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EMPEDOCLE'S THEORY OF PERCEPTION 

As an attempt to give an account applicable to all perceptual functions, Empe-

docles formulates a doctrine rightly referred to as physics. Required for the perce

ptual action are άπορροαί, πόροι and όμοιότης and συμμετρία, the operative a r c h a i. 

The άπορροαί emanate from objects and then enter the πόροι (passages) of the 

sense organs. Theophrastus urges a requirement of τ ω έναρμόττειν *, fitting of 

the άπορροαί within the πόροι. Otherwise the sense organs would be unable to 

discern the άπορροαί pertinent to their perceptual function. This implies an ob

vious distinction between different άπορροαί, in accordance with the specific 

purpose of each sense organ. Qualitative differences between the five kinds of 

effluences corresponding to the five sense organ should not be expected here. 

Differences are determined, rather, by the size of the άπορροαί. The άπορροαί, 

although not of the same size and density, are homogenous. But the anatomical 

structure of sense organs is such that only those effluences having a certain size 

are permitted to enter. In these cases the sense organ is too narrow to permit 

the entrance of άπορροαί; since they cannot enter, no perceptual action takes 

place. Furthermore, if the άπορροαί are too small, that is, if they do not 

έναρμόττει, they enter easily, but are «lost», not coming into contact with the 

δμοιον element in.side the sense organ. Thus no perception occurs. In these cases 

according to Theophrastus, sense organs are narrow, στενώτεροι 2. In this man

ner selection and a crude type of judgment occurs during the interaction. 

The collective nature of the άπορροαί is material, though they are invisible 

as entities. Empedocles introduces a third material factor. We have the sense 

organ (material), the object perceived, and in between the άπορροαί, transmitted 

from the object which entices the πόροι (also material). We know 3 from his 

cosmology that Empedocles red ces everything to the four roots, πϋρ, ύδωρ, γήν 

1) Theophrastus, I, 7, 2. 
2) Theophrastus, I, 7 : Εμπεδοκλής δέ περί άπασών ομοίως λέγει καί φησι τφ 

έναρμόττειν ΐίς τους πόρους τους έκαστης αίσθάνεσθαι' διό και ού δύνασθαι τα 
αλλήλων κ ρ ί ν ε ι ν δτι των μέν εύρύτεροί πως των δέ στενώτεροι τυγχάνουσιν 
οι πόροι προς το αίσθητόν, ώς τα μέν οΰχ άπτόμενα διευτονεΐν τά δ' δλως είσελ-
θεϊν ού δύνασθαι. 

Also, see in Plato's M e n o ; 76c : . . . that ceitain of the effluences fit into 
certain of the passages while others are either too large or tco small . . . 

3) Aristotle, D e C a e 1 ο, 302a 28 ; D e G e n e r a t i o n e e t C o r 
fu ρ t i ο n e, 330b 19 ; P h y s i c s , 250b 27. In M e t a p h y s i c s , 985a 33a 
Aristotle observes that Empedocles «in practice treats tbem not as four but as 
two πυρ by itself« as contrasted with γήν, ΰδωρ and άήρ taken together.» 
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and αήρ ; hence even the άπορροαί, although invisible, are composed of matter. 

In order for perception to take place, Empedocles requires the operative 

principle τοις όμοίοις. Fragment 109 explicitly states t h i s d o c t r i n e . l t is by γης that 

we see γ/jv, by ύδατος ύδωρ, by αέρος divine άέρχ and by πυρός destroying πυρ. 

Theophrastus in his commentary on Empedocles refers several times to this 

principle 4 . As a matter of fact, according to this testimony, the όμοίοις prin

ciple in relation with the συμμετρία principle détermines not only man's intel

lectual capacity but his entire personality. Empedocles, by means of his crude 

materialistic and physiological doctrine, attempts to construct a typology : 

( a ) φρονιμωτάτους άφρονεστάτους 

(b) ακριβέστατους τάς αισθήσεις 
( e ) σοφούς νωθρούς 

( d ) ρήτορας αγαθούς οξείς φερομένους και πολλοίς έπιβα>λο-

( e ) τεχνίτας μένους ολίγα έπιτελεΐν 5 . 

