption of atOms as they come together to create matter, in 
IIJ 

the fol~à~ng way: 
"",-

contemPLato~ en1m; cu~ solis lumina cumque 
inserti tu~dunt rad11 per opaca dom9rum: 
multa mirtut~mod1s'multis per inana,v.idebis 
corpora misce~rad10rum lumine 1n ipso -
et velut aeterno ertamine proel~a pugnas, 
edere turmatim cer nt!a nec dare pau sam , 
conci111s et d1scidi e;z!~ita crebris; 

·Conicere ut possia ~x h primord1a rerum 
quale' ait 1n magno iacta ~emper 1nan1. 28 

.' ~ (II, 114-122) 
,or-; , '~"' __ 

The vocabulary in th1s passage 1a cle,~~ly t~t~o~ _wartar~. 
(Ilcertamine", "Eroelia", "pugnas". "turmat'1m" .. "êe.r~aptia'~., 

~ 
Itconc11iis et d1scid1is"). S1milarly, wh.rever Lucre us 

, " 

has to de8cr1be the motions ot the atoms, words 11ke "1èt Il 

, , 
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or ~'plagaJt lIeaning "blows", Occur with great frequency (ttictus": 
fi 

l', 528, 1055; II, 85. 99, 136; IIp1aga".: l, 528, 583, 633, 1025,. 

1042, 1050,- II, 129. 141, 223, 227, 285, 288. 53" 715, 72&, 956, 

1Q~O, 1112 .. 1140, 1143~. It seems as if LucJ.tetius had come to 

und~rstand the 1Dlportance of war and that l'lars' "fera moenera", 

.savage works (l, 29. 32), are not always destructive, since 

·,in the hands ~f ErOS(thOY become an indispensable tool for , . 
creation. At this point 1 will a1so remind'the reader ot that 

passage in the tourth book where the sexual act is described in 

v101ent1y sangu1ne/tones;' the section on sex'is interspersed not 

only with images of blood and wound1ng, as we bave observed, but 

tb.~ same 'terms--"ictus" and "p1aga"--wh1ch had characterized 

• the motions of the atoms, reappear here in an erotie context 
\ il;- , 

("ictus":. IV 1050 1052 . ,-, . 1245. 1273, 1284; "plaga": IV, 1070, 1146). 

. Lucret1u6 may hav'e ha.d a, ccrt~lln di~r~c.Uliy 1.n visual1z11 

and account:i,ng for Er,os, his ~lpr1mum mab118". The reader May 
.. ; ~ "4t4 "!.o-

reel its presen'ce ,a1l through De Rerum Natura and be more or 1es8 ---------.----

C'O~V1.~~~~ of i·ts eXis;~ence by the rec~e~a1l1 .Ord~ 
and expres8i~ or by th~~~JÛx~aposition ot certain 

, 
J'..,,,.I'~t.r.,#q4..t ~ "'~d, . ,.-. 

"""'"...-- . " . . .t~" . 
',concepts.' Lucret~us may hâve never eXRrê~tâted that the 

~ 

r~- Un1ver~e 18 r~1e~Oiêr 01 Eros or ève~ by that Of Venus, 
~ --- - , ,or _____ \ 

-,!---~ since he 11mi~S ber swa~ 'to tbe an1.~~,~ .. ~~.d ,uma,n w~r~d. However •. 

the conception ôr auch forces 1s certainlyl,trongly 1mplied by 
, ',- / ' . , 

.~ Lucret~ua, as- l bave tried to demonstr~e. ând 1\, m1ght b~ rateJ:"red 
", 

• 
to as tbe naes'tu.lS!·, the ~xhalat1on,. aa 1t •• re,' of' De Rerwa li.tura. 

'J~.t à\ LuciaQo Perelli ha. telt the need'o~ ~~tra~\~,th •• aoti~l 
\ '.... • • ~ !~, 

" , .. 
: .. , 1 

:/ ' ~ 

and Pa~bological elementa trODl Luc:ret1ua' .ork., l haYe\~tty~pt.d, 
~ ~ \ 

.' 
'/> 

.. ~ ... 

, 
~ 

" " 
" .. , 

r 

( 
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in the present discussion, ~o,abstrac~ ~hatever"metaphy&ica1 or 
, . 

tm~stical beliefs underlie the work of the Latin th1nker. ------jl - .. 

:~ Nevertheless, desp1te the clandestine ;at~r~ of Lucret1us' 
, ~ 

"Er.os principle", irts existence ie so often .dif!closed' by the poet 'a 
, . 

use of language,and bY,often unconsc1ous 'juxtapos~~ions of ideas, 

that 1t can no lOnger pe denied. ln t~e section on the power of 

, the Magnes1an stone (VI, 998-106~), Lucret1us gives us the 1ast, 

"""'" ~. and perhaps most forceful and convinc1ng, 11lus~ra\iàn of'the 
" 

, ~, - ~ 1 

", control exerted by Venus and ErQS over ~norgan;~ matt~r. 
~ . , 

" The power of the magnet, s.a if tucretius intended 1t to be , . 

another manifestation of Eros' "moenera". 1s described again in 

the tèrm~nQlogy of love and combat s1milar to that employed in 
... 

the descriPtion of atomic movements. V{ords like !''conexa'', conn , 

(VI, 1010). "compagibus"} attaehmentQ (1016), and verbs like . 

"pell1ciat". entic! '(lOOl) and "cohaeret", cl:1:,ng tog~the_r _Q __ l~ 
....... \'\. .... ~~ ..... ~ .......... ~ . 
ail implying commul!i0ll and attraction,'coex1st w1.th 'Mords 

"plasis" (1003, 1020) and verbs like "impellit", 'dr1.ve 0 
, . 

"verberat i" beats (1028, 1039) an"- "offenB~etl. 'str1ke 

(1053), wh1ch c.rea te' a P1.ct'ute of antagonism and "dis '. --~~~-

Madame Mayotte Bollack, in her article. entitled "La chaine 
. ' °29 a1mant1ne ': Lucr~ce et ses modèles' grecs" • 

• '. q;) 

'''L'épisode de l'aimant" au six1tlme livre du Natura, 
.;;..;;---.,r.:...;;;;~~;.;;;-

est encore plus méconnu QU,'1neompris ll (p. 165). real1zes 

that the coming together of mag~et and 1ron 
1 _ , 

apart .~en separated by bronze 

un1ve:s~ pheno~ena; the first shows that 

dans son explicat16n le pr1ncipe 

ucr'c~\réin odu1t 
'\, , 

l' aft1~ 6" (p. 181), '. " . l ' , 

.. 

... 

,1 
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t~e second, nia discorde" (p. 174). The antithet1cal: modes of 

beha!iour shown by ma6net and iron are, 1n fact, instances-ot 

the Empedoc1eap princip~e of Love and Strifej howevèf, th1s dual 
, -. 

principle appears in Lucretius' account of 'maenetism as a double 

manifestation of the same force, that of attraction. Maà~me 

Bollack says, in faet, that "les incompatibilités se fondent 
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sur le même principe que l'affinité, ou pluta~ la haine et l'amour 

sont deux manifestations équivalentes quoique' oppo~ées de la 

,natur,e ~es .choses" (P. 176). and concludes her study by bring1ng 
~ . ,-.. 

the phenomenon ~f m~gn~1pm~ as descr.-ibed by Luc+etius, "sub 
1 • (" ..' ~. 

:J " .. • .. 
~s,Eecie aetern.~,tatiB": "La loi du m~{lde,.': ~he. 6~?~" "~a vie, 

. " , 

son " 

aiman't (au sells mysti<fUe 'du j!lot)~. c1elj>t- b1e~,.> si l'on'veut, 
. ~ '" '\ - .... 

, " ' 1 ' 

. l' 'amour' pr~~ent dans l' ééhatlge et, dans la trànsformat1on, 'm~_s . , , 

~ 

. ' ....... ~ , ' 

. ' , ,. " ~ . 
C'est un amour'précaire et l1\ënacé, il!lp11qu~, .comprif:! dans le flux. 

.. . ...... 

universel, à l'ori-gine d'uquel iIone part1cipe',p}us" (p. 185). 
1 • 

In the ,first book Luqrètiun says: : 
\ 

e~60 praeter inane et corpora tertia per se ~ 
nulla potes~ rerum in numero natura fe11nqu1, 
nec g~ae sub sensus cadat ullo tempore nostros 
nec rationê anlm1 quam quiqs:luam pos.Bit apisç1. 30 

o (l, 445-48) 
\ 

We have d1sc~vsr.d. ~v~rt:elè~~: . 1;ha t'a ~i!1rd nature dosa ex1st. 
~l '~.,.. ~ 

'and tb.at it manirests itselt as a force' called V~nu8 or Er6S., 

depending on whether th'e coming'otogether of organic br 1norgaÎlic .. , ~ , , 
~ . , . 

bodies invol~e6-:pleasure cr pain .. union or col1181on. : -However, . 
.. ... \ '4 " 

t ~ ~ ... f" 

thls nature, wli1c,h Lueret1us mi~ht -have called "clandest1nam 

caeCSJBq-,e", secret, a~d unseen (l, 779 h ca1'l be pe'r'teivec1 né! ther 
, 

'by~ur senses nor ,bY rea~ô~~' 1ts exlstenaè May be sdniiis'ed" by 
, , 

. . '., ~ 

-' 

" 

,1 .. 
'"1'" > • 

, , 

'. 

, 
\ 

\ 
< 

'. 
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s~~er speculative intuition. It is th~s that we may perhaps 1nterpret 

t~e four I1nes above quoted: 1f a th1rd nature exist~, ne1ther 

through our senses nor through our reas?n ean we become acquainted 

wlth it. 
\ 

lt ls true that Lucretius repeatedly elevates the senses 

to the level of supr~me judge of reality (l, 4~2-5~ 699-700), 

and 1n the fourth book, he voices, a strong and lengthy defenee 
• 

of sense percept1<fn and of reas,on as based' on 1t: 

'. 

inven1es prlmis ab senslbus esse creatam 
notlt1em ver1 neque sensus posse retelli. 
• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 
qu1d maiore fide porro quam sensus ha~er1 
debet? an ab'sensu falso ratio orta valebit 
dicere eos c6ntra, quae tota ab sensibus orta est?31 

(IV, 478-9. 482-4) , 

But Lucretius 1s har41y a~are of the tact that the existence of 

1~atom, th'e basls of his ph110sophy, ls in 'no way based on 

sense perception, since-tti~ atom~.~as Lucretius himself s~ys, 
, ' 

are i~vlsible (l, 268>, as well as the1r motions, whiçh, as we-

. hav~ seen" are frequently cal1ed "caeca". here meaning "ullseen" 
:J,' t ",,:. 

and not "b11nd". .The enstQnte of ~toms and ot"their motion iS., 

rather', inferred tram that analogy' witt partip1es of d~st f1dati,ng 
. 

1n a sunbeam whU:h we have had a chance ta ana1y~e', (II, 112-2'2). . / 

le could say, therefote, thà~ Lucret~u~' phl10sophy i8 based more 

on _the associative facùl·t)' of the mino, in other worda :oll'imagination 
, . 1 

\ ' ~. 1 

and .intuitlon, than on str1c'tly emp1r1cal observation ~~d reasoning; 
l ' ,. .. . 

thus, it i8 not aurp~is1ng'that the former fa~~lty siould ~ave beln 
, ' , 

respons1b1e a1so ro~ a côncept10n of force and for the introduction 
• • , 

of the almos~ mya'ica1 notion af Etos. On account of th& 1ntu~t1ve . 
nature ?f ~ucret1ug' thought, ~e may r1ght11 ca11 -Dp Rerum Batura 

. . 
/ 
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.--------
• /.-/< ____ -----: t~: produ~t of his Weltanschauung rather than of his philosophy, 

.-/--------- defihlnJ~ Weltanschauung in SChleiermacher's words as an "emotional 

0' 

~ 

view of the 'universe".-
,,', 

W1th Lucreti~ the void which Ep1curus had 1eft 'so empty 
, . 

and sterile beéomes the dwelling ot a mysterious energy. What 

Heisenberg said abo~t nineteenth-century atomism holds true fGr 

Lucr~tius, too: his void was reai "1nasmuch as it was a transm1tter 

of fieids of force".32' But Lucretfus' addition of force to , 

physics should be seen more 'as the prod~t of his poetical mind 

than of his rational intellect. More precisely, it should be 

regarded as a fruit of that lyrica1:rationalfsm which Gide admired 

so greatly in ancient<Greeks, a people among whomt!'la philosophie 

alimentait la poésie, la poésie exprimant la Philos6Ph:1.e". 33 .. 

