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EMPEDOCLES 17. 1—-13: A SUGGESTED RECONSTRUCTION AND

INTERPRETATION
M’ épéw totd piv yap &v ndENGY wévov elvan (17. 1)
éx mhedvav, toté & ab Sépu mréov’ € &vdg elvar.  (17. 2)
Souny 8¢ Ovntdv yéveoig, Soun 8 dmbherdic (17. 3)
TNV udv Yap TEVTOV ovvodog Tixter T0 OAéxer Te, (17. 4)
7 8¢ mahwv Srapuopévev Opepleion Siémry. {17. 5)
xal Talt’ dAAdooovTa Staumepdc oddapd AYyet, (17. 6)
&ote piv Dbyt ouvepybpey’ elg &v Emavra, (17. 7)

&\vote 8 ab Sty’ Exaota gopedpeva Neixeog Exber.  (17. 8)
<oBtwg AL udv &v éx mAcdbvov pepdbnxe @lechour> (17. 9)

79¢ mdwy S.pdvrog évdg mAéov’ éxterébouat, (17.10)
T udv ylyvovtal te xal oY couowv Eumedog aimv’ (17.11)
e 3¢ Sadhdooovra Sapmepds oddapa Afyer, (17.12)
Tadtne 8 aiév Eaowv dxlvnror xatd xOxAov. (17.13)

Diels - Kranz 17.1-13

Empedocles 17 has been the butt of extended critical concern, as well it should,
since it establishes the ground rules of the Empedoclian Cosmos. The above
Diels-Kranz reading has, however, not sat well with some. O’ Brien has been the
latest to air the controversy to any great extent. He spreads before our gaze the
conjectures and opinions of Bergk (1836), Preller (1837), Karsten (1838), Tischer
(1843), Wilamowitz (1930), Zafiropulo (1953)!. As is the case with O’ Brien’s
conjectures themselves, the previous scholars have always been concerned with the
textual relationship between fragments 17 and 26. None of them, except for
O’ Brien himself in a fairly clear but nevertheless somewhat inconsequential way,
makes note of the obvious structure of 17 and the many levels on which this
structure is applied. In the first six lines of this fragment, as printed in Diels-
Kranz, Empedocles establishes a provable triadic structure in his exposition. This
structure is disrupted in the next expected triad, however, by a line supplied from
fragment 26 (26.8). The initial structure is again resumed at 17.11 for one last
triad. Could the lines be reconstructed in order to derive an original triadic
structure throughout ? Where might Diels -Kranz have gone astray ? And, how far
does a triadic structure govern the language and meaning of this fragment ?

Only at first glance does the language seem to point to a double or dyadic
explication of the cosmos: «A4inA’ dpéw,» Empedocles tells us. «I shall speak
double.» And so he does. Lines one and two tell us of the One on the one hand
(uév) that has increased from Many (toté pév yap &v 7md&n0n . . . &x miedvav)
and of the disjoining on the other (3¢) that creates the Many from the One (voté
3 ad diépu mAéov’ €§ évég). Yet a third, «synthetic» line makes the foregoing
simple set of statements point to a third unifying term underlying the dynamics:

1. D. O’ Brien, Empedocles’ Cosmic Cycle (Cambridge 1967), pp. 323—324.
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«Double the genesis of mortals and double the death» (doty} 3¢ Ovnrdv yéveoue,
dour) & dmbrewdrg). «Doubleness» as affirmed in the third line is in fact a third,
stated condition. The next set of three lines work on the same principle: «On the
one hand (pév) a meeting (o¥vodog) of all things both gives birth to and destroys
the one [genesis]; on the other back again (3& mdlwv) [a death] having been
reared while things are dislodged (Stxpuouévewv) flies apart.n Line six again stres-
ses the condition of the third underlying term: «And these things changing conti-
nually (¢AAdooovta Srupmepéc) never cease,» The important term is «&Ardocovran,
a word that correlates two concepts in an equal and, in some ways, mutually
identical linguistic bond. Lines seven and eight appear to be following the established
pattern ; they are properly dyadic and opposed: «Sometimes on the one hand
(&\ote wév) all things coming together through ®uAétng into One (Ev) ; at others
(&M\ove d’) again each thing being borne apart (3iy’) by the hatred of Netxoc.»
Empedocles here introduces the opposition between ®u\dtv¢ and Neixog. But
where might be the third, «synthetic» line?

