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COSMIC PHRIODS IN THE FHILCS.PHY OF BM7OUGLES

by Edwin L. Minar, Jr.
DePauw University

I

Empedocles thourht of the world-process as the product of the
combination and separation of the four elements earth, air, fire, and
water, under the influence of Love and Strife. The elements, as well
as Love and Strife thémselves, are both material, in the usual sense,
and divine., The process is cyclical, and consists of a succession of
phases, in each of which either Love or Strife is predominant, or gain-
ing predominance, over the other:

I will set forth a double doctrine: sometimes one grows
out of many to exist alone, and sometimes several separate
themselves out of the one to exist. Twofold is the birth
of mortal things, twofold their demise; for the coming to-
gether of all things begets and kills the former, and the
~latter in turn, as things are separated, is nourished and
flies apart. And these nmever cease their interchange, as
sometimes all things come together, by Love, into one, and
sometimes, in turn, everything is borne apart by the hate
that is in Strife. So insofar as one has learned to be
born from several and several, again, have emerged as one
is divided up, to this extent they are born and their life
is not lasting., But insofar as they never cease constantly
interchanging, to this extent they are always unmoved
throughout the cycle. (Fr. 17. 1-13.)

It is clear that, in the ordinary course of things, both Love and Strife
are at work, though at any moment one may be gaining over the other;

but what is the nature of the transition from the period of one's

growth to that of the other? There must be a moment at least, or an
era, when each of the two reaches, or enjoys, the apogee of its influence,
before beginning to decline., If these are moments, one will speak of
two cosmic phases, if eras, of four. This problem has been answered

in both ways, for unfortunately the evidence from the fragments of
Empedocles! poems is not unambiguous.1 It is not proposed to discuss
this question herej; it is enough to note that whether the periods in
question are eras or moments, they should have some definable charac-
teristics,

Empedocles makes it clear that the effect of Love is increasing-
ly close association among the elements, so that they voluntarily seek
combination with each other, while the opposite tendency of Strife is
to make them hate and withdraw firom one another., There is no.evidence
as to what phase Empedocles used as the starting—point of his exposition,
and no likelihood that any of them was thought of as primary. The
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period of Strife's prowing influence brings the rrogressive disintegra-
tion of things, cvlminating in a state in which the four elements are
completely separated from each other, and Love is presumably excluded.,
Her re-entry, however, and growth in power, bring about a more and more
thorough mixture of the elements, and a steadily increasing unity in
the world, o

wh.t would be the culmination of this process? Parmenides had
said, of that which exists,

Hotionless within the limits of mighty bonds, it is without
beginning or end, since coming into being and perishing have
been Ariven far away, cast out by true belief. Abiding the
same in the same place it rests by itself, and so abides

firm where it is; for strong Necessity holds it firm within
the bonds of the limit that keeps it back on every sidessso
But since there is a furthest limit, it is bounded on every
side, like the bulk of a well-rounded sphere....(Fr. 8, 26-31,
L2-L43, tr. Kirk and Raven.)

This picture must have been in Empedocles! mind, and many have assumed
that it provided him with a pattern of perfection and that at the tri-
umph of Love the world becomes a thoroughly uniform mixture, motion-
less and spherical. The really early evidence for such an interpreta-
tion is scanty, but it is stated by some of the commentators on
Aristotle. Fhiloponus, for example, writes:

Again,! Empedocles] says that during the dominance of Love,
all things become one and produce the sphere, which is with~
out quality, so that neither the peculiar character of fire
nor of any of the others is any longer preserved in it,

each of the elements shedding its particular form,2

Here it appears that Empedocles regarded the present era as one
in which Strife is gaining in strength, at the expense of Love; and
corroborating evidence on this point will be mentioned later. What does
it mean about the cosmic, and cultural, process? Surely, for one thing,
that the present is a period of decline and that the past was better--
both the reign of Love, if it was an extended period, and the early part
of the period of Strife's gain, when of course Love would still be very
powerful, It is not surprising, then, to find Empedocles speaking nos-
talgically of a past Golden Age (fr. 128-130). To those recent scholars
who see his thought as a unity this is one of the indications of the
general parallelism between the two poems. But where precisely does
the Golden Age belong? The best suggestion, along these lines, seems
to be that of Kahn, who puts it '"very early in the present phase of the
world cycle, when the Sphere has given way to individual creatures but
Strife has not gained full mastery over Love."3 Presumably, then, there
would be another similar or identical condition just before Love's com-
plete triumph., e should have the picture, then, of "countless tribes
of mortal things", and blessed daemons, living an increasingly rich and
complex life, till one day they fuse into a single mass--divine to be
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sure-—spherical but otherwise without form or quality, without motion
or any other sign of life, Then, after an indeterminate period; the
nearly-ideal situation--the Golden Age--suddenly reappears, or restores
itself, and the long process of decadence begins. This is certainly a
strange doctrine, and though it is dangerous to expect great and origi-
nal minds to conform to canons of 'common sense" or consistency, it may
be suggestive to consider the possibility that we have misunderstood
the poet's meaning,

The crucial fragment of Empedocles is 27, whose text is given
as follows by Diels~Kranz:

Eve’ oft’ feMopo sieibeTar wxéa yula

ouée pev o0s’ a;ng AaG1LoV uevog ooée Baraocoa*
obTwg Apupoving TOX LV *P LY eownpxxmax
ZgaTpo¢ wvuxhotephe poviyp mepinyél valwv.

Lines 1 and 3-L are quoted by Simplicius, in the context of a discussion
of motion and rest, as referring to the rule of Love:

But Eudemus understands the state of rest to exist during the
dominance of Love, in the Sphere, when everythlng is combined:
'The sun's swift limbs are not there descried', but as he
says, 'So he lay steady in the close-built hldlng place of
Harmony , SEhere well-rounded, rejoicing in suvrrounding
solitude.!

