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1(2) Sextus adv. math. 7.122

dAdoc 08 foav of Aérovres kata tov 'E. rpethpeoy elvace tis dAnbelas ob Tag
alobfoecs, dAAa toy dploy Adyoy, Tob 0é dpfod Abyrov Toy péy tever Oetoy dmépyecy
toy 08 dvfpdmevoy. dv oy pey Oeloy dvéfocotoy elvac, tov 08 dvlphdmivoy
é€ocoTéy. Aéyec 0¢ mepl pév tob wi) év tals alobioeac Ty kplocy tdAnfods
brdpyewy obrwg:

OTEVWTO! UEY Tdp TaAdpac Kata yvia KEXVVTAL,
noAAd 0¢ 0eid’ Eumaca, td T duPAivovac pepipvasg.
mabpov toé Cwhoc Biovt uépos dbpioavres

QKO popoe kamvoio oikyy apbévres dnémray,

5 avrd pdvoy wecalévres, bt mpootrvpoey Exaoarog
ndvroo’ éAauviuevor, to O GAov {(mds) ebyerac edpelv*
olitws o0t émcdeprra tdd’ dvdpdaey obr’ émakrovord
obte vée meptAymTd.

mepl 08 Tob pi) ely T0 mwavredéy dAnmroy elvar Ty &Afbecay, &AX é¢’ ooy
irvertae 0 &vlpdmevos Abros Anmriy Dmépyecy, Ocacapel Tols mpokecpévocs
ncpépwy

ad {0°) odv, émel dd éAcdalbns,
nevgeac tov mAetdy ret Bporeiny pqres Gpwpey.

2 Procl. in Tim. 175¢ 4 Plu. de Is. et Os. 36oc 5 D.L. 9.73 7-8
Plu. aud. poet. 17¢, D.L. 9.73

93



TEXT 94

2 §e(X’ Eumara Emperius, Karsten : dscAsumea codd. : 0efA’ Emea P, decp
Emea Q Procl. : defy’ Emea Stephanus 3 02 Lwi (dlov Diels : d¢ {wis
&pBlov Scaliger : §éy Lwjioc flov Wilam., DK &fpfoavres Scaliger :
dbpfjoavros vel &bpolgavros codd. 6 70 & Aoy Bergk : 7o ¢ Aoy
codd. wag add. Bergk, Diels : ud¢ Stein : t/¢ &p' H. Frankel 8 vig
Plu. D.L. : y& codd. ¢ add. Bergk 9 mavgear N ob mAéoy 7
Karsten, Diels : o) wAéov obr¢ H. Fréankel

2(3) Sextus adv. math. 7.124 [post 1(2).8-9]

Kol dca T@y €7 émemMfbas tols mAboy émayyedopbvocs yeyvhokery maplotyocy
bre ©0 0 éxdorye alobfocws AapPavépevoy meotdy éate, Tob Adyov Tobrwy
émcararodvrog, Kalmep wpdtepoy katadpapdy i &n’ abr@y mlotews. nol
Tép

dAla Oeol Ty pey pavingy dmotpégare rAdoors,
ék 0 doiwy oropudrtwy kabap)y dyereboare myrhv:
kal of, molvuwviory Acvrdieve mapbéve Moboe,
dvropac, dv 0w éotiv épnuepiococy drobecy,

5 méume mwap Edoefing éAdova’ edfveoy dpua.

1 émorpédare Scaliger : dmerpédare codd. 2 dyerevoare Stephanus :
ayevoare N, éyevoare E, dyevoare Lg

3(131) Hippolytus RH 7.31.3

Kbopoy rhp gnoww elvae 0°E. toy Omd Tob velkovs Otockovpevoy ToD TOVYPOD
Kat Erepoy voyroy oy Omo Tic pelas ... péooy 08 elvar T@Y Orapbpwy dpydy
Olkatoy Adyoy ... Todroy 0¢ avroy Toy dlkacov Abyoy Tov T pcAlq ouvvarwy-
Lopevoy Moboay o 'E. mpogayopebwy, kel abtis avr@ ovvarwyllcobac map-
akralel, Aray boé mws:

el yap épnuepiwy Everéy tivog, duPpore Movoa,
Duetépas perétag {&de toc) dccx ppovridos éAbeiy,
evyoutve viv abte mapiotacgo, Kadlidmeca,

aupt Qedv pakdpwy dyaloy Adyoy éupaivovre.

1 elrdpae pnueplwy codd., corr. Miller 2 &0e 7oc suppl. Wilam. : uéle
zoc¢ Diels 3 edyopuévwy codd., corr. Schneidewin
4(1) D.L. 8.60

v & 6 Navoavlas, dg gnoww ’Aplotinmos ral Zérvpos, épduevos adtod, ¢
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07 kel ta llep! pooews mpoomepdvyrey obraws.
lavoavin, ov 0¢ kAole, daippoves *Aryitew vi€

"Arylrew DK (ex Anth. Gr. 7.508.1) : > Arylrov codd. (cf. D.L. 8.61.3, Iamb.
Vit. Pyth. 113)

5(3) Sextus adv. math. %.125 [post 2(3).1-5]

1ot g€ 7’ edddkoco Pefoerac dvlea Teuis
npoy Ovyray dvedéalac, ép’ ¢ O’ doins mAtoy elmety
Odpoei, rai tote 07) copins én’ drpocor TOodlect.
dAl’ dy’ dbpec mdoy walduy mf OfAov Exactoy,

5 jre tev’ Sev Eywy tmiorect mAbov § mar’ droviy
7 dakofy épidovmoy Vmép Tpavdpata yAdoays,
wite t¢ T@y dAAwy, dméay mopos éati voijjoac,
rviwy miatey Epuke, viec 0 ) 0jAoy Exaarov.

1-2 Clem. Strom. 5.59.3 3 Procl. in Tim. 106e, Plu. mult. am. g3b

2 29" @ 0 dalye Clem. : dpwloelng codd. 3 tdde toc Procl.  Bodlec
codd., Procl.: OauCecy (Oavpdlecy C) Plu.: fodoaecs Karsten: Godlecy G.
Hermann, Diels 4 &Ada rap dfpec mag codd., corr. Bergk 5 mearmy
Bergk, H. Frankel : dfec ¥ywy néorey Ellis 8 ¢ Karsten : ¢ codd.

6(4) Clement Strom. 5.18.4

dAAa kakoig uév rbpra mwéAec Kparfovacy AmLOTEIY-
ws 08 mwap pHuetépms sédetac meorduara Mobons
yvale, ocarunlévroy évi omAdyyvocac Adroco.

Tols pév Tap Kakols tobto alvnles, gyoly ¢ 'E., td 0wy kpately t@y &A-
i@y dea tob &miotely.

1-2 Theodoret. Gr. aff. 1.71

1 répra wédec codd., Theodoret. : yapra wélec Diels : rdpra pédec Her-
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worden, DK 2 @de yap Theodoret. 3 Ocarwobéyvrog Wilam. :
dcaoonbévros Diels

7(6) Aetius 1.3.20

'E. térrapa péy Aérec atocyela, mop &épa Bdwp rijy, Obo 0¢ &pycrdas dvvd pecs,
peMay te kal velkos' dv 1) pév oty évwriky, 10 0¢ Ocacpetikby. ¢nol 0¢
obraws*

téooapa rap wavrwy pildpara wpdroy drove*
Zedg dpyis “Hopy te geptofeos 70° ° Aidwveds,
Nijozic 6 % daxpbocs téyyec kpobvwua Bpérecov.

da péy rap Arec vy Léow kol oy allépa, “Hpp 08 pepéafProy toy &fpa,
Ty 0¢ iy tov 'Aldwvéa Nfjotey 0¢ kel Kpodvwue Bpétecoy olovel T0 omépua
Kl 70 Bowp.

1-3 S.E., adv. math. 9.362, 10.315, Stob. 1.10.11, Hippol. RH 7.29.4, 10.7.3,
Probus Verg. Buc. 11.4, Tz ex. Il. 53.23, Eus. PE 14.14.6 1 Clem. Strom.
6.17.4, Phlp. in Phys. 88.6 2-3 D.L. 8.76, Athenagoras 22, Heraclit. All.
24 3 cf. Suda s.v. Nestis

1 yap S.E., Heraclit. : 7y codd.  drove] agey Probus 2 &prys S.E.,
Probus, D.L., Athenagoras, Heraclit. : a/f7p codd., Tz : &sjp Hippol. 10.7
(om. 7.29) 3 térrec kpovvoua Bpdétecoy codd., S.E., Heraclit. : téyrec

Kpovvd perpéycov vel pafpdvreoy Hippol. : ¢ émexobpov vaua Ppdrecoy Athen-
agoras : émemckpol Supa Pporetoy D.L. : e mexpors vwua Bpbrecoy révos Probus,
Suda

8(17) Simplicius in Phys. 157.25

0 0¢ 'E. 70 & ra? ta wollda ta memepaopbva kal Ty Kard meplodov dmok-
ardotao kol Ty Kotk glykpiocy Kal dihkrpeoey réveaew kal plopdy obrws
&y 1@ mpdre T@y Puackd@y mapadldwac

OinA’ éptw" Toté wév rap & nolhly udvov elvac

ér mAedvwy, toté 0 ad Ockpu mAtoy' € évos elvat.

docy) ¢ Ovprav réveacs, o)) & dmodecdeg

)Y My rap mdvrwy gbvodos tikte: T OAEkec Te,
5 % 08 mwdAw dcaguoptvwy tOpvpleioa dpemrit.

kal Tadr’ dAAdooovra dcaumepés oddaua Afyec,
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dAhote pév piddryre guvepyduey’ ele Ev dmavea,
dAhote & ab Oiy Eragra popedueva veikeos Eylec.
{obraws § pév & éx mAedvwy pepdlnke poeobac)

10 70é mdAw deagivros évig mAkoy’ éxreldébovar,

T pev rirvovral te Kai ob ogiacy Eumedos aldy-
5 08 OcaAldooovra Ocapmepes obdaud Ayec,

tavty &' aléy éaocy drivyroc kata KiKAov.

@Al dre pibwv kAole, udly ydp toc ppévas abdfec

15 ¢ rap rai mwplv Eecma mepavorwy melpata pibwy,
Oimh dpéw Tore pév yap &v &by udvoy elvace
éx mAéovwy, toTé 0’ ab dcépu mAéoV' €& évig elvac,
nop kol Bowp Kol yaie kel fépos dmAetov Ugog:
veikds T’ ovAduevoy diya tav, drdiavroy dmdyry,

20 kol @eddrng év toiowy, loy wijkds te mAdtos Te”

TV 0D Vi@ Oépkev, umd’ Supaccy Hoo telnpmas:
Hreg kel Ovprotoc vouiletae Eupurtos dpfpocs,

T e pida ppovéovae rai dpbua Epya tehovo,
I'nloabvyy raAéovres émavvuoy %6° °Appodityy:

25 v ob g peta toloww EAcooouévyy deddnre
Bvyros avip' od & drove Adyov atéAov obk dmarnAdy-
tadra rap lod te mavra xol fAcka réway Eaat,
Tepds 0 dAAns dAdo pédec, mdpa & flos éxdare,
év 0¢ pépec kpatéovae mepemAopévoco ypdvoco.

30 rai mpoe tois ovd’ tdp Tt émeyiyverac 008 dmodiyec
elte yap épfeipovro dcapumepés, oLkéT v Joav.
to0t0 &' émavéijoece o mwav ti ke, Kai molev éA06v;
njj 0¢ ke kjéarmdiocro, émel T@vd’ obdey épfpov;
@Al adr’ Eotey tabra, 00 dAdjAwy 0é Oéovra

35 réyverar dAdote dAda kai fverés aléy opoia.

1-2 (=16-17) Simp. in Phys. 161.6 7-13 (om. g) Simp. in Cael. 141.1,
293.25 7-8 Simp. in Phys. 25.29, 1318.25, in Cael. 530.14, Stob. 1.10.11,
D.L. 8.76  9-13 Arist. Phys. 250bgo 11 Simp. in Phys. 1124.23 12-
13 Simp. in Phys. 160.20, 1125.1 14 Stob. 2.31.6, Clem. Strom. 5.85.3
17-20 Simp. in Phys. 26.1 18-20 S.E. adv. math. g.10 18 Plu. amic. 63d,
Clem. Strom. 6.17.4 18, 20 Athenagoras 22 19-20 S.E. adv. math. 10.317,
Hippol. RH 10.7.3 20-21 Plu. amat. 756d 21 Simp. in Phys. 188.26.
Clem. Strom. 5.15.4 27 Arist. GC 333a1g, Phlp. in GC 258.4, 261.22 29
Simp. in Phys. 1184.7 32 MXG g75b1, cf. g76bas
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5 dpvpletoa E : Opeplfeioa Panzerbieter  deémry Scaliger 9 ex Arist.
Phys. 250bgo (cf. 16 (26)) 14 péfy Bergk : péfy codd. : udbnocs Stob.,
Clem. 18 a/fépog Plu., Clem. 20 @c Ay S.E. 10.317, Athenagoras :
pcMa Hippol. éy] petd S.E., Athenagoras, Hippol. 25 pera Toracy
Brandis : pet’ docococy (oococy F) codd. 30 009" dp émeylverac obd F :
obr’ dp té t¢ ylrverac obr’ Diels 32 ndfey odv Tl K éméAoc MXG
976b : mavt! te xal éA06v MXG g975b 33 xjfamdiocto Diels : ke kal
£hpv€ &rméAocro codd. : k7P’ &mdAocto Bollack

9(12) MXG g75a36
&re ¢ Kl bte pdAeora pjre 10 ) Gy évdéyetar yevéobar whre dmoléobar

70 ) O, Spws ©f kwlbec T piv revbusva abt@y elvar, té 08 &ldia, dx
kal'E. Aéree; dmonvta yap kédketvog tadrd dpoldorfoas, 8t

&K yap tob py édvros dpjyavdy éote yevéobac,
kal T éov éEambealac dvivvatoy kal dmvotoy:
alel yap tOhoecbact dny ké teg alév épeidy.

bpws t@y dvtay ta pév &ldca elval ¢noc, wop kel bBowp kel Tiv Kal dépa,
ta § dAda yiveslal te kal rerovévac ék tobrwy. obdeple yip érépa, i ol-
etat, réveals éote tolg obacy.

1-2 Philo aet. mund. 2

1 éx yap tod wy éovrog scripsi : &k e py) dyrog codd. : éx Tob rap ovdaui
dyvrog Philo : &k 7e yap oddéy’ éévros Diels 2 rat v éov Diels : 76 e
Ov codd. : 7¢ 76 7 dv Philo  éfamdéAeclar Diels : &§6AAvofac codd. :
éamoletalac Philo  dmvoroy Diels : dmpparoy codd. : dmavgroy Philo
3 tjj 7’ éorac Panzerbieter, Diels : wepeéorac Mullach : zo¢ §fjger” Wyttenbach

10(13) MXG g76b22

dpolws 0¢ ka? 0 'E. kevetolac pév &el pyoc ovrkpovobueve oy dravra évd-
edexds ypdvov, obdéy elvac Aérwy dg Tod mavrds, o0dé revedy. mdley oy ¢
& éméAboc; Bray 0é ely play poppry avykpddf, s &y elvat,

000 T¢ TOD TavToy Keveoy méAec 0DOE Wepioaoy

1 Aet. 1.18.2 Theodoret. 4.14
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o00é T¢ ToD mavrdy xeveoy Aet. : o0déy (¢moc) Té re Kevedy codd.

11(16) Hippolytus RH 7.29.10

xal EgTe méyvrwy T@Y rerovdrwy Tiig Tevéaews Onpucovpyos kel TOTIS TO VEIKOS
70 0AéBpcov, tis 08 éx TOD Kbopov TOY TeTovéTwy arwris Kol perafolik
kal el 70 & dmokataorhocws B pclMar mept @y 6 CE. bre éorev dbdvara
ovo kal &yévmra ral &pyny Tod yevéelac undémote el Anpéra, dAAa Aérec toc-
00tdy Teva Tpdmoy.

&ot)c yap as mdpos v te kol Eooerac, obdE mor' olw
TOUTWY QUPOTEPWY KEVEDOETAL AOTETOS alv.

Tlvwy ToUTwY; ToD velkos Kal tie peMagt od yap Tpfavro revéobar, &AAx
mpofjoay kal Egovrac &el dia Ty dyewvnalay popay dmopslvar uy duvé peve:
70 08 wop {kat 70 BOwp) Kal 3 17 Kol 6 dnp Ovforovra kel dvafeodvre.

1-2 Hippol. RH 6.25.1

1 dgt¢ yap dg mdpos 7y Lloyd-Jones : & (v 6.25) rap sai mépos fv codd. :
7 rap kol whpos ke Diels  Eggetar 000é mor’ olw Miller : kol Eora 0)dé-
nw tolw codd. 2 kevewagerac Diels : revboetac (kaevig Eotac 6.25) codd. :
secvagetae Miller  domerog Miller : doferog codd.

12(8) Aetius 1.30.1
’E. pvacy pmdevos elvece, ey 0¢ t@v otocyelwy kal dcdotaocy, yphpe Tap
obrws &y 19 mpdre Puackay:

GAdo 0 toc épéw’ @bacg obdevis éativ dmdvrwy
Ovyrav, obdé teg odAouévov Bavdroco televry),
dAda povoy pibes te dedAAabis te pyévrwy
éoti, pbocg & émé toig dvoudlerar avlpdmococy.

14 Plu. adv. Col. 111:1f 1, 34 Arist. Metaph. 101521 1, 3 Arist. GC
314by 3 Arist. GC 333b14, Simp. in Phys. 161.19, 180.30, 235.23, in Cael.
306.5, Phlp. in Phys. 840.8, 896.26, in GC 14.18, 15.8, 16, 263.21, Alex.
Aphr. in Metaph. 359.19 34 MXG g75b7 (cf. Tz. ex. Il. 54.25) 4 cf.
Ascl. in Metaph. 311.33
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1 amdyvrwy] ébvrawy Arist. Metaph., om. GC : éxdorov Plu. 2 ovdopévov
Oavéroco televry codd. : obAopéyy Oavdroco yevéfiy Plu.

13(9) Plutarch. adv. Col. 11132

togodroy & édénoe (6 °E.) 10D kevely ta dvra kal pbiyeabar tols parvopévors
date unoé Ty paviy éxPalely éx tis auvnlelas, &AX daov &ls Ta mphrpara
BAdrrovoay &rméryy mapelyey &peay abfes &modobvac tols dvéuaoc To
vevouea uévoy éy tovTocs

ol 0 bte pey kata pava wrévt els albép’ i{kwvrac)
7 kata Onpdv dypotépwy yéves 7 rata 0&pvwy
N kat olwvav, tire pév td {(ré pacc) revéebac,
ebte & dmokpvldoe, T & ad dvedaipova mwor oy

5 19 0éust xakéovae, véug & éméipnue ki avrds.

d 6 KoAdrys mapalépevos ob avveldey dte paras pév xal Ofpas ral 06 uvovs
kol olwvods 0 'E. o0k dvfjonkey, & 1€ @noc peyvopévey tdy otocyelwy dmote-
Aetolac, Tody 02 tfj ouykplaec tabry kal dcakploee “pbany” tva kal “métpoy
ovadal pove” Kol “Odvaroy &Aoltyy” émcraryyopodvras 7 opdAlovrac dcddéas
obk bpeldero to ypiolec tats elbiopévacs pwvals mepl adr@y.

5 Plu. praec. reip. 820of, cf. adv. Col. 1112f

1 urévr’ ely albép lkwvrac Diels : plrey pas albépe lac. vi-viii litt. codd. :
peréy péos albépos {ky Mullach 3 16 7é paoc scripsi : zoy lac. vi litt.
codd. : 76 Aérovs¢ Reiske, Diels : 7dde paoc Xylander : 76 vépova: Burnet
5 7j Oéues raréovoec Plu. 820 : elvar xaléovge codd. : ff Géucs ob raléovae
Wyttenbach, Diels : ob 0éuce j kaAéovac Wilam. vé ) 6 uws codd. : véug
Plu. 820

14(21) Simplicius in Phys. 159.10 [post 8(17).1-35]

mwAclova 68 dAAa elmaw (& 'E.) émdyec éxdotov Tdy elpyuévwy TOY yapartipa,
70 pév wop Aoy kaAdv, toy 0¢ &épa adyny kel oDpevdy, T 0 Dowp dufpoy
sl OdAacoay. Aérec d¢ obrws:

GAA’ dre, Tavd’ ddpwy mpotépwy émepdprvpe OEprev,
el ¢ kol & mpotépoiae AcmbEviov EmAeto popgy)s
NEAcov pév Aevkdv dpdyv kol Oepudy amdvry,
duppora 0" boa’ tédeirot rai dpyéte dederar avyf,
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5 Suppov & év maac dvopdevrd te peyadéov Te*

ér 0’ alng mpopéovac t0éApuat te rai orepewnd.

év 0¢ Kdre Ocdpoppa kai dvicya mavra wédovrac,

ady 0" &Py év guAdryre kai dAAfAocac mobeitac.

& @y mwavd doa T By doa v Eote kal otac dmicow,
10 0évoped T éPfAdoryoe kai avépes 7)0é yuvvaikes,

07pés 7" olwvoi te Kl VoaTolpé upoves (y00s,

kai te Oeol doAcyaiwves Tepfjoc pépcatoc.

avta rap Eotey taita, 00 aAAfAwy 0 Géovrar

rirverac dAlocwnd Trdyov Ocdrpeacst apeifec.

3-12 Simp. in Phys. 33.8  3-4 Plu. de prim. frig. 94of 3, 5 Arist. GC
314 b2o 3 Gal. simpl. med. 11.461K 9-12 Arist. Metaph. 1000a29 9-11
[Arist.] mund. 39gb26 9 Clem. Strom. 6.17.4 10-13 Ascl. in Metaph.
197.33

2 poppf Ald. : popgr codd. 3 Aevkoy . . . Oepuov Arist. : Aaumpoy . . .
Ocppoy Plu. : Oepuoy . . . Aapumpov codd., Gal. 8pa EL(Arist.), Plu. : dp@ F
(Simp. 32) 4 foa’ Edcrac DE, doge 0¢ e F (Simp. 33) : doa’ ldec e
Diels : dga’ eldec Te Wackernagel 5 dvopbevra (Lop-HL) Arist., Plu,
exc. gX : dvopéovra codd., gX(Plu.) 6 0éAnuva ED?, felfpara F (Simp.
33) : 0éAvpve Diels : fedepuvd Wilam. agrepéwpa Simp. 33 9 scripsi :
éx tobtwy yap mavl Soa T Yy (wavrds dryy D, mdyvr’ v F) doa 7 Eote
katl Eotac codd., om. yrap Diels : éx tolray rap mévra boa te v boa Té
ot¢ kol Eotae Simp. 33 : 8 dv vl doa T Gy boa T o0 Soa T Eotau
dnloow Arist. : éx rap t@v doa riy Soa T Eooetac §oa T Eagey Clem.
14 téroy dehrpeowg D, térov dchrpaocs E : téooy dec kpijocg Diels : ta rap
dle kpfjocs conieci

15(23) Simplicius in Phys. 159.27 [post 14(21).1-14]
kol maphdecype 0¢ vapyés mapéfeto Tob ék T@y adt@y riveolar T diapopar

ag & dméray ypagées dvabfuara mockiiAwacy,
avépes aup! TEYVne VWO mwjTios €D Oedadre,
of T éxel odv pdpwoc moAbypoa pdpuara xepoiv,
dppoviy pibavre ta pév mAéw, dAda 0’ éAdoow,

5 éx tav eldea mwaow dAirkia ToPTHVOLTL,
d0évdped te krilovre kal avépas 10¢ yuvairkas,
O7pds 7' olwvods te kol vOaTolpé upovas (ydis,
kai te Qeode doAcyaiwvag Tipfjoc pepiorovs:
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obtw wj o dmdry gpéva kawitw dAdofey elvac
10 Ovyrav, dooa re 67jAa treydacot domera, myriv,
dAda topds’ tavr’ lolc, Ocod mdpa pobov droboas.

2 dupw codd. : dppe Ald.  dedadres F 4 dpuoviy F, &pueviy DE
wEavreg D 6 xtlflovres D 9 wh o’] iy F ravitw Blass
kel w t@ D, xal v tw F, ral v 7@ E 10 yerdraoey Diels

16(26) Simplicius in Phys. 33.18 [post 14(21).1-12]
Kal OAlroy 6¢ mpoeAbdy gnocy

&y 0¢ ueépec kparéovac mepimAouévoco KbKAoco,

kal glivec ely dApAa kal abfetac év pépec alors.
avra yap oty tadra, 0 dAAfAwy 8¢ Oéovra
riyvove’ dvlpomol te kil dAdwy Evea Onpav,

5 dAdote pév guAdryre ovvepyduey’ els Eva kdopov,
dAdote &' ab Oiy Exaota popedueve veireos Exlec,
eladrey TEVT ogvppivra 7o may oméveple révyrac.
obrws ) pev & éx mAedvwv peudbnre pvecbac,
N0e wdAev deagivrog évis mAéoy' éxtedéfovar,

10 77 pév yéyvovrai te kai ob opcacy Eumedos aldy:
5 0é ©dd dAAdooovrta Ocaumepés oddaud Afrec,
tabty 0 aléy Eagcy drivyToc Kata KOKAo.

1-2 Simp. in Phys. 160.16 1 Simp. in Phys. 1185.19 5-6 cf. 8(17).7-8
8-12 Arist. Phys. 250b20, cf. 8(17).9-13

4 Gppoy Sturz : gppdy codd. : fuyrdy Bergk 6 popeducva 8(17).8 :
popodpucva codd. 7&E, 6w F, 6D : dv Ald. : ad Bywater

17(25) Schol. in Plat. Gorg. 498e
napocpla “Oly kal Tpls TO KaAdY”, tc yp1) wepl T@Y kaA@y moAddkes Aérecy.
'E. 70 &mos, &g’ od kal 1) mapocpla’ gnol yop

kal dlg rdp, 6 Oel, kaAdy éotev éviomely,

Plu. so.s. Ep. 1103f
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évtomely] droboar Plu.

18(24) Plutarch def. or. 418¢c
&AX {va pr) 70 'Epumeddrlecov elmely d6Ew

Kopupas Etépag ETéppoc wpoddmTWY
wlwy Tpire Aérect drpamoy piav,

dhoaté pe tols mpdrocs TO mpoafikoy émcbelvac télos 0 &P ém’ At TeEr-
Overpiey.

2 pire Aéreev] pn) tedéecv Knatz, Diels : wft’ é20ety Lloyd-Jones

19(27) Plutarch. fac. lun. 926d

aol Spa kal orémec, Sacpbyee, ) pebeoras kal &mdywv Exaartov, dmov mwé-
purey elvac, dekAvaly Teva Kbopov pclocopfie kal T velrog émdyys 7o 'E.
tols mphypace: uaAloy 0¢ tody malalovs kwvjje Tetavag émt Ty dboey Kol
Ilravras xal iy plesny éxelmy kal pofepay &rooplay kol mAyppélecay
émedety molbfje, ywpls o Papd mav sal ywpls tehele 0 KoDPoY

&0’ obt’ perioco tdedirreract dylaov eldos,
000¢ wéy ovd’ alns Adocoy péves, ovdé OdAacoa

dg gnaew 'E.- ob 77 OGepudryros petelyey, oby Bowp mvebuatos, obk dve ¢
@y Papéwy, ob kbrw T TAY KObpwy, &AX drparoc kel dotopyoc Kol povédes
al Tay SAwy &pyal, ) mpooiéucvac abypeacy étépov wpdy Evcpoy pndé
roovavlay, &AAa gedrovoar kal dmootpepbuevar xal pepbuevac popas (dlag
kol adbbdecs obrws elyov, de Eyec may ob Beds dmeare xara llAdrwve, Tovtéorey
ax Exec T obpara, vob xal Quyis bmolimobars.

1 Jedloketae Karsten 2 uévog Bergk : révog codd. : Jéuag Karsten

20(36) Aristotle Metaph. 1000b1
&l rap ) v T0 velxog év tols mpdyuadcy, & v Ty dravta, dg gnoly (E.).
bray rap ovvédly, tére ¢

{t@v 0¢ ovvepyopsvwy é§) Eoyarov {araro veiros.

0c6 kot ovpPatvec adt@ Toy ebdacuovéararoy Bedy Jrrov ppbvepoy elvee T@y
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dAdwy' ob rap rvwpllec ta otocyela mhvta T yap velkos odx Eyec, 7 08
Tv@acs o0 dpofov T ouole.

Ascl. in Metaph. 198.1, Stob. 1.10.11

Tdy 08 ovvepyopévawy € suppl. ex Stobaeo

21(27) Simplicius in Phys. 1183.24

To0to 0é “bockey 'E. dv elmely, bte Aéyee Bre to rparely kal xevely dy ubpec
v pellay kal ©0 velkog &6 dvdyrne Umbpyee tors mphyuacey,” & 08 Rl
10070, Kal 7O fpepucly v @ petaly xpdve' T@Y rap évavtiwy kofocwy fp-
epla perald éotew. Ebdnuoy 08 iy dromolay év tff tic pcllay émexparele
Kata Ty opalpoy éxdéyerac, émecday dravra ovykpcdF,

80’ ob7’ redioco OceideTtar aréa rvia,
&AX', dy gpnocy,

oltws dppoving mukY@ KpLPd EoTHpckTaL
opaipos KvKAoTEpYS poViy TEpprél raiwy.

3 Simp. in Cael. 591.5, Procl. in Tim. 160d, Ach, Tat Intr. Arat. 6 (37.13),
Anon. in Arat. 1.6 (97.25), M. Ant. 12.3

2 &dppovine A, dpuovias M, dpuoviws ¥ xpupe A, xprp® M, kpipec F
éathpektac AM, éatipckto F 3 opalpas kvrAoteper Anon. poveii M,
povy lac. iv litt. F : pdyy DE (in Cael.), Procl. : uodyy Ach. : uavie Anon.
wepeynbée M, mepeyfifec AF, E (in Cael.) : mep? yffec F, mepl 170 % D, me-
ochyry E2 (in Cael.) ralwy in Cael. : alwy codd. : yalpwy Ach., Anon., Q
(Procl.): yatpoy cet. codd. Procl.

22(29/28) Hippolytus RH 7.29.13
xa? mepl pdy tie Tob Kbopov ldéas, émola tls oty Omo tiie pcMlas Koo pov-
pévy, Aéree CE.) tocobrdy teve tpbmoy:

ob rap amo vdroco OVo kAddoc digoovrac,
o0 wbédeg, ab Go@ rodv’, ob urfidea rewvievra,
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&ida opaipos Epy kal loos Eotey adt@. tocodtéy T¢ Kol KGAAcoToy eldos Tod
Kbopov 7 peMa éx moAday &y dmeprdlerac To 08 verkos, TO T T@Y KaTA
pépos deakoomjoews alteoy, &€ évde éxelvov dmoon@ kel mepydlerar moAdd.

Stobaeus 1.15.2

arl’ 6 re mwdvroley loog {éol) kai mdumay amelpwy,
oQaipos KuKAOTEPYS pOViY TEPYEC Taliwy.

2 rooy' 97(134).3 : rovvar’ codd. 3 {oz add., Maas : & Diels 4
povly mepenyée ralwy 21(27).3 ¢ pepdns wepereli (-retfy P) yalpwy codd.

23(30) Aristotle Metaph. 1000bg

&AL 8fev 07) 6 Adyos, TobTé Te pavepdy, bt¢ ovpfalvec adtd To velros pmléy
paidoy plopds 7 tob elvac adtcov. duolws & 00 7 peddrys To0 elvee ovy-
Grovoa rap els o & plelpec TdAAa. Kal &pa 8¢ avtie the petafoiis alteoy
ovféy Aéree, &AX 7 bte obrws mépukey:

avtap émel péra veikos évi peréeaacy é0pépln,
é Teuds v dvdpovae telecouévoco ypdvoco,
d¢ opev dpocfaios wlAatéos map édfAarac Gprov

ag &vaykaloy piv by perafdrlew altiay 0¢ i dvdrans dplol.

1-3 Simp. in Phys. 1184.14 2-3 Syrian. in Metaph. 43.34 3 Ascl in
Metaph. 198.33

1 aidzap émel Simp. : &AX bre 07) codd. &y ueAéegocy F (Simp.) : duru-
peréegoey A(Simp.), Diels  2pépfyp Simp. 2 é¢ Simp. : elg (énmi GbIb,
Syrian.) codd. 3 6 optv &pocfars F (Simp.) nap éAjAarac Diels :
napedfrazo ETCY, Ascl. : mapfiare SB® : mapedjlarac AP, Simp. : map’
éAhAaro Sturz

24(31) Simplicius in Phys. 1184.2 [post 21(27).3]
apbapévov G¢ mhiey T0D velkovs émckpartely Tére whiey kot év Th apalpe
rlvetace:

wdvra rap éfeine melepilero yvia Oeoio

medepllero A, modepllero FM  yuia] rata F
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25(22) Simplicius in Phys. 160.26
kol éx toltwy 08 dv Tig Tov dctTdy alvitreclac dcdroopov olocto’

&plpea pey rap rabta Eavrdy wdvra pépecocy,
NAékTwp e Y0dv Te Kai ovpavis 70é BdAagoa,
booa gev év Ovyroioey dmomAaybévra mépurey.
g 0 alrws doa kpijowy érmapréa pdliov Eaacy

5 aAdjhocs EoteprTac dpocwléve’ ’ Appodity
éxbpa pdicot’ {Soa) mAciorov dn’ dAAjAwy Océyovoc
réwwy te Kpfioec te kol eldeacy éxpaktolot,
nwdvry ovyryiyveolae dnjfea kol pdia Avypd
tveckeorevvéarnoevt brc apeoc tréwway dorat.

Kol yap 8tc xel &y voly Owyrols fppoorar tadra, dedfAwrev, év 08 tols
voyroly paAdoy fvwtac kel “&AdfAocs Eoreprrar dpocwbévra’ Appodlty,” Kal
dte kdy mavrayod, &AAd ta pdy vogra tf gcMa dpolwrar, ta 62 alobyra
Omd oD velrovs kparnlévra kal énl mAéoy dixomacbévra by Tf Kata Ty
Kpaacy revéaec év éxpartols ral elkoverols eldeacy méoTnoay Tols veckeoyevéae
kol &fbws Exovae wpds iy Evwacry v mpds dAipda.

6-7 (wAetotoy . . . éxpaxrorocy) Thphr. Sens. 16

1 dprea F zavra Diels : adra F, éavra DE 3 dmomAaybévra D,
&rornAayyfévree EF 4 rpdocy codd. 6 éyfpa Thphr. : &ybpa F,
&ora DE kAot boa miAetoroy &n’ &AMjAwy Océyovoe conieci : mAel-
groy &n’ &AMjAwy ecéyovae pbAcota codd., om. pdAcora Thphr. : (& &)
suppl. Diels 7 kploec codd. 89 om. F 9 veckeoyewvyraloc
Scaliger, vecxeorevyyrijoc Karsten : velxeog évvea(yacy Panzerbieter, Diels
Téwav oprev Diels : mav déuas dpr@ Karsten : réwpar &y dprjj conieci

26(20) Simplicius in Phys. 1124.7
dvvardy 08 Kal év T dmo cedfyny dppw Bewpely Ty Te Evwoey kel Ty didk-
Kpeacy del pdy dupw, dAdote 08 dAAny év dAdocs kal dAdocs pépeacy 7 év
dAdocs Kol dAdocs ypbvocs émexpatodboay. kal rap kal évradda T velxos Kol
v peMay mapa pépos émckparely éml te dvlpamwy kol lybbwy kel Onplwy
kat dpvewy 6 E. gyoc téde 7phpwy

To0T0 Wév ap Ppotéwy peréwv dpedeiretoy Oyrov’
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dAdote pev peAdTyre guvepyduey' el & dmavra
ruia, ta oduax Aédorye, Piov OaAéfovros év drpug
dAdote & adre kakjjoc Ocatunféve’ pidecac

5 mAdlerac dvdcy' Exaota mepl pyypive Pioco.
wg 0 abrws Odpvocac rai (yBbacy Hépopecidfpocs
Onpaé ©° dpecheyéeaacy l0é mrepofPdpoae ko pPacs.

1 zobroy codd.  &pfporépwy M, dv Ppotéwy AF : &v fporéwy Diels

2 cf. 8(17).7 3 sopara FM Oaréovrog F @ OaAéBovaey Karsten

4 dpldeaac Ald. : épldeac A, épldeacv F, dpredéacog M 5 mepd Py pveoe
F, meplppyyptve A, Diels 6 bopoueddrpocg M 7 Onpol ©° dpecAeyé-
eoacy Schneider : fppol v dpecpedéeaacy AM, Ocpol te ppueréeoacy F fjoe
nrepofdoc M, 1jdénep F

27(38) Clement Strom. 5.48.2

aplr§ 0¢ ody 1) t@v SAwy obvdeocs kol 1) ToD KbopOV Kard TOY ToCnTHY
Y Apazov mepipopd, &AA& tdya pdv ¢ dofswy myevparcrdy Tévos Kol auvéywy
Tov kbopov eln dv' duecwoy Gé érdéyeoloe tov albépa mhvre ovvéyovta kal
ooplyrovta, kaba kol 6 'E. gnoo:

el & dre toc Aééw tmp@d’ HAcov dpyiy

é€ dv ot érévovro ta viv doopduey dravra,
raid te ral mdvros moAvkDpwy N8’ Dypds drfp
Tezay %0° albfp opiyywv mep? roxdoy dravra.

1 mp&r’ 2§ dv fAcos &pyrv [ tdAAa te 074 conieci (674 H. Weil) : mpat’

HAcka T dpyiy | é§ @v 674 Diels : 5Alov dpyfy Stein 2 éogopwrpeva
whyra codd. corr. Gomperz

28(51) Eustathius ad Od. 1.321

of 08 10 dvbmaca Abyovocy dvrl tob &pavis, moppw ths Sbews. doker 04
Teoc kol &vtl ToD dvwpepie elvat, dpunubvocs éx tav ’E. elmdvros émd mupds
76

kepmadipws & dvémacoy-

Hdn. schem. Hom. (EM 311 D)

0é dvdmeay Hdn.
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29(53) Aristotle Phys. 196220
... domep *E. obr &gl tov dépa dvwrdrw dmoxplveabal gnocy, &AX Smws
dv Toyy. Aérec yodv év tfj Koo pomoule as

olitw yap ovvérvpoe Déwy tore, moAAdre & dAAws.

Kl e pépea @y [Qwy &mo tiyye revéobar ta mAelota ¢noly.

Arist. GC 334a3, Simp. in Phys. 327.18, 330.35, 358.11, 1318.28, Phlp. in
Phys. 261.22, Them. in Phys. 49.9

30(54) Aristotle GC 334a4 [post 29(53)]
dte 0 gnoc mepurévar To wp dvw pépecbac, 6 & allifp, pnol,

pakpfjoc kata yfova dbveto pilacs.

31(37) Aristotle GC 333a35
&AAax py 000" abénocs dv ely rar’ CE., &AX 7 kara mpbobeocy: mupl rap
abfec T wop,

abfec 0¢ ybav pey opérepov 0¢uas, albépa 0 albip.

dépag H, réyog cet. codd.

32(52) Proclus in Tim. 141e
Kal yap vmo ris poakés eloc mupds, ds mod gno¢ kel 'E.-

mwoAAc 0 Evepl’ obdeos mvpa kaietac.

kol ob Ol Oavudlecy, mag oby &y Bdare Oy 1o wdp ob afévwurac’ ywpe? rap
mdyvra 0 &AMjAwy, kol fote 10 émckparoly dddo éy dAlocs, ol Egte kol
70 @pdg wop deedy dex mhvrwy.

&vepfey codd. corr. Sturz

33(39) Aristotle Cael. 294a21
of iy rap St tabta dmecpoy 70 Kdtw T e elval pagey, ém’ dmecpoy

abryy éppell@abac Aéyovres, domep Eevopdyns 6 Kolopdveos, Iva pi) mpdypat’
Eywae {yrodvres Ty altlav' 0cd kol 'E. obtws émémAnbey, elmaw g



109 EPI 0YZEQZ 29(53)-36(44)
elmep ameipova i te Bdln rai dadedds albip,
s Oca moAday ) rAdaons éA0dvra pataiws

éxréyutac atoudTwy, OAiyov Tod mavrig (GovTwy . . .

1-3 MXG g76a35 1 cf. Simp. in Cael. 522.11 2-3 Clem. Strom. 6.149.1

2 yAdoone (rAdooy E) codd., Clem. : yddogag Wilam., DK : fporéwy
MXG éA0éyra Clem. : gplévra codd., MXG 3 gldbrwy H, Clem.

34(40) Plutarch fac. lun. g920c
... dg wov xal 'E. Ty éxarépwy &modldwocy odk &yods dcapopdy’

HAcos d&vPelis 10’ (Adecpa ey,
70 émaywydy aivtiis kel (Aapov kel dAvmoy oltw mpooayopeloas.
d€vpekis codd. : dfvfedrje Xylander 70" /Adecpar Diels, cf. s.v. [Adecpa

Hsch. : 7) ¢ Adepa codd.

35(41) Macrobius 1.17.46
Apollo ’Eledets appellatur é&md 700 éAMrreclac mepl Ty yiv. .. 7 b1c
ovvaAcafévroy moAdod mupds mepemolder ut ait E. :

GAX 6 péy dlcolels pérav obpavoy dpugpemolebe.

EM, Suda s.v. hélios

&AL O piy ddcolele EM : &AX 6 pfy dAelaOac Suda : obvex’ dvadcobels
(&dvaiicobels BPR, dvaivfels S) codd. pérav] péooy EM

36(44) Plutarch Pyth. or. go0b
Dpety 08 tob pév 'E. ravareddre phorovros tov Aoy mepl iy dvakxidoec
pwtds obpaviov tevéuevoy ablcg

avravyel wpos "Olvumoy drapBritocor mpoodmors.
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Gal. us. part. 3.182K

dvravye? Sturz @ dyravyely codd. : dvravréw Gal mpdg] tov Gal
37(47) Anecdota Graeca (Bekker) 1.337.15
&rfs* tobro dmo ouvvbérov karalelmerac Tob edayiys 7 mavarfs. 'E.-

dfpec pev yap dvartoy évaviiov dréa xirAov.
38(43) Plutarch fac. lun. g29d

. olov al e poval Kara tag dvaxlboeses dpavporépoy dvapalvova: T

To0 @bérparos al e mwAnral Ty dpallopbvay Peddy palardrepac mpoomt-
RTOVGLY,

g avy) tigaca oelpvains kokAoy edpby

&olevij kol &uvdpay dvdppocay loyec mpoy Huds, dea Ty kAdacy éxAvouévms
e duvd pews.

Philo prov. 2.70 quemadmodum E.: “lumen accipiens lunaris globus magnus
largusque mox illico reversus est ut currens caelum attingeret.”

abyh Xylander : adry codd.

39(45) Achilles Tatius Intr. Arat. 16(43.6)

ela? 3¢ of mpdroy tov Aoy Aérovory, devtépav 0é iy gelfmy, Tplroy 58
oy Kpdvoy. 3 0 mlelwy 86k kal’ fv mpdreny 1) oedfpy, énel kal dmbomao pa
700 YAlov Aéyovory ariy, de kal 'E.°

kvrdotepés mepl yoiay EMooetar aAAdTpiov pas.

40(46) Plutarch fac. lun. g2gb
e 88 rie Tpbmoy Teva Qavec () oedfyy) kol mepepepopéyy wAnolov,

dppatos domep av (yvoy éMooerac
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gnaly 'E.

7 [re] mepl drppy
oUd¢ rap Ty okcay avriie UmepPhAdec morddres éml perpov alpopbvgy T
mappérefes elvar 10 pwrilov &AX obrws Eockey év ypd kol oyeddy éy
&yrblacs i 1ijs mepemoldely, dot’ &vreppbrrecfar mpds Toy fAcoy v adris,

< .. 0co Aextéoy olpac Bappodvras éy tols tijs riie bpocs elvac Ty gelijvmy
Omo Ty drpwy émempoabov by,

1 dg mépe yvoln éAlooerar Panzerbieter, Diels 2 drpay codd., lac. xvii
litt. E, xxv B

41(42) Plutarch fac. lun. g29c, cf. g34d
ave) (o) oehfvy) te rap donrds éote tyveradra kdkelyoy (tov ffAcov) dmérpuge
kol fpbveoe moAAdkes

Tameorebaoet 06 ol adyrdg
ag gnacv 'E.

téo te alavt rabimepbev, dmeonvipwae 0¢ rains
tdogoy Gooy T’ ebpos yAavrdmedos EmAeto pjvrs,

kabdmep els virta kal orérog obk els dotpov Erepoy Tod pwrds éumeadyros.

1 drmeorédaoey Xylander : dmeorlaoey Bergk : &meoréracey Diels 2 &
ralay Xylander : &g7° dv Iy Diels

42(48) Plutarch quaest. Plat. 1006e
Kol yap ol tdy @polorlwy yvdpoves ob auupeliotéuevor taly orealy &AX

éatares bprava kol ypbvov pétpa rerdvaoce, pepobpevor TS s T0 émcmpoatiody
@ HAlp mepl adriv dmopepouévy, rabbmep elmey 'E.

vokTa 8¢ raia tibpowy Dpcotapdvy gadega.

épcorapbyy Scaliger : docotapévoco Diels  gadegar Sturz : gdeoae codd.

43(49) Plutarch quaest. conv. %20
gKotewds rap v 0 &7p kar’ E.
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YoKTOg Epnuains aAadmidos

&ladmedos Xylander, cf. Hsch. s.v. dla@mev: oketeany : drladmedos codd.

44(50) Tzetzes All. Il. 15.86

1) Hogecddvos kéAevaes & "Ipdog Ombpyec
7 mpos v O&Aagoay avtov 7 mpds Oeods KaAoDoa
émep gpaly 'Eunedordis elre tig t@y étépwy’

loeg 0 éx meldrovs Gveuov pépec § pérav SuPpov.

45(56) Hephaestio Enchir. 1.3.4
Oéoec pakpal rivovrar . . . kel E.-

als émdyn pemfocy éwapuévos veréoco.

46(55) Aristotle Mete. 357a24
duolws 0¢ yekotoy kal el tig elmdy

77e (0pdre OdAacoay

oletal t¢ oapés elpnrévac, kalémep 'E. mpds molnaew pév rap obtws elmay
lowg elpnkev (rav@s (1) vap petapopd mocnrekdy), wpds 68 1O pvdvac Try
Quacy oby {Kavas.

Arist. Mete. 353b11, Olymp. in Mete. 151.4, cf. 155.8, Alex. Aphr. in Mete.
67.14, 80.31, 81.16, Aet. 3.16.3

ldpara tie 1ie elvac Ty Odlarray codd. : Ty Odlarray (dphra Tie
Olymp. : {dpara s 7is Aet.

47(35).1—15 Simplicius in Cael. 528.30; 16—17 ex in Phys. 32.13
phmore 68 Kdv émexpati év tobre (T Kboup) To velkoy damep v T opalpy
7 @chla, &AX dupw O Gupoly Aérovtar riveobac. kal thya o0déy KwAbec
napabéobar Twa tay tod 'E. énav tobro dplebvta
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avrap éyd maiivopoog élevoouar ég mégov tuvwy,
10V medtepov xaréleka, Adyov Adyov éEoyerevwy
Kelvoy' émel veikos pév évéprarov {reto Pévlos
oivye, év 0¢ péoy @eAdrye aTpopdAerye révnrac,
5 & tjj 07) tdde mdvra gvvépyetar Ev pdvoy elva,
ok doap, dAha Oedpua ovveatduey’ dAdofey dila.
T@v 06 Te woyouévay yeiv Evea pvpia Bvyrav
noAka 0" Guekt’ Eotyke kepacouévocacy évalidé,
800’ Ere veirog Epuke petdpacov' ob yap dueupéws
10 7w mav ééoryrey én’ Eoyara téppara kbrlov,
@Al ta pév v évéupve peréwy ta 06 v 8EefepPrikec.
bogoy &’ alév mexmpoléoc, téaoy alév émpec
fmebppwy peddryros dueppéos &uppotos dpuj
alga G¢ Ovit’ épbovro, ta mpiv udbov dbdvar’ elvac,
15 Qwpd te mplv kéxpmro, dealddEavra reAedBovs.
T@v 0¢ te worouévwy yeit' Evea uwpia Byvyray,
movrolacg (0épacy dpnpdra, Oadua (Géobac.

&y tobrocs Onlobrac bte év tf) amAjj dcakoo mjoec dmootéAeTar ey To velkos,
7 8¢ @eddrng émexparel, braw év péay T otpopdAerye, tovtéate T 8lvy,
révrae, dote kal s peAdTyros émekparodbons Eotew 1§ Olvy, kel Bte T péy
t@y otocyelwy Guektar pévee Dmod tod velkovs, Ta 08 pervbueva mocel T
Ovpra kal (oo kal gurd, Ocbre mbdey deadberar ta ppvdpeva.

3-17 Simp. in Phys. 32.13 5, 10-13 Simp. in Cael. 587.11.14 7 EM
s.v. ethnos 14-15 Arist. Poet. 1461224, Ath. 10.423f 15 Plu. quaest. conv.
677d

2 Adyov Bergk : My codd.  lrmeyeredwv A 5 & i) d7) DE (in Phys.) :
év tff 7 0c A : &y tndc A (Cael. 587) : &0’ 7oy Bergk 6 &AX é0cinpa
F  dAda codd. : dAdo in Phys. 8 duckt éote rekepaopbvococy E,
ducrt’ (dpperta F) Eotnre repao pévocoe DF (in Phys.) : ducy® Eotnre xep-
acopévocacy Stein 1 dueckt’ Eatyke repacopévocary Diels 2AAGE A 9
Gucppéos F, Gupapbwy A 10 7 F, 76 A : obmw Cael. 587, DE (in
Phys.) : mo cet. codd. : t@y Diels 12 Ymexmpoliéec F (in Phys.) 13
Pmedppwy codd. : mwlppwy DE, 7 meplppwy F (in Phys.) Gppegaoy A
14 Gypra poovro Ath. 15 Cwpd te mpiv réxpmro scripsi : Lwpd te ta
nply drpeca codd. : Lwpd te t& mplv dsppra Ath., Plu. : (@& te mplv
kéxpero (kéktyro Ac) Arist. : [wph 7e mply ta séxpyro Bergk : (wpd te ta
nply, Ekpyro Diels  dcadddggovra Ath. 17 navrolacacy (déeaacy DE
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48(96) Simplicius in Phys. 300.19
Kol rap Abye teve mocel (6 'E.) adpkas xal daTodv kal t@v dAAwy Exaotoy.
Aérec yoOy év @ mpdry t@y Puockdy’

1) 0¢ xOav éninoog év evotépvols yodvorot

10 OV0 TV OxTW uegéwv Adye Nijotidog aiying,
téooapa & ‘Hpaioroco® ta ¢ dotéa Aevka yévovro,
dpuoving kéAApocwv apnpdéra OGeomeainbey.

Tobteatey &mo tav Oelwy altlwy kol pdieota tis pedlas froc &puovias: tals
rap tabrye KbéAdacs dpudlerac.

1-3 Arist. De An. 410a4, Alex. Aphr. in Metaph. 135.15, Ascl. in Metaph.
112.1, Them. in de An. 33.12, Sophon. in de An. 32.15 2-3 Alex. Aphr.
in Metaph. 828.8, Syrian. in Metaph. 188.17, cf. Simp. in de 4n. 68.5, Phlp.
in de An. 176.30

1 énlecpos LF Alex. evpvatépvocg B Sophon., CZ Them. : eirixrocs EF,
A Alex. 2 rw] r@y ESTUX Arist., (exc. 7 Z) Ascl, Them., Sophon. :
tzag DE, W Arist., Alex., Syrian. : 7a F, cet. Arist. : 7@ Steinhart, Diels
pocpbewy DE, UVW Arist. A Alex., Z Them. 3 Jevka révovro codd.,
TVW Arist. : Aess’ érbvovro cet.

49(34) Aristotle Mete. 381b31
70 rap dypdv T Enpd alteoy Tod dplleabac Kal éxdrepov éxarépy olov kéAda
rlrvetac, domep kal 'E. émolnoey év tocg Puackols (lepackors E)*

d&Apetoy Boare roAdjoas . . .

Kol e TooTo & Gupoly EaTl TO dpio pbvoy 0@y
[Arist.] probl. 929b16, Alex. Aphr. in Mete. 199.6, Olymp. in Mete. 297.19

50(57) Simplicius in Cael. 586.7

épwt@ 06, mbrepoy oby olk te v Tére obrew kevelobar &rérrws, dote Kol
ulywobac tocavtas plbecs Evea, €6 dv “ovvlotarac ta Kata giow ouvveor-
Gueva copara, olov dota kal chpres” kal 8Aws ta tav {Qwv uépy Fal
oy guTdy Kol avta ta C@a kol ta putd, “xabbmep E. yiveabal ppocvy
éml Tife peAdryros” Aérwy:
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5 moAdai uév répoar dvadyeves éBAdoTnoav.

.. 0 pdy *AXEavdpoy de wlEews mapbdecyua &xove, € s ovvlotarac Ta
kata piow cbpara, ral ovvalpeabac dokel ©@ Abye avtod T0 éml i PeA-
btyros to0to Aéreabac pléews altlas obane domep Tod velkovs dearplocws. Tdg
08 &y ely pléews onuavrirdy 3 “dvadyevos kbpoy”’ Kol tdAda T@ OmO TOD
'E. Aeybpeva éy tobrocg

rouvel 0 émAdQovro Ppaylioves edvides dpwy,
Supara v’ of émdavdto mevyrebovta uETATWY,

kol moAda dAAa, dmep ovk Eote plfews mapadelypara, € s Ta Kara pbocy
owlotarac;

1 Arist. Cael. 300bg0, De An. 430229, GA 722b20, Simp. in de An. 250.23,
in Cat. 337.2, Phlp. in de An. 545.19, in GC 27.35; Tz ad Lyc. 507, 711, ad
Alleg. Il. 4.33

1§ codd., Arist. GA : om. Arist. Cael. : dx Tz.  moAl@v pleri.  d&v-

avyevoc flagtdocy Simp. Cat. 2 énAdéovro E, éunidlovro A 3 ol
D, ola AE

51(59) Simplicius in Cael. 587.18 [post 47(35).10-13]
& tavry oby tf xaragrboec “povvoucdiy’ e ta yula &mé tig o0 velKous
dcakplocws dvta émlavaro tie mpdy dAApla pllews épcéueva

avrap émel kara peillov éuioyrero daipove Oaéuwy,
bte ToD velkovs émexphrec Aocmdy %) peddTys,

tabtd te ovuminteokoy, Omy ovvérvpoey Ekaota,
dAa te mwpdg toly moAdd deyvers éEeyrévovro.

émd ©ijy pedbryros oby 6 'E. Exetvar elmev, ody ds émespatoboys oy tie e-
Adtyrog, &AX as peAdovorns émckpately, Eve 0¢ ta duckta Kol povéyvia
onAobarns.

2 Simp. in Phys. 327.20, 331.2
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1 dalpove om. A 2 ékaotal dmavra in Phys.

52(61) Aelian NA 16.29

E. 0 guackds gnoc mepl [@wv (dedrnrog Aérawv kol éretvog dijmov rlvealol
T ovupu kel kphaee poppiis piv edpopa, Evhoee 8¢ abparos avumdekévtar
& 0¢ Aérec, tadrd dotce

mwoAAd péy dupempdowna Kol dupiatepy’ épvovto,
Bovrevij dvipdmpgpa, ta & Eumady éEavéreAdov
Gvopogui] Podkpava, peucyuéva T ey an’ dvipdy
) 0¢ yuvackopui), Torcepoist Rorpuéva yuiocs.

2 Arist. Phys. 198bge, 19g9br1; Simp. in Phys. 372.1, 380.20, 381.3,7,13, 383.
4; Them. in Phys. 62.3; Phlp. in Phys. 314.13; Plu. adv. Col. 1123b

1 duplorepva pieobac codd., emend. Karsten 2 avaréliey codd.,
emend. Karsten 3 dvdporevi) Podmpwpa Simp. in Phys. 381.7  &n’
Karsten : bz’ codd. 4 yAcepore Karsten : grcfapory Bergk : deepote

Panzerbieter : grelpocs vel orepors Diels

53(62) Simplicius in Phys. 381.29
elmdvros ¢ Tod 'E. év t(p devtépp tav Duackdy mpd tiic T@y dvipelwy Kol
Twvackelwy copdtoy dcaplpboews tavti ta Eny:

viv & d&y’, drws dvdpdy te moAvkAalTwy TE TUVALK@DY
évwoylovs Sprmkas dvirare kpevduevoy mhp,
T@vde KAD’" ob rap wifos dméoromos 00’ ddariuwy.
obAoguets péy mpdta timoc yfovis éEavéreAdov,

5 aupotépwy Udatds te kal eldeos aloay Exovres'
Tods pév mhp dvémeume 0iov mpoy duotov (kéolac,
olte i mww peAéwy dpardy Oéuas éupaivovras,
obr’ évomny Yolr't émeydpcov dvdpdoc trowvt.