A lacuna has existed at this point in the text since at least the time of Simpli-
cius, and if we turn to his Commentary on Aristotle’s Physics, it becomes
immediately clear what occurred in the transmission of the Empedoclian text.
At Phys. 157.25, Simplicius transmits the present fragment 17 in the form
17.1-8 and 17.10-35. It is also significant to note that he transmits the
fragment of the present 26.1-12 earlier in his commentary at Phys. 33.18.
In other words, when faced with the abrupt break after 17.8--surely the need of
a third line was as clear to the ancients as to the moderns--Simplicius had before
him the text of what is now 26.1-12, It was this text that either he or,
if one prefers, an unknown X who also possessed both texts, used to fill the
lacuna after 17.8.

Which line did Simplicius or x employ for his purpose? It is at this point
that one must turn to the rather strange phenomenon of fragment 26 and
especially to its lines 5—12:

év 8¢ péper xpatéouot meptwhopévolo xbxAoto,
xal @liver elg &MmAa xal abberar &v péper elome.
adta yap €Ty Talta, Ou° AAANA@Y 3¢ Ofovra
yivovt(at) &vBpwmot Te xal &Mwv EOvex Onpdiv,

5 &hote piv QuréTyTL cuvepydpey’ elc Eva xbopov,
&Mhote & ad by’ Exacta popodpeva Neixeog #y0et,
elobxev & ovpplvra 16 oy Onéveple yévnTar.
obtwe M pév v éx mhebvov pepdbnxe @declor
T3E A Stapivrog Evdg mAéov Exterébovuat,

10 77e pév yiyvovral te xal o ooy Eumedog alcdv:
v 8¢ 148 dANdoocovta Stapmepds oddapd Anyet,
Tadtnt 8 alév Eacty dxivyror xatd wixdov.

The complete fragment has been defended as authentic by van Groningen? and

was, of course, taken to be so by Diels-Kranz. Van Groningen also contends,
however, that the fragment is a patchwork--‘un véritable centon,” as he says, the

2. Van Groningen, La composition littéraire archaique grecque (Amsterdam, 1958),
pP. 213 : «l se trouvait dans le texte qu’il avait sous les yeux et rien ne permet de
supposer que ce texte ait été interpolé ou dénaturé. 1l faut, jusqu’a preuve ou indice
sérieux du contraire, le considérer comme authentique».
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contents of which are composed in a typically archaic manner: Empedocles at this
point is simply reviewing a series of previously stated arguments or declarations3.
The joints are fairly obvious (1-2, 3—-7 with a clause 5—7 that can itself be
easily detached 4, 8—12 with the strong possibility of detachment after 9--this
argument will be set forth below in conjunction with 17). The fortunate--or
perhaps «unfortunate,» if one considers the transmission of 17--fact is that 26
contains large amounts of 17, although perhaps not so much as Simplicius and
Diels-Kranz would have us believe. 26.5—6 is almost identical to 17.7—8 and
26.10 12 is almost identical to 17.11—13. The present 17.9—10 is identical
to 26.8—9, although one must question whether or not this identity is manu-
factured. The point is, of course, that Simplicius or x, when faced with a lacuna
after 17.8 could reasonably consider that they had before them in 26 the needed line.

Simplicius or x, however, made a disastrously false selection, for he chose the
present 17.10 to complete the sense of 17.8, and while it is obvious to us that
it does not, it was not so to Simplicius or x, for what he did was simply to insert
26.9 (our 17.10) because it came immediately before 26.10—12 which in them-
selves are almost identical to 17.11—13. TYet, it is this «almost» that most
clearly reveals Simplicius’ or x’s mechanical manipulations, for although it is
correct to assume the existence of both 26.11 and 17.12 because they are not
exactly equivalent and then, perhaps, the lines preceding and following in both
fragments (17.11 = 26.10 and 17.13 = 26.12), it is not correct to assume that
26.9 was indeed in the text of 17. I suggest that it was not, for the logic of
Simplicius’ or x’s emendation is all too clear, although all too false: since
26.10—12 almost equals 17.11—13, 26.9 must be 17.105.

