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EMPEDOCLES VS. XENOPHANES:
DIFFERING NOTIONS OF THE DIVINE

Introduction

The nature of the gods in Empedocles has beemothie of humerous
discussions. Is assigning the names Zeus, Hédfineus and Néstisto the
four divine roots of everything just a manner oeakingvia the common
language of Greek mythology, and merely fanciful?i©it something real
and more serious for Empedocles? When Empedocless gietails about
Aphrodite, what is mythical imagery, allegory, np#tar, poetic presentation
— and what is not? Out of all these questions andnany others which
continue to divide the scholars, we propose heradkle the question as to
whether or not (and if so, to what extent) Empee®tiumanizes the gods; in
particular, we want to examine his relation to Xamanes, traditionally the
first to champion a critique of anthropomorphisme Will finish by trying to
understand what could have pushed Empedocles (@ne gods in place of
what Aristotle would eventually name principles elements, and (b) to
attribute life and sometimes human behavior to vdeald have been seen as
inanimate matter.

The Question of fr. 134
Let us open the subject with a citation from Ammsn- followed by

another from Tzetzes and finally another from Olyodprus — all regarding
the same verses of Empedocles (fr. 134 DK). On2@8.17-249.18 ofn
Aristotelis de interpretatione commentariog Ammonius (ed. Ad. Busse,
1897; Commentaria in Aristotelem Graeeh5), we encounter the following
passage:

dx tavta d¢ Kal 0 AKQAYAVTIVOG 000G EMIQQATIONG

TOUG neQ‘L Osov wg dv@anoaécbv OVIWV TAQA TOILG

nomwug Aeyopévoug pv@ovg, enm/aye nQom/ovpevwg

puév meol AmMOAAwvOg, TEQL 00 MV avT@® TQEOOEXWS O

! For the fragments of the Presocratics, we willofwl Diels — Kranz’ numbering (H. Diels & W. Kranz,
Die Fragmente der VorsokratikeBerlin 1951), without addin®.—K. Fragment (fr.), here, is understood as a
fragment under the B section of D.—K. An updatedlibgraphy concerning fr. 134 can be found at
http://sites.google.com/site/empedoclesacragassitalphy-to-b-fragments. For the sources of thesdumtics:
http://www.placita.org/.
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AOYOG, KAt 0€ TOV aLTOV TEOTIOV Kal Tepl Ttov Oeiov
TIAVTOG ATIAQWG ATIOPALVOUEVOS

oUTE YOO AVOQOHET) KEPAAT KATA YLl KEKATTAL, 1
oV HEV aTtal VATV Ye OVw KA&dOL diooovoty, 2
oV TtodEG, 0L Boa youv', oV urdea Aaxvieva, 3
aAAa Ponv teon kat aBéodatog émtAeTo povvoy, 4
deovTioL KOOUOV dTtavTa katalooovoa Oorot,
For those reasons the Wise Man of Agrigentum redutte myths
told by poets about gods having human form, andidnb forth
[the following verses]primarily about Apollo (about whom his
argument was immediately concerned), but equallgualihe
totality of the divine in general, declaring

1

For its members are not surmounted by a man’s head, 1
two branches don't jut from its back, 2
it has no feet, no swift knees, no hairy sex, 3
but it is only a sacred and immenggarén 4
darting through all the cosmos with swift thoughts. 5

Tzetzes quotes the two last lines of fr. 134 in @fsliades VIl (522-526
Kiessling), within the following context:
vouv €mt Oelag puoews kLElws papev povoy,
€Tl B0V AYYEAWV TE KAl TWV OHOLOTQOTIWY,
ws Xevopavng éypope tovto kat ITappeviong.
EumedokAng t@ 1oitw te TV Puokayv, detkviwv
tic 1] ovoia Tov Oeov, kat’ €mog obTw Aéyer:
0oL T0d¢ 1€ Oedg €0TLV, OV TOOE TE KAl TODE,
AAAx Ponv teon kat dBéodatog EmAeTo povvVOov.
doovtiol KOOV AdTtavta kataiooovoa Oonov2.
oUtwg 7l TV Oelwv ey TOV vouv papev Kulws:
[...] el voug yao v avOpwmolg,
TIQO TOU AKOVOAL ATIAVTAX ELXOV VOELV &V HOVOL.
We can only talk properly about Mind in referenceat divine
nature, in reference to God, and angels, and sukb-beings;
Xenophanes wrote that, and so did Parmenides. Eogbes) in
the third book of the Physics, had this to say,dvor word: God
is not this and that and the other thirjff, 134.4-5]Thus do we
talk properly about Mind in reference to divine tgs.|[...] For if
humans had Mind, they would have the ability altimselves to
know everything before hearing it.
Olympiodorus In Platonis Gorgiam commentarié3.34-37, ed. L. G. West-
erink, 1970) speaks of God as the one first cagsetes three verses of a

! We regardémAeto as an aorist, and translate it here with the ptesés (cf. D. B. Monro,Homeric
Grammay Oxford 189%, p. 38), which is in harmony with the perfeaticaotal. Some, however, understand
émAeto as an imperfect, though simultaneously acceptiegperfectcékaotat. Movvov is to be understood
as an adverloqly, exclusively modifying the verkEmtAeto.

