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FOREWORD

Congratulations to Apostolos Pierris for conceiving and organizing
a unique symposium on Empedocles that resulted in this state-of-art
piece of work.

And many thanks to all the philosophers and classical scholars who
rraveled to Mykonos, actively participated in the meeting and
significantly contributed to our understanding of that major and
complex thinkers insights.

Empedodes’ conceptualization of cyclicity appears quite modern: a
dualism of opposing forces creating and sustining the pendulum-like
stability and dynamic harmony of the world-Kéopuos. We seem to be
near, at least according to one interpretation of his thought, to the
theory of a system in natural,general equilibrium under condidons of
inherent periodiciry.

We are cagerly awaiting Apostolos’ next colloques and other
initiatives, and hope that we will meet again in some of them.

Petros G. Doukas
Deputy Minister of Economy and Finance
The Hellenic Republic



M. LAURA GEMELLI MARCIANO"

EMPEDOCLES'
ZOOGONY AND EMBRYOLOGY

1 Introduction

The carliest mention of Empedocles occurs, not in a philosophical
text, but in a medical treatise written at around the end of the 5¢h or
the beginning of the 4th century BCE. The Hippocratic author of the
treatise On Ancient Medicine, speaking in favour of an empirical
medical art, criticises the theoretic approach of some physicians and
wise men'! who assert that whoever doesn't know what a man is will

not treat patients properly. According o our physician, such rtalk
tends “towards philosophy™

in the manner of Empedocles or others who have written about
the nacure [of man)?, starting from the beginning; about whar
man is, how he inidally came into being, and from what elements
he was fastened cogether.

The author of On Ancient Medicine artacks this position because
it is in opposition to an empirical approach to medicine. He calls it a
“hypothesis”, which, for him, is a general assumption, a postulate that
cannot be tested either by the speaker or by the listener. The past, like
things in heaven and below the earth, is beyond the reach of human
beings. “Man” is actually each individual whom the physician must
heal on each occasion, and who requires a specific therapy*.
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The Hippocratic text is important for two reasons: first it focuses
on one aspect of Empedocles that has been rather neglected by later
philosophical tradition, i.e. his medical teachings, and on the fact that
man, his first appearance and his constituent elements (in short:
zoogony and biology) are central themes in his poem. Secondly the
physician draws a clear boundary berween the medical art as he
practises it and what he considers an inadequate and unprofessional
form of healing, thar of other doctors and “wise men”. Obviously
many people in his time think differently and condnue to maintin,
like the author of De victu, that in order to know how 1o heal one
must know what man is in the broadest sense’. And they explain how
he was shaped in the beginning and of what elements he is composed
— like the author of De Carnibus, o whom we shall return further on.

At any event the kind of medicine illustrated in On Ancient
Medicine, where the individual is separated from the species and the
past is discarded as something about which we can only form
“hypotheses”, shows how distant, at least in the mind of the docrors
who practise it, the so-called empirical kind of medicine is not only
from a more theoretical vision (for which a global approach to man is
fundamental) but also from the kind of medicine practised by healets
and purifiers, who see the origin of illness in the individual and
collective past. These therapeutic typologies coexist side by side during
the whole of anriquity, and at times use common models and
terminologies. However, what fundamentally differentiates both
empirical and theoretical medicine from the healers’ craft is the global
nature of the lacter. A healer never sticks to the mere healing of the
body, but inserts his therapy into a wider context that includes man’s
position in relation to the gods and the cosmos. This is why the
purifiers who are attacked in the Hippocratic treatise De morbo sacro
not only heal epilepsy by individuating the god who causes the fits,
and by performing the corresponding purification rites, bur also
master nature in general®.

These preliminary remarks take us directly back to the context of
the Empedodean poems. Empedocles is a purifier, a iatromands, seer-
healer, as clearly emerges in fragments DK 31 B 112 and B 1117, His
ultimate goal ——as he himself states — is to teach his student how to
overcome the human limitatons (DK 31 B 2, 8), how to heal illnesses
and old age, keep away and induce winds, rain and drought, and
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defeat death (DK 31 B 111). Knowing what man is made of and by
which forces he is controlled means discovering dvayxos — not in the
sense of theoretical causes, but in the sense of practical constraint that
imposc given behaviours on physical bodies. This assumption was
already considered typical of magic in the collective imagination of the
5% century BCE, when the consmaining power of the magician is seen
in a sinister light. According to Socrates as portrayed in Xenophon's
Memorabilia, whoever knows these dvdyxat can use them to bend
nacure to his will®. The Hippocratic author of the treatise On Art,
written towards the end of the 5% century BCE, sates that physicians
are able to constrain nature into giving signs about internal, invisible
illnesses through dvdyxa:: through foodstuffs,-beverages and bodily
excrcises that provoke various kinds of secretions, thus enabling the
physician, through observation, to arrive at a diagnosis of the illness®.
The author is obviously smriving to demonstrate that the physician has
such power that he can even discover and overcome hidden illnesses
within the body. However, the implications of this statement go
precisely in a direction feared by Socrates (effective domination of
nature), and this is why the physician insists on the harmless (af7-
puos ) character of such a constraint and clegantly keeps his distance
from any form whatsoever of magic.

This is the pragmaric context into which we must insert
Empedocles’ discourse on the origin of cosmos and man. Man's past
history is the key to his present: the secret of the actions performed by
divine forces that guide his generation, development and death
according to precise mechanisms. These ace the same two forces that
guide the cosmos at large. Independentdy of Peter Kingsley who, in his
latest publications, underlines the importance of Aphrodite-Philotes
and of Neikos in the field of magic'®, I had highlighted the same
connexion in a series of lecrures given at Zurich!!. What I had missed
and Kingsley has rightly pointed out is the implications of this fact for
the interpretation of Empedocles’ cosmology and eschatology. Philia
binds, Neikos releases!2. Cosmic cycles must therefore not be seen as
two completely separate phases, but as a history of chaining and
liberation on which the present state of living beings depends!>.
History starts from separate god-clements'? that are “fastened
together” by Aphrodire so as to shape morral beings's, continues with
their absorption into the Sphairos, and with the liberation, first of
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corporeal crearures and then, as Neikos' power becomes greater, the
final liberation of the elements into their full purity and diviniry. We
shall come back to this point later. '

In this global panorama of chaining and liberation, the present can
only be understood and controlled in the light of the past. Past and
present are thus inextricably interwoven in the Empedodean poem.

This is thie context of the Empedodean discourse on zoogony and
embryology. Knowing from which divine elements and with which
“bonds” the craftsman made the bodics of human beings enables one
to bind and release at the right moment.

In the light of these remarks and of this relationship berween past
and present, between zoogony and embryology, and without losing
sight of the context and ultimate aim of the Empedoclean poems, |
intend to try and define below the issue of the so-called double
zoogony, and of the role played by zoogony and embryology in the
more general economy of the Empedoclean doctrine of
transmigration.

2. Zoogony and embryology

The problem of how to interpret Empedocles’ zoogony or
zoogonies is inscparable from the structure of the poem itself. It has
been widely noted that lines 3 to 5 of fr. DK 31 B 17 scem rather clear
as to the existence of a double genesis and double “waning” of mortal
bodies.!6 Aristotle clearly uses the expression émi Tijs ¢eAémyros in a
chronological sense to indicate the moment in which we must sicuate
the birth of what we would all, in Aristotelian terms, homeomeries,
of single parts, of teraca in the phase of growing Philia. The problem
arose and still arises because, in the fragments we know, all bodies
seem to be a creation of Phifotes and not of Neikos, who, strictly
speaking, doesn't have a generating function. Secondly, the so-called
Aetius (DK 31 A 72) mendons a sequence of four phases and does not
differentiate berween two periods of Phifia and Neikos. This has led to
the idea that the double generation mentioned in fr. DK 31 B 17, 3-5
should be interpreted as an alternation between two phases of Philia
and Neikos within the creation and destruction of bodies in our
world: hence, there would be a single zoogony.'? And yer although
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this alternation does indeed exist in our present world; DK 31 B 17,
1-5 clearly refers to two generations in two different phases: on the
one hand, the phase that leads from the Many to the One and on the
other hand the phase that leads from the One to the Many. In my
opinion the problem only arises if we consider the first and second
phases of the cosmos as absolutely separate and without any
interdependence,'® but not if we consider them as mutually
complementing cach other in the history of the cosmos and of
mankind. )

The comparison berween zoogony and embryology casts light on
the relation between these two phases of the cosmos. Against the more
general background of the relation between past and present, between
Empedoclean zoogony and embryology, I shall therefore seck first of
all ro clarify two fundamental questions:

A The function of zoogony.