No modern scholar has considered this probable piece of legerdemain on the
part of Simplicius or x, although Wilamowitz seems to have been aware that errors
on the part of Simplicius or his scribe regarding the relationship of fragments 17
and 26 were probableé. Bergk, not questioning the wrongly-conjectured
17.10, «restored» 26.8 to 177. Diels-Kranz have maintained this con-

3. Ibid. p. 214 : «Ce centon est un résumé des idées essentielles dont nous avons
jusqu’a présent fait la connaissance».

4. This would be clearer if Diels-Kranz had marked line 4 off from line 5
with a comma, as they do in a similar circumstance between 17.6 and 17.7. I have
so punctuated 26 in the above printing of the text.

5. One may also adduce a scribal argument: x or Simplicius meant to copy ano-
ther line all along into the text of 17 and slipped to our 26.9 by mistake, given the
close similarities of the texts of 17 and 26. This does save Simplicius from the accusa-
tion of not knowing his Greek, but perhaps one should not be so sure that he did have
the equipment to handle texts as dlfficult as those composed of epic lines.

6. U. von Wilamowitz, «Usefriichte», Hermes, 65 (1930), p. 245. The question
concerns the placement of 26.2 before 17.29: «Hier ist wahrscheinlich dass der Fehler
vom Simplikios oder seinem Schreiber begangen ist, dann er hat erst 17 ganz hergesetzt
und fiilhrt in der Besprechung einzelne Verse von neuem an, darunter 29 mit dem
Verse, der aus Fr. 26 eingesetzt werden mussy».

7. T. Bergk, Kleine philologische Schriften (Halle 1886), II. 1. Note the logic : «Recte
me talem versum inseruisse patet ex v. 100 [St. = 145K. — 159 M], ubi iidem fere
versus repetuntur». See also S. Kersten, «Empedoclis Agrigentini carminum reliquiae»
Philosophorum graecorum veterum praesertim qui ante Platonem floruerunt operum reliquiae
(Amstelodami 1838), p. 823.
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jecture 8, thereby establishing what is in fact nothing more than the compounding
of the originalerror: they, as Bergk, operated on the principle that a line (in this
case 26.8)appropriately belonged to 17 because it anticipated a set of similar or
identical lines in 26, But, what is the grammatical result of such a double
«restoration» ? What is the grammatical structure that now binds together
17.9—13 and makes it one ? Diel’s grammatical reconstruction: fjt puév(17.9)...
T wév [17.11)--% 82 [?] (17.12) [?] ... Tadrye 8¢ (17.13) 9, is not only
misprinted but also decidedly awkward. There is no real parallel for this construction,
not even if one is to exanline a more or less contemporary writer of prose such
as Herodotus !°. The only other verse parallel exists in Empedocles himself in
fragment 9.1-—4 (8te pev ... téte piv ... ebre 8¢ ... w0 & al), but here,
I should contend, the double pév construction is dependent upon &te ... téte
which are correlative terms that receive the most emphasis in the first half of
the construction and carry the major share of meaning. Yet, even granting such
examples, this construction does not bind the various phrases of a sentence toge-
ther in such a way as to necessitate the «restoration» of 17.9 11, What one would
expect, moreover, if Bergk’s conjecture were correct, would be the typical epic
grammatical order, opposing the first pév to the last 8¢ and the second pév to
the first 8¢ (17.9 to 17.13 and 17.11 to 17.12) 12, Such an expected construction
causes an almost total collapse in meaning for 17.7-13. The present reading,
if correct, represents for poetry a grammatical hapax. It would be best to regard
it with grave suspicion.

All would be better if it were possible to detach 17.9—10 (26.8—9) from
17.11—13 (26.10-12)--that is, to suggest a possible self-sufficient structure
to 17.9 -10 (26.8-9). On the level of sense and the two lines’ relationship
to what precedes and what follows, it is perhaps necessary to note that they be-
gin no satisfying completion to 17.7—8: «Sometimes all things coming together
through ®uAétye into One ; at others again each thing being borne apart by the
hatred of Neixog. Thus by this, on the one hand, the One has learned to grow

8. H. Diels, Fragmente der Vorsokratiker, 12th ed. (Dublin/Ziirich 1966), I. 316,
states simply and without any obvious thought : fehlt hier den Hss., erg. aus B 28, 8.»