{ 
~ 

J 

.. 
o 

.. 

(J 
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The preceding chapter has ailoweù us to perceive,Some of 

the most ser1~us lacunae in the scholarship on ancient atomisme 

S1.mÜ.arly, Bacon' 6 atomi6m has often b'~en' misinterpreted and ite 
w " 

value se1dom recognized., Francis Bacon i8 ueuaH.y known as th~" , . 
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• ' ~ .... t:...) 
- 1 .t:0 

~1.rst thinker in the seventeentq éent~ry woo postulatèd the 
'----. " 

j importance 'or the inductive prpcess in Phiiosophy and science by 

'--. 1 s1ressing the need for observat~dn ànd experimentatioh. 
, 

Bacon's 

fame, 'in fact, ~ike that Of ',Descart~a, resta mai,~ly on his "method," 
t.:.!" \1 

on 'his approaèh, to the st~dy of nature, rather than on partieular , 
() 

.insight? 'into the workings of the uni verse. Critics consequently 
, '. 

~ , 
have focused their' attention ma1nly on Bacpnts Novum Organum,) 

» . ~ 

~~h:t8'work on the methodol~gy ,of·science, and have over~ooked 
, 
·wr1.tings such aa the De Pr1nc1p1is atque Originibus, ,WhiCh attempt 

't.o aCCOl1nt for the most obscure manifestations of nature. In' tact, 
"~~," 

~f one goes bey~nd Bacon'S purely methodolo6rcal preoccupations, " 

{ , 

',~'..._ one r1nd~ a Inan v.ho came ;very close to rormulating. a theory or the 

,~ in~~rc~ange ~etw~en matter and energy, thus h~r~1~1ngfwhat 1s 
, 

" 

f , 

. , 
perhaps the most"~pntroveraial issue in modern physics. 

.. . ,. 

, / 

• 

, , 
_ J "'In Bp~te\' of' the .frequent meI?tion, in Baco!!'s works, of anciênt' 

.... , ' i' ", . . 

. .~,~reek atom~~ta, ~t is intriguing,to n~tice that Luc~etius, rat~er 

~ t~~n De~ocr~t~s an~,Ep1curus, exerted the greatest inEluence on the 0 

,>/ !la~ural Ph:I.1·~SOPhY ot"~COri, although hEt aeldom names the Latin ~ . d 

--" -plilo~~p~e~. Th~' nat"r~~d extent ot th~~ ,:l:nflue,nc, ~~s ,bee;" 
,,.. \~ . ' .. " (è) 

compl'etely, disregar"ed, 1n ép1te 'of· the cons1derable ev1d.ence ' 
, l, ., 

8upporting it. 'Some crii1cs 0 
't ..... .,. 

Bacon have gone as fa~ as to .deny 
',' '.~ 

" 

absolut'elY" his. atomislZl; it 1a not urrr1s1ng.~ then., that once such 

. . 

: 

" . 

'>., 

IÛ 
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heights of abaurdify"are reached, Lucretius should t1nd no place , 

in studies on the bacltgroJslnd'of Bacon.ls th~ught. Yet, 1t 1s by a 
4 

careful reading of Bacon'a worka 'on atomism, the De Pr1ncAp1is 

. atque Originibus in particular, that One perceives the impact 

. of De 'Heru~ l~atura on Bacon. Bacon's atomic theory, in fact, 
vI.. !. \ 

represents a fUQdamental departure from traditional Greek atomism ., 

and conspicuously betrays a deep understanding of Lucretius and 

of the mpdifications brought by him ta Democr~tean and Epicurean 

physics.;' 

* * * 

G! Sortais, Paolo Hossi and J. K. Houck are responsible for 
... 

thè writing of the three most important bibliographies of Bacon. 

, The one compiled by Sortais appeared at the end of hiE> work 1! 

.", 

Philosophie modepne'depuis Bacon jusqu'à Leibniz, published in 

Paris in 1922; however, deapite,the wealth of the mater1al 

c~lected, it seem6 to be ma1nly concerneà with the influence of 

Bacon on later ages and, mor~over, due ta the year Of its 

~Ub~~~~tt ia now outdated. Paol~ Rossi tried ta bring the 

work of ~ortais up to date, that ia, to the year 1956, by compi1ing 
, 

a short, 1'0urteen page b1bliography which can be found in the 1957 

issue of the R1vista critica di storia della filosofia under the 

title "Per una bib1iografia degli scr1tt1 su Francesco Bacons 
(~: 

(1800-1956).11 But what is probably the .. ost complete bib11ograph1ca1 () 

work on Bacon 16 Franc1s Bacon 1926-b6, wr1tten by J. Kemp Houçk, 
!-

publ~&hed ta London by the Nether Press 1n 1968; 1ts sevent~_pages 
l " 

apd 1ts recent pu~11cation mak~~1t an extremelY'valuable re8earch too1; 

,. 

o 
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However, none of the bibliographies show any ~igns of works 

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

for a two-column article, "Lucretius and Bacon on Death," by D. 
~ 

Brewer, which appeared in the 1955 iasue 01 Note~ and Queriea 

(P. 509-10) and is listed by HouCk. Both ,ouck and Rossi ment on 

the well-known work on the classical antecedents of Bacon's philosophy, 

Char~es T. Harrison' s IIBaco~.' Hobbes, Boyle and the Ancient) Atomists" 
~ 

which appears in ~,~"::{ifteenth ,volum~ 

in Philology and L~~ature, to wh1ch 

(1933) of Harvard Studles, 

l will refer in the course of 

this chapter. Another work,dealing with BacOn's classica1 background 

in general is a series of articles by V. de Magalhaes-Vilhena 

called "Bacon et l'antiquité" stretching through five years of the 

Revue philosophique de la France et de l'~tranger.l Other wQrke 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 the y tend to concentrate on PlatOnic and 

Aristotelian influences and on the much-discussed atomism of Bacon. 

As far as Lucretian scholarship is concerned, three worka_on 

Lucretiua and his influence Eltand out: G. D. Hadzits~ Lucretiue 
2 ' 

and His Influence publiahed in New York in }:935, Simone Fraisee 'a '" 
/ 

L'influence de Lacrace en France au seiziême siacle published in 
,/ 

1 

Paris by Nizet in 1962, and W. B. Fle}échmann'B Lucretius and. 

English Literature 1680-1740 published in Paria, ln 1964.3 
c Startin~ 

with these latter etudies and going on to the above-mentloned 

Baconiana, we can determine to wha~ extent either Lucretian or 

Bacorrl,an scholars have stiscovered analogies between Luqre'tius' and 
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Bacon's t~ought. 

Hadzits places Bacon, together with Gassendi, Newton, Léibnitz . 

and Boyle, among those who followed the theor1es of, the ancient 

atomists -(P. 285), but he also adds that Democritus and EpicuruB, 

rather than Lucretius, were responsible for Bacon's atomism (p.~86) 

and that Lucretius' i~portapce 1n th±s age was that of having adde~ 

"electric vitality" and poetry to the Greek theories 50 that "The 

'8. tom, so long des p1s.ed, came, eventuaIly, to l:le reco.gnized as the 
, ' Il 

well-n1gh most important entity in the phys1cal universe" (P. 287). 

Hadz1ts, in fact, sees Bacon as a "disciple of Ep1CU;~S and reader 

of Lucret1us" (P. 303), meaning by th1s that the Bnglish philosopher 

cons1dered Lucretius' merits as being ma1nly poetiéal. We shall 

see Iater how oacon's atomism ~a~ probably more Lucretiàn.than 

Epinurean, and hOYI both Lucretius and Ep1curus are eclipsed in his 

work and replaced by Democritus for practical reasons. Hadzits 

a1so adds that sinee "the seventeenth century could not and did , 

not follow Lucret1us, the atom1st, in his denial of divine creation 

and of providence • • • Bacon, though perhaps with difficulty: 

retained his belief in God as a creator" (p. 287). - le sball see, 

however, that Bacon*s God a~qu1red Lucretian and pagan hues br 

becoming assoc1ated w1th Eros. 'l'he stud'y by Madame Fraisse 

concentrates only on Lucretius' fertil1zing effect on French soil 

and consequent1y never mentions Bacon; the omission of Bacon trom 

her work, however, 1s harcily excusable when one·thinks that 

Gassendi, the famous French atomi8t, knew of~~con'8 contributions 

t: science. '');.leiSChmann, on the o>h-er .hand, 8eems to show a certain 
o 

1.nterest in the relationsh1p between Lucretius and Bacon; he, in 

1i 
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/ 

trom ~n~ gives a long commentary on 
,. 

, 
Cllarles T. Harr1.son' s ork, J'Bacon, Ho~beS, Boyle and the Anc1~nt 

1 

Atomists," probab1y he only: rrk that dëals at Some lengt,p with 

the,Latin and the E g1ish PhftosoPher. 

More 18 tOl bfound, hJwever, among the stud1éS or Baconian / . 

scho1ars. l hav al!eady mentioned Harris'on and Magalhaes-

Vilhena; Mayo 1 s/work 'Epicurus in Eng1and, 1650-1725 published in 

IDallas by the !outhwest Press, in ;1934, 4 deseryes to be added to 

the 11st, alt~ough his ~ttention ia foçused mainly' on Hobbes. 

Theae tltree)t~di~S. among thos. of a more gene~/~ nature: remai 

the best ~d deserve to be discussed. 5 / 1 
. Nayo! s work has become. a st-andard w.ork o~ the in~luanca 0 

EPicuret1sm in England", but unfortunately his interest in the 
J ~ 

period between 1650' and 17~5 shows an un~ustified desire t9 

diSFiss ~ny appearance of Epicurus baiora 1650. The arbitrariness 

of such a limitation in the scope of his thesis 18 ref1ected again 

1 1 in its opening pagè:s-, whera gayo, obviousl'y, ~omP.e1led ~o afcount -1 

for the decades;immediately preceding the yéâ~"1650, briefly 1 
d1aposes of' Bacon and his relationsM~/;; Epicurus and his SChOOl: ' 

saying that "in spi te 0, f' th1s gen:rous appreciation [O,f Bacon for :, J,J" 

the EPicurean.;]. in spite alao of th. u,tilitarian atra1n COIlIlO'I':' (/ . /'\ 
in some degree, to the respective sc1ent1f1c outlooks. of Bacon a,d 

Ep1curus. there could be il1 fact no eS6e~t1al attln'1ty betYièen 
/. 

~ the Englishman who preached.all his 11te th, neces~ty ,or fo~nd1ng 

knowledc~ uncomprom1.s1ngly ~pon expe~1ence, and the Gr~ek '~o' . 
> lightheartedly 'made up' a science ~onduc1ve ;0 '~~e;~~;~nmen~ of 

1 / ' 

his eth1cal aima" (p. 19). Her~ Mayo, in order It~ c~J1'centrate h1s 
l ' 1 

• 1 

: ' 

r. , 

.J : 1 

t 1 

" 

.' 
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attention on Hobbes with the 1east possible delay, seems to forget--• o p~rhaps côn~o~~~sly--that ,two pnilosophies do not necessarily bave 
• i ---.,----- --~_ . 

/ 
1 

/ 
\lI 

/ 
/ 

! 

• 
1 

/ 
1 

'" . . 

.. 

\ 
\ 

:,to display similar ends In arder to be similar or related one to 

the other. If differences in ethical aima or ~xistential attitudes 

made studies ot inrluence~ impossible, we woul~ hardly be able ta 

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

Nietzsche. 

