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Introduction
It is known that Aristotle of Stagira criticized the atomic theory of Democritus of Abdera

while Epicurus of Athens accepted it with some changes. Ancient critics of Epicurean physics,
such as the platonist Cicero, as well as modern thinkers, such as the young Hegelian Karl Marx,
Carlo Giussani, Cyril Bailey, David Furley, David Sedley, Don Fowler and Walter Englert, all
claimed that Epicurus had introduced the swerve movement of atoms (mapéyxiicig, clinamen)'

with the intention to account for the natural basis of free will.
Here I will oppose this claim that treats Epicurus like a rhetorical intentionalist and I

provide evidence that Epicurus had a naturalistic scientific mind like Aristotle. I suggest that
Epicurus used his empirical method of Canon in order to address Aristotle's criticisms of
Democritus' atomic physics and thus he introduced weight and swerve movements of atoms.

Epicurus studied both Democritus and Aristotle
According to Diogenes Laertius, Epicurus studied philosophy with the Aristotelian

Praxiphanes and with the Democritean Nausiphanes®. Therefore, we may infer rather safely that
Epicurus learned both Democritus' atomic physics and Aristotle's arguments against it.

Critisms of Cicero
In the 1* century BC, the Roman orator and skeptical Platonic philosopher Cicero heavily

criticized Epicurus' atomic physics in his work “About the Ends of Goods and Evils”?. The
Roman philosopher claimed that Epicurus was not an original philosopher and that his atomic
physics was copied from Democritus. In the following sentences, contradicting himself, Cicero
wrote that Epicurus had changed Democritus' atomic theory in some ways so it became even
worse. Cicero asserted that Epicurus introduced arbitrarily both the movement of atoms due to
their weight and the unexpected swerve movement (mapéykioig, clinamen) which was uncaused
according to the Athenian philosopher. Cicero maintained that the latter thesis of Epicurus was
“unworthy of a philosopher” and gave no reason why the Athenian philosopher came up with
these changes of atomic physics departing from Democritus' teachings.
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Aristotle's influence on Epicurus
While Cicero failed to mention the reason why Epicurus had changed Democritean

atomic physics, some other philosophers observed that it was due to Aristotle's influence. The
orator and eclectic Aristotelian paraphraser Themistius (317-¢.390) wrote that Epicurus
responded to Aristotle's criticisms on atomic physics®. The same was mentioned by the
Neoplatonic philosopher Simplicius (¢.490-¢.560), in his commentary work “Aristotle's Physics”
(“Aprototéhovg Ovowd” Z 1 init. f. 216c). Simplicius observed that Aristotle had criticized
several aspects of the atomic theory of Democritus and Leucippus, so in response to these
critisisms Epicurus changed some points to accomodate Aristotle's correct objections (“kot
ToAAOYOV pev TNV Anpoxpitov d0&av ko Agvkinmov 6 AptototéAng SmAeyEev Kot o' eketvoug
{omg Tovg eAEYYOLS TTPOG TO Auepés éviotapévoug 6 Enikovpog Hotepov yevopuevog, cupumadmy o€
™ Anpokpitov kot Agvkinmov 06&n mepl TOV TPOTOV GOUATOV, amadr eV EQUANEEY aVTd, TO
de Guepéc avtdv mapeileto, o o ToHTO VIO TOV APIGTOTELOVG EAEYYOUEVMV ™).

Therefore, it was well known to some ancient philosophers that Aristotle had influenced
Epicurus' changes of Democritean atomic physics. There are several ammendments that Epicurus
made in response to the criticisms of Aristotle, as extensively discussed in recent decades (see for
example Furley® and Englert’). It would be interesting to focus particularly in the two movements
of the atoms mentioned by Cicero, namely due to weight and swerve, and understand the reason
why Epicurus introduced them.

The weight and swerve movements of atoms
Aristotle in “De caelo” (“Ilepi ovpavod” 1I1.2, 300B 8-17) stated that Democritus had

claimed that the atom acquires forced motion after colliding with other atoms, but the atomist
had never mentioned any initial natural movement of the atom, prior to forced movement (“Ad
Kol Agukinme kot Anpokpitm, 101 Aéyovoty ael Kiveiohot T TpdTO COUATO EV TM® KEVO KOl TO
aneipm, Aektéov tiva kivnoy Kot Tig Katd evoty avtedv Kivnois. Et yap dAAo v’ dAhov Kiveiton
Bio Tov otoyeimv, oAAG Kol KOTA QOO avdykn Tva ivor Kivnowy ekdotov map' nv n Plotog
eotv. Kat det v mpdTv Kivovsav pn Pila kivetv, addd kotd evov. Eig drepov yap ioty, €1 un
goTa1 KOTh PUGV KIVOOV TpAOTOV, 0AL" aei to mpotepov Pia Kivovpevov kivioer”)®.

