The use of €idog and idéa in the presocratic philosophy

O uso de €idog e idéa na filosofia presocratica
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Abstract: In this article I analyse, from a semantic standpoint, the terms eidoc and i6éar in
the Presocratic philosophers. Based on the context in which the terms appear, I quote
every fragment in full, so that the terms can be understood” On top of the fragment, in
bold, I write the word, whether a verb, adjective, numeral or noun, on which €idoc or idéa
depends. When the terms ¢eidoc or idéa do not refer to any particular word, the quote is
not preceded by a heading.
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Xenophanes (570-475 B.C.)

Toéa
ypapw (fr. B 15, Clement. Strom, v, 109.3)
AAA” el yeipac Exov oec <immot 1> ¢ Aéovreg,
1 ypapar xeipeoot xal Epya tedelv dnep dvdpeg,
imtmot pév 0 immotot foec O¢ te Povoly duoiac
Kal <ke> Ocwv i6éac Eypagov xal couat’ énolovv
010000’ 0lov TLEp KadTOL dépac elyov <Exaator.

When criticizing the anthropomorphism of the contemporary
conceptions of the gods, Xenophanes utilizes the expression “Ocwv idéac”.
Strictly speaking, these are the forms of graphic representations. Apparently,
by way of a hypothesis, the philosopher attempts to show how arbitrary and
illusory the anthropomorphic representations of the gods can be. The term
i6éa, as direct object of &ypagov, joined to cwpat’ émoiovv is a hendiadys®.
Likewise, since each animal has a different i6éa about the gods, precisely

Text received on 11/06/2019 and accepted on 16/10/2019.

! alvaro.pizarro@pucv.cl.

2T only study the B fragments (except from one by Democritus) from the DK edition.

3 “But if cattle and horses or lions had hands, or were able to draw with their hands and do
the works that men can do, horses would draw the forms of the gods like horses, and cattle like
cattle, and they would make their bodies such as they each had themselves”. Translation by KIRK
/ RAVEN (1957) 169.

* TAYLOR (1911) 253; BERNABE (2011) 23.
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because of the adjective éxaotog, the classificatory use is present in the
fragment®.

The fragment expresses that which evidently cannot be real: it is the
animals which draw the forms of the bodies of their gods or the forms of
beings represented in the works of art’. Xenophanes not only criticises the
conventional representation of the gods, but also conceives a theology that,
from the idéat which do not match reality, gives rise to a more abstract notion
of divinity, as in another fragment points out that there is one god, greatest
among gods and men, in no way similar to mortals neither in body (6¢uac)
nor in thought (B 23).

It is worth mentioning that, through theological reflection, this
philosopher addresses for the first time the problem of human knowledge
and uses the term idéa referring thereto, meaning that, in general, unlike
eidog, the term i6éa is related to thought. Thus, the term 0éa appears for the
first time within the scope of the Presocratic philosophy in Xenophanes who
likely lived by the late 6th or early 5th centuries B.C., and applies to the gods
inasmuch as improper fictions that can be represented graphically’.

Anaxagoras (500-428 B.C.)
Toéa
navToiog (fr. B 4 Simpl. Ph. 34.29)

ToUTWY 0¢ 0UTWC ExOVTwy Xp1) dokely évelval TIOAAG Te xal mavtola &v
TIAOL TOIG OVYKPIVOUEVOLC Kal OTIEPUATA TAVIWV XPNUATwV Kal idéac
navtoiac €xovta kai xpoidc xai ndovac®.
The fragment refers to the multiplicity of basic components of the
existing things. The term déa appears within a context that may be understood

®> BERNABE (2011) 23.

¢ Other Xenophanes’ fragments continue with the attack upon anthropomorphism
(B 34; B 18).

7 Herodotus also utilises eidea to depict the ‘physiognomy’ or ‘form’ of the gods
(okotol Té tveg tax eideq, 2.53).

8 “ And since these things are so, we must suppose that there are many things of all sorts in
everything that is being aggregated, seeds of all things with all sorts of shapes and colours and
tastes”. Translation by KIRK / RAVEN (1957) 378.
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as the result of an argument or of what must be supposed (xpr dokeiv), not as
something that can be solely evidenced by way of the sight, which shows the
rather more abstract nature of idéa than cidoc®. Now, the idéai refer to the
determined ‘shapes’ of the seeds, with ‘colours’ and ‘tastes’. In this respect,
shapes designate the distinctive characters that allow identifying the things
and differentiating them. The ontépua’s shape stems from the popular notion
of something's figure, in this case, the ‘seed's shapes’. Consequently, the term
i6éa should not be understood as a ‘simple body” as interpreted by TAYLOR
(1911) 250, but as the ‘shape of a simple body” (GILLESPIE (1912) 200).
Nonetheless, GILLESPIE’S interpretation is not correct either for it is not clear
that ortépuata are ‘simple bodies’. What seems to be evident is the classify-
catory use of the term, since the adjective tavtoiac when joined with idéac
indicates a repertoire of shapes™.