The'rest of Mayots study men\ions Bacon a few more times and 

never in an Epicurean context (e.g., p. 33, 110, 128, 140, '170); 

But what is more important' for us, it never mentions Lucretius. ' 

This curious omission ~eems to indicate that Mayo, like many 
, 

other~ritics, tends ta see Lucretius as a mere plagiarist of 

Epicurus and consequently not worthy of any çons1deration. The 

previous chapter of this s"tudy has proven, l hope convincingly, 

how m1staken this view is. 

Charles T. Harrison, in "Bacon, Hobbes, Boyle and the Ancient ~_~ 

Atomists," tries to remedy the inaccuracies exemplified by Mayo .. ~ , ~ " .., 
by aho_irig how Bacon Was the Cfirst in England to appreciate the. 

f1ndings of the ,Greek atomists. He complains of the fact that "The 

striking anomaly in the attacks on thé influence of the Atomiste 

, .1 (J 
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shown how Bacon echoes Lucretius qua Lucretius, and no~ Lucretius 

qua Epicurus. 

Nevertheless Harrison adds the comment that "although he 

[Bacon] understood sufficiently well the relation·' ot' L)lcretius 

t~ Democritus. his personal enthusiasm for Democritus led him 

somet1mes to ascribe'to Democritus opinions wh1ch he round only 
, ' 

in Lucretius"(p. 198). Harrison ascribes Bacon's apparent 

preference fpr Democritus to "personal enthus1asm." altpough, 

'as we shall see later, other more cagent reasons also help to 

account for it. He adds that "Bacon,'s refl'ections on deatb, 

superstition, and love are so l1ke in spirit to Lucretius's that 
-

one. woula suspect' that Bacon saturated himself with the huma.ne ,as 
- , ' 
liell as ~ith~he naturalistic' portio,ns of ~he poem" CP. 1991. 

Harrison then. concludes the section on Bacon by affirming that 

fn the' seventeenth cent ury no other Englishman who read" Lucretius's 

~oem was "as fully sYJ)1pathetic as Bacon" (P. 200) • 
. 

However, Harrison, in spite ~f his greater sensitivity to the 

intellectual and emotional similarit1es ~etwee~ Lucretius an~'Bacon, 
v 

faits to see that Bacon .as not a mere admirer of and sympathiser 

wi,th Lueretius but Brooably the- only thinke,r in bis time who 

understood the most obscur~~tur8 of Lucretiu~' atom1sm, ~amely 

his notion of force or Eros.' Harrison"says tbat Bacon "shows the 
() 

extent to wh1ch atomism had se~zed upon h1s imagination .hen, in 

the treatise De Prineipiis atque Or1g1nibUs, he translates the 
\"'~'" 

, 1 _'. 

whole myth of Cup1d and Coelum-1-nt9 -:.erms of atom8 and VO~d" (P. ~96 ).- 0 

But he, unfortunately, calla- "1mag1pat1on"-What, 1n rea11ty, 18 '; 
- ' 

deep understand1ng. Bacon's allegory in De Pr1ncip!is marks, in 

''', ( 
') 

\ 

'" 

! . ' . 

.-
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fact, the firet attempt in the hietory of Lucretian scholarship 

to come to g~~ps ~n a scientific way (and not 1n a poetical way, 
/ 

like Spenser in his Faerie Queene) vdth the concept of JVenus and 
" / 

Eros in De Rerum Nature. / 
.' 
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,. 
The series of articles by Ma~alhae&-Vilhen./1s ma1nly concerned 

/' " . 
with Ar1stotelian and Platonic .choes 1n th8,~ork or Bacon. It 

also gives ~he atomism of Bacon 1ars. con_ideration and shows a 

great partiality ta the d1tterenc.& l.~ •• en ~ocritue' anG Epicurus' 
... . 

systems. Howev..er, Lucret1us here ••••• to be "persona non grata": 
pa 

l-1adame Hagalhaes-V11hena's viéws on the rel~10n8h1p between 

Lucretius and Bacon are in camplete disagreement with thos& 

eXPI:eSsed. by' C. T ~ Harrison. :rh. aays that Il Bac la , bien que le' 

mentionnan.t, quelquefOis, "ne S~ble pas s '8tre attaché particulièrement 
• 

à Lucr~ce--cet '1nsanus Lucretiue' s1 décrié, apràs tant d'autres, 
"-

par POlllPonazzi, que'Ba..con connaissai.t bien" (Revue philosophique 
, 

de la France et de l'étranger, 152 (1962), p. 28). She adde that 

"La raiaon--si l'on, peut parler d'une raison--en est simple: 

'Lupràce--dit Bacon--n'a fait que revêtir du langage poétique le 

systême' d(f Démocrite"(~.) In quoti.ng thie etatement of Bacon, 

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

. !tque Or~ginib'us (vol. II, p. 474): rt 1e certainly ~ru6' that, 
! ~ / 

1 

.heneve~hQ can, Bacon avoids mentioning the name of Lucret11B, 

fp~ reasons wh1cn s~~ll be examined later. However, th9 stftement 

on Lucret1us that Madame Magalhaes-Vilhena attributes to ~con is ---. 
~'-nowhere to be found in'De Principi1s~~~ that her v1ews r, garding 

::~ ..... , ~""'-\ 

the relationship between'Lucretius and Bacon~4tst_compl 
- -........:.-

unsupported. Howéver, even~ Bacon~ad expressed sq opinion 

, ~. ..' " 

" . 
"" :'. _>' 0: 1.;;; 
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of Luc~tius, the demonstrably great impact 'of his philosophy on 

Bacon's thought more than disproves such a theory.' 
• 1 

Becaus~ of the sporad1c appearance of LUèretius in Bacon's 

work, it is ~nderstandable and even, perha\S, excus~le that his 

influence on Bacon Should have e~caped most critfcs l notice. It 

would be ab~urd, howev,r, ror anyone ta deny BaCO~ atomlsm, yet 
~ , 

~uch 1s the case with Robert Les1ie Ell~s, who with James Spedd1ng 

and Douglas Denon Hea_~h eollected and edited what has long been 

regarded a~ 'the·def~n1t"~ e~;tion"~f Bacon's works. In fact, 
~ , 

1n his preface to the Ph11osophical-"W~r..ks of Bacon El.lis says: 

"It has sometimes. l believe, been supposed that"Bacon had adopted 

~_____________ the ato~1c theory of Democritus. This however 1s by p.o means true.,,6 ---
,." 

.' 

A benevolent reader 
-"- "- --::-:-~ 

mfaning that t~e à 

might want ta interpret th1s statement as 

u~~_"Gr"Bac~n was not that of Democritus bût 
t:9 " -------____ . 

rather that of Epiçurus of Lucre , ~ut th1s generous "g~sture on . 
the part ot the reader would be frustrated by Ellis, who adds that 

Bacon "did not adopt ~the pe,culiar op1nions of Democr1tus and his 
"-~ 

followers"; 1n short J that "Bac"on "as not an atomist U (pp. 96-97). 

How does Ell1S" explain, then, the numerous references to Democr1tus 

and Baconls obvious admiration for the Greek philosopher (VIII, 83)1 

'Ellis be11evea,. that Bacon "may, perhaps, have been more or 18ss 

1nfluenced by a wish to find in ant~qu1ty something with Which the • 
doctrines he condemned [sc. those of the per1patet1cs] might be 

contrasted" '(P. 95). He ~dds to th1s unconv1nc1ng or at ~east 

unsub~tant1ated hypothes1s the statement that "to Bacon·~ll sound 
'-- / 

philosoPhy seemed to be included in .hat we now call the natural l' 
i, 

sciences; and w1th th1s v1ew he was naturall~ led to preler.the " 

i 
1 

» 

. "-

" 

, '\ 

'. 
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~ -~~~~omi~ doctrine or Democritu§ to any metaphysical speculation" 

C'P- 96). '-~-' ..,.QhJd...QusÇ.~_ndocumented conclusi~n8 all seem. to 

st~~rom a passage in the i'1ovum ~~gan~ in which Bacon IIre;eots 
", 

altogether the notion o~ a vacuum and that of the unchangeableness 

of matter" (P. 96). 'fhe passage to which Ellis refera is the one 

where Bacon says, "Nor shall we ~hus be ~ed to the doctrine of the 
~ \ 

atom~" which implies the hypothesis of a vacuum and that of the 
/ 

unéhangeableness of ~att&r (both false aSBumpt!ons); we shall be' 

led only to real pa,rtièles, such aD really exist" (VIII, 177). 

However, from this statement it 1s ev1deht that _hat Bacon Objected 

to was not 'atomism in general,~ut simply the tot1ons of' vacuum and 
':J 

of the "ùnchangeableness of matter." As far as the notion of 

vacuum is concerned, Bacon makes it very clear in several places 

not only t~a~ his cr1~1c1sm of Democritus 16 lim1~ed to the vacuum 
1 

,theory, but that it wàs a particular notion of vacuum that Bacon 

-----------~~~~~~~mel; that of an :j.nfinite va~uum. He saya, in fact, 

'. 

- __ I __ 

in'Descriptio Globi Intellectualis, that "it 1s on,. ~1!ing to deny 

a vacuum absolutely, another to-deny a cOllec~ vacuum. ,For the 

-~reasoïrn-wlT1"C'h-'may- be ad:v~nced in favour C!f a \acuum intersperaeèi, 

whereby bodies are relaxed~ and openèd, are far stronger than those 

on which 'the assertion of a collective vacuum, that is, a vacuum 

extending over great spaces, ia aupported" (X, 426). He also says 

in defenc-e of Leucippus and Democritus that these "two philosophers, 

••• in admit~ing'an in~erspersed vacuum, do in fact de~ a 
, \ 

collecti ve -;one". (X,4261I\ Cogt ta tiones de Natura RerUM .. ~in orcier 

to account for the contraction and condensation of bodies and for 

their expansion and ~ilat10n, he admits the eXistence of a 

.' 

\ 

, '\ 
,. 
~ 

() 
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, He in .t'aet eomes to conclusion, that contraction must take" place 

"by some natural te~er ·that may be) condensation and rar-etaet1Qn 
, .. 

.. of bodies"fl flwhich supposes a vacuum" (X, 290). " s , " 

~ 

vacuum i6, an interspe that 

1s, restr1ct bounds and lim1ted 'by matter, an~ not a 
". 

This development of Baconls atqmism is related to 

and the rare, heat and 'cold,,' Whiêh he 
" 

1ate 1n~is lite and wh1ch appears in Historia Vitae et ... , .. "'- .. 

-.;..;~ ..... s (1623) and in Sylva Sy1varum' (1627). 
,--

As for that part of the passage stat1ng'that w~ sbou1d abandon .. . ,. 
atoms so that we m~l 

real1y eX1st,I1 1t 16 

concerning the atomlc theory 
1 

to me, in fact, that here-B~con 

one ca1ls the beginnings Of 

reai differ&nce in terms bf 

such as Uemocritus' atomism. 

to raai ):>artlcles, SJuch .. as . 

Bacon had very. confused iQeas ~ 
" ~ . .-- .... 

" 
" 

develo;;ed' by Democri tus,. It seemS 
__ ./" Il _ ... 

6 quibbling W~~h' terms; whetber 

"atoms" or "particlès" makes no 

tance of a theoreticai ph1losophy 

ay be unsatisfied 'with ~We 
, ,\ 

deta~is of the atomlstic the ory apd the attrtbutes ot 

the ~tom, but the tact rem~ins that he 

Elli~ cal18 the Ilultlmate particles," a 

hl~ partla11ty to wbat 

which, by ~he way, 
, , 

reminds one or Lucretius' term Il corpuscl.lla rerum., Il namely the atoms. 