3 cf. Arist. Phys. 199bg

1 dre nag F 3 tavd’ &AV E 5 Ideog Diels 8 o7’ F, ofat
E, ob7” ad Ald. : oldy 7' Diels  rfjpuy Ald. : yuloy Stein, Diels : olp 7’



117 TEPI ©Y ZEQZ 52(61)-57(65)
émeywpeoy &vdphat yulewy Bollack

54(64) Plutarch quaest. nat. g17ye

9 Kl 10 gvvrpépealac kol ovvareAdleclac ta OrAea Tors dppeacy dvdpvnacy

wocel T@y dppodiolwy kal ovverkaleltac TY Bpefov: ag émi dvBpdmwy 'E.
émolyoe

1@ 0 émi ki mobos elre Yoea médews appiorwvt
Guplotwy wA, dulebwy n : eloc 00 Seos dppcprjorwy (eloc Karsten, o¢
d¢eog Wyttenbach) Diels
55(66) Schol. in Eurip. Phoen. 18
'E. 6 guockds &AAyropav ¢noc

aycatads Ascudvas . - . Appodityg

&y ole 7 t@y maldwy réveals éotev.
Aecpavas AT, Acpavas M, Acpévas B
56(63) Aristotle GA 764bi1s
olire yap dceomao pévoy évdéyetac ©0 odua tob omépuaros elvae, 0 pév &y
t@ Ofdec 76 & év 1 dppeve, rabbmep 'E. pnoly elmdy’

dAda dcéomaotac peréwy pbocs, 7 pdv & dvépdsy

Arist. GA 722b12, Phlp. in GA 166.25, cf. Gal. sem. 4.616K

% & év quvackés add. Phlp.

57(65) Aristotle GA 723223
wpdg 06 tovtocs € 70 OFAv kal TO dppev év T Kvfoec deapépec, Kabdmep 'E.
Abrec

év 0" éxolly rabapoioe: Ta pév teldébovor yvvaikes
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Juyeos dvredoavia

1 Phlp. in G4 30.4, cf. Arist. GA 764a1

1 éAvfy S 2 (ra 0 Eumaley dppeva Oeppos) add. Diels

58(67) Galen Hipp. Ep. 17.1002 K
0 pév rap HMapuevidne obtws Zpn “Oelitepoloc péy kodpovs, Aaolor & ab
kovpas.” 6 0¢ 'E. obrws*

& rap Oepuotépy o kat’ dppeva Emleto trainst,
Kol pélaves 0ca toiTo Kal ddpoueAéotepor dvdpes
Kol Aayvijevres pdAAov-

1 zorag dppevos EmAero raotip Diels : 70 kar’ dppeva Emleto yaorplds Sturz
2 &dpoperéatepoc Karsten : dvdpwdéarepor codd.

59(68) Aristotle GA 77727, cf. Philoponus in GA 208.9
t0 rap rdla memeppbvoy alpd fotew, &AX ob deepbapuévov. 'E. & 7 obk
8p0dg OmeAbuPavey 1 obk eb petiverse movjoas dg 70 al pa (76 rdda codd.)

unvog év dydodrov dexdry miov EmAeto Acvkdy.

60(71) Simplicius in Cael. 529.28 [post 87(9g5).1]
brc 08 mepl TovTwy Abrec TV & TobTQ TP KbOMp, drove TOUTwY TGY émeV*

&l 0é ©i goc mepl T@vde Amdbvlos EmAeto miotes,
¢ Boaroc yaine te xal aibégog feliov te
rovauévwv eidn te yevoiato yooid te Ovnrdv
tdoa’ oa viv reydaoe ovvappocdévt’ ’ Appodity

1061eg F, & ¥rc c 4 7téco’ Karsten : tola codd. to?’ ola Wilam.
rerbace A

61(33) Plutarch amic. mult. g5a
todvavtloy oby Eockey 1) xadovuévy molvpidla {tjj ¢cAla) mocely. % uéy
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rap ouvdrec Kal ovvlatyoc kel ovvéyer Karamvrvobaa tals ducAlacs kel
@eAoppoaivacs

ag & 67 omos ydAa Aevkoy érdupwoey xai Ednoe

kat’ 'E. (tocabtyy rap 5 ¢cdla Pobletac mocely évéryra kal obumpbe), 7
08 mwolvpcdle . . .

&npée LC
62(73) Simplicius in Cael. 530.5 [post 60(71).1—4]
kot pet’ oAy’

s 08 tote ybdva Kimocs, émei ©° édinvey & SuPpg,
eldea mwocwvbovoa Bop mvpl Gdke KpaTivac

1 é0elrveey A 2 & 0é &momvocoboa A fed F
63(72) Athenaeus 8.334b

ob Aavldver 0¢ pe xal 8t Kowwds mévres of (yfbes xapaocives vmo "E. éA¢-
yOnoav tod @uockod obrews:

g Kal 0évdpea pakpa kol elvdAoc Kepaaives
64(77-78) Theophrastus CP 1.13.2, cf. Plutarch guaest. conv. 649c
&l 08 kol ovveyds 0 &p &xodovfoly tolrocs (tols dévdpors), lows obdé a

wapd TV mornT@y Aeydueva G6fecey dv &Abrws Eyerw odd de 'E. delpuide
Kol éumeddrapmd ¢nac 0&Adecy

kapndy dpbovipoe rat’ épa mdve' éveavrdy,
Drorcfépuevds Tva Tod dépos kpaccy, Ty éapoviy, Kocvi.

delpuAda] éumeddpuidoy Plu. : Jévdpea 0" éumeddpulla ral éumeddrapma
7élnAey versum Hermann., edd. katfpee Scaliger : rarfopa Stein

65(79) Aristotle GA 731a4
ral Tobro Kadds Aéyec 'E. mocjoags
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oltw & qotorel pakpa Gévdpea mpdToy élaiag.

76 16 yap @Qov xinuk éote, kal &k Tovos avtod ylrverac T0 [@ov, To 6¢ Aocmoy
707}

Thphr. CP 1.5.1, Phlp. in GA 63.11

pakpk] pexpé PSY, Phlp.
66(80) Plutarch gquaest. conv. 683d
to0 & 'E. elpnréros
obvekey Ogirovol te aidac kal vmépploa wija

10 péy tay oday énlleroy voely, dre tob plvomdpoy Afyovrog 70n kol TdY
Kavpubtoy popaoubvey EETértovoe Tov Kapmly . . . Ta 08 pijAa kal Hurova
dedvocay 6 copds “Omépploca’” mwpooecphroc, dcamopely.

Orépploc Karsten : mépploca codd.
67(81) Plutarch quaest. nat. gi2c
7 08 mées Eockey elvae aijfes, dg 'E. papropel Aérwy
olvog amo plocod méletaw caméy év 0w Dowp.

Plu. quaest. nat. 91gd, Arist. Top. 127a19, Alex. Aphr. in Top. 357.12, Anon.
in Plat. Theaet. 24.39

bmo pAoc@ Xylander

68(74) Plutarch quaest. conv. 685f
adtay 08 ta@v [guy obdéy dv yepoalov 7} mrmviy elmelv Eyocg obTw ydvepoy
g mhvra ta aldrra’ mpds O kol memolykey O 'E.:

@bAoy dpovooy Grovoa TWOAVOTEPEWY KauaTHYwY.
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69(76) Plutarch quaest. conv. 618b

kal tov Oeov dpas, Gy “dpeotoréyvay” uav o Iliviapes mpogelmey, o
navtayod 10 nlp dvew tdrrovta Kal Kdtw TV 7iv GAX dy dv al ypelac T@Y
gwpudtey &ratd@on”

70070 pév év Kdyyavac Baaoaovipocs Papuvdrocs:
vai iy kppvkwy te Adloppivay yelbwy te,

¢noly 'E.
&b ddec yldva ypwtos vméprata vacetdovaay.

2-3 Plu. fae. lun. g27f

1 faiagoovéuwy Diels

70(75) Simplicius in Cael. 530.8 [post 62(73)]
Kal mhAey

t@y 0 60" fow pév mukvd, ta 0 éktole pava mémpyev,
Kompedos év maiduyor niddys tocijode tvydvra
2 Simp. in Phys. 331.9

2 nardupoc (-pne F) mAddne tocfiode codd. : madbdupoc mA&dys (mAdoys E)
Tolng ¢ in Phys.

71(82) Aristotle Mete. 387bg

Arw 08 Kal dot@ Kol TP yas Kal WAV TO TocoDTOY &y TadTd" 0 rap KelTol
dvopa kowby, &Aia rat dvaloylay Suws év tadbtd mhvt' éotlv, domep Kol
'E. pnac

Ttavra tpiyes kol pOAAa kol olwvdy TTepd TLEVE
ral Aemides rirvovrac émi otcfapoioc uédeaacy-

Olymp. in Mele. 335.22
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2 lonédes E  goAcdovides Olymp. : pAov{des Karsten

72(83) Plutarch fort. g8d
Ta ply rap dricotac kol 66odac kol KévTpocs,

avtap éyivocg
06vBelets yaitae vdrocs émemeppikao.

1 éyfvocg Vulcob. : éyivog codd. 2 dbvBedory W, dvfelife O yaltac
Vulcob. : gaf 7e N, §é te cet. codd.

73(89) Plutarch quaest. nat. 916d
oxémee 07, kat’ 'E. rvedg bte

ndvtwy eloldv dmoppoal boa’ érévovro*

ob rap [Qwy pbvoy o000 gur@y o00¢ 1 kol Oardrrns, &AAa kot Albwy
dmetaey dydeley@s moAdd peduara kal yaAxob kal gidypov.

amoppoal A ante corr. : &moppocal cet. codd.

74(91) Philoponus in G4 123.15

Kal dv pdy eloc T vaota kal ol mlpoc, Tovtéate Ta KolAa Kol mUEVE GDu-
petpa, dote & &AMjAwv ywpelv, tobtwy Epackey (6 'E.) elvac by Kol
kpagcey, oloy bdaros kal olvov, dv 0¢ &obpuctpe, duckta tadrta Epackey
elvae, domep Elacoy kol Howp® pyal yap

(B0wp) oivy pa@rioy tévapibuovt, avrap éAaiq
o0k 80€Aec.

tabta Aéywy Kara wovtdy chuatos Ty aitiay Tis T@Y Hucbvey &rerviag
&med{dov.

Alex. Aphr. quaest. 72.26, cf. Arist. GA 723a18

1 dvaplOucoy codd., Alex. : évéplucoy Karsten
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75(90) Plutarch quaest. conv. 663a

elte yap é6 dpolwy dvalapfbver o olkelov 1) placs els Tov drroy adrdley
% mocklAn tpoyr) moldas pelieloa mocbtyras & éavric éxdote pépec TO
npdopopoy &vadldwacey: date riveslac td o0 'E.

s TAvKD pév [émi] yAvrd pdprre, mekpoy 8 émi mexpov Spovoey,
060 & ém’ d&D <EBm), toaAepov dadepod Aaférwst

Macrobius Sat. 7.5.17

1 én} om. Macr. 2 #fp suppl. Macr. Ocppoy 0 émoyevero Oepud
Macr. : daepoy &' émoyelro dappd Diels : daecpdy & émoyevero dacpp Maas

76(93) Plutarch def. or. 433b
dAda rap dAdocs olrela kail mpéopopa kabbmep Tiy pév moppipas 6 kvepds
tijs 68 KbxKov TO viTpoy dokel Ty Pag)y dreev pepcypévov,

Boaaq 6¢ TrAaveie kpérovt rarauiorerac drtés,
ag E. elppke.

rAabroco Xylander  gal xpdrov J, rpbérov IIB, rpévov Gu &ktls] om.
FIIB : alfog Xylander : &xrfjg Wilam.  ylavkj xbxrov karapuloyerac dvbog
Wiyttenbach : ylavsfis sérros ratapuloretac drzfis Diels : yAadroco xpérov
rataploretac dxtlc Bennet

77(109) Aristotle De An. 404b8

daoc & ém ©o yovdoreey kel T6 alalbveclac t@y dvtwy, olroc §é Aérovae Try
Quyiy tag &pyés, ol pdv mAelovs mocodvres, Tabras, of 08 ploy, TabTyy, domep
’E. péy ék t@y orocyelwy mhvrwy, elvac ¢ kol Exaotoy Juyny tobtwy, Aérwy
obrws*

raiy pév rap ralav émdmauey, Hdarc &’ Héwp,
alfépc & albépa diov, drap mvpl mhp GidnAov,
atopyiy 0¢ atoprfj, veikos 06 te veikel Avypd.

1-3 Arist. Metaph. 1000b6, S.E. adv. math. 1.303, 7.92, 121, Hippol. RH
6.11.1, Phlp. in GC 268.17, Sophon. inde An. 12.22 1-2 Ascl. in Metaph.
198.11, Gal plac. Hipp. 5.627K, Stob. 1.51.7 1,3 Procl. in Tim. 233c;



TEXT 124

Phlp. in de An. 182.1 1 Phlp. in de An. 150.12, 180.21, 469.20, 489.27,
570.24, Them. in de An. 10.20 14.18, 34.8, Sophon. in de An. 26.16, Gal

plac. Hipp. 5.631K

2 }épc & 7épa S.E. 1.303  Olov codd., Gal,, Stob. : ffav cet., om. Hippol.
ddnloy E 3 groprfj d¢ gropriy codd. 0¢ te] 0é t¢ BPCP Metaph. :
én¢ Hippol. : §¢ re S.E. 7.92, Procl.

78(107) Theophrastus Sens. 10
70 pév rap gpovelv elvac toly dpolocg, T O &yvoelv tTols dwopolocg, dg

7% tadToy 7 mapanijocoy Oy tf alolfoce Ty ppbvyacy. dcapcl pmadpevos vép,
ag Exaaroy éxdate yvapllew, éni télec mpooélnrey dx

ér tovray {ds) mdvra memjraocey dpuocbévra
kal TovTocs ppovéouae kai ooyt 100 dvedvrar.

dc0 kal @ of pate pdriota ppovelv' v tobte rap pddiota rerpaclac ta
grocyela T@Y UEPDY-

1 rép add. Karsten, lacunam xiv litt. indicat P : d¢ Lloyd-Jones 2 9o-
ovt’ 7§ Karsten : fjdovrac ral codd.

79(106) Aristotle Metaph. 1009b17
kol vap 'E. perafhilovras tiv ESwv petafhriecy pnol tiv ppbvnacy:

wpdy mapeoy yap it aésetar dvlpdmococy.
Arist. De An. 427a23, Alex. Aphr. in Metaph. 306.18, Ascl. in Metaph. 277.9,

Phlp. in de An. 485.23, Them. in de An. 87.22, Sophon. in de An. 115.26

vadéerar ETAY, Alex.

80(108) Aristotle Metaph. 100g9b1g [post 79(106).1]
kol év Etépocg 0¢ Aérec dre

dogov <0") dAAoioc perépuy, tdoov dp opiow ale
Kal T ppovely dAloia mapioTarac
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Arist. De An. 427a24, Alex. Aphr. in Metaph. 306.24, Ascl. in Metaph. 277.17,
Phlp. in de An. 486.16, cf. Simp. in de An. 202.30

1§ add. Diels : ¢’ Sturz  perépyy STA®  tdgoy dp] 60ey De An., Phlp.
2 xat 70 gavrilealac ral dvecpdrreey ppovely T (De An.) waploTaro
codd. : kablorarac T (De An.)

81(103) Simplicius in Phys. 331.12 [post 70(75).2]
kal modda dv teg ebpoc éx Ty E. Dvockdy tocadta wapabéobac, domep ral
tobto’

Tfi0e pév ody ldryre TOYYS Weppdvyrey dmavta.

82(104) Simplicius in Phys. 331.41 [post 81(103)]
Kal pet’ dAlyov:

kal kal’ doov pév dpacdrata Suvérvpoe meadvra

dpacérata Scaliger : &pacdrara codd.

83(98) Simplicius in Phys. 31.31

dre yap oby ds of moAdol voullovoc peAla pév pbvy kar ’E. tov voproy
émolnoe kéopoy, velkos 06 ubvov tov alolyrdy, &AX dupw mavtayod olkelws
Ocwpet, drovooy avtod tav éy tols Puockoly Aeyopbvwv, &y ols ral tije
évradfa onpcovpyekijs ovrkpbocws Ty * Appodityy froc iy pilay altiay pyol.
radel 06 70 pév mop ral “Hepacaroy xal ficoy kel pAbya, ©6 8¢ Héwp 8uPpov,

Toy 02 &épa albépa. Aérec oy moAlayod pév tabra kol év tobtocs 08 Tolg
Emeawy:

7 0 ybwy tovtocaey loy ouvvérvpoe pdMhora,

‘Hopaiore ©° SuPpe te kai allépe mappavéwvre,

Kompedos dppeobeioa telciocs év Aepévesocy,

&v’ 6Mroy pellwy telre miéoy éorivt éAdagwy.
5 éx tdv alud T Erevio kali GAAys eldex oaprds.

1 Simp. in Phys. 331.5
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3 dppnobetoa DE 4 pellov elre mhéov éotly éAdoooy F pellwy elte
nAéoveaocy éAdoowy Panzerbicter : &7’ év mAedveoacy Dodds 5 alpa
térevro D, alpat’ ¥revro B, alpat’ érévovro F @ alpud te yévro Sturz

84(85) Simplicius in Phys. 331.3
“ral ta pbpea t@y [Py &mo tiyys revéolar ta miAelotd gyow,” dg Srav
Aérp [83(98).1], kal mhAcy

79 06 Aok (Adecpar pevovladinge tiye rains,

kal év dddocg [70(75).2) xal modda dv tes ebpoc éx tav 'E. Pvordy tocadra
rwapabéabac.

7 04 D, fidy E QA6 om. E ¢vye DF

85(86) Simplicius in Cael. 529.21

&AA& kol mepl revégews T@y dpladudy Tdy cwparkdy tobtwy Aérwy énfrayey
é av Supar’ Emnbev drecpéa 07’ Appodity).

86(87) Simplicius in Cael. 529.24 [post 85(86)]

Kol petr’ 6Alyoy
réupocs dorfoaca karagtépyoes *Appodity

87(95) Simplicius in Cael. 529.26 [post 86(87)]

Kol Ty alrlay Aoy tod tods uéy év puépa, tode 08 év vzl k&AAcov dpav
Kompcdos (gnotv) év maldupocey dre Edu mpdt’ épbovro.

88(84) Aristotle Sens. 437b23

'E. & Eocke voullovte dté péy éEcbvros Tod putds, domep elpnrac mpbrepoy

BAémeey. Aéyec rody obrawe:

dg 0" dre teg mpdodov voéwy dmAiooaro Abyvoy,
yecpepiny Oca vokTa mupos oéAas allouévoco,
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dgas mavroiwy avéuwy Aaumtijpas dpopyovs,

of T dvéuwy pév mvedua O0cadkidvaoccy dévtawy,
5 ¢as 0 Ew dcabpokoy, ooy Tavadrepoy fev,

Adumeorey kara Aoy drecpéocy drtiveooey:

g 06 T’ v ppverfey éepyruévov dydyiov mhp

Aemrfjocy {z’) d06vyoc AoydLero xixAoma kovony:

al & Ddarog pév Bévlos améarerov aupivdovros,
10 =op & &w deleoroy dooy Tavadrepoy Tev.

oté pév obrws opay ¢macy, 0t¢ 08 Taly &moppolacs Taly &mo T@Y dpwpbvay.

1-10 cf. Arist. Sens. 437b14. Alex. Aphr. in Sens. 23.11 8 cf. Eust. ad Od.

20.21

3 dpovprody Alex. 4 af T EMPYG® 5 pag] nop EMPYGs, add.
supra §j pas il &w dedvrarac tpelavo Oeomealyocy d06vnacy dcabpdoroy
P 7 éprpbvoy L, geppévoy W, deduévoy EM, éexpévoy Y, éxpévoy Go

8 add. ¢’ Diels  dbdvocoey X, yoavfioww P, ybovéinoc EMYGeil  Aoydlero
EMYil, Aoydlerac G*, éyelavo L, éyebaro cet. codd. al yobvpoe dlavta
retpparo Oeomealpoey coni. Blass ex P v.5, incl. Diels post 8 9 &upo-
dovrog Bekker : dupovabvros (dupl raévrog M) codd. 10 jclegrov P :
dcalbp@oroy cet. codd.

89(88) Strabo 8.364.3
nap' 'E. 8¢

i riyverae dupotépay 8¢,
7 Odes-

Arist, Poet. 1458a5

6 codd. : dpe (6 B) Arist.

90(94) Plutarch quaest. nat. g9, cf. Aristotle GA 779b28
cur aqua in summa parte alba, in fundo vero nigra spectatur? an quod
profunditas nigredinis mater est, ut quae solis radios prius quam ad eam
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descendant, obtundant et labefactet? superficies autem quoniam continuo a
sole afficitur, candorem luminis recipiat oportet. quod ipsum et E. approbat :

et niger in fundo fluvii color exstat ab umbra,
atque cavernosis itidem spectatur in antris.

91(100) Aristotle Resp. 473a15

Aérec 8¢ mepl dvamvofe kal 'E. . .. ral mepl tiie dca Tav prTHpwy bdvar-
vofle Aérwy oletac kol wepl tiis Kvplag Aérecy dvamvoijs . - . rlvealac 6é pyac
oy dvarvoly ral éxmvory Oca T pAMPag elval tovag, v aly Eveare pdy
alua, ob pévroc mhipecs eloly af paros, Eyovoe 8¢ mépovs els tov Ew &épa,
T@y pév'tod odpuaros poplwy éidrrovs, T@Y 8¢ Tob &épog petlovs® 0¢o tod
al paros wepukbrog Kevelobac dvw kal kdtw, KbTw péy pepopévov elopely Toy
&épa kat ylveabac dvamvory, dvw & ldvtoy éxmimreey O0pale ral riveoloc
v éxmvory, mapeckdlwy T6 gvuPalvoy Tals kAegudpats”

@de 0" dvamvel mdvta kol éxmvel’ ma&oc Ao o
TapE@Y TUPCYTES TOUATOY KATQ OO pa TETAVTAL,
ki ogey émi otopfors mokvaie téTpnpvrac dAo§cy
pevav Eoyara tépbpa Ocaumepés, dore povoy péy

5 kevbecy, albépe O edmopiny Océdocor terpiobat.
&lev Emecd’ omdray péy amaily tépev ol ua,
alfpp maprdlwy kavaicoetac oldpare pdpre,
edre 0 dvalpgoky mdiey ékmvéer, domep dtay mais
kAepidpy mailovoa Ocecmeréos yadroio®

10 edre wév avlod mopfuov éx’ edecdel yepi Oeiga
ely Udaros PBdmrypoc tépev 0éuas dapyvpéoco,
tobder’ &t drrood duPpos éoépyerar, dAAd uev elpree
aépos Syrog Eowle meowv émi tpfuara mwuavd,
elaor’ amoateydoy mukwoy poov' adrap Emecta

15 7mveduaros éAAeimovtos éoépyetac alocuoy Uowp.
ae 0 abrws 60’ Dowp pev Exec kara Pévbea yaxob,
mwopfuod ywalévrog Ppotéw ypol ¢ mdpoco,
allnp & éktos, Eow AcAepuévos, &pPpov épbrec
aupi wokas 70 poto dvonyéos, drpa Kparivwy,

20 elodre yecpi pelf” viéve O ad wdAew, Eumaldey 3 mpiv,
myebuaros éumintovros vmekbéec alacpoy Howp.
o 0 abtws Tépey ol pa KAadaooduevoy Ocd yuiwy
onmdre péy malivopooy émaifece pvyovoe,
allépos €blds pedua ratépyetac ofdpare Goov,
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25 evte ' avabodoxn, mdiw éxmvéel ioov dmioow.

cf. Michael in PN 124.15

1 Xelpacpor NVn, dlacpoc Mil 3 murvary MZil, mukcwols vel mukvoly
cet. codd. dAebe V, dévate Mil 4 7éplpa G*H*Lmo, téfpa cet. codd.,
Mich. @bvoy Mil, gavdy cet. codd. 5 edmopliyy LQHM, ebmvocay
pr.Z, edmoplay cet. codd. 6 énalfoc corr. i, éndboc pr.i, émdbece ],
énbén M pr.Z, armalfpy LXG*Hemo, éralfp cet. codd. 8 dvalbpgory
Karsten : dvallpdoxec codd. éxmyvéec Diels : éxmyer codd. 9 xAegvdpp
Diels : xldegddpacs vel xAedbdpmy codd. rallyae i, nailovec MZ -
ecnetéos Diels, 80 evmayeds P, 06 edmetéocs S, dumeréoy ZMil, 60 edmeréog

cet. codd. 12 o)dér’ é¢ vel obd dr¢ é¢ codd. : o0 &’ é¢ Diels, obldels
DK : o0dé teg Bollack 13 a/fépog Stein, Burnet 14 &rooreydoe:
Pfmo, &roaterdon M pr.Z, il 15 ¢xdelmovrog MZil  alocuov Mich, :
abécpoy vel alocpoy codd. 17 ywobévrog G*H:LQf, ypwelévros cet.
codd. xpwt B0é £, ypocide NPVno, ypocivde MZ, ypolve 86 il, yepl 7dé
X mépovg Mil 19 7fuoto PSXZ, loOpuoro cet. codd. 21 ékmi-
nrovroy MZGeiln bmexBéec MZil, Omexfel cet. codd. 23 imalece
(drdéece MZ) codd. : &maifece Stein, Diels 24 alfépos MZil, Erepoy
cet. codd. : rolrepoy Furley  oldua teratvoy MZil 25 dvalbpgory

Karsten : dvalpdoroc i, dvalpbory MSZ, dvalpdorec cet. codd. éxmvéec
Diels : éxkmver codd.

92(101) Plutarch quaest. nat. g17e
worepoy al Kives, dg gnaw 'E.
képpare Onpeiwy peréwy pvrtipocy épevvav,

tag &moppos dvadaufbvovory, ds évamolelmer ta Onpla Tff bAy . . .

Alexander probl. 22.7
Lavros pév obv Gea T0 ovveyd) elvac v domy &nd tob Onplov alobévovrac,
tebvedros 0¢ mémavotar péovea” ob rap ratalelwmer, domep 'E., dg

.+ . améAecme woODY Amaldf mepi moliy

1 Plu. curios. 520f, cf. Anon. in Plal. Theaet. 71.3
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1 répuara Anon. : képuata (képuate B) codd. : méApara J', tépuara cet.
Plu. 520f  épevvay Plu. s20f : dpevv@oac codd. 2 mepemola codd. :
nvebpata O oo’ &médecme moday dmadfj wepl wolq Diels : {dovd’ doo’ DK :
dopal’ doa’ Pearson

93(102) Theophrastus Sens. 22
ob rap lows ral’ adtd T dvamvely altcoy tijs dogpfioews, dAAQ Katd ovpfe-
Bnrds, de Ex te Tav dAAwy [dwy paprvpeltac kal dca tav elpppébvay mabdy:

]

6 & dag tavrys obaons tis altlas kel émi Télec mhAcv elpyrey domep éme-
onuatvbuevos

@oe péy oby mvociy Te AeAdyyact mdvra kal 6o pdy.

mvocje Stephanus : zvefie codd.

94(105) Stobaeus 1.49.53
oletac rap xat “Opnpog év ©@ alpare elvac rors dvlpdmocs Ty mepl ta
bvyra ppdvmowy . . . 'E. 8¢ obrw palverar dg dprdvov mpds adveawy tob al-
parog dvtog Aérecv:

ol pavos v meddyeoar Trerpaupéva avribpavrost

tfj Te vopua pdAiota xikdforetar dvBpamocoey:

alpa rap dvlpdmors mepcrdpdioy éate vinua.

3 EM sv. alpa, cf. Censorinus 6.1, Chalc. Tim. 218

1 telpappéyvy Grotius  dvrelopavros P2, dvrifopdvros Scaliger : dugpclpo-
a@vros Karsten 2 rvkAéoretar Heeren

95(132) Clement Strom. 5.140.5
6ABeos
dg Eockev, dpa éotly kata oy 'E.,

b Ociwy mpamidwy ékTriocaro mAoiTov,
dechos & @ ororéecoa Oedv mépr OoEa pfpmAey.

raow kal dyveciay Spovs ebdacuoviay Karodacuovias te felws édfAwaey.
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96(133) Clement Strom. 5.81.2
70 ydp toc Octov, 0 'Axpayavtivés gnac moenris,

ook Eotey meddoaobac év dpbaluoiaey épektdy

Duetépocs B yepol Aafeiv, fmep te peyioty
wecfoos dvlpdmocaey aualetis ely ppéva minTec.

Theodoret. Gr.aff. 1.74

1 neddoac & dpbadpors (dpbaduotocy, V) odx éotey éperrdy CV Theodoret.
2 fimep te codd. : jmep re Karsten

97(134) Ammonius in Int. 249.1

dca tadra 0¢ kel 6 ’Axpayavtives copds émcpparnicas tovs mepl Oedy dg
&vlpwmoecddy dvtwy wapa tols mocrals Asrouévovs wblovs, émfrare mponr-
ovpbvws pév mepl *AmndAlwvos, mepl ob v alt® mpooey@s 0 Adyos, kara O
Ty abrdy tpdmoy xal mepl Tod Oelov mavtdy dmAdy dmopacvduevos

000¢ yap dvdpouéy Kepaldjl rKata yvia kékaorTal,

[0 péy dmo vdroco Vo kAddoc digoova,]

ob wddeg, o Boa youv', ob pfdea Aayvievra,

aAda ppiv (epy) kol dlBéoparos EmAeto pobvoy,
5 @povtioe kbopoy dravta karaiogovoe Gofjocy.

Oca Tob “lepy)”’ kal Ty Omép voby alvertéuevos altiav.

1-5 Tz. Chil. 13.80 1 (1, 3-5 mg.) Olymp. in Gorg. 4.3  4-5 Tz Chil.
7.517

1 ofre Ammon., Olymp. mg. : o péy Tz &vdpopéy) Bpozéy Tz. 2
vérwy e codd., corr. Schneider &looovaey codd. : &feoovrar Stein, vers.
seclusi 3 médes] yépes Olymp. mg. rodva kal Tz phdea) arifea
superscrip. A

98(27a) Plutarch princ. phil. 777c
6 pév rap els &petiy dec pchocoplas TeAevTaY gOppwvoy EquTd Kol & pepmToy

09 éavtod Kal peotov elpiviy kal cloppoaivys Tis Tpos éautdy &el wap-
éxetac oy dvlpamoy
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o) otdotg 000é te Ofjpcs avaiacpos &y peAéeaacy.

ob dfpes codd. corr. Xylander  dvalocpog Meziriae : dvéacpog w, évalocpos
cet. codd.

99(129) Porphyry Vit. Pyth. 30
tobrocg kal 'E. paprupel Aywy mepl avtod*

v 0¢ teg v kelvocacry dvip mepcdaca elddy,
d¢ 0% wikcoToy mpamidwy éktijoaro mAodToy.
mavrolwy te pddcata copdv émcfpavos Eprwy:
dnmére rap mhoyoey dpékatro mpaméidecacy,

5 geid re ta@v dvtwv mavtwy Asbooeokey Exaotov,
kai te 06K avlpdmwy kai T elkoowv aldveoaey.

70 yap “mepedoca’ Kol “‘t@v dvrwy Aevooeokey Exacta”’ Kal “mpamldwy
wAoOtoy” Kal ta fockdta Eupavtira pdAiota tie éacpérov kal drpcfeotépas
mapd Todg dAdovs Ocopravdoecws &v e Td dpav kal TP &Kobey Kol TR VoEly
to0 [vlaydpov.

1-6 Jamb. Vit. Pyth. 67 1-2 D.L. 8.54

3 gopay add. ¢’ Wilam. 5 pet’ § ye Cobet  £xagroy lamb. : &kagra
codd.

100(110) Hippolytus RH 7.29.25

tocadty Teg 7 Kara vov 'E. juiv 1) tod kbouov réveacs kal plopa Kal
abotaocy & &yabod kol Kaxod gvveot@oa pclocopeltac. elvac 0é ¢nac Kol
yoey TplTgy T dovauys v kel ék tobtwy émcveelalac divaglac, Aérwv
¢ mwg*

&l yap kal 0@’ dadwjo Vmo mpamideoacy épeioas

edpevéws kabapfjocy émomtedoecs pelérpacy,

taitd € goc pdla wdvra 0 aldvos mapéoovtac,

dAha te oA dmo tavde kt(foedac adra yap adfec
5 tabt’ els 0o Exaarov, dmy giacs éotiv ékdote.

el 0é o v’ drhoiwy émopéEear ola kat’ dvopas

ppia Oecda médovtar & T auPAivovac pepipvas,
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D) o’ dpap érxdeiovar mepermAopévoco ypdvoco
op@y avt@y mobéovra pidyy émi réwway (kéolfac:

10 zdvra rap {olc ppovnocy Exey kai voparos aloayv.

10 Hippol. RH 6.12.1, S.E. adv. math. 8.286

1 xai év gpadlvyocy codd, : key ¢’ &devijoey Schneidewin 2 émomrebaets
seripsi : émomrebecg codd. : émomrebope Schneid. 3 ¢é Schneid. : §¢
codd. 4 ravoert(f.n)rae codd. : tavd’ éxthoecac Diels : tavde xrijo-
etac Bollack 5 jflog Miller : ¥fog codd. 6 TaAX olav émepéfecs
codd. corr. Schneid. 7 0fjAa codd. : defAar Schneid. & 7 Diels :
th 7' codd. pepf pvag Schneid. : péprpyvace codd. 8 7 ¢’ Meineke :
ofj¢ codd. mepemAopévoco Miller : mwepemAouévorg codd, 10 vdpuaros

algay S.E. : pvoparéecgoy codd. : pvduny fanpy Hippol. 6.12

101(111) D.L. 8.59

TobTdy gnac ¢ Zdrvpos Aérecy ag adrds (0 [Nopylas) mapeln ©@ 'E. ronrebovre.
&Aa kal adriy Oca tay mocpudtwy émarréAledlac TooTé e Kal dAAa TAslw,
oc av ppoc

phppara 0 dooa yerd@oc KaKk®y kol pipacs dAkap
webay, émel povve goc érd Kpavéw tdde mavTa.
wavoes 0 arapdtov avépwy uéves of T émi yoiow
dpvipevoc mvocaioe katapbevifovacy dpodpas:

5 kol maley, By 0éApola, maliviira mvebuar’ émdecs:
Orjoecg 0’ € SuPpoco KeAacvod Kaipoy adyudy
avlpdmoes, Orjoets 0¢é kai € avyuoio Oepeiov
pevpaza oevopedlpenta, Trde' albépe vacjoovract,
&ecs 0" &6 'Aidao rarapleuévov uévos dviopds.

1-9 Suda s.v. dmvovg, Tz Chil. 2.9o9 3-5 Clem. 6.30.2

4 mvocatac] Ovyroloc Clem. dpovpag Clem., Tz : &povpay codd. 5
7 & P, Suda, 7y F, 9y kol GéAnca B : e’ é0éApobo Clem. naAlvTove
Suda 6 Ooecs F, (om. émdbecs) Clem. : tioecg B, otfioecs P, Suda, Tz.
7 Ofjoecg B°F, Ofoec BY, ovijoecg P, Tz Oepelov P2, Tz. : Gepelocg BFPY,
om. Suda 8 a4’ albépe vacjoovrar P!, tatacfepovalns dvra B, tdre
bépecvahoovrar F, tatr’ évbéper dfjoovrar P? : té 7' év Oéper éoovrar Suda :
té T albépve Ofoovrac Tz. : t& ©° albépe vacjoovrar Diels : t& ©° albépe
&logovrar Wilam.
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102(112) 1,2, 4-11 D.L. 8.61 (3 Diod. Sic. 13.83.2; 10,12 Clem.
Strom. 6.30.3)

Ty roby dmvovy 0 ‘Hpakxleldns ¢nol tocodréy ¢ elvac, s Tpebrovra 7 uépas
guytnpely dmvovy kel doguaToy T0 cdpe: 80ev elmey adriv kal inTpoy Kal
pévrey, AapPhvov dua kal &mo tobtwy tav otiywy

@ @ikoc, of péra datv kdra Eavloid ’Arpdyavros
vaier’ &' drpa woAeos, dral@y pededijpoves Eprwv,
(Eelvwy aldotoc Acuévey rakdryros dmecpo,)
yoipet’” érw 0 vuiv Oeos dufporos ovkéte Ovyrds
5 mwAeDuac peta maoc Tetepévos, domep Eocxev,
Ttawvialg te mepiotentoy atépealy te Baleiocg
trotoey &y’ dvt (rwpac és dotea tpAeldovra
avdpdacy 10é ruvackl oefilouac of 0’y Emovrar
popiéoc E§epéovrey dmy mpoy répdos drapmds,
10 of péy povroowiéwy keypquévoc, ol 0 émi vovagwy
mwavroiwy émbfovro kAdecy eomréa Pdéev,
Onpov 07) yalemjjor memapuévor {dup’ d0vvypaev).

1-2, 46 Anth. Gr. 9.569 1-2D.L. 8.54  4-5 D.L. 8.66, S.E. adv.math.
1.302 4 Plot. 4.7.10.38, Tz ex.Il. 29.24, Philostr. Vit. Ap. 1.1, Lucian.

laps. 2, Suda s.v. Empedoklés, Pythagoras

2 méAeog Merzdorf : méAyos F,P (dnth.), moréws BP1, Pl (Anth.) 3 ex
D.S. 13.83.2, fortasse falso inser. 4 Hpzy] bupev Philostr., Suda, Luc.
(exc. F):elpt M (Plot.), F (Luc.) 5 teteunuévoy B, ABVCR (S.E.)

134
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Zockey Anth. : Focker codd. 6 meplotpentogs F, P (Anth.) fadelocs
Anth., faAlog codd. 7 totoew &y dv BPIWF, &y eb7’ dv P? : mdoc 08
tolg dv Wilam. : na@g¢ ¢ &y b7’ dv conieci 10 &’ éx? Clem. : §é ¢
codd.  yobgoy Clem, 12 dypov 067 Sylburg : aednpov vel gednpav
Clem. yalemolge Clem. corr, Bergk  &ug' ddbyypocy add. Bergk

103(114) Clement Strom. 5.9.1

Kal poc opédpa émecvely Emecoc toy Arpoayavtivoy mowprry vpvodvta Ty
nlotey doé mws*

& plAoc, olda pev obvex’ daAnleln mwdpa pdbocs
ol éyd éepéw’ pdda & dpyaléy re tétvrTar
avipdoe kai Gvalnlos émi ppéva mictiog dpu)-

1 ofvex’ Meineke : ol éx 7’ codd. 2 ¥rwy codd. corr. Sylburg

104(11) Plutarch adv. Col. 1113¢

éuol pbvroc Ookel i) tobro Kevely to éxpopekdy 6 CE., &AL ¢ mpbrepoy
elpprae, npoypocikds ocapépeoboe mepl Tie 6 obx Bytwy revéoews, Ty “pion’”
Twés Kadoboc. Oplol 8¢ pdAiota dea Tovtwy TGY Endy*

vijmeoc* o0 ydp opev dolcydppovés eloc uépcuvac,
ol 07 yéiyvealac mdpos ovx éov éAnilovacy,

7 T¢ katabviorewy te kol é§0ANvalac dmdvry).

taota 7ap ta &ny péra Bodvtés éote tols dra Exovacy, g oDk dvacpel
Téveoey &AAa Tiv ¢k pr) Bvros, obdé plopay &Ada Tiv “ambvry,” Tovréet:
Ty &ly w0 1) v dmoAAbovaay.

3w E:7t¢B dndvry Xylander : mdvry codd.
105(113) Sextus adv. math. 1.302 [post 102(112).4-5]

Kot whAw:

@A ¢ tolad Emikecy’ doel péra ypud T¢ TPdoTWY,
el Ovprav mepiecpe modvplepéwy avlpdmwy;

. owvifoec 6te 6 E. Oedy éavtdy 'mpoanybpevacy, émel ubvos ralbapdy dmd
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Kaklag thpfoas Tov voby kol dvemcBbiwtoy T@ év éavtd e Tov éxtds Kat-
el Anpeyv.

2 molvplopéwy ABCVR

106(15) Plutarch adv. Col. 1113d [post 104(11)]

énel @ e Povdopbve w) dyplws obtws umdé HAblwe &Aia wpadrepov ovko-
pavtely 10 peta tadra éml tolvavrioy dv altidoacloc mapdoyoc, Tob E.
Aérovrog

VK &y avip TocabTta gopos YPEdi pavredoalto,

dg Sppa uév te Pedat, 10 07 Plotoy kaAéovor,

Téppa péy ody eloty, rai opey mhpa decda kal éobAd,

mpiv 0¢ mdyev te Bpotol kol {émely Abeyv, oddéy d&p’ eloiy.

tadte rap ovk &pvovpbvov ) elvac tods rerovétag ral Laveds éotw, elva
d¢ pailoy olopévov kat Tobs pndémw reyovitas kol Tods 0y tebunréras.

1 gpéac post dvip codd. corr. Xylander 3 JecAd Bergk : decvd codd.
4 énel add. Reiske  Adfey Xylander : Avfévr’ codd.

107(115) 1, 3, 5, 6, 13 Plutarch exil. 6o7c; 1-2, 4-12, 13, 14 Hippolytus
RH 7.29.14-25%

1-2 Simp. in Phys. 1184.9, Stob. 2.8.42 6-7 Origen Cels. 8.53 9-12 Plu.
de Is. et Os. 361c, vit. aer. 830f; Eus. PE 5.5.2 13-14 Ascl. in Metaph.
197.20; Phlp. in GC 266.4, in de An. 73.32, in Phys. 24.20; Plot. 4.8.1.19;
Hierocl. in CA4 54

Plutarch exil. 6o7c
00 'E. év dpyf tTie pchoooplas Tpoavapwyisas

Eotey avdyrns yoipas Oedv ijpiope walacoy,
e0té teg aumAarinoc pofe ¢ia yuia tuot
Oaipoves of te porpaiwvos AeAdyaoc Pioco,

Tois ey pplas dpas amo pakdpwy dAdincboac,
13 v Kal érad viv e, guyds Oedbey kai dArjry,

[=p TS LN 5% B

oby éavtdy, &AX &g’ éavrod mhvtas dmodelkvvoc petavdotas évtadba kal
Ebvovg Kkal gurddas Huas dvras.
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Hippolytus RH 7.29.14 [post 22(29).1-2, 4]
katl to07é éotew & Aérec mepl tijs éaurod rewfoews 6 'E.-

13 Ty kal yd Yivy elue, gurds Oedley kai dAjrrs,

toutéote Oeov kaday 70 &v kal Ty Erelvov évityta, év @ v wply Do ToD
velrovy dmoomactivar kal revéolac év tols moddols tobrocs Toly KaTd TRV
70D velkovg Otakbopmoey: 14 “velked” vép ppoc “paclvopéve mlovvos,” velkos
pacyvbpevoy kel Tetapay pévoy kel daTatoy Ty 0nucovproy Todde 100 Kda pov
0 'E. dmoxaddav. abry ydp éotev 1) ravadlxy ral dvdyry tav doydy, av
&moom@ T0 velKos &mo ToD Evos Kal Onucovprel kel dpraletac, Aérwy TocodTdy
Tva Tpémoy’

4  Oc¢ xal émiopxov auapTioas ETOUDOEL,

5 daiuoves olte paxgaiwvos Aeddyaot Bioto,

“Oalpovas” tas dvyas Aérwv “uparpalwvas,” bt¢ eloc dldvaroc kai pakxpods
Laoey alovag:

6 7Tply pev mpias dpas awo pardpwy aidinalac,

“pdrapas” kad@v todg guvyrpévovs Umo tie @iAlas dmd t@y moAA@y elg
)y évdTyTa ToD Kég OV TOD VoyToD. TolTovs ody ¢yacwy “dAdAnelac’ kai

7 puopévovs mavtoia dca ypdvov eldea QyyTdy,
8 dpraréas Pedroco petarddooovra relevfovs.

“hpraréas xedeblovs” gyolv elvac ta@v Juydv tag els Ta chpata petafolds
ral petakos pfoecs. to0t’ éativ 6 Aérec

8 dpraléas fedroco petalldogovra kelevBovs:

“ueradddooovel”’ rap al Juyal chux ek chparog, LTO TOD Velkovs METR-
Bairbuevac kol kodalbuevacr kal bk édpevar pévecy el 0 v dAda roldl-
eofac &y mhoacs rodbdosaey Do Tob velrovs Tas duyas petafailopévas obpa
éx adparog.

9 albépeov re (pnaé) péves Qoyas movrovde dedked,

10 mdovrog 0" & yxbovie obdas dmémtvoe, yaia 0" & abyds
11 feMov padfovros, 6 0 alfépos Epfalre divarg:

12 dAdos 0° &6 dAdov 0éyetaw, atvyéovac 0 mdvTes.
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abry éotly 1) xblaces fv Koddlec 0 Onpecovpyds, kabbmep yadrebs Teg peto-
Koo u®y aldnpov kel éx mupds els Bdwp perafdmrov: mop rhp éotev O albip,
80ey el mévroy perafhilec tas vyas 6 dnucovprds, ylav ¢ %) i d0ey
oo & béartos els 1iv, ék Tijs 0 els Tov &épa. TovT’ éatilv O Aérec

10 raia 0’ & adyas
11 pediov padfovros, ¢ O allépos Eufalie divacg:
12 &Adog <0°) &6 dldov déyetae, aturéovoc 0¢ mdhvres-

peaovpbvas oby tas duyas kel Pacaveilopbvas kol xolalopfvas év t@de ¢
kboup ket toy *E. owdree 7 pcdla, dral tee oboa kol katocktel povoa oy
grevayudy abdtdv Kl Ty draktoy Kal movnpay “‘Tod velkovs ToD povouévon”
katackevyy kol édrey kot dAlyov éxk tToD Kkdopov kol mpocockecody TH
& gmeddovoa Kal Komi@oe, Smws ta whyta ely Ty évéryra katavrioy vx’

abtijs &roueve. . . . todtov elval gpocw 6 *E. véuoy péycotoy Tis ToD wavtds
dcockoews, Aéywy ddé mwg

1 Egrev dvdrans yojpa, Oedv ijpcoua maiacdv,
2 d¢dcov, mAaréeoar Kareoppyyiouévoy Sprocs,

“lvdrep” kalay Ty & évis els mwoAda kata To velros xal éx moAAGy ely
& rarta Ty pcllay perafoltiy.

107(115) fragmentum factum est hoc modo:

Eotey avdyrns yonpa, Bedy dipcopa matacdy,
atdcov, mAaréeaac kareappnyiouévoy Sprocs*
ebré Tee aumAarinoc péfe @ida yvia Tt
tos xact émioprov dpcptijoas émoudaay,

5 Oaipoves olte paxpaiwvos Acddyaot Pioco,
Tpls pey poplas dpas dno pardpwy didinolac,
pudpevoy mavtoia Oca ypdvov eldea Ovyrdv
apyraiéas Peotoco petarddooovra xeAevfovs.
allépcoy pév rdp ope pévos movrovde Ocdret,

10 mdévros & &g ylovie oddas dmémrvoe, yaia & é adyds
Heriov paclovros, ¢ 0’ alfépos EuPale divarg:
&Adog 0’ 8§ d&Adov Oéyetac, arvyéovac 0¢ mavres.
T@y Kol éyd vov elue, guyas Ocdfev rai dlijers,
veirei pauvouévy miovyos.
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codd. = Hippol. 7.29.14, exc.v. 3 codd. = Plu. 6o7c

1 7wy Simp. : &ote 7¢ codd., Plu.  évdyrne Plu. : dvdysy codd., Simp.
ogpphreope A, oppéreopue FM (Simp.) 2 rareoppyyeo pévoy Simp.
Kateoppayco pévoy codd., Stob, 3 pbfp @lia yuia pev codd. : pdve
@lAa yuia pejvy Stephanus, edd. 4 ¢ kal] velkee 0 bg k(g) Diels : g ey
77 van der Ben : 8proy 8ree £(e) temptavi  émoubooy Schneidewin : éro-
pboee codd. 5 dalpoves of te Plu. : dacpdveol te codd. peck pecl wves
Aedyyaoe Bloco Plu. : parpalwves Acddyaoe Slocg codd. 6 v Plu. :
pév codd. Origen, &AdAnabac Plu. : &Adiacbe codd. 7 pvbpevoy
Stein : gvopévove codd. : yoopbuny Origen  mavrolay Origen  ypbvov
Bergk : ypdvov codd., Origen  eldea edd. : /dew codd. : /Féay Origen
9 Plu. (om. wév) s61c, 830f, Eus. : alfépedy ye pévos duyas mévrovde éxbovie
dedree codd. 10 &vémrvae Plu. 830 adyds] adleg Plu. 361 : Avyde
X, Avrdg J Plu. 830 11 paélovros] drbpavros (dxépatog zab 830) Plu,
13 Ty Kol €y voy elpe Plu. : voy om. codd. : dig xal éyd dedp’ eyl Phlp.,
Ascl. 14 alfopévy Ascl.

108(117) Hippolytus RH 1.3.1

*E. 0¢ peta tolrovs revdpevos kal mepd Jacubywy gioews elme moArk, di
dvaotpépovral dcockodvrey T Kata TRV Ty Svtes mAelotor, obros TRV TOD
mayroy dpyny velkos kel pcllay dpp° kal T0 tiig povddos vospdy wop Tov
Ocby, kal ovveotévae ér mupde T nhvra kal els wop dvaivbhgeafac: ¢ ayedoy
kat of Zrwekol ovvrlbetac 86rpare, ékmbpwacry mpoadox@vtes. ubdeora 08
whvtay ovysatatifetac Tf) petevowpatdos:, obtws elmdw:

707 rdp mor’ érw yrevdumy Kobpds te Kbpy TE
Oduvos ©° olwvds te rai Eadoy EAdomos lyOs.

obrog mhoag &y mbvra T {Ga peradldrrey elme tas duyds.

1-2 Clem. Strom. 6.24.3, Ath. 8.365a, D.L. 8.77, Them. in de An. 35.13,
Phlp. in de An. 140.7, Sophon. in de An. 24.39, Eust. ad Od. 18.79, Olymp.
in Phd. 58.17, Anth. Gr. 9.569, Cyrill. Jul. 872c, cf. Chalcid. Tim. 197 1
Philostr. Vit. Ap. 1.1, Suda s.v. Empedokles, Pythagoras 2 Proclus in R.
2.333.8

1 jjroc pév yap codd. : oy mwor’ Ath., Eust. koDpds Te kobpy Te codd. pler.
Phlp. : xodpy (sxépy Philostr.) ze xdpog te R Phlp., Ath., Them., Philostr.,
Eust., Cyrill, Suda 2 éaidde B : é& &Ads Eust., Ath., Anth. Gr., Phip.,
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Sophon. : elv &A? Clem. : & &Adg, é6aAdde var. Olymp. EAdomos Clem. :
&umopog codd., Ath., Phlp., Them., Sophon., Procl. : &umvpog D.L., Anth.

Gr. : dugopos vel viyvros Olymp. : paldepoe Cyrill

109(116) Plutarch gquaest. conv. 745d

6 6¢ Mibrwy dromos . . . tas 82 Moboas 7 mapadelmay mavtéraow 7 tols
Ty Mocpdy dvbpase mpooayopebwy kol kaddy Ovratépas ’ Avdyrns. dpovaoy
rap *Avéyry, povackdy 6é 1) Hecbo, ral Modoacs tocdodapodoat modd pdldoy
oluae iy "E. Xdperos

otvyéec dboTAnTov ' Avdyryy-

110(126) Stobaeus 1.49.60 (ex Porphyr.)
abtie yap tie peraxooujocws &lpapuévy kol pvowg dmo E. Sol pwv dvyré-
pevtac”

oapr®y dAAoyvate mepcaTéAdovoa yetdve

Kt petapmioyovoa tas duyds.

Plu. esu. carn. 9g8c

dAdoyvare Plu. : &2Aocydre vel &Adoyvare codd. : &AAecdypwre Karsten

111(119) Plutarch exil. 607d [post 107(115).1, 3, 5, 6, 13]

“ob rap alpa” ¢uolv “Huiv o000¢ mveDua ovrkpabéy, & dvlpwmor, ¢uyis
ovolay ral &pyyy mapéokey, &AX ér Toltwy T0 oBux ovumémiacTac Tyrevés
Kol Bumrdy,” tig 08 Juyiie &AAaydley fxoboys dedpo, Ty réveacy &modnulay
Dwosoplletac T mpaoThTe T@Y dvoudTwy: 16 0 dAnbéctatov, pelyec kal
wAavarac Oelocs édavvouévy dbruace ral vépocs' elta . .. évdedepévy @
agbpare de To pm) dvapépey pmdé pmpovedewy

& olne Tepie te Kol Gooov pnkeos 8ALov

pebéarprey, ob Zépdewy Abfvas . . . &AX odpavod kai cedfvye riv duec-
Japévy kol oy émé rije Blov.

Clem. Strom. 4.13.1, Hippol. RH 5.7.30, Stob. 3.40.5
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§agov edd. : oov codd., Stob. : ofov Clem., om. Hippol

112(118) Clement Strom. 3.14.1 (cf. Sextus adv. math. 11.96)
‘Hpérlecrog robv xarllav palvetac Ty réveoe, émecdav ¢ff" (22B20). dfjlog
0¢ avr® ovppepbpevos kal 'E. Aéyav:

KAadod te kal kdrvOa (WY dovvilea ydpoy.

113(121) 1-2, 4 Hierocles in C4 54, 2-3 Proclus in Cra. g7.23
dvecar 0¢ kal v &pyalay Ew dmodaufbvec, el piyoc ta mepl iV Kal ToY

drepméa ydpov
de 0 avrdg Aérec,

&ba pdvos te KiTog T Kl GAAwy EOvea KypdY,
(abyunpai te véoor rai oiees Epra te pevard)

elg Ov ol éumeadvres

"Avpe dv Aecpdva kara ordros )Adarovacy.
7 0¢ Epeacg Tod gedrovros oy tiie ' Arys Aecpdva’ mpos tov tis ' AAnbelas
émelretae Ascpdva, Oy drodcmay T dpuf) Tijs mrepoppviocws els Thwov Epyetac

adpa 6ABLov aldvos &pepbels.

2, 4 Procl. in R. 2.157.27 2 Philo Prov. (ap. Eus. PE 8.14.23), Theo Sm.
149.6 4 Procl. in Tim. 339b, Them. Or. 178a

2 gdvor tedodvrac Eus. : kotds te @pdvos t¢ Theo, Procl. 3 ex Procl. in
Cra. g7.23 fortasse falso inser. 4 &y Aecpava Bentley : dvd Aecudva
codd. : év Aecu@ve Procl.  9Adeorovoc] (Adokrovrac Procl.

114(124) Clement Strom. 3.14.2 [post 130(125)]
ral mhAe:

& mémoe, & OecAov Ovyrdv réves, & dvadvolPov,
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olwv & épidwv &k te oTovaydy érévecle.

2 Porph. abst. 3.27, Eus. PE 14.18.28

1 7 JdecAdv codd. corr. Scaliger 2 tofwy &k 7' épldwy Porph., Eus. :
ofawy & épeldwy codd. arovaydy] veckéwy Porph. revéueafa Porph. :
néwlaobe Eus.

115(120) Porphyry antr. nymph. 8 (cf. Plot. 4.8.1.33)

&g’ av oluac dpudpevoc kel ol Mubardpecoc Kl peta tovrovs MAdrwy dvrpoy
kal ompracoy tov Kbopoy &mepivaro. mapk e yap 'E. al dvyomoumol dvvé-
pees Aéyrovaey

DABouey ©60" v dvrpov vmdoteroy - . .

116(122) Plutarch trang. an. 474b

ob rép, g 6 Mévavdpds gracv, “dravre daluwy &vopl ovuraplotarac | evfds
revopbvy. pataywyos tod flov [ kyalés,” &Ada pa@lrdov, dg 'E., dcrtal teves
Exaatoy fudv yowbuevoy mapalauPhvovee kal rerbpyovver uolpac Kl dal-
poveg*

&0 foav XOovin te kol ‘HAdmy tavadmes,

dipis O aipardesoa kal ‘Appoviy Ocucpdmes,
Kalddcord ©° Aloypy) te, Béwod te dpvacy te,
Nyueptis ©° épdegoa perdyrovpds t©° ° Aodpeca.

