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CHAPTER I

THE PROPOSED RECONSTRUCTION

Empedocles’ world is made of four elements, earth, air, fire and
water. These are ruled by two forces, Love and Strife. Love is the
cause of happiness and unity. Strife is the cause of separation and
misery.

These two forces rule in turn. Strife makes the elements many,
and so long as the elements are many they are moving. Love makes
the elements into a single whole, the Sphere. In the Sphere the
elements are at rest. The period of unity and rest under Love
lasts for as long as the period of plurality and movement under
Strife.

During the period of plurality and movement the elements are
first increasingly separated by Strife and then, as soon as they have
been fully separated into four distinct wholes, they begin to be
increasingly united by Love. In this way the elements pass through
varying stages of separation and of combination. In one of these is
the world in which we are living now.

There are thus two great alternations in the life of the world.
First there is the major alternation between one and many, rest
and movement. Secondly there is the minor alternation within the
period of movement and plurality. This is the alternation between
the world of increasing Strife which leads away from the Sphere,
and the world of increasing Love which leads back to the Sphere.

Accompanying the minor alternation there is a difference of
speed. For some time after the Sphere has been disrupted the
elements still move slowly. They gather speed as Strife prevails
more and more, until their maximum speed is reached with the
total victory of Strife, when the elements are fully separated. As
the elements start returning to the Sphere under Love’s influence,
their speed gradually decreases, until finally they sink to rest again
in the Sphere.

During the time of her complete power Love is extended
throughout the Sphere in which all the elements are evenly
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THE PROPOSED RECONSTRUCTION

mingled. Strife is outside the Sphere, spread in an even layer all
over its outer surface. When the reign of the Sphere comes to an
end, Strife begins to break into the Sphere from the outside. Love
is forced increasingly towards the centre, as the elements are
separated more and more into four concentric spheres of fire, air,
water and earth, passing through the condition in which we see
them now. At the end of this period Strife is totally dominant.
The elements are completely separated into their concentric
spheres. Love is confined to the centre and isolated there.

Without delay, the opposite world of increasing Love begins.
Love moves outwards from the centre. As she does so, she unites
the elements, binding them into mortal combinations that as time
goes on approximate more and more to the perfect unity of the
Sphere. Strife is forced outwards towards the circumference of the
world. Finally Love has regained full control of the elements.
They are fully mingled and made into the Sphere. Strife is on the
outside.

Our own world falls in the period of movement when the
power of Strife is on the increase. This makes it a time of ever
greater separation and unhappiness. At the beginning of the
period of increasing Strife, after the disruption of the Sphere, there
were formed whole-natured creatures. Since Love was then still
powerful, these creatures were more harmonious beings than we
are. The elements in them were more harmoniously mingled, and
in particular they had an equal share of fire and water, the male
and female element respectively. As the power of Strife increased,
these whole-natured creatures were separated into men and
women. As time goes on, and the power of Strife in the world
becomes even greater, the different parts of our bodies will no
longer be able to hold together. They will be torn into separate
pieces. For a time perhaps they will cling together in monstrous
combinations. Then separate limbs will wander disconsolately
about the world on the eve of the dissolution of all things into
four separate elements.

After this catastrophe the world of increasing Love will begin.
The same events will now be repeated but in the reverse order.
First there will grow up from within the earth the separate parts
of living bodies: bones and flesh, eyes, heads and so forth. These
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THE PROPOSED RECONSTRUCTION

will then cling together as Love increases the desire of all things
for unity. The combinations they form will be monstrous at first:
human heads on a cow’s body, creatures trailing hundreds of
hands and arms, and so on. The power of Love continues to
increase, and monsters will give way to creatures no different
from ourselves, but with a happier fate ahead of them. For with
the power of Love still increasing, men and women then will unite
into whole-natured forms and finally be assumed into the blissful
Sphere.

When the time allowed for the Sphere has come to an end, the
world of increasing Strife will begin again. And so the two
alternations, between being one and being many and between
becoming one and becoming many, will continue endlessly.
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CHAPTER 2

REST AND MOVEMENT

INTRODUCTION

The first question is the place of rest and movement in the cosmic
cycle.! It is obvious that in our present world the elements are
moving, and so too that they will have been moving in the world
parallel to ours under the influence of increasing Love. But what
were the elements doing in the intervening times: was the Sphere
moving or at rest? Were the elements moving or at rest when
Strife had separated them most fully??