The fragment raises the problem of defining what o7téppa means. One
of the most remarkable studies in this regard was made by TEODORSSON (1982).
Unlike former works on this term', TEODORSSON does not begin from the
Aristotelian interpretation of the term and considers that it is quite risky to
attempt to reach an accurate definition of omtéppata since at that time no dis-
tinction was made between what is material and immaterial or between what
is organic and inorganic. Anaxagoras' theory holds that the indetermination of
the ‘corporeal’ and the "non-corporeal’ cannot only be observed in the
omépuata, but also in the vooc which plays a key role in his cosmogony.
TEODORSSON (1982) 89-91 inquires whether omépuata are discrete units of
matter, similar to organic seeds, or if they are conceived differently. According
to the extant fragments, no final conclusion can be drawn. If otéopata are
non-corporeal entities, his theory may have influenced Plato's and Aristotle's
concept of ‘form’. Consequently, it is likely that Anaxagoras may have
continued with an abstract line of thought (which starts with Parmenides) by
considering omépouata as something which is different than matter. The
onépuata qualities, such as i0éa, xpour) and ndovn, suggest that he may have

9 BERNABE (2011) 25.

10 BERNABE (2011) 25.

' BAULYEY (1928); ZAFIROPULO (1948); VLASTOS (1950); STRANG (1963); STOKES
(1965); SCHWABE (1975); SCHOFIELD (1980).
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conceived them as ‘forms’. Seemingly, the omépuata combine with the
material substances to form perceivable things, and everything in the cosmos
has a ‘form’. Nothing in the cosmos can emerge unless it is based on a ‘form’
or ‘model’; otherwise, the structure of the different substances in the correct
proportions could not be possible. The i6¢éa somehow makes up the matter,
since it appears in the constituent elements, which are the seeds™.

Empedocles (495-435 B.C.)

Eidog
aAAog (fr. B 98, Simpl. Phys. 32.3)
1 6¢ xOwv tovTolow ion ovvékvpoe paAiota,
Hepaiotwt ' duppwt te xal alOépt nappavowvrt,
Kvmpidog opuioBeioa tedeiolc év Aiuéveaory,
elt' oAiyov peiCwv eite mAedveoow éAddoow:
&K TV alud te yévto xal dAANG elbea aaprog.

The fragment is within the context of Empedocles” zoogony where all
mixtures favoured by Aphrodite have a ¢idoc. The “cidea oaproc” are the
different constituent tissues of flesh. The form of the locution shows the
relevance of an adnominal genitive, and in that regard, the expression “cidea
oapkoc” hides a reality to be defined. TAYLOR (1911) 251 upholds that eidex
means ‘substance’, because it is the matter of which flesh is made up, that is, the
constituent ‘ultimate bodies’. It seems that GILLESPIE’S (1912) 202 statement is
rather more assertive since he points out that this example confirms the
classificatory use of the term, precisely because of the use of the adjective d¢AAoc.
SANDOZ (1971) 40 adds that cidoc should be understood as ‘species’, since
Empedocles carried out a division that introduced the existence of differences
in a state of affairs on the basis of a primary observation. The ¢idca provide
useful information for knowledge regarding the nature of these differences.

12 BERNABE (2011) 25.

B “And the earth came together with these in almost equal proportions, with Hephaestus,
with moisture and with brilliant aither, and so it anchored in the perfect harbours of Kupris, either
a little more of it or less of it with more of the others. From these did blood arise, and the forms of
flesh besides”. Translation by KIRK / RAVEN (1957) 335.

4 SANDOZ (1971) 40.
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In science nomenclature, in some cases €idoc corresponds to the ‘species’” of
something. In point of fact, this text mentions one of the first uses of this term
in the sense of ‘subdivision” of a broader category. Empedocles notices in the
four elements the material principle of the formation of the human body and
distinguishes “types of flesh’ defined by the different mixture of substances®.

navtoiog (fr. B 115, Hippol. Ref. VII 2)

Quouévovg mavtola Ota xpovov eidea OvnTwy

dpyadéac otoio petadddooovta keAevBovc'.