2 cf. Plu. de Is. et Os. g370d 4 cf. Tz. Chil. 12.509

2 Ocppepimes YhS?, e pepomes 4 3 opvalny 4, dawaly cet. codd.
4 peldyrovpos Tz : peddyrapmor’ NRS, uclaveaprndr’ GXY?Y, usddrrapmés
7' cet. codd.

117(123) Cornutus Comp. 17(30.3)
peta 0 tadta 1) tav Aeropévaw Tetdvwy éotl réveoes. oltoc &' Ay eley
deapopal @y Svtwv' dg rap 'E. guockds éapclpeltac

Dvod te DPOcpévy te, rai Edvain gal “Erepocs,
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Keva ©° ' Aoteupis e, molvotépavds te Meyiord,
ki tTpopint Zwrmt) te ral *Oppoiy

kal mwoAdas dAras, v elppuévy mockcMay Tt@v Svtwv alvertépevos.

3 popiy NB, popiny MXPlc, gupiy cet. codd. owny Bergk : gopfy MXPlc,
abpn b, gouphy V : ooppyh Karsten  dupaldiy vel dupelny codd.

118(128) Porphyry abst. 2.20 (1-8), 2.27 (8-10)

T pfy &pyale t@y lepdy . . . ta Ddpbomovle, Ta 0F pera tabra uellomovda
. €l éAatdomovda” tédoy &' éml waoeww ta Dotepoy rerovéra olvéomovia.

paprvpeltac 0 tadra o) pbvoy vmd tay kipPewy . . . &AAa kol map' 'E.,

8 mepl tijs Ocoyovias ecledy kol mepl Ty Ovubray mopeppalvee Aéywy:

000¢ Teg v keivocaey “Apns Oeds 00dé Kvdocpds
00dé Zeds Paccleds o0dé Kpdvos obdé llooecddy,
dAda Kimpes Baoideca,

1 dotev ) pedar

v of ¢ edoePéeaary drdipaacty (Adorovro

5 rparntols te {ocac pipocai te Gardaiedo pocs
aubpvye T drpirov Ouaiacs Acfdvov te Buddovs,
Sy te amovday pelitwy pimrovres & obdag,

dmep wal vov Ere o@lerac map’ évlocg olov Iyvy teva tijs dlnbelas dvra,

tavpwv 0 Yaxpitocact pbvocs ob deveto Bwuds,
dAda pioos Todr’ Eorev év dvlpdmocac péycatoy,
10 Ovuov dmoppaicavras 860 pevac Héa yula.

1-7 Ath. 12.510¢C 1-3 Eust. ad Il. 22.116 8-10 Eus. PE 4.14.7, Cyrill
Jul. 76.972d

2 000" 6 Kp. 009 ¢ II. codd. : o)dé Kp. om. Eus. 4 [Adokovrar Ath.
5 Jacdaledopocg codd. 6 guvpvocs te Ath. drpdrov codd. 7
Eovbav te omovdas peAltrwy pemrodytes codd. 8 &xplrococ codd., Cyrill. :
&rphrococ Eus. : &xpfrocoae Scaliger : &ppyjrocoe Fabricius 9-10 ex abst.
2.27, Eus., Cyrill. inser. 9 Zgyoy Cyrill 10 &moppéoavrag codd.
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& pevae Cyrill. : ééduevae codd. : Eduevac (§opevae AH) Eus. @ Q)0 pueva
Diels Héa Vigier : jia codd., Eus., Cyrill. : 7izca Reiske

119(130) Schol. in Nic. Ther. 453

ta ktéda éml tay Hpépwy kal tbacody tlletac kal émi T@y the moluvng
wponrovpévwy Kpc@y Kol Eml Tdv Acmapdy. 6 08 'E. éml tav puépwyv Kol
Tpaéwy”

Noay 0¢ ktida mdvra kol dvlpdmocac mpoanvij,
07pés ©° olwvol Te, pcloppoaivy te Gedjec.

1 Joav 08 kal P, foav yap L : &6 joav Karsten 2 piipes P olwvol
te Sturz : dyvfpwmoel Te codd.

120(139) Porphry abst. 2.31

érel & dvapdpryros obdels, Aocmiv drelolac tole batepoy dea T@y kabapudy
tag mpdobe mepl Ty Tpopny dpaprias. tobto 08 duolws révert dv, & mpo
Spudray morodpuevor ©6 decvdy dvevpyuloacuey kata tov 'E. Aérovres:

ol poc 67" ob wpdaley pe dedreoe vyAeés pap
mwplv oyétAd’ Epra Popds mepl yeideor pyricacbou.

2 gyérhea Epra Popas mplv yelAegc H. Frankel

121(135) Aristotle Rhet. 1373b16
Eote rhp, 6 pavvedovral te mhvreg, @igec xowdy Blracov xal ddikoy . . .

kel ag 'E. Aérec mepl tob p) krelvecw o Euguyov todro rap obd Tl péy
Olkacoy et & ob dlkacoy,

dAda o pév mdvrwv viucpoy 0cd T eDpvpédovros
allépos veréws tétarar Ocd T dmAétov adyis.

2 térartac QYPZP  adyie YPZPAc, ad rijs cet. codd.

122(136) Sextus adv. math. g.119, cf. Chalcid. Tim. 197

of pév oby mepé tov Hvbaripay rai tov 'E. xai t6 Aocwoy tav *Italdy wAjlés
paae py pévoy fjpdy mpos &Adjovs kol mpos tobg Oeods elval Tovar kovavlay,
&Ala kol mpds ta dloya t@y [guwy. & rap dmdbpyecy myvedpa TO dcd TavTis
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ToD Kbopov dcjroy Quyis Tpdémov, T6 Kal évody Puds mpos xelva. Otbmep Kol
ktelvoytes abta kal tals oapély avt@y Tpepluevoc &dkfigouéy te Kol Goe-
Brioouey s gurrevels dvacpobvres. &ley kal mapjvovy obtoc of pclbaopor
améyealac tav éudbyawy . . . kal 'E. mob gnocy

ov madoeale pdvoco dvamyéos; vk éoopdre
dAdfjAovs ddmrovrey axydeiyoc vdoco;

123(145) Clement Protr. 2.27.3

tabty toc Huels of tiy dvoplag viol mote dea Trv pcAavBpwniay Tob Adrov
vov véol yeydvapey tob Oeob” Opiv 0é Kl 6 Vpérepos Umodverac moenTis 6
*Akpayavtivos E."

Tocydproc yaAemjjoey drbovres karéTynocy
obmote dechaiwy dyéwy Awpioete Ovudy.

124(137) Sextus adv. math. 9.129 [post 122(136)]
Kal

poppny 0 dAAdEavta matyp piloy vicy deipag
opd€ec émevybuevos péya vimeos Tol 6¢ mopedvract
Acaadpevoy @Giovres: T 6 dvijkovatost dpokdéwy
opdfas év peydpococ kakfy dieybvaro daita.

5 dg 0 abrws marép vics éAav rai umrépa maides
Ovpov dmoppaicavte gpilas kara odpras Edovacy.

tabra 07) mapjvovy of mepl tov Ivbarbpav, mralovres: ob yap & Eore t¢
Ocfiroy 00 fudy e kal éxelvay myedua, eolfds ote tig Huly Sekacoadyy mpds
ta dloya @y [Qoy.

1-2 Plu. superst. 171c, Origen Cels. 5.49, cf. Chalcidius Tim. 197

1 Jecadrdéavra I, dealddéavte W elpag XN, elpas Y, elpd W, lepa J?
év lepozg Dn (Plu.) 2 opdéec Origen, gpdlec codd. ol ¢ mopedyTac
LE, olda mopeovta N : of & émopevvrar Bergk : of & dmopetvrar DK :
olkTpa Topedyrar Zuntz 3 Mcoobuevoy (Acoobuevoc §) Obovres codd. :
Atgaépevoy Bvévrog Hermann : Acgoduevoc Obovres Wilam. 0¢ vikovatog
Bergk : & abd vijrovorog Diels 6 dmoppaloavre Karsten : dmoppaloavra
codd.
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125(138) Aristotle Poet. 1457b13
&n’ eldovy 08 émi eldos oloy

LEAKD amo Juyny dpboas

xal “chpwy drecpbe yadr@” [129(143)]" évradla yap to péy dpdoac tapsly,
70 08 Tapely &pboac elpnrey” dupw rap &pelely ©l dotev.

Y&AKdy &mo Juyis &epeloas Ne

126(144) Plutarch coh. ir. 464b

éml maoe tolvoy T pey tob 'E. péra kel Octoy drobumy, 7o
VNOTEDTQL KQKOTYTOS

127(140) Plutarch guaest. conv. 646d
kal ob poévye ag focke kat 'E, i

dagvys [rav] piAdwy &mo mwdumay Eyeobac
20 &AA Kol Tav dAAwy peldeobae dévipwy drdvtwy kal ) Koo pely éavrody

tars érelvay arooplacs, Pla kal mapa pbow ta piAda ovldvras adTdy.

128(141) Gellius 4.11.9, cf. 4.11.2, Geoponica 2.35.8
videtur autem de svdu@ non esitato causam erroris fuisse, quia in E. carmine
qui disciplinas Pythagorae secutus est, versus hic invenitur:

Jechoé, mdvidecdoe, wuduwy &ro yelpas Eyeobar.
whydecdoc om. Gp. éAéabac vel dAéabacs ¢: Eyeale (-ofac CH) Gp.
129(143) Theon 15.7, Aristotle Poet. 1457b14
xatd tabta 07 Kol 1) T@Y moActek@y Adywy maphdoots To pév mpdroy Eyec
sabapudy teva olov 1) év tols mpoaifirovee paljuaccy éx maldwy ovrrvpwadia.
0 péy rap 'E.

Kopvdwy dmo TEVTE TaAUWY TAVATKE! YXAKP
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dely d&moppimrealac.

Arist. Poet. 1457b14

wévt bvepdvtd gnow drecpel (tapdvra Tavarhsee man, pr.) codd. ey
(tapay Bekker) drecpée Ar. exc. ravasree R @ thpovt’ év drecpée Diels

130(125) Clement Strom. 3.14.2 [post 112(118)]
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10. Physics

FRAGMENTS 1-6 THE RIGHT APPROACH

1(2)

The powers spread over the body are constricted, and many afflictions burst in and
dull their meditations. After observing a small part of life in their lifetime, sub-
Jject to a swift death they are borne up and waft away like smoke; they are con-
vinced only of that which each has experienced as they are driven in all directions,
et all boast of finding the whole. These things are not so to be seen or heard by
men or grasped with mind. But you now, since you have come aside to this place,
will learn within the reach of human understanding.

Sextus quotes this fragment soon after 77 (109) to show that, although
E. supposed that the external world can be known by means of the like
elements of which we are constituted, there is evidence for the alternative
view, that the criterion of truth resides not in the senses but in reason.
Proclus, on Tim. 34c, quotes line 2 in support of Plato’s statement that we
are subject to chance and speak in a random way; according to E. we are
exiles from god and open to the constant attacks of afflictions that blunt
our vision of reality. Plutarch uses line 4 on the brevity of life to cor-
roborate Plato’s remark that human conceit is futile (cf. Laws 716a-b),
and lines 7-8 (oJrws . . . wepeApnrd) in conjunction with Xenophanes’
words (DK 21 B34.1-2) to show that truth is hard to come by. Diogenes
Laertius, in his life of Pyrrho, puts the same quotation, together with line
5, with evidence from Archilochus, Euripides, Xenophanes, Heraclitus,
Zeno of Elea, and even Homer as backing for skepticism. (For E.’s as-
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similation later to the ranks of the Skeptics cf. Cicero Acad. 1.12.44,
2.5-14, 23.74)-

1 grecvwmol maAdpac: the “devices” for understanding (cf. @fpec
ndoy walduy and mwdpog vojjoac, 5(3)-4, 7) are the sense organs, with
that of touch being spread over the whole body. The metaphor of the road
to understanding is common in Parmenides (e.g., frs. 2.4, 7.2, 8.18) and
is taken up again by E. in frs. 5(3). 4-7 and 96(133) ; cf. Lactantius 3.28.12
“E. angustas esse sensuum semitas queritur.” xéyvyrac: the line is quoted
in the Epicurean Corpus (Vol. Herc. VII2 f. 22, c. 29) with réravrar,
the verb of 91(100).2.

2 éuraca: justified by Karsten from Aeschylus Ag. 187 and Proclus’
explanation, woldda ydp éumimtovta tois Svrws Puiv dechois . . .
auPriver iy t@v dvrwy Oewpiav. The line is echoed in 100(110).7.

3 0¢ Cwijoc Piov: corrected plausibly to ¢’ év {wjjoc Piov by Wil-
amowitz. Burnet (EGP p. 204, n. 3) adopts Scaliger’s §é {wijs ¢féov and
compares 70 07 [lotoy raiéovat, 106(15).2.

4 drbuopoc ramyvoio dikny: Homeric phrasing, cf. Il. 18.95, 458,
29.100, Od. 1.266, and also Lucretius 3.455-56. The line obviously pre-
cludes individual survival after death.

6: cf. Heraclitus fr. 2 {dovocy of woddol dbs idiay Eyovrey ppdvyacy,
and E. 33(39).3.

7-8 oltwe . . . mepeApmrd: émecdeprrd and émakovord are forms
found only here in classical Greek; with vég mepcdymrd cf. vorjoec
wepeAyrréy, Plato Tim. 28a. Diels translates, “So wenig lasst sich dies
fiir die Menschen sehen oder héren . . .,” and similarly Guthrie, “So
little are these things to be seen or heard by men® (HGP vol. 2, p. 138).
The sense seems to be that z4de, the general subject, almost equivalent to
70 6oy, is not perceptible or understandable to the average man. Men
usually are mistaken in method, attitude, and aim, and easily distracted
(cf. 100(110). 6-7); they are also unable to go beyond their immediate
experience, which they misinterpret and overrate. The contrast is one
familiar from Heraclitus and Parmenides, between the man who knows
and the run of mortals who learn nothing, a contrast E. makes again in
95(132), where he calls the man who has understanding §Af¢c0g, as against
the decAde who has only an unclear doxa. (Cf. especially Heraclitus frs.
1 and 2 and Parmenides fr. 6.4-7.)

8 émel &0’ éAcdobng: this Homeric phrase has been interpreted as
addressed to E. with the sense ‘“‘since you have strayed (or come down)
to this earth,” or to Pausanias similarly; it has also been construed as
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“since you have shared my exile” (cf. Guthrie HGP vol. 2, p. 138, n. 4).
A less strained sense, ‘‘since you have come to me (to learn),” seems pref-
erable and in accord with 100(110) and ro1(rr1). LS], s.v. Acdlopac,
gives “stray from the straight path,” but the opposite is implied, viz.
“recoil (from error) to learn the truth.”

9 o0 wAetdy ye: Karsten’s emendation ob zAéoy 7¢ has been followed
by Stein and Diels. H. Frankel’s o) #Aéoy ofir¢ is plausible on the inter-
pretation that E. claims to be a fledg dpfporog and to have superhuman
wisdom, but as Diels-Kranz points out, this does not accord with Sextus’
introductory remark that truth can be reached &p’ dooy (rveitar o
avlpomevog Adros. E.’s attitude is more modest here, and the fragment
should be taken in conjunction with 5(3) and 100(110). Men generally
do not grasp the truth of things, but this does not mean that it is unat-
tainable. If Pausanias, under E.’s guidance, makes careful use of the
evidence provided by his senses and brings in nous to supplement their
deficiencies, then, within the given limitations, it is possible to achieve
genuine understanding.

2(3)

But turn from my tongue, o gods, the madness of these men, and from hallowed lips
let a pure stream flow. And I entreat you, virgin Muse, white-armed, of long
memory, send of that which it is right and fitting for mortals to hear, driving the
well-reined chariot from the place of reverence.

Sextus gives these lines in conjunction with 5(3) as coming &7 on the
preceding fragment, and he uses them to show that, having previously
inveighed against the senses, E. still wishes to claim that their evidence
can be reliable. The fragment has been divided after the fifth line, for the
person addressed changes from the Muse to Pausanias, and a transitional
passage is needed. That Sextus does omit a considerable number of lines
from his quotations without indicating that he does so is supported by
his citation of Parmenides earlier at %.111. There frs. 7.2-6 and 8.1—2
of Parmenides run straight on from fr. 1.1-30, although it is known
from Plato (Soph. 2372, 258d) and Simplicius (in Cael. 557.25 to 558.1-2)
that the lines were not consecutive.

1 7@y pév povény: the mania has two aspects—the futility of what is
put forward and the impiety of transgressing the boundaries of themis
in professions of knowledge. Referring to Sextus’ phrase o/ wAéoy érayyea-
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Aduevoc yervdorery, Diels gives Parmenides as an example of those whom
E. is criticizing, but from the careful consideration E. gives to Parmeni-
des’ work and the use he makes of some Eleatic arguments, this seems
unlikely. As in the previous fragment, and in keeping with the Pre-
socratic tradition, E.’s attack is a general one on all who put forward rash
and ill-considered opinions. The ritualistic language of this fragment
makes it more than the stock poetic request for divine assistance; its
general tone seems more suited to the Katharmoi and shows how the edges
of a division between the two poems as religious versus scientific are
blurred.

2 dyeredoare: Stephanus’ emendation. The metaphor from irrigation
is used again in fr. 47(35).2.

3 wodvuvijory Mobga: Burnet and Guthrie translate the epithet as
“much-wooed,” Diels “vielgefeierte,” and Bignone “molto contesa.”
Karsten, however, has “memor” and LS]J “much-remembering,” ‘“‘mind-
ful,” a sense, appropriate here, that is argued for by E. Fraenkel in his
note on Aeschylus Ag. 821 (but Denniston and Page claim the passive
“much-remembered,” as at Ag. 1459). A play on the Homeric word is
probably intended; cf. the different meaning E. gives to the Homeric
wevuvBédeos, pvyds, Spmnt, dAAdTpios pds, etc. dvrouae in the next line is
an example; in Homer it means “meet,”” usually with hostile intent, and
it is first found with the sense “meet with prayers,”

4~5: Sturz, Karsten, and Burnet put a stop after dxodecy and take the
chariot as object of 7éume, but dvrouac does not seem to have been used
with an infinitive (cf. Euripides Andr. 921-22 dvropni o¢ dia rakodoa

. . wéugdoy ue). Guthrie (HGP vol. 2, p. 127) omits dvrouac and sup-
plies an object for the verb, translating, “in so far as it is lawful for us
creatures of a day to hear, escort me, driving the chariot . . .,” but this
reads strangely. To whom does the chariot belong? Karsten suggests that
EVgeping be taken with dpua, comparing Xapitwy dppara, Simonides
148.10 (Bergk), and dpua Illcepidwy, Pindar Pyth. 10.65. Burnet sup-
poses that the Muse will drive E.’s chariot, but this would make the
fragment contradictory—if E. was already at the shrine of Piety he would
not be asking to keep within the bounds of themis. Parmenides (fr. 1) rep-
resented himself as driven in his chariot by the daughters of the Sun to
the abode of the goddess, but E.’s prayer is rather for the Muse to come in
her chariot, wap’ Eboefins, to his assistance; so Aphrodite in a golden
chariot from her father’s house to Sappho, fr. 1.6-8. For the literary con-
vention of a goddess coming in a chariot cf. the examples cited by Page,
Sappho and Alcaeus p. 7.

entreat,” here in E.
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3(131)

If for the sake of any one of mortal men, immortal Muse, (it pleased you) that our
cares came to your attention, now once more, Kalliopeia, answer a prayer, and
stand by as a worthy account of the blessed gods is being unfolded.

Hippolytus understands the Muse addressed in this fragment to be an
allegory for the §ixacog Adyos, a principle described as an intermediary
between Love and Strife but working with Love for unity. The inter-
pretation is unwarranted, for the epithets given to the Muse in fr. 2(3).3
and the mention of her in fr. 6(4).2 show that E. is working within the
framework of Pierian inspiration.

1-3 &/ rap . . . KaAAcdmeca: on the Juvog xAyrends cf. E. Fraenkel
Philologus 1931, pp. 3-9, and further references given by Lloyd-Jones,
JHS 1963, p. 83, n. 7. The structure of the appeal “If ever in the past

. . come now” is a common one, cf. Sappho fr. 1.5-7 with Page Sappho
and Alcaeus p. 17, n. 3, and Lloyd-Jones 7HS 1963, pp. 83-84. épnuepiwy
has been taken as masculine, as in 2(3).4. Schneidewin (Philologus 1851,
p. 167), followed by Stein, supposes éppuepiwy to be neuter, writes 7/
oo for Tevos, juerepys for )uerépag, and supplies Euede. It has then been
argued that since E. is referring to an earlier work of his own, namely the
Physics, the fragment belongs to the Katharmoi (cf. Diels SPAW 1898,
P. 399)- However, with a supplement on the lines suggested by Wilamo-
witz, the reference to a previous poem by E. fails. The sense is quite
general: “If in the past a poet’s work has pleased you, come now and
bring inspiration in answer to an appeal.” (For aire as the repetition not
of an action but of a type of action cf. Page Sappho and Alcaeus p. 13, n. 3,
and for E.’s use of 7juérepog for “‘of men in general” cf. 96(133). 2.) Hip-
polytus’ mention, in the context of the fragment, of the xéouoc brought
about by Love and Strife makes the lines more suited to the Physics than to
the Katharmoi, and it is in the Physics that the Muse is addressed (cf.
2(3).3-5) and that an dyafids Adyos about the gods is revealed in detail
(cf. 8(17).26, where, after an account of the four roots and Love and
Strife, E. adds, g0 0” drove Adyov ardlov odk dmarnidy).

4 dugpi Oe@y . . . dyaioy Adyov: cf. Xenophanes fr. 34.1-2 and
Parmenides 8.50—51 for their announcement of a new and personal logos;
E. too has a new conception of fdg.

4(1)

And you, Pausanias, son of wise Anchitos, hear me.
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The line is one of the eight fragments quoted specifically from the Phys-
ics; the phrasing is Homeric, cf. JI. 8.152, 11.197, 450. Nothing definite
is known about Pausanias. Since the Physics was addressed to him he was
assumed to have been Empedocles’ devoted and favored disciple, and so
he figures in the biographers (cf. the supposed intimacy between Par-
menides and Zeno, D.L. g.25). According to Heraclides Ponticus, Pau-
sanias was present at the feast following the cure of the gzyovg, and he
organized a search for Empedocles on his subsequent disappearance;
however, he later told the people that E. would not return and that they
must sacrifice to him as if he had become a god (cf. D.L. 8.67-69). The
whole account is denied by Timaeus, who claims that if it were true,
Pausanias, being a wealthy man, would have set up a statue or shrine to
E. (D.L. 8.71). Galen cites Pausanias, Philistion, and E. together as
Italian doctors (meth. med. 1.1, 10.6K, and cf. Heraclides Ponticus on E.
explaining the problem of the gzvoug to Pausanias, D.L. 8.60). Pausanias
is also called a doctor and a native of Gela in the epigram quoted by
Diogenes immediately after this fragment :

llawaavigy Moy érdvwpoy Ay yetéw vidy
0@t ’AokAymeddny marpls Epede INéAa,

d¢ modAods poyepoioc papacvopévovs Kapudtolae
paras anéotpedey DPepaepdvys advrwy.

The epigram, however, as chapter 1 has shown, is almost certainly
spurious. Anchitos, the father of Pausanias, is known elsewhere only in an
anecdote told by Iamblichus (Vit. Pyth. 113), in which a young guest of
Anchitos is about to avenge his father with an attack on his host but is
calmed by E.’s music.

5(3)

And do not let (it) compel you to take up garlands of glory and honor from men, on
condition that you speak recklessly, overstepping propriety, and so then sit on the
high throne of wisdom. But come, observe with every power in what way each thing
is clear, without holding any seeing as more reliable compared with hearing, nor
echoing ear above piercings of the tongue ; and do not keep back trust at all from the
other parts of the body by which there is a channel for understanding, but understand
each thing in the way in which it is clear.

Sextus gives the lines immediately after 2(3) as a continuous quotation.
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Clement mentions the (later) distinction that was made in the Pythag-
orean school between the drovouarcroi and the genuine philosophers,
and he claims that the Peripatetics similarly separated doxa from edxdefa
and truth; the first two lines of this fragment are then quoted anony-
mously, followed by evidence for the same distinction from Heraclitus,
frs. 104 and 29, Demosthenes, de cor. 296, and Parmenides, fr. 1.29-30.
Proclus, praising the caution Plato shows in the Timaeus (29d) regarding
the ability of mortal men to give an exact account of the gods and of the
universe, complains that a similar hesitation was not found in Heraclitus,
who contrasted his own knowledge with the ignorance of others, or in
Empedocles, who guaranteed to reveal the truth, or in the Stoics. Plutarch
quotes the second half of the third line, as a well-known phrase, to describe
Meno’s high opinion of his own training in argument.

1-3 unoé o€ . . . BodCec: because lines 4-8 are clearly addressed to
Pausanias, and fr. 2(3) is addressed to the Muse, there would have been a
break in Sextus’ quotation, cf. the commentary on 2(3); it is hard to see
how lines 1—3 could be interpreted as spoken to the Muse, and Clement,
Proclus, and Plutarch all put the lines in a context of human wisdom. If
some verses have been omitted by Sextus, then they would give the
transitional passage and also perhaps provide a subject for Bejoerar;
this is preferable to supposing that the flowers themselves exercise com-
pulsion, as is assumed by Diels-Kranz (cf. géfidcar £dA’ dveAéobac Od.
21.117). u1j with the future indicative seems here to be used with a pro-
hibitive force (cf. W. W. Goodwin Syntax of the Moods and Tenses of the
Greek Verb p. 19, par. 70, but also B. L. Gildersleeve Syntax of Classical
Greek from Homer to Demosthenes p. 270), and the subject may well have
been a general one, even rdde, i.e., “what I am about to tell you.”
Karsten marks a lacuna after e/zely, takes fdpoec as imperative, ends
the line with fodooecg, and translates, “aude, et sic in sapientiae culmen
evolabis.” This suits the contexts given in Clement and Proclus of the
wisdom of the one who knows the truth as contrasted with general ignor-
ance, but it goes against the more modest approach of the previous frag-
ments. Perhaps the infinitive fodlecy is a correct conjecture, with the
general sense, “Do not be seduced by the glamor of a reputation for
wisdom into putting my words to an improper use” (cf. Xenophanes’
claim to honor because of his sophia, fr. 2.11-12).

5 8hey Eywy mégree: the dative nigrec is a syntactical oddity here, and
the translation given by Diels-Kranz is unsatisfactory. Ellis’s suggestion of
dpec Eywy miorey meets with difficulty in the accusatives of the following
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line; 8¢hey Eywy meary is better, and for the construction with the com-
parative cf. Od. 18.162.

6 Tpavduara yAdoarns: probably not “the clear instructions of the
tongue” (Burnet), or “what the tongue makes plain” (Guthrie), but “the
piercings of the tongue” by pores that account for the sense of taste,
connecting with zerpafvw (rather than rpavéw, a late verb), cf. 91(100).3
nokvais térpnvrac dAokey.

7-8 wijre . . . ékagroy: the early editors, Sturz, Karsten, and Mul-
lach, put a stop after vofjoar and take the passage as a contrast between
the deceptive evidence given by the senses and the true understanding
reached by yoig independently of them. But this is forcing the construc-
tion to give a skeptical slant which is at variance with E.’s position else-
where, as for example 14(21).1, 26(20), and 77(109). E. rather is picking
up the Eleatic distinction between perception and reason (cf. Parmenides
frs. 7.4-5 and 6.6-7) and contradicting it; to a considerable extent the
senses can help us to understand the structure and functioning of the
universe. Perception of the familiar earth, air, sea, and fire, for example,
reveals the qualities of the roots of which all things are composed ; a sharp
biological eye sees essential similarities in organic formations. But there is
a limit to the senses, and yoii¢ then works independently, as in grasping
the nature of Philotés (8(17).21) or of the god (96(133).1-3). It is less
certain whether E. has Heraclitus in mind (cf. fr. 1012 dpfaduol @y
drwy darpcféotepoc udprvpes), but the combination of perceiving with
learning is in the Presocratic tradition, cf. Heraclitus fr. 55, Xenophanes
fr. 24 (the god’s seeing and hearing being without specific organs), and
the Hippocratic Regimen 1.23, where seven senses are listed as the means
to yvdacg, a list that could serve as a commentary on 7@ ddda yvia of
lines 7-8: droy) Jdpov, des pavepdy, pives d0uis, rAdooa fdovis Kol
andins, otéua dcadérTov, adua Qavacos, Geppod 7 Juypod myebuaros
d¢ébodoc EEw kol Eow. Alcmaeon thought of zdpoc as channels stretching
from the organ to the brain, Theophrastus Sens. 26, Chalcidius Tim. 279
(DK 24 A1o), but when E. calls each sense a wdpog vofjoar, and eyes and
hands the “highway of persuasion that leads to the gp7iy for men”
(96(133).2-3), is he being as literal as Alcmaeon? It may be true that yopg
“coordinates and interprets the testimony of the senses into an under-
standing of the whole” (von Fritz CPh 1946, p. 20), but there are reason-
able grounds for supposing that this works on a physical basis. Blood, the
heart-blood in particular, is the organ of thought (94(105), Theophrastus
Sens. 10), the channels of blood are stretched throughout the body, no-
ticeably in the eye, ear, nose, tongue, and hand, and the blood moves to
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and from the surface of the skin; it is likely that the blood channels convey
sensations from the organs to the thorax, cf. further the commentaries on
91(100) and g4(105).

6()

It is indeed the habit of mean men to disbelieve what is authoritative, but do you
learn as the assurances of my Muse urge, after the argument has been divided within
_your breast.

Clement interprets these lines as the general inclination of the gaxof,
through distrust, to overcome the truth; E.’s own doctrine, however, car-
ries conviction. The point of view is supported with reference to the
Greek principle of learning like by like, and with quotations from Prov-
erbs 26:5, 1 Corinthians 1:22, Matthew 5:45, and Romans g:29. Theo-
doretus gives the first two lines as agreeing with Heraclitus fr. 34. Ac-
cording to E., disbelievers are gaxof, according to Heraclitus those with-
out understanding are like the deaf. The theme is developed and brings
in Parmenides fr. 4.1, Solon fr. 16, and E. again with 96(133).

1 kdpra wéAec: a weak phrase. Diels suggested ydora médec, translat-
ing, ““mali homines gaudent diffidere eis qui optinent” (PPF p. 107), but
later adopted rdprar pédec: “doch Niedrigen liegt es nur zu sehr am
Herzen, den Starken zu misstrauen” (Vors.3 p. 225). The datives are
ambiguous. Both contexts understand xaxozg as masculine and take it
with the finite verb, xaxds here implying ‘“‘slow-learning” (cf. Sophocles
Ajax 964, OT 545, Phil. 910), combined with a moral slur. xparéovacy
may also be masculine, and opposed to faxozg, as “those who are superior
in knowledge,” including E., but it is more likely to be neuter, equivalent
to za dAyf7, which have the backing of the Muse. (On neuter references
for kpazeiy cf. Mullach FPG p. 33.) The uéy and §é contrast (which is
avoided in Theodoretus’ adaptation of the second line) seems to be
between what the raxof do—distrust the truth—and what the zcordpara
of the Muse urge—attention to the logos (cf. 103(114).1-3).

2 mearapara: not “effata” (Karsten) or “arcana’ (Bergk), but rather
“the objective reliable signs that justify confidence” (cf. Verdenius
Mnemosyne 1948, p. 13); similarly dcdg meordpara, Aeschylus Eum. 214,
and cf. Aristotle Rhet. 1376a17.

3 rv@le: on yeyvdorecy in E., where the meaning is shifting from
“recognize an object directly by the senses” to “understand a thought”



TRANSLATION AND COMMENTARY 164

(although to understand a thought is still to recognize and understand its
object), cf. von Fritz CPh 1946, p. 17, n. 1. dcarunlévrog . . . Adyoco:
omAdyyva, like gpjv, 96(133).3, and mepcrdpdioy olpa, 94(105).3,
refers to the part of the thorax that is the physical basis of thinking, where
the logos is in some sense incorporated. The process of incorporation is not
made clear in this fragment (and there is little help to be gained from
passages like Plato Phdr. 265¢ and Vergil A4en. 8.20). It seems that, pro-
vided the recipient is in the right condition for assimilating the logos,
there is a dividing and separating (cf. Parmenides fr. 7.5-6) or (if Diels’s
dcaoanbévrog is accepted) a sifting of the logos in and around the heart;
the thoughts thus received then increase and strengthen ¢/ 7fos éxaar-
oy; cf. further the commentary on 100(110).

FRAGMENTS 7-11 Basic PriNncipPLEs: Four RoorTs,
LovE, AND STRIFE

7(6)
Hear first the four roots of all things: bright Zeus and life-bringing Hera and
Aidoneus and Nestis, whose tears are the source of mortal streams.

These lines on the moAvlpvAyra grocyeia of E. are given generally in
listings of Presocratic dpyaZ, and the authorities quoting them are con-
cerned mainly with the allocation of the divine names to the different
roots. But Sextus also allies the Stoics to E. as positing similar elements,
Heraclitus claims that the lines are in imitation of Iliad 3.276-79, and
Clement gives them a Pythagorean context. Hippolytus at RH 7.29
divides the roots into o VAck¢—earth and water, and dvo dpyava—air
and fire, but at 10.7 he takes all four as jA¢kd in contrast to the active
principles of Love and Strife. Clement adds 8(17).18 and 14(21).9 to the
first line as a continuous quotation; in Stobaeus, 20(36) is appended to the
fragment. Tzetzes refers it to the first book of the [lep! Pioews.

1 plopara: “root clumps,” literally of trees (cf. Theophrastus CP
3.3.4), but used also of ancestry (Theodectes 3), and in Aeschylus of the
offspring (Sept. 413). Nearer to E.’s meaning is the use of gia by Hesiod,
Erga 19 (and cf. Homer Od. 9.390), and by Aristotle of the inquiry of the
philosophers of old into dpya? xai péac s kai Oadrryg, Mete. 353b1.
The notable parallel is the Pythagorean oath
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00 pa TOV AuETEPY PLYE TAPAOOVTA TETPAKTOY,
mayay devdov pioecws piloud v’ Exovoay (or pilwuar’ Eyovoay)

quoted at Aetius 1.3.8, Sextus adv. math. 7.94, Porphyry Vit. Pyth. 20, and
Iamblichus Vit. Pyth. 150. It is impossible to date the oath, but it does not
appear in the earlier tradition, and the introduction of gpigcg in this sense
is suspiciously late. If there is a connection, the Pythagoreans are more
likely to have borrowed the unusual term gi{wua from E. than vice
versa (cf. also fyyr@y wyrs, 15(23).10). The poetic word implies for E.
“foundation,” “living source of increase and growth,” and perhaps also
“basic nature”’; cf. the comprehensive use of §iCa and gelorduog, Theo-
phrastus HP 9.8 and also Lucretius 2.103 and Proclus in Tim. 130c.

2 Zebg . . . 'Aidwvels: the allocation of the divine names to the dif-
ferent roots was disputed even in antiquity. One tradition, which identi-
fied Aidoneus with air and Hera with earth, was put forward by the
Homeric allegorists and applied to E. by Diogenes and Hippolytus (cf.
Heraclitus All. 24, 41, Stobaeus 1.10.11, Hippolytus RH 7.29.4, D.L. 8.76,
and for the connection, Diels Doxographi Graect pp. 88—9g). In Hippolytus,
Aidoneus as air is argued from the etymology, §7¢ wdvra 0. abros BAé-
moyTes (ovov avToy ol kaflopdpey, and the epithet pepéofrog, applied by
E. to Hera, is taken to refer to earth. But Aidoneus (i.e., Hades) is most
easily understood as earth (cf. the arguments put forward by Millerd
Empedocles p. 31), and gepéafeog, an epithet of earth in Hesiod and the
Homeric Hymns, may well have been deliberately transferred by E. to
the root of air, which in one form is the breath essential to life (cf. Aristo-
phanes Nubes 570: Alfépa oepvitaroy, Brolpéupova ndvrwy); this would
be in accordance with his custom of putting established phrasing in a new
setting. The “Homeric” line of interpretation should therefore almost
certainly be rejected as a late rereading of E. Similarly the interpretation
put forward by Knatz (“Empedoclea” pp. 1—g) and Thiele (Hermes 1897,
pp. 68-78), and approved by Burnet (EGP p. 229, n. 3), which refers
Zeus to aither, Hera to earth, and Aidoneus to fire, may be disregarded.
This view has no support from the many ancient commentators on the
lines, and the identification of Zeus with E.’s aithér requires the rejection
of all E.’s uses of dijp for the element of air. The best tradition is the
Theophrastean one, which gives Zeus as fire, Hera as air, and Aidoneus
as earth, cf. Aetius 1.3.20, Philodemus pief. 2 (DK 31 A33), and also
Plutarch de Is. et Os. 363d. Hera as air appears in the Cratylus (404c), this
view has support from Menander 1.5.2 (DK 31 A23), and it was this
interpretation of the names of the elements that was taken over by the
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Stoics, cf. Cicero ND 2.66 and the long list of parallel references cited by
Pease D vol. 2, p. 716. For discussions of the question cf. Millerd Em-
pedocles pp. 30-32, Bignone Empedocle pp. 542—44, Guthrie HGP vol. 2, pp.
144—46.

3 Nﬂaﬂs‘ C ﬁpdrscop: there are variant readings of this line, but
the contexts in Aetius and Heraclitus confirm the phrase téyyec xpodvoua
Bpérecoy. In Eustathius, Nestis is given as a Sicilian goddess (II. 1180.14),
but apart from the mention of her here and at 48(g6).2 she does not
appear in classical literature. Two attempts to explain the name were
given. One, originating from Simplicius (in de An. 68.13-14), gives the
derivation dzd tod vdery ral peiv; the other, from Hippolytus (RH
7-29.4), connects her with yfioreg = “fasting” (cf. 126(144) vyoredoar
KakdTyros) and interprets, dr¢ Tpogiis altcoy yevéuevoy tpépecy obk edToVE
Ta tpepbueva. All agree that she represents the root of water, and
Sturz suggested that as Aidoneus is earth, Nestis may be Persephone, the
name referring to underground streams. If Nestis was a Sicilian name for
Persephone rather than an obscure water nymph, this would give a
pointed contrast with the Olympian couple and balance the four (which
are lod e mdvra, 8(17).27) more exactly. This, however, is only con-
jecture, and E. did not have a strict terminology for the roots; see the
table of terms in chap. 2.

8(17)

A twofold tale I shall tell : at one time it grew to be one only from many, and at
another again it divided to be many from one. There is a double birth of what is
mortal, and a double passing away ; for the uniting of all things brings one genera-
tion into being and desiroys it, and the other is reared and scattered as they are
again being divided. And these things never cease their continual exchange of posi-
tion, at one time all coming together into one through love, at another again being
borne away from each other by strife’s repulsion. (So, insofar as one is accustomed
to arise from many) and many are produced from one as it is again being divided,
to this extent they are born and have no abiding life; but insofar as they never cease
their continual exchange, so far they are forever unaltered in the cycle.

But come, hear my words, for learning brings an increase of wisdom. Even as I said
before, when I was stating the range of my discourse, a twofold tale I shall tell :
at one time it grew to be one only from many, and at another again it divided to be
many from one—fire and waler and earth and measureless height of air, with
pernicious strife apart from these, matched (to them) in every direction, and love
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among them, their equal in length and breadth. Contemplate her with the mind, and
do not sit staring dazed ; she is acknowledged to be inborn also in the bodies of men,
and because of her their thoughts are friendly and they work together, giving her
the name joy, as well as Aphrodite. No mortal has perceived her as she whirls
among them ; do you though attend to the progress of my argument, which does not
mislead.

All these are equal and of like age, but each has a different prerogative, and ils
particular character, and they prevail in turn as the time comes round. Moreover,
nothing comes to birth later in addition to these, and there is no passing away, for if
they were continuously perishing they would no longer exist. And what would increase
this whole, and from where would it come? How would it be completely destroyed,
since nothing is without them? No, these are the only real things, but as they run
through each other they become different objects at different times, yet they are
throughout forever the same.

This is the longest and most important of the extant fragments. It is
quoted in full by Simplicius from the first book of E.’s Physics (in Phys.
157.27), and since Simplicius also describes the opening verses as 7g
evle év dpyjj maparebévra (in Phys. 161.14-15), the fragment has been
put earlier than it had been in Diels’s arrangement. The contexts of the
various lines quoted in a considerable range of sources give the substance
of the fragment as follows: as Love and Strife alternately gain the ascen-
dancy over all things the cosmos is brought into existence and destroyed in
unceasing succession (Simp. in Phys. 157.25, in Cael. 140.30, 293.19-23,
530.11-12, D.L. 8.76; on Arist. Phys. 250b27—251a5 and Simp. in Phys.
1124.19-1125.24, cf. below on 16(26).8-12); Love and Strife are motive
principles working on the four elements of earth, air, fire, and water,
and they are not perceptible to the senses but intelligible by voge (Simp.
in Phys. 25.24, 188.23, D.L. 8.76, S.E. adv. math. g.10, 10.317, Plu. amat.
756d, Hippol. RH 10.7.3, Clem. Strom. 5.15.4, 6.17.4); E. thought of the
four elements as equal in some way, prevailing inevitably in turn; birth
is explained by their uniting and death by their separation, for nothing
can be added to or subtracted from their sum (Arist. GC 333216, Phlp.
in GC 257.32, 261.21, Simp. in Phys. 157.25, 161.13, 1184.5, MXG
g75b10, 976b22).

1-2 (=16-17) 90y . . . elvae, Oeépv . . . elvac : the infinitives
are consecutive, cf. Goodwin MT par. 775. What is the subject of the
finite verbs? Guthrie translates, “at a certain time one alone grew out
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of many,” but gives an alternative on the lines suggested above in a foot-
note (HGP vol. 2, p. 153). The unexpressed subject is probably zdvra
(cf. below on line 4 and 14(21).7) or 76 dAoy (cf. 1(2).6), the “twofold
tale” being the two cosmic changes (1) from many to one, and (2) from
one to many. When the lines are repeated at 16-17 the uniting and sepa-
rating totality is spelled out as fire, water, earth, and air, to which Love
and Strife are added.

3-5 anéAecges: the abstract noun is unusual in epic and in its opposi-
tion to yévegcg (Parmenides’ word is JAefpog, fr. 8.21); normally the
meaning is “desertion” (Thucydides, Demosthenes, Xenophon) or
“failing™ (of rivers or of the moon in Aristotle). fpepfeioa, Panzerbieter’s
emendation of Simplicius’ §pvpfeioa, with Scaliger’s dcézey for dperti,
balances 7éktec v’ dAérec Te. Karsten keeps Gpvplfeioa, changes dAékec
to adfec, and dory) (admittedly an unusually early use of the singular)
to zo/n; but this is unnecessary surgery to remove the idea of a second or
double generation. Bollack tries dpugplfeis’ dmodpimrer, translating
“dispersant, se disperse.”” Other recent views on the lines are summarized
by A. A. Long in The Pre-Socratics, ed. A. P. D. Mourelatos, pp. 404-12.
Ty péy . . . 9 0é: Diels refers the two pronouns to révears, “at valent
etiam mutatis mutandis de dzroAei¢pec” (PPF p. 112). Sturz had under-
stood the first pronoun as yévegcg and the second as dmddecgfes, but it
seems rather that both pronouns should refer to both nouns, the compact
expression being elucidated by the verbs. There is a first generation and
a “failing” of mortal things when @yyrd are brought to birth and then
destroyed by the many coming into one, and a second when fuyrd are
again reared and scattered as many ‘“‘divide” (a distinctive Empedoclean
sense; dcagvouar = ‘“‘germinate” Thphr. CP 2.17.7, “intervene” or
“grow between” Hdt. 1.61, Thphr. CP 3.7.9, and later “be inseparably
connected with”).

6-8 ravra: like zdvra in line g, which unite and separate, identified
in line 18 as earth, air, fire, and water. popejpeva: Ionic form; Stobaeus
has gpovpojueva. Lines 6-8 add the information that the move from
many to one is the work of Love, and that from one to many is due to
Strife; the alternation between the two is unceasing. The last two lines
are repeated at 16(26).5-6, line 7 at 26(20).2, and line 8, with some
variation, at 26(20).4. The connection of likeness and unity with Love,
and of enmity and separation with Strife, is found again at 25(22).4-8.
Lines 6-8 are part of the outline of E.’s cosmic scheme, as the first two
lines of the fragment and the phrase zdvrwy gvvodog show. He is con-
cerned here with the eternal succession of the two phases of all things
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coming into one through Love and separating into many through Strife.
This is universal activity which later is to be found at work in individual
organisms, in the same way as the materials that make up the indivi-
dual are identified with the world masses. (For the attempts to deny
any cosmic reference at all cf. note 110 in chapter 2.)

9 offtws . . . gveafac: the line has been supplied here from Aristotle
Phys. 250bgo and Simplicius in Phys. 33.26; for this and the following
four lines cf. the commentary on 16(26).8-12 with the Aristotelian
context.

14 @Al dye pbbwy xAdfc: one of several formulaic monitions to
Pausanias found throughout the poem, especially when a new and
important point is to be made, cf. 4(1), 5(3).4, 6(4).3, 15(23).11, 17(38).1,
53(62).1, 100(110).10. Here the explanation of the nature and function
of the four roots and Love and Strife gives body to the schematic outline
of the first verses of the fragment. udfy: Stobaeus has pdfyoes and omits
zo¢, which has the support of Clement’s paraphrase; Simplicius gives
pély (which Sturz tried to justify by referring to Plato Lysis 222c),
changed by Bergk to udfy. This would be the only occurrence of the
noun, except for the Doric genitive in Hesychius: udfas, pafrioews-
For the literal increase that learning brings cf. 100(110).4-5.

15 welpata pwlwy: cf. Homer II. 23.350 of Nestor éxdorov meipar’
decme.

16-17: cf. lines 1-2.

18: previously the roots had been given under somewhat enigmatic
divine names (cf. 7(6).1-2), but they are now listed in familiar terms. The
first three—fire, water, and earth—are straightforward. For the fourth
Simplicius has 7épog, and Plutarch and Clement a/fépog; the epithet is
drnAeroy in Simplicius and Clement and #zcoy in Plutarch, Sextus, and
Athenagoras, #zcoy perhaps coming into the text from Parmenides
B 8.56-57; for drlderov cf. 121(135).2. Burnet (EGP p. 219, n. 3; p. 228,
n. 2) accepts a/fépog here, denying that the element was ever called d7p
by E. a/f7p admittedly is the most common word for this root in E., but
his terminology is not fixed (cf. g1(100).13, 25(22).2, 91(100).15, and the
table in chap. 2). Elsewhere by pds d7jp and Tizay al7p refer to the same
root, the former in its occupation of the lower atmosphere and the latter
in that of the higher, cf. the commentary on 27(38).3—4.

1g—20: the formal introduction of the uniting and separating agents,
already mentioned briefly in lines 7-8. veixop odAduevov: cf. veixeos
&yfec line 8. The baneful nature of Strife, and the innate hatred that
brings about separation, is emphasized from the start, giving Aristotle
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grounds for regarding it as a principle of evil, cf. Metaph. 985a4-10,
Plutarch de Is. et Os. 370e. drdAavroy dmdyry: “equal in every way,”
“uniform,” as in Hesiod Theog. 524 and Parmenides fr. 8.44. It is not that
Strife is materially equal in weight to each or all of the roots but that its
power can stretch evenly and comprehensively over them all.

20 &y tolocy: alternatively pera 7oiocy, cf. line 25. No significant con-
trast need be made with dfya 7@y in the previous line, except perhaps
that Strife as a separating agency works apart, and Love from within,
cf. Guthrie HGP vol. 2, p. 154. [oy pijkds te mAdrog 7e: like drdAavroy
andvry above, for Love’s uniform extension over the roots.

21: the contrast between visual perception and intellectual recognition
is clearly made, with a corresponding distinction in objects. Earth, air,
fire, and water are visible, and their nature can be understood from
observation (cf. 14(21).1-6), but Love is not a material entity like them
and can be grasped only by vodg, so Parmenides fr. 4.1. There is also an
underlying separation of subjects, familiar from Heraclitus and Par-
menides, of the one who has reached true understanding from the ordi-
nary masses, who in comparison are like people sleeping or stunned; cf.
Heraclitus fr. 1, Parmenides fr. 6.7, and E. earlier at 1(2).1-6. Like the
nature of Love, that of the supreme god is not to be reached or understood
by the senses, cf. g6(133).1-3.

22 vouilerar: changed by Karsten to évi{erar on the grounds of the
verse contradicting lines 25-26, but the second reference is to the ele-
ments. Men recognize the presence of Philotés, or Aphrodite, well enough
within their bodies and observe the effects on human thinking and action,
but its universal working on the roots is not perceptible and has not been
understood as the functioning of the same principle as that which power-
fully influences themselves.

24 I'pfogdvyy: Homeric, cf. Il. 21.390 and also 13.29 (where “the
ascription to nature of a distinctly human emotion is unique in Homer,”
Leaf ad loc.). ézadwwpoy: cf. Il. 9.562.

25 peta toloey: Brandis’s correction for the unmetrical pez’ dagocary,
giving a reference to the roots, as in line 20. Other suggestions are pef’
drnaoey (Sturz), ue’ SAococy (Panzerbieter), v’ dggocacy (Preller), and
7" doacocy (Ellis).

26 d@rove . . . dmwarpAdy: a direct challenge to Parmenides’ depreca-
tion of his Doxa, fr. 8.52.
27 tavta . . . éaoc: whether or not there is a lacuna after line 26, the

subject of line 27 is the roots. This is clear (1) in the continuation in lines
34~35 (for it is the roots which in running through each other become the
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various phenomena), (2) in the near repetition of lines 29 and 34 in
16(26), where the reference is to the elements, and (3) in the ancient com-
mentaries on line 27. It is the four roots that are equal and of like age,
and that make up the totality of the world mass, allowing for no addition
or subtraction. Love and Strife are not “things” like the roots and
cannot be compared with them; their control can extend over them,
however, as was explained in lines 19-20, and the question of their
eternity is taken up separately in 11(16). The roots are lga wdvra (cf.
Parmenides fr. 9.4 of fire and night—/gor dupdrepoc), but Aristotle
queries what is meant by this. Granted that for E. the elements are
absolutely basic and incapable of being transformed into each other (cf.
GC 315a15-16), then if they are quantitatively comparable there must
be a common unit of measurement, which would deny their ultimate
nature. This would also be the case if they were dynamically comparable,
cf. Mete. 340a14, and chap. 2, n. 79. But if the comparison is analogical,
e.g., one is as hot as another is white, it is qualitative, and the elements
should be called “similar,” not “equal,” cf. Aristotle GC 333a20-34,
Philoponus in GC 257.32-258.4, 261.21-25, Joachim on Aristotle GC,
PP 231-33. E. was probably being straightforward and assuming that
the roots were equal in age, honor, and power, and in their total sums
(cf. lines 27-29 here, and also, e.g., the equal amounts and pressures
involved in g1(100).6-21). The basic argument against any one element
predominating had probably been put forward already by Anaximander,
cf. Aristotle Phys. 204b28, Simplicius in Phys. 479.32, and Kahn dnaxi-
mander p. 186, n. 1.

28 tepfle . . . érdote: cf. Parmenides on fire and night, fr. 8.57-
58. Each root has its own individual and inalienable nature, which is
preserved throughout, as explained by Simplicius, in Phys. 159.13, intro-
ducing 14(21) after this fragment. This assumption of permanent, in-
herent characteristics is essential to the idea of an element, and the em-
phasis E. placed on it is one of his important contributions to Greek
science. Difficulties, however, arise with the positing of a stage of such
mingling of the roots that these characteristics are not discernible; see
chap. 2.

29 v . . . ypbvoco: the reference is still to the roots, cf. below on
16(26).1, where the line is repeated with xixldoco for ypdvoco.

30 000 Tdp ¢t émeyéyverac: P. Maas accepts the elision of the iota of
7¢ here (Greek Metre, trans. H. Lloyd-Jones, pp. 73, 74), giving as parallels
dote t¢ Avdrsys ypfpa—a doubtful variant for ro7(r15).1—and
Theocritus 30.12, against which cf.- A. 8. F. Gow Theocritus, ad loc.
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Karsten emended to dp o7’ émcréirverac, and Diels in some despair
to &p 7€ ¢ yiyverau, cf. SPAW 1897, p. 1069. Professor H. Lloyd-Jones
has suggested in a personal communication 00§’ &pr¢(= now, lately)
7¢ yiverai. For the sense cf. Parmenides fr. 8.36-37 and also Lucre-
tius 2.296.

31 &lre . . . foay: cf. the emphatic statement of this Eleatic argu-
ment by Melissus, fr. 7(2) & roiwwy Tpcyi p) pvpiocs Eveacy étepoiov
révocto, dAeitar mav év ¢ mwavri ypdvy. Karsten suspects a missing line
after line 31, but gre “non respondet alterum, quia alterum lemma
variata forma 1. 32 continuatur,” Diels PPF p. 114.

32-33 7oiro . . . épfjuov: here E. takes over Parmenides’ arguments
for the denial of birth and death to what is (cf. fr. 8.6-7, 19—20) and ap-
plies them to the four roots, which have no temporal starting or stopping
points. Further, Parmenides had claimed that g dy could not intervene
to prevent what is from reaching its like, nor could there be any variation
in density or rarity, cf. fr. 8.23—25, 44-48. E. reinterprets these points,
first by asserting that the roots occupy all the available place (r@vd’
o00éy épfjuov), and then by equating up dy with gevdy, resulting in a
denial of empty place to interrupt or alter the consistency of the roots, cf.
10(13).

33 d@Ad’ adr’ Eorey Tavra: picking up the z@yde of the previous line,
the reference continues to be to the roots, cf. 14 (21).13.

34 7fverés aléy dupoia: the Eleatic argument for self-consistency (cf.
Parmenides fr. 8.46-48) is applied to the individual roots, completing the
point made in line 28—each root has its own z¢uj and 7fog, which are
preserved inviolate through the various arrangements and rearrange-
ments of parts in the formation of yyrd. Parmenides was led from the
premise éxel iy Eatey duoioy to conclude that his subject was unique (cf.
G. E. L. Owen CQ 10 (1960) pp. 92—93), but E., in positing a mosaic
shifting of four eternal roots in a plenum, retained their temporal and
spatial continuity while allowing plurality and divisibility.

9(12)

It is impossible for there to be a coming into existence from that which is not, and for
what exists to be completely destroyed cannot be fulfilled, nor is to be heard of ; for
when and where it is thrust, then and there it will be.

Philo quotes the first two lines of the fragment anonymously, to show that
nothing can come from or pass away into nothing. The three lines and
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the author are given in MXG, where the fragment is connected with
12(8).3—4 as supporting the assertion that since the roots are eternal,
there is no absolute genesis or destruction, but an apparent genesis arises
from their arrangements and rearrangements.

1 éx yap tob wij édévrog: a suggested amalgam of & te wy) dvrog
(MXG) and ék 700 yap oddauij dvrog (Philo), so Bollack: &k zod yap
i) éévrog. Diels has éx e 70D yap 0dddy’ édvrog, but Parmenides usually
negates gy with g, cf. frs. 2.7, 7.1, 8.7, and 12, and he frequently has the
article, e.g., frs. 2.7, 4.2, 8.32, 35, and 37. dusfyavéy éore: almost equiva-
lent to “is logically impossible,” cf. G. E. R. Lloyd Polarity and Analogy
PP- 423—24.

2 dvijworoy kal dmvaroy: cf. Parmenides frs. 2.7-8, 8.8-g, 8.17,
and Melissus fr. 2. drvoroy is Mangey’s suggestion, adopted by Diels,
for Philo’s d&raveroy, which makes no sense here; there is a similar
corruption at Parmenides fr. 8.21, where the MSS D and E of Simplicius
in Cael. read gravorog for dnvoros. The drppkroy of MXG may be an
attempt to make sense of dravgroy. For a defense of dravoroy as the
lectio difficilior cf. Bignone Empedocle pp. 398—400.

3 t0rjoeobact : Panzerbieter, followed by Diels, emends to 77 7° &g7au,
which gives the line a rhetorical flourish. The subject is obviously &gy,
and the verse so read would make it clear that the preceding two lines
had a double reference. There can be no genesis from what is not, nor
destruction of what is, in any temporal or spatial sense; 4y always exists,
and as a plenum it occupies all available space, so that there is no time
when nor place where it is not. fpefdw has a slightly different meaning
at 1oo(110).1.

10(13)
There is no part of the whole that is empty or overfull.

The line is quoted by Aetius under the heading [lep¢ revod and is listed
by Theodoretus among several theories on the theme. MXG gives it as
the condition prevailing after the coming together into unity.