Each of these can be traced to Empedocles' physiology, to those parts of the 

body in which the pertinent function takes place. For a and a \ a pair of oppo

sing human types, the relative part of the body is the heart with its blood 

stream. The mixture of elements according to the όμοίοις principle is easier in 

this part than in any other part of the body. The outcome of this is intelligence 

or its opposite, ignorance. Φρονεΐν and άγνοεΐν are two functions that vary in

versely and proportionately. The action of this stage of perception is rendered 

by the a p a r e m p h a t o n κεκρασθαι referring to the manner of mixing the 

elements. First, if the elements (these constituting the απορροή and these existing 

in the heart ' s blood) are όμοίοις 6 we have, says Empedocles, φρονεΐν and the 

main characteristic of this human type is φρόνησις. On the other hand, if the 

elements are άνομοίοις (dissimilar) 7 , then we have άγνοεΐν, and the determinant 

aspects of this human type is άγνοια, ignorance. For b ( κατά τάς αισθήσεις ακρι

βέστατους) is a necessary condition and part of φρονεΐν. Empedocles does not 

state its opposite ; it should be assumed that he would choose the άνακριβεστά-

του; or another term showing sensorial inprecision. The location of this interac

tion is not the heart, but the five body areas in which κεκρασθαι of the ele

ments takes place. It seems that Empedocles (despite ταύτον ή παραπλήσιον δν 

τη αίσθήσει την φρόνησιν 8 ) wants to differentiate between αϊσθησις and φρονεΐν. 

Although at this point he is not clear, 1 believe that scholars should take into 

account that for φρονεΐν the κεκρασθαι occurs in the heart 's blood, while for 

aesthesis in the sense organs, that in the crucial sentence of Cf. 8 occurs ταύτον 

that renders aesthesis identical to thought, but as already underscored, the term 

4) Theophrastus, I 10 9 ; I, 13.4; I, 15.2; I, 15.10. 
5) Theophrastus, I, 11.3—12. 6) I b i d., I, 10.1. 
7) See also Theophrastus, I, 11.5 the term έναντίως which in this context 

refers to the way of κεκρασθαι. 8) I b i d., Γ, 18.2—3. 
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ίίαραπλησιον shows him to be hesitant in making a full assertion. In his inter

pretation Hamlyn sees a crude identity between αίσθησις and φρόνησκ:. My in

terpretation differs in that αϊσθησις is taken as a necessary condition, a part of 

the entire cognitive process. Both are based on physiology, but differ in the 

result of the underlying operation of κεκρασθαι ; φρόλ ησις is the result of φρο-

νεΐν, knowledge of a higher level requiring two conditions : κεκρασθαι to occur 

in both the heart and sense organs. However, a e s t h a n e s t h a e , in order 

to elicit aesthesis, requires the κεκρασθαι to occur only in the sense organs. 

Φρονεΐν beginning at the heart blood is incomplete if it does not unite with 

aesthesis. In both the cases of φρόνησις and α'ίσθησις t h e conditions become 

sufficient if and only if an additional condition is added to the above necessary 

condit ions : what Theophrastus refers to as 'ίσα . . . μ έ μ ε ι κ τ α ι 9 , σ υ μ μ ε τ ρ ί α 1 0 , 

άμφοΐν 'ίσων συγκειμένην i t . The όμοίοις principle could be misleading ; one 

might take συμμετρία as referring to ( only ) a certain ratio of mixture between 

the elements making up a specific sense organ. 

Note the following : Those in whom these mingled elements are of the 

same or nearly the same (amount),—such persons are most intelligen and keen 

of sense 1 2 . 

However, what is really needed for the occurrence of perceptual action is 

συμμετρία, ratio between the elements of the effluence ; perhaps it is also needed 

for the original perceived object (if the effluence is taken to similar to then εΐ-

δωλον form of the object). In other words, συμμετρία must exist in the elements 

of the three parts : sense organs, effluence, and object Theophrastus ' testimony for 

Empedocles' position is that (on both sides) there is proportion and similarity 1 3 . 

I suggest that the concept of συμμετρία is appicable when the effluences 

enter tbe πόρους and come in contact with them. This is not merely touch, but 

a mixing and interaction between two non-identical, but similar, δμοια things 

that attract each other. If they were identical, there would be no interaction. 

Yet how can one say that they are not identical, since in the final analysis each 

is composed of the four ultimate elements, ύδωρ, γήν, αέρα and πυρ ? This 

might be explained by the fact that the proportion of each of them is different, 

except in the most ideal case in which ratios are identical. For this, Empedocles 

could perhaps say that cognition is immediate, like an insight, an «aha !» 

experience, or a «flash». He does not explain the possibility of such rare cases. 

