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The article has two objectives. Firstly, I shall
reconstruct the change of conceptualization of
genesis from the Ionian philosophy till the early
atomists in order to explain how the idea of
transformation and regularity of genesis was
shaped in the early Greek philosophy. Secondly,
I shall analyse the conception of regularity
of generation in the fragments of Anaxagoras
and the early atomists in order to reject F. Solm-
sen’s thesis that Epicurus’ negation of sponta-
neous genesis was not related with the early
atomists.

The methodology of the study is based on
the semantic analysis of the philosophical texts.
The linguistic method is applied to contextualize
the philosophical concepts in the literary tradi-
tion and language use.

In the reconstruction of development of
conception of genesis I will try to prove that
there has been an important shift in the mean-
ing of genesis from the lonian philosophers to
Parmenides. The Ionian philosophers used
parental scheme of genesis. The structure of
the scheme was:

Stage I: P[arent]

Stage II: P and O[riginated]

Properties of the objects: P and O have dif-

ferent identities, they exist independently, each
O can refer to his P.

Parallel to the parental scheme of genesis,
anew transformational scheme developed. The
structure of it was:

Stage I: Ofriginal object]

Stage II: T[ransformed object]

Properties of the objects: O and T have the
same identity, T can refer to O only logically.

In the analysis to follow I will show that in
the semantic structure, the change of scheme
of generation was reflected in the meaning of
construction ytyveoQot éx: in the parental
scheme éx referred to the originator; in the
transformational scheme éx referred to a
previous stage of the object. The semantic shift
certainly reflected the development of the
Greek language, yet the philosophical language
changed more slowly due to the inheritance
of the conceptual schemes. Heraclitus and the
Pythagoreans already spoke about transfor-
mation, yet they did not use the verb ytyvecOon
to designate it. The crucial point in the de-
velopment of philosophical usage of yiyvesOou
was Parmenides’ ontological investigation. His
semantic innovation consisted in the new usage
of preposition nape, which implied not only



spatial, but also logical relationship. Thus
yiyvesOat 1 mop’ adTé meant “to be born
something different from itself” rather than “to
be born something besides itself”. By this
usage Parmenides introduced the transfor-
mational scheme in the semantics of ytyvecOau.
The Parmenidean conception of genesis was
accepted by Melissus, although he did not use
the verb yiyveoBar to denote transformation.
Later there were two main responses to the
Eleatic critique of genesis. Empedocles tried
to relate ytyvesOar with @vew and its de-
rivatives, therefore, to him genesis was accre-
tion and separation of elements. On the other
hand, Anaxagoras adopted a similar scheme
of genesis, yet to him every transformation
was predetermined by the material to be
transformed. Thus Anaxagoras introduced
principle of regularity in genesis.

The regularity of generation was a key
assumption of the atomists in their treatment of
the question of generation from non-being. Both
earlier atomists and Epicurus held that gene-
ration is impossible, unless certain conditions
are fulfilled. According to Leucippus, “00d¢v
XPTLLOL HaTV YiveTar, aAke mavto €K Abyou Te
kol 01’ avayknc” (67 DK B 2). Epicurus put
his views in a following way: “obd¢vyiveBon éx
TOU W) & BVTOC. WAV yap €K TavVTOG EYiver’ dv
OTMEPUATOV YE 0VOEV Tpocdeduevov” (Epicur.
Ep. 38, 9-10). The Epicurean sentence was
echoed and elaborated by Lucretius (I, 150-
214), who vividly described the consequences,
if the Epicurean statement were rejected.
Although we can state that Epicurus and
Lucretius shared very similar views about
generation, the same does not apply to Epicurus
and Presocratic atomists. Solmsen has pointed
out that the Epicurean conception of genesis is
quite different from that of Presocratics: “For

them genesis was something impossible, genesis
from non-being (or nothing) patently absurd and
inconceivable” (Solmsen, 274-275). In the case
of Epicurus only spontaneous genesis was
rejected, therefore, Solmsen related the
Epicurean concept of genesis with Plato’s and
Aristotle’s conception of td&1g, in particular
18 &1c of heavenly and meteorological processes.
On the other hand, Epicurus used a vaguely
attested term in Presocratic atomists omEppa
to denote atoms, therefore, Solmsen suggested
that at least “Epicurus’ innovation would be his
insistence that a ‘seed’ is seed of something”
(Solmsen, 278).

Solmsen’s thesis has not been much dis-
puted. For example, E. Asmis compared the
conception of gemesis in Epicurus’ and
Parmenides’ philosophy (Asmis, 227-237), yet
she did not compare Epicurus’ view either with
the early atomists or with Aristotle and Plato.
A. Mourelatos analysed the formulation of the
principle ex mnihilo nihil in Parmenides,
Melissus and Empedocles, but his aim was to
relate it to the Ionian philosophy rather than to
explain the development of atomism (Moure-
latos, 1981, 649-665). In my investigation I
would like to revise Solmsen’s statement about
the scarce relationship between Epicurus’ and
Presocratics’ (especially atomists’) conception
of genesis. 1 shall try to prove that the early
atomists followed Anaxagoras’ conception of
regularity of gemesis and Leucippus’ B 2
fragment revealed his discussion with Anaxa-
goras. I suppose that if we accept the teleo-
logical reading of this fragment, we have to
conclude that the regularity in genesis was very
important to the early atomists. Therefore, we
can say that Epicurus’ rejection of sponta-
neous genesis is more related to the early ato-
mists, than Solmsen supposed.



I. The Development
of Concept of Transformation

Greeks had two images of origin: one from
human and animal world, the other from the
vegetable world; and this was reflected in the
meanings of verbs yiyeoBai and @bew.