2 We write Bonow and notbuvnow (Th. Kiessling’s 1826 edition), assuming that thef Ounow is a
misprint.
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Hymn to God, and soon after introduces the finse Iof what we take as
fr. 134:
OVOEV OVV €KEL OWHATIKOV, WS Kal avtog O 'EumedokAng
Aéyer oo IAdtwvog: pnot yao
"ovde Yoo avdpopen kedpaAn kata  yuvix
Kékaotal"
Kat T €ENG.
So there is nothing bodily there, as Empedocles sdys, before
Plato. For he says,
“There was no human head fixed upon the limbs”,
and so ort.
These, then, are the data; let us proceed to olysaaDespite the fact that
Olympiodorus does not quote fr. 134.3-4, we takkat he has in mind — like
his scholiast — the dorv ieof xai abéodatog and not something else.
Besides, he takes thigonv ieon) to be a god. What Olympiodorus says — that
Empedocles denies that god doouatikov — flies in the face of all the
evidence we have in the Empedoclean corpus. Goeth@hseen as one of the
four divine roots, or aSphairosor a similarly long—lived god, or dhilotes
or thedonv teon), is not immaterial, not incorporeal. There is mbi@pation
of Plato in that regard.
More needs to be said on this topic. When we spéake four divine
roots, we must recall fr. 6:
First hear the four roots of all things,
gleaming Zeus and life—bringing Hera aA@&i6neus
and Néstis, who moistens with tears the springatats.
(transl. B. Inwood)
Zeus, HeraAiddneusNéstisare the fire, ether, earth and water that make up
all things. Amongall thingsthere is theSphairos Of course, th&phairoshas
no feet, no knees and so on (fr. 29):
OV YOO ATI0 VAWToLo dVo kAddoL alooovtal,
oL odeg, oL Box youv(a), 0V udea YSVVT]EVTO(
AAAQ odaipog NV kal <mdvtoOev> l0og vt
Olympiodorus would undoubtedly have the same wevirlqopolytus and the
Neo—Platonists: he would think that ﬁphalross aKoopog vonTog Now,
there is abundant proof thatkéopoc vontog is a sheer anachronism with
regard to Empedocles. In fr. 17.2Bhilotes dwells among the four roots,

! Olympiodorus, Commentary on Plato’s Gorgi&imnsl. R. Jackson, K. Lycos & H. Tarrant, Leiden
Boston — Kéln 1998, p. 87.

2 A marginal scholium to the text of Olympiodoriis,Platonis Gorgiam commentarii3.36, has lines 1,
3, 4, 5 of fr. 134, with some slight variation ind 3 vs. the same line in fr. 1340 x£o¢g, oV Ood yovV’, oV
undea Aaxviievta (it has no hands, no swift knees, no hairy) sé¥e see that the scholiast has taken up what
Olympiodorus had in mind in his citation of a smglerse of Empedocles followed byd so onand has felt
obliged to report it more completely by adding whetre to his knowledge the three verses that fatbwhat
one-line citation. The scholiast’s version couldthe authentic verses of the Agrigentine (see MWRght,
Empedocles: the extant fragmeniew Haven — London 1981, pp. 251-252, J.—C. PAmbllon et lagpnv
iepn xat aBéapatoc (Empédocle, fr. 134 DKih: Anais de Filosofia Classichl, 2012, pp. 1-31, esp. pp. 3-4.

3 Hlppolytus Refutatio 7.29.17.2-3udxagas kaAwv tovg (o)uvnypévous OTO e Prhiag ano
TV TMOAAQV &i¢ TV évotn(T)a ToD KOOHOL TOD VONTOoD.
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equal in length and width. Length and width is ¢gbi of a body. And
Sphairosis the domain oPhilotés

Furthermore, and again contrary to what Olympiaddells us, théorv
teor) of fr. 134, which would be an Empedoclean Apollecarding to
Ammonius, has a corporeal nature. Olympiodorus gitop quickly from the
idea that an Empedoclean god does not have a hsimgme ¢Udé yoo
avdopén kedpaAn kata yvia kékaotal) to the idea that such a god is
without any body at all@dév oOv ékel cwpaTikov).

But it is not only ancient scholars who have mdenstood Empedocles’
conception of the divine. There seems also to bgereral consensus in
modern scholarly commentaries about fr. 134, to effect that fr. 134
reiterates Xenophanes’ critique of anthropomorphishat consensus would
agree with Tzetzes, who mentions Xenophanes wheimtheduces Empe-
docles’ lines on the form of the divine. We intemalv to present arguments
against that view.

Empedocles’ humanizing of the gods
Ammonius reports thahe Wise Man of Agrigentum rebutted the myths

told by poets about gods having human forin is well known that
Xenophanes, a century before Empedocles, critidttather and Hesiod, and
humans generally, for their anthropomorphism whescdbing the gods:

nidvta Oeolo’ aveéOnkav ‘Ounedc 0° Holoddg te,

dooa ma’ avOpwmolov oveidea kat Poyog Eotiv,

(DK 21 B 11.1-2)
Homer and Hesiod have attributed to the gods eliergt
that is a shame and reproach among men

&AM’ ol Bootol dokéovat yevvaoOat Beovg,
Vv odetéonv O’ €o0nTA EXev PV Te dERAG TE,

(DK 21 B 14)
But mortals consider that the gods are born, arat they have
clothes and speedhnd body]

AAA’ el xetgag éxov Boeg <imrot > 1e Aéovteg
N Yodat xelpeoot kal €Qya TeAety dmteQ AvOQeg,
inmoL pév 07 (mmolot Poeg d¢ te Povoty opoiag
Kkal <ke> Oev 0éag £ypadov Kal cwpat’ Enoiovv
Tolav0’ 0loV TeE KAVTOL dEHAG elxOV <EkaoTOoLr>.