The answer which will be given here is that the Sphere was alone
at rest and that at all other times the elements were moving. In this
way Empedocles’ world alternated between rest and movement at
the same time as it alternated between being one and being many.

Bignone would apparently subscribe to this view. He refers to
an alternation of this kind several times in a general way.3 But his
evidence is scattered and given more or less incidentally. Con-
sequently he has been ignored. Robin perhaps has Bignone’s view
in mind.5

! This question is taken first, because to do so affords the clearest way of
disentangling the ancient evidence on the cosmic cycle as a whole. Recently
some doubts have been cast on the very existence of a cosmic cycle in
Empedocles. Readers who feel that this question should be primary may
like to turn first to chapter 8, pp. 156—95.

* There has recently been a tendency to use the word ‘Sphere’ to mean the
world at any time, e.g. by Raven, in Kirk and Raven, Tke Presocratic
philosophers, a critical history with a selection of texts (Cambridge, 1957),
p- 353 n. 2. This practice has presumably arisen either through a loose
translation and a questionable understanding of kUxhov in fr. 35. 10; or
perhaps on the grounds that even after the Sphere described in fr. 27 the
world continues to be spherical, or roughly spherical, in shape (cf. p. 173
n. 6 below); or perhaps from the misuse of fr. 27 as a description of the
oUpavés by later commentators, Achilles Zsag. 6, p. 37. 10-13 Maass, Anon. 1
in Aratum 6, p. 97. 24-9 Maass. Throughout the present work ‘Sphere’ will
be used exclusively in Empedocles’ sense, to mean the elements bound
together by Love in a non-cosmic state, as described in fr. 27.

3 Empedocle, studio critico, tradugione e commento delle testimonianze e dei
frammenti (Torino, 1916), pp. 129-30, 223, 234, 423.

4 Pp. 526 n. 2, 562 n. 3, §92 n. 1, 600 n. I, 604.

5 La pensée grecque et les origines de Pesprit scientifique (Paris, 1923), p. 125.
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The notion that the separated elements were moving is part of
Tannery’s interpretation,® followed with some reservations by
Ferrari.* But this feature of Tannery’s interpretation is not worked
up into a full reconstruction of rest and movement in Empedocles,
and is part of Tannery’s general view that total Strife is a time of
chaos following closely on the disruption of the Sphere. This
view, we shall argue later, is doubly erroneous (pp. 146ff. and
1581L.).

Zeller’s view was that both the Sphere and the separated
elements were at rest.3 In this he is followed by Winnefeld,*
Martin,5 Cornford,® and apparently by Minar, in so far as he
follows an orthodox view of the cycle.? Zeller’s view has the
support of Simplicius, whose testimony on this point however
proves to be of no value, as we shall see (pp. 26-30).

Zeller also suggested the possibility that Empedocles spoke
of the Sphere as at rest, but failed to describe the condition
of the elements separated under Strife.® This interpretation
has been adopted by Millerd, with some reservations,? and by
Cherniss.™®

More generally, Kranz claims that total Strife cannot have been
described at all.** Kranz gives as his reason: ‘Das ergibt sich aus

* Pour Phistoire de la science helléne, 2nd edition by A. Diés (Paris, 1930)
(henceforward Science helléne), p. 319.

* ‘La filosofia di Empedocle’; Rivista Italiana di Filosofta anno 6 (1891),
vol. 2, p. 62.

3 Die Philosophie der Griecheninihrer geschichtlichen Entwicklung, Teil 1, Hilfte
2, 6th edition by W. Nestle (Leipzig, 1920) (henceforward ZN), p. 971.

4 Die Philosophie des Empedoklies, in Beilage yum Programm des Grosshergog-
lichen Gymnasiums in Donaueschingen (Rastatt, 1862), p. 22.