In contrast to the Sanskrit verb jan-/janati,
the Greek yiyvecOat had only medial and
passive voice. The Homeric form ysivopon
with the causal meaning “to beget” was not
so popular as ytyvopatr without the causal
meaning. The causal meaning was left to ikt
and to a latter coined verb yevva.m. The lost of
causal meaning in yiyvopou had to do with the
changes in semantics of the word. It can be
noticed that in the epics yiyvopou refers not to
the closest begetter mother, but rather to
father! or kin.2 Homer used a form ystvopot
with the causal meaning to refer to a mother.3
The derivative word yéveoic was closer to
ytyvouar than to yetvopa, as it is evident from
Homeric lines: "Qkeavév 1€ Oeadv yéveov kat
untepa Tnddv, “and Oceanus, first parent of
the gods, and their mother Tethys® (/1. 5, 201).
In the later texts the slight difference between
yviyvopar and ystvopot disappeared and
ytyvopar could mean both the closest begetter
and a more remote background of an offspring.
This background was important for the
identification of a person and in the epics we
find many places where a person declares his

' ik 8¢ Aoxhiog d1dvpdove maide yevéchny “And
of Diocles were born twin sons” (1. 5, 548); Tnnohoyog
8¢ | fnkte, Kol €k TOU @nui yevésbor “But
Hippolochus begat me and of him do 1 declare that 1
am sprung” (Il. 6, 206).

? ol xal Mrovag fiyov Umd Tuohw yeya@rog
“They led the Maeonians, whose birth was beneath
Tmolas” (I1. 2, 866).

 Cf. LSJ, s.v. yeivopar: Becx 8¢ os yeivato unmp
“Goddess mother bore you™ (. 1, 280). Also 1. 6, 26;
Od. 6, 25.
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genesis in order to supply the information about
his identity. This use of verb yiyvopat created
a frame in Greek thought that in order to
understand what a person or an object is, we
have to find his or its origin. R. Kiihner noticed
that the verb yiyveobou refers to the past even
though it is used in present form.*

The Greek word @vewv preserved both
active and passive voice. @Yo clearly indicated
agent who brings forth, produces something.
Therefore it was conceived that processes of
natural growing have an agent causing them.
As the processes of ebvat reflected the
growing of vegetable world, the agent was
conceived as being constantly close to the
growing object.’

The different relationship of the originator
and the originated in the words ytyvesBat and
evecbon is reflected in the usage of prepo-
sitions. According to Liddell’s and Scott’s
dictionary, ytyveoBat is more frequently used
with preposition ¢k than with preposition &6
or directly with genitive.® The preposition ék
means that the originated object appears from
interior of originator, meanwhile the preposition
amé shows that the originated object appears
as a part of the body of originator. This pre-
position can also imply that the originated object
remains in close contact the originator; the

* Kiihner ascribed yiyvouat to a group of verbs
with the following feature: “Als eine gegenwiirtige
Handlung, wird von der Sprache oft auch eine solche
betrachtet, welche zwar der Vergangenheit angehort,
zugleich aber in der Gegenwart hiniiberreicht oder in
ihren Folgen in der Gegenwart fortbesteht. [...] [z. B.]
@eUym (habe mich auf die Flucht begeben und bin jetzt
fliichtig, daher auch lebe in Verbannung)” (Kiihner,
Bd. 2, 117-118). Examples of such usage of yiyvopm
in present tense with the meaning of past are X. Cyr. 1,
1, 1; PL.R. 611c 3.

? pUida [...] Ohn mieBdmoa evet (11. 6, 148); oot
&' Umo yPbwv Sl @Lev veobniéa moinv (Il. 14, 347);
6o0.y1 gve (PL. R. 621a).

6 LSI, s.v. yiyvopat.



preposition éx, on the contrary, implies
separation between the originator and the
originated object. These implications had a
consequence that in the process of yevécBan
the evident difference between the identities
of'the originator and the originated was sensed,
while the process of @uecsBar did not posit a
sharp difference between originator and the
originated.

In the philosophical discourse the pro-
cesses of ytyveoOar and @vecBar were trans-
formed and fitted to a more abstract explica-
tion of natural world. In the early non-philo-
sophical language the verb yiyvopar with
preposition éx primarily indicated parents to
whom somebody was born. The main features
of such process were retained in the cosmo-
gonies of the lonian philosophers. As Aristotle
noticed, it was common to first philosophers
to posit one or several principles, which
generate all other things, yet never transform
fully into them.” When analysing Thales’
cosmogony, Aristotle clearly related Thales’
primary element water with Oceanus and
Tethys,® therefore, it can be said that he
recognized the correspondence between the
parental generation and the cosmogony out of
water. The main difference between parental
generation and such cosmogony consisted in
the fact that the generated universe finally
dissolves back into it.° In order to describe
this kind of relationship, the early philosophers
called their primary principal &pyn.'9 This

7 Gel yap elvai tva gUow 1) piav 1 mhelovg pag
€€ v ylyvetar tahha cwlopévng éxeivng “for there is
always some one entity (or more than one) which
persists and from which all other things are generated”

(Arist. Met. 983b 17-18).
® Arist. Met. 983b 20-984a 3.

? Arist. Met. 983b 5.
1 According to Simplicius, Anaximander was the first
to call the primary element &pyr) (Simp. in Ph. 150, 23).

term was fit to express two (of three) main
aspects of the principle: (i) it generates
something different to it; (ii) it subsists after
something has been generated; (iii) but it does
not imply that what was generated dissolves
back to it, for as “beginning” &pyy was oppo-
site to “end” or “final state”.!! However, this
term fitted well to the parental scheme of the
development of cosmos and focused on the
generation rather than on the destruction.
From the testimonies there can be noticed that
Anaximander described the generation of
cosmos according to scheme of parental birth:
“He says that at the birth of cosmos a germ of
hot and cold was separated off from the eternal
substance”.!> At least one word in this testi-
mony, namely, “separate off” (dmokpib7var)
is genuine Anaximander’s cosmogonical
term.!3 The word “germ” (yévipov) probably
belongs to Theophrastus, and as his usage
shows, it is applicable both to generation of
animals and plants. H. C. Baldry suggested that
the Anaximandrian cosmogony corresponded
to a Greek scheme of generation which is
equally applicable to generation from seed, egg
or embryo.!4 The more developed relationship
between generation and destruction is found
in the much-disputed Anaximander’s fragment
from Simplicius who quoted Theophrastus.
The first part of this fragment is more relevant

" apyn] is used in opposition to Tékog (Hdt. 7, 51)
and tekevtr) (Thgn. 607).