'l'he;-e 18, n~vertheles.s, a stage in Baca .. s philosophy in Wbich, 

Democritu~ and Leuc1PPu8 are ,Partially ec11ps d in his mind, not 

bec~use he ha~ rejected atomlsm but rather becaus~ he found them . \ 

guilty of a cer~ain narrOWness of mind. In the'~ov~ Organum. 

the very work wh1ch Ellis u's'éd to deny Bacon's at.olll1am, Bacon says: 

"-, Contemplat1o~s ot nature and of .b04.1~S in their Simple 
1 
J 

f- t. 1- \ .,. .. 
f 

\ 
. :\ 

.... <. .. 
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, \ \ 

torm break up and·distract the und9ratanding,whLle 
contemplations of natur~ and bQàies.1n 'thèlr composition 
and,èonf1&uration overpower ~nd 'dissolve the understadding: 
a distinction- wel1 seen .in the schoôl of Léuci'ppus and 
Democr.itus ,as' c~mpared with the' other PhilosOphiè8~ For J 

that 'sc.l,lo61 i~ 89.,. burie~ -'with 't~~ particles that it " 
hardI y attends tb.the ~tructure; -while the'otbera are 
'so lost' 1~ adm1raUL'On of the~ structure" that the y do -not 
penetrate to the simpl~city of matter. Theae kinde of, 
cànté~lation sh,ould theref'ore bé alternated and taken 

, by turne; that so the understanding may be rendered at 
once penetrat1ng and comprehens1ve, and the lnconven1encee 
above mentioned, with the idols that proceed from them, 
m~y be avoided (VIII, 85-6). 

, 
Bacon's Objectians ta atomism, then, are malnly directed to 

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

rather tha~ on the atom& themeelves. iVe should keep in mind, . 
fur hermore, t~at the Novu, Organum is a work concerned princ~pally 

< 
wit methodsvot ec1entific investigation-and only ta a 11m1ted'r. 

l· 

ext~t with the actu~ abjects of r~search. lt is in the ~lght 

of this 1nformatibn, then, th~t ~acon'6 statements on atomlsm 

acquire a more realist1c perspect1ve and at the sarne time 

fami11arize us wlth the notion.of atomic composition and structure,' 

the understanding of whlch n~cessitates the pres~nce of a b1nd1ng , . 
force, which we ~hall meet in the guise of Eros. 

Paolo Hossi, ,by contrast," .in Francis Bacon: From J.lagic ta 

SC1ence,? sharply contrad1cts Ellis' view; in fact, he affirms the 

atolll1sm of Bacon. Nevertheless he complalns that he "cannat 

ignore the c~ntrad~ct~on of ~n's insistence. on the '1nevitab~1ty' ~, _ 

of accepting a~Om1sm 1n the'De ~Rlncip~is, w1th his refutation'Of 

Democr1tean atomism in the Novum Organum" (pp. 124-5).' H~ does, 

howeve:, trr to solve the co~t~aàlct10n by cla1m1n~ that altho~­

"Bacon's reappra1sal of Demoeritean philosophy :18 known and he 
~ 

" -:, '({ 
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acc~pted most~'he atomistic doctrines, ~ •• v~is reservations were 

motivated by his a1chemical allegiance~" (p. 14). He adds, moreover, 

bhat Bacon was of the opinion that "Research shou1d • • • be diverted 

from the 'queta principia rerum' (passive princip1es of substances) 

to their appetites and inclinations" (PP. 14-15) • 

This 1eads us to the best statement ~ have round on the subject 
~ . 

. of Bacon's atomism and consequently to the issue of Eros and the 

atoms. Robert Hugh Kargon and Marco Maccio are responsib1e for 

having seen Bacon's atomism a6 a pnilosophica1 and scient1fic 

theory wh1ch developed, throughout his life, in antithet1ca1 

directions. Unfortunate1y, both Kargon and Maccio are inc1ined to 

understand this antithes1s in termS of deve10pment rather than 1n 

terms of phi10sQphica1 1nconsistency. - ~ 

In his book Atomism in England trom Har10t to Newto~ Kargon 
, 

divides Bacon's intel1ectual life ioto three periods: the first 

.ends in the year 1603, the second ranGes from 1603 to 1612 and the 

• 

, .1 third fro~ 1612, t 0 1620. Kargon saya that "In ~'the. earliest' . 
(Elizabethan) peri~d of ~is, car~er, Bacon ~howed 1itt1e.iritér;;t 

• r ~ ~l ... l"""' 

in the atomism of: Democr1 tup, 'EPièurus, or ~L;Cr.;tius,,1I8 but Jh~t·· 
in the second period "(16C3 to 1612, and perpaps ~a~er), B{lcon 

'. 

snowed·his gr~at~st sympathy ~~the,atomic _doctrin~~ ln th~ 
, . ~. .- -~ 

" 

Cogitationes de Rerum Natura (w~itten'bêfore ,1605), in the 'De 
.. 1 • rl- '.___ -- j , 1.. l '" -

~p~r~i~n~C~~~i1:·s=-.a~t~q~u~e~O~:~i~g~,i~n~i~,b~~~s (W~i~ten ~oun~ 161?)~ and in the new 

'Esis'aies added i'n 'lbl2, B~c-on made ~sta·te~tnts Clo~t favou~able t~ 

.. 
, . 

. -
. a·tom1s~ • . ' 

They leâ,ve no, doubt .. *,h,t in this perl~d he' was, in some .. 

".~. , 

real sense, an 
". ~ 

ac:lherept of. tha\' anc1ent' ~11osophy" (P. 44). 
~ >'i .. " . '. ' . . . 

sec~nd st~ge! ~acon se~s to ~~ve reaiized ~hat 
- t 

1 F0110wlng thls 
' .. 

, . 

. . . ( 

~ ;';~7·r.~~J'~. 
• 

, . • . , 
:: . , , 
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Democritean and Epicurean atomism did not account for motion and 

for force as an agent determining motiC?nj therefore, HBy the time 
a ' 

of the publication of his Novum Organum (1620), he rejected both 

metaphysical bases of atomism which he had prev10usly accepted: 
~ 

the existence of eternal, immutâble atoms and the reality of thé 

void" (P. 47). Kargon adds that "Atomism, basically an a priori 

construction, and far removed from 'laboratory' practice, as it 

~'IIere, fias sacrificed -for a new conception, close to that Qi, the 
• , J 

chemist, and to Bacon's mind, more closely related t~xpet'ience" 
~~ 

1 

(p.' 47). Kargon, however, does not seem to notice that wha~ Bacon 

rejected was not atomism i~1ts tota11tl, but, as noted above 

(see p. 57), "the immutable atOm and the void" (PP. 47,' 49). He 

stresses the fact that for the Bacon of these later years, "matter 

i6 no longer' to be thought of in ter~s of atoms and void but rather 

in terms of gross matter and a material activating spirit wh1ch 

pervades a11 space" (p. 49). 

~hether Bacon, as Kargon imp11es, comp1etely rejected atomism, 

'or whether he rep1aced the term "atoms" with the term "real part1cleG" 

(Bacon, Works, VIII, 177), is,for our purposes, of secondary 

impo.rtan~e; The éssential (~~t is that the notion of "act1vating 
'--', 

spirit," acquires predominance 1n Bacon' 8 ,thought. 

Ma~~o.~s sub8tant1~11y i~ agreement w1th th18 vie. of Bacon's 
" ) 'f! , 

atomism.~h hJ article "A proposito dell'atomismo nel Novum. 
, ' 

Grganum di Bac one ," .he 8ay8 that Bacon "rit'1uta l'ipotesi degl1 

atomi !1.soiat'i 1n spazi vuoti per assum~re quella della part1celle 

connesse dagli sp1r1tt.a mosse da questi. Il ritiuto dell'atomismo 
, . 

- r 

" 

. " . ' 
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1;1$ 
strettamente connessi con il problema della spiegazione del " 

- .m·ov1me~to" degli ~tomi: ~ essi è tolto il principio d~ una 

tendenza intrinseca al movimento ed esso è attribuito ad una 

sostanza diversa, gli sPiriti.,,9 Even so, Maccio seems to be 
-

more sensitive than Kargon to Bacon'e development, for while 
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Kargon tends to divide.Bacon'e thought rather sh~ply into 

var10us stages, Maccio realizes that the seeds of the third stagé, 

w1th its theory of spirits, were already present 1n the preced1ng 

atomistic periode Maccio teels that Bacon "deve aver sentito 

intensamente in tutto l'arco della sua vita il problèma del 
c 

movimento deg11 atomi ~ delle part1celle pia piccole di corpi; 

e deve essere etato propriQ questo problema a fargli man mano 

abbandonare l'at~~smo per avvicinarlo a concezion1 dinamico-
..... ta .. 

vitalistiche" (p. 194-~:~O 
We can thus ObSerV~~he follow1ng development in Bacon's 

thought: a first stage in which atomism played no part; a 

second stage witnessing a cocplete adoption of Democritean and 

Ep1curean atomism; a third stage showing a partial rejection of 
--,--

trad1tional atomiem and an interest in forces and in the origin 

ot atomic motion; plus a tourth stage where atoms are almoat 

completely abandoned and .here the attention lB focueed mainly 

on the theory of spir;ts as causes of ~otion. A fifth stage 1s, 

untortunately, lacking; and it 1s in this stage, that~ to judge 

by the manifest tendeney ot his evolving theories, Bacon would 

have probably been able to synt'hesize his thought harmoniously 
"'.l: 

by bringing together atome (thesis) and spirits (antithesis) • 

A synthe sis of this kind would have allowed him to construct a 

u 

,0 

" 
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more complete and satisfying i,~tr.llOSOPhiC theory which would bàve 
.~ 

~ccounte4 for th~ 'two basic constituents Of tpe uni verse. matter 

and energy. 

63 

Nev&rtheless, the nature of dialectical proteBseso~s usually 
\ 

such tfiat WB do not hav~ tao wait for th~' final synthe sis in order 
, ' J" ~ 

ta have a certain amalgamation of tbesis and ant1thesia. The 
, {) ~ 

transition ~rom thesis ta antithesis is seidom abrupt, and its 

graduaI development from one to the other at a certain point 

manifests elements of bath, thus preparing the obse~ver for tbe 

synthesis ta come; SuCh is the -case w~th "Bacon's work. Even if 

we might feel the need for a subsequQnt combination of the second 
" "t 

(atollîistic) stage and the 'rour1ih (Vi talist1c) stage. we ean certainly 

consider the third period as 'pre-synthetical. It 1S, in fact, at 

this point in his life that Bacon sees the world as a whole where 

atoms and forces are 60 weIl integrated that they are almost 

1dentified the one with the other. The most significant work of _ ------'-­what I. calI the th~rd s~age ~s D,ft: Pr~UeOiiginibus 
---=--=--~--Where 1n faci~ as we shall see, the atom and its mot1ve foréë, 

Cup1d, are brougn+ together so elosely that they are almost 
\ 

~dent1f1ed one w1th'the other. It 1s in th1s work that the reader , 
cannot escape the realization that, at this ~age or his thought 

" Bacon seems to be ant1cipating, even if a~legorically, wÀat 

-centuries la~er will become the fundamental tenet of atomic pnysics, 
• r 

â 

namely the transformation ot matter into energy. 
---- \ 

lu the.Cog1tationes de Natura Rerum,-Baton already co.plains 
, . 

• Il C (}f 

of the tact that among ancient phil~SOPb,ers "the moving pr~nC,iples " 
(). 

of \h1ngS are treated for the.most ~~~t ooly in passage; so·t~~ 1t· 

\ 
\ 

(i 

• 
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passes all wonder ta see how carelessly and loosely t'flve "greatest 
, 

and most useful thingOOf all 1s inq uired and handled" (X, 294). 

He also complains th~,t even Democritus, "acute as he 1s 1n 

" fnv8st1gat1ng the pr1nciples of bodies, when he COmes to examine 

the principles of motion appears to be unequal to himeelf" anCP to 

be ,unskilfu1i wh1ch likew1se Wps the common fault of all the 

philosophers" (X, 292). 

In the chapter entitled IICupid; or'the Atom" in his l2! 

