Epicurean Physics and Canonics at Three Levels of
Reality

Post by “Joshua” of December 3, 2025 at 2:02 PM

As part of our ongoing preparation for the podcast's return to Lucretius in late 2025/early 2026,
I've been thinking about new ways to explain the core concepts efficiently. This is one recent
idea I've been turning over in my head to that end.

Middle World

In a TED Talk delivered in 2005, the evolutionary biologist and ethologist Richard Dawkins
explored the ways in which humans understand nature at three different levels; first, at the
microscopic level of atoms, and of microorganisms for whom surface tension is a more
significant force than gravity. Second, the 'Middle World' that exists for us at the human level; a
level in which human sense perception, and the human sense of the passage of time are
dominant factors in coloring our impression and understanding of nature. Third, at the grandest
scale of galaxies, of fathomless space, and of cosmic timescales.

I think a similar model of the human perception, experience, knowledge, and intimation of
nature can be useful in the study of Epicurean physics. In the Epicurean view, this Middle World
is defined by the limits of what we can perceive with our senses. When we venture into the
lower or higher levels of reality, it becomes apparent that a veil has fallen over our eyes, and
that the methods by which we attempt to penetrate that veil must necessarily be limited, too.
The procedure is to reason from the known to the unknown, as Lucretius does when he
suggests that space is boundless [I, line 968]

Quote

Again if for the moment all existing space be held to be bounded, supposing a man
runs forward to its outside borders, and stands on the utmost verge and then throws a
winged javelin, do you choose that when hurled with vigorous force it shall advance to
the point to which it has been sent and fly to a distance, or do you decide that
something can get in its way and stop it? For you must admit and adopt one of the two
suppositions; either of which shuts you out from all escape and compels you to grant
that the universe stretches without end. For whether there is something to get in its
way and prevent its coming whither it was sent and placing itself in the point intended,
or whether it is carried forward, in either case it has not started from the end. In this
way | will go on and, wherever you have placed the outside borders, | will ask what
then becomes of the javelin.
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And the same procedure is at work in his investigation of the lower level of reality; for how can
we be sure that these infinitesimal seeds of things actually exist? The answer is that while the
atom itself is not individually perceptible by our senses, the movements of those atoms leave
traces all over our Middle World. Exam the traces, and you will find evidence of the atoms [I,
line 311]

Quote

Nay more, as the sun’s year rolls round again and again, the ring on the finger
becomes thin beneath by wearing, the fall of dripping water hollows the stone, the bent
iron ploughshare secretly grows smaller in the fields, and we see the paved stone
streets worn away by the feet of the multitude; again, by the city-gates the brazen
statues reveal that their right hands are wearing thin through the touch of those who
greet them ever and again as they pass upon their way. All these things then we see
grow less, as they are rubbed away: yet what particles leave them at each moment,
the envious nature of our sight has shut us out from seeing.

Gradations Within Middle World
If this middle level of reality is bounded by the limits of what
the envious nature of our sight has shut us out from seeing,

it is nevertheless apparent that not everything in Middle World is equally perceptible to us. And
while things immediately to hand can be examined closely, thoroughly, and minutely, other
things in Middle World are perceptible only at a glance, or at a far remove. Epicurus describes
the problem in his Letter to Pythocles;

Quote

Now all goes on without disturbance as far as regards each of those things which may
be explained in several ways so as to harmonize with what we perceive, when one
admits, as we are bound to do, probable theories about them. But when one accepts
one theory and rejects another which harmonizes as well with the phenomenon, it is
obvious that he altogether leaves the path of scientific inquiry and has recourse to
myth. Now we can obtain indications of what happens above from some of the
phenomena on earth: for we can observe how they come to pass, though we cannot
observe the phenomena in the sky: for they may be produced in several ways.