B. The relaton between the two zoogonies and the present starus
of the alleged zoogony of Neikos. Here I shall resort to slightly
later Hippocratic texts, which however reflect conceptions that
were widely held in the fifth century BCE.

C. In this context I shall focus in particular on fr. DK 31 B 20,
which is fundamental for our understanding of the role played
by embryology in the broader contex of the cycle of rebirth.

All this will then be connected to the pragmatic context in which

Empedodes operates, i.c. to his role as magjcian and purifier.

2 A. The function of zoogony

The zoogony certainly has a narrative-historical function:'? it rells
how divine elements were chained together to form mortal bodies
(DK 31 B 35,14-17), in blends from which they never fully freed
themselves afterwards. Man's destiny is thus closely connected to that
of the gods who constitute him, and 1o the journey of their liberation.
However, the Empedoclean narrative of Philia’s generation of the
homcomeries, of the parts and of the terata, and of the emergence of
living beings from the earth under Neikos, did not only have a
“narrative-historical” function. For it was crucial for an understanding
of the mechanisms regulating the conception and birth of living
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beings in our world, too, and it thus had a paradigmatic function.
This means that the generation and shaping of the various body parts
was established in this narrative once and for all, and was not taken up
in other parts of the poem, It also means that Empedodes, according
to his customary shifting berween levels, could easily slide from past to
present and insert hints abour embryology in the zoogonic narration.
The paradigmatic function of Philia’s and Neikos’ zoogony and the
doveaailing process ic implies comes from Empedocles’ own words and
from scartered hints in Aristotle.

Cross-references berween past and present are in fact a constant of
the zoogonic narration (DK 31 B 71, 73, 84) and are often
reproduced in doxographic evidence (DK 31 A 42, 66, 74, 75).2°
These cross-references are particularly explicit in lines a(ii) 21-24 of
the Strasbourg papyrus where Empedocles announces zoogony. In
effect, this part is inwroduced by a special warning to the disciple.
Pausanias must not only “listen” to his teacher’s words, but connect

them o what is around him.

I'will show you o your eyes too, where in a larger body. ..
first the coming rogether and the unfolding of the stock
and as many as are now still remaining of this generadon?!,

Here, Empedocles alludes to two zoogonic phases? rather then to
a single one: to the formation of scattered limbs and of bodies that are
casually composed by their reuniting under Philia (cévoSos; cf.
wdvrewv ovvodos in DK 31 B 17, 4) and to the following
development (didmwrvéis ) during the phase of Neikos. It is no
coincidence thar Empedocles chose such a particular word as 8dmrro-
§is because, as we will sec below, the so-called zoogony of Neikos,
rather than being a genuine generation, is actually an unfolding of
what is already conained in the Sphairos.

Bur let us come back to Philia’s zoogony. In a passage of De
generatione animalium Aristotle undervakes a critical examination of
pangenetic theories against the background of Empedocles
embryology. Aristotle alludes to Philia's zoogony, denying thar single
body pars, even if they are large, can maintain themselves and live as
happens to the “neckless” temples in the zoogony under Philia’s
reign?.

e —
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This allusion to the particular size of limbs during Philia’s time
echoes the strange mention of “larger” bodies in the papyrus. By
describing the bodies of primordial living beings, Empedocles means
to clarify for his disciple the mechanisms of generation. We must
remember that in the whole archaic tradition, enormous size is one of
the characteristics of primordial beings and of the age of heroes?*, i.e.
of races who belong 1o the past. Thus, what does Empedocles show his
disciple? First the way in which Philia works in binding rogether
immortal elements to form the parts and the whole of mortal beings,
Second, the way in which Neikos release them from the chains of
Harmony.

As is well-known Philia’s zoogony included, first of all, the
formation of homeomeries (bones, flesh, blood, sinews, etc.2?) and
their unification in single parts tha sprout separately from the earth?,
Afterwards there are the monstruous births, which however are not
shaped outside but within the earth, from the unitng of stray limbs, as
clearly appears from the use of the verb ééavaréAdew in DK 31 B 61,
2. The hypothesis that this genesis also included men and women who
were far taller than the present ones, and formed from single parts
connected by Aphrodite, is a conjecture that cannot be demonstrated.
Acrually Simplicius tells us that men and women arose from the earth
in the dme of increasing Neikos (DK 31 B 62). Thus, the description
of the first generation of mortal beings by Philia-Aphrodite has a
function that is both historical and paradigmatic: historical because it
tells the story of the imprisonment of divine beings in human bodies
and paradigmaric because it describes the structural elements of
present beings (established once for ever “at that time”), the relations
between the various blends, and the mechanisms of the formation of a
single body from scattered limbs.

We do not have texts that parallel these in the so called ITepi
¢oews literature, because we only have indirect evidences; but from
these it seems that authors only mentioned man’s birth from
jpurrefaction in general (as in Archelaus and in the zoogony reported
by Diodorus?’), and that the formation of parts was dealt with
separately in embryology.

However, this combined historical and paradigmatic function of
the narrative about the primordial generation of body-parts comes up

again in a much more evident manner in a Hippocratic treatise
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written at the beginning of the 4 century BCE: the De carnibus. In
fact its author, after declaring his purpose, begins with a brief account
of cosmogony and then proceeds with a zoogony. The cosmogony
describes a state of initial agitation when three elements become
separated: heat, which rises up to form the vault of heaven; earth,
which remains below in intense movement and retains a considerable
amount of heat; and thick and wer air (#jp ), which spreads around
the earth. While everything spins dizzily, the masses of heat that have
remained in the earth produce putrefactions that change into the
various homeomeries: thus, after a long period of warming,
putrefactions conraining more fat and less wetness become bones,
whereas those containing more gluey stuff and more cold cannort be
completely dried up and become sinews and veins, and so on?., The
author, like Empedocles, actually, moves without any break in
‘continuity from the formation of homeomeries to that of
anhomeomerous items, taking as given a “reunion” of the single parts
into a body within the earth?®. But in all this, the most interesting
thing is what follows: at a given point we witness an imperceptible
overlapping of levels. For instance, while treating the hearr the author
begins with a present tense® as if he were describing a current stte of
affairs, shifting immediately afterwards o past tenses and returning to
the current description when he broaches the subject of the
constitution of the blood-vessels. While describing the formation of
teeth the author no longer refers to the first human beings, but to
present living beings. Paradigmaricity and overlapping of levels
characterize this text and show how authors of rechnical treatises could
deal with the theme of the constitution of living beings by connecting
past and present.

Thus Philotes’ zoogony in Empedocles, as a narration of origins,
also offers a paradigm for the present form of sexual generation that
reproduces on a smaller scale the mechanisms of “that generation”.
Aphrodite sucks in the elements and then the parts in the centre, and
nails them in bodies that she destroys at the acme of her powetr,
suffocating everything in a deadly embrace in which there are no more
distinctions. The Sphairos is now the only thing lcfr.

Mortal beings will only re-cmerge from the “dense recess of
harmony” (DK 31 B 27, 3) when Nejkos starts his centrifugal
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movement again, making “the god’s limbs shake one after the other”
(DK 31 B 31).

2 B. Relationship between the two zoogonies

At this point, the second question arises: what is the relationship
berween these two zoogonies? Are they conceived of as two completely
separate phases? Is Neikos’ zoogony really a zoogony? In fact,
doxographic sources seem to have failed to notice a break in continuity
berween Philia’s and Neikos’ zoogonies. Accusing them of confusion
in such a macroscopic case seems to me too simplistic. We can now
remember Empedocles’ words in the already quoted ensemble a(ii),
24H. in the Strasbourg-papyrus:

I will show you to your eyes too, where in a larger body. ..
first the coming rogether and the unfolding of the stock
and a5 many as are now still remaining of this generation.