Sapientta VeterUm, Bacon 1s more 1en1ent towards Democr1tus and 

adtn1 ts that al though "the phflosophy of the 'Greeks, • • • in 

inqu1r1ng the pr1neiplee of mot~, .••• is negligent and 

1anguid, ••• Democritus consid~ the matter more deeplYi and 

having firé~ given the atom Bome' dimension and shape, attributed 

~o it a single desire or primary motion sim ply and absolutely,'and 

a second by comparison" (XIII, 123-4). Ellie, in his preface to 
'CI, ° 

De Principiis atque Originibus, infers on the basis of~is statement 

Of B!1con, that "~he ph~106QPhy of l,)emocr~t!ls appeared to Bacon 00 

be ne~y in accordance w1th the 

[sc., the fables Of Cupid and 

these fables 

adds that "we are not. 

able to j~dg& of his reasons think~ng so, as the op1y system 
-' 

spoken of in detail ia that 0 're1esius" (V, 271). 
~ 

The De Principi1s. in 
'ob 

to show a marked Rartia11ty, 

to Democri tus and Tele,sius, but sinee, according to Ellis, "Bacon' s 

~ own opinions ar~uch more c10lely connected with those of Demoeri~u8 
; . 

than with Telesius's, trom "hom he der1ved only 1aolated do~r1nesll 
(... 1 ('? 

(V, 288). and sinee Demoer1tus 16 here treated by Bacon 1n a rather , , 

" vague fashion, one 1s certa1n1y ~ust1f1ed 1n not being able to 
r , 

/ 
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" 
de termine the extent ot Democritus l influence on the Cupid allegory • 

HOViever, it is necessary at this point to realize that Bacon Vias 
o 

probably much more influenced by Lucretius than by Democritus. 
< , 

Charles T. Harrison, in the article mentioned above '(~n p. 

53), states that Bacon "uses Lucretius's words in describing 
1 

Democritus' s conception of the nature of the ~atoms" (P. 198). 

In the De Principiis atque Cr1ginibus, Bacon rightly attributed 

to Democritus the the ory that atoms cannot be perceived by the 

sense~ (cf. Kirk and Raven; fr. 555), but he also attributed to 

uthe Gréek philosopher the statement ,to the effect that "they 

resembied neither fire nor an~thing else that could be felt or 
.,;.' 

This observation is obviously a translation 

of the following passage in book l of De Rerum Natura: 

• nèque sunt igni simulata, neque ul11 
praeterea rei quae corpora mittere possit 
sensibus, et nost~os adjectu tangere tactus. 

(l, 687-9) 

Bacon then adds that according to Democritus, "in the generation 
? -... 

of things the first beginnings must needs have a dark and hidden 

nature, lest someth1ng should rise up to res1st and oppose them" 
-----.ç -

(X,347). Again, this statement is'the translation of t e 

follow1ng passage from Lucretius: 

at.primordia g~gnundis in rebus oportet ' 
, naturam ~landestinam caecamque adhibere, 

emineat(he quid, quod contra pugnet et 
" 0 (l, 778-8 

/ 

(, 

Nevertheless, in these 't~nces Bacon ~s )Ullty only ot .-

having exppessed Democr1tus' ideas in Lucretian language. The 
la" J 

e 

attr1but~n of one philoSQ herls words ta ~notherobecomes muc~~ 
/ 

Il 
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more serious, ~owever. when Bacon makes Democritus state the orles 

that belonged only to Lucretius. One example. is, agai~ in De 

PrirfCiPlis, where'Bacon says that Democritus "should have attrlbuted 
r) 

to the atom a he~erogeneous motion, aS well a~ ~ heterogeneous body 

a'nd 8 heterogeneous virtuej whereas, out of the motions of the 

larger bodies, he has selected two motions; namely, the des cent of 

heavy things and the ~scent of light (which latter'he explained 

as th~ effect of ~orce or percussion ot the heavler driv1ng the 

less heavy upwards), and ascribed<them as primittve mbtions to 

the at~m" (X, 348). We have already se en that the downward motion 
p 

of the atom was an Epicurean and Lucretian innovation, and that 

the only motive principle mentioned br Democritus is t~e "Ji"1.' If 
the "whirl," a ~rinciple which, if' Bacon had wanted, might have 

accounted very well f,or what he cal1s "heterogeneous c:otion." 

It seems as if' Bacon wanted conscious1y to dismiss Democr1tus and 
t> 

to adopt Lucretius without letting the reader discover his preference. 

In,fact, if it were trae th~t Bacon had-a greater admiration for 

Democritus than for Lucretius, why'would he blame Democritus 
. . 

instead of Lucretius for ideas that belonged ln reality ta Lucretius? 

~~~~~---- -- ~- -rn--Ttroughts on ;he-:--Nature--O-f-Th:i,ngs, Bacon again mixe§ up l,)emGC~1t-u8 

• 

\Vith Lucretius. He says that "It was ridiculoUB • • • t 0 take th'ose 

sma11 bodies that appear ln th~ sun's rays fO~ a~~or these 

are,like dust; whereàs ah atom, as Democritus,himself' said, no 
~ p 

one ever saw- or can see" (X, p. 288). The passage to which he 

is referring ls in the sécond book of De Rerum Natura (II, 114-122), 

where ~ucretlus compares the motlon of the atoms to the dlsordered 

movement of mptes ln a sunbeam. It ls obvious that here Bacon 
c 

--~ ~ --- ~ ---~~ ~~ ~------

.. 
.j 



• 

/ 

1 
• 

\ 

n has misunderstood Lucretius, not realizing th t what the Latin 

poet had in m~nd waé a mere anal ogy an~ 1:n 0 way a description 

of the atoms themselves. However, what even more surpri~g . 
is that Lucretius is not mentioned, a~Dem~critus 1s made the 
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scapegoat for the tlawe ot the atomi,tic system, when in rea11ty 

one would expect Bacon to support ~mocritus, whom he admired, at 

the expense ot Lucretius, whom /. 'according to Magalhaes-Vilhena, 

cnnsidered a mere plagiarist ~ the ancient atomists. One 1s 
/ 

torce,i, consequently, to dr w the conclu~ion that Bacon co~sidered 
" 

any ap~roj&tory mention r Lucret1us detrimental to his career, 

know1ng,tn«ç hi~ age s verely reprimanded Lueretius and the 

J • 

/ 

/ 

EPicu/eans in gener tor their materialism and at)l~m~ A eontemporary 

orfco~> G10rda Bruno, was burned at the stake for havinl} 

admired and to owe~ Lucr~tius' teaehin6s. Atomism per se 
/ 

/ was no real to the established religion, however, sinee 

an atomic univerS8 still required the j~esenee of a "primum 
1 tr 

1 
God; Demoeritus' system, c~nsequently, could be 

, i 
ado ed and adapted to the current rel1gious views'. Lucretius, 

othe otner ha'ld, _as more than a simple a tomist; he was an 

. Ep1cur&an, anr", -thuB-an-iconeclast, a pessimist, a pagan,. , In 

his essay "Of Atheisme," in tact, Bacon says that "Most of all, 
.' 

that sehoôl~ whièh iS,most aècused of Atheisme doth demonstrate 

Religion. That 1S t the Schoole of Leusippus, and De~ocritus, 

and Epicurus. For it is a thousand~mes more credible, that' 
• 

foure mutable Elements, and an immutable firth e~sence, duely 
1 . 

~and etér~al~y placed neede no God: then that an Army of infinite 
fi . , 

/ 
/ 

s~all por7ions or se6ds unplac:ed, should have produced tb{s order, 

" Il 

\ 
\ 1 _ .. _- -----------~--~--
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/ 

/ 
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and beauty, ~ithou~ a divine Xarshall" (XII, 338). Bacon ere 
1 • 

shows the priVile~~d position held by ~emocritus and Leu~ppus 
/ 

and a1so tries to save Epicurus from the church's indictment. 

Again, in the same essay, Bacon defends Epicurus' rellgious position 

by s&ying that "his words are noble and d1.vine: 'Nos Deos wlg1 
o 

ne~~re profanuM; sad vulgi opiniones D~is' applicar~ pr~fanum.' 

• ' •• And although he had the cO~fidence to deny the administration, 

ha had not the power to deny thaJnature" (XII, 133). Th1s deience 

of Ep1curus 1s undoubted~y rather feeble, but 1t was probably 

cons1dered surf1cient by Bacon, due to the'fact that Epicurus had 
\ 

at least done away with the anc1ent 'pagan religio~s bèl~efs. 

Being thus deprived of d1v1ne.agency, Epicurus' universe greatly 

resembled the universe of Democritus and therefore allowed for the 

presence of some ruling God. Lucretius, on the' other hand, had 

committed the grave sin of introducing Venus and Eros as prime 

movers of the Uni verse. The presence of these most pagan gods 

th~s denied the Christian Go~ his s.ay and consequently made 

Christian theolQgians regard Lucretius as the most heretical ot 

the atomiste. 

-----lLn liis Divina COm~edia ùante had already made the distinction 

bet~een Democritus and the Ep1cureans by placing the tormer in 

the Limbo, the next best thing to Paradise (ln!. IV, 136), _and 

consigning Ep1curus, with aIl his tollowers, to "the sixth c1rcle 
L 1 . 

or the Inferno, whère the heret1cs and aIl those who "l'alÙ.ma 
• 

c~l corpo mor'ta tanno" fmake the body die wi th the -soul) " 8titlo '-
" 

in the1r "avel11." Dante's judgeIDent had not been fOfgo~ten in 
'... \-

the seventeenth aentury. As H~dz1t8 says 1~ #ucr~t~u8 and his 

--- ---~-'~---~ -- ---~-----f. ________ _ 

/ 

/ 
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. ----------. 1 Influence, "a reaction aga1nat the tyrànny dt orthodox. beliefs 
. '~ , , 
began to aeJ; in with thé growing sp~r1~ of rè.t.1.p.~~~ism, a~~t_~e 

seventeenth century witnessed some 01 the ~esu:t6. ~~te ~r­
this. the seventeenth cent ury bristled with hPst1litl'S against 

Lucret1us" (P. 285); and if that century had come ,ta· terms with 
1 

/ 
-- - 1 
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/ 

âtomism, it certainly "could~~±d---n~t -!-o.rlQYI._ !-u~tius, the 
/ - '--, 

atomist, 1n his denial of divine cre~tion and' of pr9vidence" (p; 287). 
1 

/ 

, / 
Such waa the state of affairs when B~con wrote"and few 

works pet ter than De Principiis atqu~ p{iginib~S show tbe 
, ' , 

.( 

v dangerous position in which he found/himself. Of all the myths 

recorded and ~nterpret~d by' Baco~n De §apieptia Veterum, it was 
/ 

/ 

that of Cupid that appealed to/him mos.t and which. in his opinion. 
- ~ 

deserved a place of honour ~n his De Principiis. . Howaver,' his ) 
,-' /' ~ 

, t? . 
Cupid 1s far from being the principle of a doctrine "not differi~g 

• 
t~) 

in much from the philosophy vlhieh' Democritua held" (X, 344)., 

• Rather he ia the very principle tbat we met in De Rerum Nat~ra 

in the guise of Eros. Althougn never before in the hiatory of 
1 / 

PhilOSOPhY-;wi~h the exceptlon of Lucretius-~have th~ atoms been 

,'1 seen i~ ~at10n to Eros, or Venus,- and alt~ough it would sèem 
/ 

obvio~ that ~~cretius' VenuG/Eros~atoms combination had atrongly 
/ -

inf2uenced Bacon, Lucretius' name never appears eithe~ in the 
/ , '-

,~Pid section of De Princ1piis or in the abridged version of the 
/ 

/ same sect:Lon in De Sapientia Veterum. Although Luc_re~ius' presence 

is felt throughout the two sections, it is never acknowledged. 

The Cupid described by Bacon is an amalgamation of severa~ 

Cupids, as the y are~repre(ented by different ancient philosophers 
.~ 

and poets. His attributes are his everlasting youth, hiS-blindness, 

- - --~- - ------~--~--~-~-~~P---~_ - __ . _____ _ 

'. 

- } 
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, 
&is nakedness, his wings and hiS arrowa (X, 343). In De Principiia 

Bacon says of Ctl.pi~ that "his principal and peculiar power ia 

exerciaed in uniting bodies'" (t, 343)' and, in De Sapi,entia, that 

Eros is "the appetite or instinct of primaI mattèr; or to speak 
(' 

more plainly, t~é natural motion ,of the atom, which ia indeed the 

original and unique force that cO,nstitutes ,and, fashions a~l things 

ou~ of matter" (XIII, 122). Thual Cupid,' for Bacon, is either a 

force that unites boqies, SOme urge inherent to the bodies, themselvee. 

or the motion resulting from either the power of the force or the 

power of' the urge. 
. \' 

To 'malte a defini tion of Eros even more confused, 

Bacon equates it witp the atom itself; the title of the seventeenth 
1 

chapter in De Sapient1a Veterum 1s, lite-rally, "Cup1d; or the Atom." 

It is safe to conclude, then, that Bacon was not very c~ear as to 

the teal function and entity of Eros, and that bis only purpose 
. 

in 1nterpreting the allegory of Cupid was to show that among the 

ancients there e~isted. even if 1n an embryonic form, an interest 

in something which went beyond pure matter, and which accounted ,. 
tor motion and the forces determining it. 

! 
In both worka on, Cup1d 

Bacon ia voicing his dissatisfaction with the purely atomiatic 

un1verae of DeIl10_cr1t:us a,gd I?ee~ng fo_r g_re_~.!~, insights into the 
~~~---

universe by, aounding the validity of anoient myths. Howeve~J the 

idea ot combining atoms witn Love can only have come trom Lucretiu8, 

wnom Bacon. as we hav.e seen. knew aIl too weIl. Furthermore, the 
, 

presence of Lucretius 8eemB to make itsel! felt even in the 

descrip~lop and attrlbutes of Eros hims~lr. 