The notion of form has determined syntactic structures, such as the
formula ¢idoc plus genitive. The form, in its material reality, implies a support,
since it is the “form of 7. In this particular case, it refers to the mortal things.
The idea of classification is once again noticed, since the term is in plural and
agrees with mavtoia. Empedocles refers to the physical bodies which are
inhabited by the souls throughout their successive incarnations as cidea.
In point of fact, the fragment is within the context of the cycle of reincarnations.
On the other hand, the verbal adjective Ovntoc, as a complement of i6ea, can
be found in Homer meaning ‘mortal”® and opposes to d0dvatoc'”. The verb
@vw, from which €ido¢ depends, confirms the sense of a growing body.

Empedocles refers to the daemons that ‘reincarnate’ in mortal and
multiple external forms. It is a natural form in which the daemon locks up®.
According to Empedocles, men have sprung just as the other things, from the
essential elements which make up our body (B 8).

aueifw (fr. B 125, Clem. Strom. 111 14)

&K pev yap Coav etier vexpa elbe’ dpeipaw™.

15 There is a similar syntactic construction in another fragment: yivovt(at) &v6pw-
nol e kKal dAAwv EOvea Onpawv (B 26).

16 “[...] being born throughout that time in the forms of all manner of mortal things
and changing one baleful path of life for another”. Translation by KIRK / RAVEN (1957) 352.

17 SANDOZ (1971) 29.

1811.1.339.

9 In Aristophanes agrees with idéa (Nub. 289).

20 BERNABE (2013) 99.

2 “For from the living he the dead did make,their forms exchanging”. Translation by
LEONARD (1908) 58.
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It is likely that in this fragment Empedocles refers to transmigration and
especially to what causes the bodies to decay. As interpreted by BIGNONE
(1916) 467, Strife is the deity with the faculty to cause the bodies to change or
that from the living bodies emerge the dead bodies*. The term ¢idog keeps the
meaning of ‘external aspect’, although in context it may as well mean ‘body’*.

yiyvouai (fr. B 71, Simpl. De Caelo 529.28)

el 0 Ti oot mepl Twvde AMimo&vAog énmAeto mioTig,
nw¢ Vdatog yaine te kal alBépoc nediov te
KLpvapévwv eion te yevoiato xpoid e Ovntwv
1600’, 6oa vOV yeydaot ovvapuoo0évt’ Appoditni,

Elon and xpoia te Ovnrwv depend on the verb yiyvouar. It is likely that
with the same complement ¢/6n means ‘forms’ or ‘species’ together with
xpota. Based on the four elements, Empedocles refers to the external aspect
of the beings modelled by Aphrodite who rules this process and determines
the matter so that the different beings come into being, and also this deity can
be understood as the “personification” of Love and in that sense, it is not so
clear that she would act in such a direct manner.

Fragment B 72 complements the information in B 71, since it adds “trees
and water-bred fishes’. Hence, those who have the forms or bear the forms
are not explicitly named in fragment B 71. According to these two fragments,
it is understood that ¢idoc does not mean ‘form’ but it is the matter that has
received the form or the bodies formed from matter, since Empedocles refers
to the mixture of elements and living things. BOLLACK (1969) 373 holds that
the term ¢idoc is related to the outlines delimiting the forms and giving each
being their own character since ‘colours” are the particles that form the sur-
face of things and project an image to our eyes®.

2 Empedocles expresses an idea similar to that expressed by Homer (Il. 11.547).
2 BERNABE (2013) 99.

2% And if belief lack pith, and thou still doubt

how from the mingling of the elements,

the Earth and Water, the Ether and the Sun

so many forms and hues of mortal things

could thus have being, as have come to be,

each framed and knit by Aphrodite’s power” . Translation by LEONARD (1908) 40.
»Plat. Men. 76c.
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éxpdoow (fr. B 22, Simpl. Phys. 160.26)

@¢ &' avtwe doa kpnow énapréa paAdov éaotv,
dAARAoic Eoteprtal opotwOévt AppooditnL.

ExOpa 6 & mAetotov dnt’ AAARAwY 61éxovor uadiota
YEVVNL TE KPNOEL TE Kal eldeoLy EKUAKTOLOL,

navin ovyyiveoOar anbea xai paAa Avypd
Neixeoc évveainiow, 6ti opiot yévvay Eopyev™.