The “unfolding of the stock” is not a simple metaphor. It is a very
concrete reminder of something that already exists and only needs to
be brought back to light. This is what Neikos does: by producing a
violent shaking in the god’s limbs, he only frees little by little those
beings that Aphrodite had first created and then suffocated. The
blending of the Sphairos doesn’t actually eliminate its elements, but
suffocates them?!,

If we look beyond the specificity of the case, there is something
very familiar in Aphrodite’s and Neikos' action: a scheme that directs
us back 10 Hesiodic and Orphic theogonies. In Hesiod the suffocating
god is Uranus who prevents his children from seeing the light, the
swallowing god is Cronos who swallows his offspring. However,
Cronos is also a freeing god as he brings to light the creatures
suffocared by Uranus; Zeus is the last liberator, who saves his siblings
swallowed by Cronos and orders the world into its present stare. In
Orphic theogonies, on the other hand, Zeus has both functions: in the
one commented on in the Derveni papyrus, by swallowing his father’s
phallus he gathers in his stomach everything that was, is and will be,
and he becomes the “Only one™2,
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Col. XVI 3-6 (12F Bernabé)

of the member of the first-born king; thus everything grew
together in him:

the immortals, the blissful gods and goddesses

and the streamns and pleasant springs, and all the other chings

that were then generated: and he himself became the only one

The aurhor of the pscudo-Aristotelian treadise De Mundo (401a25
= OF 21a, 8-9 = 31E 8-9 Bernabé) quotes some lines from an Orphic
theogony where Zeus hides everything in order to bring it back to
light:

For he hid all living beings away, and has brought them

again  the lovely light
from the holiness of his hearr, working great marvels®,

The scheme of Empedoclean generation is similar: generation-
suffocation-re-emerging. But while in the Hesiodic and Orphic
theogonies Zeus’ order is destined o reign forever, in Empedocles
there is a continuous alternation that is at the same time a stability: the
four fundamental element-gods last beyond their running into each
other. A divine sdllness lies behind the apparent movement.

If we observe the two Empedoclean zoogonies from thac angle,
their relations become clearer. Neikos doesn't actually creace or
generate, but frees lintle by lirde those beings who are imprisoned in
Aphrodite’s dense recesses and who still exist as such even in this
blending. Thus Neikos’ zoogony is only a progressive “unfolding” and
at the same time a new seuling of this generation by Aphrodite who,
licle by licde, loses her power. This is why the ancient sources speak of
four phases without any break in continuiry, because the so-called
generation by Neikos was not perceived as a clear break butas a
continuation of Philia’s. In fact the story of the four gods imprisoned
in morral bodies ends not with the Sphairos, but with their liberation
at the acme of Neikos' power.

In Neikos' first phase, Aphrodite stll manages to keep the limbs
she swallowed tied together: fire brings to light crearures that are all in
one piece; sexually differentiated beings come thereafter. And it is
through them that Aphredite acts, not any more by blending elements

- o
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but by contnuously combining scattered limbs contained in beings of
both sexes. )

2 C. Embryology and zoogony

If we examine the evidence on Empedocles’ embryology and the
fragments themselves, we discover that the scenario of an apparent
double zoogony we just described is repeated at a microcosmic level in
the mechanism of the conception and development of the embryo.

In Empedoclean embryology — as in the Hippocratics’, actually —
™wo moment must be distinguished: the phase of conception and the
phase of articulation of the embryo. This is not a superfluous
observation, because confusion berween these two moments did ax
times create deviant interpretations. The firse phase is undoubredly
govemed by Aphrodite, who pushes the male towards the female, thus
creating, through the latter’s image, a stimuladon of the movement of
the seed (émepeBiopdv Tob omeppaTicod kfuartos® ). The second
phase, of sexual and bodily differentiation, evolves as a result of the
action of hear, exacdy as in the birth of men from the earth. This
phase thus corresponds to Neikos.

Aristotle in a very important passage of De generatione animalium
criticises pangenetic theories (those defended by the Hippocratics and
by Democritus) by comparing them with Empedodles’, He tells us,
among other things, that Empedocles said thar both sexes are pushed
towards each other because the parts of the future offspring are

separated in the male and in the female.
Degen. anim. 722b 9

for he says thar in the male and in the female there is a sort of
tally, bur [the seed] doesn't come complete from either:
but the generation of the limbs is separated, part in [the

' body} of the man [, .3

This means that Empedacles, although he was not presenting a
pangenetism, was describing the mechanism of conception as a union

of limbs conveyed by semen: some of these limbs came from the
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fernale’s body; others from the males. This is the same mechanism also
at work in Philia’s zoogony. Aphrodite draws the semen of each of the
two parents from the corresponding parts of their bodies into her
centripetal movement, and makes it flow together “to the centre”, then
mixes it in the woman’s womb as she once used to do in the carth. The
parts unite, disappearing “into one unique blend”, this lietle Sphairos
constitutéd by the embryo¥.

It is probably this Empedoclean conception, and not the phase of
the dismembering of the Sphairos as supposed by Diels and others®,
that Plutarch refers 1o in the De Soflertia animalium when he quotes
Empedodes and Heradlitus and maintains that in their opinion nature
contains nothing unmixed and pure and that her progress is marked
by many unjust inflictions:

De soll. anim. 964 E

therefore they [Heraclicus and Empedocles] say that even birth
itself springs from injustice, since it is 2 union of morral wich
immoral, and the offspring grow up unnawrally from limbs rorn
from the parent,

The first statement concerns the union of soul and body; the
second one most likely refers to Empedoclean embryology as
described by Aristotle.

Let us now read fragment DK 31 B 20 (= P. Strasb. c) which
illustrates what Empedocles says about the alternation between Philia
and Netkos with an example taken from the contemporary world:

this is very clear in the mass of morml limbs:

at one tme they all come together into one through love,

the limbs which a body has cbmined when life flourishes
. at i peak;

atanother time again, torn asunder by evil strifes,

they wander, each apary, about the breakers of life.

So it is too for bushes, and for fish that live in the water,

and for wild animals who have their lairs in the

mountains, and for the wing-sped gulls*®,

e
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This text is about mortal limbs that are composed into a body by
Philia. Yet what is described is not zoogony (although the similarity is
suriking, we must not be misled by it), bur the union in contemporary
bodies whose features can only be clearly made out in the period of
their greatest blossoming,

“Blov Baéfovros év duuii” is not such a strange expression if we
compare it with the passage in De carnibus where this blossoming
period is very precisely indicared:

Carn. 13, 4 (196, 26 Joly = VIIL, 602 Littré)

Man grows when [his shape] becomes evident, and it becomes
most evident between seven and fourteen years of age.!!

The idea that the embryo comes from the union of body pares
“corn” from his/her parents is not due o a confused Empedoclean
vision. On the contrary, it is one of the most widespread “scientific”
concepts of the fifth century. Pangenetic theories defended by
Democritus and the Hippocratics, and assimilated by Aristode (in the
above - quoted passage from De generatione animalium) to those of
Empedocles, are based on the same presuppositions: here is a famous
fragment on the sexual act by Democritus:

Democr. DK 68 B 32

Sexuat intercourse is a mild apoplexy; for man issues from man
and is torn away, separated by a sort of blowAZ,

Semen is conceived of as a homunculus made of all parts that
derach themselves from both parents (Democritus believes that
females also produce semen). Anyway, Democritus disappoints our
expectations too: this fragment is hardly less puzzling than
Empedocles’ poetical fragments.

However, we still do also have complete “scientific” (for their time)
texts with a detailed presentation of the pangenetic theory: the
Hippocraric treatises On the Seed and On the Nature of the Child.

The author explains in detail the mechanism leading to
cjaculation. The semen comes from all the body parts and is the



386 M. LAURA GEMELLI MARCIANO

strongest part of their humidity. Rubbing the sex organ and
movement cause hear and provoke the scparation of the foamy part of
this humidity in each part of the body. Via the seminal veins this
foamy part reaches first the spinal marrow, then the kidneys and from
there the central part of the testicles and eventually the penis (épyera
Bt Tdv Spyiwv peodrav & 6 aidotov )3, Females ejaculate in the
same manner because of the rubbing thar causes itching and heat in
the whole body. Both types of semen blend in the womb** and,
through the woman's movement, all this gets warmed up and thickens
and the first embryonic kernel is shapcd“. However, the
anhomeomerous parts within the sperm are transmirted to the foetus
according to their respective strength. This is why a male or a female
looks more like his/her father or mother®é.