E. is picking up Parmenides’ argument on the spatial continuity and
consistency of his subject (cf. fr. 8.22-25): there cannot be different
degrees of existence at different parts. For Parmenides there is no uz) dv
to interrupt the consistency, but E. moves one stage further and identifies
u7) Gy in its spatial sense with gepdy—an identification adopted by Melis-
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sus and similarly used in his denial of variance, cf. Melissus fr. 7.(7)-(8),
and also Anaxagoras, fr. 5. The invariance is most marked in the homo-
geneity of the sphere under Love (which may have induced the context
in MXG) but always holds true; the roots are incapable of expanding or
contracting, and they keep their character inviolate through the mosaic-
like arrangements and rearrangements in the plenum.

Diels prints as a separate fragment (B 14) the phrase just before this
verse in MXG: tod wavrdg {0") 000e{v) revedy. mdbey oby ¢ &’ éxnéAboc;
but this makes for needless repetition and may well be an imperfectly
remembered conflation of 8(17).32 and 10(13).

11(16)
They are as they were before and shall be, and never, I think, will endless time be
emptied of these two.

Hippolytus gives as the subject of the fragment Love and Strife, at RH
7.29 attributing the lines to E. but at 6.25 to “the Pythagoreans.” He
comments that the character of Love is peaceful and unifying whereas
Strife is destructive and separates, and that the action of the two continues
without beginning or end.

1 &ot)e rap o whpos 7y te kal Egoetar: a suggestion made in a
personal communication by Professor H. Lloyd-Jones for the MSS ¢/
rap kal wépos Ny Kol EoTac.

The Homeric formula (e.g., Il. 1.70) has the three tenses. After dealing
in 8(17).27-35, 9(12), and 10(13) with the four roots, denying them
beginning or end in time, spatial variation, and the possibility of addition
to or subtraction from their totality, E. then moves on to his motive
principles and postulates for them an eternal existence. (Since they were
probably not thought of as material bodies in the same way as the roots
were, the question of spatial stopping and starting points for them does
not arise; see chap. 2.)

FrRaGgMENTS 12-15 MIXING AND SEPARATING

12(8)

Here is another point : of all mortal things no one has birth, or any end in pernicious
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death, but there is only mixing, and separating of what has been mixed, and
to these men give the name ““birth.”

The fragment is quoted by Aetius from the first book of the Physics.
An appropriate place for it is after the general exposition of 8(17) and
the related Eleatic arguments. For his next point, E. in this and the fol-
lowing four fragments turns to the world we know and the language we
use, showing first that there is no real genesis or destruction of mortal
things but only arrangements and rearrangements of their component
elements.

1 gbocg: the word is here taken by Plutarch to mean yéveocs in
contrast to Odvarog: drc yap dvrl tiy yevéoews elpmre THY Py,
avrelels Tov Odvaroy abrfj dedijAwsey 6 'E. (adv. Col. 11122 and cf. 1112f).
This is the sense also given to pjgcg in this context in Aristotle GC 314b7
(cf. Phys. 193b12), MXG g75b6; Philoponus in GC 14.14, 15.6-8, 15-17,
263.20-24 ; Simplicius in Cael. 306.3, in Phys. 161.18, 180.25-30, 235.20—
23; in Alexander it is taken as equivalent to &uwaors, in Metaph. 359.17-21.
At Metaph. 1014b35 Aristotle quotes the fragment, without the second
line giving the required balance of fdvaros to giocs, to illustrate the
meaning of gigcg as odoia (and cf. GC 333b11-14, though Joachim
argues for gigcg as yéveocs here, ad GC 314b7-8). Although such a
meaning, or something akin to it, must be implied in E.’s other uses of
the word at 56(63) and 100(110).5, this fragment, quoted in its entirety
by Plutarch, should probably be given his interpretation. The controversy
has continued into modern times, cf. A. O. Lovejoy PkR 1909, p. 371;
Burnet EGP pp. 10-11, 363-64, 205 n. 4; Ross Ar. Metaph. vol. 1, pp.
297-98. Opposed to these are W. A. Heidel Proceedings of the American
Academy 1910, p. 98; Kirk Heraclitus pp. 228-30; Kahn Anaximander p. 23;
Guthrie HGP vol. 2, p. 140; and cf. G. A. Seeck Hermes 1967, pp. 36—41;
J. Owens Canadian Fournal of Philosophy 1976, pp. 87-100; N. van der
Ben Phronesis 1978, pp. 204-06. drdvrwy: the variant éxdarov reflects
a frequent confusion, cf. 8(17).8, 19 and 51(59).2.

2 favdroco televry): Lovejoy, loc. cit., understands the phrase as (no)
“end of death,” i.e., fyyrd never stop dying, but it is more likely to mean
“end that is death,” like the standard favdroco télos, €.g., Homer Il
3.309, 5.553, 16.502,855, 22.361, and Aeschylus Sept. gob. E. seems sim-
ply to be saying that despite our normal way of speaking, fyyrd are not
really born, nor (paradoxically) do they die, because strictly speaking
they are temporary arrangements of parts of immortal “roots.” The
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coming into such an arrangement is gjocg, and the dissolution of the
arrangement marks the end of that individual as such. This is spelled
out in the next fragment.

3 pékeg: for the assumption that the mixis of parts of roots to make
an organism is a mosaiclike arrangement in which the pieces retain their
character, and not a kind of “chemical’ mixture, see chap. 2.

4 émt roig - . . avlpdmocaey: cf. line 5 of fr. 13(g). It would not seem
that gpiigeg was a common word for E.’s contemporaries to adopt, but he
may have had in mind the verbal usage, as in the next fragment. When
a muxis is formed, there occurs what is termed revégfac (or piesfac).

13(9)

When they have been mixed in the form of a man and come to the air, or in the
JSorm of the race of wild animals, or of plants, or of birds, then people say that this
is to be born, and when they separate they call this again ill-fated death; these
terms are not right, but I follow the custom and use them myself.

The fragment comes, with 12(8), 104(11), and 106(15), in Plutarch’s
defense of E. against the charge put forward by Colotes, that E., in
abolishing generation, abolished life itself. As Plutarch points out, E. is
not doing away with living creatures but showing that terms like birth
and death, when applied to them, are misleading; organisms are formed
by a mingling in a certain arrangement of parts of eternal roots, and they
cease to exist as such when the arrangement breaks up. Provided it is
recognized that the terms are not strictly accurate, that birth is really
mingling and death separating, the conventional expressions may still
be used.

U uerévt’ el albép’ {{kwyracy: Diels’s suggestion for the MSS
pirey p@e alfépc and a lacuna of 6-8 letters; he adds, “fortasse gax
Byzantinorum more vocis ¢dra explicandae causa superscriptum’
(PPF p. 109). On this reading the subject would be the roots, and the
sense would be, ““‘when parts of the roots have formed into an arrangement
or mixture with human shape and come to the air.” “Coming to the air”
may be a poetic paraphrase for “being born” (cf. Lucretius 1.170) but
could be more exact, for E.’s theory is that the fetus is gzryovs and takes
its first breath at birth, the intake of air compensating for a loss of
moisture, cf. Aetius 4.22.1, 5.15.3.

3 16 {ré paac) revéolac: Panzerbieter’s filling of the second lacuna
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in the fragment. The subject, from the first line, consists of people in
general, who speak inaccurately of birth when there is only mixis.

5 19 0éust radéovoc: the reading at 820f, but efvar radéovac at
1112f. Attempts to make a satisfactory rendering include &y ye viug .
Reiske, e/kaiwg k. Karsten, and dloityy x. Wyttenbach (cf. DK 31
B1o). Stein suggested the conflation 3 0éus éoté, Kxadoboc, taking
0épeg in a weaker sense and close to ygpog. But if Oéucg is stressed as
“right” (cf. 2(3).4 and Hesiod Theog. 396), a negative is obviously
required. Wyttenbach had 7 8éucg (o) for 820f, and Wilamowitz (o)
08ucs 3 (cf. Hermes 1930, p. 246). Diels adopts Wyttenbach’s reading as
the most reasonable suggestion, on the Homeric pattern with the dative.
On the inaccuracy of conventional naming cf. Parmenides fr. 8.38,
Anaxagoras fr. 17.

14(21)

But come, if the form of my preceding argument was in any way incomplete, take
note of the witnesses of these to what I have said before: sun with its radiant
appearance and pervading warmth, heavenly bodies bathed in heat and shining
light, rain everywhere dark and chill, and from earth issue firmly rooted solids.
Under strife they have different forms and are all separate, but they come together
in love and are desired by one another. From them comes all that was and is and
will be hereafter—trees have sprung from them, and men and women, and animals
and birds and water-nourished fish, and long-lived gods too, highest in honor. For
these are the only real things, and as they run through each other they assume different
shapes, for the mixing interchanges them.

Simplicius quotes the fragment in full at in Phys. 159.13, after the whole
of 8(17), as a continuation of the account of the roots, showing that each
has its own character and is recognizable in a familiar form—*sun,”
for example, is fire, “sky” is air, and “rain” and “sea’ are water (cf. the
table in chap. 2). At in Phys. 33.8 Simplicius follows lines 3—12 of this
fragment on 47(35), there to point out that mixing results when both
Love and Strife are at work.

1 7@vd . . . émcudprupa: the genitives are clumsy. Stein suggested
zay for 7@vd’, and Diels followed Wilamowitz with ¢4vd’, taking ézcudp-
tvpa as masculine singular rather than neuter plural; but a number of
phenomena will be pointed out by E. in support of the theory put for-
ward, and the line should probably be left as in Simplicius.
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2 AeméEviov: “lacking wood,” and so “feeble,” “defective”; found
also at 60(71).1 applied to mégreg but apparently not elsewhere, cf.
Alpacpog, 91(100).1. popgrj: used by Parmenides of fire and night (fr.
8.53), but here the sense is “form of argument.” To express his meaning
more clearly E. will offer as evidence of the existence and character of the
four roots the familiar elemental masses around us.

4 6oa’ 1édeitot: emended by Diels to oo’ Zde¢ e and further cor-
rected by Wackernagel to oo’ e/dec e (cf. SPAW 1884, p. 366; Philologus
1931, Pp. 134-35). The word e/deog is related to (Gpdg, and the definition
in Hesychius is e/deog* OdAmovs, rabparog. The duBpora are the moon
and stars, the moon being composed of air shut in by fire, and the stars
of fire squeezed out from the air (cf. [Plut.] Strom. ap. Eus. PE 1.8.10,
Aet. 2.13.2). If the reading ¢/dec is right, and the sense of heat uppermost,
then in this line E. would be pointing to the &ufpora as instances of a
combination of fire and air; cf. 53(62).5, where heat rather than moisture
(which is given in {dazog) is indicated.

6 t0éAnuat: the vocabulary of lines 5-6 is uncommon (dvopdevra,
peradéoy, and grepewnd are dm. Aey.), and the form and sense of this
word cannot be decided. fedpud (cf. 47(35).6) is inappropriate, and
é0eAvuvd (advocated by Karsten and Stein from the Suda and Favorinus)
unsatisfactory. Diels followed Sturz with §élvuva, as a simple form of
the Homeric zpofédvpuvar (Il. 9.541, 10.15, 13.130, and cf. O’Brien ECC
pp- 266-67), but now feleuvd is generally accepted from the definition
in Hesychius: oy ér gcl@y. At GC 315a10, in an obvious reference to
this fragment, Aristotle says of E., Aéyec 7oy péy fAcoy Aevrdy xai Ocpudy,
v 06 r7v Papd kal orAnpéy, but “close-packed” or “firmly rooted”
is not exactly Bap). Also, the verb mpopéovar, associated in epic with the
free flowing of rivers and streams (cf. Il. 21.260, Od. 5.444, and especially
Hes. Theog. 792), is difficult to understand with a subject of this kind.
Perhaps E. wrote no more than §¢iacoa (cf. the reference in Simplicius’
introduction of the fragment), the weight and hardness mentioned by
Aristotle both being implied in grepewmd—rocks and stones brought
along by the water. In any case the theory of an exclusive tetrad of op-
posites cannot be fastened on E. from this fragment.

7-8: the subject is the four roots, mentioned under familiar names
and forms in the preceding lines, and the statement is a general one about
their activity when influenced by the motive principles—under Strife
(only here in the Physics called xérog) they keep their individual forms
in separated masses, in Love they come together into a unity. When both
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Love and Strife are active, as Simplicius explains (in Phys. 33.4), thnéta
result.

9: I have accepted Aristotle’s version of the line, but with ér zay
for é¢ av, as at 15(23).5 and 83(98).5. E. has adopted the common for-
mula for past, present, and future, probably as a deliberate challenge to
Parmenides’ denial of tenses (fr. 8.5). The list that follows, comprising
plant, animal, bird, fish, human, and divine life, is repeated at 15(23).6,
the Ocol Tepfjoc pépearoc significantly also appearing in the Katharmoi
as the highest in the series of lives, cf. 132(146).3.

13-14: line 13 repeats 8(17).34, but there is a change in the second
line of the couplet. The emphasis in 8(17) is on the permanence and
changelessness of the roots, here it is on their ability to produce all kinds
of thnéta as they mingle with each other (cf. 47(35).16-17). As against
Diels’s suggestion for the completion of line 14 a connection is required,
and E. does not elsewhere use 7dgog without a corresponding relative.
Stein and Mullach independently argued for dedrmrvées yap dueifec, a
rearrangement of Karsten’s suggestion from Simplicius’ commentary on
12(8).3: d@dha ubvoy pifev te kel SedAhabey wrévrwy, kai gdvodoy
dcdmrvéiv te revéalae év pépec aloms (in Phys. 161.20). 1 conjecture za
rap Oca kpijocs dueifec, for the tmesis comparing Parmenides fr. 8.41.

15(23)

As painters, men well taught by wisdom in the practice of their art, decorate temple
offerings when they take in their hands pigments of various colors, and after fitting
them in close combination—more of some and less of others—they produce from
them shapes resembling all things, creating trees and men and women, animals and
birds and water-nourished fish, and long-lived gods too, highest in honor ; so let not
error convince you in your mind that there is any other source for the countless perish-
ables that are seen, but know this clearly, since the account you have heard is divinely
revealed.

Simplicius quotes the lines as an illustration given by E. of the theory set
out in 14(21), refers them to this present world in which plant, animal,
and human life results from the activity of both Love and Strife, and con-
nects them with 16(26).1-2 and 11-12. For a discussion of the simile see

chap. 2, pp. 38-39.

2 dupi . . . dedadre: the duals dedadre (line 2), uifavre (line 4),



TRANSLATION AND COMMENTARY 180

and £7iCovre (line 6) are puzzling; the earlier editors attempted to avoid
them by reading dedad@res (which is given in the Simp. MS F), udéay
e, and xrélovae respectively. Duals for plurals in Homer, e.g., at /1. 3.279,
8.186, 16.371, and 17.387, have been discussed by P. Chantraine (Gram-
maire Homérigue vol. 2, p. 28), J. Wackernagel (Vorlesungen iiber Syntax pp.
77-80), and E. Schwyzer and A. Debrunner (Griechische Grammatik vol. 2,
P- 46) ; more recently C. Segal has suggested a formal reason for the duals
in Iliad book g (““The Embassy and the Duals of Iliad 9.182-98,” GRBS
1968, pp. 109-14). The duals here may have resulted from the Simplicius

~ MSS reading of dupw for dugpi, or perhaps E. is allowing himself a strik-
ing flexibility in the forms, cf. 124(137).6.

4 appovip pébavre: “mixed” colors are referred to in Theophrastus
Sens. 77-78 (on Democritus), Plato Tim. 68d, and [Aristotle] Col. 792a-b
and Mete. 372a5. In the introduction it was argued that the mixing of
colors in “harmony” described in this fragment is not a blending to
produce further shades but the setting of pigments of different colors side
by side; the pdpuara are the appropriate colors ready before the painters
start on their pictures. Cf. also 48(g6).4, and J. B. Skemp’s translation of
Plato Pol. 2777¢c: “because [the outline] has still to be painted in colours
properly balanced with one another.” It is uncertain whether a correla-
tion is to be made between the four roots and the four simple colors of
black, white, red, and “ochre” (cf. W. Kranz, “Die idltesten Farbenlehren
der Griechen,” Hermes 1912, pp. 126-28). The correspondence is made
for E. at Stobaeus E¢l. 1.5.3; four colors as canonic are attributed to the
Pythagoreans (Aet. 1.15.7, and cf. [Arist.] De Mundo 396b13); and they
seem to be the ones generally used by fifth-century painters. The number
of colors, however, is not as important as the fact that only a few are re-
quired in order to produce (in two dimensions) all kinds of fyyrd.

6-8: this list was also given in 14(21).11-13. The same wide variety of
Bvyrd comes from the four roots as the painter can reproduce in his art
with a few colors.

9 rarvitw: established by Blass from Hesychius gacvitw’ vesdro,
the only known appearance of the active form of kaivv pac.

10 yeydaoey: Diels’s emendation to yeydraacy metris causa is generally
accepted; he compares yeydrecy in Pindar (OI. 6.49), and Hesychius has
the participle yeyaxds. E.’s forms elsewhere are yeydaoc 60(71).4, and
yey@oe 1o1(111).1. The line is uncharacteristically stilted and perhaps
should be rearranged, e.g.,

)y dooa re Ovyprdy domera 0fAa reydacy.
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The metaphor of myyy, with gilwpa, for the source devdov gioews
appears in the Pythagorean oath by the tetractys, Aetius 1.3.8, and cf.
7(6).1.

11 fcod mdpa: Ocdg is taken to refer (1) to E. himself as a god, e.g., by
Bidez, Biographie p. 102, and by W. Nestlé, “Der Dualismus des Emped-
okles,” Philologus 1906, pp. 545-57, comparing 102(112).4; (2) to
Aphrodite/Philotes by Bollack, Empédocle vol. 1, p. 265, n. 2, and p. 310;
and (3) to the Muse, by Karsten, Diels, Bignone, and others. (3) is surely
correct. The uijflog of the physical poem comes from the Muse, addressed
in 2(3).4, and specifically as Calliope in 3(131).1-4; her mordpuara
guarantee the truth of E.’s logos, as at 3(131).4 and 6(4).2—3, and cf.
Parmenides fr. 1.22—23. Self-reference here would be an example of the
mania condemned in 2(3).1 and 5(3).1-3; cf. the commentary on 1(2).9.

FrRAGMENTS 1622 MAany To OnE 1IN THE Cosmos:
THE SPHERE

16(26)

They prevail in turn as the cycle moves round, and decrease into each other and
increase in appointed succession. For these are the only real things, and as they run
through one another they become men and the kinds of other animals, at one time
coming into one order through love, at another again being borne away from each
other by strife’s hate, until they come together into the whole and are subdued. So,
insofar as one is accustomed to arise_from many, and many are produced from one as
it is again being divided, to this extent they are born and have no abiding life; but
insofar as they never cease their continual exchange, so far they are forever unaltered
in the cycle.

The fragment is quoted in full by Simplicius as coming soon after 14(21);
he refers it to the genesis of one from many under Love, of many from
one under Strife, and of fyyrd in this world kara wepcddovg. It is a re-
wording of the fundamental principle of the uniting and separating of the
four roots by reason of the agency of Love and Strife. Lines 1, 3—4, 5-6,
and 8-12 repeat 8(17).29, 3435, 7-8, and g-13 respectively. Lines 2 and
4 are new, filling in, in a striking manner, the processes involved; xixlog
(line 1) and xdopog (line 5) are important variants on the endings of
8(17).29 and 7.

Commentators tend to complicate the simple explanatory structure
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of the fragment. The subject is the four roots, the “many.” As usual, E.
starts his account with the roots in separation. At the appropriate time in
the cycle they are in control. In appointed succession they then move
from many to one (their masses getting smaller as they mingle) and from
one to many (their masses increasing). As they run through each other in
both processes they become men and animals. They move from many to
one through Love, and from one to many because of Strife, until, coming
(again) into one they are subdued. The unity of the four roots described
in line %, which entails the loss of their visible individual characteristics,
is the opposite state of affairs to that of line 1. In going from many to one
and from one to many they have temporary existences as men and other
animals, but in persisting through the recurring exchange of position they
are unaltered.

1 év 0¢ pépec . . . kOKAoco: repeated from 8(17).29 with xtrAoco for
ypdvoco, itself a refinement on the Homeric zmepimlopévwy évcavrdy
(Od. 1.16, and in the singular 11.248). The substitution is a deliberate
(and perhaps a pioneer) assertion that time is cyclical, as Aristotle ob-
serves later, “to say that things that come into being form a circle is to
say that there is a cycle of time” (Phys. 223b30—34, Oxford trans.). sdxloco
in the first line, picked up by rara sjrdoy in the last, sets the fragment
in the large-scale context of recurring time.

The subject of xparéovor here and in 8(17).29 is the four roots. E.
uses singular and plural verbs with this subject, and also masculine and
neuter adjectives. In 8(17) the line is obscure and could perhaps refer to
a Milesian world picture of warring opposites with regional and seasonal
aggressions and compensations, but the context of 16(26) contrasts the
time of domination with a time of getting smaller and bigger (i.e., of
becoming one from many and many from one), and of complete subjec-
tion. The roots are subdued when they are together, and conversely, when
they prevail they are separate.

2 gfivec . . . alaye: the roots have a turn at being dominant and
separate, and also a turn at getting smaller and at getting bigger; this is
explained in lines 5-6 as moving from many to one under Love and mov-
ing from one to many under Strife. Exchanging position either way in-
volves “running through each other,” and in running through each other
the roots become men and other animals. They get smaller as their in-
dividual masses dwindle while mingling, and they get bigger as the bits
return to their own kind.

3 abra rap &ovey tadra: “for there are these very things,

LRI 1Y

these are
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the real things” (cf. adrds olrog, LS] s.v. adrds 1.7), rather than “they
are themselves” (O’Brien) or “Ils sont, toujours méme” (Bollack).
“There are just these” (Guthrie) shifts the emphasis slightly. The roots
running through each other become different things at different times
(8(17).35), things with different faces (14(21).14), and here, more ex-
plicitly, men and other animals.

5 &ls éva Kbopoy: the roots run through each other producing men
and animals, at one time when going from many to one, and at another
when going from one to many, but they stop doing so when dominant and
many or subdued and one. Coming into one kosmos in line 5 is the same
process as coming into one whole in line 7, a more precise version here of
ely Ev dravra at 8(17).7. Kosmos is used in the sense of “total world
order” as it was by Heraclitus, fr. 30, and probably the Pythagoreans
(Aet. 2.1.1) and Parmenides (D.L. 8.48). For this sense of kosmos in the
Presocratics cf. Kirk Heraclitus pp. 307-24, Guthrie HGP vol. 1, pp. 454~
59, and G. Vlastos Plato’s Universe chap. 1.

7 76 wa&y: when used elsewhere by E. means “the whole,” ‘“the sum
total,” 8(17).32, 10(13).1, 33(39).3, and so here, rather than an adverb,
“completely.” Nor should it be taken as the subject of yévyrar, involving
an unwarranted change of subject from, and then back to, the four roots,
and leaving guugivra unaccounted for. (O’Brien’s elaborate metrical
argument for 7o z@y as subject, ECC pp. g22-23, is incorrect, for it is
not the case that all the following lines except 8 “have a third foot trochaic
caesura dividing the line according to sense,” and his translation, ‘“‘until
(the time comes when) they grow together as one and the whole is de-
feated,” does not fit the text he prints.) 76 7@y therefore belongs with
guugbyvta in the sense of the roots “coming together into the whole.”
The word before the participle is in doubt and is given variously as &,
8y, or dy; Diels suggested & & (PPF p. 118). eladkey els ovupivia 76
nw@y would be more appropriate, and for the order cf. LS] s.v. e/, B.
vméveple yévyrac: the roots are “underneath” in the opposite sense to
their prevailing (cf. line 1), because they are not separate and dominant
masses but are in such a mixing of discrete particles that none of their
characteristics is visibly distinct. Line 7 is a rewording of line 5 as line 1
is of line 6.

8-12: quoted separately by Aristotle (Phys. 250b20) and repeated
from 8(17).9-13. The lines are given to illustrate movement and rest in
E., movement when Love makes one from many or Strife many from one,
and “rest” in the times—or time—between. For the many to become
one implies a time (of “‘rest’’) when they were many, and for the one to
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divide into many implies a time (of “rest’’) when there was the one. That
Aristotle did not spell out the implications may be a fault, but he is free
of the grosser error of deliberate concealment and misinterpretation, see
chap. 2 and the discussions cited there.

10: the line sums up 12(8) and 13(9g), as well as lines 2-6. The roots
appear to undergo both genesis and an early death in their compound
forms of men and other animals; this happens as they run through each
other, getting “smaller” (going from many to one) and “bigger” (moving
from one to many). Lines 11—-12 give the contrast to line 10. The “ex-
change of position™ results in temporary compounds, but the permanence
of the exchange from many to one and from one to many in a circle (or
cycle) of time ensures the permanence of the roots. (Long argues that the
activity described in line 8 takes an extended period of time but that the
one in line g is immediate; the activities also of lines 5 and 7 take an
extended time whereas that of line 6 is immediate, Pre-Socratics p. 412.
But the participles in lines 5, 6, 7, and g are all present, and it is perverse
to read such an extreme time difference into the similar constructions.)
arivyror is “unaltered” in a mainly temporal sense, cf. Parmenides
fr. 8.26, 38, and Owen CQ 1960, p. 97.

17(25)
For what is right is worth repeating.

The line is given by the scholiast as the source of the proverb dig rai Tpis
70 kaddy, and by Plutarch to justify a second refutation of Epicurus.
Except at Laws 754¢, (with d/g only), Plato uses the dig xal tpis version,
Gorg. 498e, Phlb. 60a, Laws g56e. Repetition of lines in whole or in part
in the extant fragments of E. are as follows: 8(17).1-2 at 16-17, 6 at 12
and at 16(26).11, 7-8 at 16(26).5-6, g-13 at 16(26).8-12, 2g at 16(26).1,
34 at 14(21).13 and 16(26).9; 14(21).10-12 at 15(23).6-8; 16(26).4 at
113(121).25 19(27).1 at 21(27).1; 22(29).1-2 at 97(134).2-3; 47(35).7
at 16; 88(84).5 at 10; g1(100).7-8 at 24—25. Repetition is so obviously
a feature of E.’s method that attempts to alter the arrangement of the
fragments solely to avoid it are unjustified. Repetitions, formally in the
epic tradition, are used as summaries, reminders, and reinforcements,
and minor differences are often significant, e.g., wepcwAopévoco ypdvoco/
kVOkAoco at 8(17).29 and 16(26).1. Most often the repetition is a develop-
ment or a particular application of what has been said previously in a
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general context. Here the reference is likely to be to the considerable
repetition of 8(17) in 16(26), but the fragment may also imply advance
notice of a more comprehensive reiteration—an outline of the whole
cosmology followed by detailed consideration of particular sections (cf.
the commentary on 18(24) and Parmenides’ program, fr. 8.2—4).

18(24)
Joining one chief point to another, so as not to pursue only one path of discourse.

w1 teAéecy is generally accepted by all but Bollack, who retains Plutarch’s
reading, finding a parallel in 47(35).1—2. The construction in both ver-
sions is strained and perhaps should be emended (in a personal communi-
cation Professor H. Lloyd-Jones suggested gz’ éAezy), but the sense is
clear, and the context in Plutarch refers to E. avoiding the exclusive
pursuit of one argument. The fragment corroborates the suggestion that
E.’s method is to give the main points of his argument—the ropvpai (cf.
8(17).15 mepavorwy melpara wbhwy)—and then to develop in further
(but not exhaustive) detail the sections of especial relevance or interest.
It expressly contradicts the claim advanced by Bollack, Hélscher, and
Solmsen that the Physics is an account of ‘“‘a single linear development”
(A. A. Long’s phrase, The Pre-Socratics p. 398).

The program that follows summarizes the cosmic stages, starting from
the roots in separation, from which the strifeless sphere is derived. There is
then the particular account of the entry of Strife, the articulation of the
cosmic masses and the related meteorology, followed by a return, in the
nature of a digression, to the complementary stage of the retreat of’
Strife and the resulting monstrous forms. Fragment 53(62) resumes the
account with the full-scale zoogony and biology that logically follow the
cosmogony given prior to the digression.

19(27)

There the shining form of the sun is not shown, nor the shaggy might of earth, nor sea.
The meaning of de(¢)digoouac is “frighten” or “fear,” and Karsten’s
dedioketac is therefore generally accepted. Bollack, however, argues for
the retention of dediooerar with a sense related to defxyopue. He also re-
tains yévog, comparing 25(22).7 and 100(110).9, but the reference here
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is to the earth as we know it, cf. a/fépcoy pévog 107(115).9. Adacoy implies
strength and roughness, and cf. the analogues of hair, 71(82).

The roots in separation provide a logical starting point for E.’s ac-
count of the cosmic stages. Plutarch’s context sets the lines firmly in a
description of the four elements completely unmixed under Strife, prior
to their being brought into a harmonia by the power of Love. The gofepa
axoopéa is comparable to that described by Plato at Tim. 53a-b. Even
if Plutarch’s quotations are not always accurate, it would be perverse to
reject him as a key authority on E. and to refer these lines to an opposite
state of affairs than that described by him. (Plutarch is said to have
written a ten-book commentary on E., cf. Hippolytus RH 5.20.6 and the
discussion by O’Brien, ECC p. 33, n. 2. For the lines as a supposed refer-
ence to elements under Love, cf. the commentary on 21(27) below.)

Sun, earth, and sea as we know them are not recognizable when the
elemental masses are completely distinct (dxparoc rai doropyoc in
Plutarch’s paraphrase) and in their “natural,” i.e., logically prior, state.
Earth is at the center (cf. Aristotle Cael. 295a30), surrounded by water,
air, and fire in concentric layers, each clinging to its own kind and shun-
ning association with any other. Aristotle implies at Metaph. 1050b23,
985a25, and Phys. 250b26 that the separate elements are at rest, but at
Cael. 301a15 that they are moving, and this is supported by the participles
in the Plutarch context. Perhaps neither rest nor motion in an absolute
sense is appropriate, for, according to Plutarch, both start with the in-
creasing influence of Love, cf. g27a.

I suggest there is a vibration (comparable to the uninterrupted shaking
of the winnower) as the roots continue to try to shun each other but, in
the absence of void, cannot do so completely —a natural (and mindless)
droo péa, subsequently resolved into the preferable dpuovéiar and rocvwvia
imposed by Philotes. (Cf. Simplicius in Cael. 530.17-20: when the ele-
ments are separated by Strife and unmixed there is no syntaxis in the
relation of sky to earth.)

20(36)
Strife was retreating from them to the extremity as they were coming together.

Since the complete line is given in Stobaeus immediately after 7(6),
ré@y refers to the four roots. Schneidewin was the first to suggest inserting
the line in 47(35) in place of line 7 (which is repeated at line 16), and he
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was followed by Diels, Kirk-Raven, and Guthrie (HGP vol. 2, p. 178,
n. 4), but this attributes carelessness to Simplicius’ quotation unneces-
sarily. The line helps to bridge the xopvpai of 19(27) and 21(27) with the
transition from unmixed roots under Strife to mixed under Love. The
verb takes the genitive in the sense of ‘“retire from,” “give up possession
of” (cf. LS]J s.v. éééoryue 11), and &gyazoy is accusative of end of motion
(cf. 47(35)-10 én’ Eoyara tépuara rdkAov). In Aristotle’s truncated
version the sense is closer to “whenever everything came together, then
Strife’s position was at the extremity,” and the immediate context is a
carping criticism of the god for the comparative poverty of his knowledge
resulting from his lack of acquaintance with Strife; fr. 77(109) is quoted
to support the criticism. More important, Aristotle points out that Strife
is a cause of genesis no less than Love, and Love a cause of destruction—
ovvdrovoa rap els o & gleipec Ta dAla.

21(27)

There the swift limbs of the sun are not distinguished . . . in this way it is held
fast in the close covering of harmony, a rounded sphere, rejoicing in encircling still-
ness.

Simplicius quotes from Eudemus in support of a time of rest between the
initiation of movement and control by Love, and that by Strife; in the
complete éxcxpdreca of Love all things come together. For E. this means
that the minute particles of roots are so mingled that it is impossible to
pick out any one and distinguish it from another. (On the mixing of the
elements in the sphere, and Aristotle’s commentary, see chap. 2. J.
Longrigg’s article, CR 1967, pp. 14, is a reworking of the Arundel thesis,
pp. 146—49.) In 19(27).1 the eidos of the sun is not apparent because all
the particles of fire have come together, and here the particles cannot be
discerned (except perhaps by Lynceus, cf. Aristotle GC 328a16) because
they are closely mingled with other minute parts of earth, air, and
water; cf. also the commentary on gbéver ely dAApAa 16(26).2. (évfa
is probably spatial as in 69(76).3 and almost certainly r1g(121).2 and
116(122).1.) Partial repetition in the two lines does not mean that they
are to be conflated (cf. on 17(25) above), especially when they are referred
to opposite states of affairs.

2 kpup@: surely not “Verliess” (DK), “ténébres” (Bollack), or
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“obscurity” (Guthrie) for the rejoicing, intelligent god. The parallel
is Parmenides B 8.29-31. E., like Parmenides, has a metaphor of constraint
for the uniform stability and changelessness which in this case are
imposed by harmonia (another name for Philia/Aphrodite, and less per-
sonalized as a cohesive principle, 48(g6).4).

3 opaipog: according to the scholiast on Aratus a masculine form of
ogaipa coined by E. on the analogy of “Eomepog for ‘Eonépa. For the
seemingly redundant xvslozeprs cf. Parmenides 8.43—ebrbrdov opalons
—but E. may be deliberately emphasizing the shape, which was not the
main feature of Parmenides’ simile. zegpcpyée: Simplicius has zepeynfée,
defended by O’Brien ECC 284, with inadequate parallels. Bollack reads
wepcynléc yaiwy here and mepenyée yaipwy at 22(29/28).4, but the change
in the line is weak and mepcynfifs unsuitable for the abstract noun poyiy.
For the joy of the god cf. Géthosuné as another name for Philia, 8(17).24.
povép: whether povin means “rest” (from uévw) or “solitude” (from
udvog) has been extensively discussed; cf. Jaeger TEGP p. 141, Burnet
EGP p. 210, Guthrie HGP vol. 2, p. 169, n. 3, O’Brien ECC pp. 22—
24, Bollack Empédocle vol. 3, p. 137, Kahn Gromon 1969, p. 441. The
available evidence, however, strongly supports the sense “stillness”
(Guthrie’s translation), “absence of change or movement”—cf. the
Homeric rappoviy, Xenophanes fr. 26 and Parmenides fr. 8.29-31;
Eudemus, the main authority for the line, understood the word as @xcvyo-
¢a. (Tyrtaeus 1.54, with Diehl’s references, is arguable support.) “Re-
joicing in solitude” is not a Greek characteristic, and Plato has to defend
the god’s solitude as being no impediment to his happiness, Tim. 34b,
but repose and freedom from disturbances feature as a desirable state of
affairs in the mainstream of Greek thought from Homer (0d. 6.42-46)
onward. yovéy would still have an aural association with udyog, however,
and the unusual word was probably deliberately chosen for its ambiguity.
The combination, attributed to Heraclitus and Parmenides, of “‘a
philosopher’s interest in literal, original and paradigmatic meaning, with
something of the poet’s sensitivity to the psychological suggestiveness and
acoustic associations of words” could be claimed for E., cf. Mourelatos
The Pre-Socratics p. 347-

22(29/28)

For two branches do not spring from his back, he has no feet, no swift knees,
no organs of reproduction, but he is equal to himself in every direction, without
any beginning or end, a rounded sphere, rejoicing in encircling stillness.
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The fragment is here given as a conflation of Diels’s 29 and 28. Hip-
polytus quotes the first two lines, and his version of what follows—dAAd
opaipos &y kal loog &0ty alrd—is an unmetrical summary, after a
previous warning that the quotation was not exact. (gpaZpay énpy at
Simplicius in Phys. 1124.1 is unhelpful. &y is not given in F; without
it there are not the additional complications of a tense change and a
neuter form. Moreover, oiderépws preceding mworé xadel gpaipoy looks
contradictory; the clause in Simplicius should perhaps be transposed to
the end of the sentence at in Phys. 1124.4.)

Line 4 repeats 21(27).3, and line 2, with one small change, is applied
to the denial of human form to the gy lepsf of 97(134). The absence
of Strife, which features here as a state of the cosmos under Love, is
also applicable to the individual wise man, as at 98(27a), and M. Anton-
inus uses line 4 as a paradigm for the philosophic state. Furthermore,
Hippolytus quotes 107(115) after this fragment, relating the entry of
Strife into the sphere, and the consequent disruption, to the embodiment
of the daimons in a variety of mortal forms. Intelligence and the absence
of stasis result from the physical structure of component parts achieving
homogeneous mingling through the activity of Love. Such is the char-
acter of the sphere here described ; and the description connects with that
of the wise man and shows how the daimon of the Katharmoi is to be
understood.

1 kAddoc: for the similarity of parts in animals and plants, cf. hair
and leaves at 71(82). dfgogovrac: ‘‘shoot up,” cf. Pindar Nem. 8.40 of
a tree, but also “move about rapidly,” and the ambiguity is probably
deliberate (Hesiod Theog. 150). The absence of arms, legs, and genera-
tive organs also characterizes the oddoguezs timor of 53(62), the prehuman
forms that arise at the beginning of the transition from Love’s control
to Strife’s control. The denial of human form in this fragment may well
be a development of Xenophanes fr. 23.2 (as Plato later—the god has no
need of hands for grasping or for self-defense, nor of feet for the movement
appropriate to him, Tim. 33d), but E. is involved in a more general and
radical rethinking of what it means to be a god, elaborating a theory of
cosmic divinity that was already adumbrated in Presocratic thinking
(see chap. 3).

3 6 re mdvroley loog {éor): (o) is supplied by P. Maas, and the
phrase is an obvious echo of of yap wdvrobey loov and éwvrd mdvrooe
zwytdy at Parmenides fr. 8.49 and 57. E. has copied Parmenides in the
concepts of uniqueness, uniformity, balance, and stability but has used



TRANSLATION AND COMMENTARY 190

them for a stage in a cosmic alternation, derived from and giving way to
plurality and change. There is also a material content, and so Parmenides’
simile of a sphere is now applied literally. zduray dreipwy fills out the
physical description, for the sphere, even more than the circle, has no
spatial starting or stopping point. There is also the implication that there
are no internal frontiers dividing one element off from another, as is the
case in the cosmos under Strife.

FrRAGMENTs 23-46 ONE TO MaNY IN THE Cosmos:
TuHe PrEsent WoRrLD

23(30)

But when great strife had grown in the frame and leapt upward to its honors as
the time was being completed, a time of exchange for them, which has been defined
by a broad oath

This important fragment refers in strong poetical terms to the inevitable
end of the dominion of Love and, with the increase of Strife, the begin-
ning of movement as the one breaks into many. In Aristotle’s commentary
on the lines (Metaph. 1000bg—20) Love and Strife are both viewed as
generative and destructive—Strife destroys the one but brings many
into existence, and Love generates the one but destroys everything else.
(But E. is praised for his consistency in keeping the elements permanent.)
E., however, gives no reason for the change apart from anankz, which
itself requires explanation. Simplicius (in Phys. 1184) reiterates Aristotle’s
complaint, and in this context gives interesting parallels. That “this is
the way things are and must be” is E.’s explanation for the cyclic time of
8(17).20, the beginning of movement in the sphere at 24(31), and the
oracle of anankz, strengthened by broad oaths, which gives the time for
the separation of the daimon from the gods. Asclepius summarizes the
first line as fjvéka 70 veirog émexpdrnoe (cf. Simplicius’ setting of the
lines éxi t7j¢ to0 veirovs émckpareiag), paraphrases the second, and
after quoting the third explains that the oath is called broad g wdAw
yopyodvra ta mdvra. It is quite clear that we have a reference to the
assumption of power by Strife as a recurring event.

1 abrap émel: cf. 51(59).1, rather than Aristotle’s pedestrian version,
but Aristotle’s 20pépfy “had grown,” “had increased in size” (cf. /I
2.661), and not gpéply (accepted by Bollack and translated “I’emporta™).
péya is most obviously attributive. éu! ueAéegocy: the long iota of the
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preposition is acceptable, as at 26(20).5, cf. P. Maas, Greek Metre p. 79.
peréeaacy, like yuia in the following fragment, refers to the frame or
structure of the sphere, consisting, before the breakup, of the four roots
perfectly harmonized. Strife is now “in” the frame in the sense that it
is and will be active there. The reverse procedure, of retreat from the
péAn, is given in 47(35).11.

2 dvdpovge: the language is violent, and the image is perhaps that
of a military attack. Strife, from the circumference of the sphere (cf.
20(36).1), makes for the center, consolidates its position, and then
makes forays outward over more and more territory; rcuai sums up
the victorious outcome.

3 duocfaiog: the time given to Love to dominate comes to an end
and is replaced by a time given to Strife. Bollack takes dprov with it
and translates “en lieu d’une large enceinte.”” A period of time cannot,
however, be recompensed by a gprog but only by a similar period, as
letters (Hdt. 6.4) or invitations to dinner (Pindar O!. 1.39) are exchanged,
or soldiers replaced (/. 13.793), or keys fitted to doors (Parmenides
fr. 1.14). That the predominance of Love must be recompensed by the
predominance of its opposite is an application of the idea of cosmic justice
and retribution worked out in time found in Anaximander’s fragment,
and of metra governed by logos in Heraclitus. The time has been “marked
out,” jAarac, by an oath, as a wall or trench is defined (cf. LS] s.v.
éAadvew I11.2 and esp. Hesiod Theog. 726 and Herodotus 1.146, 6.62).
There is no need to wonder who swears the broad oath. Its function is
to add solemnity and certainty to the necessary exchange of times of
power for the cosmic forces, in somewhat the same way as Parmenides
speaks of the necessity of invariance in terms of the bonds of Ananke,
and as Plato brings in e/ uapuéyy for the reversal of the cycle in the myth
(Pol. 2:72d6—e7).

24(31)
For one by one all the parts of god began to tremble.

Strife’s attack on the sphere destroys both its unity and its rest. Simplicius
quotes the line after 21(27) with a repeated zdAcv: at the commencement
again of Strife’s dominion, then again there is movement in the sphere
and the parts become articulated.

éeime: “in turn,” “one after the other,” as at Il. 15.137 and 22.240;
for meAepifero cf. Il. 8.443 of Olympus shaking under the feet of Zeus.
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mdvta . . . yuia feofo: the “limbs” are not personal, for this is denied
at 22(29g) and 97(134), nor are they bits of elements that can be distin-
guished, for no section of the mixture can be picked out as having dis-
cernible characteristics (cf. 21 and 19[27]); they are the totality of spatial
parts, like p€Ay at 23(30).1 and 47(35).11. feofo is important as the only
identification in the fragments of the sphere with god, though Ammonius
gives the reference of ppjv ‘leprf at 97(134).3 as wepi tob Oeiov wavrds.
That E. ascribes divinity to the sum total of the four roots in a state of
perfect mixture under Love is obviously relevant to an understanding of
the nature of the daimon, cf. the commentary on 107(115).

25(22)

For all these—sun and earth and sky and sea—are one with the parts of themselves
that have been separated from them and born in mortal things. In the same way, those
that are more ready to combine are made similar by Aphrodite and feel mutual af-
JSection. But such as are most diferent from each other in birth and mixture and in
the molding of their forms are most hostile, quite inexperienced in union, and grieving
deeply at their generation in sirife, in that they were born in wrath.

There is little help for the interpretation of this fragment from the two
sources, for although Simplicius connects the lines with the general be-
havior of the roots in the cosmic changes of 16(26).1-2, 11-12, his Neo-
platonism contrasts intelligible and perceptible worlds, and Theophrastus
takes lines 67 out of context as an illustration of pain resulting from the
interaction of opposites. O’Brien discusses the fragment at confusing and
confused length (ECC pp. 305-12), Bollack tries diagrams (vol. 1, pp.
181-83), and M. C. Stokes concludes that an analysis of fr. 22 supports
his supposition that “in talking about unity and plurality E. did not know
what he was talking about” (One and Many in Presocratic Philosophy p. 172).
But the basic argument in this and the following fragment is clear. E. is
anxious to show (1) that earth, air, fire, and water have the same charac-
ter in the parts of themselves that make up mortal things as in their dis-
cernible world masses, and (2) that the activity of Love and Strife, as we
know them, is similar to, and a prime illustration of, their cosmic func-
tions. Lines 1—3 make the first point: as Strife’s control increases, the four
roots come together as the sun, earth, sea, and sky we perceive, but the
process is not complete; parts of the four roots are still mixed with each
other as thnéta, and over these Love and Strife are both active. Lines 4-5
give the working of Love, and 6—9 of Strife. Some individual mixtures can
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still be combined, and Love makes them similar to each other so that they
want to come together; others, however, are incapable of such unions,
and since they cannot come together as wholes, nor can their separate
parts join with “their own dear kind” (cf. fr. 100(110).9), they have a
wretched existence as a result of Strife’s activity. The reference here is to
thnéta in general, with the particular application to the different forms of
life in the following fragment.

2 YAéktwp . . . BdAacoa: in apposition to the subject zaira mdvra.
The discernible masses of the four roots are friendly with the parts of
themselves (uépeggcy as the antecedent to §goq) that make up the con-
stituent portions of mortal things, for they have the same characteristics
and are of the same family. With dpfuca here cf. moféoyra and géiny
révvay in 100(110). 9, and of fire 0édoy wpds dpotoy ikéafac, 53(62).6.

3 ¢¢v: the pronoun, despite the Doric form, is probably not to be
emended (e.g., to vjy as by Stein) but to be taken generally—*(the parts)
which have strayed, as far as they (the subjects in line 2) are concerned,
and have been cut off and born in mortal things . . .”

4 @¢ &' abrwg: one or more lines which would make the comparison
more specific may have been lost between 3 and 4, but the point is that,
as with the four roots, the cosmic behavior of Love and Strife is the same
as that experienced now. goa refers back to dooa and uépeoory—"as
many (separated parts) as are better adapted for mixing (£pfoec would
be preferable to kpfjocy) are made like by Aphrodite (cf. 60(71).4) and
are desired by one another.” There are two processes in this outline: (1)
Aphrodite brings separate parts of roots into mixtures where suitable
proportions are available (cf. 48(96).4), and (2) the mixtures combine
as the result of the same form of attraction that brings about sexual union.
The details of “molding,” “gluing,” and “nailing” of the parts into
wholes are given later, cf. frs. 60-87, especially 60(71), 62(73), and 86(87).

6 éylpa pdiear’ foa mAcioroy dn’ dAljAwy Océyovac: my conjecture
for the Simplicius line éyflpa mAcioroy dn’ dAlfAwy Bcéyovae pdicorar.
pdAcoTa is not given by Theophrastus, who starts his direct quotation
with wleforoy. Diels’s addition (from Panzerbieter) of {(§° &) is harsh
and leaves wAeforoy unconnected with &ypa. &yfpa wicioroy is metrically
unpleasing, despite O’Brien’s defense of it, ECC p. g10. A contrast is
obviously needed between what can be mixed and is brought together by
Love, and what cannot and is kept apart in enmity by Strife.

7 réwvy . . . éxpaktoiac: Theophrastus refers the line to an explana-
tion of pain by the interaction of opposites (whereas pleasure is explained
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by an interaction of likes) ; this would seem to involve the theory of pores,
since there can be no mixing where the pores do not fit (cf. the commen-
tary on 77[109]). But even if he has taken lines 67 out of context there is
still support for their reference, namely collections of parts of different
roots that cannot come easily, if at all, into further combinations. They
are incompatible because of the way they are (yéwyp), the lack of pro-
portion in their composition (kpfjaec), and their shape. Like mixtures
are brought together by Love, unlike ones stay separate; detailed refer-
ences to what can and cannot mix come later. As well as the implications
for sensation and knowledge, lines 6-8 provide a framework of medical
relevance for the structure of living things, cf. Reg. 1.6.29 mpooélec 7o
odupopoy TH guupdpw, T0 06 dodupepoy woAcuel Kal udyetac Kol
Ocadrdooer am’ dAdfAwy.

9: veckeoyevvéaryocy is impossible as it stands. Karsten, after Scaliger,
suggests veckeoyevvyrjjioc from veckeoyevéoe in the Simplicius context.
The sense would be passive—strife-generated”—and preferable to the
Panzerbieter-Diels ve/keog évveaipacy, which brings in a new notion,
unknown to Simplicius’ paraphrase. My suggestion §7¢ gpcoc révvac éy
dpri to resolve the corruption at the end of the line would give E.’s own
explanation for the unusual vecseoyevyyrfiocy. The grief and anger at
being generated in a world of increasing strife are personalized in the
Katharmot, cf. 112(118), 114(124), and 123(145).

26(20)

This is well known in the mass of mortal limbs: at one time, in the maturity of
a vigorous life, all the limbs that are the body’s portion come into one under love;
at another time again, torn asunder by evil sirifes, they wander, each apart, on the
shore of life. So it is too for plants, and for fish that live in the water, and for
wild animals who have their lairs in the hills, and for the wing-sped gulls.

The fragment is given only by Simplicius to show how Love and Strife
prevail in turn among men and other living organisms. The lines have
been variously interpreted as referring, for example, to sexual intercourse
(Kranz), health and sickness (Bignone), life in the womb (Panzerbieter),
the “fantastic situation” of 50 (57).1-3 (Guthrie), and a hypothetical
“third stage of increasing Strife” (O’Brien). But, as Stokes observes (One
and Many p. 165), E. is using something conspicuous among men as an
illustration of what is less obvious. So far in the poem E. has given an
outline of the nature of the roots, the way in which they all unite under
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Love and move apart under Strife, and their mixing and separating in
the seeming birth and death of thnzta. We then have a more detailed ac-
count of the many in separation, their coming into one in the sphere,
and the breakup of the sphere into many, with the subsequent emergence
of the visible masses of sun, earth, sky, and sea. This large-scale uniting
and separating can be illustrated by what is familiar among men, plants,
fish, animals, and birds. E. continues with some meteorological details
and then in 47(35) picks up the question of living things in general; in
the many-to-one stage limbs and monsters arise initially, and in 53(62)
we have the origins of man in the present movement of one to many.
In this context what is familiar and conspicuous among living organisms,
and an illustration of uniting and separating on a larger scale, is of
course birth and growth, and death, or as E. prefers to put it, parts coming
together into a g@ua and subsequently disintegrating. Fragment 26(20)
is a fuller explanation (as Love and Strife are now seen to be involved),
in more poetical terms, of 12(8), where it was said that there is no birth
or death for thneta, gAAa pévoy pibes te dedAhabis te prévrwy.

1 7odzo: so Diels for zoiroy. The reference would be to a more general
statement of the activity of Love and Strife—possibly that given in the
previous fragment—which is illustrated by something “outstanding” or
“well known” in the body.

3 T odpe Aéorye: what is well known is that the limbs which the
body had and now holds as its portion (for the perfect cf. g3(102).1,
107(115).5) are at one time coordinated and vigorous in the prime of life
(which E. explains as due to Love) but at another lose their strength,
wither, and decay.

4 Kakfjioc . - - 8pidegoc: a variant of yerkog odAduevoy, for the spe-
cific manifestations of strife among men in war and disease.

5 mepl pyypive Béoco: cf. Il. 1.437, 8.501. The seashore is the border
line between land and sea, and the shore of life would be a border line
too, that between life and death, where one hovers when sick, or old, or
wounded. The violence implicit in gyyuive (cf. grfyvouc) repeats that of
the previous line, and there may be a link with géw. E. perhaps wishes
to cover both the loss of limbs in battle and the wasting of the body in
illness as physical consequences of Strife’s disruption, cf. gridees Eora e
pevord related to Strife and the joyless land in 113(121), and also Plato
Tim. 84¢ tij¢ 70b odparos pioews &§ dvdykns pveions (quoted by Big-
none, p. 410). The separate limbs of 50(57) are not relevant here in the
illustration of the less by the more obvious. Too much stress need not be
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laid on 7Adletar in line 5 in a passage already rich in metaphor (cf.
Stokes One and Many p. 166 and also Parmenides fr. 16.1); the word
implies isolation and insecurity as well as physical movement.

6-7: plants (more literally “bushes), fish, animals, and birds com-
plete the list of the forms of life affected, like men, by Love and Strife,
and like them, strong and flourishing at one time, withering, disintegrat-
ing, and dying at another. The lines connect with the Katharmoi (1) when
E. gives a sense in which he has experienced life as a thamnos, bird, and
fish in 108(117), and (2) in the exhortation to refrain from violating plant
and animal life (frs. 124-29), which would promote Strife’s disintegration
of wholes. The recall of this list at 13(g) is support for line 5 here referring
to the dedAdakes of the roots (edre & dmorpevfdoc, 13(19).4) at the time
of so-called death.

7 kbpuPacs: the species of bird is probably not significant (e.g., as
moving between sky and sea, so Bollack Empédocle vol. 3, p. 107) ; the gull,
a “headfirst diver” (if that is the sense from xi87) is the most obvious
form of bird life in a harbor town.

27(38)

Come now, I shall tell you from what sources, in the beginning, the sun and all
those others which we now see became distinct—earth and swelling sea, moist air,
and Titan sky, whose circle binds all things fast.

Clement quotes the lines with approval for showing aithér as a containing
and binding principle. In the context of E.’s poem the fragment obviously
marks a transition to a new section. After the identification of the visible
elemental masses with the four roots in the previous two fragments, frs.
27-46 give details of how these masses came to have their present form
and position in the cosmogony brought about by Strife’s activity. Then,
with 47(35), E. breaks off and returns to the many-to-one stage for the
beginning of his account of thnéta.

1: Clement’s text is defective, and #Acop is probably out of position,
for the sun cannot be the source of the other elements that are equal to it.
Sturz and Karsten suggest a lacuna after the first line where the other
three roots would have been listed, but this is unduly repetitive; and
Diels’s 5icka as a substantive is an unsatisfactory guess. Hence my
conjecture, with the addition of something like (@Al 7¢).

4 Tiray alfifp: allfp and dijp are both used for air, cf. the commen-
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tary on 31(37), 83(98), and the list of terms for the roots in chap. 2. The
terms are used here in a cosmogonical context for the two obvious divisions
of air—the mist close to the earth’s surface, and the bright sky above, seen
as the encircling o)pavdg, containing and confining the world within itself
(cf. 25(22).2 for odpavds as air; also ¢ xixdos Tob odpaves Hdt. 1.131).
The air has been hardened or “frozen” by the fire that is now running
beneath it, an idea probably going back to Anaximenes, cf. Aetius 2.11.12,
14.3, and the doxography at DK 31 A51. There is no reason to suppose,
as does O’Brien, ECC pp. 291-92, that E. is so confused as to use aithér for
a mixture of two elements. Although Titan may later have been related
to the sun (but I argued that “Titania astra,” Vergil Aen. 6.725, is prob-
ably the sun and stars, PVS 1964, pp. 27—28), here the connotations for air
are the vast size and strength of an Atlas, needed to hold fast the cosmos.

28(51)
swiftly upward

Eustathius says that the words in E. refer to fire. There is also the refer-
ence to fire in Et. M. 311d wtih the spelling avgreay, and the definition is
o pév apavi, Tevés 0¢ 70 dvw pépealfac. In Homer, Od. 1.320, dvémaca
in Jpveg 0° dg dvémaca dcémraro is the hole in the roof to which the smoke
from the fire ascends, cf. F. H. Witton A7P 1958, pp. 414-15. If the
reference is to fire in E., it would apply to the first movements of fire
under Strife, when the parts of the roots begin to separate out and to
move away from the center. Some air and fire were separated first, then
the sea was sweated out from the earth, and the misty layer of air settled
around the earth, cf. Aetius 2.6.9, Simplicius in Cael. 528.21-24, [Plut.]
Strom. 10, Philo prov. 2.60.

29(53)
for it chanced to be running in this way then, but often in other ways

The line is quoted twice by Aristotle and is also in the commentators.
The subject is air, called by Aristotle with reference to E. both a/f7jp and
a1p, and the context is the koguomocia, when Strife begins to separate
the roots, dcékpeve péy yap ©o veios, MWéxln &’ dvw ¢ albip, GC 334a1.
Aristotle’s complaint is that air does not act systematically. Strife is direct-
ly responsible for the initial separating, but then zjyn seems to take over.
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At one time air goes upward, at another fire, and air moves downward (as
in the next fragment) and, presumably from gAdws, in other directions
too. Despite his criticism, Aristotle provides support for the present
continuation of the separation, indicated in 31(37) and 32(52). On the
disorder following the initial separating, cf. Tzetzes ex. Il. 42.17 (DK 31
A66): woté péy tod wupds Dmepvird@vroy Kal Karaplérovros, 0té 8¢ Tig
Voarddovs vmepPfAviovarns kol katarAviodans émcppois-

30(54)
(Air) with deep roots sank down over the earth.