Plutarch, however, cites lines 1 and 2 as referrlng to the world of
Strife:

So look out and reflect, good sir, lest in rearranging and re-
moving each thing to its 'matural' location you contrive a
dissolution of the cosmos and bring upon things the !Strife!
of Empedocles--or rather lest you arouse aralnst nature the
ancient Titans and Giants and long to look upon that Jegendary
and dreadful disorder and discord when you have separdted all that
is heavy and all that is light. !The sun's bright aspect is
not there descrled,/No, nor the shagey might of earth, nor
sea' as Empedocles says. Earth had no part in héat, water
no part in airj there was not anything heavy above or any-
thing light bolow, but the principles of all things were
untempered and unamiable and solitary,....So they were until
desire came over nature providentially, for Affection arose
or Aphrodite or FEros, as Empedocles says and Parmenides and
Hesiodoo.s

Diels comblned the two citations into a s1ng1e fragment, choosing
“Simplicius' dxéa yvTa over Plutarch's ayAadv eibocin line 1,
Bignone pave the lines cited by Plutarch as fr. 26a, and thought that



while they reférréd to fﬁé‘reiyn of Stfife, fr, 27‘(Simplicius' version)
came from the section on Love. Kirk and Raven would insert between
lines 2 and 3 the line '

~
I

2 ? v ’ 13 ~ A Y 4 2 rd
aAA” O ye mMavToBev 100¢ €OT %Al TMAWTAV QATE LPWV,

which is quoted by Stobaeus along with line 5, making a couplet given

as fr. 28 by Diels-Kranz., Given the uncertainty of the tradition, it

is difficult to say which testimony we should prefer, Simplicius of
course deserves great respect as an intelligent scholar who presumably
had the whole poem before him.® And the same may be said for Plutarch,

It is quite p0331b1e that, as Bignone thought, this is-one: of the cases
of repeated lines in Impeddcles, and a similar description was given,

in two parts of his book, dﬁ the state of the world at the two extremes.’
In many respects the two periods would indeed by very similar--as

is understandable since Love and Strife are equal in "rights''--only

that in one the elements are perfectly mixed, in the other perfectly
-separated, Thus the evidenece of this fragment seems to refer at least

as easily, or as fully,:to-the world of perfect Strife as to that of
perfect Love. One might suppose that sun, earth, and sea are here three
of the four elements, "descried"--or rather distinguished and separated--
during the period of strife:but in that of Love.thoroughly mixed; but

the expressions "sun's swift limbs" (or "shining face') and "earth's
shaggy might" would in that.case seem odd. He must be referring to the
earth, sun, and sea as physical aggregates, components of the world as

we know it, so that there is no warrant here for thinking of the '"disap-
pearance of the elements".8 It is precisely the elements which are
permanent, as the poet says many times. They '"run through each other"
but remain themselves, Their orderly arrangement eic €va xoouov "

is the work of Love, their separation into axooptia (Plutarch's word)
that of Strife, Is it possible that fr, 27. 1-2, of which only line 1

is quoted by Simplicius, referred in the original only to the reign of
Strife? It is hard to see why an increasingly orderly cooperation of

the elements, in the proper proportions, should lead to the disappearance
of earth, sea, and sun,

What do lines 3=l mean? It is .commonly assumed that Harmony
means Love, which provides the TUX L VOC xpquQ in which the god Sphere,
who equals the rounded totality of thlngs is ensconced. But it is by no
means certain that we should capitalize apucnjlng Harmony is one of
the nymphs in the catalogue of fr, 122, paired with ATK)LQ, but neither
here nor in fr. 96,4 is it certainly a synonym for di1Ala. Does the
passage perhaps refer more appropriately to Strife's reign? Even that
has its own appropriate kind of "flttlng—together" at least we learn in
fr. 26, 5 that a process of "grow1ng into one"(€v (NJqu\Vta) accompanies
the utter destruction(td mdv VmévepOe *{evnTaJ) which Strife brings.,

In any case the interpretation of line 3 is difficult. Vhat is
it to be "firmly fixed in the close-packed hiding place of fitting-together-
ness" and at the same time to be the whole of things, spherical, solitary
(or motionless) and hapry? Could it be that this refers to Strife, the
Empedoclean force which works for separation and hence would naturally



exult in solitude? Covld the poet here be reflecting satirically the
views of Parmenides, and showing th»t the static world he had prized is
really only appropriate to Strife? The latter is in fact not only bad
but, in spite of his status, stupid. Intelligence, we learn from other
fragments, belongs to all living things (fr. 110. 10), but increases

as the mixture which Love causes becomes more perfect.? Strife is now
victorious; segregation is complete, but what seems to him a cozy nook
is in fact a prison. He does not know better than to rejoice, forsooth,
in a solitude which gregarious Love would abhor.lO

In fr. 29. 1-2, the world (under Love's rule, according to
Hippolytus) is described as without wings, feet, nimble knees, or sex-
organs, and as being "a sphere, and equal to itself in all directions',
In fr. 134, speaking of Apollo in particular and of "the divine" in
general, according to Amronius, the poet gives a somewhat fuller des-—
cription repeating two lines of fr. 29. He does not have a human head,
no wings, feet, nimble knees, or sex-organs, "but was solely a sacred
and ineffable mind, darting through the whole cosmos with swift
thoughts." To Empedocles all the elements, as well as Love and Strife,
are divine, and this would well apply to Love. It is quite appropriate,
indeed 1nev1tab1e, to think of Love as permeating the whole of the cos-
mic order (x0opov dmavta) of which she is the creator; but she is
not the same as the spherical divinity of fr. 29, who seems to be the
same as_the aloof personage of 27 and 28, '"rejoicing in circular soli-
tude",1l The parallelism of 29 and 134 suggests, too, that the idea
of sphericity, as applied to gods, was for Empedocles related rather
to an anti-anthronomorphic ideal, to the self-equality, consistency,
and actual or potential omnipresence of divinity than to any homogeneous
or motionless quality.