12 pnoi 8¢ 10 éx oD ddiov yovipov Beppod Te Kol
Yoxpol KAt TV YEVEGIWY TODdE TOU KOGHOL
amokpiBfvat ([PLUT.] Strom. 2 (D. 579) = 12 DK 10).

B Cf. mv yéveow motel [..] dmoxpwopévov
(Simplic. Phys. 24, 13 = 12 DK A 9); avépoug 6&
yivesBur TV AEMTOTATOV  ATU@V  TOD  A€pog
anokpwopévev (Hippol. Ref. 1,6, 7=12DK A 11).

'* Baldry, 29. Kahn noticed that “the word for
'separating-off’, amoxpivesbat, is the normal term for
secretion and ejection of seed. The first products of the
Boundless must be its 'children™ (Kahn, 156).

11



to the analysis of Anaximandrian generation:
“Things perish into those things out of which
they have their being, as is due”.!5 It is difficult
to argue for complete authenticity of the frag-
ment,!0 nevertheless, it renders most probably
a genuine Anaximander’s idea that generation and
destruction are reciprocal processes. This idea
was not reflected in generation from apeiron,
therefore 1 would partly support Ch. Kahn’s
and W. K. C. Guthrie’s!7 interpretation that this
fragment refers not to cosmogony out of
apeiron, but the present transformations of
elements. A similar fragment of Heraclitus
supports this interpretation:!® both Anaxi-
mander and Heraclitus spoke about generation
and death of elements as reciprocal processes,
yet I do not think that they wholly abandoned
parental frame of generation and spoke about
the transformations of elements, i.e., when one
element or object wholly becomes (or trans-
forms into) another element or object. Firstly,
we should not treat the elements in strictly
physical sense but rather in a vital sense. It
was a common belief of Greek that water, earth
and air possess certain generative powers.!?

5 ¢E v 8¢ 1) véveoig font 10ig ool Kal TV
pBopav eig tavta yivesBm kot TO ypewv (Simpl.
Phys. 24, 13 = 12 DK B 1). This first part of fragment
was accepted as genuine by Diels and Kranz. Burnet
recognized quotation only from xutx TO ypewv on
(Burnet; 52).

16 At least, it can be noticed that Theophrastus does
not use such construction as 1] yévesig £o611 10l oUOoL

"7 Kahn, 167; Guthrie, Vol. 1, 81. This interpre-
tation is strongly supported by plural form £& v in the
fragment.

¥ yuymow Bavatog Udwp yevéobor, dam dé
Bcvarog ynv yevéaba, £k yig 8¢ Bdwp yivetay, €€ Bdutog
3¢ yoyn) (Clem. Strom. VI 17, 1-2 =22 DK B 36).

" Cf. Aristotle’s explanation of Thales’ choice of
water as a generative principle (Arist. Mer. 983b 20~
27). It was assumed, that air can originate a new life (/.
XVI, 150; Ar. H. A. 559a 20-560a 6). The importance
of air to preserve life is evident from identification of
breathing and soul.
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According to Anaximander, a new element is
generated from the parental element, which
remains intact until the new element perishes
into it. Heraclitus more elaborated the rela-
tionship between generation and destruction.
I suppose, in his philosophy the generation of
a new element requires a partial destruction
and transformation of parental body. The
examples of such partial transformations might
be the rise of a spring out of the earth; the
evaporation of water into air. Such transfor-
mations do not require complete destruction
of a parental body. I would prefer to interpret
the yéveoig of Heraclitus as partial transfor-
mation also because of the fact, that he uses
different words to describe a complete trans-
formation: “mopég te avropolPy T TavTo Kot
TP ATAVIOV EKOCTEP YPLCOD YPV AT KOl
xpnpatov xpuoog” (22 DK B 90). The word
avtapolf7 shows that transformation of fire
is (i) complete; (ii) both the changing and the
resultant are of equal value (as it is implied by
the prefix avt(1)-), therefore, (iii) the transfor-
mation is reversible. He also used the verb
petamintew to denote the complete and rever-
sible transformation: tad 6 T’ Evi {&Vv Kol
TeBvNKog Kok 1o Eypryopoc kol kobeddov Kol
VEOV KL YNpodv: TddE yop HETATECOVIQ
EKELVA 6T KEKELVO, TTAALY PLETATEGOVTO, TODTOL
(22 DK B 88). The usage of different terms to
denote complete change? shows that the verb
yiyvesOau in the philosophical meaning (as we
have it in DK B 36) did not fit completely to
render the idea of transformation, although the

 Heraclitus also used tporai (B 31) and petaBadiew
(B 78). In Mourelatos's opinion the novelty of Heraclitus'
conception of change consisted in the fact that he
abolished the thinghood to preserve the polarity of the
structure of the world (Mourelatos, 1973, 35-37).
Heraclitus used new philosophical terms to underline the
difference of his conception of change from the traditional
genesis of the parental scheme.



verb could render the qualtitative change,
usually in non-thematic meaning.?!

Similarly, the Pythagoreans also encoun-
tered a problem how to call the relationship
between their apyn number and the existing
things. According to Aristotle, the Pythago-
reans “assumed existing things to be numbers”
(Arist. Met. 987b 28-29). This relationship of
identity was called imitation (ptpunoic).?
According to Guthrie’s interpretation, the
conception of piunotg, as it is attested in drama
and in religious rites, meant not a mere imitation,
but rather becoming the other.2* Both cases of
Heraclitus and the Pythagoreans show that the
word yéveoig did not fit at that time to render
the idea of complete transformation, therefore,
the philosophers borrowed commercial or
religious terms to express such an idea.