Charles W. Lemm1, 1n his thesis "The Classlc DelUes 1n 

Bacon,,;.tomments on four of the ati:rlbut-es of Bacon's Cupld--

.. 

l~~-:- __ . ___ \ ____ ._. __ ~ ____ ~ _- __ ~ ___ , _____ ; 
1 ." \ / - i . " .' 

. . 
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his "individual reality, his age, his b ndness, and his nakednesB"-­

and thinks it "probable" that Lucret s suggested' thec. He exp1ains 

the s1m11ar1t1es betw.en Bacon'S~P1d and Lucret1us' ,tom in the 

following way: ~ 

/ 
In attributing to!the atom (symbolized by Cupid) individual 
reality, Bacon {~ in 'part expressing his opposition to 

'. 

the conception of potential matter; .but he ls also re1terat1ng 
Lucret1us's éontention that the atom is not an arbitrary 
portion of matter to be subdlv1ded at pleasure. ARd 
Lucretius's atom remains unchanged (orever in the eternal 
minuteness which "Bacon symbolizes by Cupid's eternal 
childlrood. As for his comparing the blindness of Cupid 
tb the undiscriminating force of'interatomic attractlon, 
lt 1~ perhaps significant that Lucretius applies the ward 
blind to tpe atom, though in the sense of invisible, and 
that Bacon quotes the passage. Fina1ly there,is the 
interpretatlon of Cupld's nakedness~ the absence of 
sensible physical quallties ln the atome Lucretlus, 
assertlng thls same absence of sensible qualltiea, says 
that ultlmate matter i6 "nullo velata colore," "Orba ' 
colore," "spoliata colore." Now H. S. J. Munro, in hls 
translation of De Rerum Natura, reqders the3e phra~ 
by "clothed with no color," "denuded of color," anc:[ 
"Strlpped Of color." May not the same expressions have 
been suggested ta 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 penetratlon and ~ thorough reading of 
-

Lucretlusj 1l0wever, the'account he g1ves-!or~other U~~ee ____ _ 

properties af Cu~id 1s not as satisfying: the indlv1sibilit~ 

of the atom ls Dot a Lucretlan invention but an essentia1 
a 

cha~cter16tic of the original atom of Democr1tus and Leuc~ppus 

(Kirk and Raven, fr. 556), so that lt is not necessary to bring 

in Lucretlus in order to acèount for Cupid's "1ndividual rea11ty." 

The same critic1~m app11es to the parallel bet_een Lucretius' 

forever unchanglng and eternally minute ato~ and Bacon's eternal1y 

l " 

-, 

-------
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infant Cupid. ~~mocritu8,- in fact, had already described the atom 

as infinitely amall (Kirk and ?aven, fr. ~55) and,as producing 

change and cOming into being only 1n ita compound. forma (Kirl~ and 

7 

Raven, fr. 582). ________ l-----

-------.. 
As far as the b1indness of Cupid -------~ 

lfiitom 1s c,oncerned, 

Lemmi 1 S remark 1s ,a]Jnost--c-orrect. As we have diso-overed in the -- . , 
previous chapter, Lucretius', atom 1s àften _described as "caecus. 1t 

• .r .' 
However, the fact that this adjective in t~iS "c,ontext, as 'Lemmi 

'1... A 1 

~ '.. "il . ') .... ....... 
justly o-ba,erv(Js, meana" "invi.sible". "ân(i' not ~lIb11nd,r .. weakep.8 his' 

, . f ... il " - " . ' • .. .. . , ~ . .. ' .. ' . - . ... 
,.,. . .. ... ~"t' • 1 4 

arg~m1n~ ," unlèss we ~up~~se.,.t.ha:t ,Ba_con ~1.m~l: re.ad, LJ.lc,reMu6_' : 

Il caecus" lis meanihg IIbi~nd: ~I " This ~~ :'po~s:fJble', but his ·~g·umeRt 
, D .. \ ' ...... ,." ... 

,would b~ve been grè'~t"l.Y. ·stl1e·n~thene<.i ,h~' :h.e taken. not_e :of t~e 'fact ' 
.... ,.'l J ",. , t lt. .. 1 ~. ( 

" ' , • '1 • . • 

,that while Lucreti~s often useS tpê ·e.pithet "ca~cus" -as' meaning .,' 
'\ 

"inv-isibleu 'Wnen describing thé atom, 1,tséii' f on. t,he other ijan,d, . , .... ,\( . 
, " , '. 
he often uses the sarne adject..1Ye as mean1.ng .lIbiind" when descÏ'ibi~.g 

the' atoms' motion (II; 127~8, 129, 136). Lem~i's imprecision is' . 
cf' 

, 
,probably due to the tact that hé considered Bacon's Cup~d as"being 

. , . 

, 

\ 
\ 
1 

'. "on11 à. sym~ol for the atom, aB evidenoed in the tirst l1nes of the . 

.. 

• 
passage JUst Quoted. He for6ets; however, thât'for Bacon, Cupi~' 

·does not ooly répresent' the atom, b'ut also "the natural motion of, 
• 

the atom" tx'III. 122.). It ls thus th~t tlle epithet "c'aecus," in 

a context of atomj,.c '~ot10n.. cao rightl-y be traoslated: as "blind." 

Le~'s remark&,neverth~le88, reta1n thelr imp~rtance' and, qualïfied 

, " 

.. by my co0Dimeots, conf1rm, tl1_ pre.ene. of str1c~ly l.ucratian_eleunts 
f~ ,,~ ,-----,-- ~--~~ 

.in' the atomic theorles of BacQn. , ' 

l'a11udéd'previoualy to the tact that Bacon~s nOtion of Eros 
'" -

is r~th~r'ambiguo~s" o.ing ta h1s,1ncapac1ty to dete~mine whether 

.. 
- - ~ -- -----, . , " 

-~--------t------~------------ - --,.-------
.' .: . ,. 
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~~~e-atàm itself, or its moving torce. l attributed 

this 'ambiguity ta conf~sion and lack ~f clarity on the part of 
, 

Bacon. l s~ould point out, though, that fear May weIl have 

~layed a more significant raIe 'in Bacon's nebulous account of 

Cupid. 'Earlier in'this chapter we have 'tried ta explain Bacon's 

reticent treatment of Lucretius by œent10ning the pà~alysing 

effects of religion on ph1losophy in the sixteenth and seventeenth 

centuries. Now, most 11kely, we can notice this same negative 

influence that affects Bacon's clarity of expression and forces . ' 

him ta underplay th~'importance of Eros. Bacon is tempted into 
1 

c1aiming that E~os is the first cauSe and therefore an abstract 

.~r1nclple, a force, but realizing the heret,ical implications of 

suçh a ·st.atement, he turns Cupid into a symbol for tie, atom, f.or 

matter, thu~ a110wing for the ~otive force of GOd to account for .. , 
. ·it.s: mdtion. Bacon in fa ct states 1.hat in ancient fables Cupid 

'. 
, '~I is introduced without a parent, that 18 to say --Without a cause," 

t • , .. 

. and that ." of this pr.imary matter ahd the proper virtue and action 
..... J .. 

,there~f 'there'c4n·ba·no cause in nature (for we a1ways except Gad), . . , ~ 

. 'for n,o.thinog ,vas be~.ore ,1.t" (X, 344). It i5 clear, however~ that' 
.' , , 

~ .·,hen Bacon deprives Cupid'of a caua~~he has stopped thinkin~ Of . . " ", . .. ,/ 

Cupid ~s a'tora. He no'w ~ees him, ,tô quote Bacon's olln words, as 

"the origina:L'"and uniqué rOloce that. constitutes and fashionS all 
~ r .... l ' '", 

fh~ngJi' o~~ of ma:tter" (XIII, 122). A .ç1a1m of this nature i8 the" 
. 

'.equivalent Qf saying that the real demiurgé, the true fasb10ner 
~ :' ..' ~ ~ • • >l'" 

- 'and creator of t.he Un1v~rs'~8-, hot Go'd, 'an assertion wh1eh 
, t .' • \ • ' • . 

• 

: sasi1y 'cou'ld have cauJ;;ed Bacon. ta Ibe'· rightly .accuaed ot· atbe1sm; 
, • '... '1 • } ' .. 

or at least,of pagan1sm. ,~lth'all prOba?illty tt wa~ the ~warene88 

p 

( .. .. 
.' . , 
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" of his precarious po~ition". ,therefore, that kept Bacon from definin, 
~ 

'too clear1y the rea1 role bf Eros and ~ersuad~d h1m to give ErQS' 

somet1.mes t't1~ character.tst1cs Of the. atom ~tse1f and sometlmes 

-.those of a "primum mobile," of 'a go'(ernine;, force. His parenthetica1 
.. , ..'~" . 
~tatements, "God 'alway.8, excêPtecfl' in he- Sap1ent'ia Vetel'um (XIII, 122-3) 

and "tor we 41ways except God" in De f'rincipiis at9ûe·Or:t:g:l:nibus 
( 

(X, 344) cân th en be seen in their true 11gh~. Howard B~ Wh1te, 

1n Peace .Amons the W111oils, rea11zes very c1early th~ danger of , 

Bacôn's predicament, .and r~roarks of B~con's treatment of Eros that 
- ,1 

12 - "The 'cautious Bacon, of course, excepted God." 
Q -, 

Bacon's hesitation, 

regarding the actual essence of ~ros i8 shown aga1n 1n the ambiguous' 
; 

interpret~ion of Cupid's nakedness~ A discussion. of B4con's 

interpretation of th1s "attribute!' of Eros is Qf fund.3flJr~ntal 

impçrtance at this point, ~Since Bacon's preoccupati~nG, here, are 

not so much with a mere attribute but w~th ~he ver~ essence Of Eros. 

By interpreting Eros' nakednesà, Bacon, in fact, 1s trying to decid~ .-
~hether the first pr1ncip1e of the urtiver8e 18 abstr~ct or concrete. 

Ba~on saya that the essence of Cupid 1s ambivalentj'1n tact, 
-

the ancient myths themselves show Cupit}~s being a p'~rson and, at 
-('1 -" 

" 

the same t1me, as be1n~ naked: "that the firs~ matter'has some 

form.is demonstrated in th'e fable by mak1ng Cup1d 'a per~oÎl. • • • 
. ---- ~. 