There are no other passages in which the word o@aTpo¢or any
of its derivatives is used in the actual fragments of Empedocles.
It is not found in Aristotle, who in his references to the stage of 12
Love's dominance uses the colorless expressions TO pIyuLa or'ro €v.

"Sphere" is normally feminine in Greek and it might be thought
that BEmpedocles' use of the masculine suggests a personification, We
learn from Simplicius, however (Phys. 112h; DK 16 324, 16) that some-
where in the poem the neuter form was used, Thus there is little or
nothing to sugrest the divine Sphere, as equivalent with the totality
of things, at the apogee of Love, in the fragments themselves, in
Aristotle or Theophrastus, and also not in the Peripatetic doxographical
traditicn through which most of our information about his physical phi~
losophy is transmitted.l3 Neither is it attested in the partly inde-
pendent tradition about Empedocles' religious views as expressed in the
Purifications.,

In fr. 26, Pmpedocles summarizes the cosmic processes:

These things themselves exist, and running through one another
they become men and the tribes of other beasts, at one time coming
topgether by Love into a single cosmos, at other times, in turn,




each being borne apart.through the hatred in Strife, till |
growing topether into one they are completely subdued (1ines =
3-7)e

The latter nart of this seems to be paraphrased by Aristotle: "hen
the whole is dissolved into the elements by Strife, then fire is apggre-~
_ rated into one, as is each of the other elements" (Met A 985 a 25;

DK 31 A 37). Thus the elements at this time are collected into homo-
peneous masses., It has been suggested that the world was now spherical,
and indeed that it may have ccusisted of a set of concentric spheres,
presumably with Love as the outermost of them, and with Strife perme-
ating the whole,ll

What was the shape of the cosmos produced by Love? Empedocles
would have had precedent for thinking of it as spherical, If the drum-
shaped earth of Anaximander hangs free in its place because it is equi~
distant from the circumference, a spherical world is implied.1 But in
fr. 35, which describes the growing influence of ILove, the shape is by
no means unambipuous, Strife apparently has arrived "at the lowest
" depth of the whirl", and Love is "at the center" of it (if&ivrm and
OTPo@aALyE are synonyms), "All these things" (the elements) come
together voluntarily to make a unlty. Strife passes "out", "to the
furthest bounds of the circle" (én’ €oxata Téppata xOxAov). In
addition, a passage of Aetius suggests an glliptical or egg-shaped world:

Empedocles said that the horizontal extent is greater than
the upward measurement from the earth to the sky, that is the
distance from us, the world being, according to this, more
spread out because the cosmos is like an egg" (DK 31 A 50).

Perhaps the world is elliptical under the more dynamic rule of Love and
spherical under the static influence of Strife, and there is truth in
Simplicius' isolated comment (inconsistent with his general 1nterpre—
tion) that Empedocles distinpuished the ocgalpoc¢from the noopog .1

The world is to be sure a living and divine being,17 which at this
stage attains a state of peace~=of cosmos. What is more, in a protest
against anthropomorphism that is reminiscent of Xenophanes, FEmpedocles
specifies that it not only does not have members like ours but is equal
to itself in every direction and "endless", which may mean spherical
in shape; but that is not to say that it is completely homogenized, nor
that it does not have "members" at all. (Indeed this would be qu1te
inconsistent with fr. 31l: mavta yap €Eeing meiepliZeto yuia 6eoio,)
The divinity of the world as a whole was a quite general assumption in
these times, Perhaps the question is best left undecided whether the
whole was spherical, either all the time or at the two extreme states,
The main point to be made here is the unlikelihood that there was any.-
thing unique about the sphericity of Love's world, and the inappropriate~
ness of the supposition that '"the Sphere" was a new contribution to the-
ology. Simplicius speaks of "Love, by unification making the sphere,
which he also calls a god, though he somewhere uses the neuter: 'It
- was a sphere'" (Fhys. 112.1; DK I6 324. 16), This expression seems




to mean that in Simplicius' mind, .though Empedocles speaks of the world
as spherical, he would not have used the neuter if its name were Sphere.
Elsewhere Simplicius speaks of "the sphere" in a way that scarcely
seems to justify modern editors in capitalizing it, and there is nothing
about the god Sphere in the doxographical reports about Empedocles!
theology., Fven if there were a god Sphere, he would be an Augenblicks~
gott, existing only for a while at a time, at one, or two, stages in
the cyclic cosmic process, It seems misleading, therefore, to speak

of him as in some way different from other gods, or occupying a special
transcendent positiono1

Any interpretation of his cosmic periods must take account,; it
would seem, of the fact that for Empedocles the effects of Love are
desirable, those of Strife noxious., Professor Vlastos emphasizes the
equality in prerogatives of the two, and concludes that by the "equali-
tarian justice" which Empedocles conceives as prevailing in the cosmos;
"were not Harmony matched to its perfect equal in Strife, there would
be no created world, only the nondescript mixiure of the Sphairos,l
This would require us to see the complete prevalence of either one as
an unfortunate though luckily temporary episode in cosmic history,

The reign of Love would be as much an 4xoopia as that of Strife, It
is of course true that they are "equal'" in force and in rights, sealed
by broad oaths, And Empedocles accepts the world as such a world;

but this is acceptance of the ineluctable necessities of life. It is
this affirmation of a heroic and tragic and characteristically Greek
view which gives the tone of tender melancholy which so many readers
detect in the poet, rather than any rejection of life or yearning to
be free of it. The period of .the growth of Love is characterized by
an increasing tendency for "things" to "come together", and Empedocles
makes. quite clear that the things he means here are the elements, 20
Fire, water, earth, and air, that is, work together more and more
congenially under Love's tutelage, in the formation of a more and more
nearly perfect universe. It never achieves complete perfection, per-
haps, in the usual sense, because that might seem to imply permanence,
or lasting immunity to Strife, On the other haad, Empedocles may have
been less enamoured of this sort of static perfection than some others,
Perhaps the gay and rather complicated world to which fr, 128 (quoted
below) seems to refer was more to his liking, For the kind of unity
to which Love leads is precisely the complex unity in which diverse
-elements cooperate to form a "cosmos", On the other hand; though the
primary effect of Strife is "separation'", it is the elements which are
separated from one another, and in this process they "grow together®
into separate and, this time, really homogeneous masses, and this is
tantamount to the destruction of everything save the elements them-
selves (fr. 26,7, quoted above).