Aristotle went on suggesting that before any initial collision of atoms, all atoms had to
have the same natural movement towards the same direction (also in “®vowkd™) “Physics” IV.8
215a 1-6) and since there can be no direction in infinite space, thus the atomic theory was wrong.
It seems that Epicurus accepted Aristotle's theoretical criticism as logically sound and therefore
in response he introduced as natural movement of the atoms their downwards movement due to
their weight. Furthermore, in order to facilitate the first collisions of atoms falling in parallel
lines Epicurus introduced their unpredictable and random swerve movement. Thus, Democritean
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atomic physics was further changed to Epicurean atomic physics in response to Aristotelian
cristicism.

How Epicurus came up with the weight and swerve movements of the atoms
The point of interest is how Epicurus came up with the weight and swerve movements of

the atoms. Most modern scholars (including Karl Marx, Carlo Giussani, Cyril Bailey, David
Furley, David Sedley, Don Fowler and Walter Englert) have argued that the random movement
of the atom, namely the swerve (mapéykAioig, clinamen), was introduced by Epicurus in order to
allow for human free will. This view that treats Epicurus as an intentionalist intellectualist is
heavily influenced by the Kantian approach. Immanuel Kant in “Critique of the pure reason”
(1781) discussed the two main philosophical lines, namely the Intellectualismus
(Intellectionalism, Rationalism) exemplified by Plato and Leibnitz, and Sensualismus
(Empiricism, Sensationalism) exemplified by Epicurus and Locke. Their method of approaching
the truth was different. Platonic intellectionalism used logic (under the name “science”) which
claimed to be involved with universal concepts, while Epicurean empiricism used naturalism,
namely empirical observation of nature. This Kantian distinction of “science” versus naturalism
may surprise a modern scientist but it should be mentioned that Kant wrote his essays over two
decades before John Dalton measured the weight of “atoms” of elements, like hydrogen, oxygen
and carbon (1803) proving that Epicurus' atomic physics was correct. It is well known that since
then, in the last two centuries science has advanced through empirical and experimental

observation.
The Kantian approach to science was by logic alone, therefore most modern scholars

have treated Epicurus as a rational intentionalist claiming that the Athenian philosopher
introduced the weight movement of the atom, in order to subsequently introduce the swerve
which allowed free will. This approach mistakes Epicurus for an intentionalist sophist and fails
to view him as he truly was, namely an objective naturalist. I will argue that Epicurus subjected
Aristotle's criticism to the empirical testing of his naturalistic method Canon.

Epicurus the natural scientist
Not only Epicurus was not an unscientific intentionalist, but he was rather a serene

observer of nature, as his writings attest. Epicurus was an advocate of scientific knowledge of
nature as a means for enlightenment of people (“tov 160V yevvd Biov Vi@V AoYIGHOG Kal TOG
aitiog 8Eepeuvdv Thong aipéoemg kol eLYRC Kol Tog 86Eag Eehavvav &€ MV TAEIGTOC TAG Yudg
katodappaver 00pvpoc”'®). The Athenian philosopher taught that the study of nature
(pvororoyia, “physiology”, science in modern terminology) is an important means for happiness,
eudaimonia (gvdoupovia) of people. He mentioned that he was dedicating all his energy in the
study of nature in order to bring tranquility in his life: “I recommend constant activity in the
study of nature and this way more than any other I bring calm to my life” («mapeyyvdv 10
ovveEXEC EvEpYNUa £V PUGTIOAOYIQ Kai TOVT® pdAioTo Syyarnvilov @ Bio»)'.

As several Epicurean texts attest, Epicurus did not trust the myths (“Only the myth must
stay away from us”, «Mdvov o pHbog anéotw»'?), the dialectic method (“The Epicureans reject
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dialectic. Because it suffices for physicists to promote their thoughts according to words that
correspond to natural things”, «Tnv dtoAekTiknv ©¢ napérikovcay amodokipnalovotv. Apket yop
TOVG PLGIKOVG YOPEV KOTA TOVG TOV TTpayudtov Odyyoue» ') and the rhetoric method (“It is
useless, because it is so obvious, to continuously demonstrate that sciences do not change in
various locations while rhetoric seems altered in different countries and cities”, «Maztaio €,
evapyng ovo0, Kot 1 ToOTNL cLuveYNG amddeEIg N Katadlovsa pev pun petaforieiv tog emoTHHg
101¢ TOMOIC, TNV d¢ ‘pNTopIKRV sAloiav amoaivovsa katd ydpag Kot dotn»'?).

Elsewhere Epicurus mentions that “we should not study nature with empty axioms and
arbitrary laws but as phenomena require. Because our life does not need illogical and foolish
opinions, but it needs tranquility”"’. Epicurus was the advocate for multiple theoretical
explanations of a phenomenon, if enough observational data were not available: “When someone
accepts an explanation and dismisses another one, while they both explain a phenomenon, it is
obvious that he both dinstances him/herself from naturalistic/scientific approach and retreats to
myths™'®,

Epicurus claimed that only the unbiased observation of nature could enlighten and free
the human mind, so as to facilitate tranquility and happiness. That is why he created the Canon, a
method of inquiry according certain criteria of truth, mainly based on observation by sensual
perception (following Aristotle) and inference by analogy.