Up to Parmenides the Greek philosophers
did not use ytyvesBaur as the term denoting a
process in which an object generates another
object by transforming into it. As Liddell and
Scott suggested, it was Parmenides who for
the first time used construction ytyvetoi Tt €k
Twvog in the sense of origination out of
“[m]aterial, out of or of which things are
made”.2* Parmenides certainly did an impact
to the development of semantics of ytyvesOou
and mainly it was due to his ontological
investigation that this word got a new meaning
in the later philosophy.

*' Cf.22 DK B 1;B 63; B 110.

2 ot pév yap MuBaydpeot uprjost T Gvia Qasiv
glvar twv apiBupcwv. “Pythagoreans say that existing
things owe their being to imitation of numbers™ (Arist.
Met. 987b 10-11).

* Guthrie, vol. 1, 230-231, He suggests that the
Pythagoreans could not be unaware about the ecstatic
rites of Dionysus, where god entered to a man (€vBgog)
or a man stood out of himself (¢kotoTikog) and became
god.

2 LSJ, s.v. éx.

Parmenides inherited from the ‘parental’
conception of ytyvesBar the idea that a
generated object must have its originator which
is different from the originated object, yet they
are similar because they belong to same kin or
class. Parmenides more radically understood
the difference between the originator and the
originated. He excluded the element of the
similarity, which was essential to the parental
scheme of generation. According to Parmeni-
des, the originator and the originated could not
belong to the same class and the generation
involved the negation (or destruction) of the
originator. Thus Parmenides substituted the
parental scheme of generation for the scheme
of transformation. This idea of transformation
was anticipated by Heraclitus and the
Pythagoreans, yet Parmenides was the first to
apply it to the process of yéveoic.

Parmenides tried to find the originator of
0 é6v, however, he found this task to be
impossible: tiva yap yévvav dilnoeat avtol;
T w60ev adEnbév; 008’ EK ) €6VTog €060
&bl 6> 008 vosiv “For what origin®® of
him will you seek? How and from what did it
grow? I shall not allow you to say or think
‘from what is not’” (28 DK B &, 6-8). Accor-
ding to Parmenides’ reasoning, the originator
had to be radically different from the originated
object. The only possible candidate which
differed from 0 é6v was 10 ) é6v. By this
choice Parmenides rejected the supposition of
the earlier philosophers that a certain v (e.g.
element) can generate another é6v. However,
70 W €6v also did not match for the purpose,

B 1t is difficult to determine the exact meaning of
yévva: it could mean either “origin” or “kin” from which
10 €0V is originated. In Presocratic texts the word yévva
occurs in Empedocles with three meanings: *“(day of)
birth” (31 DK B 17, 27), “origin™” (31 DK B 22, 7, B 22,
9) and “kin” (31 DK B 110, 9).
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for it could not originate anything besides itself:
003¢ OT’ €K ) €6VTOG EQVOEL TLOTLOG LOYYG
yiyveoBoi Tt wap’ adté “Nor will the force of
evidence suffer anything besides itself to arise
(yiyveoBar) from what is not” (28 DK B 8,
12-13). A difficult and interesting place in the
lines is map’ adt6. In my translation of adt6
as “itself” I followed Guthrie, who criticized
the alternative reading of o016 as “what is”,
suggested by Cornford.26 Guthrie argued that
according to the alternative reading Parmenides
gave an argument for the uniqueness of one
being, but it is not quite compatible with the
main arguments of the section against the birth
and destruction of the being.?” Accepting this
reading of adté, I would suggest that the
preposition mapa reveals an interesting case
of the semantic development of the Greek
language in Parmenides’ philosophy. If we take
a more literal reading of yiyvesOotl T map’
ad 1o, it means that the non-being can’t
generate anything besides itself. According to
this reading the scheme of parental generation
is preserved: the generator bears his offspring
besides himself. However, another interpre-
tation is also possible. Diels and Kranz sugges-
ted that yiyveoBal Tiap’ o016 is equivalent to
yiyvesOai t1 &Alo %) ad16?® and we have to
take @ mop’ avt6 in the concreted meaning
“anything which is different from itself”.
According to this reading, the non-being can’t
transform into anything which is different
from itself. If we adopt this interpretation, it

% Guthrie, vol. 2, 24. A. H. Coxon supported Corn-
ford's reading, since “to refer avt6 to un €6v would
lend Not-being an identity foreign to P.'s view”
(Coxon, 200). I think that this reading misses the main
argument of Parmenides: non-being is on the whole
unable to generate anything besides itself (not only
anything besides being).

* Guthrie, vol. 2, 27.

* Diels and Kranz, Bd. 3, 464.
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can be stated that Parmenides abandoned the
parental scheme of generation and spoke about
transformation. Yet I do not think that one can
doubtless decide which interpretation is
right.2? Parmenides developed a new concep-
tion of yéveoig as transformation and this
development was a gradual process. The
Eleatic philosopher reflected the semantics of
napa and discovered that “being besides”
implies difference and difference implies
negation. Such transitional usage of mapd. is
found in the Simplicius’ testimony on
Parmenides, where he cites Theophrastus,
who on his turn probably renders genuine
Parmenides’ reasoning: 1o mapa. 76 HV 00K OV
TO OVK OV 0VOEV EV &pa. 10 OV “that which is
besides (or is different from) the being is non-
being; the non-being is nothing; therefore the
being is one” (Simpl. Phys. 115, 12-13). It is
very difficult to decide, how to translate mapa
in this sentence, whether it denotes logical
difference or spatial relation. The first part of
reasoning concerns the logical difference
between being and non-being, however, the
conclusion is drawn that the being is one, i.c.,
there is nothing besides the being. It is quite
probable that Parmenides himself sensed the
ambiguity of language to express logical
relationship in spatial terms and he tried to
escape it. His endeavour to substitute the spatial
relationship for the logical is reflected in his
reasoning on generation from apyn: “And what
need would have prompted it to grow later or
sooner, having started nothing? (1ol undeveg
ap&apevov)” (28 DK 8, 9-10). The verb &pyswv

