%,IMIT AND VARIATION IN THE EPICUREAN PHILOSOPHY

Puitrie De Lacy

EFICURUS RETAINED the traditional demand of Greek philosophers for
fixed standards of knowledge and value, but he abolished the traditional
means of supplying these standards. He rejected all transcendence and
held that the objects known to us by immediate experience undergo
continuous motion and change. A central problem of his philasophy,
therefore, was to discover fixed points in this world of change.

His solution to this problem, 1 believe, lay in his notien of limit. Here
I follow Lucretius, who tells us that the great prize which Epicurus
brought back to us from his triumphant exploration of the universe was
the knowledge

quid pessit oriri,

queid mequeat, finita potestas denjque cuique
guanam $if ralione algus alte terminus haerens, [1.75=77]

This sweeping generalization, repeated by Lucretius in 1.594-596 and
again in 5.88-90 and 6.64-66, and reinforced by his use of such terms
as terminus, finis, certus, and the like, clearly represents to him the
unifying principle of Epicurean teaching. It is applicable not only to
the foedera naturae (1.586), which insure the constancy of natural pro-
cesses, and to death, the terminus malorum (3.1020; cf. rerminus vitae,
2.1087), but also to moral precepts, which establish the finis cuppedinis
atgue timoris (6.25) and teach men

gude $it habendi
Sinis et amninoe groad erescal vera voluptas, [5.1432-1433)

Whether this great generalization came to Lucretius from some lost
Greek source or from his own poetic and philosophical insight is un-
certain. To my knowledge, at least, no earlier Epicurean had put the
matter quite so clearly.! And yet the notion of limit is everywhere
present in Epicurean texts. The purpose of this paper is to show that
the Lucrerian generalization does indeed provide an illuminating approach
to the structural unity of the Epicurean system.

Perhaps the closest parallel to Lucretius’ statement of the importance
of the terminus haerens is in Polystratus, Tepi éhdyor xaragporoevs. The
text, as Wilke published it (Leipzig 1905), is as follows:

‘e should be remembered, however, that Plaro in the FPitlebus, 16=17, had made the
discovery of limits the aim of all inquiry into anything that is both one and many. It is
quite pessible thar the Fpicureans were influenced by this or some similar passage.
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Puoohoyioarras §' oplids wepl whrTwy Tolrwe porws Eore [vlivy éhiecar ouridielr,
xal ydp 7d dvvard xal adivara, eive kard obwlor eflre valra §[iv]ap § [fvélpyear
[fw]reaciv, obrws pbwws Eorev kar|afpofoar xal 7d péxple wloool dwward 4 uj
[sv]para blra]oxer 4 woweilv] ¢ 4 pli woluelv val ré e[ vdv] vara vols
ulBlovs i Tals riw woh[Gv] 36E[as mapad Jeboutvar 7 wai [ve]v[ds x]ard dviqmo[re]
wlapladedouféswe . . ] * * * xlalera @oflo]r § maoar imwodiar plé]ralior
agapel - doalrwfs 6]é xal va howrd Yoxfs mify xa’ Gra rapa kevds el Yeodels
Gotas Eyy[llveras- ral pévn Tov éNeifepor flov mapaorevdler Bappnodons THs
Seavolas éx warrwr Tae alriwy Sra rapayny irdipe [ev]ds val waens dyvolas Te
kol drargs wel Jevdedotinls] arohuleia]ys, drep g [r]ehos [rlot [dpi lerou Biaw,
It iz pessible enly for those who have studied the science of nature in the right way 1o
have a comprehensive view of the eruth about all these things. For only in this way is
one able to apprehend the things that are possible and impessible, whether in respect
te existence or power or any activity whatever, and the extent to which they can or
cannor exist er do or not do something, and to apprehend the errors of the things
transmitted through myths or through pepular belief or by any unsound means, * * *
It removes every fear or (and?) every vain suspicion, and similarly all the other affec.
tions of the soul which arise in it through unsound or false beliefs; and it alone provides
the life of freedom, when the mind has become confident and has escaped fram all the
causes that bring empty anxiety, and from all ignorance and error and false belief; and
this is precisely the end of the best life. [eol. 5b 9 ta Ta 8]

The similarity of this passage to Lucretius is evident; but there is an
important difference. Polystratus agrees with Lucretius in making the
attainment of a good life dependent on the knowledge of what can and
cannot happen, and he speaks of the end (réws) of the best life;? but
he does not explicitly make the discovery of limits and ends a unifying
principle. We must look further, then, for evidence to justify Lucretius'
claim.

