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Introduction

In the well-cultivated fields of classical philology,

real progress is rare; mostly the work being done is

the rearrangement of known materials with the hope

of bringing out some more convincing picture.

— Walter Burkert!
I. Introduction
This dissertation is a study of the relationship between the concept of nature and vegetal

metaphors in late archaic and early classical Greece, focused on the work of two poets of that
period, namely Pindar of Thebes and Empedocles of Acragas (and so on the combined period of
their poetic activity, c. 500—430). This was an era of innovation in practically all domains, but for
our purposes here the two most important developments are that the concept of nature became
one of the most important and most contested concepts across all genres of literature, and that
authors of all sorts were attending more closely to the possible roles of metaphor and other
imagery. Although conceived with an eye to those larger developments, this dissertation is
structured around case studies of Pindar and Empedocles, two poets of tremendous influence on
both the poetical and the philosophical traditions that followed. Both are known for their bold
metaphors, including ones drawn from the realm of plants; and each offers some of the most
illuminating evidence for the early history of the concept of nature under the term ¢po1g, which
both authors use, or pud, which is Pindar’s preferred term. Both authors are often cited in
support of claims about the relationship between the Greek concept of nature and vegetal images,
and rightly so: as we will see, their vegetal metaphors are subtly coordinated in various regards

with their conceptions of pUoLg or pud, and also anticipate later representations of the human

mind in its union with a universal Nature.

! Burkert (2013) 85.



Yet in both authors the relationship between the concept and the metaphors in question is
not so straightforward as it may appear at first glance: this “fruit of the mind” is no simple fruit.
In Pindar, we will see that the relationship is structured around a carefully variegated poetics,
manifesting itself in different ways in different poems, in accord with the ideological demands of
the commission: the more distinct connections between the concept and the metaphors, as in the
phrase “well-blossoming nature,” seem to be generally reserved for more progressive patrons,
while other metaphors seem to belong to a more traditional elitist discourse, such as “blossom of
hymns” and “fruit of the mind.” In the ardently progressive Empedocles, on the other hand,
while many plant metaphors attest to a recognition of the rhetorical and explanatory power of
novel metaphor, there is a notable delicacy in the use of vegetal metaphors for the mind and the
cosmos: [ argue that this belongs to Empedocles’ concerted critique of imagery and of the very
concept of GpVOLS, even as he presents a positive vision of the human subject growing together
with the quasi-vegetal cosmos. Through these idiosyncratic appropriations and innovations upon
phytomorphic imagery, both authors illustrate the subtle ways in which vegetal metaphors could

function in connection with and in advance of the concept of nature.

II. Project Overview
In recent scholarship on the history of ¢pU0Lg it is common to stress the word’s derivation

99 ¢

from pVOw/Ppvopan (usually “grow,” but also “be born,” “come to be”), and the implications this
has for the word’s original meaning and persistent connotations.? So Pierre Hadot writes, “The

primitive image evoked by this word seems to me to be that of vegetal growth: it is

2 For studies of ¢pvoLg that emphasize the vegetal, see esp. Patzer (1993 [1945]), Macé (2012).
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simultaneously the shoot that grows and the shoot that has finished growing.” Likewise,
adapting the association between nature and vegetation to Pindaric diction, R. Drew Griffith
asserts, “From the name he gave them, the Greek perceived the expression of nature in leaves, of
¢vd in VAL Such attractive claims about the historical connection between the concept and
an imaginative vision of vegetal growth can be easily substantiated, especially by reference to
later authors.’

Yet the generalization seems less secure when we turn our attention to Pindar and
Empedocles. Most prominently, the link between ¢pOw/Ppvopan and its deverbal nouns is of
surprisingly little help in examining the vegetal imagery of Pindar and Empedocles. Neither
corpus shows any marked relationship between pud/Ppioig and pOw/Ppvouon in the application
to vegetal growth that seems so primary in other authors (esp. Homer): ¢pvw/¢pUopou is in fact
never used of literal plant growth in Pindar or Empedocles. Nor does ¢pud/pUolg seem to attract
any metaphors from the array of its cognates such as putOv (“plant”) or the apparently
associated GpUALOV. Nevertheless, numerous passages and broader thematic configurations can
leave no doubt that the concept(s) of pud and pioLg were dynamic ones, conceived and
poetically represented with the regular assistance of plant imagery. Since so many passages show
vegetal metaphors being employed to figure human and animal heredity, birth, and development,

we can safely conclude that they had some relationship. But again, it is exceedingly rare that

3 Hadot (2006 [2004]) 17.
4 Griffith (1999) 55 with n. 11 notes that Greeks appear to have perceived an etymological
connection between ¢pUALOV and PV, even if we now trace them to separate roots, and cites
Chantraine (1980) 1232 on the likelihood that pUALOV developed by analogy with GputoV, etc.
To judge from Buck (1949) 8.53 and 8.56, it would seem that Greek is peculiar among the Indo-
European languages in the development of a word from the root *bhel- (pUALOV) that became
phonetically associable with those from the root bhii-. Perhaps the phonetic association also
reinforced the vegetal associations of ¢pUw/GpVouaL.
> See esp. Patzer (1993 [1945]).
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¢dva or pvoLg is brought into proximity with vegetal metaphor in these authors. A closer analysis
is necessary to determine the precise character of the connection in both Pindar and Empedocles.

This dissertation’s contribution lies fundamentally in the detailed study of the concept
and metaphors as they feature in the two individual corpora. Prior studies have illuminated the
long history of that relationship in Greek literature, but, in doing so, they have offered
generalizations that merit closer scrutiny, both because those generalizations are often based on
syntheses of scattered images in diverse authors, and because that synthetic work has
(understandably) tended to rely upon standard interpretations of the relevant texts, which are
perhaps not beyond question themselves. The interpretive task is approached here in two steps:
first, a fresh philological examination of the evidence aimed at a clarification of the concept and
its role in the individual corpus (Chapters 1 and 3); second, an analysis of vegetal metaphors in
their relationship with that concept (Chapters 2 and 4). In each chapter I hope to have made a
useful contribution to the scholarship, but I also hope that the value of the whole is greater than
that of the parts. As I studied them, the two corpora came to seem still more complementary and
mutually illuminating, in ways that I will now sketch before summarizing the arguments of the
individual chapters.

In pursuing a better understanding of the semantics of ¢pvoLg and Gud in the two corpora,
an understanding burdened as little as possible by the later use and discussions of the term, I
found myself in each case led to the conclusion that the words may not be so polysemic in these
authors as is usually assumed. One is easily struck by the polysemy in the relevant dictionary

entries, but even in the scholarship on these two authors the meanings continue to range widely,



from “physique” to “natural enthusiasm” to “essence” to “birth” to “genesis” to “seed.”® Indeed,
debate about the meanings has marked the scholarship on both authors for the past century and
more. For my part, I suggest (at the risk of appearing obtuse or obstinate) that the words in these
two authors may have approximately one meaning, roughly translatable, after all, as “nature.”
Which is to say, “nature” in the sense of something’s (or someone’s) hypostatized set of innate
characteristics, which are manifest through appearance, behavior, and development, and which
belong to it as something constituted through sexual reproduction (as is always the case for
Pindar) or through universal processes of mixing and exchange (as theorized by Empedocles).
This is not to say that more precise subdefinitions are useless; rather, it is to insist that in no
instance do the texts of Pindar and Empedocles demand that we restrict the meaning of the word
to, e.g., “physique” as opposed to “nature (with an eye especially to someone’s visible form),” or
“seed” as opposed to “nature (qua body transmitted in reproduction).” A basic meaning,
especially of so capacious a concept, easily accommodates more particular applications.” I would
also note that a distinction such as one finds in Slater’s Lexicon to Pindar, s.v. pva., which
separates “nature” from “bodily nature, stature,” runs the risk of being anachronistic for these
authors, who were no dualists.

Beyond such general points, the hypothesis of a unified meaning contributes to my

interpretation of Pindar in Chapter 1, and is central to my argument about Empedocles in Chapter

¢ See the discussions with citations in Chh. 1 and 3.
" In pushing this point, I hope not to seem insensitive to the phenomenon of polysemy, or to the
fine discussions of it by e.g. Bréal (1991 [1913]) 157 or Benveniste (1974) I1.98. Instead of the
terms used above, one could perhaps follow the nomenclature of Koselleck (2011 [1972]) 20: “A
word may have several possible meanings, but a concept [Begriff] combines in itself an
abundance of meanings. Thus a concept may be clear, but it must be ambiguous.” But, to be
clear, on my account the ambiguity in these authors may derive only from the wide range of
characteristics subsumed by a “nature” that can be selectively highlighted in a given context.
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3. In both cases, I argue that there is a greater semantic unity than is usually posited, and that it is
with respect to that basic meaning that the several instances of the terms can be analyzed most
precisely. In Pindar, this means differentiation in terms of the sorts of claims that the concept is
used to articulate in different poems for different audiences; in Empedocles, it means that all
instances of the word are to be read in light of his esotericism, linguistic conventionalism, and a
single theoretical account of what the word ¢UoLg actually designates.

Another important result of my study of the concept of nature in these authors concerns
its relationship with the concept of craft or t€yvn/téyva, which demanded consideration as the
primary concept against which ¢po1g came to be defined. The result can be stated in a general
form: contrary to our expectations and scholarly opinion, ¢¥oLg and $pvd are not presented in
these corpora in opposition to t€yvn/téyva. In other words, nature has not been strictly
delineated from craft as a distinct mode of production with its own patterns of transmission.
Scholars working on the history of téyvn have already reached the same conclusion regarding
earlier sources, but the opposition between the two concepts that crystallized in later authors has
nevertheless continued to be retrojected upon Pindar and Empedocles and to structure analyses
of their imagery.® Yet, as we will see, Pindar’s téyva is the preserve of the divine and divinely
endowed families, and as such even appears to be subsumed by ¢ud. Instead of being contrasted
with téyva, Pindar’s ¢pud is repeatedly contrasted with learning or human instruction (which of
course became principal aspects of T€yvn in other authors), although in some poems the two are
allowed to be more complementary. Empedocles, for his part, uses t€yvr only once, in
describing painters who are knowledgeable about their t€)vr on account of their pfjtig, or

“cunning,” and their painting is presented as an illustration of how the elements mix and take

8 See the discussion in Ch. 1 for references.



shape in mortal organisms (B23); we will see further evidence that Empedocles’ conception of
craft did not involve its opposition to nature. Even more interesting is how Empedocles
effectively dissolves the Pindaric opposition between nature and learning by conceiving learning
to be in fact constitutive of nature—or so I will argue. Similarly, the strict contrast between
¢vo1g and vopog (“custom” or “convention”) that has been judged anachronistic in application
to Pindar, who seems to ground vopog in ¢pvoig or Gpud,’ is also misleading for the interpretation
of Empedocles, who seems to reverse the Pindaric position, by grounding the validity of the
concept of pvoLS in vOHOG, but who also validates vOpog by reference to how Aphrodite is
“implanted” within us (§uputog, B17.22)—but again these contentious claims remain to be
argued.

The preceding point, that nature is not contrasted with craft in these authors, is important
for my analysis of the metaphors in question. Whereas the uses of the terms ¢poig/Ppuvd and
€Y vn/téyva do not reveal a conceptual opposition, there are in both authors demonstrable
discrepancies in the use of what we would label phytomorphic and technomorphic imagery. On a
related question, Hans Blumenberg, whose work will be discussed further below, writes of some
patterns of metaphors falling “within the parameters of a certain typology, [which] is most likely
to occur where a prior decision between opposed kinds of metaphors —between organic and
mechanical guiding ideas, for example —has been made.”!® As Blumenberg’s differentiation
among organic and mechanical metaphors from Lucretius to the Enlightenment illustrates, “[t]he

dualism of the organic and the mechanical is [. . .] not something with which we can operate

? Payne (2006) esp. 169-72.
10 Blumenberg (2010 [1960]) 63.



unreflectively in the history of thought.”!! Indeed, one remarkable feature about both Pindar and
Empedocles is that, although there are some distinct patterns in the use of phytomorphic and
technomorphic metaphors, those patterns seem not to have been motivated by a “prior decision”
between the concepts labelled by ¢pvolg/Pud and Téxvn/téY V. In Pindar, the most patent craft
metaphors seem coordinated not with téyva but with the concept of learning: the use of
poetological craft metaphors is largely restricted to poems for patrons who are also distinguished
by their apparent receptivity to praise of learning. Thus the ideological alignment of techno-
morphic metaphor (with a more positive stance toward learning) anticipates the conceptual
realignment of té€yvn visible in later authors (such that it presupposed human learning). In turn,
Empedocles’ craft metaphors for the activity of Love or Aphrodite are not applied to the
goddess’ role within the cosmos at large (which is represented by a mixture of vegetal and
anthropomorphic images, among others), but are only applied to her role in the formation of
organisms, and even there they intermingle with organic metaphors in an ambiguous manner.
The technomorphic is thus mixed with and subordinated to the organic and more particularly the
phytomorphic in a corpus that shows no interest in explicitly coordinating the concepts of T€yvn
and ¢UoLg, let alone in setting them up as polar opposites. While Pindar’s craft metaphors seem
to betoken a positive attitude toward learning, Empedocles’ craft metaphors may suggest a
bolder stance: that craft is only a special development of the learning that constitutes the cosmos
and the individual ¢pioLC.

Yet the most important general result of the “metaphorological” chapters is that both
authors use vegetal metaphors in ways that anticipate the further expansion of the concept of

¢voLg, from the nature of a discrete body (as a member of a family or other category) to the

1 Blumenberg (2010 [1960]) 64.



whole of Nature. One strategy the two authors share is the development of poetological and
psychological plant imagery, certain forms of which are familiar from Homer and Hesiod. Again,
metaphors are seen to do preparatory work for the more strictly conceptual, terminological
development. Since a clearer picture of that dynamic requires a clear account of what ¢polg and
¢va mean in these authors, we begin in each case with the analysis of the concept.

In Chapter 1, while suggesting that pvd and ¢UoLg have a shared basic meaning, I argue
that Pindar’s apparently inconsistent use of pud& and o1 are best understood as being in fact
the product of divergent claims aimed at different audiences. In this chapter and the next, |
follow Boris Maslov’s “stratification” of the Pindaric corpus, whereby the epinikia are
differentiated in terms of sociopolitical orientation and the poetical strategies and tropes tailored
to it, with these strategies and tropes also being correlated to other genres, including those of the
extant Pindaric fragments. The stratification will be introduced further below; suffice it for now
to say that, through this differentiation, Maslov divides the epinikia into “dynast” odes (for
tyrants and their ilk), “intermediate” odes, and “civic” odes (which show the greatest interest in
asserting the victor’s modest membership in a civic community). One particularly intriguing
result of a stratified reading of the relevant passages here is that ¢poLg occurs only in civic odes,
suggesting that the more elite circles had a preference for ¢pua. Stratification also supports the
conclusion that the strongest claims about the power of ¢pud (and its contrast with learning)
should be taken at face value; qualifications should not be added in order to render them
consistent with softer claims. When Pindar speaks of the one who “knows many things by pvd”
in contrast with “learners,” we should understand this as being on a par with Phemius’ claim (at
Od. 22.347) to be a0t0d(daxTog or “self-taught.” Such claims may sit uneasily with our

knowledge of bardic training, but that did not prevent them from being made by either the
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fictional character of Phemius or the author Pindar or numerous other historical persons. To
describe the function of such claims, I borrow Irene de Jong’s designation of them as
“camouflage” — without presuming to draw the line between willful belief and deliberate self-
aggrandizement. An important secondary argument of this chapter (sketched above) is that pud
is not contrasted with Té€yva as most scholars have claimed: téyva is largely conceived in an
archaic-heroic manner as a gift of the gods and even a part of one’s hereditary endowment.
Instead, ¢pud is pointedly contrasted in some odes with human instruction, which is nevertheless
made the subject of praise in a small group of odes that are arguably marked by more progressive
ideologies. Pindaric ¢pvd and ¢pUolg may have the same basic meaning, but they are used to
articulate a range of positions.

Chapter 2 takes up what one might call the “camouflage” of Pindaric vegetal metaphors.
The main argument is that they are also distributed unevenly throughout the corpus, and in ways
that reveal subtle modulations akin to those of ¢pvda and PpvoLg; and further, that the very
connection between vegetal metaphors and pud and GpvoLg seems to fluctuate in a way
illuminated by a stratified reading. Some vegetal metaphors, such as the ®x0.QmOg poevdV or
“fruit of the mind,” are easily seen to be a privileged means of asserting a connection with the
divine. At the same time, against the common assertion that Pindaric plant metaphors are
generally intended to evoke a transcendent union with a divinized natural order, I emphasize that
plant metaphors sometimes represent failure or some sort of discontinuity. However, such
metaphors (and kindred comparisons) cluster primarily in civic odes: most intriguingly, two of
the most extended vegetal images that express some discontinuity in the victor’s family occur in

the two odes that contain the word ¢pUOLG.
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To assess these patterns more precisely, Pindaric metaphors are analyzed here in terms of
meaning and structure, distinguishing not only the image (e.g. fruit or field) but also the structure
of the image, seen most obviously perhaps when one juxtaposes one-term metaphors and
extended metaphors. Extension may also be related to conceptual orientation, by considering the
extent to which the images are coherently developed according to an analogy. A final aspect
considered here also falls under the rubric of conceptual orientation: a metaphor’s connection
with relatively abstract terms, as in a Pindaric fragment that speaks of “culling an imperfect fruit
of wisdom (co¢ia),” combining the use of an abstraction (which clarifies the tenor) with an
extension of the metaphor. I argue that simple (often one-term) and positive vegetal metaphors
tend to dominate among the dynast odes, whereas extended and negative metaphors are
commonest in the humbler civic odes. Further, the association of vegetal imagery with ¢pud or
¢dvoLg seems to be ideologically correlated: the only direct application of a vegetal metaphor to
¢va occurs in an ode to Hieron (O. 1), known for the intellectualism of his court and marked by
his receptivity to praise of learning; and the closest association of ¢poLg with a vegetal image (a
syntactically unique comparison) occurs in the exceptionally didactic opening of a civic ode (V.
6). Attending also to certain generic features of the odes in question, I suggest that the extension
and conceptual orientation of certain images may be in part a function of the influence of
didactic hexameter and elegy; in NV. 6 in particular, we may see the results of a cross-pollination
of such generic precedents along with the early discourse concerning ¢pUo1g. That ode may
therefore represent the closest rapprochement between the Pindaric and the Empedoclean poetics
of nature.

Chapter 3 turns to Empedocles’ concept of ¢pois. The word appears just four times,

distributed over three fragments. As with Pindar, I argue that all Empedoclean instances of the
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word have the same basic meaning. But I focus in this chapter on the most important of those
fragments, B8, which uses pUoLg twice, first to say that there is no ¢pU01g of any of the mortal
things, and then to say that ¢p0oLS is a name given by human beings to the underlying processes
of mixture and exchange of the four elements. The textual and interpretive difficulties presented
by this one fragment demand a lengthy treatment. I begin with a critical analysis of the text that
leads to a defense of variant readings that are usually disfavored. Based on this restored text, my
interpretation consists of two claims: first, that in denying the existence of ¢pVoLg, Empedocles
takes up an ontological stance against the hypostatization of ¢pvoLg as something with its own
separate existence; second, that his remark about ¢pV0Lg as a name, when correlated with other
fragments (esp. B9), is a sign of linguistic conventionalism, such that he accepts the conventional
name and its basic meaning while nonetheless insisting that its referent is in fact the mixture and
exchange of elements. This affirmation of convention or vOpog as the basis for our use of poLg
is important for the argument of the following chapter.

Chapter 4 correlates the account of Empedoclean ¢pUolg with certain patterns of vegetal
metaphors, first at the level of the elements and their cosmic interactions, and second at the level
of the human mind; it is further correlated with Empedocles’ explicit critical restraint in the use
of certain images, and the fact that numerous vegetal metaphors are more subdued than one is led
to believe in much of the scholarship. The imagistic restraint is discussed in terms of the
historical context of prior philosophical critiques of imagery, but is also connected to the anti-
substantialism discussed in the prior chapter. In this chapter, the concept of learning which
played such a prominent role in the interpretation of Pindar returns in a new capacity, as the
learning which Empedocles favorably describes at the level of human cognition as well as at the

level of cosmic formation. At both levels, that learning is directly connected to the notion of
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growth in a quasi-vegetal manner: just as learning causes the human mind to increase, so the four
elements or roots are said to learn to grow together. Most recent scholarship on Empedocles has
focused instead on the craft imagery for Love’s activity, even concluding (against all prior
tradition) that Love is the Demiurge of a teleological cosmos. Against this, I observe that craft
metaphors are restricted to Love’s activity in the formation of organisms, and after reviewing
Empedocles’ treatment of craft otherwise, I hesitantly propose that the use of technomorphic
imagery may be taken to imply a notion of the development of organismic ¢p0Lg as a product of
learning after the manner of (a post-Pindaric) téyvn. The Demiurgic interpretations also focus on
several Empedoclean similes, which illustrate physical principles by way of vivid descriptions of
the construction and manipulation of craft objects; returning to prior interpretations, I argue
against the recent readings of these similes as allegories for the activity of Love. As we will see,
there are numerous regards in which vegetal imagery appears more fundamental to the
conception of the world articulated in Empedocles’ fragments, and anticipates the later, universal

extension of the concept of ¢pvoLg and its relation to vegetal metaphors.

III. Methodology

The methods employed in this dissertation can be described in two main categories.
Firstly, the texts studied here, but especially Pindar’s, present special methodological challenges
in and of themselves. Secondly, attention to the historical development of the concept in its
interaction with the metaphors demands further considerations regarding the historicity of both
concepts and metaphors and their study.

One prominent source of the interpretive methods employed here has already been

mentioned, namely Maslov’s stratification of the Pindaric corpus, which is central to my
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approach in Chapters 1 and 2, but also influences my reading of Empedocles in Chapters 3 and 4.
Maslov’s three-fold stratification of the epinikia of Pindar (and Bacchylides)'? categorizes the
odes by reference to elements that track both generic interplay and, in large part by means of that
interplay, the subtle ideological manoeuvering between the demands of the individual victors (of
varying status) and those of their communities (of diverse constitutions).!* Positing a derivation
of the genre of epinikion from an initial mixture of monodic erotic praise poems with cultic
hymns to victorious divinities such as Heracles,'* and its use in the celebrations of victorious
tyrants and the like,"> Maslov argues for a rapid hybridization involving features from other
genres as well. Especially important is the absorption of the humbler genres of enkomia and
threnoi, in praise of mortals either live or dead respectively, as well as the simpler communal
ritual song. This generic blending involved a concomitant variegation of tropes, including the
softening of some tropes less suited to the less self-aggrandizing laudandi, who adapted the form
for more civic-minded celebrations in their home poleis. The ideological range within which
Pindaric epinikia operate is delimited then by two poles: on the one hand, the most elitist and
individualist rhetoric (for the tyrants), and, on the other, the (relatively) most humble and
“middling.”'® By reference to such features as the prominence of the laudandus together with the
individuated authorial ego or “author function,” as opposed to that of a choral first person

sometimes singing the praise even of the trainer, Maslov has systematically divided the corpus

12 Following Maslov, I also include Bacchylides as the primary source of comparanda, which is
however very slim when it comes to the concept and metaphors in question.
13 The most important precedent to Maslov’s analysis is Kurke (1991); see Maslov (2015) 105-7
for discussion and other references.
4 Maslov (2015) 277-9, 300.
15 Maslov (2015) 109-10 and ch. 4 sect. 3. On hymn in epinikion, see also Bremer (2008).
16 The term “middling” was apparently established in classical scholarship by Ian Morris, but has
been used since the seventeenth century for those of moderate means and their activities and
estate; see OED s.v. “middling” 5, and Maslov (2015) 68 on Morris’ use of the term.
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into “dynast” odes, “intermediate” odes and “civic” odes.!” Another important feature is meter:
the familiar dactylo-epitrites are to be associated with enkomia and threnoi as “the proper meter
for poems in praise of mortals,”!® and as such are widely employed in the corpus, but
predominant among the intermediate odes!?; yet epinikia also make use of simple aeolic meters,
which can be correlated with communal cult song and are found chiefly among the civic odes
and not at all among the dynast odes,? and, finally, the elaborations of aeolic meters that mark
some of the most lavish.

These divisions, as Maslov himself emphasizes, are not absolute —straddled as they are
by some of the odes—, but are meant to assist in the analysis of an “evolving set of conventions”
correlated with similarly evolving demands.?! I would hasten to add that the fundamental features
on which the analysis is based have long been recognized: one cannot fail to notice that some
odes are written to more powerful individuals who were victors in more prestigious events and at
more prominent games, that some are longer, more exultant, of greater metrical complexity,
more expressive of local traditions, etc. Such distinctions have always played some role in the
scholarship, and they have even become paramount in the most fruitful scholarship of the last
few decades, especially in the wake of Leslie Kurke’s influential New Historicist work of 1991,
The Traffic in Praise, which is perhaps foremost in the scholarly genealogy of Maslov’s study.

What had not been done before was to analyze those features so precisely and systematically and

7 Maslov (2015) 105-16.

18 Maslov (2015) 311; see also 75, 80-1 and 112-3.

19 Dactylo-epitrites are used in nine of nineteen civic odes (O. 8, O.
10, 1. 3 and 4); in nine of fifteen intermediate (0.3,0.7,0.11,0. 1
and in five of ten dynast (0.6, P.1,P.3,P.4,1.2).

20 According to Maslov (2015) 112-3 those odes are P.7,N.2,N.7, 1.7 for the civic class, and
0.9 and P. 8 among the intermediate.

2 Maslov (2015) 106.

12,
13

P.9,P.12,N.1,N.8,N.
,N.5 1,1.5,1.

P.1
,N.9,1.1,1.5,1.6);
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in correlation with the marks of generic hybridity. The usefulness of this stratification of the odes
(or anyway my competence to employ it) is tested here in an attempt to discern the nuances in
Pindar’s use of ¢po1g and pud as well as his vegetal metaphors. With regard to Empedocles,
whose corpus likely consists of the remains of only one or two poems, the same degree of
stratification is out of the question; but, because the fragments are marked by an esotericism that
assumes two audiences (probably for two separate poems), and because of the apparent hybridity
of his tropes, the orientation of a stratigraphic reading has left its mark on Chapters 3 and 4 too.
To turn our attention to the problem of metaphor, it will be helpful to consider more
closely the important contribution of Kurke, whose scholarship has had a direct influence on my
own study. Working in the context of New Historicism, which took inspiration and methods
from symbolic anthropology and sociology (among other disciplines), Kurke argued that the
genre of epinikion must be seen as managing competing ideological claims by means of imagery
drawn from various spheres of activity, including gift-exchange and megaloprepeia or lavish
public display (which will be taken up in the discussion of Pindar’s craft metaphors in Chapter
2). In the final sentences of her first book, Kurke offers a summation of her analysis:
In Pindar’s odes we can observe in miniature the contest of paradigms of the late archaic
period, always mediated by the poet himself. Indeed, much of the notorious difficulty of
Pindar’s poetry is attributable to the constant flux, overlap, and shift of the symbolic systems
that inform his language and imagery. The text shimmers with multiple patterns of meaning
which operate simultaneously, each pointing to a different segment of the poet’s social
world.?
The symbolic anthropology of Clifford Geertz and Victor Turner that inspired New Historicist

critics including Kurke (who quotes Turner on metaphors just before the above quotation), shares

some of its ancestry with another aspect of Maslov’s study that bears more directly on the

22 Kurke (1991) 262.
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problem of the historical relationship between metaphor and concept. Within the Russian
tradition of Historical Poetics that informs Maslov’s work in numerous regards, Maslov singles
out the classical philologist Olga Freidenberg for her approach to the history of figuration in
early Greek literature, and more precisely for her account of the development of poetical
metaphor proper (as opposed to unconscious linguistic metaphor or dead metaphor) in tandem
with an increasing attention to abstractions.?® Freidenberg, like her better known contemporary
Mikhail Bakhtin, was strongly influenced by Ernst Cassirer’s philosophy of symbolic forms,*
which also seems to lie behind some of the most influential formulations regarding symbol and
metaphor in Geertz and Turner.?

In brief, Cassirer developed a neo-Kantian philosophy of culture as comprised of so many
spheres of symbolic forms, originating primarily in the intense semantic concentration of
sensuous mythological imagery, with individual forms of thought developing historically within
the channels marked out by the features of mythological symbols.?* Concept and image are

liberated from that mythic sensuality in parallel, as “words are reduced more and more to the

23 Maslov (2012) and (2015).
24 For an introduction to Freidenberg and an account of her studies and career, see also Perlina
(2002). For a study of Bakhtin’s debt to Cassirer, see Poole (2004).
25 That is, Cassirer, in part by way of Susanne Langer, whose Philosophy in a New Key (1942)
cites Cassirer as its primary influence, and who translated Cassirer’s Language and Myth (1953),
which is a particularly accessible, condensed version of his main philosophical project. It is
possible to trace Turner’s approach to metaphor as having descended in part from Cassirer
through Nisbet (1969), discussed prominently by Turner (1974) esp. 24-5; Nisbet in turn draws
upon Wheelwright’s widely read Metaphor and Reality (1962), cited by Nisbet (1969) 4; and
Wheelwright (1962) in turn upon Cassirer and Langer (see Wheelwright’s index, s.nn.). Geertz
(1973) 91 cites Langer as the source of his definition of the dominant term “symbol.” Of course,
more detailed argument would be necessary to substantiate these connections, and perhaps the
exercise would prove more illuminating than this sketch, which is offered as one provisional
result of my attempt to grasp the history of theories of metaphor beyond what I have gleaned
from Ricoeur (1977 [1975]) and other discussions including those in Maslov (2012) and (2015).
26 Perhaps in this short account one can see the resemblance of Bakhtinian genre theory.
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status of mere conceptual signs” and as the image “is recognized not as a mythico-magical form,
but as a particular sort of formulation.”* Intervening, then, between myth and pure abstraction,
poetry —especially lyric—serves as a medium wherein the “aesthetically liberated” word and
image “grow into a vehicle of thought.”?

Following Cassirer, Freidenberg approached the early history of Greek literature with
particular attention to the development of poetic metaphor in its conceptual role, such that the
“aesthetically liberated” poetic metaphor illustrates the same abstraction of qualities from
comparable things (e.g. the freshness of song and blossom) that drives the formation of abstract
concepts (e.g. freshness).? Like Cassirer again, Freidenberg saw this as beginning in earnest in
lyric poetry, although, as I discuss in Chapter 2, her opinion of Pindar in this regard varied over
her career. Another aspect of her account that I consider in both Chapters 2 and 4 is that allegory
is treated as a later development of metaphor in its conceptual role, since it presupposes the
extended subordination of the image to an articulated concept.

Freidenberg’s account, I think, contains an insight into the particular historicity of image
and concept as they feature in both Pindar and Empedocles, and, in Chapters 2 and 4, I attempt to
demonstrate its hermeneutic value. However, some qualifications are in order.

One regard in which my approach differs from Freidenberg’s is that I am not persuaded

that such a stadial scheme can be preserved so neatly: as I discuss in Chapter 2 in particular, it

27 Cassirer (1953) 97, 98.
28 Cassirer (1953) 98. Cf. the discussion of Vico on poetry in Cassirer (1953) 1.149-50.
2 Freidenberg’s theory has a close relative in Hedwig Konrad’s once influential Etude sur la
métaphore (1939), which was also influenced by Cassirer and is discussed at length by Ricoeur
(1977 [1975]) esp. 104-10. Note for instance the resemblance in this statement by Ricoeur (1977
[1975]) 107: “But [on Konrad’s account] metaphorical classification itself also has differential
traits that locate it midway between logical classification based on a conceptual structure and
classification based on isolated features like that which Cassirer [theorizes].”
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seems to me that we must allow for individual authors such as Pindar to have had an array of
strategies for poetical imagery, and that some of the more extended analogical images, which
Freidenberg would posit as a later product, seem to draw rather from prior didactic poetry even
as they also look forward to subsequent developments. Nevertheless, I do think that such a
processual view, especially in light of the unquestionable development of certain abstract
concepts such as ¢poLg, provides a helpful framework for thinking about how metaphors can do
preparatory work for abstract concepts, and how those concepts, once articulated, can exert a
reciprocal influence on the use of metaphors.

Secondly, it may seem that Freidenberg’s approach (and therefore to some extent my
own) to the history of image and concept comes too close to notorious accounts of an evolution
in Greek thought “from mythos to logos.”*® To counter that impression, it is worth quoting
Freidenberg at length:

[W]e must show that both concepts and images are not constant, but historically differing
phenomena. The mythological image and the poetic image differ sharply. But poetic images
too change their structure depending on the historical epoch. And concepts? Concepts too are
changeable. They change not only in content (with this all have agreed a long time ago), but
also structurally, in their ability to reveal deeper and newer sides and connections of
phenomena. This is where the basic problem lies. It is usually said that concepts were inherent
in man from the beginning, that posing the question of the historical appearance of concepts
would lead us to the false idea of ‘prelogical thought.” And we are terribly afraid of arguing
‘from labels.” But let us leave the term ‘prelogical’ thought alone —we have shown more than

once the arbitrary character of this term, which does not at all mean thinking without logic (if
it were ‘pre-formal-logical” everything would be all right).?!

30 See esp. Nestle (1940) and Snell (1953 [1946]), along with the critical appraisals of Nestle in
Most (1999) 26-31 and of Snell in Lloyd (1971) 5, Pelliccia (1995) esp. 16-27, Holmes (2010)
esp. 5-9; see also the appreciation of some of the merits of Snell’s study in Payne (2014) and
below in Ch. 4.
31 Freidenberg (1991b [1946]) 30. Compare the similar remarks of Lloyd (1966) 6 on how
“dissatisfaction with [the] concept of a ‘pre-logical’ mentality may promptly both the
anthropologist and the classical scholar to attempt to give a more adequate account of the
informal logic implicit in [. . .] archaic thought.”
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Seen in this light, the approach to the questions pursued here is perhaps more tractable.
Furthermore, apart from larger questions about the general proliferation of abstract
concepts and the increasing interest in formalized argument, one might draw attention to the
transitional status of this period in terms of the concept of nature alone. It was an era in which
¢dvoLg, together with its cognate and synonym ¢ud, had only recently become what Reinhardt
Koselleck terms a “basic concept” (or Grundbegriff), being used in a wide array of contexts as an
essential point of articulation for diverse notions about human life.*> As Empedocles shows, its
very status as a concept even received polemical attention. But that concept was still very much
in formation, and not just in the sense that it was assuming different roles in different conceptual
systems, as indeed it has continued, incessantly, to do. The ¢pvoig and pud of Pindar’s and
Empedocles’ days were—most importantly —not used for a collective “Nature.” Empedocles’
denial of ¢pVoLg was not yet Derrida’s “Il n’y a pas de nature.”* This has consequences for our
interpretation of vegetal imagery in these authors. We are so accustomed to seeing vegetation
(especially when encountered within the “great outdoors”) as the prime representative of Nature
that assertions of the connections in Pindar and Empedocles between vegetal metaphors and
¢voLg are assuringly self-evident. As I hope to show, that self-evidence obstructs our view of the

real dynamic in these texts between the concept and metaphors in question.

32 Koselleck (2011) 32: “[. . .] once a concept has been placed within a historical context, it
becomes possible to call it a ‘basic concept’ if and when all contesting strata and parties find it
indispensable to expressing their distinctive experiences, interests, [. . .]. Basic concepts come to
dominate usage because at a given juncture, they register those minimal commonalities without
which no experience is possible, and without which there could be neither conflict nor
consensus. A basic concept thus comes into its own at the precise point when different strata and
parties must interpret it, in order to provide insight into their respective conditions [. . .].”
33 Derrida (1991) 215. For a related argument about how “the thought world of archaic Greece—
Greece, that is, before the invention of philosophy” “lacks any master discourse or master
narrative in which its own self-understanding is embedded,” which I take to include a universal
notion of ¢pvoLg, see Payne (2006) and 161 for the quotations.
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Although my interpretation of both authors emphasizes their liminal position (as I
understand it), I do not pretend to illuminate the birth of reason from myth or the like. As I
explain in Chapters 2 and 4, in both cases my interpretation runs counter to regular (but mostly
older) portrayals of Pindar and Empedocles as archaic, mythical thinkers, whose conceptions of
the world were wholly dominated by mythic symbols of, e.g., the earth goddess, Gaia.** In both
cases, I focus not on their dependence upon mythological symbols, but on how these two
authors, in synthesizing bold accounts of the world that would go on to exert tremendous
influence over later poets and philosophers alike, employed the contested concept of “nature”
together with a host of innovative, and even highly idiosyncratic, metaphors. That said, I also
argue, following Freidenberg and Maslov, that these authors are best understood as approaching
figuration in a historically contingent manner, which, for instance, does not include the sort of
allegory that recent Empedocles interpreters would see in certain fragments.

On the topic of metaphor itself, my method can perhaps be seen as a combination of
Freidenberg’s (and Maslov’s) philological approach to the historicity of metaphor, and the work
of yet another philosopher influenced by Cassirer, namely Blumenberg, whose discussion of
organic and mechanical metaphors was cited above. In his Paradigmen zu einer Metaphorologie
(or “Paradigms for a Metaphorology”), Blumenberg offers several case studies of recurring
metaphors as signs of (more or less explicitly thematized) paradigms, such as that of the organic
as opposed to the mechanical. One clear difference between Blumenberg’s metaphorology and
Freidenberg’s is that the former is less interested in evolution and the derivation of paradigms

from myth and religion. Although I have tried to acknowledge sufficiently the derivation of some

3* As is noted in Chh. 2 and 4, Freidenberg herself (over-)emphasized such aspects of both Pindar
and Empedocles. The clearest example of both being treated in such a way is Motte (1973).
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of the metaphors considered below —and indeed the profoundly traditional identification of
human beings with plants—I have aimed to emphasize the creative manipulation and extension
in these authors of even the most traditional metaphors.?

It remains to say something focused about the notion of metaphor presupposed here. To
oversimplify a problem with a vast, and still growing, body of literature,*® I take metaphor to be
the use of a word (or more than one) that seems to belong to one sphere (e.g. agriculture) in a
separate sphere (e.g. poetic composition), either by substitution of a word that would be more
appropriate to the latter (e.g. to harvest a song) or by explicit identification with it (e.g. song is
blossom or, more ambiguously, blossom of song). This can be unconscious or not; either way, it
can have discernable consequences for patterns of thought. What it involves is the more or less
condensed or extended comparison of one thing with another through the identification of the
two. The transfer becomes particularly interesting when the “tenor” (or the subject to which the
metaphor has been applied) interacts with the “vehicle” (the metaphorical term or terms) such
that the conception of the tenor becomes demonstrably shaped by the semantics of the vehicle—
and vice versa. It becomes more interesting still when such interaction spreads far beyond the
limits of a single utterance, suggesting the activity of a larger paradigm or schema. In this study,
the larger paradigm in question is of course that of vegetation, a profoundly traditional source of
metaphors and comparisons for human life and other phenomena, but also one from which bold
new metaphors were created by both of the poets considered here. The analysis is not restricted

to self-conscious metaphors, although that is the emphasis. In addition, as the summaries of the

35 My perspective on the problems of imagery in Pindar especially was also shaped by Silk

(1974) and Pelliccia (1995); and on imagery in Empedocles especially, by Iribarren (2018).

3 Ricoeur (1977 [1975]) remains, in my experience, the most useful and thorough overview of

theories of metaphor. For more recent theory, including especially conceptual metaphor theory,

and its (typically overlooked) affinities to earlier ones such as Blumenberg’s, see Jikel (1999).
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arguments above have revealed, the scope of this study is not strictly confined to metaphors, but
also considers related similes and comparisons in order to better assess the roles of the paradigms
that find expression in metaphor, and the strategies of each author regarding the structure of
images in their conceptual function.

Finally, it should be noted that my approach to the study of the concept here is almost
entirely semasiological, which is to say that it is focused on discerning the meaning(s) of the
term ¢UOLS and its cognate and synonym ¢pud; a greater onomasiological emphasis, looking at
other terms that refer to or bear upon the same concept(s), would certainly be worthwhile, but it
could not be accomplished to any significant extent within the limits of this study. To provide
some background to my accounts of p¥olg and pvd in Pindar and Empedocles, a short

prehistory of those words is offered in the next and final section of this Introduction.

IV. A Brief Prehistory of ¢pUolg and pui)/dpua

The use of ¢pUoLg in Pindar and Empedocles and Pindar’s use of ¢pud have clear
precedents that demand some discussion. The early history of ¢pio1g, however, has been plowed
over again and again, and I have nothing new to offer on its broader history before Pindar and
Empedocles.*” Accordingly, that history will not be repeated at any length here; but still it will be
useful to mark a few important aspects of it, to better grasp Pindar’s and Empedocles’ contexts
and their own contributions. On the other hand, more can be said about pu1)/pud, I think, than
has been said by previous historians of ¢pio1c: in what follows, I argue that in the prior use of

¢ there are several anticipations of Pindar’s preference for ¢pud as the label for a “nature” that

37 Among recent work on ¢pvo1g I rely especially upon Heinemann (2001) and Macé (2012);
further citations can be found in Chh. 1 and 3.
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encompasses even the source of one’s knowledge, and which reinforce the impression that it was
the more poetical alternative of the two.

In all of Homer, ¢p0o1g is used only once, and of a plant.*® The ¢pUoOLg first seen in the
extant sources is that of the famous moly.** In the story told by Odysseus to the Phaeacians,
which leads up to the sole Homeric use of the word, Hermes addresses Odysseus, saying:

), T16d¢ Ppdopanov ¢oOLOV Exmv g dopata Kignng

£oxev, & nEV TOL 1QATOG AAAAANOLY XOXOV THALQ.

mévto O€ ol €0ém OAopmLa dvea Kigung.

teEeL ToL ®UKED, faréel O év dplopana olt.

AAL” 000’ g BEAEaL oe duvioeTol 0V YO.Q €A0EL

daouoxov ¢00AOV, 6 ToL dwowm, ¢gém 8¢ Exaota. (Od. 10.287-92)

Here, go to Circe’s home while having this good drug, which will keep the evil day from your
head. And I will tell you all the destructive plans of Circe. She will make a potion for you,
and will cast drugs in the food. But she will not be able to bewitch you: for the good drug,
which I will give you, will not let her, and I will tell you everything.

Ten lines later the voice of Odysseus returns, and describes the remainder of their encounter:
g doa pwvioog 1oee Glouorov dQyeLpOVING
&x yaing ¢gloag, xat pot oty aitod €dele.
OLCn nev péhav Eone, yahantt 0¢ einehov dvOog:
LOAU O€ v raréovol Beol: yahemov 0¢ T’ OQUooELY
avdpdol ye Bvnroiot, Beol 0¢ te mavta dUvavrtor. (Od. 10.302-6)
Having spoken thus Argeiphontes gave the drug, after he drew it from the earth, and he
showed me its pvoLS. It was black in the root, but the blossom was like milk; moly the gods
call it: it is difficult for mortal men to dig up, but the gods can do all things.
Several features of the context are worth noting: Odysseus, “going through the sacred glens” (1.
275: lmv iegag ava Phooag), meets Hermes disguised as a youth “with new beard grown,

which is the most graceful time of young manhood” (1. 279: mp@®tov Vmnvi TN, TOD MTEQ

yaoteotdtn Pn), and receives a paguoxov from him which makes the mind in his breast

3% The word ¢Uo1g does not appear in Hesiod, who does, however, have a very interesting use of
avtodung (Th. 813), which does not occur in Homer.
3 On the identity of moly see e.g. Amigues (1995) and Clay (1972).
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uncharmable (1. 329: év oti|Beootv axfintog voog). To condense the image: in sacred glens, a
blossoming youth strengthens the hero’s mind with a magical herb, the ¢pvoLg of which is shown
to him.

The temptation to overburden this instance of the term, and even to read this folkloric,
magical episode as an allegory of sorts for later iotogla meQl pvoews (“inquiry concerning
nature”), is considerable. Many scholars have resisted the temptation with perhaps too much self-
restraint, reducing ¢p0LG to a mere “appearance,” while some, such as Gerard Naddaf, would
insist on a rather imaginative extension of it to include the entire life-cycle of the plant and its
power. Concluding his account of the Homeric passage, Naddaf writes, “To make use of the
plant’s magical power, it is likely that Odysseus must understand why the gods created it, an
understanding that requires that he comprehend its phusis—that is, the whole process of the
growth of the moly plant from beginning to end.”*° Then, abandoning any talk of likelihood,
Naddaf asserts,

In Homer, phusis designates the whole process of growth of a thing from its birth to its
maturity. [...] This characterization of phusis clearly corresponds with the attempt to describe
the process through which the present world order comes about which we see expressed in the
earliest philosophical cosmogonies.*!
Given the context and the later use of the term, it is safer to conclude with Macé that ¢poLg
refers to the sum of its characteristics as a result of its growth.*?

In contrast with ¢Uo1g and its single use in all of Homer (and Hesiod), ¢pu) occurs

nineteen times (four in the lliad, six in the Odyssey, four in the Hymns, five in Hesiod and the

40 Naddaf (2005) 14.
4 Naddaf (2005) 34-5.
42 Macé (2013) 50, where however the name and the difficulty for mortals of digging it up are
also included. See also Patzer (1993 [1945]) 252.
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Hesiodic fragments), almost always of human beings,* “always valued positively,”** always in
the accusative, usually combined with other terms of physical description (sc. d¢pog, péyeog,
€100¢),* and apparently treated as more or less synonymous with them.* When used without
those apparent synonyms in the statement that Odysseus is ¢V 00 rox0g (“not base in respect
of his ¢pv1),” Od. 8.134), the description of his limbs and strength which immediately follows
makes it likely that ¢pu1) denotes his body’s most visible and tangible composition as a result of
his growth—in a word, his physique. Furthermore, elsewhere in Homer, and in two of the five
instances in Hesiod, ¢pu1] is used in apparent contrast with psychological terms;*’ and on the only
occasion of an apparent synonym being used in such a contrast, that word, d¢pag, is still paired
with ¢pu1).*® That said, already in /. 3.208 the context suggests a possible extension of meaning
beyond mere physical appearance when Antenor says, “I came to know the ¢pu1) of both, and
their close counsels” (dupotéomv 0¢ Gunv Eddnv ral undea Turva).

Epic diction offers a thin foundation for interpreting Pindar’s ¢pud; and yet it is always
only the Homeric ¢ that, along with the ¢po1c of other authors, is compared with the Pindaric

term.* The result is that Pindar is everywhere presented as “der einzige Dichter, bei dem ¢vd in

+ The exceptions are: in the Hymn to Hermes, when Hermes addresses the yé\vg (“tortoise”),
calling it punv €pdeooa (“lovely,” 1. 31), and when Zeus describes Hermes as woido véov
veyamto Gpunv riouvrog £xovta (“a child new born having the ¢pu1) of a Herald,” 1. 331); and
in the Hymn to Apollo, when the leader of the Cretans, addressing Apollo who has come in the
guise of a man, says that he does not look like mortals, o0 d¢pag ovd¢ GpuTv, AhA’ aBavdatolol
Oeoiowv (1. 465).
4 LfgE s.v. o).
#So01l.1.115,2.58,22.370; 0d.5.212,6.16,6.152,7.210, 8.168; Hymn in Ven.201.
6 LfgE s.v. pu1), where note esp. the “semantically pregnant occurrences.”
47 0p. 129, Sc. 88 (on which see below).
4 According to Caspers, LfgE s.v. ut], 0épag “needs ¢[v1)] make a meaningful contrast.”
4 See e.g. Beardslee (1918) 6-7, Heinimann (1945); but Burger (1925) 85 does also cite Tyrt.
12.5 (000" ei TWOwvolo puTVv (0QLECTEQOS €iM).
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diesem Sinn zu finden ist.”>® Lying between those two corpora, however, are two surviving but
neglected instances of ¢pu1) which better presage what one finds in Pindar.!

In a fragmentary iambic poem, found on a papyrus published in 1954 and not yet
addressed by any scholarship on 015, Archilochus is supposed to have written:

Jtig dvBowmov pu),
AAA” dhhog GAAmL no,dMV Lalv e TayL.
[...]
10T olTig dAN]og pdvTig AN €Yo el ool
Iy6o pot Zevg matie Olvwtiov
£10mne vAyabOV pet avdpdol
o0]8’av Evplpag drapéyolt. (fr. 25 W 11.1-2, 5-8)

Jany(?) ¢pvu1) of a human being,
but different things warm different people’s hearts.
[...]

This no oth]er seer but I said to you;
] for Zeus the Olympians’ father
made me a ... among men and a good one
nor could Eurymas blame (me).>?

If this is soundly attributed, then it is the sole instance in all surviving Archaic and Classical

Greek of ¢pu1] in the nominative.>* The Homeric usage seems already far behind, and the Pindaric

50 Tugendhat (1960) 407 n. 2.
5! In addition to the two that follow, there is a third but very doubtful case of ¢pu1} meaning more
than “physique” among Pindar’s predecessors and contemporaries: Cratinus 236 K.-A., in which
¢dunv in the phrase dewvod Ppurv pehavovpov has been taken by some to denote intelligence;
cf. LSJ s.v. ¢pun) 2.IT and the comments of K.-A.; Storey in the recent Loeb translates “flesh.”
2 Tr. West GLP, modified; it was originally published as P. Oxy. 2310, ed. Edgar Lobel.
53 Excepting, that is, the young woman named ®v1) in Herodotus (1.60.4-5); for commentary on
that figure, see Nagy (1990) 338. As for the Archilochean fragment’s authenticity, see West’s
app. crit. for citations of the second line, which only begin with Sextus. It seems that West, who
does not relegate it to the spuria, would take it as authentic on the basis of the citations.
Following West, Burnett (1983) 65-6 does not consider the possibility of its being inauthentic.
For my part, I have not yet seen any compelling argument in favor of its being archaic. I cannot
agree with Bartol (1990) 83 that “i primi due versi del carme non deviano né dalle componenti
tematiche tradizionali né dalle strutture verbali usate nella poesia arcaica.” Granted, the second
line has parallels in Homer ef al. (Od. 14228, 0. 1.113, etc.), but the use of ¢pu1] in the
nominative in this sense and in this application (reminiscent of Empedocles B8) suggest to my
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usage —in which we will see a marked association between the mantic and pud—surprisingly
near.>* But with the first line so truncated, the sentiment and with it the precise meaning of ¢pu
are obscured. West offers a plausible supplement in his translation: “There is no single kind of
human nature.”> If West is correct on both the sense and the authenticity of this fragment, one
must conclude that already in the seventh century ¢ui] had come to mean some of what poLg
would (or perhaps already did),>® and may have also become associated with the activity of some
sort of pavtig.”’

Back in the accusative again, ¢pu1) turns up in the notorious Semonides 7, which, unlike
the prior text, has been well-known for a long time, since it was preserved by Stobaeus.
Nonetheless, it likewise remains untouched in the general literature on ¢pVoLg. Concluding his

account of the woman made from the sea, Semonides says:

mind that it could be quite late; and although ¢u1] does become less common, and increasingly
restricted to vegetal growth, cf. e.g. peodmwv pun, API. 4.183.7, which establishes the
possibility of its being post-Classical as well. Nevertheless, for now I tentatively follow the
scholarly consensus. For an argument about Archilochus’ o®uo at least as being an anticipation
of pre-Socratic and Hippocratic ideas, see Hawkins (2016).
5% The Eurymas mentioned in line 8 is taken to refer to father of the long-time pdvtig of the
Cyclopes, THiiepog Evouuidng (Od. 9.509), and therefore as “the ur-mantic” by Burnett (1983)
65; on the fictionality of these figures in the Odyssey, see Heubeck ad loc.
35 Some proposed supplements, including West’s, are collected by Bartol (1990) 83 n. 15.
6 A question remains: Does the second line necessitate that the first be a contradiction of the
claim, “There is a universal human nature”? or need we only assume claims about separate types
of ¢pun? The latter is the more probable in a period in which, by all our other evidence, no
universalizing claims of ¢pu1) or pUoig had been made. (But again this may raise doubts about its
authenticity.) The second line, quoted repeatedly in antiquity, was sometimes compared with the
following from Homer: avtdp épol o pil’ €one ta mov OBeog év dpoeot Ofjrev: / dAlog ydo T’
dhhowoy &vio émtéometon €oyols (Od. 14.227-8, “But for me those things were dear which 1
suppose a god put in my mind; / For different men delight in different deeds”). Such
relativizations were thus old and familiar, and, like Bacchylides” opyai pviou (cf. fr. 34),
Archilochus’ statement need not be interpreted as a response to an assertion of a universal ¢uf.
57 The poet could already be presented as a sort of pdvtic, without ¢puv) being linked to the
appropriation of that role, but the connection between ¢pvd and the mantic in Pindar, which will
be explored below in Ch. 1, suggests a possible connection in Archilochus, too.
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TaUTN LAMOT’ €oLre TOLODTY YUVT)
0oYNV: duNv d¢ OVTOg Ahhoiny €yxeL. (7.41-2 W)

This especially does such a woman resemble
in humour; the sea has an alterable ¢pu1).>®

Here ¢pu1) may still denote the physique, as it were, or the dynamic form, of the sea; but next to
0oy" (“temper” or “humour”), which incidentally also derives from a vegetal metaphor,” it
seems to be justifiably translated, as by Lloyd-Jones and Hubbard, as “nature.”® Moreover, as
both Hubbard and Frinkel have argued.’! there are grounds to believe that this account of the
psychological effects of one’s elemental constitution (in the figures of the woman made from the
sea and the one described before, made of mud) bears the influence of early natural philosophy.®*
In Hubbard’s judgement, the influence is strong enough to down-date the poem to the late sixth
century (whereas normally Semonides is dated to the mid-seventh). In any event, there is a good
case to be made that Semonides’ ¢vu1] is no longer limited to one’s “physique” or form, but
denotes one’s characteristics more generally, or one’s “nature.”

Even if only the Semonidean text is secure, it indicates that probably in the seventh
century, and at the latest by the end of the sixth (if Hubbard is right), ¢pu1) may have already

come to enjoy much of the extension of meaning that ¢po1g would come to have (and possibly

58 The interpretation of this line, and particularly ¢ur|v, is vexed. I translate contra West (1993),
but following Lloyd-Jones (1975) on ¢punv and his translation of dAloinv—which strangely
does not match his discussion of it in his comments ad loc. On the textual problems of this
passage see Lloyd-Jones (1975) 72-3 and Renehan (1983) 11-15; note also the similar phrase
opyNv & dAlot  ahhoinv €yel (1. 11). Hubbard (1994) seems to interpret the dAAoinv in the
same way as | have (see esp. p. 182), as does Frinkel (1975) 206, but neither offers a translation.
9 See LSJ s.v. 0pydw.
0 See note above. Incidentally, one even wonders if it could have been, among other things, such
similes, where a psychological disposition is likened to something described in terms of ¢pu1),
that the meaning of ¢pu1) was originally augmented.
1 Hubbard (1994); Frinkel (1938) 332-3 and (1975) 205-6.
62 But cf. 1l. 16.33-5, where Patroclus admonishes the hard-hearted Achilles as being born of the
sea and the cliffs.
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already did).®* And if the fragment attributed to Archilochus is in fact from the seventh century,
then ¢un definitely enjoyed an extended meaning well prior to our best evidence for ¢pvoLg, and
it would therefore deserve still more primacy in the Begriffsgeschichte. Contrary, then, to the
judgement of prior scholarship, Pindar was almost certainly not unprecedented when “fiir das,
was die Ionier mit dem Worte [¢pUoLg] benennen, die innere, angeborene Art, braucht er pud.”**
But after Pindar, the term seems to have generally fallen out of use as a synonym of ¢pvoLg,
although there are a few comparable uses of ¢v1] in later authors.®®

Much to the chagrin of the conceptual historian, pvoLg is not found again after Homer in
any securely attributed text until Heraclitus, for whom it is already a manifestly pregnant term,
enjoying a peculiar significance within his thought. Suffice it to say that the texts of Heraclitus
show ¢pU01G to have gained tremendously in import by the turn of the fifth century, and to be
approaching the center of intellectual debate.®® Of course, this is also borne out by many another

fifth century author, including Pindar and Empedocles.®’

3 Hubbard does not note the Archilochus fragment; if it is authentic, then at least the ostensibly
extended meaning of ¢pu1) in Semonides 7 finds a clear parallel in the seventh century, which
gives us at least one consideration against Hubbard’s down-dating.
% Heinimann (1945) 99. See also Macé (2012) 62.
65 Excepting the Pindaric corpus, then, the history of ¢pu1) and pioic would seem to be a perfect
demonstration of Kurytowicz’s Fourth Law of Analogy, discussed by Nagy (1990) 57, according
to which the newer of two competing forms may come to dominate (as VOIS sO
overwhelmingly did), the older form being reduced in range.
% See Heraclitus B1 and B123; see also Parmenides B10 and B16; for commentary on the use of
¢voLg in these authors, see e.g. Kahn (1979), Hadot (2006 [2004]), Curd (2015), Most (2016).
7 To pick only one other instance, and one deserving of much more attention, I think, than it has
received: Baothevg oivog £de1&e powv (Ion of Chios fr. 26.12 W, “King wine shows [one’s]
nature,” where the fuller import of the phrase is revealed by the following lines); for discussion
of the theme of showing one’s nature, with a focus on Soph. Ph., see Buccheri (2016).
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V. Note on Texts and Translations

Unless otherwise noted, for Pindar I have cited Snell-Maehler’s Teubner edition; for
Empedocles, Diels-Kranz’s Die Fragmente der Vorsokratiker. All other editions that have been
consulted and cited are listed in a separate section at the beginning of the Bibliography. All
translations are my own unless otherwise noted; other translations of Pindar and Empedocles that

have been cited are also listed in the Bibliography.
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Chapter 1: ®Vo1g and ®vd in Pindar

... fire burns, a horse does the deeds of a horse, and
human beings each do their own things as they are
disposed by nature, and different persons different
things. —Plotinus, Enn. 3.3.1
... A Reason in nature much stronger to find
Would puzzle the depth of a Pindaric mind.
—Peter Pindar, “Tabby to Pindar”
I. Introduction
In the Pindaric corpus, the conceptualization of “nature” is demonstrated far less through
ovo1g than through its cognate gud, the dialectal equivalent in choral lyric of epic-lonic gun.
Whereas the Pindaric ¢vo1g may seem to demand only the sense of “stature” or the like (i.e. the
sense usually given to @un) and the same may be true of half of the instances of @ud, the latter
undoubtedly has a key role in the conceptualization of heredity and individual expression of
hereditary traits, assuming in addition a psychological and even epistemological role. As such,
ovad has long been proclaimed to be a—if not the—central principle of Pindar’s thought, and

often translated without hesitation as “nature.”! This state of affairs is perhaps only natural for a

poet who, in the vast majority of the extant verses, was occupied with the praise of athletic

!'See esp. the strong statement by Rose (1974) 152: “Pindar’s aristocratic vision, conveniently
summed up in the term phya, has either been ignored, distorted, or explicitly downgraded by the
scholars under consideration.” Particularly stimulating and wide-ranging is the discussion in
Gundert (1935) 15-19. For Bremer (1976) 232, “Die Leitbegriffe sind: angelegte Wuchsform
(pva), Bestheit und Bestleistung (dpetd), Sieg, Ruhm und Lied.” Athanassaki (2009) 408
similarly remarks on Theron’s “irresistible appeal to the poet for whom phya is paramount.” So
Race, in his introduction to the Loeb Pindar, 1.3, gives a list of “some key terms,” the first three
of which are, in the order in which he presents them (and with his glosses): dpetd (“the
realization of human excellence in achievements”), pud (“one’s inborn nature”), 6g6g (“the
divine component of all human achievement”). For a rare exception, see Stuligrosz (2002) who
classifies Pindar’s gnomes by recurring keywords that do not include gud. On the search for such
central concepts and its relationship to the tradition of Grundgedanke in Pindaric scholarship, see
esp. Young (1970) 65-6, 69, 89 et passim, and also Patten (2009) 89-104.
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victors. Yet Pindar’s gud labels, at least sometimes, much more than physical prowess or beauty.
After all, commissioning an ode from a poet of Panhellenic renown attests in itself to a desire to
be known as well for more “spiritual” attainments—that is, for coeia, the wisdom expressed in
artful song.

It is indisputable (and never has been disputed) that pvd plays an important role in this
corpus. Yet this emphasis, in my estimation, is somewhat exaggerated, most likely as a result of
the distorting lens of later gpvo1g discourse and its repeated invocation of Pindaric ¢ué, which
makes the term more conspicuous and more convenient for the analysis of Pindar’s thought than,
ceteris paribus, it would appear to be. In Pindar’s diction, the word has many competitors. Other
words in its semantic field, such as the comparably frequent adjectives cvyyevii¢ and cOyyovog,?
denote more patently perhaps than gud the innate or genetically related; others are used much
more frequently, such as yévog and yeved, not to mention such closely related keywords as
apetd, oBévog, copla, or the mdvog whereby virtue is proven. Indeed, even the téyva that is said
to be so uncomfortable a notion for Pindar’s aristocrats is used more often than gud!® Moreover,
the concept was, it seems, not yet so important as to appear in the nominative, being found only
in the oblique cases, and only in the dative in the instances that unmistakably demand the sense

“nature.” Instead of saying, “Nature (¢vo1c) is best,” as Euripides would later,’ Pindar says that

2 Each is used nine times; see Slater s.vv.
3 It is used twelve times. T€yva in relation to pud is taken up below in §1I. For a particularly
strong statement about the problematic status of té€yvn in Pindar, see Nicholson (2001); as
discussed below, Nicholson (2005) observes how skill is absorbed into claims of inheritance,
rather than being contrasted with natural talent as an acquirement of learning.
* Pindar is not unique: in all extant archaic and classical Greek literature, it is only in Archil. fr.
25 West—if at all—that ¢pu1) appears in the nominative; Hes. fr. 113.1 is an unlikely additional
instance. There remains, however, the young woman named ®v1] in Herodotus, on whose
indirect connection with Pindar (by way of Heracles and tyranny) see Nagy (1990) 338.
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“What is by nature (10 @v{) is strongest in every respect.”® Again contrast yeved and yévog, both
of which appear in the nominative, although never in such an assertive maxim.” The chief
purpose of the foregoing caveat is to call attention to the wide semantic field which a thorough
study of the concept would have to treat, but which cannot be canvassed here, especially as our
focus is on Pindar’s more detectable position within the history of the concept of puoig.

On the subject of the manner of conceptualization at play in this poetic corpus, there is a
revealing contrast with terms such as toya, EAmig, novyia, etc., which are employed after the
fashion of (or are directly borrowed from) Hesiod’s apotheosized abstractions. Never trotted out
as the semi-personified subject of a sentence, gud is not quite so prominently thematized as other
Pindaric keywords: contrast, for instance, edgpocvva in the gnome Apiotog E0PPOGHVA TOVHOV
Kekppévav / iotpog (N. 4.1-2: “Joy the best doctor of travails that have passed the crisis™).®
Pindar’s @ué is thus not quite so “pregnant” as tOya, for instance, nor so magnificently “archaic”
in its mode of conception.” One might instead regard gud as a visible part of the conceptual
substructures of the Pindaric corpus, largely taken for granted and subordinated to other

concepts, even as it is employed in a phrase so momentous as £idw¢ ev{.'°

S Eur. fr. 810 Nauck: péyiotov do’ v 1] pioig: 10 yao #anov / 00dEIg TOEPmV €V XONOTOV
av Oeln moté.
6 0.9.100, discussed below. (Perhaps this phrase is evidence that ¢pud was still felt to be too
individualizing to function on its own in such a generalization; compare the use of TO ovyyevég
in P. 10.12 and N. 6.8 and the single instance of ovyyéveia in [1a. 4.33.)
7 For the use of yeved in the nominative see N. 6.31 and fr. 190; for its use in a comparable
maxim, N. 11.38. For yévog, see e.g. N. 6.1, N. 10.54, fr. 213.
8 On the construal of xexQLuévmv, see Slater s.v. ®plvw.
 Cf. Strohm (1944) and Maslov (2015) 121-2.
10 See e.g. Maslov (2015) 149 on how “epinikion is less concerned than the Theognidea with
defending the rule of the aristocracy against an onslaught of the demos; according to the
epinician ideology, such a rule is validated by nature and needs no supplementary conceptual
buttressing.” Similarly Bremer (1992) 399: “Pindar bezeichnet die Art, wie einer ist, als pud und
meint damit das natiirliche Wesen, in dem der Dichter wie auch der Sieger zur Erscheinung
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Nevertheless, the Pindaric use of pud demonstrates a rich conceptualization, as it
comprises the earliest evidence of the exaltation of either pui/@uvd or VoG as a normative
principle both ethical and epistemological.!! Of course, @Uo1g had already attained some
prominence (apparently even being foregrounded in the nominative) in philosophers such as
Heraclitus.!? But it had not yet—so far as we know—Dbeen comparably exalted by anyone as an
evaluative term for such a range of human behavior. Moreover, through its marked role in his
pious, aristocratic rhetoric—and what was long perceived as a peerless furor poeticus—,
Pindar’s @ud took on a special character, and as such has had a rather unique afterlife.!* That
said, one cannot treat Pindar, however much a “genius,” as being wholly sui generis, and the

possibility that his use of pud (and vegetal metaphor) was influenced by those philosophical

kommt. ... Dieser Aspekt eines Natiirlichen, das vom Gottlichen nicht geschieden ist, weist auf
einen unverfiigbaren Begriindungshorizont, in dem das schone Werk des Dichters wie des
Siegers fundiert ist.”

1 Both aspects are anticipated, however, at least by Heraclitus, B1 and B123, and the ethical side
may be anticipated by Archil. fr. 25 W, discussed in the Introduction.

12 In addition to the Heraclitean fragments just cited, see also Parm. B10.1 and B16.3.

13 One measure of this is that, in the phrase 0o$pog 6 moALA eldmg Ppud of O. 2 and the 10 Pud
rpatwotov of 0. 9, his pud seems to have been the only ¢pui)/Ppud to be absorbed by later
discourse on ¢pvoig while nevertheless retaining its association with a particular author. Of the
few later uses of ¢pu1/Ppud not connected to Pindar, most come from the oft-cited, perhaps
Semonidean, skolion, referenced first (without pvav) in the Gorgias; a rare exception is Luc.
Pod. 96, where ¢pud. is used in an extended sense in a choral passage without apparent reference
to Pindar. One might also note the false attribution of that Pindaric phrase to Hesiod by
Gennadius Scholarius, Ep. 5.494.10. Most striking perhaps is the way that Nicephorus Callistus
Xanthopulus, Encomium 1.1057, addresses X10t0g with the words @ oV pdvog Gpud T TEVTOL
eldmg. A clearer, and more human illustration of the continued association of the phrase with
Pindar can be seen in the words dvool pué codp®, rata I[Iivdagov, from the Byzantine
princess Irene Chumnaena, Ep. 8.27, who, in her fascinating fourteenth-century correspondence,
otherwise uses only ¢pU0Lg, and even just lines above the citation of Pindar, Ep. 8.19; noteworthy
also is the prominence in her letters of the theme of natural wisdom, as seen for instance in the
opening of her first letter, Ep. 1.7-10, where she self-deprecatingly speaks of her pizpov
OUVOLY €ig TO VOELV A0 ThiS HeYAANg OmQEEAS ... TOD TomToD ... %ol 0V Ao
avOowaivng modevoems. On this topic, see also Gregory Palamas, Ep. 4.15. As this suggests,
the peculiar reception of Pindar by the Byzantines complicates the matter; on this, see the

discussion of Eustathius below.
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developments as well as prior and contemporary poetry should not be dismissed. Indeed, in
giving any pronounced role to the term, Pindar seems to have been in the avant-garde: even the
rather sophistical Simonides and his nephew Bacchylides offer nothing remotely comparable,'*
and only in the writings of the Hippocratics, the tragedians, and later philosophers such as
Empedocles does one observe a ¢c1c moving much beyond Pindar’s gud in its prominence and
semantic range.'’

Several instances of gud reveal the predictable interest in the athletic body, but the most
impressive and most often cited instance is in the gnome, co@og 6 ToAAY €id®G eud (O. 2.86:
“Wise [is] the one who knows many things by @u&’), which is then immediately juxtaposed with
derogatory remarks about “learners” (naf6vtec). Even such a bombastic claim aligns readily
enough with parallels involving the more familiar Ocic. The vast majority of Pindar’s readers
and interpreters have therefore had little difficulty with this maxim or with the others involving
¢@vd. Only in the second half of the last century were any real doubts about the role and meaning
of the term publicized, doubts centered in fact on that passage from O. 2 and the tension between
it and less derogatory remarks about learning in other odes; but these doubts were also
symptomatic of a general reaction against prior scholarship and its Romantic biases in
particular.'® On the topic of gud, nineteenth and early twentieth-scholarship tended to treat the

term in ways that have since been spurned as anachronistic, as undercut by post-Romantic

14 Neither ¢pUoLg nor puT)/Ppua occurs in Simonides, except perhaps in the skolion attributed to

him by Clement Strom. 4.5.23.2 and sch. Grg. 451e (see also Carm. Conv. 7). In his nephew

Bacchylides, ¢powv occurs once (fr. 20C.36), pudav once (5.168); see below and Rose (1974)

153; note in this regard the typical contrast between them and Pindar in Gardiner (1910) 109.

15 In Aeschylus, ¢pU0Lg appears in the nominative only in the Supp. 496 and in fr. 36b Mette

(from the Argo, of uncertain date, but on this basis alone perhaps best dated relatively late);

likewise only in late plays such as Phil. and OC does Sophocles begin to dwell upon ¢pvoLg in a

very prominent way; see Hajistephanou (1975).

16 See below; on the general reaction against Romantic influence, see Lloyd-Jones (1982) 145.
36



influence of one sort or another but especially through misapplication of a later concept of
nature.!” On the other end, however, one finds more recent scholarship on Pindar’s @ud that is
vitiated by the extremes to which its anti-Romanticism compelled it. So Elroy Bundy, whose
influence on recent Pindar studies is tremendous, claims that gud is absolutely nothing like the
“natural, unschooled, unconscious genius of the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries,” but rather
stands for the entire lived—and learned—tradition in which Pindar and his audience participate,
or even just the “natural enthusiasm” which the dutiful poet shows for praising his patron.!® Such
readings, although not entirely unfounded, cannot be sustained any more than those of an
irrationalist Pindar.

Like many before them, the Romantic readers whom Bundy targeted provide at the very
least a useful reminder that, whatever the inclinations of twentieth-century classicists, such
“unreasonable” claims of reliance upon “nature” have often been made, and have often enough
been bolstered by invocation of the reverend Theban. Assessing Pindar’s conception of gud by
way of appeals to what would be “reasonable” for him to claim is, to my mind, just as misguided
as doing so with Homer’s Phemius, for instance. As preposterous as it may seem for Phemius to
proclaim himself avtodidaktoc or for Pindar to sing of knowing by @ué devoid of learning, and
however much one may want to temper such testimony by appeals to the historical realities of a
bardic tradition of intense training, nevertheless it must be objected that neither Phemius nor
Pindar utter a word about that training. Their testimony demands, I think, to be understood as
evidence of a well-attested habit or convention in many cultures, namely the masking of such

dependencies and historical contingencies by absolute claims to divine inspiration and self-

17 This problem is taken up in more detail in Ch. 2.
18 So Bundy (1962) 4 with n. 11, which will be discussed below.
37



sufficient insight. The Romantic nature-genius that lurks behind so much older Pindar
scholarship is simply one familiar form of this wider phenomenon—as is Pindar’s ua of O. 2.

Granted, then, that it is all but impossible to avoid the shadows (or the lights) of
Romanticism in interpreting Pindar, my purpose here is to pursue some scrutinized middle-
ground in reconsidering the nexus of vd and the vegetal in Pindar. The difference of my
analysis will, I hope, become clear already in this chapter, as the shortcomings of prior
scholarship on nature and metaphor in Pindar must be addressed first and foremost by a more
careful analysis and contextualization of Pindar’s ¢vd.

In this chapter, I argue that Pindar’s concept of “nature,” as labelled primarily by the
word @ué, but probably also by ¢¥o1g, shows both more unity than typically thought, and yet
more diversity. Unity, because there are good reasons to suspect that “nature” is a passable
translation for each and every instance of the words, and because there are shared thematic
connections that illuminate the concept’s role in the corpus, including Heracles and mantic
divination. Diversity, because the particular configurations into which either word is put in the
different poems have a specificity which ought to discourage the reader from abstracting a
general Pindaric doctrine about human nature and, inter alia, its relationship to learning. The
main claim of this chapter, then, is that Pindar’s uses of pud and @¥o1¢ are spread across a range
of assertions as to the powers and most importantly the self-sufficiency of “nature.” These
assertions, I argue, cannot be unified except in a Procrustean bed: in their original contexts, the
generalizations show no sign of the qualifications necessary to render them fully compatible,

such as an opposition between the one wise “by nature” and “mere learners” (the gloss given by
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many scholars), instead of the unqualified “learners” that we find instead.!® In the fifth century,
divergent claims about natural power and its relationship to education were being made, and the
range of Pindar’s statements itself bears witness to the divergent positions of the broader debate.

The problem of their incongruity is addressed here by considerations of the genre of
epinikion, especially its occasionality and thus the different audiences and patrons for which the
odes were composed, along with its hybridity as a genre, which is to say the variegated tropes
and elements that are unevenly distributed within the genre’s instantiations. In Pindar scholarship
it has become increasingly clear that the epinikia demand to be read not as expressions of a
single coherent system, but as more or less localized articulations of diverse traditions and
ideological preoccupations. Which is not to say that they do not share many fundamental
assumptions and generic conventions, but that they may adopt divergent stances vis-a-vis that
shared background and the range of generic markers available. One mark of Pindar’s mastery is
to have accommodated that array of interests within a body of poetry that spoke—if with some
real tensions, contradictions and ambiguities—to a wide audience, and that continues to do so
today, as even the scholarship reveals.

The chapter begins with an initial survey of the instances of ¢¥o1g and @ué in Pindar,
combined with a survey of the reception and interpretation of Pindar’s use of the terms, which
culminates in modern scholarship on the topic. A critical assessment of the latter shows that the
main lingering problem lies in the tension between the different Pindaric positions on ¢ud; this
leads to a proposal to analyse them as expressive of divergent conceptions. Methodological
questions are then taken up in section III, followed by a re-examination of the evidence in

section V.

19 For “mere” learners, see e.g. Gundert (1935) 18, Marg (1938) 81 and 83, Vogel (2019) 61.
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II. Overview of Evidence and Prior Interpretations

Pindar has long featured in discussions of the idea of nature in Greek poetry, in part
because he was judged to have a feeling for the beauty and sublimity of nature that distinguished
him among his contemporaries?*—but “especially as it was a favourite opinion of Pindar’s, that
all excellence is a gift of nature.”?! As we shall soon see, this judgement had pervasive effects on
the interpretation of the extant verses, and even on how some fragments were reconstructed. In
the last century or so, however, philological scruple gradually cut back at the accretions of later
semantic developments. The current consensus, with rare outliers, is that 0o in Pindar denotes
only “stature” or “bodily form,” and that pud remains synonymous with that ¢vo1g in half of the
instances, while also designating in the remaining half a more capacious “nature,” the precise
import of which remains debated.

dvoig appears just twice, and in both instances it is now almost always taken to mean
“stature” or the like.?? Slater, for example, in the Lexicon to Pindar that will be our
representative authority, defines puoig with the words “nature (of the body): bodily form.” Yet
the emphasis in most interpretations, starting in fact with some ancient scholia, falls squarely on
the latter half of that definition. The distinction is sharpest in Beardslee’s account, where

Pindar’s @vo1g (just as the pvoig of Homer and Aeschylus) is said to designate only the “outward

20 Such characterizations were once exceedingly common. “Pindar’s sympathy with external
nature was deeper and keener than is often discernible in the poetry of his age,” one reads in the
Encyclopedia Brittanica, ''1911, Vol. XXI, 620. “In his attitude toward external nature, Pindar
shows himself to be singularly objective,” according to Fairclough (1930) 105. See also Biese
(1882) 1.32-5, Jebb (1893) 167.
21 Miiller (1858) 1.295, citing O. 9.100; see also id. 285-6 for an extended characterization.
22 For exceptions and some doubts, see below, section III.
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physical character,” with no implication whatsoever of birth, growth, or innate qualities.?
Beardslee’s stricture is unusual, but the distinction might as well hold wherever “bodily form or
appearance” is opposed to “nature,” and where the possibility of a reference to the innate is not
explicitly considered; and such is the case with many treatments of either instance. A sense
strictly limited to a person’s appearance is readily accepted in /. 4, when it is said that one victor
(in lines that must be somewhat jesting) “was not allotted an Orionian @¥o1g, but is shameful to
look at, yet heavy to fall in with at the peak of his strength” (1. 4.49-51: 00 yap ¢Oov
Qoproveiov Edoyev: / GAL dvotog pev idésbat, / copmeoseiv 8’ dkpd Bapic).>* The victor may not
look like the gorgeous and enormous Orion, but surely he has some semblance of heroic strength
and courage—in other words, a laudable “nature.”” In the other instance, when Pindar assures
his audience that, in spite of our human frailty, “we nonetheless bear some resemblance to the
immortals either in great mind or in @Oo1S” (V. 6.4-5: GAAG TL TpocPEPOEY Epmay T péyay /
voov fitot oy dbavdrtoig), the term is again readily accepted as referring to physical
appearance: here, the radiant physique shared by panhellenic victors and the anthropomorphic

Olympians whom they emulate.?® Surely—or so the reasoning seems to go—a mortal “nature”

23 Beardslee (1918) 8-9: “None of these examples contains any specific reference to the fact that
the qualities mentioned are innate or original.”
24 The sense and text of dxud, which could refer to the peak of the victor’s strength or the peak
of the contest, is questionable: see Slater s.v. and cf. Willcock (1995) ad loc., who prefers the
codd. reading aiyud, perhaps “in the fight.”
25 This is my own attempt to justify the interpretation. “Beauty” is preferred by Schol. ad I. 4 83a
Drachmann (but cf. the objection of Schol. 83b, discussed below when we return to the passage);
and, among modern scholars, almost everyone (citations below). Those who translate it as
“nature” here are extremely few: Pfeiff (1997) 136, Mandruzzato (2010) 531.
26 This also begins with the scholiasts: despite asserting that there is one common y&vog of both
gods and men (Schol. ad N. 6 1 Drachmann), the scholiasts only apply ¢pOoLS to evduio TV
OWUATOV 1ol TA xEAAN (see 7a and cf. 1 and 7b). So also Boeckh (1819) 11.404 prefers “statura
et forma corporis,” and is followed by Moore (1822) 95, Fennell (1883) 59, Myers (1892) 123,
Jurenka (1899) 350 (who argues that it is a polemical response to Xenophanes B30), Farnell
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does not resemble an immortal.?” One ancient reader, however, seems to have taken the line to
refer to “nature,” and incidentally read @udv instead of the Vo found in the direct tradition of
the epinikia.?® Indeed, among modern readers that ¢pOo1g has often been interpreted as denoting a
common “nature,”?” but clear evidence for this interpretation is not found before modern Pindar-
reception, and again this does not correspond to the prevalent view among Pindarists today. That
prevalence notwithstanding, when we return to these passages in section IV, I will argue that
although the contexts may encourage it, they certainly do not require the interpretation of @vo1g
as mere “physical appearance” or “stature,” and that the possibility of its denoting in both places
a more dynamic “nature” should be taken seriously. That said, whatever doubts one might have
about these passages, it must be agreed that they can provide no incontrovertible evidence of
@Vo1G as a “nature” that grounds all of one’s hereditary traits.