9. Ibid. IIl1. 429,

10. K. J. Dover, Greek Word Order (Cambridge 1960), pp. 43—4&&.

11. J. D. Denniston, The Greek Particles, 2nd ed. (Oxford 1966), p. 385 : In speaking
of the piv ... pdv ... 8¢ ... 38 consiruction, he defines the grammatical situation by
stating that here there exists «only one pév clause, but it contains two pévs the second
of which is added for clearness, as an extra signpost, or, perhaps, more often for
emphasis. Often 8¢ also is duplicated. Except for two examples in Empodocles, I can
find no verse inslances.» Besides Empedocles 9. 1—4, Denniston cites 26. 8—12. 1f
Bergk’s conjeclure holds, we must also cite 17. 9—13.

12. R.Kiihner, Grammatil der griechischen Sprache (Hannover 1904), II. 2. 270271,
casts decisive light on this wév ... pév ... 8¢ ... 8¢ construction: <Anmerk. Der homer-
ischen Sprache ist diese Verbindungsweise durch pév ... pév ... 8¢ ... 8 fremd ; wo
aber in derselben zwei uév auf einander folgen, ist das zweite uév nicht eine blosse
Wiederholung des ersten, sondern bildern einem neuen Gegensatz zu einem folgenden 8¢,
so dass erste pév einem Vordersatz zu einem doppelgliederigen Nachsatze einleitet.
Y, 41ff. efwg pév ¢’ dmdveude Ozol Bvntév ¥ouv dvdpdiv/Tstog *Axotol pév péy’ &xddavov .. .,
Tedag 3¢ tpduog alvdg dmhiube yuia éxactov ... Adtap érmel xtA. Das erste pév (elog
pév) entspricht dem adtdp; das zweite uév dem folgenden &é.
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out of the Many and, when the One grows back apart, the Many are fulfilled.»
The material in 17.9—10 (26.8—9) is totally repetitive ; it reiterates with no
additional information exactly what we are told in 17.1—2: «For then the One
grows to be alone from the Many, and then again the Many are disjoined to be
from the One.» Such repetition runs counter to established, archaic appositional
elaboration 3. In regard to what follows 17.9—10 (26.8—9), I can see no clear
reason why the 171 of 17.11 must depend on the reiterated process so lackadai-
sically described in 17.9—10. Certainly it could just as easily, and certainly
more convincingly in terms of the argument’s elegance, rest on any other sta-
tement of the «doubleness» of the process--e.g., 17.1-3, 17.4—6, or perhaps
the whole previous statement (see below). What, in fact, is the case is that
17.9—10 (26.8—9) form a doublet in themselves and belong to the «patchwork»
of 26 but not to the more closely-knit argument of 17. This doublet becomes
most clear if one effects Wilamowitz’ suggested emendation of #3¢ in 17.10
(26.9) to #u d¢: 14

obtwg Tt 7 pév &v éx mAedvwv pepddnxe pdscbon
T 3¢ wdAwv Srapivrog Evdg mAéoy’ ExteréBouat

The internal opposition is a powerful #u pwév ... v 3¢ construction. There is,
then, no strong argument necessitating the inclusion of 17.9—10 (26.8-9) in
fragment 17, and although scholarly opinion is certainly mirrored by van Gro-
ningen when he calls 17.9 a ‘vers indispensable,” 15 one must indeed ask ‘indis-
pensable’ to what. It is fairly obvious that the answer must be «to 17.10 and
17.10 alone.»
We are back once again to the lacuna after 17.8. Where did Simplicius or
x go astray in his emendation by 17.10? The original error consisted, I propose,
in not positing 26.7 as the proper line to complete the sense of 17.7—8--a
suggestion that follows clearly from the text of 26.5—7. In 26 two lines almost
parallel to 17.7—8 (26.5—6) :
Mote pév DundTyTL ouvepybuey’ el Eva xbopov,
&Mote & b Sty’ Exacta popodueva Netxcog EyOet,
are followed by a line (26.7) that forms a natural conclusion to, or synthesis of,
the previous two lines :
Sometimes all things coming together through ®udtyg
into one cosmos,
At others again each thing being borne apart by the
hatred of Neixog,
Until growing together [into] One they [the opposed
processes ] may become the All [ Whole] underneath.

26.7 forms a proper triadic third to complete the sense and structure of

13. Cf. Harry and Agathe Thornton, Z¢me and Style (London 1962), pp. 1—3. They
note too a strong appositional mode of expression in the opening liaes of Empedocles
17 (p. 24) yet do not attempt any close analysis or diagram of the expression’s force
and extent. See also my Archaic Logic (The Hague 1976), passim.