(DK 21 B 15)
But if cattle and horses or lions had hands, orevable to draw
with their hands and do the works that men canhdoses would
draw the forms of the gods like horses, and céktke cattle, and
they would make their bodies such as they eachheadselves.

(Quoted by Clement of AlexandrigtromatesV, 14, 109:Ev
youv kat Eevopavne 6 KoAopwviog, didaokwv dtt elg Kol
aowpatog 6 Beo0g Erupéger)
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elg O¢eog, v e Beolotl kat AvOEWMOLoL pHEYLOTOC,
oVt dépag Ovnrotoy Opolog 0VdE vonua.
(DK 21 B 23)
[In any event Xenophanes the Colophonian, teachiag®od is
one and bodiless, does well to asdert:
One god, greatest among gods and men, in N0 waNasito
mortals either in body or in thought.
It is a commonplace today to assert that Empedacls134 trod the path of
Xenophanes’ criticism. As we have reported abovetZes long ago created a
link between Empedocles and Xenophanes. We willdesty that there is
some justification for his doing so. But we findnstructive to point out the
limits of Empedocles’ rebuttal to religious anthooporphism, and to go on
from there to uncover his veiled attack on Xenogsan fr. 134.
Anthropomorphic projection, which Xenophanes demas so eloquently
in fragment DK 21 B 15, is a common, obvious hunt@amdency — and a
natural one, since the human being is not so urtiggenone of his traits can
be noticed in other living beings. Empedocles, ttunks in terms of
analogies. He sees points in common between maergstand living beings,
and he sees points in common between gods and lsuM&ncan even come
up with a list of some passages where anthroponsphs obvious in
Empedocles:
— The Muse has white arms (fr. 3.3), drives a dbgfr. 3.5); has a mind
(fr. 131.2).
— Among the four roots (fr. 6) there are two madgifes (ZeusAidéneuyand
two female figures (HerdJéstig who seem to be grouped as married couples
(Zeus and Hera on the one hand a&idbneusandNéstis—Persephonen the
other).
— Néstis weeps (fr. 6.3:Nnotic 0, 1| dakovolg Téyyel KQOUVWHQ
QOTELOV).
— The One can learn (fr. 17.9, fr. 26.8); the eleimecome back together
voluntarily (fr. 35.6); they learn (fr. 35.14); alhings have breath and odor
(fr. 102), desire and hope (fr. 110.9), and thoghtl03 and fr. 110.10); and
different, separate forms desire one another {fi8)2
— The Sphairosrejoices (fr. 27.4Zdaipog kvkAoTeQnc povint tepuyét
vaiwv). Empedocles may well have conceived that, forSpleairos rest and
rejoicing were possible at the same time. In ansecdhere is an anthro-
morphist projection in the statement tBgthairosrejoices.
— Harmony provides a dense cover whereinSpbairosis fixed (fr. 27.3), as
if this dense cover was the womb of the goddesdirégite has divided
meadows (fr. 66) and perfect harbors (fr. 98.3)osspble allusions to her
sexual organs.
— Cyprisis a queen (fr. 128.3), acts as a potter (fr. has palms (fr. 75,
fr. 95).

* All Xenophanes’ translations from G. S. Kirk &B. Raven The Presocratic Philosophgr€ambridge
1957, pp. 168-169.
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— The alternation of power betweéthilotés and Neikosis governed by a
broad oath (fr. 30.3); now an oath is not somethigghanical: it is sworn by
men or by gods. Thus in fr. 115.2, the gods sel@caee with broad oaths.

— Strife acts blamelessly (fr. 35.9); the impulde Rhilotes is blameless
(fr. 35.13).

— The moon has an eye (fr. 42); the moon gazdeeatitcle of its lord (fr. 47);
the sun has a fearless face (fr. 44); the seaeise#inth’'s sweat (fr. 55), it
vomits (fr. 115.10); fire has an intention or deqfir. 62.6), air, sea, earth, sun
have hatred (fr. 115.12).

— The immortal gods are around a table (fr. 147.1).

Empedocles is a poet. He is famous for his metaptBut sometimes we
wonder when, from an Empedoclean perspective, acoomanner of speaking
starts, and when it stops. When does he think pesenting fantasy, and
when does he mean to be taken literally and sdyi®us

We can of course decide that from Empedocles’tpaiirview all of the
above passages where anthropomorphism is obvieipaatic metaphors,
that nothing here is meant to be taken literalyat tthey are just convenient
ways to make concrete and understandable theiesalitat are otherwise out
of reach to his audience; in other words, that heaukl try to penetrate to the
real and deep thought of Empedocles that lurks dtbnthe popular idiom
with which he addresses his disciple Pausaniaslarger audience. And of
course the common clichés of previous poets coreeplay to embellish his
wording — new ideas conveyed through old bits aftpo We need to remind
ourselves that Empedocles is working both withird aagainst the epic
tradition in which he, with his didactic poem inctidic hexameters, chooses
to stand. Empedocles is faced with the task ofrgfdtis principia in Homeric
and Hesiodic terms, while at the same time comfdtie cultural tendencies
that originated with Homer and Hesiod. As Herodquts it (2:53):