Nevertheless, even such an expansive meaning of ¢vo1g as “natural order” was read into

Pindar since Plato at the latest. At first, however, this seems to have been done not by way of

(1930) 191, Gerber (1999) 43, 46-7, Henry (2005) 56 (who curiously writes, “Nothing is gained
by understanding ‘character’ (so Mezger), a sense first attested in the fifth century”), Maslov
(2012) 364, Le Meur-Weisman (2015), Séepanovié (2016).
27 This is again my own attempt to explain the preference.
28 The line is cited, in somewhat altered form, in a scholium on Eur. Med. 1224 (ii.207
Schwartz): in order to contrast the judgement that mortal affairs are a shadow (oxué) with what
“some of the wise” had said in praise of human power (peydha dUvacBar) and reason
(AOYLOpOG), the scholiast cites N. 6.5 (with no mention of the oxidg dvap of P. 8.95!), but
reading pudv instead of pUotv (and with the order of the two items inverted); the phrase
peydho 00vaoOau suggests that pud is taken to refer not to the “form” but to a dynamic body if
not a “nature.” Citations of the opening of N. 6 began in antiquity but otherwise did not include 1.
5; for citations and discussion see Pépin (1971) 36-8 and Gerber (1999) 45. That said, given the
tendency among those who cite it to read the opening of N. 6 as asserting the common origin of
gods and men, one might reasonably surmise that they read ¢pUoLc as “nature,” but so far as I
know there is no direct evidence.
2 So Greene (1778) 165, Lee (1810) 411, Mommsen (1852) 142, Albani (1862) 176, Mezger
(1880) 415, Bury (1890) 104, Dornseiff (1921) 191, Gundert (1935) 20, Pépin (1971) 38,
Mandruzzato (2010) 417, Lourenco (2011) 67, 70-1, Vogel (2016) and Vogel (2019) 107.
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Pindar’s own usage of ¢vo1g, but rather through his use of vopoc, as refracted in turn by the later
sophistic treatment of vopoc and @voic. In the Gorgias, the Pindaric dictum vopog 6 mavtov
Baciheng (“vopog the king of all”),® which Pindar illustrates through the figure of Heracles the
violent civilizer, is quoted by Callicles to support his claim that it accords with nature (Kotd
evowv or euoet) for the stronger to rule over the weaker by means of the vopog which they
wilfully establish.>! As Mark Payne has shown, Callicles’ conception of the naturally superior
man, and particularly the almost epiphanic self-sufficiency of his nature, resonates considerably
with Pindar’s portrayal of the demi-god; we return to this below.?? The reference to @voig here
and in other citations of and allusions to that phrase led some scholars to conclude that Pindar
himself had used a form of g¥o1g in the lines preceding.’® Indeed, in Hesychius the maxim comes
with @Oo1g tacked on to the end: vopog 6 Thvtwv Pacidedg katd tv evowv.>* Some reference to
“nature” might also be justified (or at least motivated) by Pindar’s illustration of the gnome by
way of Heracles, who is nothing less than paradigmatic for the conception of nature in Pindar

and others, as we will see below. Nonetheless, subsequent scholarship has rejected the addition,

39 The opening phrase of fr. 169a had already been quoted by Herodotus, 3.38.4, and would be
quoted again many times; for other citations, see Snell-Maehler’s app. crit. on fr. 169a.1-8.
31 Gorg. 484b; see Dodds ad loc. See also esp. Leg. 3.690b-c and England’s comments ad loc.,
and Robinson (1936) 107. For discussion and recent bibliography, see Hornblower (2004) 65-6.
For the prior citation of fr. 169a.1 by Herodotus (3.38) and a penetrating account of Herodotus’
interpretation, see now Kingsley (2018).
32 Payne (2006) esp. 167-71.
33 So e.g. the edition of Mommsen (1864) 475, fr. 48, reads: “........ 7noto GUoLY . . ./ vOHog
%TA.”; see also LSJ s.v. pUoug, III (“the regular order of nature”), where the text given is “xatd
dvov ‘“vopog 0 mévtwv Paothetic.”” But it was first inserted into the preceding lacuna by
Boeckh (1819), according to Beardslee (1918) 6 n. 6.
3# Hesych. s.v. vopog; cf. Gigante (1956) 76 n. 1.
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and so this has become the least consequential of the “Platonizing” interpretations we have to
consider here—but it is still noteworthy for being the first.>®

Just as it apparently ignored Pindar’s use of ¢¥o1c, pre-modern Pindar-reception
neglected the passages in which vé is less freighted, where it seems to require only a meaning
like “physical appearance.” There is minimal disagreement among scholars about this applying
to five of the ten instances. Echoing his definition of ¢¥c1c, Slater glosses these five with the
phrase “bodily nature, stature,” where again the latter dominates in the scholarship; and, as if to
underline that preference, Slater adds the more restricted “body, frame” for one instance.>® This
last occurs when a goad is applied to the svpumhedpw (“broad-ribbed”) eud of two oxen (P.
4.235)%7; it is perhaps the least significant of the uses, except insofar as it is rare early evidence
of the extension of the term to the non-human.*® The epithet edoputdedpe and the concreteness of
the applied goad seem to have motivated the restriction to “body, frame.”° In a similar case,
Heracles prays that Telamon’s son will have an “unbreakable @ud, just as this beast’s skin now
roams around me” (1. 6.47-8: Gppnktov uav, Homep T0de déppa pe viv mepurhavizar / Onpodg).+°

If we follow closely the analogy with the déppa Onpdc, the most obvious meaning is that the boy

should have a tough exterior, and this impression is strengthened somewhat by the addition,

33 polg was also supposed to have been used by Pindar in another fragment, on the basis of a
citation in Theodore Metochites, now also neglected; see Humpel s.v. pUoig (Slater does not
mention it s.v. oL, and Slater’s index locorum does not include that passage).
36 Slater’s construals are supported by the scholia, except in the case of P. 4.235 (see below) and
Pae.20.12, which is not discussed by the scholia.
37 So Seymour (1904) ad loc. (“huge-sided frame”), Duchemin (1967) ad loc. (“corps”),
Kirkwood (1982) ad loc. (“flanks™), Segal (1986) 65 (“strong-flanked form™), Liberman (2004)
117 (“les flancs™).
38 See other evidence listed by LSJ s.v. puvi) A.2.
3 This is the only instance where Slater parts ways with the scholia, where the words are merely
paraphrased: sch. 419. éoumheow Pud: T peyohomheow GUoEL TOV TAVEWV.
40 T have tried to preserve what appears to be a fairly bold metaphor in megumAavétar, which
evokes, I suspect, a living and prowling creature.
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Bopog 8 émécbm (“and let his heart follow,” 49).4! Likewise, there would appear to be a simple
contrast between physical appearance and inner character in the assurance that a victor “leads an
&petd no more shameful than his ua” (1. 7.22: Gyei T dpetdv ovk aioylov euac).*? And it is
again easily taken to refer to bodily appearance when the infant Heracles “cast with a hand the
dappled swaddling-cloth from his limbs and revealed his pvd” (Pae. 20.11-2: yepi peréwv dmo
nowilov / omap]yavov Eppryev £dv T Epavev eudav), which is the only instance of either term
that does not occur in an epinikion.** Finally, the same meaning may apply in the phrase npog
evavOepov ... euav (0. 1.67: “toward well-blossoming @uvd”), which occurs within the clause
“when ... downy hairs were covering his dark cheek” (1. 67-8: 81¢ ... / Adyvar viv pérav yévelov
gpepov): most narrowly and concretely interpreted, the metaphor may suggest that the first beard
is the bloom of the body’s exterior—not of the boy’s “nature.”** As before, the strictest
interpretation is that of Beardslee, who insists that gud is not used here “in any sense in which
the meaning might be derived from ‘origin’ or ‘birth,” but [is used] of outward physical
characteristics.” Beardslee’s stricture has again not been shared, but neither is it explicitly
excluded by other interpreters. In sum, the consensus is that these instances of gvd, just as those
of pvo1g, employ the same sense as the Homeric gurj, which seems to designate only stature or
appearance; and this conclusion is plausible enough. On the other hand, as we have seen in the

Introduction, it is possible that even the epic and lyric v sometimes denotes more particularly

4! See Fennell (1883) ad loc., Bury (1892) ad loc., Kirkwood (1982) ad loc.
42 Slater s.v. aioy0¢ remarks on this instance: “interp. dub.: ? a distinction that is no worse a
thing than, just as noble as, his form.” See also Schol. ad /. 7 30a and 30b, and Bury (1892) ad
loc., Fennell (1883), Young (1971) 18-9, Willcock (1995) ad loc.
43 Contra Slater s.v., Rutherford (2001) 400 translates this instance with “nature,” although in the
following commentary, 401, we find the paraphrase “reveals his physique.”
4 Most commentators (and this ode has received more commentaries than any other) are in fact
silent on the semantics of ¢pud here, but cf. e.g. Verdenius (1987) and Gerber (1982) ad loc.
4 Beardslee (1918) 7.
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the living body in its dynamic capacities or in its status as the result of growth. With Pindar, that
possibility is demonstrably greater, I think, for all instances of gué: as with ¢vo1g, I will argue
again for a shift of emphasis toward the first half of Slater’s definition, “bodily nature,” or even
“nature.”

Before those five instances, Slater lists another five under the simple lemma “nature.”
With these the sense demanded indisputably surpasses that of the Homeric oun: “We each differ
by @vd, having been allotted a means of life” (N. 7.54: pvd 6’ €kactog dapépopev Protav
hayOvtec)?S; “It is necessary to strive by @ud, walking in straight paths” (N. 1.25: ypr| 8’év
gv0eiong 080ic oteiyovta pdpvacOar pui)*’; “By @ud the noble will stands out / from fathers in
sons” (P. 8.44-5: ¢vd 10 yevvaiov émimpénetl / 8k matépwv mouci Afjua).*® These three gnomes
suffice to show that the term can designate a hereditary principle that determines one’s
characteristics, and as such patently carries normative weight, just as we find @Oo1c doing
elsewhere. The final two, one of which we have already seen above, are more problematic, being
exceptionally forceful and tendentious claims about such a principle. The more generalizing is
this: “What is by @vd is strongest in every respect; but many by taught virtues of human beings
strive to win glory” (0. 9.100-2: 10 6& Qv KpdTIGTOV G- ToAAOL O d1d0aKTAlS / AvOpOTMOV
apeTaic kKAEog / dpovcav dpésbat). The more famous passage, although similar in substance, is

focused on intellectual power: “Wise is the one who knows many things by gud; but learners [or

46 The few commentators who have taken up this ode have said little about the word here, but cf.
Fennell (1883) ad loc.: “The natural constitution, pud@, is regarded as the means by which
variation is produced, fate as the cause; hence the aorist AayOvteg.” See also Carey (1981) ad
loc.
47 Commentators are essentially unanimous on the meaning of ¢pva here, but there is
considerable disagreement about whether it should be opposed to the preceding téyvau,
discussed below.
48 The scholarship on this is unanimous—when it does not pass over it in silence as something
self-evident. For interesting discussions, see Boeckh (1819) I1.2.313 and Pfeijffer (1999).
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“ones who have learned”] like boisterous tell-all crows chatter unfulfilled against Zeus’s divine
bird” (O. 2.86-8: co@dg 0 TOAAY 10MG QLA LaBOVTEG O€ AdPpot / TayyAWwosig KOPUKES G
dkpoavta yopuétmv / Adg pog dpviya 0giov).** As the boldest claims, and ones that are also in
tension with other maxims and evaluations found in Pindar’s poems, these last two passages
have dominated the discussions of Pindaric @ud from the earliest citations to the present.

In fact, when we turn to the reception, we find that it focuses upon those last two dicta
from the outset and is also, as with @Vo1g, rather Platonizing, albeit not in the Platonic corpus.
When first quoted with the v preserved,>® the two gnomes are employed together by Aelius
Aristides in his defense of rhetoric against Plato’s critique (Or. 2). Because Aristides’ treatment
of Pindar anticipates much of what comes later, it merits some discussion. Defending his
profession against the broadside of the Gorgias, etc., Aristides effectively grants Plato’s
polemical claim from the Jon that good poetry is not produced by téyvn, but by a conflation of
@Yo and Osio poipa (“divine allotment™).>! That premise, however ironical, finds an important
parallel in the celebration of artless and divine povia in the Phaedrus,’ and of course many other
texts, and so Aristides’ strategy is to defend rhetoric by saying that it too involves such a noble
enthusiasm. In addition to quotes from Homer, Hesiod and others, the pué maxims of O. 2 and 9
are cited as further support—and, as Aristides is quick to remark, support from an authority

whom Plato himself regards highly.>® The rhetor then responds: It being agreed that pvo1g and

# My translation of moyyAwooig and dxravrta is not the most precise, but is intended to convey

the force of the original.

50 Numerous allusions esp. to O. 2 can be found that substitute ¢pvoeL for pud, as e.g. Philo, cited

below, n. 266; see also Leeuwen (1964) ad loc.

31 See esp. Or.2.113.

52 Aristid. Or. 2.52-60 dwells on Phaedr. On the lon and Phaedr., see e.g. Gonzdlez (2011).

> Or.2.109-10: "Et Ttoivuv evog nomrov TV 4o Bowwtiog nai EXL%wvog na@aoxnoopat

paetuiay, @ xol IMAdtwv adtog ¢ mhelotov, paociv, GEa xofitar. ovtog 8¢, @ Bgol, nol
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divinity are superior to human t€yvn and learning, this can only establish the supreme value of
poetry—and as rhetoric, on the Platonic account, also relies on natural talent and a “knack”
rather than t€yvn, so it too has a share of that value, pace Plato.>* Aristides thus inaugurates the
use of Pindar’s @ud in the late antique rhetorical tradition.>> The sort of Platonizing interpretation
put forward, which reads Pindar’s ¢ué anachronistically as the polar opposite of a Platonic-

sophistic téyvn, has persisted into the present.>®

LN dmoxaldpag xol Ths altod Gpioemg xol Molong g aAn0ds fod Ztevtogelov gig
TOVg AvOQhIoVS HomeE oLy ®NEVENGS [O. 2.86-8]. %0QG®®WV GNOLV Elvau pwVAS TAC
TOV LoBOVIMV %ol 10 GAA®Y EIMPOTWVY TTQOC AETOV YLYVOUEVAGS TOV GVOEL VIXMDVTO Ol
&% 0£0D QMoo nol COPHV. £TEQWOL & ol PaybTeQoV pév, Yvmeiuwe & oty NrTov
dwapagtigeton [0. 9.100-2]. 6p6dQ drolo0wg dpdoTeQa €V Toig TOAOLG, AvTitéDeine T
200T{OTM TO [TOAMD] %ElQOV OLA TOD TAV TOAALDV OVOUATOS, (G EXELVO UEV TTOVTATTOOLV
TLVOV OMYwV &V, TODTO 8¢ €ig TOVG TTOALOVS APIXVOUUEVOV. Ol £TL TTQO TOUTWV «AyoOol
o¢ q)i)GSL ®nol Goq)ol rata daipova (’ivéng gyévovto,» [cf. 0.9.28-9] dpotov xal TodT0 TQ
ETEQQ QNMOLTL XOL TAVTOV AEYWV. OV eV YaQ ddarTalg elmev a@swtg, n@oosﬁmtev
avlemmmwv, ov d¢ TNV PpLOoLY EeoPeveL, nata daipova, TOUTOUG eLvaL TOVS TG OVIL
ayofovg nat copovg. For discussion of this particular passage in the larger context of
Aristides’ engagement with Pindar, see Gkourogiannis (1999) 167-180. Regarding Aristides’
exceptional fondness for Pindar, whom he cites much more than any other poet (after Homer and
Hesiod) see Bowie (2008) 17. For contextualization of Aristides’ treatise in the broader discourse
on rhetoric and philosophy in the Second Sophistic, see Fowler (2011).
3% Or. 2. 113. Aristides nevertheless goes on to argue that ¢VoLg should serve as mistress, and
té€Yvn as handmaid, Or. 2.115; and then that there is in fact a properly technical (or “scientific’)
component to oratory, Or. 2.135-77.
>3 The next extant citation pairs Pindar with Epicurus on rhetoric: Syrian. in Hermog. [265, 23]
‘%QATLOTOV PEV YO €L ®al TA THS PUOoEWS CVAAAUPAVOLTO’ AQYT] YO.Q OLOVEL LOL XOTTUS KO
XONOTOV BQYavov Yuyf) meog Ta PEATIoTA YwEELY Emeryopévn deELa dioLg: OLo nai
ITivoadg dnot “to 8¢ pud xedtiotov dmav’. 6 d¢ ye 'Eninovog év Td megl ONTooixig
a000d£0TEQOV Ol AMYmV GNoLY ADTOS HOVOS EVENREVOL TEXVNV TOMTIXOV AOYWV: TOVG
0¢ dAOVC AIT0oROQOXITMV PNTOQOS £0VTY WS Lo OUEVOS Aéyel ‘PpUOoLS Ya €0TLV 1)
ratopBovoa Adyovg, Téyvn 8¢ ovdeuia’. (This passage is not included in Usener’s Epicurea,
but cf. p. 114 of that work) Compare Diogenes Laertius’s report that Epicurus’ treatise On
Rhetoric demanded “nothing other than clarity” (10.13), and that Epicurus insisted he was self-
taught (ibid.). In the next extant citation, O. 2 and 9 are scrambled into ®xQATLOTOV TOV UG
00OV by Nicephorus Basilaca, Orat. B1,20. Many follow.
56 This problem is discussed at length below in this section.
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At the same time, there is an interesting tension between Aristides’ willingness to read
Pindar (and others) as claiming an absolute reliance upon @uac1g over against t€yvn and pédnoig,
and, on the other hand, his appropriation of such claims for his account of rhetoric, wherein
divine inspiration and @uvo1g are ultimately cast as the source of the orator’s “invention”
(ebpeoic),’” with plenty of room left for erudition and technical mastery. In this way, although
Aristides’ Pindar is superficially an absolutist about nature over against art and learning,’® he is
far from an irrationalist. As soon as Aristides applies the Pindaric wisdom to oratory, the
opposition between nature and learning is converted into one between original writers and
plagiarists, which of course weakens it considerably.*® In some twentieth-century scholarship
one meets again this tendency to reduce even the most superlative claims about gud to mundane
assertions about the need for rhetorical originality or “natural” simplicity.®°

Finally, it is noteworthy that after those two quotations from Pindar, Aristides promptly
asserts that the poet speaks entirely consistently (cpodp” dxorovdwc).%! Although no one else, so
far as I know, has ever registered any possible conflict between these two gnomes, Aristides’
insistence suggests that other readers had already called attention to the apparent inconsistency
of Pindar’s talk of pud and its development. As noted above, that broader inconsistency came to

the fore in the last century or so; but Eustathius summed up the problem many centuries ago:

57 See especially the droll discussion at Or. 2.91, which begins, t¢ o0V ai Modoa
d1dGonovoLy; Gpd ye homeg ol yooupotiotal didaoraielov dvolEduevor; ovx E0Tuv.
58 Note also how Aristides primes his reader for Pindar in Or. 2.104-8, starting with a question
that alludes to both O. 2 and 9: oD yaQ Gv TG nol ®EATIOTOV OEiN TOV LOBOVTA ROl TDG;
Thus Aristides himself starkly juxtaposes the learner with his natural superior.
¥ Or.2.111.
0 The primary examples come from Bundy, discussed below.
1 Or. 2.110. The threat of inconsistency that Aristides perceives comes from the possibility that
the generalization in O. 9 about ToALOL using ddaxTaig dpetaig applies also to those who have
natural talents: Aristides insists that the use of oAhot entails a strict contrast with the OA{yoL
who are strongest by nature.
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He (sc. Pindar) will be found also to be a braggart in many places in a rather over-eager
manner, and derisive of his rivals in art by similar reasoning; and contradictory in not a few
places: indeed he sometimes praises natural genius (e0@via) and the self-learned (10
avtopabic), as if even he himself knows many things by means of @ud, but elsewhere [he
praises] the things taught through learning.%?
Eustathius’ discussion here is marked by another important feature, which harkens back less to
Plato than to archaic poetical tropes. Indeed, already in antiquity, and to some extent even in
Aristides himself, but more clearly in Eustathius, we find an interpretative move in another
direction: that is, construing Pindar’s ¢ué chiefly by reference to the likes of Hesiod’s
Dichterweihe and Homer’s Phemius a0t0didaktoc, so that it smacks less of a strict pOGIG-Té VN
polarity than of old and conventional claims to the possession of poetical skill and knowledge
solely through divine and natural endowment.®* As I will argue below, this line of interpretation
deserves to be renewed.

Far more definitive for most Renaissance and modern reception of Pindar’s “nature”—
and of the corpus as a whole—was Horace’s vatic Pindar, whose torrential profundity (as
depicted in Carm. 4.2) was fatefully linked with the ubiquitous commonplace of the furor
poeticus.* Among other elements, the widespread misunderstanding of Pindar’s meters (which

Horace also promotes in that same poem) encouraged a caricature of the poet as an unbridled and

artless enthusiast.> The ensuing tradition is vast and does not need to be retraced here®; yet one

62 Pro. 22.2-3: elgntal ¢ 1ol TEQLOVTOAOYOS €V TOALOLG PLAOTLUOTEQOV KOl ORMITTLROG O
TOV AVTLTEVOV Opoim AOYw: ®al Appiyhmwooog 08 v oun OLliyols: &g ye T uev v
gVPUiaV Emouvel x0l TO AOTOPAOES, DS %ol AVTOC O EISOC PudL, T O T xaTdL
pdOnory dtdaxtd- For the text, see A. Kambylis® edition of 1991; for analysis, see also the
separate monograph by same Kambylis (1991) esp. 92-5 on this particular chapter, and id. ch. 4
for a consideration of Eustathius in connection with die neuzeitliche Pindarforschung.
63 See Eustath. ad 11. 1.265.19-22,2.451.24, and ad Od. 1.39.31, as well as Scholia, and
Stephanus, in Rh. 278 (where the citation of Phemius’ speech is especially clear).
% See e.g. Tigerstedt (1970).
8 Cf. esp. Carm. 4.2.11-12.
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last portion is crucial for our analysis. In the eighteenth century, this vatic Pindar was swept up
in a “perfect storm” of pre-Romantic obsessions, quickly becoming the favored ancient exemplar
of “natural genius,” especially for the poet and critic Edward Young.®” One testimony will
suffice, from Joseph Addison’s essay “On Genius”:

Among great geniuses those few draw the admiration of all the world upon them, and stand up
as the prodigies of mankind, who by the mere strength of natural parts, and without any
assistance of art or learning, have produced works that were the delight of their own times and
the wonder of posterity. [...] I cannot quit this head without observing that Pindar was a great
genius of the first class, who was hurried on by a natural fire and impetuosity to vast
conceptions of things and noble sallies of imagination.®®

% See Revard (2001), Hamilton (2003).
7 For Pindar in the discourse on poetic madness in the eighteenth century, see e.g. Burwick
(1996). In spite of that trend, even Young, who played an important role in the popularization of
such a caricature of Pindar in the Romantic period (being read extensively by e.g. Goethe), offers
at times a much more complicated portrait of Pindar and indeed the entire category of the natural
genius. So Young (1798) 111.221, 222: “Pindar, who has as much logic at the bottom as Aristotle
or Euclid, to some critics has appeared as mad, and must appear so to all who enjoy no portion of
his own divine spirit. ... Pindar’s muse, like Sacharissa, is a stately, imperious, and
accomplished beauty; equally disdaining the use of art and the fear of any rival; so intoxicating
that it was the highest commendation that could be given an ancient that he was not afraid to
taste of her charms ....” See also Young (1774) IV.288, 289: “A star of the first magnitude
among moderns was Shakespeare; among the ancients, Pindar; who, as Vossius tells us, boasted
of his no-learning, calling himself the eagle, for his flight above it. ... Of genius there are two
species, an earlier and a later; or call them infantine and adult. An adult genius comes out of
nature’s hand, as Pallas out of Jove’s head, at full growth and mature: Shakespeare’s genius [and
therefore Pindar’s] was of this kind: on the contrary, Swift stumbled at the threshold, and set out
for distinction on feeble knees. His was an infantine genius; a genius, which, like other infants,
must be nursed and educated, or it will come to nought.” (Young’s rhetoric becomes notably
more paradoxical with the following, op. cit. 51-2: “The minds of the schoolmen were almost as
much cloistered as their bodies; they had but little learning and few books; yet may the most
learned be struck with some astonishment at their so singular natural sagacity and most exquisite
edge of thought. Who would expect to find Pindar and Scotus, Shakespeare and Aquinas, of the
same party?” Indeed, these schoolmen of “but little learning” reveal just how arbitrary and
exaggerated the category of the unschooled natural genius was, at least in Young.)
% Addison (1811 [1711]) 328, 329.
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This portrait of Pindar persisted—only slightly softened—well into the twentieth century.®® The
comfort with which an arch-Romantic could talk of natural genius was matched again and again
in the scholarship, often supported by invocations of Romantic poets and critics.”® Identifications
of Pindar’s pud with Plato’s divinely inspired ¢0o1g, a crucial forerunner and companion of
Romantic inspiration, have been even more persistent.”! Following, then, upon the robust
tradition of a simple equation of Pindar’s gué with @Oc1c, and of reading a more or less Platonic
theory of téyvn and inspiration back into Pindar, many commentators have read the relevant
passages in a way that others would now dismiss as anachronistic.

In the last century and a half, however, there have also been many qualifications of that
approach, compelled by Pindar’s own praise of practice and teachers in other odes, along with
the patent erudition and daedalian craftedness which marks the corpus of epinikia and the
fragments. Faced with that tension, some have been content to note that in O. 2, for instance,
Pindar cannot have meant to repudiate all learning, but was only emphasizing in that, as in other
passages, the necessity of natural endowments.”> Herwig Maehler, for one, proposed a
developmental thesis, such that Pindar was only led to claim knowledge “by nature” after
mastering his craft and being forced to defend himself against his competitors.”® Other scholars
came to insist that it is not a matter of occasional blinkered emphasis, but of a rather extenuated
conception of @ud, such that the dative pud—the only case used when it demands to be read as

the source of moral character, etc.—does not trace any process or trait to a permanent “nature,”

% See e.g. Trevelyan (1941) 79, but cf. also the balanced remarks of 53-6; cf. also Bowra (1964).
70'So e.g. Robinson (1936) 48 (echoing Gildersleeve ad loc.): “Pindar is the man of genius (1.
86), the true poet who with proud complacency (as Landor would say) knoweth many things by
nature (co@og 6 ToAAL 100G evd), following Ruskin’s first rule, ‘be born with genius.””
"I For a recent example, see Hummel (1999).
2 E.g. Gildersleeve loc. cit.
73 Maehler (1963) 94 n. 2.
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but looks rather to a person’s origin, rather vaguely conceived. This interpretation was
formulated most forcefully by Ernst Tugendhat in the following influential sentences:

In Pindar-research there is general talk of “the phua.” This is not entirely correct, since
Pindar, the only poet in whom @vd is to be found in this sense, uses this word—in all five
passages in which it does not mean something like growth and shape, but rather this being
anchored in one’s origin [dieses Einbehaltensein im Ursprung]—in the dative, and also where
this cannot be explained by its accidental position in the sentence. Phua is thus for Pindar not
a Something, but a How [nicht ein Etwas, sondern ein Wie]. (The substantive fixed in the
dative amounts to an adverb.) gvd then is not a predisposition conceived materially as planted
in the human being, but all the living and striving of the human being, insofar as it remains
determined by its origin and presents itself as its [viz. the origin’s] unfolding. Thus with pvd
neither the beginning nor the present is meant, but the present as something released from its
origin and anchored in it.”*

“To strive by @ué,” then, as Pindar enjoins in N. 1.25, would not be to rely upon one’s fixed
“nature,” but to strive in a manner that is somehow “authentic,” or “anchored” in the origin of
one’s being. This generous conception certainly opens up the relevant phrases to less polarizing
interpretations. Reminiscent of Tugendhat is, e.g., Pfeijffer’s claim that, for Pindar, capacities are

only “‘learned’ to the extent that they are alien to one’s yévoc. [...] d1daxtd here [in N. 3] does

"4 Tugendhat (1960) 407 n. 2: “In der Pindarforschung wird allgemein von »der Phua«
gesprochen. Das ist nicht ganz zutreffend, weil Pindar, der einzige Dichter, bei dem ¢pud in
diesem Sinn zu finden ist, dieses Wort an allen 5 Stellen, an denen es nicht so etwas wie Wuchs
und Gestalt, sondern dieses Einbehaltensein im Ursprung meint, im Dativ gebraucht, auch dort,
wo dies nicht aus der zufilligen Stellung im Satz erkléart werden kann. Phua ist also fiir Pindar
nicht ein Etwas, sondern ein Wie. (Das im Dativ verfestigte Substantiv ist so viel wie ein
Adverb.) $pud ist dann nicht eine dinglich vorgestellte in den Menschen gelegte Anlage, sondern
alles Leben und Trachten des Menschen, insofern es vom Ursprung bestimmt bleibt und sich so
als dessen Entfaltung darstellt. Mit ¢puQ ist so weder der Anfang noch das Gegenwiirtige
gemeint, sondern das Gegenwirtige als ein aus dem Ursprung Entlassenes und in diesem
Einbehaltenes.” Cf. Marg (1938) 81: “[...] so geht es bei Pindar um das ‘Wie’ der Arete, um die
echte und die nur scheinbare.” Tugendhat’s statement is cited as “important” by Young (1970)
638 n. 24; on this topic, Young is challenged by Rose (1974) 154 n. 22. Regarding the vaguely
Heideggerean tenor of Tugendhat’s description of ¢pud, one might note e.g. Tugendhat’s
Habilitationschrift, Der Wahrheitsbegriff bei Husserl und Heidegger, Berlin 1967; in fact, he
was Heidegger’s pupil.
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not imply a rejection of learning fout court.””® Provided that one is “born” for something, then
developing that capacity through learning should not prevent one’s use of it from still being
oui.”% (A question these scholars do not address is whether such a genealogical claim would in
fact preclude the acknowledgement—or even conception—that something is “learned,” or would
only prevent one’s virtues from being derided as “learned” in an exaggerated opposition.) The
fact that it only occurs in the dative when the sense demanded is “moral” or “psychological” is
certainly an important explanandum. Yet in light of the evidence from other authors unnoted by
Tugendhat,’” along with the definite possibility of the extension of meaning operating even in the
other cases, [ would suggest that the apparent restriction may be, to some extent, an accident of
transmission, and that those parallels make it still more implausible that pu@ could ever
designate only ein Wie, as Tugendhat puts it.

Others, finally, would see an even broader scope for @ud, such that the strongest
assertions of its power would be less about any familial heredity, than about all the cultural
inheritance that by and large remained the preserve of aristocratic families—including, of course,
the mantic and bardic traditions (although this hereditary elitist aspect is decisively neglected by
the authors in question). The most influential advocate for this was Elroy Bundy, who, with his

Studia Pindarica of 1962, revolutionized Pindaric studies by focusing upon the formal aspects of

s Pfeijffer (1999) ad N. 3 .40.

76 Tugendhat was followed also by Dieter Bremer (whose academic pedigree, through Wolfgang
Schadewaldt, puts him in the same circles), most explicitly in Bremer (1976) 261-2. In his later
translation of the epinikia, Bremer repeatedly renders ¢u@ with “aus dem, wie er ist” (~*“from
the way one is”): see Bremer (1992) 23 (on O. 2),77 (0.9),223 (N. 1),265 (N. 7, where the
formula is slightly modified into “Aus dem, wie jeder ist”); with the exception of O. 1, all of the
other instances, together with both instances of ¢pU01g, are translated by Bremer as Wuchs. See
also Bremer (1992) 404 on té€yvn, codpia, and ¢pud. In connection with this, it is also interesting
to see how Bremer translates P. 2.72 (yévol', olog 601 paOdv as he punctuates it): “Komm zur
Kenntnis, von welcher Art du bist!” See his further remark on the passage, 402.

77 See the Introduction and the discussions below.
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the odes and basing his analyses on the assumption that all of the features of every epinikion
must be analysed as so many conventional elements, all coordinated with the overarching
rhetorical goal of praising the victor. Within this framework, many elements had to be
reconceived by reference to that goal and its self-conscious rhetoric. Accordingly,

Pindar’s @ué has nothing to do with the natural, unschooled, unconscious genius of the
eighteenth and nineteenth centuries, but denotes schooling by experience in the truth of
words and actions in a living tradition; the “learning” he speaks of in these passages is
mere rote imitation of things not understood. You must not, he means, apply systems of
method but elicit your method from the thing to be investigated; do not, armed with a
detached system, go in search of a subject, but, having chosen a subject, refusing to
bury it under an avalanche of terms, allow it to reveal the unity in its manifold as you
“draw together the strands of many matters in brief.””8

So we must abandon the Romantic Pindar for—the systematically empirical?’® This exchange of
one anachronism for another becomes still more strained when the “way of puvd&” is described
elsewhere by Bundy as the “natural enthusiasm” which the successful poet must have for the
praise of the laudandus.*° In another statement on the topic, he writes that the pvé maxims
exemplify Pindar’s use of this rhetorical motive [= motif], in which the laudator, disdaining
all device, makes his straightforward confidence and enthusiasm the measure of the
laudandus’ worth. In all such contexts, Pindar himself is hidden behind the conventional mask

of the laudator; yet they are regarded by critical opinion as personal to the poet, often in
embarrassing senses.?!

8 Bundy (1972) 90 n. 113. As a measure of Bundy’s influence, this particular passage has been
endorsed by e.g. Nagy (1990) 9-10 and 338.
7 Cf. Eur. fr. 809 Nauck: netoav o 0edwroTeg, / paAhov dornoDvreg 1) medpurdtes 00dol.
80 Speaking of N. 4.41-3, Bundy (1972) 4 n. 11 writes, “Here the way of ¢pvd (natural
enthusiasm) is preferred to the way of téyva (mechanical praise)”; and of course not without
some justification: see id. 29-31. The phrase “natural enthusiasm” is an interesting choice of two
well-worn concepts which, if it were not for their over-use, would make Bundy's gloss of ¢pvd
with that phrase precisely equivalent to the interpretations which he resists; and anyway it can
confidently be asserted that the two words place his gloss within that long tradition in a way
which he seems otherwise to be at such pains to avoid.
81 Bundy (1962) 32; cf. id. 71 n. 91: “A frequent object of such misinterpretation is the
praeteritio of 0.2.91-97, in which the laudator informs us that his quiver is full of arrows that
speak only to the ovvetoli. Far from doctrinaire is his subsequent refusal to employ them on the
ground that a plain blunt vaunt (¢pu@) is more truly sentient (00¢Oc) than are the ways of art.
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One can see from this excerpt too how Bundy’s theoretical framework, and especially the
committed alignment of Pindar to the later rhetorical tradition (as in Aristides), compels the
reconceptualization of gvd from a principle of hereditary virtue generalizable over the poet, the
victor, and others, to a term somehow synonymous with both dtéyvwg (“artlessly” or “frankly”)
and the medico-philosophical xoatd Vo (“according to nature [viz. the nature of the object of
study]”). Bundy, finally, is not the only scholar who has insisted upon a more down-to-earth and
egalitarian Pindar, but his is still the most outstanding attempt to declaw Pindar’s @va.3?

To be fair, the excesses of prior appropriation and commentary make Bundy’s reinterpre-
tation of the concept a still more understandable component of his overall approach.®} But of
course that does not make it valid. Critiquing it, Peter Rose argued forcefully for a return to an

interpretation centered on “the aristocratic concept of inherited excellence.”®* Enumerating at

[...] The 0odpOg Pud (the plain blunt man) is in this passage contrasted with ovvetololv (men
of art).” This is another result of the misapplication to Pindar of a pVoig/téyvn dichotomy,
discussed in greater detail below.
82 Note again Young (1970) and the criticism of Rose (1974). A recent demonstration of this
impulse is found in Miller (2019) 22-24 and passim in his comments on the translations, but esp.
24: “The notion that Pindar exalts natural ability and depreciates mere ‘learning’ has long been a
truism among his commentators, who have tended to link it with a supposed ‘aristocratic’ bias
toward heredity. The evidence of the corpus as a whole, however, points to a more complex and
nuanced understanding of the issue, and one more in keeping with the poet’s own conception of
his mission as combining the roles of praiser and preceptor. ... The paradoxical injunction
addressed to Hieron at Pythian 2.72— ‘Become what you have learned you are’ —is pertinent to
anyone who recognizes his own best self in the interwoven fabric of particular facts, general
truths, and mythic paradigms that constitutes an epinician ode” (italics added).
83 Note especially the contrast with Bowra (1964), one of the most egregious examples of the
tendencies Bundy denounces: e.g. 11-2, “Once the Muse begins to work on Pindar, he notes her
activity at various stages and finds his own words for it. [...] Once Pindar has been caught by a
theme which appeals to his imagination and obsesses his whole being, he feels that he has within
himself unlimited resources to develop it and make the most of it.”
8 Rose (1974) 152.
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some length all the evidence for the concept’s centrality to be found in “the uniquely rich variety
of terms with which [Pindar] insists relentlessly on the genealogical principle,”®> Rose adds,
if then full consideration were given to the imagery of plants and fields fused with imagery of
human reproduction, one might begin to get some sense of the unique impress of this doctrine.
Surely if one looked at the way all these elements are combined in the odes, one could only be
amazed at Bundy’s explication of the term @vd as the ‘natural enthusiasm’ of the laudator for
his theme, the laudandus.8°
All consideration of Rose’s claim about vegetal imagery will be postponed until the next chapter,
but this is a convenient point to briefly note how the scholarship that has studied that imagery in
this connection has not undertaken an adequate analysis of gué.8” Two scholars, both of whom
Rose might have cited, will serve as our examples here: Jacqueline Duchemin and André Motte,
who built upon Duchemin’s analysis. After quoting Duchemin, who on O. 2.86 had asserted that
“le mot [@ud] signifie tout au moins qu’il y a en lui comme un ¢€lan vital, une poussée (cf. pVOo1C)
de connaissance qui ne lui vient pas du dehors,”® Motte then asks, “Que peut étre en effet cet
élan vital qui anime le poéte sinon le prolongement en lui de la gud universelle?”’®* And of
course this ua universelle is symbolized by plants. Suffice it for now to say that a pvd
universelle is not present in Pindar, and that the é/lan vital which Duchemin and Motte discern is

a concept borrowed from the influential French vitalist, Henri Bergson.”® As Nadine Le Meur-

Weisman has recently and rightly insisted, there is no @1 or ud in Pindar that is not that of a

85 Rose (1974) 152, where Rose also presents a useful list of relevant terms.
8¢ Rose (1974) 153; repeated, with modifications and two more citations, in Rose (1992) 161.
87 Rose’s own treatment of the concept in his published work does not attend enough to the
variation between uses, being keener on establishing that it is in fact a term of aristocratic blood
theory; in personal correspondence Rose has assured me that his published work conveys the
substance of his 1960 dissertation on @vd in Pindar, which I have not been able to consult.
88 Duchemin (1955) 37.
8 Motte (1973) 304.
% On Bergson’s dependence upon Romanticism, see e.g. Lovejoy (1913) esp. 459.
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concrete individual or group of individuals.”! For a precise account of how vegetal metaphors
relate to the concept of “nature” as it actually functions in Pindar, the later collective concept of
¢@Vo1g and other anachronisms must be carefully excluded. At the same time, the sensitive and
imaginative studies of Duchemin and Motte do help to draw our attention to an important feature
of the Pindaric corpus, which this chapter and the next aim to highlight: through certain aspects
of the use of pvd—and vegetal metaphors and other imagery—Pindar helped to lay the
foundation for later conceptual and tropological developments that did undeniably involve or
imply such a prolongement de la pv& universelle. This anticipation, I would argue, is what has
encouraged the anachronistic interpretation.

Whereas the studies of Pindar’s vegetal metaphors have not attended to the tension
between the different gud maxims, the resolution of that tension has been central to most
discussions of Pindar’s ¢ué since Rose. The most thorough and most influential of these is
Thomas Hubbard’s structuralist synthesis in The Pindaric Mind. Pursuant to the structuralist
fixation on the binary, Hubbard presents an account of a pud over against which all téyvn®? and
learning and training and culture are arrayed; yet this opposition is complicated by a “polyvalent
associativity” and a “fundamental ambivalence”:

In conclusion, we can say that phya uncontaminated by the training of techné (whether the
poet’s or the athlete’s) is just as ineffectual as learning (techné) without inborn aptitude
(phya). The fact that Pindar may polemicize against the latter imbalance more than against the

former only reflects the nature of his intellectual opponents; some sophists may have claimed
the universal possibility of education (regardless of birth or class), but no one—not even the

I Le Meur-Weissman (2015).

%2 N.B. that Hubbard, just as the others who draw a sharp distinction, prefers to speak of té€yvn in
his analysis of Pindar, instead of the dialectal form téyva, which highlights a certain willingness
to ignore the peculiarities of Pindaric usage.
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most self-conscious aristocrat—would claim that birth alone was sufficient for achievement,
regardless of training.”?

Since Hubbard’s contrast between @ud and t€yvn is the most forceful and continues to command
the most authority, this is an opportune point to mount an objection to that polarity, the
correction of which will be crucial for the argument of this chapter and the next.

It cannot be denied that pud and related terms (e.g. cvyyevng) are repeatedly opposed to
navBavery and Siddokey and their derivatives.”* One might assume that téyva belongs to that
latter category: after all, the pOo1c-Té€xvn dichotomy is so self-evident. Yet it is worth stressing
that this self-evidence is historically conditioned. Semantic histories of t€yvn have long
concluded that the pre-sophistic, pre-Platonic concept—especially as it features in Homer and
Hesiod—is a complicated one that cannot be opposed to a notion of native ingenuity or the like,
but on the contrary tends to be subsumed by it.”> At the same time, these historians of téyvn have
unfortunately tended to follow the Pindar scholars in assimilating Pindar’s téyva to the sophistic-

Platonic use.”® Against this consensus, I would argue that the Pindaric conception is in fact closer

%3 Hubbard (1985) 108-9. This conclusion is endorsed by e.g. Stenger (2004) 330, and with some
qualification by Pfeijffer (1999) 325, who remarks, “One may object against the all too easy
equation of téyvn and dLdaxTd”’; on this objection, see below. It is also endorsed by Patten
(2009) in spite of his being keen to call the vopog-pvoig dichotomy into question in his
deconstructive reading of the corpus; cf. esp. 20 and 234.
%4 In addition to O. 2 and 9, note esp. N. 3.40-2.
% So, e.g., on the Homeric-Hesiodic téyvn, Kube (1969) 15: “Das Wort hat in sich noch
ungeschieden alles, was spiter als pUOLS (PVA), perétn (dornols, Emuédela, umergio) und
TéYVN (OLdaN, Touwdeio, Emothun, wdbnolg) auseinandertritt, und wenn daher von jemandem
gesagt wird, er arbeite mit T€yVvn, so ist gemeint, dal er geschickt und sachgemil} vorgehe.”
Hubbard (1985) 107 acknowledges the possibility of Pindar’s téyva differing from the later
sophistic conception, but only as being less abstract; Hubbard does not refer to any studies of the
historical semantics of T€yvn).
% So, e.g., Kube (1969) 34-6. For one exceptional, but rather fleeting treatment that keeps
Pindar’s Kunst archaic, see Bremer (1989).
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to Homer’s.”” In the first place, téyva in Pindar repeatedly requires only “cunning” or the like.”®
In the second, in the majority of instances where it refers or seems to refer to an art or craft,
téyva is almost entirely the possession of gods,” or the gift of a god.!” Even the téyva of Midas
of Akragas, victorious avAn¢ (~“flautist”), is emphatically described twice as the invention of
Athena, with no hint whatsoever of the training that Midas must have undertaken.!?! But the
linchpin of this argument must be N. 1.25, where we find the maxim “It is necessary to strive by
evd, walking in straight paths” (yp1) 6 €v gvbeiong 6d01¢ oteiyovta pdpvachot od), which is
immediately preceded by the gnome “Different t€xvou belong to different persons” (ibid.: Té€yvou
O étépwv Erepar). Again, the historians of t€yvn have followed most of the Pindarists in seeing a
contrast here between téyvot and @ua.!?? Yet Braswell, Carey, and Pfeijffer have raised doubts

about this interpretation, and I follow them: as the more detailed treatment below will seek to

7 Dickson (1986) esp. 124 and 135-7 makes the same point, as does Nicholson (2005) esp. 206,
citing Dickson. Both Dickson and Nicholson take it to be a self-conscious tactic, with Nicholson
emphasizing the investment of the aristocracy in obscuring any admission of humanly-acquired
skill. Perhaps it is a deliberate, ideologically driven archaism, perhaps a lingering testimony to
older patterns of thought; compare the conclusion of Maslov (2015) 196 concerning the
representation of the craft of the mantis or pavtint) (a word not used by Pindar): “Pindaric
mantiké is thus rooted in the heroic age and resolutely removed from the contemporary world.”
% Under this lemma Slater lists P.2.32, P.4.249, N. 4.58 and 1. 4.35 (where some prefer to see a
stronger notion of “artfulness,” as discussed below).
% 0.7.35 (Apaiotov), 0.9.52 (Znvdg), Pae. 9.39 (Moroaiong).
10 0. 7.50 (given by Thavxdmc), P. 12.6 (invented and given to men by ITaAldg ABGva).
101 P 12.6 (téyvar, Tév mote / TTodhdg épedoe) and 22 (e0ev 0edg); for the inclusion in the
poem of “some not unfamiliar reflections on moil and toil,” see Gildersleeve ad P. 12. For
historical context, see Power (2010) 477-8, and contrast with Power’s illuminating discussion of
the politics of the Homeric hymn to Hermes and its dramatization of musical teaching, 468-75.
102 Schaerer (1930) 4, Kube (1969) 35, Hieronymus (1970) 23. Likewise even Dickson (1986)
135-6, despite his stance on Pindaric téyva otherwise; Dickson writes there that Pindar is not
“unaware of the issue” of a traditional as opposed a rationalist notion of t€yvr, saying that téyvn
does feature sometimes in the odes as a “human and thus ‘learned’ . . . [in opposition to] inborn,
‘natural’ knowledge.” In support Dickson cites only N. 1.25 and then O. 2.86f., O. 9.100-4, and
N. 3.40-2, none of which contain the word téyva. If N. 1.25 cannot be used as proof of this (as |
argue above), then the conceptualization of €yva in Pindar must be strictly “traditional.”
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establish, the passage is better interpreted as asserting the dependency of the different téyvan
upon a universalizing and subsuming concept of human @ué, and even as indicating the reality of
“inborn” skill (cVyyeveg ktA., N. 1.27-8). This brings us to another pointed piece of
counterevidence: the noun-phrase cuyyovoic téyvaig (P. 8.60: “connate arts”). These cvyyovol
téyvon are employed in divination by Alcmaeon, son of Amphiaraus and scion of the mantic clan
of the Melampodidai. Tellingly, Hubbard and others who insist upon a pud-t€yva dichotomy
have entirely neglected this phrase.!®> And in a rare case where both P. 8.60 and N. 1.25 are cited
in support of the usual alignment of Pindar’s with the sophistic conception, the confusion is
rather damning: commenting on Athena’s gift of ndca téyva (O. 7.50) to the Rhodians (no
inspired individual, then, but “une collectivité”), René Schaerer writes,

L’art n’est plus divin que par son origine ; pour le reste il est entierement humain ; il est

méme, comme ’indique un autre passage (Pyth., VIII, 60), héréditaire.

Et cet art, devenu humain, Pindare I’oppose pour la premiére fois & une autre notion
abstraite, aux « qualités naturelles » qui représentent alors la force capable de donner a
I’individu sa ligne de conduite: [N. 1.25]%4

We are given to understand therefore that téyva is not divine but human, because t€yva can be
hereditary—and yet it can also be opposed to what is hereditary. Contradictions aside, Schaerer

neglects one of the most fundamental claims of Pindaric religion: good birth is not an “entirely

human” affair, but is to a great extent guaranteed by divine favor.!% Téyva, the possession and

103 T did not see it discussed in the text and it does not appear in Hubbard’s index locorum. See

also des Places (1964), who neglects it despite the monograph’s focus upon cvyyeveia.

104 Schaerer (1930) 4.

105 See e.g. 0.9.28-9, P. 1.41-2, P. 5.12-3. The conflation of (good) nature with divine favor is

fundamental to the worldview of the epinikia. Therefore, although Le Meur-Weisman (2015)

para. 25 n. 47 is not, strictly speaking, incorrect in saying that “Pindare insiste sur le fait que la

¢va seule ne saurait suffire a assurer le succes,” i.e. “sans effort et sans I’aide des dieux” (para.

43), 1 would insist that Pindar’s poems do not countenance the possibility of a complete

separation between ¢pud and divine favor—and I would also suggest that effort may only be the
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gift of the gods, can apparently also be transmitted through birth, which is governed likewise by
the divine. Thus, on the basis of the cuyyovotl €yvar of P. 8.60 together with a non-antithetical
reading of téyvar and gvd in N. 1.25, one must conclude at the very least that the pVoic-téyvn
polarity is not an all-encompassing structural element of this corpus, even if it might not “puzzle
the depth of a Pindaric mind.”!%

At the same time, one must not lose sight of the fact that the stark polarities of O. 2 and 9
are not so stark elsewhere: some learning and teaching are in fact endorsed in other odes, though
the oppositions in O. 2 and 9 are never mitigated elsewhere in precisely the same terms (e.g. in a
reference to @ud requiring the civilizing function of d1daktd, as Hubbard insists). This raises a
host of questions about what exactly is being opposed to gvd and the innate, questions which
cannot be thoroughly answered here, but must be broached at least in sketch.

To start, T€yva is never the object of d10dcKey or pavOdvew, or even closely associated
with those processes.!?” In three of the four uses of di8dckewv (or its derivatives) where the
activity is characterized favorably,'%® the teacher is always Cheiron, the pupil either Asclepius or
Jason.!® Positive appraisals of human learning and teaching—as distinct from the vague talk of
“rearing” or “nourishing” that one might take to imply them—are rare in Pindar.!!° The sparse

praise of trainers, which is often cited as proof of Pindar’s recognition of the value and necessity

expression of superior ¢pud (as is most plainly seen in the case of Heracles). Of course, the full
measure of divine favor manifest in, e.g., Olympic victory, is something one must court.
106 See the second epigraph to this chapter for the citation.
107 Cf. also Slater s.vv. mevBopoun, muvOdvouar, which are used in a less notable way.
108 Recall that dtdaxtog is used disparagingly at 0. 9.100 and N. 3.41.
109 P 3.45 (Asclepius being taught to cure diseases), P. 4.102 (Jason bears the centaur’s
owdaoralia), N. 3.55 (Asclepius is taught TOV GaQUAXM®YV ... LAAAROYELQO VOUOV). OLOAOR®
is also used of testing gold on a touchstone in fr. 122.16.
110 Slater s.v. To€dpw; see also e.g. O. 10.20 for the use of OAyerv (“to whet””) combined with
¢V in the striking phrase 0GEawg 6¢ ne pUvVT’ AeTd, and see Gildersleeve ad loc.
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of learning, is itself generally fashioned, as Anne Pippin Burnett and Nigel Nicholson have
shown, after the mould of Cheiron or Heracles, “initiation masters” who help “to activate [a
boy’s] inherited strength and ambition.”!!'! Indeed, the rarity of these admissions and their
general suppression of any technical aspects or explicit mention of learning or teaching has just
as often helped to compel the opposite conclusion, namely that Pindar’s praise of trainers is
begrudging and marked by “tones of shame or hostility.”!!? That conclusion is untenable, but it is
undeniable that such praise stands in contrast to the attitudes expressed in other odes. Moreover,
as Catherine Morgan has noted, reference to trainers is mostly reserved for Aiginetans (in six of
eight odes); most are for youths (five of eight); and of the three adult victors whose trainers are
mentioned, two are from Aigina, the third from Thebes, and in each case their trainers are noted

in connection with their recent boyhood.!!3 All eight odes celebrate victories in combat sports.!!#

"I Burnett (2005) 53, who recognizes that Pindar “expands the trainers’ role through mythic
figures,” but does not remark on the pervasive suppression of “the actualities” (ibid.). Burnett
also argues, 51 with n. 25, that Pindar does not show hostility toward teachers of virtue, claiming
that “the plain point” of O. 9.100 “is not that training is bad,” and neglecting O. 2; I appreciate
her suspicion, which I think is completely justified for the Aiginetan odes, but am not prepared to
grant that all of the odes are expressive of a consistent attitude toward the question of teaching.
While also arguing for such a heroic model of training in Pindar in his ch. 9, Nicholson (2005)
took up the positions 1) that all of Pindar’s patrons nonetheless shared an ostensibly aristocratic
anxiety about trainers and the like, and 2) that the exceptional instances in which trainers are
mentioned are the result of special factors such as the (hypothetical) demand of certain famous
trainers to be mentioned. See further discussion in the following note.
112 Burnett (2005) 52, characterizing prior interpretations in offering a very useful and skeptical
discussion with relevant citations. Such an assumption about a universal aristocratic distaste for
trainers and the like governs the arguments of Nicholson (2001) and (2005). In addition to
Burnett, see Fisher (2015) for a skeptical argument, which in my opinion goes too far in
asserting, contra Nicholson, that Pindar only ever dismisses mere learning, and “[t]he difference
between Pindar’s expressions and modern assumptions [viz. about natural talent and the
necessity of training] are not as great as is here [by Nicholson] supposed” (p. 246). Nicholson’s
assumptions about aristocratic ideology may be mistaken when applied uniformly across all of
the corpus, but I think they are far less questionable when it comes to odes such as O. 2 and 9.
113 0. 8 (a boy wrestler from Aigina, trained by the Athenian Melesias), O. 10 (a boy boxer from
Western Locri), N. 4 (an Aiginetan wrestler who was trained by the same Melesias as a boy), V.
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It is also noteworthy that in only one of these odes that mention a trainer is there explicit
discussion of learning or teaching: in O. 8.59-60, a pair of gnomes about learning and teaching
demand to be applied to the boy victor and his trainer, their concern being the &€pya and tpdmog
necessary for victory. Elsewhere, one may learn a bit of foreknowledge, or the yeved of an
Aiginetan victor’s grandfather, but no other human being is said to learn such pertinent and
pragmatic things as in O. 8, or skills of any sort, let alone any general or totalizing knowledge or
wisdom.!!> No one is pronounced wise for “knowing many things by learning.” Especially
striking is how, among the odes written for sovereigns, learning receives a positive evaluation
only in two odes for Hieron, tyrant of Syracuse and patron of a famously erudite court, who

“learned” a proverb “from men of former times™!!®

and—most famously and paradoxically—
learned what sort of man he himself is (yévot oiog 8c6i padmv, P. 2.72).!'7 The only other

positive discussion of learning in an ode for a sovereign is in P. 4, where the striking plea to the

5 (a youth pancratiast from Aigina, trained by the Athenian Menander), N. 6 (another Aiginetan
boy wrestler trained by Melesias), 1. 4 (for a Theban pancratiast who heeded his trainer’s advice
as a boy), 1. 5 (an Aiginetan pancratiast who was trained by his brother), /. 6 (a boy pancratiast
from Aigina, trained by his father). For discussion, see Morgan (2007) 226, where I believe there
is some confusion of /. 6 and /. 8; see also Hubbard (1985) 116, Nicholson (2005) 123, Maslov
(2015) 112, and Fisher (2015) 239-40.
114 On this point, see Nicholson (2005) ch. 6 and esp. 121-2, and Fisher (2015) 239-41.
115 Foreknowledge: O.7.44, N.7.17 (which does have some general significance), N. 11.46, 1.
1.40; grandfather’s yeved: 1. 5.56; see also 0.9.75, P.2.25,72, P.3.80, P.4.284,P. 8.12, N.
7.68, Pae. 13c.5.
16 P, 3.80: €l 8¢ AOymv ouvépey %0Qudpdv, Téowv, 0000V émtotq, pavOdvwv oloda
nmootépwv. Gildersleeve ad loc.: “The lesson is ever before him. It is a proverb.”
117 Gundert (1935) 15: “Uberall liegt in der Phya der Anspruch des ,,nobless oblige* und der
Geist des beriihmten yévol otog £00(.” The contrast in O. 2 between the 60pOg Gpvd. and the
pnaBovtes encouraged some editors, such as Bergk, to construe the pa@mv of P. 2.72 with the
following clause instead (about the pretty monkey), so that learning is again depreciated in
contrast with an ostensibly noble essence (olog £00(); it was on the basis of such reasoning and
Bergk’s edition that Nietzsche (and Rohde) appropriated the phrase as “Werde der du bist” vel
sim., as I argue in a paper not yet published.
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victor Arkesilas, king of Cyrene, to allow the return of an exiled nobleman, includes the
reassurance that this outcast “learned to hate the hybrist” (Epnafe 6” vBpilovta pioeiv, 284).

In sum, the language of learning and teaching is remarkably restricted throughout the
Pindaric corpus, and not in coordination with téyva.!'® One thus gets the impression that, unlike
the Aiginetans, most of Pindar’s patrons were too proud to share their glory by acknowledging
the role played by subservient persons, whether trainer or jockey, and that most were too proud
to admit to having to learn anything—or at least that such admissions were not conducive to the
sort of praise deemed fitting for their victory celebrations. Hieron’s enlightened attitude toward
learning, unusual as it would appear to have been among Pindar’s most powerful patrons, is still
rather restrained.!!” And even the Aiginetans were apparently not keen on celebrating a boy’s
acquisition of particular techniques, etc.!? Yet, to repeat, Pindar’s patrons as a whole were not at
all categorically uncomfortable with téyva—provided, at least, that téyva was presented in a
rather old-fashioned and heroic manner.!?!

What can we make of all this for the purposes of the present analysis? Morgan steers us
towards a possible approach in her contrast of the Aiginetan odes, which embrace training and

learning, with the odes that denigrate those activities, such as O. 9—a contrast which Morgan

118 As we will see in Ch. 2, however, there is some apparent coordination of the praise of learning
with the use craft metaphors.
119 See Hubbard (2007) 195, contra Stenger (2004) 275-88, on how “the inclusion of such
gnomic wisdom [as appears also in Bacchylides’ odes for the tyrant] helps position Hieron not
only as a patron of the arts, but as an open-minded and accessible friend of co¢ot.”
120 On the further question of why the Aiginetans in particular should have been willing to name
their trainers, consider perhaps the claim of Hubbard (2003) 74 that their odes “function as
‘public relations’ advertisements” and the evidence that they might have desired to curry favor
with Athens in particular, discussed by Fearn (2011) 212 who doubts explanations like
Hubbard’s but fails to address the peculiar eagerness of Aiginetans to advertise their trainers.
121 See again Dickson (1986) esp. 135 and cf. Nicholson (2001) and (2005) 205-6 et passim.
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leaves standing, as if highlighting distinctive features of the odes.!?? Indeed, we can immediately
reinforce Morgan’s generalization with the observation that when @vé is used in Aiginetan odes,
it does not feature in such exclusionary gestures.!?® This interpretive move, to delineate (and
ultimately explicate) the linguistic-conceptual and other elements of the epinikia by reference to
the distinct features of the different odes or different groups of odes, features such as localized
audience and patron, and not to seek to harmonize all those elements as the expression of a single
Weltanschauung, has come to dominate the study of the epinikia of Pindar and Bacchylides in
the last few decades.!?* Nevertheless, Morgan’s suggestive observations have yet to be met by a
more thorough delineation of Pindaric ¢ué and ¢voig along these lines. When Jan Stenger, for
instance, turns to the Pindaric ¢vd as a comparandum in his recent analysis of Bacchylides, in
which the use of gnomes in Bacchylides’ epinikia is subtly delineated in precisely such a
manner, Stenger nevertheless asserts a single Pindaric doctrine of gud that is almost a direct
translation of Hubbard’s pithiest formulation (the one quoted above).!?*

It is hoped that after this initial review, the range of Pindar’s v seems a promising

object of study for such a differential approach—provided that we do not still want to insist that

122 Morgan (2007) 226: “The Aeginetan corpus contains nothing to match the praise of natural
talents over taught skills at 0. 9.100-7.” On this particular contrast, there is some precedent in
e.g. Gildersleeve’s recognition that not every occasion would call for praise of the trainer; what
Gildersleeve did not allow for is the possibility that these contrasting treatments of nature and
learning are the result of real cultural difference determining the expressions of the relevant odes.
123 Those odes are P.8, N. 7and I. 6.
124 For a recent, succinct statement, see Lewis (2020) 2-3; for a longer one, Patten (2009) 115-20.
125 Stenger (2004) 329-30, and esp. 330: “Natur und trainierte, mithin gelernte Fertigkeiten
stehen also eher in einem komplementédren Verhiltnis zueinander, insofern ¢pvd ohne Training
ebenso wirkungslos bleibt wie bloBes Lernen ohne das Fundament der Natur.” Note also
Stenger’s contrast (330) between Pindar’s general emphasis on Naturanlage and Bacchylides’
statement about acquired wisdom, and cf. Bacchylides fr. 5 and Jebb (1905) 413.
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Pindar is never really so extreme in his conception of gud as he seems to be in O. 2, etc.!?¢ What
I will pursue in the next section is an analysis of the relevant passages which attends to their
distinctive features and contexts. The main argument of the following section is that the use of
evd and @Oo1¢ reveals a variety of stances on “nature,” ranging from moderate to immoderate or
“unreasonable.” The several statements were written to speak most immediately to and for the
several patrons and their communities, some of whom were apparently more liberally minded (or
wanted to appear such) about training and “learning” than were other patrons, who apparently
preferred to have their “nature” praised as being divinely bestowed and heroically self-sufficient.
At the same time, it is hoped that the following analysis will show that the basic semantics of the
two terms are probably more unified than usually supposed, and thus also show that a restricted
lexical analysis of gud along the lines of Slater’s, positing a strong divide between the two sets
of five passages, is at least somewhat misleading.!?” Moreover, in attending more closely to the
different contexts in which the words are used, we can discern certain conventional associations
of pud, especially with Heracles, who is paradigmatic of natural power, and with the mantic,
paradigmatic of an innate and intuitive connection with the divine, often established through
“natural” phenomena or features of the landscape. Through the varying degrees of proximity to
the Heraclean and the mantic, this set of associations helps to put in relief the disparate

presentations of what “nature” can achieve.

126 Pace Vogel (2019), who has argued that Pindar’s thought shows “eine erstaunliche Konstanz”
(114) in this regard, and that this consistency reveals “Pindars Leistungsethik als Ausdruck eines
common sense” (113) and as an anticipation of Aristotle’s views on ethical development.
127 The recent analysis by Le Meur-Weissman (2015) follows Slater’s categories as well as the
synthesis of Hubbard (i.e. pud is superior but requires training), with the result that her sensitive
readings and useful overview (complete with up-to-date bibliography) leaves the consensus
unchallenged on both regards.
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Finally, through the assumption that the odes may employ divergent rhetorical stances
and strategies, one fundamental element of Bundy’s analysis (and others’) is retained here: the
insistence upon the “conventional mask.” While Bundy, as we saw, views this particular mask as
bespeaking a rhetorician’s “straightforward confidence” or “natural enthusiasm,” I argue that the
pretentious @ua statements of O. 2 and 9 assert precisely what they seems to assert: a superiority
by means of ¢ud that simply does not require learning or teaching in order to achieve excellence
in wisdom or whatnot. Like the divine enthusiasm of other authors, it is a conventional mask,
concealing everything that a more determinedly realistic appraisal reveals; it can thus be placed
squarely among other Pindaric poetological strategies, such as the personal Muse,'?® or the “oral
subterfuge” (or “scripted spontaneity”) that presents a song as being composed spontaneously in
performance.'?® Insofar as the pvd maxims of O. 2 and 9 bear upon the status of the poet-
composer, they belong to a rich tradition of such claims to poetic authority; as statements about
certain victors, they foster the egregious lionization of certain men, who thereby join the ranks of
those, like Thucydides’ Themistocles or a certain self-proclaimed swordsmith in Xenophon, who
lay claim to an untaught and heroic “nature.”!3° A Heracles, in short, stands in no need of the
new learning, or indeed any learning at all: even as a newborn he “showed his gvd.”

As discussed in the Introduction, this chapter and the next attempt to build upon the

framework elaborated by Maslov’s “stratification” of the epinikia into dynast, intermediate, and

128 See Lefkowitz (1991) and Maslov (2016b).

129 For “oral subterfuge,” see Carey (1981); for “scripted spontaneity,” Kurke (1991).

130 Thuc. 1.138.3 (esp. oikeiq yap Euvéoel Kai oUTe TPopabdV £ ATV 00OEV 0UT EMPad®OV);
Xen. Cyr. 3.10, where the speaker is Pheraulus, Cyrus’ crony, who is notably marked as a
commoner (3.7) shortly before he proclaims his fully instinctive grasp of swordsmanship (esp.
000¢ map” £vOg 0VOE ToVTO HabdV dmwg Ol Aappdvev §j Tapd thg PUoEMS, MG €YD enut). For an
exceptionally interesting and relatively neglected comparandum, see the study of female peasant
poets of the eighteenth century and their claims and practices that were influenced by Romantic

theories of natural genius, in Kord (2003), esp. chh. 1 and 2.
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civic odes. In both chapters I aim to show how useful that stratification can be for analyzing the
Pindaric corpus. To give a foretaste, some immediately apparent results are that no civic ode
presents a gud that is sharply opposed to teaching or learning, nor does any ode in dactylo-
epitrites (the meter more closely associated with epic and enkomia): these claims are only found
in a dynast ode (O. 2) and an intermediate ode (0. 9).!3! Conversely, as we saw above, the only
positive use of diddokewv for human teaching (as opposed to Cheiron’s instruction of Achilles
and Asclepius) occurs in a civic ode (O. 8); and, on the subject of Pindar’s preference for pud
over QVo1g, it is noteworthy that while gud is evenly distributed in each category, Vo appears
only in civic odes. This last result both highlights the neglected problem of Pindar’s preference
for pud and suggests a line of interpretation to be taken up below, however speculative it must
remain due to the paucity of evidence. The distribution in Bacchylides, while also exceedingly
slight, can only give a stronger impression that the ideology of “nature” was the special preserve
of the elite, if not necessarily an archaizing elite, since vd occurs just once (perhaps with an
emphasis on the body), in a dynast ode for the tyrant Hieron, and @¥o1g (in an indeterminable
sense) only in a fragment of a poem for the same.!3?

Still more suggestive in this regard is the repeated association of gpvd with Heracles and
the mantic. Four of the five odes which are agreed by all to employ @ud as “nature” also mention
Heracles by name!3?; in the only other ode that includes a reference to him and an instance of

¢ovd, the word is spoken by Zeus’s son himself, who in the same scene is said to speak “like a

131 Also intermediate is N. 3, which contains in lines 40-2 the similarly stark opposition between
ovyyevig evdo&ia and dLdanTd.
132 pua@ appears only in an epinikion to Hieron (B. 5), and ¢o1g only in a fragmentary poem that
is also addressed to Hieron (fr. 20C), and is possibly an enkomion (see Maehler ad fr. 20A-20G).
133 See 0.2.3,0.9.30,N. 133, N. 7.86. Note also that Heracles appears at N. 3.21, some twenty
lines before the contrast noted above between cuyyevig e0d0Eia and diddnTaL.
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seer,” and it is an intermediate ode (/. 6); in the only Bacchylidean instance, moreover, it is
spoken by Heracles to Meleager in Hades, again in a dynast ode (B. 5). In the only other Pindaric
use of gud in direct speech, it is “riddled” by the prophet Amphiaraos in an intermediate ode (P.
8). None of these instances in oratio recta, then, occurs in a civic ode. Finally, in what may be a
paean,'3* as we saw above, Heracles as a newborn “revealed his ¢uvd.” This hitherto unnoted
association in Pindar (and Bacchylides) of gué with both Heracles and the mantic will feature in
the analysis, and will also be seen in the next chapter to connect with vegetal imagery in a
remarkable way.

In other regards, too, the Pindaric sentiments involving ¢vd are simply more elitist in the
more elitist odes; this is underlined somewhat by the fact that they are not composed in the
relatively humble dactylo-epitrites.!3> As we saw in the previous section, the resulting tension,
combined with the unpalatable elitism, has caused considerable difficulties for many of Pindar’s
interpreters. Yet once it is granted that the compositions vary in the degree of elitism and
individualism they voice, then the varying claims involving gud may be reassessed, and any
inconsistencies potentially resolved, not by a unified reading of them all as the expression of a

single doctrine, but by a stratified reading. After all, as a term of differentiation which continues

134 The generic identification of Pae. 20 fr. 52u is contested, as noted above. But since it is not an
epinikion, it cannot be analyzed according to the stratification, except insofar as one can perhaps
expect it to accord more with the hymnic grandiosity seen in the dynast odes.
135 0.2 is, on the innovative analysis of Itsumi (2009) 155, “an extreme case of freer D/e [viz.
dactylo-epitrite] composition.” 0. 9 is an interesting case of mostly simple aeolic meter
employed for a restrained grandeur that culminates in the denunciation of teaching (100-2);
Itsumi (2009) 171-2 emphasizes the metrical strangeness of the epode especially in contrast with
the simple strophe and antistrophe, a contrast which I call attention to below in the discussion of
0.9.100-2 in section IV. The only other intermediate ode to employ such a meter is P. 8, where
Amphiaraus speaks in a less exclusionary way about the noble will from fathers shining forth
¢vu@ in their sons (44); on the “deceptive” simplicity of the aeolic meter of P. 8, see Itsumi
(2009) 245. Dactylo-epitrites are used, however, in P. 4, N. 1, and I. 6 (three of the ten odes
which use ¢pvd), and also N. 6 and 1. 4 (pUo1c); see the discussion of the last two in Ch. 2.
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to denote particulars or restricted collectives, pud might be put to very different ends: on
average, one’s gud may require teaching and the supplement of art, but a particular pvd—such
as Heracles’—may not require any additional prerequisite to heroic achievement, or to wisdom.
This vision of a rare and self-sufficing nature, a vision that has held so many Greeks and others
in thrall, may well be the ideal reflected also in 6 ToALG €10DC QL.

Compatible though they may be in such a hierarchical scheme, it must be stressed that the
separate statements about nature and learning, etc., remain inconsistent. In O. 2, for instance,
there is nothing to soften the contrast between the one who knows many things by nature and the
learners: there is no admission of a universal human need of learning at least some things, nor
any qualification of the learners as “mere learners,” as so many commentators and translators
have put it; knowing by nature and knowing by learning are starkly opposed. Yet, once it is
granted that the different statements may carry different intentions for different audiences, and
when it is recognized that such extravagant claims were in fact made by other Greeks, both in
earnest and in jest, then the impulse to ameliorate the texts with conciliatory insertions can be
checked, and the distinctive rhetoric of the separate passages can be better understood.

Finally, to glance ahead briefly at the second chapter: greater clarity about gud in these
regards will illuminate in turn the relationship of that concept to Pindar’s vegetal imagery. As we
will see, much of the vegetal imagery in Pindar reveals the familiar ideal of a life which enjoys
immediate and spontaneous beneficence from the order of things, a life of—to borrow a phrase
from Hegel—“immediacy in a natural unmediated mode.”!3¢ As I will argue, such immediacy
vis-a-vis the vegetal is a key expression of power, particularly in relation to cogia, and is

likewise “stratified”: the highest praise is reserved for the one who himself plucks the ripe fruit

136 Hegel (1974) 11.108.
71



of copio—in more abstract terms, perhaps, 0 ToAAd idmdg pud. Before assessing the significance
of Pindar’s vegetal metaphors with respect to gud, let us reconsider the role of pud and @voig,

over against prior usage and with minimal reference to the phytiform. In this way the core of the
conceptual and philological problem will become clear, and along with it, I hope, the desirability

of extending the analysis and revisiting the relationship between gvd and vegetation.

III. A Stratified Reading of Pindaric ®voig and dva
It will be useful to reiterate briefly some general details before we dive in. The dialectal

37 pva shows a marked development from almost

equivalent of ¢vn in Pindar’s Kunstsprache,
all prior extant use of gu1}; a development, that is, from the constitution of a body to that of an
entire person, from an apparently straightforward evaluative term to a fundamental principle of
an aristocratic worldview. Pindar’s ¢0o1g, on the other hand, remains the insignificant of the two,
in spite of—and perhaps also because of—its increasing use at the hands of the pvcsioOroyor
(“natural philosophers™).!3® In this way Pindar’s use of the words predictably follows the epic
emphasis on @vn|, and all the more predictably for an author as given as Pindar is to archaism.
Even so, his relative neglect of ¢Oo1¢ and exaltation of gud are together a remarkable aspect of
Pindaric diction which demands more attention than it has received.

In spite of its common usage and that commonality of conception, ¢Vo1g remains

neglected by Pindar, occurring, as we have seen, only twice in the corpus, and in both instances

137 On the dialect features of choral lyric traditionally labelled as “Doric,” including the “most
obvious dialect feature of the choral idiom,” namely the alpha instead of eta as in ¢ud (= pu),
see Maslov (2013) esp. 4, and Maslov (2015) 77-90, who traces it instead to Common Greek.
On the features of Common Greek, see Filos (2014).
138 That is, I suspect that Pindar’s limited use of ¢poLc may betray some resistance to the
prominence of the term in contemporary sophistical and philosophical discourse.
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apparently not requiring a meaning other than that of the epic ¢uvn (and the Homeric ¢bo1c); like
that @un, it is used in comparisons and only in the accusative. Yet, from its usage, however
sparing—but also precisely because it is so sparing—, [ would argue that one cannot regard
@Vvo1g in Pindar as an unproblematic synonym of any instance of gud (recalling that half of the
instances of that word are thought to mean “stature” vel sim.).!3° For there are certain intriguing
features that unite those two instances of ¢vo1g, among them the fact, noted above, that they are
both in civic odes, and, unlike all of the instances of gué, they are both used in comparisons
between the human and superhuman. '4°
Our first instance, in a comparison with the semi-divine, is found in 7. 4,'*! an ode for a
fellow Theban, Melissos, victor in the pancratium at the Isthmian games of perhaps 478, and thus
possibly well into Pindar’s career.!*? The larger context is especially crucial here: not long after a
bold observation that “the skill (téyva) of inferior men brings a stronger man down for a fall,”!43
the reader’s expectations are further upset by the following:
TOALLQ YO EIKDG
Bopov EpPpepetdy Onpdv Aedvtwv

&V WOV, PRty 8° AAMOTNE, aietod & T° dvamitvapéva poufov ioyet:
xp1 O0€ AV EPSoVT ApavpdGaL TOV EXOPOV.

139 Tt is commonly presented as synonymous, but with no explanation offered as to how they
might differ; as usual, no one is so explicitly severe as Beardslee (1918) 6, who claims that
“there is apparently no difference between the meanings of the two words.” Of course, most
scholars now, like Slater, take ¢pvd to be synonymous with ¢pUoLg in only half of its instances. I
mean to call even this equivalence into question.
140 There is the additional parallel feature of a comparison of the victor’s family with the
inconsistent production of fruit (N. 6) or flowers (/. 4), and these are the only two such
comparisons in the odes; perhaps this could be related in some way to the use of ¢pUolg. This will
be taken up in the next chapter.
141 'The question of the relationship of /. 4 to /. 3 is irrelevant to my argument, but the metrical
and thematic correspondences seem to require at least that /. 4 be intended as a continuation of /.
3; see e.g. Segal (1998) 230.
142 Farnell (1930) ad 1. 4; the earliest dated ode is P. 10, written in 498.
143 [.4.34-5: w0l ®Q€000V VOOV XEROVWV / Echale TEYVO RATOUAQYOLD .
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oV yap evoty Qapiwveiov Ehayev:

GAL" 6voTOG eV 10éaban,

oLUTEGEV & dxud Papvc.

kai toi mot’ Avtaiov d6povg

Onpav éro Kadpeldv popeav Bpoyvg,

yoyay 8 dxopntoc, tposmolaicov MY avip ... (1. 4.49-53)

For he [sc. Melissos] resembles the boldness of loudly roaring lions in his heart during the
struggle, but in cunning he is a fox, which rolls on its back to check the eagle’s swoop. One
must do everything to diminish one’s opponent. For he was not alotted an Orionian @voic, but
is shameful to look at, yet heavy to fall in with at the peak of his strength. And you know once
to Antaios’ home from Kadmeian Thebes a man [sc. Heracles] short in form, but unbending in
soul, came to wrestle ...