The Empedoclean notion of limbs uniting in order to form a body
under Philia’s pressure is thus perfectly comprehensible in the light of
theories of conception that were current in the fifth century. There is
therefore no need whatsoever to refer the firse pare of fr. DK 31 B 20
to Philia’s zoogony, even if the mechanism of this generation is
invariably repeared in the innumerable products of our world.
Conception in the womb mirrors in a minor key the primordial one
of the composidon of bodies in the earth.

- But let us move on to the phase of the embryo’s articulation.
Empedocles certainly related this phase to the so-called zoogony of
Neikos. In fact he made a parallel between the gestation of the first
sexually differentiated human beings in the earth and the present-day
gesation in the mother’s womb, explaining why babies born at seven
and ten months survive while those born at eight months do not?’.
For seven and ten months correspond to the duration of one day in
the succeeding phases of cosmogony, when the sun keeps increasing its
speed. And the first human beings of our world developed within the
carth in precisely one day “at the dawn of times”, corresponding
respectively first to ten and then to seven of our current months.

In zoogony from the earth, subterranean fire plays a fundamental
role: both otAoguels and sexually differentiated beings, as well as
plants and rocks, are pushed out by the strength of the fire that smives
to unite with its celestial counterpart. Neikos as such doesn't produce
these beings but its unbalancing action “frees” the repressed strength of
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fire which causes, as it were, the “germination” of men and women’s
“nocturnal shoots”: the undifferentiated beings.

The odAoduels are beings thar are still suffocated in the blending,
they are only “shoots”. Fire remains inside, it can’ get out, bur it
pushes and this pushing “leavens” further those parts that remained
indistincr, thus creating differendation. The first men and women,
with all their differences, come out of the earth atlong last3®.

No account of the differentiarion process in the embryo has
survived and there are good reasens for doubting that Empedocles
himself ever treated the subjecr at length, but a few indirect hings in
the doxographical tradition allow us to suppose that he assigned to
internal hear the leading role in the whole process. And besides, this
would correspond perfectly to the role of fire in differentiating the first
living beings at the beginning of Neikos’ power. Anyway this
presupposition lay at the basis of the assumption that the warmer male
embryo articulates quicker than the female one (DK 31 A 83).

The Hippocratic text On the Nature of the Child gives instead a
detailed account of the embryo's formarion and differentiation.
Parents’ semen, if it remains in the womb, becomes blended intwo a
single mass and condenses under the effect of the heat. A warm
“breath” develops within it, fills this small mass and searches for a way
out by excavating a channel that will become the umbilical cord: this is
the beginning of the differentiating process in the embryo which
attracts the mother’s cold pneuma, heats it up, pushes it our and thus
causes a movement within the foetus that leads to the externalizing of
the single parts already present in the embryo. The mother’s blood
which enters through the umbilical cord provides further marter for
the growing of the foetus. The author explains precisely how this

happens:
[Hippoce.] Nat. Puer. 17, 16 (59, 9 Joly = VIL, 496 Litue)

Flesh, having grown under the pressurc of the breath, arviculares
itself, and in it every clement moves towards a similar one: dense
towards dense, light towards light, wet towards wer, and
everything goes towards its proper place according to a kinship
with that from which it was generated, and whar was generated

from densc parts is dense, and from wet parts is wet, and
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everything in growth mkes shape according to the same principle.
And bones become resistant, solidified as they are by the heat,

and moreover branch off like a tree®®.

On the basis of this text one must think for instance that what is to
become a bone already has the fundamental elements of bone in the
semen, and only needs to reach its proper place and its like. This is
how Aristotle interpreted this theory too (De gen. anim. 723a 21
“saying thar a part of the semen is already tendon and bone is too
much beyond our understanding”)?®. Thus the parents’ parts that
became blended in the embryo re-emerge as it were in the same spots
where they were in the originating bodies, but they compose
themselves naturally into more complex shapes resulting from their
similarity to the parents’ respective parts. The phase of 8idpfpwots
isn't actually a proper generation, bur the resurgence of parts already
present in the semen as a consequence of the movement and of the
swelling caused by the “breath”.

Thus the Hippocratic text, in its own way, clearly explains the
mechanism of the embryo’s formation and arriculation: the parts
detach themselves from both parents as foam under the effect of
movement and heating up, and they blend into a single whole but
they don't disappear. In fact they re-emerge identically and in the same
spots that they originated from at the moment when heat provoked a
movement in the foetus as it looked for a way out. Therefore the
mechanism of the embryo’s conception and formation is described as
an immersion and reemergence of parts. The idea of parts remaining
unchanged not only in liquid form, but also in an indistinct blend,
may seem inconceivable to Aristotle; but it is apparently not
inconceivable for the Hippocradc author.

I think that the Hippocradc paradigm is very important if we wish
to undesstand fr. DK 31 B 20 and, more generally, the mechanism of
both human beings’ and the cosmos’ genesis according o
Empedocles. For this is the founding mechanism of the altemnation in
Philia’s and Neikos' zoogony. The phase of conceprion is different
from thar of the foetus’s articularion just as the phase of Philia’s
zoogony, based on the compositon of elements in the homeomeries,
differs from that of Neikos, based on the progressive re-emergence of
those forms that were reabsorbed into an indistinct whole by the
suffocating god. However, these are not two separate worlds but two
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worlds that conrtinue and complete each other, just as the phase of the
foetus’ differentiation continues a process that started in the phase of
<conception. '

The worlds of Philia and Neikos describe the progressive
imprisonment and the progressive liberation of divine clements. How
do present human beings fit into this story? They are still a jail for the
gods because Neikos has not yer reached the acme of his power,
Aphrodite is still active in slowing down the full dissolution of bodies:
they don't melt completely.

This is where zoogony and embryology find their place in the
broader picture of the rebirth cycle. In fact, these zoogonic and
embryological contexts contain at least two hints that complement
each other and actually suggest an allusion to transmigration. One is
in the Smasburg papyrus, the other in the already quoted fr. DK 31 B
20.

In ensemble d of the papyrus, when he evokes the generation of
the first men from the earth, Empedocles mentions living beings that
can generare, whose Aefifava are still seen by the rising sun today®!.

Aeipava means “remains” and particularly the remains of
corpses’2, Martin and Primavesi reject this meaning because such a
reading would be at loggerheads with the reference to the world of the
living implied in 3épxeTas 7)is.33 But actually, if the term is inserted
into the broader context of the cycle of reincarnations, it is perfecdy
normal that the remains of the first living beings” corpses should still
be present in the present living beings, as their limbs have been
“recycled” from generation to generadon. In DK 31 B 8, where birth
and death are denied every form of existence, birth is defined as

mixture followed by rearrangemenc of the things thar have been
tmixed:
“birth” is just the name applied to those events by humans. ™

This idea of the survival of the first living beings” “remains” in the
present world illuminaces in turn an enigmatic phrase in DK 31 B 20:
the limbs that are “torn asunder by evil Serifes” wander separated from
each other “about the breakers of life”. This strange expression doesn
appear in any other author, and not even elsewhere in Empedocles.

And when Empedocles uses a strange and enigmaric language he
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doesn’t do it our of love for meraphor or form, but because he is
alluding ro something that his disciple must catch immediately. In this
case the wandering limbs on the shores of life vividly recall the image
of the dead who, in Homer, wander on the banks of the infernal rivers
before going through the gates of Hades (Ilias 23,72-74; Od.
10,508ss). But while the Homeric dead cross these rivers and go
through these gates once they are cremated and buried, Empedoclean
limbs always remain on the threshold, waiting for a new reshaping
into a “alien garnment of Aesh” (DK 31 B 126). I think that this is the
point where, for us who are used o clear distinctions, the borders
berween what we define as myth and what we define as science
become indisinguishable, creating an impenetrable enigma. How can
an embryological theory that sees conception as a re-uniting of limbs
divided in both parents be integrated with a mythical vision of
* wandering parts on the banks of infernal rivers as they wait to be
reshaped in 2 new body?