This fragment is within the context of Empedocles’ biology. Strictly
speaking, it describes the becoming, from the pure and separated elements,
through their mingling, until they reach their finished forms. Thus, &idog
refers to the external aspect. Likewise, the idea of classification is also present
since the forms moulded by Aphrodite differ”. The form was designed in line
with a proportion. This idea can be found in other fragments where the term
eidoc (B 73) is used. The operation of moulding or forming is expressed by
way of the verb éxudoow, which evokes the artisan work®. In this regard,
pottery is the underlying idea of the fragment; it is the model or manu-
facturing of ‘vessels” from a certain mixture. The things that are most apt to
mix are those who love each other at the behest of Aphrodite; on the contrary,
the rest differ, both in birth, mixture and due to the “cideow éxpuaxtorot” that
will not mingle at the request of Strife.

notmvow (fr. B 73, Simpl. De Caelo 530.5)
¢ 6& 10Te xOova Kompie, émei T édinvev év dufpwt,
elbea momvvovoa Bo@t vpl dawke kKpaTova®.

% “So too those things that are most apt to mix.

are like, and love by Aphrodite’s hest.

But hostile chiefly are those things which most

from one another differ, both in birth,

and in their mixing and their molded forms—

unwont to mingle, miserable and lone,

after the counsels of their father, Hate”. Translation by LEONARD (1908) 26.
% BERNABE (2013) 98.

% SANDOZ (1971) 31.

¥ “As Kypris, after watering Earth with Rain,

zealous to heat her, then did give Earth o’er

to speed of fire that then she might grow firm”. Translation by LEONARD (1908) 40.
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The ‘forms” may be the soil’s 0ot which, after having been moulded,
are softened in water and solidified by fire. Hence, it seems that pottery is the
idea in this fragment, such as in the former one, as clay vessels are being
made. It is worth noting that the etymology of the word motnmviw is related
to the idea of blowing®, which is a key factor to manufacture an object or the
form of something. Thus, it seems that the meaning of the term ¢i6oc becomes
clear in the context, and at the same time, the usual meaning is enriched since
‘forms’ are solidified and forged by fire and hot air. Aither is not present in
this representation and the igneous element plays the role of the Sun.

nopoVvw (fr. B 23, Simpl. Phys. 159.27)

oit' émel ovV papyPwot ToAVxpoa papuaka xepoiv,
appovin peiavte ta pév nAéw, dAda 8’ éddoow,
&Kk Twv eidea maow dAiykia mopovvovot,

0évoped te kTiCovte Kal avépac 16& yvvaikag
Onpac 1’ oiwvove Te kai VéaToOpéupovac ixOve
kai te Oeove SoAyaiwvac tiuniot @epiotove.

Depending on mopovvw, the term is used to mean the ‘forms’ of the
different things, plus the complement naowv dAiyxia. Empedocles utilizes
the example of the artists who paint votive tablets; in this regard, the image
is more ‘abstract’ here than in the preceding fragment where he refers to
pottery, since he now refers to the art of painting. The figures painted are not
living things, but their representation, that is, images of living things.
This fragment also states that forms similar to all things can be painted, thus
the classificatory connotation of the term can be clearly noticed and then
again €idog has that nuance of making up matter®. Next in the fragment is

% CHANTRAINE (1968-1980) 925.

31 “Bright temple-tablets, and will seize in hand

the oozy poisons pied and red and gold

(mixing harmonious, now more, now less),

from which they fashion forms innumerable,

and like to all things, peopling a fresh world

with trees, and men and women, beasts and birds

and fishes nourished in deep waters, aye

and long-lived gods in honors excellent”. Translation by LEONARD (1908) 25.
2 BERNABE (2013) 96.
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mentioned that forms may be seen or that are optically visible (DILLER (1971))
26. Albeit Empedocles refers to the forms of the trees, men, women, beasts,
birds and fishes, he also adds the forms of the gods; consequently, the
question arises as to whether their ‘form’ can also be perceived visually.
In this regard, DILLER’S statement is open to discussion.