144 gcholars have troubled primarily over the

Unanimous in taking this ¢Vo1g to mean “stature,
mocking tone and especially ovotdc (“shameful”), but also the connection between the fox’s
ufitic and the inferior men’s téyva.!*> The surprising characterization of Heracles as pop@av

Bpayvg is hint enough that any jesting is not at the victor’s expense.'*¢ If o1 means only

“stature,” referring here to the giant Orion’s famous height and beauty, then the passage may

144 So e.g. Mommsen (1852) 174 (“Orions schone Gestalt”), Bury (1892) ad loc. (“growth,
stature”), Albani (1862) 209 (“Ei non sortiva d’ Oarion le membra”), Fennell (1883) ad loc.
(“physique”), Myers (1892) 156 (“stature”), Dornseiff (1921) 63 (“den Wuchs Orions”), Farnell
(1930) 255 (“goodly stature™), Willcock (1995) ad loc. (“physique”), Pfeiff (1997) 157
(“Gestalt”). “For he no vast Odrion port / Displays, of outward stature mean and short,” is the
translation of Moore, cited in Keble (1912) 1.109.
145 The comments of earlier scholars are the most amusing and perhaps also the most helpful: see
e.g. Lee (1810) 470, who glosses the phrase with “Orion’s size,” and then notes, loc. cit. n. 4,
“The great delicacy of the moderns about personal peculiarities was not known to the ancients,
nor even in Europe till very late times; thus Pepin le Bref was the appellation of a great prince.”
Norwood (1945) 172 makes it more comical and even cynical —and rejects the authenticity of /.
3/4. For the more recent interpretation of this passage, see Young (1971) 19 with n. 61, where
the repeated theme of matching “looks and deeds” is discussed, concluding with the remark that
“it is probably (an apparently playful but accurate) inversion of this theme that lies behind the
famous Isthm. 4.49-55 and the problem of the little Heracles.” But for a different solution to that
“problem” see the intriguing discussion of the shortness of the Theban Heracles in Krummen
(2014) 71-2, who notes that a short Heracles was peculiar to Thebes; see also below on /. 7. The
topic is also treated at some length by Boeke (2007) 111-30, and Ivanov (2010) 143-53.
146 T would like to propose incidentally that perhaps some of this jesting has to do with the
relationship between the victor’s name, Méhooog, and pé¢hooa (“bee”).
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perhaps be regarded as a comic inversion of the Pindaric topos that a victor’s looks match his
deeds.!*” In that case, perhaps the choice of gUo1g over gud was motivated by the semantic
extension of the preferred term (pud), which, if used in this context, would suggest—at least
within Pindar’s corpus—something rather less flattering than that the victor does not have the
physique of the largest and most beautiful of the giants.'*® Indeed, when one considers the fact
that this was written for a fellow Theban, whose homeland never proved particularly receptive to
natural philosophy and who was therefore less likely than some of his contemporaries to speak
its jargon, the use of Vo1 here seems unlikely to carry precisely the same connotations as Qud.
That said, I submit that this ¢Vo1g could just as well apply not only to stature but also to strength
and even character: Orion was not only famously big and beautiful; he was, as Pindar records,
also notoriously hubristic, a rapist of the daughter of a &évog (fr. 72), who would have raped
Pleione (fr. 74) or her daughters, the Pleiades (V. 2.10-12), had they not escaped him.!*® “It is

possible, then,” Roman Ivanov concludes, “that in the context of the poem the name of Orion is

147 See Ivanov (2010) 144-5 for discussion and citations. On the vexed question of whether there
is any humor in Pindar, see Kurz (1974), Jurenka (1986), Kabiersch (1999), and Newman and
Newman (1984), who read Pindar with Bakhtin. Suffice it to say that I sympathize with those
who see some room for comical elements.
148 On Orion as greatest in stature and most beautiful, see esp. Od. 11.309-10 (ovg 01 pnrioTovg
Bpéye Celdwpog dpova / ®ai oM ®oAMoToVS PeTd Ye xAuTov Qoiwva). On the phrase
dvowv Qoouwveiay, which (esp. with the likes of Parmenides’ aifggiav ¢piorv, B10.1) may
seem new-fangled, compare otdhowowy ... Hoaxheloug (1. 4.12), Hoaxheiowg yovaig (1. 7.7),
and also the epic Bin HooaxAein, a favorite phrase of Hesiod’s, occurring nineteen times in
Hesiod (indeed there is only one possible Hesiodic instance where Pir is modified by another
such adjective, fr. 135.7), and seven times in Homer (with three parallel phrases with different
adjectives, 11. 4.386, Od. 11.290, 296). Detienne (1960) 44 would connect the epic phrase with
the Pythagorean conception of Heracles as the power of nature, the latter being “une variation sur
le theme Bin HoaxAeln,” to which topic we will return in the second chapter. Perhaps the
audience was expected to contrast oy Qooiwveiov immediately with Bin Hooxlein;
anyway the following comparison with Heracles encourages the suspicion.
149 See Gantz (1993) 213-4, 271-3. According to later tradition, Orion was killed after Gaia sent a
giant scorpion to slay him; see Gantz (1993) 272. If this had earlier sources, it would add further
to the contrast with Heracles in his defeat of Antaios, son of Gaia.
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suggestive not only of gigantic stature but also of hybristic behavior, which serves as a foil for
the qualities of Melissus.”!>? Although opting for a mere “appearance” to gloss gHotv, Ivanov
has given us good reason to suspect that Melissos’ not being allotted “an Orionian @015
reflects well upon both aspects of his resemblance of Heracles, popoav Bpaydc, / yoyav
0 dxapmntog. The latter aspect, finally, should be identified with the téyva earlier in the ode by
way of the fox’s pfitic—which is surely not the most apt symbol for acquired skill—and which
makes it at least possible that téyva here is being used as elsewhere in the corpus, and not to
refer disparagingly to merely human craft acquired through teaching.!>! The “inferior men,” in
turn, could be simply an anticipation of the (perhaps) ironical dvotoc.
®vo1c is used a second time, in likening mortals to the divine proper, in N. 6. The poem

was written for one Alkimidas of Aigina, perhaps sometime in the 460s.!% In the opening lines
of that ode, one reads:

&V avop@v, &v Be®dv yévog: €k udg 6& mvéopev

LOTPOC AUPAOTEPOL: dlElpYEL 08 TAGH KEKPLUEVOL

dVVaLILG, MG TO PEV 0VOEY, O OE YAAKEOG ACPAUAES aigV £50G

HEVEL 0OVPOVOG. BALA TL TPOCSOEPOUEY EUTaY T} HEYOV

voov fitot Vo dbavdrolg,

Kaimep Epapepioy ovK €100TEG 0VOE PETA VOKTOG

GpLpe TOTHOG

avtv’ Eypaye dpapeiv moti otabpav. (N. 6.1-7)

One of men, one of gods the race; from one mother we both draw our breath. Yet the

allotment of a wholly different power separates us, for the one race is nothing, whereas the
bronze heaven remains a secure abode forever. Nevertheless, we do somewhat resemble

150 Tvanov (2010) 152.

151 On this point, see Ivanov (2010) 150, who agrees that “there is no need to assume that in

either passage the lion and the fox embody the contrast between natural ability and acquired

sckills: cf. Bundy (1962) 1 29-32 corrected by Race (2004) 93.” Yet Ivanov then distinguishes, in

my opinion unnecessarily, between té€yvn and ufjtig as “a prerequisite for acquiring téyvn.”

152 Farnell (1930) ad N. 6 gives 458; Figueira (1993) 210 suggests the 460s (but cites also Wade-

Gery’s 484 and Gaspar’s 447), on the grounds that it “seems closer in spirit to Nemean 4,” which

he dates to “the late 470s or 460s,” arguing (p. 209) that it was written before the fall of Aigina.
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the immortals, either in great mind or @¥o1g, although we do not know by day or in the night
what course destiny has marked for us to run.

Interpretation of this rather philosophical opening has focused on the first sentence, and the
question of whether there is one common yévog of both men and gods, or a contrast between one
vévog and the other; without wading into the debate, I would stress the shared genealogy “from
one mother.”!> How then does @uoic fit in the passage? The pairing with voog recalls the
contrastive use of gur and e.g. vonua in Hesiod,'** on the basis of which one might assume the
same contrast to be operating here; in the words of André Burger, “L’opposition est nette: pOo1g
représente « 1’étre physique ».”1>° As noted above, many have nonetheless taken this gvoig to
mean “nature,” but among Pindar scholars “physical appearance” has become the commoner
gloss.!® On that reading, I would suggest that, just as in the prior instance, @¥ctv may have been
chosen instead of gudév on account of the latter being the preferred term for a more expansive
notion of “nature.”'>” There is the further possibility that, as the ode concludes with praise of the
illustrious Athenian Melesias, who served as trainer or mentor to a number of Aiginetans,!® it
may breathe of some Athenian intellectual influence, especially in combination with the
preceding dvvapug.'> On the other hand, the prior opposition between @u1i and vonua vel sim.
may be misleading: it has not yet been noted in connection with this passage that in the other

extant fifth-century juxtapositions of vcig and vdog, all of them Athenian, it is plain that ¢vo1g

153 See the citations above, n. 26. I suspect that the ambiguity is intentional.

154 See e.g. Op. 129 with West ad loc., Sc. 88, as well as Xenoph. fr. 23.2 DK for a similar pair.

155 Burger (1925) 27.

156 See again the citations above, n. 26.

157 It is noteworthy that the scholium on Eur. Med. 1224 that quotes these lines (noted above, n.

29), garbles the order somewhat and replaces ¢pUoLv with pudv.

158 Melesias is also mentioned O. 8.54-66 and N. 4. On the identity of Melesias, see Figueira

(1993) ch. 8, and Athanassaki (2011) 291-2.

159 That is not to say that U voug is comparably restricted in Pindar; see Slater s.v. dUvoug.
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is no mere “appearance,” but must be a “nature” as a source even of moral qualities, while voog
in contrast must be either “understanding” or “purpose.”!%” The shared genealogy “from one
mother” in N. 6.1 also seems to obviate any objection that ¢¥c1¢ as “nature” could not connect
the human and the divine in this poem in a more substantial way.!®! If the topic is in fact the
weakness of human “nature” despite its genealogical relation to the divine, then the proem also
connects especially well with the opening of the first antistrophe, in which the victor “gives
proof of ... what is innate to him,” or what belongs to his yévog (1. 8: Tekpaipet ... 10 cvyyevéq).
Thus the choice of @¥Oo1c in both instances may have been motivated by the priority and
pregnancy of ¢ué, and the occasional need to utilize only the most basic acceptation, to which
@Vo1g may have been confined in this author. This hypothesis may find further support from the
fact, to be established below, that the same cannot be said of the use of vd when it requires only
“stature” or the like, for each case also permits the construal “nature” without the sort of possible
complications considered above for 1. 4 and N. 6.'%2 On the other hand, if Oo1g in these passages
refers to one’s “inborn nature,” as I suspect it does, then the reasons for the choice of @Oo1g over
¢@vd may have other causes, such as contemporary ¢voig discourse being accommodated within

the jesting /. 4 and the Athenian-influenced N. 6.

10 In Soph. El. 1023, Electra defends herself saying that in the past, her pVoLg was the same but
she was inferior in vOog; in Ar. Av. 371-2, the politic hoopoe assures the other birds that the
approaching Athenian men v ¢pUoLv pev €xBool Tov 8¢ vov elowv dilot, / nal dLOGE0VTES
L 0D firovoty VUGS yefnowwov; finally, we meet a Euripidean collective Nature in Eur. 7.
886, where Zeus is skeptically addressed as being eiT avayxn ¢pvoeog gite voig footdv.
161 The weakness of human voog and ¢pU01g as “nature” would both be pointedly addressed in the
following lines (6-7) on our ignorance (vO0g) of our allotment (pUOLS).
162 Similarly, Bacchylides’ single use of ¢pud in 5.168 requires only the basic meaning, usually
being taken to refer flatteringly to Meleager’s body; the loss of the context of ¢pUoLv in fr.
20C.36 makes it impossible to judge its meaning or motivation there.
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The disparity between @Oo1c and pud deserves more comment at this point. Burger did
more than any scholar to address it, when, after listing the uses of pud in a “moral” sense, he
wrote, “On voit que @ud peut prendre les valeurs qu’aura @vo1¢ en attique. C’est un archaisme,

»163 Pindar’s prioritization of @ud was perhaps

sans doute, mais non pas un pur artifice poétique.
somewhat overdetermined: however fundamentally valid the explanation of it as an archaism—
but, as Burger adds, not a purely artificial one—there may be more involved than Burger
observes. As the Archilochean and Semonidean passages suggest, ¢v1| for some time had been
no mere “physique,” but had been used in an extended sense by authors who, so far as we know,
did not employ @Vo1c at all, and one of whom probably wrote not long before Pindar began. At

),1%4 eui/@ud had already

the outset, then, of Pindar’s career (around the start of the fifth century
been extended semantically just as—and perhaps prior to—the eventually more freighted ¢boic,
and had apparently still been the preferred alternative for non-philosophical poets like
Semonides.!%

Even so, it is puzzling that this Pindaric stronghold of ¢ué constitutes our only evidence
that the word remained a viable alternative in the fifth century, when @Oo1g was by far the
favored term.'® Again, except for those neglected archaic texts, there are no helpful

comparanda. The Bacchylidean use, as we saw, is exceedingly slight in comparison, and

demands no extended sense (but does allow it). The Attic tragedians overwhelmingly favor

163 Burger (1925) 85; his claim that it was not just a result of poetic artifice is substantiated only
by citations of dtadpu) in Pl. (Phaed. 98c; but see also Plt. 259d, X. An. 5.4.29 and Thphr. Lap.
63, and other late authors cited by LSJ s.v. dtapvut)) and dppipva in Thphr. H.P. 3.7.1.
164 The earliest dated ode is P. 10, composed for a victory in 498.
165 After all, we have no extant poetical texts which use ¢pUoLg between Homer and Heraclitus.
Parmenides and Empedocles both use ¢pUoLg in their poetry, but never ¢pui).
166 Another factor to consider is that there is a general rise of nouns in —o1g, discussed with a
focus on Sophocles by Long (1968).
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@boic: Aeschylus uses gur| just once, requiring only “stature”;'®” Sophocles neither gur nor @va;
Euripides only @ud, only once, in a choral ode, again requiring only “form” or the like.'®®
Aeschylus in particular offers an illuminating contrast: for all his solemn archaizing, he
nonetheless neglected gur)/pud and in contrast was willing to use, e.g., the apparently medical
term apyaia @doig (“original [viz. prior to disease] nature™).!® Indeed, the tragedians’ use must
be related to the special role of Athens in the intellectual climate of the day. In the course of the
late sixth and early fifth century, Vo1 became associated with no one so much as the natural
philosophers and medical authors, and with them the so-called sophists who were putting the
new theories to more practical, political ends, and above all in Athens. It was from precisely that
“heterogeneous group of intellectuals” that Pindar and many of his patrons would have perceived
“the clearest and deepest threats to aristocratic ideological hegemony.”!’® And of course it was
not in Athens alone. A poet in the courts of the Sicilian tyrants such as Hieron, who was moving
in elite circles throughout the Greek poleis from Athens to Libya, could hardly have remained
unaware of the philosophical developments of the era, including those burgeoning in southern
Italy and Sicily under the influence of Pythagoreanism, the sect that even trickled into Pindar’s
Thebes.!"!

On the basis, then, of Pindar’s certain exposure to those developments, one can safely

assume that Vo1g was just as familiar a nomen actionis of eO® as eun/pvd. Yet the latter

167 g)poppov punv, fr. 154a.8.
168 puav Copyovog Toyewv, EL 461, where gOotv would fit metrically; cf. Hipp. 1276 where @octy
is used in a choral ode.
19 Choe. 281; see Garvie ad loc. for discussion and references.
170 Rose (1992) 148.
171 As displayed for instance in the fragments of Empedocles. Note also the use (possibly
spurious) of ¢pvoLg by the Sicilian Epicharmus (fr. 172.6), another contemporary of Pindar’s. For
the slight presence of Pythagoreanism in Pindar’s own Thebes, see Demand (1982) ch. 5.
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predictably remained the choice alternative to a word neglected, on the one hand, by Homer,
Hesiod and the earlier lyric poets, and touted, on the other, by the new intelligentsia. Thus in
some measure attributable to archaism, Pindar’s use of ¢ud also displays a revolutionary
extension of its meaning in the same direction as ¢¥o1g went in other, especially later authors
(i.e. an ethical and epistemological direction), and at the same time a scanty employment of
¢@Vvo1g that does not patently require the extended meaning, and certainly does not valorize the
word as a fundamental concept of the most assertive aristocracy, as ¢ud so clearly does. For all
that, one might apply in this regard too the remark of Alfred Croiset, that “Pindar himself, who
lauds the old ways and deplores the new, in reality followed the latter.”!"2

To these considerations it must be added that while @ud is found in three of the civic odes
(and one “paean”),'”3 the two supposed synonyms never occur together within any poem, and
@Yo1c, to repeat, only occurs in those two civic odes.!’* Pindar’s use of the otherwise more
popular term may consequently be seen not only as a metrically and semantically convenient
avoidance of his favored term, but also, perhaps, as a gradual, begrudging concession to popular
usage, perhaps even as a deliberate diminution, in /. 4, of the intellectuals’ catchword.!”

There is the further peculiarity that these two odes contain otherwise unparalleled

comparisons of the victor’s family to inconsistent or interrupted plant growth. “We may recall

here,” said Rose on another point,

172 “Pindare lui-méme, qui vante I’ancien usage et blame le nouveau, suivait en réalité celui-ci,”
Croiset (1914) v. 2 p. 359 [this citation, from Detienne (1996) 195 n. 5 and the original French of
Detienne (1967) 106 n. 5, is incorrect; I have not been able to determine the correct citation].
173 See below.
174 For their categorization, see Maslov (2015) 112-3.
175 If it is the case that Homer used ¢pUoLg for the moly plant since ¢u1) was restricted to the
human (so Caspers, LfgE s.v. $pu)), perhaps one might suggest that Pindar generally refused to
use oL because of the degradation of the human perceived.
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that scholars tracing the trajectory of phusis/phué/phua have regularly singled out Pindar’s
heavy emphasis on the term. Following these approaches, we may say here that on this
linguistic level the originality of Pindar seems to have consisted in grafting onto the
Presocratic notions of reliability, fixity, and normality the aristocratic pride in special
birth/growth from a specific ancestry. But simply to focus on the single word is to miss the
extraordinary richness and amplification that phua and associated notions gain in context
from Pindar’s entwining them in a uniquely rich network of kinship/birth/begetting
terminology and vegetative and sexual imagery with which he insists on the genealogical
principle.!7®
Seen against these otherwise helpful remarks, Pindar’s use of ¢vo1g seems all the more curious.
For Vo1, to recast this in Rose’s terms, appears only in poems in which the “notions of
reliability, fixity, and normality” sustain a pride in a “specific ancestry” that is subject
nonetheless to the vagaries of the harvest.!”” Are these households undeserving of the word of
especially aristocratic pride? Why would the poet, in consoling these families, resort to the
vocabulary of increasingly popular intellectuals? The small sample size and the lack of direct
connection in either ode between @uo1g and the images in question make any explanations
necessarily speculative. Nonetheless, the fact that gvo1g is used only in odes less marked by
elitist rhetoric and more acknowledging of genealogical irregularity seems significant, especially
when combined with Pindar’s unparalleled preference in the fifth century for pud. At the very
least, he thereby reveals an unusual, partial resistance to the new doctrines of pvo1g,'’® even as
he seems to participate in their development through his use of pud to designate an exceptionally

powerful “nature.” Whatever the correct explanation, aristocratic ideology (or ideologies) seems

to have found some expression in Pindar’s remarkably slight use of ¢¥o1c.

176 Rose (1992) 161.
177" We will of course return to that imagery in Ch. 2.
78 If pOoug in N. 6 is “nature,” then one might read this as a very interesting response to the

arguments of the natural philosophers.
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Let us return to gud, which, along with Pindar’s vegetal imagery, spans the entire range
of his epinicians, although, to repeat, there is no poem in which both ¢ud and @vcig appear. Pvd
occurs in ten surviving verses, half of the time more or less equivalent to epic ¢ur, or so we are
told by Slater et al., but otherwise it undoubtedly reaches beyond the ¢vr even of Archilochus
and Semonides. For all of the claims that it is ever simply equivalent to epic gun or @¥o1C,
Pindaric @vé is never so simple.

By all accounts the simplest instance is in P. 4, where Jason, the protagonist of the
extensive myth of this dynast ode, plows a field with some fearsome oxen, éupédAiov v’
EpuAedp® eud / kévtpov aiaveg (P. 4.235-6: “thrusting into their strong-ribbed @ud / a nagging
goad”). Yet the syntax, i.e. the dative with éupdAimv, and the application of the compound
adjective are simply unprecedented before Pindar, and applications to animals are unusual.
Furthermore, gud does not feature in a simple description, but in a dynamic situation in which it
is by his goading the grammatically singular gud of two animals that their strength is utilized, so
that it seems to point beyond the bounds of ¢un as a concrete, individual physique. Thus even in
its apparently simplest use, Pindar’s @ud is at least poised for a notable departure from prior
usage.'”?

A slightly more complicated case is that of 1. 7, of uncertain date (but possibly 454),!8
written for Strepsiadas, a Theban and another pancratiast. Unlike Melissos (the Theban
pancratiast of 1. 4 whose @Vo1g is not Orionian), this Strepsiadas is

oBével T’ EkmaryLog 10TV 1€ HopPaeLs, dyel T dpeTay oUK oioylovV PLAC.

eAéyeTar ¢ lomidkolst Moioaug,

179 But note //. 3.208, which is the only prior instance of a singular ¢pu7) applied to a plural
(genitive) subject.
180 Willcock (1995) 61.
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natpmi 0 opOVOH® dEdwKe KOOV BANOG ... (1. 7.22-4)

both striking in strength and shapely to look at, and leads a virtue no more shameful than his

¢@vd. He is set ablaze by the violet-haired Muses and has given his maternal uncle, his

namesake, a shared scion'®! ...

Race translates the clause (dyet ... gudc) with the simple “his success is no worse than his
looks.”!82 Along the same lines, Young, invoking the support of Thummer, includes this phrase
in a catalogue of “the ‘looks and deeds’ doublet.”'®3 But to assimilate gud entirely to the “looks”
which dominate the prior phrase (and a host of other Pindaric passages, as Young reminds us) is,
to my mind, unacceptable. The second phrase I would take as no mere recapitulation of the first,
but a parallel formulation. Nowhere else does Pindar use ¢ud for Schonheit (Thummer’s gloss). |
would note that Pindar elsewhere acknowledges the possibility of a gap between inherited and
achieved excellence,'®* and therewith the possibility that this pvd may be not only “physique”
contrasted with “virtue,” but also “nature” contrasted with “success” or achieved excellence. The
laudandus has lived up to the nature displayed by his namesake.

Similarly complicated is O. 1, written for Hieron, tyrant of Syracuse, victor in the single-
horse race of 476.!%° It was written therefore in same year as O. 2, the source of £ida¢ @uvd. In the
much-discussed central myth of the ode, Pelops, cast out of Olympus after his father Tantalus’

crime, bethought himself of marriage,

181 On the meaning of O&Ao0g in this “extraordinarily bold usage,” see Kurke (1994) 76-7, who,
contra Slater s.v. OdAog, argues that it cannot refer to a victory garland, but rather a metaphorical
offspring that preserves the memory of the victor and his uncle.
182 Willcock (1995) ad loc. offers “he practices courage no less nobly than good looks”; Privitera
(1982) ad loc., “usava il valore in modo non inferiore ... alla prestanza: era forte non meno che
bello.”
183 Young (1971) 19 with n. 61; Thummer (1968) 39.
184 See esp. 1. 3.13-4: AvO@V & agetdv / ouupuTov ov notehéyyel (the subject is again
Melissos); see also the famous P. 2.72, and the comments of Heinimann (1945) 100.
185 Race ad O. 1.

84



POG eVAvVOeOV 6 OTE PLAV
Ayvor viv péhav yévelov Epegov... (0. 1.67-8)

when, toward well-blossoming @ud, wooly hairs were wreathing his dark chin...
Significantly, one finds @ud modified here by the Pindaric hapax e0dvBepog, which will return in
the next chapter; for now, note the close connection established here between 1jfa (“youth”) the
proverbially blossoming!®® and its apparent substitute, ud.'8” The use of npdg here has troubled
some commentators, but the basic sense seems clear enough.!8® As for the meaning of gvd in this
passage, since the moment which Pelops had reached is noted as one of not only physical
maturation,'® but also psychological, pvd again seems to straddle the line between “body” and
“nature.” In any case, this @ud, it seems, is conspicuously developing; it is no static result or
physical appearance, and certainly not some cultural heritage.

That leads us to the two remaining instances that allegedly show the word in its more
basic, concrete acceptation, but also show it in some of its most profound Pindaric associations,
including the one just glimpsed. I would stress in particular the nexus of the heroic and divine,
especially in the figure of Heracles and his Olympian bride "Hpa, deified Youth, the mantic
through the representation of Heracles and Amphiaraos, and gud. Through the centripetal force

2190

of Heracles, “the archetypal a0Antig,”'” and the centrality of youthful vigor and inborn

186 Recall the familiar phrase évBog 1i3ng noted above.
187 Note that this is the sole instance classed under “flower or prime of age” by LSJ s.v. ¢pu I1I.
188 Cf. Verdenius (1987) ad loc.: ““Towards the time of” (Ge[rber]) is a misleading translation:
7pO¢ can be used in a temporal sense, but only in connection with temporal notions (e.g. I1. 9,
25 mpog am, N. 9, 44 meOg YNEOG), and Gpud (‘stature’) is a corporeal, not a temporal, notion.
The meaning therefore must be ‘in accordance with’: cf. O. 4, 5 £covay aitix dyyeliav moti
vhuretav, P. 6,45 moto@ay ... mpog otdOpov, LSTC NI 5.”
189 Slater, e.g., glosses this instance with “physical maturity.”
190 The pleasantly alliterative iambic formula is from Robbins (2013) 20 n. 60.
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excellence to the praise which Pindar offers, the collective associations of this set of figures and
concepts will be seen to ramify elsewhere.

The first of the two remaining is in the so-called Paean 20,'°! about which we sadly
know nothing, except that it, like the first Nemean,!*? relates how Hera’s serpents entered in vain
into Alcmene’s bedchamber, wherein lay the infant Heracles:

Oo1eg Bedmopm[ot
.. C .. émi Bpépog ovpaviov Aldg
cov ] [JVO7, 00 dvtiov dva képa T deple
..... ] xepl peAéwv dmo mokilov
ond]pyavov Eppryev GV T EQOVEV LAV
.... opp]dtov dno céhag €divacev. (Pae. 20, fr. 52u.9-13)
the heaven-sent snakes
... against the child of heavenly Zeus
... but he was lifting up his head to face them
... with his hand threw from his limbs the elaborate
swaddling cloth and revealed his pua
... from his eyes he whirled a flash.
One encounters here nothing less than a paradigmatic vision of heroic ¢ud: the semi-divine
Heracles, newly emerged into the light,!”* himself re-unveiling the only just clothed, superhuman
strength already patent in his newborn limbs. His @vd is revealed immediately, without the aid of
rearing, culture (symbolized by the swaddle?) featuring as the slightest of props for his un-
toddling feat.!®* The fragmentary state of the text precludes a decisive interpretation, but the

requirements of the story strongly suggest that the point cannot be simply that he revealed his

body, but that he also revealed what his body could already do. Consequently, while the sense of

191 See Rutherford (2001) 401-2 and 406.
192 N. 1.35-50. Recall that pu@ appears in 1. 25 of the same.
193 Compare the treatment of Heracles’ birth and struggle with the snakes in N. 1.35-56; and
recall the familiar association of ¢pOvar with entering the light, as in Thgn. 425-6; on this
association see Bremer (1976) and Payne (2006).
194 See the similar characterization in N. 3.43-52 of Achilles’ childhood exploits; for a comic
variation on the same, see Ar. Nub. 877-85.
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“physique” may seem to dominate in this passage, I would insist that “nature” could dominate
just as well.!?

The last, but probably the earliest, ode to which the meaning “physique” is applied by
Slater et al. is . 6, an intermediate ode written for Phylakidas of Aigina, winner of the boys’
pancratium in perhaps 480.!°° The context is noteworthy, and especially in connection with the
last passage: Heracles, come to fetch Telamon for a battle in Troy, raised the first toast, praying
that Telamon, his host, would have a worthy son,

‘TOV P&V GppnKTOV LAYV, BoTEP TOOE dEPUA LLE VDV TEPITAAVATOL
Onpodc, ov maunpwtov AEOA®V KT1eiva ToT’ év Nepéa-

Bopog 6’ Emécbm.” TadT dpa ol PapEve TEpEY Bedg

apyOv olovdV péyav aietdv: adein & Evoov viv EkVIEEV YAP1G,

gimév 1e povNoalg Gte Haviig avnp

“Eoocetoi Tol maig, Ov aitgig, & Tehapmv:

Kol viv Opviyog ovEVTog KEKAEL Endvopov evpuPiav Afavta, Aadv
&v movoig Ekmaylov Evoaiiov.’

OC Npa eindv avtika

€Cet’. épol 6¢ pokpov maoag <av>aynoact’ apetdc:

Dvlakide yop nAOov, d Moica, Tapiog

[MvuBéa te kdpwv EvBopéver te- (1. 6.47-58)

“one unbreakable in his @vd, just as this hide now wrapped around me from the beast I once
slew in Nemea as the very first of my labors; and may he have a heart to match.” Then, after
he had said this, the god sent him the king of birds, a great eagle. Sweet grace within goaded
him, and he spoke out like a seer and said, “’You shall have the son you request, O Telamon;
and call him, as namesake of the bird that appeared, mighty Aias, awesome among the host in
the toils of Enyalios.” After speaking thus, he immediately sat down. But it would take me too
long to recount all their deeds, since I have come, O Muse, as steward of the revel songs for
Phylakidas, Pytheas, and Euthymenes.

195 See Payne (2006) 171-2.
19 On the date, see Farnell (1930) ad /. 6. In line with Slater: Fennell (1883) ad loc.
(“physique”), Bury (1892) ad loc. (“in bodily strength stalwart™); Schol. in Lycophronem 455a
Leone refers to this without mentioning ¢pud, speaking instead of a cOpo dTowTOV.
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The comparison with the Nemean Lion’s skin,!®7 together with the following contrasted
imperative about his 6vopdg,'”® guarantees that the sense is still focused upon his body. But the
immediately following quasi-mantic utterance'®” puts this gud squarely within the intriguing
pattern of that connection, seen already in the Archilochus fragment, and to be seen again below.
However, since Heracles is only compared with a pévtig, this identification has rarely been
treated as significant.?’° The importance of both Heracles and prophecy for Pindar’s conception
of gud encourages a brief consideration.?’!

What is the extent of the comparison? To begin, one might compare the assertion of
Athena (in the guise of Mentes speaking to Telemachus), pavtevcopan (“I shall prophesy,” Od.
1.200), followed by the admission that she is not in fact a pdvrtig, so that the assertion is rather of
a momentary, but nonetheless presumably valid, assumption of the role.?? Helpful as this may
be for grasping the broader cultural context, there are more particular implications for the figure
of Heracles. Interpreting that simile, Segal remarked, “Heracles feels the thrill of joy or favor

(charis) at this confirmed connection with divinity and with his own high paternity.”?** As the

197 Perhaps this curious comparison alludes to the etymology of Telamon’s own name?
198 Note the rhyme of Oupuodg with the likewise line initial O1p0Oc, which aurally strengthens the
linking of his lion’s hide with his lion’s heart, and note the epithet AeovtéOvuog used of
Heracles in the title of the Homeric hymn to the same.
199 The prayer which includes ¢pud and the comparison are, unlike the following prediction, not
explicitly marked as mantic, but Heracles’ “using highly convoluted syntax” is perhaps some
ground for including that opening prayer in the “mantic fit,” so Maslov (2015) 158; still,
Heracles is only compared with a mantis: see id. 162-3 where dte pavtig avig is discussed and
translated as “speaking up in the manner of a mantis.”
200 Privitera (1982), for instance, has only this to say ad loc.: “Eracle, quasi fosse un indovino
(Gite non ¢ causale, ma comparativo, come sempre in Pindaro), ne spiega subito il senso.”
201 The two are also related to prominent descriptions of plants in the corpus (see esp. O. 3, 0. 6,
and Dith. 4 = fr. 75), but not so much to vegetal metaphors proper or comparisons.
202 This passage is strangely neglected in the recent scholarship on seers and prophecy, as e.g.
Flower (2008).
203 Segal (1998) 120.
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son of Zeus, Heracles enjoys a connection with him almost as intimate as that of Apollo,
“prophet of Zeus his father.”?%* Heracles never equalled his half-brother in mantic authority. Yet
there is a minor tradition of Heracles in an oracular role, particularly in his homeland of Boiotia,
as well as in Sicily.?% To be sure, this Pindaric passage is better evidence for the conclusion that
by the mid-fifth century Heracles’ “prophetic activities,” whatever they may have been, “were
reduced to insignificance by the growth of Apollo’s oracle.”?% Yet our other sources indicate
that for Pindar’s audience this quasi-mantic Heracles would probably have brought to mind, at
the very least, his mythic attempt to assume oracular authority, if not his treatment as a legitimate
and permanent pévtic.2’” Of interest here since it strengthens the connections being drawn within
Pindar, this is otherwise an aspect of the Heraklessagen that has received too little attention:
surely few would not be surprised to hear of Heracles as some sort of mantis or sage.?’® Insofar

as he can be drawn into that role, he may be able in turn to pull Pindar still closer to the wisdom

204 Aesch. Eum. 19, Awdog mogodntng 0’ éoti AoEiog matodg.

205 Pindar is our earliest textual evidence for this, but see the discussion and citations at Parke
(1956) 1.342 with n. 11 (addenda: Hdt. 2.83, Soph. Phil. 1409, Xen. An. 6.2.15, Arr. 2.18.1); of
those Parke lists note esp. IG 7 1829, a Boiotian (prope Leuctra) inscription involving, it would
seem, Heracles having appeared in a dream, which also occurs in Diogenes Laertius (1. 11 =
Pherekydes fr. 16 Schibli) and Arrian (loc. cit., of Alexander the Great). Much more extensive
archaeological evidence in the form of visual culture that may go back to c. 700 shows that by
the middle of the sixth century the myth of Heracles’ attempted theft of the Delphic tripod had
become widely known, and was even celebrated on coinage in the mid-fifth; see Gantz (1993)
438 and Demand (1984) 2. Parke (1956) 1.342 observes, “As a neighboring god to Delphi, he [sc.
the Theban Heracles] must once have come into conflict with the worship of Apollo. The story
of the plundering of the tripod points to this conclusion, and can be further interpreted as a sign
that Heracles once set out to rival Apollo as a giver of oracles.” In Sicily, if Pausanias can be
trusted, there was a temple of Heracles Mantiklos founded by the Messenian seer Mantiklos
upon the colonization of Sicily following the Messenian Wars.

206 Parke (1956) 1.343.

207 To address the question of whether or not this can be extended to an Aiginetan audience, note
that in N. 4, Pindar seems to assume on the part of his Aiginetan audience familiarity with the
Theban Herakleion, which is more prominently described for a Theban audience in /. 4.

208 Much of the relevant material is neglected now, and has very rarely been brought into contact

with Pindar; but see the following footnote.
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tradition more determinately associated with the other author considered here, Empedocles,
especially through the development visible in, e.g., the late-fifth century mythographer
Herodoros of Herakleia’s claim that Heracles became not only a pévtig, but also a puowog, a
natural philosopher!?* If Detienne is right, Herodoros’ and all the other celebrations of Heracles
as euA6c0pog and povoikdg stem from an early Pythagorean adoption of the hero-god, involving,
e.g., a prescription to pour a libation before meals to Heracles as the duvoapig pucewg (“power of
nature”).2!” For my part, I would prefer to rely less on the shaky Pythagorean material. The
further spiritualization, as it were, of Heracles the culture-hero was widespread, and within the
broader trends one can more safely posit the Pythagorean and the Pindaric Heracles as parallel,
and perhaps plaited strands. The chief purpose, then, of displaying these tantalizing relata is to
throw into relief an underappreciated aspect of Pindar’s Heracles, who is a figure essential not
only to the basic theology and agonistic heroics of the epinikia, but also, it seems, to the

authority dramatized and assumed by Pindar as a self-proclaimed co@oc.?!!

209 Clem. Strom.1.73.2 = Herodor. F. Gr. Hist. 31 F 13: Hp6dwgog 6¢ tov HoaxAéa pdavtv
70l GUOLROV YEVOUEVOV 10TOQEL T ATAavTog ToD Paofdoou Tod Deuyds dtadéyeodol
TOVG TOD ROOUOU %ioVaS, AiVITTOpEVOU TOD pBov TNV TV ovgavimy EmoTtnuny wodnoet
OLadéyeoOau. Likewise id. F. Gr. Hist. 31 F 14: é¢yévvnoe 0¢ Zelg »al £€TeQoV viov dvopaTtl
‘Hooaxhf] petd Ahxpivng the Onpatog, Og £xhhon toiéomepog. ovtog Hooxhfic xatédelte
To0TO" PLAOCOPELY €V TOolg E0TmeQiolg pégeoty fjtol Toilg dOutrois. The possible connections
between this celebration of Heracles by philosophers (cf. the further citations in Jacoby’s
comments ad loc.) and the epinikian and Hesiodic material have not been adequately studied; but
see Detienne (1960) esp. 34. The sources which relate Heracles to the Eleusinian Mysteries and
the Muses also need to be studied more closely in this connection. With all this in mind, it hardly
seems accidental that Sophocles’ Phil.—to cite just one more text—contains both a searching
treatment of ¢poLg and an epiphany of a prophetic Heracles.
210 Detienne (1960) 43-4; the source for that prescription is lambl. V.P. 155.
211 T explore this material further in an as yet unpublished paper, “Pindar and the Imitation of
Herakles among Poets and Philosophers,” delivered in May 2017 at the Third Interdisciplinary
Symposium on the Heritage of Western Greece, at Fonte Aretusa, Siracusa.
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To return to Heracles’ role in /1. 6, of more immediate relevance is the one instance of pud
in Bacchylides, which, as noted above, also occurs in the mouth of Heracles, this time in a
conversation during his katabasis.>'> Curiously, both /. 6 and B. 5 also contain the only
references to Hesiod by name in the two authors.?!* T would venture the hypothesis that this
pertains in some way to the fact that, of the five instances of @u1] in Hesiod (and pseudo-Hesiod),
the sole instance in direct speech is again in the mouth of Heracles, coming to the aid of Delphic
Apollo (!), and speaking of how he and his mortal brother were born ovte purv évaiykiot odte
vonua (Sc. 88: “neither in gur alike nor in thought™).2!* These passages together hint that an
element of the ideology of the Panhellenic contests was the celebration not only of a Heraclean
oun/pué—a Heracles, that is, who is the apotheosized embodiment of the concept—, but also of
a Heraclean intelligence, a discerning judge of ¢vé, and even, as in Pindar, a quasi-mantic
authority.

That “quasi-” must be stressed, for the carefulness of Pindar’s description of Heracles is
paralleled in Pindar’s poetics of prophecy: Pindar (or the poetic or choral speaker) never directly

asserts that he himself (or she herself) is a pdvtic. This is not the time to delve into the vexed

212 Although Heracles’ utterance in B. 5 is far from mantic, the scene (i.e. his katabasis) is a
significant one and may perhaps be linked with the tradition of his participation in mysteries
such as the Eleusinian, on which see Colomo (2004); moreover, through the commonness of
katabaseis in tales about co¢ol, this may offer a very indirect link with the early wisdom
tradition; see Kurke (2011) 114-5. One might also note that the scene does involve a marked
mental state, insofar as Heracles’ weeping is explicitly marked as entirely uncharacteristic (1.
155); and that the response in which ¢pvd occurs begins very strikingly with the “Wisdom of
Silenus,” i.e. the gnome “Not to be born (¢p0vow) is best.”
213 See 1. 6.67 and B. 5.192.
214 This passage is cited above in the discussion of the pair pvd—voog. Of the remaining four,
one comes in the line above (an admittedly reconstructed) ‘HoJoaxAfji scrol[stO00wt (fr. 229.17
W) in an account of his apotheosis from the Catalogue of Women. But it is a reasonable
reconstruction, esp. as the epithet is applied elsewhere to Heracles.
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question of how the language of prophecy functions in Pindar.?!> For now, I would note that the
poet often seems tacitly to assume the role or some of the authority of a seer, by means of more
or less explicit identification. In /. 6, in fact, a noteworthy association is effected through the
juxtaposition of Heracles, suddenly falling silent after his mantic moment and taking his seat,
with the poetic speaker, who thereupon abruptly ceases the mythic narrative in favor of a return
to the task of praise. The image evoked is not without dramatic charm: Heracles, lost in thought
with his drink in his hand, yields the floor as it were to the poetic persona, who, nearly mimicing
the hero’s sudden silence, seems drawn into the same heroic and sympotic space. Granted, here
there is only a hero speaking /ike a seer, and a poet speaking rather like that hero. One must look
elsewhere for more assertive parallels, such as in the following text, the first to be discussed that
undeniably requires an extended meaning for @ué.

The instance that most succinctly demonstrates the transition from “growth” or
“physique” to “hereditary principle of growth” or “nature” is also found in a strikingly marked
context. It is in P. 8§, an intermediate ode written for the Aiginetan wrestler Aristomenes,
probably performed in 446, and probably the very last datable ode.?!® The central myth is
introduced with the remark to Aristomenes that he “carries the word” (Adyov @épeig, 38) which
the legendary seer Amphiaraos once “riddled” or “prophesied” (aivi€ato, 40).2!7 Several lines
later Amphiaraos’ prophetic speech begins:

QLQ TO YEVVAIOV EMUTPENEL
€K Tatépwv oot Afjua. (P. 8.44-5)

By ¢ud the noble will from fathers shines forth in sons.

215 But cf. Maslov (2015) 188-201.
216 See esp. Pfeijffer (1999) 425.
217 The connection between “nature” and prophecy here, in the mouth of Amphiaraus, recalls

Aeschylus’ description of the same prophet; see below in section three.
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This uncomplicated gnome is followed by a prognostication seemingly in need of no unriddling.
“Some scholars,” Pfeijffer records, “have been concerned about the fact that there is nothing dark
or puzzling in Amphiaraos’ speech.”?!® Gildersleeve, who is not among them, wrote, “This is
nothing more than an oracular way of saying 10 0¢ cvyyeveg Eupépaxev Tyveow natpds ([‘By the
connate he has stepped in the tracks of his father,”] P. 10, 12). Amphiaraus recognizes the spirit
of the warriors of his time in his son and his son’s comrades....”?! Precisely what makes this
way of saying that oracular, save its abstract vagueness and the speech act in which it figures, is
not explained; Gildersleeve himself, alas, inclined to the Delphic.??° However, especially after
the assocation seen in the preceding passage and in Archilochus, the prominence of the initial
@vd in what is presented as a prophetic utterance makes the association worth contemplating
further. Amphiaraus was said to have died in Thebes,??! where there was an oracular shrine in his
name,??? was also said to have competed in Pelias’ funerary games,?*?* and, according to a later
source, to have founded the Nemean.?>* In sum, we have an even clearer image of a heroic
navtic associated with Thebes and absorbed into the culture of the Panhellenic contests; inferior

to Heracles as an athlete, of course, but of firmer status as a pavtig. Like Heracles, he is

218 Pfeijffer (1999) ad loc. with citations.
219 Gildersleeve ad loc. On the syntax of the Greek quoted, note the use of ¢ufaivm “with acc. of
means of motion,” LSJ s.v. 1.7. In contrast with Gildersleeve et al., Tafel (1824) 11.863-5 and
Mezger (1880) ad loc. construe ¢pva here as “stature” (staturd or corpore) and “growth”
(Wuchs), with Tafel insisting, “De iis loquitur Amphiaraus, que videt.”
220 But cf. Boeckh (1819) ad loc.: “oracula non res ipsas eloquuntur, sed tecte significant
(atvittovtow) verbis vel ambiguis vel obscuris, quae egeant interprete” (note the echo in that
final phrase of O. 2).
21.0d. 15.243-55.
222 Hdt. 1.46.2, 1.52, 8.134. Toward the end of the fifth century another oracular shrine was
established “in the vicinity of Oropus,” according to A. Schachter in Brill’s New Pauly s.n.
223 Stesich. fr. 179 PMG.
224 Apollod. 3.66.
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portrayed as one who speaks prophetically about the inheritance of gud, and in this case that
inheritance is named as Afjpa (“will” or “determination”). The word also occurs in N. 1, when
Amphitryon marvels at the infant Herakles’ éxvopiov / Afjpa te koi dvvapuy (“extraordinary /
will and power,” 56), before summoning the seer Teiresias to interpret the portent.??*> The
inheritance in question is thus undoubtedly more than merely physical, and is not reducible to a
particular intention.?2

While @ud is not employed here as an epistemological principle (as in €idmg Pvd), one
may glimpse its role as precisely that. The prophet Amphiaraus proclaims what happens (and
will happen) @u@; being himself one of the sources of that Afjpa, the father of one of the sons
through whom his prophecy will be fulfilled—and in whom the mantic Melampodid line is
continued??’—his link to that @vd is a most intimate one. And although the bond is not so direct
for Heracles, nor his authority more than quasi-mantic, the dynamic is remarkably similar in 1. 6.
Both odes plainly imply that perceiving what occurs or will occur @u@ is the province of those
who are themselves distinguished gu.??® This is indicated in other terms later in P. 8, when the

hereditary power of seers is underlined by way of personal anecdote. Pindar—that is, the poetic

225 On Afjua in Pindar more generally, see Rose (1972) 161. And on the intriguing use of
énvoov for Heracles” Afjua, compare Orph. fr. 121.2 Kerns, where one finds ¢piowv éxvopinyv;
the adjective is otherwise only found in Ar. Pl. 981, 992.
226 T cannot follow Pfeijffer (1999) ad loc. in taking this Afjua to be specifically the determination
to sack Thebes, although that is undeniably to be taken as a manifestation of this inherited
“resolve” or “wilfullness.”
227.0On Melampus and his descendants such as Amphiaraus, see Flower (2008) 42-3.
228 Consider Flower (2008) 38: “It must have been common for seers to represent themselves as
having inherited an innate capacity for divination, which entailed a supranormal understanding
of nature and a susceptibility to divine inspiration.” Like other scholars on prophecy, however,
Flower does not consider the use of ¢UoLg or puT)/Pud in this connection.
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persona it seems (and not the chorus)*?°—proclaims that Alcmaeon, son of Amphiaraus, was his
“neighbor” (1. 58: yeitwv), and that once on his way to Delphi he visited this Alcmaeon, who
thereupon “employed his inborn skills in prophecy” (1. 60: poavtevpdtov T’ €eayoTo cuyyovolot
téyvong).20 Tt seems best to take this legendary “neighbor” as present in the form of a
neighboring oracular shrine—but perhaps also through an epiphany.?*! By presenting himself as
the personal neighbor of a legendary prophet, and not just a visitor to his shrine, the poetic
speaker is drawn into the heroic circles of privilege and authority where one also finds Teiresias,
the “foremost prophet of highest Zeus, straight-talking seer,” whom Pindar introduces as the
“neighbor” (N. 1.60: yeitova) of Amphitryon.2*? The principle of inheritance is potentially
complicated here, as elsewhere in Pindar,?*3 and in this case by the word téyvoug. Yet, as we saw
above, Pindar’s t€yva need not denote craft proper (as opposed to “skill” or “craftiness”), nor a
craft acquired by teaching. Moreover, Maslov has shown how Pindar’s portrayal of seers is
decisively archaizing, focused on intuitive divinitation and suppressing the more technical forms
that in fact predominated in his day.?** Pindar’s pavtig thus falls in line with the broader tradition

(largely legendary) of innate, hereditary mantic skill, summed up for a different and later

229 See Pfeijffer and Race ad loc.; but see Currie (2005) 58-9 for the view that here the first
person refers rather to the victor, along with some supporting and dissenting citations.
230 It is intriguing that ¢pud is employed in an “aenigma” in the same ode which some lines later
contains oxLag dvoQ dvBpwmog (note preceding image). In Pindar, for all his exaltation of ¢pud,
even natural cycles are repeatedly said to be (or implied to be) unreliable, but, as Ch. 2 will
show, this unreliability is itself stratified.
21 Cf. Currie (2005) 58-9, Maslov (2015) 196.
232 This is a fairly common Pindaric strategy; cf. e.g. N. 7.61, 86, and the remarks of Segal (1998)
201 and Maslov (2015) 194-6.
233 In this regard another crucial passage, which will come up again, is N. 3.40-2, where
ovyyevel evdoEiq is usually interpreted as referring to hereditary glory, so that the contrast
drawn between that and learning is not as straightforward (as it would be if e0d0Ela were to
mean “good judgment”).
234 Maslov (2015) 188-201.
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audience in the Herodotean phrase &uepvtog pavtikn (viz. téyvn), which is to say “innate mantic
skill.”23> Such, then, would seem to be the web of connections with gud in P. 8.

Much the same conceptual relations emerge again, although slightly subdued, in an ode
that may have been composed almost three decades prior: N. 1, written for Chromios of Aitna,
the tyrant Hieron’s crony, victor in the chariot race sometime after 476.23¢ Straddling the second
strophe and antistrophe are a gnome and its explanation:

TEYVOL O ETEP@V ETEPaL XpM O €v e00giang 0001 otelyovta papvacOat eud.

TPACGEL Yap EPY® UV 60EvOC,

BovAdict 6¢ pnv, £600UEVOV TPOTOETV

GULYYEVEG 01G EmeTal.

Aynodapov mod, 6€0 &° AUEl TPOT®

TV 1€ Kol TOV ypnotes. (N. 1.25-30)

Various men have various skills; but one must, travelling in straight paths, strive by means of

ovd. For strength achieves its result through action, and intelligence through counsels, for

those upon whom attends a congenital ability to foresee what will be. But, son of

Hagesidamos, by virtue of your way?*’ there are uses for both of them.
The phrasing, highlighted at the very end of the longest line of the stanza, is bold. pdpvacOot, a
fairly common verb in epic, used ten other times by Pindar without innovation,?® sometimes
appears cum dativo instrumenti, but elsewhere only of a weapon. So it is used to less effect in O.

6, when Amphiaraus—with whom the victor is there notably compared—is said to be “good both

as a pavtic and at striving with the spear” (1. 17: dppotepov pdvtv T dyadov Kai dovpi

235 Hdt. 9.94. On this passage, see Flower (2008) 37 with n. 40; and for the broader tradition,
Flower (2008) 37-9. On this usage of €uputog, compare Empedocles’ discussed in Ch. 4.
236 Kirkwood ad N. 1.
237 Cf. Kirkwood’s suggestion ad loc. that “tQ0mog is not so much character as the way in which
Chromios uses what he has ¢ud, roughly equivalent to the modern notion of a ‘life style.””
280.5.15,0.6.17,P.2.65, P. 8.43 (note juxtaposition of pagvapévov: / ‘¢ud), P.9.21, N.
547,N.10.86,1.4.31,1.5.54, fr. 52b.39.
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udpvocOar).?*® Rather weaponized, then, in N. 1, ¢vd is credited as a source of both strength
(c0évoc) and intelligence (ppnv), the latter elaborated by the remarkable phrase éoc6pevov
npoideiv / cuyyeveg oig Emetan (1. 27-8).

Tempting as it may be to join Carey in seeing in that clause an exclusive reference to
navteio,?*? Braswell is probably right in rejecting that possibility, citing N. 9.37-9, where
“Pindar emphasizes Chromios’ ability to devise plans in war and his courage to carry them
out.”?*! However, Braswell neglects to note that Carey’s focus on pavreia is motivated by the
myth that follows, in which, in the first place, Heracles’ strength even as an infant is displayed in
the slaying of Hera’s snakes, and, in the second, Teiresias, responding to that portent, prophesies
the child’s future labors and apotheosis. Strength in action (in the figure of Heracles) could not
be more clearly juxtaposed with its complement, intelligence through mantic counsels (in
Teiresias). Consequently this “foresight” cannot be restricted to the victor’s less than mantic
capacity, but must be generalized to include both—and indeed the speaker’s as well—, in order
to register the victor’s being favorably compared with both Heracles and Teiresias, with whom
the poetic speaker is also implicitly compared.?*?

Whether properly mantic or not, seeing what will happen is proclaimed as a gift of those
striving by means of superior oud. Thus one salient feature of this passage is that, unlike the gun

of the Archilochean lechers and the Semonidean sea, @ud is here, as in three of the remaining

2% This phrase was taken from the cyclic epic Thebaid according to sch. 26, and echoed verbatim
in the fourth century grave stele of Cleobulos, uncle of Aeschines; see Flower (2008) 94-7, esp.
96 (on Cleobulos) and 97 (on Pindar).
240 So Bury (1890) and Carey (1981) ad loc.
241 Braswell (1992) ad loc.; cf. also e.g. 1. 1.40, N. 7.18-9, O. 2.56.
242 On the association of the speaker with Teiresias, see Segal (1998) 161-2. In N. 9, too, there is
a clear comparison of Chromios with Amphiaraos the seer, and again a subdued comparison of
the speaker with the latter.
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four passages, presented as a principle that grounds or even subsumes the sundry téyvat.?*?
However, although in serving that grounding function it is something of a universal (insofar as
each person must strive by means of it), it is, as a principle of inheritance, a principle not only of
individuation, but of rank-ordering.?** The ode, for all that, is still deservedly classed as a civic
ode, and the generosity of the sentiment in 1. 25 runs counter to the exclusionary gestures of the
more elitist odes.?*
In N. 7, a civic ode for the Aiginetan boy pentathlete Sogenes, victor in 461,24 the

sentiment is almost identical:

Qud O’ €KaoTog dlapépopey PloTav AoyOVTES

0 HEV 1A, TOL O° GAAOL TUYETV O’ &V’ Advvatov

evdapovioy dracav AveAOUEVOV: OVK EYm

elnelv, tivi todto Moipa téhog Eumedov

dpee. Osapiov, Tiv &’ gokodTa Kopov OAPov

Jidmot, TOAUOV TE KAADV APOUEVD

oLVESY 0UK AmoPAdanTel Ppevdv. (N. 7.54-60)

By ¢ud each of us is allotted a life that sets him apart: one person has this, others that, and it

is impossible for one man to succeed in winning complete happiness: I cannot name any to

whom Fate has given such a prize that lasts. But, Thearion, to you she gives fitting measure of

prosperity, and although you have won boldness for noble deeds, she does not harm your

mind’s understanding.

Even Pindar’s more middling rhetoric leaves plenty of room for the celebration of lineage, of a

¢@vd brought into relation with Moipa (“Fate”): as Fennell says, “The natural constitution, ¢ud, is

243 Recall also ovyyovolol téyvaug, P. 8.60. Note Carey (1981) ad loc.: “Radt II 1622 refutes the
view of Didymus, Bury and Fraccaroli (522%) that ¢pudu must contrast té€yvou: Pindar speaks of
ovyyovou téyvar P.8.63. The context here suggests that pdovacOow pudi consists in the use of
one’s T€YVN; ‘each man has his own method; but (the important thing is that) one must walk the
straight path (i.e. in using one’s Té€yv1) and contend using one’s inborn resources.””
24 Cf. 1.5.54-5.
25 Cf. Maslov (2015) 111.
246 On the date of N. 7, see Kirkwood (1975) 89 n. 47, who suggests that it may be relatively
early, but argues against Wilamowitz’s 485 (accepted by Snell and Turyn).
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regarded as the means by which variation is produced, fate as the cause; hence the aorist
hayovtec.”?*” Reading gud as a dative of means or instrument seems best, and unites it with the
last passage and even the most elitist expressions.>*® There is, however, a common feature of
both of these passages from civic odes that subdues the possible tension between the otherwise
middling rhetoric and the exaltation of pvd: the emphasis on a variety of skills or possessions,
which, in spite of the concluding praise of the laudandi, remains more egalitarian than it might
be, more indeed than it is elsewhere in Pindar. This will become more apparent in contrast with
what follows.

There is a ringing amplification of Pindar’s rhetoric in the remaining two poems. It is
particularly obvious in the first, as it is so close in sentiment to the two just discussed. The poem
is O. 9, an intermediate ode written for one Epharmostos of Opous, champion wrestler in 468.
After a catalogue of the man’s victories in the sport, including his winning “as a boy in Athens”
(moic &'év ABdvaug, 88), Pindar proclaims:

10 0€ QLA KPATIGTOV Amay: TOALOL 08 S1OaKTOIG
avOpoTeV apetaic KAEOG

dpovoav apécbar:

dvev 0¢ Beod, cectyapuévov

00 oKoOTEPOV XPTiK” Ekactov: Evii yap dAiot
00@V 6001 Tepaitepat,

pio & ovy dmovtog dupe Opéyet

peAiéta: copion pév

ainewvai- To0To 08 TPOoPEPMV debAoV,
OpBov dpovca Bapoimv,

TOVO avépa darpovig yeyauev

gbyepa, oegloyviov, OpdVT GAKAV,
Alav, téov T° &v dauti, TAdada, vik®dv éneotepdvooe foudv. (0. 9.100-11)

247 Fennell (1883) ad loc.
248 But see Hummel (1993) 131 para. 138, where this instance is classed under datif de point de
vue; unfortunately Hummel does not analyze the other instances of ¢pud; but presumably datif

instrumental or de maniere; cf. 252 para. 316.
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What is by @vud is altogether best: many men with taught virtues strive to win fame; but
without a god, each deed is no worse for being left in silence; for some paths are longer than
others, and no single object of concern will develop us all. The ways of wisdom are steep, but
when you present this prize boldly shout straight up?*’ that with divine help this man was born
with quick hands, nimble legs, determination in his look; and at your feast, Aias, son of Ileus,
the victor has placed a crown upon your altar.

The enjoyment of divine favor (the inverse of being dvev Oeod) is thus manifest in 10 evd, just as
oud and Moipa are related in N. 7.2°° But in this poem the emphasis from the first is not on there
being many virtues, but on many employing “taught virtues”?>!; within the plurality of ways, the
victor’s virtues from birth are forcefully contrasted with those “taught virtues,” and there is no
universalization of a need for teaching, but only of a need for peAéta (“object of concern,”

“diligence,” or “practice”).?? Epharmostos’ boyhood victory is noted, yet without any hint of a

trainer such as one finds in the Aiginetan odes discussed above. And again, no such repudiation

249 This is usually construed as “straight out” or “straightforwardly,” and Bundy (1986) 16 even
draws a contrast between this shouting as another “plain blunt vaunt” contrasted here with the
steep “ways of wisdom,” discussed along the same lines by Patten (2009) 69-70. This seems to
me to be a misreading of the passage; I suggest that the shouting is to go straight up to reach the
position of the victor, who is appropriately advanced upon those steep ways by means of his
nimble limbs and determination. In this regard it is interesting to note the sophisticated meter of
the epode, and the transition then from the metrically simpler antistrophe with its repudiation of
learned virtue to the epode with its metrical sophistication and exaltation of the steep ways of
wisdom.
250 If the scholiast cited approvingly by Gildersleeve is correct, the adverbial doupoviq is short
for daupovia poipa, and here again pud and polpa are intimately related.
251 One almost hears ot toALO( in this use of woAlo(; but Pindar did not use the word so.
22 Cf. the use of peAéta in e.g. I. 5.28, and see the discussion in Hieronymus (1970) 12; cf. also
the use in Empedocles B110, discussed in Ch. 4. Along the lines of my argument above
concerning téyva etc., [ would argue that Pindar’s diction should make us wary of assuming that
pehéta is so closely linked with dtddonm as we might think, and therefore of seeing this
admission as tantamount to the acceptance of the need for some teaching in spite of what
precedes.
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of teaching is to be found in the civic odes: this passage is paralleled only by one in N. 3, which

is also an intermediate ode,>3

and exceeded only by the one remaining instance of @ud.

In 476, the same year in which he wrote of the gvdvOepog ud of Pelops, Pindar also
wrote O. 2, the sole dynast ode in which @uvd has an undeniably extended meaning.?>* It more
than makes up for that imbalance by offering what is both the most momentous and the most
markedly elitist use of the word. Written for Theron, victor in the chariot race and tyrant of
Akragas (home polis of Empedocles), this “is a poem for one who stands on the solemn verge
beyond which lies immortal, heroic life.”?*> Solemn verge indeed, for it contains the celebrated
account of possibly Orphic-Pythagorean eschatology?>® culminating in a description—full of

vegetal imagery—of the Isle of the Blessed, where Rhadamanthys sits beside Kronos and

Rhea.?>” Several heroes are added to this list of the Blessed, the last mentioned being Achilles, a

233 The passage is N. 3.40-2, mentioned above and to be discussed further below; cf. again in
contrast the praise of teaching and learning in the civic ode O. 8.
234 Recall that pud also occurs in dynast odes at O. 1.67 and P. 4.235, where it has always been
taken to denote only its basic meaning (but see above for contrary suggestions).
255 Gildersleeve (1885) 142.
23 Pindar used to receive more attention in the scholarship on Orphism and Pythagoreanism, as
in e.g. Nilsson (1935), von Fritz (1957) and Guthrie (1993 [1952]). Contrast Burkert (1972) 125
who refers to the problem only to drop it, and Zhmud (2012) 120. Edmonds (2013) is a recent
exception, although his conclusion on O. 2 is that it is not particularly Orphic (87); Catenacci
(2014-15) has also reconsidered the problem more narrowly, concluding that Pindar borrowed
the ideas of apparently Orphic or Pythagorean provenance for the sake of this ode after travel to
Sicily, against which cf. Nilsson (1935) and Edmonds (2013) on the wider diffusion of such
ideas. Comparison of O. 2 with Orphic and Pythagorean teachings has focused on the doctrine of
reincarnation, and neglected the topic of innate knowledge raised by O. 2.86; yet these
possibilities could bear upon our historical assessment of O. 2.86, although no recent scholar has
been so confident about the Pythagorean provenance of Plato’s innate ideas as e.g. Walter Pater
in his essay on “Plato and Platonism.” Whatever the case may be, it is clear from, inter alia, O.
9.100, which shows no sign of such a provenance, that the notion expressed in O. 2.86 cannot be
confined to Orphic or Pythagorean circles.
257 Rhadamanthys, incidentally, was said to be the second husband of Heracles’ mother Alkmene,
in a tradition traced back to Pherekydes; see Davidson (1999) esp. 248.
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familiar catalogue of whose victims then begins.?*® At this point, what might have been a typical
Pindaric Abbruchsformel (‘“break-off formula™) instead breaks apparently new ground:?*°

TOAAGL PO V7T’ dryk®dVog dkéa BEAN
EVOoV EVTi eapETPOg
QOVAEVTO GUVETOIOWV: G 08 TO TTAV EPLLOVEDV
yotilel. 6oog O TOAAG €10MG LY poBovVTES 6€ AaPpot
TAYYADOGIQ KOPOUKES DG AKPAVTO YOLPVETOV

AWOG TpOg dpviya Oelov-

gmexe vOv okon® to&ov, dye Bopé: tiva faiiopev

gk poBoxdc avte Ppevog evKAEag O16ToNG iévieg; (O. 2.83-90)

I have many swift arrows under my arm in their quiver that speak to those who understand,

but in general they need interpreters. Wise is he who knows many things ¢ug; but learners,

boisterous and long-winded, are like a pair of crows that cry in vain against the divine bird of

Zeus. Now aim the bow at the mark, come, my heart. At whom do we shoot, and this time

launch from a kindly spirit our arrows of fame?
The larger context charges this with associations seen also in the other poems considered, since
the ode begins with the grouping of Theron with Zeus and his son Heracles, and makes another
implicit comparison of Achilles, great-grandson of Zeus, with Theron, whose lineage is likewise
traced back to Zeus; through both Heracles and Achilles, the conception of a hero who required
no learning to display heroic capacity surely bulks large.?%° Unlike the other passages, moreover,
this one presents a wisdom that is neither plural nor relativized in any way. The strangeness of
the phrase 6 moALd €idm¢ @A is compounded by the claim to the esoteric and the preceding

261

exposition of eschatological doctrine,**" along with the subsequent analogy that links the dpvig

Belog with 6 oA €10 PLA.

28 Cf.1.5.39-42.
2% See e.g. Pfeijffer (1989) ad loc. for an analysis of the passage as a typical Abbruchsformel.
260 Regarding the emphasis on common descent from Zeus, see e.g. Nisetich (1988) esp. 15.
261 On this topic see e.g. Van Leeuwen ad loc. and Edmunds (2009).
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As Glenn Most argued, the image of the quiver of arrows handled by the heart may evoke

the speaker’s rich interiority,?%?

which, presumably bolstered by the echo of moAAd etc., has been
regularly transferred to whatever is designated by €idmg @ud. To know by one’s nature would
then also be to know “in one’s heart” or the like. The likelihood of that implication and the
strangeness of the phrase €10m¢ vd become still more apparent when one observes the
peculiarity of the construction, which is more impactful even than pdpvacOot pvd. Although a
dative with oida is common already in Homer, it is always of an organ of thought or emotion, the

sense of the dative being an uncertain combination of means and location.?¢

Pindar’s postponed
¢ud must have been a strategic surprise,?%* and must have remained striking even to later
audiences: even @vcet is not found with a form of 0ido until Philo!?®> Among the earlier
passages that may assist our interpretation of Pindar, one involves a Bgonpdmog, 6¢ sapa Boud /
€10ein tepdov (11. 12.228-9: “prophet, who clear things in his heart / knows of omens™); another
is Penelope’s remark to Odysseus, &6t yap fjuv / onpad’, a on kol vt kekpoppévao IOpev am’
AoV (Od. 23.109-10: “For we have / signs, which we know in our mind hidden from others™).

Common as that construction is in Homer and other authors,?%® in Pindar this is the sole instance

of twenty-eight forms of 01da that has a dative complement; that the other instances of gvé in a

262 Most (1986) 312 with n. 49.
263 See e.g. POEOLV ... eidMg, Od. 2.231; €U poeol phdea oide, Od. 11.445; ob 8¢ $peot TAVT’
v oldag, h.Herm. 467; note also that there are many similar expressions with prepositions, such
as T0Oe (dpuev évi dpoeotiv, 11. 2.30.
264 Such is suggested in particular by the Aeschylean fragment often cited in connection with this
(fr. 390 N), which shows that they were both participating in the long and vigorous debate over
what constitutes wisdom; see e.g. Guthrie (1962) [.415.
265 The intriguing phrase which he uses is €i00teg AdLOAnTY Tf) PVOEL, De decalogo 59 4,
which is plainly a combination of Pindar and Homer’s Phemius. Other comparable constructions
do of course occur in the interim. After Philo the next author to use ¢poeL with olda is
Longinus, echoing Pindar alone with the phrase co$og 6 ToALG €10MG PVOEL, Ars rhet. 570.4.
266 One noteworthy exception is Aeschylus, in whom it never occurs.
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necessarily extended sense are also in the dative may help to explain this. What is perhaps the
most relevant Pindaric comparandum is also quite suggestive: in Pythian 3, no less a prophet
than Apollo is described as kowdvt map’ vbutdre yvopav mhov, / tavta icavtt voo (1. 29-30:
“persuading [or trusting] his judgement in the presence of his straightest companion, / his all
knowing mind”).2%” As Thomas Jahn has shown, in Homer the adverbial addition, to verbs of
seeing, knowing, etc., of terms from the semantic field of psychic activity intensify and
interiorize the action.?®® The fact that gud is here used after the manner of those terms, combined
with the air of esotericism and the notion of inner resources in the image of the quiver, justifies
the conclusion that here—if anywhere—q@vd denotes an emphatically innere, angeborene Art.>%°
At the very least, such parallel constructions reveal why @ud has been and must be interpreted as
more pregnant in O. 2 than anywhere else—and why this passage has caused the most ink to be
spilled.

Again, what is particularly striking about co@dg 0 ToAAd €idmg eud is the focused
employment of gud as a source of knowledge. As we saw above, confusion about the concept of
“nature” at play here has even led to the misinterpretation that the phrase refers to knowing “by
[observation of] nature.” Not only would this be at odds with all of the other instances of the
word in Pindar (and even the contemporary usage of ¢¥c1c), but it would also seem to require an

anachronistic interpretation of pafdvteg as referring to persons of mere book or school learning

267 Cf. also €l00TL TOL €Q€w, P. 4.143.
268 Jahn (1987) B.III, beginning with (de Ouu®d (Od. 8.450) where “der Zusatz Oupd hat
keineswegs den Charakter eines sprachlichen Petrefakts, sondern kann als produktives Element
der lebendigen Sprache dem Dichter eine beachtliche Nuancierungsmoglichkeit an die Hand
geben,” Jahn (1987) 212. For another precedent to Pindar, note also Jahn’s analysis of t@®v
& &MV Tig ®ev Mol peeotv ovvouat elmol (11. 17.260) and interpretation of it as “aus sich
selbst heraus sagen,” which he contrasts with the invocation of the Muses at /1. 2.484.
269 Recall the association of ¢pu1| with xadinyv iaivetou in Arch. fr. 25, and with 6@¥y1) in
Semonides 7.
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(like our “learned”).?’° Also anachronistic, but more interesting, is the attempt to link this v
with a universal Nature, as in Motte’s analysis. For, as was arguably implied in the case of
Amphiaraus and Chromios, the pué by which one knows is a vd through which one can be
fundamentally linked with heroic ancestors and, through them, with the divine—and in N. 6 at
least, our common mother, the Earth. The exalted gvd in O. 2, just as in O. 9, ostensibly draws
its self-sufficient power and authority from such a privileged connection to the forces which
guarantee not only the noble families but also the seasons and harvests, etc.

Yet this absolutist ué which does not admit of d1daktd is not the only gud in Pindar. As
we have seen, others odes are much less exclusionary in their claims about @ud, and some even
give a positive role to some of the learning so starkly dismissed in O. 2 and 9. Some odes,
moreoever, use eud in ways that do not clearly deploy its expanded meaning, although, as I have
argued above, every instance of gvd and @vcic does in fact allow for it. Throughout all of the
odes, moreover, there is an unmistakable emphasis on the inherited superiority of the victor: even
Chromios, in the civic ode which admits of various t€xvau, is still aligned with Heracles and
Amphiaraus the pavtig; and in O. 8, the civic ode that is exceptionally favorable toward learning
and teaching, the Aiginetan victor is still proudly said to descend from Zeus.?’! The pervasive

connections between @ud (and gvoig) with Heracles and the mantic, which seem to build upon

210 0. 2 can be usefully compared with e.g. Heraclitus fr. 17 (... o00¢ pabévteg yivdronovorv
...) along with fr. 40 (oAvpaBin voov €yxerv o dddoxel ...) and fr. 55 (dowv dYig dnon
puanois, todta €ym mpotipéwm), which show that Heraclitus may have derided the empty or
excessive “learning” of some (unlike Pindar, who targets learning and teaching per se and not
false or excessive learning), but still valorized learning (udOnoig) more than Pindar ever did, to
judge from the extant verses. For comments on Heraclitus, see Kahn (1979) 102-10.
271 See O. 8.15-6, and note the preceding liberal platitude about the “many paths of success,”
which parallels that in N. 1 about Té€yvau.
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generic preferences attested in Bacchylides too, help to illuminate the particular framework

within which these ideologies of pud were articulated.

IV. Conclusion

In Pindar, one encounters a conception of individual or group “nature”—at most, perhaps
even a human “nature” (¢Oo1g) which resembles the divine (in N. 6)—a “nature” which was not
only corporeal and characterological, so to speak, but in some cases epistemological, denoting
however not the knowledge based on careful observation of Nature but knowledge which one
possessed simply as a result of one’s gud. Especially insofar as it bears upon the poetical
persona, this gud had thus managed to appropriate what had been the role of a god or a Muse—
or, in the case of Phemius, what had been the confused collaboration of his own self (compare
avtodidaxtoc) and the god who “planted (évépuoev) manifold paths of song in [his] mind.”?”? In
0. 2 and 9, @ud has apparently been so transformed conceptually that it can now designate, in its
two syllables, what Homer said in those two rich hexameter lines.

While the less extravagant uses of gud and @uoig can be assessed accurately enough as
expressions of a fairly “common-sensical” (if still aristocratic) attitude toward the necessity of
natural talents, the uses in O. 2 and 9 in particular thus demand a different analysis. The severity
of the claims can be better appreciated—without being forcibly softened—when seen in the light
of other linguistic and conceptual trends, such as Pindar’s general avoidance in the epinikia of
discussions of learning and teaching, or the rather antiquated role given to téyvo. The most

cogent explanation, I think, is that such polemical claims about gvd also belong to the array of

212 J1.22.347-8.
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“camouflage” employed by certain poets on their own behalf and on behalf of their patrons.?”* In
this regard, Pindar’s manifold rhetoric can be usefully contrasted not only with the sophistic
pedagogy that emphasized the importance of learning,?’* but also with the poetry that was more
open about the role of teaching in the acquisition of téyvn, for instance.?’> Although the Pindaric
corpus gives voice to a range of positions on the relationship between @ué and modeia, it always
celebrates a legendary or aristocratic gud. As we will see in the next chapter, vegetal metaphors
are likewise used in a range of applications with various implications; but in numerous instances

it is clear that vegetal metaphors, too, count among this poet’s “camouflage.”

273 As noted above, I borrow the metaphor of “camouflage” from de Jong (2001) 6, 539: “The
Muse’s cooperation guarantees the ‘truth’ of his story ... and her teaching/gift of song
camouflages the tradition and training which must in fact be the basis for his song”; likewise
“Phemius explains his talents as a singer in terms of double motivation: he is both self-taught and
taught by a god (for teaching by a god, cf. Demodocus in 8.481 and 488). This ‘autodidacticism’,
even more prominently than the Muse-invocations, camouflages a singer’s actual training by
other singers ...”
274 Summed up by Rose (1976) 54: “The sophists’ egalitarian perspective and their pragmatic
analysis of the socialization process — education in the broadest sense of the term — often led to
a marked disparagement of the claims of the aristocracy to inherited excellence”; see ibid. with
n. 20 for references and discussion, and for contrast between the sophists and Pindar.
275 An especially interesting example of the celebration of Té€yvn and the teaching of it is the
Homeric hymn to Hermes, the historical position of which is illuminated by Power (2010) 468-
75, who shows how one can “detect in the Hymn the outlines of an originally Peisistratean
musico-political agenda, one aimed at opening up a self-entrenched aristocratic culture to the
influence of the civic mousiké patronized most conspicuously by the tyrants themselves.”
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Chapter 2: Pindar’s Fruit of the Mind

La Nature est un temple ou de vivants piliers

Laissent parfois sortir de confuses paroles ;

L’homme y passe a travers des foréts de symboles

Qui I’observent avec des regards familiers.

—Baudelaire, “Correspondances™!
Hombre, arbol de imagenes,
palabras que son flores que son frutos que son actos.
—Octavio Paz, “Himno entre ruinas™
I. Introduction
In the Pindaric corpus, some connection between vegetal metaphors and the concept(s) of

@vd&/@ooig is undeniable. The metaphors unquestionably count among the means of representing
human ¢@vud in all its aspects, and help prove that concept to be a dynamic one, albeit with a
general emphasis on source and result, and less on the process of growth. This chapter’s central
argument, however, is that vegetal metaphors in this corpus are modulated in ways that reflect
the same concerns as the similarly modulated use of gvd and @Vc1c examined in the last chapter.
In more elitist odes, in line with the exaggerated self-sufficiency of elite gud, the metaphors tend
to indicate a greater continuity and immediacy vis-a-vis a person’s hereditary endowment and its
divine guarantors; in less elitist odes, they show a contrary tendency to indicate (or at least
countenance) a less immediate, less continuous relationship with the same. Some differentiation
can also be seen in the structure of the images: the more extended vegetal metaphors tend to

appear in the more middling odes, where again they more frequently indicate some discontinuity;

the more traditional and elitist vd, on the other hand, seems to have an affinity with bold and

I “Nature is a temple where living pillars / sometimes let confused words slip; / man there passes
through forests of symbols / which observe him with familiar regard.”
2 “Man, tree of images, / words that are flowers that are fruits that are acts.”
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simple plant metaphors that countenance no such discontinuity or impermanence. Vegetal
metaphors and pud/@vo1g seem to work in tandem in subtle yet important ways.

In addition, a stratigraphic reading of Pindaric plant metaphors reveals a range of
strategies for the structure of metaphors in their conceptual orientation—strategies that are,
arguably, both ideologically and generically motivated. One might distinguish, for instance,
between a simple and relatively intuitive metaphor, such as Sappho’s “roses of Pieria,” and a
more analytic, conceptual orientation to metaphor, such that its extended articulation is clearly
motivated by conceptual concerns distinct from the intrinsic semantics of the image—as in
Aeschylus’ description of Amphiaraus “harvesting from the deep furrow through his mind from
out of which trusty counsels sprout.” These passages and others will be useful comparanda for
thinking about Pindar’s poetical strategies. In this corpus, certain simpler images, namely the
“flower of song” and the “fruit of the mind,” seem to belong to a rather hymnic register and, as
such, to praise of the less humble. As we will see in much greater detail below, metapoetic
flowers appear only in a dynast ode (O. 6), an intermediate ode (O. 9), a paean (Pae. 12) and a
dithyramb (Dith. 1, fr. 70a). The “fruit of the mind,” in turn, is closely linked to the victor in a
dynast ode (P. 2) and attributed to the poetical speaker in an intermediate ode (O. 7), whereas
when it appears in a civic ode (. 10) it is allotted to two heroes at some remove from victor and
poet; the closest parallels to the image are from Aeschylus’ Amphiaraus and Aristotle’s hymn to
Virtue. In contrast, there are three extended vegetal metaphors and similes, which conceive the
vagaries of human existence by analogy with interrupted cycles of vegetation; these images have

their most illustrious predecessors in Homer’s leaves simile and in elegy, and, within the corpus,

3 fr. 55.2-3: Poddwv / tdv €x [Teplag.
4 Sept. 593-4: Badsiav dhoxna Sud pEEVOS ®0mODUEVOS, / €€ T)g T #edVa PAaoTAVEL
ouvietpoara. This is discussed again below.
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are paralleled only by a riddle about an oak tree in a dynast ode, which is clearly aimed at
currying the victor’s liberality. Those three comparisons are found in relatively humble odes,
and, most intriguingly for our purposes here, two of them are used in the two civic odes that use
the word @Vo1¢ (N. 6, 1. 4). The more “rationalistic” discourse of @Oo1g thus seems to be
conjoined—however tenuously—with some of Pindar’s most patently analogical and extended
vegetal imagery. That imagery could bear the influence of epic as well as sympotic and didactic
elegy, but it could also highlight the continuity between, e.g., Hesiod and Theognis and early
natural philosophers such as Xenophanes or Empedocles.

It is also worth noting from the outset that craft metaphors too appear to be distributed in
ways that corroborate the analysis. The poetological use of téktwv (“builder”), for instance, is
found only in an ode for Hieron (P. 3.113) and one for an Aiginetan (N. 3.4)—which is to say,
precisely the same set of patrons whose commissions were seen to be friendliest to forthright
praise of learning.’ Techno- and phytomorphic metaphors, although not strictly separated (and
sometimes even intermingling), appear to be somewhat coordinated with the approval of learning
and an emphasis on @ud, respectively. The distribution of certain metaphors therefore suggests
an implicit contrast between the natural and the artificial that is not reflected in the Pindaric
usage of eud and téyva.® Images seem not to correspond to concepts exactly as we would expect.

In sum, what especially distinguishes Pindar, on the interpretation put forward here, is his
deployment of such differentiated discursive strategies regarding the concept(s) as well as the

metaphors in question. Vegetal metaphors do bear upon the conception of pud and ¢voic, but

5> See Ch. 1. Pindar’s use of téxtwv and other craft metaphors are discussed below in §II.
¢ Thus, although the use of téyva does not bear out the later contrast between téyvr and ¢pUoLg
(as argued in Ch. 1), it seems that such a contrast did, to some extent, inform preferences for
metaphors drawn from crafts.
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they do not do so in the same ways throughout the corpus. The complex relationship between
them is presented here as further evidence of how the Pindaric corpus “straddles the border

between the Archaic and the Classical period.”’