In an interesting study on the Homeric image of bedy and soul,
Michael Clarke underlined how — precisely in relation to the
representation of death and of the descent to Hades of psyche — the
level of myth and the level of reality are perfectly interchangeable in
the poems. The passage from one level to the other is therefore abrupt
and natural. Patroclus’ ghost says to Achilles: (I 23, 71}

bury me as soon as you can, and I'll go through the gates
of Hades

until then the souls and ghoses of the dead keep me away,

they do not let me join them beyond the river

but [ wander thus along the walls of wide-gated Hades,%

As Clarke observes™®

He has not been properly commitred to the earth in his bodily
form, so he cannot integrate among the shades of the dead: in
other words, his plight on the planc of the mythological

underworld is the reflex of what has happened, or failed to
happen, in the world visible to the living,

I believe that this approach is also validly applicable to Empedocles’

poem, as well as to all representations connected to the theme of
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reincarnation and of ecstatic journeys in archaic Greek culture. What
we perceive as a dichotomy simply isn't one: myth is reality. The limbs
of the living wander on the threshold of life waiting to be re-united “in
Aphrodite’s divided meadows (DK 31 B 66)” (another extremely
ambiguous image that evokes both the shape of the female genitalia
and the meadows of the underworld”) into another living being.

If the picture [ have drawn here of Empedocles’ zoogony and
embryology is valid, we are warching a great fresco depicting the
destiny of element-gods and living beings in the cosmos, where
zoogonic and embryologic discourses integrate and illuminate each
other. The wandering limbs on the shores of life are the same ones that
were already wandering “in the beginnings”, the limbs in which the:
divine elements are imprisoned and which were melded into bodies,
blended in the Sphairos, which re-emerged in the bodies of the first
men at the beginning of Neikos' reign and were then ceaselessly
recycled through the sexual act by Aphrodite; the limbs which, ata
concrete level, are waiting for a “reshaping” to flow into a seminal
blend and which will only be completely dissolved at the end of
Neikos' reign,

In the light of these observations we may recall a detail reported
only by Hippolytus, and not attested anywhere else, to wit
Empedodles’ aversion towards sexuality®. Hippolytus explains it by
the fact that Neikos destroys and tears apart Philia's products,
although in Empedocles it is Philia who pushes people towards sexual
union. Actually, this prohibition is connected to the theme of scattered
limbs waiting to enter a new body. As a marrer of face, through the

_sexual ace those limbs that “wander on the shores of life” are sent

again into drculation and reshaped in a new body. Reproduction thus
represents the physiological acrualising of reincarnadon.

But nutrition also represents another means of reinforcing
Aphrodite’s blends and of perperuating the cycle of reincarnation as
Hippolytus points out in the same passage. Through cating, the limbs
of living beings are recyded into a new body insofar as they contribute
1o the growth of the corresponding parts in it. When we eat the parts
of animals not only are we possibly eating our own parents and sons,
as axplained in fr. DK 31 B 137, bur we are contributing to keeping
the wandering limbs imprisoned and to preventing their complete
dissolurion. It is worth remembering that Empedocles explained



392 M. LAURA GEMELLI MARCIANO

digestion as a kind of putrefaction®”. Now a body decays when the
bonds which keep its parts together are loosened. And yer, as far as
digestion is concerned, the problem is that in the stomach the
dismembered limbs don't dissolve completely but only to a cerrain
degree because, although they loosen their previous connections, they
go to their like in the new body®. Digestion is also a means of
reconstitiiting limbs and their parts in a new body. It is worth noticing
that this view happens to be perfectly parallcled ar a cosmogonical
level by the account of the cosmogony of Zeus in different versions of
the Orphic theogonies, Zeus swallows the previous world to
reconstitute another world order in his stomach. Swallowing up is a
rearrangement in a new order of what already existed®!.

By eating the flesh of another living being or by eating plants,
which can contain a reincarnated living being, we contribute to
reinforcing the blends of Aphrodire and to preventing wandering
limbs from going through the gates of Hades, i.e, from dissolving into
their elemental components. Reproduction and nutrition are thus two
different aspects of a process which aims at keeping the elemenc-gods
bound to mortal bodies. This is the religious background against
which cosmological, biological and escharological doctrines blend
together. This harmonisation of different levels fits perfectly into the
picture of Empedocles as healer and pdyos to which I pointed at the
beginning. Such people receive their power of healing and their power
over the cosmos in general when they become aware of their divinity
and realize their basic identity with the gods and the cosmos as a
whole. Only then do they have the power to “build” the world at
will62, This is the goal of Empedocles’ esoteric teaching, This is also
the background to those healers and magicians through the whole of
antiquity who dlaim to have a special relationship with the gods and to
be gods themselves®,

So, after having shown his student what is true reality beyond the
appearances and beyond what humans all life and death, Empedocles
also teaches him how to live in this deceptive world ruled by
Aphrodite and Neikos without allowing cither to dominarte him. On
the contrary, he teaches how to exploit them to one’s own advantage
and in order to alleviate men’s sufferings. The goal of a physician-
healer is also and mainly a practical goal, i.e. to intervene on narture
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and to heal. Fertility, the ascertainment of sex, the problems of twin
births and of terams, the balancing of the body's elements in order 1o
preserve health, have a relevant social influence as ancient texts teach
us. The healer who knows the divine elements and the powers that
rule them, who “knows the gods” and the way they work, and who
knows above all that he himself is a god, can also channel them each
time to his advantage. He can bind and release. And this, in the end, is
what Pausanias must learn.

NOTES
* Special thanks to David Sedley for correcting my English in the first version
of this paper, and to Peter Kingsley for helping with the final version.

1. [Hippocr.] VM 20, 1 (145, 18 Jouanna = I, 620 Lituré) Aéyovor 8¢ Teves
xai inrpol kol coduaral ws otk eln Buvardv iyrpuay eldéva Saris p7y
olSev § 7t éoriv dvBpemas, AANd TobTo Bel kaTapalbely v péAdovra
&plis Bepamredoe Tods dvBpdimous. Telver Te adrolow 6 Adyos és duo-
codivy kabmep 'Epmedorxhéns 4 dAdot of mepl Piaios yeypidaay éf
apyfis & Tt doriv dvBpwmos kai Smws éyévero mpdTov xal owdber quve-
mayn. Sophistes doesnt have the negative connomtion here which it bas in
Plaro, but a positive one as is usual in pre-Platonic authors. In Herodotus
the rerm is applied to figures of magical-religious significance like
Pythagoras (4, 95, 2) and to experts in the Dionysiac rites who were
followers of the mantis Melampus (2, 49, 1). Protagoras in the platenic
dialogue of the ame name (316d) mentions as sophistai similar “wise men”,
such as Orpheus and Musacus. Cf. Jouanna 1990, 206 n. 1; Vegetd 1998,
348, n.6.

2. Here “philosophy” has the negative sense of a “search for knowledge” which
ends in polymathia and useless speculation. For this meaning of ¢u\doogdos,
$rhogodia and ¢irogodely in both its positive and negative senses cf.
Heraclit. DK 22 B 35; Hdt. 1, 30, 2 and the discussion in Gemelli
Mardano {forthcoming), Introduction. For the queston of the Pythagorean
origin of the word dchogodia of. Burkere 1960; Riedweg 2002, 120 . and
2004,

3. Usually epi ¢idoros refers to nature in general, buc what follows (which
sounds like 2 specification of the kind of wepi ¢pdaos the author means) and
the conrext of the whole chapter point more specifically to the nature of
man, The expression is repeated in many passages in chis same chapter and
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from some of them it is quite dear that che physician has the last meaning in
mind (cf. e.g. the passage below at n. 4). CF. Jouanna 1990, 2d loc., 208 n.5.

4. [Hippocr.] VM med. 20, 1 (146, 15 Jouanna= [, 622 Litrd) "Errei Tobré yé
pou Sowcel dvayralov elvar inrpdi mept dioos eldévas wal mdww omovddoas
s elreras, elmep T1 péddet TGV SedvTwy mooew, & T 7€ doriv dvipw-
mos mpds Td éothdpevd Te xal mvdpeva xal & i mpds Td dAAa émrTdel-
pata yui & 71 dd’ édorov éxdoran ovpSnoerar

5. [Hippocr] Vice I, 2 (122, 22 Joly? = VI, 468 Litad) Bmpd 58 Seiv vév péh-
Aovra dpdis avyypddar mepi Buaitns dvlpwmivys mpdrov pév mavrds
oo dvfpdmov yrdvar kal Sayvdvas yvivas pdv dud Tivay ovvéory-
wev € dgytis, Suayvdvas 8¢ vd rivwy pepéwv kexpdrrar eite ydp Ty
£ dpyis, Saryvdoerar T6 émparéor év Tak oduart, oby ixavds éora
T¢ ovpbépovra mpogeveyrely T dvlipdrma.