Notice the old procedure at work again; even though the phenomena that appear in the sky do
exist to our senses, we cannot take them in hand and scrutinize them closely. So we must once
again reason from the known to the unknown, from the familiar to the unfamiliar. However,
Epicurus also adds a second procedure here, which he calls the 'method of manifold causes',
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and to which he opposes the faulty and unreliable 'method of the single cause'. When we do
not know the cause of a given phenomena, like lightning for example, it would be wrong to
pretend that we do know it. The method of manifold causes is a tool of Epistemological
restraint; we can speculate about one or more possible causes, but we do not assert a thing to
be the cause where we do not have knowledge.

In Reality?

Epicurus was not at all the first to notice these varying levels of perception, experience,
knowledge, and understanding. But he was innovative in assigning reality as such to all levels.
Some of his predecessors and contemporaries rejected sense perception entirely, some
complained of the troublesome flux of matter through space and time and thought that such
constant change made knowledge impossible, and some held that both time and motion were
themselves illusory.

For Socrates, Middle World was a distortion and a lie, and the object of philosophy was to
mentally transcend the world of the flickering shadows of the lie and achieve perfect clarity of
understanding in the realm of pure being, where only the forms themselves were real and
eternal. In a surviving fragment, Democritus seems to have dreamt not of an ascent but of a
descent, down to the level of the atoms;

By convention sweet, by convention bitter, by convention hot, by convention cold, by
convention color; in reality, atoms and void.

Cyril Bailey summarizes the contrasting Epicurean view in his book The Greek Atomists and
Epicurus, page 293;

Quote

But this was by no means Epicurus’ view: the compound body to him was not a mere
aggregate, but a new entity, an ‘organism’ almost (cOotnua), or, as Lucretius calls it
again and again, a concilium. In the organism of the whole the atoms did collectively
acquire new properties and characteristics which as detached individuals they could
never possess: no number of independent atoms could have colour, but unite them in
the new entity of the whole, and it acquired colour. The idea is important and fruitful
and we shall meet it again in the Epicurean kinetics and psychology. Moreover this
whole is a reality, not a delusion: its reality for sense is as great as the reality of the
atoms for thought: it is directly grasped by sense-perception, as the atoms are by
‘mental apprehension’. And this carries with it the reality of its qualities: indeed, it is by
the perception of its qualities that a thing’s existence is known. To argue then that no
quality which is not possessed by the individual atoms is ‘real’ in the compound, is to
misunderstand fundamentally the Epicurean position. There are two worlds, or rather
two departments of the same world, the one known by sense, the other by ‘mental
apprehension’; both are equally real, and in passing from the one to the other, matter
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acquires new qualities.

Post by “Cassius” of December 3, 2025 at 2:57 PM

Excellent points.

These issues of recognizing more than one level of reality are discussed in similar manner in
Sedley's "Epicurus' Refutation of Determinism."

it seems to be difficult for some people (Plato et al) to think about there being a "higher-level"
pespective and for others (Democritus) to think about there being an "atomic-level" perspective
without ending up denying that our "middle-level" persective also exists and is just as real as
the other two. In fact it's not "just as real" but for us it's actually more real because it is the
level at which our senses function, and as you say the only way we can be sure of anything
about the lower or higher levels is by the way we see impacts in our own level.

So that's why it's so important not to let the sensations be disparaged as untrustworthy. As
soon as you stop demanding evidence at our own level of sensation then you've set the stage
for all the otherworldiness both of religion and of "weird science" which goes with hope or
speculation alone and without grounding in evidence that we can confirm.

| personally equate this too with Epicurus' statement about "outlining" in the letter to
Herodotus. We have to keep the various levels of truth in our awareness at all times and be
able to go back and forth between them without missing a beat.

And yes we'll go back over this in detail in the Sunday Zooms on Lucretius and then when we
get back to Lucretius after the current review of the bigger-picture issues Cicero has
summarized for us .

That's where | see us at currently. Most all of us need additional grounding in both the details
and in the bigger picture. Cicero can show us where Epicurus stacks up (revolts) against the
majority consensus. At the same time Lucretius shows us how Epicurus reasoned to his
conclusions.

Cicero (On Ends / Tusculan Disputations / Academic Questions) gives us the big picture
questions which everyone was asking and to which Epicurus was reacting, but Cicero doesn't
give us the backup details of how Epicurus reached his conclusions. Lucretius gives us the
backup details that explain how Epicurus reached his conclusions, but Lucetius often doesn't
give us the big picture questions which everyone in 50 BC understood.