The terms wépas and &pos are the usual words for limit in Epicurean
texts. Their most familiar use is in ethical contexts. In 44 Meneee. 133
wépas and rehos are closely joined: Epicurus holds up as a model the
man who has empirically discovered the end of nature (ré s @imews
rédos) and who understands that the limit of good things (& v@v ayafidw
mépas) is easily reached, and that the limit of evil is of short duration
or causes little pain. The two terms are joined even more closely in
K.D. 20, which speaks of the mind that has empirically discovered the
tédos and =tpas of the flesh (700 755 caprds véhovs al wéparos Aafoboa v
emhoyeopor).® Tlépas and dpos are apparently interchangeable in the
phrase wipas (or dpos) viv dhypitews xal 7de érdumded In K.D. 3 the
term dpos appears again: “The limit (8pos} of the magnitude of pleasures
is the removal of all that causes pain.”

ICL also col. 23a 7-11:. .. wapd 76 py Bivacfar diayrdvar (vd. xeravofoat)
vl 4 giows fedv abrg Dprel Téhes wal dx rivey Tobro cugmhnpolofar méduser,

For my view of the meaning of Exthoyurpds sce ATP 79 (1958) 179-183.

CK.D. 10 and 11; cf. Diog. Oen, fr. 28, col. 7.4-7 Chilron.
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It is evident from these passages that Epicurean ethics is concerned
as much with limits as with ends. Freedom from pain and fear is the
réhos, insofar as it is that at which we aim (A4d Men. 128); but it is
also a wépas and a dpos. When the body’s pains have been removed, its
pleasures are not increased but only diversified.* There is also a limit
to evil, in the sense that pain can be only so bad; it cannot be both
intense and prelonged.* The limits of good and evil constitute a rigid
framewaork within which we make our choices and pursue our goals.”
Even in the area of our choice certain limits must be observed, for
example, the limit that nature sets to wealth.®* In more general terms,
the satisfaction of desire is good only if it is restricted to those desires
that are natural or necessary; and any action that does not preserve
the end of nature (rd 7éhos 7is @loews) violates the principles of Epi-
curean teaching (K.D. 25). It is a condition of the good life that we know
the proper limits of pleasure and desire, and the failure to remain within
these limits is a source of pain and distress.?

The importance of limits in Epicurean ethics clearly justifies Lucre-
tius' claim that the good life is not possible without the knowledge of
limits that Epicurus gives us. But Lucretius was referring not only
to ethics but also to physics; and here too he is in complete accord
with the Greek sources. Limits are everywhere present in the Epicurean
account of the physical world, There is a limit to the variety of atoms
(Ad Herod. 42; Lucr. 2.478-521), to their size (Ad Herod. 55-56; Lucr.
2.498-499), and to the size of their minimal parts (vd &E\dxiora xal duepi
wépara, Ad Herod. 59). There is a limit to the number of atoms that can
occupy a finite space (Ad Herod. 56). There is a limit to the possible
shapes of a cosmos (Ad Herod. 74); and every cosmos has a finite n:ag-
nitude (Ad Pyth. 88; cf. Ad Herod. 73). The behaviour of atomic com-
pounds is also limited; only certain combinations are possible (Lucr.
2.700-729). No combination is unique, but all recur so as to constitute
classes of objects (Lucr. 2.1077-108%); and they pass through a kind
of eyele from origin to dissolution.!?