(fr. B 62, Simpl. Phys. 381.29)

vov O’ dy’, Omwe avopwv T MoAVKAaUTWY TE yvvaukwy

Evvvxiovg Opminkac aviyaye Kpwouevov nop,

T@vde KAV 0V yap uvboc dméokonoc ovd” ddanuwy.

ovAopuelc pev mpwta tomol xOovoc éEavéTteAdov,

au@otépwv BOATOC Te Kal eideoc aloav Exovrec®,

The assemblies are composed of already formed parts and are subject
to a principle of convenience by which the earth provides the basic element.
According to BOLLACK (1969) 430, the term ovAogveic should be understood
on the basis of the earlier stages of the zoogony: the separate limbs and
combined in random ways are accounted for by the sexual articulation or
differentiation. From this point on, the creatures have all the parts they need;
the limbs that have found their place and the bodies form assemblies. Hence,
ovAogueic designates lumps of earth, for the tomot are the undifferentiated
forms that sprang up from the earth. These forms are scions or offspring,
most of them were led into life by the action of Love, and their rising from
the earth is the outcome of the fire. The verb ééavéteAdov indeed indicates
the successive difference of these human scions that rose or sprang up from
the surface of the earth®. The new creatures have their share of each of the
elements (dupotépwv... éxovtec), as indicated by aioa.

The interpretation of ¢idoc in the fragment is complex. DIELS (1966) 335
holds that the term refers to the air. BOLLACK (1969) 328 adds that it seems that
the ambiguity of the term is intentional since in another fragment it designates
heat or sweat (B 73). I believe that, as in the aforementioned fragment, the idea

3 “Come now, hear how the fire, as it was separated, caused to spring up the night born
scions of men and of tearful women; for this is a tale that is neither irrelevant nor uninformed. First
sprang up from the earth whole-natured forms, having a share of both water and fire”. Translation
by KIrRK / RAVEN (1957) 338.

¥ BOLLACK (1969) 328.
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of pottery or ceramics is also present in this case. In this regard, the meaning of
the term becomes clear and it is enriched in context since Empedocles states
that the forms become solidified and are made of fire and water, which
accounts for a metaphor of the clay with which objects or jugs are made.
Toéa

navtoiog (fr. B 35, Simpl. De Caelo 529)

TV O0¢ TE poyopévw xeit EBvea pvpia Ovntav,

navtolauc i6énow apnpota, Oadua i6écOm™.

Empedocles refers to the way in which mortal things are composed of
roots. 16¢én, depending of the verb dpapiokw, is used with an instrumental
dative to indicate that the types of mortal things ‘adjust’ to all kind of
‘shapes’. These shapes are the outcome of the mingling of the material com-
ponents as matter has the faculty of taking ‘shapes’®. Since these things have
different ‘shapes’, once again the term has a classifier value: the qualities
differentiate the £¢0vn. Perhaps this example constitutes a case of synonymy
with €idoc.

Melissus (480-420 B.C.)
Eidog
&w (fr. B 8 DK, Simpl., de Caelo 558, 21-559.12)
QaUEVOLC Yap eival TOAAG kal didia kel €idn Te kal loxVV Exovta, Tavia
étepotovobat fuiv Soxel Kal HETATUMTEW ¢K TOD EKAOTOTE OpwUEVOV™.

Certain syntactic structures, such as “cidoc éxev” correspond to the
notion of ‘form’*. The relation of €ion e xat ioxvv clearly shows the meaning
of “forms of solid bodies’. The noun ioxV¥g entails the idea of consistency and
is backed up by the use of the adjective ioxvpoc (xpvooc xai Aifoc kai &AAo

% “And as these things mingled, countless tribes of mortal things were spread abroad,
endowed with shapes of every kind, a wonder to behold”. Translation by KIRK / RAVEN (1957) 347.

% BERNABE (2011) 25.

% “We said that there were many things that were eternal and had forms and strength of
their own, and yet we fancy that they all suffer alteration, and that they change from what we see
each time”. Translation by KIRK / RAVEN (1957) 305.

¥SAaNDOZ (1971) 30.
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6 Tt loxvpov doxel eivar tav, 8.20). On the other hand, the adjective moAAd
gives ¢idoc a classificatory meaning”. Hence, the word seems to mean an
inalterable determination, and in that sense opposes the term (6éa which is
more independent of the object.

DILLER (1971) 26 points out that these forms (¢i6n) can be distinguished
visually and that correspond to many realities “with forms which we fancy to
be strong’; nonetheless, and according to Melissus, it is not clear that they are
visible because men should not believe in a plurality of things as shown by
the senses. This means that there are ‘eternal forms with strength of their
own’, but men believe that they suffer alteration and they change because of
their incorrect manner of grasping reality.

Philolaus (470-385 B.C.)

Eidog
ovo / ékatepog (fr. B 5 Stob, Ant. 121,7 c)
0 yauav aptOuoc €xer 6vo uev dia ldén, meptooov kal &ptiov, TpiTov 6&

arn’ dupotépwv petxOévtwv dpTiomépiTToV: éKaTépw O¢ T ideoc oAl

poppai, dc éxactov adTavTo onuaive®.