Movement of atoms due to weight
The most important criterion of truth according to Epicurus' Canon is observation with

senses. In my view, Epicurus probably experimented with solid objects (it is known that his
contemporary for twenty years in Athens head of Lyceum Strato of Lampsacus did
experiments'’) and observed that all of them fell downwards due to their weight. Since all visible
composite bodies have weight, therefore, according to the analogy principle of the Cannon,
atoms as ‘“uncut” material bodies have also weight. Therefore, Epicurus introduced the
movement of atoms due to their weight (“n kdto S0 TV Wiov Papdv eopd”) downwards with
the same velocity in void in parallel lines (“kot unmv Kot 16otayeic avaykaiov Tag aTOUOVG Eivat,
otav 810 Tov Kevoy elo@épaviar pundevog avtikontovtog”'®), as he discussed in the Letter to

Herodotus.
It is important to notice in the above mentioned passage that Epicurus does not mention

the swerve movement of atoms. Neither he refers to the clinamen in any other passage of his
extant works". The fact that Epicurus did not mention the atomic swerve in his synopsis of
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physics (the letter to Herodotus) means that he had not thought about it at that time. This fact
alone is strong evidence that Epicurus did not intentionally introduce the weight and random
movements of atoms, in order to account for free will.

Epicurus' use of Canon
In my view, all existing evidence suggests an evolution in Epicurus' thinking, as it

happens with all scientists who try to base their theories to the facts. Initially, he probably
experimented with visible solid objects and noticed that all of them without exception fell down,
therefore Epicurus analogically inferred that all invisible bodies like atoms as well had weight
and their natural movement was downwards. That thought satisfied the particular Aristotle's
criticism regarding the initial natural movement of atoms before collision, therefore Epicurus

was content for some time. During that period he probably wrote the letter to Herodotus.
At that time, Epicurus had accepted collision movement of atoms discussed by

Democritus and had proposed weight movement of atoms. The two movements corresponded
respectively to Aristotle's forced motion (wapd @vowv) and “passive” natural motion (apyr Tov
ndoyew)®™. Aristotle had also written about an “active” natural motion (apyf Tov Kvelv kot Tov
movetv) that characterize living organisms?' and about random accidental events (copBepnkoc)™.
At least in the initial stage of his evolving theory, Epicurus had not included those Aristotelian

concepts in his own atomic physics.
Consequently, Epicurus realized that if atoms initially moved downwards with the same

velocity in void in parallel lines, then they would not collide. Therefore, Epicurus had to
introduce an unpredictable chance movement of atom, the swerve (mopéykiioig, clinamen), so
that first collisions might have happened in random instances. The swerve was Epicurus' original
concept as several authors attest, including Cicero® and Diogenes of Oenoanda®.

The swerve and free will
By introducing a natural cause of pure chance, Epicurus was able to explain the observed

occurrence of free will (é¢' nuiv). The random and unpredictable movement of atoms obliterated
the deterministic and fatalistic views that both the atomist Democritus and other philosophers
like Zeno of Stoa believed in. Using the Canon Epicurus had observed that people had free will,
but as an atomist he had to explain this with a mechanism that involved atoms. The self-
originated chance movement of the atoms was that mechanism that justified the uncaused break
of the deterministic chain of causes and allowed free will of humans liberating them from
merciless necessity. Chance, according to Epicurus, was not the cause of free will but simply

allowed it to exist.
Epicurus was against the myth of fate (destiny, eipapuévn) because he maintained that “it

is better to follow the myth about gods than to be a slave of the destiny of the physicists (physical
philosophers): for the former suggests a hope of gods' forgiveness, in return for honor, but the
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latter has an inevitable necessity” (émei kpgitTov Nv T® mepi Oedv OO KoTaKkoAovdely | Tfi TOV
QUOIK®V EHAPUEVT) OOVAEVEV" O HEV VAP EATION TAPUITHOEWS VTLOYPAPEL Be®dV O1d TIUfG, 1 O
anopaitntov &yet ™y avayknv)®. Epicurus disagreed with determinist atomist Democritus and
agreed with empiricist Aristotle. Using the same observation methodology, Aristotle and
Epicurus came up with the same conclusion, namely that everything occurs either due to
necessity, or due to chance, or due to our own agency. Aristotle wrote about necessity (€&
avayknc)®®, chance (tvyxov, coufepnkoc)”’, and our own will (g¢' nuiv, exodoiov)® and in
accordance Epicurus wrote that some things happen due to necessity, others due to chance, other
are up to our own agency (“8 pév kot avaykny yivesOot, & 8¢ dmd Toyng, 6 8¢ mop' Huac”)”.

In conclusion, Epicurus evolved atomic physics in response to Aristotle's criticisms of
Democritean theory. By using his Canon which involved observation with the senses and
inference by analogy, Epicurus agreed more with Aristotle whose empirical method he used and
whose positions regarding chance and free will he accepted distancing himself from earlier
atomist Democritus.
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