These limits are the Epicurean equivalent not only of natural laws

*K.D. 18, On the limit of pleasure see also K.D. 19 and fr. 434, 477 Usener; on its
diversification, see below, p. 109. The wépara roll Slov in K.D. 21 are alse ethical
rather than temporal; but in Guem. Far. 48 the “end of the road™ is presumably a
metaphor for death,

*CH also Ad Herod. 81 p dptfovras 76 Sewvdv, and Ethice Epicurea (P. Herc. 1251)
col. 4.1=4 Schmid,

"See also P. Herc. 831, col. 8 (Kérte, Metrodorea, p. 583 = fr. 434 Usener):. .. v 7
katd Plow Tépatt kaTakécharar Tayafir xal 1o Kaxdy.

MOF K.D. 15; Gnom. Fat. 25: fr, 471 Usener,

YCL ir. 202 Usener; Grom. Fat. 59, 63,

BLuer, 2.1105-1143; cf. 1087, virae depactns terminua alte.
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but also of specific forms and essences. Since they are eternally the
same, the knowledge of them inspires confidence in the knower and
dispels the fears which arise from ignorance. In physics, then, as in
ethics, the knowledge of limits is of central importance.

The doctrine of limits has for the Epicureans still another advantage.
It permits variation within the limits. There is room for individual
differences and even for spontaneity and freedom, One of the terms
that the Epicureans use for variation is mapediays. For Epicurus him-
self the term was not narrowly technical. He used it of the variation
in the size of atoms (A4d Herod. 55; cf. 63), the changing lengths of
day and night (4d FPyth. 98), the irregularities in the motions of the
planets {Ad Pyh. 113), and the unevenness of the lunar surface (A4
Pyth, 95).1 It is much more technical in Philodemus. In De Signis, cols.
23-24, Philodemus separates the wariations (rapadiayaf) found in
different fires from their common features. In col. 21, with reference
to the nature of man, he states that while the Epicureans do not throw
out all mapadiay#, they would not admit that there are men with the
nature of iron who go through walls as we go through air. In col. 38.5
he again mentions the differences (rapakhéyuara) among men, and in col.
l;.% he uses the participle wapadMérroveer of variation in length of
life.!?

Another term used to describe the manifold variety of particulars is
rowihos. In De Sign. col. 20 Philodemus lists among the necessary con-
ditions of wvalid inference the inspection of many homogeneous and
varied instances: wohhols dpoyerérs wal mewidew.™ In another passage,
where the text is less sure (col. 25), he gives it as a principle of method
that one who observes the variations (zowiApara) within our experience
will judge that they occur also beyond our experience.* He goes on
{cols. 25-26) to give examples of valid and invalid inferences drawn
from the woMAd ral wowihn Siagopé that is found in foods and in the
beings nourished by them. The variation permits the identification of
poisons, purgatives, and so on, but it does not permit the inference

Uln fr. 27.22.15 Arrighetti, vapadhdayd has been taken to mean alteration rather
than variation; see W. Schmid, Epikurs Kritik der platanischen Elementenlehre (Leipzig
1936) 18; but even here the lutter meaning is possible, The form wapyiheypéves
oceurs in fr. 29.12.9 and 12 Arrighetti, with reference to things similar to a class but
not belonging to it. In P. Here. 831, cols. 5.10 and 7.10 (pp. 581, 582 Korte), mapdi-
Aaype means riddance.

5ee also cols. 6.12 and 19.20, 35. Philodemus alse uses xapadhayf of the difference
between classes; cf. De Sign. cols. 34.31; 36.17-21; fr. 2.7-4.

¥3o alse Galen, De Placitis Hippocratis er Platonis, p. 763 Miiller: v wohhols e
kal wowlhots {se. wapadelypam) yvpraleofat.