The terms ¢idoc and popgn are within the scope of mathematics,
probably because the Pythagoreans held that the names of the things could
be expressed by way of numbers or mathematical figures. Given the numeral
dvo and the adjective éxatepoc, the use of €idog is classificatory: there are
two types of numbers (odd and even) and an odd-even mixture of these two
that does not seem to be included in the i6n*.

There are moAAai poppai of these numbers —odd, even and the
mixture of these two—. An early distinction between the gender (the
number) and the species (odd, even and the mixture of these two) can be
observed. Also, each individual thing has a manifestation (uop¢1) revealing
its own nature; nonetheless, we do not know to which manifestation it refers.

% BERNABE (2011) 101.

40 “Number has two special forms, odd and even, and a third derived from the mixture of
these two, even-odd. Each form has many manifestations, which every individual thing reveals in
its own nature”. Translation by KIRK / RAVEN (1957) 309.

41 Apparently, the Pythagoreans did not give to the odd and even idea a concrete
representation (MOTTE / RUTTEN / SOMVILLE et alii (2003) 28).
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Perhaps poogn refers to the individual and concrete forms perceptible by the
senses. From this perspective, the term ¢idoc is rather more abstract than

popen.
Democritus (460-370 B.C.)

Eidog
navtoiog (fr. B 167, Simpl. Phys. 327.24)
divov &mo 1o mavtog droxpLOnvar mavtoiwy (€)ideav,

In the text, Simplicius uses the term eidéwv; idewv is a correction by
GOMPERZ kept by DIELS (1966) 178. Both scholars intended to keep this
fragment consistent with the title that was passed down through Sextus
Empiricus: “Ilept idewv” (I, 137). Albeit Democritus uses the term idéat more
frequently than €idog, this is not a sufficient reason to justify the correction.
In point of fact, it has also been noticed that Empedocles uses the terms i6éa
and ¢idoc interchangeably. Hence, it is likely that Democritus also used the
term €100c®.

The fragment reveals the philosopher's cosmogony. The whirl model
is used to explain the manner in which the different things in the world come-
into-being from these indivisible ‘shapes’. The term ¢iéo¢ reappears together
with an epithet such as mavtoiog, as if referring to a class within a group of
different elements and where an external agent causes different shapes in the
primeval matter*. According to the atomist philosopher, “navtoiwv eidewv”
was a set of atoms in a whirl which separated off from the atomic universe to
form the world. Consequently, ¢idoc means the ‘shape of” a solid body.

2 A whirl of all sort of shapes separated from the universe”. My own translation.

# MOTTE / RUTTEN / SOMVILLE et alii (2003) 39. An entry from Hesychius’ lexicon is in
favour of this use (B 141).
“ BERNABE (2011) 27.
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Toéa
0o (fr. B 11, Sext. VII 138)
yvauneg 8¢ dvo eioiv ibéat, 1) uév yvnoin, 1 6¢ oxotTin’ Kat okoTinG uev tade

ovumnavta, oic, axor], d6un, yevois, pavois. 1) 6¢ yvnoin, dnoxkekpiuévn d&

TavTnc®.

Democritus uses the term 0éa to designate the two ‘forms” or “types’
of knowledge. The act of knowing has ‘two forms” which are of an unequal
value, not perceivable by the senses and refer to an abstract notion*.
The atomist philosopher upholds that the genuine form of knowledge,
“yvaoun yvnoin”, takes over right when the senses fail, when that which is to
be apprehended is too small. The thought seemingly apprehends atoms and
void. Strictly speaking, the id6éar indicate two complementary processes
regarding the manner of acquiring knowledge. To the obscure knowledge
belongs the sight, hearing, taste, touch; on the other hand, the other
knowledge is genuine and is separated from the former. In this regard the
sense perception is primeval if compared to the ‘genuine one’. Zxotioc is
clearly used in a metaphorical manner since it refers to the sense perception
and opposes to yvroioc. In the fragment TAYLOR (1911) 249 found the
opposition between ‘knowledge of real-world” and the ‘knowledge of the
sense-world’. Albeit there is a metaphysical background, wherein the sense-
knowledge opposes to intellectual knowledge, the term (6éa is not used with
a “technical” value, but has a classificatory value that can be verified by the
numeral 6vo. Likewise, i6¢a is related to yvwun, which indicates that term
tends to be used in a more abstract manner than ¢idoc.

dtopog (fr. A 57, Plut. Ad. Colot. 8)
elval 6& mavTa Tac ATOpOVC I0éac VT AVTOD Ka/\ovyévag‘”.
This fragment is not a verbatim quotation by Democritus, but is a
quotation from a passage of Plutarch. Nonetheless, the atomist philosopher

# “There are two forms of knowledge, one genuine, one obscure. To the obscure belong all
the following: sight, hearing, smell, taste, touch. The other is genuine, and is quite distinct from
this”. Translation by KIRK / RAVEN (1957) 422.