If this is so, then Empedocles is correct in requiring both συμμετρία and the 

δμοιον as conditions of perception. The two parts are δμοια by virtue of their 

9) I b i d , T, 11.2. 10) I b i d., I, 12.5 ; 15.7 ; 14.7 ; 13.3 : ύπάρχδΐ γάρ και 
ή συμμετρία και το δμοιον. 11) I b i d . , Ι, 8.16. 

12) I b i d . , Ι, 11.1—4 : δσοις μέν οδν Ισα. καΐ παραπλήσια μέμεικται . . . . τούτους 
φρονιμωτάτους είναι καΐ κατά τάς αισθήσεις ακριβέστατους. 

18) I b i d,, I, 133—4 : ύητάρχει γαρ καΐ σ υ μ μ β τ ρ ί α καΐ το δμοιον. 
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constituents but are not identical because of the differing mixing ratios. During 

the interaction the coming from outside part (effluence) accommodates itself 

within the inside part and a metabolé occurs (in both parts) : δει γάρ τίνα άπο-

δοΰναι μεταβολήν ι 4 . 

Eventually the h y 1 e (matter of both) becomes one, and each element 

unites with its corresponding element in the other parts ; the συμμετρίαι ratios 

( that were dissimilar) are replaced by a new one. The smaller the difference 

between the two ratios, the quicker perception occurs. 

This interpretation could answer Theophrastus who comments that only συμ

μετρία is necessary, while similarity need not be taken into account. "Ολως τε 

κατά γε εκείνον αφαιρείται και το δμοιον, άλλα συμμετρία μόνον ίκανόν 1 5 . 

It should be noted that the opposing φρονιμωτάτους is άφρονεστάτους which 

might be interpreted as a lack of intelligence. Human nature is άφρονεστάτη if 

the elements έναντίως μέμεικται 1 6 , that is, if the ratio is not proportionate, ασυμ

μετρία. Empedocles continues with those who are νωθροί (slow) and επίπονοι 

(laborious), explaining that in them elements are μανά (loose) and αραιά 

(rare). This implies that the ratio, the degree of proportion between the elements 

is not the exclusive determinant of the nature of man ; even if the proportion 

were symmetric it would not be sufficient to cause the position results of intel

ligence, wisdom, preeiseness and so forth. Empedocles suggests both the size of 

the elements in the blood and their coherence to be decisive. In other words, 

size and density must be added to the necessary conditions. The lack of these 

conditions results in νωθρούς and επίπονους. But if the elements are numerous 

and density is too great, then man's nature becomes impulsive and quick in his 

reactions. Persons of this nature are those who seem to be sharp and «throw 

themselves into many a project, and yet accomplish little» 1 7 . Because of these 

two conditions (smallness and high density of the elements) the speed of the 

blood becomes impetuous, this determining the group of men whose members 

are impulsive. If indeed Theophrastus' information is correct, one might observe 

that the crux of the Aristotelian concept of the golden mean is found in Empe

docles' doctrine. The term μέση is used in a manner similar to the Aristotelian 

μεσάτης that denotes the mean between extremes : 

But when the composition in some single member lies in the mean, the person 

becomes wise in that part 1 8 . This type of doctrine might be represented as 

follows : 

14) I b i d . , 1,14.8—9. 15) I b i d . , 1,15.6—7. 16) I b i d . , 1,11.6. 
17) I b i d . , J, 11,7—9 : ών δέ πυκνά και κατά μικρά τεθραυσμένα, τους δέ τοιού

τους οξείς φερομένους καί πολλάς επιβαλλόμενους ολίγα έπιτελεϊν. 
18) I b i d , Ι, 11.10—11 : οίς δέ καθ' εν τι μόριον ή μ έ σ η κρασις εστί, ταύτη 

σοφούς εκάστους είναι. 
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Type of human 

νωθροί and επίπονοι wise 

slow reaction reaction 

reaction quick impulsive 

οξείς φερομένους και πολλοίς 

επιβαλλόμενους ολίγα έπιτελεϊν 

Physiological 

causes 

element : 

μανά and αραιά 

(loose) (rare) 
average mixture 

requiring 

average size of 

elements and 

average density 

elements : 

μικρά τεθραυσμένα 

(small size) 

πυκνά 

(dense ) 

οξύτης της του 

αίματος φοράς 

(quick circulation 

of the blood) 

Empedocles applies the same kind of physiological reduction in explaining why 

some people are rhetoras agathous and others are technites : The mean of the 

mixture of the elements and also where the mixed elements are localized deter

mines this. For the rhetoras agathous the mixture is localized in the tongue, 

while for the technites it occurs in the hands. To these different capacities we 

must add the thus far enumerated conditions necessary to the one referring to the 

location of the κρασις in the bodily parts. 