Whence the gods severally sprang, whether or rey trad all

existed from eternity, what forms they b@dgoiol té tiveg ta

eldea] — these are questions of which the Greeks knew rgthin

until the other day, so to speak. For Homer andibtksvere the

first to compose Theogonies, and give the gods #mihets, to

allot them their several offices and occupationsd alescribe

their forms[eidea] (transl. G. Rawlinson).
The Agrigentine poet must walk a fine line betwdéomer’s inspired and
inspiring humanization of the gods, and the deepbkilosophic truths
Empedocles is trying to propound. So when the poetes to criticize the
anthropomorphic representation of the traditionpblo — a god who for the
poet would only be @hrén hiereas stated in fr. 134.4-5 —, it is not simply a
criticism of humanization (after all, we humans éghrenes too), but
criticism of excessive or inappropriate anthropgoh@am. In fr. 29, the god of
Love, theSphairos is not a god with two branches on his back, aitd feet,
swift knees and genitals. We take the two branchesa metaphor and
understand that th®phairosis not a traditional Eros with his two wings; Ise i
an Empedoclean Eros, without two wings (just as gheén hiereis an
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Empedoclean Apollo against the traditional Apdlidfhat godSphairos so
unfamiliar to us, rejoices nevertheless — just ashwmans rejoice. Likewise,
we humans havehrénlike the Empedoclean Apollo.

Philotes Cypris or Harmony — whatever name is chosenHerprinciple,
that principle actively creates living beings. # @& feminine principle or
power. She seems to have a body, a blend of elemige the body she
creates. She imposes a goal upon an organ — th®reyestance — just as she
herself has a goal. She acts as craftsmen act, métins and goals, with
intelligence to coordinate the means in view obalgBut nothing of the kind
with Neikos Neikosis not even grammatically a he or a she. It iaceless,
neutral principle. It cannot be in itself a model treating a living being.
Neverthelesslt is a God and we are tempted to see a He in It.efoges
seems to invite us to do so when in fr. 115.14geaks of himself as an exile
from the gods and a wanderer, deliberately choosiey wordsveiket
Hawvopévawt tiovvog, trusting in furious Strifewhich would naturally bring
to mind the well-known passage from Homer,

[...] Extwo d¢ pnéya 00ével PAepeativwv

Hatvetal éxmdyAwg miovvog At (lliad IX, 237-238),
where the object of trust is a male god (Zeus). West, however, resist the
temptation to makéleikosstrictly a He. Empedocles does not want to suggest
a possible union oPhilotéesandNeikos whether a marriage or not (like the
love affair between Aphrodite and Ares), becaussuuh thing ever occurs in
the cosmic cycle. Furthermore, it would have beesppsterous to make
Neikosa personality as Aphrodite is, fbleikospromotes the destruction of
every personality. And moreéNeikos must not be in itself a living being,
because living beings are the product$’bflotés So we must keep the odd
figure of a god in neuter gender, without sex, lée inanimate object, but
who/which is active, who/which can behave as ag\weing.

The Muse

Let us see now what Empedocles says about hisvwee. She has white
arms (fr. 3.3:xatl 0¢, moAvuvnom AevkwAeve mapBéve Movoa). The
Muse in Bacchylides also had white arms (33[V].EBnondsAsvkwAeve
KaAAwdna). That was already a cliché in Greek literatureve®al women,
goddesses or not, avehite—armedthere. How could Empedocles the philo-
sopher believe that this kind of detail was truedogoddess, his Muse? We
would assume, in the first place, that he couldilyabelieve that the Muse
had arms like humans have arms, and even lesshihatolor of those non—
existent arms could be white. Tivite—armedepithet would be pure fantasy
on the part of a poet who simply wanted to insestgoetry into a tradition
(transmitted for instance by Bacchylides with BisAAOma). A further
example: the Muse drives a chariot (fr. 3.5). Welarstand there that the
chariot is the poem Empedocles is writing. With tteariot, Empedocles

! See J.—C. Picofpollon et lappry iepn xai a0éoparoc (Empédocle, fr. 134 DKp. 26.
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wants to say that his poem is inspired by a Muse,Hamer, Hesiod,
Parmenides, Bacchylides and so many others didédafm.

So Empedocles could make use of divine imagesdfiith anthropomor-
phism and not believe that those images conforredality. Finally, fr. 134
and fr. 29 tempt us to agree that Empedocles Ig &mti—anthropomorphic
and does indeed walk in Xenophanes’ footsteps.

But let us take a closer look at Empedocles’ Méddeast she is there in
his poetry. We have no evidence that Xenophanesahatuse; it would
surprise us if he did, for that would not be cohémgith his criticism. Empe-
docles has one and she is not an empty charadterAgrigentine proclaims
his inspiration through a feminine and divine figuoeyond himself. That
figure guarantees the truth of what he assertstadkehere a reality we cannot
leave aside when trying to understand Empedocles.

The Muse is closer to Love than to Strife. Loveaideminine figure,
whether we call iPhilotésor Aphrodite or Cypris or Harmony. Empedocles
does not think of it merely as an abstract unifyminciple. He thinks of that
unifying principle as somethingeminine Allusions to the power of
Aphrodite’s sexual parts (fr. 66), of Harmony’s. @7.3), and of Cypris’
(fr. 98.3) are not fantasy and only fantasy. Empésto does believe in the
sexuality of the divine roots and of the power of/e, and in the sexuality of
the Muse close to Love This belief goes against what Xenophanes
contended, if we take for granted his anti—-anthnopghism and what he says
in our fragment DK 21 B 23, namely that one Godas at all like mortals in
bodily form. Wherever Empedocles clothes his abstcanceptions (union,
separation, cycle) with flesh, with human behaviargl institutions, it is
preposterous to hold that he does so only to hialghec what is difficult to
figure out.