 SANDOZ (1971) 52; BERNABE (2011) 26.

¥ “That all things are what he terms indivisible forms”. My own translation.
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used the expression since it is accompanied by “On” avtov xalovuévac”®.
The doxographer suggests that Democritus uses the term idéa to refer to the
elemental corpuscles. By virtue of the notion of autonomous and immaterial
existence, the term is applied to the shapes of the atoms in the context of the
atomist thinker. The specific nature of atoms cannot be perceived. BERNABE
(2011) 26 upholds that the word idéa does not refer to ‘visible forms’, but to
‘forms’ reached at by way of reasoning, and these are the atoms.

(fr. B 141, Hesych.)
idéa, 17 opoiotC, popen, eldoc. xai t0 éAdxiotov owpa®.

The last expression evokes the atoms since indicates that atoms are the
smallest corporeal element. The idea of ouototnc may refer to the notion of
etdbwAov which is well attested in Democritus, both in his theory of per-
ception” and in his theology (A 79). Another possible explanation is that
similarity favours similarity®, as is expressed in another fragment (B 64).

(fr. B 6, Sext. VII 137)
Iepl ideav™.

Sextus Empiricus refers to this work. As Thrasyllus (68 A 33 DK) does
not mention this fragment, DIELS (1966) 138 considers that the title is the copy
of another author quoting a grammarian among the physics works (I1EPI

TON AIAQEPONTQN PYXMQN 1 I1IEPI IAEQN). But this is just a hypo-
thesis since both titles refer to atoms™.

Diogenes of Apollonia (460-390 B.C.)
Toéa
Olauta / vonoug (fr. B 5, Simpl. Phys.)

dTe 00V MOAVTPOTIOV €0V0NG TNG ETEPOLWOGLOC TOAVTpOoTta Kl Tdr Cavtar Kol
ToAAQ kKl oUTE

8 BERNABE (2011) 26.

¥ “Idea, similarity, form, aspect; and the tiniest body”. My own translation.
% Cicero (Epist. XV 16.1).

51 MOTTE / RUTTEN / SOMVILLE et alii (2003) 38.

%2 “On Forms”. My own translation.

% MOTTE (2003) 38.
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i0éav aAAndoic éokdta oUte dlattav oUte vonow vmo tod mAROeoc Twv
étepolwoewv™,

The term (0éa is an internal accusative of ¢oixw¢, and at the same time
is consistent with diaita and vonoic. Diogenes of Apollonia uses i6éa within
the context of the coming-to-being of creatures, and also within the
framework of a reasoning from rational premises. The philosopher considers
that living creatures are many in number and many-fashioned with different
‘forms’, but that cannot be visually determined®. 16éa designates the
‘external aspect” or ‘form” resulting from a transformation. This means that
creatures have a specific form, but not a pvoic of their own, since they are the
modification of a primary substance: air (B 2). The fragment is an example of
synonymy with ¢idoc, and it is worth noting that it is related with a term
within the scope of knowledge, such as vonoic.

Conclusions

The analysis of the use of the terms ¢idoc and idéa by the Presocratic
philosophers has extended our understanding of the realities meant by these
terms and their semantic field.

Eidoc appears more times than i6¢a in the different fragments. It mainly
applies to the following realities: the ‘Sun” (Emp. B 27); the “things resulting
from the primordial elements of the cosmos” (Emp. B 98; B 115; B 125; B75; B 22;
B 173; B 62; B 35; Diog.Apoll. B 5); the ‘number’ (Philol. B 25); the ‘Being” (Meliss.
B 8). T6¢a relates to the ‘form of the gods” graphically represented (Xenoph.
B 15); the “seeds of all things’ (Anaxag. B 4); the “all manners of mortal things’
(Emp. B 35); ’knowledge’ (Democr. B 11); the “atoms’ (Democr. A 57, B 14).