One of ‘the supports of the conventional interpretation of the
rule of Love is the famous couplet, fr. 17. 7-8:

akkome ugv @LXOTnTL ouvepxopev elc ev anavra,
dAhote 6’ av 6ix’ €xaota @opeupeva Nelweoc ExOet.



Here it is clear, g remarked above, .that the'"Unity" described is the
opposite of the sepuration of the elements. * In fr, 20, 2, line 17. 7
recurs., The context is dlfferent however: aﬂaAVta modlfles‘YULG

in the following line (eic¢ Ev anavma/yula, TQ" odua AEAOYXE, Blov
BarEBovToc &v dupd), and the unity referred to is that of a
single human body . In 17. 7 the text is uncertain, Some manuscripts
give el¢ €va mavta,where the masculine is hard to interpret, but
sugrests what might have been the original reading here, found 1n Tr.

26. 5, where these two lines are both quoted again: e{g Eva xocuov.

That the progressive development of a cosmos is one of growing
complication can be seen from the following lines of fr. 17 (9-13):

So insofar as they learn to grow into one out of“many, and

apain, with the disintegration of the one, to become many,

to this extent they are subject to birth, and have a temporary

life; but insofar as they never cease their constant inter-

change, to this extent they evist forever, motlonless 1n

the cycle, B bt “

In the context the word.&xiv7ytol seems peculiar until we realize that
this is a piece of anti-Parmenidean polemic. The motionlessnéss or
changelessness of the elements means not that they are immobile, but
that they 2re not altered qualitatively, R

During the growing influence of Love,

who is worshiped by mortals, too, as inborn in their members,
and by whom they think thoughts of amity and perform’the works
of concord, calling her Joy by name, or asphrodite (fr. 17. 22-24),

are produced ol

all trees, and men and women, beasts and birds,
and fishes nourished in deep waters, aye,
the long-lived pods, in honors excellent

(fr. 21. 10-12, tr, Leonard), "men and the tribes of other beasts"
(fr. 26, L), those "myriad tribes of mortal things" (fr. 35. 16) of
which the poet speaks so often and with such affection., In fr. 128 we
seem to have an actual description of the reign of Love:

nor unto them
was any Ares god, nor Kydoimos,
nor Zeus, the king of gods, nor Kronos, nor
Poseidon then, but only Kypris queene..
whom they with holy ¢ifts were wont to appease, 21l

ihat impresses in the "unifying" effect of Love is not a tendency to
groving uniformity; things are not melting together or "fusing", but
becoming increasingly individual, uninue, and multifarious:
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Wie can tell something of Empedocles' ideal world from his es-
chatolorical notions. He adopts from the Orphics and Pythagoreans tae
idea of transmigration, and with it a part of the idea of the unhappi-
ness-of man's lot, It is also clear that the soul is disadvantaged by
being relepated from a realm where Love rules to this world in which
Strife is unhappily so prominent (fr, 118). But Kahn is right in em-
phasizing that "Empedocles is no more a Buddhist than he is a Christian,
The terms he uses suggest the continued, harmonious coexistence of
discrete individuals."

. In the Purifications, Empedocles represents himself in striking
terms as having attained an exalted state:

Friends who dwell throughout the great town of golden Acragas,
up by the citadel, men mindful of good deeds, unversed in
wickedness, havens of respect for strangers, all hail, I go
about among you all an immortal god, mortal no more, honoured
as is my due and crowned with garlands and verdant wreaths.
Whenever I enter the prosperous townships with these my
followers, men and women both, I am revered; they follow me
in countless numbers, asking where lies the path to gairn,
some seeking prophecies, while others, for many a day stabbed
by grievous pains, beg to hear the word that heals all

manner of illness, (Fr. 112, tr. Kirk and Raven.)

The god that is each one of us (fr. 115. 5), then, if he has achieved
the degree of purification which the poet thought he had reached, will
in times like these, when Strife is on the increase, do the sort of
thing Empedocles is doing, associating with his beloved fellows, alle-
viating their misery and improving their lot as best he can. Though
he may feel himself an exile (wuyag Geoeev xaL a?\n’tng, . 115 Sk,
rerine at his temporary lot (xAaBoa te xal xbxvoa 16bv aouvqeea
xBpov, fr. 118), and long to return to the society of lLove's reign
(fr. 146-147), there is no reason to suppose that this would be a
permanent state of bliss or salvation--~or that he will wish to dissolve,
or devote himself to rotating, or to contemplating complacently the
circumambient solitude,

Excellent testimony as to the sort of result Empedocles attributed
to the increasingly good (not necessarily more thorough) mixture of
elements is provided in Theophrastus' summary of his doctrine of percep~
tion:

Those in whom the elements are mixed equally or nearly so and
not at great intervals nor in particles too small or too large,
are the most intelligent and most keen in sense-perception, and
proportionately those closest to them in this respect, and
those in the opposite condition are least intelligent,

Those in whom the elements are combined in loose and light
texture are torpid and easily~tired, Those in whom the elemen-
tal particles are close~fitting and broken down into small bits,
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such persons are considered keen, and though projecting

many things they accomplish few because of the speed of the
blood's movement., But those in each of whose parts the
mixture is even will be wise by virtue of thisj; this is why
some are good speakers, some good artisans, because some have
such a mixture in their hands, others in their tongues.,

And it is the same with the other faculties., (De sensu 11;
DK 31 A 86, 11.) : T

The result of a "good" mixture, in other words, under the influence of
Love, is the farthest thing from a homogeneous mass. This is what
produces the finest distinctions and the most highly articulated re-~
lationship of the parts of the universe. Rather than melting together,
the organs become more and more keen and competent, and human beings
develop more and more skills and specialties, Incidentally, such a
situation is not necessarily inconsistent with a spherical shape for
the universe as a whole, .