Aristotle gives the fragment in the same context as the previous one.
Sometimes air moves up, but at times fire does, cf. 53(62).6, and air
moves down and covers the surface of the earth as mist. (xard with the
accusative is ‘“‘on,” “oVer,” “throughout,” rather than “down into,”
cf. LSJ s.v. kard B.1.2.) According to Aristotle, E. says that the cosmos
is émi Tod veikovs vDy as mpdrepoy émi tis ¢pcAéag, but Aristotle finds
no precise explanation for the cause of motion. It would seem that E. (1)
gave a general account of the beginning of movement brought about by
Strife, as at 23(30) and 24(31), and then, (2) in explaining the formation
of the visible masses, showed that the general tendency of the roots was
to move to their own kind, cf. the next fragment; Aristotle’s complaint
is that a logical connection between (1) and (2) is required. The present
state of affairs, until the movement of the roots is completed, Aristotle can
ascribe only to chance. The vocabulary of the fragment recalls Hesiod
Erga 19; cf. the commentary on 33(39).

33 &

31(37)
Earth increases its own bulk, and air increases air.

The continuing collection of parts of fire, earth, air (and presumably
water) into distinctive masses as described by E. is, for Aristotle, not a true
adgnocg (which involves a complete merging) but a prosthesis of the parts.
The increase of the bulk of earth is due to the natural tendency of the
roots, i.e., the way they act of their own accord, when not kept together
by Aphrodite riveting, gluing, or nailing them. An ordered arrangement
of parts is the result, in nature, of constraint applied to the material by
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Aphrodite, and in the case of man a disciplined mental effort is needed,
cf. 100(110).1-g. Lucretius takes up the wording of the fragment in
2.1114-15. The line and its context is one of many counterexamples
to O’Brien’s explanation that aithér for E. is always a mixture of fire and
air, ECC pp. 291-92.

32(52)
And many fires burn beneath the surface of the earth.

Like 29(53), the fragment shows that the separation of the elements into
four masses is not yet complete. All the fire has not yet gone “upward,”
but some still remains within the earth. Earlier, after the separation of
the sea, fire in the earth warmed some of the remaining water to produce
hot springs; it hardened parts of earth into rock and, as some of it moved
up, produced trees, and then men and women, cf. [Arist.] probl. g37a11,
Plutarch de prim. frig. 953e, Seneca QNat 3.24.1, Aetius 5.26.4, and the
commentary on 53(62).1-2. The evidence for fire in the earth was at
hand in the volcanic areas of Sicily and southern Italy, with Etna as a
prime example.

33(39)
If the depths of earth, and extensive air, are without limit, as has come jfoolishly
JSrom the tongue of the mouths of many who have seen but a little of the whole

The fragment contains a criticism of the simplistic but understandable
view that the sky stretches upward and the earth downward indefinitely,
cf. &n’ dmeipove yaiay Il. 7.446, Od. 1.98, Hesiod Theog. 187, and, on the
depths of Tartarus Theog. 807; as in 1(2).1~6, however, E. has little
sympathy with the limited scope of popular beliefs. Clement quotes the
last two lines in a criticism of general ignorance about the nature of
divinity, but Aristotle and MXG refer the three lines specifically to
Xenophanes, and Aristotle complains of Xenophanes’ laziness in positing
a bottomless earth to save himself from having to think of a reason for its
staying still. Simplicius did not know of a relevant passage from Xeno-
phanes, but from Achilles Isag. 4.34.11 we have fr. 28, where it is said
that the earth has an upper limit at our feet—zo xdrw 0’ &g dmecpoy
¢{kveitae. For E. the amount of earth, as of fire, air, and water, is limited;
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from his explanation of eclipses, and of the earth being held still by the
rotation of the sky, it is clear that he envisaged it as spherical, cf. 41(42),
42(48), Aristotle Cael. 295a17, 300b3, kvrlotepjs at Aetius 2.20.13, and
the explanation of tropic circles, 2.23.3.

1: dagheAdg is a form of daghcArjs unique to E.
2: yAdoong éA0dévra is more likely to have been displaced by Sporéwy
pn0évra than the other way around.

34(40)
sharp-arrowed sun and kindly moon

The line is quoted by Plutarch as a pleasing distinction made by E.
between the sun and the moon. After the separating of the roots into
distinguishable masses, E., in the Presocratic tradition, gives an account of
the sun and the moon. jedfoco dréa yvia in 21(27) is some support for
6Evpelijs, but the contrast with the moon is not so obvious. ¢évfedrs is
more appropriate and means ‘‘sharp-arrowed” rather than ‘‘sharp-
shooting,” cf. “sharp-pointed” for the hedgehog, 72(83).2. The form
{Adecpos, if the emendation is correct, is found only in E.; it occurs again
in 84(85) of pAdé for, probably, the fire in the eye. There the first two
syllables are short, as one would expect from E]lapég (but {Aaog at Il
1.583). Rather than a change of quantity here I suspect a half-foot lacuna
before 9¢’, or the two phrases may come from different lines. The meaning
of {Adecpa would seem to be both “kindly” and *‘pleasant” (cf. Plutarch’s
d&Avmoy), in contrast, in a Mediterranean climate, to the sun’s harshness.

35(41)
but (the sun), after being collected together, moves round the great sky

For Macrobius @ugpcwoledec is, exceptionally, equivalent to mepemolet,
and the subject is the sun, explained as a collection of parts of fire. The
uncompounded @A/{ecy is used for people, especially soldiers, assembling,
and here metaphorically for the parts of fire coming together to form the
sun. One would expect a complementary description of the moon to
follow with 7 8é. For E.’s sun as fire, cf. mvpde &fpocopa péra D.L.
8.77, and Aetius 2.6.3. On the Stromateis notice that the physis of the sun
is not fire, cf. the next fragment.
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36(44)
he shines back to Olympus with fearless face

*OAvumog is used in the sense of the extreme limit of the sky (as in Par-
menides fr. 11), which E. sees in the Katharmoi as the home of the gods.
Beneath it are air and fire. Plutarch quotes this line in the context of a
seemingly absurd explanation of the sun as an anaklasis of the light of the
sky.

The surface of the sun facing the sky draws to itself parts of the fire in
it, on the principle (1) of parts of the same element being primitively
aware of each other and coming together (cf. on 100(110).9), and (2) of
a convex surface attracting light. Now the shape of the moon for E.,
according to Plutarch, is pakxoecdés, “lentiform” (Qu. Rom. 288b, DK 31
A60), and the comparison with a common object is typical of E. Aristotle,
Cael. 287220, uses paroecdés, along with gpacpoecdés and goecdés, as a
standard shape, and the Latin word directly relates the lentil seed to the
form of a lens, i.e., disc-shaped from the front view but an elongated
double convex from the side (cf. Enc. Brit. 13th ed., Gray’s Manual of Bo-
tany 1970, and OED s.v. lentil). No notice is extant on the shape of the sun
for E., but I suspect it was lentiform too, larger than the moon (cf. 37[47]),
with a diameter equal to that of the earth (Aet. 2.21.2). From E.’s known
interest in reflections and the movement of light (cf. Arist. De An. 418b20,
Sens. 446a26) and the knowledge of convex refraction at the time (cf.
Theophrastus Ign. 73), this fragment, taken with 35(41) and 43(49), can
perhaps be interpreted on the following lines. The lentiform sun moves
round the spherical earth, and as it does so it attracts the fire from the
ouranos into its upper convex surface, and then, through the lower surface,
it transmits heat and light to the earth below. At night, when the sun
travels under the earth, the bulk of the earth itself blocks off the light
from our part of the earth’s surface.

There is, however, a different account, found only in Aetius and the
Stromateis (Aet. 2.20.13, Eus. PE 1.8.10 [DK g1 A56and 30]), but adopted
and elaborated in modern commentators (cf., for example, the extraor-
dinary diagrams in Bollack, vol. 1, pp. 188-89, vol. 3, pp. 259, 270, 291,
299). It is a strange theory of two rotating suns, the one being the apparent
sun, the other a semicosmos filled with fire, corresponding to a semi-
cosmos of air mixed with a little fire (which was supposed to explain
night). Thankfully this absurdity can be discarded: (1) it conflicts with
the fragments, for (a) fr. 36(44) does not fit it on any acceptable sense of
Olympus, (b) fr. 42(48) offers a reasonable and quite different explana-
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tion of night, and (c) all the sun fragments refer quite clearly to the sun
we know; (2) there is no trace of such a theory elsewhere—if it were gen-
uine one would have expected some comment from Aristotle, the com-
mentators, or Plutarch; (3) it is at variance with the main lines of Pre-
socratic cosmology and the Greek tradition generally (and indeed what
could E. have said that could be summarized in such anachronistic
language as Aet. 2.20.137); (4) it is inherently absurd and contradicted
by the simplest observation; and (5) confusions have often crept into the
doxography by the time of Aetius and the Stromateis. E. may have spoken
of something like “half of the sun, which is like a lentil in shape, collecting
fire,” which was incorrectly summarized as a hemisphere of fire and then
taken as a hemisphere of the cosmos filled with fire.

37(47)
she contemplates the bright circle of her lord facing her.

The line is quoted for the form dyag, compounded in edaysje. This means
“bright,” “brilliant,” for the sun at Parmenides fr. 10, and so it does here,
rather than “pure,” “holy,” although the aural ambiguity is probably
deliberate, cf. povip 21(27). No subject is given for this line, but the
moon is obviously appropriate, cf. Parmenides again, fr. 15.

38(43)
as the ray, after striking the broad circle of the moon

The moon shines because it reflects the sun’s light. The discovery is at-
tributed to Thales at Aetius 2.28.5 and is said to have been adopted by
Pythagoras, Parmenides, E., and Anaxagoras. Plato names Anaxagoras
in this context (Cra. 409b), and Plutarch both Anaxagoras and E., fac.
lun. g2gb and d, and cf. the next fragment. When the moon is struck on
its convex surface by the sun’s rays it collects the light, but since it is
vegoecdye and made of compressed air it does not refract it; thus we see
only a pale reflection of the sun, without its heat and brightness, cf.
Plutarch’s context here, and also Aetius 2.25.15.

39(45)
a circle of borrowed light moves swiftly round the earth
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dAAdrpcoy pds is Parmenides’ adaptation of the Homeric phrase, cf.
ll. 5.214, Od. 18.219, Parmenides fr. 14. The Homeric sense is “‘a man
from somewhere else,” and Parmenides, “a light from somewhere else.”
There can be no doubt that Parmenides, and E. after him, assumed that
the moon took its light from the sun. The recognition of this, and that
the moon moves round the earth, are two basic advances in selenology.

40(46)

as the course of the chariot turns round and back, round the summit she

The text of this fragment is corrupt, but from Plutarch’s context E. is
comparing the moon to a chariot in the closeness of its rotation round the
earth. With the reading d¢ 7épc yvoiyp (which scans oddly), the simile
refers to the nave of the chariot wheel scraping the post on the turn, but
perhaps Plutarch’s text can be kept. The sense then is that the course of
the moon round the earth is as close as that of the chariot round the
post. The chariot traces a semicircle as it turns, whereas the moon traces
a full circle round the earth. The point is the closeness to the “top” of
the earth’s surface (3 &xpy) on the turn, not an elliptical-shaped course.
From the context it looks as if E. related the phases of the moon, as well
as lunar eclipses, to the extent to which the moon is overshadowed by the
earth, but no further details are available. The distance of the moon from
the earth is given as half that of the moon from the sun, Aetius 2.31.1.

41(42)
She dispersed his rays to earth from the upper side, and cast on the earth a shadow
equal to the breadth of the silvery moon.

Again the text is corrupt. gregredaoe does not scan in the line, and the
sense is strange. Diels’s dreoréyacey keeps the meter, but “uncover”
(cf. g1(100).14) is the opposite to what is required; dzeokédage is
preferable. rafimepfeyv: “from the upper side,” cf. Od. 10.353; and
1&c 7e alavt probably contains a reference not to the earth, which comes
in the second part of the line, but to the moon or sky—the substitution of
something like & airrjv would give the required sense. In an eclipse of
the sun the moon is directly between the sun and the earth. This would
mean, according to E., that the upper convexity of the mcon dispersed
the sun’s rays in the sky, and the dark undersurface cast a shadow on the
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earth equal to the moon’s own breadth. The sun and the earth have the
same diameter (Aet. 2.21.2), but the moon is smaller than both, and so
it darkens only part of the earth. There is no need to suppose that E.
influenced, or was influenced by, Anaxagoras in the explanation of
eclipses. Their accounts are not the same (for Anaxagoras still seems to
find a use for Anaximenes’ ‘“‘dark objects’) and were probably reached
independently. yAavrdmedog: Athena’s epithet for the brightness of her
eyes, and so here of the bright-faced or silvery moon (cf. LS] s.v. yAavs-
d¢) ; at 934d, when discussing the changing colors of the moon, Plutarch
quotes E.’s yAavkd@zncg for bluish gray.

42(48)

and earth causes night by coming under the rays.

E.’s understanding of the cause of night is authenticated by this line and
is therefore preferable to the ‘“hemisphere of air” theory in the doxo-
graphical transmission from Aetius, cf. the commentary on 36(44). As
the sun goes under the earth, the imposition of the earth’s bulk prevents
its light from reaching our surface. It is tempting to assume that E.
realized that this meant it was daytime then for the antipodes. In his
astronomical observations E. may have used a measuring device such
as the one described by Plutarch here.

43(49)
of desolate, blind-eyed night

When the sun is beneath the earth the air on our surface is dark. The
night is glad@rg because it is without the eye of the sun (cf. the Cyclops,
0d. 9.516), and ¢pfjpos because of the sense of vastness and solitude.

44(50)
and Iris brings wind or heavy rain from the sea.

Tzetzes is not certain about the attribution of the verse to E., because,
as he goes on to say, he has only a summary and not the text. The line
does not appear in the early editors, nor now in Bollack. The succession
of dactyls is unpleasing and the meaning is not immediately clear. Wind
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is not usually associated with Iris, and as Zeus’ messenger, and the bridge
between Olympus and earth, she comes with rain not from the sea but
from a bright sky. Here there may be a conflation with the more sophisti-
cated view of moisture being drawn up from the sea, blown onto land,
and then descending as rain, with the rainbow then linking the three
areas of sea, air, and earth.

45(56)
salt was crystallized under pressure from the rays of the sun.

The line is quoted as an example of lengthening in thesis (i.e., adg for &Ag).
With the aorist ézdyy it may come in the context of the early formation
of the world, when salt was crystallized by the sun in much the same way
as parts of earth were hardened into rock by the fire in it, cf. the commen-
tary on 32(52) and 46(55). Kypris makes use of the hardening properties
of fire, 62(73).

46(55)
sea, sweat of earth

The kind of analogy in 71(82) is here used on a larger scale. Men perspire
as the result of intense activity in the sun; in the same way, the salt water
commenced to exude from the earth as it was put under pressure by the
initial cosmic rotation and also heated by the sun, cf. Aetius 2.6.3, 3.16.3,
and Lucretius 5.488. Aristotle dismisses this as poetic metaphor and an
inadequate explanation for the saltness of the sea. Fresh water in the sea
that provides nourishment for fish (cf. Aelian N4 9.64) may be explained
by 45(56): continued action by the sun crystallizes out some of the salt,
leaving that part of the water salt free.

FRAGMENTS 4752 MAaANY TOo ONE AND INDIVIDUAL
Lire: LiMBs AND MONSTERS

47(35)
But I shall turn back to the path of song I traced before, leading off from one
argument this argument : when strife had reached the lowest depth of the whirl and
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love comes into the center of the eddy, in her then all these things unite to be one
only; not immediately, but coming together from different directions at will. And,
as they were being mixed, countless types of mortal things poured forth, but many,
which strife still restrained from above, stayed unmixed, alternating with those
which were combining, for it had not yet perfectly and completely stood out as far
as the furthest limits of the circle, but part remained within and part had gone out
of the frame. And, in proportion as it continually ran on ahead, a mild, immortal
onrush of perfect love was continually pursuing it. Immediately what were formerly
accustomed to be immortal became mortal, and formerly unmixed things were in a
mixed state, owing to the exchanging of their ways. And, as they were being mixed,
countless types of mortal things poured forth, fitted with all kinds of forms, a wonder

to see.

This is one of the most important fragments for an understanding of E.,
and it is to be taken closely with 8(17) and 16(26). Fragment 16(26)
contains the logos from which E. is going to draw off this new one (cf.
his method at 18(24).1); there E. picked up from 8(17) the main cosmic
movements of many to one under Love, and one to many under Strife.
This was followed through from 19(27) to 24(31). Then, in 25(22) and
26(20), the characteristics of the four roots and of Love and Strife as
experienced by men were shown to be consistent with them in their cosmic
role. The main points of the cosmogony of our world followed, as the four
roots, the many, separate out from their unity.

The first stages of dAdore &' ad dcy’ Exaora popedueva veireos Exlec
have been explained, and in this fragment we go back to dAdore uév
peAdryre guvepyduey’ els Eva réopoy for further details, cf. 16(26).5-6,
8(17).7-8, and Simplicius in Cael. 587 (which gives lines 1013 here as an
explanation of line 5, itself a rewording of 16(26).5). The details, however,
are few, as Aristotle complained, Cael. 301a14. There was perhaps little
more than the general description of the rise of thnéta given in this frag-
ment, and of the formation of single limbs and monsters. Mythical
creatures are firmly put in an era other than our own, and this is con-
firmed by Simplicius, in Cael. 587, who relates 50(57) and 51(59) to the
same Kkatastasis as 35(47).5 and 10-13.

2 éfoyerebwy: “drawing off” of water into channels, and here of a
minor theme from the main topic of the explanation of our present world.
There are a number of unusual words in this fragment as a whole, which
have caused confusion in the MSS tradition.

3-4: the §/yy and the grpopdAcyE must both refer to the cosmic rota-
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tion started at the separation of the four masses, cf. Aristotle Cael. 295a17,
Simplicius in Cael. 528.20, Aetius 2.6.3. Strife has reached the “undermost
depth” of the whirl in the sense that it has control of the whole rotation to
the center. Earth, air, fire, and water at this stage are immortal (i.e., not
made up into mortal things) and unmixed, cf. lines 14-15;and the cosmos
as we know it has passed away, cf. Aetius 2.4.8,'E. 7oy xdopov pfeipealac
kara Ty Advremckpdrecay Tob veirovs kol Tijs ¢eAias, and Simplicius in
Cael. 293.18. Then, and the metaphor is probably military, Love strikes
at the center from her position at the ¢ryara répuara sdsdov and grad-
ually consolidates her hold on the field from there, compelling Strife in
turn to make a gradual retreat. With yévyrar Love could not already be
at the center (pushed there by Strife, as is assumed by Guthrie HGP vol.
2, p. 179, O’Brien ECC p. 117, and others) if she comes to be there. The
subjunctive is probably acceptable for the recurring event, as Simplicius
gives in his paraphrase—g§zay yévyrac. I would maintain that Love stays
at the &oyara tépuara kdxAov during the increase of Strife, i.e., that at
the extreme circumference there is a band of elements in the state of per-
fect mixture that was enjoyed in the sphere, that this is regarded also as
the abode of the gods, and that to it human thought in its best condition is
related. In Aetius this area—the subtraction of ¢ xdopog from 76 mav—
is called dpyy HAzy (1.5.2; cf. Aristotle on the existence of the divine, out-
side space and time, at the circumference of the world, Cael. 1.9; and also
chap. 3).

5-6: a more elaborate version of what it means for the many to come
into one, outlined at 8(17).7, 16(26).5, 26(20).2, and cf. the commentary
on 20(36).1. There is a contrast here between dpap and Oedpud (or
é0ecAnud); Love does not gain the whole territory in one swoop, but
“‘volunteers’ come to join from different parts.

7: cf. the commentary on 20(36) ; there is no need to substitute that
line for line 7 here, despite the repetition at line 16; such a repetition, of
the details after the outline, is in E.’s style.

8-9: with &gzre, du(e)cyd” would be needed, and the tense sequence
is awkward but not impossible, cf. é£€gz7xep in line 10; perhaps the MSS
Zotyke as an imperfect of g77jxecy can be accepted, as it is by Diels-Kranz,
Bollack, and Solmsen. uetrdpocoy: a description of Strife as acting “from
above” rather than ‘““in suspense” (Guthrie’s translation). Strife puts up a
dogged resistance and, while Love is bringing the roots together, is able to
keep parts of them separate even as it retreats.

10 én’ Eoyara tépuara sorAov: cf. 20(36) & Eoyarov fararo veikos,
referring to the outer edge of the circumference, to which Strife retreats
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when the many come into one, and which is now Love’s last area during
the separation into many; cf. the commentary on lines 3—4. Aristotle is
continuing the Presocratic tradition, of which E. is firmly a part, by de-
scribing the region in both physical and theological terms, Cael. 1.9.

11: pedéwy with é&efSefikec for the parts, or frame, of the universe, as
in 23(30).1, and cf. 24(31). Strife has control over some parts of the ele-
mental masses, and elsewhere it has given up territory before the advance
of Love.

13 dppr: the word does not give increased material status to Love and
should not be translated ‘“‘stream” (cf. LS]J s.v.). The language is meta-
phorical, of the pursuer and the pursued, and the empbhasis is on the effect
for the four roots of the tussle between being held separate and being
brought together. yzcdppwy, “‘gentle-thinking,” “mild”’ (perhaps a coinage
by E.), and dufporog are transferred from Philotés, who is also A e L,
“perfect,” “without reproach.” dueupéws in line g, however, of Strife’s
movement, is closer to “perfectly,” in the nonmoral sense of “completely.”

15 Cwpd e mpiv Kéxpyro: for the reading, and for the sense of {wpde
as “‘unmixed,” cf. my note in CR 1962, pp. 109—11; the objections raised
by O’Brien, CR 1965, pp. 1—4, West, CR 1966, p. 136, and Solmsen, CR
1967, pp. 245-46, I find unconvincing.

16—17: the immortal and unmixed roots take on a variety of forms as
they mix with each other under the increasing power of Love. Although
the language of these lines could well refer to the many wondrous kinds of
life around us, and 16(26).4—5 seems to imply a race of men arising as the
many come into one, I do not think that E. described a world under in-
creasing Love that is identical to the present one. He found in this part of
his scheme a means of relegating to another era the hybrid creatures of
myth and alien religion. At 53(62) he returns from his digression to the
exposition of our world, which was left at 46(55), and describes the rise of
human life after the cosmogony. Fragment 51(59) shows that the strange
creatures arose as the roots were coming closer and closer together, where-
as wip Kpevéuevoy at 53(62).2 gives the generation of men and women
when fire is separating out of the mixture.

48(96)

And the kindly earth received inlto its broad hollows of the eight parts two of the
brightness of Nestis and four of Hephaistos; and these came to be white bones,
maruvelously held together by the gluing of Harmony.
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The first three lines are quoted approvingly by Aristotle for showing that
it is not the elements of which something is made that give it its character,
but the logos of their combination. This understanding of explanation by
form is elaborated by the commentators, and in a similar context in the De
Anima Philoponus and Simplicius see Pythagorean influence. In his com-
mentary in in Phys. Simplicius quotes the four lines and says that they
come from the first book of E.’s Physika. The fragment therefore belongs
before 53(62), which is from the second book. In the first book this would
seem to be the most suitable place for the fragment—after 47(35) as
giving a detail of the formation of &0vea wpia Ovyray (and dpppdra is
repeated from line 17), and before the description of the individual limbs.
The fragment is similar to 83(g8), but because E. connects blood with
human thought, 83(98) would seem to go better with the physiological
fragments relating to life as we know it.

1 éménpos: the masculine is not found elsewhere. It is glossed by Sim-
plicius as évapudveog, with yéava as &y oly 9 @y wyvwuévey riverac
spd@acg (cf. in de An. 68.2—10 with II. 18.470 quoted). The earth is the
receptacle and also provides one quarter of the material. edorépvog (dr.
Aer.), like edpdarepvog, is appropriate for mother earth, but the epithet
is somewhat infelicitously transferred. There is an alternative, easier,
reading, edrdkrocg “‘well-made,” but it is unsuitable for holes in the earth.

2 rd: Steinhart’s suggestion for 7@y (the majority), rde, and 74
of the MSS. The neuter in line 3 makes the reading zag 8o t@v poipawy
difficult, and E. does not use pozpa elsewhere. Adye: similar to guyésvpoe
at 83(98).1, and probably the basis for Aristotle’s question whether Love
is the cause of any chance mixture or only of mixture rata Adyoy (De An.
408a21). Both seem to be involved—sections of the elements come
together in the general many-to-one movement, and where the propor-
tions are appropriate, Love makes an organic part. Nyjgrcdog alyAns: the
commentators take the phrase as referring to both water and air, and give
the logos of bone as 4 parts fire : 2 earth : 1 water : 1 air; the radiance or
bright transparency in the meaning of alyAy can refer to water or air.
Air is included in 83(98) as alffp mwaupavéwy, but the four elements, in
almost equal proportion in the heart-blood, are needed there to explain
the physical constitution of thought. There is no reason to suppose that
all four are constituents of everything. Four parts fire : 2 earth : 2 water
is a very simple logos, and it is unlikely that E. gave more intricate details
of proportions than those for bone and blood, relying on the painting
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simile, 15(23), as a general guide. (The structure of sinews and nails is
given in Aetius 5.22.1, and hands and tongue are mentioned by Theo-
phrastus, Sens. 11.) E.’s achievement is in the understanding of the
principle of proportions of elements in the formation of organisms, rather
than in any sophistication in the principle’s development.

3 dotéa Aevra révovro: the excess of fire in the proportion accounts
for the dryness and whiteness of bones (cf. Simplicius, Philoponus, and
Sophonias on De An. 4og9b21); the hard and brittle quality would also be
accounted for, cf. the commentary on 62(73). Sinews, according to
Aetius (5.22.1), have twice as much water as they do fire and earth, and
when they are hardened by air in this proportion they become claws and
nails. The phrasing here is an adaptation of Homer’s doréa Acvra Aérovro,
Il. 24.793; the separateness of the bones picked up is recalled in this
fashioning of individual bones that are not yet part of an organic whole,
cf. 50(57)-

4 dppoving: a name for Philia, as Simplicius explains (and the ref-
erence is reinforced by the rare word fegzeainbey), the artisan of living
forms and their parts, cf. 85(86), 86(87), 60(71), 62(73), 70(75). The
“gluing” does not imply an additional ingredient, but water is worked
into the earth and the compound hardened by the fire (cf. the next frag-
ment). The technique is like that of Hephaistos or Prometheus, cf. Hesiod
Theog. 571, Erga 60-61, Ovid Met. 1.80-83.

49(34)
when he had glued barley meal with water

Aristotle quotes the fragment as an example of the mutual relationship
between wet and dry ingredients, which bind each other, so that a com-
pound body is formed from both. The words obviously belong in the
context of the craftsmanship of Love in making living kinds, but the
participle is masculine. I suggest that the fragment is part of a simile in
which Love is compared to a baker, who kneads together wet and dry
ingredients into a malleable dough, pats it into shape, and “gives it to
fire to harden,” cf. 62(73). It could well be an illustration of 48(g6),
with koAdjoas picking up the unusual x6AAyacy. On the other hand there
is the faint possibility that the reading éy toig Iepocrois in probl. 929b16
and Mete. MS E is correct, and that the fragment refers to the preparation
of food on campaign.
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50(57)
Here many heads sprang up without necks, bare arms were wandering without
shoulders, and eyes needing foreheads strayed singly.

The heads, arms, and eyes in this extraordinary fragment seem to have
been thought of as shooting up from the earth (as the result of the first
mingling of the roots as they move from many to one) and then moving
or floating aimlessly. Aristotle was interested enough to quote the first line
three times: (1) as a mild joke with reference to the synthesis of truth and
error, De An. 430a27; (2) as an additional problem in the discussion of
combinations resulting from disordered movement, Cael. 300b25; and
(3) in dismissing the notion of separate parts coming together, GA 722b17.
Simplicius, on the Cael. passage, disagrees with Alexander’s interpreta-
tion of the line as a yifews mapddecypa on the grounds that the disor-
dered movements belong with the many-to-one phase of 47(35).5. Philo-
ponus (in GA 28 and in de An. 545) explains that at first Strife, not Love,
was dominant, which is why the limbs were in isolated and disordered
movement, and they would have continued so had Love not been able
eventually to bring them together. Aristotle firmly puts line 1 éz¢ 77¢
@cAdTyros in the passages cited in Cael. and GA; in the same section in
Cael. he states that E. did not give a cosmogony éx¢ ts ¢ecAdryros (Cael.
gora1b and the context given at a10), and further, at G4 722b2s, he con-
trasts the world then, éz¢ t7jg @cAdryros, with what is now the case. The
evidence from Aristotle confirms the suggestion that E. used the many-
to-one phase briefly, as a way of both accounting for, and dismissing
from the present time, the hybrid creatures of myth.

1 7 péy: “here,” “on the earth,” as at GA 722b25. éfAdoryoay:
“sprang up,” like shoots from the earth; the verb is used for the different
forms of life at 14(21).10. This is the only known occurrence of dvadyeves
in Greek.

2: arms are “bare’ because they are not attached to shoulders (or to
hands, for Philoponus adds a/ uerdiac yeipes to the list of separate
parts, and the phrase may conceal a direct quotation, in GA 28.3); cf.
also povvopedij, Simplicius in Cael. 587.18, discussed at 139(58), and the
heads, hands, and feet at in Phys. 372.4.

3: the eyes are not in pairs or fixed in sockets; and there were further
weird examples of single limbs—Simplicius adds xa/ wodda @Ada after
this line. E. indulges himself in the exotic vocabulary but firmly removes
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creatures like the Cyclops from the consideration of life as we know it by
putting them, and the parts of which they are made, in a different era.
For separate limbs and parts as Peak Cult offerings, cf. B. C. Dietrich
Hist. 1969, pp. 259-60.

51(59)
But as god mingled further with god they fell together as they chanced to meet each
other, and many others in addition to these were continually arising.

Simplicius sets the line in the same katastasis as 47(35).10-13; ént tijg
@cAdTyrog is the time when Love is not yet dominant but is in the process
of becoming so, and there are still 7o dunra kail povéyvea. Love and
Strife are related as potential victor and vanquished. Although éuioyero
is used in Homer for hostile engagement (but, except for Il. 4.456, with
further qualification to give to the verb a definitely hostile sense), in E.
the verb is constantly used of the roots combining, and so producing a
mortal compound, cf. 12(8).3, 13(9).1, 47(35).7 and 16, and also g/
dAdjAwy Oéovrar at 8(17).34, 14(21).13, 16(26).3. daiuove daiuwy there-
fore refers to the roots which are gods, cf. the commentary on 7(6). There
is no conflict with the one other use of da‘/uwy, in the Katharmoi at
107(115).5, for there the daiuoveg in their physical aspect are to be seen
as (perfect) combinations of their constituent earth, air, fire, and water,
which are singly, and in perfect combination, “gods.” (The conclusion
of O’Brien’s long discussion [ECC pp. 325-36] is that da? oyt 0ol pHwy here
means “‘the pieces of Love in separate limbs [which] mix with one an-
other.”)

2 rapra: the subject is still the roots. They first cause the genesis of
single limbs as their parts come together, and then, as they mingle further,
combinations of limbs. §zy ovvérvpoey Eraora: the clause is quoted on
its own by Simplicius, at in Phys. 327.19 with 29(53), and at in Phys.
331.2, to illustrate zjyy in E. The disorder of the roots here, when the
many begin to come into one, is like that of their initial separation when
the one is becoming many, cf. the commentary on 29(53). In both cases
the disorder is temporarily controlled by Love in the production of thnéta.

3: &Eerévovro with yOovde understood, cf. éEavéreddoy at 52(61).2 and
53(62).4, as well as éfAdorpoay in 50(57).

52(61)
Many creatures with a face and breasts on both sides were produced, man-faced
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bulls arose and again bull-headed men, (others) with male and female nature
combined, and the bodies they had were dark.

The four lines are given by Aelian in a brief context of E. speaking of
composite creatures, with two forms in one body. Bovyevij dvdpdmpgpa
in line 2 became a well-known phrase for biform creatures, quoted twice
by Aristotle, and then by Plutarch and the Aristotelian commentators.

1 épvovro: Karsten, followed by most editors, changed the infinitives
here and in the next line to imperfects. A large number of strange crea-
tures were continually being born and coming up from the earth (cf.
the commentary on line § of the previous fragment), but from the con-
texts of 50(57) it seems they are also formed by combinations of the
wandering single limbs; e.g., Aristotle, after quoting 50(57).1, adds
Emecta ovvrifealac T peAip CE. Epn), De An. 430a30. kdpaac in 50(57).1
is more precisely the front half of the head or the temples (cf. Il. 4.502);
if two of these meet, a Janus-like, double-faced head results, and this
would be the sense of dugirpdowna. There are precedents for such
creatures in myth. Otus and Ephialtes were punished in Tartarus by
being tied back to back on either side of a column, and this composite
figure, like Janus, seems to be connected with a calendar symbol. (Cf.
Hyginus fab. 28, and Toepffer s.v. Aloadai PW; Culex 234 has the giants
face to face, however. Plutarch uses duperpdownos of Janus, Num. 19.6)
Similarly the two-headed dog, Orthros-Sirius, regarded the old and the
new vyear, and the three faces of Hecate at the crossroads looked in dif-
ferent directions. Multiple-headed creatures were familiar in the repre-
sentations of Cerberus, Scylla, and Hydra, and cf. the three-headed
serpent dugpecatpepées, Il. 11.40. dugpiotepva: the double Ephialtes-
Otus figure has two sets of breasts as well as two faces, but E. may have
in mind a creature similar to the triform Geryon, with two upper parts
from one waist. For Aristophanes’ myth, cf. the commentary on line 3.

3 avdpopui] Bodkpava: the Minotaur was the most famous example
of the bull-headed man. Dionysus had the epithet Sovyevsie (Plut. de Is. et
Os. 364f) and had representations with a bull’s head or horns, as did the
river gods, in particular Achelous, who took on this form in his fight with
Heracles (cf. dvdpeio ritec Bodmpwpos, Soph. Trach. 12-13); and there
was “Hpa fo@ntg and also To. The bull-man biforms are exemplars of all
the composite creatures from Greek mythology, such as Centaurs, Harpies,
Erynnes, and in particular from Hesiod’s Theogony, Echidne and her
children, the Chimaera and Sphinx; there are similar hybrids in the
religions of Egypt and Carthage. E. dismissed these creatures of myth
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from the world as we know it and, while offering an explanation of their
genesis, relegated them to a different era (as Plato later placed the non-
reproducing earth-born men and animals in a different time cycle, in
the Politicus myth, 271a—c).

It is an exaggeration to read Darwinism back into E. from the ancient
comments on this line. Aristotle gives a counterargument to his own
teleological principles when he says that some creatures have been pre-
served because they were put together dzé 70d adroudrov in an appro-
priate way—{gga 0é ) oltws, dmdAero ral amdAAvrac, kabdmep 'E.
Aérec T Bovrevij avopémpgpa (Phys. 198b29-32. dndéAdurar need not refer
the quotation to the present; E.’s phrase is an example—from the past
—of the general principle). To be consistent, E. should have extended his
notion to plants and spoken of ¢uredoyevij éAacdémpgpa, which is absurd.
For Aristotle the mortality of the Bovyevij dvdpdmpppa would be ex-
plained by a corruption of the seed (Phys. 199b5—10). In E. we do not
find an understanding of selection and mutation with divergence of parts
of the species from the original stock, or new functions and organs devel-
oping out of old ones, with the passing on of heritable variations (except
in the interesting case of the backbone being vertebrated because it had
broken in the womb, cf. Aristotle Part. An. 640a19). Instead, there are
the simpler recognitions that (1) for survival a species or “animal-kind”
must be able to reproduce itself, and (2) it must have appropriate organic
parts fulfilling mutual needs, cf. érévero {@a rai Euevey dea t6 dAdjAocg
éxmAnpody Ty ypeiay and doa py kara Tov olkeioy guvijAbe Adyrov,
épOdpn, Simplicius in Phys. 372.3-11. The Epicureans later countered
this by denying the genesis of composite creatures in the first place, cf.
Lucretius 5.878-924.

pepeypéva: the participle brings in an additional set of creatures
(listed, like Bovyrevij dvdpdmpgpa, without a connecting particle), rather
than adding a further complication to the preceding ones. Androgynous
forms belong with other hybrids in a different era from the present. The
best known was Hermaphroditos, a private and public cult figure in the
4th century and probably earlier, cf. Theophrastus Char. 16.10, Anth.
2.102, 9.783; others include Agdistis and Phanes, and with a change of
sex, Attis, Caeneus, and Teiresias. There are also the spherical creatures
of Aristophanes’ myth (Plato Symp. 189d—190a). One of their kinds was
avdpdyvvoy; the name survives but the type has disappeared, explains
Aristophanes. His creatures double up human forms and are then halved.
There is no way of knowing whether the notion was first suggested by
these lines of E., and then exaggerated and caricatured.
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4 oKeepols yuiocg: yuier is used in Homer and E., and generally, of the
body as a whole. If the reading is correct, grcepozg must refer to the color
(cf. 70 aKeepoy péday paiverar, of the sea’s surface, [Arist.] Col. 791a23).
The creatures here are dark colored or swarthy, in the same way as
men are described as gélaves at 58(67).2. The various emendations (cf.
the ap. crit.) to give meanings like “warm,” “sturdy,” “lively,” “‘sterile,”
or “hard” are unnecessary. All the creatures mentioned in this fragment
pass away as the many come more and more into one, so Aristotle Metaph.
1000b12: in bringing the elements into one, Love destroys everything
else.

LN 14

FRAGMENTS 53-72 ONE TOo Many aAnND INDIVIDUAL
Lire: Humans, ANiMALS, AND PLANTS

53(62)

And now hear this—how fire, as it was being separated, brought up by night the
shoots of men and pitiable women, for the account is to the point and well informed.
First, whole-nature forms, having a share of both water and heat, sprang up from
the earth; fire, as it tended o reach its like, kept sending them up, when they did not
as yet show the lovely shape of limbs, or voice or language native to man.

Simplicius quotes the fragment from the second book of the Physics,
which, contra the DK ordering, obviously puts it after 48(g6) of the first
book. It has the appearance of a fresh start, emphasized by the request for
particular attention, and after the digression on the many-to-one stage
(with which frs. 47(35)-52(61) are concerned), it goes back to the present
one-to-many separation to give the account of the rise of human life
following the cosmogony. Kpevéuevoy wop, which initiates this stage, is
the antithesis of énel sara petov duéorero daipove daipwy of 51(59).1,
which produced the mythical creatures of the other era. That the present
time is fundamentally an unhappy one is indicated here by moAvglatrwy,
as it is by other expressions in the Katharmoi fragments 112(118), 114(124),
and 123(145). Hesiodic pessimism is given a philosophical basis in the
view of life increasingly dominated by a separative principle.

1 moAvkAadTwy: the passive sense “much-lamented,” and so “‘pitiable,”
is earlier and more appropriate here than the active “tearful,” cf.
Aeschylus Pers. 674, Euripides Ion 869, and the passive moddxAnrog,
Il. 4.438, 10.420.
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2 évpwyiovg: “by night,” but also of the dead (cf. Soph. OC 1558), as
avirare of bringing up from the dead (and cf. Hes. Theog. 626). The
origin of human life, like the abode of the dead, is shrouded in darkness.
The darkness may be literal in that the early forms of men and women
come up before day and night are distinguished. From line 6 it is clear
that some fire has already been separated out, but the sun may not yet
have been articulated and its light shed around—zplv 7oy Aoy mepe-
anAwdivac, as in the notice on the origin of trees, Aetius 5.26.4. dpapras
(or probably gpzyrag): used especially of saplings (cf. fr. 152). With
this word E. relates human to plant life (cf. line 4, and also 65(79), 71(82),
and Aet. 5.26.4) and provides a nonmythical explanation for the au-
tochthonous traditions as well as giving a new context to Homeric
vocabulary (cf. /l. 21.37-38 on Lycaon, with éuwiycog and dorpeas).
kpevépevoy wop: in the further movement of one to many, fire was sep-
arating from the earth and moving toward the fire already under the
circumference of the cosmos, i.e., parts of fire were being picked out and
becoming distinguishable because of the tendency of parts of the same
root to converge when not brought into a compound by Love, cf. line 6
here and 100 (110).9. As fire is being separated it brings up the first
forms of human life from the earth.

3: an affirmation, in the introduction to this key topic, of the veracity
and authority of E.’s account, cf. 3(131).3, 6(4), 15(23).11, 103(114).1-2.
The first adjective is ¢z. Aey. and the second rare without a genitive.

4 odAoguels timoc: ‘“‘whole-nature” or perhaps ‘“‘whole-growing”
forms; the adjective, like dvdpoguije and yvvackopurie in 52(61), is a
unique compound. These zizoc (1) originate human life, (2) come up
from the earth, (3) have a due amount of water and heat, and (4) have
not (yet) any defined limbs or voice. Despite the hint in fpayras (line
2), their growth from earth, and their early genesis (Aet. 5.26.4), they
are unlikely to be trees, which are self-reproductive and have articulate
limbs. There is no suggestion of an evolution from trees to men (cf.
Simp. in Cael. 586.23, Phlp. in Phys. 318.27); and, if they were trees, why
should they be described in such an obscure way? Nor can they be
compared with the first race of men in Aristophanes’ myth (Plato Symp.
189d), who have their limbs and sex clearly differentiated; only in
dvdpbyvvoy is there an echo of E., not of his “whole-nature” forms
but of one of the “wrong” combinations of unattached limbs (cf. the
commentary on 52(61).3).

In this context Simplicius criticizes Aristotle’s suggestion that owépua,
as the true odAogués, is relevant here, and he adds a definition of the
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adjective: § xal’ 6Aov éavto ma@y éotey (Arist. Phys. 199bg, Simp. in Phys.
382.15, and cf. Aristotle’s use of gloguifs for birds, where there is no
distinction of thorax and abdomen, Part. An. 6g93a25). The timoc seem
rather to be primitive shapes of warm, moist earth (cf. on line 5). As
such they recall the modeling of Pandora by Hephaistos (Hes. Erga 61,
Theog. 571) and the spontaneous generation in the autochthonous
myths, but the concept is firmly in the Presocratic tradition. It relates
to the theory of the earliest forms of life in Anaximander (cf. Aet. 5.19.4),
Xenophanes (frs. 27 and 29g), Anaxagoras, and Archelaus (cf. D.L.
2.9 and 17), and to the “embryos” in the (probably) Presocratic account
in Diodorus (1.7, and cf. A. Burton Diodorus Siculus I pp. 44—47, for a
survey of the evidence on the sources here), as well as providing a prece-
dent for the Epicurean theory of “wombs” (Lucretius 5.805-20).

5: the timoc have a due part (aloa, cf. pAdros aloa, Parm. fr. 12.2) of
water and heat (for the sense of ¢/deog cf. the commentary on 14(21).4);
they are sent up from the earth (sense and scansion connect yfovds with
the verb, cf. “E. natos homines ex terra ait ut blitum,” Varro fr. 27,
DK 31 Ay2), which implies an accretion of earth to the other ingredients.
Earth, moisture, and warmth provide the material for primitive life (cf.
the commentary on line 4; the parallel with Genesis 2:7 is obvious). From
the last sentence of Aetius 5.19.5 it would seem that the aisa determined
the kind of living creature that would develop—some tending to water,
some, with an excess of fire, flying into the air, and the heavier ones
earthbound (cf. again the different kinds of life arising when the “mem-
branes” break, Diod. Sic. 1.7.4-5).

6 0édov mpos opoioy (kéabac: cf. gpdy avra@y moléovra gediy émi
révvay ikéofac, 100(110)9. Parts of the same root are primitively aware
of and tend toward their like when not restrained into compounds by
Love, cf. the commentary on 81(103).

7: the zirmoc as yet have no articulate limbs, nor flesh and blood (which
require air, cf. 83(98).2 and 5). The further articulation is due to the
separative power of Strife, but the yeAéwy épardy déuag and the detailed
structure of the organism are due to Love, in much the same way as
Aphrodite adds charis to the shape made by Hephaistos, Hesiod Erga 65

8: I prefer the Aldine reading of this line: od¢’ évozsy olr’ abd én-
ydpeoy avépdoe yijpvy. Diels and most editors change yiwy to yvzoy (with
ofoy 7’ after évomijv), but the singular is rare and un-Homeric, and reads
oddly as referring to the “Schamglied.” Bollack has oy 7z’ and rviwy,
which makes the vocal organ a yuzoy. The point is surely that the tizoc
are as yet mute (the pédy have been dealt with in the previous line) and
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cannot speak a particular language (cf. 008’ la 77jpvs, Il. 4.437) or make
even an inarticulate cry (cf. dvorsy 7e ydov e, Il. 24.160).

54(64)
And on him destire too

Plutarch quotes the fragment in a context of the farrowing habits of sows.
He wonders if the greater fertility of domestic sows can be due to the
herding of the two sexes together, so that proximity “reminds” the male of
copulation and provokes mutual desire, which according to E. is the case
among human beings. The causal chain of proximity-memory-desire is
partially confirmed by the Aectius notice (5.19.5) that the generation
following the odAoguels TUmoc was self-reproducing, the stimulus for the
male coming from female beauty. One would expect this line to refer to
the three links in some way, and the commonly accepted version is 7¢ ¢’
éni ko méos elae, 00 Speog dpucpvijorwy, cf. ap. crit. But this is illogical ;
it is not that desire reminds him through sight but that desire is reminded
through sight, i.e., that sight reminds him and stimulates desire. Other
suggestions are §¢’ dgeos ady’ avapioywy (Ellis CR 1902, p. 270) and
Bollack’s dcaumepéws dppioywy. The fragment is hopelessly corrupt, and
as with other lines having Plutarch as the only source (e.g., 40[46], 41[42],
76[93], and cf. 75[go]), it may be that his memory failed him. Perhaps
the original was something like t¢ ¢’ éni ral wélog (xveitae pepvypévos
8¢pec, with @uuiorwy in the next line for the copulation following the
desire.

55(66)
the divided meadows of Aphrodite

From the context and the plowing metaphor in Phoen. 18, Aecu@vag and
not Acpévag is the correct reading, E.’s reference to the female genitals
being the more obscene, according to the scholiast. The odAoguets timoc
precede the generation of men and women; the fragments, therefore, deal-
ing with human reproduction and embryology would appropriately come
soon after 53(62).

56(63)
But the substance of the limbs is separated, part in (the body of ) the man
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Aristotle quotes the fragment to criticize E. (with Democritus) for having
the soma of the seed “torn apart,” some in the male and some in the
female (GA 764b17), and elsewhere he explains that for E. the two parts
are like a gipfBodoy (722b11). Galen elaborates on this, adding that the
separated parts are brought together in the union stimulated by desire
(sem. 4.616K). o@pa in the Aristotelian context shows that gigcg here
must mean the actual substance or structure of the embryo, which is
pulled apart and then put together again (cf. gjocs at 100(110).5 and
peréwy @bocg, Parm. fr. 16.3; however, piocs is “birth” in 12(8), cf. the
commentary there). The line obviously continued with a reference to the
female, and this is indicated in Aristotle and Philoponus. The Philoponus
context (in GA 166.25) also shows that E. is thinking of each organic part
being divided (rather than different “limbs” from each, although this is
also suggested, in GA 27.4). This makes E. more modern than Aristotle
here, and in line with recent findings on the nature of genetic material,
“Each human cell has two sets of chromosomes. One group is provided by
the male parent of an individual, and the other group by the female
parent” (Enc. Brit. Macr. 1974, 6.742).

57(65)
They were poured in pure places ; some met with cold and became women

The subject must be some neuter plural expression for semen. The “pure
places” refer to the female receptacle, purified by the evacuation of the
menses (cf. LS] s.v. gdfapocg 11). In the context at GA 723a24 Aristotle
quotes the fragment as evidence that sex is determined at conception.
Aristotle refers to it again at G4 764a1-6, where E. is said to explain sex
differentiation not by right and left, but by the temperature of the womb.
This means, according to Aristotle (and cf. Philoponus in G4 166.8), that
if conception takes place soon after menstruation the womb is warmer and
the resulting embryo male; if later in the month, a “cold” womb causes
the offspring to be female. This is in fact wrong (for the high temperature
comes with ovulation at the middle and not the beginning of the menstrual
cycle), but it need not be foisted on E.; his words simply relate the tem-
perature of the womb to the sex of the offspring, cf. the commentary on
the next fragment.

58(67)
For the male was in the warmer . . . this is the reason why men are dark, more
powerfully built, and hairier.
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The whole context of this fragment is disputed. If yaéyg is accepted, the
reference is to the early genesis of human life from the earth, when, ac-
cording to Aetius 5.7.1-2, the first men appeared in the south and east,
and the first women in the north, which aligns them with hot and cold
respectively. yaorpds, however, was suspected by Sturz but accepted by
Karsten; Diels’s suggestion is torag d&ppevos émdeto yaotip- Galen
quotes the fragment with Parmenides fr. 17 as linking the right side of the
womb with the male, but the notice is abbreviated. He wants support for
a Hippocratic connection of right, black, and hot; the first is related to
male in the embryology of Parmenides, and the last two in that of E.
Galen is surely not so confused here (as Longrigg argues, Philologus 1964,
Pp- 297-99) as to refer a fragment supposedly dealing with north and
south parts of the earth to right and left in the womb. As Galen is the
only authority for the line, it is sensible to accept his embryological con-
text for it. I suspect that only the first line gives E.’s exact words, with the
quotation possibly ending at ézdeto; yains was then an attempt to finish
the line from the following gaf (and any genitive is suspect there because
of the distance from éy fepporépg). The last two lines look like a summary,
for gaf péAaves dea todro is prosaic and an exact repetition from the
Hippocratic quotation Galen is defending; also, the succession of spondees
in gal Aayvijevres u@Adoy is untypical and unpleasing. (Censorinus,
6.8.10, DK 31 A81, links male and female with right and left in E. and
Anaxagoras, “but his interpretation should probably be ruled out”
states G. E. R. Lloyd, 7HS 1962, p. 60, n. 19; yet in Aristotle GA 764a36
there is an imprecise reference on the sexes of twins which might support
this link for E. The link could be accommodated by supposing that on
E.’s theory males are conceived when the womb is warmer, and the
resulting embryo later attaches itself to the right side of the uterine
lining ; the converse would be true for females. The interval before any
attachment is in fact five days.)

2 pélaveg: not necessarily a reference to Ethiopians, but a convention-
al contrast between swarthy men and pale women. ddpouciéorepor is
Karsten’s suggestion from the ddporije—ddporsic confusion in Homer;
@vdpwdéarepor is tautologous.

3 Aayvijevreg: hair is the human analogue of leaves (71(82).1), and
growth in abundance is due to heat. Hairiness connects also with specific
maleness in the denial of anthropomorphic attributes to divinity,

97(134)-3
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59(68)
On the tenth day of the eighth month it became a white pus.

Aristotle is in agreement with E. that milk is a form of blood (cf. G4
739b25; Kranz changed 76 ydia to 70 aiua in the present context, and
Diels deleted it, but the sense is clear). But he criticizes him for supposing
that it is decomposed or putrefied rather than concocted blood—either
E. has misunderstood or he is using an inappropriate metaphor. There is
a metaphor like this in 67(81), for wine as “rotten’ water. The general
theory of an agent (here probably heat) acting on a liquid and causing
a basic change is implied, and this was important in the medical theories
of rp@acg and wégeg. In this fragment the language is influenced by the
similarity of 7oy to zvdg, and colostrum is an unpleasant-looking, puslike
substance in the two or three days before the appearance of the milk.

The tenth day of the eighth month is a precise date, and it is hard to
see the reason why it is given. Mammary growth in pregnancy is an
obvious indication of organic change, but there is no noticeable sudden
alteration on or around the date given here. And by some process which is
still obscure, it is the delivery that actually initiates lactation, so that
milk is available even for the seven-month child. It can only be assumed
that there is some other, irretrievable, significance in the numbers
involved.

60(71)

But if your belief about these things in any way lacked assurance, how, from the
combining of waler, earth, air, and sun came the forms and color of mortal things
which have now arisen, fitted together by Aphrodite

Simplicius quotes 85(86), 86(87), 87(95), and then here gives the general
principle of the work of Aphrodite in this present world in producing the
variety of life as we know it from the combinations of four elements.
Two other fragments that show Kypris at work follow, 62(73) and 70(75).
This fragment has therefore been put as an introduction to the biological
and physiological section. In the present world there is an increasing
separation of elements, but Aphrodite is able to counteract this for a
time by bringing together parts of the separating elements into temporary
compounds, with the resulting variety of thnéta.

1 AméEviog: the adjective is unique to E., cf. 14(21).2. E.’s appeal is
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to reason. Any doubts Pausanias may still have about the reliability of
the account of the different forms of life being produced from a mingling
of four elements will be allayed by the evidence from phenomena observ-
able now.

2—4: the language recalls 15(23) ; the artist working with his colors in
two dimensions is now seen to be an exemplar of Aphrodite creating a
three-dimensional world from the four elements. guvapuosfévra in line 4
recalls apuoviy wibavre at 15(23).4 and reinforces the notion that it is
not a chemical mixture which is involved, but a fitting together to make
a whole, cf. guydppocag of a boat, Euripides Hel. 233, and of the wooden
horse, Tro. 11; cf. also Galen’s notice that for E. all gdpara on earth are
produced from four elements o0 w9y kexpapévwy re 80 dAMfAwy, dAAd
KaTa pekpa pbpea mapakec pévay te kol Yawdvrwy, Hipp. nat. hom. 15.49K.
ypola: cf. Parmenides fr. 8.41, Anaxagoras fr. 4.4; the form is possibly
neuter plural, cf. DK ad 31 B 71.

61(33)
As when the sap (of the fig tree) has riveted and set white milk

The fragment is an example of an agent working on a liquid and solidify-
ing it. Plutarch quotes the simile to illustrate the close bond of philia
contrasted with divisive polyphilia. In Homer the like-worded simile re-
lates to speed, Il. 5.902; Aristotle makes the comparison for the action of
semen, GA 771b23 and cf. 737a14. dzdg is the sap of the fig tree used for
curdling, but, in curdling, the juice also putrefies the milk, which makes
the change like that in 59(68) and 67(81). &poe: Expfe LC (Plut.), and
this is the verb used with énde in Homer loc. cit., and in Aristotle H4
522be; for dezy as “harden,” “set,” cf. [Hippocrates] Of. 17. The exact
application of the simile is not known, but the use of yéugog in 86(87),
and Plutarch’s connection with philia, suggest that it belongs in the
general context of Aphrodite’s work on the elements to produce specific
compounds.

62(73)
And as, at that time, when Kypris was busily producing forms, she moistened earth
in waler and gave it to swift fire to harden

The fragment is quoted without comment by Simplicius, along with
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85(86), 86(87), 87(95), 60o(71), and 70(75), all of which mention Aphro-
dite/Kypris as a craftsman responsible for forms of life and their organic
parts; and, adds Simplicius, E. is speaking about this kosmos. The lan-
guage here is of the potter and his clay shapes, moistened and then fired.
eldog is used by E. for the kinds of animate life, in the Physics 60(71).3
and cf. 15(23).5, 83(98).5, 25(22).7, and in the Katharmoi 107(115).7
and 130(125).

2 eldea mocmvdovaa: Stein suggested alfép’ émemveiovoa to bring in
all four elements, but air is not an ingredient in the hard substance of
bone, 48(g6), or in the timor, 53(62), and emendation is unnecessary.
For zmocwybw with an accusative, cf. Pindar Pyth. 10.64, and the analo-
gous gmweddw, LSJ s.wv., L. xpardvac: “‘strengthen,” “harden,” but in
91(100).19 “get possession of,” ‘“‘control”; for the sense here cf. Xenophon
Lac. 2.3 and [Hippocrates] Fract. 7.

63(72)
Houw tall trees and fishes in the sea

The line is quoted by Athenaeus to show E.’s use of the rare word saua-
aijveg for fish in general (cf. also 68(74).1). This section gives scope to
E.’s wide-ranging biological interests and observations within the frame-
work of the explanation of thnéta as combinations of earth, air, fire, and
water.

64(77-78)
( Trees ever-bearing leaves and ever-bearing fruit flourish) with fruit in abundance
all the year due to the air.