Likewise, it is worth noting that there is certain vagueness in the use of
these terms. Some fragments, especially those by Empedocles and Anaxa-
goras, do not state clearly if they refer to the form of the ‘elements’ or to the
‘form of the sensible things’. In this regard, the terms ¢idoc and i6éa in the
presocratic philosophers are not an absolute name, but —in some cases—

3 “Because, then, the differentiation is many-fashioned, living creatures are many-
fashioned and many in number, resembling each other neither in form nor in way of life nor in
intelligence, because of the number of differentiations”. Translation by KIRK / RAVEN (1957) 435.

% BERNABE (2011) 26.
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they require of a genitive to complete their meaning. Consequently, it seems
that they are not used with the meaning of ‘simple body” or ‘nature’, but as
the “shape of” a simple body”.

Regarding the semantic field of the terms, ¢idoc accepts several
adjectives which have a classificatory use, such as dAAog, ékaotog, ékatepog,
navtolog, and the numeral 6vo. In point of fact, the Presocratic philosophers
use these adjectives rather than other ones to differentiate and classify objects
through their ‘form’, whether it can be visually perceived or grasped by the
intellect. According to this, we can assume that the ideas of quantity and
identification are inherent to the development of philosophy and science.
The verbs with which they are constructed express ideas of change or be-
coming (dueifw, yiyvouar), materiality, realisation and modelling (¢éxpdoow,
éxw, mopovvw, motmvvw). The words with which they coordinate show that
they are linked to the semantic field of colour (xpotn) and humidity (D6wp).
On the other hand, i6¢a is in line with the adjectives avtotoc and 600, which
reflects the classificatory nature of the term, but at the same time, evidences
a rather more abstract use since it appears within the context of knowledge.
T6éa depends on the verb dpapiokw which connotes the idea of modelling,
and which is also the direct complement of ypdpw related to the field of
knowledge. Nonoic is one of the nouns with which it coordinates, which
again evidences that the word is related to the field of thought. The related
terms account for qualities such as size (¢Aaxvc), form (uop¢pn) and similarity
(ouototnc). The relationship of these three terms with i6éa is because
Democritus used ¢idoc and i6éa in an interchangeably manner for atoms.
Finally, i6éa shares with €idoc the noun ypon, but it also add words from the
sensitive field, such as 1j6ovn and cwpua.

Based on the foregoing, ¢idoc and idéa may have acquired an
additional importance in the Preocratic philosophers. In point of fact, several
of these thinkers use the terms in a specialised manner in an attempt to
classify different realities, both physical and mental. Nonetheless, it is likely
that a “philosophy of forms” can only be considered after Plato and Aristotle,

* TAYLOR (1911) 250.
* GILLESPIE (1912) 202.
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that is, when an attempt was made to explain all sensible phenomena by way
of an intelligible principle. In any case, we may wonder if the Presocratic
philosophers had already paved their way®.
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Ok Xk X X X X X

Resumo: Neste artigo, analiso, do ponto de vista semantico, os termos €idog e Wéa nos
fildsofos pré-socraticos. Com base no contexto em que os termos aparecem, cito cada
fragmento, de maneira ampla, para que os termos possam ser entendidos. No topo do
fragmento, em negrito, escrevo a palavra, seja um verbo, adjetivo, numeral ou substantivo,
do qual eldoc ou Wéax depende. Quando os termos eidog ou idéa ndo se referem a
nenhuma palavra especifica, a citagdo nao é precedida de um cabegalho.

Palavras-chave: Pré-socratico; uso; €idog; idéa.

Resumen: En este articulo analizo, desde un punto de vista semantico, los términos eidog
e déa en los fildsofos presocraticos. Basandome en el contexto en que aparecen los tér-
minos, cito cada fragmento de forma extensa para que se puedan entender dichos
términos. Encima de cada fragmento, en negrita, escribo la palabra, ya sea verbo, adjetivo,
numeral o sustantivo, del que depende €idog o 0éa. Cuando los términos €idog o déa no
se refieren a ninguna palabra especifica ningtin encabezamiento precede a la cita.

Palabras clave: Presocratico; uso; €idog; 1déa.

Résumé : Dans cet article, j’analyse, du point de vue sémantique, les termes €idog et idéa
des philosophes présocratiques. Partant du contexte ol les termes sont apparus, je cite
amplement chaque fragment pour que les termes puissent étre compris. Au sommet du
fragment, en caractere gras, jécris le mot, que ce soit un verbe, un adjectif, un numéral ou
un substantif, dont dépendent eidoc ou éa. Quandles termes €idog ou Wéa ne font
référence a aucun mot particulier, la citation n’est pas précédée d’un en-téte.

Mots-clés : Présocratique ; usage ; idog ; 1déa.
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