Empedocles seems to prize harmony, cosmos, the meaningful articu-
lation of parts into a whole--which he does not hesitate .to call a single
whole, . But he does not emphasize the aspect of harmony .or cosmos which
most pleased the Fythagoreans: the orderliness of each thing assuming
and keeping its proper place. There is very little .about the majesty
of law, or the pleasures of hierarchy, in our poet. It is Strife that
sorts things according to their kind, and endeavors to keep them in
isolation, Strife is thus in a sense more orderly, in its procedures
and effects, than Love is. Of course there.. are different kinds of
harmony: . Anax1mander, no Pythagorean, liked xocpog ; Protagoras
saw value in- vouo;. )

.In general, one wonders whether Empedocles is as close to the
Pythaporeans as is sometimes supposed. He takes a polemical posture
toward their (partly heretical ) follower Parmenides, and is certainly
very un-Pythagorean in the open way in, which he publishes his doc-
trines. He also seems to have shown much more interest in empirical
knowledge, the details of physical and zoological science--to say
nothing of his democratic politics. He is not keen on Pythagorean
numerology; to be sure he speaks in terms of quantitative comparison
and even of proportion, hut the distinctive thing about his analysis
of organic compounds is the emphasis on the qualitative.23 The
Pythagorean cosmology, on the other hand, scarcely concerns itself with
qualifative distinctions but is very explicit about quantitative rela-
tionships., The Purifications show an influence of Orphic and Pythapo-
rean ideas, though here too there are differences.?

B

Some of the difficulty in the usual interpretation of Empedocles'
cosmic periods becomes more sharply apparent if we consider what corre~
lation they may have had with his analysis of organic evolution. For
while the four cosmic periods will not of course correspond exactly to
the four stages of biological evolution of which we have some reflection
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in the fragments' (57-62) and a fairly clear account in a parapraph of
Aetius it seems very likely that in a system worked out in such detail
the two sorts of periods were in some way correlated. Aetius' account,
which doubtless stems from Theophrastus, may be translated as follows:

Empedocles believed that the first births of animals and

plants were by no means complete, but were disjunct, consisting
of parts that were not grown together. The second rroup,
though with limbs that were grown together, were like creatures
in dreams. The third proup of births were of the whole~
natured; the fourth group came no longer from the same kind

of source, as for example from earth and water, but from one
another, in some cases because of the condensation of their
nourishment, in others because the beauty of the females

cauced an excitation of the movement of sperm, (DK 31 A 72.)

Recapitulating, the four stages are characterized by the appearance of
(1) separate members or parts of animal and plart bodies (the "neckless
heads" and "browless eyes" of fr. 57), (2) creatures having more than
one .!part" each, but sometimes in monstrous combination (the "creatures
with :countless . hands and trailing feet" of fr, 60 and the "man~faced
ox-breed" of fr., 61), (3) "whole-natured" forms, and (L) plants and
animals that reproduce as now, This seems most naturally interpreted
as a continuous series of stages showing the increasing complication
'of modes of generation during the increasing influence of Love,2

The cryptic description of the creatures of the third stage as
*whole-~natured" can best be explained by reference to fr., 62, where the
same word is used: '

Now come, hear how fire, separating out, brought forth the
night~clad shoots of men and tearful women; for the tale is
not wide of the mark nor without knowledge. First there
rose whole<natured forms from earth, having their proportion
of both water and warmth. For fire sent them up, wishing to
reach its like, not yet showing the lovely form of limbs

nor voice nor sex-organs such as are usual for men,

Here Empedocles is describing especially the origin of human beings

(as is shown by the first, and confirmed by the last line), but it is
natural to assume that the same sort gf description would anplyv to
other '¢reatures, and plants as well.? They spring from earth, and
this is only one of many reflections of that age-o0ld mythical idea in
Greek scientific thought.27 They will have earth in their makeup,
then, and they also '"have their proportion of both water and warmth"
(1ines L-5). FEmpedocles' attention does not stray far from the mixture
of elements; air is not mentioned, but it is obvious that when these
creatures emerged into the air they began to partake of it, i.e. to
breathe, And though the propelling force behind their origin may be
Strife (for this is what causes things to seek their like, as fire does
here), will they not now also begin to partake of the influence of Love?
This is foreshadowed in the mw of line 7: they do not yet show the
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perfection of form or voice, or the poier of sexual rerroduction which
we think of as characteristic of men and women, but the tendency

of development is in that dirsction, Thouph still very '"prirmitive',
these people are surely not ti:e shapeless lumps or masses of which
some scholars speak, ¢3 In other words, the "whole-natured forms"
represent a further stapge in cosmic evolution beyond what might well
be called the "part-natured forms" of stages 1 and 2,

It is not clear whether stages 1 and 2 are interdependent, as
they would have to be if the system were 1o be dzscribed as btruly
evolutionary, in the Darwinian sense, thcugn a commen® of Aristotle
shows th.t in the second stape those creaiures tended to survive whose
accidental combination of paris was such that they were fit to do s0,2Y