II. Overview of Evidence and Prior Interpretations

To better comprehend the prior interpretations of Pindar’s plant metaphors, it is necessary
to consider them somewhat in context, among other interpretations of Pindaric metaphor as it
was made to bear on the concept of nature.® The following telescopic survey is therefore aimed
at some representative moments of the wider context as well. A secondary goal of this section is
to illustrate the historicity of interpretations of metaphor, in order to offer some further incidental
support for the hypothesis of the historicity of the role and structure of metaphors as employed in
any given text. One of the reasons that Pindar’s metaphors have posed particular challenges for
interpreters, I suggest, is that they display a remarkable variety of poetical strategies, from the
bold, brief and enigmatic to the fantastically mixed to the more subdued and even the extended
and didactic. Some clarity about that variety can be found again through the sort of stratigraphic
reading pursued in Ch. 1, the features of which in this regard are discussed toward the end of this
section and will occupy us for the rest of the chapter.

Pindar’s metaphors have always found an audience. The force alone of many of them
attests to the attention which composer and patrons must have paid: consider, for instance, how
the poetic speaker says, “I cultivate a choice garden of the Graces” (0. 9.26: é€aipetov Xapitov

vépopat kamov), or how honey is called “the blameless venom of bees” (O. 6.46—7: duepeet / i

" Maslov (2015) 129.
8 This section owes much to Patten (2009) for his analysis of the interpretation of Pindaric
metaphors from Boeckh’s edition onward, as well as to Maslov (2015).
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uehMoodv).” Similarly easy to collect is evidence of the influence of such Pindaric metaphors, as
in the portrait of poets in Plato’s lon: . . . culling from honey-flowing streams out of some
gardens and glens of the Muses, they bring their songs to us just like the honey bees.”!? All of
the elements of that characterization have close parallels in Pindar.!! According to Socrates in
the Jon, such metaphors are proof that poets are good not from craft (ovx €k t€xvnc) but from
irrational, divine inspiration.!? Téyvn is not contrasted with @vo1g in that text, but of course the
same basic conclusion was later reached by interpreters of Pindar who did use those terms in
contrasting such “natural” imagery with craft metaphors, as we will see. Attention has also been
given to Callimachus’ Pindaric metapoetics, one element of which, the plow, will be touched on
below.!3 Most famously, however, and as we saw in Ch. 1, Horace presented Pindar as a swollen
torrent, borrowing from Pindar’s own poetological waters; the image which Horace offers in
contrast, as the more apt for his own poetry, is the industrious bee—which nonetheless appears

in Pindar t0o.!* In fact, two of the ancient biographies of Pindar include an auspicious encounter

? For a discussion of Pindar’s softening of some metaphors, see Keith (1914) 79; see also id. 81
on how “Pindar’s consciousness of the metaphor is shown by the frequency with which he
sustains it.” See also Silk (1974) 238-9 and passim for observations regarding Pindar’s imagery.
10 Jon 543b1-2: 41O ®ENVOV peMQQUTOV €% MOVoMV ®NTTWV TLVOV ROl VOITIOV OQETOUEVOL
TA PEAN NIV pégovory domeQ ai péhttton. For the influence of Pindar and Plato together, see
e.g. Worman (2015) generally. These semi-Pindaric »fjmro. Movo®v, which so far as I know
never appear in those words in any poet, seem to be echoed indirectly by Himerius, Or. 48.387-8
and Or. 66.56-7, and then more directly by Libanius, Epp. 18.3,85.1, 1197 .4, and centuries later
in a couple Byzantine authors. Meanwhile, the passage from the Jon was quoted directly and at
length by Stobaeus, 2.5.3. For later echoes of the Pindaric némog Xogltwv, see below.
' Pindar and others too, of course: see e.g. Murray ad lon 543b1-2.
12 Jon 533e. It is curious, and perhaps deserves more comment, that ¢p0LG is not used in the lon.
13 See below; for a broader comparison of Pindaric and Callimachean metapoetics, see e.g.
Kampakoglou (2019) 228-36; on Callimachus’ possible debt, in fr. 1.25 Pfeiffer, to Pindar Pae.
7b.10, see Snell (1961) 57.
4 For the bee in Pindar, see esp. P. 10.54 and P. 4.60. On “Biene und Honig als Symbol des
Dichters und der Dichtung in der griechisch-romischen Antike,” see Waszink (1974). Hamilton
(2003) ch. 5 argues that the Horatian bee is itself derived from certain aspects of Pindaric
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with bees that either built a honeycomb in his mouth or simply alighted on his lips as he slept
upon the earth, thereby christening him a poet.'> Poetological metaphors thus motivated certain
bits of hagiography, providing further testimony that, on the whole, Pindar’s ancient readers
associated him with distinctly “naturalistic” metaphors.!® Finally, Pindar’s fondness for the
metaphorical animation of trees and woodland in particular seems to be reflected in the Epitaph
for Bion, in which the longing of all cities and towns for Bion is contrasted with the longing of
“Boeotian woods for Pindar.”!’

In spite of such attention to particular Pindaric metaphors, and for all the praise of Pindar
as princeps lyricorum,'8 little was said on Pindaric metaphor as such by ancient authors—in
marked contrast, as we will see, with Empedocles. Only Hermogenes singled him out as one who

uses many metaphors (and in “rather tragic style,” tpayikdtepov), but the rhetorician says

nothing more specific.!”

poetics. For an argument about the influence of Pindaric architectural metaphor on Horace and
other Roman poets, see Bitto (2019).
15 In the Vita Ambrosiana, the encounter occurs when Pindar as a boy is out hunting on Helicon,
and falls asleep; the same life also records that some say it was in a dream that bees filled his
mouth with wax and honey. The Vita metrica, 68, reports that once, when his mother had
placed him upon the ground as he slept, a bee hovered about his lips.
16 The only conspicuous exception of which I am aware is the description of Pindar as ITiegueav
odATLYYQL, TOV €dyEéV BaoUv Duvmv / yalrevtdyv (“Pierians’ trumpet, the heavy metal-smith
of pure hymns”), Anth. Pal.7.34.1-2 (Antipater of Sidon).
17 [Moschus] 3.88 Gow: ITivdapov ov moBéovti Tocov Bolwtideg vhat. Numerous other poets
are contrasted likewise in the context (11. 87-93), but all of them missed by their cities: Pindar is
the only one missed by a feature of the natural environment. On the anyonymous poem’s
engagement with Pindar, see Spelman (2018).
18 See Quintilian /nst. Or. 10.1.61, who does include figuris among the respects in which Pindar
surpasses the rest of the lyric poets.
19 Herm. Id. 1.6, where the term used is ai Toomxai AEEeLS, not petadogai. The rhetor suggests
that, unlike the sophists who ineptly imitate the poets, Pindar and the tragedians can be defended
for their use of bold metaphorical words, but that defense is deferred to another discussion which
we do not possess.
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In the Pindar scholia, metaphors often receive comment, but mostly in the form of simple
paraphrases or glosses: on one use of &vOea (“flowers”), for instance, a scholion simply gives
vikag (“victories™).? Throughout, the scholiasts treat metaphors as rhetorical ornament or, at
most, riddling allusion, and they are not particularly prone to relate any metaphors or other
tropes to the poet’s puoig. The great exception is the comparison in O. 2 of the learners and the
one who knows by @ud with the crows and eagle: this attracted much comment in antiquity (as in
modern scholarship), but mostly on the question of whether the crows represent particular
opponents of the natural-born “eagle,” Pindar.?! By contrast, a metapoetic image of a sea-wave is
said to be allegorical for Pindar’s dOvapuc (“power”); natural endowment may be implied, but the
scholiasts give no indication.?> When @0o1¢ does appear, it is not as we might expect it.?
Concerning the image of cultivating a garden of the Graces (0. 9.26), the scholia are particularly
revealing. One offers a paraphrase concluding with the claim, “I do not force [the garden]
contrary to nature (mapd @Vowv),” but the scholiast does not say what this “garden” is or what
@Vo1g is at issue. The closest the scholia come to associating this metaphor with the poet’s pvoig
is when another explains that the poet “knows himself to be writing in a naturally-clever way
(evpudc),” whereas others gloss the image as referring to the art of poetry (1 momtikn); another

still says only “garden: the poetical” (kémov- TOv momtikov).2* Regarding the extended metaphor

20 Schol. ad 0. 2.91. For examples of the discussion of metaphor in the scholia, see esp.
Drachmann’s Index XVI s.vv. dAAnyooia, petadpood, TQOom).
21 See Schol. ad 0. 2, 157a—158d. For recent discussion of that passage and Pindar’s bird
imagery otherwise, see Pfeijtfer (1994), Steiner (2007), and Poltera (2018).
22 Schol. ad 0. 10, 13a.e.
23 One especially curious instance is found in the interpretation of the metapoetic image of a WO
aoidov (roughly “poetical drink”) made of honey and milk (N. 3.76-79): one scholiast (131a)
refers the honey to the poet’s mévog and the milk to his ¢pvoLc.
24 See Schol. ad 0.9, 38a—39c and 33.
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of “turning up the plow-field of glancing-eyed Aphrodite or the Graces” (P. 6.1-3),% no
scholiast refers to nature in any sense: one takes the image as referring to the victor’s city;°
another reports that “some understood the plow-field . . . to be the art of poetry, from which
Pindar reaps his songs.”?’ By contrast, in the scholia on Euripides’ Hippolytus, we find the
repeated comment that “poets reasonably liken their own natures (¢pOoeig) to meadows or rivers
or bees, and their poetry to garlands.”® But in the Pindar scholia seen above, it is téyvn, rather
than the poet’s @¥Oo1g (or puv&), that is more frequently represented as the source of metaphorical
fruits. This rather anti-Platonic conclusion is precisely the opposite of what many (influenced no
doubt by Plato) have determined since.

While generally sharing the rhetorical orientation of the scholiasts, the twelfth-century
scholar Eustathius struck a somewhat different note in this regard. Concluding the proem to his
otherwise lost commentary on Pindar, Eustathius wrote:

Then that which has been proposed is a not uncustomary survey, gathering together what is
serviceable from the Pindaric epinikia, for the sake of useful knowledge for those desiring
both to write and otherwise to understand, and this [will be done] not in the manner of an
interpretative commentary [?], but for the sake of flower-gathering from a very broad meadow

as much as would not be trampled underfoot or otherwise scorned by those who love beauty
and know the plants with which the Muses’ garlands are made.?

2 P.6.1-3: Appoditag / Goovpav 1) Xaitwv / dvamolMTopev.

26 The use of ®a.7o¢ to refer apparently to a city is found in P. 9.53.

27 Schol. ad P. 6, 1c: #vioL 8¢ dpovay . . . TV momuxny fjrovoav, ap’ g doémetal Té pén

0 ITivdapog. The next scholion, 1d, first suggests that the field is Acragas, but then concedes,

“But Pindar is also able, by speaking allegorically, to mean his own poetry, since from it he

harvests his songs” (dUvartow 0¢ xot aAhAnyodv o Ilivdagog TV ¢autod moinowv Aéyelv, Ot

€€ aUTig Ex0QmTODTO TA LEAT).

28 Schol. ad. Eur. Hipp. 73 Schwartz, 13.19-20: ¢mein®g oi tounTol Tog Hev idiag Aeludoly 1

ToTapolg 1) pediooarg eindlCovaot, v 8¢ moinowv otepdvolg; for a nearly identical comment,

see Schol. ad Eur. Hipp. 78 Schwartz, 16.5-6.

2 Pro. 38: évtavBa ¢ 1O mponrelpevov emélevolg oux AovviOng ta éx Tv [Iivoagudv

gmviximv ovAléyovoa yonolua eig eidnoty edyonotov Toig xal yoddery xai dAlmg 0¢ mng

VOelv €0€Lovot, xal TODTO OV RATA VITOUVNUOTLXTV €ENYNOLY, AL’ €ig OO0V éx

mAoTuTdTOoU AeLudvog dvBoroyfioor doo ovx Gv tatoito 1) dhhwg eEabegiCotto Tolg ye
115



On the basis of this, one can be reasonably sure that Eustathius included Pindar’s more striking
vegetal metaphors in his lost commentary; and, looking also to his Homeric commentaries, one
notes how Eustathius’ repeated use of Pindar’s ¢ud to bolster his interpretation of Phemius’
metapoetic “planting” in the Odyssey (such that Phemius’ @Vo1c is strictly oavtodidaktog)
suggests that he would have offered a similar interpretation of Pindar’s poetological vegetation.>
But of course we cannot know. More certain is that Eustathius’ imagery here, cliché as it is (and
already had been for nearly two millenia),?! bears witness to a common impulse among Pindar’s
later interpreters, an impulse to see vegetal and especially flower imagery everywhere in the
corpus, sometimes even when it is not in the text. In this regard, Eustathius anticipates much of
the later Pindar-reception, especially in the Renaissance and among the Romantics.*

As we saw in the first chapter, a Pindaric “nature” figured prominently in Romantic
poetics, due in part to the persistent influence of neo-Platonism. Predictably, the Romantic
preoccupation with the vegetal among other natural phenomena drew upon Pindaric metaphors,

in particular the xfirog which Plato already seems to have cited, to cast the poet in an even more

Prhordrolg ral ei000L Ta TV Movodv otedpavodpata. For otepavouata as “plants used to
make garlands,” see LSJ s.v. [.4 with citations; selecting that particular meaning here seemed
pardonable at least. On the long prehistory of the tropes which Eustathius here uses (meadow,
garlands, etc.), see e.g. Worman (2015). For Eustathius’ remarks about Pindaric “allegoresis,”
Hermogenes, and the inimitable difficulty of Pindar’s tropes, see Pro. 17. For discussion of
Eustathius’ study of Pindar, see Kambylis (1991), Negri (2000), and Neumann-Hartmann (2020).
30 See esp. his comments ad Od. 22.347.
31 See e.g. Van Hook (1905) 17-18.
32 For the sake of space, I have left out a longer discussion of Byzantine and Renaissance
material. For further information on Pindar in Byzantium, see e.g. Pontani (2012). On possible
echoes of Pindar’s “garden of the Graces” in Byzantine art and literature, see Maguire (1989).
For Pindar-reception in the Renaissance, in which Pindar continued to be associated primarily
with natural and pastoral imagery, see Revard (2001) and esp. 292, 304, and 324 for possible
Pindaric gardens in Pontano, Soowtherne, and Cowley, respectively; for Ronsard’s apparently
Pindaric gardening, see Silver (1985) vol. II pt. II, 15-16, 78, 128-9.
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horticultural role.?® The original formulation seems to have been by Joseph Addison, whose
remarks on Pindaric natural enthusiasm were quoted in Ch. 1. In an essay in The Spectator from
1712, which incidentally led the fashion in what would come to be known as English gardens,
Addison plays on the tradition of the Muses’ garden, and compares styles of poetry with styles of
gardening.®* He writes that his own “Compositions in Gardening are altogether after the
Pindarick Manner, and run into the beautiful Wildness of Nature without affecting the nicer
Elegancies of Art.”?> Wild vegetation was seen as an apt embodiment of Pindaric “nature,” and
the supposedly wild, natural poet’s metaphorical gardening thus helped to inform a rather
“poetical” approach to actual gardening, and with material consequences.*® Indeed, Addison’s
“gardening after the Pindaric manner” was even cited or alluded to in later books on horticulture:
so Mrs. Schuyler Van Rensselaer, in Art Out-of-Doors: Hints on Good Taste in Gardening,

warns of “wild Pindaric local strains” that can dominate a site.?” The eighteenth and nineteenth

33 On the vegetal among Romantic theorists, see Abrams (1953) esp. ch. VIII.
3* One noteworthy precedent in the English tradition is Bel-vedére or the Garden of the Muses, a
commonplace book (or anthology) of English poetry printed in 1600, newly studied by Erne &
Singh (2020).
35 For further discussion of the context of Addison’s remarks on gardening, see Elioseff (1963)
ch. 5, esp. p. 116. On the relationship between Romantic poetic form and Pindaric gardening, see
now Nersessian (2020) ch. 1, “Parataxis; or, Modern Gardens.”
3 Of course, this is not to make Pindar responsible for this development in the history of
gardening. For Addison’s influence on landscape gardening, see Batey (2005), or, more
concretely, numerous parks “after the English manner” in Chicago and elsewhere, such as the
“Grandmother’s Garden” in the Lincoln Park neighborhood of Chicago— which is overseen,
however, by a statue of Shakespeare, not Pindar, while a statue of Schiller overlooks the tidy
French garden across the street from “Grandmother’s”; on Schiller’s fashionable distaste for
French gardens in favor of the English, see Benn (1991).
37 Van Rensselaer (1897) 48, after a quotation from Young on 47. See also Smee (1872) 591.
Through Addison’s wide influence perhaps, Pindar’s delight in plants would also be invoked to
inspire readers of a textbook on botany: regarding the Parnassia, a genus of flowering plants
named for Mt. Parnassus, B. Maund (1835-6) The Botanic Garden, Vol. VI, 550, writes, “These
associations of plants are by no means the least gratifying portion of botanical pursuits. Who can
look, with feeling of apathy, on a plant which ancient Grecians, perhaps Pindar himself, may
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centuries were almost certainly the height of the influence of Pindar’s vegetal (and garden)
metaphors, operating in the most intimate connection with his poetics of pué. More importantly,
the association has had a lasting legacy in Pindaric interpretation as well as in horticulture.®

Another essential aspect of that Romantic legacy is encapsulated in the words of the poet
Emanuel Geibel: “Pfliickt’ er [sc. Pindar] doch seinen Gesang vom bliihenden Baume des
Mythus” (“He plucked his song from the blossoming tree of myth™).>® The “archaic” and “pious”
Pindar easily fit the mould that was formed by Romantic poetics (loosely defined), which
celebrated anew the archaic mythopoetic as the ideal mode of poetry, wherein the poetical
subject expresses some sort of transcendental union with a divine Nature, and metaphor is no
mere ornament, but rather an essential symptom of that union and the more “originary” or
“primitive” mentality that perceives it.** This conception, and its affinity to flowery or otherwise
vegetal metaphors like Geibel’s, continues to inform scholarship on Pindar.*!

Returning then to Pindaric scholarship proper,*? we find that it nonetheless took some

time for Pindar’s plant metaphors to get special attention—despite heavy idealist influence,

focused study of Pindaric metaphor more generally, and regular appreciation of his “feeling for

have lingered over on the very brink of the Castalian spring. Here, beside the Parnassia, he may
have courted the Muses, fanned his poetic flame, and gathered that fire from the heights of
Hyampea, which still shines in his inimitable Lyrics.” I suspect that Addison lies behind this
passage too, though his Pindaric gardening is unmentioned.
38 T have not seen many traces of this association in later poetry. In Peter Pindar, for instance, I
found just one relevant garden, in a poetological simile; see Pindar (1835) 98.
3 From “Distichen aus dem Wintertagebuche” of 1870, cited by Gildersleeve (1920) 201.
40 On this feature of Romantic theories of metaphor, see e.g. Maslov (2015) 137-9.
4! For one exceptional echo of this, which however neglects vegetal imagery in favor of abstract
talk of “creative energies” and invocations of both Mircea Eliade and Wallace Stevens, see Segal
(1986) 185.
42 For what follows I rely chiefly upon the surveys of Pindaric scholarship in Young (1970) and
in Patten (2009), which focuses upon changing attitudes to metaphor.
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Nature.”*? Boeckh, in his foundational edition of Pindar, sought to ground his hermeneutics in an
intuitive grasp of, inter alia, the poet’s metaphors,* and somewhat evocatively glosses the
“blameless fruit of the mind” of Rhadamanthys (P. 2) as “consilia proba, quae in animo

43 yet entirely ignores the metapoetic application of the same image (O. 7),% and,

nascuntur,
echoing the scholia, says, “Xapitwv kdmog est poesis, quam Pindarus colit et exercet.”*’ Further,
in Goram’s Latin dissertation on Pindaric metaphors and similes of 1859 (Pindari translationes
et imagines), the common fixation on the metaphorical animation of the inanimate (or abstract)
predominates,*® and in the section devoted to plant metaphors,* the most substantive comments

only relate the metaphors to themes of happiness and love, saying nothing about natura.>® Yet

the dearth of scholarly interest in Pindar’s plant metaphors is displayed most pointedly toward

43 So e.g. Jebb (1893) 156 on how “the sense of beauty which possesses his [Pindar’s] mind ...
differs from the ordinary Greek type in a deeper sympathy with external nature.” See also
Fairclough (1930) 1048 as one relatively late culmination of this tradition.
4 See the discussion of Boeckh’s edition in Patten (2009) 72-95.
4 Boeckh (1819) 252.
46 See Boeckh (1819) 168.
47 Boeckh (1819) 188. Boeckh was perhaps too committed to a rational and artful poet to
interpret such metaphors otherwise.
8 Particularly interesting for questions about the status of craft in Pindar is Goram (1859) 250—
51, a section on anthropomorphized artifacts, with the heading Rebus manu factis corpus atque
animus porrigitur. The fixation on metaphorical transfers from animate to inanimate and vice-
versa is established already in Quintilian, 8.6.9-11.
4 Goram (1859) 259-65.
50 Goram (1859) 260: “Etenim opes et res secundae . . . multo crebrius plantarum speciem
induunt”; and 261 on how “inprimis rebus venereis metaphora accommodatur.” Likewise,
Thomas, writing in 1891 “on the historical development of metaphor in Greek™ (Zur historischen
Entwicklung der Metapher im Griechischen), judges the idiosyncracy of Pindaric metaphor
outstanding, but considers only one plant metaphor (puteiw), and without substantial comment.
For remarks on Pindaric metaphor generally, see Thomas (1891) 7. Thomas documents the
semantic changes by metaphor of a host of words, without theorizing about the historical
development of metaphor more generally. But for other sections of some interest for the broader
themes under discussion here, see Thomas (1891) 21-2 (opud6Cw and duovia), 27 (doxéw), 48
(noUmTm), 68-70 (0000 and 0EOOW).
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the end of the nineteenth century by Gildersleeve, who remarks, “It has been noticed that Pindar
draws few of his figures from the world of plants.”!

Over forty years later Gildersleeve was corrected by McCracken’s catalogue of Pindaric
plant metaphors, which remains a regular reference in the scholarship. Building upon
McCracken’s tally, one can say that in the surviving verses of Pindar there are in fact “no fewer
than one-hundred and five”—and, by my count, at least twenty more—*“figurative uses of words
which connote plants, some part of them, or some act connected with them.”? Surprisingly,
among the ones which McCracken did not include are some of the most striking and
poetological, such as that of cultivating a garden of the Graces. Still, his catalogue has served as
a useful stimulus and reference point for subsequent scholarship.

Prior to McCracken, however, and not cited by him, other scholars were busy cementing
the approach to Pindar’s plant metaphors that would become predominant. In 1894 already,

Fraccaroli had offered a sustained interpretation of Pindar as a natural, unconscious genius,

describing this doctrine sometimes with vegetal metaphors like frutfo, although neglecting to

I Gildersleeve ad O. 12.15. To be fair, he seems to be somewhat uncritically citing prior
scholarship, as the sentence begins with “It has been noticed,” and neither I nor McCracken
(1934) found a prior relevant notice within his own commentary; perhaps Gildersleeve was
thinking of some of the Naturgefiihl scholarship. Gildersleeve himself hinted at the contrary truth
by adding in his commentary vegetal imagery not present in the Greek: see e.g. Gildersleeve
(1885) xxxix and xlii, cited by McCracken (1934) 340. See also Gildersleeve’s subject index,
s.v. Metaphors, for proof that he did not ignore all plant metaphors.
52 This is according to my own count, built upon the list in McCracken (1934), which is,
admittedly, somewhat liberal, including e.g. all the instances of oméguo when it does not mean
the seed of a plant, and counting by individual metaphorical words, so that numerous instances
of metaphors sustained by more than one term (e.g. 0iCav puteoaoBat, P. 4.15) are counted
more than once; I have nevertheless followed McCracken in this, and noted a few others
including the gardening and plowing imagery. (While plowing is not directly “plant” imagery,
surely the metaphorical garden of the Muses is; and anyway plowing ought to be included on the
basis of its intimate relation to plants.) At the same time, I have neglected other closely related
phenomena, such as the otédpavog (“garland”) and related terms which must connote vegetation
to some extent, along with that of bees, honey and dew, which would add considerably to the list.
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collect or analyze Pindar’s metaphors in support of his interpretation (to which end Fraccaroli
prefers the more straightforward statements about gud and the Muse, etc.).>® The fuller potential
of Pindaric vegetal metaphor within such a Romantic scheme was realized by Dornseiff in
1921.5* Echoing Fraccaroli, Dornseiff describes Pindar as emphasizing “das Irrationale, das
Schopferische, Gottliche, das geheimnisvolle Geschenk der Musen.” Further, he states that
Pindar provides “the first clumsy step toward a psychology of poetry to be seen in antiquity. His
art is his ud [“by nature”], not something made, but a creation, grown like a good prize-fighter
or an olive tree, . . . no artifact.”>> Here we see another manifestation of vegetation as a primary
organic paradigm for a Romantic psychology of poetry, and within a clear formulation of the sort
of interpretation that came to dominate.

The most forceful articulations of such an approach were further colored by interests in

anthropology and the history of religion.’® The first was from Jacqueline Duchemin,’” who dwelt

53 Fraccaroli (1894) 55: “La creazione artistica un fenomeno naturale, del quale alle nostra
conscienza non puo venire che una parte, e la meno essenziale.” Also revealing are statements
found on p. 124: “Io intendo di mostrare solo che Pindaro ha composto secondo le norme
naturali, percheé avea natura di poeta, e non ha combinato frasi e parole sopra alcun modulo
convenzionale”; and on p. 309: “il che vuol dire, come Pindaro dice sempre, che la sua poesia era
frutto d’ispirazione e non di studio, che era un dono divino . . . ”—where nothing is cited in
support of this combination of the “fruit of the mind” that is the “gift of the Muses” and the
rhetoric against learners of O. 2 etc. For a favorable discussion of Fraccaroli, see Young (1970)
31-6. A similar approach is taken by e.g. Untersteiner (1951).
4 See the discussion of Dornseiff in Patten (2009) 105-7.
>3 Dornseiff (1921) 60: “der erste ungelenke Schritt nach einer Dichterpsychologie im Altertum
zu erblicken. Seine Kunst ist ihm ¢pu@, nichts Gemachtes, sondern Schopfung, gewachsen wie
ein guter Preiskimpfer oder ein Olbaum, . . . kein Kunstprodukt.” For the somewhat surprising
Olbaum, Dornseiff even more surprisingly cites Soph. O.C. 698, ¢pitevp dyfhoatov
avtomolov. But Dornseiff then provides a partial catalogue of Pindaric plant metaphors.
5 It is tempting to relate this from the start to the wide influence of Frazer’s fixation on
agricultural fertility gods in The Golden Bough, but Duchemin (1955) does not cite Frazer; but
Motte (1973) refers to several of Frazer’s works. Incidentally, Frazer did not dwell upon Pindaric
vegetal symbolism in any of his publications (from what I have seen), although citing Pindar and
the scholiasts occasionally in The Golden Bough, as for instance on the topic of the Eleusinian
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upon “I’extraordinaire abondance des images, auxquelles il donne si visiblement valeur
symbolique, empruntées a la vie végétale,” whereby one is compelled “a voir dans I’emploi par
Pindare d’une pareille floraison d’images bien plus qu’un procédé¢ de style. Il y a 1a nécessité de
nature. L’image, pour le moins, symbolise le réel.”>® Pindar, as Duchemin rightly notes, is
“nullement un primitif,”> but, it would seem, some sort of vitalist, as “le mot [¢pv&] signifie tout
au moins qu’il y a en lui comme un ¢élan vital, une poussée (cf. pOo1g) de connaissance qui ne lui
vient pas du dehors.”® Likewise, Detienne says that “when Pindar and Bacchylides write of
fame growing or taking root, it is no mere literary image. Speech is truly conceived as natural
reality, a part of physis.”®! Building on Duchemin and Detienne, André Motte found a prominent
place for Pindar in his wide-ranging history of the symbolism of “prairies et jardins.”%? Quoting
Duchemin on how @vé signifies “un élan vital,” Motte asks, “Que peut étre en effet cet élan vital
qui anime le poéte sinon le prolongement en lui de la pvd universelle?””®* Motte then goes on to

make the following representative remarks on vegetal symbolism and the concept of puvd/@uoig:

games and their connection with the mysteries, and on the traces of Orphism: see Frazer (2012)
Vol. 7, ch. 2, passim. In fact, the only passages I have found in which Frazer remarks upon
Pindaric plant imagery comprise two letters to Gilbert Murray regarding the interpretation of the
oak riddle in P. 4 (on which see below), published in Frazer (2005) 82—4.
7 In addition to Duchemin (1955), see the anticipations of that treatment in Duchemin (1954)
e.g. 286: “On pourrait écrire de longs développements sur la prédilection de Pindare pour les
images empruntées a la végétation et aux fleurs.”
8 Duchemin (1955) 233.
5% Duchemin (1952) 53—4, on a different topic: “Notre poete, qui n’est nullement un primitif, a
recu de ses devanciers, et sirement aussi des traditions rituelles, la richesse des attributs sans
nombre qui traduisent tant d’épithetes éclatantes composées en ’honneur des dieux.”
% Duchemin (1955) 37.
6! Detienne (1996) 72 = Detienne (1967) 101: “Quand Pindare et Bacchylide parlent d’une gloire
qui grandit, d’une gloire qui prend racine, ce n’est donc pas pure image littéraire. La parole est
véritablement congue comme une réalité naturelle, une partie de la physis.”
62 See e.g. the appreciative remarks of Bremer (1975) and the festschrift for Motte, entitled
Ko, Aubriot-Sévin (2001).
3 Motte (1973) 304.
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It is with Pindar, in fact, that there appears for the first time, here [in O. 2] and elsewhere, the
outline of what will become among the philosophers the theme of an opposition between
evo1g and t€yvn. But for the poet, pud depends even more upon the image than the concept,
and there is no better illustration of his vigorous expression than the favorite evocations with
which his entire ceuvre is strewn. Pindar receives his poetic knowledge and exercises it in the
feminine microcosms of nature, organs of all birth and abodes of the divinities of his
inspiration. q The poet is in essence a gardener, a plowman, a harvester, or even a water-
diviner.®

These evocative claims will be taken up more fully below. Suffice it for now to repeat the
criticism of Ch. 1, namely that a universal gvd is not present in Pindar, and that the élan vital
which Motte and Duchemin perceive is a concept borrowed from the vitalist philosopher Henri
Bergson.®

Motte’s marvelous synthesis is a culmination of certain tendencies traced above,

tendencies that have persisted into the present—if not always formulated so forcefully.®® A

4 Motte (1973) 304-5: “C’est chez Pindare, en effet, qu’apparait pour la premiere fois, ici et
ailleurs, I’ébauche de ce qui deviendra chez les philosophes le theme d’une opposition entre
dvoLg et TéYVN. Mais pour le poete, pud releve davantage encore de I’'image que du concept, et
il n’est meilleure illustration de sa formule vigoureuse que les évocations favorites dont son
ceuvre entiere est parsemée. Sa connaissance poétique, Pindare la regoit et I’exerce dans les
microcosmes féminins de la nature, organes de toute naissance et séjours des dieux de son
inspiration. § Le poete est par essence un jardinier, un laboureur, un cueilleur, ou bien encore un
sourcier.”
% On Bergson’s dependence upon Romanticism, see Lovejoy (1913) esp. 459.
% Another strong statement comes from Carne-Ross (1976) 43-4, in an appendix entitled “Root,
tree, flower: a Pindaric path of thought™: . . . much that we take to be metaphorical or ‘poetic’
may for Pindar be very nearly literal, for his poetry is grounded in the archaic sense of the unity
of being, a unity that embraces living and dead and sees man’s single life as part of the whole life
of nature. We would have little hope of understanding something so remote from our culture
were it not that this archaic vision has emerged, spontaneously and as though in answer to a need
that is beginning to be felt, in modern poetry.” Particularly noteworthy is Nagy (1990) 278 n. 21:
“...1t1s as if song were a thing of nature, not a thing of culture, of artifice. In the poetics of
Pindar, the genius of song is presented as natural, not artificial. To the extent that the natural is
perceived as ‘realistic,” unlike the artificial, we may again apply the dictum: the more the
realism, the greater the artifice.” Nagy then refers the reader to his and Steiner’s discussions of
“the vegetal symbolism of aphthito-,” but it is worth noting that Pindar does not use d.pOitog to
modify ®Aéog or in any remotely poetological way; see Slater s.v. ddpOirog. For more recent
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restricted focus on human heredity, for instance, is found in Rose (as we saw in Ch. 1), who
notes how “the imagery of plants and fields fused with imagery of human reproduction” is
prominent evidence of “the unique impress of this doctrine [sc. of gud].”®” But the Romantic
strains become prominent again in the most sustained discussion of Pindaric metaphors, both
vegetal and not: Deborah Steiner’s The Crown of Song: Metaphor in Pindar. Steiner’s emphasis
falls squarely on how vegetal metaphor presents both men and songs as parts of ¢¥o1g, and how
it is the role of song nonetheless to immortalize the fleeting blossom of the victor in an idealized
realm of unceasing vegetation.®®

Over against these generalizations about Pindar’s natural genius, and amid the steady
proliferation of studies of Pindaric metaphor,® there is another strand of interpretation, which
has focused instead upon craft metaphors as the definitive programmatic metaphors of the
corpus. This approach seems to have taken hold especially under the influence of Bundy’s
emphasis on Pindar as technician, and his opposition to the portraits of Pindar the irrationalist.
But perhaps the most influential interpretation of Pindaric craft metaphors is that of Jasper

Svenbro, who (independently of Bundy) argued that they reflect the self-conscious technique of a

traces, see e.g. Le Meur (1998) 38, where Duchemin, Motte, and Steiner are cited, and also
Boeke (2007) 46-54 and esp. 49-50.
7 Rose (1974) 153; repeated, with slight modifications and two more citations in Rose (1992)
161. Note however Rose’s concluding emphasis on Pindar’s “deeply integrative imagination”
and transcendence, Rose (1974) 183-4.
% For passages particularly reminiscent of Motte, see Steiner (1986) 37 and 39. Motte however is
not cited in Steiner’s chapter focused on plant imagery, and only appears in the following chapter
on “Truth and Beauty,” p. 43 n. 6, as a reference for “the meadow as a place of birth and
generation.”
% This seems as good a point as any to note other studies devoted to Pindaric metaphor but not
discussed here: Bernard (1963), Simpson (1969), Péron (1974), Stoneman (1981), Most (1987),
Krummen (2014 [1990]), Pelliccia (1995), Lattmann (2010), Calame (2012), Hutchinson (2012),
Frohlich (2013), Kirichenko (2016), Eckermann (2019).
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craftsman-for-hire, intent upon calling attention to the mode of production.” Other scholars have
agreed.”! “The singer,” says Steiner, “is also a poiétés, a fabricant. He no longer looks to the
Muses to furnish him with the material of his verse, but creates songs which stand as
autonomous feats of personal art and technique.”’?

A promising line of response to this craft-centered stance was initiated by Kurke, whose
work marked an important turning point in Pindar studies. Kurke analyzed sets of metaphors for
their coherent ideological functions in appealing to different segments of society while
nevertheless serving the generic program of praising the victor—or, as Kurke formulates it,
reintegrating the victor (to varying degrees) into his polis.”® Contra Svenbro, Kurke argued that
metapoetic craft images should be understood not as Pindar’s celebrations of the process of
poetic composition, but rather as arguments for the odes’ status as agalmata and anathemata, i.e.
as precious objects to be appreciated by the entire civic community.” “The purpose of this
imagery,” Kurke states, “is to glorify not the poet but the product of his craft, the poem, and

thereby to enhance the status of the victor who commissioned it within his community.””>

70 Svenbro (1976).
' See also Kuhlmann (1906), Bernardini (1967), Loscalzo (2003), Athanassaki (2011). Auger
(1987) grants that the poetological craft metaphors are important but argues that they are
outweighed by other metaphors, especially those drawn from the sphere of athletics. The desire
to find reflective significance in craft imagery has been exercised upon other Greek authors too,
of course: see esp. Iribarren (2018), discussed with regard to Empedocles in Ch. 4.
72 Steiner (1986) 53, at the start of the fifth chapter, titled “Craftsmanship.” Steiner nonetheless
goes on to assert that in Pindaric poetics artifice is balanced with nature, and she does not
consider the possibility of different odes expressing distinct approaches.
3 Kurke (1991), discussed usefully by Patten (2009) 115-20.
"4 Kurke (1991) ch. 7, esp. 192-4.
> Kurke (1991) 193-4. Kurke’s argument is supported by Ford (2002), and the same approach is
pursued with closer attention to material culture in Neer and Kurke (2019).
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Kurke’s argument can be strengthened somewhat, I think, by the stratigraphic reading
pursued here, following Maslov’s Kurkean interpretation.’® While granting, pace Kurke, that
some of Pindar’s poetological craft metaphors do seem to emphasize technical construction in a
manner that contrasts with more traditional metapoetics, I would note that such imagery is
significantly restricted in its distribution in the corpus—as suggested perhaps by Kurke’s
emphasis upon how craft imagery pertains to the community.”” Much has been made, by Svenbro
and others,’® of the metapoetic use of Téktwv (“builder”), which has been said to represent a
traditional bit of Indo-European poetics.” If it does, however, it seems not to have retained its

appeal for all communities, as witnessed not least by the fact that it appears in no extant Greek

76 For discussion see Ch. 1. Similarly, Maslov (2015) 111 noted e.g. how the intermediate odes
“use images that reveal the agency of the speaker qua craftsman and outsider.”
"7 Under this heading I have not included all of the metaphors that may be taken (or have been
taken) to be significantly technomorphic, but exclude e.g. the metaphors drawn from athletics,
chariots, weapons, which (to my mind) do not manifestly relate to—or do not plainly
emphasize —the crafted construction of the poem; but cf. e.g. Iribarren (2018) on chariot
metaphors in Pindar and other Greek poetry as technomorphic. A somewhat more contentious
case is that of P. 6.7-14, where a Uuvwv / Onoavog built in the Apollonian valley has been
taken to refer to P. 6 itself; see Greengard (1980) 84. But, esp. given the immediately preceding
metapoetic plowing (discussed below), it seems to me that the ode is not itself a Onoavog, nor
even meant to be presented as if drawn from the Onoovoc: for the view that the ode is not itself
a Onoavog, see Schroeder ad loc. and Gildersleeve ad loc., and, on the Onoavog as the
occasion for praise, not the text, Maslov (2015) 241-2, but cf. Kurke (1991) 190 and Neer (2001)
287.
8 Svenbro (1976) 189-9; see also Loscalzo (2003) ch. 3. Other studies encompassing Pindar and
others are listed in the following note.
7 On téxtwv and related terms in Greek and in other Indo-European poetical traditions, see
Meusel (2020) 466-71, West (2007) 39, Louden (1996) esp. 295, Kurke (1991) 192. Athenians
may have been particularly fond of the metapoetic use of the word and its cognates, as in e.g.
TERTOVOQYOG poboa, Soph. fr. 159 (see Jebb ad loc., where prior interpretations that the Muse
is here made “patroness of carpenters” are discussed and dismissed), and Téxtoveg evmaAd LWV
vpvov, Ar. Eq. 530 (= Cratinus fr. 70 Kock). On the appeal of such metaphors for citizens of
Athena’s city, see Nicholson (2005) 180-1. But see also Alcm. 13a.8—10, where té[®TOVL is a
possible reconstruction, and the discussion of Niinlist (1998) 102. The broader metadiscursive
function of the image should be noted in this connection too, esp. in the phrase Yevd®Ov
téntovag of Heraclitus B28 DK.
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texts before Pindar. In Pindar, moreover, there are téxtovec of song only in a dynast ode for
Hieron (P. 3.113, referring to poets) and an intermediate ode for an Aiginetan (N. 3.4, referring
to the performers).®° Even the non-poetological use of téxtov is restricted to a civic ode for a
Kyrenaean (P. 5.36) and an Aiginetan civic ode (N. 5.49), where it features tellingly as a
metaphor for the victor’s Athenian trainer.®! Furthermore, the images that emphasize craft
construction—most prominently several extended metaphors and similes drawn from sculpture
and architecture—are likewise found in odes for Hieron’s circle, Aiginetans, and in a civic ode
for an Athenian.®? Metaphorical weaving is likewise used for Hieron’s friend Hagesias and two
Aiginetans, with the addition of a civic ode for Midas the Agrigentine aulos-player, in which
Athena herself does the weaving of song.®? In sum, the more distinctly technomorphic images in
the corpus are almost entirely confined to odes written for precisely the same groups of patrons

who appear to have been friendlier to forthright praise of learning.®* These results reinforce the

80 See Maslov (2015) 299 contra West (2007) 39.
81 For a discussion of this trainer as téxtwv, see Nicholson (2005) ch. 8.
82.0. 6.1-4 (for Hagesias of Syracuse, friend of Hieron; see also O. 6.82), P. 1.4,86 (for Hieron),
P.7 (for an Athenian), N. 7.77-9 (for an Aiginetan), N. 8.20,46-7 (for an Aiginetan). The
opening of P. 6, for Xenocrates of Acragas, brother of Theron, is a complicated case for its
combination of agricultural tropes (discussed below) and architectural metaphors that may bear
upon the ode itself, but may not, as noted above. The opening of N. 5 (again for an Aiginetan)
contains the particularly interesting case of a claim that the poet is precisely not a sculptor of
statues, which has received much discussion; see e.g. Auger (1987) and Athanassaki (2011).
8 For weaving, see O. 6.86 (for Hagesias, friend of Hieron), N. 4.94 (for an Aiginetan), N.7.77-9
(for an Aiginetan), P. 12.8 (for Midas).
84 Again see Ch. 1. It is perhaps noteworthy that in the extant fragments too technomorphic
metaphor is rare: see the architectural metaphor of fr. 194 (a song of unknown genre for
Thebans); for weaving, Pae. 3, fr. 52¢.12 and fr. 179 (of unknown genre); and for carpentry, fr.
241 (of unknown genre), which is discussed again in Ch. 4.
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conclusion that we should not speak of a single overarching poetical program, but a repertoire of
metapoetic tropes, among which craft metaphors are notably restricted.

That restriction, in turn, suggests an ideological explanation: more traditional aristocratic
circles, which tended to celebrate a divinely endowed and self-sufficing pud, were perhaps more
inclined to the sort of “organicist” or “inspirationist” poetics familiar from Homer and Hesiod et
al., while others, especially Hieron’s circle of sophisticates and the merchant families of Aigina,
were more eager to celebrate human learning, human craft, human commerce.®® Although the
traditional insistence upon natural endowment and inspiration holds for much of the corpus, even
the emphasis on craft may after all help us to better understand a portion of the odes—and with
it, the full panoply of Pindar’s poetical strategies. The tension between the two modes in this
corpus may thus be addressed to a considerable extent by a stratigraphic reading.

At the same time, there is, as noted above, some overlap and interaction between craft
imagery and vegetal imagery that obstructs a neat opposition. In one fragment, for instance, we
read that “god, building all things for mortals, / also plants grace in song” (fr. 141: 8gdg 6 mavta
TeVYOV Ppotoig / kol xdptv dowdd eutevel). O. 6, which begins with the grandest architectural
metaphor of the corpus and is uniquely loaded with other poetological metaphors from various
domains, concludes with the prayer that Poseidon “make my hymns’ pleasant blossom grow” (O.

6.105: udv 6" Buvaov de&’ evtepmeg vBog). “Sometimes,” as Steiner observed, “Pindar places

85 Kurke (1991) 260: “Such social turbulence [as marked the period in which he worked]
demands sophisticated poetic strategies. Pindar responds with a densely layered text that
simultaneously evokes many different, even competing, symbolic systems and ideologies.” See
also Kurke (1991) 262, and the summary remarks of Maslov (2015) 286, 304, building on a
study by Freidenberg that has not been translated apart from some excerpts translated by Maslov
and printed in the cited section of Maslov (2015).
8 On the broader development, in late archaic and early classical Greece, of craft metaphors and
craft terminology in application to poetry, see esp. Ford (2002).
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his metaphors of craft in complementary relation to his images of flowers and wreaths,
juxtaposing the two sides of his art.”®” In this connection it is worth stressing again that
technomorphism, especially that which draws attention to human agency, is not correlated with
the use of the word téyva: t€yva is apparently not conceived in this corpus as a craft of secular
invention acquired through learning, since the expected contrast is not drawn between gud and
té€)va, but between gud and human instruction. Instead, it is the selective employment of craft
images that more clearly—but not entirely—anticipates the polarity as it came to be formulated
in other authors.

This brings us back to the problem of the relationship between the concept(s) of
evd/puoig and vegetal metaphors. If craft metaphors do not seem to be correlated with t€yva,
can we be so sure that such “naturalistic” metaphors as “fruit of the mind” are correlated with the
concept of pué? And what can we say more generally about the relationship in Pindar between
image and concept?

As we saw above, it has long been common to assert that Pindar’s vegetal imagery
implicates the notion of pvd or pvcic. More precisely, it has been commonly claimed that
Pindar’s plant metaphors (as many other Pindaric metaphors) indicate a union with ¢vo1g, where
@Vvo1g is presented in the unmistakable guise of a collective and transcendental Nature; and,
according to interpreters such as Motte, this union is expressed as well in GoQO¢ 0 TOALL €10(G
PV

In response to that claim (or set of claims), the position taken here is twofold. The first

point is that because such a notion of ®Hc1¢ (or “pvd universelle”) is not found in Pindar and in

87 Steiner (1986) 64.
88 See above for discussion and citations.
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fact appears to be anachronistic for the era otherwise, our analysis must be more precise in that
regard. If we want to grasp the Pindaric gud and @vo1g in their distinct configurations within the
conceptual and symbolic economy of the corpus, we cannot resort to a quasi-anthropological
analysis of a Nature that encompasses plants and animals, pvd and @VOo1c, etc.; at most we might
speak of configurations that anticipate such a conceptual relation. The second point is that
Pindar’s vegetal metaphors are not adequately understood as a mass of simple, traditionalistic
expressions of a quasi-pantheistic communion with a divine “Nature.” Included among them are
some highly innovative and idiosyncratic metaphors, which indicate a wide range of more and
less perfect relationships with life cycles overseen by the divine. The poet, for instance, may
enjoy the “fruit of the mind,” while certain others only “harvest an unripe fruit of the mind.” And
although “fruit of the mind” may not sound particularly bold, the dearth of parallels suggests
precisely the opposite. Further, in between the laudatory and the disparaging, there are subtle
modulations of plant imagery that obstruct any generalizations about vegetal metaphor as an
expression of transcendent union. Pindar’s plant metaphors are not simply traditional evocations
of a transcendent order.

For this second point, which runs counter to the general tendency of studies of Pindaric
metaphor,®® I draw upon another aspect of Freidenberg’s history of image and concept in Greek
literature.”® As Maslov has emphasized in his discussion of Freidenberg’s distance from Idealist

or Romantic theories (and their echoes in recent scholarship), Pindaric metaphors are sometimes

8 Particularly outstanding in their emphasis on the unifying force of metaphor are Hoey (1965),
Lattmann (2010), Kirichenko (2016), and Baxter (2019), but the emphasis in almost all the
scholarship is (understandably) on metaphor as a device for making connections that heighten
the praise, etc. A particularly strong and succinct formulation is given by Finley (1955) 40:
“Nearly every poem of Pindar is a metaphor, the terms of which are the victor and the heroes.”
% See esp. Freidenberg (1991b [1946]) 30, 34, with discussion and amended translations of the
relevant passages by Maslov (2015) 144-46.
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of a “lowly register” and have even seemed indecorous to some scholars.”! Among the vegetal
metaphors, one might think of the remark that, had a certain victor not been forced away from
home, the “honor of [his] feet would have shed its leaves inglorious” (O. 12.15: dx\eng Ty
KatepuAhoponee(v) toddv).”? This example happens to come from a civic ode, the
categorization of which should raise the question: In what manner are the homelier metaphors
distributed in the corpus? Which is to say, does a stratigraphic analysis reveal any patterns here?
As I will argue below, it is in civic odes especially that we encounter a disproportionate number
of seemingly indecorous plant images, images that express some failure or discontinuity.
Returning to the first point, regarding the relation between metaphor and concept, I draw
on a more prominent topic in Freidenberg and Maslov, namely the development of poetical
metaphor proper and its relationship to more abstract, conceptual habits of thought. Although
Freidenberg had, in an earlier work, spoken of rampant metaphor as a distinguishing feature of
Pindar’s style,” in Image and Concept Pindar had become more mythopoetic: Pindar “may seem
to us overburdened by metaphors,” but what appear to be metaphors are deemed to be rather
“archaized mythological images.”** Insisting, pace Freidenberg’s later judgement, that even

Pindar employed innovative literary metaphors, Maslov has pursued Freidenberg’s theory of the

development of poetic metaphor in its conceptual relation by comparing Pindar’s genealogical

°! For discussion of Steiner (1986) in this regard, see Maslov (2015) 145 n. 83.
%2 This example follows (in the same sentence) immediately upon the comparison of the victor
with an “infighting rooster” (0. 12.14: évdoudyog dt dAéntme), which Maslov (2015) 146
uses in support of the claim that metaphors are not strictly “elevating” but “strive, first and
foremost, for conceptual lucidity that is aided by imagistic vividness.”
% Freidenberg (1991a) 15: “[. . .] the process of metaphorization is only just beginning in Greek
lyrics. Its development is in Pindar and in the tragedies. [. . .] in Pindar, and in the melos of
tragedy, [. . .] there are almost no similes, but instead many metaphors.” Cf. Maslov (2015) 174
with n. 177.
% Freidenberg (1997) 67, the essay on Metaphor is dated to 1951.
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metaphors with Hesiod’s and Plato’s. In short, Maslov shows that Pindar’s genealogical
metaphors are used for ad hoc conceptual articulations that are unlike Hesiod’s insofar as they
show less interest in larger theological narrative, and are not so extended and precise as the sort
of allegories one sometimes finds in Plato.”> Among other things, these metaphors in Pindar
“forge a firm conceptual link between poetic production, individual poet-composer, and divine
agency.”® The same sort of analysis is applied here, partly by way of similar comparison with
other authors, but also by comparisons within the corpus—the stratified corpus.

To further situate the combined approach taken here, it is helpful to consider one
additional aspect of Maslov’s study: the analysis of Pindaric similes on Freidenbergian lines.
Maslov’s tabulation and analysis of the similes suggests, on account of their disproportionately
poetological use, that “the poetic work of meaning making through figuration is performed, first
and foremost, in the interest of the speaker.”” One might readily build on this by stratifying the
results. The poetological similes, plentiful as they are, show a remarkably uneven distribution:
the only ones found in dynast odes are for the familiar pair of Hieron (. 1.43, P. 2.80) and his
friend Hagesias (O. 6.2), along with the famous flitting bee in an ode for Hippocles of Thessaly
(P. 10.54). Further, Maslov contrasts the traditional comparisons applied to the victor and his
family, such as those involving vegetation, with the metapoetic similes that are said to be

“memorably Pindaric, stemming from the domain of athletics, symposium, and architecture.”®

% It may accord with the argument of this chapter that what Maslov (2015) 151 presents as “the
single most baroque genealogical metaphor in Pindar” is in a civic ode, P. 5.27-9.
% Maslov (2015) 155.
7 Maslov (2015) 166; for the tabulation, see p. 165, Table 2.
% Maslov (2015) 166.
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Indeed, none of the metapoetic similes involve comparisons with vegetation.”” However, I
propose that a different, but complementary, perspective can be gained by considering vegetal
metaphors from this standpoint.!®

As the varied tradition sketched above attests, to many prior readers the most memorably
Pindaric images included the Graces’ garden and other vegetal or otherwise “naturalistic”
metaphors; and, again, even the simple metaphors of the “blossom of hymns” and the “fruit of
the mind” were by all appearances quite unique. When we look at Pindar’s vegetal metaphors,
therefore, we see significant innovation upon traditional tropes in numerous regards, including
metapoetics. One particularly interesting pattern emerges, which aligns with the distribution of
vegetal similes: vegetal metaphors demonstrate, on average, a more distinct conceptual
orientation and a greater extension in odes marked by more “progressive” ideologies. In fact,
vegetal metaphors even seem to be more closely coordinated with ud and @vo1g in such odes
(esp. O. 1 and N. 6). The aim, then, of the remainder of this chapter is to demonstrate these
patterns by combining the Freidenbergian analysis, so to speak, with the Kurkean: to examine,
that is, how the stratification of vegetal metaphors reveals not only a varied selection of images,
but also a varied approach to their structure and to their orientation to pud/@uvocig. After a brief

overview of Pindaric vegetal metaphor from this perspective (§I1I), we turn to the most extended

% Notably, the closest the poetological similes come to vegetal imagery is at N. 8.40-3, where
apetd among the wise (0o¢oig) is like a growing plant refreshed by dews, which is arguably
metapoetic—but song (as elsewhere) would be dew, not plant; see below.
100 The apparent innovation even in some of the metaphors that belong rather to “the kdmastic
rhetoric of scripted spontaneity” than the presentation of “the text as precomposed with the aid of
the poet’s Muse” may suggest a qualification of Maslov’s hypothesis that “the former elements —
conventions of choral performance and kdmastic rhetoric — are inherited, . . . whereas the latter
are innovations,” Maslov (2015) 285.
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vegetal images in the corpus (§IV), followed by ploughing and gardening metaphors (§V) and

then the blossoms of song and the fruit of the mind (§VI).

II1. An Initial Stratified Reading of Pindaric Vegetal Metaphor

One token of how suffused this corpus is with plant metaphors is that many otherwise
cautious interpreters have translated Pindar’s dmtog (~“choicest part™) as “flower,” and some
have continued to do so in spite of McCracken’s terse correction and a thorough refutation by
Silk.'°! The translation is understandable: as the object, e.g., of SpénecOar (“cull” or “reap”),
dwtoc has been repeatedly assumed to carry its own particular vegetal connotations.!?? As one
scholiast suggests, dwtoc itself in that passage could be seen as a sort of metaphor for &vog.!%
This problem highlights the difficulty of assessing the full extent of Pindar’s vegetal
metaphorics. As always, it is too easy for a non-native speaker to see a vivid metaphor in any
apparently transferred term. One might wonder whether 0dAA® (“to blossom™), for instance,
should necessarily be read as evoking flowers any more than “to flourish” does, or ¢vBog
(“flower”) so much more than “flour.” That said, it is not our purpose to justify the inclusion of
each and every passage in the tabulation mentioned above. As Eustathius declared and
McCracken and others have demonstrated, it is all too easy to gather flowers large and small
from this broad meadow. A thorough examination would swell far beyond the bounds of this
chapter; instead we will focus on select illustrations of Pindar’s more conspicuous metaphorical

vegetation, and especially ones that may pertain to the conceptualization of pvd/@io1c.

101 McCracken (1934) 341-2; Silk (1974) 239-40; e.g., Segal (1998) rendered it “flower.”

102 Cf. P.4.130, N. 2.9, and the cautious and sensitive remarks by Duchemin (1955a) 234.

103 Schol. ad O. 1, 20i: amte 8¢ Thg MTIS AvOeL, TOVTETTLY €V Talg MOaiS. OVOLY Ya €TeQoV
1] povowrilg dvBog ai mdadl. See also 0. 8.75, 0.9.19, and esp. P. 10.53; and see also the
remark of Goram (1859) 259.
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Particular images are of course especially charged with significance in the epinikia, and
above all the leafy garland. But the associations in epinikia, just as in the fragments from other
genres, are myriad, and this has not always been adequately stressed. “It is a characteristic mark
of the power of Bundy’s influence,” Rose noted, “that D. Steiner begins her discussion of the
metaphor of plant life by assuring us that ‘it emerges naturally from the context of the Games,
suggested by the crown of leaves which the triumphant athlete wore’.”!% One could perhaps
improve upon this by claiming that the entire symbolism of the genre of epinikion is distilled in
Bacchylides’ yépag: /. . . kai dévopa . . . (fr. 28.5-6: “prize: /. . . and trees . . . ”); the coveted
prize was, after all, typically taken from sacred trees, and the cultural authority and symbolic
power of both garland and tree were tremendous. Rose has a point, however: like gvé, Pindar’s
vegetal metaphorics were overdetermined, and not only by prior tropes, but by the crowning and
throwing of leaves and flowers and fruit at the games and at symposia, by the happy garlanding
one reads about in even the most casual festivities, the groves and gardens which surrounded the
sanctuaries, not to mention the intimate familiarity with a host of related imagery enjoyed by
those whose economies are largely agricultural (which was especially true, incidentally, of
Pindar’s Thebes and Sicily). Following these manifold channels, vegetal imagery regularly
radiates out from the focal points of the odes: consider, e.g., Delphi, the “navel of well-fruited
earth” (fr. 215b12: gvkdpm[ov ¥Bov]0c o[ u]eardv). It is otiose to justify the prominence of
vegetal metaphor in Pindar by reference to specific generic factors. Only particular metaphors
may be said to bear such precise connections, and even the victor’s garland could be made to

highlight associations reaching far beyond its use in crowning the victor.!%

104 Rose (1992) 161 n. 26, citing Steiner (1986) 28.
105 See esp. the central myth of O. 3.
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At the same time, there is an element of Steiner’s argument that, pace Rose, stands to be
corrected by Bundy’s emphasis: this is the suggestion that Pindar’s flowers, like the Homeric
generations of leaves or Sappho’s fleeting blossoms, should be universally seen as “evoking the
transient character of any beauty or brilliance at its peak.”!% T would argue that the associations
in Pindar are, on the whole, less aimed at pathos, just as one might expect from praise poems
which speak of the immortal glory symbolized by the olive and its leaves. Thus Pindar’s 1o, for
instance, has little in common with the like of Aphra Behn’s “fickle faithless youth . . . like
Flowers,”'%7 and usually seems to participate instead in the glory of the eternally flowering "Hpa,
Olympian bride of Heracles.!®

It must be noted, however, that Steiner’s characterization of fleeting vegetation can be
seen as reflecting a closely related aspect of Bundy’s approach: the insistent contrast between
praise and “foil,” e.g. in the form of negative mythic exempla. Steiner has a point in this regard:
some vegetal images do emphasize transience in contrast with the permanence of the victory’s
glory and its praise. Yet, whereas happy vegetation is found throughout the corpus, this foil of
negative imagery is rare and much less evenly distributed. In the civic O. 12, the victor is
consoled with the thought (cited already above) that, had he not been forced from his homeland
by stasis, “the honor of [his] feet would have shed its leaves inglorous™ (1. 15: dxAeng Tipa
Kate@LALopONoe(V) Tod®V). In the intermediate P. 8, just before the well-known lines about man

as a “dream of a shadow” (1. 95: oKkudig dvap), it is said that “In a brief time the delight of mortals

106 Steiner (1986) 30.
107 Behn (1915) V.264. Cf. also Nussbaum (2001) 1.
18 See esp. N. 1.71, Bahepav "HPav dxottiy; also O. 6.7-8, y0UO00TEGAVOLO . . . / RAQTOV
“HPag. But note the contrast between old age and the &vBog fjfog in P. 4.158 (in dialogue
within a mythic narrative), and also that between the short life of mortals and the evavOepov
¢dvav of 0. 1.67 (in mythic narrative).
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waxes; but thus also it falls to the ground, having been shaken by an averting thought” (1. 92-4:
&v 0’ OMy® Ppot®V / 1O TEpTVOV adEETOL OVTM O Kol TiTVEL Yoo, / ATOTPOT® YV
oeocwopévov). The image is subdued but perhaps somewhat vegetal. Finally, in the also
intermediate /. 8, an image of vegetal decay is negated in an assertion of the authority of Themis,
whose “words’ fruit did not waste away” (1. 46-6a: énéwv 8¢ kapmdg / o0 Katépbve). By my
lights, the only other vegetal images that plainly emphasize some fragility or failure of growth
are the four extended images treated below (§IV): two of them are in civic odes, the third is in an
ode that is not properly an epinikion but has most in common with the civic category, and the
fourth is a riddle in a dynast ode, which bears not upon the victor but upon another, who desires
the victor’s pity.

Similar difficulties present themselves when we try to ascertain where precisely the
metaphors and the concept(s) connect. The only instance of the direct application of a vegetal
metaphor to pud (or VG1G) occurs in the phrase gvdvOepov evdav (0. 1.67: “well-blossoming
nature”).!% As we will see, it is perhaps not accidental that this phrase occurs in an ode for
Hieron. The verb 0w, which often reveals a link between vegetal growth and the notion of
Vo1, is of no use in that capacity here, and it is in fact used very sparingly otherwise. Given the
abundance of vegetal imagery and the prominence of ¢ud, it is all the more surprising that pv®
and its derivatives are not employed as much as one would expect on the basis of prior usage.
There is, for instance, none of the perfect forms familiar already from Homer and so common

later.!!? Instead, one only finds four aorist forms and one present middle form, all of which are

19 v otherwise gets epithets only in P. 4.235 (¢outheVo) and 1. 6.47 (Goenxrtov). Contrast
these three concrete epithets with I. 4.67’s ¢p0owv Qaouwveiav.
110 See Cunliffe and LSJ s.v. pOw.

137



used of human birth or growth.!!! Within the epinikia, pV® is used only in a civic ode (0. 4.25),
an intermediate ode (0. 10.20), and a dynast ode for Hieron (P. 1.42). The use of derivatives is
similarly sparse. @utdv, the normal generic word for “plant,” occurs only three times, none of
them metaphorical, and only in civic odes and a fragment of a dithyramb.!!? Three derivative
adjectives appear, once each: §uguég (~“innate”),!!* used in an intermediate ode, of the
unchangeable 100¢ of foxes and lions (O. 11.19-20); copgvtog (~“connate™), in a civic ode, of
the apetd that the victor has not disproven (/. 3.13-4); and finally avtoé@utog (“self-grown”), of
the sores that Asclepius heals (P. 3.47-8), in another dynast ode for Hieron. ®vtedom (“plant”) is
more common, but it is never used of planting plants, and indeed the metaphor is only enlivened
in P. 4, which is the only dynast ode that uses the word, but which uses it all of four times, and
all of them before the riddle of the pitiable tree.!'* In sum, ¢O® and all of its derivatives (apart

from @utév and some instances of putedw) show no clear affinity to plant growth. Pindar was

""!'"The aorist forms are all significantly connected to claims of virtue and wisdom, and the first
two involve an interesting tension, in imagery and then in the causal claim: “Honing someone
born for excellence . . .” (0. 10.20: 0GEaug 0¢ xe GpUVT Adetd); “For from the gods come all the
means for human achievements, and men are born wise, or strong of hand and eloquent” (P.
1.41-2: éx Bedv Y00 poyaval TeodL BEOTELS AQETALS, / ®al GOPOL %Al YEQOL laTal
nepiyhooool T €puv). The other two aorist forms appear in fragments: “For it is impossible that
he will search out the god’s / plans with a mortal mind, / since he was born from a mortal
mother” (Pae. 21 f. 61: oU yap €00 dmwg T Oe®v / Povietdpat’ éoevvdoel Pootéq dpoevi- /
Ovatag & dmo pateog £pu); and “from the ground [or from the bottom] they grew” (fr. 334a.4:
Jmed60ev épuv[), where there is a real possibility that a vegetal image was involved, but the
fragmentariness prevents decision. Finally, there is a middle form in O. 4, where Pindar
observes, “Even on young men gray hairs often grow before the fitting time of their life” (1. 25-7:
Ppvovran 8¢ nal véolg / v avdaoLy molal / Oapdnt Tad TOV GAriag EéotrdTa YQOVoV).
112 P.5.42 (wooden statue made of povodgomov putov), P. 9.58 (fruit-bearing plants), fr. 75.15
(nectareous plants, in a dithyramb).
113 Tt reappears again only in Julian, Ep. 180, where it means “engrafted.”
114 See P.4.15 (where a metaphorical “root” is planted), 69, 144, 256; see also P.9.111 (civic),
N. 4.59 (intermediate), N. 5.7 (intermediate), N. 7.84 (civic), N. 8.17 (civic), 1. 6.12
(intermediate). Regarding the liveliness of the metaphor, consider its Homeric and Hesiodic use
as shown in LSJ s.v. See §IV below for the tree riddle of P. 4.
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apparently not keen to employ this word-family in order to display connections between his
otherwise pervasive vegetal imagery and the conceptualization of human development and
ovd—or of puoic. The fact that the verb and all of its other derivatives occur in no dynast odes
except a few for Hieron and P. 4 is suggestive. P. 4’s repeated use of putev® may be an epic
touch,!!®> and may also relate to the important tree riddle. Regarding Hieron, one again recalls the
relatively progressive intellectualism of his odes: I hesitantly suggest that, for many of Pindar’s
more conservative audiences, @O and its other derivatives smacked somewhat of such
intellectualism. Whatever the reasons, these words are not used to anchor an analogy between
plants and @ud or @Vo1G in this corpus.

Instead, we must look to other diction and other patterns of imagery. Two more particular
points of comparison between the concept and the metaphors in question are exhibited here.
First, the usage of pud/@Oo1g and that of plant metaphors display a comparable preoccupation
with the source and the result of growth, but not the process: we hear mostly of roots and seeds,
blossoms and fruit. To some extent this must be a result of epinikian poetics, aimed as it is at
celebrating a victor’s achievement and origins; but it is noteworthy that by far the most
conspicuous image of individual vegetal growth (excluding blossoming) is found in a civic ode,
N. 8, where we find the famous passage comparing the growth of dpetd with the growth of a
dévdpeov.!1¢ Second, gud and gHoic and the metaphors in question are comparably stratified
across the corpus. Just as Pindar’s employment of pud and @VOo1g appears to have been
modulated according to the ideologies of different patrons, so the use of numerous vegetal

metaphors is notably modulated across the corpus. Vegetal metaphors, and especially

115 Again see LSJ s.v. putetw, and for the epic character of P. 4, see Gildersleeve’s introductory
remarks on the ode, and the remarks below (§VI).
116 N. 8.40-2.
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poetological ones, are, as we will see below, more prominent in more elitist odes and in cult
songs, in which they also assert a more immediate and permanent access to metaphorical fruits
and their sources. When comparable metaphors appear in less elitist odes, they may portray
relationships of less immediacy and less regularity, and even countenance the possibility of
vegetal decay. The rhetoric of vegetal metaphor in the humbler odes is itself relatively humble;
and in some cases, too, it is more didactic and analytic. We turn now to a set of images that

illustrate these last aspects particularly well.

IV. The Complication of the Image and the Articulation of the Concept

The four most extensive vegetal tropes in the corpus all intimate some sort of
discontinuity with regard to one’s inherited “nature,” and thus illustrate particularly plainly how
Pindaric vegetal metaphors (and comparisons) are not restricted to simple expressions of
transcendent union. In these passages the phytomorphic is used to assert or at least presume
continuity despite discontinuity, and in the articulation of that dynamic we see the conceptual
work of the images in question. Homeric reminiscences seem possible in each case; in fact, each
of the odes is written in dactylo-epitrites, which gives us further reason to suspect some generic
influence from hexameter in particular. We begin with the riddle of the oak tree in P. 4, and then
turn to three comparisons, concluding with the two that appear in the only odes containing ¢¥c1c.

Toward the end of the magnificently long P. 4, the dynast ode for the king of Kyrene,
which contains the oxen’s gud (1. 235), the audience is presented with an oiviypo or riddle,!'!” i.e.

an extended metaphor with the tenor deliberately suppressed:

17 The term aiviypa is not used in the ode, but is used in the scholion on it; it also appears in
Pindar fr. 177 in reference to the Sphinx. For aiviyuo as an extended metaphor or combination
of metaphors, see Arist. Poet. 1458a and Rhet. 3, 1405a-b.
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YL VOV Tav Oidumdda copiov: el yop T1g dlovg 0ELTOU® TEAEKEL

g€epetyelev peydrog dpudc, aioybvol o€ ol Bantov €idog,

Kol POvOKaPTOG 0150 31001 YAPOV TTEP™ AVTAG

el mote yewéprov mdp E&iknton LoicHov,

1} oLV 0pBaig KIOVEGGIV HEGTOGUVALGLY £PELOOUEVDL

noyBov dAL0IG AueETEL SVOTOVOV £V TEIYETLY,

E0vV épnuacaica ydpov. (1. 263-9)

Know now the wisdom of Oedipus: for if one with sharp-cutting axe should chop off the

branches of a great oak, and shame its wonderful form, even with its fruit withered it would

submit to a vote regarding itself if ever it should come at last to a wintry fire, or planted with

straight lordly columns it enjoys wretched toil'!® in foreign walls, having abandoned its own

place.
The basic political import of this riddling parable is shown by the context and by the admixture
of one metaphorical expression that hints at the tenor: 31301 yapov (1. 265: “submit to a vote,”
perhaps as if to establish one’s citizenship).'!” Otherwise the figure is developed with remarkable
clarity and consistency. Nonetheless, the precise significance of its details has never been settled,
although all scholars agree that it refers somehow to Damophilus, an exile on whose behalf a
special plea for mercy is given at the end of the ode (1. 279-99): the exile must be the oak.
Regarding the remainder, for which numerous precise historical explanations have been
proposed,'?® Gildersleeve asks, “Are all these accessories of fire and column mere adornments?

Or is ‘the fire insurrection and the master’s house the Persian Empire?’ Is this an Homeric

comparison, or a Pindaric riddle?”'?! Doubts may persist about the exact meaning of the fire and

118 See Slater s.v. on the use of poyOog esp. for athletic toil.
119 See Aeschines Tim. 77 with the comments by Burton (1962) 169 and Braswell (1988) ad loc.
Gildersleeve ad loc. gives the same basic construal. For further possible intrusions in the
imagery, see the comments of Silk (1974) 144-5.
120 See again the correspondence between Frazer and Murray cited above, as well as the
discussion and citations in Braswell (1988) 361.
121 Gildersleeve ad loc.; taking it to be “a parable of Oidipus in exile,” he explicates it by way of
the story of Oedipus, who is identified in turn with the position of Damophilus. This has the
merit of taking into account the attribution of the riddle to Oedipus.
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the building, but I submit that the former stands for an untimely death (perhaps in war)!?? and the
latter for a useful role in another polity.!?* The Pindaric riddle’s details seem to be more
precisely analogical than the average Homeric simile. At the same time, this riddle may well
show the influence of Homer, who is in fact cited by name in the following strophe in another
connection (1. 277): it has been plausibly suggested that the riddle draws from Achilles’
description of the scepter (Il. 1.235-8).!2* I would suggest in addition some reminiscence of the
numerous Homeric comparisons of a falling warrior with a falling tree, which seem even more
pertinent to the analogy here.!?* The riddle’s didacticism, finally, is underlined by a concluding
emphasis on learning: Damophilus “has learned to hate the hybrist” (1. 284: &uabe &° VBpilovrta
mogiv) and “has come to know [the opportune moment] well” (1. 286: €0 viv &yvoxev). 2

Next, trees appear together with plowlands in N. 11, written to celebrate the appointment
of Aristagoras of Tenedos as a mpOtovig or civic magistrate; it is not a proper epinikion therefore,

but it bears some resemblance, and in particular to the civic odes.!?” Athletic prowess is noted;

Aristagoras’ parents’ caution is given as the cause of his not having competed at Delphi or

122 Compare the ““ harsh storm of war” and “wintry gloom” in /. 4, discussed below.
123 Not registering these simple possibilities, Braswell (1988) 361 asserts that the riddle is
“basically a simple comparison,” with only two points of correspondence: the stripping of
branches (= civic rights and property) and dislocation: “The rest, e.g. €l T0T€ (eLUEQLOV TTVQ
¢E(nnton AoloBlov, which can only apply to a tree, is there simply to provide graphic details.”
Burton (1962) 170 silently foregoes any further allegoresis, although puzzling over “whether the
oak-tree is supported on upright pillars to form an architrave or set vertically on the ground in
company with others.”
124 See Schroeder ad loc., Burton (1962) 169-70, and Braswell (1988) 361.
12511. 4482, 13.178,389-90, etc. On these similes in Greek and Vedic see Durante (1976) 121.
Perhaps cf. also Odysseus’ comparison of Nausicaa with a palm tree, Od. 6.160-9.
126 See #ouOg in 1. 285. Further, Damophilus, who likely commissioned the ode, is first
mentioned in the statement that Kyrene and the Battidai “have recognized Damophilus’ just
mind” (1. 279-81: éméyvo . . . duaudv Aapodilov meaidwv).
127 This ode, together with the fragmentary /. 9, is excluded from the categorizations of epinikia
proper by Maslov (2015) 107 n. 207, but N. 11 is seen to bear some resemblance to civic odes in
particular, as one might expect given the occasion: Maslov (2015) 113.
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Olympia, where, the speaker swears, Aristagoras would have proven his illustrious, if distant,
ancestry (1. 17-37). Against this background of Aristagoras’ and his family’s recent obscurity
comes a gnomic passage:
apyoion o™ dpetai

AUPEPOVT AALAGTOUEVAL YEVENTS AVOPAV 0BEVOS:

gvoyep®d'28 87 0BT’ OV uédavan kapmov Edwkay dpovpat,

O€VOped T' 0VK €0€AEL TAGOIS ETEWV TTEPOOOLG

dvBog e0®OeC PEépely mAoLT® o0V,

AL évapeifovti. kai Ovatov ovtwg EBvog dyet

poipa. (1. 37-43)

Ancient virtues yield strength alternating by generations of men: black plowlands do not

indeed give fruit continuously, and trees do not desire in all revolutions of the years to bear

fragrant blossom equal in wealth, but they vary. And thus fate manages the mortal race.
The consolation is strengthened by the twofold analogy: both fields and trees observe a similar
irregularity as marks human generations.!?° Properly speaking, however, there is only implicit
comparison (until the obtwg): the three separate phenomena are listed nearly in parallel, all
evidence of fate—or rather the irregularity of crops is given as explanation or illustration of the
gnome about dpetai.'3® Humankind’s connection with the earth was asserted in still more somber
tones earlier in the ode: “Let him remember that he clothes mortal limbs, about to clothe himself

last of all with earth” (1. 16-7: 6vatd pepvdcbo neptotéAdv LEAT, / TEAELTOV ATAVI®OV YOV

gmeooouevog).!3! That relationship with earth, which will return prominently in N. 6, is of course

128 Following Turyn; see the comments of Verdenius ad loc. and cf. Henry ad loc.
129 On the power of vegetation to offer such consolation, see Payne (2018). Frinkel (1975) 473 n.
9 claims, regarding this passage, that “fruit-trees bear a heavy crop only every other year,” but cf.
Henry ad N. 11.37-43, and perhaps note, e.g., the far greater irregularity of the two apple trees on
the Promontory Point in Hyde Park.
130 This is not to ignore the 8" obt” v (1. 39), only to emphasize the lack of te vel sim.
131 Incidentally, I agree with Verdenius ad loc., contra Hubbard (1985) 58-9, that the following
lines should not be taken to imply a pUOLS-T€Y VN contrast—although the preceding is certainly
concerned with pud/Ppvoig (under the terms TO BonTov dEpHag ATEeUlay Te oVYYOovOoV, as well
as pooda and Plav, 1. 12-14).
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a familiar basis (among many) for the analogy between human beings and vegetation. Yet it has
also been suggested that those lines may allude to Xenophanes fr. 27: €k yaing yop ndvta xoi &ig
yijv mévta tehevtd (“For from earth all things [come] and into earth all pass away).”!3? This
suggestion, at the least, draws our attention to the proximity of the ideas. More likely, I think, is
a reminiscence in this comparison too (as in N. 6 below) of the Homeric leaves simile, which
pairs the eOAAwV yeven with the avopdv yeven|, echoed perhaps in Pindar’s phrase yeveaig
avdpdv.'3* Where Pindar differs from Homer, of course, is in attending to the irregularity within
those cycles.

In 7. 4, the civic ode for Melissos of Thebes (whose @voig is not Orion’s, 1. 67), another
image of interrupted growth appears, but this time subsumed within the change of the seasons.
The image is foreshadowed early on in the ode:

Kieovopidor Oddiovteg aiel N
oLV Bed Bvatov diépyovtar Protov Té€rog. dALOTE & AALOTOG OVPOG
ndvtag avBpdmovg Emaicowv Ehavvet. (1. 4-6)

The Kleonymidai always blossoming with a god arrive at the mortal end of life. But at
different times different winds rushing upon all human beings drive them.

Further praise of the family’s prosperity ensues, yet with the following qualification:

AL apépg yap v g

TPOYEID VIQAG TTOAELOLO TEGCAP®V

AvOpdV EPNUMOCEV paKopay E0Tioy:

VOV 8 ad petdl yetpéprov moukiia unvéyv (deov

132 Verdenius ad loc. The reminiscence does not seem likely to me.
133 So Lefkowitz (1979) 54, 56, who suggests connections with other vegetal imagery within the
ode as well. Without explicitly asserting a relationship between the two texts, Verdenius ad loc.
supports the construal of avdo®v with yeveaig (“by generations of men”) rather than with
00¢voc (“strength of men” as others have had it) by referring to /. 6.149, the final line of the
leaves simile: Mg AvOQMV yeven 1) uev GpeL 1 0  amoAfyeL. Note also the reworking of the
comparison of fields with the ¢poQd. . . . &v Toig yéveolv avOQMdV, Arist. Rhet. 2, 1290b, noted as
a parallel to N. 11 by Frinkel (1975) 473 n. 9; Frinkel also refers to Pl. Rep. 8, 546a, where a
similar comparison occurs.
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YOOV HTE PoVIKEOLIGY dvONncev POdOLg
dopdévev Bovrais. (1. 34-7)

But in a single day a harsh storm of war deprived a blessed hearth of four men: but now again

after months’ wintry gloom, dappled is the earth just as it blossoms with crimson roses by

divinities’ counsels.
The translation is meant to preserve the effect of the postponed dte (“just as) and the lack of a
corresponding subject: until dte, the sentence seems to contain an implicit comparison, and after
it one searches in vain for an explicit subject to compare with x0cv. Perhaps a better translation
would be ‘just as the dappled earth blossoms etc.,” or ‘dappled just as the earth it [the hearth? the
family?] blossoms etc.’!3* We have either an extended comparison with the earth (but with
comparatum only implicit in the clause), or an extended metaphor with an imbedded comparison
(i.e., ‘like the earth’). This uncertain structure recalls the blending of other Pindaric metaphors
and similes.!*> Syntactic difficulties aside, the basic significance is plain: the family flourishes
again just like the earth after even an unusually harsh and stormy winter. Here the consolatory
image does not verge so much on didacticism, and the image is notably more positive about the
fruitfulness of the earth. One might call it a happier adaptation of the leaves simile; and on this
point, note how Homer is mentioned by name in this ode too (1. 55) and given credit for a hero’s

fame spreading ndykapmov €ni x06va (1. 59: “over the all-fruited earth”). Just as the Kleonymidai

are 0aAlovteg aiet (1. 22), so the earth is wéyxopmog; Melissos’ gvoig is fundamentally affirmed.