Without a doubt, this physiological reduction is a primitive sort of chemistry 

and organismic geography. Through the two physiological divisions Empedocles 

tried to explain aesthesis, thought and skills. But there is no textual evidence 

supporting that Empedocles suggested that man himself is able by acquiring 

such a knowledge of mind geography and chemistry of the organism, to predict 

his future behavior. 

Empedocles' line of thinking is explicit in fragment 107 (transi. Freeman) : 

For from these (the four stoicheia) are all things fitted and fixed together, 

and by means of these men t h i n k , and feel pleasure and sorrow. 

This explicatory pattern of Parmonides led him to arrive at some rekless 

consclusions. Aristotle, in his D e P l a n t i s 1 9, states that even plants are 

able to perceive, possessing intelligence, knowledge and the ability to sense 

pleasure and pain. Sextus gives us similar information : 

"Ο δε Εμπεδοκλής πάντα ήξίου λογικά τυγχάνειν, και ου μόνον ζώα μόνον, άλλα 

και φυτά ρητώς γράφων : πάντα γαρ ϊσθι φρόνησιν εχειν και νώματος αίσαν 2 0 . 

How. could Empedocles arrive at such a conclusion if the starting point of his 

cosmology and metaphysics is the a r c h a i of the four stoicheia and their 

mixing operations ? The elements are the same for both inorganic and organic 

19) 815a 15 : 20) «Against the^Logicians II» 286. 
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things. Therefore, mixing should occur in all·. It. does not surprise any scholar 
of Empedocles' trend to physiology since it is well known that Empedocles was 
much engaged in practicing medicine before and after he founded the School of 
Medicine in Akragas. Anatomy was certainly a part of his medical activity ; his 
interest in biology directed him much further ,in this materialistic-physiological 
direction. Even his term «roots» for the four s t o i c h e i a is used by means 
of analogy from the plant world to the material one, that could be either organic 
or inorganic. Fragments such as those referring to his organic physiology (fr. 
100, fr. 67) or those which refer to his evolutionary doctrine (fr. 62) support this. 

Despite these explanations of perception and thought according to his basic 
principles and the consistency of his cosmological pattern, Empedocles' thesis 
concerning the stability of thought and certainty of knowledge is negative : 
According as men live differently the thoughts that come to their minds are 
different (Wheelwrite), or In so far as their natures have changed thoughts 
(Freeman) (Fragment 108). 

The explicit scepticism of this passage rests on some assumptions derived 
from Empedocles' doctrine of cosmos. The phrase «as their natures have changed» 
shows that man's nature is changeable, and by «nature» Empedocles means 
m e t a b o l é , not the nature of the four roots, but the way in which they are 
mixed and separated. This is not an exception to the intervening powers of Love 
and Strife, that Empedocles has postulated to explain kinesis, a basic characteristic 
of his concept of cosmos. There must be, then, constant m e t a b o l é in regard 
to the proportion of the mixture of the organism's elements. This inevitably 
results in the changing of the elements concentrated in the sense organs, the 
heart's blood, and so on. In connection with this, Aëtius' (T.3.) testimony sup
ports this : According to Empedocles, things do not remain continually in f i x e d 
s i t u a t i o n s , nor do the elements have f i x e d boundaries.. . K i n e s i s 
of the elements in man causes change in thought. Besides, from this testimony 
we can say that Empedocles saw outside objects perceived are moving, a factor 
refuting stability of perception and permanence of knowledge. This appears 
quite Heraclitean. 

Fragment 103 strengthens this interpretation ; it says that according to 
Empedocles «men have come to have conscious thought by change». Furthermore, 
Empedocles' theory entails scepticism in that we perceive the external appearances 
of the objects not as they are constituted of the four s t o i c h e i a , but in 
the ways they are proportioned and so on. To a certain point the Empedoclean 
scepticism is in this respect similar to that of Democritus implied from his 
theory of the atoms and the composition of object's from atoms. However, in the 
case of Empedocles, when one of the first roots is separated from the others we 
can perceive it, while in Democritus' case when an atom is isolated it cannot be 
perceived since atoms are invisible. 