Empedocles confronts the Aeschylean Zeus
Scholars have suggested that the chorus of AasEiSlippliantgortrays
Zeus in a Xenophanean light with the words (91198-103

TUTITELD ATPaAES 0VD ETL VWTQ 91
KOQUPA ALOG el kKQAVOT) TEAYHX TEAELOV. 92
davAot Yo meamtidwy 93
ddokiol te telvovotv oot 94
KATWEW APEACTOL ... 95
TV ATTOVOV OALUOVIWV* 100
Hevog OV GpedvNnUd mwg 101

! See C. Rowetl,ove, sex and the gods: why Empedocles’ things tiaie names and come in pairs?
[forthcoming]: The elemental divinities come together in love sexbal union, to generate compound wholes,
when they are affected by love, and the effeciv& is to create this kind of bonding and creatjeeeration of
new beings

2 See e.g. W. Jaegdfhe Theology of the Early Greek Philosophéendon — Oxford — New York 1967
(1947), p. 45 & F. SolmserHesiod and Aeschylusthaca 1949, p. 222 n. 166: [...] Supp&, which shows a
very interesting combination of Hesiod®g 6) view of Zeus with that of Xenophanes (21 BDESs and
Kranz)... .
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avto0ev E€mpaev Eu— 102
TG €dQAVWV Ad’ ayvv 103

But surely and not on its back does a matter land 91
If by the nod of Zeus it is destined to be fuddll 92
For rugged and shadowy do the paths of his hedenek

93/94
Impossible to descry 95
... All is effortless for the divine: 100

seated above, it fulfils a thought completely afar, 101-102
from the holy seat. 103
(transl. adapted from P. Sandin)

We noticeartovov (v. 100) and think of Xenophana$htavevOe movoto in
fr. DK 21 B 25. We perceive a parallel betwegmnevog ... £dodvwv ad’
ayvov (v. 101-103) andxiet ' €v TAVTWL PHVEL KIVOUHEVOS OVOEV
(DK 21 B 26.1), and another parallel between Zeughe god who
accomplishes his thought (v. 101-1@ovnua ... é€émoa&ev) — and the
God ofXenophanes whooov ¢poevi mtavta kpadatvet (DK 21 B 25:aAA°
amdvevOe MOVOLO VOOUL PEEVL TTAVTA KOoadalveL).

Xenophanes imagines an impersonal God. Aeschyaustains Zeus with
all the traditional clichés. Empedocles is liketyltave known those passages
in both Aeschylus and Xenophanes. The verses &8#.would be one way to
bring his own doctrine into confrontation with Aégtus and Xenophanes.
That is what we now wish to demonstrate.

Could it be a coincidence thatpaAn found in line 1 of fr. 134, along
with ponv and aBéodartog in line 4, seem to echo the wordsovda,
noantdwv, adpoaotol, from Suppliant91-95? No, it is no coincidence. We
are able to identify here a known borrowing techieign Empedoclean
dialoguing with major ancient texts — a techniquach is not his own and
has already been noticed in Hesio&kield The words count to make the
link; the syntax is of less importarfce

The wordiopvda in Aeschylus meariseadjust ascepaAr) meanshead
in fr. 134.1. In describing the majesty of Zeus wéats without moving
(v. 102-103), Aeschylus is following Xenophanest Be keeps the old song
— ruled out by Xenophanes — when he attributesad f®ovda) to Zeus (the
nod of Zeus belongs to tradition). And the samesoldg comes back with the
expressionédoavwv ayvwv, the holy seat. It might be thought that the
£€dpavov here is just an abode, a dwelling and not spedifica seat for
humans, fitted to their shape. But we recognizé Aeschylus is echoing the
imagery he has from Homer: in Homer Zeus also leshinone [(liad | 536,
VIl 442).

! For the somewhat problematic text of Aeschylughere have preferred to follow the manuscriptseath
than Westphal's transposition.

2 See J.—C. Picogur un emprunt d’Empédocle &ouclierhésiodiquen: Revue des études grecqadd,
1/1998, p. 50 & p. 56.
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What then of theborv teon kat abéopartoc (Empedocles) compared to
the ool adoaotor moamnidwv (Aeschylus)? In archaic texts, the word
¢dorv is an equivalent tapamntidec: both mean the midriff, i.e. the location in
the middle of the human body where humans thinkfaat It is important to
stress that therpamideg, here in theSuppliants are those of Zeus; which
helps to support the suggestion of a parallel Wit holy (co1) — that is,
more than human, divine éorjv, an Empedoclean Apollo. To sum up, we
can bring together th¢oovnua of Zeus Suppliants 101), therpamtidec of
Zeus Guppliants 93) who does not move from his seat, ¢iwe)v of the God
of Xenophanes (DK 21 B 25) who does not move ataaltl thepor|v of fr.
134.4, which moves a great deal indeed (fr. 134&taiococovon). Our
contention is that Empedocles has developed his @weeption of divine
¢dorv against the background of Xenophanes and Aeschiigshonv iteon
kat a0éodarog is characterized by a swift movemerttaicoovoa), with
swift thoughts ¢oovtiot Oorot), while Aeschylus’ and Xenophanes’ God do
not move at all.