6. CF. [Hippocr.] Morb. sacr. 1, 9 (7, 3 Jouanna = VI, 358 Licré) 2 ydp
oedprp Te kabaipety kai HAiov ddaviler kol yeapdre Te il iy moi-
v wal Spfipous ol alypots wal fddacoay ddopov xal yiy kal TdAa Td
TowuréTpoma wdvra brodéyorral émioraclor — eite xal éx TeAeréwy
elre xad €f dAMns Tvds yrduTs 1) pedérne daoly Tadre olov 77 elvas yevé-
oflar — ol rair’ émrndalovres Suooefeiy Euotye Sowéovor, wal Beals olr’
elvas vopilewv olire ioydew obdév, ot elpyecothn dv obdevis T@w éoydTwy
woudovres, dis ot Sewol abTolaly elorv. On this subject of. now Jouanna
2003, especially 22 f. wich bibliography.

7. The hypothesis often advanced about the merely “literary” character of these
claims conceals the old Dielsian preoccupation with preserving the
reputation of Empedocles as a “natural philosopher”. For a aritical neview of
these attitudes of, Kingsley 1993, chap. 15. The thesis recendy presented by
Laks 2003 that the fragments are only 2 “référenee” “au sein d'un disposicdf
de démagifiaadon de la magje consistant 3 rapporter le discours de la magie 3
un savoir défini (la physique d’Empédocle)” (p. 29) leaves aside the whole
question of the esoteric characrer of the physical poem, of Empedocles’
inrentional ambiguities, and last but not least the facr that the “nature”
Empedodes is dealing with is not simply “natural phenomena” but the gods
and divine powers who lie behind appearances as he himself repeatedly
points out (DK 31 B 6; B 23; B 17, 19f; B 35, 14 f£). The whole appararus
of repetitons and warnings strives to make the disciple conscious of and
acquainted with these divine presences (cf. Kingsley 2003 pass.). The power
of the magician is based precisely on the knowledge of gods and of the way
to deal with them {cf. Morb. sacr. 1, 4 (4, 18 Jouanna = V1, 354 Littré); 1,
8f. (6, 15 Jouanna = VI, 358 Literd), not on knowledge of nature in our
sense. The claim to have a privileged relationship with the gods, and to
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know more abourt them then others, is typical of magoi until lare antiquity.
Furthermore, the presupposition thar Empedodes’ self-representation could
conform so perfectly as to reach idendfication with the healers he wanted 10
“démagifier” is quite anachronisric in the context of the relatienships
between halers, doctors and natural philosophers in the 5% century BCE.
Doctors and natural philosophers are either highly polemical against healers
(as the author of De morbo sacro is) or adope only some superfidial artimudes
from them. They can claim to “constrain” narure to give signs (like the
doctor of De Arce below) or can demostrate the ability o foresee the
weather (like Anaxagoras and Demoetitus: cf. Sider 2002), buc are very
careful to avoid any idendfimdon with the magoi themselves (see below the
attitude of the Hippocratic author of De zrre and the “defence” of the

natural philosopher in Eur. Fr. 910 Nauck). Cf. Gemelli Marciano '

{fortheoming), Introduction.

.1, 1,15,

9. [Hippocz.] De aree 12, 3 (240, 10 Jouanna = VI, 24 Liceé} "Orov 8¢ railra
1d pmpdovra pnd’ adr) 1 dlas éxodioa dup, dvdyxas edpmxey [sdl. 7
T Taw 1) oo dlrfuos fraoleioa pebinow: dvebeiza 8¢ SnAot Tolo
T& Tis Téxvs €ldooiv & mounpréa.

10. Kingsley 2002, 358, 399; of. 2003, 389

11. Wintersemester 2000/2001. Like Kingsley I interpreced DK 31 B 17, 20 f
as porraying Aphrodite as the goddess of sexual attraction who acts in che
same way, as cosmic force, both on the “limbs” of living beings and on the
divine elements by pushing them to mix together. On the role of Aphrodite
in erotic magic of. Faraone 1999, espedally 97

12. Kingsley 2002, 358 with n. 56; 2003, 394F Trépanier 2003, 37 points out
the ambiguiry of the effects of the two forces in order to emphasize the
creadive function of Neikos.

13. As Kingsley (2002, espedially section 3} rightly emphasizes with interesting
parallels from Gnostic tradition and Manicheism, at the centre of
Empedodes’ poetry lies the human being rather than the universe.

14. This starting point was already assumed by La Croce 1980, 120 with further
reference to Arist. De gen. er corr. 333b 21 (d ddoe mparepov Tois Beaii );
Wiight 1981, 48; Graham 1998; Inwood 2001, 46E.

15. Kingsley 2002, 386; 2003, 347fF. About mortality and immoruality of. also
Inwood 2001, 32.

16. Cf. now the discussion of the lines and of the different interpretations of
them in Trépanier 2003, 22fF

17. So Bollack 1965, 194f.

o0
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18.

19.

20.
21.

22.

23,

24,

I miyself had interpreted the zoogony in this way (Gemelli Marciano 2000,
394) because like most scholars I was misled by the assumprion that

Aphrodite has an exclusively positive role in the eyes of Empedocles and that

her world comes after the phase of Neikos. The interpreration of Kingsley

2002 (see naw also 2003) opened a new perspective o me,
Trépanier 2003, 46 seems to deny the narrative characrer of the zoogony of
love and to confine it to a “potential” dimension, because he sars from the
presupposition that the world of Aphrodite comes after that of Neikos and
that Empedocles is a speculative philosopher concerned only with
theoretical problems and addressing 1o a rather vague “public”. So he fails to
see the continuity berween the two warlds in the wider context of the
esoteric poem and of the tradition Empedocles is following,
On this subject of. Gemelli Mardiano 2001, 205-215.
P. Surasb, a(ii) 23

[BelJéw oor xal dv’ Sao(e) va peillon adpfor...]

[ Jodirov pdv Eivodiv Te Budmrrvbiv Tfe yevédns]

dofa Ja re viv &t Aovrd médes Tatroo tfékoo ]
CF. Trépanier 2003, 24fF. I developed this interpretation independently
from Trépanier with whose article I becamne acquainted only after I had
written this paper. CE also Sedley in this volume,
Arist. De gen. anim. 722b 17 “Qomep yap xal peydda dvr’ adivarov due-
amacpéva oileobar xai ufuya elvar, xabdmep "EpmeSorchis yevvis éml
i Pddrmros Adywr- " woAdal pév xépoar dvadyeres éfAdornoar”,
elf’ orws ouudieatal ¢maw. Toiro 8¢ davepdy bri d8ivaror- olire yap
i Yoyt Exovra ofire piy Ly Tova Sdvaur’ dv odleofas, olive domep
{ia dvra wAeiw ovpdieodas dor’ elvos mdAw &. 'ANAL pfv Toiirov Tov
Tpomov ovuPaive. Aéyew Tols dwé mavros dmiévai ddoxovow, domep
6T & TH YR émi Tis PAdrryTos, offrw TolTois & Tk odpar. ‘Adiva-
Tov yop ovveyii T& pbpia ylyveobos kel dmévau els &va Témor cuvidvra.
In Hesiod'’s Theogony the primordial beings born from Earth and Sky like
the Hundred-hands and the Giants are large (148 7pels maides peydio: of.
619-20; of the Giants 185). In the Pythagorean tradition living beings larger
than those on earth are supposed to dwell on the moon, which in the
Pythagorean dxodopara happens to represenc along with the sun, the “isles
of the blests®, i.e. the sear of the heroes. CF Philolaus DK 44 A 20 {(Aet. 2,
30, 1 Tav TTfeyopelww Tivés pév, dv éori Prddaos, yendy daivesto
T cehprp Bid 16 meproweiolos abrip kaldmep Tiv wap’ Npdv Vi fak-
o weal gurois peloo: wal kaAdbow elvac ydp mevrexaibexanidow @
svr’m}n}'s' {ea Tk Bovdpa pmBev meprrrwpaTuedy dwoxplvovra, xal Ty
Tiépay Toaadrmy T@ pike ). CF on the subject Burkert 1972, 346. For
the larger body of heroes like Orestes of. Hdt 1, 68, 3 ("Opdoewy éméruyov
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25,
26.