WCol, 2511-14; ef. alse 33.10-13: wds & xahds onueaoiueros 76 worrobomir
wolcthpa riv datvoptrwy kavorTelons Sore unbdy drromirrew . ...
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that men can eat and digest hay.® Finally, in col. 335, mowides and
waparhavyh reinforce each other: Philodemus says that in order to make
a valid inference about animals we must have encountered rowida ix
ralrol yévors {Ga which exhibit wepaddayel in some respects but have
certain other features in common.'®

The use of wowihos and related terms to designate the variations
found in members of a group is not limited to Philodemus. A fragment
of Epicurus® Mepl élaecs (31.8 Arrighetti) seems to describe a situarion
in which the mind is unable to make an inference because of the variety
([8:2] v wouxihov) present in the pertinent data. Plurarch, in a para-
phrase of Epicurean teaching, says that every aggregate is mocidhéuevor
by the continual coming and going of atoms {(Mor. 1116c = fr, 282
Usener). A phrase in Diogenes of Oencanda expresses the instability
of the variation in things: v & rols wpiyuest =owthws doraror (fr. 16
Chilton). This instability cannot be in the boundaries, which are fixed;
it can only be in the individual things and events that fall within the
framework of the fixed boundaries. Here, then, is the domain of choice,
chance, and the swerve. In one of the fragments from his discussion of
freedom of choice!’ Epicurus seems to say that the mind is able to alter
the motions of the atomic compound that constitutes the soul because
necessity does not govern the particular motions of the compound but
only requires that it be a soul with a disposition and motion of such
and such a kind. The laws of physics determine the reubwde, but not
the réde 718

Chance, like freedom of choice, presupposes some degree of indeter-
minateness in the movement of the atoms. Chance is &orares, freedom
of choice is dftemaros (Ad Men. 133). Neither would be possible without
the swerve, which occurs fncerto tempore ferme/incertisque locis (Luer.
2.218-219), and which must be accepted, as Philodemus says (De Sign.
col. 36.14), écd #8 Tuxnpdr xal 7o wap' Apds. But even the swerve has a
limit; it can be no more than the minimum (Lucr. 2.244). Tts conse-
quences must not disrupt the fixed limits of natural processes but must

YAccepting Gomperz' restoration, ka[pdnwe]. Cf. the allusion to xdpros in Plurarch
Mosr. 1108b and 1117F

Whether Epicurus intended a similar link between wou[xl] Aws and wapph [hay]ut-
valehs in fr. 29.12.2 and 9 Arrighetti is not clear.

YEr, 31.24 Arrigherti; of. C. Diano, Epiewri Erhica (Florence 1946), 129,

"“For the distinction see Aristotle Metaps. K 2 (1060b 20-22), and compare Plato's
contrast between TowiTor and 7éde in Timarus 490-e. The Epicureans took from
Aristotle the rerm 768 T and used it even in the masculine gender; cf. Ad Herod. 69;
fr. 20.1.7; 27.28.6; 17.29.2, 4, 5, 9; 25.10.24 Arrighecti; Philod. De Sign. col. 1.7; fr.
5.6. In fr. 31.11 Arrighetti, Epicurus appears to say that an atomic d&fpoitoue is a
rble i, and the same fragment contains the word [mo]xlAne (line 7).
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only add variety within those limits.!® An example of random variation
outside the range of free choice is Lucretius’ account of heredity. Some-
times, he says, the child resembles the mother, sometimes the father,
sometimes even a grandparent. Such things happen varia sorte;®® they
are not the product of semina certa (4.1209-1232).

In the ethical sphere the doctrine of wariety within limits has the
useful role of establishing the relation between kinetic and catastematic
pleasures. The limit is of course the rékes, the summum bonum, which
is catastematic: 76 eborafés caprds xardorpea (fr. 68 Usener). But within
this limit there is room for rouudpbs. As Plutarch explains it, “Nature
adds to pleasure only to the point where pain is abolished and does
not allow it any further increase in magnitude, although the pleasure,
when the state of painlessness is reached, admits of certain unessential
variations.”"® The scholium to K.D. 29 gives expensive foods as an
example of such variation. In De Finibus 2.10 Cicero states the Epi-
curean view more fully, in an effort to make it look absurd:

ista varielas guac $it mon saliz perspicio, guod ais, cum dolore careamus, tum in summa
voluptale Nl esse, cum aufem veseamur iis rebur quae duleem motum afferant sensibus,
tum esse in mofu voluptatem, qui facial varietatem voluptatum, sed won augers iflam non
dolendi eolupratem, quam cur voluptatem appelles nescio®

The indeterminateness of particulars makes it all the more imperative
that the boundaries be “deep-set,” for these boundaries are the only
fixed points in the Epicurean system. They determine the essential, as
opposed to the accidental, qualities of things.® Whatever crosses a
boundary becomes something other than what it was before:

It is important to note that although the swerve is a precondition of free choice,
it is not its instrument; on this point see D. J. Furley, Two Studies in the Greek Atomists
(Princeton 1967) 232-233.