5 ‘Mémoire sur les hypothéses astronomiques des plus anciens philosophes

de la Gréce étrangers a la notion de la sphéricité de la terre’, Mémoires de

U Institut National de France, Académie des Inscriptions et Belles-Lettres,

29, 2éme partie (1879), pp. 213-19.

Loeb edition of Aristotle’s Physics (1934), notes on 250b22 and 26,

vol. 2, pp. 268-71.

7 *Cosmic periods in the philosophy of Empedocles’, Phronesis, 8 (1963),
130 and 133, cf. below, pp. 160-1.

8 ZN, p. 971 n. 1.

9 On the interpretation of Empedocles (Dissertation, Chicago, 1908), pp. 53—4.

1 dristotle’s criticism of Presocratic philosophy (Baltimore, 1935) (hence-
forward ACP), p. 175 n. 130.

" Empedokles, antike Gestalt und romantische Neuschopfung (ZLiirich, 1949),

p- 49-
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REST AND MOVEMENT

der Sache selbst: Ungeformtes kann man nicht schildern.’
Empedocles’ description of the world under total Strife, apart
from the question of movement, we shall consider separately in
chapter 7 (pp. 146 f£.).

It has also been thought that there was no time of rest in
Empedocles’ world, that movement there was continuous. This is
the view of Karsten,? and in a doubtful and confused manner of
Sturz.3 Karsten’s interpretation is essentially part of a larger thesis
which in one way or another would exclude the whole interpreta-
tion of Empedocles’ cosmic system as an alternation in the literal
sense between the one and the many. This thesis has recently been
revived. The questions which it involves we shall again treat
separately, in chapter 8 (pp. 156 ff.).

Thus it has been held:

1. That there was no time of rest: Karsten, Sturz.

2. That there were two times of rest: Zeller, Winnefeld,
Martin, Cornford, perhaps Minar.

3. That there was one time of rest, the Sphere, with the fully
separated elements left undescribed: Zeller, Millerd, Cherniss.

4. That there was one time of rest, the Sphere, and that at all
other times, including total Strife, the elements were moving:
Bignone and the present work.

The evidence is fairly diverse, and has not previously been
studied in its entirety. The outline of our argument will be as
follows. Aristotle says in the Physics that Empedocles’ world
alternated between rest and movement. The precise meaning of
this statement has to be determined from passages elsewhere in
Aristotle’s works. These show that Aristotle thought that the
Sphere alone was at rest. Aristotle’s testimony receives confirma-
tion from the fragments, confirmation that is nearly but not quite
conclusive. Simplicius unknowingly contradicts Aristotle. But
Eudemus and in part Plutarch share Aristotle’s view. There is
* P.354n. 45.

* Empedoclis Agrigentini carminum reliquiae, de vita eius et studiis disseruit,
fragmenta explicuit, philosophiam illustravit S.K. (Amstelodami, 1838),
Pp- 363-9, cf. pp. 381-5.

3 Empedocles Agrigentinus, de vita et philosophia eius exposuit carminum
religuias ex antiquis scriptoribus collegit recensuit illustravit praefationem et

indices adiecit M.F.G.S. (Lipsiae, 1805), pp. 271-2.
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INTRODUCTION

some worthless evidence in De MXG. The conclusion that the
Sphere alone was at rest and that at all other times the elements
were moving fits in well with the common fifth-century associa-
tion of rest with unity and of movement with plurality.

The correct division of the cycle between rest and movement,
besides being important in itself, is essential for much of what
comes later. For that reason it is treated here exhaustively.

ARISTOTLE ‘PHYSICS’

In the preliminaries to his analysis of movement and its cause in
the last book of the Physics, Aristotle several times says that
Empedocles’ world moved and was at rest in turn:

250b21-251a5. oot & dva (sc. kdopov elvai paov) (fy &el Ross) fi b
&ei, kai mepl Tiis kivfosws UmoTifevtar Kord Adyov. i 81y évSéxeTad
ToTe pndév kiveioBon, Bixdds &véyxkn ToUto ouuPaivev: | ydp s
*Avaarydpas Adyet. . .1y ¢ *EpmedorAfis &v péper kiveioBon kad AW
fipepely, kiveioBar piv étav f) riia &k TOAAGY Troifjt TO &v i T velkos
TToAAG £ Evds, Apepeiv 8 &v Tois peTaU Xpodvors, Aéyowv

oUTws Tt P&v v &k TAsdveov pepdlnke pueadaa,

113¢ oA SrapuvTos Evds TAéoV” EkTeAEBouay,

THt pdv ylyvovtai Te kai o opiow Eumedos aicov*

it 8¢ 148" dAA&ooovTa SrapTrepes oUBaud Afjyet,

TauT 8 adtv oo &kivnTol kard kUKAov.
8el y&p UmrohaPeiv Adyev oiTdv ¢ fit 8¢ &S &vBévBe [T&] dAA&ooovTa. !

252a3—t0. & &Y TalT &Suvoarra, SfjAov s EoTiv &ibios kivnais, GAN

oly 6Tt pév fjv OtE 8 oU* kad yap foike TO oUrw Adyeww TA&ouoT
pdAAov. Suoiws &t xai TO Adyeiv 8TI TéPUKey oUTwS kol TauTnv Sel
vopizev elvea &pyny, &trep Eoikev “Epmredorifis &v eimeiv, ds TO KporTeiv
ko kiweiv &v pépel THY @rAfav kad TO velkos Umdpyel Tols Tpdypootv €
&vdrykns, fipepeiv 88 TOV petayu xpdvov.

2522 19—21. S16mep PéATiov G5 "EntredorAtis, k&w ef Tis ETepos elpnkev
oUTes Exety, &v uépel TO Tdv fpepeiv kol KiveioBon AW,

There are two difficulties in Aristotle’s evidence here.
1. The elements move when they are coming together or being
drawn apart, and they are at rest ‘in the between time(s)’, év Tois

! For the reading of the sentence 8el. . . &A\A&ooovTa see pp. 259—-6o below.
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REST AND MOVEMENT

peTal xpovois, 250b29, or Tov peTal xpoévov, 252a9. These
phrases are ambiguous, for there are two possible in between
times, the Sphere and the complete victory of Strife. It is not clear
whether Aristotle means that the elements are at rest in one in
between time or in both in between times, and if in one only then
in which in between time.

Von Arnim argued from the use of the singular that the Sphere
alone was intended to be at rest.” Millerd replied that the singular
meant each in between time, and that Aristotle intended there to
be two periods of rest in each cycle.* Millerd is followed in more
detail by Bignone,3 and briefly by Capelle.4

In fact the difference between singular and plural is no evidence
either way. The singular could mean each in between time, and
so two in every cycle, as well as one in between time. The plural
could mean an endless series of single in between times, as well as
both in between times.

2. The second difficulty is that Aristotle has been said to
misunderstand the verses which in the first passage he quotes from
Empedocles, fr. 26. 8-12. In these lines Empedocles says that the
elements are always &xivnTor korr& kUkAov. By this he means—the
preceding lines make it clear —that the movement of the elements
is constantly repeated, so that their movement is as it were
motionless. But Aristotle is said to have taken d&xivnTol to mean
literally motionless, and so to refer to a time of rest in between
movement. Otherwise, it is argued, the lines cannot have been
thought to illustrate what they are intended to illustrate, the
alternation of movement and rest.

If Aristotle has misunderstood the lines in this way, then the
value of his evidence on this point is somewhat diminished. For
his statement that Empedocles’ world included a time of rest
might conceivably have had no other foundation than his mis-
understanding of this verse.

Neither of these difficulties in Aristotle’s evidence proves in-
surmountable.

! ‘Die Weltperioden bei Empedokles’, Festschrift Th. Gompery dargebracht
(Wien, 1902), pp. 17-18.
* (1908), p. 54 1. 1. 3 Pp. 591-2.
4 Die Vorsokratiker, die Fragmente und Quellenberichte iibersetyt und eingeleitet
(Leipzig, 1935), p- 199 n. 2.
8
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ARISTOTLE ‘PHYSICS’

It is unlikely in itself that Aristotle should so crudely misunder-
stand the language of Empedocles, and a close examination of his
remarks at this point will show that most likely Aristotle has not
simply misunderstood dkivnror, though he may have misunder-
stood the lines in a less obvious way. The question is somewhat
complicated, and since it bears only indirectly on the reconstruc-
tion of the cycle it is best reserved for separate discussion.”