A first line was made from éuneddénaprma and @dAAecy in Theophrastus,
and Plutarch’s identification of dumeddpvidoy in E. with decfaiés,
quaest. conv. 649c. 7épa in line 2 fits the Theophrastean context, referring
in particular to the climate, in this case temperate and springlike. There
is no indication of the poem to which the fragment belongs, and Stein,
following Karsten, assigned it to the age of Kypris in the Katharmoi, cf.
118(128). But there is no hint in Theophrastus or Plutarch that the refer-
ence is to a condition that no longer exists, and it is more appropriate to
assign it to the group of fragments dealing with the nature of trees, but
cf. the commentary on fr. 152.
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From Theophrastus and Plutarch here, and Aetius 5.26.4, E.’s
explanation of nondeciduous trees, with the laurel, olive, and date palm
singled out, can be pieced together. All trees, as the first {ga, and there-
fore closer to the greater influence of Love, have a symmetry in the com-
bination of their constituent elements (and so they combine the logos
of male and female). The moisture in them, however, is evaporated by
summer heat, which causes the leaves to shrivel and fall, and the nourish-
ment taken in is not retained because of the funnel-like arrangement of
their pores. But evergreens have an excess of moisture, which survives
the summer evaporation, and a symmetrical arrangement of pores that
admit regular nourishment. Generally, the temperate zone in which these
trees grow balances internal with external symmetry, and so they remain
constant.

It is botanically impossible for trees to have fruit all year round in the
same way as they do leaves (for the flower precedes the fruit), and the
reference must be to a tree regularly bearing a heavy crop. The lines
recall the orchard of Alcinous (Od. 7.114-18), where the fruit does not
fail summer or winter, and this is because the temperate zephyr allows
the trees to bear their fruit at different times. In the orchard are pears,
apples, pomegranates, figs, and olives, and E.’s interest in date palms
was noted above (Aet. 5.26.4, where it is also said that fruits are the excess
of water and fire in the plant). Of these the olive and palm are non-
deciduous, extremely long-lived, and consistently have abundant fruit.
The explanation of such fruitfulness is in the harmony between the
krasis of the tree’s constitution and that of the surrounding air or climate,
which nicely blends heat and cold. In the unique compound adjectives
with éumedo- 1 suspect E. is making use of 2 mild pun on his own name.

65(79)
In this way tall trees produce olive eggs first

Aristotle praises E. for his vocabulary here, for a fruit is analogous to an
egg in that each is a gimua, with the seed surrounded by the nourishment
necessary for its growth; in plants this is a consequence of their bisexual
nature. Theophrastus elaborates on this comparison along similar lines.
Philoponus, less plausibly, reads pcxpa dévdpea, taken as accusative
with élafag in apposition, and no subject specified; he says that the
olive stones can be called eggs and olives and also small trees, because of
their potential for growth.

parpa 0évépea: cf. Od. 7.114 again of Alcinous’ orchard. gorosel:
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with élafag as an extended accusative (rather than a genitive singular,
which would make a strange circumlocution, and the form would prob-
ably be éiaing). The verb later became a technical biological term
contrasted with {goroke?y. As Aristotle recognized, E. had the insight to
see not merely a resemblance in their oval shape between an olive and an
egg but a true analogy based on the functioning of the parts, and this in
turn confirms the basic kinship between plant and animal life, which is a
key point of the Katharmoi.

66(80)
This is why pomegranates come late in the season, and apples are exceptionally
succulent.

The discussion in Plutarch starts with Homer’s upléar dyrladrapmor
(Od. 7.115) and then introduces this line. The explanation for the late
ripening of pomegranates is clear. It is a question of the internal structure
of the plant and the outside temperature (cf. the commentary on 64(77-
78), and a7jp is again used in this connection). The pomegranate has
relatively little moisture, and so it cannot reach the right consistency in
the summer heat but waits until the air is cooler. Plutarch, however, does
not understand what E. means by dzépploca pjjida. He says that E.’s
epithets are not ornamental but always explain some essential fact or
function. Two suggestions are made. Either the prepositional prefix
means ‘“‘excessive,” and -ploca “freshness,” “bloom,” as in Aratus
(Phaen. 335), or it means “outside’; the husk of an apple is the shiny
covering of the seeds, and the edible part is therefore “outside the husk.”
Yet if the adjectives are not attributive, the same explanation has to
cover both pomegranates and apples. Perhaps it is that outside cool air is
in sympathy with and encourages the moisture within, For the pomegran-
ate the late season gives its meager moisture a chance to develop, for the
apple a temperate climate results in an excess of moisture and so a suc-
culent fruit.

d¢hérovoc: again a Homeric word is given a new context, and the tie
between the plant and human world is strengthened in the application of
the word for the men born later to the late fruit of the season. jnépploa:
Karsten’s emendation, metris causa.

67(81)
Water from the skin, fermented in wood, becomes wine.
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Like 59(68) and 61(33), this is an example of a change in a liquid brought
about by putrefaction. Aristotle dismisses the suggestion that wine is
(of the genus) water; Plutarch concentrates on g7¢¢g, identifying it
with zégee for E. in his first quotation of the line, and seeing it as a char-
acteristic of wine in the second. In the previous fragment plocde seemed
to refer to the (edible) part of the apple surrounding the seeds, and I
suggest it has a similar meaning here, as the part of the grape surrounding
the seeds. In wine making, after the pressing, the juice and skins of the
grapes are put into wooden casks or vats (which is surely the meaning of
év §UAg, for §Aov is wood cut and put to some use); fermentation is
induced spontaneously by the (yeast) particles present in the grape itself,
and especially on the skin. During the transformation of the grape juice
into wine there is a “vigorous evolution of carbon dioxide giving the
impression of boiling™ (Chambers Enc. 1968, s.v. fermentation). The pro-
cesses of concoction and putrefaction are closely related or even indistin-
guishable, and to their more obvious medical and physiological associa-
tions is here added a phenomenon from plant life.

68(74)
leading the songless tribe of prolific fish

The point of Plutarch’s quotation is that E. recognized that fish are
prolific, more so than creatures of land or air. modvomepyy, Homer’s
adjective for “widespread men,” was understood by Plutarch as “much-
sowing,” “fertile,” and, characteristically, E. makes use of the ambiguity
latent in the adjective. The general context in quaest. conv. is a discussion
of salt as an erotic stimulant, and this is suggested as a reason for Aphro-
dite’s birth from the sea and the numerous offspring of Poseidon and the
sea gods. If the feminine participle referred to Aphrodite one would expect
Plutarch to mention this as corroborative evidence, but Nestis would be
more appropriate for the subject as having command of the creatures in
her element. The particular force of guovgoy surely is that fish are blood-
less and so are denied a sophisticated form of phronésis, one consequence
of which is that they have no articulate voice. (The assertion that the
line refers to Aphrodite leading fish from land to sea in another era, cf.
O’Brien ECC pp. 190—04, nullifies the point of Plutarch’s citation, for if
the fish are coming from land they would not be prolific because they
live in the salt sea ; and it would be extraordinary for E. to be talking about
fish in another era, and not those we know. In the commentary on 47(35)
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it was argued that E. treated the many-to-one era in a digression to ac-
commodate some creatures of myth; his main task is to account for the
present world, when the many are being separated out. The zizoc sent
up by fire from the earth go to the element to which they are akin,
according to the character of their mixture, so Aetius 5.19.5; any excess
of the opposite element is overcome by the surrounding ‘“home” element,
cf. Aristotle Resp. 477b1—478a11 and Theophrastus caus. plant. 1.21.5.)

69(76)

For those with heavy backs who live in the sea, this (is found) in mussels, and
indeed you will notice that earth is on the top surface of the flesh of tritons and stony
skinned turtles.

The three lines are quoted by Plutarch in gquaest. conv. in a context of the
right criterion for seating guests, where it is suggested that affinity rather
than rank should be considered. In nature, fire is not always above earth,
but the god—Pindar’s dpcaroréyvys who is Zeus, but for E. Aphrodite—
makes an arrangement in accordance with the function of the organism.
Similarly, with the quotation of the last two lines in fac. lun., Plutarch
argues against a ‘‘natural” position for earth and fire but says that their
places are assigned as is appropriate or useful.

1 adacoovépocs: Diels changed the compound to falacoovépuwy and
put a colon at the end of the second line, but E. surely is speaking of three
different kinds of “hard-backed sea dwellers’—mussels, which are
completely enclosed in a hard covering, tritons (possibly including sea
snails), and the reptilian turtles. The collection and hardening of earth
on the back is an arrangement of elements achieved by Love for the
protection of the organism, in defiance of the movement of the elements
to their own kind under Strife. From a comparison with the following
fragment it is fair to deduce that E. understood that the carapace is the
turtle’s bone structure “on top,” in fact, the backbone and ribs joined by
bony plates.

70(75)
But of those which are compact within and loosely formed without, having chanced
on this kind of flaccidity at the hands of Kypris

Simplicius quotes these lines without comment as the last of six fragments,
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said to come fairly close together, which show Aphrodite/Kypris as a
craftsman, fashioning the elements into organisms and organic parts,
in Cael. 529-30, and cf. the commentary on 60(71). The second line is
quoted at iz Phys. 331.9 as the fourth of seven examples (from many more,
adds Simplicius) in E.’s Physics on the use of chance. This is given in the
verbs guysvpety, 29(53), 51(59).2, 83(98).1, 82(104), and zvyydvery,
here and at 84(85), and in the noun ziy7, 81(103). In this fragment the
combination of zvy ydvecy and the work of Kypris is like that of guysvpeiy
and Kypris for the production of blood and flesh, 83(98) and cf. 82(104),
and vy ydvecy and Aphrodite for that of eyes, 84(85) and 85(86). Aristotle
complains that E. uses 7jyy without identifying it with Philia or Neikos
and without giving any explanation of it (Phys. 196a12-24 quoting
29[53]). It would seem that, as the four roots are moving haphazardly
but in the general direction of separated masses, some of the parts are
united into organic compounds by Kypris, as a potter, carpenter, smith,
or sculptor works the material he “chances on” to a shape of his own
design.

1 pavd: the lengthened first alpha of this adjective is the point of the
quotation of fr. 152. The reference to the “rare” or “loosely formed”
covering would be to any flesh-covered creature, in contrast to those
mentioned in 69(76).

71(82)
As the same things, hair, leaves, the close-packed feathers of birds, and scales on
strong limbs grow.

The fragment supports Aristotle’s brief comment on bones, hair, and the
like being analogous; it is recalled in H4 487b2o and imitated in Lucretius
5.788. In a similar way E. related eggs and olives, 65(79); called the ear
a “shoot,” Theophrastus Sens. 9; spoke of the §pzyxeg of men and women ;
and conversely called trees the first {@a, 53(62) and Aetius 5.26.4. In
more general terms all things “think” and feel pleasure and pain, cf.
78(107) and 81(103). This serves to break down the barriers between
plant, bird, animal, and human life, and so makes it easier to understand
the transition between them made by the daimon of the Katharmoi. The
acute observation here of the connection between leaves, scales, feathers,
and hair relates the forms of life in different elements and the structure of
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less and more advanced and articulate types, as well, perhaps, as showing
the first awareness of biological analogy and homology.

72(83)
but for hedgehogs sharp-pointed hairs bristle on their backs.

The fragment is used by Plutarch to illustrate the well-worn theme that
animals are better endowed than men for their own defense, whereas the
compensation for man is his power of reasoning. This is unlikely to be the
context in E.’s poem, which asserts that all things have phronésis, 78(107%)
and 81(103). The fragment seems rather to belong to the previous one,
adding another humble example to the list there. yaézy: the word for
human hair, the mane of a horse or lion, and leaves (cf. LS] s.v.) is well
chosen, in this setting, for the hedgehog’s spines. (J. Longrigg’s attempt
to find a further analogue for E. in gills and lungs is unwarranted guess-
work and fails to take into account Aet. 5.24.2, cf. “Empedocles’ Fiery

Fish,” 7WI 1965, pp. 314-15.)

FragmMENTS 73-83 PERcEPTION AND THOUGHT

73(89)
There are effluences from all things in existence.

This line is quoted in the course of a complex answer to the question,
“Why does the octopus change color?”’ In addition to Theophrastus’
explanation that it does so out of cowardice (and for self-defense, soll. an.
978e), Plutarch suggests that minute particles detached from rocks and
sprayed by the sea pass into the porous skin of the octopus; when the
creature is frightened, it contracts its body so that the effluences are held
on the surface of the skin and do not penetrate (cf. a similar explanation
in amic. mult. g6f). This is considered as a particular application of E.’s
theory, according to which all bodies have pores closely packed on their
surfaces, and effluences are given off not only by the roots but also by
compounds; these effluences are capable of entering the pores that are
symmetrical, cf. Plato Meno 76c and Theophrastus Sens. 7. The theory is a
general one of mixture (as in 14(21).13-14 of the roots, d¢" @AdjAwy 0é



TRANSLATION AND COMMENTARY 230

Oéovra riyvetac dAhocwmd’ ta rap oca kpfjocs dueiffec, and Theo-
phrastus Sens. 12, §Awg yap wocel Ty pifey Tff ovupetpiq T@Y Tépwy), but
in practice it seems to have been restricted to explaining perception and
growth, and various phenomena such as reflections (Aetius 4.14.1, Pap.
Ox. 1609.13.94, DK 31 B1oga) and the attraction of the magnet (Alex.
Aphr. guaest. 72.26 on 74(91), and Plutarch quaest. nat. 916d). Aristotle
unfavorably contrasts E.’s explanation of moceiv-ndayecy and pifcs by
means of pores and effluences with that of the atomists, whose postulation
of indivisible solids interspersed by void allowed a more systematic and
comprehensive account of all forms of change, GC 324b25-35. Further
criticisms are that any explanation using pores and effluences is super-
fluous (since bodies adapted by nature for reciprocal contact will interact
even without pores) and is also inconsistent with E.’s denial of void, GC
325b5-11, 326b7-28, and cf. Theophrastus Sens. 1g. It has been suggested
that some light may be thrown on the question whether the pores are
empty or full by referring to the original meaning of poros, a “ford,”
which can yield and allow entry to a body but which shows no gap before
the body enters, cf. Guthrie HGP vol. 2, p. 234, n. 3; but this is to rein-
state Aristotle’s ‘“‘divisible body,” GC 326b26-28. From the account of
the magnet it seems that E. supposed the pores to be filled with air that is
displaced by a concentration of effluences (cf. the commentary on the
next fragment, and also Philoponus in GC 178.2).

Alcmaeon was probably the first to have spoken of pores in an anato-
mical sense, but in his case they were channels leading from the sense
organ to the brain, Theophrastus Sens. 25-26; E. perhaps had this in mind
in the phrase zdpog vojjoac, 5(3).7. E. speaks of zdpog Suvawy, 47(35).1,
but in the extant fragments does not use the word zdpog for his description
of pores in the body; instead he uses &Aoxeg, 91(100).3. His theory of pores
and effluences was discussed and elaborated in the medical writers (e.g.,
Reg. 1.23, Anon. Lond. 26, 31-34, and cf. 36), and was taken up especially
by Democritus and Epicurus for their account of “idols” (cf. Theophr.
Sens. 50, Lucretius 1.309-28, 2.69, 4.46-109). The theory seems to have
originated with E., for although Parmenides is cited with E., Anaxagoras,
Democritus, and Epicurus as explaining perception by symmetry of pores
(Aet. 4.9.6), he is not mentioned elsewhere in this connection, and his
name may well have been included from a misunderstanding of Aris-
totle’s Metaph. 100gb12-25.

74(91)
( Water) combines more with wine, but refuses with oil.
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évdpl oy is &n. Aey. but an obvious correction for the unmetrical éyap-
£ pucov, cf. &plpcog, 8(17).23 and 25(22).1. For the use of 4§éAecy here cf.
Plato Soph. 252e. Philoponus, like Plutarch in the context of the previous
fragment, mentions the universal application of E.’s theory of pores and
implies that he used the terms gofda and musvd, although they are not
found in this sense in the extant fragments. There is evidence of three
examples used in connection with the theory. (1) Here, as Philoponus
explains, symmetry of xof/Aa and zvkvd in water and wine accounts for
their combining, and lack of symmetry for the inability of water to mix
with oil. (2) Alexander applies the theory here to the working of the
magnet. The effluences from the stone disperse the air obstructing the
pores of the iron, then the effluences from the iron move toward the pores
of the stone and, being commensurate, fit into them; the iron follows of
itself. (3) Philoponus, paraphrasing Aristotle, also gives E.’s use of the
theory to explain the sterility of mules. According to E. the semen of the
horse and ass have commensurate gofda and zusvd, and from the min-
gling of the two soft substances a hard (and sterile) compound results;
Aristotle finds this explanation, like (1) above, unsatisfactory, cf. G4
747235-b26 and the commentary on 143(92).

75(90)
So sweet seized on sweet, bitter rushed to bitter, sharp came to sharp, and hot coupled
with hot.

In this fragment it seems likely that fepudy in Macrobius is a simplifica-
tion of a more unusual word in the original. Hesychius gives yéday, ra?
70 kacduevoy for daepdy, and Oepudy, Kavuarnpéy, Aaumpéy for danpdy.
Diels therefore suggests daepdy & émoyeito danpd, and Maas daepoy 0’
émoyevero daepd (cf. DK vol. 1, p. 344, n. 5), for the synizesis comparing
Il. 24.769. This keeps the balance of the repetition of the quality (cf.
77[109]) and retains éroyeiero from Macrobius. Bollack writes dAepds
0’ émorebed’ dAnpd, and Maas has three lines from a combination of the
two sources. The verbs with their forceful metaphors should probably be
taken as past, rather than “gnomic,” as Burnet and Kranz suggest,
though the activity described still continues. According to Theophrastus,
E. explained growth as well as mixture and perception by pores and
effluences, and both Plutarch and Macrobius refer the fragment to
nutrition, cf. Theophrastus Sens. 12 and Aristotle De An. 416a30. It would
seem that the food is broken up by a g7j¢rs in the stomach (cf. Galen
def. med. 99, 19.372K, Plato Phaedo g6a-b) ; it then passes to the liver, where
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it is transformed into blood (cf. 77y 0¢ yaozrépa wérrovoay, o 0¢ frap
gacparooy, Simp. in Phys. 372.5, moAvaiuatov 7o fmap, Plutarch
quaest. conv. 683e). The blood moves through the body and gives to
each part what is necessary for its nutrition and growth, cf. Aetius
5.27.1.

In Alcmaeon an indefinite number of opposite dynameis are cited as
acting in the body, Aetius 5.30.1, and in Ancient Medicine the number is
also indefinite, the example quoted including salt, bitter, sweet, and acid;
special significance is denied to hot and cold. E. here gives the action of
obwvious dynameis in different kinds of food, but without connecting them
specifically to the roots. After E., when his doctrine of four roots prevailed
in medical theory, the number of powers in the body was restricted to
four, and the opposites were conflated with the humors, cf. VM 14, 16,
and chap. 1.

76(93)
And the gleam of bright saffron mixes in with the linen.

Many suggestions have been put forward for the interpretation of this
line. Diels translates his text “Mit der Byssosfarbe aber wird des blauen
Holunders Beere gemischt” and cites Hesychius to justify his interpreta-
tion of Sigaog as the color. Yet the context in Plutarch refers the line to
dyeing rather than to a mixing of colors, no parallel is offered for a mixing
of this particular kind, and three initial spondees are heavy (77(109).3 is
exceptionally solemn). On the same line is Wyttenbach’s version followed
by Karsten and Stein, and also by Millerd, but with ggzé¢ for dvfos, and
the translation ‘“‘the brilliance of the scarlet dye mixed thoroughly with
the grey cloth.” This is unsatisfactory for there is still the metrical diffi-
culty, and yAavrdg, which implies some brightness of color, should
probably not be taken with Sigaog, since it is important for the material
which is to be dyed to be as neutral as possible, cf. Plato Rep. 429d. With
Bennet’s reading, the only change required is in the gender of the adjec-
tive, @xtés can be used metaphorically to indicate brightness or penetra-
tion (cf. LSJ s.v.), and saffron was well known as a dye, cf. Aeschylus
Pers. 660, Ag. 239. The simile from an everyday craft is typical of E., and
an apt illustration of the affinity of certain substances and of the fast
union resulting. The fragment’s place in the poem is not known, but it
may belong with the description of the forms produced by Kypris. It has
been grouped with the fragments dealing with effluences and with the
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attraction of elements in nutrition and perception, because Plutarch
quotes the line as an example of a combination of ingredients that are
olketa and wopdopopa. His purpose is to give support to the theory that
pavtery) dvabvuiaocs, having some affinity to the soul, fits into, fills, and
holds fast its rarefied structure.

77(109)
With earth we perceive earth, with water water, with air divine air, with fire destruc-
tive fire, with love love, and strife with baneful strife.

These lines on 7) yv@acs Toi dpoiov T@ duoie are the most widely quoted
from E.’s work. Aristotle, in De An. 404b16, connects the lines with Plato’s
Timaeus, cf. Tim. 35a, 45b, and Sextus with Plato and Pythagoreanism,
although he gives the theory as being of some antiquity (cf. Od. 17.218).
There is a hint of the theory in Alcmaeon, cf. Aristotle De An. 405230, and
after E. the attraction of like to like was important in the cosmogonies of
Anaxagoras and Democritus, cf. Simp. in Phys. 27.11 and Democritus fr.
164. Galen explains the fragment by connecting a root with each sense,
saying that sight involves fire, hearing air, touch earth, taste moisture, and
smell “vapor,” but this is a neat simplification; it is known from 88(84)
that both fire and water are involved in vision, and Theophrastus remarks
in Sens. g that E. did not deal with touch or taste, except under a general
heading of perception by means of pores.

E. explained perception in general terms by symmetry of pores and
the attraction of similars. (Cf. Theophrastus Sens. 10 and 7, where asym-
metry of pores in the sense organ and object explains why organs cannot
distinguish each other’s objects—the pores are too wide or too narrow for
contact.) Theophrastus also adds that for E. phronésis is the same or much
the same as aisthesis. This is from Aristotle, who puts E. with Democritus
and “almost everyone else” as identifying phrongsis and aisthésis, and
supposing this to be an aidolwacs (Metaph. 100g9b12; cf. Galen’s descrip-
tion of E.’s theory of perception as dAdoiwacs éx t@v duoiwy, Plac. Hipp.
Plat. 5.627K). It is clear that E. supposed that the attraction of like for
like covered a whole range, from the basic form of a part of one root being
aware of another part like itself and moving toward it (cf. 53(62).6 and
100(110).9), through compounds that can sense and combine with similar
compounds, to perfect mixtures that are assimilated to their like, the
process of highest (i.e., purest) thought. It would not be possible to make
a distinction, in Peripatetic terminology, between aisthesis and phronésis
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at any particular point along the scale, and as Theophrastus asks, Sens.
12, 7/ deoioec ta Euduya mpos T0 aloldveofar t@v dAAwy; for on this
theory nothing is inanimate or without sensation at however simple a
level. Now if, with the fire within, we perceive the fire without, we in-
crease the fire in our constitution (this notion is already in Parmenides,
and probably Heraclitus; see chap. 3), and so with earth, air, and water.
Further, we have control to some extent over our perceptions and
thoughts, and over the increase, for better or worse, of what is perceived
and thought. But this control also applies to that which unites and that
which separates the constituents, which on a moral plane means that we
can increase the strength of Love or Strife in us by concentrating on its
like in the outside world, cf. further the commentary on 100(110).10.

2 dzoy: cf. Il. 16.365, with alf7jp as feminine in Homer. d/gpiov: the
adjective, as probably in Parmenides fr. 10.3, is ambiguous here between
“destructive” and “unseen.” The two epithets in this line are reminders
of the divine status of the roots.

78(107)
All things are fitted together and constructed out of these, and by means of them they
think and feel pleasure and pain.

From the Theophrastean context Stein was probably correct in attaching
these two lines to 77(109), cf. Simplicius in de An. 27.34-3%7. The principle
that all things have phronésis, in varying degrees according to their
elemental structure, connects with 77(109) and also with 81(103) and
100(110).10; here it is also combined with an explanation of pleasure
and pain.

E.’s theory of pleasure is difficult to reconstruct, as there are only two
brief notices in Theophrastus (Sens. g, 16) and two in Aetius (4.9.15 and
5.28.1), the second of which is corrupt. Desire is said to arise from a de-
ficiency in the constituent elements; and this deficiency, which needs to
be remedied, is of something bearing a resemblance to the subject. Pleas-
ure occurs with the action of like on like and the replenishment of the
deficiency by a similar mixture; pain is caused by contraries, for dissimilar
compounds are hostile to each other, Aetius 5.28.1, Theophrastus Sens.
g and 16 quoting 25(22).6—7.

From this scanty evidence (and adding Sens. 23) it seems that, as with
aisthzsis and phronzsis, all things, on however simple a level, are capable of
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feeling pleasure and pain. Satisfactory perception and cognition, i.e.,
arising from a symmetry of subject and object, is pleasant, and the same
holds true for nutrition, cf. Aetius 4.9.14. The animal is aware of its need
for nourishment, and this, like perception, is based on the attraction of
like to like, cf. the commentary on 75(70); deficiency causes orexis, and
pleasure arises from the replenishment. The other desire E. interprets is
that of sex, again an orexis for a unity of likes, that brought about by
Aphrodite, and for a return to a former harmony, cf. Aetius 5.19.5, E.
8(17).22 and 54(64).

Theophrastus says that E. explained pain by contraries, but pain
relates to perception, which is by likes, Sens. 16. E.’s meaning, however,
is likely to be less sophisticated than Theophrastus expects. The simple
and general statement here covers a great number of instances and in-
volves the six fundamentals. It could be illustrated by pain encountered
in nutrition when the food absorbed cannot be assimilated to the body,
in perception when there is a lack of symmetry as with the bright light or
loud noise (cf. Sens. 8), and in human relations when attempts at friend-
ship turn to hostility because of incompatibility. A further implication
made explicit by Theophrastus is that ignorance is painful, Sens. 23.

1 {agp: an informal suggestion made by Professor H. Lloyd-Jones in
place of Karsten’s commonly accepted (rdp). memiyaocy dpuosbévra:
almost a technical phrase of E.’s for the formation of organic compounds,

cf. 70(75), 85(86), 60(71).4.

79(106)
For man’s wisdom grows according to what is present.

This line is taken with the following fragment by Aristotle and the com-
mentators; it is also related in Metaph. to Parmenides fr. 16, Anaxagoras,
and an unknown Homeric phrase, and in De An. to Od. 18.136. The
point made is that according to earlier thinkers aisthésis and phronésis
are not distinguished (cf. the commentary on 77[109]); both are samatikon
and of like by like. Alexander gives the sense in which zpde mapedy is
to be taken: mpds 70 mwapdy rap Kai TO pauvéuevoy 1) ppdvnocs riverac,
in Metaph. 306.17. According to E., then, the external condition affects
the internal structure, and so the quality and quantity of the individual’s
wisdom; in Aristotle’s summary, when men change their kexis they change
their thinking, Metaph. 100g9b1g. It is worth noticing the connection
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Asclepius makes with medical theory. Following Aristotle he says that for
E. a change of hexis is a change of phronésis &¢ &v tals kpdoeoc tod
ohparos Emousvewy TAOY QPuyck@y ovvducwy, ralldmep kai teves T@Y
latpdy elpjraoe, in Metaph. 277.6. A satisfactory mixture of bodily
elements is a healthy state (and pleasant, cf. the previous fragment) and
conducive to thought, which thrives in the appropriate environment.
Specifically human understanding differs from animal perception in
its complexity and in the extent to which it is in the individual’s control,
cf. the commentaries on 8o(108) and 100(110).

80(108)
Insofar as they have changed in their nature, so far changed thoughts are always

present to them.

This fragment comes with the previous one in the two quotations by
Aristotle and the commentators, and it emphasizes it. There it was
said that the external condition affects the growth of the thinking, and
here that an internal change of structure results in a change of thought.
Simplicius and Philoponus relate the lines specifically to dreaming, to
the effect that dreams at night are conditioned by a man’s physical
changes during the day, Simplicius in de An. 202.25, Philoponus in de An.
486.13, and cf. the reading of T at Aristotle De An. 427a25. Explanations
of dreams are rare among the Presocratics, and E.’s is well accommodated
to his general theory. In the discussion Aristotle does not mention dreams
but loss of consciousness (Metaph. 100gb25; the phrase on Hector is not
in the extant text of Homer). If the “Homeric” reference is relevant to
E., as xetobac alAoppovéovra suggests, there is here the extreme case of
a blow to the physical system resulting in incoherent and uncharacteristic
thoughts, comparable perhaps to the fantasies resulting from a modern
anesthetic.

81(103)
There by the will of chance all things have thought

The line is quoted with the following fragment without comment by
Simplicius as an illustration of the use of z)yy in E., cf. the commentary

on 70(75).
létyre: cf. the Homeric fedy létyre, Il. 19.9, Od. 7.214, in pessimistic
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contexts. tjj0¢ must be local, meaning “there” in the mixture of earth,
air, fire, and water as it happens to be, for it is out of these that all things
are constructed and by means of them that thought is to be explained,
cf. the commentary on 78(107%).

82(104)
And insofar as the finest happened to have fallen together

This is the last of the lines quoted by Simplicius on zjy», coming, he
says, shortly after the previous fragment. gvyégvpoe is used of random
movement in 29(53) and 51(59).2, and again, with reference to the
elements, in the first line of the following fragment. The “finest” of the
four roots are air and fire, and if the connection with the following frag-
ment is correct, it is the amount of these, balancing to a more or less
precise degree the amount of earth and water, that together with them are
made by Aphrodite into blood, the organ of thought for men. It is not a
defect in Love’s workmanship but the quantity of the constituent in-
gredients—and this is a matter of “chance”—which accounts for the
thoughts of some men being inferior to those of others (but the individ-
ual can improve his own thought structure, cf. the commentary on
100[110]). There is a similar explanation for other compounds; the coming
together of the ingredients is fortuitous (cf. Aristotle GC 333b10-11), but
where the proportions in which they come together are appropriate,
Aphrodite produces an organism or organic part, cf. the commentaries
on 6o(71) and 70(75).

83(98)

And earth, anchored in the perfect harbors of Aphrodite, chanced to come together
with them in almost equal quantities, with Hephaistos and rain and all-shining
air, either a little more, or less where there was more. From these came blood and the

Jorms of different flesh.

The first line is quoted by Simplicius in the list of fragments on zjyy (cf.
the commentary on 70[75]), and the five lines in a general discussion of
Love and Strife both being active in the present world, of Philia/Aphro-
dite as the craftsman, and here specifically of E.’s terminology for the
roots; fire is called Hephaistos, hélios, and phlox, water ombros, and air
aither. The fragment explains the formation of blood, and it is the blood
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around the heart that is the organ of human thought, cf. 94(105).3.
Theophrastus gives the reason for this: dcd xal 7@ afpare pdiiota
ppovety' 8y tolte rap pdAcota kexpdolac Ta otocyeia TAY pEPDY
(Sens. 10). Blood is composed of fire, air, earth, and water combined in a
ratio approximating to 1 : 1 : 1 : 1. The exact proportion was present
throughout the sphere under Love’s complete control, and the com-
bination which now comes nearest to that is found in blood. The import-
ance of blood as the instrument of thought and the best work of Aphrodite,
which is explained in the Physics, immediately illuminates the prohibition
against bloodshed, set out forcefully in the Katharmoi. How well the organ
functions depends on the proportion of the constituent ingredients in its
physical structure. Two further examples are given by Theophrastus in
his notice that a particular skill is due to the yégy kp@ocg in an organ—
the orator, who has a good mixture in his tongue, and the craftsman,
who has one in his hands, Sens. 10-11.

17 08 yOdy: as in 48(g6), earth gives a secure hold to the other
elements, as well as being an integral part of their composition.
2: for the variety of terms for the four roots cf. the table in chap.

3: the metaphor of “perfect harbors” is unexpected. In other com-
parable fragments Aphrodite/Kypris is active, fitting together, 60(71);
nailing, 86(87); gluing, 48(g6); molding, 85(86); working with her
hands, 70(75) and 87(95); and generally being busy, 62(73). I suspect
that the reference here is to the womb, where the tissues are first formed,
cf. Sophocles OT 1208, and E.’s metaphor at 55(66). The harbor is
“perfect,” but the somewhat random coming together of the roots into
it results in the imperfection; Kypris produces the best possible result
from the given material, cf. the activity of the Demiurge, Plato Tim. 41d.

4 telre mAéoy éorivi: Professor Dodds suggested ¢i7’ év mAedveaary
to me for this crux. The proportion is not perfect, cf. /gy pdAcora in
line 1, and so the amount of earth does not exactly match the separate
amounts of fire, air, and water, but may be a little more (with less of
the other three) or less (where they are more).

5 @AMy eldea gaprds: cf. Aetius 5.22.1 °E. tag péy adpras revvaofor
éx tdv lowy 1) Kpdoer terrdpwy arocyeiwy. The eidos is given by the
proportion of the constituent ingredients—with less earth there is blood,
and with more, flesh, cf. Hipp. Nat. Puer. 15 of the fetus: zoj af pazos . . .

prwuévor aapé riverac.
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FRAGMENTS 84-93 Si1GHT, RESPIRATION, AND SMELL

84(85)
The gentle flame met with a slight portion of earth.

The verse comes after the first line of the previous fragment in the list of
quotations by Simplicius illustrating E.’s use of ziyp, in Phys. 331.7.
In the introduction to the previous fragment at in Phys. 32, phlox was
listed with Hephaistos as one of E.’s terms for fire. It is not known to
which of the udpcar @y {Qwy the verse refers, but from the description
of the constituent fire and the amount of earth it is reasonable to suggest
the eye. pevwvlading: literally “short-lived” in Homer, cf. of Hector, /i.
15.612, and men in general, Od. 19.328. The adjective is a reminder that
the combination of ingredients that constitute the bodily parts is tem-

porary, cf. 12(8).

85(36)
Out of these the goddess Aphrodite fashioned untiring eyes.

If the previous fragment refers to eyes a lacuna follows, as water and air
are also in the eye, cf. Theophrastus Sens. . This line occurs with the two
following fragments in Simplicius’ list of examples of the work of Kypris/
Aphrodite on the roots to produce organic parts.

For &zpée cf. the similar use of the verb at 70(75), 78(107), and also
106(15).4.

86(87)
Aphrodite, having fitted (them ) with rivets of affection

The line is given by Simplicius as coming soon after the previous one, and
presumably in the same context of the formation of eyes. dogeiy, like
myprvovae, is for the work of a craftsman. The ydugpoc (cf. 61[33]),
rather than nailing the eyes to the skull or connecting them with each
other (cf. 89[88]), bind the constituent elements to each other (cf. Tim.
43a of the gods working on fire and water). They are bonds of affection
in that Love brings the elements together and also makes them want to
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stay together, contrary to their tendency to stay with their own kind,
cf. 14(21).8 and 25(22).5.

87(95)
When they first grew together in the hands of Kypris

The line comes after the two previous fragments in the same context of
Kypris/Aphrodite as the craftsman, but it is concerned with the specific
reason why some see better at night and others by day. The subject of
the verb would then be an expression for parts of fire and water, for eyes
with less fire in their constitution see better by day, and those with less
water, by night, cf. Theophrastus Sens. 8 and the commentary on the
next fragment.

88(84)

As when a man who intends to make a journey prepares a light for himself, a flame of
fire burning through a wintry night; he fits linen screens against all the winds which
break the blast of the winds as they blow, but the light that is more diffuse leaps through,
and shines across the threshold with unfailing beams. In the same way the elemental
fire, wrapped in membranes and delicate tissues, was then concealed in the round

pupil—these kept back the surrounding deep water, but let through the more diffuse light.

The fragment is given by Aristotle with a brief comment that E. at one
time, apparently, explains vision by an issue of light from the eye and at
another by effluences from the objects seen. Alexander paraphrases the
fragment in his commentary on Aristotle here and refers it to Plato’s ex-
position of E.’s theory in the Meno (76c—d). Eusebius mentions the adjec-
tive in gUrdoma kovpyv as a poetic application of Kvxiw¢g (0Od. 20.19).
The whole passage is Homeric in vocabulary and rhythm, as well as in the
simile form, cf. especially lines 1 and Od. 2.20, 2 and 1. 12.279 and 8.563,
g and Il. 2.397, 4 and Il. 5.525, and 8 and /L. 18.595.

2 §ca vokra: “through the night,” cf. Il. 2.57 and commonly in
Homer; here, for the time the flame burns rather than the extent of the
journey.

3 duopyols: the meaning is unclear, even to Alexander, but an ap-
propriate sense is “linen” (cf. ¢0évpoc in line 8) from the famous Amor-
gian flax, cf. Bollack Empédocle vol. 3, p. 322. The traveler prepared the
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lantern by lighting the wick, and then, since he was going out in bad
weather, shielded the flame with screens of fine material attached to the
frame (horn plates were also used for this purpose). wavroiwy avéuwy is
probably an independent genitive, the point being that, whatever the
winds, the flame is safe because it is protected on four sides.

5 tavadtepoy: translated “more diffuse,” but literally ‘“longer” or
“more stretched out”; Alexander’s paraphrase gives 7oj 0¢ mvpds 76
Aemrdrazroy.

6 kara PBpAdy: not the sky, as Alexander paraphrases from the Ho-
meric threshold of Olympus, or a part of the lantern, but most obviously
the threshold of the traveler’s house, where he pauses a moment to find
his way by the lantern’s unfailing light (cf. §upara dreépea, 85[86]).

7 @yvyeov: an obscure word which seems to mean “‘ancient,” “born
long ago”; here, perhaps, from the contrast with gpfczoy for the water of
Styx (Hesiod Theog. 805), “without a known beginning,” and appropriate
therefore for the element of fire.

8 Aoydlero: Guthrie accepts the reading Aoyevoaro from Forster and
Ross, with the gynecologically peculiar sense “fire gave birth to,” HGP
vol. 2, p. 235. Burnet had kept AoydGero with Aphrodite as subject and
translated, “even so did she entrap the elemental fire, the round pupil,”
but Bollack understands “ainsi alors Aphrodite couchait . . .” (vol. g, p.
325). But the verb is more likely to be middle, with the general sense that
the fire “kept itself concealed” in the dark aperture of the pupil—there
is still the poetic ambiguity of the little girl with her soft wrappings and
the center of the eye with its protective covering, cf. the note below on the
whole fragment. The line {a?) yodvpoc dtavra tetpjaro Ocomeaipocy,
which was made up by Blass from a reading in P of line 5 (cf. ap. crit.)
and inserted here, should be discarded, cf. also Bollack Empédocle vol. 3,
P- 327. The syntax of the relative pronoun is strange, the composition from
the version of a line four verses earlier in P is unwarranted, and it would
be a physiological oddity to have yodvae, “funnel-shaped holes,” in the
protective membranes. (O’Brien seems unaware that the line on which he
bases much of the argument of his article, 7HS 1970, pp. 14079, is an
intrusion into the text.) If anything is to be salvaged from the confused
line in P, it is that there are pores in the fire.

The structure of the eye as presented here is remarkably accurate.
Seven extant fragments deal with the eyes; it is clear that E. was interested
in and may well have examined in detail their composition and function-
ing (Alcmaeon is said to have dissected the eye, cf. DK 24 A10). The
conclusions appear to be as follows: the fiery part of the eye (i.e., the lens,
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cf. Theophrastus Sens. 37 and J. 1. Beare Greek Theories of Elementary Cogni-
tion p. 10) is concealed behind the dark opening of the pupil and protected
by membranes and tissues (in fact, by the colored membrane of the iris
and by the ciliary processes and fibers). These are composed of earth and
air (cf. Theophrastus Sens. 7, where Diels’s addition of {(§dwp xal) is
unnecessary and confusing). Surrounding the membranes, and prevented
by them from quenching the fire, is water (in effect in the anterior and
posterior chambers, and there is also the vitreous body behind ; the general
correctness of E.’s account can be seen from a comparison with figs. 13.13
and 13.18 in Gray’s Anatomy 1973, pp. 1045 and 1048). There are pores in
the fire and in the water, and these “alternate’ in that the water is on
either side of the fire (rodg 8¢ mdpovs évaddaé retabac Tob e Tpds Kol
70b Hoazrog, Thphr. loc. cit.; for a restricted sense of dvadddé cf. layecy
td) wod' évaAAd€, Aristoph. Nub. 983). Vision occurs when effluences
from objects fit into these pores, dark colors being seen when their efflu-
ences fit into the pores of water, and light colors when their effluences
fit into the pores of fire (cf. Plato Meno 76c, Thphr. Sens. 7, Aristotle
Sens. 438a4; 77(109) is a general statement of awareness and recognition,
and not relevant for the detailed functioning of the eyes, cf. the commen-
tary on that fragment). Eyes that have less fire, i.e., a smaller pupil and
lens, see better by day, and those with more fire, by night (Thphr. Sens. 8;
this is an obvious conclusion from the dilation of pupils in poor light).
The former type of eyes are black or dark, the latter glaukos (a conjecture
criticized by Aristotle, GA 779b15). And, according to Theophrastus
Sens. 8, the best eyes have equal proportions of fire and water (i.e., the
amount of fire in the lens and the amount of water in the surrounding
chambers are equivalent; the vitreous body would not come into the
calculations).

But in quoting the fragment in the De Sensu Aristotle says that at one
time E. apparently explains vision by fire coming from the eye, as here,
and at another by effluences from what is seen. (For a discussion of the
two versions, cf. A. A. Long, CQ 1966, pp. 262—64; W. J. Verdenius,
Studia Vollgraff 1048, pp. 155-64; D. O’Brien, 7HS 1970, pp. 140-46 and
the bibliography given, pp. 157-58.) There is no incompatibility here.
From Plato and Theophrastus it is clear that for E. vision occurs when the
effluences fit into the pores of the eye (cf. Meno 76c, Sens. 7), and there
is no question of a coalescence of fire from the eye and light from the ob-
ject, as in Plato Tim. 45b, Theaet. 156d. But light from fire within the eye
is as necessary for vision as external light, and the two are complementary
(for eyes with less fire see better by day, and those with more, by night,
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Sens. 8). The main point of the lantern simile, moreover, is to show the
function of the membranes, which keep the water in the eye from the fire
but allow the fire to penetrate.

(There is a faint possibility that E. understood the working of the lens
to be comparable to that of the sun, cf. the commentary on 36(44): ef-
fluences are collected on the outer convex surface and then refracted from
the inner convex surface to the back of the eye, in fact, to the retina. The
fire in the eye would then be like a lantern, but with only two opposite
sides emitting light. The light penetrates outside the organ to contribute
to the light necessary for sight (and also probably to account for “flashing™
eyes), but it also refracts the image of light-colored objects through the
vitreous body to the back of the organ, in order to give the actual
perception of the object. As well as receiving effluences into its pores, the
eye, like any other object, gives off its own, cf. the commentary on

73[89].)

89(88)
Jrom both (eyes) comes one seeing

The point of the fragment is not known, as it is quoted by Aristotle and
Strabo only for the form §¢) instead of d¢cg. And since the word is ambigu-
ous, the sense may be either that the two eyes focus on a single subject or
that one vision results from the impression on two eyes. The former is
the version attributed to Pythagoras and Parmenides (for the rays from
cach eye embrace the object like outstretched hands, Aet. 4.13.9-10),
but the latter is more appropriate for E.’s theory. Perhaps he adapted
Alcmaeon’s view, or saw independently, that a “path” from each eye joins
at the point where the two impressions are combined (and this also ex-
plains why the two eyes move together, cf. Chalcidius, DK 24 Ar10). The
next stage for E. would be for the composite impression to be accepted by
the blood and taken to the heart, rather than received in the brain.

90(94)
And black color in the depths of a river comes from the shadow, and is seen in the
same way in hollowed caverns.

The fragment occurs in one of the eight “questions” from Plutarch’s
quaest. nal., preserved only in the Latin translation of Gilbert Longeuil.
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The “question” is, “Cur aqua in summa parte alba, in fundo vero nigra
spectatur?” The first suggestion, for which E.’s lines are quoted in sup-
port, is that the surface is illuminated by the sun, but the force of the rays
is diminished when they penetrate deep water. Now, E. held water to be
black and fire white, and black to be perceived by the water in the eye,
and white by the fire (Thphr. Sens. 17, and cf. the commentary on the
previous fragment). Water, therefore, when it is out of reach of the sun’s
illumination, as in the depths of a river or in underground caves, appears
black, cf. 14(21).5. The fragment and its context imply an interest on
E.’s part in the nature and extent of the penetration of water by light.
Gilbert Longeuil’s translations from the Greek, where they can be
checked, are not accurate, cf. F. H. Sandbach’s introduction to the Loeb
translation, Plutarch’s Moralia XI, p. 142. I tentatively suggest the fol-
lowing as an attempt at restoring the original Greek:

Kkl pélay év Pévlec motapod ypdy éx orotdevros,
70" évopdrar duds tadt éyroilocory dy &vtpors.

91(100)

This is the way in which all things breathe in and out: they all have channels of
Slesh, which the blood leaves, stretched over the surface of the body, and at the mouth
of these the outside of the skin is pierced right through with close-set holes, so that
blood is contained, but a passage is cut for air to pass through freely. Then, when
the smooth blood rushes away from the surface, a wild surge of blustering air rushes
through, and when the blood leaps up, the air breathes out again. It is like a girl
playing with a clepsydra of shining bronze—when she puts the mouth of the pipe
against her pretty hand and dips it into the smooth bady of shining water, no liquid
yet enters the vessel, but the mass of air pressing from within against the close-set
perforations holds it back until she releases the compressed current, and then, as the
air escapes, a due amount of water enlers. Similarly, when she has water in the
hollow of the bronze vessel, and the neck and passage are closed by human hand,
the air outside, pressing inward, keeps the water in at the gates of the harsh-sounding
strainer, controlling the defenses, until the girl releases her hand; then, the reverse
of the former process—as the air rushes in, a due amount of water runs out before
it. In the same way, when the smooth blood surging through the body rushes back
and inward, a flooding stream of air at once comes pouring in, and when the blood
leaps up, an equal amount (of air) in turn breathes back out again.

Despite Aristotle’s interest in E.’s theory of respiration, as shown by the
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length of the quotation, he criticizes E. on three counts: (1) for not ex-
plaining the purpose of respiration, (2) for not making clear the kinds of
{@a included in his theory, and (3) for supposing that nose-breathing is
primary breathing. The lines are paraphrased somewhat ineptly by Mi-
chael of Ephesus, and briefly summarized at Aetius 4.22.1. An intimi-
dating amount has been written on these twenty-five lines. Ancient com-
mentaries are well summarized in Karsten EAcr pp. 245-51, and in recent
times the most interesting discussions are by J. U. Powell, CQ 1923, pp.
172-74; H. Last, CQ 1924, pp. 169-73; M. Timparano Cardini, PP 1957,
pp- 250-70; D. J. Furley, 7HS 1957, pp. 31-34; N. B. Booth, 7HS 1960,
pp- 10-15; G. E. R. Lloyd, Polarity and Analogy 1966, pp. 328-33; G. A.
Seeck, Hermes 1967, pp. 36—41; T. D. Worthen, Isis 1970, pp. 520-30; D.
O’Brien, 7HS 1970, pp. 140-83; and cf. further his bibliographies on pp.
170 and 176, n. 177. The fragment as a whole is here discussed after
the notes.

1 wdvra: cf. 93(102); a general theory of respiration is to be given,
and, as Aristotle complains, we do not know exactly what types of life
are included in it. A/pacuoc: translated “‘bloodless” by Burnet, Kirk-
Raven, and others, but it is said in lines 4-5 that there is blood in the
tubes. Booth, Guthrie, and Bollack have “partly filled with blood,”
“containing little blood,” and “pauvre en sang” respectively from
Aristotle Resp. 473b2, but these do not explain the adjective and go ill
with the language of “‘rushing’’ and “leaping” that characterizes the move-
ment of this blood. The prefix is generally passive, “left by’ and so “with-
out,” but it can be active, cf. Euripides Or. 1305, and the description of
Heracles in Theocritus 13.73 as Aczovadrys, i.e., “a sailor who leaves,”
“a deserter.”” From this it is possible that gipcyyes Aépacpoc are “channels
that the blood leaves,” as they are filled alternately with blood and air;
cf. also Sophocles 4jax 1412.

2 whuaroy Kara odpua: “over the surface of the body,” ziuaros being
used not in the occasional late sense of “nethermost™ but as in Homer for
“‘outermost,” cf. JI. 6.118, 18.608, and also gevdg dmep moudrys, 1l. 13.616,
of Menelaus’ strike above “the outside top end—i.e., the bridge—of the
nose”’ between the eyes, which are dislodged by the blow.

4 pevav Eoyara tépfpa: “‘the outer extremities of the skin,” i.e., the
epidermis above the cutis; the meaning of égyara is clinched by compar-
ing Zoyara téppara koEAo, 47(35)-10, the outside limit or circumference
of the cosmos. The great controversy over whether giw@y is genitive
plural of gevdg (“skin”) or of gég (“nose”) is like that on povép, 21(27).3,
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22(28).4, as “rest” or “solitude.” In both cases the first is the meaning
appropriate to the context, but the ambiguity in the word chosen allows
E. also to suggest the second, cf. Kahn’s reference to “studied ambiguity
in E.,”” Gnomon 1969, p. 439. Other examples of such “‘studied ambiguity”
are daidploy, 77(109).2, modvkdadrwy, 53(62).1, molvuviory, 2(3).3,
and zdoy, 59(68).1. In the general theory, it would seem, E. supposed
that primitive animal types breathe in and out through pores in the skin
(and perhaps there is an implication that plants “breathe” through their
leaf surfaces), but in the higher animal types there are two particularly
large “holes” in the surface—the nostrils—which are primary examples
of pore-breathing. And this would account for Aristotle’s second and
third criticisms. For Aristotle primary breathing is not nose-breathing
but involves the special apparatus of the artéria.

If this interpretation of the lines is right, then the link between E.’s
simple theory of nose-breathing as a form of skin-breathing with an oscil-
latory movement of blood and air, and the complexities of Plato’s ‘“cir-
culation” of air involving skin, lungs, nose, and mouth (7im. 79), may
well be the medical emphasis on unimpeded cutaneous and nasal respira-
tion in the healthy body, cf. Philistion Anon. Lond. 20.43-50. The account
in Aetius 4.22.1 and 5.15.3 seems to mean that at birth the mucus in the
body is ejected through the nose and mouth—the process is hastened by
holding the baby up by its feet—as a preliminary to cutaneous and nasal
inhalation of air. The instances of gig and geyde in Homer are listed by
O’Brien, 7HS 1970, pp. 173—-74.

6 &fey: “from there,” i.e., from the holes at the surface. For the
movements of fire and air in lines 6-8 Bollack aptly compares the vocab-
ulary in the to-and-fro fighting between Achilles and the river, Em-
pédocle vol. 3, pp. 483-84, and Il. 21.233-71, especially 233-34.

8-25: the simile is in the standard Homeric form: (1) x is the case,
(2) it is as when y, (3) even so is x the case. (3) repeats the original state
of affairs given in (1), often in similar wording, cf. Il. 13.587, 21.361,
22.138, 188, 306 of Achilles and Hector, and many others. So here lines
22—24 repeat the general sense of 6-8; there is no reason to suppose that
E. would deliberately avoid the repetition of (1) in (3). The child “play-
ing” is introduced because it allows a possible move with the clepsydra
(immersing it full of air in the water) that would not be shown in its
orthodox use. (A child today will play in a similar manner with a drink-
ing straw and a glass of liquid ; the straw has only one perforation at the
bottom end whereas the clepsydra has many, but it works on the same
principle.)
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9 xAegvdpy: Diels’s emendation; the accusative would refer to a well-
known game. The clepsydra was a common household contrivance used
for transferring small amounts of liquid from one container to another,
and perhaps for measuring. It had a narrow opening at the top, which
could be plugged by hand, and a perforated base, cf. the illustrations in
Last, CQ 1924, p. 170, and Bollack Empédocle vol. 3, p. 484. The clepsydra
is used here in a simile in which the movement of air into and out of the
openings of the body in respiration is compared to that of water into and
out of the perforated base of the clepsydra; the fragment does not describe
a controlled experiment of any kind. Worthen, Isis 1970, p. 527, aptly
compares William Harvey saying that the heart is like a force pump; the
clepsydra, like the force pump, is a basic model rather than an experi-
mental device. drecmweréog: Bollack rejects the emendation and writes
0’ edmetéos yaAroio on the grounds that the extant examples of a clep-
sydra are pottery.

13 dépos (perhaps 7épog) dyros: the emphatic assertion of the corpo-
reality of air matching the pressure of jdaros d¢ pas-

15 mwyedparos éAdeimovroy (éumimrovrog, line 21): the genitive ab-
solutes on the movement of air correspond to the temporal clauses, lines
6 and 23, and 8 and 25, on the movement of blood, giving syntactical
confirmation of the correspondence of air in the clepsydra to blood in the
body. alocpoy Gdwp: cf. the same phrase in line 21. The “due amount”
of water that enters and leaves the clepsydra is equivalent to the quantity
of air it previously contained.

16 gre . . . &yec: corresponds to ebre . . . Pfdmryac, lines 10-11, the
girl being the subject of both verbs; in her game she first has air in the
clepsydra, and then water.

19: air outside keeps the water in the clepsydra in a state of siege;
the gates are the exit for the water, i.e., the perforations, through which
it rushes at the first opportunity. The irregular gurgling made by the
water entering and filling the strainer accounts for its being called
dvanyrfs- lobpolo, interpreted as “of the neck end,” is irrelevant in the
context, and the reading 76 uoio preferable.

22 xAadagaduevoy: glossed by Michael, in PN 124.15, as pyeta gouns
Kol Taporyis-

29: Homeric phrasing, cf. Od. 22.270 of the suitors retreating before
Qdysseus.

This fragment gives the first extant Greek physiological theory to
connect respiration with the movement of the blood. E. recognizes that
the blood is in continuous motion as air is inspired and exhaled; the
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movement, however, is not circular but oscillatory, being to and from the
body’s surface in the same ‘“‘channels.” The details of the comparison
with the clepsydra are set out below, and some explanatory notes added.

Respiration and the Simile of the Clepsydra

Breathing in:
All) static: blood inside (restraint of  air outside, lines 4-5
pores)
A(i)  inhale: blood to center followed by  air in through holes,
away from holes lines 6, 23-24
a(i) static: air inside (air pressure) water outside, lines
10-14
a(ii) unplug:  air out up away followed by ~ water in through
from holes holes, line 15
Breathing out:
B(i) static : blood withdrawn air inside
at center
B(ii) exhale: blood to surface Sollows air out through
toward holes holes, lines 8, 25
b(i) static: air outside water inside, lines
16-19
b(ii)  wnplug:  air in down Sfollows water out through
toward holes holes, lines 20-21
Notes

Air in (a) and (b) is the analogue of blood in (A) and (B), and water in (a) and (b)
is the analogue of air in (A) and (B); the correspondence is reinforced by the syntax of
subordination, cf. the commentary on line 15.

The detailed explanation of a(i) and b(i) establishes that a stream of air and a stream
of liquid can occupy the same amount of space and exert equivalent pressures,

Holes at the base of the clepsydra are analogous to pores in the skin (including, I
suggest, the two big “pores” of the nostrils). There is some correspondence between the
restraint of the pores at the surface of the body and the pressure of air at the perforated
surface of the clepsydra in keeping the two elements separate at the “static’ stage of A(i)
and a(i).

The deliberate unplugging by the child in a(ii) and b(ii) is analogous to the mech-
anical initiation of movement in the blood.

The failure of the comparison, that air goes right outside the clepsydra through the
top vent in a(ii) but blood does not leave the body, is diminished by concentrating on the
movements in relation to the perforated surface in each case.

There is no implication of void in E.’s theory of respiration. Line 23 refers to the area
of the heart and lungs that expands with blood and air during inhalation and returns
to normal during exhalation. It is not that a previous “void” is filled but that additional
material is taken in, and the chest expands to accommodate it.
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92(101)
Tracking with nosirils fragments of animal bodies (which they) left from their
paws on the soft grass

It is not certain that the two lines are consecutive, but the immediate
context in the sources suggests a close relationship. Plutarch quotes the
first in a simile about hounds trained to concentrate on a single scent
(curios. 520e—f) and, under the heading of why spoors are difficult to track
in spring (quaest. nat. 917€), as part of an explanation of how dogs keep
to a trail by picking up the dzoppocaé left by animals. The second line is
quoted by Alexander in a question about the extinction of the body’s
distinctive odor at death.

1 répuara: the first word was obviously puzzling, as the variants
show. There are only late parallels for xépuara as ‘“‘fragments,” but
refpw is well established (and cf. kepuari{w, Plato Rep. 525e, Tim. 62a).
portipeg, specifically for “nostrils,” was not used in the previous frag-
ment, but it was obviously available if an unambiguous reference to
nasal breathing only were needed.

2: for various suggestions for filling the lacuna, cf. the ap. crit. If this
line follows the preceding one, a neuter plural subject for the verb would
be needed, relating to the previous genitives. Perhaps the original was
something like {doo’) dméleime moddv {zocair’) dmalf mepi moiy, cf.
Tas dmoppoiag . . . dg évamoldeimec ta Onpia tj) OAp in Plutarch’s
paraphrase, quaest. nat. g17e. Whatever the reading, it is clear that a
physical explanation of smell is put forward. The odor is a series of
effluent particles that meet the nostrils of the trained hound, and so
indicate the trail, cf. the next fragment.