27.

28.

29.

30,

gopde émramiyel bmd 88 dwioring pg pév yevéolhai undaud pélovas
dvlipdmovs Tédv viv dvoufe. abriy kal eldov Tov vexpoy ptixet loov ddvra
i cp)

DK31B96; B98; A78.

DK 31 B 57,1 "H, moMdal pév kipoas dvaryeves é8Adornoav. This part of
the poem also included — as can be seen in line 7 &s 8¢ e — the
description of the formation of the cye (DK 31 B 84), which is preserved
out of contexe by Aristole,

For Archelaus DK 60 A 4; for the zoogony reported by Disdorus DK 68 B
3. The auribution of this zoogony with the corresponding
Kulturentstehungstheorie to Democritus, due to K. Reinharde 1912, has
repeatedly been challenged (cf. especially Spoerri 1959) and the passage is
now considered a kind of “vulgae” conaining morifs going back to the 5% '
century BCE. Cf. the discussion of the question especially in relation to the
Kulturensseehungstheorie, by Urzinger 2003, 1556

[Hippocr.] Carn. 2 ff. (188, 12 Joly = VIII, 584 Litcré). For the zoogony of.
especially 3,16 (188, 22 Joly = VIII, 584 Linwé) Kuncheopdvenv 8 rodram,
dre quverapdybn, dmedeidln Tob Beppod modt dv T yii EAAob cxal
dAdofs, Td pév peydda, Td 8 dAdoow, Td 8¢ xal mdvu opupd mARlos
moAAd. Kai téi ypdvan 6w Tob Bepoi Enpatvopévns ris yis, Tabra
rd> kataradfévra wepl adrd onmeBévas mowet oléy wep yirdvas. Kol
moAAdis ypoven Deppavdpevor, Soov pdv érbyyavey éx s yis onmedé-
vos Atmapdy Te édv xai SAlyiaTov Tob rypoli Exo, Tdxwra éfexadby xal
éyévero doréa. ‘Omdaa 8 érbyyave ko)b\m&'a-rspa édvra xal Toil uypod
peTéyovra, Tabra 8 Geppmvo,u.eva olx.&8varo cma.vﬂqvm, olde f-qpa
yevéabar ob yap v 1ol Aimapol dis éxxavlijva, 008 pip 1od Gypoi dis
aacu.uﬂevf‘qpov yevéaBar did Toirro ibény dMAoworépmy ENaBe Tav EANwy
xal éyévero velpa scal PpALBes.

This is the case e.g;. in the descriprion of the spinal marrow, whose origin is
put in the brain, Cam. 4, 1 (190, 20 Joly = VIII, 588 Literé). CF, also che
description of the heart and the blood-vessels, below.

[Hippocr.] Carn. 5, 1 (191, 14 Joly = VIII, 590 Littré) ‘H & xapBin ol
ol koAAwBeos kal Tod Yuypol Eyes kal bmd Tol} feppol Beppasvdpevor,
Kpéas éyévero axdmpdv kal yAloypov, xal piwiyt mepl adriv, xal duoi-
Adlly obry diamrep <al> pAéBes, xal doruv émi Tiis xepakis THis fAeBds s
kothordrns. Mo ydp elow kothos PAéBes dmd T wapdlns... Joly 1978, ad
loc. strives to harmonize the two levels by comrecting yen 10 «fye buc this is
not necessary because in 5, 2f, the author goes on to explain the present
constitution of the blood-system. Past and present are here complerely
intermixed.
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31. This is the image evoked in DK 31 B 27, df. Kingsley 2002, 398 n. 159. As
matter of face we are not told that the world masses are not there, but only
that they are nor distinguishable (B 27, 1} and thar the Sphairos has no
boundaries in himself, i.e. that individual things are not discernable.
Regarding the apparent incongruity of this assumption with the concept of

“mixture”, cf. the same point in the embryological theories from the 5%
century BCE below. This depends on the modern assumption thac the
Empedoclean mixrure is a blending of fine particles. But this is an
interpremtion by Aristode and the doxographical tradidon, which has no
real counterpart in Empedodes’ fragments, o Gemelli Marciana 1991.

32. The similarity between the Derveni's “Only-one” and the Sphairos of
Empedocles was already noticed by West 1983, 108, who nevertheless does
not press the comparison any further. On the Derveni-theogony cf. now
also Burkert 2003, 966

33, [pwroydveu Baohéws aldolou, vdu 8’ &pa méyres

: abdvara mpoédov pdinpes Beol nbe Béawar
wal morapol el kpipw émparo dAha e mdvra
Sooa ér’ v yeyadr(a ) abrés 8’ dpa podives Eyevro.

34, wdvras pdp kpirbas adfis ddos és molrynbis
é iepiis xpadins dvevéykaro, péppiepa péluwv.

35. Aet. 5, 19, 5 [Ps.~Plut.] (DK 31 A 72). The testimony refers to the first
gencration of sexed livi.ng beings ac the beginning of our world.

36. Pnoi yap & Tdn dppent xal @ Bire olov ovpBodov éveivas, SAov 8 dr’
olBerépou dmévas,
dAd Bdomaarar pedéwy dbaus, 1) pév év dvdpdc
CE. Gal. Dz sem. IV, 616 Kiihn.

37. For the analogy berween the Empedoclean Sphairos and the embryo cf.
Wilford 1968, 113.

38. Diels 1901, 121 ad B 31; cf. Burkert 1975, 139f,; Mansfeld 1992, 289,
They explain the passage as a typical Plutarchaean confladon of the doctrine
of the Katharmoi and of the physical poem, but the genesis which Pluarch
hints, is individual birth not the genesis of the cosmos as is clear from the
mention of the “parent” (who cannor even in the fantsy of Plurrch be the
Sphairos). CE. also the parallel citation of Heraclirus and Empedodles on the
same subject by Clem. Serom. 3, 14, 16

39, *Omov kal Ty yéveow adriv é§ édinias ovvrvyxdvew Aéyovor, Tde
Brmrive ouvepyopévou Tob davdrov, kol Tpédeobas TO yevvdpevoy mapd
oo pédear Tob yanioarres dmoamwpévors.

40. Totiro pév dv Bporéwy peréwv dpbeixerov dyrov

dM\ore pév PO ovvepydper’ eis &v Emavra
yula, T8 odpa Aédoyye Blov Balébovros év druip:

.
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dAAore 8" adre koot Saruniévr’ Epideoot

madlerar dvliy’ éxaoTa mepi prrypive Blow-

ais 8" abirws Bdpvoiot kal ixfibow 68popeddbpois

Brpoi T’ dpertieyéeaoy iBE mrepofidpont iipfas
1 give here the version quoted by Simplicius. The Papyrus reports a few
puzzling words in addition (c 1: Jasxropa pnf ), which are not relevant o
my concern here. The variant reading at v. 2 (= ¢ 3), with the first-pemon
plural cuvepydued’ instead of the participle ouvepydper’ (which was
nevertheless restored by the 2™ hand) in the papyrus, is probably due to an
adaptation of the scribe who strives to underline the relevance of the
Empedoclean text for one’s personal life, cf. Kingsley 2002, 337 n. 6. For
other views on the general problem of the puzzling first-person plural in the
papyrus cf. also Osborne 2000, 344H.; Lals 2002. In any case this choice is |
of no importance as far as the interpretation given here is concerned.

41. Adédveras 8 émip yéryras éniBndos- émibnhos 8¢ pdheora yivera dmo
émracréos péypt Teaoepearadenaeréos. The context concems the growth
of teeth.

42. Evwovsln drominlin auupd éféoovrar yap &bparmos & dvlipdrmou xal
dmoomiTas mATyi v pepldpevos.

43. [Hippocr] Genit. 1 (44, 1-45, 10 Joly = VII, 470-72 Linré).

44, [Hippocr] Genic 5, 1 {48, 7 Joly = VI, 476 Litwé) Kal ployeras duoii vé
T¢ a1 Tob dv8pds MBSV ral T dmré Tis yuvnds.