¥ gria here refers to indeterminate variation and is thus a close equivalent to
woukihos in the sense discussed above, But parixs in Lucretius usually refers wo dif-
ferent kinds of things, rather than to differing individuals; cf. variae olueres (1.589)
and varium genus omne ferarum (5.1338). The Epicureans also used wowlMos of the
variety of kinds; Philodemus, for example, contrasts w(ot]eihae xr[foees] with
povoeSels in epl olxovoulas col. 26 (p. 72 Jensen). See also P. Here 8§31, col. 10.1-2
{p. 584 Kérte).

UMorelia 1088¢ = fr. 417 Usener. Cf. also K.D. 18; Gnom. Fat. 69; Cicero De Fin,
1.38.

BCf, alse Cicero De Finm. 2.75.

=Lucretius defines comiuncta (1.451-454) as qualities or properties of things that
cannot be removed without the destruction of the thing to which they belong, as for
example heat in fire, or Auidity in water, They are thus the essential features of &
thing, the limita beyond which it cannot go without ceasing to be what it is. Evensa,
however (1.455-458), can come and go without harm to the “nature” that receives or
loses them.
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nam quodcumgue suis mutatum finibuy exit,
continuo hoe mors it illins gued frir amee™

Moreover, the Epicureans must know what these boundaries are, since
they insist on the absolute certainty of their teachings. Their beliefs
are unshakable;® the conclusions that they reach by their reasoning are
necessarily true;®® their wise man never changes his mind about any-
thing;¥ they are elwayeds mpds ebbarpoviar, solid in respect to happiness
(fr. 29.14.9-10 Arrnighetti). They must have exact knowledge of whar
can and cannot happen.

Here a serious difficulty arises. The fixed boundaries have become
limits of variation, and it is notoriously difficult to discover the precise
location of such limits. In the face of this difficulty the Epicureans are
often content to prove that the limit exists, without saying precisely
where it is. They prove its existence by pointing to the absurdity or
impossibility of extending variations indefinitely. It is absurd to sup-
pose, for example, that a man could be tall enough to wade through
the sea (Lucr. 1.199-200; 5.914), or hard enough to walk through walls
{Philed. De Sign. col. 21), or able to grow new eyes and a new head, as
we grow new hairs and nails {col. 13).

Lucretius uses a similar argument in his account of the first birth
of men and animals from the earth (5.837-924). He extends the limit
of possible births to include not enly extinct species but alse the por-
tenta that could not survive because they lacked the necessary means
of growth and reproduction. The abnormalities that he mentions are
not fanciful; no doubt they could be found in medical case-histories.
But the range of possible abnormalities does not extend so far as to
include centaurs, scyllas, and the chimaera; these creatures could never
have existed, because they violate the distinctions that nature makes
between one kind of animal and another; for in truth

FE3 quasqiie SN0 Fitu procedit el ommes
JSoedere naturae certo discriming servant. [5.923-924)

HLuer. 1.670-671, 792-793; 2.753-754; 3.519-520. Birth is also a crossing of boun-
daries, an emergence in luminis oras; of. 1.22, 170. Thus there are some boundaries
{e.g., between life and death, justice and injustice) that can in some sense be crossed;
others (e.g., the limits imposed on atoms or on the increase of pleasure) thar cannot.
I have found no clear terminological distinction berween these two kinds of boundaries.

“Epicurus, for example, uses the term daeigrs in 4d Pyh. 87; Polystratus speaks
of dedhevros wloris in De Contempt. col. 3h.5-7; and Philodemus is concerned to defend
the Epicurean method of inference agninsr anything that would shake {oakedes) it,
De Sige. cols, 15.5, 20,13, Plutarch, in a paraphrase of Epicurean doctrine (Mar, 1089e),
uses the phrase, xapay dodhevror.