14. U. von Wilamowitz, loc. c1t., p. 246 : «Mév ... #3¢ geht wirklich nicht. Gleich
die nachsten Verse fangen mit <#. pév ... Hu 8 an. Also #t 8 auch hier.»

15. B. A. van Groningen, op. eit., p. 206 fn. 3,
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17.7-8 in that it points to an all important underlying, third term--mav.
O’Brien, Preller, and Wilamowitz (although for the wrong reason) 6 have argued
that this line should be restored to 17. O’Brien even goes so far as to introduce
a kind of triadic reasoning !7. The argument for inclusion of 26.7, however, is
intuitively obvious: if 26.7 is going to complete the sense of 26.5—6, it is
going to complete the sense of 17.7—8, lines 26.5—7 and 17.7—8 being almost
identical from the very beginning.

It must, therefore, be concluded that 17.7—8 precede 26.7 and that 26.7
should not be followed by 17.9—10 or 17.10. What follows is simply what
remains : 17.11—13, for here is formed the continuation arnd culmination of the
proper triadic form: 17.11 states that «as on the one hand (7% pév) things come
into being and not for them [is there a] stable life #umnedog atdv)» ; 17.12 con-
tinues, «and as on the other (%t 3¢) 18 things continually changing (dcatldooovra
dxpmepec) never cease» ; and 17.13 coucludes, «so in this they are always unmo-
ved (alev axtvytor) according to the configuration of a circle (xatd xOxhov)n.
Here, of course, is the ultimate point of the triadic structure within the argu-
ment that is found in the opening lines of the fragment: the underlying Empe-
doclian term of the xéouoc as a whole, i.e., the xdxhog. These closing three
lines of the opening argument or presentation of 17 represent a clarification of
preceding material. They are, therefore, in expected epic asyndeton to that pre-

16. von Wilamowitz, «Usefriichte», Hermes 65, pp. 245—250 : «Ich weiss nicht, was
26. 7 in dem Zusammenhange soll, und er fehlt wo doch die ganze Partie 26, 5—12
wiederkehrt. Allerdings ist mir das ganze Fragment 26 bedenklich und ob alle Wie-
derholungen von Versen vom Dichter herrithren, muss gepriisst werden» (pp. 245—246).

17. O'Brien, op. cit., p. 323. O'Brien, however, does not see that the meaning of
17. 7—8 requires 26. 7: «Line 7 is not demanded by the sense. .. .» He does, how-
ever, postulate a very loose triadic structure: «But this consideration [that 26. 7 is not
demanded by the sense and hence should net <regain» its position in 17] seems to me
to be ruled out by a striking and no doubt conscious schematization of verses which
appear in fr. 17.. .. Four times pairs of lines describing Love and increasing Strife
are divided by a line describing some other feature of the cycle.» Heis correct in arguing
for a structure somewhat on the order of the one he sees--although there is a sharp
difference in kind between a strong «triadic structure» and one of «a pair plus some other
linen. In any case, O’Brien should have considered the repercussions of his idea more
closely : while 26. 7 certainly mrkes a «third something else» for 17. 7—8, by retaining
both 17. 9 and 17. 10 he necessitates that 1) 17. 11 be a «third something else» which
it is not since its wév calls for the 8¢ in 17. 12 and is, therefore, linked to it and does
not somehow stand alone and 2) 17.1% and 17. 13 have no «third other something»
to complele the scheme he himself suggests.

18. I should propose to consider Wilamowitz® emendation of 17. 10 (26. 9) as
correct (cf. fn. 14 above) but for reasons of textual displacement--i. e., the proper «#.
3¢ of 17.10 (26. 9) was originaly copied into 17. 12 (26. 11). Once it is returned to
17 10, one may emend . 8¢ to t¥j. 8¢ at will and bring line 17.11 (26. 10) once again
into parallel construction with 17.12 (26.14). Of course, one may leave the 7. 3¢
of 17.12 as is, arguing that <% 8¢ = Hu 8 (cf. Kiihner op. cit., II. 2.269), although I
can find no parallel for such orthographical confusion of thcse forms.
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vious body of verse19. The wdxhog is, hence, given an especial place in the pre-
sentation because it lies not only as a third term in its own triad but also as a
third term in the triad that represents the whole. One might say, as I shall argue
presently, that it finds itself in the peculiar position ot a fourth:

MmN €péwr’ Tote wEv yap &v NOENOY wévov elvon (17.1)
éx mhebvoy, tote 8 ab diépu mAéov’ EE évdg elvar, (17.2)
douly 8¢ Ovntdv yéveoig, douyy 8 ambrerdug (17.3)
v pev yop mavtwy c0vodog Tixtelr T OMéxet TE, (17.4)
7 8¢ mwadwv Srapuopévev Opepbeica diémry, (17.5)
xol TalT GARAGGOVTe StoepmeEpde o0dapd ANyel, (17.6)
&Ahote pév DudtyTe cuvepybuey’ elg &v dmavra, (17.7)
&Mote 8 ad iy’ Exxota @opedpever Nefxeog Ex0er,  (17.8)
elobrev &v cuppivta T mav Oméveple yévaron: (26.7)
T pév ylyvovrat te xal ob opiow Eumedog alov, (17.11)
ThL 8¢ StxAhdooovta Siapmepds oddapd AMyet, (17.12)
Tadtne § alév Eaow dxlvyror xata wdxdov. (17.13)

In conclusion, fragment 17 without 17.9—10 and with the addition of 26.7
after 17.8 at last assumes a recognizable grammatical and logical form : a triadic
exposition of the cosmos culminating in the Empedoclian conception of the circle.
17.1—2 oppose the One (pév) that has increased from Many and the disjoining
(3é) that creates the Many from the One. 17.3 posits a third unifying condition :
doubleness («Double the genesis of mortals and double the death.n) The next
three lines (17.4—6) follow the same principle: «On the one hand (uév) a meet-
ing of all things both gives birth to and destroys the one [genesis]; on the
other back again (9 3¢ wdAw) a death having been reared while things are dis-
lodged flies apart.» Line six again points to the unifying condition: «And these
things changing continually never cease.» Lines 17.7—8 are characteristically
opposed : «Sometimes (&AAote pév) all things coming together through ®uiétyg
into One (&v); at others (&A\hote 3¢) again each thing being borne apart (3iya)
by the hatred of Neixoc. The proposed ninth line (26.7) produces the expected
third condition: «until growing together [into] One they [the opposed processes]
become the All [Whole] underneath.» The last three clarifying lines (17.11—13)
follow in order: «as (7%t pev) things come into being and not for them [is there a ]
stable life, and as (v 3¢) things continually changing never cease, in this (tadTn
3¢) they are always unmoved according to the configuration of a circle.»

%
* ok

The new reading gives a clear triadic structure from a grammatical point of view.

19. On epic asyndeton cf. Kiihner, ¢bid. 1I.2.344 : «Ganz gewdhnlich ist das Asyn-
deton wenn der zweite Satz ein Erkidrungssatz ist, der sonst durch yde oder auch durch
&po namlich angereiht wird. Der zweite Satz gibt eine nédhere Erklarung dessen, was
im vorhergehenden nur allgemein oder unbestimmt oder undeutlich ausgesprohen.»
He give as epic examples: ¥654, B217, Q608, N46, V420, Z174. J. D. Denniston in
his Greek Prose Style (Oxford 1960), p. 99, notes in a general statement that ¢«from the
very outset the Greeks were aware of the striking effects which can be obtained by
asyndeton.» Empedocles was certainly in this instance no exception.
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In each triad two opposites yield a third: vote pév ... 7ott 8 ... 8¢ (17.1-3);
v owév ... N 8 ... xal (17.4--6) ; &\ote wév ... &Ahote & ... elobuev
(17.7—8, 26.7); 74 pév ... Tie 3¢ ... Tadty 8¢ (17.11—13). 1 should like
at this point to examine how this triadic structure might be analyzed and perhaps
reveal more clearly thereby the importance it must assume in Empedocles des-
cription of the xéospoc. One should pay especial attention to the interweaving or
‘entrelacement’ of material in fragment 17--a phenomenon that has been seen only
indistinctly in the past20. It provides the underlying structure of Empedocles’

argument. I have endeavored to make this argument structurally clearer in the
following schema :

I. A 1) One from Many
i —A‘]j 2) Many from One l
//’ B 3) Double genesis / double death
IT. ;' 1) Meeting gives birth to and destroys one (genesis)
~-B* 2) Other death is reared as things grow apart
L