93(102)
In this way all things are apportioned breathing and smelling.

Theophrastus briefly summarizes E.’s theory of smell at Sens. 9 and
criticizes it in some detail in 21-22, where the quotation is given as the
climax of E.’s account. The context shows that do 7 (or 60 ur)) is to be
understood as the sense rather than the object of smell, but the ambiguity,
strengthened by the plural, persists; the emission of odors, as well as the
ability, however primitive, to perceive them, is general. The point that
leads to the climax of this line in Theophrastus is that smelling relates to
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breathing and is explicable by it: dogppnpacy 0¢ rivealar tjj avamvof,
Sens. 9. Theophrastus counters this with examples of animals that do not
breathe but have a sense of smell, and also by saying that if the keenest
sense of smell accompanies the most vigorous breathing, then those with
short or labored breath should be most sensitive to smells, which is not
the case (Sens. 21-22). For Theophrastus, breathing is not the alzcoy of
smell but is connected with it kara ovyuBefyrds; however, his excessive
zeal in criticizing E. leads to inconsistencies in his own theory (cf. G. M.
Stratton Theophrastus and the Greek Physiological Psychology before Aristotle
PP- 39-40). Odor, for E., is the actual emanation from the object that
stimulates the sense when it is symmetrical with the pores of the organ.
In man and developed forms of animal life the organ is most obviously
the nostrils, and despite Theophrastus, it seems E. was aware that
respiratory difficulties affect the sense of smell, cf. Aetius 4.17.2. It was
argued in the commentary on g1(100) that pores over the skin, including
the nostrils, are involved in respiration, so it is likely that E. recognized
the sensitivity to smell that extends over the body in lower forms of life—
and the wide application of both kinds of smelling is indicated by zdvra
here, corresponding to that in 91(100).1. On the modernity of E. here
cf. Chambers Enc. s.v. “Taste and Smell,” where it is said that the entry of
odorous molecules into ultramicroscopic holes pierced in the outer cover-
ing of the body’s structure is still the accepted explanation of the working
of this sense, and Enc. Brit. Macr. IV, p. 188a, where the entry of odorant
particles into special receptive “sockets” on the cell surface is put for-
ward as one of the latest theories in the still unresolved debate over how
smell works.

FrRaeMENTS g4-101 Minp, HorLy MIND, AND THE
ADVANTAGE OF RIGHT THINKING

94(105)
(the heart) nourished in seas of blood coursing to and fro, and there above all is
what men call thought, because, for men, blood around the heart is thought.

The lines are quoted in Stobaeus from Porphyry’s De Styge. The cognitive
function of the concentration of blood around the heart is connected to
Homeric evidence that the heating of the heart-blood in anger results in
temporary loss of reason.
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1: Grotius’s refpapuévy is generally accepted for zezpaupéva, except
by Bollack, who keeps the MSS reading, Empédocle vol. 3, p. 445. He
suggests an adaptation of Homer’s description of the four springs by
Circe’s cave (0d. 5.70-71) for the four elements centered around the
heart. (Variations, however, on rerpapuévog occur in the same fourth
foot position six times in Homer, which may account for the reading here.)
A subject is required, possibly xpadiy (the heart being the first organ to
be articulated in the embryo, Censorinus 6.1, DK 31 A84), rather than
@y or ppdvyacs, which would preempt vépua in the following lines.
avrcBopdyrog (Scaliger’s emendation of dyr¢f(0)pdvros) could not be
“leap to meet” (LS]J) but “leap up in turn,” cf. xpadiy éxlpgporec, Il.
10.94, and dvalpgarecy of the blood in 91(100).8, 25. Blood moves to
and from the heart as it balances the intake and exhalation of air in
respiration.

2 udAcota: for thought by other means in the body cf. 1(2).1 and
5(3).4-8. kcrdjorerac: the suggestion gurdiokerac is unsuitable, as
the movement of the blood for E. is oscillatory and not circulatory, and
the verb is unknown.

3 avfpdmocg: all things think (cf. 100(110).10), and the quality of
the thought depends on the constituent elements. For men these are best
blended in the blood, but there is thinking inferior and superior to that
of man, cf. chap. 3. mepcrdpdeoy: first attested here but taken up in
medical writings and in the Aristotelian commentators, cf. Rufus Onom.
163, Galen us. part. 6.16, Simplicius in Phys. 392.24. The third line is
quoted separately in the Etymologies and frequently paraphrased, e.g.,
Cicero Tusc. 1.19 “E. animam esse censet cordi suffusum sanguinem,”
Macrobius Somn. Scip. 1.14 and Tertullian De Amim. 5 “E. a sanguine
animam,” Galen Plac. Hipp. 2.8.

In the fifth century Greek medicine was divided on the question of the
heart or brain being the center of intelligence. The context of this frag-
ment shows the survival of the adducement of Homeric evidence for the
connection of the heart with thinking. It is hard to assess the influence
E. might have had in the debate, but his stand is echoed in some of the
Hippocratic writings, in Aristotle, and in the Epicureans and Stoics.
(In De Corde 10, for example, man’s intelligence is situated specifically
in the left chamber of the heart; this was thought to be filled with an
airlike substance having some affinities to Stoic pneuma, cf. C. R. S.
Harris The Heart and the Vascular System in Ancient Greek Medicine pp. 94,
238-41, and passim.) E.’s particular innovation, however, is to relate
thought not to the heart but to the blood coursing around it, cf. Aetius
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4.5.8, Theodoretus 5.22. A detailed commentary giving evidence from
observation on the connection of the constitution of the blood with
intelligence is found in the Hippocratic Flat. 14, ending &yocpc 6 &y
moAAd TocalTa elmely, év olowy ai Tob afparos éSarlayal Ty ppovnaLy
&aAddoovacy, and cf. Reg. 1.25 and Anon. Lond. 1 on Hippias of Croton.
For E. it is the exact mixture of the four roots in the blood that accounts
for thought, and also probably for the prohibition against bloodshed
given in the Katharmoi (cf. Theophrastus Sens. 10 and frs. 122-25). It
also seems likely that blood played a physical part in bringing to the
cardial nexus the understanding achieved by the wdpoc vofjoac spread over
the body, 5(3).4, 7, and cf. 1(2).1. There is a concentration of blood in
the individual organs, which accounts for their relative efficiency (cf.
Theophrastus Sens. 24), and in respiration the blood in the vessels oscil-
lates between the pores at the surface of the body and the area of the
heart.

95(132)
Happy the man who has gained the wealth of divine understanding, wretched he
who cherishes an unenlightened opinion about the gods.

The fragment is given by Clement in a series of “thefts” from Greek texts
to parallel Christian writings, and he emphasizes the connection of
knowledge with happiness, and ignorance with unhappiness. But there is
also in the fragment the Parmenidean contrast between knowledge and
light and doxa and darkness (and cf. gxoréy yvdpy, Democritus fr. 11).

The fragment connects closely with the next two, which give part of
the content of the required understanding, with gg(129) in the example
of the man who did achieve understanding, and with 100(110), which
shows how the individual will be §ABco¢ or decAds. The physiological
term mpamédes in line 1 here, 99(129).2, 4, and 100(110).1 strengthens
the connection, and the phrase rpanidwy éxrijoaro mAoiroy is actually
repeated at gg(129).2. The remaining fragments from here to the end
of the Physics cohere and plausibly belong together in this position, cf.
chap. 4. On gpanides and thought cf. Hesiod Theog. 656 and the
commentary on 100(110).

96(133)
It is not possible to bring (the divine) close within reach of our eyes or to grasp him
with the hands, by which the broadest path of persuasion for men leads to the mind.
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Clement quotes the fragment with Solon fr. 16 and John 1.18 on the
divine as invisible. Theodoretus, no doubt copying him, connects it with
6(4).1~2 (which supports the assignation to the Physics), Solon fr. 16, and
Antisthenes fr. 24 in the context of relying on négrcg when the senses
prove inadequate. (Solon’s fr. 17 is even more relevant: zdvry 0' dfav-
drwy dpavje véog dvlpdmocaey.) The fragment contrasts knowledge
within the range of the senses (the senses, for example, perceive the
characteristics and activity of earth, air, fire, and water) and knowledge
outside the range of the senses, such as that of the nature of the divine,
cf. the commentary on Philia, 8(17).21, 25-26.

1 weddoaofac: the transitive use of the middle is paralleled in 1.
17.341; for the meaning of the line cf. Diels Hermes 1880, pp. 17172,
with reference to II. 1.587, 3.306.

2 piwep: Karsten’s emendation has been retained, the relative referring
to both sight and touch, which are the most convincing of the senses. The
“wagon road” exaggerates the mdpog vojjoar of 5(3).7, cf. éni ppéva
méateos dppr, 103(114).3 and Parmenides fr. 4.4. The road to under-
standing via the senses is direct and unimpeded, but it is not the way by
which the divine is grasped.

97(134)

For he is not equipped with a human head on a body, [two branches do not spring
JSrom his back,] he has no feet, no swift knees, no shaggy genitals, but he is mind
alone, holy and inexpressible, darting through the whole cosmos with swift thoughts.

The five lines are quoted by Ammonius in a context of E.’s censure of
anthropomorphic gods, where, in particular, Apollo is referred to, and in
these lines, 76 fcioy way. Tzetzes, Chil. 13.74—%8, gives the five lines as
a summary of E’:s view of god, as well as lines 4-5 at Chil. 7.517-18,
which are prefaced with "E. ¢ tpite te t@y Quotk@y decrvdwy. The
defense of Tzetzes against Diels here (and Diels’s assignation of the
fragment to the Katharmoi) has been taken up by Wilamowitz, Kleine
Schriften p. 498; Bignone, Empédocle pp. 631-49; Zuntz, Persephone pp.
214-18; van der Ben, Proem pp. 44—46; and see chap. 3. The first line is
given by Olympiodorus on E.’s anticipation of Plato’s denial of anything
gwparckdy to god, and the whole fragment without line 2 is in the margin.

Following the marginalia I would write the fragment without the
second line. It does not fit grammatically after the first, the point is made
without including shoulders and arms with the other parts mentioned,
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and the fragment has elegance and balance as a quatrain. The line comes
from 22(29/28).1 (and little rests on whether the active or middle form
of the verb is read), where it starts a similar quatrain—two lines of denial
of anthropomorphic organs and two of positive definition. The rhythm
and details of the first couplet of this fragment recall Hephaestos wiping
his face, hands, neck, and shaggy chest at . 18.413-14 (which probably
accounts for the variants yépeg for zédes, and or7ifea for pjdea in line 3).

4 &mAero: for the aorist of the verb with present sense, cf. . 2.480,
6.434, 7.31, Od. 21.397.

5 ¢gpovtige: the Homeric use of the dative with ¢/ggwy and com-
pounds is for rushing with a sword or spear, Il. 8.88, 10.348, 11.361, or
with horses, 17.460. E. here gives a striking adaptation of the epic con-
struction, combined with the Homeric recognition of the speed of thought,
cf. Od. 7.36.

Ammonius and Tzetzes emphasize that the fragment is E.’s definition
of god, and his own recognition of innovation here is seen in 3(131) and
95(132). He is giving an dyafldg Adyos of the gods to counteract the dark
doxa which makes men miserable. The true gods are earth, air, fire, and
water, and Philia and Neikos, cf. 7(6), 51(59), 8(17).24, 11(16); tradi-
tional gods are combinations of the four roots formed in the same way as
plants, animals, and men. But the sphere is a god, comprising the four
roots, which have been brought together by Philia in balance, joy, and
stillness, cf. 21(27), 22(29/28), 24(31). The pppy leprj is surely to be
connected with it, as the similarities between this fragment and 22(29/28)
show. The four roots in proportion give thought ; for man the best mixture
is achieved in the blood, which is consequently the instrument of thought
(cf. 94(105) and Theophrastus Sens. 10), but for the god the mixture is
exact, a one-to-one proportion of the elements throughout. This means
that the @prjy is physical (cf. raraiooerac used of the intake of air,
91(100).7) but inaccessible to the senses, for perfect mixture has no
perceptible qualities, cf. chap. 3, pp. 73-74. The pp7v lepf would be that
which now remains of the sphere-god after the shattering of its unity and
rest by Strife—holding at the circumference and, in the form of swift
thoughts, darting through the whole. The new sense of kdouog (cf.
Heraclitus fr. 30), emphasized by dzag, broadens traditional views of
god and opens the way to a new theology based on the denial of anthro-
pomorphic features, the positive connection with thought, and the world
dimension that has been adumbrated by Xenophanes, frs. 23-26. For the
connection of this fragment with the daimons, cf. the commentary on

107(115).
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Ammonius indicates that E. specifically criticized the traditional view
of Apollo. Apart from a Proem to Apollo attributed to E. (D.L. 8.57;
see chap. 1 and the context of 35[41]), a connection between E. and
Apollo is lacking, and an introduction of the Pythagoreans is unhelpful
(cf. Guthrie HGP vol. 2, p. 256, n. 1). If Ammonius is correct, two ex-
planations for a connection may tentatively be put forward: (1) as
prophets, minstrels, and healers instantiate the highest type of life on
earth (132(146).1), the patron of these ways of life would be held in
highest regard; (2) Apollo is to be explained as the intelligent source of
heavenly fire and so accounts for Hippolytus’ notice that E. identified
6 Bedg with voepoy wop, . . . xal (§pn) ovveordvar ér mvpds Ta mdvra
kai els wop avadvbroeobar (RH 1.3, DK 31 Ag1). The basic idea here
(in spite of confusion with Heraclitus and the Stoics), that everything has
its origin and end in an intellectual but physically based principle of
world dimensions, supports the contention that pppy /epy is derived from
and will again identify with the god of 22(29/28). (S.M. Darcus, “Daimon
Parallels the Holy Phren in E.,” Phronesis 22, pp. 175-90, analyzes the
meaning of gpfy in terms of activity and shape and of the cognates
ppdves and ppoveiy. The conclusions that the “sphere of Love” is one of
the stages of the Holy Phren’s activity and that the spherical shape persists
are in agreement with the above argument, but the suggestion that the
Phren has only two phrontides—Love and Hate—is without foundation.
Some clarification of phrontides, or at least a dual, is needed to support such
a basic identification, but there is no hint in E. or the doxography that
veirog, described as odAduevoy and pacvdpevoy, is a phrontis of god, and
that half his thinking is concerned with hate. Aristotle expressly denies
it, Metaph. 1000b5, and cf. further the commentary on 107[115].)

98(27a)
no discord or unseemly warring in the limbs

Bergk attributed the line, quoted anonymously in Plutarch, to E.
The attribution is justified, for Afpcg is contrasted with ‘A4puoviy in
116(122).2, év ueAéecory repeats the phrase at 23(30).1, and Plu-
tarch’s context of p¢cAfa and gcAoppocvyy is Empedoclean, cf. 119(130).2.

All editors accept without question the reference of this fragment to
the description of the sphere in 21(27) and 22(29/28). The “limbs” are
said to be those of the sphere given in 23(30).1 and 24(31), and when the
roots come together in Love, Strife obviously is absent. But Plutarch has
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no hint of such a cosmic explanation. He is speaking of the man who
comes to virtue through philosophy by means of ““the speech in the mind”’
(0 évicdOetos Adyos), which aims at philia. Such a man is gjupwvos
éavrd, full of gpcloppoaivy; the absence of stasis and deéris is explained
as the absence of conflict between nmdfog and Adyog—all his parts are
ebpevy) (cf. the use of edpevéws, 100(110).2) and péAa (cf. the description
of the wise man in Horace Sat. 2.7.86, “in se totus, teres atque rotun-
dus”). The line therefore probably belongs with the contrast, given in
100(110), between following E.’s philosophy and yielding to human
desires, and with the example of the wise man in gg(129)—i.e., one who
instantiates, as far as possible, divine intelligence in man. The observed
behavior of earth, air, fire, and water, and of Love and Strife, reflects
their cosmic activity, cf. the commentary on 25(22); divinity and holy
thought are explained in terms of the harmonious mixture of constituent
parts (cf. the commentary on the previous fragment), and it would be
observed in man that attention to the right kind of thinking results in the
physical constitution of the individual being balanced and strifeless, cf.
the commentaries on the next two fragments. To this extent the individual
is a microcosm.

99(129)

And there was among them a man knowing an immense amount, who had acquired
a greal treasure of thoughts, master especially of all kinds of wise works; for
whenever he reached out with all his thoughts, easily he saw each of the things that
there are, in ten and even twenty generations of men.

A reference to Pythagoras here is given in the source common to Iam-
blichus and Porphyry, and also in Diogenes Laertius (from Timaeus),
who adds that some say that Parmenides is meant. This suggests that the
person was anonymous in E. but easily assumed to be Pythagoras be-
cause of his proverbial wisdom, cf. Heraclitus frs. 40, 129, Herodotus
4.95. Parmenides is an attractive suggestion for the reference, and his
influence on E. is pervasive, but the recognition of plurality and time
implicit in the last two lines requires explanation.

The meaning of &y kefvocoy, and so the context of the whole fragment,
is in dispute. Editors after Stein assign it to the “Golden Age” of
118(128).1 because of the repetition of &y kefvocacy. But the reason is
insufficient. Pythagoras did not live in the distant past, and if the refer-
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ence is anonymous, what is the significance of an exceptionally wise but un-
known person living then? Nor is it a solution to put Pythagoras in an
age of heroes preceding the present age of iron (as Zuntz does, Persephone p.
209), for E. surely would not have believed in a distinctive heroic age only
fifty years before his own time. Van der Ben sees the 7¢¢ as a netherworld
guide, Proem p. 181. But these interpretations create unnecessary difficul-
ties. In g5(132) the man who has a treasure of thoughts is congratulated,
and in 100(110) Pausanias is exhorted to increase his wisdom by his own
effort and concentration. Between the two it would be appropriate to cite
as a model the example of a man, perhaps Pythagoras, who did have a
treasure of thoughts and wide-ranging wisdom (cf. the exercises in
concentration which aimed to enhance the strength of the soul, Burkert
Lore and Science in Ancient Pythagoreanism p. 213).

3 gopay ércipavos Epywy: cf. kaddy é Epywy, lon Eleg. 1.15, where
the radd &pya of which Dionysus is master are drinking, playing, and
thinking just thoughts. The phrase here covers understanding of different
matters, and also perhaps the practical application of this understanding,
especially in medicine, music, and prophecy, cf. 102(112).9-12 and
132(146).1—2. An exaggeration of the skills that come from increased un-
derstanding is given in 101(111). Zuntz, following Stein, transposes
lines 2 and 3, although 1 and 2 are quoted as a couplet in Diogenes.

4 mpanideaocy: mpanideg, recurring in this last group of fragments
in the Physics at 95(132).1, 100(110).1, and 2 and 4 here, like ppfy and
ppéves (cf. 96(133).3, 103(114).3, 8(17).14), is a reminder of the physical
basis of thought. The verb dpééacro also has a physical connotation, and
it is picked up by émopé€ear in line 6 of the next fragment, which further
anchors this fragment to its present position.

5 peid ye: a comparison with dpradéy re, 103(114).2, tells against
emendation here. For the metaphor in Aelggeokey cf. Parmenides fr.
4.1.

6: for the reading of the line cf. Denniston Greek Particles p. 530 and
van der Ben Proem p. 185. Ten and twenty are alternatives, and the num-
bers are not to be taken precisely, cf. the gifts ten and twenty times as
great that Achilles would disdain, /I. 9.379, 22.349. It would be unwar-
ranted to suppose that this line refers to Pythagoras remembering twenty,
or an indefinite number, of incarnations, as has been understood by the
commentators, e.g., Sturz ad loc., O’'Brien ECC p. 335, n. 1, Burkert
Lore and Science p. 213, Guthrie HGP vol. 2, p. 251, and if a/dy has only
human connotations, the memory is of twenty incarnations as a man.
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This is unlikely. The fragment sets out to describe a wise man, to be an
example, I would suggest, for Pausanias. The wealth of wisdom acquired
is emphasized in each of the first three lines; the last three show that when
this wisdom is applied there is understanding of a comprehensive range
of topics, covering a considerable extent of time. The last line could refer
to the future rather than the past, and more plausibly so, given 132(146).
The line is an adaptation of the assumed range of the prophet’s wisdom,
8¢ 70 td ©° édvra td T éoodueva mpd v édvra, Il. 1.70, and cf. Par-
menides 4.1, 1.28.

100(110)

1If you push them firmly under your crowded thoughts, and contemplate them favorably
with unsullied and constant attention, assuredly all these will be with you through
life, and you will gain much else from them, for of themselves they will cause each
thing to grow into the character, according to the nature of each. But if you yourself
should reach out for things of a different kind, for the countless trivialities which
come among men and dull their meditations, straightaway these will leave you as
the time comes round, longing to reach their own familiar kind; for know that all
things have intelligence and a share of thought.

This important fragment is given by Hippolytus, who significantly links
it with 107(115) and sees in it a reference to vopry tpity g Gvaucs
other than Love and Strife. He gives the last line after 77(109) and applies
it to parts of fire engaged in thought. This line is also quoted by Sextus,
who takes it to include plants and animals. The fragment is discussed by
H. Schwabl, WS 1956, pp. 49-56; A. A. Long CQ 1966, pp. 268-73;
and Bollack, Empédocle vol. 3, pp. 576-85, who prints it as the last frag-
ment of the poem.

1: opadévnacy is unknown, hence the correction to g9’ ddevjjoey (Vmo
npanideaocy)—the throbbing, crowded thoughts in the thorax under
which “they” are to be pushed (cf. 9(12).3 for the meaning of épeioag)
and then contemplated. (So Penelope speaks of zukevad - . . dup’ adevoy
7jp | 6&etow peleddvac, Od. 19.516-17.) What does gge, the object of
épeioag and émomrevoys, refer to? Answers include: “die Griindkraften
der Natur,” Schwabl WS p. 54; “die Lehren des Meisters,” Diels Vors.
31 B110, “true statements about the world (conceived in physical terms),”
Long CQ 1966, p. 269; “les puissances . . . sans doute les six,”” Bollack
Empédocle vol. 3, p. 577. These suggestions are all to some extent correct.
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In Homer words are winged (Il. 1.201, 2.7, 4.69, etc.), go past the barrier
of the teeth (Il. 4.350, 14.83, etc.), and are put by the listener into his
or her Quuds—pudfoy memvvuévoy Evfeto Ovud (0d. 1.361. 21.355); cf.
Hesiod Erga 274. So here. Pausanias is being urged to take the words that
E. has spoken on the nature and activity of the four roots and Love and
Strife, words which are themselves well constituted of the four roots, to
put them deep down under his other thoughts, and in the language of
initiation rites, to contemplate them with ‘the correct disposition, and
with assiduous and uncontaminated attention. Such a physical representa-
tion of words and thoughts, found in Homer, continues through the work
of other Presocratics (Heraclitus is an obvious example) to Plato (in such
passages as Tim. 71b, where thoughts are said to have reflections on the
liver’s surface), Aristotle (e.g., Metaph. 1072b20 vopros yéiyverac Ocy-
rdvoy ral vody, dote tadroy vobg kal voproy), and the Stoics’ as-
sumption of pwvai as gdpara (cf. S. E. adv. math. 8.12).

2: the initiation vocabulary of the line expresses Pausanias’ medita-
tion on E.’s words in terms of his being granted the final revelation after
purificatory rituals, but this is to add solemnity to the poem’s epilogue
rather than to indicate “Orphic” or Pythagorean affiliations on E.’s part.
(The language of the exordium is similar, cf. é¢ 6’ dofwy oroudrwy Kab-
apny dyetevoaze myyry, 2(3).2.) peAérac indicates constant practice
and effort, as in athletic training, military duty, or rehearsing, cf. LS] s.v.

3 tadra: the same reference as gpe in line 1. The thoughts, with
their physical basis, if rightly regarded, will stay with Pausanias through
life; the additional bonus is given in line 5. The verse is Homeric, cf.
0d. 2.306.

4: T@vde rryjoear seems the best interpretation of a corrupt text,
preferable to a future perfect form or a future middle with passive sense,
for which LSJ gives only Plotinus as an example.

4-5: as with zajre in line 3, adfec is probably transitive (cf. Long
CQ 1966, p. 270, n. 1), and its object &kacroy, i.e., each appropriate
thought within the body. The words and thoughts of E. are combina-
tions of earth, air, fire, and water, and, being wise words, are well-blended
combinations. If Pausanias takes them in and studies them, he will find
that they will increase his like pieces of knowledge in the appropriate
way—@ny @uacg éotiy éxdote. The process is cumulative, and so this
increase in turn makes Pausanias more receptive to additional knowledge.
elg Hfog: the noun is ambiguous. It might refer to the individual con-
stituent parts of earth, air, fire, and water as at 8(17).28, and is so taken
by Long, CQ 1966, p. 269: ‘“‘the 7fog of fire would be fieriness”’; but taking
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in E.’s words is not going to increase the fieriness of the fire in Pausanias.
Moreover, the thought is composite, and its activity as separate elements
is the result of rejection, not assimilation. The 7fog could be that of each
thought which is stimulated to grow in the appropriate way, but this is
covered by the clause dzy @ivocs éotiv érdore. Most probably 76og
refers to Pausanias’ own character, i.e., his thinking self. The knowledge
conveyed by E.’s thoughts and words, after being admitted and con-
templated, becomes embedded in the heart area; it thus brings Pausanias
closer to the condition of being a wise man both by causing the amount
of right thoughts in the constitution to grow and by increasing his re-
ceptiveness to such thoughts. The basic idea was put forward by Parme-
nides in fr. 16 and was used previously by E. in 8(17).14, 79(106), and
80(108). Pausanias’ control of the process brings lines 4—5 close to fr. 119
of Heraclitus, and also to passages like Sophocles’ 4jax 595, where Ajax
refuses to allow his 7jfog to be educated. 7fog also may well be the specific
reference for yoyry) tpity teg ddvaws in the Hippolytus context, i.e.,
the well-blended combination of elements that has cognitive powers,
observed in the cosmos as o7y leprf and in the individual as the thinking
self, cf. the commentary on the daimons, 107(115).

6—7: the lines deliberately recall 1(2).1-2 in expression and content.
At the beginning of the poem E. contrasts men of blunt thoughts and
limited experience who claim knowledge of the whole with Pausanias,
who will achieve genuine understanding. Now, on completion of his
explanation, E. promises Pausanias that the understanding will be per-
manent, given good will and assiduous concentration, but if Pausanias
allows himself to be distracted, the wise thoughts will leave and each of
the constituent parts will become separate and drawn to its own elemental
mass. dAdofa and pvpia decAd refer to the variety of particulars around
us with which men busy themselves, but which, when they divert or
intrude, impede our understanding of the real nature of the world. zepc-
mAopévoco ypdvoco: cf. the similar phrasing in 8(17).29 and 16(26).1 for the
time of the domination of the elements. The resolution of a well-blended
combination of elements, which comprises a thought, into its parts, is a
microcosm of the perfect mixture of the sphere separating into individual
elemental masses. The ypdvog for the individual must be his so-called
death, and it contrasts with the a/@y of line § (cf. /. 16.453). If therefore
Pausanias heeds E.’s teaching there will be a sense in which he survives
death, cf. the commentaries on 107(115) and 132(146).

9 péAny émt révvay ixéofar: the basic ppévyacs (cf. line 10) exhibited
by earth, air, fire, and water is an awareness of another part like itself
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and a tendency to move toward it when not held in a compound by Love.

10 ydp: the particle shows that the elements are to be included in
the zdvra that have ppdvyocg; for the form of primitive awareness that
is the “intelligence” of the roots, cf. the commentary on line g. In plant
and animal life the thinking becomes more sophisticated as elements in
combinations are involved. Men, because of the special character of the
heart-blood, are able to comprehend the simple and the complex. With
E. (and with Pausanias if his disposition and attention are as they should
be) the blending of the mixture in the organ of thought becomes exact,
and the real nature of the world intelligible. At the highest level the
individual would communicate with the pppv lepyj, which itself is con-
stituted of elements arranged in the same way, cf. Long CQ 1966, pp.
270-71, the commentaries on 8o(108), 81(103), and 97(134).4, and
chap. 3.

101(111)

You will learn remedies for ills and help against old age, since for you alone shall
I accomplish all these things. You will check the force of tireless winds, which
sweep over land and destroy fields with their blasts ; and again, if you wish, you will
restore compensating breezes. After black rain you will bring dry weather in season
JSor men, and too after summer dryness you will bring tree-nourishing showers
(which live in air ), and you will lead from Hades the life-force of a dead man.

The fragment is quoted by Diogenes from Satyrus. E. is called a doctor,
but Gorgias’ claim to have witnessed E.’s “wonder-working” is added.
The lines are given in support of this claim and are followed bv an account
from Timaeus of E. checking winds (and consequently being called gwA-
vadve pos), and from Heraclides of E. curing the woman who was apnous.
Both accounts are in the Suda in the context of the whole fragment,
with zwAvodvepos and yéne repeated. Clement has the wind-checking
story as the basis for lines 3—5, and he connects it with 102(112).12; the
wind is described as noxious and causing sterility, whereas in Timaeus’
account it is merely violent and damages the crops. It is checked by
stretching asses’ skins along hill (or possibly cliff) tops or, in Plutarch’s
account (curios. 515¢), by blocking a gorge. It is likely that the various
accounts go back to Timaeus, who made up the story from E.’s lines,
using the connection between skins and weather magic (cf. Od. 10.19
and Guthrie’s comments, HGP vol. 2, p. 134, n. 2); and perhaps there
was some play on Pausanias’ name. There is, however, a slight possibility
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that E. made a practical attempt at constructing a windbreak, in the
same enterprising spirit in which he is said to have diverted a river; see
chap. 1. The main point is that E. expects that an understanding of the
nature of earth, air, fire, and water alone and in combinations will bring
with it the ability to manipulate them. This may well have been thought
to extend to medicine, where a knowledge of respiration could lead to
the restoration of the breathing mechanism, cf. the commentary on line g.
Bollack puts the fragment at the beginning of the Physics between 1(2)
and 2(3). This makes the promise of ““wonder-working” the purpose of the
exposition rather than some benefits added after the exposition has been
grasped. Karsten and Mullach take it as a fragment éx ray " lazpck@y.

1: that two items are mentioned here, (1) remedies for illnesses and (2)
means of keeping off old age, is supported by the similar phrasing in
Hom. Hym. Apoll. 193. E. confirms his success in (1) at 1o2(r12).11-12,
and (2) is an obvious extension of (1) in the practical application of
the knowledge acquired.

2: in the singular address, emphatic here as at the beginning of the
poem, E. is in the tradition of Hesiod and Theognis. In assuming a very
limited audience capable of appreciating a complex philosophical argu-
ment E. follows Heraclitus and Parmenides. There is no need to suppose
(from Plutarch guaest. conv. 728e) that E. is being particularly Pythagorean.

3-8: these six lines are devoted to showing how the balance of the
elemental natural states should be maintained, with the expectation of
eventually controlling the elements and achieving that balance. zadévrira
(line 5) is found elsewhere only at Od. 1.379, and in an active sense;
devdpedfpemra is dm. Aey.

8 Trdr’ albépc vacjoovract : the future form of the verb, adopted with
a query by DK, is unacceptable in form and sense. The gedpara come
after summer drought, and this rules out versions with éy fépec. Bollack
suggests td ¢ al0épc vacerdovge and sees a reference to “fleuves du ciel,”
comparable to the fires in the earth of 32(52), as an example of the
present composite nature of the elements (Empédocle vol. g, p. 25). E.
seems to be adapting the Homeric a/fépc vaiwy (of Zeus, Il. 2.412) as
well as indicating that the gedpara are rainfalls rather than floods.

9: as with the account of wind checking, that of the apnous may have
been fabricated from these lines, or E. may have been emboldened to
write them as a result of some success on a particular occasion. The
interest in respiration shown in g1(100) and a confidence in understanding
the process may have encouraged E. to try to restore the breathing
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mechanism in the apnous, and resuscitation could look like bringing the
dead to life. For the details in Heraclides and an assessment, see chap. 1.
The linking of medical practice to philosophical theory is condemned by
the author of Ancient Medicine (20.1); the particular mention of E. there
suggests that he did expect his knowledge to have practical application.



11. Katharmo

FracMENTS 102-106 ExHORTATION TO THE CITIZENS
OF ACRAGAS

102(112)

My friends who live in the great town of the tawny Acragas, on the city’s citadel,
who care for good deeds (havens of kindness for strangers, men ignorant of mis-
Sortune ), greetings! I tell you I travel up and down as an immortal god, mortal no
longer, honored by all as it seems, crowned with ribbons and fresh garlands. Whenever
1 enter prospering towns I am revered by both men and women. They follow me in
countless numbers, to ask where their advantage lies, some seeking prophecies, others,
long pierced by harsh pains, ask to hear the word of healing for all kinds of illnesses.

From Diogenes’ quotation of the first two lines at 8.54 (adrds évapyduevos
t@y Kalapudy gnocey) it is clear that this is the beginning of the Kath-
armoi. At 8.61 Diogenes connects the fragment with the story of the
apnous (cf. 101(111).9) and gives it as Heraclides’ evidence for E. being
larpds and pdvreg. At 8.66, lines 4—5 (yaipere . . . mwAebuar) are said
to be Timaeus’ evidence for E. being dAafdy sal gpéidavrog. The con-
nection with 1o1(111) is found again in Clement, specifically lines 3-5 of
that fragment with 10 and 12 here. In Anth. Gr. 9.569, Suda, and Phi-
lostratus, line 4 is taken closely with 108(117). The line is explained by
Sextus (adv. math. 1.302), not, according to the obvious assumption, as
a boast but as arising from the conviction that E. had kept free from evil,
and so, by means of the god within, apprehended the god without (7@
&y éavr@ Oed tov értds kareiAngpey); this interpretation is supported by
Plotinus, 4.7.10.38. The line commonly accepted as the third of this
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fragment is given only by Diodorus, to illustrate, in his context, the hos-
pitality of the citizens of Acragas.

1-4 & péloc . . . yaipere: E. greets his peers in Acragas from abroad
(as the present tenses in lines 5-8 show). He was perhaps on a tour of
southern Italy (cf. D.L. 8.52), and while on his travels dedicates his
poem and sends its message to his friends in his home town. Diels gratui-
tously understands him as being in exile and hoping for a recall through
flattery and the account of his triumphs (SPAW 1898, pp. 396-9g). The
exile is supported by Tucker (CR 1931, pp. 49-50), who argues somewhat
perversely, because of difficulties with 123(145), that E. is ironically ad-
dressing his enemies, and he emphasizes Lucian’s rendering of yaépere as
“farewell” (laps. 2). But Lucian quotes the whole line as a parting con-
sequent on apotheosis, comparable to the farewell to life of Euripides
Phoen. 1453 ; this may be because the line was well known as an indepen-
dent unit (cf. the sources for the fragment), and so used by Lucian for his
own purposes. On a possible conflict with 123(145) cf. the commentary
on that fragment.

1 gdra: with dgozv, cf. Il 12.318, Od. 17.246, 21.346. The citadel,
named after its river below, was built on the natural fortification of a
cliff overlooking the harbor, and the city wall followed the contours of
the slope, cf. the map and description in Freeman Sicily vol. 2, pp. 222—
32; according to Diodorus there were over 20,000 citizens (13.84).
Eavlos * Arpdrag is the river Acragas, which gave the name to the city
and which was colored the brownish yellow of lions, horses, and honey
(cf. 118(128).7)—a color epitomized in the name of the Trojan river
Xanthos, cf. Zuntz Persephone, pp. 181-82, 186, Bruno Form and Colour
in Greek Painting, p. go.

3: Diodorus gives the line on its own as a description by E. of the
people of Acragas. Sturz and subsequent editors insert it here, but it was
deleted by H. Frinkel; Zuntz puts it later, in the second book of the
Katharmot, on the grounds that it is superfluous in this position and post-
pones the greeting to the fourth line. It does, however, make explicit the
description dyrafdy Mﬂe&ﬁ#ayeg Eprawy. The particular good work that
the men of Acragas practice and are well known for is their hospitality,
a’doioc being active here—*‘showing kindness,” as in Aeschylus Supp. 28.
Diodorus gives the example of Tallias, who kept open house and once
fed and clothed 500 cavalry (13.83). In the adjacent chapters he elab-
orates on the wealth of the citizens and the scale of their buildings—
ebdapovias wALhpy is his description of the city, another way of saying
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that the citizens were gaxdryros drecpoc. They could afford to be generous
because they were untouched (as yet) by life’s misery. (Guthrie, HGP
vol. 2, p. 246, n. 3, quotes a similar phrase from the Orphic Lithica, line
15.)

4 buiy: the dative is probably “ethic” (cf. Hdt. 5.30), not limiting,
with the narrator and listener juxtaposed, cf. Zuntz on Wilamowitz,
Persephone, p. 190. Help in explaining fcdg dpfporos ovrére Gymrds comes
from 132(146). The four top lives which precede joining the ranks of the
gods are combined in E. as prophet, minstrel, healer, and leader, and the
apparent unanimous recognition of his qualifications by people of dif-
ferent towns confirms his expectation. Sextus’ interpretation of the line
as the apprehension by pure nous—the god within—of the god without,
and Plotinus’ description of E. in the same context as ¢/¢ THY TPOS avTo
(70 Betov) duocéryra drevigas, point to a connection with the end of the
Physics, where it is suggested that pure mind, in contemplating wise
thoughts, can approximate to the gppy /eps. E., like the Homeric heroes
but in a new kind of way, is /gdfcog.

5 @omep Eockev: the Anth. Gr. reading is preferable to the personal
form, which is not normally used parenthetically or without an infinitive
expressed. And Zpcke meaning “it is fitting” is “mostly with neg. and
followed by inf.,”” LS] s.v. The obvious translation therefore is “as it
seems,” to be taken with the previous phrase. E.’s status as /gdfcog (cf.
the previous note) is confirmed by the apparently unanimous acclama-
tion accorded him.

6: the people show how they honor E. by crowning him with ribbons
(a sign of victory, celebration, or honor generally, cf. Alcibiades trans-
ferring them from his own head to that of Socrates, Plato Symp. 212€)
and fresh garlands (Alcibiades, Symp. loc. cit., has them of ivy and violets;
olive, myrtle, and laurel are other possibilities). racviacs metris causa,
cf. L8] s.v.

7-8: for the crux I suggest zd@gc &’ &y’ €07’ d&v, translating, “by all,
by both men and women, I am revered, whenever I enter prospering
towns.” E. is not saying that an entourage accompanies him from town
to town, but that when he approaches a populous town its inhabitants
flock to greet him and put their questions to him.

g: the thousands who greet him and walk with him want answers from
him in his roles of mantis and healer. The npdg répdos drapmds does not
refer to a particular, separate request—‘‘how can I make money?”’—
but to a general one—‘‘what is the best way to proceed?”’—subdivided
into the areas of prophecy and medicine. E. presents himself here in the
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Katharmoi as giving a practical application to the wisdom which in the
Physics he promised was in Pausanias’ power to achieve, frs. 100(110)
and ro1(111). In particular, knowledge of the structure and functioning
of the human body, a key interest in the Physics, will help in effecting
cures.

11 eDpréa Pdéey: the phrasing is ambiguous, cf. chap 1, p. 10. It
would seem, however, to be less likely to mean an incantation than an
instant diagnosis and suggestion for a remedy, which would be all that
the conditions of a crowded street surgery would allow.

12: the line was retrieved and completed by Bergk, for the noun
comparing II. 5.399.

103(114)
My friends, I know that there is truth in the words which I shall speak, but indeed
it comes hard to men, and the onrush of conviction to the mind is unwelcome.

Clement sees the fragment as praise for pistis, mentioning in the context
Numa’s temple to Fides as well as 1 Cor. 11: 5, Heraclitus fr. 28, and
Plato Tim. 22c—e. The address sets the fragment in the Katharmoi, and
the promise of truth puts it near the beginning of the poem. The language
of cognition, however, is that of the Physics. The words which E. speaks
enter, as they are heard, into the mind of the listener as a ‘‘stream”
(6ppj here, myyyf at 2(3).2, and cf. 96(133).2-3), and because they are
true they bring with them conviction. So in 6(4) Pausanias is urged to
learn by analyzing in his gzAdyyva the aiordpuara of the Muse, and in
100(110) to contemplate and assimilate them. E. compliments his friends
in expecting them to be, like Pausanias, receptive to and appreciative
of the truth. Most men have “narrow” perceptions, impeded by distrac-

tions, and so find it hard to admit truth and be convinced, cf. 1(2).1~5,
6(4).1, 100(110).6-8.

2 gpraléy: the adjective goes with ginfeiy, rather than being held
in suspense until dpgj. The Homeric adjective for war, death, illness,
fire, and eris (used in connection with the workings of Strife at 107(115).8)
is applied by E. to the “hard” attainment of truth.

3 dvalnAos: according to LSJ, the prefix dvg- “destroys the good
sense of a word or increases the bad,” but the adjective dvalnios is
translated as “eager.” The word, however, continues the sense of
dpraAéy, meaning ‘‘disagreeable,” “troublesome,” “invidious,” cf.
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Hesiod Erga 195. That the ordinary man resents new truths and does not
want to be convinced is a commonplace, cf. Heraclitus fr. 97 and the
outstanding example in Plato Rep. 515¢-516€ of the pain and vexation
felt by the prisoner when first turned to the light.

104(11)

Fools, for their meditations are not far-reaching thoughts, men who suppose that
what formerly did not exist comes into existence, or that something dies and is
completely destroyed.

This fragment and 106(15) come close together in Plutarch, and although
they are quoted from E. in support of the interpretation of 13(g) as a
factual denial of generation from and destruction into the nonexistent,
there is no indication of which poem they are from. They have been here
transferred to the Katharmoi on the grounds that their emphatic affirma-
tion of continuous existence, and for men in particular of life and ex-
perience before birth and after death, suits the subject matter of the
Katharmot and is appropriate as an introduction to ro7(ris). And the
impatience with common belief sounded in the first word of this fragment
follows easily on the difficulties the ordinary man has with the truth,
as described in the previous fragment. The denial of absolute genesis and
destruction is in Parmenidean language (cf. fr. 8.5-14) and reiterates the
basic argument of E.’s Physics, cf. 8(17).30, 9(12), 11(16), 12(8), and

13(9)-

1 wijmeoc: for the condemnation of thoughtless naiveté cf. 124(137).2.
dodcyoppoves: dm. Aey. OoAcyodwy, 14(21).12, 15(23).8, is a similar
coinage. For uépcuvac being blunted, cf. 1(2).2 and 100(110).7.

105(113)
But why do I lay stress on this, as if it were some great achievement of mine, if I
am superior to many-times-dying mortal men?

The lines are quoted by Sextus after 102(112).4~5 as a further instance of
E. claiming to be a god, not, says Sextus, from boastfulness, but because
he has been able to apprehend the god without by means of the god with-
in, i.e., by pure nous. To this could be added the specific superiority E. has
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in that, now possessing perfected nous and enjoying the highest form of
life on earth, he 1s soon to join the gods and be free of death. All this is
to be explained in the poem that follows.

2: woAvplepéwy is drn. Aey. and ambiguous. It could mean that men
are liable to death in many forms or that individual men die many times.
Although editors adopt the former sense, the latter is preferable. Instead
of a cliché, superfluous after fyprdy, there is a pointed contrast between
men, who go through many lives and deaths (“exchanging one hard
way of life for another,” cf. 107(115).8), and E., who no longer has to
do so; cf. the commentaries on 108(117) and 133(147).

106(15)

A man who is wise in such matters would not surmise in his mind that men are, and
good and ill befall them, for as long as they live, for a lifetime as they call it, and
that before they were formed, and afler they have disintegrated, they do not exist
at all.

For the context in Plutarch cf. the commentary on 104(11). An appro-
priate place for these lines is before 107(115), which explains how it is
that men exist and good and ill happen to them both before and after
the life known here. As Plutarch says, E. affirms that those who have not
yet been born, and the already dead, are in some way. According to the
Physics birth and death are arrangements and rearrangements of parts of
eternally existing roots, and this groundwork helps toward the under-
standing of this fragment and the next,

1 ppeai: cf. the index s.v. ooy Wisdom comes with the assimilation,
analysis, and contemplation of statements of truth in the heart region;
for the complete phrase, cf. Il. 1.107.

2: the subject of the verbs is, as in line 4, men; they use inaccurate
terms, as at 13(19).5.

3: decdd is symmetrically superior to decyd with éofid, cf. Hesiod
fr. 164(DK 2B7).

4 méyey: for the verb as an almost technical term in E. for the forma-
tion of organs and organisms from the elements, cf. 70(75).1, 78(107).1,
and 85(86).
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FracMENTs 107-108 THE DECREE OF NECESSITY

107(115)

There is a decree of necessily, ralified long ago by gods, eternal and sealed by broad
oaths, that whenever one in error, from fear, (defiles) his own limbs, having by
his error made false the oath he swore—daimons to whom life long-lasting is ap-
portioned—he wanders from the blessed ones for three times countless years, being
born throughout the time as all kinds of mortal forms, exchanging one hard way of
life for another. For the force of air pursues him into sea, and sea spits him out
onto earth’s surface, earth casts him into the rays of blazing sun, and sun into the
eddies of air; one takes him from another, and all abhor him. I too am now one of
these, an exile from the gods and a wanderer, having put my trust in raving strife.

These lines are among the most crucial for an understanding of E., but
they are fraught with difficulties. Before coming to details of text and
meaning, there are basic questions of how many lines make up the frag-
ment, in what order they belong, to which poem they should be assigned,
what they are in the most general way concerned with, and what the basic
context might be.

As can be seen from the text printed here, the fragment is an amalgam
of Plutarch exil. 607c, where 5 lines out of 14 are given without any in-
dication that there are omissions, and Hippolytus (RH 7.29.14—23), who
quotes 14 lines and in a different order (the last is first and the first two
last), interspersed with commentary. The last line and a half, however,
was well known as an independent quotation (called 7¢ moAvfpbAproy
éreivo mepl Juyis by Philoponus) but in three different versions.

On the strength of the phrase with which Plutarch introduces his
selection of lines, év dpyj 77s pcAodopias mpoavapwwijocas, van der
Ben reverts to the edition of Karsten and prints part of the fragment as
the opening lines of the Physics; and then, because of their connection with
this fragment, he moves 27 more fragments to the so-called Proem of the
Physics. But Plutarch’s phrase should not be given the strict meaning, “E.
set out as the first lines of the Physics . . .,” for the following reasons: (1)
év dpyfj would need the article to mean unambiguously “at the very
beginning of”’; without it the sense could well be “as a starting point.”
(2) ¢ pcAogopiag may refer either to the Katharmoi or the Physics;
Plutarch could have taken either the account of the elements or that of
the psyché (as he paraphrased the context here) as E.’s “philosophy” par
excellence, and either could have been read before the other in separate
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rolls. (3) wpoavapwyrioas does not have to refer “not only to the proem
but to the very first words of it” (van der Ben Proem p. 19), as Plutarch’s
phrase zwpoavarpoioaclar rai mpoavapwyivac (esu. carn. 99bb) shows.
Plutarch discusses for the length of nine Teubner pages the prohibition
against meat eating before he hesitatingly makes a start on the principle
underlying it. (4) We know Plutarch is not giving verbatim the opening
of the Physics, as he promptly drops lines 2, 4, and 7-12. (5) The first
topic of the Physics is the four roots, cf. wparoy d&xove, 7(6).1, after an
exhortation to Pausanias to listen, 4(1); according to van der Ben’s order-
ing these both come inexplicably late. (6) A prohibition against eating
meat was one of the themes of the Katharmoi (cf. Hippol. RH 7.30.3-4),
and the explanation for it surely belongs with it in the same poem (cf.
chap. 4). The openings of the poems are more likely to be: Physics—re-
marks on limited human knowledge, prayer to Muse, address to Pausa-
nias, and major theme, fr. 7(6); Katharmoi—address to friends, remarks
on limited human knowledge, and major theme, fr. 107(115).

After moving 28 fragments from their traditional position in the
Katharmot to the beginning of the Physics, van der Ben then interprets
them as a katabasis myth. The first-person expositor is not, however, E.
but “the ‘I’ of the myth,” who tells of a visit he made whilestill alive to the
realm of the dead in the far west of a flat (!) earth, to a meadow where
the dead wait for a return to life. There a “perfect man” acted as a guide
and led “the ‘I’ of the myth” to a cave where the dead put on flesh and
blood and were addressed in a “prebirth speech” on the kinship of living
creatures. Zuntz, in book 2 of Persephone, also interpreted fr. 107(115) as
the introduction to a katabasis myth, which he claimed was the subject of
the first book of the Katharmoi. In his version the daimon E., being guilty
of murder, was led, probably by Hermes, to a place of horror in the
Netherworld, the abode of Furies and monsters and the reception ground
for exiles awaiting incarnation. From there he came to a cave and was
addressed by a deity, probably Persephone, in a long speech explaining
the law governing incarnations. However, the account given here of this
and the next fragment rejects their incorporation into a katabasis myth
of any kind as being unsupported by ancient testimony and requiring a
biased reading of the text. The fragments are comprehensible on their
own and in relation to the theories of the Physics, and they do not need
any such imaginative framework.

All the main sources for the lines of this fragment—Plutarch, Hip-
polytus, Philoponus, Asclepius, and Plotinus—agree that E. is here talk-
ing mepi Jvy7s. Hippolytus and Philoponus in their contexts explain the
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¢uy7 in terms of the four roots and as being influenced by Love and
Strife; Asclepius adds to this that the language of “path up’ and “path
down” of the soul is used gvyuBoAcxds (in Metaph. 197.17). The purport
is that the thinking soul, which in the Physics was shown to consist of ele-
ments in a good ratio instantiated in the heart-blood and, in the best
ratio, characterless and akin to the gpp)y /epy, in the Katharmoi is spoken
of in terms of a daimon who, because of the inevitable workings of neces-
sity, is cut off from his origins. Hippolytus further explains the daimons
as united by Love, then scattered by Strife, and the scattered parts
brought together by Love: ta dreonaouéva vod maveds . - . (thy @el-
lay) mpoodyecy kai &v mocely (RH 7.29.24). The whole account is finally
related to the Physics by an explicit connection with 100(110).

1 &gtev: &ote t¢ is metrically inadmissible, cf. the commentary on
8(17).30, and unnecessarily dilutes the sense. dvdysps ypfiua: com-
parable to the feouds *Adpaoreiag of Plato’s Phdr. 248c, the logos of the
daughter of Ananké, Rep. 617d, and the Vergilian “fata deum.” ypjua
from ypdw is unique here; the sense is “proclamation,” ‘“decree,” the
content of which is given in lines 3-8. ¢nfpeoua: a ratification long ago
by gods who are represented as voting to accept and swearing to abide
by what must inevitably happen. For the gods here cf. the commentaries
on 3(131).4, 14(21).12, 15(23).8, 95(132).2, 132(146).3, and on line 5
below.

2 wAaréeaac . . . Gprocg: the unusual adjective recalls immediately
the “broad oath” of 23(30).3. The oath is the mark in both poems of the
entry of Strife, the disruption of a state of unity and harmony, and the
consequent generation of thnéta. It is here reinforced by the “seal” meta-
phor of authenticity and approval.

3: pofw piAa yuia ey is the reading of the Plutarch MSS; the line is
not in Hippolytus. The emendation gdve . . . uefyy is that of Stephanus
in 1572; Xylander’s text (1574) and translation are innocent of it. Wyt-
tenbach has Stephanus’ text and Xylander’s translation without noting
the discrepancy, and from then on Stephanus’ reading has been unques-
tioningly adopted, and with it the melodramatic picture of a bloodstained
spirit, epitomized in Jaeger’s translation, ‘“Whenever a demon . . .
shall sinfully soil his hands with murderous blood” (TEGP p. 145); cf.
van der Ben Proem p. 56, “[Strife is] fed as it were with the blood on the
god’s hands like an Erinys.” The moral for men from the account of the
daimon is prohibition against bloodshed, but the explicit mention of gore
on a god in this solemn first exposition can be discarded; the daimon is
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said to make a mistake from fear. (For dumAaxipoc cf. 122(136).2.) If
wejvy is the correct verb to deduce from gy, then pida yuia pofuy is
comparable to the phrase waivery 70 feioy of Plato Tim. 69d, which
refers to pollution of the divine (i.e., thinking) part of the soul, cf. also
Sophocles Ant. 1044. Separation from one’s fellows is widely recognized
as the consequence of miasma, and so it would be in these terms that the
isolation of the daimon is expressed. Fear is an adequate motive, but if
the noun is corrupt Panzerbieter’s auniasipoc ppevay (as Pindar Pyth.
3.24) would be a welcome reading.

4 8¢ rai: Diels’s veiree 0 8¢ k(e) with duaprioas as dpaprioas
(and so printed by Kirk-Raven PP p. 351) is quite unacceptable; Strife
enters with panache in line 14, and there is no justification in text or
sense for an earlier intrusion. Zuntz, following Knatz and Wilamowitz,
rejects the line outright, cf. the discussion by Hershbell, Phronesis 1973, pp.
191—93. But a clause on perjury is most appropriate here, for like miasma,
perjury brought with it exile from one’s peers; the outstanding precedent
is Hesiod, Theog. 793806, and cf. Erga 282-85. The daimon, involved
in miasma, is represented as having broken the oath with which neces-
sity’s decree was ratified; on both counts alienation and exile follow.
From Hesiod Theog. 793, Homer Il. 3.279, and the full formula for per-
jury given in Aristophanes Ran. 150, 1 suggest for the line Gproy drcs
K’ émiopkoy duaprioas émoudoay. The participle duaprijoas is admissible,
given E.’s preference for a weak aorist for flagrdvecy, 14(21).10,
50(57)-1, and his occasional flexibility with forms, cf. Aeddyag¢ in the
following line; and the participle picks up duriakipoe in line 3. The
daimon is alienated when there is a deviation, but this does not mean
that “culpable sin” or even choice or free will is attributable to the dai-
mon.

5 0af poveg: antecedent to the relative clause and in apposition to the
indefinite z¢¢ of line 3; the anacoluthon is unexceptional, given that
dacpdvwy is metrically impossible. The daimons are the gods of line 1,
of 132(146).3, and in the Physics of 14(21).12 and 15(23).8, “long-lived”
but not immortal, being composed, like all other forms of life, of earth,
air, fire, and water in combination. Their excellence is in the harmony
of the combination. In the Physics the rejoicing god, which is the whole
cosmos brought into unity, is infiltrated by Strife; the consequent spoil-
ing of the proportion and rearrangement of the roots bring with it a
world of mortal things. In the Katharmoi the process is seen as individual
gods cut off from their peers and born as a series of forms of mortal life.
None of this implies that the daimon is an immortal soul persisting as an
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identifiable individual, and it is not so taken by the sources, even by
those who give the content of the fragment as zepl vy, cf. the com-
mentary on the next fragment. Aeddyaoc: terevyaoe, Hesychius; E.
has the orthodox form at 93(100).1.

6: the time during which the daimon is represented as separated from
his fellows is not an exact ten or thirty thousand years (Jpa can be taken
as a year or a season—a third of a year, cf. LS]J s.v.) but is indefinitely
expressed, for the individual, when constituted as a man, has some con-
trol over the length of the process, cf. the commentaries on 100(110)
and 122(136) ff. For related times cf. Aeschylus PV g4, Herodotus 2.123,
Pindar Ol. 2.58-91 and fr. 127 (and the commentary on them by von
Fritz, Phronesis 1957, pp. 85-94), Plato Rep. 546b, 615b, Tim. 30d,
Phdr. 248e, Pol. 272d-e, and the varying terms of banishment for dif-
ferent kinds of homicide, Plato Leg. 866-69; in the Hesiod passage
(Theog. 793—804) the period of banishment by the Styx for perjury is nine
years (after one year’s “coma’), cf. Homer Il. 18.400 (on Hephaistos)
and 8.404. On the Ibscher papyrus for line 6 see M. L. West CR 1962,
p- 120.

7: pudpevoy refers back to z¢g in line 3 and agrees with the participle
in the following line, giving a particular description of what an indefinite
number of daimons suffer; the plural reading is Hippolytus’ adaptation
of the line to his commentary. e/dea Oyyr@y: for the immortal taking on
mortal form, cf. 25(22).3, 47(35).14, and for g/deq as the consequent
(temporary) structures of arrangements of parts of earth, air, fire, and
water, cf. 60(71).3 and 62(73).2. dca ypdvov: cf. West on Hesiod Theog.
190. There is no call for an attempt to synchronize the time with that of
the return of the elements to the unity of the sphere, as, for example,
do Kirk-Raven, PP p. 352, and O’Brien, ECC p. 89. The “blessed god”
survives through those vicissitudes of Strife which the Katharmoi describes
in terms of daimons separated from and rejoining their peers.