¥ S. Austin also concluded that the meaning of
noap& comprised both physical alongsideness and lo-
gical difference. He noticed that to describe spatial
change Parmenides used xkivnoiwg rather than yéveoig:
“ovdev yap £omv 1) £oTol ML mApeS TOU £0VTOG,
£nel 10 ye Moip' énédnoev oUhov akivmtov T Epeval”
(28 DK B 8, 36-38) (Austin, 165).



and &pyeoBar in the meaning ‘to begin, to start’
are usually used with genitivus obiecti ‘to make
a beginning of something’. In order to denote
the origin ‘to begin from something’ the pre-
positions ¢k and ¢m6 are used.’® Why Parme-
nides used the genitive form without a prepo-
sition? It is probable that the preposition re-
ferred to the originator (&pyy) in a similar way
as it referred in the construction yiyvesOou éx
Twvoc. Although I could not find an example in
the Presocratic texts of the philosophical usage
&pyeocbat ék ‘to begin from something’, this
construction is not rare in Plato both in the-
matic and non-thematic usage. To Plato
apyeoBon éx referred to a certain starting point,
similarly as yiyveoBa éx referred to a gene-
rator.3! He also used the pleonastic construc-
tion &pyecOar (part. med.) éx &py¥c.3?
Although &pyecbat €k can refer to the starting
stage (e.g., childhood of a man33), it implies
the distance between the starting and the
present state. When &pyeoBoan is used directly
with genitive, it implies that the started process
is continuous and it starts without any external
point of reference.3* The Parmenidean cons-

W LSI, s.v. apyo.

' 6 BovinBeig émi OV abtod oMoV dyEy Ddwp
AYET® PEV APYOUEVOSC €K TWV KOV vauatov “He
that desires to bring water to his own land may do so,
commencing at the public cisterns” (Pl. Lg. 844a 3—4).
£k toUtav &' dpydusvor T howri 1)on Sediovieg
televto oporoyoupévag “They take their start from
these, and pursuing the inquiry from this point on
consistently” (PL. R. 510d 1-2). t& 8¢ tpiyevae ndavto
£x dvolv apyetar prycovory “Now all triangles derive
their origin from two triangles” (Pl. Tim. 53c 8).

*# éx towavmng dpyng cplapév (P Euth. 3a 5-6).

¥ fpol 8¢ toT fomv ék moudOc ApEdpevov
(Pl. Ap. 31d 3). Also Pl. Lach. 186¢ 2; Pl. Prot. 325¢ 5;
Pl. R.408d 11.

* Examples from Presocratic thinkers are: npée
yapoto (1 DK B 2 (Orph.)), Adyov naviog apyopsvov
(64 DK B 1 (Diog.)), tokov kai pi&og apyer (28 DK
B12.4 (Parm.)).

truction tob undevog ap&apevov literally means
“having started nothing” which renders the
idea that the non-being can’t begin to grow as
nothing. The usage of &pyecbor without a
preposition underlines that it is the same object
which would start to grow. This conception
is closer to the scheme of transformation rather
that to the scheme of the parental generation.

The Parmenidean conception of yéveoig
gave an important assumption that yiyvecOot
involves logical negation rather than spatial
difference between the originator and the
originated, therefore, yéveoig got the meaning
of transformation. Parmenides’ interpretation
was supported and developed by Melissus who
also insisted that yéveoig implies negation:
“Always there was the one that was and always
it will be. If it came into being, before it came
into being there must have been nothing” (30
DK B 1). But Melissus differed from Par-
menides in his conception of yiyvesOau: instead
of using ambiguously this verb to denote
generation or transformation, Melissus clearly
differed both meanings of ytyvesOor. The old
meaning of ytyvesOou was preserved when the
verb was used alone. In this case he understood
the process of yiyvecOoi as generation from a
certain Gpyn: € pev yap EYEVETO, dpynv &v
glyev, “if it came into being, it would have had
the beginning” (30 DK B 2). To denote the
qualitative and other kinds of changes he used
either (I) compound expressions (ytyvesOoi +
adjective), e.g. petlov yiyvestar (30 DK B 7,
2), étepotov yiyvesbor (30 DK B 7,3; 30 DK
B 8,2) or (1) used yiyveoOou with preposition,
e.g. mpooytyvesbor (30 DK B 7, 3; B 7, 4),
amoytyvesar (30 DK B 7, 4) or (II) introdu-
ced new words into the philosophical vocabu-
lary: petoxoopelv “rearrange; reconfigure” (30
DK B 7, 2; B 7, 3. Cf. uetokocpol pgvov
0eoe1 (30 DK A 5 (974a 20)) and £tepototoar
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“to undergo a change (in kind)” (30 DK B 7,
2; 8, 3; 8, 4. Cf. étporovpevov gtdet (30 DK A
5 (974a 20)). Melissus also used a synonym
of étepolobobar the verb petamatew (30 DK
B 8, 4; 8, 5; 8, 6) which was introduced into
the philosophical language by Heraclitus in the
meaning of transformation. Melissus’ termi-
nology shows that he far better thematised the
meaning of generation and transformation than
Parmenides.

Empedocles inherited the Parmenidean
assumption that yéveoig is impossible. This
position was explained in his two fragments
which are important to understand the
semantics of the verb ytyvecsOat in the
Empedoclean usage. Attacking the opponents,
he called them: ot &y yiyvesOou mdpog odk 6V
élmilovoty, “who believe that the one which
previously was non-being can come into being”
(31 DK B 11, 2). In this fragment ytyvecOou
describes the transformation of the same entity
from its previous state. I think it is on the basis
of this fragment that we should interpret the
next fragment where Empedocles used
vevéoBar with éx: x 1€ yop 00dap’ €6vtog
apAyavev éott yeveoBou “it is impossible to
come into being from the totally non-existent”
(31 DK B 12, 1). Although in this fragment
Empedocles used preposition éx, he did not
name the generated, therefore, in this case
veveobon éx refers not to the generator in the
parental scheme, but rather to the previous
stage of the same substrate (00ddp’ €6vtoc).
In this interpretation both the arguments
supporting the Parmenidean thesis contain the
same transformational conception of yéveoic.