134 The sentence is somewhat difficult, since ®te could govern y0wv alone or dvOnoev and the
clause with it. Willcock ad loc. provides no assistance. Bury ad loc. takes €otia as the subect of
dvOnoev, and instead of mowiha reads mowilwv with the MSS, as do Privitera and Willcock.
Privitera (1982) translates: “ora pero ¢ rifiorito, dopo la bruma invernale dei mesi / mutevoli,
come la terra fiorisce di rose purpuree / per divino volere.” Race: “it is as if the dappled earth had
blossomed with red roses by the gods’ designs.” For (te after the first word of the comparison,
see N.7.62,71,93; and compare also the use of ®¢g in fr. 94a.5, pdvtigc ®g TeAéoom.
135 See Maslov (2015) 172-3.
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In the final specimen, which comes from N. 6, the civic ode for Alkimidas of Aigina, the
comparison is more clearly articulated and also more conceptually oriented. On the other hand, it
is unexpectedly introduced by an apparently unparalleled use of the preposition éyyt (“near” or
“close [to]”), instead of dte vel sim; this feature will receive more comment momentarily. Here
the general uncertainty of human life (in contrast with the divine) motivates the comparison at
first, with a clearer application to the victor’s own family coming only later, with the mention of
his grandfather (not father, 1. 16). In the meantime,

Tekpaipet 08 kol vov AAKIPIdnG T0 cLYYEVES 10€Tv

dyyt kapmoopolg dpovparcty, aite apePouevor

oK HEV @V Plov dvdpdoty EmneTavov €k medimv £dooav,

oK 6" avt’ dvoravodpevor oBévog Epapyav. (1. 8-11)

Alcimidas gives proof to see that the connate [or “the inborn™] is close to fruit-bearing
plowlands, which alternating at one time give abundant sustenance for mankind from the
plains, and at another time resting [or “lying fallow”?]!3¢ in turn gather strength.

The focus on the articular neuter substantive 10 cvyyevéc (“the connate” or “the inborn”)

maintains the abstract speculation of the ode’s beginning.!3” After such a “rationalistic” opening,

136 See LSJ s.v. avastavw 11.2.b and A.5. Henry ad N. 11.37-43 clarifies that he takes it to be a
question only of lying fallow. Gerber (1999) ad loc. is not altogether clear on the point, but
disagrees with Stoneman (1979) 77, who wrote: “The point here is not that crops are alternated,
but simply that one has to wait upon the pleasure of the stock for results. Human nature is
analogous to the enduring order of nature, and sooner or later will bear fruit: but only the gods
know when.”
137 So e.g. Frinkel (1975) 472-3. Henry ad loc. takes this to refer only to Alcimidas’ heredity. If
the comparison is less generalizing than that of N. 11, having scope only over Alcimidas’
lineage, then it is not much consolation; moreover, here (unlike in N. 11) the image follows on a
gnome about the uncertainty of human life as such. T0 ovyyevéc appears again in P. 10.12,
where the article admittedly has less generic force; see the discussion in Ch. 1. On articular
substantives in Pindar, see Hummel (1993) 185 and Lattmann (2010) 52-3. For comparison,
consider the use of neuter substantives with the article as a mark of Thucydidean style as
discussed by Joho (forthcoming), and see the more general remarks of Snell (1953) ch. 10, where
the possibilities of Pindar’s usage are overlooked and it is claimed that the use of the generic
article only becomes clear in the philosophers.
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the introduction of the comparison by &yy (“close [to]”) deserves comment.!*® With the possible
exception of a Pindaric fragment,'3° no other text seems to use &yy1 to express resemblance. The
superlative forms, dyyota and dyyotdtm (perh. compare “closest”), are so used in other authors,
especially Herodotus,'? but Pindar uses the superlative only of physical proximity,'#! and this is
by far the commonest use of the superlative elsewhere and, to repeat, the only other attested use
of dyyt. Understood as “close (to),” dyyt arguably has a parallel earlier in the ode, in the verb
npoopépopev (1. 4), which would normally mean something like “bear to” or “set before,” but
here is construed with 1| péyav / voov fjtor pvotv aBavatoig (N. 6.4-5): “we bear either great
mind or nature to the immortals” or, as it is usually understood, “we resemble the immortals in
etc.”!*2 Just as mpocépopev could, according to its normal use, suggest an approach in space to
the immortals, I suggest that &yy presents the comparison less as an abstract analogy than as an

observation of intimate proximity and dependency, almost as if 0 cVyyeveg were itself another

138 The strangeness of the construction is usefully compared with the wide variety of comparative
constructions in Pindar as collected by Maslov (2015) 157.
139 Slater s.v. dyy lists also Pae. 7.10 (fr. 52g) as having this meaning, but the line only reads
Xapiteoot pou ayyt O[. Given the common claims of divine presence in Pindar, I suspect that
physical proximity is more likely at issue here.
140 Henry ad loc. compares “the Homeric dyyltoto with verbs of likeness (11.2.58, 14.474, Od.
6.152, 13.80).” Likewise Gerber (1999) ad loc., who compares in addition the use of dryyotdtm
“closest (t0)” = “most like” in Herodotus, 7.91. Indeed, Herodotus’ use of dyyotdtw (c. gen. or
dat.) is the closest parallel: see 7.64, 73,74, 80, 89,91 (all in Book 7; I have found no instances
of the use in the other books). Herodotus also uses it of kinship, it seems: ol dyyotdtTw
TQOONROVTES, 4.73; otherwise he only uses it of physical proximity, as at 7.176. Perhaps
consider also the obscure phrasing of ot dyylota (“the closest”) in a Delphic oracle in
Herodotus, 5.79. For the comparable use of “close,” see OED s.v. close, 18 and s.v. closely, 5;
and note esp. the common phrase “the closest thing to” (of resemblance), which is well attested
already in the nineteenth century but overlooked by the OED. See also OED s.v.near, adv. 2, 2.
141 See P.9.64,N.9.55,1.2.10, fr. 146.2.
142 For this rare use of the verb, see LSJ s.v. mpoopéow A IIl and B.1.5, and compare the
instance of it in the Theognidean advice of Pindar fr. 43.3; cf. esp. Bury ad N. 6 .4.
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feature of the landscape.'** “We both breathe,” said Pindar, “from one mother,” i.e. Gaia (N. 6.1-
2), and the victor shows how 10 cVyyeveg remains “close to” earth’s fields, the features of which
bear an implied family resemblance to human heredity.!** Observe, however, that it is “close,”
not “closest.” The construction has a delicacy that a more straightforward comparison would not.
Regarding the image, there is disagreement as to whether it concerns unpredictable harvests or
fallow fields, but considering that fields lie fallow from human providence, the simile would then
seem to require that destiny is the family’s farmer (cf. mdtpoc, 1. 6b); this is perhaps a possibility,
but no overseeing agency is indicated in the image. Both fields and families may fluctuate
unpredictably.'* Again Pindar offers a variation on the leaves simile, stressing precisely the
irregularity of life. At the same time, the analogy between plant and human is founded here on an
explicit derivation of the human—and the divine—from earth, which builds upon Hesiod and the
Homeric corpus, etc.!#¢ In fact, deference to the epic tradition is expressed toward the end of the
ode,'*” which concludes with praise of the Athenian trainer, Melesias.

Despite the individual problems posed by each of these four images, all have in common
an extension and consistency otherwise unusual for vegetal imagery in the corpus. While the
riddle of the dynast ode P. 4 revolves around the fate of just one tree, the three comparisons in

the ode for Aristagoras and the civic odes all compare the laudandus’ family with interrupted

143 Perhaps compare the Homeric use of dyyt in landscapes, e.g. Od. 6.291, H. Hym. 3.385. One
might also think of Antaeus, who incidentally appears in /. 4.70 and P. 9.106, and whose
memory would be appropriate enough in N. 6 too, since it is for a wrestler.
144 Frinkel (1975) 473 n. 9: “Here the notion is refined: ‘Like the earth which nourishes him, so
the nature of man himself sometimes fails.’”
145 See citations above on the relevant line of my translation, and see also Bernard (1963) 57-8.
146 For the role of Gaia, see esp. Hes. Theog. 106, H. Hymn 30.1, and Gerber (1999) ad N. 6.1-2
for further citations.
1471, 53-4: w0l tadTo pev maAondTeQoL / 080V AuaEitov eboov- Emouat 8¢ ®ol adTog Exwv
pehétav. Here the poetical speaker follows in their tracks. As Gerber (1999) ad loc. notes, the
only clear allusion would seem to be to the Aithiopis.
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harvests that nevertheless demonstrate renewed fertility in the present. As noted above, each of
these odes is written in dactylo-epitrites,'*® and all four give indications of possible Homeric
influence. The oak riddle in P. 4, for one, may recall in addition the use of hexameter for riddles,
such as the Sphinx’s riddle that Oedipus solved.!*® On the other hand, when juxtaposed with the
array of responses to the Homeric leaves simile in particular, all the clearest examples of which
occur in hexameter or elegy,'? the three comparisons in the civic odes belong more clearly to a
tradition of extended vegetal analogies that dwell in varying ways upon the impermanence of
human life.!>! It is especially intriguing for our purposes here that the only two Pindaric
instances of ¢¥o1g are found in two of these three odes. In V. 6 in particular we find, in close
association at the beginning of the ode, both a prominent use of @Oc1c and a memorable
“comparison with the irregular productiveness of the earth [that] serves to characterize the
changing and unreliable nature of man.”'*? The ideological bent of elegy is combined there with
the extended and didactic imagery of elegy and hexameter, as well as the nascent discourse of
evoic. In N. 6, that imagery also echoes in the poetological metaphor of plowing, to which we

now turn.

148 P.4,N. 11, and I. 4 are unanimously analyzed as such; Snell took N. 6 to consist of “aeolica,
dimetra, choriambica ad dactylos vergentia,” but Gerber (1999) 36 announced that Itsumi had
persuaded him that it consists primarily of freer dactylo-epitrites, which was the published
judgement of Itsumi (2009) 301; see also Henry (2005) 52.
149 Recall how the riddle is introduced at P. 4.263 with the phrase tav Oidutoda copiav. The
canonic version of the Sphinx’s riddle is in hexameter, Asclepiades of Tragilus, FGrH 12; for
discussion of this riddle and the linguistic features of Greek riddles generally, see Katz (2013).
150 See esp. 1. 21.464-6 (and note dQOVENG ®OQTOV, 1. 465), Mimnermus 2, Musaeus 97 F (BS5),
Simonides frr. 19, 20; and for further discussion and citations, Sider (1996). Compare also the
use of vegetal analogy in Theog. 535-8.
151 On this note one might recall that dactylo-epitrites are commonly used for threnoi, as noted in
the Introduction and Maslov (2015) 311.
152 Friankel (1975) 473.
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V. Metapoetic Plowing and Gardening

Pindar offers what may be the earliest extant poetological plowing and gardening
metaphors, and certainly offers more of them than any other poet: three plowings and one
garden.!>* Although not strictly vegetal, these metaphors are included here for their intrinsic
relationship to more distinctly vegetal imagery, seen particularly clearly in NV. 6. The possible
role of the tropes within the poetical tradition will be considered briefly here, but for our
argument the most important points are three: first, that in each ode the plowing or gardening
seems to resonate with other images that reinforce some connection to the larger theme of
evd/povoig; second, that the plowing is connected with buvog in all three instances; and third, that
the plowing image is made to suggest much greater immediacy in a dynast ode (P. 6) than in the
two civic odes where it also appears (V. 6 and 10). Pindar’s gardening, finally, is said to be done
by the poetic speaker only in the rather grand intermediate ode O. 9, which, as we saw in Ch. 1,
contains one of the strongest formulations concerning gud. We resume with N. 6, then take up N.

10 and P. 6, before turning finally to O. 9.

9 ¢¢

153 T do not include the &ptolelv (perhaps “to turn up,” “turn over”) of N. 7.104 as a proper
plowing metaphor, as the context in the ode and the usage of the verb elsewhere do not suggest
to my mind that it should be translated as “to plow,” contra e.g. Niinlist (1998) 137, Carey ad
loc., and Race (who expands the alleged figure considerably as “to plow the same ruts”). The
difficulty of taking it as “to plow” is brought out by Teffeteller (2005) 88 n. 55: “clearly, the
metaphor here depends on precisely what type of ploughing is in question. Since the ploughing
of fallow land is properly done multiple times [. . .], and since Pindar obviously intends a
metaphor which indicates pointless (dmogpta, 105) activity, the reference here must be to the
ploughing of a furrow for sowing: once is enough.” If it only makes sense for a particular sort of
plowing, yet there is no better cue that such a particular sort is to be envisioned, then perhaps it
does not refer to plowing. Further, the use of dvamoAéw in Soph. Phil. 1238 and Pl. Phileb. 34b,
the only other instances of the verb in classical authors, does not suggest any metaphorical force;
as far as T know the simplex moAelv is used of plowing only in combination with diQovoa, as at
Hes. Op. 461-2 and Nic. Al. 245 —likewise in P. 6.1-2 dvamoAliCopev takes dloovoav.
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In N. 6.32-4, the victor’s family is said to be “capable of providing to the Pierides’
plowmen much hymn'** on account of lordly deeds” (ITiepidwv apdtoig / duvoroi mapéyev
TOADV Duvov dyepadywv Epypatov / évekev). The image of plowing is not developed at all, but
the ground, as it were, had been prepared by the comparison, discussed above, of the victor’s
heredity with “fruit-bearing plowlands” (1. 9: kapmo@dpoic dpodpaiciv).!>> “Poets,” writes Bury
ad loc., “are called the ploughmen of the Muses . . . because the family of Alcimidas has been
compared in 1. 9 to a tilled field. In choosing ITiepidwv Pindar had a thought of its connection
with migpa [fertile].” As we will see with the other two instances, such factors are hardly
necessary causes for the reference to the Pierians’ plowmen. Yet the preceding comparison is
somewhat recast by this passage, which picks up the image of the plowland while abandoning
the notion of its irregularity, thus reinforcing the praise of the victor’s family.

The Muses themselves are supposed to do the plowing in N. 10, which begins however
with a prayer asking the Graces to hymn Argos (I. 2: vuveirte); the ode celebrates a victory at
games there,

OvAla maig EvBa vikdoaig dig Eoyev Oeaiog e0QOpmV AdBav TOVWV.
gkpdrtnoe 6¢ kai mod’ "EAdava otpatov [TuBdvy, Toxa te polmv
kol tov ToBpoi kai Nepéa otépavov, Moioaioi T €dmk’ dpocat,
TPiG HEV &V TOVTOL0 TOAUIGL Ao DV,

TPic 0¢ Kol oelvoig damédolg v Adpaotei® vopw. (1. 24-8)

where Oulia’s son Theaeus having conquered twice held forgetfulness of well-borne!® labors.
And he conquered once the Hellenic host at Pytho, and with fortune coming [he conquered]!>’

154 See Maslov (2015) 306 for a discussion of this passage and Pindar’s use of Ouvoc.
155 One might wonder, additionally, whether the context could make €Qypdtwv (1. 33) recall
€oyov as “tilled land”; and whether the image is faintly echoed in the following mention of an
ancestor honored by a sacrifice of oxen (1. 39—40) and crowned by “the lion’s herb” (Botdva. ...
Aéovtog, 1. 43).
156 Perhaps “fruitful” (so Mezger ad loc. and Bury ad loc., who would see a continuation of this
metaphor in the plow image to come), but see Henry ad loc.
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the crown at the Isthmus and Nemea, and gave the Muses to plow,'*® receiving [the crown]

thrice in the gates of the sea [at the Isthmus], thrice also on the august grounds in the tradition

of Adrastus [at Nemea].
Juxtaposed with the victor’s “forgetfulness of labors” won upon the wrestling grounds, the
Muses’ plowing may evoke the happy forgetfulness of choral music at the site of the games.'>®
The passage is also notably preceded by the single instance in a civic ode of the metaphor
epevdVv kopmog (“fruit of the mind,” discussed below); that metaphor is not metapoetic here, but
resonates perhaps in the agricultural metaphor of plowing, and in this context more than the
others it plainly bears upon heredity. The victor has given the Muses to plow; the relationship
between that plowing and the song is unspecified.

In contrast with the two other odes, P. 6 begins with a bold composite:
Axkovoat - | yop Elkdmdog Appoditag dpovpav §f Xapitwv
avamolilopev, OUEaiov Eppopov

¥Oovog &g vdiov mpocoryouevor (1. 1-3)

Listen! For indeed glancing-eyed Aphrodite’s plowland or the Graces’ we are turning up
again, to the templed navel of loud-bellowing earth [i.e. Delphi] approaching.

The synaesthesia (to listen to the plowing) draws immediate attention to the metapoetic import of

the image, made more explicit through the Graces. Aphrodite adds a curious element, possibly

157 See Slater s.vv. xpatéw and pohelv, and Henry ad loc.; this is not such a stretch of the usage
of npatéw as Henry supposes: see, in addition to Slater, LSJ s.v. npatéw IV .2.
158 The syntax of the sentence has been a source of disagreement, with some taking otépavov to
be the object of dpodoau: so Schol. ad N. 10, 49a and Mezger ad loc.: “er gab den Kranz den
Musen zum Bearbeiten, d. h. Besingen — die Metapher ist kiihn, darf aber nicht beanstandet
werden.” Stoneman (1981) contra Mezger criticized “ploughing a garland” as paradigmatic of
Pindar’s imagistic confusion. On 8{dwpu with infinitive, see LSJ s.v. 8{0wp A .4, and for the
parallel in English, OED s.v. give 11.6.b.
159 On the forgetfulness of song, see e.g. P. 1.5-10.
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calling to mind the erotic use of plow metaphors.'®® In Pindar, Aphrodite and the Graces appear
together again only as recipients of a prayer from the singer, “spokesman of the Muses,” in Pae.
6, a paean for Delphi.!é! Consequently, some have held P. 6 to be related to Pae. 6: as Burton
notes, dvamoAilopev could suggest a repeated plowing, thereby alluding to a prior performance
in Delphi.'®? Such a reference would fit a pattern observable in other authors’ plow metaphors, as
we will see; but the important point here is that Aphrodite and the Graces as a group were linked
with cultic hymn at Delphi. Moreover, the reference to Delphi as the dpearog y0ovog (“navel of
earth”) puts this plowing in a rather cosmic context. Yet this quasi-cosmic agriculture promptly
gives way to a metaphorical repurposing of Delphic architecture: “a treasury of hymns has been
built in the gold-filled Apollonian glen” (P. 6.7/8-9: Duvav Oncavpodg &v moAvypHo® / AToAlvig
teteiyiotan vama).'% Organic imagery is, as usual, not scrupulously maintained. At the end of the
ode, however, it is agricultural metaphor that is renewed for Thrasybulus, the victor’s son and yet
the primary laudandus:

vO® 6¢ TAodTOV dyet,

dokov o008’ vépomhov fiPav dpémwv,
cooiav 6" &v puyoiot [Tiepidwv:

160 For erotic plowing, see e.g. P. 4.254-5 and Theognis 581-2. An inference from Aphrodite’s
presence to an erotic intent on the part of the poet was suggested by Wilamowitz (1922) 137,
who connects this with Pindar’s possible affection for Thrasybulus; cf. Rutherford ad Pae. 6.
161 Kurke (1990) 87 notes how the combination of Aphrodite and the Charites is also found in
Ibycus fr. 7 (288 Page), a fragment of an erotic poem, and Pindar fr. 123, an encomium. Both
fragments also have comparable vegetal or horticultural imagery: Ibycus’ addressee was nursed
0odéolov v dvBeat (1. 3), and Pindar fr. 123 begins with talk of ¢omTwv dpémeobat; note also
the bees in fr. 123.11.
192 Burton (1962) ad loc. For the repetition possibly denoted by dvamoiiCopev, compare the
austoletv of N. 7.104, discussed above.
163 Gildersleeve ad loc.: “Pindar goes a-ploughing, and finds in the field of Aphrodite, or of the
Charites, treasure of song.” The image of the treasury is central to recent arguments about the
prominence of architectural and craft imagery in Pindaric poetics; see above. On the use of the
image in this poem, see Shapiro (1988), Neer (2001). For a rich discussion of treasuries in Pindar
with a focus on O. 6, see Neer & Kurke (2019) 240-54.
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\[(Xnﬂsia O¢ epmyv

K01 GUUTOTOIGY OLUAETV

peAoodv aueifetot tpnTov Tovov. (P. 6.47-9, 52-4)

He manages wealth with intelligence, reaping a youth neither unjust nor insolent, and

[reaping] wisdom in the nooks of the Pierides. [. . .] Sweet [is] his mind and in company with

compotators [it] requites the honeybees’ perforated work. 64
Thus the choral plowing for Aphrodite and the Graces is answered by the young man’s gentle
and secluded harvest of ia and cogia. And the vegetal image implicit in dpénwv (“reaping’)
persists as an undercurrent of the comparison with honeycomb at “the close of this excessively
sugary poem.”!®> Particularly noteworthy in this ode is how the harvest image of dpénmv shows a
distinct conceptual orientation by governing fifav (rather than its blossom or fruit!) as well as
cooiav, even if it is a coeia found év poyoiot [Tiepidwv. The clever blend of agricultural and
architectural metaphors is unusual for a dynast ode.!® Further, the immediate involvement of the
choral speakers in the plowing,'®” mirrored by the direct harvesting by the laudandus, set this ode
apart from the other two.

In sum, Pindaric plowers are always plural, and they are closely affiliated with Aphrodite,

the Graces, and the Muses (who plow in N. 10), and the plowers’ activity is tied more or less

directly to Buvoc. P. 6 may perhaps employ the trope to refer to prior performance, but all three

of Pindar’s plow metaphors seem remarkably conservative in contrast with the comparanda from

164 See Gildersleeve ad loc. For the translation of dueifetou, generally rendered as “surpasses”
(for which it is the sole instance given by LSJ and Slater), instead as “requites,” see Kurke
(1990) 100-1. On the comparison with honeycomb, see also Schroeder ad loc. and fr. 152:
LEMOCOTEDRTWV ®NOIWV LA YAUREQWDTEQOS OUDAL.
165 Gildersleeve ad loc.
166 But cf. O. 6 for a similar combination, and contrasting opening and closing images.
167 Compare on this point the remarks of Eckerman (2014) 28: “The audience hears ‘we are
plowing’ (dvamoiiCopev, 1.3), and they thereby become a part of the inclusive ‘we’ of the first-
person plural subject [. . .].”
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other authors, all of which, even the two from his contemporary Pratinas, are more openly
programmatic and literary.!® It is possible that the original significance of the trope is to be
found in the dancing of the chorus, and it is plausible that choreography is at least part of the
point in these Pindaric passages.!%® But it is also tempting to see an engagement with the

Hesiodic legacy in particular, whatever one takes Hesiod’s plow to symbolize.!”® This would be

168 The only certain parallels of which I am aware come from Pratinas frr. 710, 712 Page (= ftr.
5,6 Snell), Anon. 923 4 Page, and Callimachus Hymn 3.170-82; perhaps also Archilochus,
according to Bing (1984) 2 n. 4. Pratinas was probably Pindar’s senior, but their careers
overlapped considerably, and relative dating of the relevant passages is impossible; see Wolkow
(2005) 33. Pratinas 710 Page (5 Snell): o0 yav a0AAXIOUEVAY AQMV, GAN Goradpov patedmv
(“not plowing furrowed land, but seeking undug [land]”). As quoted by Athenaeus (11.461e) this
is metadiscursive, but Wolkow 264—5 argues that it contains a contrast between plowing and
viticulture, and then, 271-6, argues on that basis that it is from the chorus of a satyr play, and is
not metapoetic. The image caps a priamel in Pratinas 712 Page (6 Snell): pufjte o0vtovov diwne
/ pite Tav aveypévay / povoav, LG Tav péoav / vedv doovoav aldmle TQ pélel
(“Neither the tight pursue, / nor the loose / muse, but the middle / plowland tilling, aiolize in
your song”). For discussion, see Wolkow (2005) 278-320, esp. 300 on ve®dv dgovoav and how
“Pindar is not the only poet capable of sublime and sudden shifts of imagery,” then 307-8 for
focused comparison of this fragment with Pindar. The anonymous fr. 923 .4 Page uses the trope
to urge poetic originality: GAAotoloug 8 oV piyvutal podoav dotoans. For discussion of this
fragment, see Bing (1984) 2. The passage from Callimachus is too long to quote here, but see
Bing (1984), who argues that Callimachus’ plowing derives from Pindar (see p. 2) but that it also
alludes critically to Homer and favorably to Hesiod.
169 Callimachus uses a developed plow image set within a scene of nymphs dancing for Artemis,
but otherwise the comparanda show no clear reference to dancing; but in Pratinas 710 Page it
may refer to dance, according to Wolkow (2005) 271 n. 789. Perhaps too much is made of the
possible choreography by Eckerman (2014) 27: “The haptic connection that Pindar first develops
through the image of plowing a field . . . fades away as the audience realizes that the chorus
plows a metaphorical field, that is, constructs poetry. Nonetheless, the image of plowing may
have been chosen to relate to the choreography of the ode, because, on occasion, Greek dances
mimicked agricultural acts. If Pythian 6’s choreography included dance moves that mimicked
plowing, the dance creates a further tactile relationship with the land, as the chorus mimics
cutting into the land (dpovpav, 1.2) with their plows.” See also Bernardini et al. (1995) 540.
170 For an ethical-poetological approach to that symbolism, see Marsilio (2000) esp. ch. 5, and for
a focus on the possibility that this ethical-poetological plow is, already in Hesiod, a symbol of
Hesiodic hexameter as opposed to Homeric, see Beall (2004), where Pindar makes a brief
appearance on p. 28.
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particularly appropriate for P. 6, which bears marks of careful engagement with the genre of
Hesiodic hypothekai.!”!

In this respect, however, it is remarkable that the closest parallel in the corpus, and the
only passage which applies such an image of agricultural labor to the individual poetical speaker,
is one that has nothing to do with a plow or plowland, but rather a garden, kanoc. In the passage
of O. 9 cited above, the garden appears at the end of a spectacular array of imagery, worth
quoting at length. The victor’s hometown of Opous

BaAAel & dpeToioy
o6v te, Kaotoiia, Tapa
AApeod te péebpov:
60ev otEPdVOV A®OTOL KALTAV
Aokp@dV Enaeipovit HoTEP” AYAOOOEVOPOV.

EY® 0€ oL IAAY OV

HoAEPOIG EMPAEY®OV AOO0AC,

Kai dyévopog immov

Bdccov Kol VOO VITOTTEPOL TOVTY

ayyehMov Tépym tadtay, €l OV TV HO1P1di® ToAdpg
g€aipetov Xapitwv vépopot Kamov:

Keva yap dracay ta tépny’ - (1. 16-27)

blooms with virtues beside your stream, Castalia, and Alpheus’; whence the finest of garlands
exalt the Locrians’ famous mother splendid-in-trees. But I, lighting up the dear city with
raging songs, more swiftly than a heroic horse and a winged ship shall send this message
everywhere, if with some ordained skill [or “palm”] I cultivate a choice garden of the Graces:
for they grant the delightful things.

Again, what may sound somewhat cliché to a modern reader was apparently not.!”? In its

immediate context too, following the other poetological metaphors and comparisons, the garden

171 Kurke (1990); see also Spelman (2018a) 97-8 on the Hesiodic themes of the description of
Thrasybulus, P. 6.47-9.
172 The garden of the Graces does not reappear until a Pindaric citation by Aelius Aristides, Or.
30.16: thg O 0yl TOD CWTAQEOG AVTOD TO TEEUVOV, Ral WAL €V dxnodtolg Xoitmy
NTOLS . . . ; (referring to his pupil, the laudandus of the oration); Pindar is cited here in
combination with the famous image from Euripides’ Hippolytus, in a manner perhaps
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of the Graces stands out for its gnomic extension and its horticulturalism, which recalls the
vegetal imagery applied to Opous in the lines at the start of the quotation. The totalizing power
of the Graces may perhaps leave the metaphor’s tenor all the more opaque; at the same time,
shortly afterward the kdmog is itself recalled by the phrase dvOea Duveov (1. 48, discussed below),
which is readily coordinated with the poetical kdmog.!”® Considering in addition the statement
toward the end of the ode (1. 100-4) about how all that is by nature (¢v@) is best and also marked
by divine favor, it is all the more remarkable that the scholiasts, as we saw above, did not
interpret this kdmog in terms of gud. To be sure, the two passages are far apart, and there is no

13

indication that the kdmog corresponds to the poet’s “cultivated” ¢vd., although the Charites are
clearly made responsible for that as well; but it is probably not coincidental that the only

agricultural metaphor that foregrounds an individual poet occurs in an ode with such an emphatic

dictum about @vd.

reminiscent of the passage from Plato’s lon cited above; see the discussion of Aristides’ use of
this (among all his other citations of Pindar) by Gkourogiannis (1999) 132-7. Pindar’s image
may also ultimately lie behind the still more Platonic passage in Himerius, Or. 48.387-9: Tt 0¢
Vudv mregd Modoow pgv Epuoav év Mvnuootvng ximorg, £0pepav 8¢ Qoo nai Xdouteg,
éx Ty®V dAnOetag émdpdovoar. The Graces’ garden returns in Himerius® pupil, Gregory of
Nazianzus, Epigr. 8.129.4 = Anth. Gr. 8.129 4: nfjol Xopltwv €ig €v dyelpopévov. Graces
appear in other gardens in Nonnus, Dion. 31.204 and 33 .4; in the Nonnian hexameters of John of
Gaza’s Tabula Mundi 2.273; and in several Byzantine authors.
173 Gildersleeve ad loc.: “The condition is merely formal. This is the key-note of Pindar’s poetic
claims. Here he is tilling the garden of the Charites. The flaming darts of song are changed into
flowers (GivOea Vpvov, v. 52), with which the keeper of the garden of the Charites pelts his
favorites [. . .] as he showered arrows before.” Like some of Pindar’s Romantic readers in
particular, some scholars have been quick to assume that the ®Gtocg is, in Gildersleeve’s
estimation, the “key-note”: see Silver (1985) 11.2, 16, and also Gkourogiannis (1999) 134. But I
think Gildersleeve must have (reasonably) meant that the key-note is the polite presumption of
divinely granted skill: had that sentence instead followed upon the third (“Here he is tilling . . .”),
then Gildersleeve would have been somewhat exaggerating this unique passage’s role in the
corpus; but cf. Motte (1973), and the discussion of his interpretation above.
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Finally, although I have found no clear parallels—apart from Plato’s “gardens of the
Muses”—before Aelius Aristides’ citation of the Pindaric line, it may be that Pindar borrowed
his poetical garden from his senior rival, Simonides:

Simonides used to say that Hesiod was a gardener (knmovp6g), and Homer a garland-weaver,
the former as having planted the mythologies about gods and heroes, the latter as having
woven from them the garland of the Iliad and Odyssey.!’
This is the only evidence I have seen for a possible direct precedent, and it suggests that even
Pindar’s kdmog may have contained some Hesiodic allusion. If so, this would give further basis
for an argument about Pindar’s appropriation of Hesiodic authority by way of agricultural and
other rural imagery.!”

As much as the Hesiodic legacy could unify the four passages considered here, the
differences among them remain. In the civic odes, the Pierians and their plowmen are referred to
in the third person, their activity not brought to bear directly upon the odes; in the intermediate
ode, the poetical speaker conditionally boasts of cultivating a garden of the Graces; in the dynast
ode, it is announced that “we are turning up the plowlands of Aphrodite or of the Graces” with
unparalleled immediacy. In the civic N. 6, the metapoetic plowmen seem to belong to a larger
symbolic complex, encompassing the descent of gods and mortals from earth, the comparison of
human heredity with plowlands, and the comparison of mortals with gods in v6og and in ¢vo1c;

in the intermediate O. 9, a garden of the Graces is a potent if ambiguous image of the life that is

superior QL.

174 Gnomol. Vat. Gr. 1144 = Hesiod T 18d Jac.: Zyuwvidng 1ov Hoiodov xnmovov €Aeye, TOV
0¢ ‘Ouneov otepavnmho*ov, TOV HEV OG GUTEVOAVTA TAS TEQL BEDV HOL HED®V
uvboroyiog, Tov 8¢ mg €€ avtd®v cupmAéEavta Tov Tddog nol Odvooeiog oTépovov.
175 See esp. Worman (2015) ch. 2.
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VI. Blossoms of Song and the Fruit of the Mind

In this final section we turn to that which might be thought to grow within that garden or
within the human mind, whether the poet’s or another’s. We begin with the strictly poetological
blossoms of song, and then turn to the fruit of the mind.

There are of course many metaphorical blossoms throughout the corpus, but the
poetological use of &v0og is rare and circumscribed.!”® Hence, as with the “fruit of the mind,”
what may seem a simple cliché is almost certainly not. Certain patterns emerge, moreover, which
are echoed by the closest comparanda, coming from Bacchylides. However slim, the evidence
from both authors suggests a limited borrowing of this metaphor from cult song for the purpose
of grander odes. Although the trope is not distinctly connected with @ud, it is a particularly
striking example of the prioritization of certain vegetal metaphors along the lines of the other
tropes examined here.

Both Pindar and Bacchylides use évBog for grand epinikia and paeans. Pindar’s
poetological dvOea (“blossoms”) are always linked to Guvog (“hymn”),'”” appearing with the
genitive buvov (“of hymns”) in two epinikia, namely O. 6 (the dynast ode for Hieron’s friend

Hagesias)!’® and O. 9 (the intermediate ode for Epharmostus of Opous),!” and then appearing

176 For precedents in flower imagery, but not in the use of dvOog, and for related “flowery” or
“flowering” things in Pindar, see Niinlist (1998) ch. 9.
177.0On the semantics of Vvog in Pindar and beyond, see Maslov (2015) 286-94, and esp. 293 for
its distribution within Maslov’s categories of the odes. In Pindar, Uvog attracted a variety of
metaphors, such as we see in the phrases Upuvov Onoaveog (P. 6.7, seen above), aEng ovgov
vuvov (P. 4.3), and dvoiEat mtiBov Vpuvav (fr. 354).
178 0. 6, as noted above, begins with the grandest architectural metaphor, and also contains
numerous other poetological metaphors besides: see O. 6.82,86,91.
1190, 9.47-9: ye1p’ éméwv odLy olpov Myiv, / aiver 8¢ mahawdv pgv oivov, dvbeo 8 Huvmv
/ vemtégwv (“Rouse for them [a clear path of song, / and praise old wine, but blossoms of newer
hymns”).
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with duviorog (“of hymning”™) in a fragment judged to be from a paean (fr. 52m).'8" The latter
generic association seems to have suggested a reconstruction of a fragment, Pae. 1, to read
[Mona v 6& Aadv yeveav dapdv Epéntot / [cad]epovog dvBeotv edvopiag (1. 9-10: “May Paian
wreathe the race of [Thebes’] peoples with the flowers of temperate lawfulness™).!8! The
personification of the genre itself bestows flowers, although they are not flowers of duvog vel
sim. A more certain association with paean is shown by Bacchylides’ poetological &vOea. In a
dithyramb about Heracles, we read of moméovov / GvOesa (“blossoms of paeans™);!®? and in what
we know was a paean, there are 4owddav dvOea (“blossoms of songs™).!83 In the only other
Bacchylidean parallel, the poet offers an dvOspov Movcd[v Tlépwv[t (fr. 20C.3: “a blossom of
the Muses for Hieron™), akin to Pindar’s Yuvov dvbog in O. 6 for Hieron’s friend, Hagesias.
Aside from two citations of Pindar,'®* ¢v0oc does not reappear with duvoc before Synesius

(fourth to fifth century),'®> and after Bacchylides, &vboc is not combined with G013 again until

180 On whether Pindar fr. 52m is a paean, see Rutherford (2001) 365: “The Apollonian theme of
the song is a strong reason for supposing that it might have been from a moudv.” The association
of dvBea with wowdv in Bacchylides would be consistent with that categorization. Cf. however
Maslov (2015) 292 on how Uuvog does not appear to be applied to, or feature in Pindaric paean;
vpviolog would have to be an exception. There is in addition one pertinent dvOepov (also
“blossom”), which features in a well-known image of the Muse making a crown in a civic ode
(N.T); its interpretation is problematic, since “blossom of marine dew” is an obscure phrase
taken usually to refer to coral, but it may refer to rosemary (ros marinus or “marine dew” being a
possible calque of movtia €¢€poa) according to Egan (2005).
181 Pae. 1.9-10 = fr. 52a = D1 Rutherford. The reconstruction is from D’ Alessio (1988), followed
by Rutherford and by Race in the Loeb. In place of ITawa]v, Snell-Maehler and Turyn read only
Ta]v.
182 Bacchylides 16.8-9.
183 fr. 4.63, where the fragmentary papyrus is supplemented by a quotation (=fr. 3 Jebb) from
Stobaeus, 55.3.
184 0. 9 (see text below) is cited by Athenaeus 1.47, and Eustathius ad Od. 1.66.
185 Hymn 4.5: otepavooopev copoic dvheorv Huvmv.
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Christodorus (fifth to sixth century).!3¢ So it seems that the trope was unusually favored by these
two authors, and that in both it had strong associations with cult song.

The Pindaric instances show little inclination to extend the metaphor. In O. 6, which in
fact concludes with the word &v0oc, the speaker prays that Poseidon will “make the pleasant
blossom of my hymns grow,” (1. 105: u@v 8 Suvev et edtepmec dvhoc).'®” In O. 9.48-9, “the
blossoms of newer song” (&vBea 6" Vuvov / veotépwv) are praised in juxtaposition with “old
wine” (maka1dv pgv oivov), but not raised or harvested as vegetation. However, they do appear
some twenty-one lines after the poetical speaker has boasted of the “garden of the Graces” (O.
9.26).'%8 The two images are of course readily coordinated into an extended metaphor, and may
even demand to be seen as such within the poem and within the schema elaborated historically
(and piecemeal) through related tropes. However, I would stress that they are not directly
coordinated in this or any ode, and that in their separation they show a markedly different
approach than would a synthesis of them within a single passage. In the third instance, the
blossoms are the object of an appropriate verb, where a divinity (it seems) is addressed: “you

[perhaps Asteria] cull the blossoms of such hymning” (Pae. 12 fr. 52m.4-5 : dv]6ga toa[vtog /

186 Epigrammata 2.1.366 (in an epigram for Menander): peAipoovog dvBog dowdfg (“blossom
of honey-minded song”). In an epigram attributed to Simonides, AP 7.20 (= fr. 127), Sophocles
is called divBog Gold®V (“blossom of poets™), which is wrongly interpreted as a metaphor for
Simonides’ own poetry by Worman (2015) 30. &vBog does not appear with any form of €mog in
any pagan author; nor have I found any other parallels —setting aside the dvO) of the
anthologists (see e.g. LSJ s.v. dvBog I1.1).
187 Some manuscripts read 8¢5’(€) (“receive”) instead, which Bergk for his part preferred.
188 Scholars have noted the resonance with other vegetal imagery in the ode, especially pertaining
to Iamus; see Rubin (1980) 83 and Stern (1970) 339-40.
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Jouvnotog Spénn).!%? In Pindar, then, it seems that only a divinity was explicitly portrayed as
harvesting these metaphorical blossoms.

The associations with both Yuvog and paean underscore the limited distribution of these
blossoms, and suggest the hypothesis that an original use in cult song may have been transferred
to epinikia. Just as Duvog and related words are more common and more prominent in the
grander odes of Pindar,'”° so the poetological Gvbog seems to be reserved for the more elite in
both Pindar and Bacchylides. Although the data are again too few to draw firm conclusions, the
patterns suggest a preferential application of this metaphor as well, either to hymn a god or to
celebrate in hymnic register how “from god a man blossoms with wise mind” (O. 11.10: €k 6god
8> avip copaic avOel npanidesowv).!! Incidentally, even this generalizing gnomic statement is,
in its context (in an intermediate ode), most directly metapoetic: in the epinikia, this, the sole
instance of avBéw in a psychological application, is thus aligned with the metaphorical évfog,
which is never used of a person’s mind more generally, but only of hymns.

We come at last to the fiuit of the mind, either ppevdv kapmdg or kapmdg Ppevog.'?
Pindar employs the metaphor three times, along with two comparable phrases with negative
valuation (i.e., bad fruit). One might reasonably presume that the phrase was a cliché then just as
“fruit of the mind” is now, and in fact it has generally gone unexamined in the scholarship. Yet

the precise combination appears in no other extant Greek text, and comparanda centered upon a

189 Yuvnoug does not appear again until the Septuagint, Ps. 70.6 (¢v ool [0e®] 1] uvnoig pov
oua warvtog) and 117(118).14 (loy g pov »al Vpvnoic pov 6 #0ELog), and Diodorus Siculus
4.7 (on the etymology of the name of the Muse Polymnia). For the identification of the addressee
as Asteria, see Rutherford ad loc.
190 Maslov (2015) 293.
191 The citation omits the final troublesome word, Opotwg; see Gildersleeve ad loc.
192 On the use of singular ¢po1v and plural ¢ppévec, and other aspects of the word’s usage in
Pindar and other authors, see Darcus (1979).
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metaphorical kapmog are surprisingly rare.!?

The closest parallels in other authors are notably
found in Aeschylus’ lines about Amphiaraus reaping fruit, or kapmovpevog, from the deep
furrow through his @pnv,!** then in Aristotle’s hymn to a personified Areté (Virtue), who
“throw([s] a kapmdg as good as immortal into the ppnv” of those “whom the Muses will cause to

195 and finally in a long, homey analogy from Epictetus.!”® In all

wax (avénoovct) immortal,
instances of the positive use in Pindar and in those three authors, the image celebrates human
beings whose wisdom is granted or guaranteed by the divine. These parallels will help to
illuminate Pindar’s usage, which again appears to be subtly stratified across the corpus. In this
case, the stratification is less manifest in the variable extension of the image than in its
relationship to the speaker and the addressee. Yet as we will see at the end, in the least flattering
version of the image, being a fragment of uncertain genre, the unique elaboration seems to suit
the patterns observed above, thus supporting (however slightly) the fragment’s authenticity.

In N. 10, a civic ode for an Argive wrestler, the phrase is used with the least direct

connection to laudandus and laudator. Amid praise of Argos and its inhabitants, we hear of

Amphiaraus, the Argive pavtig whom “earth (yaia) received in Thebes, thunderstruck with

193 ¢méwv nomog is found again only in the Pindar scholia! The closest parallels to this that I
have found are the ®x0QmOg of Loxias’ oracle in Aesch. Th. 618 and the false AOyoL that do not
bear ©x0.0mOg according to Sophocles (fr. 833 Radt). I have been unable to find further instances
of ®apmdg with other terms for “organs of cognition,” e.g. moamidwv. But I have not done an
exhaustive search for e.g. metaphorical ®amOg with verbs of cognition, or for xapmdéw applied
to cognition. The broader metaphorical extension of ®amOg as “produce” or “product” seems to
have been contemporaneous with Pindar, especially as seen in Herodotus and Aeschylus.
194 Sept. 593, discussed below. See also Aesch. Th. 618 and Eu. 831.
195 Arist. fr. 675.7,18, discussed below.
196 Epictetus, Discourses 1.15. In addition to the Stoics, Jewish and Christian authors make
metaphorical fruits more common, as in e.g. the Septuagint, Proverbia 12.14: 470 ®0.QmdV
O0TOHOTOS YPuyh AvOQOg mAnoOnoeton dyaBdv; and John Chrysostom, In Psalmum 118,
696.39: pLhoBéov yvdung . . . ®aQmos, which was echoed by later authors; but compare
Chrysostom’s with the passage from Epictetus, cited below. For the image among Roman
authors, see e.g. Quint. 5.11.24, discussed by Silk (1974) ix.
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Zeus’s bolts”; next, of Zeus’s pursuit of Alcmene, mother of Heracles, and Danae, mother of
Perseus; and then of how Zeus “joined together (cuvdppo&ev) fruit of the mind (ppevdv kapmodv)
with straight justice (8ikq) for the father of Adrastus and Lynceus.”!” The scholia reasonably
take ppevav kapmdc to be Loyioudg (“reason”) or dikaiog vodg (“just thought™).!”® The verb
ouvapuo&ev, which may carry connotations of “joinery,” could perhaps contrast slightly with the
organic image of kopmdg;'®® but what is certain is that the verb does not extend the vegetal
image.??’ The heroes who possessed this ppevdv xapndg are surrounded by other figures such as
Amphiaraus and Heracles (the former named by his patronymic alone, the latter alluded to
through his mother but named shortly after the quoted lines); as the victor’s compatriots, they all
reflect well upon him, but there is no pointed comparison here.
A grand beginning full of sympotic imagery contains the instance of the phrase in O. 7,

an intermediate ode:

Do g €1 TG APVELIS AT YEPOG EADV

&voov auméhov kayAalotoav 0poc®

dwpnoetat
.. . TIPOTIVOV

97 N.10.8-12: yaia & v OfPoug védexto nepavvmbeioa Awog Béheoy / pavty
OinAeldav, .../ .../ Zevg &x Ahxphvav Aavaoy Te . . ./ motel & AdQAoTtolo Avyxrel te
doevdv naomov evBelg ovuvauoev dina. Race prefers to understand Argos as the subject of
ovvaouoEev; I follow Bury ad loc. and a scholiast (see below) in taking Zeus as the subject, but
the difference is immaterial for my argument here.
198 Schol. ad N. 10, 21a. r0QmoOg 0¢ pevdV 6 Loylopog. Tig 8¢ ouviouooev; 6 Zeig. Scholion
21b glosses it with dixawog voig.
19 ouvauotw, like GUOCw, is sometimes used of joining things as in construction, but in
Pindar it does not appear again, and Pindar’s use of aouoCw rarely seems to activate such a
connection: in P. 3.114 the téxtoveg or builders dopooav (“joined”) the words; see also P.
4.129. The possible technomorphic connotations of aQuoéTw and related words is discussed
again in chapter 4.
200 The eV0eta Olno may recall Theognis’ iOgla yvaourn oth0eootv eumedpin (396: “straight
thought springs up in the breast”), which serves to show how easily Pindar could have made the
vegetal imagery stronger in this passage. See also Onians (1951) 30.
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Kol £yd véktap yutdv, Mowsdv dootv, aeBhopdpolg
AvOPAGY TEUTWV, YAVKDV KOpTOV Opevog . . . (1. 1-8)

As when one, taking from his rich hand a drinking bowl bubbling with the vine’s dew,

presents it . . . while raising a toast . . . so too I, sending to prize-carrying men poured nectar,

gift of the Muses, sweet fruit of the mind . . .
The purple passage culminates in the yAvkvog kapndg ppevdc, together with which the véktop and
aumérov dpocog (“vine’s dew’) evoke the further concrete qualities of a sweet fruit, juicy and
freshly picked from a vine or other plant. It may also be noteworthy that xopmdg was
metaphorically applied to wine in the I/iad, in the phrase oivov §0@pova, kapmdv dpodpng (7.
3.246: “gladdening wine—or wine that makes the ppnv glad—, fruit of the plowland”).
Elsewhere in Homer the phrase kopmog dpovpng (“fruit of the plowland”) refers to grain, etc.
Whereas the Homeric wine, fruit of the earth, gladdens the mind (eb@pwv), Pindar’s wine-like
song is the mind’s sweet fruit.?"!

The third instance, in the dynast ode P. 2 for Hieron, is the one linked most closely with
the victor. Here the ppevdv kapmdg is allotted to the legendary figure Rhadamanthys, with whom
Hieron is implicitly identified in notorious lines worth quoting here:

yévor’, 010G €661 paddv. kKaAdc Tol Tidwv Tapd Taistv, oiel

KahoG. 6 8¢ PadduavOug ed mémpayev, HTL PpeviV

Elaye Kapmov AUOUNTOV, 000~ amdtoict Bopdv tépmetar Evoobeyv,

oto yOpov moddpalg Enet’ aiel Ppotd. (1. 72-5)

May you prove to be the sort you have learned you are. A monkey you know is beautiful
among children, always beautiful. But Rhadamanthys has done well, because the mind’s

blameless fruit he received, nor does he delight his heart within with deceits of the sort that,
by whisperers’ wiles, always follow a mortal.?%2

201 Compare also the description later in the poem of Rhodes as moAifooxov yaiov

avBpmmolol zal evdpova pnrois (0. 7.63: “much-nourishing earth for humankind and

gladdening for herds”).

202 Regarding the much-debated first two sentences of this quotation, I would argue (as I do in an

as-yet unpublished paper) for a different interpretation. But here I only note that yévol'(0) is, on
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Whatever one makes of the beautiful monkeys, it is clear that Rhadamanthys is upheld as a
paragon for the addressee, Hieron, whose essential character has just been praised in an
extraordinary turn of phrase. Again, the scholiasts say that ppev@®v kapmog stands for
Loyiopoc.2 Within P. 2, this is the only distinct vegetal metaphor.?

In its focused use of the image amid a preoccupation with esse quam percipi (“being
rather than seeming”), this last passage in particular bears close comparison with that of
Aeschylus” Amphiaraus.?® Aeschylus’ baroque image is introduced by the same concern:
Amphiaraus “desires not to seem, but to be the best, / harvesting the deep furrow through his
mind, / from out of which trusty counsels sprout.”?°® As in Pindar, the metaphor of fruit is clearly
employed to represent that which proceeds from the person’s essence or nature, although in none
of these texts is Oo1g or ud used. Whereas Aeschylus extracts the conceptual and even
phenomenological potential of the image, Pindar’s three positive uses of the image are simple

enough to have concealed their (probable) force from many readers.?’’

my interpretation, better translated as an optative expression, and not a (polite) imperative, as in
the familiar “Become who you are.”
203 Schol. ad P. 2, 133c: 0 "PadauavOug . . . Gpertov TOV GpEeEVOY elye TOV XAQTOV, TOUTEOTL
TOV AOYLOPOV . . . ; a longer explanation is found in the Scholia recentia 135 Abel: Kapmov
ApOUNTOV] youv GLota xol Mg €TV meQl TV meayudTov ELoyileTo: MoTe nOl AUTOG
oUtm oLV Thg avThg Exnelve dELwOT oM TLfS.
204 In fact, the only other possible vegetal metaphor that I detect is in the evavOéa . . . TOAOV
(“well-flowered . . . prow”) of 1. 62, depending on how precisely one construes otoAoOV there,
which is “prow” according to Gildersleeve ad loc. and LSJ s.v. 6tOA0g, and so evavOéa might
simply refer to festive garlands upon a ship.
205 As noted already by Gildersleeve ad loc.
26 Sept. 592-4: 00 Yo doxelv EoLoTog, AN eivan 0éhet, / fabdeiov Bhora Su Gpeevog
#0QTODUEVOGC, / €€ Mg T #edva PAacTdvel Bovhebuata.
207 Compare also the earthy didacticism of the image in Epictetus, Discourses 1.15: O00¢év, €¢n,
TOV peydhov dhpvm yivetor, 6mov ye o0d 6 fOTEUG 0VOE 0DHROV. GV pot VOV Aéyng Ot
“0éhw odxoV,” drtorgvodpal oot Gt “xedvou del.” ddeg dvoron medTOV, elta TEORGAN
TOV 20QTOV, elTa TETAVOT), ElTOL OURTG PEV ROQTTOS APVD ®ai ud HEa 0 TehetoDTa,
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The Pindaric “fruit of the mind” bears a greater resemblance to what we find in
Aristotle’s Hymn to Virtue (or Song for Hermias),?*® which echoes numerous Pindaric elements
emphasized above: “O Virtue of much toil for the mortal race . . . such fruit (kapmov) you cast
upon the mind (éri epéva), [fruit which is] equal to immortal and more powerful than gold and
ancestors and soft-gleaming sleep.”??° Heracles, as it happens, immediately follows (1. 10), and
as the poem concludes it is promised that the dedicatee, Hermias, will be “sung of for his deeds,
and the Muses, daughters of Memory, will make him grow (av&fcovot) immortal.”?!% In his
study of the poem, Ford has rightly noted how “vegetal tropes [as in kapmog and avERcovot] run
very deep in the traditional vocabulary of glorification,” and has additionally suggested that this
fruit-throwing might recall Atalanta or perhaps Heracles and the apples of the Hesperides.?!!
Given the lack of specific cues for either of those images, and the scarcity of verbal parallels
noted above, a Pindaric allusion—and revision—is likelier: this kapmdg in the ppnv, contra
Pindar one might say, is said to be greater even than ancestors.?'? Aristotle’s image of a

personified divinity throwing something into one’s mind, common from Homer on, obstructs the

YVOUNG O AvBo®dIov 1amOV Bélels 0UTmg O OAlyou ®ai ebxOAwg nTthoaoOal; There is a
much simpler version of this also in Hipp. Lex, 2: 1] pdOnoig éudpvoiwbeion deELs te nail
eVAAOEMS TOVS ®OQIOVGS EEEVEY RN TAL.
208 On the debated question of the genre or rather generic mixture of the poem, see esp. Ford
(2011), who carefully delineates various generic influences, and also argues persuasively for the
poem’s authenticity (as a composition of Aristotle’s).
20 fr. 675.1,6-8: dpeTd moAVOpoy e yével footelw / . . ./ Tolov Eml Gpéva Parrers / ®oQmOV
i000GvaTov xeuood Te ®EElCoW / kol YOVEMV pohaxoavyitod 6 vrvou.
210 Ford (2011) 210 n. 19 compares Aristotle’s phrase only with Pindar’s éméwv namog (1.
8.48). There are no comparisons with Pindar on this point in Bowra (1938).
211 Ford (2011) 125, where Pindar is cited for examples of similar tropes.
212 But perhaps one should think of a sort of “second nature.” In either case, the passage is
remarkably anti-Pindaric in its message. At the same time, the compound ico0dvatov, which as
Ford (2011) 125 notes has been seen as rather dithyrambic, could be further indication of
Pindaric allusion.
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obvious implication of the fruit’s growth from the mind as a product of natural endowment.?!3
Aret€’s kapmdg, on this account, is distinct from and more powerful than Pindaric ¢ué.

In sum, in the civic N. 10, the image of the mind’s fruit is most distant from laudator and
laudandus; in the intermediate O. 7, we find it in a lavish sympotic context applied directly to the
ode itself as the poet’s “gift of the Muses”; and in the dynast P. 2, it is closely connected to the
laudandus. The distribution suggests a certain care in the application of this vivid metaphor; and
along with it some restraint in the development of the image, the greater potential of which is so
manifest by contrast in Aeschylus (and Epictetus), and partially obstructed by Aristotle.

For the negative use of metaphorical xapnoi in Pindar, it is necessary to turn to the
fragments.?!* Here Pindar appears to have exploited the potential of the image both for the sort of
unhappy vegetal determinism familiar from Aeschylean psychology,?!® and for the sort of
censure appropriate to the likes of what one modern author dubbed “the vile and absurd fruits of
the encyclopedists.”?!6

The first is a particularly close parallel to ppevdVv kapmdg, in the phrase kakod@pova
dupav(ev) koprov mpamidwv (fr. 211: “showed malignant fruit of the mind™).?!” The limit of the
Pindaric image and, at the same time, its persistent vividness is seen in the quotational context,

99 <6

where Plutarch uses it to crown a series of metaphors: he writes of vice “sprouting,” “spreading

9 <6

out,” “coming to light,” and then revealing its koxd@pova kapnov mparidwv.2!® The phrase not

213 See e.g. 0.7.43-4: ¢v § detav / Efadev ral yaouat davOo®MmoLoL TQopadEog aidmg.

214 Tn a third fragment, fr. 6b, that speaks of “watering with songs” (dpdovt dowdaig, f.1) there

is a tantalizing juxtaposition of the phrase ®amov dpémovteg (f.3) with poovtideg (g).

215 See Michelini (1978). See also Ag. 502: 0 UTOS GOEVOV RAQITOITO TV CLUAQTIOV.

216 From the nineteenth-century author A. N. Pypin, as cited and translated in Zhivov (2008) 354.

217 The fragment is also included in Laks-Most, Vol. II, T39b.

218 Mor. 19.561E-62A: fAaotdvovoay . . . avapuopévny . . . éxyvbeioa . . . Eudavig

vévnrow, [fr. 221], ig ot [Tivdagoc. This can be compared with the negative use of the image
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only presents the opposite of Rhadamanthys’ blameless fruit of the mind (P. 2), but (if the text is
sound on this point) adds a noteworthy element in dpav(ev): although Pindar’s usage of
apoeaive does not support an imagistic construal of this as “brought to light,” it nevertheless
expresses a dynamic of display which was absent in the positive uses of the image, and which, as
Plutarch shows, serves effectively to extend the metaphor.

Finally, we come to the most extended of Pindar’s metaphorical kapmoi, and one with its
own sort of conceptual orientation. The first to attribute it to Pindar, Stobaeus writes, To0¢
euotoroyodvtag Een [Tivoapog dtelii copiag kapmov opénewv (fr. 209: “Pindar said that the
natural philosophers ‘cull an imperfect fruit of wisdom’”).2! Through dpémewv (“cull”) the
metaphor is developed beyond what we saw with the other kapmoi,??® and through the
replacement of ppev@dv with coeiag the scope is broadened from an individual mind to a master
concept. The phrase, rendered somewhat more comical, had been quoted already by Plato, but
without attribution and in a context that does not align precisely with Stobaeus’ representation of

the object of Pindar’s ridicule.??! But after Stobaeus it appears again twice, first as the

in the Aeschylean phrase ¢poev@v napmoito TV apatiav (Ag. 5S01: “may he harvest the fruit
of his mind’s blunder”), where again Aeschylus prefers a form of the denominal verb ®oQmoém
(“harvest [the fruit]”).
219 Anth. 2.1.21. The title of this section of his anthology is ITegl TV ta Oela Egunvevoviwy,
ral ®g €N AvOEOTOLS AXATAANTTTOG 1] TOV VONTAOV ®aTtd TNV ovoiav aAndeia (“Concerning
those who explain divine matters, and how for human beings the essential truth of the
intelligibles is incomprehensible”). The use of puololoyodvrtag follows directly upon the
aotpovopotvtac whom Bion is said to have mocked in the preceding entry.
220 For diteMg in this fragment, the translation “unripe” (so Race and others) is tempting but
misrepresents the semantics of dteAg, since it is otherwise not applied to unripe vegetation, but
to incomplete or imperfect things; compare e.g. Arist. Pol. 1256b21, 1] pVo1g 0008V ... dteheg
motel (“nature makes nothing imperfect”).
21 Rep. V. 457b: 0 d¢ yehdV v €ml yuuvaig Yuvougt, Tot Pehtiotou évera
yuuvaLopévarg, drekf) Tod yeholov codiag dpémmv xaemdv, ovdev oidev . .. This dvi
shows no sign of being a pvolohdYogs.
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concluding item of a list of apophthegms appended to the Vita Ambrosiana, where Stobaeus is
repeated verbatim,?*? and again in Eustathius, whose testimony is more noteworthy. He writes,
If according to the ancients Pindar said that those who philosophize ‘cull unripe fruit of
wisdom’ (ITivoapog E€pn Tovc Priocopodvtag ATeAs] copiag dpémety kopmodv), may this bring
blame upon him of the sort that has been inflicted upon the Comedian [i.e. Aristophanes],
who somewhere mocks the philosophers, on account of their being uninvolved in business
and politics, as being lazy.??}
Eustathius echoes Stobaeus and the apophthegm in framing the quote as directed at
philosophers,?** but the order of Pindar’s purported words echoes Plato’s version instead (with
Kapmov after dpénerv instead of before). Eustathius therefore may have relied on other witnesses
(note the vague plural Tovg molatotg), or at least combined the three prior citations available to
us. In any event, all of the versions share a core of entirely Pindaric diction in those four words
(atern) cooiag dpémev kapmdv). That Pindar should have targeted natural philosophers in
particular (by whatever designation) is perhaps less plausible than that he was deriding some
competitors in copia. After all, the use of vegetal tropes in claims to authority was so
widespread that the phrase would remain forceful in a more general application. But of course
the image gains in rhetorical power if it is aimed precisely at those who were exploiting more
systematically the power of extended vegetal (and other) analogies for the theorization of Vo1,

And if the argument above concerning the stratification of more extended and conceptually-

oriented vegetal images is correct, then we have further reason to think that this image could well

222 The text is printed in Drachmann’s Scholia Vetera 1.4. I1ivdapog is ommitted from the line,
but otherwise the repetition is verbatim.
223 Proem. 33: el ¢ notd ToVg mahowovg [Tivoapog €pn Tovg prhocodoivtag dtehi) copiog
Opémety namOV, AALA TODTO Ye €ig Poyov av éuminrot, Omolog xal T Kound
TOOTETOUTTAL, &S TTOV TOVE PLAOCOPOUE SLL TO ATQAYHOVOS ELVOL ORMITTEL (G AEYOUC.
224 Note however that he refers to pthooodpodvtag rather than pvoloroyodvtag. One would
think that if Eustathius had only encountered this fragment as directed against pvotordyor, who
could be distinguished from ¢pLhdcodoL, then he would not have presented it as he does.
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be Pindar’s derision of just that sort of discourse from the copoi who were focused on @vo1g. On
this point, in fact, one might think of the Empedoclean sphragis in the compound €umnedoxapmog

(“constant-fruiting”), to be taken up in Chapter 4.

VII. Conclusion

Vegetal metaphors are clearly brought to bear on the conceptualization of human nature
in this corpus, and, as further evidence of this, their deployment seems to reflect the same sort of
modulation of claims and concerns as we saw in our study of vé and @¥Ooig. As much as
Pindaric metaphors seek unity and transcendence of a sort, we have seen numerous cases in
which the varied relationships and the uneven distribution of metaphors in the corpus reveal that
a simple unifying and heightening impulse was not followed indiscriminately, but was carefully
modulated. Few enjoy the fruit of the mind, few a blossom of hymns. At least with regard to
vegetal imagery, a poetics of bold and brief metaphors seems to be more conspicuous in more
elitist odes. In contrast, extended metaphors and other images that articulate a more complicated
relationship with sources of growth are concentrated in the civic odes, with the most conspicuous
exception being the oak tree riddle in P. 4. The thematization of vegetal metaphor or comparison
in connection with gud or @VG1S is rare, and most prominent in O. 1, for Hieron, and in N. 6, for
Alcimidas of Aigina. Moreover, in both N. 6 and /. 4, for Melissus of Thebes, two of the most
elaborate vegetal images in the corpus, both of which concern the victors’ families, happen to
occur in odes that also contain the word @¥o1g; here it was hypothesized that the combination
reflects a confluence of more didactic poetry and relatively progressive ¢vo1¢ discourse.
However, the relationship between the concept(s) and metaphors in question is not revealed so

much in any coordinated use of pvd/@Oc1c and @Oopor as denoting or connoting plant growth or
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otherwise; gvopot and its other derivatives are themselves restricted in the corpus in a manner
that may suggest a similar filiation. As we saw in Chapter 1, both pvd and @¥o1¢ seem to connote
growth, but neither is regularly linked with metaphors demonstrating a particular preoccupation
with the vegetal paradigm: neither term is illustrated by a bold vegetal image after the fashion of
10 ovyyevég in N. 6. At the same time, as McCracken and Steiner and others have shown, many
vegetal metaphors are applied to human birth, heredity, virtue and wisdom, so there can be no
question that they belong to the means of representing and conceiving human nature. On account
of his attention to various plants and his marked deployment of select vegetal metaphors and
comparisons, when @uté came to be seen as not only an illuminating paradigm for human nature,
but as the chief paradigm for a universal ®Vo1c, that scheme was all too easily retrojected onto
Pindar. To be sure, kapnoc ppevdv, along with many of Pindar’s other vegetal metaphors, paints
the virtue and wisdom which he praises and professes with all the beauty and necessity of a fruit
or blossom, all the validity of “nature.” Conversely, those who do not uphold the same values are
implicitly “unnatural.” Yet Pindar does not speak, as later authors would, of anything being
“contrary to nature,” wapd Vot or mopd euav. The closest Pindar comes to this is in the
negative use of the fruit metaphor, and especially in the “unripe fruit of wisdom” that was

ostensibly culled by the natural philosophers—which brings us to our next author, Empedocles.
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Chapter 3: ®Voic in Empedocles

I. Introduction

Empedocles’ use of ¢pU0Lg is essential evidence for the history of the concept, as a glance
at any such history will show. Yet it has been treated all too superficially in the vast majority of
such histories, and also handled lightly or even ignored, both in many attempts to systematize his
thought on its own and in studies of Empedoclean metaphor and analogy. The primary cause, I
suspect, is a consensus cemented over a century ago, that one oft-cited fragment, B8, employs
¢vo1g in the sense of the process of growth or coming-to-be, or a pVOLS that is synonymous with
véveolg in its primary philosophical acceptation.! This is opposed to a long tradition, rooted in
Aristotle, that takes B8 to be concerned primarily with ¢pU01g as “being” or “nature,” which is of
course the far more conventional sense of the word in all ancient Greek literature —however
much one must distinguish between the precise nuances within that conception. (Here,
“conventional sense” will always refer to this meaning: the persistent, underlying source of one’s
development, or one’s “nature.”) The consensus on B8 thus refuses to read the conventional
sense in at least that one fragment. But the consensus has its own forebear in Plutarch, whose
supposedly self-evident reading of B8 is echoed often. Meanwhile, no such consensus has
formed around the other two fragments in which the word occurs, B63 and B110, both of which
are often left unmentioned, and both of which are more easily read as being concerned with such

a “nature.” Of those who do treat the lot, few conclude that pUoLg also means yEveolg in either

' follow the widespread convention of referring to the fragments by their categorization and
numeration in Diels-Kranz (DK), who list testimonia for each author in an A section, followed
by the ostensibly ipsissima verba in a B section. For fragments discussed in any detail I also cite
the corresponding numeration of the increasingly standard Loeb series on Early Greek
Philosophy edited by Laks-Most (L-M), who list the fragments in D sections; as well as the
numeration of the standard, separate edition of Empedocles by Wright (W).
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B63 or B110, and fewer still so construe it in all three fragments.? Yet almost all leave the
resulting dissonance unaddressed.

One reason for this state of affairs is that B8 actually claims that there is no ¢pUoLg of any
mortal thing. Some have taken this to imply that there is a ¢p0L of the elements; but more
thorough study has revealed that ¢poLg was not yet used, by Empedocles or his contemporaries,
for the fundamental principles of the world.? Others have been quick to accept Plutarch’s reading
of B8, so that the denial of ¢pU0LS can be reconciled with its use in B63 and B110 on the grounds
that the fragments employ at least two different senses. The consensus on B8 thus continues to
obscure the difficulties presented by Empedocles’ use of the term in the other two fragments, as
well as in B8 itself. Furthermore, by impeding the basic interpretation of Empedoclean doctrine,
the consensus on B8 has also impeded the study of Empedoclean metaphor and analogy,
particularly in its focus upon the problem of teleology or the lack thereof: if pUoLg meant only
véveolg, then it necessarily played a rather different role in any quasi-teleological scheme (i.e.,
by focusing upon the constant growth of a plant as opposed to its persistent character or its
attainment of form). For all of these reasons, the material demands to be reconsidered on its own
before we turn to an exploration of Empedoclean imagery.

The conclusion that [ have reached, and will argue for in this chapter, is that Empedocles’
use of pvoLg in B8 and the other two fragments consistently employs not the sense of “growth”
or “birth,” i.e. yéveolg, but what was by all accounts the more conventional notion, namely that
of “nature,” the hypostatized principle of growth and inherited characteristics.* There is a ¢p0Lg

of no single mortal, he says in B8: there is, he avers, no irreducible “nature” over and above the

2 See below for citations.
3 See esp. Heinemann (2001).
4 See the discussion in the Introduction above.
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elements’ interaction that constitutes an individual organism, no “nature” that comes-to-be as a
result of that interaction. But the term is useful, conventional shorthand for the persistent but
dynamic compound that underlies and characterizes each mortal, as Empedocles shows in B63
and B110. This ¢pUolg, moreover, is crucially a “nature” that implies growth and coming-to-be.
Its application is restricted to temporary compounds of the elements or roots, i.e. Ovntd, “mortal
things” or “mortals.” Although it may designate whatever particular elemental combination
underlies and defines each compound substance, as one sees in Parmenides’ sparing use of the
word,> Empedocles’ fixation seems to be on the ¢po€lc of mortal organisms. Yet, since B8 in
particular seems to invite universalization over all temporary compounds, I will generally use
“mortals” to refer to that entire set of apparent entities that are produced by the interaction of the
roots, whether this entity be mud, a perfectly tempered blood,® or Empedocles’ “whole-natured
forms” arising from the mud primordial.” In this corpus, ¢pUOLS is not yet extended to the
permanent being of the elements, let alone the generative essence of the All conceived as One.
The chief obstacle to this view is the communis opinio concerning B8. That fragment will
accordingly be the focus of this chapter. The other fragments, B63 and B110, will be considered
relatively briefly here, in order to show both how easily the meaning of “nature” fits in those
fragments, and how the three fragments cohere together. The chapter begins with an overview of
Empedocles’ use of ¢pUolg and related words, including a review of prior scholarship and other
general background for the theses put forward here (§II). The main aim of that section is to show

how the consensus on B8 is the chief source of the tension and confusion in most interpretations

> See Parmenides B10.1.

¢ See esp. B98 and for discussion Guthrie (1965) 11.213; the topic is also taken up in Ch. 4 below.
7 The problem of the oUAodUEeig TUTOL or “whole-natured forms” of B62 and their bearing on
Empedocles’ zoogony and embryology will not be taken up here, but deserve to be treated in a

fuller consideration of ¢o15 and related forms in this corpus.
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of Empedocles’ ¢pU0lg, and that an attempt to bring B8 into harmony with the other instances is
worthwhile. I will then turn to a focused discussion of B8 (§III). The inherent difficulty of that
fragment, together with its prominent role in the history of philosophy and Empedoclean
commentary, demands a much more detailed treatment. I will begin by laying out the problems
with the text as it is normally read, which is essentially the Aétian version, and with the
interpretations based on that reading. I will argue that even if one prefers the A&tian B8, there are
still good reasons to suspect that the consensus stands on shaky ground. It becomes still shakier
when we consider a different reading of the text of B8, which was preserved in Plutarch. The
Plutarchan B8, as we will see, is both the superior text and, strangely enough, the one that best
militates against Plutarch’s interpretation and therefore the consensus. Simply put, the Plutarchan
B8 provides the best grounds for construing ¢001¢ in that fragment, too, as “nature.” The
defense of that text will lead into an account of how ¢U0oLg as “nature” functions both in B8 and
in Empedocles’ larger conceptual scheme. To corroborate the conventionality of this usage, even
within the particular dynamic of B8, we will turn briefly to the roughly contemporaneous
Hippocratic text On the Nature of Man, which shows a remarkably similar conceptual scheme,
but one that lacks the philosopher’s scruples about whether or not the ¢pU01g in question actually
is or comes to be. Finally, we will address the further significance of the final line of B8, in
which Empedocles says that ¢poLg is a name used among human beings. At this point, a focused
attack will be made on Plutarch’s broader interpretation of Empedocles, and in its place I will
argue again for my own proposal, that one should see Empedocles as a consistent conventionalist

who used ¢pUoLg each time in its conventional sense, i.e. “nature.”
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II. Overview of Evidence and Prior Interpretations

The term ¢pVoOLS occurs just four times in Empedocles’ surviving fragments: twice in B8,
once in B63 and once again in B110. But it is used in such varying contexts and with such
ambiguity as to allow significantly divergent readings.® The occurrences of two rarer
nominalizations of ¢peoBat, namely pOpo (“growth”) and an apparently personified and
therefore capitalized ®vow (perh. “Growth”),” have received little attention, and if noted at all
are invoked to reinforce the consensus on B§.1°

Although there have been a few attempts at a unified definition of the term in
Empedocles, none has gained much influence. Without question, that is to a great extent the
result of the fact that the semantics of ¢pU0LG are revealed in our other sources to have rapidly
expanded, and, by the end of the fifth century at the latest, included some of the other senses
considered by Empedoclean scholars; and of course Aristotle and Plutarch, for their part, had still
more senses available to them when attempting to make sense of the fragments.!' As a result,
many have been content to accept polysemy in Empedocles. But prior and contemporary
evidence of the semantic range that many would see in Empedocles is lacking: instead, the

lamentably sparse evidence indisputably suggests that its customary meaning was “nature,” and

8 If Janko (2017) is correct, then there is a fifth instance of the term, in the (corrupt) first line of
B9, which Janko reconstructs to include the phrase ¢pvoLg yaing, “the nature of earth,”
understood as a periphrasis for yoio. Since this is not consistent with Empedocles’ use of ¢pvolg
(on my interpretation), smacking instead of later usage (as the appeal to Epicurus’ usage p. 4
indicates), and requires what I take to be an implausible corruption of ¢pvoLS to dg, I do not
take Janko’s reconstruction into account.
? duom, a hapax legomenon, appears in B123.1; ¢pvpo appears in P. Strasb. a (ii) 27, the only
instance of the term in which it is a paroxytone, the meter demanding a short first syllable,
whereas it is otherwise a properispomenon, i.e. pOpaL.
10 See citations below.
' See e.g. Morel (2007) on ¢pUoLg in Democritus, whose fragments unquestionably display some
polysemy of the term.
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not “growth” or “genesis” —hence the decisive role of B8 for the early history of the concept.!?
The combined weight of that other evidence provided some of the impetus for the reading put
forward here. Even with that other evidence set aside, if Empedocles, “whom one might expect
to speak especially in agreement with himself,”!? is charitably assumed to be consistent in this
regard too, then one can all the more easily discern in his verses a coherent and compelling
notion of ¢piOLg as “nature.”

The notion, however, is one that must be taken somewhat esoterically, as coming from a
sort of conventionalist, who denies the ultimate validity of certain terms which he nevertheless
employs, ®otd vOpov, “according to convention” —to use a familiar phrase which Empedocles
himself does not.'* In other regards, Empedocles’ words demand not to be taken at face value,
and esoteric meaning must be read back into numerous, apparently contradictory formulations.

In this regard, my argument hinges upon the interpretation of another fragment, B9,
which, it has been plausibly suggested, followed immediately upon B8 in Empedocles’ poem on
nature.'> The two are certainly of the most intimate connection. In B§, Empedocles denies ¢piolg
and death to mortals, and then says that pUoLg is a (mere) name used by human beings.

Similarly, in B9, after casting doubt upon the validity of the common names for life and death,

12 See again Heinemann (2001).
13 Arist. Met. B 1000a25-6: dvreg oinBein Aéyetv v Tig pdAoto OPOAOYOUUEVIS OUT,
"Eunedoxiic. ... For a positive assessment of this remark in the context of Aristotle’s response
to Empedocles more generally, see O’Brien (1969) 73. Without wishing to suggest that Aristotle
did not intend to compliment Empedocles, one wonders if there is also a gentle jest in the
description of Empedocles, theorist of Harmonia, as being “precisely the one whom [to
emphasize the Ovmep] one might expect to speak especially in agreement with himself.”
!4 The phrase does however appear already in Hes. Th. 417; see West ad loc. and ad 66.
15 See van der Ben (1978), where the two are printed as a continuous text (which incorporates
B10 by way of a reconstructed line within B9, and then goes on to include B11 and B15). The
impression gained of all the fragments in combination is, I think, undeniably compelling, and the
argument I advance here would perhaps gain from an analysis of them in that form.
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Empedocles then grants his assent to vopog (“convention”),'® and hence may be characterized as
a sort of nominalist or conventionalist avant la lettre.'” B9 is quoted by Plutarch shortly after B8
in his lively response to the Epicurean Colotes, who had claimed that Empedocles makes it
impossible to live by his philosophy since he abandoned the notion of ¢pioLc, as B8 suggests.
Plutarch retorts at first that B8 can hardly trouble anyone trying to live, as it only denies ¢pUOLS in
the sense of absolute coming-to-be; but he then uses B9 to mount a conventionalist reading such
that Empedocles still employs the conventional notion of “nature,” even though he also denies
actual being to any concrete individual’s VOIS as “nature.”

Many scholars have followed Plutarch in this as well —and, like Plutarch, apparently
without noting the tension in his interpretation. As a result, one Empedoclean instance of ¢piolg,
that in B110, is often permitted to mean “nature,” and only slightly less often so is the one in
B63. Furthermore, for his explanation of the retained concept of “nature,” Plutarch, now in
agreement with Aristotle, predictably looks to the unique compound of elements that constitute a
concrete individual. Modern scholarship has been quick to follow them, as will I. Where I differ
is in attempting to realize the full potential of a conventionalist approach, labelling this persistent
compound with ¢pvoig in all of its Empedoclean uses. In other words, I aim to reconcile the
interpretation of Aristotle, with his assumption that Empedoclean ¢o1g always means “nature,”

and that of Plutarch, with his emphasis on B9 and Empedoclean conventionalism.

16 See B9 and below.
17 Perhaps no scholar has described this aspect of Empedocles’ thought so pointedly and
satisfactorily as Mansfeld (1972) esp. 28-9: “Once we have understood that the reference of a
‘name’ such as yéveolg is different from its meaning which has to be rejected in view of the
Parmenidean ontological argument accepted by Empedocles, we may continue to use this ‘name’
as a kind of marker.” Unfortunately for my purposes, Mansfeld concurs with Plutarch on the
interpretation of B8 (cf. p. 27), thereby neatly absorbing B8 into his nominalist reading of
véveolg in B17. Mansfeld did not take up the problem (tangential to his argument) of how the
other two instances of ¢pUowg would fit his interpretation.
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By building on this aspect of the corpus, the approach taken here is a “stratified” one,
akin to that taken above for the Pindaric corpus. But the kinship is not that of twins. In Pindar,
whose corpus is much more complex, we saw that the deployment of pud& and $pvoLg, just as
many other elements of his poems, demands more elaborate differentiation that in some cases
involves considerations of occult meaning and engagement with philosophical discourse. In
Empedocles, whose entire corpus may well comprise the remains of only one or two poems,
matters are simpler: the usage of ¢pU0Lg is defined by a single dominant division, between the
esoteric and the exoteric. For the majority of Empedoclean scholarship, this division has
corresponded to the parceling out of the fragments between el Voewc (“on Nature”) or T
dvowd (roughly “the Physics”), a natural philosophical poem with a single addressee, and oi
KaBagppot (“the Purifications”), a poem of a more distinctly moral and religious bent, addressed
to all the citizens of Acragas. That traditional division, which I accept with some qualifications,
remains valid and useful. However, in this chapter it will not feature prominently, as the
fragments that contain the word ¢pUoLg are predictably attributed to the megl PVoewg, and even
the verb ¢peoOau has an uneven distribution, appearing in only one fragment allotted to oi
KaBagpupol. That said, the stratification pursued here is intended to span the divide in the corpus,
as even within the fragments soundly attributed to the segi @Uoewg, there are elements that
demand, both explicitly and implicitly, that we not take certain central words, such as ¢pvoLg, at
face value. One example that we will see again is that of the birth or death of the elements, which
Empedocles explicitly characterizes elsewhere as being unborn and imperishable.!® In point of

fact, the separation of Empedocles’ verses into an exoteric and an esoteric layer remains a well-
y

18 On the so-called birth or death of the elements, see esp. B17; but on their being in fact unborn
and imperishable, cf. B7,B11,B12, B16.
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recognized hermeneutic necessity, prominent even among the most recent attempts to unify the
fragments within a single poem.!” But the consequences of that stratification have not been
followed in every detail, whether strictly conceptual or metaphorical. The role of stratification in
the latter will be demonstrated in the next chapter; our focus in this chapter is on a stratified but
coordinated reading of ¢pvoLc.