MSee especially Philodemus' digcussion in D Sign. cols. 31-35 of the conditiens
under which empirical inference is “necessary.”

. 222 Usener.
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The argument by which Lueretius sets a limit to rthe shapes of the
atoms also rests on the impossibility of unending variation. [f atoms
were not limited in shape, any given extreme might be exceeded. Since
this is not the case, since

rebus reddita cevia

finss nirimgue fenel summiam, fateare necessest

materiam guagie finitis differre figuris. [2.512-514]
In the following lines he again combines an appeal to impossibilities
with a generalized statement about the fixed order of things:

Demigue in asthere won arbar, nen deguore in aite

mubes exge quennt mec prsces vivere in areis

nee eruor in fgnis negue saxil Ineny ineise,

cerisim ac disporiiumyt wbi guicquid evescat ef {nsif.

In 3.784-787 he uses these lines to prove that a soul cannot continue
to exist outside a body; and in 5.127-131 he uses them (with very slight
changes) to prove that the heavenly bodies are not divine.

In each of these cases the argument proves that the limit exists, but
it does not tell us where the limit is; and in regard to atomic shapes
we are told explicitly that their complete range is beyond our power
to grasp (Ad Herod. 41). T be sure, we do not need to know the number
of atomic shapes, nor is it necessary to know the precise hour of one's
own death in order to live pleasantly.® Bur some situations call for an
exact determination of boundaries, as between just and unjust laws, A
law ceases to be just when it ceases to be beneficial (K.D. 38), and our
conduct relative to it must be modified accordingly. Similarly, the
acquisition of wealth changes from good to bad when it crosses the
natural limit of wealth (cf. K.D. 15). In pracrical matrers, therefore,
we must have some means of knowing where the limit is, if we are to
avoid improper action.

There was also a theoretical difficulty. In De Signis cols. 1 and 2,
Philodemus tells of unfriendly adversaries who argued that rare things
{owawma), such as dwarfs and giants, and unique things (povaxd), such
as magnets, vitiate any attempe to set the limits ro whar can happen.
The full range of possible variation can never be derermined empiric-
ally. The claim that it is impossible for any man to be immortal does
not establish the existence of a limit but presupposes it (cols. 2-4). The
Epicureans do not prove even that limits exist.

In response to such difficulties as these the Epicureans rejected the
demand for formally valid demonstration and asserted rather that for
them certainty is a matter of confidence and firm belief. We have con-
fidence in the certainty of our carefully tested empirical generalizarions,

O Erkiva Epicurea (P, Here, 1251), col. 16, with Schmid's notes; Philod. De Morte,
cols. 37.23-27, 39.15=25.
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and this confidence cannot be got from any other source (cf. Philed.
De Sign. cols. 30-31). The Epicurean emphasis on the “subjective” or
“psychological™ aspecr of cerrainty is reflected in their language. The
familinr wpéhmes 15 5o authoritative that it can be used as a eriterion of
truth (cf. Diog. Laerr. 10.31). Inconceivability, also, 1s a reliable test.
Epicurus says, for example (Ad Hersd. 71), that the permanent and
transient properties of things cannot exist per se, because that is not con-
ceivable: odfé vdp roiiro Siavenrée, Even the central docerine that pleasure
is the only good receives confirmation from the fact that no other good
is conceivable.®® Philodemus quite explicitly makes inconceivability an
alternative to logical necessity as a test of inference. One of his examples
is that since in our experience every square of four has its perimeter
equal to its drea, every square of four in the infinite xéouoc has this
same property. The person who makes this inference will infer well,
waralc]helwr els davémror 78 rois| uée wap' Auiv Towoirous [elv]at Tobs & dANaxq
ut Tow|i]rovs, ™

These Epicurean tests of rruth provide the basis for confident asser.
tion. Sometimes the Epicureans use in this context the term dioxu-
pitectar (cf. De Sign. col. 25.30), but the commoner term is fappeiv. Philo-
demus says, for example, “If men are found to differ in other respects,
but have been observed te have no difference in this, then on the basis
of those men whom we have encountered and abour whom we have
learned from history, why should we not say confidently that all men
admit of old age and disease?” =ds ob ¢hooule]y Bappoivres dravras elva
yipws xal vomov Sexreals

The confidence which the Epicureans have in their theory of the
nature of things extends also ta their way of life. As Polystratus said,
the person who has become confident and has rid himself of ignorance

®CF fr. 67, 423 Usener. For other examples see Arrigherti's index verborum s.te.
mokw, émroiw, dievoiw, and especially Ad Puch, 97: els 7€ 16 ddravinror depopévous.