As in the transformational scheme of
véveolg the same substrate undergoes certain
changes, this transformation is close to the
@Voig which Empedocles prefers to use in the
meaning of “becoming”. In several fragments
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Empedocles used gvewv and @voig as syno-
nyms to yevésBar.33 In these cases we have
to translate Ve and @Uolg as “becoming,
coming into being”, although Empedocles also
used @Vo1g twice in the meaning “nature,
origin”.3¢ The verb @betv in the meaning “to
become” was well integrated into the philo-
sophical doctrine of Empedocles by adding
prefixes dwa- and cvv-. Empedocles denied that
euoig and yéveolg were real and suggested
that there existed only piéig te dedroic 1€
wyevtov “mingling and separation of mixing
[elements]” (31 DK B 8, 3). The verbs with
prefixes copvely and dopvely were used by
Empedocles to denote the processes of
mingling: “to become one out of the many’3’
and “to become many out of the one”.3® The
usage of the verb @uew for Empedocles did
not mean literally “becoming”, but it was only
a terminus technicus to denote the philosophic
explanation of becoming.

A similar metaphoric usage can be found in
the semantics of yiyvecsOor. In the doctrine of
Empedocles, yéveoig is caused by the mingling
of elements: “how from water and earth and
air and sun (fire) when they are mixed
(kpvopEvmv), arose (yevotoro) such colours
and forms of mortal things” (31 DK B 71,
2-3).3% Although Empedocles had this
particular conception of yéveoig, he still used
this word as a metaphor to denote the mingling
of the elements. This also evident in the cases

¥ Cf. pvew (31 DK 22, 3; 26, 8; 35, 11), pvoig (31
DK B, 1; 8, 4).

*31 DK 63; 110,5.

77 gv cupguvta 10 mav (31 DK B 26, 5). Also 31
DK B 95, 1.

* Bi1égu mhéov' €€ évog eivan (31 DK B 17,2 =17,
17). Other cases of dapvev in the same meaning are
31DKB 17, 5; 17, 10.

* A similar explanation of yévesig is found in 31
DK B 3-4.



where Empedocles used ytyveoOor with éx.
For example, in fragment B 98 he poetically
describes the generation of mortal forms: “And
the earth met with these in almost equal
amounts, with Hephaistos and Ombros and
bright-shining Aether, being anchored in the
perfect harbours of Kypris; either a little more
earth, or a little less with more of the others.
From these arose blood (2« t&v ofud t& yévto)
and various kinds of flesh” (31 DK B 98). The
elements in the poetical language are personified
and the conception of birth of the mortal forms
is close to the parental conception of birth.
But this parental generation is only a poetical
metaphor which covers the philosophical
explanation of generation. A similar metaphoric
usage of yiyveoOoat ék can be seen in the
fragment B 38 on generation of visible things
and in the fragment B 124 on the generation
of the mortal kind.

Empedocles’ conception of yéveoig was
further developed in the philosophy of Anaxa-
goras. He also admitted that the generation is
mingling (cvppicyecsbor) and the corruption is
separation (dwokpivesOar) (39 DK B 17). But
Anaxagoras laid a stronger stress on the identity
of the generator and the generated: “For how
could hair come from (yévotto) what is not
hair? Or flesh from what is not flesh?” (59 DK
B 10). This idea of identity goes back to the
Parmenides’ reflection on yiyvecOai t1 Top’
avté (28 DK B 8, 13) and grounds the con-
ception of transformation. Anaxagoras fully
developed the principle of identity and influen-
ced atomists in creation of regularity of yéveotg.

II. The Early Atomists on the
Regularity of Generation

The main statement of atomists about yeveoig
rejects the irregularity of generation: o0dev

XPTIHOL LA TNV YEVETOL, dAAG TavTa €K AGYOL TE
kot 07° avaykng (67 DK B 2). This declaration
is close to Anaxagoras’ saying: o0OEV yop
xpTua yivetal o0 o amérivtal, dAL amo
EOVIOV YPNUATOV GUUULGYETOL TE KOl
daxpiverar (59 DK B 17). S. Luria suggested
that this atomists’ statement was a response
to Anaxagoras’ treatise mept vol and atomists
substituted &véykn for volc.40

Although atomists rejected Anaxagoras’
conception of voug, they also maintained that
there is regularity in generation. In the follo-
wing I will interpret Leucippus’ fragment B 2,
trying to contextualize it in the Greek philo-
sophical discourse as well as in the language
usage.

The main problem in the analysis of the
fragment is the semantic connection between
words patny, yivetor and €k Aoyov which may
render different meaning to the statement.

The adverb patnv is derived from the
accusative form of noun pdtn “folly, fault“.#!
The etymology of this word is not clear,*?
but it can be conjectured that Greeks under-
stood a folly or a fault as an act which lacks
proper purpose or proper reason (ground).
Therefore, the derivative pdtv has two diffe-
rent meanings which are relevant to the ana-
lysed saying: “vain” and “random”. Therefore,
this saying of Leucippus can be interpreted
teleologically or etiologically. When translated
as “vain”, this word underlines that nothing
originates for no proper end or purposelessly.
As translated “random®, this word suggests

“® Luria, 418. P. Curd pointed out that Anaxagoras'
physical theory could not explain repeatability (or
teleological regularity) without nous. But she doubted
whether Anaxagoras had availed himself of this
opportunity of explanation (Curd, 156).