They could not, however, prorag-te their kind, as would be necessary
for a truly evoluwionary sysitem. Net even the fwhole-natured forms"
of stage 3 could do that. In addition, stare 3 clearly does not
depend on stage 2,

Zeller saw this process of the development of orranic life as
a continuous one, but most of the recent commentators have believed
that the four stages must be divided between two cosmic eras: the
first two in thut of uhe Srowth of Tove, the third and fourth in that
of the growth of Strife.3 jlost, however; have avoided mentioning
the absurd consequences for the detall of the system. It is reasonable
enough to think of the development from scattered members to combined
members as brougint about by the inflvence cf Love, and perhaps a case
could be made for assigning the "whoile-~natured forms'" o the period
of Strife. But can we attribute to Empedocles the cynicism required
to place the entire phenomenon of generation by sexual reproduction,
under the impulsion of Aphrodite, in the eioch of Strife~-and indeed
the latter pa~t of that epoch, when the whole world is apprcaching
disintegration? There is reason to believe he thought the present a
period of Strife's growth, in the statement of Aristoile that "the
world is the same now in the era of Strife as it formerly was in the
era of Love" (De gen. e% corr, 334 a 5; DK 31 A L2, B 53, B 5L),
But_surely "the same" TBuOng ) is as 51{n1f1cant a word here as 'mow"
( vOv ), He means that we have the same kind of world as then existed;
and this is natural since both forces are at work in both periods.

Zeller finds it a "surprising gap" in the system that Empedocles
did not have more to say about the distinguishing character of each
period; but, apart from the fragmentary nature of our tradition; there
was not really much to say about the process of defeneration under
Strife.3! I would sugrest that in FEmpedocles' conception, the period
of Strife's growine dominance saw the same four stapes or types of
organic "birth", but iu reverse order. ‘e h:wve ample evidence that in
this part of the cycle the elcments cooperate less and lecs with each
other, The constant tendency is to disinterration--from the perfect
and intricate orpanisms we know, to forms that are "whole~natured" but
much less complex, then to the '"dream-—like'" monster forms, and last,
Just before the complete sepuaration of the elements by Strife, when the
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combinatory influence of. lLove is very weak, to the pathetic "browless
eyes" and ''neckless hcads",

In a somewhat pessimistic spirit Empedocles diagnosed his own
world as one of decay. Perhaps he thought he saw evidence of this in
the increase of war or divorce or sterility, or even in an anparent
increace in the incidence of monstrous births. A cyclical view of
history is not necessarily pessimistic; according to temperament one
may emphasize the sense of entrapment or the eventual improvement always
ahead., Empedocles' doctrine of transmigration is surely inconsistent
at one point with his cyclical physical theory, if fr. 1L7 is correctly
interpreted as promising escape from the round of rebirth: "sharing
with the other immortals their hearth and their table, without part
in human sorrows or weariness" (tr. Kirk and Raven), This may, however,
only refer to a temporary state. To be sure, deavacotg seems
unarmbipguous, but other passapes sugrest that Empedocles' attitude to
mortality -ras rather unusual. ‘/e read of "long~lived gods" in fr,

21. 12 and 23. B8, of the "sprinsing up" of fods in fr. 1L46. 3 And

in fr. 35 he clearly takes a favorable view of the prowing power of
Love, which brings forth the £€6vea pupla 6vntdy as well as causing
things to grow, as mortal, that "previously had learned to be immortal"
(1ine 14). The aspect of the transmipration theory that appealed most
to Empedocles ias the kinship of all thinrs, and this forms the
rationale for his dietary restrictions, whatever relisrious or super~
stitious buckpround they may huve had (frs. 130, 136-141). There is
not much zbout "sin", as a theological concept, in his thought, and the
dumAaxial by which the daipwy  may involve himself in the cycle

of transmigration are moral or social rather than ritual: the shedding
of kindred blood or the viglztion of an oath, and reliance on "raving
Strife" (fr. 115. 3, 1h4).3

The hipghest human types or "lives", which one may go through
before attaining the divinity and immortality of fr. 147, are those of
benefactors of their fellow man: "and finally they come as seers and
bards and physicians and leaders among men on earth,"33 The humanistic
motive that led Empedocles to see as the ruling forces in nature
Love and Strife, which are most familiar to us as forces in the life
" of man, is also the leading spirit of his physical philosophy,
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Aristotle thoupht there, vere four periods, two of activity, when Love
or Strife is raining, set apart by two intermediate neriods of rest;
but the lines he quotes in supnort do not geem to bear this meaning.
(Fhys. 8. 1. 250 b. 26; cf. ‘eller-Nestle I® 971 n. 1,)

De gen. et corr, 19. 3; DK 31 & Ll. This is not an independent testi-~
mony, bul merely a paraphrase of Aristotle De gen. et corr, 315 2- 3,
and "ery inaccurate in its. inferences", as E. iillerd poil points, out

(On the interpretation of Empedocles, p. 61 n. 5) His word Q70 4OV
iS not found elsevhere in the tradition,

C. H. Kahn, "Religion and natural philosophy in Empedocles' doctrine
of the soul", aGP 42 (1960), 3~35, at p. 21 n, 54, This does not
fully satisfy Kahn, who finally pronounces a verdict of non li-
quet on the connexion between the unity of the sphere and that of
Tthe company of the blessed daimons" (p. 26)

Simpl. Fhys. 1183. 28; Iudemus fr., 110 ¥Wehrli; DK 31 B 27,
De facie 926 D-9271, tr. Cherniss (}bralia, Loeb ed., XII p, B83),

It is very clear from various Neoplatonizing explanationg .that
Simplicius vras ‘influenced in his general interpretation of

Empedocles by his own vhilosonhical predilections. The whole system
was allerorical to h1m, the chronological account ~iven by Empedocles
wias §16aonaiiac Xaptv - 'nd represented coexisting aspects of the
world. In p:articular "the Sphere" -as the symbol of the utoopog
vonthc or intellirible world. (DK 31 & 52, esp.- Simpl. De caelo
304. L4, and ibid. 1l1. 10, 305. 10, Fhys. 1121, 17, 25ffo,
1186. 30 ff.” Cf. Birnone, pp. 589ff.) "The Sphere" was also, by
various of the later commentsators, interpreted as meaning formless
m:tter5 efficient cause, the Stoic original fire (Zeller-Nestle

975).