Empedocles, to reiterate my main claim, uses ¢pU0Lg each time in its conventional sense,
but to designate something that he explains in other, more fundamental terms. This “nature,”
will argue, refers on the Empedoclean account to nothing other than the result of the growing-
together of some combination of the four gLwpota or “roots” into a concrete and persistent
compound, the particular characteristics of which determine its subsequent development and
behavior, as in the case of an organism that arises from such a compound. The qualitative
features of this VOIS are defined, as we see in certain fragments and testimonia, by the relative
proportions of whatever elements are present in the mixture, their interaction being invoked to
explain various aspects of organic development.

One precedent in this approach is Aristotle. In describing Empedocles’ notion of ¢pioLc,
Atristotle refers to a AOyog T1g uEewg, or “ratio of the mixture.” Although neither Empedocles
himself nor any other notable commentator employs the phrase,” it has understandably been the
entry point of much prior scholarship into an account of a persistent “nature” in Empedocles;*' I

will also use the phrase as a sort of short-hand for interpretation, the limits of which will be

19 See e.g. Trépanier (2003).
20 The phrase only appears in Aristotle when he is discussing Empedocles, even at Met. 1092b22
where Empedocles (not named) is related to the Pythagorean number theory under discussion;
but Theophrastus uses the phrase without any apparent reference to Empedocles at HP 9.6.4.5
and CP 6.3.5.4; it seems not to have caught on, appearing exceedingly rarely even in the
Aristotelian commentary tradition, where it does not appear before Sophonias, In de An. 26.11.
21 See the useful remarks by Guthrie (1965) I1.211.
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addressed later, in connection with the subsidiary problem of how Empedocles theorized the
constitution and persistence of a ¢poLg. Another phrase that I will utilize in close connection
with this is also borrowed from Aristotle’s remarks on Empedocles, where the ¢pvoLg of B8 is
said to refer to a TPt 0VVOEOLS, or “primary composition.” This will likewise serve as a
convenient marker, for the sort of fundamental growing-together of the roots that operates behind
Empedocles’ use of ¢pUoLG.

Of the fragments that contain ¢pUoLg, B8 is by far the most important. It carries its weight
openly, being a forceful, programmatic statement in which Empedocles rejects ¢pio1g as being a
mere name, asserting that what is named by ¢01g is in fact only mixture and exchange of what
is mixed. Here is the entire text of the fragment as I prefer it:

dhho 8¢ toL €€ PVOLS 0VOEVOS €0TLY EXAOTOU

BvnNTdOV, 000€ TIg ovAouEvn BavdTtolo yeveéOLy,

AMO pOVOV WIELS Te dLAANAE(S Te pyévTmy

€07, oIS & ¢ toig Ovopdletan dvOommoLoty.?

Something else I will tell you: of no single one is there ¢poLg among mortal things, nor is

there a baleful stock (or birth) of death, but only mixture and exchange of things mixed exist,

and ¢U0LG is a name given to them by humans.
The explication and justification of this, the Plutarchan version, which differs at some crucial
points from the consensus text that is based primarily on Aétius’ reading, will be taken up below.
But this and every proposed reading of the fragment cannot but convey the forcefulness of its
negation, as well as its stark reduction of VoIS to “mixture and exchange of things mixed,”
however the details remain to be spelled out, and however one understands its GpUOLG.

Some, in primis Aristotle, have understood this instance of ¢pU0Lg to be roughly

equivalent in meaning to ovota (“essence”) and therefore translatable as “nature,” while others,

2 Cf. D53 = 12W.
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most importantly Plutarch, have seen it rather as yéveolg or the process of coming-to-be, as
opposed to its static origin or result. Empedocles therefore is taken to have denied either that any
mortal thing has a static “nature,” or that any mortal thing has a proper “genesis.”

Between Aristotle and Plutarch, the sides of the modern debate were established, and at
the start of the last century it was vigorous. The vigor derived primarily from the pivotal role of
B8 in a larger debate about the conceptual preoccupations of early natural philosophy. Lovejoy,
enlisting the authority of Aristotle and then with the backing of Burnet and others, insisted that
the driving notion was that of an underlying and permanent essence, and read B8 accordingly.?
Arrayed opposite was a band led by Woodbridge, who (along with many others, including
Burnet prior to his switching sides) had taken B8 to be the principal evidence that pvoLg also
meant y€veolg early in its history: and it was this concept that Woodbridge had posited as the
real standard of the revolution in thought, and as operating in every Empedoclean instance of
¢vo1c.>* The consensus about B8 was already strong enough to repulse Lovejoy’s attack, as
Woodbridge happened to have the support of every single editor of Empedocles—at least as far
as B8 was concerned. Since then, the hold on B8 has proven unshakeable,” even as
Woodbridge’s attempt to make every instance synonymous with yé€veolg has been silently

abandoned by the majority,*® with only a couple solitary outposts remaining.?’

2 Lovejoy (1909); Burnet, having followed Plutarch in the prior editions of his influential work,

Early Greek Philosophy, was persuaded by Lovejoy to alter his stance in the fourth edition

(1930) 244 with n. 114.

2 Woodbridge (1901). Woodbridge’s arguments will not be dealt with in much detail below, and

have for the most part been abandoned. On B110 in particular, Woodbridge’s construal,

“whatever origin each may have,” while comfortingly egalitarian, has never been endorsed,

being indefensible: Ot cannot be translated as a concessive indefinite “whatever.”

25 It seems the list of those who endorse the consensus view could be expanded indefinitely, as it

includes all of the editors and translators, and therefore everyone reliant upon them.

26 It is noteworthy that already e.g. Beardslee (1918), coming to Woodbridge’s defense on the
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The few who have since sought to renew the opposition on B8, namely Bollack,
Holscher, van der Ben and Owens, have had little to no effect on the scholarship.?® Of the still
proliferating anthologies of early Greek philosophy, only one bears any sign of opposition, and
bears it rather quietly.? Otherwise, the past century has seen only the solidification and spread of
the consensus, most evident perhaps in the many citations of B8 that register no difficulty
whatsoever in taking ¢pUoLg as “birth” or “growth.”*’ Indeed, even amid the recently renewed
interest in Vol and Empedocles’ language more generally, the consensus on B8 has gone
wholly unexamined. The conclusion that Empedocles is concerned in B8 with the problem of

growth or birth has led to the further conclusion that the problem of the stable nature of an

subject of B8, says nothing about B63 and B110.
27 Since Woodbridge, the only scholars to my knowledge who have similarly employed yéveolig
(in some sense) for every instance are Gemelli Marciano (2007) (Geburt, Ursprung, Wachsen;
cf. Gemelli Marciano (2005) where B8 receives “birth” and B63 “generation”) and Montevecchi
(2010) (nascita, generazione, nascita spirituale e intellettuale). Willi (2008) neglects B63 but
translates B8 with Werden and B110 with Entwicklung; see pp. 214,244, 259.
28 Whatever the causes may be, their arguments have not been well received. To speculate
nonetheless: Bollack, perhaps because his translation (naissance), as I will discuss below, is
misleading for the interpretation he elaborates; Holscher and van der Ben, because of their
unusual rejection of the widely shared interpretation of Empedocles’ cosmic cycle (in place of
which they offer only a biological cycle); and Owens, perhaps because his article represents a
fairly rare foray into Presocratic studies, and indeed his only publication focused on Empedocles.
There are signs that Primavesi may be prepared to mount an attack: see the following.
2 1 should note first that I have only consulted the translations into English, French, German and
Italian; I would like to add others. The only exception noted so far is the Reclam Die
Vorsokratiker by Mansfeld and Primavesi, who leave ¢o1c untranslated in B8 (their fr. 53), but
bias their reader by providing as testimonium only Aristotle’s discussion in Met. A; note also that
they translate ¢pUoig with Entstehungsgrund in B63 (fr. 169) and simply Natur in B110 (fr. 125),
and cf. the choice of yéveoic for B8 by Mansfeld (1972), but Primavesi’s preference for “nature”
seen most clearly in M-P p. 55 (see discussion below), and more quietly again in Primavesi
(2016) 20 with n. 67, where “genetic inheritance” would seem to gloss the ¢pioLg of B63, and
Primavesi (2008a) 265 with n. 131, where “beings” in a loose paraphrase of B8 suggests the
same preference. I should also note that Freeman’s now neglected Ancilla, a translation of the
fragments collected in DK, is exceptional for its use of “substance” for every instance of the
term —excepting the very first in B8, which is rendered “creation of substance.”
30 Cf. e.g. Hankinson (1998) 46, Hadot (2006) 10, Sassi (2018) 131.
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individual organism is not at the forefront of his thought—and that he has no account of one in
any event.’! Even if the first conclusion were correct, the second would not necessarily follow.
It has been allowed to follow nonetheless, on account of the disproportionate focus on
B8, even to the complete exclusion of the other instances of ¢pUoLg in B63 and B110, let alone
the other nominalizations of ¢pUecOat. Together, these fragments complicate matters
considerably.
B63 is quoted by Aristotle, who takes its ¢00LG to be a corporeal “nature.” The entire
fragment is a single hexameter line:
AMAQ OLEoTrooTOL PEAEMV GUOLS 1 LEV €V AvOQOc?
But torn asunder is the nature of the limbs: the one in the man’s ...
This usage takes its place readily enough in the history of embryology, and the most plausible
interpretation follows Aristotle in taking ¢U0LG as a concrete mixture, here embodied in the seed
to be contributed by either parent.** It has also been taken to speak abstractly of the “origin”
being divided between the two parents,** and more recently to the contribution from each parent
of separate but somehow conglomerated ¢puoelg (or plural natures) of individual “limb-
substances.”* Yet the commonest interpretation is the most compelling on the basis of our
evidence, and is also the one which best fits the unified definition being proposed here.
Arguably even more consonant with the conventional usage is B110, an oft-cited

guarantee of the power of his teachings, in the middle of which Empedocles seems to add the

31 See Sassi (2015) 15; cf. Trépanier (2013), which, although positing a notion of “substance” in
Empedocles (behind the word daipwv), does not address the use of pUoLC.
2B63=D164 =56 W.
33 On Empedocles’ embryology see esp. De Ley (1978).
3 DK, Gallavotti, Montevecchi, Gemelli Marciano (2005) and (2007); Woodbridge (1901) takes
this construal to the extreme as well, translating, “the origin of the members is diverse.”
35 The latter is the claim of Trépanier (2013) 200, taken up below.
185



qualification that the ¢pUoLg or “nature” of each person will determine the precise effects. The
fragment is preserved by Hippolytus,* whose brief remarks contains no hint as to his construal
of the term. It appears there in the fifth line:

aUTA YOO aEeL
TadT’ €ig N0og Exaotov, Omn GpUoLg 0TV E1A0TM.Y

For these themselves wax into each character, according to the nature of each.
This fragment presents more interpretive difficulties than B63, but the strongest case to be made
is for taking ¢pUOLg again as the individual elemental mixture that constitutes each individual
person.?® On the other hand, it has also been taken to refer to the “nature” of individual
doctrines® or even to the “permanent substance” of the elements.* Finally, proponents of the
dynamic conception such as Woodbridge apply it to the origin of each person or the distinctive
“coming-to-be” of the teachings.*' But the most plausible reading, I would argue, is again the
standard “nature (of each person).” And again it is the one which best fits the definition proposed
here.

Very few discussions of Empedocles’ ¢pUoLg consider the cognates. Modern scholars

have always known of the ®vow (“Growth”), paired with ®0Owuevi) (“Perishing”) in a list of

personified forces in B123, and it has infrequently been invoked to show that Empedocles heard

36 The final line of the fragment is also quoted by Sextus, but we rely on Hippolytus for the
preceding nine lines.
7B110.4-5=D257 =100 W.
38 Cf. esp. Guthrie (1965) 11.230, 352. Others who take this stance include DK, Freeman,
McKirahan and now L-M.
3 This is most clearly spelled out by Wright ad B110 (100 W), followed by Graham (22 [F5]).
Those, such as Gallavotti, who leave the translation speaking vaguely about “the nature of each,”
presumably mean to leave the options open between the human subject and the “words which are
themselves well constituted of the four roots,” as Wright puts it in her comment on B110.1.
40 This seems to be the interpretation of e.g. Mansfeld and Primavesi (fr. 125).
41 So e.g. Woodbridge (1901), Schwabl (1956), Willi (2008) 259.
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in ¢v- more the process than the product.*? I would counter that the personification suggests
rather the hypostasis of a power that governs growth, and could offer therefore a better parallel to
a static “nature.”

A recent addition to our short catalogue is the pOpa (“growth”) of P. Strasb. a (ii) 27,%
where it occurs in the curious phrase dvOommwv didvuov dpvua (“twofold growth of humans™).
M-P, noting Lucretius’ faithful borrowing in the phrase hominum geminam prolem,** translate
the Greek with la double descendance as well as “the twofold offspring”; “growth” as result (not
as process) does seem the likely meaning, especially given the generally observed distinction
between the suffixes -0lg and -po, denoting process and product respectively. Of course, that
pattern when applied to Empedocles’ ¢pvolg and ¢pOpo has made the papyrus a convenient
corroboration of the consensus on B8.** That would make Empedocles the only author to observe
that distinction between these two terms. As we saw in the cases of B63 and B110, and will see
in the case of B8, there are good reasons to believe that Empedocles did not observe it strictly, if
he observed it at all.

However we should interpret them, those two other terms reveal that Empedocles was
unusually bold in forming nouns from ¢ec0at, and may consequently reinforce the impression

that he used ¢pU01G rather freely. Indeed, all the relevant fragments together present difficulties

that one might prefer to gloss over by not citing the others at all, as in fact many of the most

42 See below on Schumacher.
43 Of course, because of its only recent discovery and publication, the evidence from the
Strasbourg papyrus cannot have been included in the majority of the scholarship under
consideration.
“ DRN 2.1082.
4 So Willi (2008) 214, 244.

187



noteworthy historians of the term have done.*¢ However, even when the others are neglected,
polysemy has regularly been asserted, as it was already in Plutarch.

Among the scholars of Empedocles who do touch upon all three of the fragments, the
more common solution is to assume that at least two different meanings of VoL are at play in
the fragments. Some have even seen two meanings operating within B8 itself: “birth” in 1.1, and
“nature” in 1.4.*” Most conclude however that B8, according to the consensus, has “genesis” in
both instances, and that one or both of the other fragments have “nature.” Yet the range of
meanings has been surprisingly nuanced. Considering all three fragments, one finds translations

99 ¢

ranging from “birth” to “origin,” “nature” to “material seed.” Perhaps the greatest range is
endorsed by Traglia, who takes ¢pU0LG as nascita (“birth”) in B8, natura (sc. of each person) in
B110, and then as the basis of an insignificant periphrasis in B63 (such that peléwv ¢pioLg,
“nature of the limbs” = péhea “limbs”).*® Three distinct construals are also found for instance in
Holwerda and Guthrie.* The most frequent combination is simpler: “growth” (vel sim.) in B8
and “nature” in the remaining two (sometimes with slight distinctions between the senses
required).”® The second most frequent is a dynamic reading of both B8 and B63 alongside a static

reading of B110, as offered by DK, Gallavotti and now also L-M.>' As for the range of referents,

“mortals” dominate: B8 and B63 have always been restricted to “mortals,” with the occasional

46 One looks in vain for comments on the other fragments in Beardslee (1918), Burger (1925),
Hardy (1884), Heinimann (1945), Lovejoy (1909), Naddaf (2005), Patzer (1993 [1945]).
47 DK, Freeman (“creation of substance,” “substance”), M-P (naissance, nature, p. 55).
48 Before Traglia, Bignone reached the same conclusions.
4 Holwerda (1955) has yéveoug, the droll globus horribilis, and natura as product of education
(the latter two will be discussed below); Guthrie (1965) has “birth,” “semen,” and “nature.”
9 So e.g. Bies (2010) and all the standard English translations of Empedocles, namely Graham,
Inwood, McKirahan and Wright.
31 DK have Geburt, Ursprung, and Natur; Gallavotti, generazione, generazione, natura; L-M,
“birth,” “birth,” “nature.”
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suggestion that B8 may imply that it is valid to speak of the ¢pUoLS of the elements;>? a few have
insisted that ¢pUolg in B110 may refer to the permanent nature of the roots,” but again most
confine the term in that fragment to human beings, as either “growth” or “nature.”* Amid this
welter of options, whatever precise combination is given, the polysemy is almost always left
unaddressed.

One neglected exception is Schumacher’s 1941 article, “Der Physis-Begriff bei
Empedokles.” It is, to my knowledge, the only work devoted to a coordinated study of all
instances of ¢pvoig in Empedocles, complete with a footnote, however brief, on the dvow of
B123.>° Beginning with an acknowledgment of the force of Hardy’s assertion that Empedocles
denied the term any authority in its popular sense, i.e. “nature,”® Schumacher nevertheless
ignores that force completely when taking up B8, asserting, “What is to be understood in this
fragment under the term ¢pVoLg, follows unambiguously from the corresponding Odvatog”;*” the
evident meaning is of course Entstehen or yéveols.”® Schumacher then observes that the denial of
¢vo1g should be extended to pvoLg als Wesen (“essence,” sc. of a thing) as well, although he

does not claim that this is explicit, but claims that it is to be inferred from Empedocles’ doctrine

52 So e.g. Schumacher (1941) and Lovejoy (1909). This goes back at least to Asclepius of
Tralles, in Met. 311.31, who expands B8 .4 into the phrase ¢pUo1g 8¢ &mi ToUTOoLS TOlg OTOoLY ElOLS
ovoudletal Toig avOemmoLs.
53 This is the first option suggested by Schwabl (1956) 52.
3 Schumacher (1941) 185 has Wachsen; Schwabl (1956) 53 likewise concludes that it must refer
to the Wuchs of a mortal being; Willi (2008) 259 translates Entwicklung.
3 T have found no other work that focuses on it as Schumacher’s does; the dissertation of
Vandercoilden (1945) on “Empedocles and his conception of nature,” in fact fails to take up the
problem of ¢U0oLg at all, only dealing with Empedocles’ basic doctrines concerning what we
would call the “order of nature.”
56 Hardy took it to mean “nature” in B8, but, as noted in a footnote above, is among those
scholars whose survey of ¢pUoig failed to include B63 and B110.
57 Schumacher (1941) 182: “Was in diesem Fragment unter ¢p0oLg zu verstehen ist, ergibt sich
eindeutig aus dem entsprechenden Odvortog.”
8 Schumacher (1941) 182.
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that nothing other than the elements and Love and Strife enjoy a permanent essence.’®* He goes
on to consider other meanings that might have been known to Empedocles: first, pvoig as a
collective term, i.e. Naturordnung, on which he ends in aporia; second, pVOLG not as essence,
but in the sense of Oxwg €yeL (“what it’s like”), borrowing a phrase from Heraclitus.* It is this
last meaning that he finds promising, especially in the more dynamic sense of a thing’s
qualitative development during birth or growth more generally, and Schumacher then applies it
to B63 and B110 with subtle tweaks in each. His concluding paragraph is worth quoting in full:
Empedocles rejected ¢pvoig in the sense of “becoming” (the influence of Parmenides); he
cannot take it as the “being” (to Tt v etvaw) of things, since eternal, actual being is only in
store for the elements and Love (and Strife). The question of whether he knew ¢pioLC as
“creation” or “natural order” had to remain undecided. On the other hand, Empedocles knew
dvoLg as the Onwg €xel of things and also — at least for the present period of the coming-to-

be of things — as “birth” and “growth.” He knew furthermore the objective side of ¢pvoLg,
which could be equated with the Aoyog Thg wEewg.®!

Schumacher thus comes close to arguing that all four instances are synonymous with yéveolg,
uniting the fragments around a dynamic interpretation of ¢pU01G, so that each one speaks of an
event or process of growth. However, in view of B8’s denial, which he interprets in complete
accord with the consensus, he would salvage ¢pUoLg only as the qualitative description of a thing
in its development: on Schumacher’s view, although Empedocles denies ¢p01g in the sense of a
coming-to-be that is productive of real being, Empedocles can still use the term elsewhere to

designate that qualitative description of a thing, explicable by way of Aristotle’s abovementioned

% Schumacher (1941) 182.
% See Heraclitus DK 22 B1.
61 Schumacher (1941) 196: “Empedokles lehnte ¢o1s in der Bedeutung ,,Entstehen‘ ab (Einfluf3
des Parmenides); als ,,Wesen* (10 t( ﬁv etvow) der Dinge kann er sie nicht nehmen, weil nur den
Elementen und der ,,Liebe* (und dem ,,Streit*) ewiges, wirkliches Sein zukommt. Die Frage, ob
er die Physis als ,,Schopfung® und als ,,Naturordnung* kannte, mufite unentschieden bleiben.
Dagegen kann Empedokles die Physis als das Onmg €yeL der Dinge und ebenso — wenigstens
fiir die derzeitige Periode der Dingwerdung — als ,,Geburt* und als ,,Wachsen.” Er kannte weiter
die objektive Seite der Physis, die dem AOyog g wEewg gleichgestellt werden konnte.”
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equation of Empedoclean ¢po1g with a Adyog tijg iEewg. Schumacher, as others, assumes that
the rejection of ¢pvoLg in B8 is compatible with the use of ¢pUoLg in B63 and B110 only if those
fragments employ a different sense of the term. This is mistaken.

Empedocles likewise denies the absolute validity of conventional ideas of birth and death
in B9.%? and yet uses the conventional words for these processes elsewhere without qualification,
in what is by all appearances their normal use.®® This is precisely what the poet himself leads the
reader to expect from B9, by saying at the conclusion of that fragment, voum & €midpnu xol
avTog (“but to custom even I myself assent”). Since B8 contains no such affirmation, it has
never been carefully considered that Empedocles may nonetheless assent to the conventional
meaning on display in B8. Thus Schumacher and others who have followed Plutarch on B8’s
¢vo1g have also followed him in an incomplete application of the conventionalism which he
himself stresses perhaps more than any other interpreter.

Both sides of the debate have been guilty of this, however. Van der Ben, for instance,
also selectively applies a conventionalism to Empedocles’ verses. First, he insists that ¢poLg “is
used here [sc. in B8] strictly in the sense in which the elements can be said to have a ¢polg,” that
is, a “substantial being.”** This conventionalism van der Ben then applies only to B63 and B110,
in both of which he takes ¢pUOLg as “the sum total of man’s substance, man’s constitution as a
whole,” according to “normal Greek usage.” “So the statement voup 8’ émipnu zai avtds,” he
concludes, “seems to apply also to the word ¢pio1c.” Just as Schumacher, then, van der Ben

neglects to include B8 in the conventionalist reading.

62 An alternative reading of the obviously corrupt line has been proposed by M-P: yevéOAn
(“birth” or “stock™); see below in connection with the alternative reading yevéOAn of BS.2.
63 The same can be said of yevéOAn); see below.
% Van der Ben (1978) 199.
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On either approach, Empedocles’ usage has repeatedly been taken to mark the acceptance
of convention in B63 and B110, and the denial only of a more technical sense of the term in BS.
The obvious possibility that all instances can be combined in a conventionalist reading has been
neglected on account of the readiness with which most of Empedocles’ readers have assumed a
polysemous ¢U0LG.

To be sure, “nature,” like “being,” is said in many ways,* and it is no lapse in judgement
to assume that Empedocles’ usage is no exception to the rule, especially when almost every other
interpreter has done so. Yet if any attempt to establish the unity and coherence of his fragments
is worthwhile, then it is worthwhile at least to consider the maximal possible coherence of so
central a term as ¢pUOLG.

The task is made all the more pressing by the fact that, although no successful attempt
has been made to argue that every instance in Empedocles should be taken as synonymous with
véveolg, that approach has been quietly spreading to the other fragments. It has not been
adequately noted that in order to translate any other Empedoclean instance of ¢pvoig as “birth,”
one must make the same assumptions of conventionalism. What I propose is to articulate those
assumptions as clearly as possible and assess their compatibility with the three fragments
considered together and in light of the entire Empedoclean corpus. And the conclusion of my
research, to repeat, is that a single meaning does in fact operate in all four instances —but instead
of the highly unconventional “growth,” it is the most conventional: “nature.”

It will be useful at this point to consider two other ancient discussions of Empedocles’
¢voLg and of its status within contemporary conventions. Both reveal the assumption of a

simpler and conventional usage in Empedocles. Let us begin with what is likely the strangest.

6 Compare Arist. Met. A 1003a33.
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The view that Empedocles did not prominently employ ¢U0Lg in the sense of “nature,” may at
first seem to be supported by the following remarks:

[1]t is much more difficult for him [sc. Empedocles] to give an account of coming-to-be
according to nature (yevéoewg Th)g ®ata Gpvowv). For the things which come-to-be naturally
(ywvopeva puoel) all come-to-be, either always or generally, in a particular way, and
exceptions or violations of the invariable or general rule are the results of chance and luck.
What, then, is the reason why man always or generally comes-to-be from man, and why
wheat (and not an olive) comes-to-be from wheat? Or does bone come-to-be, if the elements
are put together in a certain manner? For, according to Empedocles, nothing comes-to-be by
their coming together by chance but by their coming together in a certain proportion. What,
then, is the cause of this? It is certainly not Fire or Earth; but neither is it Love and Strife, for
the former is a cause of ‘association’ (c0y%QLOL5) only and the latter of dissociation
(duanproig) only. No: the cause is the substance of each thing (1) ovota 1) éxdotov) and not
merely, as he says, ‘a mingling and exchange of things mingled’ (B8.3: w&is te dtdAra&ig te
yévtov); and chance (tiym), not proportion (AOY0G), is the name applied to these
happenings:® for it is possible for things to be mixed by chance. The cause, then, of things
which exist by nature is that they are in such-and-such a condition (T0 oUtwg €yeLv), and this
is the nature of each thing, about which he says nothing. So he says nothing ‘concerning
nature’ (el ¢poews). And yet it is this which is the excellence and good of each thing (t0
£0 T00TO %ol Aya0dv), whereas he praises the mingling (uElc) alone .

So Empedocles—in contrast with the likes of Pindar? —“praises” not ¢pvoig, but rather &g, and
indeed ‘“‘says nothing about nature.” This criticism has been used to support the conclusion that
Empedocles was not particularly interested in “nature” in the sense of “essence.”®® But Aristotle

is surely being somewhat unfair in his humor, attacking Empedocles for lacking a notion

% NB the parody of B8.4, as noted by Joachim ad loc., who also corrects the text on the basis of
B8.4: “According to Empedokles, ... what is supposed to be coming-to-be or death is really
‘only a mingling and a divorce of what has been mingled : but it is called coming-to-be amongst
men’. Aristotle is here parodying the last line of this fragment, 1015 8™ €mi Toig Ovopudleton
avBpmmolotv. He reminds us of the original by the mere sound of the phrase (¢t Tolg
ovoudletal), of which he has entirely altered the construction and the meaning. ‘And chance,
not proportion, is the name given to these occurrences’, viz. to uElg and dSLGAAAELS uyévmy.”
(Joachim ad GC B. 6 333b15-16) Cf. Karsten (p. 190): “Invertit ibi Empedocles rationem, pro
dUo1g in qua AOYog est, ponens TUYMV, in qua nullus est AOY0g.”
7 GC 11.6, 333b3-20, trans. Forster (Loeb), modified.
68 Karsten (ibid.): “non probandus Aristoteles, quum Metaph. IV, 4, ®Uouv hoc loco interpretatur
propriam rerum naturam sive essentiam [...]. Immo hoc sensu Empedocles mepi @Uoemg nihil
dixit, ut ipse animadvertit de Gener. et Corr. I1,6.”
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comparable to his own ¢pU0Lg as ovoio. Remarking, in an unmistakable parody of B8.4, that
“chance, not proportion (A0Y0G), is the name applied to these,” Aristotle echoes his interpretation
elsewhere (cited above) that B8 indicates that any given ¢01g is explicable in terms of 6 AOyOg
TS WEewgs. As he explains, Aristotle finds this explanation unsatisfactory insofar as the mixture
is not itself causally subordinated to a separate principle particular to each organism and
comparable to the Aristotelian formal cause. Consequently, Aristotle objects in this passage that
it is really chance, and not proportion, that Empedocles relies upon in his explanation of ¢p0LG.
Thus, even as he spurns Empedocles’ explanation of those proportions, Aristotle reveals that he
still takes Empedocles to be talking about stable mixtures of varying proportions.

This basic conception is also on display in a passage that has sometimes troubled
commentators. In the philosophical lexicon of Met. A, Aristotle uses some very pregnant
phrasing when he remarks, “Again in another sense ¢poLg means the substance of natural objects
(M TV pvoeL dvtwv ovoia); as in the case of those who say that the VoG is the primary
composition (tnv momTNV oUvOeowv) of a thing, or as Empedocles says: [B8.1, 3-4].”%° The
phrase 1) mowtn oUvOeoLg introduces new terminology into his interpretation of Empedocles, but
not, it seems, a concept foreign to his own thought: elsewhere Aristotle says, “There being three
types of composition (cvvO€oewv), one may posit as the first (;rpwtnV) the composition from
some of the so-called elements, such as earth, air, water, fire.”’® (The second synthesis is that of
the homoeomerous bodies, or those bodies which were taken to be of uniform composition, such

as flesh and bone; the third synthesis is that of the anhomoeomerous, “as face and hand and such

8 Met. A 1014b35-1015a2.
0 PA 646al2-14.
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parts.”)’! I submit that the prime candidate for Empedocles’ explanation of what really lies
behind the conventional notion of ¢pVoLg is precisely this reductionist account of VOIS as a
mowtn ovvOeoLs of the elements as determined by a particular AOyog Tig WEewg.

Finally, it is also noteworthy that in his close engagement with and criticism of
Empedocles, Aristotle consistently approaches Empedocles’ ¢pUolg as “nature,” never “coming-
to-be.” This has been a matter of some debate, however, since Aristotle once cites B8 as denying
the reality of yéveoig,”? and indeed the Aristotelian commentators repeatedly do the same.” But
Owens has conclusively shown, to my mind, that no Aristotelian citation of B8 suggests that
Aristotle understood its V0oL as yéveols.”* I will not repeat the details of his argument here, but
only observe that, unlike Plutarch, neither Aristotle nor his commentators ever explicitly claim
that B8’s ¢polg means yéveolg, and reiterate that the denial of the ¢pUoLg of a mortal creature —
which as such comes-to-be and passes away —also entails the denial of that creature’s coming-
to-be. Citing the very memorable B8 as proof that Empedocles also denied becoming still allows
for an understanding of B8 as denying, in the first place, “nature.”

Another important source for the ancient response to Empedocles is found in the
Hippocratic authors who comment on or echo the poet. The second witness I would mention here
is the author of On Ancient Medicine, who delegates the question of “what a human being is” (6
Tl €0ty AvOmmog) “to those, just as Empedocles or others who have written concerning ¢pi0oLG,

[about] what a human being is from the beginning, and how one first comes to be and from what

I PA 646a20-24.
2.GC 314b7.
3 See Wright ad B8 (12 W) for citations.
74 Owens (1976).
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one is compounded.”” In this brief remark one sees clearly enough, I hope, that the notion of
¢voLg being attributed to Empedocles is one of a “nature” that is created by the mixing of
elements, and a “nature” that determines the subsequent behavior of the creature in question —
and a “nature” that answers the question of what a human being is. Another Hippocratic text,
discussed later in this chapter, will corroborate further the claim that it is precisely this
conventional notion of ¢pU0OLS as “nature” that can be seen to operate in every instance of the
term in Empedocles, including B8. Where Empedocles distinguishes himself from his
contemporaries, such as these early Hippocratic authors, is not in the meaning he apparently
gives to pUoLg, but in his scrupulous, post-Parmenidean denial of the real existence of any
¢vowc. What bears repeating is that in this text we see again an early response to Empedocles
which assumes that he was concerned with the conventional sense of ¢pUOLg as “nature,” and that
no ancient author other than Plutarch unmistakably indicates that Empedocles used ¢pvoig to
mean anything other than this.

In addition to these ancient interpreters, my argument also has its precedents in modern
scholarship, particularly in the work of Jean Bollack, whose stance on this point has not always
been appreciated for what it is: unfortunately, Bollack misleadingly translated ¢pUo1c in three of
the four instances as naissance (“birth”), while simultaneously explaining each instance as
denoting “une force inhérente a la chose, une faculté qui lui est propre (d’ou le sens de nature,

essence).”’® While Bollack’s translation seems to accord with the consensus, his commentary

5 VM 20: teiver 8¢ avtoig 6 Moyos €g dprthocodinv, nabdmeo "Eumedoxdis 1) GAhoL ot et

PvoLog yeyoddaoly €€ agyNs O Tl €0ty AvOwIOg, ®ol OIS €YEVETO TEMTOV 1Al OTTOOEV

OUVETTOY).

76 Bollack ad B8 (53 Bollack); cf. also the commentary to the same effect ad B63 (641 Bollack),

and the puzzling decision to translate B110 (699 Bollack) with “Ils font croitre / Toute chose en

sa nature, selon la force donnée a chacune,” where “nature” translates 1100¢ and “force” ¢pi0LC.
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subverts it with something more appropriate to the Neoplatonic interpretation of Empedocles for
which he has repeatedly been faulted. Bollack’s single definition that verges on “nature, essence”
is, however, the best precedent for my argument in Empedoclean scholarship.

That said, the Aristotelian scholar Owens, in his analysis of Aristotle’s treatment of BS,
both proves (as noted above) that Aristotle always understood that fragment’s ¢pU0Lg as “nature,”
and offers a compelling reading of B8 in support of Aristotle. However, because of his limited
treatment of the evidence, he appropriately hesitates to pronounce on Empedocles.”” Still, Owens
provides important support for my analysis.

In what follows, I will combine a unitary analysis with a stronger emphasis on
Empedocles’ status as a sort of conventionalist. In B8, we see Empedocles rejecting, as a mere
name used by mortals, what appears appropriately enough to have been the most conventional
meaning of the term; in both B63 and B110, we see Empedocles using the word nonetheless, in
its familiar acceptation. There is a pVOLg of no single mortal, he says in B8: there is, he avers, no
irreducible “nature” over and above the elements’ interaction that constitutes an individual
organism, no “nature” that comes-to-be as a result of that interaction; yet the term is useful,
conventional shorthand for the persistent but dynamic compound that underlies and characterizes
each mortal compound, as Empedocles shows in B63 and B110. If one assumes consistency
through a conventional application of ¢pU0OLg, one is led to a compellingly tidy conclusion. That
said, it is hoped that this unified account will have an appeal beyond that of the cleanliness of
Ockham’s razor. Its real value must lie in an increased clarity and unification of Empedocles’
thought, and with that the illumination of the relationship between his concept of ¢pVoLg and his

employment of certain metaphors.

7B63 and B110 are briefly treated by Owens (1976) 97 n. 22.
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III. Fragment B8 and the Denial of ®001g

B8 has been quoted and discussed with unusual frequency since Aristotle at the latest.
Assessing the meaning is made all the more difficult since, in the opening line of that fragment,
Empedocles does not define it or use it in a particularly revealing way, but rather proclaims that
there is a pVOLg of no single mortal. For clues to its meaning one must read further. Two
quotations offer a second line in which Empedocles denies O&vatog (“death”) in some way as
well (in precisely which way remains to be seen). All citations include the third line, which
states, in effect, that the explanatory principles to be used instead are WElg te OLGALOEIS TE
uyévtov (“both mixture and exchange of things mixed”); and some citations include only this
portion. The rejected pair pvoig and Bdvatog would seem to be correlated with pi€ig and
OLahAaELg, which suggest processes; and since death may be conceived as an event or process in
the life of the organism, ¢pUoLg surely stands for the opposite event or process, namely birth.
Accordingly, many have followed Plutarch in assuming that what is being contested is the
validity of concepts of certain processes, so that ¢p0LG in contrast with OGvotog can only denote
véveolg or more precisely the process of coming-to-be, and that puiELg is meant to supplant ¢pioLg
and O1aALaELg Odvatog. Finally, a number of quotations contain a concluding stricture, that
¢voLc is a name used by human beings €mi toig (“for these”), where toic has almost always
been taken to refer to the preceding line’s wEig and O1GALOELS uyévimv. No quotation, I would
stress, gives any hint of Empedocles returning to Odvatog at the end of the fragment. It would
seem an obvious solution to the problem, but against Janko’s recent reconstruction of the
beginning of a fifth line with (xai ‘Odvatog’),’ there are sufficient reasons to assume that the

programmatic statement concluded with the fourth line’s nominalistic claim about ¢pU0LG.

78 Janko (2017) 2; see below for further discussion.
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Consequently, one of the main, inescapable problems for the interpretation of B8 lies in
that return to ¢Uo1g alone and the implicit application of ¢pU0Lg to “both mixture and exchange
of things mixed.” The problem is not avoided by A&tius’ reading, which substitutes, as we will
see momentarily, 0¢ Pootoig (“to mortals”) for &€ Tolg; nor by reading €7 toig (“to these”) as
referring to the mortals (Ovnt®v) of 1.2. If the name is applied to mortals, which are constituted
by mixing and exchange alone, then ¢pU0Lg still remains to be explained in terms of mixing and
exchange. But if, on the more popular reading, ¢p01g is to be identified with piElg, and O&vartog
in turn with its presumed opposite, OtdAAaELg, then how might pUoLg be understood as a name
applied to both processes? Is ¢pvoLg then the same as Odvatog in some sense, or does it
somehow include or imply it? One might—and, I think, must—respond affirmatively to these
questions, regardless of one’s stance on GpUOLG as either “nature” or “genesis.” A deliberate
confusion of ¢pvoLg and Odvatog is unavoidably suggested by the asymmetry of the text in its
return to pvoLg alone.

This is made even plainer if one accepts a variant reading which has Empedocles deny
not Bavdtolo teheuti], the “end of death,” as Aétius and all of Empedocles’ editors have it, but
rather Oavartolo yevéOAn, the “stock (or birth) of death,” the reading found in Plutarch. First,
this alternative reading diminishes the apparent contrast between ¢pUoLg and OGvatog as process,
thereby lending greater plausibility to ¢pUoLg as “nature.” But this “nature” must be understood as
a principle that determines both the birth of an organism and its further development, including
the exchanges that constitute the organism’s own death. The inclusion of the latter has too often
been ignored or treated as an unsolved puzzle. Even those who are not persuaded to accept
“nature” in B8 should note that a simple but too often neglected solution to the riddle is at hand,

a solution that was already given with unsurpassed clarity by Simplicius, who wrote of every
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organic “corruption” constituting another organic “generation.”” (To illustrate with an old
favorite: from a carcass, spontaneous bees.) All of these considerations, it is hoped, will make
this more riddling version of B8 seem more familiar.

However, there is a subsidiary problem that complicates that explanation, and lies in
OLahAaELS. Since Aristotle, who seems to regard it as a synonym of didhvolg (“separation™),
OLdMhaELs has often been taken to be the precise opposite of WELS, viz. “separation.” Yet
because it does not seem to mean “separation” in any other text, but means “(attempt at)
reconciliation” in Plato’s seventh letter, and because the verb from which it derives, StaAAGoOW,
likewise does not mean “separate,” but usually “exchange” —as it does in Empedocles himself —,
some have preferred to translate it “exchange.” This translation has been chosen by a number of
the most influential scholars, including DK (Austausch).?® but it is only recently that extensive
efforts have been made to read this “exchange” as being somehow not synonymous with
Oudhvols. So Palmer has argued that it is in fact the substantial interchange of the elements
consequent to their mixture;®! and Gulley that it is rather the single fundamental process of
exchange of unchanging elements.?? Like others before, Palmer insisted that separation cannot be
designated by ¢pioLg, since pUOLS, in short, is not OGvartoc.®* Gulley has countered that
Oavdrolo remains in the text, and cannot be neglected by an analysis of the fragment as a whole
or its use of OLGALAELS in particular. Yet Gulley’s conclusions about dtdAha&Lg also want

correction.

 See Simpl. In phys. 14, 178.14-15, 21-23, and below for more discussion.
8 So now also L-M (“exchange”).
81 Palmer (2009) 285-9 and (2016) 43-4.
82 Gulley (2017) ch. 3 sect. 4.
83 Cf. Palmer (2016) 32: “It is incomprehensible how mortal creatures could be born from the
dissolution of the elements or perish from their coming together, and there is no evidence
elsewhere in the fragments for such an incoherent notion.”
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For a different approach to dtdhha&lg we will return to Simplicius’ discussion of
Empedoclean yéveols. Yet, for my interpretation of ¢pvoLg as “nature,” the greater help is to be
found in the analysis by Martin and Primavesi (M-P) of O1GALQELS as redistribution, in close
connection with the Empedoclean phrase Euvodov te dudmtvEly te yevéOng (“both the coming
together and the unfolding of the stock™).®* In the end, I will suggest that dt&dAAaELg denotes the
interchanging motion of things mixed. This interchange encompasses the articulation of organic
development that M-P see in dudmtvElg (“unfolding”), along with the exchange between bodies
in the form of effluences, whether as isolated elements or as compounds, the latter including the
exchange involved in sexual reproduction and the interchange that is daimonic transmigration —
the interchange, in other words, of a mixed thing, which unites in an obvious way both 68d&vatog
and ¢Uo1 in whatever sense. To be sure, following Empedocles’ varied attributions of being,
becoming, and ceasing-to-be, it seems that one can say that any change, by bringing about an
alteration of the arrangement of elements, is both a genesis and a destruction, a birth and a death.
But it is a subsidiary aim of this section to unfold more precisely the possible modes of
OLdMAaELS as constitutive of pUOLG.

We turn at last to a closer analysis of the text and its difficulties. First, the text as
preserved by Aétius, the variae lectiones (vv.ll.) of which are followed by most editors:

dhho 8¢ tol €€ GpLOLg 0VAEVOS €0TLY ATAVTMDV

BvnTdOV, 0V0€ TIc oOVAouEVOL BavdTolo TeheuTH,

AMO pOVOV HIELS Te dLdANE(S Te puyévtmy

¢oti, powg 0¢ Bootoig dOvoudletal davOommolo.®

Something else I will tell you: of nothing is there ¢po1g, among all mortal things, nor is there

any end of baleful death, but only mixture and exchange of things mixed exist, and ¢pv0OLS is a
name given by mortal humans.

8 P. Strasb. a (ii) 24, 30; M-P’s analysis is found in the commentary ad loc.
85 B8 = D53 = 12W; compare also 53 Bollack, 2.1-4 Gallavotti, 21 Inwood.
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Because death is denied here with such pleonasm, viz. “end of baleful (or “destructive”) death,”%¢
many readers have understandably concluded that ¢pUoLg is starkly contrasted with Odvatog, and
therefore to be translated as either “birth” or “growth.”®” Needless to say, this Aétian text is more
convenient for the consensus interpretation of B8 that derives from Plutarch—although it is not
the text Plutarch himself seems to have read, and Aétius did not enter the debate, regrettably
neglecting to gloss the term. The substituted concepts in the third line are usually taken to
correspond to birth on the one hand and death on the other, the mixture into a new form and the
dissolution of said form. Thus far, the correspondence is tidy and altogether plausible. Mixing
and separation are familiar substitutes for coming-to-be and passing-away, as in Anaxagoras and
Democritus,*® as well as in Empedocles himself. To note just one other fragment, B9 plainly
aligns the mixing of elements into an organism with what people call birth,% and separation with
death.”® The dichotomy, corroborated on many sides, may seem unquestionable. Nonetheless,
two closely related doubts have been raised.

The main source of doubt is focused in 1.4, which would seem to be the end of the

8¢ While alternatives have been proposed, the phrase Bavdtolo tehevti| “end of death,” is
usually and most plausibly explained as employing the appositional or explanatory genitive, so
that it might be paraphrased as “the end that is death” (cf. M-P “(fin) consistant en une funeste
mort,” p.55) and not as designating absolute cessation of existence or a cessation of death, i.e. a
cessation of the cycles of death and rebirth, as claimed by Lovejoy (1909) 376; see Owens
(1976) 90 with n. 10.
87 This approach begins with Plutarch, adv. Col. 1111F-1112A, who however seems to have had
a text that did not draw such a stark contrast, since it replaced TehevTi) with yevéOLr. Most
recent editors and commentators follow suit. But see Owens (1976) 95 for an argument against
taking Bavdtolo tehevTi) to require the contrast, while retaining TehevTy) (on which see below).
88 See e.g. DK 59B17, Simpl. in Phys. 163; and also e.g. O’Brien (1969) 165 with n. 3 for some
other references.
8 Cf. pyev, 1.1; yevéoBou, 1.3 (or yevéBAny, “stock” or “lineage,” as I prefer to read the corrupt
line, following M-P’s suggestion, on which see below).
% Cf. dmworovBdot, 1.4; dvodaipova motuov, ibid., and Odvatov ... dholtnv, 1.4.
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sentence;’! certainly there is nothing to leave one expecting a continuation—excepting, that is,
the crucial imbalance. For the fragment, to repeat, says that there is neither ¢po1g nor Odvaroc,
but only piElg and dtdAhaEls yévtmv—and yet only ¢pUoLg is named in the fourth line, as if
Odvatog were no longer a concern. As a result, many interpreters, and most recently Palmer,
have focused on ¢pU0oLS to the neglect of Bdvatog, taking ¢poLg alone in application to piELg te
OLdMAaE(lS Te pwyévtmv. The notion that ¢UoLg is here identified with both, and that this is the
only identity of real interest, is not at all new, and in fact dominates the ancient tradition. It will
suffice to note that all of Aristotle’s citations of the fragment omit the second line, and his
commentators almost always do the same; the sole exception is Simplicius, who paraphrases 1.2
in two of his four citations of the passage.””> As noted above, no ancient commentator gives any
indication that Empedocles’ sentence went on to include a clause about dvartog, and almost
everyone who cites the fragment fixates on the identification of ¢pVoig with W&l te OLaAAaEig
T Wyévtwv. It is not surprising then to see some modern scholars following suit. Hardy, for
instance, without mentioning O&vatog once, states that ¢polg in B8 is being given the new
meaning of Verbindung und Trennung.** Despite (or perhaps because of) its ancient pedigree,
this approach has met significant resistance, for instance by Millerd, who said that Hardy “can

hardly be right.”** According to Millerd and others, there can be no overlap whatsoever between

! Van der Ben (1978) presents B8 as following directly into B9, which would then begin a new

sentence, and the sense produced is good.

92 Simplicius, ignoring the ¢pUo1g of 1.1, is the most careful in this regard: on two of the four

occasions on which he cites B8, he has Empedocles denying both generation and destruction: in

Cael.7.306.5 and in Phys. 9.161.19, where he speaks of yéveolg and ¢O0dq; but elsewhere

Simplicius applies the third verse to yéveolg alone: in Phys. 9.180.30 and 9.235.23. Alexander,

who cites it just once, and Philoponus, who cites it six times, only have Empedocles denying

dvoLS or YéveOLs.

3 Hardy (1884) 21; for another, see Long (1966) 268.

%4 Millerd (1908) 19 n. 4. NB that Millerd’s translation of 1. 4 does not present a clear solution to
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¢voig and Odvartog.

To dispel any suspicion of overlap, the dichotomy has sometimes been reinforced by way
of the above-mentioned textual problem in 1.4, where one may choose between the readings 0¢
Bootoig (“by mortals,” modifying dvOomrmoiotv) and &’ &mi toig (“to them™); the former is
found in A&tius alone, while the latter is found in three texts, including Aristotle and Pseudo-
Plutarch.” By preferring 3ooToig, or by taking the referent of Toig to be OvnT@®V (“mortals™)
rather than the nearer and far more likely nouns of 1. 3, some have thought to obviate the
problem.”® But neither move eliminates the imbalance, and the return to ¢poLg alone should
leave the attentive reader wondering why Odvatog does not reappear and thus maintain the
apparent parallelism. The ending would smack at least somewhat of paradox, which is so
familiar in the early Greek philosophers, not least Empedocles.”” Which is to say, perhaps the
reader is meant to contemplate some quasi-Heraclitean interplay between ¢oig and Odvartog.*®
One finds further reason to suspect as much in the version of B8 found in Plutarch.

Plutarch quotes a more difficult version of B8.” We have just encountered one v./. that it
offers, €l Toig 1.4, which is corroborated by Aristotle and is consequently the only v./. from

Plutarch preferred by most editors. The other two are more challenging. In the first line, one

the problem (“but by men it is called ‘becoming.””).
% See the app. crit. in DK.
% See e.g. van der Ben (1978).
%7 That said, it must be granted that the prioritization of ¢pVoLg in natural philosophical discourse
generally does help to explain its prioritization here, regardless of one’s interpretation of the
fragment.
% Cf. e.g. Heraclitus B62: a0dvatol Ovnrot, Bvntol abdvator, Lovteg Tov éxelvov BAdvatoy,
ToVv 8¢ éxelvmv Plov teBvedteg (“Immortal mortals, mortal immortals, living their death and
dying their life”). For comparison with Empedocles see van der Ben (1978) 200 and Kahn (1979)
219-20 (within his commentary on the Heraclitean fragment).
% The unanimity of the Plutarchan tradition on this passage counts for little, as this particular
treatise is preserved in only two codices, E and B; see the discussion in Pohlenz-Westman’s
Teubner edition of the Moralia, vol. VI fasc. 2, p. X.
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finds éxdotov (“of each”) instead of Aetius’ amdvtwv (“of all”’); much more importantly, in the
second line, instead of Aetius’ ovAouévou Bavdtolo tehevti], “end of baleful death,” one finds
ovAopévn Bavdtolo yevéOAn, “baleful stock (or birth) of death.”'® All three are seen together
in the following text, which is the one found in the manuscripts of Plutarch:

dhho 8¢ ToL €€ VOIS 0VOEVOS €0TLY EXAOTOV

OvnTdOV, 0V0€ TIc ovAouEvn Bavdtolo yeveéOly,

AMO pOVOV HIELS Te dLdANAE(S Te pyévtmy

€0Ti, polg & €mi Toilg Ovoudletar AvOoMITOLOLY.

Something else I will tell you: of no single one is there a ¢poLg among mortal things, nor is

there a baleful stock (or birth) of death, but only mixture and exchange of things mixed exist,

and ¢U0oLG is a name given to them by humans.
While it must be granted that the source text does not inspire complete confidence —and indeed
the failure of Plutarch’s interpretation is crucial to my argument—, this version of B8 has much
more in favor of it than has been recognized even by its strongest advocate, van der Ben.'! In
this form, the fragment takes on a greater conceptual and poetical unity. In order to demonstrate
that, it will be useful to begin by defending the other readings that it offers.

The neglect of Plutarch’s version rests, as van der Ben noted, on a questionable

preference for the lectio facilior. So amdvtwv 1.1 is preferred—even by van der Ben himself —
over £éxAQ0Tov, and TeheVTN 1.2 is preferred over yevéDAT by everyone else. To the extent that

they were not already biased by the consensus reading, most scholars would seem to have been

persuaded to discount Plutarch’s version due to the shabby state of B9, which Plutarch quotes

100 Although the agreement of the adjective is not significant for our argument, we will treat the
two vv.ll. as one. They are unanimous on the other vv./l. as well.
101 Compare the corruptions in the preservation of B9 in the same text, and see van der Ben
(1978) 198 on the topic of Plutarch’s reliance upon the possibly altered text presented by
Colotes; but recall that van der Ben prefers Plutarch’s reading of B8.2.
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shortly after B8,!92 combined with the warnings of some of those who have studied Plutarch’s
reliability as a citator and doxographer.'®* Moreover, Plutarch’s source has been called into
question. Plutarch quotes B8 in the process of challenging the Epicurean Colotes’ polemical
interpretation of it, and says that Colotes misinterpreted both it and B9, which Colotes allegedly
quoted as well. Consequently, some have concluded that Plutarch probably copied directly from
Colotes’ text. Since Colotes was obviously not the most careful scholar, his quotations cannot
have been trustworthy; therefore neither can Plutarch’s.!%

So, with respect to each v.l., we are asked to assume that Plutarch either copied
unquestioningly or mistakenly introduced a more difficult reading (or that it was introduced by a
later copyist). This is unconvincing, and for the following reasons. First and most broadly, we
have evidence that Plutarch knew Empedocles exceptionally well and most probably had easy
access to his poems.! Second, pace van der Ben, Plutarch in this very work seems to quote B11

and B15 as counterevidence that had been neglected by Colotes.!? This is evidence that while

102 B8 is quoted at adv. Colot. 1111F, B9 at 1113A-B.
103 Giving the least critical general account, Fairbanks (1897) 82 also stands out in his confidence
about Plutarch’s citations in adv. Colot. Hershbell (1971) focuses on Empedocles; Marshall
(2002) includes Plutarch’s citations of Plato as a test case for assessing his reliability in citing
and interpreting Empedocles. But cf. the more generous account of Kechagia (2011).
1041t is surprising to see van der Ben, who defends yevéOAn so eloquently, agree that Hershbell
(1971) 164 “is probably right in saying that many of the quotations in the Adversus Colotem have
the appearance of having been copied by Plutarch from a text.”
105 See Marshall (2002) for a useful and balanced consideration of the evidence for Plutarch’s
familiarity with Empedocles, including two separate testimonia which both claim that he wrote a
ten (10) book commentary on Empedocles, apparently focused upon his relationship to mystery
religions.
106 On his probable access, see again Marshall (2002). Van der Ben (1978) 198 suggests that all
of the fragments were copied from Colotes by Plutarch, since Plutarch derides Colotes for not
realizing the import of B9, which Plutarch claims Colotes quoted, but B11 and B15 are
presented, to repeat, as further counterevidence, and although it would clearly suit his rhetorical
purposes, Plutarch nowhere indicates that either was cited by Colotes, on the basis of which (and
Marshall’s analysis) I conclude that Plutarch most likely had access to a separate text of
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composing the work Plutarch most probably had access to Empedocles’ verses apart from those
presented by Colotes. Finally, one v.[. is stranger Greek, and the other is the weaker support for
Plutarch’s own interpretation of Empedocles. I conclude that neither lectio difficilior should be
dismissed. In what follows, both will be defended, as the defense of ¢éxdotov will both
strengthen that of yevéOAn and contribute to our reading of the entire fragment.

Of lesser importance, éwd.oTov can be treated quickly. No editors have preferred it, no
one has defended it, and the few who have bothered to criticize it say little more than that the
combination “wirkt sprachlich ungelenk.”!” It is, to be sure, rather unusual and even ungainly,
but it is not an impossible construction, and the disjointedness may be emphatic. There are, in
fact, previously unnoted parallels in Plato and Plotinus,'®® and on the basis of those two passages
alone one could insist that the phrase simply emphasizes the conceivable individuation of ¢pioLC,
asserting that no single one of mortals—not even a Pindar? —enjoys a ¢p01c.!” So the real

possibility of an emphatic ovd€ig EéxaoTtog is established by Plato and Plotinus—even if it is not

Empedocles’ poems while composing Adv. Col.
107 Westman (1955) 244. Wright ad loc. (12W) comments only that “the variant éxdotov reflects
a frequent confusion, cf. 8(17).8, 19 and 51(59).2.” As is apparent from a more thorough app.
crit. than Wright’s, there is indeed a repeated confusion of forms of dsrog and €x0.0TOG occuring
at line-end, in the lines cited. But the confusion in the other three lines never involves a
confusion of number, so that the confused terms are mostly effectively synonymous, unlike the
confusion here between éxdotov and amdvtwy.
108 The closest parallel that I have found is in the famously awkward stylist Plotinus, Enn.
2.1.6.27-9: éx00tOV ye dromov Ayovra eivai T £ Eavtod pev u Stddval chotaoty
aUvTQ, HeTa 08 TOV AWV OpoD, 0UdeVOg Exdotou dvtog. But Plato also combined them, in
an emphatic construction where the strain is mitigated, however, by the distance between the
terms, in Crat. 384d5-6: o0 Y00 ¢pVOEeL ExdoTE TMEPUKEVOL GVOopo 0VOEV 0VOEVE, AL VOL®
rot £0eL TV 0L0d VTV TE nol xoAoU VTV (the speaker is Hermogenes).
109 T suspect, pace van der Ben (1978) 199, that this interpretation is obscured behind Einarson
and de Lacy’s translation for the Loeb, “No nature is there of a mortal thing.” If Archilochus fr.
25 West is genuine, and West’s interpretation and reconstruction correct, then we would have an
intriguing precedent for this denial of nature; while Archilochus seems to deny that there is a
single common ¢Uo1lg of humankind, Empedocles denies that there is a ¢p0Lg even of a single
individual. The two together may indicate a trend of the stepping-up of such claims.
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quite well attested, it is at least attested. One small and final point in its favor is that éndiotov
with the enjambed partitive genitive Ovntdv has Homeric precedents.!'!?

The introduction of éxdotov by a later hand would seem harder to explain than its
having been used by Empedocles. As van der Ben says, “It is difficult to see how Kolotes
himself expected us to take the strange collocation 0v0evoOg éxdotov.”!!! And yet, following
Einarson and de Lacy, he assumes that Colotes is responsible for it. In the introduction to their
translation for the Loeb series, Einarson and de Lacy assert that, among other misdeeds, Colotes
“modifies the text of Empedocles (¢xdotov 1111 F) to force a parallel with Democritus.”!!?
Unfortunately they do not explain how exactly it would force a parallel. If I have guessed
correctly, they mean that Colotes inserted éxdotov to mislead his readers into thinking that
Empedocles mounted a general epistemological attack by first denying the existence of a pVoLg
of any individual thing, just as Democritus was cast by Colotes as saying that “each and every
sense-object is no more this than that.”!'3 To be sure, it is Plutarch’s claim that Colotes was
wrong, that Empedocles did allow for a sort of ¢pUoLg of individual mortals, and that he only
denied ¢U0oLg in the sense of yéveols, or becoming. But replacing dmdvtov with éndlotov
hardly forces the parallel, which remains, if a bit less forcefully, in Vo1 000evOG. It does not
help Einarson and de Lacy’s interpretation that Plutarch objects to Colotes not by opposing the
application of ¢pvoLg to individuals, but by claiming that ¢piolg in B8 does not have the sense
that Colotes assumed.

To conclude, I find it implausible that Colotes or Plutarch or anyone at all should

N0 E.g. €le §” dvopa Enaotog / yepdvov at Il. 4.428-9 and 5.37-8.
"1 yan der Ben (1978) 199.
112 Einarson and de Lacy (1967) 163.
113 Einarson and de Lacy (1967) 162.
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substitute a term, éndoTOV, that produces a possible yet highly unusual and potentially confusing
construction that does not decisively support any interpretation of the fragment.''* By contrast,
the Aétian amdvtwy is the much easier reading, recalling Aristotle’s simplification of the entire
enjambed phrase to pVoLg 0VdeVOC €0ty €0VTV (“there is a ¢pUOLS of none of the things that
are”).!5 Aétius’ is therefore by far the more probable “slip of the memory in a rote citation.”!®
But the superiority of éxdotov, encouraging as it may be for our trust in Plutarch’s reading, is
much less important than that of yevéO.

Having denied that there is a ¢pVoLg of any single individual mortal, Empedocles then
adds, “nor is there any baleful stock (or birth) of death.” The reading of B8 as paradox obviously
finds support in this: there could hardly be a clearer clue to some imbrication of ¢pUoLg and
Odvatog than the phrase “stock (or birth) of death.” Yet whatever Plutarch himself read, he
apparently took it as an unremarkable periphrasis for G vatog, since he insists —as we saw
above —that the contrast with OGvartog proves that pUoLg in B8 is synonymous with yéveolc.
Plutarch seems to have had no trouble then with Bavétolo yevéOAn. Modern scholars have been

more skeptical, if almost entirely “behind closed doors.”!!” To date, in fact, the only open

1141t seems to me that a switch from amdvtwv to Eéndotov in this case cannot be adequately
explained as “reflect[ing] a frequent confusion,” as Wright ad loc. (12 W) writes, because in the
other cases Wright cites the confusion between forms of dmtog and forms of €xaotog does not
produce any syntactic irregularity.
115 On this quotation, found in Met. A 4.1014b36, see esp. van der Ben (1978) 199.
116 Westman (1955) 244: “Gedéachtnisfehler beim auswendigen Zitieren.” There is a further
benefit (for our argument at least) in that the loss of vtV softens the enjambment with
Ovntdv, so that one has still less reason to suspect that Empedocles was countenancing the idea
of the four elements each having a ¢pVo1g. As an additional point of curiosity, which is not
intended to cast doubt on the well-formedness of amdvtwv Ovntdv, we note that dmog
combined with Ovntog is surprisingly rare: the only contemporaneous use is by the author of
Hipp. De flat. (4.10; VI.96.4.10 L); otherwise the pairing does not occur again until Philo (De
cherubim 66.6) and Clement (Protrepticus 12.120.3.3).
7 Van der Ben (1978) 201.
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criticism has come from Plutarch’s editor and commentator, Westman. After dismissing

éndiotov as the first sign of the inferiority of Plutarch’s text, Westman attacks the second line:
Where the very strange reading comes from is difficult to say. Regarding it I can only point
out that Empedocles probably here also refers to a name of the toAlot for death .... In any

event one will write Oavatolo televti) with Aétius, but perhaps ovAopévn would be noted
as a variant next to ovAopévVov. '

Westman rightly notes that B§ must be coordinated with B9,!"° which again encourages the
assumption that Empedocles is combating popular conceptions in conventional terms. And there
can be no doubt that the more familiar phrase is Oavatolo televti), which has many parallels,
including an exact one in Hesiod,'? all of which are apparently mere periphrases for OGvortog.'?!
That said, however striking the entire phrase in Plutarch’s reading may be, it too can be
justifiably read as a periphrasis for Odvortog.

Indeed, ovlopévn Bavdaroro yevéOAN is not so strange as to be rejected out of hand, and
yet is strange enough to be the more poetical and interesting text. Nonetheless, the only scholar

who has argued for it is van der Ben,!?? who defended it primarily as the lectio difficilior. His

118 Westman (1955) 244. “Woher die sehr sonderbare Wendung stammt, ist schwer zu sagen. Ich
kann nur darauf hinweisen, dass Empedokles wahrscheinlich auch hier auf einen Namen der
moAAol fiir den Tod Bezug nimmt. Jedenfalls wird man mit Aetios Bavdétolo teheuti) schreiben,
aber vielleicht wire oUAopévn neben ovAouévov als Variante zu beachten.” van der Ben (1978)
201 notes that the only other comment he found on the reading is the “strange expression” of
Hershbell (1971) 164, who echoes Westman when he says, “The origin of this strange expression
is almost impossible to determine, though probably it was in the text used by Plutarch.”
119 His reference to this is in a parenthesis which I deleted from my quotation.
120 Qavarolo televtiy, Scut. 357; Bavdtolo Téhog or TehOg Bavdtolo can be found again and
again in Homer (/1. 5.553,9.411,9.416,11.451,13.602, 16.502, 16.855, 22.361; Od. 17.476,
24.124), and in Hesiod fr. 25.24 W (where it is however West’s conjecture) and Theognis 768.
Close parallels can also be seen in e.g. Oavatov té€hog, Aesch. Sept. 905; Oavdtov televTdy,
Eur. Med. 153; meipag ... Bavdtov Pind. 0.2.31.
121 So Guthrie (1965) 11.140 n.1 is certainly right to reject the suggestion of Lovejoy (1909) that
Bavdrtolo televtn could mean “cessation of death,” i.e. a point at which death ceases to occur.
122 T also note that Plutarch’s version is preferred by Macé (2013) 233 with n. 734, but without
argument and without citation of van der Ben. In addition, Trépanier (2013) 183 n. 20 insists that
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reasons will be expanded upon momentarily. Further evidence for our expanded defense, which
van der Ben could not have adduced in 1978, is the repetition of yevéOAn in a different but
demonstrably related phrase in the Strasbourg papyrus.'?® Our latest evidence thus firmly
establishes that the word was in Empedocles’ lexicon, and gives a strong clue as to its
acceptation in this author.'?* This is no surprise given the regular appearance of yevéOAn(g) in
prior hexameter, where it occurs always at line-end and often preceded by a genitive, particularly
of the name of a god or hero whose “stock” or lineage is at issue.!?> Thus its appearance in B§.2
has a firm basis in both epic tradition and Empedocles’ own usage.

For all that, it is definitely the lectio difficilior. At the subtlest level, as van der Ben

observed, the Aé&tian version eliminates the hypallage in “baleful x of death,” producing the more

Plutarch’s version of B8.2 be treated as genuine, but again without support. While agreeing that
it should be accepted, I hesitate to agree entirely with Trépanier, who seems to suggest that B8.2
alone should be regarded as a separate fragment. Its sole appearance in a quotation that is so
close to the Aétian version of B8 seems to make this unlikely; and the likelihood that
Empedocles repeated all four lines with these variations likewise seems slim. M-P, the editors of
the Strasbourg papyrus, also seem to prefer Plutarch’s yevéOAn at least; see footnote below.
123 P Strasb. gr. Inv. 1665-1666 a(ii) 24: [n]pdtov pev EHvodov te didmtvéiv t[e yevédinc],
reconstructed from a(ii) 30: dyet yap EOvoddv te dramtuéiv te yevéOAn|g| (M-P ad loc.: “Le voici
maintenant attesté de manicre assurée”); note also the possible instance at g 2: yevéO[An]. In van
der Ben (1999) there is no discussion of yevéOAn.
124 In connection with this, a further consideration in favor of yevéOAn seems to be offered by M-
P (1999) 246 with n. 3, where, if I have understood correctly, it is suggested that the reading
vevéOAN in B8.2 may be corroborated by Simplicius’ association of B8.3 (uEls te dudAhaEis te
yévtov) with a(ii) 30 (E0vodov te dudmTuEiv te YevéOANG), and that perhaps yevéOAnv
should also be read instead of yevéoOaui in B9.3: M-P (ibid.) write, “It may not be indifferent that
this verse immediately precedes Fr. 8 D. 3, associated with a(ii) 30 in the presentation of
Simplicius. — We do not exclude further that it is necessary to look for a form of yevéOAn behind
the aberrant infinitive yevéoOou which closes fr. 9 D., 3. The corruption would be partially
comparable to that which, between a (i1) 30 and the quotation from Simplicius, has transformed
vevéONg into yevéoOou aing.” (“Il n’est pas peut-tre indifférent que ce vers précede
immédiatement le fr. 8 D., 3, associé a a(ii) 30 dans 1’exposé de Simplicius. — Nous n'excluons
pas en outre qu’il faille rechercher une forme de yevéOAn derriere 1'infinitif aberrant yevéoBou
qui cloture le fr. 9 D, 3. La corruption serait partiellement comparable a celle qui, entre a(ii) 30
et la citation de Simplicius, a transformé yevéOAng en yevéoOau aing.”)
125 Van der Ben (1978) 200; see also M-P ad a(ii) 30 for comment and citations.
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predictable “x of baleful death”;!*¢ the hypallage of the Plutarchan reading has some instructive
Homeric precedents.'?” Aétius, van der Ben goes on to note, can also be seen as having
eliminated the more poetical word, yevéOAn, which is indeed more frequent in epic than
tehevuTi);'?® moreover, with the discovery of the Strasbourg papyrus, we now know that yevéOAn
was used elsewhere by Empedocles in a comparable context. The final point made by van der
Ben is that “the phrase Oavdtolo tehevty) is much the easier one to understand.”'? The
substitution of TeAevT), as infrequent as the word is, and therefore in one regard at least the less
likely substitution, does produce the very familiar pleonasm, “end of death.” By contrast,
Bavdartolo yevéOLr, “stock (or birth) of death,” is jarring and oxymoronic, although perhaps not

much the more difficult, pace van der Ben. Again, one might read it, as van der Ben himself

126 Van der Ben (1978) 201. The suggestion that ovAopévov Bavdrolo rather than ovAouévn
vevéOAN would be expected makes some sense a priori (the balefuleness of death being more
obvious than that of birth, although Silenus would disagree). It is also born out by epic usage: cf.
esp. wolQ’ 0AoY) ... Tavnleyéog Bavdrtolo, Od. 3.236; e.g. mopdp1Ee0g BAVATOS %Al poloa
roatau, 11. 5.83 and 20.477, tavnieyéog Bavdroro, Il. 8.70 and 22.210, O&vatog yito
Bupogaiotig, Il. 13.554 and 16.414 and 16.580, Oavdtolo dvonyéog, I1. 16.442 and 18.464
and 22.180 (cf. Emp. 136.1), Odvotov te nonov xol xfjoo péhawvay, I1. 21.66, hevyorém
Oavdartw, I1. 21.281, B&vatog randg, 11. 22.300; cf. also yijpds T’ oVAOHEVOVY %Ol BavdToLlo
téh0g, Theognis 768, otuyeodL Bavdatmt, Aesch. Ch. 1008 and Tavnieyéog Bavdtoro, Aesch.
fr. 205al. 3.
127.Cf. Bavartov 0¢ péhav védog, 11. 16.350 and Od. 4.180, over against péhavog Bavdroro, Ii.
2.834,11.332,16.687, 0d. 12.92, 17.326; Huetégov Bavatolo xaxov téhog, Od. 24.124, over
against Odvartog noxdg, 11. 22.300; and finally Bavdrtowo Bageiog yetoag, 11. 21.548.
128 The epic use of TeAevTy) is noteworthy in this connection. It appears only three times in
Hesiod (one of which is Scut. 357 cited above; less interesting are Theog. 657, Op. 333); of the
five instances in Homer, two appear in the phrase fLOTolo TehevTy|, which is apparently
synonymous with Bavdtolo tehevTy), designating the end of an individual’s life at 7. 7.104 and
16.787 (the remaining instances are p0oLo televtn, I1. 9.625, and oVT’ ... OTLYEQOV YAUOV
olte televtnv, Od. 1.249 and 16.126). Bollack ad 53 Bollack (= B8), having accepted
Lovejoy’s interpretation of Bavdtolo teheuTi) as involving a subjective genitive (and therefore
meaning “end of death,” i.e. a point at which death ends), looks to BLoTolo Tehevty) for the
background to Empedocles’ phrase, noting that it too involves a subjective genitive. To put such
weight on a distinction between the explicative and subjective in these instances, is in my
opinion mistaken. Both phrases would be synonymous; but then I prefer yevéOn.
129 Van der Ben (1978) 201.
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does, as “in effect equivalent to 000¢ T Odvartog yiyveta [‘nor does death come-to-be at
all’].”3 And the coming-to-be or occurrence of death, van der Ben notes, is not unprecedented
in ancient Greek texts: already in the Odyssey there are collocations of the terms.!*! More
relevant perhaps is the occasional paradoxical play on the relation between death and coming-to-
be, most memorably in Heraclitus.'*? Indeed, Empedocles himself plays upon the very same in
B17, where the yéveolg and dmdhenpig (“desertion” or “failing” and therefore “death”) of mortal
things are taken up:

dou) 0¢ Bvitarv yéveors, dom) & dmdheryig:

TV UEV YA TTAVTOV EUVOOOG TirTEL T OAEREL TE,

1 8¢ mdhv dapvopévarv BoedpOeioa diére.

7ol TadT AAAGoooVTa dLopuTeQEs oVdaUA AfYeL ... 13

Double is the genesis of mortal things, double the desertion: for the coming together of all

things both gives birth to and destroys the one, and the other in turn, with them growing apart,

nourished flies apart (?).!** And these never cease exchanging continuously ...
Without wading into the debate over these riddling lines, one can uncontroversially observe that
véveolg is said to be born and destroyed, which is to say that at some point the genesis of mortals
begins, and that at some point it is terminated.'*> So there is an adequate parallel for Oavétolo
vevéOAN as a poetical periphrasis, as the “birth” or occurrence of death. Yet this is not the only

option.

This brings us to the semantic problem, hinted at in the previously unexplained

139 Van der Ben (1978) 200.
B Cf. e.g. BGvarov ... yevéoOau, 11. 19.273 (cited by van der Ben); but also dtehrng 6dvatog
vNoTieot yévorto, Od. 17.546, oit’ dveleti0ggov oipar Odvatov Tdde yevéoOau, Aesch.
Ag. 1521, as well as 0 petd QMUNG ®al ®OLVAS EATIO0S Gua YLyvOouevog avaiotntog
0avarog, Thuc. 2.43.6.3.
132 Cf. esp. Heraclitus B62, cited above with further references.
133B17.3-6 =D73 =8 W.
134 See Wright ad loc. for a succinct discussion of the textual difficulties of this line.
135 See e.g. van der Ben (1984) on the difficulties with these lines.
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parenthesis in the translation “stock (or birth).” The word yevéOAr in Homer and Hesiod and
elsewhere seems plainly to designate the “stock™ or “lineage” or “family,” and thus the product
of the coming-to-be designated by the stem. Chantraine nonetheless listed the word as the first
example of “quelques noms d’action” formed with the suffix -OA(0)-, but not entirely without
reason, since some instances may be found that support this.!*® The question therefore is whether
vevéOLT in B8 refers to the action of birth, or a substantive stock to which one belongs by birth.
On the first reading, which van der Ben preferred, Oavdtoro yevéOAn would mean “birth of
death,” or van der Ben’s “coming-to-be of death,” a somewhat riddling phrase that is not so
difficult to parse. This is especially convenient if, unlike the unorthodox van der Ben, one takes
Empedocles to be teaching of a cosmic cycle, at distinct points in which the generation of
mortals begins— points at which death is, as it were, born.!*” Thus the phrase may designate not
just the occurrence of death but also the onset of death, as an event in the cycle.
Since the discovery and publication of the Strasbourg papyrus, we have fresh evidence

that offers another solution. In that papyrus, one finds the following lines:

[0&{]Ew ooL nai av 600(e) tva peiCovt ompatt »OQEL,]

[TlodTOoV pEv EVVOOOV te dLdmtuElv T[e yevéONC]

do[o]a te vV €Tl Aowtd TEAEL TOVTOLO T[O®OLO,]

TODTO PV [Av] ONEdV 0QUTAdY®T®V Ay[dTEQ €l0M,]

TO0TO & AV A[vOe®]twVv didvpov pOpa, [TodTo 8 dv dryodv]

O0LLodOowV YéVVNLO ®ol GuteLOYAp[ova BOTQUV-]

Ex TV ApevdT) xooaL Gevl delypata uvbwv-]
0peL yaQ E0vodov te dLdmtuElv te yeveéOing.'

136 Chantraine (1933) 375, citing only “Homere, etc.” The only citation under this definition in
LSJ is Call. Aez. 1.178.7 (incorrectly cited as 1.1.7), where however the dynamic sense is not at
all required: v 8¢ yevéOAv / "Tuiog (“he was by birth / Ician”). The only instance I have seen
that requires this sense is in dvowdivolo yevéOLag (AP 6.272.3-4, cited by M-P ad a(ii) 30).
137 Van der Ben (1978), defending instead the life cycle interpretation first proposed by Holscher
(1965), has good reason to let the phrase be simply a periphrasis for “death.”
138 P Strasb. a(ii) 23-30, with the reconstruction of M-P.
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I will show you to your eyes too, where they (i.e. the elements) [find] a larger body:
first the coming together and the unfolding of the stock, and as many as are now still
remaining of this [generation], on the one hand among the [wild species] of mountain-
roaming beasts, and on the other hand among the twofold offspring of men, and in the case of
the produce of root-bearing [fields] and of the [cluster of grapes] mounting on the vine. From
these accounts convey to your mind unerring proofs: for you will see the coming together and
the unfolding of the stock.!*
As M-P explain in their commentary (ad a(ii) 30), there are two options. Nouns formed with the
suffix -OM(0)- typically designate an action,'* but the predominant meaning of yevéOAy is rather
the result of action, namely “stock™ or “race.” If one were to read these instances also as “birth,”
then one could construe yevéOANG as “un génetif explicatif,” and the larger phrase as “la réunion
et le déploiement en quoi consiste la naissance.” If, on the other hand, one prefers the more
conventional meaning, then the phrase manifestly means “la reunion et le déploiement de ce qui
a été engendré.” Unfortunately, van der Ben (1999) did not comment on this in his article on the
papyrus.'#! M-P, as their translation above reveals, argue that it is “raisonnable de préter au mot
dans le papyrus son sens le plus fréquent en grec,” and so give us “stock.”

Returning, then, to B8, the second possibility has yevéOAr in its usual acceptation, and
Bavdartolo yevéOL therefore as the “stock of death.” I propose that this could be understood as
designating a class of entities born of the “death” (by mixture) of the immortal elements, which
is of course to say mortals, or perhaps better, simply that class of entities whose own emergence

entails the emergence of “death” (in a stronger sense than that of the “death” of the elements, i.e.

the destruction of compounds).!*? The two characterizations are not mutually exclusive: what

139 Trans. M-P.
140 Chantraine (1933) 375, cited by M-P, p. 246 with n. 4.
141 Printing M-P’s text and translation, van der Ben (1999) 532-3 did not take up the question of
the word’s meaning here, let alone its application to his account of BS.
142 For Empedocles’ application of “birth” and “death” to the—properly speaking—immortal
elements, see B26.8-10, and the repetition of the same lines at B17.9-11.
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matters only is that a “race” or “stock” of death is produced when “death” enters the fray. In
favor of this, I would hazard a few considerations. First, recall that the poet’s use descends from
the regular appearance of yevéOAn(g) at line-end in epic, often preceded by a genitive,
particularly of a god’s name. Add to this the familiar personification of @dvatog as a divinity
belonging to a genealogy as either offspring or parent,'* and with that Empedocles’ habit of
divinizing things in an allegorical mode.'* “Stock of death” could refer then to things produced
by “death,” i.e. mortals of whatever description; and 11.1-2 can in turn be translated, “There is a
¢vo1s of no single individual / among mortals, nor is there any stock of death.” In other words,
there is no special “nature” of any particular mortal, nor is there even any special category of
mortals, or “stock of death.” The denial of the existence of such a stock still implies the denial of
death, although its focus remains on the notion of a race or species of mortals. A decision
between the two meanings is therefore unnecessary for the main problem at hand, the meaning of
¢voLg, but, as we will see now, the second meaning offers an intriguing possibility for how to
relate the two.

One necessary result of Plutarch’s version of B8 is some diminution of the contrast
between ¢pvoig and Odvatog. Even on what seems to have been Plutarch’s reading the two are
more plainly intertwined through “birth (of no single one) of mortals” and “birth of death.” That
said, the usual stark contrast between an event that is death is entirely excluded by taking
vevéOAN as “stock.” On that interpretation, the emphatic individualization of 1.1 underscores a
contrast, not between “birth” and “death,” but between life conceived as grounded in individual

¢vo1c and life conceived as having its basis in a more general category of mortal creation. But

143 See Hes. Th. 758-9, Hom. Il. 14.231, Soph. Tr. 833-4.
144 See e.g. B6, B123.
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the phrases “nature of each among mortals” (pU0LS ... Eéndiotov / Ovntdv) and “stock of death”
(Bavdtolo yevéOAN) remain to be read in light of B8.3-4: What is the relationship of w&wg te
OLAMAaELS Te Luyévtmv to the conventional terms in the first two lines? In this section, we will
consider that relationship first under the assumption that both ¢pUo1g and yevéOAN mean “birth,”
and then, building on that, turn to the proposed substantive or static readings, “nature” and
“stock.”