1 LS, s.v. pdm. Cf. also pé&tatog “vain, empty,
idle (of words and acts); empty, foolish (of persons)™.

*2 Frisk, s.v. pé. Chantraine, s.v. pam.
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that nothing originates without reason. The first
teleological interpretation informs about the
end or purpose of becoming, the second is
etiological: it underlines the necessity of cause
or ground for becoming. The etiological inter-
pretation was adopted by J. Salem,*} while
the teleological interpretation was adopted by
S. Luria, V. Alfieri and partly by J. Barnes.**

In my opinion, the etiological interpretation
of this sentence is more superficial and less
correct than the teleological one. The etio-
logical interpretation arises when the connec-
tion of ytvetar with éx is underlined. This
connection gives meaning of “origination
from” and clearly presupposes a certain cause
out of which the origination arises. In the Greek
usage up to the 4" century BC the connection
of yiverar and éx is well attested, and even éx
Aoyov can be reasonably understood as “out
of certain ground”,* although such meaning
is not frequent.*®

However, this interpretation seems not so
well founded when we try to connect yivetot

* “Nulle chose ne se produit fortuitement, mais
toutes choses procédent de la raison et de la nécessité”
(Salem, 86).

oy OJ1Ha BElllb HE NMPOHCXOJAHUT MOMYCTY, HO BCE
B CHJIy NMpPUYHHHOI cBA3M M HeoOxomumoctu” (Luria,
213). “Nulla si produce invano, ma tutto con una
ragione e necessariamente” (Alfieri, 100). Barnes
thought that Leucippus' aim was to reject teleology and
he paraphrased Leucippus' statement in the following
way: “There is no purpose or plan in the world. Yet
things do not therefore occur aimlessly or haphazard.
Rather, everything is rationally explicable inasmuch as
everything happens by necessity" (Barnes, 142).

® This translation with hesitancy was suggested by
Kranz in the 4™ edition of H. Diels’ Die Fragmente der
Vorsokratiker: *“aus einem bestimmten Grunde?”
(Diels, 1922*, Bd. 3, 358).

“ The construction ¢k Adyov with meaning “from a
cause” occurs only once before atomists in Sophocles:
ta vov EVpoova defuopato doper dwokedwow £x
oukpov Adyov “from a small cause they will scatter
with the spear today's pledges of concord” (S.OC 619-
620).
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with pdnv. Up to the middle of the 4t century
there are three cases where patnyv is connected
with yiyveBor and in all the cases we have to
translate potnv “vain, without end or pur-
pose”.47 These cases indirectly support the
teleological interpretation of Leucippus’ frag-
ment B 2.

The interpretation of the fragment much
depends on the translation of £k Adyov te kal
O’ avarykng. Shall we translate Adyoc as “cause”
or “reason”, as some translators suggested?*®
In the Democritean language the word Adyog
has a wide range of meaning, yet I could not
find any case of usage in the meaning of
“cause”. In my opinion, a close meaning to the
usage of fragment B2 would be “logical
argument” as we have it in 68 DK B 7: dniot
pev &% kot 0dtog o Adyog “this demonstration
also reveals...” and probably in 67 DK A 7:
Agdxummog 8’ Exev awmbn Adyoug “Leucippus
thought he had arguments...”. Democritus also
used Aoyog in a wider meaning “reason, intellect,
mental activity”, for example, 68 DK B 146:
oV Aoyov adTtov €€ Eautod Tag TEpyiag
etlbpevov AapPavew “intellect is used to get

Y 1x yap dvimdho avt@v Omép THS wuxc
ayovilopeve kol £v 1) abt@v oikr)oet v loyUt TOAAT)
£0TIV' (OOTE TG KOVMYETY ATV ol movol ylyvovtay,
£awv pr) peiovt priomovia kai Todt) cuvésel kpatrjon)
avt@v “Their adversaries fighting for the life are very
strong in their domain, therefore, the efforts of the
hunter are vain if he does not overcome them by
greater diligence and good intelligence” (X. Cyn 13,
14, 3-6); kai taindn dmokpivov, tva un pamy ol
dukhoyor yiyvoviar “Please answer truly, that our
debates may not be futile” (Pl. Alc. 110a 3); navcacOo
6¢ v mOAfpov TV pamv yiyvopévev “To cease
from the wars which are waged to no purpose™ (Isoc.
De pace (orat. 8) 142, 5).

“8 Diels, 1922*, Bd. 3, 358: Luria, 213. Also Alfieri
suggests that “Adyog indica né un principio ordinatore
né una forza divina ma semplicemente una condizione
0 causa meccanica, da cui cid che avviene &
necessariamente condizionato” (Alfieri, 101).



joy from itself”. Although Democritus did not
use ¢k Adyov anywhere else, I think the meaning
of the construction can be related with koo
Aoyov as we find it in 68 DK B 53: moAlot Adyov
wi pabovreg (oot kota Adyov. In this case the
meaning of Aéyog is close to Heraclitus’
conception of Adyoc as both human and world
reason. The construction kata Adyov “accor-
ding to the reason” is also found in Simplicius’
testimony on atomists’ theory and it may refer
to Democritus’ original teaching.*?

What is the relationship between Aéyog and
avaykn in this fragment? I think that in
contradistinction to ék Adyov as “according to
the rational order”, Om’ dvaykng probably refers
to the physical order. Aetius testifies that
Democritus described avaykn as “resistance,
motion and strike of matter (tnv avtitomiav Kot
Qopav Kol TANMV THe UAng)” (68 DK A 66).
Due to avaykn these physical processes take
place. The meaning of &vaykn can be related
with the Parmenidean ypéog in 1t & &v pv Kot
APEOG wpoev Gotepov #) mpdodev, Tol Undevog
ap&apevov, obv; (28 DK 8, 9—-10). Mourelatos
suggested that in this sentence Parmenides
expressed the principle of sufficient reason®
and this idea could influence atomists.