[}
3) These things exchange continually
l

PR

. {
III. c' A1) Everything is One by Love
—d 5 — S I

-C' -A"2) Everything is being borne apart by Hate

A2 AL L1 boxne apary Sl

C'" = A" 3) One growing together becomes the underlying All
= - _—

5y
Yoo , .
9 \ ¥

PR
IV. B/B'+ -B' 1)  They [Love and Hate] are never stable [Double not One]
—_—
- C/C'+ -C' 2) Things never cease their changing
1

.cnv = C + C"
[or D] 3)  Everything is unmoved in a Circle P

\
~——— = dyadic, simple thesis/antithesis =——— = synthetic ideas

——— = final idea
I. A +—A=B
II. BB +—B=C
III. A’ (Allinto One by love) + — A" (Borne apart by Hate) = C”*
(Underlying All = Continual Exchange)

also
C+ —C=C" (Actually C"=A"")
IV. BB'4-—B' +C/C' 4+ —-C=C" (C/C'4+—C"+C") or D

20 Note van Groningen, op. cit., pp. 208—209, where he calls attention to interpel-
Iation, “chevilles’, the formulation of one idea in several different fashions, and one
example of “anticipation’. He states in conclusion that «There is a remarkable combi-
nation of two processes: a linking-up (‘enchainement’) by similitude of content and
an interlacing (‘enterlacement’) of diverse elements».
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From the above structural exposition, one may conclude the following : 1) The
triads of 17 are not merely statements of unrelated parts of the Empedoclian
doctrine, say on the lines of A4+ —A =B; C+4 —C=D; etc. Nor, are they
of the «centon-type» found in fragment 26. 2) These triads do show a decided
tendency towards synthesizing their internal substance in the third line and picking
up this synthesis as the dyadic opposition in a following triad. This is the
clear relationship between I, II, and I1II. The relationship between I/II/III and
IV is noticeably governed by the appositional repetition of the major dynamic
idea of the synthetic lines in the former triads in each line of the latter in order
(IV.1-3=B 4 C + C"/A”). The situation is only at first glance somewhat
ambiguous in the case of the relationship between II and III where the term of
the third line of II (‘these things’) is picked up in IIT.1 (‘everything’) und III.2
(“everything’), but where III.3 (‘One underlying’), while structurally--that is
grammatically and also in a way substantially--a synthetic line within its own triad,
does not reveal a third, novel synthesis but adds to a meaning already being
established in II.3. It also may be considered a synthesis of materials in I.
III.3 is a second statement of the continual exchange premised in IT.3 and at last
given its full circular definition in IV.3. We are confronted, then, with a con-
cept of the x6opog formed before our eves and ears by the archaic process of
extended apposition in which, at each recurrence of the primary kernel of thought,
certain additional information is added to form a more exact picture of the whole?!.
3) The final term (C'’’ or D)--that is the Circle--in the last line of this
triadic mélange becomes doubly important not only because it establishes the %b-
#hog through the appositional use of II.3 (C) and IIL.3 (C') (the latter itself
being placed in an appositional relationship to the former) but also because it is
the direct synthetic product of 1.3 (B) (‘doubleness’) and II.3 (C) (“continual
exchange’), catching up slightly different material from II.3 than does III.3.
IV.1 (‘lack of stability’) = I.3 (‘double genesis/double death’), and IV.2
(‘never cease from change’) = II.3 (‘continual exchange’). In other words, the
fourth triad in its last line represents a synthesis of material not only opposed
within the triad itself (i.e., the opposition between IV.1 and IV.2) but also
taken from previous lines that are synthetic in themselves (I.3 and 1I.3). Triads I
and I act as a direct «input» into the first two lines of IV respectively ;
triads II and IIT act as a «direct input» into the last line. The appositional
‘entrelacement’ is a closely-knit phenomenon that establishes the Circle as the
unmoved symbol of the cosmos. This xdxhog assumes an especial position also
because of the asyndetonic condition of the fourth triad. One may see that from
threes there appears a «special third» or, I should suggest, a «fourth» in the fourth
triad. Could it be that the operation at work here is either the same operation or
one similar to that which Plato would conjure up up for us at the beginning of
the Timaeus: Elg, 80o, tpeic’ 6 8¢ 8% tétaproc...? Empedocles’ «fourth» is
his unmoved cosmos of the Circle. 22
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21. Cf. fn. 13 above.