Theonv of fr. 134.4 is calledO¢odpatog, an adjective which is found
nowhere else in the corpus of ancient Greek asaéifigation of phrenor of
phrenes It would be best to retain here its original ®nsimmensgapplied
to something that cannot, or can no more, be medsuather than the sense
of unspeakabl@r ineffableoften read in the translations. The latter mearsng
imprecise and risks making a transcendent beingfaiephrért. Aeschylus’
Suppliants can help us prove that point. In tHeuppliants the word
adoaotot qualifies therpamidwv mogot — the paths of the god’s thoughts —
and indicates here an insufficiency in the actiopressed by the verb
katwetv. The adjectivexdpoaotor meansincomprehensibleimpenetrable
So the two wordst@éodatoc andadoaotog in their separate contexts do
not have the same meaning. The epitti@todpatog has a physical meaning
while adpoaotog addresses especially the limits of the humanledeland
has no physical meaning. At first sight, then, Edgudes would seem to be
saying something different from Aeschylus. But gtery does not stop here.
Keeping in mind the equivalence pfapidesandphrenor phrenes we must
add two important passages of Bgppliantsvhere Aeschylus talks about the
phrenof Zeus:

A10G oV tapPatdc oty 1048
HeyaAa GOTV ATEQATOG. 1049
T ¢ pEAAW doéva Al 1057
kaBopav, OPv &Bvooov; 1058

Aeschylus’ chorus reports that therv of Zeus ispeydAa andamnéoatog
(v. 1049) — vast and without limit. That is predystne sense oftO¢opatog
in fr. 134.4. It also reports that theorv of Zeus is anabyssal sight
(Suppliantsl057—-1058) for anyone who might attempt to obséw®ooav)
it. That which is abyssal is also something thatléde qualified with the

! See J.—C. Picafpollon et lappny icpr xai a0éopatoc (Empédocle, fr. 134 DKpp. 21-22.
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word a0éodpatos. The verbkaboopav is also worth noting. The same verb
in the aoristkatwetv, was employed in speaking of th@amidwv mdeot
(Suppliants 93-94). We may then be allowed to think thatAeschylus the
adoaotol paths of therapidesare in the same league as that abysisedn
that permits us to conclude that Empedocles couwgle hfollowed an
Aeschylean model here.

Deification

In an attempt to understand the intellectual psaavolved in Empe-
docles’ thinking about the gods and about natete$ engage here in a bit of
speculation. Empedocles knew Xenophanes’ critignew the allegorism of
Theagenes of Rhegidtrand for his part did not doubt that there neetdeuk
a revision of thought about the gods of Greek trawli Fragment 132 signals
his interest:

O0ABLog, 0¢ Belwv MEamidwV EKTNoATO TAOVTOV,

OeA0G O, WL oKkoTOETOX DEV TEQL DOEX PEUNAEV.

Blessed is he who obtained wealth in his divinekihg organs,

and wretched is he to whom belongs a darkling opir@bout the

gods.

(transl. B. Inwood)

Theagenes’ allegorism amounts to a consideratioinefelements of nature
using the Homeric gods as a vocabulary. But whattlose elements? We
know that Empedocles identified four of them andl tthey are called, in the
common/profane vocabularyvp, 00w, yaia, NMe or aidnpe. They enter
into mixtures, though not transforming themselves bne another. What are
they in a pure state? We're faced with the fact Brapedocles doesn’t define
them anywhere in the body of fragments or in othedence at our disposal.
He often restricts himself, as one does in evenstmech, to the perceptible
phenomena.

The sun, for example, taken as a major manifestasi fire (fr. 21.3,
fr. 22.2, fr. 71.2, fr. 115.11), is white and hdt. 1.3). The sun doesn’t
behave like the flame rising from a body in a st#teombustion, but appears
as heat and light (fr. 21.4). Sunbeams (taken hstdtte as manifestations of
fire), when entrapped in clouds, are responsibidigbtning (A 63); now, we
know that the Empedoclean Zeusaigies (fr. 6.2): he is thekeraunos the

! See P. Hadofhe Veil of Isistransl. M. Chase, Cambridge MA — London 2006,46-41:The mythical
representation of the gods was criticized by thwbe were called the phusikoi, who gave a purelyenmeit
explanation for the birth of the world. Philosopheauch as Xenophanes and Anaxagoras openly attpdetit
theology.[...] Through skillful exegesis, called “allegorical exsis” (allegorein means to make someone
understand something other than what is said),dalém philosophical meaning was discovered undefetter
of the texts|...] This phenomenon had already appeared in the sixtiucy BCE, in a commentator on Homer,
Theagenes of Rhegium, whose work is unfortunatelwik only through late citations, but who seembaee
proposed an allegorical exegesis of the Homericnpo¢hat was physical (the battle of the gods besdime
battle of the elements) and moral, perhaps in fieacagainst the sharp criticisms formulated agaidsimeric
mythology by XenophanesOn Theagenes, see Diels—Krabie Fragmente der Vorsokratikd951, pp. 51-52
& J. Svenbrol.a Parole et le marbre: aux origines de la poétigecque Lund 1976, pp. 108-138. On Thea-
genes and Empedocles see O. Primatspedocles: Physical and Mythical Divinity. The Oxford Handbook
to Presocratic Philosophyeds.) P. Curd & D. W. Graham, Oxford 2008, ff0-283, esp. p. 257.
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lightning hitting the ground, and stands for fir8o fire does not necessarily
go up, as we might think (B 51); it can also go dowire appears to be a per-
sonality with several facets or forms, a Zeus witlitiple metamorphosés

The lack of a definition of what fire is in a pureshall we sayprimitive?