45. [Hlppocr] Nat puer. 12,1 (53,1 Joly = VIL,486 Lioxé) "Hv 7 1 youn p.e'l.V'ql.
awr’ dpdoly év Tl piremion T yuvawds, mp@rov wév ployerar Spob,
dre T yrvauds olx arpeusodons, kel dfpoileras wal mayiveras Bepua-
vopérn.

46. [Hippocr] Genic 8 (49, 20-50, 14 Joly = VII, 480 Litwd).

47, Act, 5,18,1 [Ps.-Plut] (DK 31 A 75) 'EumeBoxdfys, 61e éyevvaro 76 Tdv
dvlpdrrawv yévos éx Tiis yis, TooadTy pevéolfial 7@ ptixer Tob ypovoy
8ud 7 Bpadumopely Tov Moy Ty Ruépav, omda) vilv éoriv 7) Serdurog:
wpoidvTos 88 Toil ypdvou TooadrTy yevéolal Tiv fuépav, endom viv éoTw
7 émrdpnvos-8id Tobro ral Td Sewdprya yomua xal 7d érrdpmva, Tis
Ploews 100 kéopov olirw peperernrvies, elifeofar dv pids Juépar
riflera vurert 716 Bpédos.

48. For the the birth of the first human beings from earth cf. DK 31 A 75
(above n. 47)%; B 67; PSwasb. d 12.

49. "H 8 adpé adfopévr irmd Tob mveduaros dplpobrau, xal épyerar év adrik
&xaoTov T8 Spowv s Td Suowy, T TUKVOY W TO TUKVOY, TO dpaidy dis
74 dpatdv, 16 Uypdv as TO Uypdv xai Exacrov Egyeras é ydpny idiny
rard 16 guyyevés, dg’ off xal dyévero, xal doca dmd munvdv éyévero
vt éor, wal dooa dmd bypdiv typd- kal TdAAa KaTd Tov adrdy Adyor
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yiveras &v Tiow abfnuon. Kal rd doréa axdnpiverar vmrd 1is Jépps
myvipeva: xai 81 xal Siodoiras dbs Sévdpeov. CE also a similar, but more
complicated and obscure, theory at [Hippoa] Vicr. 1, 8 (132, 1 Joly* = VI,
482 Liceré).

50. This is the interpremtion of 76 muxvdy, 76 dpatdy, T8 typdv also of Miiller
1965, 115. The claim of Lonie 1981, 183 that the author could be giving
merely “some example of differendy constitured subsmnces to Mluswate the
principle of like to like” docsn't take account of the fact tha the text refers 1o
the similar pares in the body of the parents that they came from (wzrd 75
auyyerds, dd’ ob xai éyévero)} or of the abrupe mention of bones
immediatly afterwards as if they were one of the natural subjects of the
previous lines.

51. PSwasb. d 11

[ dmmbe]e ) ouvertygave ${hoy Juds drespis
f Jews dvdyey mfo Jarmipfov Ja kpdow

f Lan?Ja durddua revdl[n Joav

[ v]iv &t Aeitpava Bépreras s,

52. Soph. El. 1113; Bur. Andr. 773; Pl. Phaed. 86c.

53. Martin-Primavesi 1999, 314: “nous ne croyons pas qu'il faille reconnatre
dans le pluriel du papyrus les “restes” des corps morts; une welle lecrure serair
méme en contradiction avec la référence au monde vivant que nous croyons
déceler dans ba rournure Sépreras s ™,

54. CF. Kingsley 2003, 420. Usually SidAAafts is translated as “separation” (=
death). This unusual word is found only in [Hippocr.] Vict. I, 10, 3 (134,
19 Joly? = VI, 486 Littré) and has the same meaning as 8iadAay),
“exchange” (Joly translares “déplacement”). Empedocles describes here what
men call “birth” as a continuous mixing and reshaping of what has been
mixed.

55. Odmrré pe Srri rdyora mihas ‘Albao wepiow.

THAé pe elpyovar fuyal eBwla kapsvrew,
oUbé pd o ployeota Smép morapoio idaw,
AN’ affrws dAdAnua dv’ edprmuids "AiBos Sd.

56. Clarke 1999, 212.

57. CE. DK 31 B 121: the meadows of “A77, where the daimon first fell 1o be
dressed in an “alien ganment of flesh”. CE. Kingsley 2003, 361-363.

58. Hippol. Ref 7, 9, 22 Aid Tiv Towadbrnw ofw toi dAebpiov veixovs Siaxs-
ounaw Toibe Tob pepeprapévou xéopov mdvTwy (Tdvs dudixwy 6
‘EpmeSorAas tods éouro(D) pabyrds dméyeabal rapakedel: elvar ydp
$mot 76 oehpara Tav iy T éofidpeva Yuxdy kexodagpévwy ol
pua. xal éykparels 8'> elvas Tods T@V TowdTwy Adywy dipowpévovs T
mpds yuvaina dulas Siddare, fva pt) ovvepydluvra xai owverthayfi-

i e e ——
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59.

6

—

62.
63.

varrras Tdv Epywv dv Spuoupyel 76 velnos, 70 Tis Plias épyov Adov det
xal Saamdv.

Ps.-Gal, Def med. 99 (XIX,372 K.) (DK 31 A 77); . Pluc Quaest. coav.
912C (DK 31 B 81).

. Act. 5,27,1 [Ps.-Plut] (DK 31 A 77) "EpmeBouis rpéeodus pidv 78 lina

3t T bméoTaow 1o olieiov. CE Plut. Quaest. conv. 6634A; Macr. Sar. 7,
5, 17 (DK 31 B 90). It is worth remembering that for Empedodes parts of
human bodies and of animals’ and plancs’ are fully interchangeable with
each other, of. DK 31 B 82 {Arist. Mercor. 387b 1f£); DK 31 A 86; B 99
(Theophr. D sens. 9).

. CE OF 1672 = 241 F Bernabé (Procl. In Tim. [, 324, 29 and 313, 10 Diehl)

¢ ToTE MpewTOYOvO Yaddw pévos Hpwenalou

rév mdvraw Sduas elpev & évi yaorép xoilAi,

peife 8 éois peléeovn Peod Suvauly Te xad dAiajy,

Tobvexa olv Tik wdvra dids madw évrds énlyth,

aiflépos ebpeins 78’ otpavei; dyAaov irfos,

movrov ' dTprpéron yoins T épuardéos o,

‘Qreavis re péyas val veizra Tdprapa yains

xai moTapol kol wovTos dmelpTos, EAAL Te TdPTE

mdvres 7' dbdvaro pdrapes feol nde Béavar,

Soea T’ & yeyadra xal borepoy dmmoo” Eueldev,

& yévero, Zros 8’ évi yaorép oippa medixer.
CF. the coherent picture of this method articulated in Kingsley 2003.
The most suiking example is the Sidlian physician Menccrates (4 c. BCE).
Like the healers arcacked by the Hippocratic author of De morbo sacro, he
was a specialist in healing epilepsy and identified himself with Zeus. His
followzrs were for the most part impormant people who were healed by him
and had consented to be his “servants®. They considered themselves divine
as well, each assuming the name of a different god. Menecrates and his
companions of course became an object of mockery for the few ancient
authors who mendon them (especially Athen. 7, 289C; of. Ael. Var. hist. 12,
51: Plut. Ages. 21; Apophth. Lac. 213A). Yet another quite different picrure
cmerges from the Anonymus Londinensis (19, 18), a medical doxographical
text. Here he is presented as 2 docror in the full sense of the word who held a
four-element theory and wrote a work bearing the title of "Jarpuc). If only
this report had survived, we would have no doubt thar apart from the
strange name Menecrates-Zeus he was a physician like many others. This
should warn us against representations of people like Empedocles as
“scientists” or “philosophers” in the ancient sources. Many years ago O.
Weinreich, in the only modern monograph written on Menecrates
(Menckraces Zeus und Salmoncus. Religionsgeschichdiche Studien zur
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™

10.

11.

12,

Psychopathologie des Gommenschentums in Antike und Neuzeir, Suregare
1933 = Id., Religionsgeschichdiche Studien, Darmstadt 1968, 299-434),
wreated him as a clinical case despite the complex picture that emerges from
the andient sources thar he accurately reports.
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