22, Grateful thanks are due to Profs. Bruno Snell, Winiried Biihler, Carroll Moulton,
and Volker Langhoff for their kindness in reading various sections of this paper in its
last stages and for providing helpful suggestions. I should also like to thank the Von
Humboldt - Stiftung and the libraries of the University of Hamburg for providing the
necessary time and facilities.
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NOEPIAHYIZXZ

To xelpevov tob *Epnedoxdéovg &v *Am. 17. 1—13 mapovoraler dmd tédv ypé-
vev To0 SiwmAueiov xevdv petd tov otixov 8. ‘H ypapuatind avaxarteoxevy) tol
Diels (Vorsokr. III. 429) 3&v elvar merotind, ai 8¢ perémerta elxactor dtv elvar
ixavomomtinal. “Ymapyet mdvrote 16 {Hua i oxéoewg petabd tév *Amw. 17 xal
26. T év "Aw. 17 dndoyov xevdv éov vo cupminpwbiy &x Tob xeipévov 70l Ziy-
mwhwiov Due. 157. 25, 7ol wxpadidovrog 16 *Am. Omd iy woppy 17. 1—8 xal
17. 10 - 35. Elvar dpog dEtoompeiwrov 11 6 Zupmhiniog uvnpoveder 1o 26. 1—12
gvwpltepoy, &v Quo. 33.18. Eig iy Béow tdv otlywv Eupavileton mpoyetpbryg,
pépy Ot Tob 26 elvan oxedov axpiPele mavarPerg Tob 17. O A34vatd T v& elmy
&t otiyor Tivég Tob 17 OSmdpyouvv elg & 26. "Ev Tobtorg Tl Zipmlxiov To xel-
pevov 17 tedawdver peta to 17.8.

‘0 Bergk éoxéqly, dpob 16 26. 10—12 dvramoxgiverar oyeddyv eig t6 17. 11-13,
T6te 70 26.9 Sov va dvramoxpiverar el 6 17.10. Eldev Spog 8tu adtd v 86-
vatoe va axorovdij elg 1o 17.8 xald ik v dvamAnpdsy TO xevdv &velitncey Eva
otiyov 17.9, é¢ Toroltov 3¢ mapéraBey tov 26. 8. ‘H Acyund) vic elxactag Exer Pd-
o, dAA& d&v dvramoxplveron elg o mpdypata. O Diels fxohodOnce Ty elno-
clav 100 Bergk.

“Opowc 16 17.9—10 dmotehel adtoterés Lelyog, xdmotav &devxpivnrov éma-
vadnduy xal 8y dmbpavowv. ‘H dpynly mhavy cuvictator elg t §tu 3&v Etéln <o
26. 7 &g 6 xdprog otiyog mpdg cupmAMjpwaoy Tig éwvolag Tod 17. 7—8. ‘H yvdpy
abty mpoxbmrel cagpde &x tol xeipévov tob 26. H—T7.

To "Am. 17 p& oy mposOiuny 1o 26. 7 pera > 17.8 (dmwoporrwropévonv 10D
17. 9—10) &vappoviler Thv ypappatikly pop@hy Tpdg THv Aoyixny, SnA. THy Tple-
Sy Exbeoy 108 xbopov, Fitig xopupoltar elg tHv "Eumedoxderov avtidndiv tod
xoxhov. “H véa dvdyvooig alsOnromorel thv tpLadixiy adthv &moduy :

Tote pdv ... Tott & ... 3¢ 17.1-3

™y opdv ... N 3 R xoul 17. 4—6
&Mote udv. ..  &Ahote 8t ... elobxev  17.7-8, 26.7
T pév ... v 8¢ A [*He 8€] ... TedTp 8¢ 17. 1113

Aopixdde ai toudadeg abrar deuvdouv dmopaototixhy Tdow va cuvtedf] 7 Eow-
Tepuxh) TV odola elg TOV Tpitov oriyov, 1 3¢ cdvlesig albty va Angdy) dg dvadixy
dvtifesig mpdg TNV drolovBolony Tprdda. ‘O Tehundg Sopindg Epog xal 6 Tehen-
Talog oTiyos yivovran mpwtapyirol, Stdtt 6 Epmedoxiiic droxadiotd tdv «xdxAovn
dud tig mapabécemg T@Y mponyoupévewy Spwv xal Sudtt 6 oriyog xad Eaxvtdv &mo-
Terel edbeiav obvbeowy mponyovpévey Ewordv. ‘Amd Sopxic Embewe 6 wdxhog
gynabictator d¢ v eldudv «téraprovn.