— state is painfully obvious in fr. 84 (the eye gared in structure and
function to a lantern). In a lantern, the fire ilaane fed by a body in a state
of combustion; it emits light and heat. For the gmse of comparing the
lantern to the eye, attention is given to (1) firehe form of flame emitting
light, (2) the translucent panels of the lanternd &3) the light passing
unimpeded from the lantern’s interior toward thetsale. But in the
comparison the fire inside the eye is not saide@lflame; we know only that
it is wyvywov, which could mearprimitive. This fire of the eye, different
from a flame, shares an emission in common withldnéern’s flame: light.
The fire that passes through the eye’s inner memasrabecause it is appa-
rently finer than the transmitting fire called/vywov, is the fire referred to as
light (fr. 84.11: mvp, in contrast to fr. 84.5twc). This time, ordinary
language is of no help. Indeed, ordinary languaare éword for fire vQ)
and a number of words for lighthawg, ¢péyyog, avyr). Common parlance
doesn’t confuse fire and light the way Empedoclesid like to do. We see in
the eye/lantern example that Empedocles didn't havstrictly defined
physical point of reference for fire. But he wastamly aware of it, and on
the basis of that awareness, was able to conchatefite was something
divine, with a life and a personality, possesshng¢apacity to exist in various
manifestations, with a character both fixed anglifflie, depending on circum-
stances and on relationships cultivated at anyngimement with the other
elements.

After the allegorism put forward by Theagenesterathe passage of the
gods of tradition into natural phenomena which hatl been in themselves
divine — Empedocles had, we might say, reverseddinection and deified
nature, because he now understood nature in tefrfeup elements which
themselves showed characteristics proper to gdus. rEpresents, in essence,
an archaizing return to a Hesiod imagining the ibeigig of the world
proceeding from Chaos, with the god Ouranos repteggethe heavens and
the goddess Gaia representing the earth. In susdha@me, gods and major
elements are purely and simply identified with eaather, without a
suggestion of metonymy, synecdoche, or anythinghaf sort: Ouranoss
heaven, Gaias earth. Empedocles thus refuted the later stagehioh the
Olympian gods would become distinct from the gemic subdivisions. In
this regression back to the gods of origin, theidagtine discovered in each
element a god who is not what the Greek traditoumd have imagined. This

! For Zeus = fire, see A 33. See comments in: JRi€it, L’Empédocle magique de P. Kingsiay Revue
de philosophie ancienrk8, 1/2000, pp. 25-86, esp. pp. 59-70.

2 For Empedoclesn Anger they have distinct forms and are all ap@rt21.7:¢v d¢ Kétwt didpooda
Kal avdya mavta éAovtar). Distinct forms are especially seen in fire, vwhasily comes under the sway
of Hate, as Aristotle say$/etaphysicsi, 994a6—7xuvnOnvat [...] Tov 8¢ fjAlov OO TOL veikovg), inspired
apparently by Empedocles (PlutarCig primo frigidg 952B9-101 kai magéoxev EumnedokAng vmdvowav,
W¢ 10 pév moe "Nelicog ovASGEevov" kTA.; cf. fr. 17.19).
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new deification was not a simple return to the ssgbmorphic gods of
Homer. No, Empedocles produced an original synshddie divine word to
designate the first principles is nowot (0lCwpa). That word in itself
signifies life — which the worgrinciple, for example, does not. Empedocles
introduces the four roots of all things (fr. 6)tims way:

T€00AQA YAQ MAVTWV OLLAOUATA TIOWTOV AKOVE"

Zevg apync "Hon te ¢pepéoflognd’ "Awdwvedg

Nnotic 6°, 1} dakpvolg Téyyel kgoUVWHA BEOTELOV.
Notice Zeus. He is the bolt of lightning, the ligimg that iskoyr|c, brilliant,
gleaming In fr. 21.4, the epithekoync will be applied to light, the light that
comes from the sumx(yr}). Zeus is therefore fire, manifested in the lighgn
bolt and in light. There are no restrictions: hérisin all its manifestations. In
particular, he is the flame that mounts towardgke (fr. 62.2, fr. 62.6), while
lightning, which would be conceived as a manifestatf fire, descends from
the sky toward the earth; he is the light of the dascending toward the earth
(fr. 21.3) or illuminating Olympos (fr. 44).

We should note that, since Empedocles doesn’t @iphysical definition
of fire, it is therefore easy for him to claim tHae is always the same in the
mixtures. A personality can stay the same and tleslerss display a number
of different expressions. No one would think of isgythat Zeus, however
different his amorous moments are from his momait@nger, however
different his various metamorphoses are — no ongddvinink of saying that
he is not always the same. A divine personalitye la human personality,
plays in different registers. There is something®k, inexpressible about it —
somethingxpoaotov.

What Empedocles says abdéstis(fr. 6.3) is worth looking intoNéstis,
who moistens with tears the spring of mortal®e spring of mortalsis a
metaphor for the earthfrom which humans emerge, along with, undoubtedly
(by synecdoche), all living things on earth (notessarily excluding fish and
other sea creatures). Empedocles believes NBatis— water — is close to
mortals and that water is close to Love (as Platagys in B 19 — that is, to
Aphrodite, the goddess born from the sea, who shapetals on earth.