The other difficulty, the precise meaning of ‘in the between
time(s)’, is more important for the reconstruction of Empedocles.
Aristotle’s intention can be determined by reference to other
passages where Aristotle speaks of movement or rest in
Empedocles’ world, from the De generatione et corruptione and
the De caelo.

ARISTOTLE ‘DE GENERATIONE ET
CORRUPTIONE’

That Aristotle thought of the Sphere as motionless is suggested
by a passing remark that the elements arose from the Sphere
‘through movement’, 315a19-23:

&B8nAov 8¢ kad TToTEPOV &Py ot ? OeTéov TO Ev fi T&X TTOAAG, Adywo B¢
TUp kad yfiv kad T& gUoTorX X ToUTwv. 1)1 Pév Ydp ds UAN UmdkerTa, 2§ oU
peTaBdArovTa S1& TNV Kivn o1V YivovTo yi) kad TUp, TO v oToryeiov.

This would seem to imply that before the elements arose from
the Sphere there was no movement. It would be possible to
suppose that movement existed in the Sphere without having a
separative force. But that would not seem to be the most direct
implication of Aristotle’s words.

That Aristotle’s words do in fact imply that the Sphere is at rest
will be confirmed by the passages that follow from the De caelo.
For these, so we shall argue, imply that the fully separated elements
were moving; and therefore there is no time other than the Sphere
for the period of rest spoken of in the Physics (cf. p. 15 below).

! See note 1, pp. 252—61, where full references to previous views are given.
? altédt, sc. Empedocles, EJ. airév, sc. the elements and their specific

differences, HL. atr& fecit F. For a similar doxographical odrén see Met.
985a24 and 100ob3 and 10.
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REST AND MOVEMENT

ARISTOTLE ‘DE CAELO’

Two remarks from a passage in the De caelo indicate that at the
opposite end of the world cycle, the time of total Strife, Aristotle
thought of the elements as being in movement.

‘DE CAELO’ 301211-20

In the course of his demonstration that the movement of the
elements is natural and eternal Aristotle praises Anaxagoras for
having started his cosmogony from a unity that was at rest. By
this Anaxagoras shows that he appreciates the primacy of natural
movement. For unnatural movement cannot exist without natural
movement, and natural movement cannot exist without giving
rise to an ordered universe. Thus without a world or before a
world began there could not be disordered movement on its own,
as Plato and the Atomists thought: there could not be any move-
ment, only rest.

Most other cosmogonists, Aristotle now says, followed
Anaxagoras in bringing their elements together somehow and
then introducing movement and diversity. It would be illogical,
he continues, to go against this and try to make the world arise
from elements that were separate and in movement. That is why
Empedocles leaves out a description of the origin of the heavens
at the beginning of the period of increasing Love. For he could
not have formed the heavens from elements that were separate to
start with, and were then joined together by Love. The elements
in a completed world are already separated. They must have arisen
therefore from a unity where they were not separated:

foike 8¢ ToUTS ye clrrd KoAGds *Avaaydpas AoPeiv &€ daviToov y&p
&pxeTon koopoTrolelv, TelpdvTon 8t kad of &AAor ouykpivovTes Treos
TréAw Kivelv kai Siokpivev. &k SieoTaTov 8¢ Kad Kivoupévawv oUk elAoyov
Tolglv Ty Yéveow. 816 kal ‘EpmedorAfis mapodeimar Thv &mi TS
PIAGTNTOS (sc. ToU olpavol yéveow) ' ob ydp &v fidlvato cuoTiioo
TOV oUpavdy &K KeEXWPIoHEVWV LV KOTXOKEUAR WV, oUyKplow 8E Toiddv
Bi&x THY QIASTNTE" &K SlaKekpiuévay yap CUVECTNKEV & KOOHOS TV
oToryelwv, GoT’ dvorykodov yivesou £§ &vds Kol ouykekpiuévou,

! Bignone, p. 560 n. 2, see pp. 175—6 below.
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