But though CUPi,d 1a 'repres~e~t,he-al-leg()rycœ-a-pert,on, he 
~ _____ ...-::'---~----:--~r-::--f- ni', 

is ~et naked. TherefOre, pext t6 thbse who maké matter aôstract, 

~ • 
they are moat in arr~~ (though on the contrary side) who make it 

c1othed" ~x, 353}. conseque~t11' for Bacon, the first principle 

18 neithe~ 80mething complete1y abstract (naked). ~1ke E1ato's 

~deaa, nor'something comp1etely concrete ,(elothed), 1ike Tha1es' 

, . 
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water,' but scmething fialf-clothed, or more prec1sely, to use his . 
own terms"something'e:?Cistj,ng and having a form llke a pers,On, 

.. '.. 1 • 

but having nane of the material ~ttr1bute6 or no material 

consistency, that ls, naked • 

We can see, then, how Bacon ia struggling to determine whether 

his Eros is a .complete1y abstra~~ and spiritual principle danbero~lj 

apt to be seen as disp1acing the ChI(~stj .. an GO,d, or a .who1ly' concrete 

principle lac king any creative force. Opting for the former 

definition of Cupid means being guilty of heresy, for', ErS, he says 

in hie Meditationes Sacrae;" "whatever d6es not depend upon God as 

author and princip1e, by links and subordiqate degrees, the same 

will be instead of God, and a new principle and kind 01' u8urping 

~-God" (XIV, 95). On the other hand, opting for the latter mealls v 

1eaving inert matter and passive ~toms dependent for their motion 
1/ 

on God, an altogether unempirical, unscientific moyer, whom Bacon 

had al1 h1s life tried to di6mi~s from his natural philosophy. 
i 

Thus 
see . -

we"now Bacon' s des,ire _~o account for the motion of the atoms laads 

him to seek a motive force, which he found in th~ Venus-Eros of 

.Lucretius, but hi~ desire to keep God in 'his position of hegemony 

was just as urgent,_ Hance the ambiguity of' his views in De 

Principi1s atque Orig;~bu6. Nevertheless, ~n spite of Eacon's 

vague, a~d inconsistéat treatment of the subject, his tnterpretation 
r ' 

of the Cupid myth 1s sufficlently t~ansparent to make the Lucretian , , 
• :~ 

el-ements consp1cuous. Baco~'s us~-Of ~ucretiar \t--=~ino~:Ogy and 

expressions, his frequent allusions y) LucretTa~, p~Gs~ges, the 

forceful reintroduct1on, in an atomi# contex~, o~ a concep~ ot 

force which Democritus had vaguely !mag1ned ~nd-~~~curus al~Ogethe~ 
"" . , . 

1 
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d1smissed, and the striking Simllarfti •• bet.",,~ the role ot Bacon's 

Cup1d and that of Lucretius" Venus-Eros pr1nc1ple, show how close 

Bacon was to Lucretius. 

Yet it 1s not surpr1sing that so little should have been 

said concerning the prese"e of Lucret1us 1n De PrinCipi1s~ 

"' especially in the context of a philosophy of (o~ê~. By now the 
~ .... ;. 
" 

~eason should be obvious: . 1n order to see the'~ato~ic Cupid of 

" Bacon as a development'or version of the atom1c Eros of Lucret1us, 

one must accept the connection between atoms and Eros 1n Lucretius 
Q 

h1mse~f, a connection which ha$ been consistently overlooked by 

Lucretian scholars. Moreover, the ofte~7mention~d tendency to 
J ' 

regard Lucret1us as a me~e pla6iarist of Epicurus and DemocrituB 

has blinded cr1tics to the impactl of Lucretius' ind1vicfual and 

original thought on Bacon's philosophy, just as believing, with 
n 

Blake, that Bacon 1s "only Epicurus ovar again"13 has le,d many a 
1 

critic to see Bacon as a writer of moralist~c essa~s and founder 
, 1 

of sc1entif1c method, but of little significance for the developme~n't" , 0 

of mouern atomic theo~y. 

lt iB for these reasons, therefore, that so much time has 

been spent in th1s discussion on Lucretius and his "Eros principle," 
" ' 

and ?n Bacon's critics; this work, in fact, aims not onlyat"an 

analys~s of the relation,betwee~ Lucretius and Baçon, but alao 

at dispelling 'certain prejudices which have prevented moet critice 

" from seeing, let alone properly acknowledging, 1.t1crètius' real 

contribuftons to atomic theory and th'ë natur.,e of the atomism that 
\0- ' 

Bac~developedrout of them. \ ' 

u 

_Neverthelese, this work ahould also be sean as a prelim1nary 
6 
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o 

'study to the history of the notion of force. A study of thls kind 

Forc~ 14 where , 
'. ~ 

has be.en attempted by Max Jammer in Concepts- of 

he 10110."s the deveiopment of this concept trom the Pre-Socratice 

~ 
to modern times. However, Jammer's book, when dea1ing w~th-

Presocratic physics, considers on1y Herac11tus' ànd Empedoc!#s' . ~ . 
contr1~Utions to a the ory of dynamics and comp1ete~ torgets 

'Democr1tu~"Whirlrt which, a1though "being ~ m11d attempt at a 
, 

, ' s 
concéptualization of cosmic energy, acquires a certain irnport'ance 

when seen in ~ts relation to an atomic' univeJse, -thua C~ing. 
perhaps, c~oser to the modern theorles ~f physics than the doctrines 
~ 

of Heraclitus and Empedocles. 'Ja~er, moreover, omits aIl mention 
" J .... 

\p 
\ ' 

LUFretius and ?acon, thu~ de pr1)1ng th~ his~ory of the concept 

of force of two iigh1y important c ntrlbutors and innovators. 
: J 

~. ' ... 

.of 

Lucretius and,Bacon, in fact, were probably the o~ly . 
/ 

'1 

philosophers who succeeded in di5coverine and explaining'the rea1 
", 

~ature of energy without relinqu~shine the belief~n a fundamentally 
..) . , " 

. , 

material universe. They can neither be aCGùsed of excesâive 
, ') 

idealism 1ike Anaxagoraa9or Hegel, nor of excessive materialism, . , . 
~ike 'DemQcritus or Hobbes, but 'Shou1d be numbered among thoôe 

all-too-rare minde which refuse to be iabel~ep 'by historie~ of 

philosophy as "materia11ats," 1I1dealists" or any other narro. 

appellation. The~ are, in-short, the great synthesizers. 
(j 

.. 
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"NOTES 

Introduction 

l Pierre Boyancé, Lucrèce et l'ép;çurisme'(Paris: Presses 
" , ~ 

Universitaires de France, 1963), p. 2. Hereafter, unlesà other.ise 
• 1 

no~~d, aIl references will be to this ed1t1on~ 

2 
Mar~ue Fabiu~'Quint11ianu6~ Institutiones Oratoriae, l, 4, 4. 

3 Ibid., Irr, l, 3. 

~ "bdt as w1th children, When.!hysicians try to administer 

rank wormwood, they first toueh the rims about the cups with the 

sweet yellow fluid of hOAey, that unthinking childhood be deluded' 
l 

as. far as the lips, and meanwpile that they may drink up the 

bitter juice of wormwood, and though beguiled be not betrayed, but 
j , 

rather by s~ch means be restored and regain health, 60 now do 1: 

sinee this :'tl'octr1ntt eommonly' seemS somewhat harsh to those who 

have not used 1t, and the people shrink baek from it, 1 have 

.chosen to set f~rth my doctrine bo you in sweet-speaking Pierian 1 

song, and as it were to toueh it with the Muses' delicious honey, 
( 

if ~c?anée'in euch a way l might engage your mind in my verses, 
, l 

wh11e you are learning to Bee ~ what shape is framed th~whole 

'nature of thin,l'.11 Lucretius: De Rerum Natura, transI. W. H. D. ) 

Rouse (Cambridge: Harvard Univ. Press, 1966). Hereafter, uniese 
. '. ,f , 

otherw1se noted, aIl references will be to this edition. 

5 
, 

. For ex., the one by Ettore Para tore , at. the end of his 

t.. '11""~ \ tt 

• 
.J' Il 
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_L_a __ l~e_t_t_er~a __ tu~r_a __ l_a~t~. ___ d_e~l_l_'~e~tA __ i~·~m~p.e~·r~i~a~l~e~, commendable for its . 
r 

conciseness and co prehensiveness. 

, Chapter l 

.' \ 
1 G. S. Ki and J. E. Raven, The Preaocratic Philosophers 

(Cambridge: Uni ers1ty Press, 1969). Hereaft,er, unless otherwise 

noted, all ref rences will be to th1s ed1tion. 

2 Norman IWentworth DeV/itt, Ep1curus and His Philosoph:t: 

(Minneapolis: 1university ot Minnesota Press, 1954). 

3 

R. D. Hicks 

unless othe 

4 \'so 

hapPin.ss) 

Laertius, Lives of Eminent Philosophera, transl. 

Harvard Univ. ~ress, 1950). Hereafter, 

aIl references will be to this.. edition. 

needful to ensure our tranquil1ity and 
.. 

, 5 Kt Marx, "The Difference Between the Démocr1tean and ._ 

Ep1curean Philosophy of Na t,ure , Il in Activ,ity in Manx 's Ph1~osoE!!.l, 

ed. by N rman D. Livergood (The Hague: Martinus N1jhoft, 1968). 

'Hereaftt, ' ~nless otherwiae noted, aIl refer~nces w111 be to 

'this ed tion. 
, , 

6 "the whole of being [the UriiVersJ consists of bodies and 
,)...,,, .. 

space " 

7 Trans. by'lh D. Hicks. 

8 "by . mut ua'l oo11tsions and blows." 

1 ' , 

1 t 

1 

• 
" 
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- , 
/ 

9 Cicero, ~e FinibusQBonorum et Ma10rum, trans1. H. ~aCkham 

(Cambridge: Harvard Univ. Pre~e, 1967}. Hereatter, un:less other,wise 

noted, a11 references will be to th1s edition. 

10 "keep osc1.11at1ng in one place. 1I 

'11 
"that 'l'hile the f1rst bodies are bei.ng carr1ed dOwnttards 

(' 

by the1r" own weight ln a,stra1ght 11ne through thé vol~~ at t1mes 

quite uncertain and uncertain placés, they swerve ~ ~ittle trom 

their ,c'ourse, just so much as you m1ght cal1 a chaq-ge of motion • 

For if they were not apt to incline, a11 wou1d fâl1 downwards 
, , 

1 

1ikè raindrops through the profouOd·void, no col1ision wou1d 

take place and no bloVf would b~ caused amongst ,t'he first-begi~,mings:. 

thus na·tur~ wbuld never have produced anyth1ng ~ " 

1 • 

12 ' 
"for Epicurus saye the atoms swerve without a. cause.--

yet' thls 1s the capital orrence in a natural philosopher, to speak 

of s6meth1ng taking place uncaused." 

13 "z;1othihg comes' out of tha t which ~" not. fi 

Cbapter II 

1 ( 

1 Henri Bergson, The Philoeophy of Poetry: 
; 

l, 

l 
The Genius of , 

Lucr~tlue, transI. Wade'Ba~kin (New York: Phl1oeophlcal L1brary, 

1959) • 

'2 

.. .... 

c!~ Antonio Traglia, Sulla formazione spiritu&le di tucre~i2 
/ 

(Roœa: Casa Editrice Gismonh~, 1948/. chap. 1. 
" , 

3 "In Luc,retlus • • • the use of particular terme chargea .tll~ . 
" 

'. 

'.' 
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work with a depreaa1ve and psychopathie obsession non-existent 
. 

in other Epicurean sources" (my tranal~tion). Luciano Perelli, 

Lucrezio poeta dell'ansoscia (Firen;e: La NUova Italia, 1969). ' 
, 

Hereafter, unless otherwise noted, all roferences will be to thls 

edition. 

{. "tl}e obsessive rhyt.hmic hammering ând repeti~ion of key 

words" (my tra:nslation). 

5 "Nay;, throughout mY',;Own verses also you see 
'" 

"elements 

commOn to many words, although you must eontess t h verses 

and words are dlfferent and consist of differebt s: l do 

not say that there are ve~y few common letters ru througb 

!lll, or that no two words, if compared, are made. elements 

a11 the same, but that commonly they àre not all llke al1. So 

ln other thlngs also, alt~Ough\many flrs~-beginnings are eommon 

to many things, yet taken one with another'they can make up a 

whole quite unlikej so thât different elements may rightly'be 

held to cOmpose the buman race and corn an.d luxuriant "Jlrees. li 

6 Louis ~obert8, A Concordance of Lucretius (Berkeley: 

Agon, 1968) ~ 

1 

f 

7 
~cJ~fvJV c1 -'1 ~Vïrf Kvre.e"f· . 

rr.:t " TI". t ~ e' < 'i ) <r-r" ô' ~ e " 1..:>' T'; k 0 ~. 1< ~ ~ f ~ f:i'JS ~t X lt 
TlftTtOv(f\ :,(e6!'11 ~1.Au !,tri'" ,Jo "To~ "f"oll/"ov, Q/ûTl.j 

~ e cr t. V c9 \ "'\v Ti' e ~ 
8 
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10 r'every generation of living th1ngs i6 cOnce1ved." 