See E. Bignone, Empedocle, pp. 220 ff.,, and the other references
cited by Cherniss, op. cit., p. 82 note c.

Zeg., F. Solmsen, Aristotle's system of the physical world (Ithaca,
1960), p. 372 n. 16, 375 n. 31,

"Only the delisht of the Sphairos in his solitude is out of keeping
with Empedocles' conception of the pod," says Jaeger, Theology of
the early Greek philosophers p., 141, His nroposal to take povin
as "rest" rather than "solitude" does not affect the present arpument.
The concept of the sphere as Love's product leads Jaeger to say,

"In this way Empedocles retains the Eleatic Being as one stage in

the cycle: it is the stape when the divine Love which keeps the
world poing hns realized its dominion and become fully achieved"
(1b1d ) The supreme achievement of the power which "keeps the

world going" is to bring it to a full stop!




10 xpuqxp (line 3) is variously interpreted. Is it ecuivalent to
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X(VQLOTNG, as LSJ think, thus meaning something like "secrecy"
(Freeman), "obscurity!", and hence "lurklnﬂ—place” "cave" (antre,
zafiropulo), whether entered voluntarily, as yaiwy in line

might sugpest, or involuntarily, as eomnp1>«raL sugﬂests (so
Verliess, "dungeon'", DK)? Or is it parallel to xpu@oOvV (9epev

Ta conjectural reading for‘xptﬂplov ) in Pind. Ol. 2. 97, in which
case it might mean something like '"covering! (Burnet, Kirk and
Raven)? If the interpretation suggested here is correct, the ambi-~
guity may be intentional,

There is no reason to attribute 134 to the Purifica‘tions, except
Diels! assumption that anything to do with religion is from that
poem, In fact Tzetzes refers to the poem On n-ture in citing lines
L-5. Cf. C. H, Kahn, "Relirion..." (n. 3); p. 6 No B,

Bonitz 1ists the references, Index aristotelicus 2,2 a 23. That
Aristotle refers to 'ithe Svhere" with tne words To¥ Oeol; De gen.
et corr. 333 b 21 (DK 31 A LO) is an assump%ion that begs the
question at issue here. In the context of Aristotle's argument it
need not mean more than "the Deity", as the Oxford translation has
it. Aristotle understands Empedocles' elc )&oopxag in the light

of later metaphysical concepts of 10 €v, and is thus able to
castigate him for not defining adequately the relation between

"the one" and the plural elements (as at De gen. et corr, 315 a 3ff.).
Similarly, he supposes that in brlnglng thln;s together 1nto a unity
Love "destroys" everything else cuvvayovoa vap elg T Ev
@GELQEt T4 aA\a, liet. B 1000 b 11), But there is nothing in
his comments to indicate that the world's shape is spherical.
Perhaps this is odd; if that was so, or was clearly expressed by
Impedocles; Aristotle has a good deal to say, especially in the De
caelo, about the properties of spheres.

Hiprolytus Ref. 7. 29 (DK 16 321, 12-16, introducing fr. 29) impliies
a relation between Love and the sphere, but the implication may
viell be that of Hiprolytus himself, following the conventional
interpretation, fetius 1,7.26 (Dox° 303) described the divinity
according to Parmenides as<7¢apr38L68g, but no such word appears
in the section (28) on Empedocles. Diels however proposed two con-
jectural restorations which are printed in DK 31 A 32, introducing
both the words o¢aipoeib6€¢ and Z9aipo¢. It is obvious from
the text as it stands that the doxographers were concerned with %he
peculiuar relationship of the one and many in Empedocles! cosmology
and theology, and the absorption of the many into (or sepgration out
of ) the one (d&vaAvébfoetai). Usener's conjecture (DK I® 289,

11 n.) does justice to this. But there is no positive justifica-
tion for inclusion of the idea of sphericity. (Indeed the first
restoration is given "beispielsweise" in Rhi: 36 (1881) 345,) The
phrase T0 WEvV £v Ty Avayxmyv (DK I107299,9) is obviously
wrong. For Empedocles!' deity Necessity see frs. 115-116, She is
an eternal oracular power, doubtless the guarantor of the oath that
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assures the equal rights of Love and Strife (fr. 30, 3) and so far
from being identical with the "one cosmos" of Love's reign that
Charis "hates unbearable Necessity" (fr, 116),

Eege, Klrk and Raven, PP 3b5f.

DK 12 A 11, etc.; ef. C. H. Kahn, Anaximander and the origins of
Greek cosmology (New York, 1960), pp. 53, e

De caelo 139 b 16 (Schol. in ir. L9 b 22; Zeller-Nestle I6
975 n. 7; not in DK). '

"But when Strife had grown great within 1ts limbs, and sprang to its
privileres as the time was fulfilled, which is fixed for them as
alternﬂte by a broad oath" (fr. 30; cf. 31, 35, 11)e Fr. 27a

o othoi¢ ovbE Te BWpi¢ dvaloipog év pexeeoo;v) ~ does not

apply to the world as a whole, or to the god Sphere, but as

Plutarch's introductory words show, to an individual human being,
presumably at the time of the predominance of Love, (If it is an
Empedoclean fragment at all, as ./ilamowitz conjectured, and as the
lanfuage seems to indicate. ) '

E. g., Jaeger, eologz of the early Greek philosophers, PP. 1h2,
153; cf. Kahn, "Rellglon...", p. 2L,

Vlastos "E uality and justlce 1n early Greek cosmologies“ CP L2
(19&7) 156-178, at p. 160. o

Line 7 €v. 11ne 9 ev ,» line 10 £voc TAEov’ " , line 16 &v
line 17 mAtov’ ég €vo¢. are all expllcltly explalned by lines 18-
20: the "more" are the four elements plus Hate and Love., And

the "one" is the "one cosmos", = . .