8: the line is explained in g-12. The daimon exchanges one hard way
of life for another when the “roots” of which he is constituted are rear-
ranged over a period of time to be parts of different forms of mortal life
in different elements.

g-11: the terms for the individual masses in which the daimon takes
on different forms of life deliberately recall the Physics, cf. the table of
terms in chap. 2. The daimon, i.e., his physical structure, is spoken of as
cast from one element to another because the conditions do not allow
the parts to become properly constituted or settled, cf. chap. 3. The
following fragment fills in some details but without exact correspondence.
A form of life in air (as a bird) can be followed by that of a fish in the sea,
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then plant life on land, then a life in fire, and in air again, which with
earth is likely to include animals and humans; on this cf. Aristotle Resp.
477a226-31 and GA 761b13. Life in fire (the meaning of $Aco¢ here, for
which paéfwy is the more appropriate epithet) was recognized, e.g., the
salamander, the “flies” in the furnace, Aristotle HA4 552b16-18, and
perhaps forms of life seen on Etna. (Aristotle’s notice, GA 761b18-23,
that life in fire can be only on the moon is due to his own cosmology, cf.
Jaeger Aristotle pp. 144—48, A. L. Peck’s note in the Loeb G4, p. 312,
and W. Lameere L’ Antiquité classique 1949, pp. 287-301.)

12: the line is an adaptation of Hesiod Theog. 80o. The strong lan-
guage of the attitude of each elemental mass to the living things in it has
its explanation in the Physics, where the differentiation of the elements
is shown as the work of Strife, and each is attracted only to its own like
parts, cf. 100(110).9; as such they could be looked on as the agents of
Strife. So Hippolytus’ commentary on the lines shows that the living
things are hated and harassed by Strife and prevented from settling, but
are pitied by Love, who tries to bring them back into their former unity.

13: Zuntz, Persephone p. 198, defends Plutarch’s reading and trans-
lates, ““this way I myself am now going”; but which way? Hippolytus’
note is more appropriate (with pgy supplied from Plutarch); the sense
is that E. is one of the wanderers estranged from the gods now (but he
expects soon to return). Proclus’ paraphrase of the line in the context of
1(2), in Tim. 175¢, supports the connection of the daimon’s nature with
the quality of thought.

14: E’s “trust in raving strife” does not imply deliberate choice
or the availability and rejection of an alternative “trust in Love.” “Trust
in Strife” is a stage in the necessary course of events preceding the genera-
tion of thneta.

108(117)
For before now I have been at some time boy and girl, bush, bird, and a mute fish
in the sea.

The fragment is widely quoted in late authors, which points to its survival
in a compendium, independently of its context. This accounts too for the
connection with Pythagoreanism found in many of the sources. Hip-
polytus has a more interesting confusion with the Stoics: the god that is
the unity of all things is a thinking god (cf. ppjv ‘lepr, 97(134)-4), but
the separating from the god and returning to it is explained in terms of
the Stoic ekpyrosis. This indicates that the ega of this fragment and of line
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13 in 107(115) is to be understood as a part that has come from and will
be reassimilated into the yoepdg fedg rather than as an individual surviving
as such (e.g., as the “separate bundle of Love,” Kirk-Raven PP p. 359,
following Cornford CAH vol. 4, pp. 563-69, H. S. Long AfPh 1949,
pPp- 142-48, and amplified by O’Brien, ECC p. 329, or as a “divine po-
tency stripped, for an aeon, of his divine identity,” Zuntz Persephone p.
271, or as a ‘“‘separate entity, divine in nature, that expressed Love and
Strife,” S. Darcus Phronesis 1977, p. 187; for a point of view explaining
daimons in terms of elements cf. H. E. Barnes C7 1967, pp. 18-23, and
C. H. Kahn in AGPh 1960, pp. 3-35). This fragment does not imply a
remembrance of the previous lives described, but it is an inference from
the decree that the daimon be born in different elements as different
kinds of living things. E. looks back and recognizes that the parts that
now make up himself, a properly constituted ¢gs, have been used for dif-
ferent kinds of lives in different elements, none of which was satisfactory
or settled, cf. chap. 3.

1: boy and girl cover both sexes (without any of the implications,
common in reincarnation theories, that the female is inferior), but they
are also examples of lives that are not properly settled, because they are
cut off before maturity.

2: the sources, although numerous, are interrelated, and the text
of the end of the line is uncertain. §7p in some form is an obvious omission
(cf. 13(9).2, 14(21).11, 26(20).7), and attempts have been made to in-
sert it, e.g., van der Ben suggests 07p xai dAiomopos lyBs. Exact cor-
respondence is not necessary; and bush, bird, and fish are examples of
lives in earth, air, and water. With reservation I accept &adog EAAomos
¢y as “in (or on) the sea (the noun indicating the bitterness of the en-
vironment, cf. Homer Od. 12.27) a mute fish” (with 4omog as an al-
ternative form of #140¢)—*‘unable to make articulate sound,” the second
disadvantage of life as a fish; cf. the use of this adjective for Echo, The-
ocritus Syr. 18).

FraeMENTs 109-117 FroM Goop FORTUNE TO THE
I ForTUuNE OF LiFE onN EARTH

109(116)
(she) abhors necessity, hard to bear.
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Ananké here must surely have the same reference as 107(115).1 (rather
than being one of a pair of opposites following 116(122), as Zuntz main-
tains, Persephone bk. 2, p. 256). Ammonius (in Plutarch’s context), in
reply to the Peripatetic, fixes the reference by denying that “the necessity
among the gods” is hard to bear. The other well-known instance of the
adjective, at Aeschylus 4g. 1571, is similarly applied to acceptance of a
course of events that is “hard to bear,” but Clytemnestra is willing to
accept it on oath to the daimon of the house. Charis (who is Philia under
another name, cf. Géthosuné, 8(17).24, and the other titles, Plu. de Is.
et Os. 370d) “‘abhors necessity”—in terms of the Physics, because of the
inevitable completion of a time (marked by an oath) when the one has to
become many, and in terms of the Katharmot, because of necessity’s decree
(marked by an oath), which requires the inevitable separation of daimons
from their fellows, and these, as Hippolytus explains, she pities and tries
to restore to their former unity (RH 7.29.21).

110(126)
clothing ( ?the daimon) in an unfamiliar garment of flesh

The only appropriate feminine candidate for the participle is Ananke,
interpreted by the sources as physis, i.e., what has to happen in the natural
course of events. daf pova would provide the obvious accusative, perhaps
being the first word of the line following the fragment. TaPEBY YTV 1S
a mortal body, gdpkeg being a composite term for skin and tissues, and
y¢rdv an anatomical metaphor (cf. LS] s.v., IV), used again as such in
the context of E.’s fr. 142(70). Necessity or nature “putting around a
mortal body” is a particular description of the way in which the daimon
is born, i.e., his substance reconstituted as a form of living creature, cf.
107(115).7. The garment is “unfamiliar” (“‘unrecognized” or “unrec-
ognizable,” cf. Hdt. 1.85) because an alien and hard way of life is taken
up by one who was represented as being previously a happy god, cf. the
commentary on the “unfamiliar place” of 112(118).

111(119)
from what honor and from what great extent of happiness

Clement quotes the line as words spoken directly by E. on coming among
mortals, Plutarch, on his being an exile and wanderer according to divine
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laws, exchanging “sky and moon” for earth. Hippolytus has no attribu-
tion, and the line occurs in the discussion of a heresy of souls coming from
a primal man or Adam, to be born here of clay. The disagreement be-
tween the soul “remembering” a former state in Hippolytus and “forget-
ting” it in Plutarch is due to the quite different contexts, the Naasene
heresy in the former and the Platonic reference in the latter. It is not
significant except in suggesting that neither context gave supporting
evidence for E. speaking of the daimon in such terms. The main point to
be deduced from the sources is that E. is speaking of himself as having
been in a happy state previously, but now an exile, born in mortal form
on earth as a consequence of the working of cosmic laws.

112(118)
I wept and wailed on seeing an unfamiliar place

Plutarch (soll. an. 964d) has a comparison similar to Clement’s between
Heraclitus and E. on their railing at nature. Sextus preserves a fragment
of Epicurus relating the line to a baby’s first cry upon exposure to air
(adv. math. 11.96). The fragment continues in the context of the previous
one—the contrast between the earlier happiness and the grief at being
born as a mortal creature. The “unfamiliar place” is this world, as
Plutarch stated emphatically on 111(119); the former life has been ex-
changed for ¢4 xal ¢ émi y7js Péog. (The wording of the fragment looks
like an adaptation of Penelope’s grief for her geese, Od. 19.541.)

113(121)

(a joyless place) where (there are) slaughter and hatred and hordes of other violent
deaths (and parching fevers and consumptions and ’dropsy) . . . they wander in
darkness over the field of Ate.

1 drepméa ydpov: apparently a variation on dovviifea ydpov of the
previous fragment. This suggests that the line beginning &vfa pdvog
follows immediately on that fragment as part of a description of life on
earth (cf. za wep! y7jv in Hierocles’ context) and in some measure explains
it. The line recalls 14(21).7 of the Physics and also 26(20).4—5. In those
fragments, in the process of one becoming many, Strife keeps men apart
and is the cause of hatred and death among them; here too the world is
presented as a place where hatred and violent death are rife.
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3: I indicate my suspicions about the authenticity of the line by
parentheses. It is not in Hierocles; Proclus has it with the previous line in
connection with the healing powers of Apollo, but without attribution;
for a possible home for it as part of a Chaldean oracle, cf. H. Saffrey
RPh 1969, pp. 64-67. Its meaning is obscure, but if it is genuine it would
seem to be a list of diseases characterized by the excess of an element—
fever by fire (cf. 101(111).6-7), and consumption and dropsy (if that is
the correct interpretation) by water.

4: the change of subject in Hierocles points to a lacuna. Some editors
suggest further lists, but we have them in 116(122) and 117(123), cf. the
commentaries on them. “Aryg dv Aecudva: those who wander in the
field are, in Hierocles’ language, the ‘““fallen,” i.e., daimons who are born
as mortal creatures. They move over the face of the earth, living out their
hard way of life here, not in some mythical area located in Hades, so
Themistius, Or. 178: toy éniyecov témov ol “Arms Aecudva émovoudfov-
za. Dodds, Plato: Gorgias p. 375, has shown that the “asphodel meadow”
of Od. 11.539 is the common source for fields that are (1) the home of
blessed souls, as in Pindar fr. 114; Aristophanes Ran. 326; “Orpheus,”
Diod. Sic. 1.96.2; the “Gold Leaf” poem, DK 1 B20.6; (2) the place of
judgment in Plato’s myths, Gorg. 524a2, Rep. 614e2. The “field of Ate” is
E.’s deviation from the Homeric tradition. Whatever the exact meaning
of Até (cf. Dodds GI pp. 2-8, 17-18, 37—41), it is an associate of ye7rog
pacvéuevoy, bringing catastrophe and ruin, and characterizing, with
darkness, a world coming under the domination of Strife.

114(124)
Alas, poor unhappy race of mortal creatures, from what strifes and lamentations
were you born.

The lines are from Clement, quoted after 112(118) and 130(125) and fol-
lowed by well-known lines from Theognis (Eleg. 1. 425-27), Euripides
(frs. 452 and 638), Homer (Il. 6.146), and others who take a pessimistic
view of mortal life. Porphyry quotes the second line anonymously, and
Eusebius includes it in a pastiche of satirical lines by Timon. The general
sense of the previous three fragments—the pity for mortal creatures—is
continued (for fyyrd as an almost technical term in E. to cover plant,
animal, and human life, cf. 8(17).3; 12(8).2; 15(23).10; 25(22).3; 47(35)-
7, 16; 60(71).3). They are born of Zpdeg inasmuch as it is the power of
Strife that brings about the generation of thnéta, cf. 26(20).4; Porphyry’s
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reading of yecréwy for grovaydy reinforces the link with the Strife of the
Physics.

115(120)
We have come under this roofed cave.

Porphyry and Plotinus, the sources for the line, refer the cave mentioned
here to this world, and so it should be understood. Although Zuntz assigns
the cave to Hades, he admits that he “knows of no Greek instance” of a
cave in the underworld, Persephone p. 255; for this world as a cave, though
without any necessarily “Orphic” connotations, cf. Proclus in Tim. 2gc,
10y TaAaedy &vtpoy KaAodvtwy Tov Kéouov, the discussions by Jaeger,
TEGP p. 149; Bignone, Empedocle p. 493; Millerd, Empedocles p. 93;
Dodds, GI p. 174, n. 114; and in detail J. H. Wright, “The Origin of
Plato’s Cave,” HSPh 1906, 131—42. “A ‘Cave’ is not a ‘Field’,” as Zuntz
says, p. 204, but this is not an argument against a highly metaphorical
poet like E., who can speak of “funnels” in the earth (48(96).1) and the
“seashore of life” (26(20).5), describing life here both as on a gloomy
field of Até (he had already used “field” metaphorically in 55[66]) and
as in a (gloomy) cave. The life of the gods compared to ours in brightness
and joy is as this one compared to underground living, which gives the
sources an obvious comparison with Plato Rep. 7. Little can be deduced
from the anonymous and anachronistic ¢vyomoumol Suvdpecs men-
tioned by Porphyry, especially since any connecting verb has to be sup-
plied.

116(122)
There were Earth and far-seeing Sun, bloody Discord and serene Harmony, Beauty
and Ugliness, Speed and Slowness, lovely Truth and blind Uncertainty.

With the next fragment, which probably follows this, there is a list of pairs
of feminine personifications, many of them unusual adjectival forms, and
some perhaps coined by E. The Index Verborum shows ten words from
the two fragments as ¢z. Aey. In the introductory &vfla and in the forma-
tion of the nouns and compound adjectives the list is closely modeled on
the catalogue of the Nereids in Homer Il. 18.39-49 and in Hesiod Theog.
240-64, and cf. the Oceanids, 346-61. Plutarch contrasts the personifica-
cations as spirits of good and evil accompanying men through life (frang.
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an. 474b), and at de Is. et Os. 370d the second pair given here are identified
with Philia and Neikos; the members of each pair, however, especially in
the next fragment, are not all opposed as obviously good and bad. &fa
indicates the same provenance as frs. 112(118), 113(121), and r15(120),
namely this world, the area for the interplay of a number of opposite
conditions. There is no “impossible” conflict with 113(121), as claimed
by van der Ben, Proem p. 159. The existence of oppositions within an
overall structure of the domination of strife is Heraclitean.

1: the “nymphs” of Earth and far-seeing Sun give the setting for
mortal life, which is on the earth and under the sun. (Zuntz, Persephone
p. 256, claims yet another mythical region in the underworld, where
these personages ‘‘condition the daimon’s impending incarnate exist-
ence.”

2: Plutarch identifies this pair with the Love and Strife of the Physics.
It would be appropriate for them to be given prior mention here, after
the basic scene of earth and sun, as the overwhelming influences in mortal
life.

3 Bdwoe: the mother of Polyphemus, Od. 1.71. E. seems to be using
an etymological link with féw and @dog. The point of contrast with the
feminine of dpvacde—*‘long-lived,” *‘long-lasting”—is not clear; perhaps
it is “swift youth” versus “slow old age” rather than the conventional
“Haste and Tarrying.”

4 Nyueprije: the name occurs in the Homeric and Hesiodic list of
Nereids, and it is an epithet of Proteus and Nereus. Truth contrasts
with obscurity, certainty with “dark opinion,” cf. 95(132).2. The color
of the latter’s hair is irrelevant, even if the derivation from kefpw can
be justified; peddyrovpogs is with black, i.e., sightless pupils, so Mullach,
FPG vol. 3, p. 22, and cf. §é§ac tvplai of Plato Rep. 506c and van der
Ben'’s discussion, Proem p. 162.

117(123)
Birth and Death, Sleep and Wakefulness, Movement and Rest, much-crowned
Splendor and ?Vileness, Silence and Speech.

The lines continue the catalogue of female personifications in the previous
fragment, which as Cornutus says, are ‘“riddles” for 7 mocscdéia T@v
dvtawy.

1: “Birth and Death” are probably the first pair, rather than the
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conventional ‘“Growth and Decay,” cf. 12(18).4. ®vgd (with p), like
Keve and Meycoro in line 2, is &z. Aer., coined on the model of dwrd
te lpwrd te, Il. 18.43, Hesiod Theog. 248.

2-3 Meycord: the “Splendor” of the prosperous man in his prime.
Tpopiyt is difficult. Popim is usually read, presumably connecting with
the root of Popvvw and -jgow. If this could give a contrast of wretched
poverty with prosperity, it would be an obvious and appropriate one.

3 Zwmy): Bergk’s reading here gives the needed opposite to’0 upaéy,
from gugr—any speech, but especially one that is pleasing or, in Homer,
divine.

FrRAGMENTs 118-125 MISFORTUNE INTENSIFIED BY
THE SHEDDING OF BLroobD

118(128)

They did not have Ares as god or Kydoimos, nor king Zeus nor Kronos nor Poseidon,
but queen Kypris. Her they propitiated with holy images and painted animal
Sfigures, with perfumes of subtle fragrance and offerings of distilled myrrh and
sweet-smelling frankincense, and pouring on the earth libations of golden honey.
Their altar was not drenched by the (? unspeakable) slaughter of bulls, but this
was the greatest defilement among men—to bereave of life and eat noble limbs.

The passage from Porphyry occurs in an extract from Theophrastus on
early sacrifices. The first libations were of water, then of honey, oil, and
wine; E.’s lines are given in support. The whole is set in the early history
of man: “When friendship and a proper sense of the duties pertaining to
kindred natures were possessed by all men, no one slaughtered any living
being, in consequence of thinking that other animals were allied to him.
But when strife and tumult (Ares and Kydoimos), every kind of conten-
tion, and the principle of war, invaded mankind, then, for the first time,
no one in reality spared any one of his kindred natures™ (abst. 2.21, trans.
T. Taylor, 1823). The connection with the Physics, reinforced by the
identification of Kypris with Philia, is clear. There is here a particular
description of the life of men (éy dvfpdimococ in line g is unambiguous)
at the beginning of their generation, when Love was dominant over
Strife, but now the positions are being reversed. It need not be assumed
from the introductory phrase zepi tijs Ocoyovias dcefecy that E. inserted
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a complete Hesiodic-type theogony into his poem; the description may
cover just the first three lines of this fragment.

1 kefvocoey: the first generations of men. Kydoimos accompanies
Ares and Enyo, Il. 5.593, and is personified with Eris on Achilles’ shield,
18.535; he is the attendant of Polemos in Aristophanes’ Pax.

2: Baoclels, like the feminine in the next line, is attributive rather
than predicative, cf. Hom. Hym. Cer. 358. The denial of a reign of Kronos
counters Hesiod’s golden race of men, Erga 111. -

3 Kvmpeg: for the identification with Philia in the Physics cf. 62(73),
70(75).2, 83(98).3, 87(95). The polemic in these three lines directed
against traditional theology would be particularly scathing to the people
of Acragas, where the line of new and magnificent temples to various
deities stretched along the south wall, chief of them being the (unfinished)
one to Zeus. (It is interesting to speculate whether the additional temple,
attributed to Concordia and built some 50 years after the Olympeion,
i.e., ca. 430, could have been due to E.’s influence; on the details of the
temples cf. K. H. Waters, 4nc. Soc. 1974, pp. 8-10.)

4—7: Kypris is offered (1) agalmata—presumably representations of
the goddess, (2) painted animal figures (as she would be the patroness
of living creatures when they lived in friendship, cf. the commentary on
the next fragment), (3) perfumes, frankincense, and myrrh (Matt. 2:11
is a striking parallel), (4) honey. For bloodless offerings generally as
belonging to the early history of man, cf. Porphyry’s context here, Plato
Laws 782, and Pausanias 8.2.3. For the anecdote, obviously fabricated
from this fragment, of a bull of meal and honey offered by E. at Olympia,
see chap. 1.

8-10: cf. “the men of old who thought it unholy to stain the altars of
the gods with blood,” Plato Laws 782c, and the early Athenians, Paus-
anias 8.2.3. Tdxpitooct pdvocg: “‘unmixed blood” looks like a confusion
with line 6; in support of dpprirocae cf. deinvwy dppfrwy, Sophocles
El. 203. For the violent language of line 10, cf. 124(137).6; pédas acdprag
there confirms yéa yvia here and an infinitive of &dovacy. &éduevac is a
unique form but perhaps admissible for E.

119(130)
All creatures, both animals and birds, were tame and gentle to men, and bright was
the flame of their friendship.
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The fragment, preserved only in the Schol., complements the previous one
and perhaps followed it. Under the sway of Kypris men did not kill,
sacrifice, or eat animals, and they in turn were gentle to men. The
tameness of animals is a traditional feature of “Golden Age” literature, cf.
Isaiah 11:6, Vergil Ecl. 4.22, Orac. Sib. 3.791—93; for the opposite view,
of the cruelty of animals to primitive man, cf. the ghoulish description
by Lucretius, 5.990-98.

2: @vfpwroc is obvious dittography, hence Sturz’s emendation; the
enmity of (some) birds to men is illustrated at Aeschylus Sept. 1020 and
Sophocles Ant. 1082. For gcloppoaiyy as the work of Love, cf. her
introduction at 8(17).23, and for the contrast with Strife, cf. Homer II.
9.256-57. The commonplace metaphor of fire for the feelings aroused by
Aphrodite has in this context a striking beauty.

120(139)
Alas that the pitiless day did not destroy me first, before I devised for my lips the
cruel deed of eating flesh.

The heinous crime of eating meat is tantamount, in E.’s theory, to can-
nibalism, because of the kinship of living things, which is a consequence of
their common structures and the way in which these structures are sep-
arated and re-formed into different kinds of mortal life. One of the
most abominable of all acts in myth and tragedy, the eating of one’s kin,
E. sees perpetrated in the sacrificial meal, cf. 122(136). E. represents
himself as having been guilty of this, not, I think, as a god (as if he had
been tempted by steak after a diet of ambrosia, in H. E. Barnes’s vivid
wording, C¥ 1967, p. 22), but in human form. It is what he interprets
as appalling human action that gives point to his warning to his fellow
men.

2: Frankel’s reordering of the line is to be commended, as it removes
the unlikely axérlca and eliminates the problem of the meaning of the
preposition here. yefAeo¢ is then dative either of instrument with Bopds
(in an active sense “‘of eating flesh”) or of indirect object with the in-
finitive. For gyérAca &pya cf. Od. 9.295 of Polyphemus’ cannibalism.

121(135)
but the law for all extends throughout wide-ruling air and measureless sunlight.
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Aristotle quotes the fragment with Sophocles Ant. 456-57 to illustrate
universal law, a natural justice binding on all, the content of which for
E. is a prohibition against killing living creatures. The lines are therefore
an introduction to 122(136) and 124(137). The law recalls that of Her-
aclitus (fr. 114) and also that of Hesiod Erga 27678, which has, however,
a specifically human application: fish, animals, and birds devour each
other because, unlike men, they have no dikz.

I aldd& . . . péy: “‘a stereotyped opening formula,” Denniston,
Greek Farticles p. 366, in a discussion of Xenophon, and cf. the Homeric
uses, p- 378. It is unnecessary and confusing to suppose that the particles
indicate a contrast between a law in the sky and one on earth (as DK vol.
1, p. 366, and others). There is a single universal law, the range of which
extends from the surface of the earth to the boundary of the cosmos,
that is applicable to all who breathe the air and live in the light of the sun.
ebpvpédwy: rare as an adjective but used of the sea, personified in Posei-
don at Pindar OL. 8.31.

2 alfépog: E.’s word for the element of air, see the table in chap. 2.
anAérov: applied to the extent of air, 8(17).18, and here to the light of the
sun; not ‘“‘boundless” (cf. 33[39]) but “‘measureless,” cf. Hesychius
drAetov: apérpyrov.

122(136)
Will you not cease from the din of slaughter? Do you not see that you are devouring
one another because of your careless way of thinking?

In Sextus this fragment is followed by its elaboration in 124(137). Ac-
cording to his context, E. as well as Pythagoras and the other Italians
believed in a kinship of man with the gods and with animals. The slaying
and eating of animals is therefore the destruction of one’s own family;
for a contemporary philosophical defense of animal rights on similar
lines cf. R. Knowles Morris and M. W. Fox, eds., On the Fifth Day:
Animal Rights and Human Ethics. The “law” of the previous fragment is
interpreted as a pneuma pervading the whole cosmos, and this looks like a
Stoic version of the pppy iepyf of 97(134).4.

1 duonyéos: the Homeric epithet for war is deliberately recalled, cf.
Il. 7.395 and 11.590; killing an animal is comparable to killing 2 man in
battle.
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2 @rpdeipoc véoco: a variant on the Homeric dgppadipac vdoco, 1.
10.122, where Agamemnon denies that Menelaus is lazy or careless.
The deficiency of the understanding of the ordinary man is a standard
complaint with E., as with Heraclitus and Parmenides. As in 107(115).3
the wrong action may be due to ignorance or carelessness, but this does
not exempt one from the consequences.

123(145)
That is why, being distraught with bitter misfortunes, you will never lighten your
hearts of grievous sorrows.

1 Tocydproc: “‘approximating in force to dcd rabra xai,” Denniston,
Greek Particles p. 566, and cf. Aeschylus Supp. 654. This gives the connec-
tion with the previous fragment: “you do not stop slaughtering and
devouring each other, and that is why your sufferings do not cease.”
The main difficulty in the fragment is the apparent inconsistency with
102(112).3, which, wherever it belongs, has the phrase raxdryros drecpoc
of the men of Acragas (cf. the commentary on the line), who are here
spoken of as distraught yadernjjoc saxérypocy and never free of grievous
sorrows. But it is a standard sermonizing tactic to show that apparent
prosperity is built on shifting sands. The overall view of life in the Physics
and the Katharmot is one of Hesiodic pessimism as the domination by
Strife increases, cf. Erga. 200-01 for phrasing similar to that here, and
also the commentary on 114(124); a respite can be won only if there is a
concerted refusal to further the work of Strife. The individual can by
intellectual effort revert to his former status where he will be free of
human sorrows, cf. 10o(110) and 133(147). A warning to the men of
Acragas that despite their show of wealth and security they were not
immune to misfortune may well have struck home, if they looked back
into the past to the tyranny of Phalaris, reflected on the contemporary
political unrest, and saw in the future a lethal threat from Carthage.

124(137)

The father will lift up his dear son in a changed form, and, blind fool, as he prays
he will slay him, and those who take part in the sacrifice Pbring (the victim) as he
pleads. But the father, deaf to his cries, slays him in his house and prepares an
evil feast. In the same way son seizes father, and children their mother, and having
bereaved them of life devour the flesh of those they love.
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Sextus adds the fragment to 122(136) with ga/, but Chalcidius puts it
“alio loco.” Plutarch’s quotation, to illustrate those who unwittingly
slay their kin, stops at wjmcog. The whole fragment is a horrifying ac-
count of what the theory of the kinship of life implies in practice (Xeno-
phanes made a joke of it in fr. 7). It is a description that recalls the
great family murders of tragedy, and in particular is in the opening lines
strongly reminiscent of Agamemnon’s sacrifice of his daughter as told
by the chorus in Aeschylus Ag. 218-47. E. shows the father engaged in
the ritual of raising a victim at an altar and, after the customary prayer,
slaying, carving, and eating it in a family meal. The outwardly pious
act is most impious. (Heraclitus, without E.’s motivation, had felt
revulsion at the proceedings, fr. 5.) However, even in E.’s terms, it would
be a rare coincidence for the prematurely dead son to take on immediately
the form of a sacrificial animal, but the extreme example is taken to
reinforce the exhortation against any slaying of living creatures (and so
furthering the work of Strife).

2-3: for a comprehensive list of suggestions for the text of these lines
cf. van der Ben Proem pp. 201-02, and for a detailed discussion cf. Zuntz
Persephone pp. 220—26. It is clear that no definitive conclusion can be
reached. I suggest Origen’s future, gpd€er, which gives the following
stages of the narrative: (1) The father stands at the altar ready to carry
out the sacrifice, but he is yérac wijmeos, totally and tragically unaware of
disaster, as are Patroclus, Il. 16.46, and Andromache, Il. 22.445 (and
cf. 122(136).2). (2) The attendants bring on the remonstrating victim;
for Acoaépevoy cf. Iphigenia’s pleas Aczag 8¢ ral xdnddvas marpgovs,
Ag. 228. With a large animal, perhaps a calf (cf. line 4), and a formal
ceremony there would obviously be attendants, and so for the unaccept-
able wopedvrar a verb like pépoyrac is needed. (The line has an unusual
lengthening, Obovreg, cf. dAdovreg in the previous fragment.) (3) The
father kills the victim, deaf in his turn to its cries (accepting Diels’s ¢
0’ ab vijkovatog), and prepares the meat.

6 dmoppaioayre: for the dual cf. 15(23).2, 4, 6; it may be due here to
the juxtaposition unrépa mwaldes, recalling the matricide by Orestes and
Electra. The line contrasts with the practice in the early history of man,
118(128).9-10.

125(138)
drawing off life with bronze
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The fragment comes with 129(143) in Aristotle as two citations from the
same poet, and that this is E. is confirmed by Theon’s quotation of the
latter fragment and attribution to him. Both fragments seem to be con-
cerned with ritual sacrifice and so are placed here in the Katharmoi.
Aristotle is discussing metaphor in general and gives the two quotations
as examples of that from species to species, for dpjoar is used for rapuery
and TOpEDY for apvoac, the prosaic word for both being dpelely. vy,
the only instance of the word in the fragments, is the principle of life and
thought concentrated, in E.’s theory, in the blood around the heart. The
official “takes away” the life, i.e., metaphorically “draws it off” or,
nonmetaphorically, “severs” it with the sharp bronze sacrificial knife.
The victim is bled to death by having its throat cut, and it is this wastage
that E. emphasizes as both the ruination of the work of Love and the
furtherance of that of Strife.

FraoMENTs 126-129 FURTHER ADVICE

126(144)
to be empty of misfortune

Plutarch has high praise for this phrase, and it looks like a tag that he
found appropriate to attach to his discussion of the restraining of anger,
along with sex, wine, and lies. But this is not sufficient to give it a moral
connotation in E. gakdrye for him is human misery generally, cf. the
commentaries on the other instances at 102(112).3 and 123(145).1.
ynotedoar seems to mean “not to eat,” “to be empty” of food; van der
Ben, Proem p. 211, quotes Callimachus fr. 191.61-63 for another example
of the verb with a genitive—yyparedery t@y éumvedvrwy—but this may
be a parody of E. There is no reason to assume that there is an imperative
here. “To be free of ill”” is a description of the state that might be achieved
if E.’s words are heeded (cf. the last two fragments of the Physics), and
it is in fact achieved by those who join the gods, cf. 133(147).2.

127(140)
to keep completely from leaves of laurel

Plutarch in his context extends E.’s prohibition against picking laurel
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leaves to picking the leaves of all trees, because of the injury to them.
In E.’s catalogues of living things (related because they share a common
structure, cf. 13(9).2, 26(20).6, and also 12(8).2), fduvog, which refers
to the larger forms of plant life such as bushes and trees, is included, and
of these the laurel, or bay, is chief, cf. 131(127).2. The preservation of
the tree unharmed, as with an animal, allows its constitution to become
properly arranged and settled, and so a re-formation as a higher type of
life is expedited. The selection of the laurel does not of itself imply a
particular interest on E.’s part in Apollo (cf. the commentary on g7[134])
but would rather be a criticism of a cult involving leaves plucked from
the tree.

€xyeafac: I doubt that the infinitive is for the imperative and that E.
is giving curt instructions to his friends. The context suggests ypj with
the infinitive, and the recommendation probably belonged with the
passages warning against harming animals (rather than being one of a
hypothetical list of rules supposed necessary to justify the title Katharmoi).

128(141)
wretches, utter wretches, keep your hands from beans

This appalling line should be rejected as a genuine quotation from E.
In Geoponica it is attributed to Orpheus, and a similar phrase is ascribed
to Pythagoras in Callimachus fr. 128. Gellius, who gives the Callimachus
fragment as well as the attribution to E. here, is late and unreliable.
The line is a parody of E.—a pastiche of Od. 22.316 and fragments
127(140) and 114(124). wdvdecAog does not appear again until the third
century A.D.; it would have been unacceptable to the addressees. A list
of possible explanations for the Pythagorean taboo on beans is given by
Guthrie, HGP, vol. 1, pp. 184-85; they (with the exception of the political
interpretation) connect beans with sex, life or soul, or the dead. If E.
did accept such a taboo, the most reasonable one is the medical one—
that an excessive amount of beans is bad for the heart and blood.

129(143)
cutting from five streams with a long bronze blade

For the context in Aristotle cf. the commentary on 125(138); Theon
gives the attribution, and the first hand of the MS confirms the reading,
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cf. P. Maas ByzZ 1936, p. 456. As van der Ben shows (Proem pp. 203-08),
the phrase is not concerned with some unknown ritual of collecting water
in a container from five springs but, like 125(138), with drawing blood
with a knife. zavarirei yaixd is Homeric for the blade of a sword or
ax or the point of a spear; raudy according to Aristotle would be, less
metaphorically, dpjgag. The object therefore can only be a liquid, and
the obvious liquid one “draws” with a long bronze blade is blood. The
“springs” therefore must be metaphorical, and van der Ben suggests that
“streams of blood” from five sacrificial animals are intended. Perhaps,
rather, the “springs’” are the five senses, the sources of sensation, which
cease to function as the victim is bled. This may all be connected, as
Theon’s context suggests, with a ritual of purification by blood (which
E. would inveigh against), cf. Heraclitus fr. 5.

FracomMENTs 130-133 TuHE HierarcuHY OF LiVEs

130(125)
for from living creatures it set out dead bodies, changing the form

Clement quotes the line as a unit with 112(118), and with other famous
lines of an extremely pessimistic nature, illustrating the misery and brevity
of human life; for the list see the commentary on 112(118). The missing
masculine subject is therefore probably something like 7dAcuog, and the
context not a piece of mythical mysticism but a straightforward reminder
that the living die and their structure decomposes, cf. from the Physics
14(21).13-14. If the death is abrupt or violent, the result of the work of
Strife, then the reconstitution of the parts would be into inferior and even
more temporary forms of life; the consequences when the opposite state
of affairs prevails are given in the next three fragments.

131(127)
Among animals they are born as lions that make their lairs in the hills and bed
on the ground, and among fair-leafed trees as laurels.

Aelian explains the fragment as a ranking of forms of mortal life. Best of
all is human life, but among {@a that of the lion is best, and among
plants that of the laurel. {@ov is a comprehensive term, and there is no
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reason to suppose that E. gave a more explicit and pedestrian list, includ-
ing, for example, the dolphin as the best form among fish, the snake
among reptiles, and the eagle among birds. (The late Roman Kore
Kosmou fragment, Herm. ap. Stob. fr. xxiii, Nock-Festugiére iv, pp. 13-14,
enthusiastically adopted by Zuntz, Persephone pp. 232-33, is too remote
and confused to be helpful for an elaboration of the lines here. The
Afiées in Aelian’s context is an anachronistic intrusion from Plato Rep.
10, 617€.)

1 dpecAeyéeg: the adjective occurs in the Physics at 26(20).7 (if the
reading is correct) in the list of different forms of life, but apparently
nowhere else. There is an interesting discussion of lions in chapter 12 of
Aelian, including an account of their deification in Egypt, their connec-
tion with fire, with dreams and prophecies, and with the punishing of
perjury. They are carnivorous but, unlike men, cannot change their ways.

2 rirvovrac: the subject would be “mortals,” i.e., those who have
lived and died as temporary combinations of elements. pirduocarv: a
reminder from Physics 71(82) that hair and leaves are analogous parts.
The choice of laurel would be particularly appropriate for its supposedly
prophetic properties (cf. Hesiod Theog. 30), without implying any
particular honor to Apollo, cf. the commentaries on ¢7(134) and
127(140).

132(146)
And at the end they come among men on earth as prophets, minstrels, physicians,
and leaders, and from these they arise as gods, highest in honor.

A list of the best types of human life starts with Homer, Od. 17.384-86.
Hesiod singles out wise kings who are like gods among men, Theog.
91—93. Pindar, fr. 133, has kings, athletes, and wise men, and in Ol 2
the favored are instantiated in Peleus, Cadmus, and Achilles and include
those who abide by their oaths, Ol. 2.120 and cf. 107(115).4. For Plato,
philosophers are preeminent (Phaedo 114c), for Cicero statesmen (Somn.
Scip. passim, but musicians and astronomers also qualify, chap 18), and
for Vergil the number includes heroes, priests, and prophets headed by
the priest/minstrel Orpheus and the minstrel/physician Musaeus, Aen.
6.642-68. And larpéuavres is a traditional title for Apollo and Asclepius,
cf. Aeschylus Eum. 62, Supp. 263. It is probable that E. supposed all four
types of life to be united in himself.
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2 wpduoc: not the Homeric wpduayoc but the statesman and leader
in peace; on E.’s political leadership see chap. 1.

3 Ocol tepgioe pépearoc: the description of the gods in Physics 14(21).12
and 15(23).8 is a reminder of the common basis of the two poems and of
the status of gods as beings not totally different from men but as having
the same origin and constitution as them, superior only in the longer term
to their existence; and these gods at the culmination of the types of lives
are again the daiuoves given at the beginning of the Katharmoi, see
chap. 3.

133(147)
With other immortals they share hearth and table, having no part in human sorrows,
unwearied.

The lines follow closely if not immediately on the previous fragment as a
more detailed description of the daimons, both before they are born as
the different types of mortal life and again when the mortal becomes im-
mortal. But “immortal” for E. is not an unending and unchanging state,
as it is in Clement’s Christian adaptation of the fragment, but one that
alternates with “mortal”; there is no incompatibility with 107(115). 5.
The description is not to be taken literally, but it puts into more com-
prehensible human terms that unity with divine thought proffered to
Pausanias at the end of the Physics, in much the same way as the separa-
tion is described in terms of the wrongdoing which among men results
in exile.

1 avrorpdneloc: dn. Aey., if the reading is correct, cf. Juorpdmeloc
kol Opéoteoc, Plutarch quaest. conv. 703e. The most famous mortal to
join the banquet of the gods was Herakles, cf. Homer Od. 11.602-04,
Horace Carm. 4.30, and in general Hesiod Theog. 796, 802, Plato Phdr.
247a, Vergil Ecl. 4.62-63.

2 Tédvregt: postponing the participle until after dzndrdypoc saves
the meter; for the phrase cf. droxAdpos mévwy, Pindar Pyth. 5.71. The
“human sorrows” that the gods escape have been elaborated throughout
the Katharmoi, e.g., 107(115).8, 112(118), and 123(145).



12. Addenda

FRAGMENTS 134152

The group of quotations in this section contains single words from E.,
phrases that are too meager to be treated as separate fragments, and lines
in which the text is so corrupt that nothing positive can be said.

134(5) The question under discussion is Pythagorean abstention from
fish. One of the speakers in the dialogue, another Empedocles, puts for-
ward a secondhand etymology as a reason for respecting fish as keepers
of silence. He adds that his namesake was speaking fayopcxas to
Pausanias in his exhortation to cover the teaching in his Psilent heart.
Both Zdomas and #Adomos here are conjectures, and the form itself is
uncertain, cf. the commentary on 108(117).2. Even if Wyttenbach’s
emendation is accepted, and the translation “silent heart” along the right
lines, Plutarch’s Pythagorean implications are unjustified. An exhortation
to take in E.’s words well and meditate on them is in the same tone as
6(4).3 and 100(11).1-2.

135(7) Itis unlikely that dyévyra (or drévvgra, the Hesychius reading)
was used by E. as a noun. The singular as an adjective is in Parmenides
fr. 8.3 contrasting with dv@Aefpov, and Hippolytus (not Heraclitus,
pace LSJ) has the adjective in the introduction to Heraclitus fr. 50.
Elsewhere in fifth-century authors the word means “not having hap-
pened” (e.g., Soph. Trach. 743), “baseless,” “low-born,” and at Sophocles

293
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OC 973, “not yet born.” E. could well have adopted the adjective in the
Eleatic sense of “without birth or beginning” for the four roots and/or
Love and Strife, cf. 8(17).30-34 and 11(16).

136(10) The quotation comes immediately after 13(g) and is a comment
on it. gp@rag, O7jpas, Odpvovs, and olwvols are repeated from the frag-
ment, and for prwwuévwy tav grocyeiwy cf. 47(35).7, 16, and also
51(59).1, 15(23).5, 12(8).3, and 13(9).1. pdacg is the controversial word
from 12(8).1, which Plutarch here too clearly takes as “birth,” a avyrpiocs
of the roots, as opposed to “‘death,” their dedrpeocs- woTHOG Ovadat pwy
is from line 4 of 13(9) and fdvarog dAoirys a variant on it and on the
Odvaros ovAduevog of 12(8).2. It is uncertain whether dlofryg is E.’s
adjective or Plutarch’s alternative for ovAduevog, but the sense “wicked”
holds in either case, as gAeézyg is used of Paris, JI. 3.28, and of the suitors,
Od. 20.121. Death, in a conventional sense, is a “wrongdoer” but hardly,
in E’s terms, an “avenger.” A comparison with ’Afpv@ ’ Adoizes (Lyc.
Alex. 936) is misleading, cf. Bollack Empédocle vol. 3, p. 100.

137(19) veirog 00Aduevoy occurs at 8(17).19, and for the adjective cf.
77(109).3 and 107(115).14. oyedbvy is dx- Aey. The context provides the
sense of “binding” for the adherence of the parts of the compounds formed
by Love, in contrast to the destructive function of Strife, cf. xoAdyrerdy
here and 48(96).4, 49(34). Plutarch wants to identify Strife with fire and
Love with water, despite E.’s regarding fire as a hardening or setting
agent for the roots. That Plutarch did not suppose that E. identified
Strife with fire and Love with water but found the opposition of Strife
and Love as destructive and unifying forces useful for his own contrast
between fire and water is shown by his earlier quotation of 14(21).3-4
at g49f; there fire and water have their obvious identification with sun
and rain as elements.

138(32) The phrase and its context in lin. insec., listing differences be-
tween “joint” and “pivot,” are corrupt. Even if Diels’s Heraclitean read-
ing of dvw déec &pfpoy is acceptable, it does not fit the context, for it
gives no rcason for the joint being dcapopd mwg. The phrase may have
been part of a medical simile for the work of Aphrodite on the elements,
but E.’s use of d@pfpoy at 8(17).22 does not have any technical sense.
There is little to be extracted from this passage.
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139(58) The sentence comes between the quotation of lines 10-13 of
47(35) and fr. 51(59). The katastasis that features the uyouvouelds is de-
signated by Simplicius as that in which Strife is retreating before the
advance of Love. Examples of the uovvoueds, called by Simplicius 7a
duekta Kol poviruea, are given in 50(57); the word is @z. Aey. and
probably E.’s coinage. érAavd@ro occurs also at 50(57).3.

140(60) Bovyevij avdpdmpgpa is from 52(61).2 and elAimod’ drperdyecpa
a cognate phrase. g/Aiwouvg is an epithet of oxen—"“with rolling walk,”
“lumbering.” ARPCTOYEPOS is &r. Aer., defined in LS]J as “with countless
hands,” a bizarre picture even in the present context. A more appropriate
sense would be “with hands not properly articulated or distinguishable;
as the other phrase shows, the creatures are oxlike, with some crude
human features. Both phrases belong in the general context of 52(61);
Plutarch is using such creatures along with the Furies as absurd nightmare
visions which the Epicureans are compelled to accept as true impressions.
This is some confirmation that E. does not have such creatures in the
present katastasis, cf. the commentary on 52(61).3.

141(69) dcydvovg: elsewhere “twin-born,” ‘“‘double,” “‘twin-bearing,”
but here, from the Proclus context, “capable of two terms of childbear-
ing,” i.e., after pregnancies of seven or nine months’ duration. Proclus
elaborates E.’s observation of a gynecological detail in terms of Pytha-
gorean/Platonic number symbolism, based on 35 as the sum of the num-
bers 2-8, 45 of 1—9, and their respective multiplication by 6.

142(70) @uvioy: the fine inner membrane enclosing the fetus, which
breaks with the waters at birth. The word, with its ovine connection, is a
typically Empedoclean combination of observation and analogy and has
survived as the technical medical term; for the sense cf. the plocdg which
Anaximander thought enveloped early man, Aetius 5.19.4, and the yczdv
of 110(126). The general context of frs. 141—42 is with 55-59, but cf. the
commentary on 151(153a).

143(92) The notice from Aristotle on E.’s theory of the sterility of mules
may come either from the section of the Physics on reproduction or later,
from that on types of mixture, cf. the commentary on 74(91). E.’s ex-
planation, which Aristotle rejects, is that as the combination of two soft
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substances (copper and tin) produces a hard alloy (bronze), so the mixing
of the soft secretions in the coupling of horse and ass results in a “hard”
offspring, the infertile mule. In both cases, and as with water and wine,
the process is a fitting together of gofda and greped in the two sub-
stances, the sexual connotation of yecyvivac probably also being in-
volved here. The original phrase may have been FLOAKOY gagggrépq)

perévea.

144(97) A fragment can hardly be extracted from the word gdycy here,
but the point, that the backbone is divided into vertebrae because it was
broken originally by its twisted position in the womb, is significant for
the interpretation of 52(61). The explanation is incompatible with
teleology and the consequent immutability of species, and is therefore
rejected outright by Aristotle.

145(99) §lo¢ deliberately links plant and animal organs, cf. the com-
mentary on 71(82).1—2. E.’s theory of hearing, probably coming after
the section on sight (frs. 84-89g), is given enigmatically in Theophrastus
Sens. g and 21, and in Aetius 4.16.1. According to Aetius and Sens. 21 a
sound like that of a bell is heard within, and this suggests that Sens. g here
is an abbreviated version—the kdidwy mentioned is an inner extension of
the “sprig of flesh” of the auricle. With the MS & wfey in the first line
retained, and 7@y {gwy 7ywy taken as echoes “equal to,” i.e., “reproduc-
ing” the original sound, the theory might be reconstructed as follows:
external sounds, which are emanations of air particles, enter the channel
of the outer ear and, presumably because they fit the pores of the organ,
reverberate as in a trumpet bell in what is now called the middle ear.
(A modern general account of the process also uses a simile: “the central
portion of the drum-membrane vibrates as a stiff cone in response to
sound,” Enc. Brit. Macr. 5.1120~28, esp. 1125.) Theophrastus’ question
at Sens. 21, “How can we hear the internal sound?” is crucial, but E.’s
failure to answer it should not be held against him. He is on the right
track, and exactly how we hear the inner sound, i.e., how the mechanical
vibrations are turned into nerve impulses, is still not fully understood.

146(142) These two lines are quoted for the grammatical point of a
singular verb having both plural and singular subject. The reading of the
first line can be accepted. For the second there are, among others, the
following suggestions: ofre motr’ ’Aidew déyerac %0’ olkrpis Téros addijs



297 ADDENDA 144(97)-149(152)

(Diels) ; zépmoc dv 008(¢) alviis ‘Exdrys téros 7Actémocvoy (Bignone);
o’ dpa mws 'Aidew déyetac kata 1is térog fvdov (van der Ben).
0éyetace seems preferable for the common verb, and the line scans if it
starts with ofz’ *Afdew déyerac. Little can be done with the end. The
overall sense is, ““the house of aegis-bearing Zeus does not receive him,
nor that of Hades.” The context is probably the Katharmoi, the “him”
being the daimon, and the meaning similar to the rejection of the daimon
by the elements at 107(115).9-12. From 7(6).2 we know that Zeus is
fire (especially and appropriately the fire in the heavens) and Aidoneus/
Hades earth.

147(148-50) Plutarch praises a point of E.’s style, that his adjectives
are not merely decorative but give essential information, and he quotes
three disconnected examples; their contexts can only be hazarded. 4 Lpe-
Boéryy yféva—"man-enclosing earth”—perhaps connects with the
yeray of 110(126) or with the zizoc sent up from earth, 53(62).4, or with
the formation of living things by Kypris; whatever its placing, the
Homeric adjective for a shield has been put to a new use. Some straight-
forward meteorological reference is perhaps behind the transference of
Zeus’ Homeric adjective vepedyrepéryy to air. molvaiuaroy to frap
suggests that the physiological section was quite detailed. After the
heart the liver is the most important organ, a repository of the lifeblood,
with an essential part to play in digestion and embryology, and the
source of blood and pnreuma for the fetus, cf. Soranus, DK 31 A79.

148(151) (eidwpog: the Homeric epithet for the earth, usually inter-
preted as ‘“‘grain-giving,”’ with an etymological twist means “life-giving”
here (from {dw rather than {efa) and is applied to Philia/Aphrodite, cf.
14(21).8-11. Plutarch again commends E.’s choice of adjective.

149(152) The reference is to types of metaphor, and, in the same con-
text as 129(143), Aristotle is describing metaphor by analogy; his second
example is of old age being to life as evening is to day. Evening will then
be called the old age of day (of which we have no examples), and old age
the evening or sunset of life (which became a cliché, cf. Plato Laws 770a
and other examples cited by A. Gudeman, Aristoteles Poetik p. 359). The
text adopted here is that of P2 (Gudeman), which quotes the last example
as being from E.; elsewhere 7 dozep 'E. comes after juépag, giving a
reference to a phrase of E. well known to Aristotle but unknown to us.
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150(153) Bavfd: an obscure word, connected probably with “sleeping”
or “rocking to sleep” as favfdw. The appropriate ‘“cavity’” would be
where the unborn sleeps before birth, i.e., the womb, either that of the
individual mother or, metaphorically, of the earth, cf. 48(g6).1 and
53(62).4-6. For the likely connection of a figurine of the womb with the
cult of Demeter cf. Bollack, Empédocle vol. 3, pp. 401—02.

151(153a) A notice on the formation of the embryo would be expected
to come from the Physics in the context of frs. 55-59. There is, however,
no reason to doubt the attribution to the Katharmoi because of the subject
matter (as Zuntz does, Persephone p. 235, n. 1, and Bollack, Empédocle
vol. 3, p. 539, following Wilamowitz). a/virrerac shows that there is not
a detailed exposition, and a brief mention of the growth of the embryo
could belong with the putting on of the yz¢@y of flesh, 110(126), or the
birth cry of ri12(118). Whatever number theory may be involved here
(cf. the commentaries on 59[68] and 141[69]), the time given happens
to be correct. By the end of the seventh week internal and external
organs are articulated, “the stage of the embryo ends and ‘fetus’ is the
preferred term.” Enc. Brit. Macr. 6.74.

152 This fragment, published by H. Hunger in 1967 (Fahrbuch der
Osterreichischen Byzantinischen Gesellschaft 1967, pp. 1-33) and discussed by
M. L. West (Maia 1968, p. 199), F. Lasserre (MH 1969, p. 82), and
van der Ben (Proem pp. 15-16, 18) is important for showing that there
were two books of the Katharmoi. It also breaks down further the long-
held view that the Physics is concerned only with “nature” and the
Katharmot with “religion,” which led to one of only two other fragments
explicitly assigned to the Katharmoi being transferred (cf. the previous
note). The quotation is given to illustrate an unexciting lengthening of
alpha. r@v rap doa piCacs (or pilys) pév émagoovrépa - . - pavorépocs
Spmn€ey . . . tpAebdovra seems clear, and the gaps are here filled ac-
cording to Lasserre. The sense is, “‘of those thriving with roots closer set
and branches spaced farther apart”—a mundane arboreal allusion.
Perhaps it belongs toward the end of the Katharmoi in the account of the
different forms of life and their highest exemplars. The contrast between
compact and rare parts, as well as the actual wording, recalls 70(75).1:

t@y & 60’ Eow péy mukvd, ta 0 Extolc pava mémmyev.
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Bibliographical Afterword

Since 1981 the study of the Presocratics has flourished, and Empedocles has
shared in this prosperity. The comprehensive studies published in this period
include the revised Kirk and Raven, The Presocratic Philosophers, with
Schofield in 1983, and a century bibliography by Paquet and others (1988).
Dumont gave the Greek text of Diels/Kranz with a French translation (1988),
while Mansfeld had a similar presentation with Greek and facing German
translation in the Reclam series (1986), as well as his background volume on the
historiography (1990). A selection of the fragments in Greek with commentary
appeared in Wright (1985), a comprehensive English translation of contexts and
fragments in the Penguin Classics by Barnes (1987), and more recently a substantial
Introduction to the Presocratics by McKirahan for Hackett (1994), which contains
an essay on each individual, preceded by a translation of the main texts.

Specifically on Empedocles there is a verse translation by Lombardo (1982),
the thin Bryn Mawr commentary by Johnston (1985), and the rather disappointing
Phoenix volume by Inwood (1992). This gives the fragments in Greek, a translation
of them with their contexts and the Diels-Kranz (A) Testimonia, but very little in
the way of commentary on particular or general issues. Inwood put all the
fragments into one poem called Katharmoi with Physika ‘as a kind of alternative
title’, taking to extremes a tendency that first began with Van der Ben (1975, in the
main bibliography) to remove 107(115) with some related fragments to the
beginning of the Physics; this was answered among others by Calzolari (1984),
who supported the present stand with B2 and 3 as the openers. Sedley (1989)
favoured Van der Ben’s ordering, but for different reasons, and reduced Katharmoi
to a set of purificatory oracles and ‘healing utterances’, using some evidence from
Lucretius to bolster his case. He argued cogently, although I still find the transition
then necessary, from a popular address for the citizens of Acragas to a more
technical account for a favoured student, too abrupt (see pp. 81-2 above). Inwood’s
more drastic move, as well as his complicated use of contexts with double
translations, was apparently influenced by Osbome (1987a). A new home was
found for fr. 49(34) by Sider (1982) in Empedocles’ Persika as an account of food
supplies for the Persian army, and Solmsen earlier (1980) had suggested ascribing
frs. 95-7(132-4) to the Hymn to Apollo.

The two volume Index Empedocleus (1991) by Imbraguglia and others is a
mixed compilation. One volume is devoted to reproducing Wright’s Index
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Verborum, expanded by some words which might be direct quotations from the
(A) Testimonia; the other gives a text (in a poor Greek font) with ‘Commento
alle variae lectiones ¢ riferimenti bibliografici’, but prefaced by some useful
essays, especially on the language, style and vocabulary of Empedocles. This
is a topic on which there is still much work to be done, although it was touched
on by Edwards (1991); a particular example was examined by Slings (1991),
and Robb (1983) produced an important collection of related general essays.

There was also surprisingly little textual analysis of individual fragments.
The six main notes are on 12(8) by Nilles (1989) which accuses Aristotle of
some sharp practice here, Janko (1986) on the difficult reading of 14(21).6,
Meriani (1991) on anaesimos at 96(27a), Sider (1984) on 48(96), Rosler (1983)
on the opening of Katharmoi at 102(112) and Janssen’s contrast in 1984 of
Nemertés and Asapheia at 116(122).4; Mansfeld also has a note on the manu-
script tradition of Katharmoi (1994).

An important new volume by Kingsley (1995b) re-examines Empedocles’
involvement in the Pythagorean tradition and the practitioners of magic, but
without shunting him out of the history of Presocratic philosophy; Kingsley’s
work is particularly noteworthy in that he introduces virtually unknown
Arabic and Armenian texts. Less controversially, Kerferd (1986) dis-
cusses the connection of Empedocles and Gorgias; Castner (1987), Edwards
(1989) and Mesturini (1989), along with Sedley, trace the influence of
Empedocles on Lucretius on various topics; Obbink (1988) is interested in
the title of Hermachus’ polemic against Empedocles, whereas Kohlschitter
(1991) studies his place in Porphyry’s History of Philosophy. Kyriakou (1994)
finds Empedoclean echoes in Apollonius of Rhodes; Sedley (1992) looks at
Theophrastus and Empedocles on vision, but Gallavotti (1985) tackles the
range of the diffusion of Empedocles’ work from Aristotle to Averroes.

It is encouraging that the controversy about the interpretation of Empedocles’
cosmology, and in particular the cycle of phases involved, has moved from the
undue prominence it had centre stage, and is settling into the main lines
accepted in the present volume. Van der Ben (1984) argued for 8(17).3-5
referring to cycles of life, and Brown (1984) opted for a linear rather than a
cyclic development, but he is in a minority. Graham (1988) on 8(17) supported
the double creation view as does Stevens (1989), who comes to the problem from
her analysis of Simplicius, and Steiger (1986) from a comparison of the cosmolo-
gies of Empedocles and Parmenides; Osborne too (1987b) supports the cycle of
daimons linked to the elements and the motive forces, albeit in the one poem.

Taking Katharmoi still as giving some account of the life of the daimon and
the achievement of wisdom, Karin Alt has two thoughtful articles in Hermes on
the complex themes involved (1987/8), and Ruocco (1987) links the concepts of
Daimon, Sphairos and Ananke, Panagiotou (1984) and Demoulie (1993) pursued
the theme as directly related to Empedocles, and Chitwood (1986) found the
anecdote of the leap into Etna a logical and poetically appropriate end for him.
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