It would be imprecise of scholars to mark Empedocles as an extreme sceptic. 
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Empedocles' «scepticism» (supported by implications from his general doctrine 

in connection with some textual evidence) is the type of scepticism that cannot 

be used in classifying him as a naive realist. His slight scepticism protects 

Empedocles from having to represent the acquisition of knowledge photographi

cally. In fact, Empedocles places much trust upon the senses ; he sees them as 

the only channels through which the acquisition of knowledge is obtained. 

Moreover, he holds that each sense is equally important in perceiving relative 

objects when it functions properly. A passage of the utmost significance for 

Empedocles' perception doctrine is : 

But come, consider with all your powers how each thing is manifest, neither 

holding sight in greater trust as compared with hearing nor loudsounding 

hearing above the clear evidence of your tongue, no withhold your trust from 

any of the other limbs ; wheresoever therer is a path for understanding, but 

think on each thing in the way by which it is manifest 2 l . 

His trust of the senses as a path to knowledge appears in this passage. At 

this point one may speak of a paradox if one takes to be sound Kirk's and 

Raven's comment 22 that « . . . the sort cosmology on which he is about 

to embark demands . . . faith in the validity of sense-perception». The same 

factor, cosmology, entails both «faith in the validity of sense perception» 

and scepticism of the thought that as we say ( in fragment 108) , is changeable. 

This is only a superfluous incompatibility, because at the moment of interaction 

of the two parts (sense organ and object perceived) the resulting sensation is 

faithful to the visual, acoustic or tactual aspects of the object displaying its 

outward appearance, but this tells us nothing about the internal structure of 

that object, its composition and manner of composition in terms of the four 

roots. We must see this «paradox» in terms of the time factor. What is valid 

and faithful this particular moment is not in the next since the mixture of the 

elements undergoes m e t a b o l é . On the same page Kirk and Raven com

ment that Empedocles «deliberately contradicts Parmenides», meaning, as I take 

it to , that he trust the senses while the Eleatic does not. I think they are wrong ; 

I am convinced, and have shown that despite his scepticism Parmenides does 

not reject sensory perception ; on the contrary, he considers the sensory in ft r-

mation as one of the conditions necessary to obtaining an «approximate» 

knowledge. 

A further question to be asked is : what are the implications of such a theory 

of perception and thought in regard to the mind-body problem, or the immor

tality of the soul? Empedocles identifies thought with soul 23 . According to the 

preceding analysis soul has a material basis ; its logos is a harmonia (αρμονία) 

of the mixture of elements. Specifically like thought psyché depends upon the 

21) Ibid. II, 125.. 22) Kirk and Reven, p. 325. 
23) Aristotle, D e A n i m a , 480a 19—25. 
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αϊμα, blood, encircling the καρδίαν ; 2 4 and, in turn, αίμα derives from the 

four roots 2 5 , the ultimate substances the variety of which determines cosmos. 

Thus, the Empedoclean doctrine does not seem to leave room for any dualism 

whatsoever, and automatically rejects the immortality of the soul. 

But there are two strong reasons to claim that Empedocles held that psyche 

is immortal. This might suprise us, but first it is known that Empedocles' Ο η 

P u r i f i c a t i o n s in a Pythagorean manner refers to the transmigration of 

the psyché. Empedocles, though ostracized from the closed society of the Pytha

goreans for plagiarism 26 and also perhaps for heresy, remained in it for some 

time. It is inferred that in order to be initiated in the secrets and the practices 

of the society he would have to adopt, at least during his novitiate, the doctrine 

of transmigration. If he was a heretic exactly because of his opposition to the 

transmigration doctrine and thus expelled from the society, there was no reason 

to write O n P u r i f i c a t i o n s . Then there still is Plutarchus ' statement 27 

accrediting Empedocles with a transmigration view, since ψυχή is described as 

coming into the body from outside. 

The two theses are definitely irréconciliable. This is not merely a conflict, 

but a contradiction. The explanations offered are generally three kinds : Burnet's 

and Zeller's that Empedocles contradicts himself. That is all. Kirk's and Raven's 

that eventually he holds a dualistic doctrine. Or, the best plausible explanation, 

the one considering Empedocles in developmental perspective : first period ( 0 n 

P u r i f i c a t i o n s ) and second period ( O n N a t u r e ) . Here there is no 

contradiction between the doctrines of Empedocles. 

Π Ε Ρ Ι Λ Η Ψ Ι Σ 

Ή παρούσα έρευνα κατέληςεν εις τα ακόλουθα συμπεράσματα : 

1. ' Η θεωρία του Εμπεδοκλέους περί αίσθήσεως και αντιλήψεως θεμελιοΰν-

ται επί της Φυσικής του. Αϊ «άπορροαί», πηγάζουσαι εκ του υπό παρατήρησιν 

αντικειμένου, ώς και οι «πόροι» των αισθητηρίων οργάνων έχουν υλικήν βάσιν. 