Il "if anyone decides to calI the sea Neptune, and eOrn Ceres, 

and to misapply the na me of Bacchus rather than to, use the title 

that 1s proper to -that l~uor, let us grapt. h1~' to dub the round , 

world Hother of the Gods, while he forbears in reality h1mselt to 

infect his mind with base superstitl.on." 
o ' 

12 ' "1 invoke you, 10fty Venus,' you, thé mQ,ther of our îather" 

(my translation). 

13 J. M. Edmonds, Lyra Graeca (Cambr1d~e: Harvard UD1V'r,~~ss,. 
:;,'t._, 

,;, 1958), fr. 1. 

14 "Calliope, "man's re'pose and god's de11ght." Compare,with 

De Rer. Nat. 1, 1. 

15 E. Bignone, Storia della letteratura 1atlna (Firenze, 1945>, 
\~ 

\. 

p. 443. 
1 

/ 

;' 

16 For "voluptas" and Venus ~e l, 1; II, 172-3; tor "vo1uptas" 
/ ' 

and erotie pleasures see IV, 1057, 1075, 1081, 1085,,1114, 1201, 

1208; for "vo1up~" and .. io1ent .motions orJ1::rav1ngs, see II, 3; 

II, 258; .IIl, 251; III, 1081; IV, 984., 

17 Antonio Trag11a, Sulla tormazione spiritua1e di Lucrezio 
\ 

" 

( ) , ' 
,.. 

• ! 

d 
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(Roma: Casa Editric~ G~smondi, 1948) • 

lB Erich Neumann, Amor and Psyche, the Psychic Development of 
, 

the Feminine: a Commentary on the Tale of Apuleius (New York: 

Harper and Row, 1962). Hereatter, unless otherwise noted, all 

references will be to this edltlon. 
./ 

t 

l~"Indeed, in the very time of possession, lovers· ardour 

ls s~?rm-tossed, uRcer~ain in lis course, hesitatiQg wfiât tirst 

to en~oy with eye or hand. They press closely the de.sired objeçt, 

hurting the body, often they set their t~eth i~ the lips and cfush 

. __ ~_uth on mouth; because the pléasure 1s not unmixed and there are 
t ~ --- •• ----- - -,., 

aecret·stings which urge them to hurt that very thing, whatever 

1t May be, from whlch those germs of rrenzy grow." 

2~ , "Venue gives e. light break t~ 'the sulle.r1ng amidst their 

lO,ve, and the eootping pleasure in'termingled curbs back the bites." 

21 J. M. Edmonds', op. oit., tr. 2. 

t' 2J:a, , • 
D10genes Laert1us gives a liat of several warks writtan by 

~p1ct1rus among which 1e a -treat1ee ent1tled "On Love'\ (X, 276). .. ' . . 
However, noth1ng 1é known of it a~ ainee Diogenes ~er~ius' s~yB ' 

that thé three lettera he has quoted Bummarize the ~iews expreseed 

by the worka in the ~1st, 1t 6eems sare to aSSume that Ep1curus' 
i 

v~ews on love had no bearing on hie ph110sophy, and were or no , 
, J 

conseq4ence, eepec1ally 1n terme.o! bls phys1cs • ., 
22.. l'whence l 8al 1. thi~ will wreste" troll the ratee by .b1ch 

we proceed wh1ther pl.asure l.ada each." 

, . , 

, 

h "t 
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2~ "Those parts .. thus excit;ed a.erl with the seed, and there 

1s a des ire to emi! it towards that whither the dir~ craving tends." 

_24 Arthur SOh'6penhauer, Thoe ,World as Will and Representation, 
" 

transl. E. F. J. Payne (New 'York: Dover Publications, 1966). 

Here,arter, unless otherwisEt ij.oted, 'all' referencea will be to this 

25 v. J. HéGill, SchO'penhauer, Pessimist aJ,ld Pagan (New York: 
, 

Brentanos, 1931). 

26 John Masson, Lucret1us, Ep1curean and Poet (L~ndon: John . 
Murray, 1907). \ 

27 "In the hymn to Venus • • • the urge to pleasure is tne 

me ans by .h1eh natur'~ preserves the s~ec1~s. In my 0:tin1on, there 

1s a.cl~ar analogy betwe~n this 1dea and the bl~nd w11l-~o-live of 

Schopenhauer, wh~ch atirs,all nature and'wh1cb leads man to 
} " 

il~usive pleasure, whei, in real1tYt nature only ofters us t~e 
~ . 

alternative bet.ee~ pain ,and boredom" (my' translation);. 
, , 

28 "Do but apply your scrutiny wben the sun f a l1ght a'nù his 
- -
d 

rays penetr~d spread through a dark roOm: you wll1 see many 
_-'-,--------- .tJ , 

------------;- , ~ 
___________ ~inute 8pe~ks m1ngling ~n many ways throughout the void in the . 

t 

" light iteelt ot the raya, ana a~ it were in everlastlng'conf11ct' 

struggling, t1ght1ng, , battling in troops without Any pause, driven , 

about w1th frequ~nt meetings and partingsi' so that you may conjecture 

trom th1s what 1t 18 for the f1rst-beglnnlnga ot th1ngs to be ever 

• 
, , ' 

\osslcl about in the great void." 
\ . , ' 

1 \ 

IJ 

\ .. 
f" 

\ , 

" 

',' 

,\ 
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• 29 Mayotte:Bollahlt, "La chaine a1mant~ne: Lucrf;\èe et ses 
- . 

modèles grecs," Revue des Etudes Latines, 41 (1963), p. 165-85. 

Hereafter, unlese otherwiee noted, all re!erences wil~ be to th1s 

ed1tion'. 

- ",,0 "Therefore besides vo:l,d and bodie's no th1rd nature c~n 
( . 

be left self-ex1st1ng in 'the sum o! thingsj' neither one that can . " 

'ever at any time COme w1thin our senses, nor ~ne. th~t any man ca.n 

grasp by the reasoning of the mind." 

., 
31 . 

"You w~ll find that it 1s from the senses in the tirst 
. . 

instance that the concept of truthhas come, and that the senses 
" . 

cannot be refuted. • • • What, moreover, must be hê1d to be of 
o 

./ 
, 

greater credit than 'the senses? Or sha~l reason1ng, derived trom 
o 

false sense, prevail aga1nst the~e 8en~es, being itself Whol1y' 

der1ved from the senses?" , 

32 
W~rner Heisenberg, The Physicist's Conception of Nature 

(London: Hutcb1ns~n and Co. Ltd., 1958), p. l3. 
) 

33 André Gide, L'1mmorf11ste (PariS: Gallimard, 1960), p. 105. 

Chapter III l, 

• '-' , . 
l 1960,' p. 181~4; 19&1,~. 25-38; 1962, p. 21-31; 1963, p • . , 

245-54; 1965, p. ~65-502. Maga1ha&8-V11hena's series of articles 

18 number 72.7 in Houck' .. b1bliography .• 
'-

2. Hereatt.r t unlsss oiher,~8s noted, aIl ret.rences will be 
o 

'. . . 
. to th1s edition. 

f 
\ . 

" . 
.. - \, 

.J • 
" 
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3 Hereafter, unless ot.herwise noted, all references Will~be. 
~ 

to this edition. 
f'-

..4 Herea!ter, unless otherwise noted, all-retèrences wiil be 
1 

" 
, '~ ~l 

edit1on. 
..... 

to this 
4 p) 

, 5 1 8l>o~ld a~d>':t. th1B,'~~l.n~, 't~at a careful perusal of the 
'(.. • .. • ..... '~. , 1 \ "'-

Repertoire bib11()graphique de la Éb1losophie" de Louvain, up to 
_. l' -;. }'~.. "", \ 

the p,resent date', ,has no"'t revealéd the presence of any othèr work 
1 _ 

~n the topie of my thesis, except thos~ already mentioned. 
, " 

6 Francis Bacon,. The worka -of Francis ~,con, ed. Ellis .. 

Spedding, Heath (New York:: Hurd 'and Houghton, 1864), 1,95. 

~ereafter, unl~ss otherwise n?ted, aIl references will be to 

this edition. J.-,:. ,'! t, .... ~.l r,,-l -
f'<"~U' ~ 

(~!} 

7 Paolo,Rossi, Francis Bacon: trom Magic to Science, tr~nsl. 

Sacha Rabinovitch (Gh1ca~o: Univ. of Chicago ~ess, 1968). nereafter, 
1 

, 
unless otherwise noted, all referencew will be to th1s edit1on. 

(

' '1.' 

! 8 ' 1 " 

If ,Robert ,Hugh Kargon,' Atomism in England trom Hariot to Newton Il ' t' '" 
, . 

~ (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1966), p. 43. Hereafter, unless,otherwise' 

noted~ all referebces will be to this edition. 
C'". 1 

9 "refuses the hypothesis, of atoms ~isolated in empty spaces 

in order to ~doPt vthat of.sma~l part1cles ~onnec:ed an~moved b~ \ 

spirits. H1s rejection of the traditional àtomism and the adoption , \ 

of the spirits' activ1ty seem to me ,to,be int1mately related to the 

. problem of the" explanat'lon of the atome' llot1orÙ tbe atOms ~;X'. 
• 0 . 

deprived of an 1nherent tendency tP. movem.nt. wh1ch movemen( 18 

';' .. 
", 

.. 

, , 

, 

'", 
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f' 0 ... 

attributed ~9 a dif'f,ez:ent substance, the spirits" (IllY tra~nslat.io~). 
~ 

Março Maccio, liA proposito de II 'atozgj.s~o nel ~ Ol"eanum di 

~cone," Rivista critlea di storia della f1losof1a, 17 (1962), 
. -

p. 191. Hereaf'ter~ unless otherwise noted, aIl referencea wl1l 

be to thls editlon. 

r 10 ' _ 
"must have deep,;ly felt throughout his lIhole lire the 

" problem of the movement of the atOme ~ of the splallest partiéles' 
\ 

ot the bodleS'; and eXàctly ,this problem muet -have led Bacon to 
,;> 

abandon atomism ln order to br1ng him nearer to,dynam1c and 
4> 

v1ta11stic conceptions" (my translation). The italics are mine. 
~ 

l have underlined the conjunctiQn "or" in order ta show ho1l' 

Mac~io, too, does not see much d1fference between atome and 

what Bacon calle ln the Novum Or~anum, "rea;t particles." 

ll]énarles w. 

,. , , 

Classic·Deitles in 
~ 

v temm1, "The Bacon; a Study 
~', J 

, 

in Mytholog1cal: Symbolism," Diss. John Hopkins 1933. ~ereafter,. 
, 

unles8 otherw1se ~oted, all raferences w11l be to th1s edit10n. 
<\ 

12 ao~ard B. White,' ~P~e=a~c~e~~~~~~~~~ 
, " 

(The tiague: 
'. 

ter, unIe se other~1se 

noted, aIl re~erence8 

" ' 

l~ W1}11am Blake, 

Dav1.d jEr,dman 

" 

of Wil11~m Blake, eq. 

1970 )., p. 634: 
} ~ 

, 
14 ' 

- ,Max'Ja~er, ~C~o~n~c~e.p~t~8~O~f~F~o~r~c~e~:~a~S~\~u~d~y~1;n~,~t~h~e~F~o~u~n~d~a~t;1~o~n~8_o~f 
'" 

'Dynamica,(Ne. York, Harper and &rothers, 1962) • 

./ 

, 
j 

" , 

,-

. , , 

" 

1 
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Q 
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