The interaction and even identification of birth and death can be more easily explained
than most Empedoclean scholars have supposed. While raising the possibility of some
intertwining of ¢pvoig and Odvatog, O’Brien claimed that the strict correlation favored by some
modern scholars was also endorsed by the ancients—with no exception noted.'* But no one, in
my opinion, has measurably improved on Simplicius. Concerning Empedoclean coming-to-be,
Simplicius commented, “Since of things generable and perishable some are generated and some
perish, the destructions (¢pOopai) of the prior things suffice as principles (Goyat) of the coming-
to-be of the others,” where the Greek has the tight juxtaposition ¢pOogai apyot (“destructions
principles”).!“¢ Birth and death, mixture and separation, can name, from two vantage points, the
same exchange of elements between mortal compounds, as has been recognized by numerous
scholars. O’Brien’s doubt about the strict correlation is validated, along with doubt about its
corollary, i.e. the impossibility of both ¢pVoLg and Odvartog being applied to both piEig and

OLGANOELS.

145 O’Brien (1969) 165-6: “It is doubtful, however, how far the exclusive correlation of death and
separation is genuinely Empedoclean. The correlation need not be implied in fr. 8, despite the
ancient authorities, who understand the lines to that effect [...]. [Likewise fr. 9] does not make it
at all clear that on his own principles Empedocles believes that mixture is the cause only of birth
and that death is always the result of separation.”
146 Simpl. In phys.14,178.21-3: émel 8¢ TV yeVNTOV nol GOOQTOV TA PEV YEVVATOL TA O
pOsipeTan, Agrodowy ai TV mEotépwv GO0l Gyl AALOIC YeVESEWY Elval.
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This brings us to the second main source of doubt about the consensus on B8, the word
OLahAaELS. As noted above, Palmer and Gulley have done much to draw attention to and even to
solve the semantic problem of this term: they point out that its analysis must be coordinated
above all with the two Empedoclean instances of the verb from which it derives, dtaALd.oow.*
The present participle dtadAldooovta is used absolutely in B17, at the end of the portion quoted
above, where Empedocles asserts that, although the elements in some sense are born and die,

1 8¢ dLeAhioooVTO dropsteQes 0Vdap Ayet,
Ta0TN O aigv £aoLv axivnTol ®otd ®ORAOV. 148

But to the extent that they never cease exchanging continously, to that extent they always are,
unmoveable in a circle.

Here the context strongly suggests the translation “exchanging,” or even, as L-M render it,
“exchanging their places.” It would be hard to explain this as denoting dissolution. Instead, the
context demands that it refer to motion that may be alternately unifying and dissociative: as
Wright puts it ad loc., “the permanence of the exchange from many to one and from one to many
in a circle (or cycle) of time ensures the permanence of the roots.” This squares well with the
meaning of the second instance, an aorist participle in B35, which also deals with the elements:

atpa 8¢ OviT épovto, T oy pdbov addvat eivar,

Cwod te Ta molv dxenta, dlohAdEavta reheifovg.

TV O¢ TE poyopévarv xett £€0vea puoia Ovntdv,

navrolong idénotv doneodta, Bodua idéabar.'

Straightway what earlier learned to be immortal grew mortal, and blended those that earlier

were unmixed, exchanging paths. And with them being mixed, myriad tribes of mortals
streamed forth, fitted with all sorts of forms, a wonder to behold.

147 As Gulley (2017) has amply shown, there are other words and phrases too in Empedocles that
need to be taken into account for a full treatment of this problem, particularly dAAd.oow (which
occurs in B17.6, which line is repeated verbatim but for the substitution of dtahhdoow at
B17.12; and again at B26.11 and B137.1) and petohhdoom (see B115.8).
14 B17.12-13=D73 =8 W.
199 B35.14-17=D75 =47 W.
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A minor ambiguity is introduced here by the position of the participial phrase, which may in
principle expand upon ta moiv dxento (“those that earlier were unmixed”), and so explain only
the means to their becoming unmixed. The participle could then be translated “dissociating.”!*°
Yet the context motivates a construal of the participle as explaining how the elements come to be
blended as well, and because dtaALld.ooovta in B17 must refer to general motion that is either
unifying or dissociating, it seems that the exchange of paths is likewise neutral. Both Palmer and
Gulley rightly conclude from these passages that the sense demanded is not “dissolution” or
“separation,” but “exchange.”

The precise meaning of “exchange” is not so easy to determine. The primary reason is
that even those who have wanted to understand dtdAAaELg as “exchange” have typically insisted
that it must at least include dissolution. These scholars do, after all, have the support of Aristotle
and others, who plainly took the word in B8 to mean dissolution. And, although the other
Empedoclean evidence does militate against this, I would like to register a defense of Aristotle et
al. The recent dismissal of the ancient authorities’ treatment of dtGALaELS has been too quick and
uncharitable. In all of the many pre-modern citations of this passage, it seems that the meaning of
OLdAAaELs is assumed to be “separation” or the like. Such is the meaning Aristotle gave it, and
the Aristotelian commentators, who provide most of the remaining citations, naturally do not
differ from their master; nor for that matter does Plutarch. There are few other instances of the
word, just ten in the entire TLG corpus, the majority of which seem to have a technical sense that

I find difficult to determine, as for instance in the only Hippocratic use, where it appears in a

150 But on the possibility that dtahhédooovta here means “dissociating,” see O’Brien (1965) 3-4.
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long and unilluminating list of medical jargon.'”! Nonetheless, it seems likely that the semantics
of that instance and others could be influenced by some well-attested meanings of dtaAhd.oom
which neither Palmer nor Gulley notes: namely, “to differ” or, in the passive, “to be different.”!
Given the familiar contrast noted above between mixing and separation, it is easily conceivable
that the ancient authorities took dtGdALaELS to mean “differentiation” or the like, where
“differentiation” would of course include (or simply be) the dissociation or separation of
elements from a given mixture. To complicate matters, there is even some incontrovertible
evidence that dStaALdoow was perceived to mean “separate” —by a millennium or so after
Empedocles at least: Hesychius’ glosses of certain forms of dtaAld.oom must abolish any doubt
that, for that lexicographer at least, StdALaELg could have easily been taken to be, inter alia, a
synonym of OtGAvoLg or any other word meaning “separation.”'>3

Be that as it may, Empedocles’ own use of dtaALdoow, as Palmer and Gulley insisted
and as we just observed, strongly suggests “exchange,” and not “differentiate.” When it comes to
defining this “exchange,” however, I part ways with both Palmer and Gulley. Palmer’s larger
argument, about the actual transformation of the four Empedoclean roots into one another, leads
to his extreme interpretation of OLlGAAOELS as designating only that substantial interchange or

transformation of the roots (such that earth may become water, and so on). This is arguably

151 De diaet.1.10.17 vy, voog, poovnols, aiEnois, nivnoig, petmotg, dStdAragilg, vmvog,
€yonyopols, most recently translated by L-M, EGP V1.331, “mind, thought, growth, decrease,
motion, change of place, sleep, waking.” The Hippocratic use of ditaAhé.oom may provide some
clues. There are eleven instances of the verb in the entire Hippocratic corpus; the commonest
meaning is “differ,” then “change” (cf. De morb. sac. XV1.29), and in the one instance in De
diaet. (the text in which dtdALaELg occurs), although Jones in the Loeb translates dtahAAooE€L
arr aMNAwv (1.vi.29) as “separates itself,” and LSJ q.v. I1.4 “be discordant,” T would suggest
rather “differ [collective singular subject] from one another.”
2Cf. LS g.v.114,1IV, V.
153 See Hesychius s.v. Oldhhaooe, glossed with dudhve; cf. also dLohhary®d: dtoyweLoBd and
OramemhiyOar: Ay Bon Ta oréAN.
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incompatible with sound evidence for Empedocles’ doctrine, and also strains the apparent
meaning of dlaALGoow in the passages we have seen.>* Gulley’s interpretation is nearer my
own. According to him, “interchange” is the fundamental process of any exchanging movement
of the elements whatsoever, including mixture. This goes too far, however, in its generalization
of dudAraElg, ignoring the role of Love in the production of mixture as well as the modifying
genitive pyévtov (“of mixed things”). Mixture is not merely a species of elemental movement
for Empedocles, but requires additionally the presence and special activity of Love.!> The
redundancy in W&l te OLAMOELS Te uyévtov that would follow from Gulley’s interpretation is
not a desirable result; wiEig and OLGALOELS yévTmv must be distinct processes.

If one were to adhere as closely as possible to the common approach to B8, so that piEig
te OLAMOELS Te uyévtov designates the coming together of isolated elements into a mixture
and then the exchange of again isolated elements from said mixture, one could hardly improve
upon Simplicius, as noted above. Along the same lines, M-P have asserted that dtdAha&lg may
be the constant redistribution that renews les mélanges.'>

It is possible that the standard approach, which is particularly apparent in Gulley’s
universalization of dtdALaELS pyévtwy to any and all exchange of the isolated elements, falls
short in its assessment of pwyévtwv. To be sure, Empedocles’ use of dtalhdioom does suggest
that OtdAAaELg alone may denote the exchanging movement of elements simpliciter, and
therefore all elemental motion that is not w&is. But in B8, the genitive of the substantive

participle, pyévtmv, crucially restricts StdALaELs. The “exchange of things mixed,” I submit, is

154 What would it mean then to dtaAAGooery xeleBovg?
155 See e.g. Plutarch adv. Col. 1112A-B.
156 “La nature résulte en fait d'un réaménagement constant des éléments.” M-P (1999) 55, which
precedes a translation of B8 in which dLtdAAOELS is redistribution.
221



not equivalent to the “exchange of mixable things” or even the “exchange of things that have (at
any point) been mixed,” i.e. the “exchange of elements.” @015, whether process or product,
cannot be adequately explained by a simple combination of the mixture of separate elements and
the exchange of separated elements between discrete mixtures. That is, it cannot consist only of
the mixture of isolated elements and then the separation of isolated elements from that mixture.
The exchange of things mixed, if it is to include all the activity that is attributed to ¢pVoLg, must
include more.

For a consideration of what this StdALaELS puyévtmwy might be, we return to Simplicius.
Although assuming that StGALAELS is synonymous with dudxouolg (“dissolution”), and also
arguing for a Platonic interpretation of Empedocles (contrasting vonté and aioOntd, knowables
and perceptibles), he nonetheless offers some useful commentary on B8. The Greek text presents
some difficulties that warrant full quotation:

Ta 08 0loONTA VO TOD Velnovg npatnOévta ral ém mhéov draomacdévia év T nata
TNV ®QOOLV YEVEOEL €V ERUORTOLS ROl EIROVIROIG EIOEOLY VITEOTNOOV TOLG VELREOYEVEDL
rnal ANOwg Exovol TEOG TNV EVoLY TV QOGS dAANA. OTL € %Al OVTOG RATA OVYRQOLOV
TLVaL xol SLaxLowy TV yéveowy Vmédeto, dnhol ta evOVGS év Ay f mapatedévta
TOTE eV YA €V NUENON povov etvarn
éx ThedOVOV, TOTE O 0 JLEGU TAEOV EE EvOg etva's’

®OL EXELVO PEVTOL TO TV Yéveov xol Thv pOoeav undev rho eivau,
AMAL pOVoV WELY Te OLAALOELY TE yévTmv!s®

N3

%ol “o0vodov dLATTuELlY Te yevéOng.”!>

The perceptible things controlled by Strife and torn apart further in the genesis according to
mixture, in their molded and iconic forms support things Strife-generated and are

157B17.1-2=D73.233-4 =8.1-2 W.
158 B8.3, but with the case of WElg and OLGAAOELS altered to suit Simplicius’ syntax.
159 The last quoted phrase is found twice, P. Strasb. a(ii) 24, 30 (294, 300) = D73.294, 300. The
passage from Simplicius is in Phys.14,161.11-20. I follow M-P in emending the MS reading
vevéoBal aiong to yevéBAng on the basis of the papyrus, taking the full phrase as another
Empedoclean quotation. (It is less pressing, but perhaps one might correct to E0vodov te as well
(cf. loc. cit.)?) For discussion of this text in light of P. Strasb., see M-P (1999) 242-3 and also
Janko (2010) 410.
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unaccustomed to union with each other. And that this one [sc. Empedocles] also posited
coming-to-be through some mixing-together and separation is made clear by the things set out
right at the beginning:
for at one time they grew to be only one from many, and then again they grew apart to be
many from one
and that [statement that] coming-to-be and perishing are nothing else,
but only mixture and exchange of things mixed
and “the coming-together and unfolding of the stock.”

Plainly this is of value even if one desires to retain the meaning “separation” for OLGALOELS.
From Simplicius’ description of perceptible things being “torn apart further in the genesis
according to mixture,”'® one can get a sense of how dtGALAELS WyévTwv might involve the
exchange not only of previously mixed and now isolated elements, but also of things that remain
mixed during their exchanging motion—for instance, a seed.

Furthermore, one should note Simplicius’ correlation here of the final two phrases, so
that, all told, oUyxzoLo1g = WELS = oVvodog and dudnoLolg = OLAMAOELS = dtattuEls. We have
seen the final phrase before, apropos of the meaning of yevéOAn; as noted there, EOvodov te
OLdmtTtuEiv te yevéOng (“the coming together and unfolding of the stock”) makes a double
appearance in P.Strasb. In their commentary on the papyrus, M-P have decisively shown that
OLdttvELg is not synonymous with duéixuolg,'*! and concluded less decisively that the
“unfolding” it denotes is the articulation of organisms.'®> M-P go on to assert that Simplicius was
also mistaken to draw the correlation p00od = dtdALaELg, but not because didAhaEig and

OuarttuELs are correlated —rather, because they follow the standard interpretation of dtdAAaELS

160 This seems to be an allusion to B63 (see above). For Simplicius’ knowledge of Empedocles’
poems, see O’Brien (1965) 276-86.
161 M-P (1999) 243-6. Nor, contra L.SJ and Bollack (1969) II1.55 n. 1, can it be given the
meaning enlacement; see M-P (1999) 245.
162 Ipid. and particularly 246: “A nos yeux, le mot SIATTTVELC est pratiquement synonyme de
OLBowols, composé comme lui a I’aide du préverbe dua-: les créatures du «monde B» ne se
réduisent pas a 1’état d’ébauches rudimentaires que produirait le seule E0vodog des élements,
mais, grice a la dudmtvELg, elles se déploient dans leur plein développement.”
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as an exchange that is still a simple separation from a mixture, although they stress that this
separation is one of “les deux aspects du cycle de la vie.”!> Without taking up their arguments in
further detail here, I would like to suggest that our conception of dtdALaELS pyévtwy be taken
in the direction of dudmTvELS per M-P, as encompassing the exchange involved in the articulation
of compound organisms.

If pows were to have the meaning “growth,” which, in the case of the articulated bodies
of plants and animals, must involve more than simple mixture, and if, per B8, it is to be
explained by pi&lg and dLdAAaELS pyévtmy alone, then dtdALaELS must encompass i) the
exchange of things mixed which comprises the development and articulation of the vegetal or
animal body, or what M-P refer to dudmtuELrg, as well as ii) the exchange of things mixed
between said bodies. The latter, in turn, must include not only the exchange of isolated elements,
but also the exchange of portions of mixture, as it occurs for instance in the consumption of other
organisms, in the shedding of skin or hair,'** and in reproduction.'®® In this way, the mixing and
movement of isolated elements or mixtures within the plenum —their exchange of place, whether
within a contiguous body or between separable bodies—can best be seen as the processes that
would define the interplay between growth and death.!¢

On the other hand, if ¢pUOLS is best translated as “nature,” then what sense does it make to

say that VoL is a name applied to mixing and the exchange of things mixed? And further, what

163 M-P (1999) 246. Their point seems to be that Empedocles in B8 is offering alternative
principles for the explanation of two aspects of the life cycle, and not an exhaustive list of the
processes which the elements can undergo. See also Primavesi (2008) 22 and 56-7.

164 See B101.

165 See again B63.

19 This is not the place to enter into the debate about Empedocles’ daipwv, but one might at
least note the possibility that, if the daippwv should involve an elemental mixture, this account of
OLadhAaELg may also extend to the daimonic exchange which some take to constitute the

transmigration at the center of Empedocles’ teaching.
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sense does it make in Plutarch’s reading of B8? B8, as I understand it, is a response not only to
ontological, but also medical and moral claims, claims that sought to ground human beings and
other phenomena in permanent and heritable “natures.” Empedocles proclaims that this supposed
¢vo1g does not properly exist over and above the roots which comprise it and which truly are.
Nothing exists beyond them, and nothing comes to be in addition to them. True being is granted
to the four roots and Love and Strife alone; the “nature” of a mortal, on the other hand, is
comprised of a mixture that, however stable and persistent, remains dynamic throughout the
lifetime of the changing organism. Further, the processes which one might suppose to supervene
upon a given ¢pU0LG, e.g. the mixing and exchange of things mixed in the metabolism of food and
drink, are in fact constitutive of that ¢po1g at all levels of analysis—above that of the roots.
There is, to repeat, a p0o1g of no single individual among mortal things. Nor, for that matter, is
there any stock of death: our category of mortal beings is itself only a human “name,” with no
proper being of its own. Whether one is concerned with the constitution of an individual, or a
species, or the entire category of “mortal things,” one cannot find an irreducible, constitutive
principle over and above the four roots. These four alone actually are,

TV O¢ TE poyopévarv xett £€0vea puoia Ovntdv,
navrolong idénotv doneodta, Bodua idéabar.'s?

and with them being mixed, myriad tribes of mortals stream forth, fitted in all sorts of forms,
a wonder to behold.

The patterns observable in both species and individual belie the fact that those forms have no
true being of their own, and are only the temporary manifestations of the periodic growing-

together of the roots.

167 B35.16-17=D75 =47 W.
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IV. Conventionalism in Empedocles and Hippocrates

At this point I would like to register a separate piece of supporting evidence for several of
the arguments laid out so far, those arguments being: first, that even in the Aétian reading the
contrast between 0dvartog and ¢pvoig does not necessitate that poLg means yéveolg; second,
that whatever contrast remains does not require an exclusive correlation between ¢polg and
WELg, Odvartog and OLGAAOELS, however one understands the last term; and third, that a
definition of ¢U0LG as “nature” in B8 is perfectly compatible with a reductionist explanation of
“nature” in terms of “mixture and exchange of things mixed.”

Perhaps only a generation or two after Empedocles, a medical author of the Hippocratic
school composed a piece entitled On the Nature of Man (Nat. Hom.). At the beginning of the
treatise, the basic constitution of the human organism is taken up: its nature consists of a mixture
of four elements—not identical with Empedocles’ elements, but comparable —and in fact all
animals, the author says, have such a nature. There is, however, one conspicuous feature that
predictably distinguishes this later author’s use of ¢po1g from Empedocles’: whereas the latter
does not demonstrably use ¢pUOLS to characterize the four roots, the Hippocratic author explicitly
uses it for the four elements from which all creatures are composed. Excepting that, the treatise
contains echoes of Empedoclean theory that are illuminating for our purposes. What I would
note above all is the relationship between ¢pU0Lg, Yéveolg, and death, here designated by the verb
tehevtay (“to end” or “to die,” whence tehevTy)):

Accordingly it is necessary that, the nature (¢pU01g) both of all other things and of humans
being such as it is, the human being is not one, but each of the things contributing to coming-
to-be (yéveolg) has in the body precisely the power that it contributed. And in turn it is
necessary that each thing withdraw to its own nature with the human’s body dying
(TelevT®VTOG), the moist to the moist and the dry to the dry and the hot to the hot and the

cold to the cold. Such is the nature (¢pVoLg) also of animals, and of all other things: all things
come-to-be (y{vetar) and die (tehevtd) similarly; for the nature (¢pUo1c) of them is composed
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from all the abovementioned things, and according to what was said each thing ends
(tehevtd) in that from which it was composed.'®

For those who still prefer the Aétian reading of B8.2 (ovlopévn Bavdrolo teleuti), this
passage provides further evidence that a contrast between ¢pvoig and Odvatog by no means
suffices for the assumption of a strict contrast between “birth” and “death.” ®0o1g alone,
understood as the “nature” of a mortal organism, is apparently a finite, temporary mixture,
permanent for the life of the organism, but delimited by its constitution upon birth and its
dissolution in the organism’s death. To deny the ¢pU0Lg of a mortal is at once to deny the
presumed substance and the creation or transmission of that substance through generation, as this
Hippocratic author shows. The Aétian B8 in particular could easily follow upon the passage
quoted above, as one can see if they were to be combined as follows:

For the nature (¢pU0Lg) of them is composed of all those things I have mentioned above, and

each thing, according to what has been said, ends (tehevtd) in that from which it was

composed. [B8:] But I will tell you another thing: there is a nature (¢p01G) of no single

individual among mortals, nor any end (televti)) of baleful death...
But the comparison is equally valid for the interpretation of the Plutarchan B8. To repeat, the
pairing of ¢powg with death does not at all demand that pvoLg mean “birth” —while it does draw
out the possible implications of generation and mortality carried by the term.

The author then enumerates the four elements that comprise the body of a human being,

saying summarily that “these are for the human being the nature of the body, and through them a
human experiences pain or health” (tadt” €0Tiv 00T® 1 PVOLS TOD ODOUATOS, ®OL Lt TADTOL

ahyet not vywoivet).'® The emphasis on the multiplicity of any VoL comes very close to the

denial that any ¢p00oLg actually is. Although he is not quite so preoccupied with predications of

168 Nat. Hom. 3.13-29. For comment on this, see Galen De elementis ex Hippocrate 1.476.
19 Nat. Hom. 4.2-3.
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being as Empedocles was, for this Hippocratic as well, it is clear that there is no unitary principle
over and above the elements in their combination.

After the passage quoted above, there follows a description of the entailed theory of
health and disease: health is the maintenance of the original mixture (in all its subtle
differentiation within the organism), disease the failure of some aspect or other of that mixture.
The causes of disease considered are revealing: there is pain when, in any part of the body, some
elemental imbalance is created, whether through separation and isolation of an element within
the body, or through separation and evacuation from the body. The “nature” of the body,
persistent though it may be, is very plainly a dynamic mixture, constantly regenerated and
reconstituted amid processes of mixture and exchange of things mixed—*“and ¢pU01G is a name
applied to these by human beings.” The author of the Hippocratic On the Nature of Man thus
demonstrates the conventionality of Empedocles’ use of ¢p01g, and—by a generation or so
later—the growing conventionality of his account of what a pUOLg really is.

Having considered the problems with the prior readings of B8 and their possible solution
through the acceptance of the Plutarchan version of the fragment, let us return to two prominent
aspects of Plutarch’s argument in Adv. Col.: Empedocles’ conventionalism and his retention of a
notion of VOIS as “nature,” in spite of his allegedly using ¢p0LS to mean “genesis” in BS. The
tension between those two aspects and Plutarch’s interpretation of B8 has rarely been noted, in
spite of the fact that Plutarch himself is plainly aware of it and even offers a weak defense.!”® The
obvious solution to that tension is to reject Plutarch’s reading of B8 and instead take it to deny
that any stable “nature” actually exists, i.e. to deny the validity of the conventional sense,

“nature,” which Empedocles nonetheless accepts, along with other terms, as a useful convention.

170 As noted above, the only exception to my knowledge is Owens (1976).
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My critique, sketched above already and applied to Schumacher and van der Ben, will now be
applied in more detail to Plutarch. An examination of Plutarch’s text and its problems will lead
to a reiteration of my proposal of a stronger form of Empedoclean conventionalism vis-a-vis
¢voLg, rooted in B8 but covering B63 and B110 as well.

The eponymous opponent of Plutarch’s work is Colotes of Lampsacus, a disciple of
Epicurus who distinguished himself as a polemicist. In the treatise to which Plutarch is
responding (and for which Plutarch is our sole witness), Colotes had declared that Empedocles
makes it impossible to live according to his philosophy because he lacks a notion of “nature.” As
proof, Colotes had apparently cited B8. Plutarch counters that B8 cannot possibly give anyone
any trouble, since it obviously only rejects V0L as Yéveolg, indeed as the generation of the
non-existent, and he then makes the familiar claim that yéveolc is a name for the ovodog
(“coming together”) of the elements, and OGvatog a name for their dudAlvoig (“dissolution”). If
those who are committed to these principles “do not and cannot live,” continues Plutarch, “what
else do those [Epicureans] do?”!"! Plutarch’s objection has a point: such principles were, after all,
part and parcel of atomism.

Yet this alignment of Empedocles with Epicureanism leads into a puzzling line of
argument mingled with equivocation. Plutarch goes on to assert that, in contrast with the
Epicureans, Empedocles actually retains a relatively workable notion of ¢pvoig. At first he is
notably hesitant in his formulation: “And yet Empedocles, on the one hand, cementing and
joining the elements together by the operation of heat and softness and moisture, somehow or

other (QuwoYEmwc) grants them a mixture (WiELv) and a unitary connation (ov pq)v'fow

170 Adv. Col. 1112A.
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Evmtrnv).”'7? Epicureans, on the other hand, have no recourse whatsoever to a principle of such
“mixture” or “connation” beyond their lifeless, solid atoms interacting in the void, and therefore
they would seem to leave no room for “¢Uoig and Yy (“soul”) and Thov (“a living
thing”).”!”®* Nonetheless, the Epicureans retain these concepts “in their manner of speaking, in
word, by affirmation, by pretending, by naming things that by their ultimate principles and tenets
they abolish.”!"* Plutarch fancifully depicts Epicurus himself quoting Empedocles B9.5, saying,
VO O Emidnu xol aTdg (“and even I myself assent to custom™). Indeed, Empedocles did the
very same, Plutarch maintains, “having taught that ¢0oLg is nothing besides T0 puopevov (“the
growing thing”) nor O&vatog anything besides 0 Ovijoxov (“the dying”).'” In this regard,
Empedocles is cast as an exemplar of sensibility:
So far was Empedocles from calling the world into question (¢dén0¢€ TOD %LVElV T dvTaL)
and battling appearances that he did not even banish the expression (t1)v ¢pwvnv) from
common speech, but removed only the harmful misunderstanding that it causes about the
things named and then restored to the terms their current use (Toig OVOUOLOL TO
vevououevov) in these lines: [B9] Though Colotes cites these lines himself he fails to see
that Empedocles did not abolish men, beasts, plants, and birds—since he says that they are
produced by the mixture of the elements—but rather, once he had informed those who go
further and use for this combination and separation the terms ¢pvowv and TOTHOV
ovodaipova and Odvartov ahoitnv how they go wrong, he did not disallow the use of the
current expressions about them.
Yet Empedocles seems to me not to be calling this expression into question (] To0TO
%Lvelv TO €ndoenov) but, as I said earlier, to be controverting a point of fact, generation
from the non-existent, which some call ¢pioLc.

The attentive reader, as Plutarch evidently realizes, is wondering why this simple scheme is not

more straightforwardly applied to B8; he assures his reader that Empedocles is not “calling this

172 jbid.: naitor 6 pev Epumedoniig 1 otouyelor *oOAMMY %ol ovvauottwy OgouoTtnot nol
HohaxOTNOL %ol VYEOTNOL MIEWY aDToiC %ol ovpdUioy évu)um\]v AUMOYETWGS EVOIdMOLY.
The phrase “unitary connation” is my own calque for cupuputav EvoTinnv.
173 Adv. Col. 1112C; the discussion seems to trade on a confusion between the senses of pUOLG.
174 ibid.
175 Adv. Col. 1112F-1113A.
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expression into question,”!’® is not, one must understand, denying the normal meaning of ¢pvoLg
in B8. For Empedocles, as Plutarch has maintained, retains a conception of ¢po1g, of a
meaningful if somewhat vaguely conceived growing-together (ov uq)v'fa, “connation”) of the
elements into a mortal being; in B8 he is not clarifying his explanation of the retained sense, but
rather entirely discarding a rare and presumably technical sense of the term.'”” And yet,
according to Plutarch, Empedocles does require that even the normal sense be reconsidered in
light of his doctrine.

To repeat, Plutarch insists, in opposition to Colotes, that there is a workable notion of
¢voLg as “nature” in Empedocles, who assents to custom even when he denies the absolute
validity of a term—except in the case of the rare technical meaning of ¢pUoLS as yéveols ex
nihilo.

Contra Plutarch, it seems to me that Empedocles is precisely “calling the expression into
question” in B8 as well. The fragment’s concluding line suggests as much: “¢p0oLg is a name
given to these by human beings.” That said, Empedocles is also making a factual claim: he
asserts that no ¢pUoLg actually exists, and that what human beings designate with that term is in
fact the result of the mixture and exchange of the mixed elements that alone have real being. B9,
again, encourages one to assume that pVoLg too was accepted by Empedocles, and precisely in

the manner that Plutarch suggests. Had Plutarch scrupled to cite and discuss Empedocles’ use of

176 This difficult expression is translated as “not here bringing up a point about verbal
expression” by Einarson and De Lacy in the Loeb, and for to éxpooundv LSJ offer “the power
of expressing oneself in words,” citing this passage. It seems preferable to me to take the neuter
substantive as referring to an “expressible,” i.e. an “expression,” and to read this #tvetv in line
with the preceding ®ivetv Tta 6vta, and in a rather different sense than that offered by Einarson
and De Lacy (except for the preceding instance, which they translated “upsetting”), but a sense
that is well-documented; cf. LSJ s.v. nivém AIL.1.
177 NB that an indefinite “some” (Tuvég) are said to use GpUOLG in this sense.
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¢voLg elsewhere, it seems the solution would have been all the more apparent. As we have seen,
the two other fragments containing the term are much more easily read as employing that

conventional notion.

V. Conclusion

In this chapter I have argued that the consensus on B8 must be abandoned. Even on the
basis of the standard, Aé&tian text, the definition of ¢UOLg as yéveols is far from necessary, as the
apparent contrast with death is complicated in ways that prevent it from demanding an
opposition between “birth” and “death.” Yet the A€tian B8 must be rejected in favor of the
Plutarchan. The latter, I have argued, is the superior text, both with regard to éxdotov 1.1, which
emphasizes the individuation of the ¢pU01g in question, and with regard to the more significant
vevéOn 1.2, which, with the added evidence of the Strasbourg papyrus, demands a new
interpretation of B8.2. When so restored, the first two lines seem to deny rather the existence of a
“nature” of any individual among mortals, as well as any general category of mortals: “There is a
¢voLs of no single one / among mortals, nor any baleful stock of death.” The “mixture and
exchange of things mixed” in B8.3 are, on my account, the only principles necessary to explain
the occurrence of the patterns observed by human beings in individual organisms and in entire
species. No irreducible ¢pvoLg subtends the individual organism, but only a persistent mixture
and further processes of mixture and the exchange of things mixed, which themselves underlie
the reproduction of species: “¢U0Lg is a name applied to these by human beings.” As we see in
Aristotle and certain Hippocratic treatises, most ancient readers encountered no difficulties in
reading Empedocles’” ¢pUoLg in its conventional sense, “nature,” and not “growth” or “genesis.”

On the Nature of Man reveals the conventionality of Empedocles’ usage particularly well. With
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that in mind, when one returns to Plutarch’s contorted interpretation of Empedocles, one can see
all the more clearly the faults of Plutarch’s otherwise helpful interpretation.

To conclude, Empedocles was classed as a puoindg, a natural philosopher, and not for
nothing. From what remains of his thought, in fragments and in testimonia, one can perceive a
simple notion of VOIS as the persistent, hypostatized “nature” of a thing, which answers the
question of what a thing is. That basic notion takes modified form in this corpus as a “nature”
that is theorized as consisting of some combination of the four roots, mixed and persisting in that
mixture under the influence of Love. In this concept, Empedoclean biological and psychological
doctrines find a convenient center. In particular, the four instances of ¢pUoLg, brought together
under this one meaning, take on a simple and compelling unity. B8 denies the absolute reality or
irreducibility of any ¢pUoLg, and points to a new explanation of the phenomena that other human
beings explain by reference to a “nature.” A generous conventionalist, Empedocles deploys that
term again in B63, where the creation of a new ¢pU0Lc by the recombination of those of the
parents is considered, and then again in B110, where the role of one’s ¢pVoLg in education
provides a cautious qualification—albeit one far from the Pindaric strictures about learning and

¢va. Empedocles’ ¢pvolg, by contrast, is a pUoLg of custom.
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Chapter 4: Empedocles the Constant-Fruiting
Now I am immortal, and am pleased at it, and now
again [ become mortal, and I weep; then, again, I
get dissolved into atoms, I become water, become
air, become fire; thereafter ... one makes me into a
wild beast, another makes me into a fish, ... I swim,
fly, creep, run, sit. And now and then Empedocles
even makes me into a shrub. —Hermias'!
Thus things are reflected ever more clearly: gradual
freeing from the all too anthropomorphic. / For the
plant the entire world is a plant, for us a human
being. —Nietzsche?
I. Introduction
This chapter analyses the role of metaphor with respect to the conception of ¢pi0oLG
presented above, and shows that a paradigm of autonomous plant growth is fundamental to both
that conception of ¢poLg and the conception of the entire “natural order,” which is importantly
not yet labelled by ¢pUo15. Yet the common conception of an individual ¢pvoig and the cosmos is
one of the “growing together” of the gtldpata or “roots” under the immanent influence of
Aphrodite, where this growth is explicitly marked as a process of learning and habituation.?

Among various competing metaphors including anthropomorphic and technomorphic ones, the

phytomorphic (or plant) demonstrably dominate in certain respects, and especially with regard to

! Hermias, Irrisio Gentilium Philosophorum 4 (= Satire des philosophes paiens,ed.R. P. C.
Hanson, Paris 1993, 100): [speaking of the hypothetical transformations demanded by a survey
of philosophical positions] vOv uév a0davotog si xol yéynoa, vov 8 o Ovntog yivopon xoi
danlw: dott 8¢ eig drdopovg drahbopat, HdwE yivopar, do yivouar, THE yivouar eita
... Onolov pe motel ixO0V pe motet. ... vipyopon trrrapon £0mw 0w »abilw. "Eot 8¢ Ote
Eunedoxhiic xai 0Gpvov pe motel. Translation adapted and extended from that of Cleve
(1969) 11.393, who read a slightly different text at the start of the last sentence (¢t 8¢ 0).
2NF 1872, 19[158]: “So spiegeln sich die Dinge immer reiner: allmihliche Befreiung vom allzu
Anthropomorphischen. / Fiir die Pflanze ist die ganze Welt Pflanze, fiir uns Mensch.”
3 One will recall that the elements are said to be sentient; see esp. B110.10.
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the formation of the human subject and the formation and deformation of the cosmos.* Whereas
the craft metaphors are restricted to the production of organisms and their parts and therefore
cannot warrant the increasingly common assertion that Empedocles’ Aphrodite is a provident
demiurge, the plant metaphors are much more widespread.

The metaphors that apply to the subject and the All may be regarded as “absolute
metaphors” in Hans Blumenberg’s terms, as they are applied to the internal and external limits of
human experience and theory (beyond which lies das Absolute), and thus “give structure to a
world, representing the nonexperienceable, nonapprehensible totality of the real,” and also help
to “provide the theoretically unanswerable question of man’s place in the universe, and his
relationship to everything else that exists, with a point of orientation.” Indeed, they have more in
common than their “absoluteness”: the metaphors at both levels are intimately analogous in the
thought of this author, and help to conceptualize both human development and the All in a way
that eschews anthropomorphism to a considerable extent, and in part by way of vegetal
metaphors that reveal a unifying, if somewhat obscure, vision of spontaneous and sentient plant
growth. According to Empedocles, one grows and learns together with—or as one particular
mixture of —the cosmic roots.

However, just as there are decisive limits to the other imagery, so the relevant
phytomorphic metaphors are in crucial regards more subdued and complicated than the

scholarship has represented them to be. Unlike the pervasive vegetal metaphors, which assert the

* The sense of ®Oouog in Empedocles is debated. The word appears twice, in frr. 26.5 and 134.5,
arguably to refer to the perfect “order” that is the perfect mixture of the sphairos under Love, as
Finkelberg (1998) 112 would have it; but others have preferred to understand it as the world
order of the present, as e.g. Guthrie (1962) 1.208 n. 1. I follow Finkelberg in using cosmos to
refer to the perfection of the sphairos, but also speak throughout, with some conscious
anachronism, of the micro- and macrocosm.
> Blumenberg (2010 [1960]) 14, 115.

235



kinship of all organisms and their common origin in the earth, the metaphors we are most
interested in here almost belong rather to the category which Blumenberg analyzes as
“background metaphorics,” by reference to which the “higher-order semantic unity” of scattered
individual terms may be understood, and which reveal the imaginative core that keeps a given
system “in vital orientation, whereas academic routine uproots concepts and suspends them in an
idiosyncratic atomism.”® This will be seen most clearly with regard to the QLiCouota or “roots,”
a designation for the elements that occurs only once, and in a passage of chaotic imagery, but is
nonetheless treated as if it were fixed and prominent terminology in Empedocles scholarship.
The image, as we will see below, is not so clear or sustained as most scholars have claimed. An
adequate analysis of Empedocles’ metaphors must account for this restraint.

It is explained here by reference to two intimately related factors. The first is the anti-
substantialist position on ¢pU0oLg laid out above (and discussed again below), which seems to have
further motivated the eschewal not only of anthropomorphism, but also of all excessive reliance
upon familiar figuration (which is of course also an impulse Empedocles inherits from his
predecessors such as Xenophanes, Heraclitus and Parmenides). The second is the transitional
status of the Empedoclean corpus with respect to the dynamic relations between image and
concept in early philosophico-poetic discourse. The concept of VoL is being given a new role
in these texts, yet the role of the concept is not such as to determine precisely all the structural
features of the imagery applied in metaphor and simile: that is, the use of imagery does not
display the comfort (or compulsion) of later thinkers in the more systematic development of
allegorical imagery driven by a conceptual apparatus. More simply put, not all of the details and

possible implications of Empedocles’ plant metaphors (or those of his craft metaphors and

¢ Blumenberg (2010 [1960]) 62-3.
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similes) are significant for the reconstruction of his doctrine, and to think otherwise is to be
misled by later allegoresis.

Nonetheless, significance will be sought in the subordination of the techno- to the
phytomorphic within the conceptual scheme presented here: if every ¢pUoLg, like every stage of
the cosmic cycle as a whole, is in fact something learnt, then Aphrodite’s occasional crafting of
our tissues and organs may not represent a contrasting schema so much as a subordinate one that
implies a corollary to that conception of ¢pU01g, namely the derivation of téyvn from the gradual
learning of technique and accidental invention. One might even infer a theory — with ample
parallels in other ancient authors—to the effect that all art is itself another contingent growth of
the same principles that, in this author, gradually “learn” to form human nature and the cosmos
as a whole.” The apparent tension between the techno- and phytomorphic can thus be resolved by
the subordination of the former to the latter by way of this conceptual scheme. In the bold vision
of Empedocles, nature and craft, or plant and machine, are not opposed, and the measure of the
world is taken as if by a sentient plant, which sees in all processes the ramifications of its own

intelligence.

II. Overview of Evidence and Prior Interpretations
In this section I attempt to unfold the main claims somewhat and relate them both to the
argument of the preceding chapter and to prior scholarship in order to set up the interpretations

that follow.

7 See Cole (1990) esp. 48-59 on various presentations of “the accidental and empirical character
of the inventive process and the collective character of human achievement” (58), which he
traces back to Democritus; see also Guthrie (1957) and Boys-Stones (2001).

237



In the preceding chapter, it was argued that Empedocles’ use of ¢pU01g is restricted to
mortals (human and otherwise), and that in all four instances in the corpus (twice in B8, once
each in B63 and B110) the word is to be understood never as synonymous with yéveolg (i.e. as
“coming-to-be”), but always as denoting an individual organism’s “nature,” which Empedocles
however denies to have substantial reality (B8). Each ¢UoLg, it was argued, is to be conceived
instead as a persistent mixture (WELS) of the four elements in the presence of ®1AOTNG or Love —
persistent, that is, yet not absolutely constant, but constantly subject to change through the
exchanging movement (dtdAAaELS) of the elements, pure or still mixed, both within the
organism and without. The regularity of ¢p001g, a problem of Empedoclean interpretation to
which Aristotle drew critical attention, was left unexplained.

With regard to that mixing and exchange of the elements, Empedocles’ readers have long
observed the fundamental analogy between his conception of the organism and his conception of
the cosmos. The status of that analogy is unassailable. Yet there are two crucial discrepancies
that emerge from the extant verses. The first, noted above and in Chapter 3, is that ¢p001LG is not
used of any of the four elements, nor of t0 7Av, the All.® The four elements and Love and Strife
alone have being, properly speaking; ¢pUoLg is not yet applied to being proper, but only to that
which “comes to be” or “grows.” As for the cosmic results of their interaction, it seems that one
also cannot speak of the ¢pvoLg of the All in Empedocles, despite the changes of the cosmic
cycle. And yet, among the words which Empedocles metaphorically applies to the elements, such

as ylyveoOau (“become”), one finds the prominent use of pveaOou (“grow”). Thus the verb from

8 To repeat, some have concluded that Empedocles applied ¢pU0LS to the elements, but the fact
remains that in the extant verses it is not; see the preceding chapter for further discussion.
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which ¢pUo1c derives anticipates the later semantic range of the noun by way of its metaphorical
application.

The second discrepancy, also noted above, is that whereas organisms and their tissues
and organs are repeatedly —but inconsistently —cast as artifacts of Aphrodite, such imagery is
never applied at the higher levels of analysis.’ The tribes of mortals pouring forth, as Empedocles
describes them, may indeed be Badpo {0e00au (“a wonder to behold”) like Homeric armor,'? but
Empedocles’ cosmology is strictly depicted as one of four divine but barely personified
oopata, four “roots” that “grow together” and “grow apart” —indeed, that learn to grow thus.
This is intriguingly expressed in forms of ¢pecOor and pavOdvewy (“learn”), and yet the latter
have received surprisingly little comment.'! In spite of the concerted study of the
correspondences between micro- and macrocosm in this author, and particularly of “the process
of perception and sensation as analogous to his universal theory of the interaction of the
elements,”'? no one to my knowledge has attempted to correlate Empedocles’ discussions of
human learning with his cosmological use of pavOdaverv (“learn”). An attempt will be
undertaken here to correlate the two with each other and with Empedocles’ conception of

¢vowg—and all by way of reference to vegetal metaphor.

° There is no basis then for speaking of Love as the “artisan de I’'Un,” as Bollack does, unless
perhaps one abandons the interpretation of the cosmic cycle in favor of a platonizing
interpretation like Bollack’s; Bollack seems to use that phrase only in the index, although the
concept is certainly at play throughout the volumes of his Empédocle.
10Cf. B35.17 and e.g. Il. 5.725 and Th. 575, and the comments of Bollack ad loc. (= 202
Bollack), “la nature de I’ Amour se substitue aux divinités artisanes qui, dans la Théogonie,
fabriquent Pandore comme un ouvrage d’art qui étonne.”
! Following the usual summary treatment and translation of Empedoclean pavOdverv as “to be
accustomed” vel sim., Snell (1924) 72 n. 2 places Empedocles’ use among a few others which he
takes to have that meaning (rather than “to learn”). For a more suggestive translation but no
comments, see e.g. 68,201 Bollack (= B26, B35); for more suggestive remarks on how this
learning may be related to Empedocles’ “panpsychism,” see Trépanier (2003) 32, 191.
12 Windelband (1956) 78.
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The central thesis of this chapter, as stated at the outset, is that at the heart of the analogy
between micro- and macrocosm lies a conception of a quasi-vegetal growth, a “vegetal subject,”
as it were, constituted temporarily by the growing-together of the sentient elements under the
unifying and immanent influence of ®1AoTNG. The human subject, especially as represented by
Empedocles’ addressee, is said to grow by learning or learn by growing in what is now a
perfectly familiar manner; less familiar to this day is how this subject finds its analogue, through
clear verbal echoes, in the elements that are said to learn to grow.!® Through this link,
Empedocles’ extended use of pavOdverv and pecBor demands to be seen in light of the
contemporary debate over the relationship between ¢po1g and pudOn, discussed with regard to
Pindar above. When correlated with that cosmological “learning to grow” and other statements
that touch on the learning and nature of the mortal subject, Empedocles’ denial of ¢pvoig in B
can be seen to indicate a theory of the constitution both of any ¢pUoLg and of the entire cosmos by
means of “learning.”

In contrast then with the likes of Pindar, who could assert the self-sufficiency of an elite
¢$va over against the learning required by inferior talents, Empedocles can be seen as positing
that each and every ¢pvoLg is learned—and that, in addition, not only is the immediate sphere of
human activity something learned (or, in a word, vOopog, “custom”), but even 10 OAoV, or the
Whole, is defined by an ongoing, cyclic process of learning on the part of the divine elements
that body it forth. If this is correct, it has several important consequences for our understanding
of Empedocles’ thought and its historical role. The first is that it would cast in a new light

Empedocles’ willingness to use ¢pU0Lg in spite of his critique of it in B8, along with his

13 But as for this notion’s being unfamiliar, see the note below.
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affirmation of vopog in B9."* The second is an explanation of the regularity of ¢pVoLg according
to Empedocles’ conception: the patterns of organismic development, as the patterns of the entire
cosmos, become explicable (if not so scientifically) as habits or customs acquired, periodically,
by the elements."” The third consequence is that it would reveal Empedocles to have anticipated
the atomism of Democritus in yet another regard: for Democritus famously proclaims that
“teaching ... makes nature (¢puorosoiet).”!® While never quite so pointed, Empedocles’
coordinated statements arguably amount to much the same doctrine. On the other hand, unlike
Democritus, Empedocles extends that conception from the formation of an individual ¢po1S to
the formation of the cosmos, and displays an imagination far more gripped by growth. After all,
one might surmise that a hylozoism which denies individual essences and shuns the more
obvious anthropomorphisms is naturally compelled toward the phytomorphic.

On the subject of his shunning anthropomorphism, that denial of ¢pVoLg is crucial in
another way to the interpretation of Empedoclean metaphor offered here. As with the word
¢voig, so Empedocles utilizes many givens of the linguistic and more particularly generic
traditions available to him, employing among other things a fantastic array of vegetal
metaphors — while at the same time calling their validity into question, both explicitly and

implicitly.

4On B9 see Ch. 3.
15 One might compare Francis Bacon’s consuetudines naturae, or the passing remark by
Santayana (1910) 69: “If there are no atoms, at least there must be habits of nature . . .” (where
Empedocles is not under discussion), or indeed the more significant parallels in Schelling,
Nietzsche, Bergson, Peirce, and Whitehead, as well as more marginal thinkers like Rupert
Sheldrake. Empedocles would thus be an intriguing precedent to certain modern ideas. Of
course, it is hoped that the awareness of such possible parallels has not produced any vitiating
anachronisms.
1o Democritus B33 = D403: 1) pUo1g nai 1) dtday1) moQamAnoldv €0t ®al yaQ 1) Odaym
HeTOQUOUOL TOV VOOV, petaQuopodod 8¢ puolomoLet.
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Explicit criticism is concentrated in passages that deal with the transcendence of the
divine, both in the form of the 2¢aipog, the perfect mixture of all elements at the acme of
Love’s influence in the cosmic cycle, and also in the guise of the divine more generally. But one
of the most memorable and pertinent series of lines, always placed toward the beginning of the
dvowd, comes to an arresting focus on 10 0Aov, “the Whole™:

OTELVOITOL UEV YOIQ TTAAGULOL XOTA YUTA REYVVTOL,

oM O¢ deld Epronat, Té T AufAivovol pegipvags:

navpov &¢ Cwfol Plov pégog dbpnoavteg

OROPoQOL ®OTTVOlo dixny Gpbévteg Amémtay,

oUTO POVOV TELo0EVTES, OTW TPOOERVQOEV EXAOTOG 5
TGvtoo” EhauvopevoL. 10 & dhov <tig do > elyetan eVely;

oltwg ot émdeenta TG AvdedoLy oVt Emaxovotd

oltw vow meguinmrd.!’

For narrow devices stream along limbs and numerous [are] the miserable things bursting-in,
which also dull [their] cares; Having observed in [their] lifetimes a little portion of life, quick-
doomed like smoke lifted up they fly away, trusting in this alone, whatever each one has
chanced upon, being driven in every direction. But <who then> prays to have discovered the
whole? Thus these things are neither to be seen by men nor to be heard nor to be grasped by
the mind.
These words would seem to reveal great attention to the ways in which what has been seen is
deployed to understand what has not, and what eludes even the mind’s grasp. The other moment
of explicit criticism that I would note here comes in the negative description of the
aforementioned Z¢aipog. In the following, we can see that that perfect fruit of ®LOTNG is
supposed to be devoid of all familiar organismic features:
oV ya &mo viTolo dvo xhdadol diocovtal,

oV 0deg, 0V Bod yoUv’, oU pndea yevvievta,
Al Zdaipog €Ny ral <mdvtofev> loog Eavt®.'®

7B2.1-8=D42=1W.
18 B29 = D92 =22 W. The main fragments on the Sphairos are: B27 (=21 W), 28, 29 (see 22 W
= 29/28); on the imperceptibility of the divine otherwise see also: B133 (=96 W) and B134 (=
97 W), but NB this last is regarded by L-M to pertain to the Sphairos, as D93.
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For from [his] back two branches do not rise up, no feet, no quick knees, no genitals
productive , but he was Sphairos and <from every side> equal to himself.

The ®Ad&dol (“branches”) may well be a metaphor for arms, or, according to Berg and Picot, for
wings (as of an Eros), but in either case it would remain a very striking metaphor, being
apparently the only such use of ®Add0¢ extant, and would suggest an intention to exclude a
vegetal form as well.!"” The 2¢paipog is most definitely not a man, but neither is it a plant:
“having grown-together as one, the All is submerged” (€v oupupUvta TO TAV VIEVEQDE
vévnta). 2
There is another moment of criticism, which is not explicitly concerned with imagery, but

which, I suggest, bears upon that too, while also bearing upon the stratification of this corpus.
Corresponding to the distinction between the exoteric KaOappot and the esoteric @vownd > one
finds in the former an endorsement of public honor with the familiar image of “blossoming
garlands,” and in the latter a repudiation with reference to the “flowers of honor.” First, consider
the following address, which would be rather Pindaric in tone if only the speaker himself were
not the subject of apotheosis:

YOUQET * &ym O VLV Be0g dufotog ovxéTL OvNTog

TwAEDUOL LETO TTAOL TETLUEVOS, DOTEQ EOLKEV,

Tawviog Te TeQloTENTOS OTEPEDLV Te Ooaieiowg:

Tolow G evt v inmpon &g dotea thhebdovta

avdgdoty No¢ yuvauEl ogfiCopa ...2

Greetings! I among you an immortal god no longer mortal go about honored by all, as is

seemly, crowned with ribbons and with garlands blossoming; whenever I come to flowering
towns by men and women I am honored ...

19 “Arms” is the usual interpretation; for wings (as of Eros), see Picot (2012) 10-11 and now also
Picot & Berg (2018).
20 B26.7 =D77b = 16 W. On the interpretation of Véve0Oe yévnron, see Wright ad loc.
21 For further discussion, see the preceding chapter and the Introduction.
2B112=D4=102 W.
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That may be contrasted with the following, which is addressed instead to his singular pupil:
undé o¢ v evd6E0L0 Prijoetal dvOea TR
7ROG OVt dveléoOar, dp @ 0 Ooing mAéov eimelv
Bdpoet, nal ToTe 01 coPing ém’ dxpoiol BodleL.
G Gy’ GOgeL wdom mokdun tf) dfAov €xaotov,
unte Ty’ v Exmv mioter Mhéov 1) not drovnv 10
1] dxonv €QidovToV VIEQY TEAVMOUATA YAMDOONGS,
unTe T TOV dAV, 671001 TOEOC £0TL VOT oL,
yulwv oty égune, voeL &’ 1) dfhov Exaotov.?
Nor let [this]** compel you to carry off flowers of glorious honor from mortals, so as to speak
more than piety in boldness, and then indeed to sit upon wisdom’s peaks. But come, perceive
by every device by which each thing is clear, neither holding some vision fuller in trust than
sound nor thundering sound over the tongue’s clarifications, nor hold your faith back from
any of the other limbs, in whatever way there is a pore for thinking, but think in the way in
which each thing is clear.
Whereas the author presents himself as a proudly garlanded god among the people, here his
disciple is warned that the “flowers of honor” must not obstruct a careful and synaesthetic
empiricism. With the aid of the botanical metaphor, an entire value system is repudiated —and
perhaps also its reliance upon certain value-laden imagery; dvOocg, as it happens, does not
reappear in the extant verses.

More implicit criticism is also to be found, although it is of course difficult to distinguish
from what may be unintentional signals of the instability of the image. Yet a deliberately critical
stance is arguably expressed in instances of mixed and subdued imagery, the most condensed
being the declaration of the four gtCwporta and their identification with mostly familiar
divinities, which will be taken up in detail below. But the entire corpus is one of densely mixed

images: in addition to novel developments of Homeric and Hesiodic imagery such as that of the

“roots,” Empedocles seems to bear numerous other generic influences in this regard, and to

23 B3.6-13=D44=5W.
24 On the uncertainty of the subject, see Wright ad loc.; I find the interpretation of L-M unlikely.
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combine them in puzzling ways. For instance, one encounters an apparently lyric vegetal
metaphor in the connection between Love and “blossoming life” (Biov BaAéBovtoc), and on
the other hand the exceptionally tragic description of how ‘“separating fire led up [sc. from the
earth] nocturnal shoots (¢vvuyloug Opmmrac) of men and much-weeping women,”?® who are
elsewhere said to “roam in shadow along the meadow of Ate (Atng &v Aeyudva)”? This is
indeed another regard in which one might conclude, “Nel pensiero di Empedocle confluiscono
senza trovare perfetta armonia diversi orientamenti di pensiero.”?® Deploying diverse, traditional
vegetal metaphors for their analogical worth and rhetorical power, and also developing novel
ones, Empedocles has often confounded his readers.

One of the aims of this chapter then is to display some of those riches of Empedoclean
imagery while also attending to the limits and destabilization of even the most fundamental plant
imagery. For it is crucial to the argument of this chapter that Empedocles does not employ
elaborated metaphors of any sort, nor are certain crucial ones so sustained as one might expect or
desire. This is another explanandum that arose from my study of the corpus.

As stated above, it is explained here by a closely related pair of factors. First is the
critique of imagery openly undertaken by Empedocles himself in light of his anti-substantialism
and with the aim of increased abstraction, as displayed in the passages on the Z¢paipog and t0
OAov. The second has to do with the precise way in which he pursues that aim, which may be
explained by reference to his position within the nascent philosophical tradition: amid the

emerging allegorical mode and the mounting critique of anthropomorphic and other imagery in

2 B20.3 =26.3 W. On this phrase, now attested in slightly different form (Biov Onlodvtog) in
P.Strasb. = Physika 1.304 = D73.304, see Primavesi (2008) 70.
%B62.2=DI1572=532W.
7B1214=D243=1134W.
28 Bonetti (1960) 75.
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favor of universalizing abstractions, Empedoclean imagery is destabilized and complicated, and
yet the articulation of concepts does not, it seems, dictate the structure of the image in a precise
manner such as one finds in allegory. Empedocles does not, for instance, develop the image of
the gLCwpota in a way that reveals any attachment to a larger schema into which the roots
would fit, such as that of a cosmic tree.

The argument of this chapter finds its most convenient foil in the recent work of
Leopoldo Iribarren, who has presented the strongest and subtlest argument for the dominance of
technomorphic metaphor in Empedocles.” Building on the growing interest in Empedocles’ craft
metaphors and similes and their possible implications for a reconstruction of his doctrine,
Iribarren has presented Empedocles as the heir of craft metaphors that indicate a technomorphic
paradigm for both reflexive activity (i.e. poetry and philosophy) and cosmogony, and as
combining the two in such a way as to show that art and nature are one. In my opinion,
Iribarren’s is the most interesting and philologically careful of the teleological-technomorphic
interpretations, but even he has strained the evidence, at points which will be examined below.

My opposition to Iribarren ultimately amounts, however, to what might seem a mere shift
in perspective. For I agree with Iribarren that, on some level, “I’origine du monde coincide avec
I’origine de I’art.”*® Yet, whereas Iribarren maintains this thesis within a broader one about the
dominance of the technomorphic scheme in Empedocles’ cosmogony, epistemology and
metapoetics, I insist that that scheme is subordinated to the phytomorphic in each of the three
areas. To judge from the observable range of technomorphic imagery in Empedocles, the origin

of Aphrodite’s art coincides more precisely with the origin of mortal organisms (and organs),

2 Iribarren (2018).
30 Iribarren (2018) 210.
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which are however depicted more often as the product of chance and automatic sprouting from
the earth. That these and all other processes are uniformly and more fundamentally depicted by
way of vegetal metaphor, establishes the dominance of a paradigm of automatic and disorganized
growth. As noted above, there is no properly cosmological technomorphic imagery to be seen.
Empedocles’ epistemology, moreover, is nothing like Vico’s verum est factum, in which “only
the creator knows what he has created himself.”*! As we shall see, Empedocles does not depict
the acquisition of knowledge as a mechanical construction but rather as an organic growth: as
Iribarren himself put it in an earlier article, the prominent concept of mioTig (“faith” or “proof™)
appears “dans le poeme d’Empédocle en tant que phénomene organique,” and is notably
modified by MwOEuhog, or “lacking-in-wood,” apparently an Empedoclean coinage. Likewise,
within the welter of metapoetic imagery, there may be some notable technomorphism, as of the
Muse’s chariot,* but there is, for instance, no technomorphic sphragis to compete with
gumedonaQmog (“constant-fruiting”) and €pmed0PpuALOg (“constant-leafed”). In sum, there are
many signs that a quasi-vegetal organicism pervades Empedocles’ poetry and subtends all the
spectacular technomorphism.

Nonetheless, through the conception of ¢p10LS in its relation to learning we are enabled to
find a resolution to the apparent tension between Empedocles’ techno- and phytomorphic
images. For the combination can be readily situated by way of what Pierre Hadot described as
the “crucial theme ... where human art is ultimately a mere special case of the original and

fundamental art of nature.”** In Empedocles, human art, just as Aphrodite’s art in fashioning

31 Auerbach (1958) 31.
32 Iribarren (2006) 64.
$3See B3=D44=2W.
3 Hadot (2006) 23.
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tissues etc., would seem to be ultimately a special case of the “learning” of the four roots to come
together under the influence of Love.

Yet it must be stressed again that, as with craft imagery, the dominance of the
phytomorphic and its structuring role has been overestimated by its proponents. There are
pervasive indications that Empedocles is attempting to transcend even that imagery in preference
to the new reign of abstractions. One might say that vegetal metaphors are the metaphorical
traces of the familiar imagery which Empedocles is attempting to eliminate. What the minimal
language of “growing together” and “growing apart” crucially preserves is the life of the “roots,”
and a vision of their interaction that resembles the growth of plants more than that of any other
organism. Together, that diction constitutes what Arnaud Macé argued to be a universalization of
the Hesiodic image of the roots.*> Extending Macé’s argument, this chapter will show how that
scheme is mirrored in Empedocles’ psychology and poetics, so that one might even speak of the

internalization of the Hesiodic guarantee of the harvest.

III. Aristotle on Empedoclean Metaphor

In approaching this set of problems in Empedocles, it is worthwhile to consider again
what Aristotle has to say. As discussed in the preceding chapter’s account of ¢poLg, much of our
knowledge of Empedocles and his extant verses derives from Aristotle and the Aristotelian
commentators. The modern interpretation of Empedocles has therefore been largely determined
by Aristotle’s accounts, whether through loyalty or rebellion, and this holds true for
Empedoclean metaphor as well. A brief examination of that history will also help to focus the

problem of the role of metaphor vis-a-vis conceptualization in this author. In addition, as with his

35 Macé (2013) 235-45.
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treatment of Empedoclean ¢pio1g, Aristotle’s response to Empedoclean metaphor contains
certain resources that have been neglected in the scholarship. So, at the risk of seeming too
dependent upon “the Philosopher,” it will be useful to take our bearings here from Aristotle’s
portrait of a “metaphorical” Empedocles.*®

Through Aristotle, Empedocles enjoys a special place in the history of the study of
metaphor, although it has gone somewhat underappreciated —again thanks to Aristotle. The best-
known appraisal of him is unquestionably that of the Poetics: “Homer and Empedocles have
nothing in common except the meter, so it is right to call the former a poet, the latter a natural
philosopher rather than a poet.”*” What has appeared to many to be a summary condemnation is
misleadingly categorical .*® Empedoclean verses, tossed in among those of authors whose status
as poets proper cannot be questioned, are cited several times later in the same treatise to illustrate
various topics of poetical art, the first being metaphor.* Indeed, the whole Aristotelian corpus
shows a remarkable predilection for Empedoclean metaphor. Yet it remains a neglected fact that

in all surviving Greek literature the one and only person said to be petadpooirog, or

% For the use of “metaphorical” in English to mean “prone to or apt at using metaphor,” just as
the two Aristotelian uses of petadpoourog (see below), cf. e.g. C. Johnson, The Country Lasses:
Or, the Custom of the Manor,London 1753, Act V Scene I, where, after a speech laden with
metaphor, the speechifier is addressed as a “metaphorical prigster” (citation from OED s.v.).
37 Poet. 1, 1447b17-20: 000V 8¢ nowvdv oty Ounoo ol Epmedoxrhel Ay t0 pétoov, oo
TOV UEV TTOTHV ROV RAAELY, TOV 8¢ GUOLOAOYOV HAALOV 1] TTOTHV.
38 This is not to say that Aristotle does not criticize Empedocles, only that he does not criticize
him as a poet; for some of Aristotle’s criticism of Empedocles as a pvoidLoyog, see below and
also the preceding chapter. Doubt about the supposed condemnation in the Poetics was first
planted in my mind by Mark Payne.
39 Metaphor: 21, 1457b, where the precise details of the citation are debatable. It has long been
thought that yaAx® Ao YuyMv devoag and Tepmv Tavorxet yohn®d, which Aristotle quotes
without attribution, were also fragments of Empedocles (B138 and B143), but the attribution has
been successfully challenged by Picot (2004). The other topics for which Empedocles is cited
are: poetic contraction (of OYic to 61 in B88) at 21, 1458a5; and punctuation as a solution to
problems of interpretation (of B35.14-15) at 25, 1461a23ff.
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“metaphorical” in the sense of being prone to or apt at using metaphors, is Empedocles:
according to Diogenes Laertius, “Aristotle ... in On Poets says that Empedocles was Homeric
and powerful in diction, being petodoerog and utilizing the rest of the successful poetical
devices.”* This (assuming the diction in question derives from Aristotle) is one of the just two
pre-Hellenistic instances of the word petagogrndg, and together they are the only instances
which seem to have that meaning; the other instance (which supports the authenticity of the first)
is in the Poetics, where we read,

It is important on the one hand to aptly employ each of the abovementioned things, including

double nouns and loan words, but the most important thing by far is being petapoLrocg (1o

uetadoowov givar). For this alone cannot be gotten from another, and is a sign of a gifted
nature; for to metaphorize well is to perceive the similar.*!

©D.L.8.57, fr. 70 Rose, ITEPI IIOTHTQN fr. 1 Ross: AQLOTOTEANG ... €V O T( TeQL
momTdV Ppnotv e xal Ounerog 6 "Epmedoxiiic nai dewvog meQl TV ¢oaoty yéyove,
HETOPOQLHOS T MV %Al TOlg AAAOLS TOIG TEQL TTOMTLXNV ETEDYUAOL YOO UEVOG. (This and the
passage from Poet. are nicely juxtaposed by LM as R1la,b.) NB in the MS tradition of D.L. the
best attested reading is petadoLrog, which is printed by e.g. Huebner and Cobet (D.L.), and
Rose and Ross (Arist.); two codd., B and P, read petagogrtindg, which no one has preferred;
and finally two others, W and Co, both apparently derived from P! (cf. Marcovich, Praefatio
XVIII), read petapoontndg, a hapax legomenon which anyway seems to require the same
sense as petadooros, a word which, as we saw, Aristotle uses elsewhere (DK: “Aristoteles
schrieb jedenfalls das letztere [viz. petadpoirnog]”); for reasons obscure to me, Long,
Marcovich, DK, Dorandi and L-M print petoagoentrog (cf. Marcovich’s app. crit. for the
fullest list, which includes three witnesses to petodorog, whereas e.g. Long and Dorandi give
only one), which would seem to demand that the petadoirog in the other instance also be
doubted. The two Aristotelian uses constitute the entirety of the evidence before Dionysius of
Halicarnassus, and to judge from the LSJ s.v. and a study of the TLG results, no other author
uses the word with the sense “apt at metaphor”; and it seems the borrowed metaphoricus was
never given that sense (see DMLBS s.v.).
4 Poet. 1459a4-8: €0TLv 08 PéEYQ PEV TO EXAOTO TOV ELENUEVDV n@ercovm)g XQnOGaL ®nol
Oumhoig ovopoc(n 21Ol YAOTTOLG, TTOAD O usytarov T0 M/S’EOL(POQL%OV elval. uovov ya@ To0TO
olte noQ ‘drhov Eo Aaeiv evpuitag Te OmLSLOV €0TL TO YOQ €V usraq)egew TO TO OHOLOV
Oemoetv otv. Cf. Poet. 1455a32-4 (on evpuiar), Rher. 1394a5 (on 1O Spolov 69dv, dmeg
0OV €0ty éx prhooodiog), 1405a8 (on not being able to acquire the gift) and 1412a10 (again
on metaphor, philosophy, and T0 dpolov Bewgelv). In this connection one might also note that
Empedocles is the first of the non-legendary persons listed as having been melancholic (the next
two being Plato and Socrates), Prob. 30.1.953a; for some pertinent comments see Lucas ad Poet.
1455a32-4.
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To judge from Aristotle’s extant words, then, Empedocles would be the exemplar of the most
important quality in a poet—apparently also important in a philosopher—viz., being
“metaphorical.”

Elsewhere Aristotle attends to particular Empedoclean metaphors, some of which bear
directly on the arguments of this chapter. On the topic of some plants’ producing the analogue
not of semen but of a foetus, Aristotle writes,

And this Empedocles says well in his verse, ‘thus tall trees lay eggs; first the olives ... ,” for
just as the egg is a foetus, from some part of which the animal arises, and the remainder
nourishment, so too the growing [plant] comes from part of the seed, but the rest becomes
nourishment for the shoot and the first root.*?
Here Aristotle preserves one of the best pieces of evidence for Empedocles’ exploration of the
value of analogical morphology by way of metaphor. To be sure, he also criticizes Empedoclean
metaphor according to the same criteria, and indeed the focal point of prior discussions of
Aristotle’s response in this regard has been the following critique:
It is equally absurd for anyone to think, like Empedocles, that he has made an intelligible
statement when he says that the sea is the sweat of the earth. Such a statement is perhaps

sufficient for poetry, for metaphor is poetical, but it does not suffice for knowing the nature
[sc. of the phenomenon].*?

# GA 1.731a4-9: nai 10010 2aAdg Aéyer Epmedoxdilc mooag: oltm 8 gpotoxel ponod
0évdpear mOOTOV EAalOg ... YAQ MOV nUMNUA €0TL, ROl €x TLVOG 0UTOD YiyveTal TO TMov, TO
0¢ AOLTTOV TQOP1], ®Ol X TOD OTEQUATOS €% PUEQOVG YiyveTOL TO GUOUEVOV, TO O€ AOLTOV
TOOd) YlyveTow Td PAaotd nal T OiCn tf) mowTn.” See also Theophrastus CP 1,7, 1, and
Bremer (1980) 366.
43 Aristotle Meteor. 2.357a24-8: 6potwg 8¢ yehotov xav &l Tig eimmv idodta Thg Yig elvan TV
Odhattav otetal L oades eipnrévan, nabdmeg EumedoxAns: moog moinowy uev yae oltwg
elmmv lowg elpnrev inavars (1] YOQ HETOPOQA TTONTIROV), TTQOG O TO YVAVAL THV GpUOLY
oVy, iravdg. On the basis of this DK reconstructed a fragment, B55: yfic idp®dta OdAacoav;
but e.g. L-M refrain and print some of Aristotle’s words, D147a.
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Aristotle thus evaluates some of Empedocles’ metaphors for their analogical import for natural
philosophy, and by that criterion one is found seriously wanting, while another is praised.* But it
seems that Aristotle also values some of them not so much for analogical aptitude, as for their
rhetorical and imaginative power. One example is especially pertinent: three times Aristotle
quotes the Empedoclean line, 1) mohhai pév x0Qoan dvatyeves EpAdotnoay (B57.1: “there
many neckless heads sprouted up”).* In one instance the fragment appears in a critique of
Empedocles’ embryology, which involves the tearing-asunder in each parent of the peAéwv
¢voLg (B63) and the parts then growing together (ovpdecOar) in the womb.*¢ In another it
illustrates the (criticized) theory of the chance combination of disorderly elements into “the
bodies constituted according to nature” (T xata GOV cvviotaueva oopata).’ But the third
shows Aristotle employing the image in a striking simile:

Therefore the thinking of indivisibles occurs in those things concerning which there is no

falsehood, whereas in those in which there is both the false and the true, some synthesis then

occurs of the thoughts as if they were one—just as Empedocles says, “there the neckless

heads of many*® sprouted up,” and then were put together by Love, so also these separate
things are put together ...*

4 Aristotle’s treatment of Empedocles’ metaphors has been analyzed by way of Cassirer and

Blumenberg and others by Bremer (1980) and now also by Zatta (2018), who engages with

Bremer but not with the theorists he discusses. Bremer (and Zatta after him) argues that for

Empedocles, “der Erkenntniswert einer Metapher” is much more than analogical; and so

Aristotle failed to appreciate him. One might note incidentally that such analysis was not

restricted in Aristotle to the would-be-philosophers, since Aristotle also attributed the use of

“proportional” or “analogical” metaphor to Homer: Rhet. 3.11.1412a.

4 The remainder is preserved by Simplicius in Cael. 586.7; see B57 =D154 =50 W.

4 GA 1.722b21. The following sentences are also noteworthy: TQ0mov 8¢ TIval

TaAVTA ovpPaivel val v Tolg xexweLopévov €xovol Lmolg To OfAv xal TO deoev. dtav Yo

denon yevvav, yivetar dxmoLotov, MomeQ v Tolg Gputolg, nai fovreTon 1) pUoLg aVTOV £V

yiveoBou dmep eudaivetor ratd TV OYLv yvupeEVov xol ouvOvalouévay.

47 Cael. 3.2.300b.

48 Here Aristotle has apparently misquoted slightly, altering the oML to TOAAODV.

4 de An. T, 6.430a26-31: 'H pgv obv TV AOLETmwV vONnolg &v TovTolg el & 0% £0TL TO

Peddog, £v oig 8 nal TO Peddog xal TO aAnOéc, ohvOesic Tic #)OM vonudtwv Hhome &v

dvtov—xafdaneg "Epnedoxdiic £dn “N mohdV pgv x0goan dvabyeves éBhdotnoay”,
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The apparent appreciation of the quasi-vegetal image of these “neckless heads” sprouting up
independently and growing together, and the spontaneous application of that image to a cognitive
process being analysed in otherwise unpoetic terms, together underline an aspect of considerable
interest in another text—which will be our last from Aristotle. In his discussion of dxgaota
(“weakness of the will”), a parallel is drawn between the weak-willed and those who are
“sleeping and insane and drunk’:
Speaking the words from knowledge is no sign [of really possessing the knowledge]: for those
who are in these states of mind [esp. drunkenness, one assumes] utter proofs and verses of
Empedocles, and the ones who have just begun learning may string the words together, but
they do not yet know: for it is necessary to grow together [cuppufjvor], and that needs time.>
Such a metaphorical use of ovppLeLy is, it seems, unparalleled in Aristotle, who otherwise uses
it primarily for the concrete growing-together of e.g. tissues or graftings.>' But in Empedocles, as
we will see, the verb is not so uncommon, being central in fact to the vegetal metaphorics of the
growing and learning cosmos.

Although his treatment of Empedocles contains some precious clues, Aristotle left it to

others to analyse Empedoclean metaphor in its possible bearing upon the Empedoclean cosmos.>

gnerta ovvtiBeaOa tf) dhia, oltw nal Tadto rexywoopéva ovviiBeton ... Wright ad loc.
(50 W) calls Aristotle’s citation here “a mild joke.”
0 EN 7.3.1147a19-22: 16 0¢ Aéyerv ToUg AOYOUS TOUS A0 THG EmMOTHUNG 0VOEV ONuUElOV: ROl
Y0 ol €V Toig maeaL TovToLg Gvteg dmodeitels wal €mn Aéyovowy 'Eumedoxiéovg, nal ol
TEMTOV PHaBOVTES GUVEIQOUOL UEV TOVG AOYOUG, ioaot & olmw: gl Yo ouppuiivar, todTto
0g yoovov deltau.
3! Bonitz (1955) s.v. Among the verb’s derivatives, it seems only oUpupUTOG has a comparable
range in Aristotle.
52 Cf. the stimulating but somewhat excessive remarks of Borgmann (1974) 33: “Aristotle does
not explicitly relate metaphor to that ground and unity of the world that the Presocratics called
¢voLg or MOyog. But the relation still prevails obliquely. Aristotle insists repeatedly that the use
of metaphor cannot be derived from something else. ... Metaphors must aouoTTeLy, i.e. exhibit
the pervasive harmony of the universe. This they do if they proceed dvahoyov, i.e. according to
the AOY0g.”
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Unfortunately, his broader attention to phytomorphic metaphors in particular has generally gone
unacknowledged. Instead, his influence upon subsequent analyses has derived from his critique
of Empedocles’ ambiguity and failure (by Aristotle’s lights at least) to develop a proper
teleology. In modern scholarship, two main interpretive tendencies emerged, and are worth
characterizing briefly before we turn to the survey of Empedoclean metaphor. (NB: the following
characterizations are rather schematic, and are not meant to provide definitive and mutually
exclusive categories, but only to orient the discussion that follows; in at least one case —that of
Reiche —the two are combined in a single interpretation.) The first tendency was to accept
Aristotle’s criticism of Empedocles’ ambiguous metaphors and lack of teleology, and explain
that ambiguity by reference to a mythopoetic mindset which had yet to cast off all the traces of
anthropomorphism that unintentionally obstructed a mechanistic (non-teleological) explanation
of the cosmos. The second has been to contradict Aristotle on both points and insist that
Empedoclean imagery contains a consciously and expertly employed system of hints at a rather
robust teleology, most clearly displayed in his craft similes and metaphors. To recapitulate:
Empedoclean metaphor is mostly presented as being either a vestige of “pre-rational” thought, or
a marker of sophisticated philosophical allegory.

In an age of greater charity toward the formerly “primitive” or at least “naive” author, the
allegorical approach has come to dominate the scholarship, and especially where the emphasis
falls on the technomorphic. But the former approach has remained appealing for arguments both
about the undeniable anthropomorphism that remains in Empedocles, and about his place in early
Greek experiences of pantheistic connectedness and the union with vegetal nature. In the next
section we will see how these tendencies have characterized prior approaches to the diverse

metaphors in Empedocles’ texts.
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In contrast to those approaches, the one taken here lies somewhere in between:
Empedocles employed a variety of traditional and novel metaphors in a largely self-conscious
way, yet not in such a way that precise and systematic conceptual correlates are to be securely
extrapolated from every detail. That is, Empedocles did not scatter hints of coordinated allegory,
nor was he alive to all the conceptual implications and distinctions which his later readers
brought to bear upon his images. Yet he did choose images with care, and critically: neither the
techno- nor the phytomorphic holds sway over the Empedoclean imagination as much as some
scholars have argued, but are both used within remarkable limits.

In this regard I am again drawing upon the work of Freidenberg. However, Freidenberg’s
own characterization of Empedocles, like her later portrayal of Pindar, stresses the way that
mythical images still structure Empedocles’ thought. Whatever we want to say about such
mythical images in this author, something interesting is happening in Empedocles’ use of images
of all sorts, and something more complicated, I think, than Freidenberg suggests in her
discussion of Empedocles.>* More promising, I think, are her insights as developed in application
to Pindar by Maslov (as discussed in Chapter 2). Empedocles, as we will see momentarily, shares
what Maslov characterizes as Pindar’s lack of “interest in narrative expansion of genealogical
metaphors,”* but goes further, by avoiding those metaphors almost categorically.>® In

Empedocles, the more startling and condensed imagery is drawn from plants and craft, where in

53 See below.
> Maslov (2012) 57.
35 Cf. Maslov (2012) 68: “While Hesiod’s Theogony is notably adroit in its uses of genealogy,
these are still part of an overarching mythic-aitiological narrative. In Pindar, this function is no
longer present; the genealogy is operating as a tool for concept formation. Yet Pindar is also not
using extended allegories, as these (Freidenberg shows) presuppose a more advanced stage in the
development of analytic thought.”
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each case the images often appear somewhat destabilized and critically employed, and, like
Pindar’s genealogical metaphors, Empedocles’ are rarely extended.

In addition to this Freidenbergean explanation, my analysis of Empedocles’ restraint and
its imperfections also seeks to connect it to the anti-substantialist and nominalist position
sketched above, and for reasons that bear repeating. First, because it reveals a desire to abstract
beyond the familiar—and apparently “essential” —figuration of whatever organism, human or
animal or plant, which is to say the conventional subjects of ¢pUoLg, which has been denied to
have substantial reality. And second, because the subtle tension between the techno- and
phytomorphic can be resolved as the imagistic expression of a radical correlary to that denial of
¢vowc: the constitution of any ¢pU0LS is in effect said to occur by means of “learning,” and thus
the status of every téyvn (a word Empedocles uses just once) is that of another outgrowth, as it

were, of the selfsame processes that underlie all phenomena.

IV. Metaphors in Strife

Among the welter of metaphors in the fragments of Empedocles, there are three
categories of the greatest significance for our purposes here: the phytomorphic, the
anthropomorphic, which may encompass the so-called sociomorphic or nomomorphic (i.e. of
socio-political form) and indeed also the technomorphic, although that will be treated

separately.”’ For each category we will consider its positive role in Empedocles as well as its

36 B23.2, discussed below.
7 “Sociomorphic” is the more common term, but since it and “nomomorphic” seem to have the
same meaning, and “nomomorphic” is the better formation (i.e. not a hybrid of Latin and Greek),
the latter is preferred hereafter. Regarding other competing metaphors, one might also talk, for
instance, of the “hygromorphic” or metaphors of liquids, which enjoy a prominent and
conventional metapoetic function (cf. esp. B2.2) in addition to their role in descriptions of the
interaction of the elements (and not only water) and perception, via the aroggoai of B89, etc.
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notable limits. We begin with the most traditional and most obviously limited, namely the non-
technological anthropomorphic, then turn to the technomorphic; the following section takes up
phytomorphic metaphors separately.
Reaching behind Aristotle for a moment, we observe that the criticism of Empedocles’
“absolute metaphors” began with Plato at the latest.’® In the Sophist a memorable passage clearly
alludes to Empedocles among others, in a succinct and historically synoptic mockery of
anthropomorphic and nomomorphic metaphor: criticising “Parmenides ... and everyone who
ever pursued a critical definition of the things that are, as to how many and of what sort they
are,” the Stranger explains,
Each of them seems to me to tell some myth (LDOOV Tivar) to us as if we were children, one
that the things that are are three, and some of them sometimes war with each other, but
sometimes becoming friendly they undertake marriages and childbirth and the rearing of their
offspring; another, saying that they are two, wet and dry or hot and cold, unites them and
gives them in marriage; the Eleatic band among us, starting from Xenophanes and even
already before, go through their stories about the so-called many being one. But some Ionian
and Sicilian Muses later understood that it is safest to weave both together and say that what
is is both many and one, maintained by hatred and love. “For differing always it agrees,” say
the more severe of the Muses; the softer ones loosened the principle that things are always so,
and say that in turn sometimes the all is one and friendly under Aphrodite, sometimes many
and hostile to itself on account of some sort of strife (tote pev €v elval Gpaot To Tav nol
dihov VT Apoditng, ToTe d¢ TOAAA %l TOAEOY 0UTO VT Ol Veirndg Tu). >

Similar criticism of Empedocles (and the rest) has often been repeated, but of course with the

charge typically modifed from speaking as if to children to speaking in the infancy of thought.