We need both in order to understand the full picture and what it means for us today.
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Post by “Joshua” of December 3, 2025 at 3:21 PM

Quote from Cassius

These issues of recognizing more than one level of reality are discussed in similar
manner in Sedley's "Epicurus' Refutation of Determinism."

Thank you! | knew you had brought this up before, but | could not recall your source. Here is
one relevant passage from Sedley;

Quote

Epicurus' response to this is perhaps the least appreciated aspect of his thought. It was
to reject reductionist atomism. Almost uniquely among Greek philosophers he arrived
at what is nowadays the unreflective assumption of almost anyone with a smattering of
science, that there are truths at the microscopic level of elementary particles, and
further very different truths at the phenomenal level; that the former must be capable
of explaining the latter; but that neither level of description has a monopoly of truth.
(The truth that sugar is sweet is not straightforwardly reducible to the truth that it has
such and such a molecular structure, even though the latter truth may be required in
order to explain the former). By establishing that cognitive scepticism, the direct
outcome of reductionist atomism, is self-refuting and untenable in practice, Epicurus
justifies his non-reductionist alternative, according to which sensations are true and
there are therefore bona fide truths at the phenomenal level accessible through them.

Post by “Cassius” of December 3, 2025 at 4:16 PM

Yes that's one of the key quotes. There are several paragraphs in that section that are packed
with info.

Post by “TauPhi” of December 3, 2025 at 6:07 PM

Quote from Joshua
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| think a similar model of the human perception, experience, knowledge, and intimation
of nature can be useful in the study of Epicurean physics. In the Epicurean view, this
Middle World is defined by the limits of what we can perceive with our senses. When we
venture into the lower or higher levels of reality, it becomes apparent that a veil has
fallen over our eyes, and that the methods by which we attempt to penetrate that veil
must necessarily be limited, too.

Fascinating post, Joshua . | would argue, and it's partly a speculation on my behalf, that ancient
Epicureans suggested a way to get to the truth behind the veil by introducing what some call a
fourth criterion of truth - image perceptions of the mind. | tried to explain the purpose of these
to Little Rocker some time ago by describing image perceptions of the mind as 'the ability to
know truth about our surroundings outside of the direct contact.'

Here's the link to my post (#65), if someone is interested. | gave an example of distance there
but it can easily be changed to scale to reflect indirect levels of reality. As | mentioned above,
it's just me thinking out loud about the forth criterion so | give no guarantees that anything
there is correct but here it is, nonetheless:

Post
RE: Episode 234 - Cicero's OTNOTG - 09 - Dealing With Marcus Aurelius
And The Canonical Basis For the Epicurean View Of Divinity

Image perceptions of the mind are 'senses at the distance', so to speak. According to
Epicureans every object (most likely with the exception of singular atoms and the void - but
let's not go there right now) emits images - €idwAa. That's why we have two ways of detecting
objects:

1) direct contact - eidolas do not make any difference as we have exposure to the objects
themselves. In this scenario, the senses are criterion of truth (take precedence) for image
perceptions of the mind, which in...

habe

Buwoag

TauPhi
June 30, 2024 at 10:55 PM

http://www.epicureanfriends.com/thread/4833-epicurean-physics-and-canonics-at-three-levels-of-reality/ 6



http://www.epicureanfriends.com/wcf/user/259-joshua/
http://www.epicureanfriends.com/wcf/user/472-little-rocker/
http://www.epicureanfriends.com/thread/3915-episode-234-cicero-s-otnotg-09-dealing-with-marcus-aurelius-and-the-canonical-ba/?postID=31218#post31218
http://www.epicureanfriends.com/thread/3915-episode-234-cicero-s-otnotg-09-dealing-with-marcus-aurelius-and-the-canonical-ba/?postID=31218#post31218
http://www.epicureanfriends.com/thread/4833-epicurean-physics-and-canonics-at-three-levels-of-reality/