De Sign. col. 15.37-16.1. See also cols. 14.14-27, 37.21-24, (In col. 12.27, however,
the reading should be wy due|a]r[ér] rather than afiavby]rior].) For the connection
between inconccivahility and mpddndus see, for example, Philod. De Diir. 3, col. 13.22-23
{p. 36 Diels): [roi}rov vép al ywpis obf’ ir rowbre tGa vefaoulev] ola mpoe
Andaper,

#he Sigm. col. 21.3-12, Sometimes the Epicureans speak of safe (dogargs) and
unsafe notions or standards; ef, fr. 24.42.3-6 Arrighetti; Philod. wepi olx. col. 13.40
{p: 43 Jensen). A much more common term iz Séfaeos (Fefaidw, Safefacbw, ctc.),
which is used not only of confirmed truths (ef, Ad Herad. 52, 687 K.D. 24; fr. 24.34.3,
31.28.3 Arrighetti; Philod. De Sign. cols. 16.31-17.8, 24,36, 35.35) but alse of firm
hope and pleasure {fr. 68, 520 Usener; Sencca, De Otio 7.2: valupeatem . , . guam ratione
efficit (se. Epiewrus) firmam sibi). See also P. Oxy, 215, col. 1.15: 78 Séfacov (el sefeias.
These terms are not distinctively Epicurcan; they are, if anything, Platonic. Cf. Phaeds
1o (depahéoraror); Theas. 1544 (duaxupiaacn); Sephist 258n (Bappatvra); Resp.
SRoa (Hefaiov . . . phovFs).
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and false opinion is able to live a life of freedom.® Such a person has a
firm trust, even about the future.® He lives in safety,™ and his happiness
is assured. This assurance, however, is possible only because the wise
Epicurean recognizes the limits within which he moves. “The same
judgment makes us confident that nothing frightful is eternal or even
of long duration and sees clearly that within the limits themselves
safety is best achieved by friendship.'®

Our conclusion must be that Lucretius was indeed correct in identi-
fying the doctrine of limits as a unifying theme in the Epicurean philo-
sophy, but that he overstated his case when he claimed that Epicurus
tells us where the limits are.”

UniversiTy oF PENNSYLVANIA, PHILADELPHIA

BSee above, p. 105, Confidence in practical matters is everywhere stressed; see
for example K.D. 6, 39, 40; fr. 532 Usener; Platarch, Mor. 1100z, 11034; Etbica Epi-
curea (P. Herc. 1251) cols. 21.14, 23.8.

8C(. Ad Herod, 63 () Befaorérm wlaris); Ad Pyih. 85; K.D. 40; Gnom. Far. 33,
39; fr. 68 Usener; Polystratus, De Confempl. col. 190,12 (p. 28 Wilke); Philod. Iepl
olx. cols. 25.13, 26.43; Cicero Nat, I, 1,51 (exploratum), with Pease's note ad loc.

HE.D. 7, 13, 14; Grom. Far. 17; also fr. 200 Usener (fxtodpadis) and Philod. Iepl
olx. cols. 15-16, 25.4.

8§ D, 18, In spite of Bignone's defence of the manuscripts, the dative gudlg or
guhlais seems required, as the phrase v abrols rois dpurpbrois i ateributive, not
predicative,

MThiz paper was first presented under the title, “The Epicurean Search for Cer-
tainty," at the Eighth International Congress of L'Association Guillsame Budé in
Paris, April 6, 1968, Preliminary studies for it were made possible by a Guggenheim
Foundation Fellowship in 1960-1961.