There is also an ethical fragment were
Democritus used Adyoc and avaykn as opposites
and related Aoyog with persuasion (mpotporny))
while dvéykn with law (vépoc).®! In this case
avarykn is also described as physical coercion
in contrast to Adyog as rational persuasion.

® 510 xal gaot povolg Toig dmEpa mOWDGL T
otosla mavta ovpPaively kata Aoyov “therefore they
affirm that everything becomes reasonable only to
those, who posit infinite elements” (Simpl. Phys. 28,
23 =68 DK A 38).

* Mourelatos, 1981, 652.

' xpelocwv én' apetiv  gaveltor mpotpomi)
ypwpevog Kal Aoyov mefol Mmep VoUW Kol QvAykr)
(68 DK B 181).

The idea of natural regularity is also
expressed in atomists’ concept of @Voic.
Aetius declared that according to atomists the
world is ruled by nature without reason (gpVoet
O¢ TVt dA6Yw) (67 DK A 22). Although this
may be Aetius’ own reasoning, Democritus did
endue @voig with regularity. He described
gvoig as adtapkng and opposed it to Tiym.>?
The human life is conceived as ruled by eioig.
Democritus found a similarity between @boig
and education (dtdayn) because they both
reform (petopuopot) a man.>3

Therefore, it is more likely to interpret Leu-
cippus’ B 2 fragment as declaring general
regularity of generation and not as declaring
the prerequisite of a certain first ground for
the generation. This interpretation reveals that
the early atomists shared with other post-
Parmenidean thinkers the conception of
véveolg as transformation and added the
element of regularity to it. In this conception
of yéveoig one can evidently see the origin of
Epicurus’ negation of spontaneous generation.

Conclusions

The semantics of the verb ytyvesOon comprised
two schemes of genesis: parental and trans-
formational. The Presocratic philosophers only
gradually adopted the transformational scheme
of genesis. Heraclitus and the Pythagoreans
already spoke about transformation, yet they
did not use the verb yiyveobou to designate it.
The crucial point in the development of
philosophical usage of ytyveoBar was Parme-
nides’ investigation on the logico-spatial diffe-
rentiation that grounded the transformational
scheme in the semantics of yiyvecOat. The
Parmenidean conception of genesis was
accepted by Melissus, although he did not use

52 68 DK B 176.
53 68 DK B 32.
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the verb yiyveoOat to denote transformation.
Later there were two main responses to the
Eleatic critique of genesis. Empedocles tried
to relate ylyveoBour with @bewv and its deri-
vatives, therefore, to him genesis was accretion
and separation of elements. On the other hand,
Anaxagoras adopted the similar scheme of
genesis, yet to him every transformation was
predetermined by the material to be trans-
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ATSIRADIMO SAMPRATA ANKSTYVOJOJE GRAIKU FILOSOFIJOJE

Saulius Sileikis

Santrauka

Siame straipsnyje yra analizuojamas atsiradimo
sampratos kitimas ankstyvyjy filosofy fragmentuose,
be to, $iuo tyrimu bandoma paneigti Solmseno tezg,
kad Epikiiro spontanisko genesis atmetimas néra
susijgs su ikisokratine filosofija. Analizuojant parodo-
ma, kad graiky kalboje veiksmazodis yiyvesOon apémé
dvi genesis schemas.: parentaling ir transformacing.
Ikisokratiniai filosofai tik pamazu perémé trans-
formacing genesis schema. Herakleitas ir pitagorininkai
naudojo savo filosofijoje transformacing schema, bet
nevartojo veiksmazodzio yiyvesOou $iai schemai
iSreiksti. Filosofinés ytyveoOou vartosenos laZio taskas
buvo Parmenido atliktas loginés-erdvinés diferen-
ciacijos tyrimas. Parmenido semantiné inovacija slypéjo
naujoje prielinksnio mopa reik§méje, kuri nurodé ne
vien erdvinius, bet ir loginius santykius. Todél
Parmenido kalboje pasakymas yiyvesHot Tt map’ adté
reiské greiiau ,,gimti kazkam, skirtingam nuo paties*
nei ,,gimti kazkam Salia paties”. Parmenido tezé, kad
genesis implikuoja neigima, buvo perimta Meliso,
taciau pastarasis nevartojo veiksmazodzio yiyvecOat
iSreiksti transformacija. Norédamas perteikti transfor-
macinius arba kokybinius kitimus, jis vartojo (I) sudéti-
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nius pasakymus (ytyvecOou + biidvardis) arba (IT) var-
tojo yiyveoOat su priesdéliu, arba (IIT) rinkosi kitus Zo-
dzius: petokoopelv ,,pertvarkyti”, Eteporovchar ,,pa-
sikeisti (raSies atzvilgiu)“, petamntewv ,,pasikeisti®.
Meliso vartosena rodo, kad jis kur kas tiksliau temati-
zavo atsiradimo ir transformacijos reikSmes nei Parmeni-
das. Véliau &jo du filosofiniai atsakymai i eleaty genesis
kritika. Empedoklis bandé¢ sieti yiyvecBou su @bew ir
jo vediniais, todél jam genesis reiSké elementy
susijungima ir i§siskyrima. Anaksagoras perémé panasia
genesis schema, bet jam kiekviena transformacija
privaléjo bati salygojama pirminés medZiagos. Sitaip
Anaksagoras pradéjo taikyti genesis schemoje regu-
liarumo principa. Atomistai perémé i§ Anaksagoro
reguliarumo principa; ju diskusija su Anaksagoru matyti
Leukipo B 2 fragmente. Yra galimi du §io fragmento
perskaitymo biidai: aitiologinis ir teleologinis. Siame
straipsnyje pateikiamos interpretacijos iSvados remia
teleologinj $io fragmento perskaitymo biida, todél
laikytina, kad $is fragmentas parodo reguliarumo svarba
ankstyvyjy atomisty genesis sampratoje. Taigi Epikiiro
suformuluotas savaiminés genezés atmetimas rémeési
ankstyvyjy atomisty genezés samprata.
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