In fact, Néstisis not a goddess with human attributes, a facdyuonan
eyes. Nevertheless, she sheds tears like a huma&®.(t). The tears are a
metaphor for drops. Drops that moisten the eaximfiwhich living things
emerge are in all likelihood raindrops. In esseMN&stis, who moistens with
tears the spring of mortalsould be translated into everyday language as
Water, whose drops in the form of rain moisten ¢heth, which generates
living beings.What does the introduction of the divine rd¢stiscontribute
to that ordinary, factual statememN®@stis the root of water, is not simply rain;
she is also water in all its forms — sea, rivepsings, ice, snow, vapor. So rain
is another synecdoche. But her tears lead us m& thiat Néstisis sad. Her
contribution to the life of earthly mortals, themould not be for her a joyous

! See C. GallavottiEmpedocle: Poema fisico e lustraMilan 1975, p. 174 & J.—C. Picdt;Empédocle
magique de P. Kingslepp. 63—-66.

2 We can add the adhesive property of water indrc®mparable to the glues of Harmony in fr. 96.4.
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occasion. She seems to know that those mortaldwifull of tears (fr. 62.1:
moAvkAavtwv); she reacts with compassion. The sadness ofdtidegs of
the water cycle (whose other name is Persephomgjsbup the question of
life and of death, and of tlgaimoris exile familiar from theKatharmoi

We read from time to time that Empedocles nameddhbr elements after
gods because gods are uncreated and immortal, ecalde the elements
themselves are also uncreated and immortal. Buttiggment is weak. A god
of Greek religion like Zeus has a birth. He is rede The root Zeus has no
birth. It is not revered. To be sure, the elemanésimmortal, like the gods of
Homer and Hesiod, but the grounds for EmpedocleXing elements of gods
go far beyond the simple fact of shared immortalitycontrario Empedocles
calls theSphairosa god and reveres him, although he is mortalshelorn
on a cyclical basis, always the same. It shoulddted that, in Empedocles,
being immortal can simply mean being distinct frire ephemeral mixtures
(fr. 35.14, fr. 147) that are subject to multipkesttuctions (fr. 113.2). And it
wouldn'’t follow that the elements involved in thphemeral (and therefore
mortal) mixtures are mortal like the mixtures thefass, and are therefore not
divine. The elements involved in all the mixtures always the four roots of
all things, the roots that nourish and support @éditural phenomena.
Empedocles is a pantheist.

In contrast to the roots as gods with familiareacthe roots as elements
appear to be no more than passive substancesrapte sobjects. And that’s
what they are at times, especially when Love agtthem. That's the case in
the comparison of the painters (fr. 23), wheredleenents are the colors that
the painters utilize. Fr. 71 confirms the necedsitythe four elements to be in
the hands of Aphrodite in order to make up the shamnd colors of mortal
things. But the elements are not always passivepddicles specifically
states that all things have thought and a shamgalfigence (fr. 110.10). The
elements move by themselves in keeping with thacpie of like—to—like
attraction (fr. 17.28, 35; fr. 37; fr. 62.6; fr.@9-10).

The installation of gods as well-known as ZeusraHdéHades, and
Aphrodite in nature underscores the nearness ofgthgs in relation to
humans; furthermore, it sanctions a rethinkingraflitional religion. Empe-
docles preserves the traditional male—female cogpf Zeus with Hera, and
Hades with Persephoné\éstig, for their coupling belongs also to the
dynamics of Empedocles’ non—traditional system. utonceive that fire is
Zeus is to break with the traditional image that Baus associated with air or
with ethet. To conceive that Hera iseoéofiog, and that air or ether is Hera,
is to break simultaneously with Demeter and/or Ggdaé¢opioc, and at the
same time to put the root Hera in the place ofretiieZeus. This subversion

! The traditional image is, for instance, the ondlial XV, 192. That image applied to Empedocles is
defended by P. KingsleAncient philosophy, mystery, and maddxford 1995. If Zeus, known as the supreme
God apart from the other gods, is fire for Empeeschnd if Empedocles is consistent throughPtigsicsin
thinking of fire as a kind of Zeus, then we can enstand why Aristotle says that for Empedocles f&re
specifically active, and is one apart from the ottheee (earth, air, water), which are taken togets one
(MetaphysicsA, 985b & De generatione et corruption@30b19-20). If fire is Hades, as Kingsley wants, w
should conclude that Empedocles is not consistent.
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goes hand-in—hand with that other subversion, thedemnation of the
bloody sacrifices of traditional religion — the Aggntine’s best—known battle.

Conclusion

We need to stay on guard against modernizing Eogbes, against
suppressing the most archaic aspects of his thpoghhatter how quaint they
may appear to us. When it comes to his vision efgbds, Empedocles is still
dependent on Homer and Hesiod. He has only pgraalbpted Xenophanes’
critical attitude toward those two poets. Empedsialeferences to the gods —
their actons and interactions, their moods and desires, theals and
affinities — are not mere metaphors. Nor are hidsgonmaterial presences,
abstractions, or noetic principles. They are real @orporeal, as is everything
in Empedocles. His gods bear a greater resemblntiee older Hesiodic
gods that are the vast divisions of the universesky, earth, Titanic
underworld — than to the remote, unmoved, disendzbtind that dominates
Xenophanes’ thought. Furthermore, Empedocles kribe/slternatives to his
own view. He shows his familiarity with Aeschylusiodifications of Xeno-
phanes, and yet deliberately chooses his own weyway that makes the
most sense to him. The gods of Empedocles arenaotessible, mysterious
strangers; they dwell with us and within us, they as close to us as our own
limbs, our sight, our breath. They feel our pleasand our pain. Their
nearness makes it incumbent upon us to underdtana, istening well to the
words of the Sage of Agrigentum.