Lines 1-4, tr. lLeonard, If this fragment is from the Pyrifications,
as is usually assumed, Kirk and Raven are right in seeing it as an
indication of the parallelism between the two poems., However, it
comports poorly with their plcture of the rule of Love as an un-
differentiated mass (p. 3L5).

"Religion,,.." (cited above n, 3y Pe 25

Here I should disapree with Prof, Solmsen (Aristotle's system of the
physical world 372f. and "Tissues and the soul", Fhil, Rev., 59
19;01 LLGET .5, and with Kirk and Raven, who speak of "the evact
proportlon in which these substances are, ,compounded" (p. 335;
italics). This is to ignore the line ¢ Y1’ d\iyov peliZwv e i TE
TAEOVEGOIV &ANAcowv 'either a little more of it or less of it
with more of the others" (fr. 98. L), as well as the word paAiota
"about" (line 1). Empedocles seems to give an exact ratio in 96 and
in the paraphrase of Aetius (DK 31 A 78), but 98 shows that, though
he thought there was a certain ratio in each case, he did not
place great importance on stating it with mathematical precision,
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He may be referring to Pythagoras in fr, 129, though the XEIVOLOLY
Qf line 1 is more llkely the people of the &olden are of Love, cf,
nv 6¢ Tic &v welvoiolv  with fr. 128, 1: o06e Tic nv ‘
xetvoloitv, (Jaeger doubts the identification, Theology p. 151.)

"Die Entstehung der Tiere und i.enschen dachte sich Empedokles durch
mehrere aufeinanderfolgende VorgHnge vermittelt, die ebensoviele
Versuche einer immer vollkomgeneren Vereinigung ihrer Teile
darstellen', Zeller-Nestle I® 986,

This seems to follow from the parallel with the Aetius passage
where "animals and plants" are mentioned. Cf. Zeller-Nestle Ié
987 n. 2.

W, K. C. Guthrie, In the beginning, (London, 1957), ch. 2,

E.g. Bignone, Empedocle, p. L50 et passim: masse intepre. Diels-
Krgnz have rohreballte Formen, Zeller-Nestle unf#rmliche Klumpen
987), Tannery formes indistinctes (Pour 1'histoire de la
science helléne pe 3uli). Similarly Holwerds " (Comrentatio de
vocis quae est PUOIC  usu..., P. 69): "LENERT GUO I C [ fr, 63]
51pn1flcat 'membrorum globus horribilis' idemque designat atque
OUKO@UTy' TUﬂog, qui homo, ut e fragmenti versu ultimo
apparet, incerti erat sexus," I do not find the eyamples persuasive
by which Holwerda seeks to show (pp. 68-70) that ¢boi¢ may mean
not only statura, but also monstrum, missa, moles. These are
TUﬂOl, 'tUﬂog is prlmarllv a blow, then the impression made by
the blow--a seal-impression, an engraving, or the like., It is
used by extension of many kinds of "types", but always of a shape.
Sometimes the shape may be vague or undetermined, but never shape-
less. The word ookoquygls given the suitably amblguous trans-
lation "whole-natured" by Burnet (EGPY 21k, 243), and he is followed
in this by Kirk and Raven (p. 338), Whether the root pu=- here
has the sense of "existence", "being", '"nature", or of "growth",
the compound should mean something like "existing as a whole" or
"sinpgle-growing", Simplicius' definition of it (ths. 382,
17£f.) is clearly influenced by his general interpretation. The
only authority cited by LSJ for the word from the classical period,
than Empedocles, is Aristotle PA 693 a 25, where Peck's translation
is "one uninterrupted whole", ~

Ar. Phys., B 198 b 29; DK 31 B 61. OCf, Simpl. Fhys. 371.33.
Zeller-Nestle TI6 988 n. 2.

Ibid., 978f. ‘e need not worry about the "Ausscheidung der
Elemente aus dem Sphairos" (p. 979); Zeller himself, when he dis~
cussed the details of Weltbllduny, noted that the separation

Ex mpbhTNC. .. ThHe TRV oToiXelwy xphoewe (Ps. =Plut, Strom,
ap. Fus. PE 1. 8., 10; DK 31 A 30) must refer to the beginning of
Love's mlylng actlvity. (xploig would seem an odd word to de~
note the totally-separated world of Strife; but the whole phrase,
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including the lute word OTOLXE Twv reads like a generally-
phrased introduction tb the main p:rt of the sentence, reflecting
the summarizer's views,) Aristotle is simply wrong in stating .
that fEmpedocles omits to discuss world-formation under Love .

(De caelo 301 a 1L; DK 31 A'L2), as Cherniss points out (Pre-~

socratics, p. 194).

This is of course not to deny that these concepts are frequently
important in religious thought; but it seems misleading for Kirk
and Raven (p. 350f.) to generalize this into a doctrine of "the
primal sin and fall of man%,

Fr. 146. 1-2. There seems slight warrant for rendering mpPOWO!

as "princes", giving a monarchist ring to this democrat's sentence.
(Freeman, Companion p. 17l, cites this line as showing "aristo-
cratic bias"), It is a poetic word in which the etymological
connexion with 'Itpo seems to have remalned stronyr, According to
1S8J it always is equivalent to npouaxog in Homer,
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