Αϊ πρώται παρ ' όλον ότι είναι αποτέλεσμα κράσεως των τεσσάρων βασικών 

στοιχείων—γης, ύδατος, αέρος και πυρός—δέν είναι όραταί, τούτου ενδεχομένως 

οφειλομένου εις τον δείκτην αναλογίας της μείξεως των εν λόγω στοιχείων. 

2. Ό ποιοτικός διαφορισμός των απορροών εν σχέσει με το είδος της παρα

γόμενης εμπειρίας—οπτικής, ακουστικής, οσφρητικής κ.λ.π.—καθορίζεται μάλλον 

έκ του μεγέθους και τής πυκνότητος τών απορροών ώς και τής ίδιαιτερότητος 

τής ανατομικής δομής τών πόρων έκαστου αισθητηρίου οργάνου. 

24) Porphyry, F r a g m e n t 1 0 5 : αίμα γαρ άνθρώποις περικάρδιόν έστι νόημα. 
25) Simplicius, F r a g m e n t 98 (441). 
26) Burnet, p. 200 25. Diog. Vili. 54 (R.P. 162). 
27) D e E x i l i o , 17, 607d : τής δέ ψυχής άλλαχόθεν ήκούσης δεΰρο. 
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3. Όμοιότης και Συμμετρία αποτελούν το σημαντικώτερον μέρος του modus 

operandi της κράσεως μεταξύ των στοιχείων των απορροών και τών στοιχείων 

των πόρων, δηλ. της λειτουργίας της αίσθήσεως' είναι δε αύται σημαντικώς κα-

θοριστικαί και του ποιου του νοητικού αποτελέσματος (φρόνησις, άγνοια). Περαι

τέρω, ή έννοια του «μέσου δρου» εφαρμόζεται υπό του Εμπεδοκλέους εις τήν 

διδασκαλίαν του περί ανθρωπίνων τύπων (Θεόφραστος Ι, 11. 10—11 : « μ έ σ η 

κρασις» ) καΐ ούτω δύναται νά λεχθή Οτι ούτος, μολονότι ή εφαρμογή είναι πε-

ριωρισμένου βαθμού, προηγείται του 'Αριστοτέλους. 

4. Έ π Ι τη βάσει των αυτών αρχών ό Εμπεδοκλής αποπειράται νά οικοδό

μηση και εν είδος ανθρωπινής τυπολογίας αναφερομένης εις τύπους, δπως : φρο-

νιμώτατος, ακριβέστατος, σοφός, αγαθός ρήτωρ, τεχνίτης, άφρονέστατος, νωθρός 

και οξύς—ασταθής. 
5. Παρ' δλον δτι υπάρχουν μαρτυρίαι ( Fragments 103, 108 και Άέτιος Τ. 3) 

ύποστηρίζουσαι τήν θέσιν δτι ό Εμπεδοκλής ήτο σκεπτικιστής ώς προς τήν άξίαν 

της γνώσεως της προερχομένης εκ τών αισθήσεων, τούτου οφειλομένου πρωτί

στως εις τους παράγοντας κίνησις και μεταβολή (θέσις ένθυμίζουσα Ήράκλειτον 

και Πρωταγόραν εις τον Πλανωνικον «Θεαίτητον»), εν τούτοις θα ήτο ακριβές 

έάν του άποδοθή ό χαρακτηρισμός του αδιαλλάκτου σκεπτικιστου. Θα ήτο προ-

τιμότερον να ομιλώ μεν περί επιφυλάξεων άποσκοπουσών να υποδηλώσουν τήν 

δυσπιστίαν του προς τον λεγόμενον «αφελή ρεαλισμον» (naive realism), δπου ό 

μηχανισμός της κτήσεως της γνώσεως παραλληλίζεται με αυτόν της φωτογρα

φικής μηχανής και δεν δέχεται τήν πιθανότητα ανακρίβειας και λάθους. 'Αντιθέ

τως, υπάρχει άλλη μαρτυρία (Σέξτος 'Εμπειρικός, «Προς Λογικούς», II, 125), 

δια τής οποίας καταφαίνεται δτι ό 'Εμπεδοκλής αποδίδει άξίαν εις τα αισθητή

ρια και τήν έμπειρικήν γνώσιν. 