This is the usual explanation of the anthropomorphism present in Empedocles’ treatment of the

elements and Love and Strife as immortal gods. Such mythical models were easy recourse for

scholars especially in the nineteenth and early twentieth century, because the consensus then was

58 Later Platonists took Empedocles’ entire cosmogony to be metaphorical, a la Plato’s Timaeus;
on this topic see e.g. Dillon (2005).
3 Sophist, 242c4-243al.
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that Empedocles was a precursor rather of Democritus than of Plato: any regards in which his
doctrine fell short of a mechanistic explanation of the natural order could be explained as the
unintentional, residual effects of the “mythy mind” (to borrow a phrase from Wallace Stevens).

Valid as the complaints about such anthropomorphism may be, the Stranger’s criticism of
those “softer” Muses, among whom Empedocles’ Muse must number, is notably silent on the
most obvious image that one might expect a theorist of cosmic love to employ. Prior to
Empedocles, the dominant cosmogonic and theogonic metaphor was unmistakably that of
procreation, of anthropomorphic genealogy. The prominence of this in Homer and Hesiod is too
familiar to rehearse in any detail, and already makes Empedocles’ avoidance of such metaphors
surprising, given how indebted he is to both authors, and how reliant he is still on their poetical
diction. When we note in addition the productivity of such metaphors in Greek intellectual
history, for instance in the work of Pindar and Plato,%° as well as the prominence of sexual
imagery even in the sparsely preserved Parmenides,®! then Empedocles’ relative avoidance of it
becomes very striking, and all the more so because of the role in Empedocles’ thought of
Aphrodite, and his use of two male and two female names (including those of Zeus and Hera!) to
designate his four elements.*

The contrast with Parmenides is particularly worth observing, since there can be little
doubt about his tremendous influence on Empedocles. Describing the role of the “daimon who
steers all things,” Parmenides certainly did not attempt to subdue the sexual connotations of

puiyvuoBou (“to mix” or “to mate”) and its derivatives, when he wrote that “she initiates hateful

60 Maslov (2012) and (2015); also Lloyd (1966).

61 See esp. Solmsen (1963) 475-6.

2 See below for the full text of B6 and further citations.
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birth (to»0g) and mating (WELS), sending female to mate (Lyfv) with male and male with
female.”®® By contrast, as Solmsen observed,
In Empedocles too there is erotic and sexual imagery but we can see clearly to what point he
carried it. The power responsible for the mixing of the elements is called in his poem
Aphrodite, Philotes, Cypris, Harmonie, names definitely suggestive of sexual relations. Where
Empedocles introduces his audience to the central role of this goddess in the physical world
he makes emphatically clear that she is familiar to everybody from his personal experience.
But [. . .] he does not, as far as we can tell from the preserved fragments, use the symbolism
of “mating” to a degree comparable with Parmenides’ description of the daimon’s action. Nor
does he refer to the mixtures or the products of the mixing as “births” or “offspring.”®*
Solmsen surprisingly ignored the Empedoclean fragment which most resembles the Parmenidean
one in question, and yet proves his point:
aUTOQ &mel xaTd Pellov éutoyeto daipove datpmv,
TadTd TE oVWITiTTEOROV, Ot CLUVERVEOEV ExaoTal,
dhho Te OGS Tolg oA divent) €EeyEvovTo.o
But when daimdn mixed (or “mated”) more greatly with daimon, these things were falling
together where they severally chanced to come together, and many others in addition to these
were continually springing up.
Thus Empedocles, while possibly alluding to Parmenides, anyway does not follow his master in
availing himself of the sexual imagery offered by éuioyet0.°° And it is otherwise undeniable that
the extant poetry of Empedocles neglects what has been called “the traditional epic symbolism of
procreation.”®’
One might of course see other forms of anthropomorphism still operating in Empedocles

by way of other mythical paradigms. Thus Freidenberg would discern the myth of Dionysus’

dismemberment in the cyclic destruction of the divine 2¢aipoc:

63 Parmenides B12.3-5.
% Solmsen (1963) 476.
65B59=D149=51W.
% But note eéxylyvouan was also used of birth, including from Zeus, e.g. I/. 5.637.
67 Solmsen (1963) 476.
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Love and Hate divide the world into parts (Hate) and then unite it into one (Love). By means
of a pure myth Empedocles achieves conceptual generalization. This he does by giving the
mythological images in his system the function of concepts: the cosmic “sparagmos” and
“henosis” are the form of a content that turns them into “disintegration” and “unification” of
elements of the real cosmos.®
It is not an implausible suggestion: the theme of the dismembered god whose parts are
distributed into the forms of this world is widespread, and serves to situate Empedocles’ cosmic
cycle within a tradition of remote antiquity.® Yet it does not offer much for an explanation of the
peculiar features of Empedocles’ thought on its own terms. Although his teaching is undeniably
founded upon a conception of somewhat anthropomorphic divinities, it is patently marked by
resistance to the more familiar anthropomorphism in its account of the genesis of things and of
their persistence. For these purposes, other images are far more pronounced, and the two
categories that have received the most attention are, of course, the technomorphic and the
phytomorphic. It was, after all, these two domains that ultimately provided the dominant options
for philosophical images of the creation or genesis of the cosmos, as being either the work of a
transcendent and provident creator, or developing autonomously in the manner of a plant—or
some combination of the two. But in Empedoclean criticism the transition to the former came far

more easily, especially since it was primed, as it were, by the commentators who had struggled

with Empedocles’ imperfect anticipation of Plato’s demiurge.”

% Freidenberg (1997) 99.

% See also Lincoln (1986) and Motte (1973).

70 Compare the remarks of e.g. Simplicius in Cael. 528-520 with Symonds (1879) 1.232-3: “He
often uses such expressions as these, ‘So they chanced to come together,” and describes the
amorphous condition of the first organisms in a way that makes one think he fancied a perfectly
chaotic origin. Yet ‘the art of Aphrodite,” ‘so Cypris ordained their form,” are assertions of
designing intelligence. In fact, we may well believe that Empedocles, in the infancy of
speculation, was led astray by his double nomenclature. When talking of Aphrodite, he naturally
thought of a person ruling creation; when using the term ‘Love,” he naturally conceived an innate

tendency, which might have been the sport of chance in a great measure. It also appears probable
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Empedocles’ craft metaphors and similes were not always treated as valid evidence for
the reconstruction of his thought: Aristotle’s account of the role of chance and the absence of any
coherent teleology held too much sway to allow that. But as scholars in the twentieth century
attended more to the assembled fragments of Empedocles —and gained some distance from
Aristotle’s dominion over the historiography of early Greek philosophy and from the other
hermeneutic preoccupations of the fin de siecle, more notice was taken of Empedocles’
metaphors and similes, the most elaborate of which are as picturesque as any in Homer, but
unlike Homer’s are focused upon artifacts. In each case the artifacts are being formed or
manipulated by human agents: in one that has understandably never been central to the
arguments, we find a whimsical analogy between the function of the lungs and a child playing
with a copper device for transferring water;’! in another, an analogy between the structure of the
eyeball and a lantern being fashioned by a man headed out into a snowstorm;’? and, last and most
important, the famous “painters simile,” in which the mixture of the elements into myriad things
is likened to the mixing of paints with which skilled painters make images of the same myriad.”
The mode of these similes is echoed in numerous metaphors: bones are fitted together “by the

gluings of harmony (dlppoving ®6AAnoLv),”’* “divine Aphrodite fashioned (¢7tnEev) untiring

that, when Empedocles spoke of ‘Chance’ and ‘Necessity,” he referred to some inherent quality
in the elements themselves, whereby they grew together under certain laws, and that the harmony
and discord which ruled them in turn were regarded by him as forces aiding and preventing their
union.”
"TB100 = D201 =91 W. But for an allegorical interpretation of this see Picot (2009).
2B84 =D215 = 88 W. For criticism of the common allegorical treatments of this simile, see esp.
O’Brien (1970), but also Primavesi (2016) 10, which hints at a larger argument developed by
Primavesi in an unpublished paper presented in the conference “Early Greek Philosophy” held at
the University of Chicago in January 2018.
3B23=D60=15W.
“B964=D1924=484 W.
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eyes,”” “Aphrodite fitted them with rivets of mutual affection (Yougolg dorfnoaca
raT00TOQYOLS APoditn),” etc. Understandably, the combined weight of these images made
many readers inclined to perceive in them “assertions of designing intelligence.””’

At first, the doxographic tradition was entrenched enough to make scholars deny the
possibility altogether, and their objections are worth noting. Bruno Snell, in The Discovery of the
Mind, argues that “Empedocles, in his similes, makes use of the category which helps him to
construe nature with the minimum of anthropomorphic interpretation: as inanimate nature. His
aim is a mechanical explanation of the world.””® The vision of the man lighting the lantern, for
instance, is “a poetic coccoon which his simile has not yet cast off.””® And in a curious and
almost completely ignored piece of scholarship, Harald Reiche (a student of Werner Jaeger)
writes that “Empedocles ... like the Hippocratics admires the possible analogies between nature
and human technology ... But he refuses to think of these analogies as anything more than
metaphors ...”% Reiche, following Jaeger in his Paideia, emphasizes instead the paradigm of a
voluntarily law-abiding community, i.e. the “nomomorphic,” which he takes to entail an
immanent teleology, even an “unconscious (non-anthropomorphic!) purposiveness.”! We will
return to this suggestion later, but note for now that Reiche, like Solmsen and Snell, refused to

take Empedocles’ craft imagery as indicating any demiurgic activity on the part of Love.

"B86=D=85W.
*B87=D214 =86 W.
7 Symonds (1879) 232.
78 Snell (1953) 216.
7 Snell (1953) 214.
80 Reiche (1960) 38. The comparison with the Hippocratics is an avenue of research that I do not
have the space to develop here. It would be instructive to analyze Empedocles’ craft imagery
alongside that of the Hippocratics and Aristotle, among others.
81 Reiche (1960) 38.
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Other scholars eventually insisted otherwise. Particularly noteworthy is the treatment by
Bollack, whose Platonizing interpretation aligns Empedocles’ Aphrodite with Plato’s demiurge
by way of the repeated image of “I’atelier d’ Aphrodite.”®> Another early proponent was
Rosemary Wright, in whose 1981 commentary on Empedocles one encounters numerous
comments to the effect that the world is “a product of Love’s craftsmanship.”®* Others followed
suit. A representative statement of the status quaestionis at the end of the last century is found in
a helpful passage from Walter Burkert:

Heraclitus, for one, seems to develop the ‘biomorphic’ model into a ‘phytomorphic’ model,
the principle of growing according to inner laws, as plants do; this is phusis ... . And yet
hardly any of Heraclitus’ successors can do without the concept of creator: Parmenides
introduces a female daimon who ‘governs everything’, and creates divine powers such as Eros
... ; Anaxagoras gives a similar function to Nous, ‘Mind’, the leading power for all
differentiation; Empedocles has ‘Love’ constructing organs and organisms in her
workshop...%
Many have made similar claims about Empedocles,® but this line of interpretation was first
pursued in concerted detail by David Sedley, who goes so far as to assert that “Love’s creations
both of organic materials and of single organs and limbs are emphatically intelligent, purposive
acts. They enable her to advance her agenda of harmonizing the world ...”* Indeed, according to
Sedley, we should even see Empedocles’ incomplete and malformed “first creatures as

prototypes from Love’s workshop, meant all along for combination into the complex organisms”

of a later stage.’” Sedley’s arguments have been followed in the main and extended by Leopoldo

82 Bollack (1969) 111.2.313.
83 Wright (1981) 39.
8 Burkert (1999) 96-7. Compare Burkert (2004) 64-5.
85 See e.g. Trépanier (2003), discussed below.
8 Sedley (2007) 60.
87 Sedley (2007) 339.
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Iribarren, whose interpretation, as noted above, will serve here as the representative of the
teleological-technomorphic interpretations.

Due to the limits of this chapter, we will also focus here on the keystone of all of such
interpretations, B23, the so-called painters simile:

mg O’ OmdTOY Youpéeg dvadnuata momilhwory

AvEQeg AudL TéEXVNS VO uiTiog ev dedadTe,

OiT’ &7el 0V PAQYWOL TOADYQ0 PAQUOAA XEQOLV,

aguovin petEavte ta pev méw, dilo &’ ELdoow,

&x TV €ldea AoV AAly®L0 TOQOUVOUOL, 5
0€ved te nTiCovte ol AvéQag NdE yuvairag

OM0dgs T’ oiwvoic te xai VOaToEéppovag iy 0vg

nal te OeoVg oy almvag Tufiol peplotous:

obtw uh 6 dmden Gpeéva xouvitm dAlobev elval

Ovntdv, dooa ye dfjha yeydaowy dometa, Tyny, 10
AAAO TOQMGS TODT 100, Be0D Moo pdBov arotoag.®

As when painters diversely adorn ornaments,* men well-learned in art on account of cunning,
and when they thus take up many-colored pigments in their hands, mixing them in harmony,
some more, others less, out of these they arrange forms similar to all things, creating both
trees and men and women, and wild beasts and birds and water-nourished fish and long-lived
gods, the greatest in honors; thus let not deception overcome your mind, that from elsewhere
is the spring of mortals, as many as become manifest, innumerable, but know these things
distinctly, having heard the account from a god.
The main point of the passage is clearly to illustrate the plausibility of all things being composed
of only four elements which become indistinguishable within the compositions. But Aphrodite’s
role as artifex elsewhere makes a further comparison enticing. In order for the details of this
simile to bear fully upon our understanding of her role, one must address the fact that the painters
are plural, and therefore harder to analogize with a singular Demiurge. In this regard, one crucial

feature of the text is the threefold use of the dual, in the participles dedadte (1. 2), petEavre (1.

4), and »ttCovte (1. 6). Prior scholars either emended the forms, or, more often, explained them

88B23=D60=15W.
8 dvoOfuata may be translated (as by L-M) as “sacrificial offerings,” but other evidence and
the Homeric especially seems to go against that restricted sense in this fragment.
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away as further examples of the rare and much-debated Homeric use of dual forms for plural (to
which we will return momentarily). As for B23, it does seem that the dual forms must be kept.*
No current scholars disagree, but in contrast with the earlier consensus, all of those who have
written on the subject in recent decades think that they are not in fact mistaken dual for plural
forms.

The recent allegoresis of the simile began when Simon Trépanier asserted that the duals
indicate that the painters are two, and that they are two because they refer to Love and Strife.”!
This was endorsed by Sedley, who nonetheless emphasized the role of Love and admitted that
imparting a properly demiurgic function to Strife as well seemed unacceptable.”? Sedley’s
caution was justified, since there is no Empedoclean evidence that portrays Strife as a craftsman.
To avoid that incongruity, another interpretation has now been put forward by Iribarren, who
argues that the dual painters correspond instead to the handy Aphrodite’s tohépon or “palms,”
which appear in two fragments.?® The first is certainly compatible with a representation of
Aphrodite as an anthropomorphic craftworker, although it does not demand it:

TV 0’ 60° €0 Uev Turva, Ta & ExToOL pava TEmYe,
Kimoudog év mahdpnot mhadng totfode Tuyovra™

of them, however many are dense within, and which are formed loose outside, having chanced
upon such moisture in Cypris’ palms [or “devices”]

% The manuscript tradition is unanimous in providing them, although not always for the same
participles. Nonetheless the only plausible solution is to read at least two duals, namely peiEavte
and nti{Covte, where the plural would not fit the meter; and for consistency within the passage,
one might as well follow the textual tradition that makes dedadte dual as well. Accordingly,
three dual participles are found in the text established by Diels and every editor since.
I Trépanier (2003) 35-6.
92 Sedley (2007) 59 n. 88.
% For a precedent in this interpretation of the mahdipa, see Picot (2009) 80 n. 2.
% B75=D200="70 W.
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I would underline the difference between a fairly literal rendering (as offered above) and e.g. the
translation of TvyOvta by L-M (“having received from Cypris’ hands”). The second, reportedly
from a description of the formation of eyes, is even less straightforward as an instance of the
technomorphic:

Kimoudog év makdapnowv 6te Evp modt’ €povro®

when in Cypris’ palms [or “devices”] they [viz. the elements] first grew together®®
This would seem to combine a slight personification of Aphrodite with a bare vegetal image,
vaguely suggestive therefore of agriculture or perhaps magic, but not of mechanical craft. It is
not clear that the reader should imagine e.g. a personified Cypris with two cupped hands, as
opposed to the elements just growing together under a sort of numinous, tutelary presence, in
what might be called an inversion of Homeric warriors clashing 07" Agnog mohopudmv (“at the
hands of Ares,” /. 3.128). While this is not a decisive objection to Iribarren’s interpretation, it
pointedly raises the fundamental problem to which we will return: namely, just how Aphrodite’s
role is to be conceived.

The more immediate objections to Iribarren’s interpretation of B23 by way of the

maldpon are linguistic. First, Empedocles’ use of maldun elsewhere is never of “palms” or

“hands,” but always of mental resources, as in B2.1 (0Telv@dmoL puev Yo ToAdpol 2ot yuio

> B95=D217=87 W.
% Since the fragment is said to pertain to the genesis of the eyes (by Simplicius, who preserves it,
in Cael. 529.26), it is possible that we should understand eyes to be the subject of the
fragmentary sentence; but since the creation of organs is always analysed as a coming-together
of the elements, it is more likely that the elements (or portions of them) should be understood as
the subject, following Wright ad loc.

266



nexvtan).”” The word’s basic meaning may still be used, of course, but it makes such focused
personification less plausible; Empedocles does not write anywhere of Love’s y€loeg, dual or
plural. Moreover, for a few dual participles in the elaborate simile to somehow “focalize” two
palms, when the painters’ hands are not the subject and are not in the dual (cf. yepotiv, 1. 3),
seems unlikely.”

More decisively, on the basis of my study of the broader evidence both in Empedocles’
fragments and elsewhere, the dual forms in B23 almost certainly have no significance
whatsoever, unless one is interested in the demise of the Greek dual. Suffice it to say that
mistaken dual for plural forms of participles in -avte or -ovte occur in the only other instance of
the dual in Empedocles (if the text is sound),” and also in the Iliad, the Hymn to Pythian Apollo,
Hesiod, Callimachus, Apollonius of Rhodes, Aratus and Oppian.!® This evidence was not
amassed, and so the pattern was not observed, by the grammarians against whose authority
Iribarren and others have asserted the significance of the apparently dual forms.!°! If the duals of

B23 are false, as I think they must be, then we are left with the plural painters who offer no easy

7 The other instance is in the enjoinder to empiricism which enumerates the senses and says,
a0oeL dom makdun ) dfjlov Ernaotov (“observe by every maddpn by which each thing is
clear,” B3.4). This cannot be “palm.” Cf. again the Homeric and other usage LSJ s.v.
% Iribarren (2018) 190: “Le modele technique déployé dans cette partie de la doctrine focalise
’attention de 1’auditoire vers ce qui arrive dans les paumes de la déesse, tout comme dans
I’analogie des peintres les duels mettent en relief des procédés qui impliquent directement les
mains des artisans ...”
% B131.6 dmoppaioavte, where the MSS read the non-grammatical dmogpaicavta, and in fact
the scholar who emended it to the dual, Karsten, intended it to be a proper dual, and it is only
subsequent scholars who have generally treated it as another dual for plural; I intend to offer a
fuller account of this in an article on B23.
10071.5.487, h.Ap. 487, Hes. Op. 186, (ps.-)Theoc. 25.72,137, Ap. Rhod. 1.384, 3.206, Arat. 968,
Opp. C. 2.260, etc. Unfortunately these parallels have never been all collected elsewhere or
brought to bear upon Empedocles. They are not the only instances of dual for plural, but they do
constitute an undeniable pattern into which Empedocles’ usage would readily fit.
101 See e.g. Wackernagel (2009) 107-8 for what has long served as a standard discussion of the
dual; and for the questioning of the grammarians’ authority, see e.g. Wright ad loc.
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foothold for further allegoresis, unless one should posit behind the painters an indefinite plurality
of localized agents of love’s mixing.

Yet the most decisive objection of all comes from another fragment, neglected by
Trépanier and Sedley, but not by Iribarren. Several lines of B23 are repeated elsewhere, in
slightly altered form, but with one crucial substitution. In B21, which may well have come just
before B23 in Empedocles’ poem, we read:

¢v 0¢ Kot didpooda nai dvdrya mavro tehovtol,

ovv &’ €fm &v PLhOTNTL Al dAAAoLoL ToBglTaL.

&n TovTOV YO Tav0’ oo T v oo T’ €oTL ral 0T,

0€vOed T’ ¢PAAoTNOE nal AVEQES N)OE YUVOIKEG, 10

Ofoéc T’ oiwvol te nal vVdaToBEéppoves ixOvg,

nal e Ogol dohyalwves Tufol pégLotot.

aUTa Yo €0ty TabTa, OU dAMAWV 08 Béovta

ylyvetor GALOLWITE: TOOOV OLd ®QAOoLS ApeiPer.!0?

In Hatred all things are separate-shaped and divided, while in Love they come together and

desire one other. For from these [are] all things that were, and all that are and that will be, and

trees sprouted and men and women, and beasts and birds and water-nourished fish, and long-

lived gods, the greatest in honors. For these are themselves, but, running the ones through the

others, they become other-faced: so thoroughly does the mixture change [them].
Thus the xtiCovte (“creating” or “building”) of B23 is replaced by ¢BAdotnoe (“sprouted,” or
perhaps better, gnomic aorist, “sprout”), where the image in ¢pAdotnoe is magnified by the
initial appearance of d¢vgea; the rest of the mortals in the short catalogue are thus identified
with trees by way of the shared verb, which is metaphorically used of human and other growth in
Pindar t0o0.!%* One should also note that these verses are possibly repeated verbatim in a portion

of the Strasbourg Papyrus of Empedocles; in spite of the amount of reconstruction required

(which would include the entire verb ¢3Adotnoe), the verbatim repetition that is preserved

12B21.7-14=D77a=14 W.
103 See 0.7.69 and N. 8.7.
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makes it likely that all of the words were kept.!* Confining our observations to B21 alone, we
can see that in Empedocles’ direct description of the production of trees and other organisms,
there is no trace of an external agent analogous to a painter. Iribarren then concedes, “Le verbe
%TCw est le pendant « technique » de fAaoTdvm ... qui du coté du comparandum désigne le
devenir naturel.”!% What Iribarren does not concede is that there is still a very conspicuous
metaphor at play, and it is of course the phytomorphic, which “désigne le devenir naturel.”!%
To be sure, in the lines preceding we read that “under Love (¢v ®1AdTnTL) they come
together and desire each other.” Nonetheless, there is nothing distinctly demiurgic about her role
in the passage. I would argue that we must conclude the same about her role in the remainder of
the corpus. It must be stressed that what is at issue is whether Love functions as a provident and
external creator. Although Empedocles sometimes uses words, or in B23 an entire simile, that
suggest external and artful manipulation of inert material on the part of Aphrodite, there are
passages that much more clearly indicate otherwise. This brings us to another prominent feature
of Iribarren’s argument, where it draws from another passage of the utmost importance for my
own argument. It is a lengthy portion from what we can now, on the basis of the Strasbourg
Papyrus and its colometric markings, place precisely within the first book of the ®vowd (hence
the two sets of line numbers):
A drye phBwv »ADOL naOn ydo Tol Gpeévag aver [245]

MG YaQ ®al moiv eLma mdavorwy meipata pubwv, 15
Olm\” €0éw- ToTe pev Yo £v nUEHON uovov eiva

104 The lines are D73.271-4 = P.Strasb. a(i)-(ii).271-4 as reconstructed by Martin and Primavesi:
|0évdped T €PAGoTnOE ROl AvéQeg| NOE yuvaixeg,
|0]70és T olwvo (. |te nai] v datoBo |éppoves iyxOvg]
| %] ol te Beol dolya]lmwv]eg TipfiolL péorotol.

105 Tribarren (2018) 189.

106 Compare Bollack ad loc. (= 64 Bollack): “L’opposition des verbes (faire — croitre) et le

changement de construction accusent la différence entre ¢pUoLg et Téyvn.”
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&x TAeOVOV, TOTE & o diédu mAéov £E £vog elvau,

70O %ol VOWE ral yolo ®ol N€Qog dmleTov 1og,

Neinog T o0AOpEVOV dixa TV, ATALOVTOV ATTdvTY, [250]

ral PLAOTNG €V TotoLy, Tom ufrodg Te TAATOog TE! 20
TV OV VO déouen, und’ Sppaoty 1100 Tednmhe:

NTig »al Ovnroiol vopiteton Eudputog dobolg,

) Te dpila poovéovol nai GeOua Egya Tehodoat,

I'mboctvny naléovtes Emmvupov N0° Apeoditnv: [255]
TNV 0V TIS PHETA TOtoLV EMooopuévNnV Oeddmne 25

OvNTOG AviE: 0V O dxrove AOyou 0TOAOV 0V ATTATNAOV.

TodTa YOQ 10d¢ Te mavta nol Hxa yévvay Eoot,

TRS & EAANG Mo pédet, oo 8 H0og Exdotw,

év 8¢ IéQeL xQATEOVOL TTEQLITAOUEVOLO YQOVOLO. [260]
%ol TOG Tolg oUT G T €mylyveton 0U0 Ao yeL-'"? 30

But come, listen to [my] words: for learning will make your mind grow. For as I said even
before, showing the boundaries of [my] words, I will speak twofold [things]: for at one time
they waxed to be only one from many, at another time again they grew apart to be many from
one, fire and water and earth and the boundless height of air, and baleful Strife separate from
them, equal everywhere, and Love among them, equal in length and in breadth. Look you
upon her with your mind, nor sit astonished by your eyes —she who is conventionally
recognized by mortals as implanted in their joints, and through whom they think loving things
and accomplish friendly works, calling her ‘Joy’ as surname and ‘Aphrodite’; not any mortal
man acknowledges her whirling among them [sc. the elements]. But you, listen to the
undeceitful journey of my account. For these [sc. the elements] are both all equal and of the
same age, but one rules over one honor, another over another, according to the character of
each, and in turns they dominate as time goes around. And in addition to these nothing comes
to be nor ceases.

Iribarren cites this for the phrase deOwa €gya (1. 23), translated above as “friendly works,” but

by e.g. L-M as “deeds of union.” Because do0puo, cognate with e.g. dopa (“chariot”) and

aguovia (another of Love’s names), is derived from dpapiorw, which is often used of a

mechanical sort of “fitting” or “furnishing,” Iribarren draws the adjective into a web of verbal

echoes which, he claims, establish the dominance of the technical scheme; and he accordingly

concludes that 0o £oya designate “toutes les activités démiurgiques, a savoir les « ceuvres

107B17.14-30 = D73.245-261 = 8.14-30 W.
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de jonction ».”108

Against this conclusion, I would first emphasize the previous phrase, pila poovéovot
(“they think loving things”), together with the line that immediately follows, which, through the
names of Joy and Aphrodite, plainly suggests social and sexual “assemblage.” The same is
indicated by the other instance of the adjective in Empedocles, where the elemental masses (sun
and earth and sky and sea) are said to be “all doOua to the parts of themselves . . . that,
wandering away, have grown among mortals” (4@Owa . . . éavt@OV mdvto pépeoowv / . . ./
dooa v €v Bvntototy amomhay0évta mépunrev).'*” There can be no question of these masses
being joined after the fashion of an artifact: they and their parts are disposed to agglomerate into
homogeneous masses, and those that do not currently belong to such masses “wandering away
have grown among mortals.” Finally, this interpretation of 60Ouog is also consistent with the
broader use of the word, which is always of persons who like to join each other’s company or are
united by bonds of friendship, and not of joiners or their carpentry.

Of greater weight still is the line that precedes the GoOua £oya: “she who is
conventionally recognized by mortals as implanted in their joints” (fjtig ol Ovntotol vouiCeto
gudputog dpbolg, 1. 22). At this point my criticism of Iribarren leads more directly into my
counterargument in favor of the phytomorphic. While extending the web of aQ- words that
Iribarren rightly dwells upon, this line more importantly establishes a conception of dLAOTNC as
€udutog, as “implanted” in the microcosm even as she is “whirling” (éMocopévny, 1. 25)
throughout the macrocosm. And this description tellingly occurs in what seems to be another

affirmation of vopog (as in B9.5) in the word vopiCetau. The shared vegetal metaphorics and the

108 Tribarren (2018) 194; see also 27, 176.
19B822.1-3=D101.1-3=25.1-3 W.
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direct comparison of the micro- and macrocosm in this passage are further established through a
verbal echo in the phrase pd0n ydo tor poévag avEet (“for learning makes your mind grow,” 1.
14). This is a manifest echo of the opening of the fragment, not quoted above, where we read:

dim\” ¢0éw: ToTE pev Yo Ev nOENON povov elval 1
éx TheOVOV, TOTE O av dLEPU AoV €E €VOg elval.

<oltmg 1 pev Ev éx medvov pepddnre pdeobo> [240a]

N0 AV dradpvtog £vog mhéov” éxteléBovot, 10

) pev ylyvovradl te nal ob ooy Eumedog aimv:

1 0¢ OLaAAGooOVTA OLOUTEQES OVOOUAL ATYEL,

Ta 0N O aigv €aotv axivnTol xotd AoV 1O

Double will I speak: for at one time they wax to be only one from many, and then again they

grow apart to be many from one. ... <Thus to the extent that they have learned to grow as one

from many> and in turn, the one having separated, they end up being many, to that extent they

come-to-be, and for them there is no constant life; but to the extent that they never cease

exchanging continuously, to that extent they always are, immovable in a circle.
The elements wax (or “increase”) into one from many (l. 1) and in fact learn to grow as one from
many (1. 9).!"! The addressee’s ¢péveg, in turn, will grow (or “increase”) as a result of learning
(1. 14, at the start of the prior quotation), and more specifically, by learning about the way that
Love, “implanted” within the individual, acts within the elements of the world at large. Briefly
put, just as the elements learn to grow through the immanence of Aphrodite, so the human mind,
in which her immanence is a fact recognized by vopog, will grow by learning. Love then appears
as an immanent force, which, in league it would seem with the sentient elements, enables them to
learn to grow into new configurations.

As a further note on the limits of the technomorphic in Empedocles and its inferiority to

an organicist and particularly phytomorphic model, I would like to dwell briefly on an

110 B17.1-2,9-13 = D73.233-34,240a-244 = 8.1-2,9-13 W.
" "That line, taken from B26.8, is missing from the fragment as preserved by Simplicius, but was
inserted in order to restore sense, and on the basis of the verbatim repetition of 11. 10-13 in

B26.9-12 (verbatim save one word).
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observation of Solmsen’s: “There is nothing in his poems to suggest that the crafts were to his
mind a model of purposeful or clearly articulated activity.”!'? To illustrate the validity of this
observation and its connection with the view put forward here, I would call attention to two other
sets of evidence.

The first is a pair of fragments that demand to be juxtaposed: in one of the clearest
depictions of Aphrodite artifex, one reads, YOUpOLG GonHo000 RATAOTOQYOLS APQOdiTH
(“Aphrodite having fitted [them] with rivets of reciprocal affection”).!'* That fragment finds its
closest verbal parallel in a description of the curdling action of juice upon milk: ®g & 6T OTOG
vého Aevrov eyopdmoev not £dmoe (“as when juice rivets and binds white milk™).!'* No one
would conclude from the metaphors of the latter fragment that juice is the demiurge of curds.'"”
Craft metaphor need not imply either external action or craftiness.

The second set of evidence is centered around Empedocles’ theory that the human mind
or vonu is to be identified with the pericardiac blood.!'® Blood, so the theory goes, is—when
perfect—a perfectly harmonious mixture of the four elements: the potency of the vonuo
therefore depends upon the perfection of the mixture. But intelligence, if not precisely vonua, is
not restricted to the blood around the heart. In Theophrastus’ discussion of Empedocles’ theory
of perception, he describes a remarkable aspect of the theory:

Those who have a moderate mixture in one part [or another of their bodies] are severally wise
in that regard: on account of this some are good speakers, some artisans, since for the latter

112 Solmsen (1963) 477.

113B87=D214 =86 W.

14B33=D72=61W.

15 Cf. the remarks of Solmsen (1963) 478.

16 qipo Yo AvOedmolg meQurdodlov ot vomua, B105.3.
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the mixture is in the hands, for the former in the tongue; and the like holds for the other
capacities.'!’

The explanation of the artisans’ excellence as deriving from the mixture of the blood in their
hands shows that his notion of a craftsman was not one of a central designing intelligence, but,
perhaps more appropriately, focused upon considerations of skilled bodies, innate talents, and
cultivated instincts.!'® This is a far cry from Plato’s craftsman consulting an abstract plan.

As Solmsen remarked, then, the evidence, apart from the few similes,!" strongly suggests
that Empedocles did not share the later fixation upon the conscious manipulation performed by a
planning craftsman. That said, one cannot ignore the ascriptions of some measure of intelligence
to Love and the elements that learn to grow together under her sway. For my part, I am not
claiming that the craft metaphors are mere metaphors, pace Snell and Reiche. But I would still
insist that those metaphors (and the related similes) have their limits, and that one cannot infer
from them that Aphrodite’s modus operandi is that of a provident creator, let alone an omniscient
creator as depicted by Sedley. If the Empedoclean Aphrodite is indeed a sort of demiurge, she is
perhaps one who has learned her craft gradually and proceeds now by memory and instinct, as if
in a combination of early Greek anthropological theory and the immanent demiurge that would

be conceptualized by the Stoics.!?° But even to grant her that measure of agency is misleading,

7 De Sensibus 11 = A86 = D237: oig 6¢ »a® v 1L poQLov 1) péom xeaois ¢ot, Tah
00OV £%A0TOVG elvar S1O Tovg uev OfTtoag dyadoic, Tovg 8¢ Teyvitag, Mg Tolg pev &v
T0iG €QOtL, TOlg 8¢ &V Tf) YAOTTN TV 20wV 00oav- Opolwg 8 Exewv nol »oTd ToG GG
ovvapelgs. Iribarren does not refer to this testimonium.
118 Bollack (1965) 1.254 writes, “Pour Empédocle, les différences techniques se réduisent a des
dispositions physiologiques et ne s’acquierent pas.” I do not agree with the last claim, as there is
nothing to suggest that Empedocles did not allow for the acquisition of technical skills. But I do
agree with Bollack’s further remarks, ibid. n. 4, “Il explique la technique par la nature ; en ce
sens les deux regnes forment une unité. La classification n’en marque pas moins les frontieres.”
119 Again note especially the use of té€yvn in B23.2.
120 On the anthropology, see again Cole (1990). On the Stoic demiurge, Sedley (2007) ch. 7.
274



since it leaves out the role of the autonomous growth and the learning of the elements.
“Implanted” among them in the mortal forms that they take on, Love’s “gentle impulse”
gradually fosters in them the learned habits that take tangible but ephemeral shape in the “myriad
tribes of mortals” that sprout up from the earth. With that, we turn to a closer consideration of

Empedoclean plant metaphor.

V. Learning Plants

Alongside the scholarship on Empedocles’ craft imagery, a growing body of literature
emphasizes instead the role of vegetal metaphors in this corpus. Through a number of texts,
many already cited above, it becomes clear that such metaphors were exceptionally prominent,
and underpinned by some explicit identifications of vegetal and other organismic growth. Yet the
focus here is on the more subdued vegetal metaphors for the constitution alike of the cosmos and
of the human subject. To repeat, the preference at all levels is decidedly for the phytomorphic.
Yet there are crucial limits even to some of the most suggestive instances in this category. My
claim again is that the anti-substantialist position, upon which this view of the constitution of the
cosmos and individual nature is predicated, also finds expression in Empedocles’ critically
subdued and destabilized images, including the phytomorphic. Nonetheless, the vegetal
metaphors remain fundamental to the conception of ¢p0Lg as being nothing more than a
persistent “growing-together” of the “roots” in the presence of Love, and of the stages of the
cosmos being likewise. Furthermore, the knowledge which Empedocles claims to impart to his
disciple is plainly conceived to take root, as it were, in a quasi-vegetal manner, which is
underlined by three of the most striking and surprisingly neglected of Empedocles’ coinages:

MItOEVAOG, or “lacking in wood,” which is used to characterize what Empedocles’ teaching aims
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not to be; and the even more unusual ¢umedon0mog (“constant-fruiting”) and éumedopuirog
(“constant-leafed”), which, although employed literally as epithets of plants, amount to a double
sphragis unrivalled by anything pertaining to craft. On the other hand, when Empedocles had the
opportunity to develop such vegetal rhetoric in application to learning and ¢pUoLg in B110, he left
it undeniably subdued where other and especially later authors would almost certainly have
spoken, as some Empedoclean scholars now do, of seeds and planting and fruit and harvest. The
vegetal figuration of the subject and the cosmos remains decisively cautious and sparing, just as
the employment of ¢pvoLc.

We begin at the “roots.” Discussions of Empedocles’ vegetal metaphors are always
founded upon the fact that, where later Greeks (i.e. after Plato) would probably have spoken of
otouyeta (“elements”), Empedocles used the word uldpata, conventionally translated as
“roots.” The word appears in the opening line of one of his most frequently quoted fragments,
when he tells his disciple to “hear first the four QLlCmdpata of all things.”?! A striking command,
it has attracted much attention in recent years, and not only in the sort of doxographic writings
that quote it repeatedly in antiquity and modernity alike.'?? In fact, through these “roots,”

Empedocles has recently been put at the very origin of Western ecological thinking and the far-

121 B6.1; see below for full quotation and further discussion.
122 One exceptional remark is that of Giuseppina Grammatico (2007) 54-5: “Perché ‘ascoltare’?
Ascoltare le radici? [...] Eppure qualcosa dentro mi dice - ci dice - che Empedocle ha usato il
termine appropriato, perfetto. «Ascoltare 1’erba che cresce» dice Maffesoli nel suo volume
“L’ombra di Dioniso”. E un ascolto intimo, profondo, tutto interiore.” The reference to the work
of Michel Maffesoli, a sociologist who has focused his attention upon the imaginary (note
Grammatico’s title, “L’immaginario empedocleo™), is to Maffesoli (1993) 14: “... a new manner
of situating oneself and understanding the world is never born brutally; it takes its support from
positions that already exist and are often well-expressed by individuals who in their time have
known how to ‘hear the grass grow.”” The use of dxoVw does not support a connection between
Empedocles and Maffesoli: one can just as well “hear” the subject of the statement heard, as e.g.
“virtue” (dpetd) in Pindar, P. 5.101.
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reaching history of root and “rhizomatic” metaphors.'?* Our scope here is smaller, of course. But
even when situated more narrowly among the ancient poetical and philosophical use of related
words for roots, as by Repici and Macé,'** the term can easily seem to be charged with
metaphorical meaning—and a meaning that invites coordination with the other vegetal
metaphors in Empedocles’ verses. Where there are cosmic “roots,” one naturally looks for the
rest of the cosmic tree.'?

While aiming to reinforce the view that the gLCwpota are in fact a sign of the broader
role of vegetal metaphors in this author, I will also argue that—as with the other imagery —there
are notable limits to their role, and that Empedocles thus shows a certain wariness and restraint
or indeed a lack of interest in employing them. The example at hand shows this particularly well:
in spite of the impression one may get from many treatments of Empedocles in this regard, he
demonstrably neglects to develop the root image as he might have done. This is seen in the single
passage, just quoted in part, in which QuCmdpata is applied to the elements:

TE000QA YOQ TTAVTWV QLLOUATO TTQDTOV AROVE:
Zevg doync "Hom te dpepéofrog N0 Adwveig

123 See especially the chapter on Empedocles in Macauley (2010), entitled “The Flowering of
Ecological Roots: Empedocles’ Elemental Thought,” and this representative quotation (p. 72):
“Empedocles is the first philosopher to thematize the four elements as necessary and sufficient
agents to explain the entire world order, and by ostensibly [?] using the terminology of roots, he
sets the tenor and trajectory of later thinking about them. The language of roots is significant
because it continues to function in philosophy in the sense of something elemental, grounded or
foundational, including even etymological ‘roots.”” It is also noteworthy that Deleuze and
Guattari’s notion of the rhizomatic is applied to Empedocles by Macauley (2010) 108; but I
know of no references or allusions to Empedocles in Deleuze and Guattari. For Empedocles via
Macauley (but far less insistently) in a more extended metaphorology of the root, see also
Wampole (2016) 234: “Empedocles’s fifth-century elemental iteration of rootedness is an early
instance of the connection between what is basic to our cosmos, in terms of both cause and
composition, and what burgeons distantly from an original event.”
124 Repici (2000) 51-6 and Macé (2013) 236-7. See also Kahn (1960) 158.
125 Cf. Kingsley (2003) 476 et passim.
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Nfotic 0, §} doxploig TéyyeL npolvmua Podtelov. 20

For hear first the four roots of all things:

Bright Zeus and lifebearing Hera and Aidoneus

And Nestis, who with tears wets the mortal spring.
It cannot be ignored that we have no evidence that the word gLllouota reappeared anywhere in
his poems, nor any citations of this fragment before the common era,'”” nor any unquestionable
allusions to his use of gLEdpata in any of the classical authors (whether Greek or Roman) who
otherwise engage with him.'?® This indicates at least that it was not a favorite, let alone a
technical, term in the corpus.'? While that also suggests that the metaphor is less likely to have
been effaced, at the same time it suggests that whatever metaphor it involved was not at all
prominently sustained in connection with this passage or elsewhere.

What can we conclude then about the denotational and connotational meanings of the

term in its single Empedoclean instance? The most precise analysis was offered by Primavesi: “Il
maestro in un passo li indica come i quattro rizomi (QLCwuota), metafora che — a differenza di

0(Ca — rimanda alla rotalita delle radici di una pianta.”'* Primavesi seems to have built his

interpretation upon the accepted (LSJ) definition of Q{Cwpua, in its use by Theophrastus, as “the

126 B6 = D57 =7 W. The precise identification of the four named gods (and indeed the original
identity of Nestis) with the four elements is intensely debated: see e.g. Kingsley (1995) and Picot
(forthcoming). B6 is quoted by: [Ps.-]Plutarch, De placitis 878AS5; Sextus, adv. Math. 9.362 .4
and 10.315.5; Clement, Stromata 6.2.17.4.2; Eusebius, Preparatio evangelica 14.6.4; Stobaeus,
Anthol. 1.10.11a.2; Hippolytus, Ref. 7.29.4.6 and 10.7.3.2 and again immediately at 10.7.4.6;
Philoponus, In phys. 16.88.5; [Ps.-]M. Valerius Probus in Buc. 6.31 (since lines 31ff. concern a
cosmogonic song of Orpheus about the semina (NB) of the four elements).
127 Tt is aptly described by Mansfeld (1995) 115 as having once been rather “recherché.”
128 Regarding possible allusions to Empedocles in Latin literature, I would extend the skeptical
approach of Farrell (2014) to the argument of Nethercut (2017) that Lucretian radices allude to
Empedocles; anyway none of the radices in Lucretius are the radices omnium.
129 See e.g. Wright ad loc (7 W).
130 Primavesi (2001) 18.
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mass of roots of a tree,”!3! along with a juxtaposition of B6 with the following fragment:

aifno <&’ al> paxefol xatd x06va dveto Jitoug'™

Aether <in turn> with long roots sank down through the earth.
The QLlCodpata such as aibne would then each contain QiCow; Primavesi, it seems, would have
us imagine Empedocles’ world as composed of four root masses (QLC®uata), which periodically
send out their roots (QtCow) into one another. Compellingly tidy and picturesque as it may be, this
interpretation faces considerable difficulties.

In the first place, the Theophrastan {Cwua, which, to my knowledge, is the only instance
of the word that has been construed as “the mass of roots of a tree,” does not at all demand that
meaning, but arguably denotes instead a vague “rooting,” and not specifically the totality of its
plural results.'** And this would be consonant with the other evidence for the semantics of
0iCwpa. The most striking parallel, and one often noted, is from the Pythagorean Oath, which

describes the tetractys as woryav aevaov pvoewg OLlLouat €xovoav (“the fount holding the

BILSJ s.v.; see also Montanari s.v., where likewise in the first entry one reads, “proper. root
structure or mass of roots of a plant,” with again only the one citation from Theophrastus.
132B54 =D108 =30 W.
133 CP 3.3.4: ovyPnoetol Yo ovtw, Beouig oliong év Pdbet Tig yNg vatd v aEnov
RATOXAELOUEVIV €lg TAG OITaG iévar: mhelovog & GVTog ®al ioyVEOTEQOV TOD QLLMOUATOG,
mietwv 1) PAdotnols €otal nal raliov. Greater and stronger rooting results in greater and
finer shooting (BAGotnOLS); the juxtaposition of OiCwpa and PAGOTNOLS seems to support my
reading. Theophrastus does not use the word again in his extant writings. There may, however,
be some support in Galen, who also uses it just once, and possibly in application to the entire
branched stem of a cluster of grapes: T1|v 0¢ To0 otepudVAov Toonyoiay émdpégovoly avtol
TQ TOV *APATOV ERTEGUAROTL QLEDPOTL TOV QOYDV (De al. 576-7). Since otépudpuiov
generally refers to a “mass” of pressed grapes or olives, it may be that Galen took it to refer to a
ramified stem supporting an entire cluster of grapes rather than to the simple stem at the base; the
latter was chosen by the translation of Powell (2003) 79: “The same people give the name
stemphylon to the stalk of berries that sprouts from the branches.” Still, perhaps it only referred
to the simple primary stem or rachis (see OED s.v. 3.a.) of the grape cluster.

279



oodpata of ever-flowing nature”).'** The uncertain provenance of the Oath prevents it from
helping us much, and, as the use of ¢pU0LS for a collective “Nature” gives further cause for doubt,
Burkert concluded that the verse “can scarcely be older than Empedocles.”!® It is possible then
that Empedocles inspired the Pythagorean usage. But the word remained uncommon until shortly
before the first extant quotations of B6 and the Oath, both of which crop up in many of the same
texts and, somewhat suspiciously perhaps, right when the word ¢iCwpa had already begun to
find new purchase first in the Septuagint and then among neo-Pythagoreans.!*¢ At some point,

then, Empedocles’ QulCmdpata were absorbed into (presumably not being a product of) discourse

134 Note again the combination of root and spring. In part, it would seem, to make the two terms
parallel in this text, some have edited it to read instead moydv devdov dpoemg GLCwpd
T €yovoav (“holding the fount and root of ever-flowing nature”); see e.g. DK 58B15, Burkert
(1972) 186, Thesleff (1965) 170. 1 follow Laks-Most (cf. their Pythagoras D10), persuaded by
the fourfold (cf. tetractys) plurality of QilC®dpata in Empedocles and in Athamas the Pythagorean
(see below). The Pythagorean Oath is cited in Sextus, adv. Math.4.2.10,4.3.6,4.9.6; Aetius (Ps.-
Plut.) De placitis 282.5; Porphyry, Vit. Pyth. 20.19; Hippolytus, Ref. 1.2.9.2,4.51.7.3,6.23.44,
6.34.1.2; Iamblichus, Vit. Pythag.28.150.17,29.162.18 and Theologoumena arithmeticae 22.22,
etc. Cf. the note above for the sources of Empedocles B6, which overlap extensively with this
list. Another interesting comparandum in this vein is that the earth is called an degodueg
0lCwpa or “air-grown root” by Secundus “the Silent Philosopher” (and neo-Pythagorean) Vita et
Sententia Secundi, Sententia 7.
135 Burkert (1972) 186.
136 In both cases therefore it was among Alexandrian Jews. The plural appears already in the
Septuagint’s translation of Job 36.30.2, nal giCopata thg Oahdoong éxdivipev (but the image
is lost in the Vulgate’s “cardines quoque maris operiet,” and the KJV “and covereth the bottom
of the sea”); the singular appears in Psalm 52:5, where God will remove t0 ¢tCopd cov €x yig
Covtwv, a phrase which attracted attention from commentators. (For the later Christian use, see
e.g. John Chrysostom, In sanctum pascha (sermo 6), 34.1.3.) The most intriguing neo-
Pythagorean evidence is a quote attributed by Clement of Alexandria to one Athamas the
Pythagorean, who is otherwise known only from a list in lamblichus’ vit. Pythag. (cf. RE s.v.
Athamas 6): ®de AyévvaTog Tavtog Gyt xoil QLT TEooaa TVYYdvovTL, ThE, Hdwo,
ano, YN €éx TolTwV YaQ ai yevéoels Tdv yivouévav. Although Clement asserts that
Empedocles was copying from Athamas, this is most likely another case of chronological
inversion to suit Clement’s prioritization of the Orphics, on which see Herrero de Jauregui
(2010) 203-4. Likewise, in the Orphic Hymn to Pluto, Acheron holds the gLEdpata yaing. See
also Nicomachus Math. Theologoumena arithmeticae 21.3,23 4.
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communities in which the word took on a particular currency —albeit one which may have owed
something to Empedocles’ influence.!*’

The most pertinent evidence for Empedocles’ use is much sparser, and shows only some
less arcane metaphorical “roots.” From the fifth century there is only one other instance, in
Aeschylus, who plants a metaphorical ¢tCwpa firmly in the ground. In the Seven against Thebes
it is said that

OMORTAV O AT VMOV, WV Apng £dpeloato,

OlCmp aveilton, xGTa O £0T EyYMHQOLOG,

Mehdvimmog. .. 138

from the sown men, whom Ares spared,

a 0{Cwpa has been sent up, and he is in truth a man of the soil,

Melanippus...
Numerous features of the passage keep the metaphor in QiCwpa alive, even if the image is not
precisely clear.!*® Although this Aeschylean use would support the conclusion that the metaphor

should be felt in Empedocles’ text as well, it stands in contrast with the only remaining classical

instance, which is a fragment of Theodectes, put in the mouth of Helen:

137 How the word took on such strong connotations of vegetal growth in modern scholarship is a
question for another occasion.
138 Aesch. Sept. 413.
13 Confusion reigns among the commentators. Sidgwick glosses 0iCwu dveitow with “his stock
is sprung.” Verrall ad loc. (1. 400 in his edn.) somewhat less confusingly on this point but more
confusingly otherwise: “0tCwpa, nominative; he is a plant from the root of etc. The construction
is dveltan Olwpo exelvav, v Aong épetoato dmod (from among) STaQTOV AvOQGOV.”
Glossing 0iCwp’ alone Tucker ad loc. (again 1. 400) writes only, “cf. £gvog, 6Cog, 6GAog.”
Hutchinson says nothing. From men sown into the ground, a 9{Cwua has been sent up: on
avetral < avinu, see LSJ s.v. A.: “of the earth, namov &. make corn or fruit spring up, h.Cer.
333; wvwdaha A. Supp. 266; also of the gods, é&. dgotov yi|g S. OT 270, etc.” Why it is a root
and not a shoot is hard to tell, but perhaps it is to emphasize his rootedness in the soil. (For a
similar image, cf. Pindar O 2.46 oméouatog ... 9iCav, and Gildersleeve ad loc.: ““Seed root,’
origin.”) The metaphor is further marked in the final clause about his being &yymQlog, and all the
more so since ®AQta is used by Aeschylus “in playing upon words, i.e. where a novel
interpretation is emphasised,” acc. to Tucker ad loc. (again 1. 400); cf. also Hutchinson ad loc.
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Beiwv & At dpdoiv Exyovov QLlLwpdtwy
Tig Qv mEOOoELTElY AELmoeLev AdToLy; !4

As the offspring from twofold divine roots,
who would think it fit to call me slave?

Helen, apparently derived here from Zeus and winged Nemesis (as in the Cypria; the more
familiar variant mother, Leda, being mortal), fittingly neglects to claim any strong connection to
the earth.'*! The word gLLwpdtwv seems to do little work other than asserting her parentage in
lofty terms.

In their context in B6, the Empedoclean guldpata are indisputably closer to the
Theodectean use than to the Aeschylean. Unlike in Aeschylus, no other vegetal metaphors
reinforce the image of the roots.!*? Instead, any vegetal connotations of the term are counteracted
by the immediate identification of the four QLlldpata with (mostly) familiar anthropomorphic
deities. And, while the ®xgoUvwpa (“spring”) of line 3 may resuscitate those connotations
somewhat, it does not sustain any consistent vegetal image: roots seek water, of course, but here
a “root,” namely Nestis, whose original identity is very obscure, provides water to a spring, and
thus plainly stands for the aequeous element itself. This inversion (of a “root” providing water to
a “spring” rather than receiving it from it) certainly reveals no inclination toward the systematic
development of any root-connotations of QLLmpoTo.'3

The use of Q({Ca/QCn (“root”), from which Q(Cwpa derives, shows a comparable range:

0(Ca., as LSJ have it, may be either a root of a plant, a metaphorical “root” anchoring e.g. an

140 Theodectes fr. 3 Snell, cited Arist. Pol. 1255a37 as being a line of Helen’s in Theodectes, and
therefore likely from his attested tragedy Helen.
141 That is, she would not assert something like a chthonic status for her parentage; but, on the
putative origins of both Nemesis and Helen as chthonic deities, see Hornum (1993) 6-7.
142 Compare the contrastive discussion of Pindar and Aeschylus in Ch. 2.
143 But see Picot (2000) 63-66.
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eyeball or the earth, or “that from which anything springs as from a root,” as e.g. a parent.'** The
semantic alignment of the two words brings us to further proof against the structural contrast
between Q{Cwpa and OtCn that Primavesi (probably following the LSJ) posited. Nouns in -po
are found with increasing frequency in a variety of fifth-century texts, but especially tragedies,
which employ them as variant forms that offer metrical convenience and sophistication of
tone.'* Aeschylus, for one, has been shown to have a penchant for the suffix generally, but
especially for -opa, using for instance xdmwuo for “fruit” where x0Qmog would be
commoner.'*® Grandeur, length and weight are stressed in all the analyses of this development,
and if those features can furnish an explanation of the generic preference for the nouns, they can
certainly explain Empedocles’ gtEdpata at such an important moment in his didactic poem.
Indeed, in B6 Empedocles matches Aeschylus’ fondness: the last of the gLmparta listed is, as
was seen above, “Néstis, who with tears wets the mortal ®QoUvwpa” —which is to say the spring

or well head of mortals.'*” This ®goUvwua, one of many Empedoclean hapax legomena, does

144 The latter meaning is particularly notable in Pindar: see 1.2 above.
145 On the use and register of nouns in -pa, see Peppler (1916), Long (1968) 18-21 and 35-46,
and most recently Willi (2003) 137-8: “In tragic poetry, nouns in -pa were frequently used to
create unusual (‘de-automatizing’) variant forms [...] . [...] In tragedy the abstract nouns in -po
acquired stylistic grandeur, especially when they were used in the plural.” On nouns in -wua., it
is worth quoting Peppler (1916) 461-2: “Aeschylus had a great fondness for derivatives in -po.
from verbs in -0w [e.g. ®domwpa ( = naEmOg) Suppl. 1001, which Peppler cites loc. cit. n. 7],
perhaps because besides having greater length they produced a grandiose effect.”
146 Aesch. Suppl. 1001, where “fruits” is very much demanded by the brutally extended
metaphor. Acknowledging Tucker’s skeptical commentary ad loc. (where against the MSS
rnopaopota Tucker wrote nal ooupata), I would argue that since Aeschylus could also use e.g.
ténvmpo for a (metaphorical) child (LSJ s.v.), and others could use otepavmua as a fancy term
for a crown (LSJ s.v.), and Empedocles could use ®potUvwuo for xpouvog (B6.3) which has no
associated verb in -Ow, Tucker’s doubts about the synonymy of ®domwpo with ®aomodg are
unfounded.
147 The long list of nouns in -po in Empedocles includes miotwpo (BS5.2), which Aeschylus also
uses (Ch. 977, Eu. 214, Pers. 171); for Empedocles’ miotopo, Fraenkel (1916) 231 compares
Aeschylus, Aristotle, and Clearchus the poet of Middle or New Comedy, whose usage he takes to
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not require a meaning other than that of ®pouvvog (“spring”), and the metaphor would be apt
enough. The solemn tone of B6 is thus sustained from the first to the last line, in part by means
of these two nouns. Yet the second, it should be noted again, does nothing to extend any root
image. On the basis of this and the other evidence considered so far, one can only conclude that
Empedocles’ gLmpara is a stylistic variant of 9tCow, used in B6 in the sense of a fundamental
source, and without marked attention to the metaphor.

To assess its possible role in a broader phytomorphic paradigm, one must turn to the
Empedoclean Q(Cn. There are only two instances of the word, one metaphorical, cited above, and
one literal. The literal use is in a pair of lines said to come from the Katharmoi, and has been
plausibly situated in a catalogue of “forms of excellence” (L-M) of the different organisms:

TV Yoo 600 OiCaug pev émaooiteg , [a]vtalo U]meebe
pavotégols 6emmnEL xataoti(t) Tnhefdo[vra]'4

as many of them as are denser in their roots, but above with rarer shoots stand blossoming
One might be tempted to analyse this as a metaphor for other, particularly intellectual forms of
excellence, and in fact there is another fragment which would secure an analogy with animal
anatomy at least—but not with any obvious application to Empedoclean psychology.!* The
metaphorical use of (N, quoted already above, is notably paradoxical:

aifno <&’ ab> paxefot xatd x00vo dheto Qiloug'™

show, probably, an Einfluf der Gemeinsprache; but perhaps there is some Empedoclean
influence to be discerned in Clearchus’ Citharode (according to Athenaeus) in the phrase
ovyyevéol otopo eprhiog (“pledge of love for relatives™).
148 D37 = 152 W # DK. The fragment is found in Herodian, Prosod. cath., as preserved in a
“Wiener Palimpsest-Codex (Vindob. Hist. gr. 10)” studied by Primavesi and Alpers (2006), q.v.
for the details of the constituted text printed above and for bibliography; see also Wright ad loc.
149 B75 = D200 = 70 W: TV 8’60 0w pev munvd, T 8 éxtobr pava mémyev, / Komoudog év
mahdunot TIAAadNg Totjode TuyovTO.
150 B54 =D108 =30 W.
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Aether <in turn> with long roots sank down through the earth.

The strangeness of the image develops the more puzzling second half of Hesiod’s description:
avtaQ VmeEBdev / yiig Ol mepvaoL xal dtouyétolo Bahdoong (“but below / the earth’s
roots have grown and the unharvested sea’s”).!>! Just as the Hesiodic sea has roots that have
grown (medpvaot), so the Empedoclean aether “with long roots sank down through the earth.”
This is the most unmistakably vegetal image applied to any of the gLdpota in the extant
fragments: the only time that a root image is explicitly evoked in that connection, it is an image
of the paradoxical “roots” of aether. Again one perceives immediately the limits of the paradigm
on the surface of this corpus.

Nevertheless, with the Hesiodic ¢tCat medpiaol posited as the fundamental scheme,
Macé has compellingly argued that Empedocles’ use of 9iCou and gulCmdpata, together with that
of pveoOa and its compounds in application to the elements’ activity, reveal a distinct
universalization of the Hesiodic roots in a vision of a quasi-vegetal cosmos.!>> As we have seen,
the “roots” in their cyclic expansion and contraction are said to “grow apart” (diapverv) and
“grow together” (ovudveLv); Macé, supported by the use of those verbs and their
nominalizations in medical and botanical texts, shows this to be a scheme of diffuse quasi-
vegetal growth, of cyclic “ramification” and “concrescence.” Macé’s conclusions are
compelling, but one should note again that the forms of ¢pecOau are often substituted by less
evocative terms, such as ouvéQyeoOou (“come together”),'>3 which reveal that the explicit

evidence for such a vegetal scheme is regularly counteracted by neutral language that is more

151 Theog. 727-8.

152 Macé (2013) 235-45.

153 For ouvépyeoOau, see B17.7, B20.2, B26.5, B35.3, B36.1.
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suggestive of simple, almost mechanistic activity. The phytomorphic imagery is again
remarkably restrained, even if it is demonstrably significant.

Building on Macé’s account, I would focus again on the cosmological use of pavOdverv
and how that establishes another momentous analogy between micro- and macrocosm. One of
the essential texts for this argument was already examined above: B17. As we saw, one line of it
was inserted on the basis of the following, B26, in which the vegetal scheme is visible again:

év 8¢ IéQeL xQATEOVOL TTEQLITAOUEVOLO KUKRAOLO,

rnol GOivel eig GAMANAO nol aVEeTOL €V péQeL aiomg.

aUTa Yo €0ty TabTa, 8L dAMAWV 08 Béovta

vivovt’ dvBowmol te nal dAlwv €0vea Onodv

dhhote pev DAOTNTL oUVEQYOUEV’ €l EVa HOOUOV, 5
dahote & al 8iy’ Exaota Gpogovuevo Neineog €0z,
eloonev €v ovupvTa TO AV VITEveQOe yEVNTAL.

oltwg N pev &v éx mhedvov pepdOnxre pieoban

MO AV dradpvTog £vog mhéov” éxteléBovot,

) pev ylyvovtal te nal ob oo Eumedog aimv: 10
1 8¢ TGS’ dALGoooVTO duapumees 0vdaud Afyet,

TaUT O’ aigv €aotv axivntoL natd ninlov. 1>

In turns they rule as the circle goes around, and decay into one another and increase in
turns of destiny. For these things are themselves, but running through each other they
become both human beings and the tribes of other beasts, sometimes coming together by
Love into one cosmos, sometimes again apart, being severally carried off by the hatred of
Strife, until, grown together as one, the whole is submerged. Thus to the extent that they
have learned to grow as one from many and again, the one having grown apart, they end
up as many, to that extent they come-to-be, and for them there is no constant life; but to
the extent that they do not cease changing continuously, to that extent they always are,
immovable in a circle.

Apart from this pepaOnure (1. 8) and its probable repetition at B17.9, the only other form of
povOdévo in the fragments is also used of the elements at the cosmological level, and is also

collocated with a form of ¢pOecOan: aipa 8¢ OviT’ Epvovro, Td moiv pdbov dbdvat’ eivan

4 B26=D77b=16 W.
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(“quickly they grew mortal, which previously learned to be immortal”).!** In that passage we
encounter the inverse, i.e. a description of the elements having learned, under the increasing
influence of Strife, to separate into homogeneous masses; which presumably amounts to the
unlearning of the patterns taken as a result of Love’s impulse toward the union of dissimilars.
Yet it confirms the interpretation that the elements learn to grow together and apart, to become
one in the Zpatpog and also to take on the differentiated forms that constitute the world of
mortals.

As such, their learning must also produce the growth of the individual human, and thus
provides the reductive analysis of even the human subject’s own learning. This is borne out by
several familiar passages that identify human learning with growth and increase. But one should
note that the reductive analysis of human cognition as elemental interaction is not in question in
the interpretation of Empedocles.!>® This treatment will consequently be brief, aiming only to
bring out the salient details that establish the analogy between human and elemental learning.

We have already seen the only Empedoclean instance of a derivative of pavOdvm, paired
with the notion of simple physical growth, in the assurance, ué6m ydo tol poévag aiiEel
(B17.14: “for learning shall cause your mind to grow”). Another relevant passage is cited by
Aristotle as evidence for Empedocles’ identification of the changing material substrate as the
subject of cognition:

6000V <4 > dAlotol petépuv, TOoov G odLowy aiet
®al 1O poovelv dAlola mogiotatal.'s?

155B35.14 =D75.14 =47.14 W.
156 See e.g. Sassi (2015) and Long (1966). The relationship between that explanation of cognition
and Empedocles’ soteriological psychology is another matter, addressed by e.g. Long (1966).
157 B108 = D244a = 80 W. See also D244b.
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To the extent that they grow different, to that extent are they always also thinking different
things.

In this first extant use of petadecOar, one can arguably discern another implicit assertion that
¢voLg, however persistent, is not exactly constant, and is constituted by the mixing and exchange
of the elements.!>® The rearrangement of the elements within the subject effects an altered mind.

This brings us to one of the most important fragments, B110, where learning and ¢pUoLg
are discussed together within a scheme of transparent agricultural metaphor:

el Yoo xai o adivijowy Vo moastideooty geloag

gvpevémg xabapfiowv émomreviong perétnoty,

TadTd 1€ ool udha avto O aidVog TaRECOVTAL,

dMa te TOM” Ao TVOE nTHoEaL: 0UTA YO ADEEL

TadT eig N0og Exaotov, dmn phos Eotiv Endote. 5
el 8¢ 00 vy’ dholwv ¢mopéEean ota xat Evdpag

pvota detha EhovTan & T dpPprivovot pegipvag

N0 dpag xlelypovot megLmhopévolo xedvoLo

obdV avTOV mobéovta GiAnv ém yévvay inéobar:

TAVTO. YO (001 poOVNOLY EXELY %Ol VOUOTOS aloay. !> 10

For if, having fixed them under a close-packed mind, with pure attention you look upon them
kindly, all these things will be present to you throughout your life, and you will acquire many
other good things from them; for these themselves grow into each character, according to the
nature of each. But if you reach out for other things, such as among men are countless
miseries which dull the cares, indeed they will abandon you thereupon, as time goes around,
longing to come to their own dear kind: for know that all have mind and a share of thought.

Much has been made of the apparent image of planting here, and with it the probable mystery-

cult connotations of €momrev.'® On the conceptual level, the absorption of Empedocles’

158 Theophrastus, had he taken adequate note of these passages, would perhaps not have thought
(as he seems to) that he was uttering an unforeseen objection to Empedocles’ theory when he
wrote, TTAVTa Te aiobfoeTal xal TaUTov Eotol WELS ®al aiodnoilg xat avEnois (“All things
will think and mixing, perception, and growth will be the same thing”), De sensu 12 (A86).
159B110 = D257 = 100 W.
160 See Wright ad loc. for discussion and bibliography, as well as Bollack (1957) 50-53, Kingsley
(2002) 399-400 and above all Kingsley (2003), discussed below.
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teaching is claimed to lead to the spontaneous development of 1)00¢.!s! The individual’s ¢po1c!62
is notably invoked as a determining factor for that development, and “pure attention” or perhaps
“pure meditations” (xaBapfjov ... uerétnouv, 1. 2) are demanded. Yet the passage forcefully
emphasizes the autonomy of whatever precisely is being received —which must consist of the
elements, if it is not just the elements themselves in some sense.!®* No manipulation, no
constructive analysis is commanded. Simply by “kindly” attention (evpevéwg, 1. 2), one will
encourage the spontaneous doOua £oya of the teachings. The disciple, in the process of
learning, thus performs in miniature the “growing-together” of the elements in the tutelary
presence of Aphrodite. (One will recall Aristotle’s remark about the necessity of cvpdufvau,
“growing together,” for an understanding of Empedocles.) This is not an attempt to control
“nature” so much as a submission to it.

At the same time, the passage shows a remarkable degree of constraint or disinterest in
the development of the latent agricultural image. The translation of €geioag as “planting” or
“having planted” is common but infelicitous: €Qeidw is, it seems, never used of planting a seed
or plant, but only of “planting” spears, etc.!%* The possibility of direct verbal clues is mostly
limited to two rather unevocative words, found together in the second line: émomtetioelg
uerétnotv (“you will oversee them with attentions™). It has been argued by Kingsley on the basis
of these two words that “the activity of pressing down Empedocles’ words underneath the

diaphragm corresponds to the action of a planter pressing down seeds underneath the surface of

161 Cf. e.g. the Pindaric immutable ¢udueg n0og, 0. 11.20.
162 On the identification of this ¢pU0oLg as that of the individual disciple, as opposed to the
elements or whatever else might be in question here, see the discusion in the previous chapter.
163 Cf. Wright ad loc. and the discussion of Long (1966).
164 Note that L-M avoid this translation now.
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the earth. To do what he says is to become farmers of his teaching inside ourselves.”!®> To prove
this, Kingsley claims that ¢mostteVw is “a term only ever used by the great early poets such as
Homer, or Hesiod, for describing one very specific process: the activity of overseeing the
planting of seeds and the tending of crops. And again,” Kingsley adds, “the single word he uses,
meleté ... was a term traditionally associated with the constant attention devoted by farmers to
their work.” These claims are not entirely baseless, and an initial study of the LSJ could indeed
confirm them. A closer look reveals Kingsley’s treatment to be misleading.

First, ¢mosttevw is used once in Homer, and once in Hesiod. At Od. 16.140-1, we learn
that Laertes “used to oversee the works and drink and eat in the house with the servants” (¢oya
T’ ¢momrreteone petd SV T &V oin / mve #oi No0’). One easily takes this to refer to
“overseeing the planting of seeds and the tending of crops,” and the use of £oya encourages this
somewhat, but not with such specificity.'*® Furthermore, at Op. 767-8, we are instructed that “the
thirtieth of the month is best for overseeing the works and distributing the rations” (Tonzrdoa
unvog apiotny / €gya T’ émomrevely N0° aguoiv datéaoBar). The activity of “a general
inspection once a month”!¢7 is presumably not what Empedocles’ reader is to imagine. In any
event, if the Homeric and Hesiodic usage is to be a precise guide to Empedocles’ meaning, then
is it not rather to become overseers of the “farmers of his teaching inside ourselves”? More
promising, I think, is that é¢rtomtrew is frequently used of the activity of tutelary deities, such as

Pindar’s Xdagig CwBdAog (“life-blossoming Grace™) who oversees the fortunate in turns, often

165 Kingsley (2003) 525.
166 See LSJ s.v. €gyov A3a.
167 West ad loc.
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making music,'®® and, in later texts, of initiation in the mysteries. The semantics of €momrtevm
thus underline the relative passivity enjoined upon Empedocles’ addressee, who is promised, as
it were, a happy internal harvest.

Returning to Kingsley’s second claim, one notes that pelétn likewise lacks such
specificity: in Hesiod of course one can infer that the care and work is largely agricultural, but
the other usage, especially Pindar’s, shows that the sense cannot be so restricted.!® In sum, the
diction of the passage is far from being specific to the agricultural scheme which it nonetheless
so transparently suggests. There is no explicit comparison of his words to seeds, no use of
familiar words for planting, none of harvest. Perhaps more evocative than anything is the
appearance of ¢pUolg, which we of course know to have been connected —especially in later
literature — with far more prominent vegetal metaphors. Yet, contrary to what one might expect,
the emphasis is not upon the fruits of one’s ¢pUoLg, but on the capacity of the teachings to effect
change of their own accord. One’s pre-existent pUOLG is noted as a determining factor, but it is
the teachings that will grow of themselves into each ﬁE)og. No work, it seems, is required to
secure this boon, but only loving observation.!”

On the topic of the work required by Empedocles’ disciple, there is another far more

evocative word: MmOEVAOG, or “lacking in wood.” It is used twice by Empedocles, and never by

168 0.7.11. Among other authors, Aeschylus uses it a number of times of gods watching over,
often of war or conflict, but in some cases suggesting agriculture: e.g. Ag. 1270, 1579, Cho. 1,
489,985, 1063. Compare also the use of émomng, LS s.v.
19 See LSJ s.v. pehétn and Slater s.v. pehéta.
170 Cf. the comments of Wright ad B37 (31 W): “The increase of the bulk of earth is due to the
natural tendency of the roots, i.e., the way they act of their own accord, when not kept together
by Aphrodite riveting, gluing, or nailing them. An ordered arrangement of parts is the result, in
nature, of constraint applied to the material by Aphrodite, and in the case of man a disciplined
mental effort is needed, cf. 100(110).1-9.” There is nothing in B110 that suggests, to my mind,
mental effort akin to a craftsman’s “constraint applied to the material.”
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another author. One reads it first in the opening lines of B21 (the remainder of which was quoted
above for its significant substitution of ¢BAdotnoe for the xtiCovrte of B23):

AN drye, TVO  OGQMV TIROTEQMVY ETMUAQTUOO OEQXRED,
el TL 1ol €v meoTépoLol MtOEVLoV EheTO HOQOT,
NEMOV HEV AeVROV OQAV 1Ol OgQuOV AmdvTy,
dupoota & 600" {deL Te nol AQYETL deeTaL AVYT,
Oupoov & &v oL dvopoevTd te OLyaréov te:

éx O aing mpoéovat OEAVUVA TE xal oTEQEMITIG- 17!

But come, consider witnesses of these preceding discourses, if anything in the preceding was
lacking-in-wood in its form, the sun, bright to see and warm everywhere, immortal things that
are moistened with both warmth and bright ray of light, and rain in all things both dark and
chilling; and from the ground flow forth fundaments and solid-faced things.

Recall that what follows comes to focus on trees, etc., sprouting forth (¢Adotnoe). The second
seems to introduce a similar enjoinder to observe how the four elements can compose all things:
el 0¢ Tl ool QL TOVOE MITOEVAOG EMAETO THOTLS,
g VOATOS Yaing te nal aifépog Nehiov te
HLQVOPEVOV 10N TE YevoiaTo yootd te OvnTdv
1000 600 VOV yeydool ouvvaguoofévt Apodity... "
If for you the proof is at all lacking-in-wood regarding these things, how from water and earth
and aether and sun mixed together both the forms and colors of mortal things come-to-be,
just as many as have now come to be, joined together by Aphrodite...

What would it mean, in such contexts, for some portion of the teaching or the siotig or “proof™

to be “lacking-in-wood”?'”* Unfortunately, the word has received little attention: the majority

71B21.1-6 =D77a=14 W.

172B71 =D61 =60 W.

173 The translation of m{oTig is a problem: it is often translated in Empedocles as “belief” vel sim.,
but, as noted by Vlastos (1995) 339 n. 60 and more recently by Iribarren (2006), the notion in
this author (as in others) seems to combine subjective and objective reference (i.e. a feeling of
trust as opposed to a proof or pledge which establishes that feeling); see also LSJ s.v.
Empedocles’ use of miotic (B3.5,8, B71.1, B114.3) and motopota (B4.2) suggest to my mind a
greater emphasis on the objectivity of the trust, so I translate it here as “proof.” This would also

bring the two uses of MwOEVAOG somewhat closer.
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only concur with LSJ that it means, in this instance and the other, “defective.”!’* Kingsley has
rightly demanded a closer examination of the metaphor it contains: insisting on the translation
“lacking in wood,”!'”> Kingsley writes, “Only too plainly he is evoking the image of a tree lacking
substance or growth, of trunks missing branches or branches without a trunk.”!’® Following
Kingsley, one would then have the ostensible seeds of the teaching (B110) grow into the wood of
sound mioTig. But again there are no seeds, and the meaning of AMtOEVAOG is not so plain.
Among the uses of E0A0V, the closest parallel I have found is in Athenaeus’ employment
of the Pindaric fragment, ot{xohhov dite EGAOV mapd EVAW (“like wood attached to wood™).!”’
The use of ®xoAA&w by Pindar and other authors all but guarantees that the image belongs to
carpentry, and not to grafting or the like.'”® Yet the semantics of EUAov straddle the line between
the techno- and phytomorphic: although E0Aov is most commonly “wood cut and ready for use,”
or “hence anything made of wood,”!” it is also used sometimes to designate live wood. So the
problem extends to the single instance of E0Aov in Empedocles, in the assertion that “wine is

water from the bark that has rotted in wood” (0ivog 4o ¢prowod éhetar oamev &v EOA®

174 Some translations of the word in B21.2 and B71.1, respectively, are: DK, “ein Mangel an
ihrer (der Elemente) Gestalt geblieben war” and “die Uberzeugung noch irgendwie mangelhaft
blieb”; L-M, “defective” and “lacking in firmness”; M-P, “mangelhaft an Gestalt” (so also
Primavesi (2008)) and “der Beweis noch irgendwie unvollstdndig”; Wright, “incomplete” and
“belief ... lacked assurance”; Bignone, “mancamento” and “manchevole”; Inwood, “left wanting
in form” and “your conviction is in any way wanting”’; Bollack, “La beauté manquerait-elle de
corps en ces chants primordiaux” and “n’avait matiere ou se fonder”; Panzerbieter (1844) 17,
“schwankend.”
175 Kingsley (2003) 539, 542. Cf. G-M: “etwas ... beziiglich ihrer [der Elemente] Form »an Holz«
mangelte” and “der Beweis dafiir noch irgendwie »an Holz« mangelte.”
176 Kingsley (2003) 540.
177 Pindar fr. 241, quoted by Athenaeus twice, at 1.24b and 6.248c.
178 See the instances listed by Slater and LSJ s.v.
179 See e.g. Il. 8.507, 547, and Op. 808.
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V0wQ)."* The standard interpretation is that of Wright, who plausibly asserts that the process in
question can only be fermentation in a wooden cask, and that ¢proidg, usually “bark™ but
sometimes “husk” of a fruit, refers to the skin (and fruit) of the grapes.'®! This would certainly
suit our modern conception of wine-making. But it seems the use of wooden fermentation
vessels was almost unheard of in the ancient Mediterranean: even Pliny only mentions it as a
strange practice found in the Alps.!®? Moreover, in the passage in which Plutarch quotes the
fragment,'® he is clearly concerned with processes that occur within the living plant, although
his cursory commentary on the fragment itself may leave some room for uncertainty. The most
likely interpretation, then, is that Empedocles was explaining wine by a process within the plant
(water being taken in through the bark and then “rotted” within the wood before being released

into the fruit), and thus E0Aov would have to refer to the living vine.'$*

180 B81 = D256 = 67 W.
181 See Wright ad loc. Wright’s interpretation of ¢pAoldg is meant to be supported by her account
of B80 = 66 W, which includes the phrase Umépproia pijha. Plutarch (quaest. conv. 683d.) says
that he had puzzled over the phrase while eating apples with his grandfather, who interpreted the
adjective as meaning that the flesh is outside of what one might call the ¢prordg or “husk,”
namely the protective layering of the apple core: Wright follows Plutarch’s grandfather, using
the phrase “outside the husk™; then, referring back to that discussion, shows some unfortunate
confusion by saying that pLoLOg “seemed to refer to the (edible) part of the apple surrounding
the seeds,” and yet translates ¢pAolOv simply as “skin.” Another interpretation is possible. Since
phhov can also designate the apple tree (cf. e.g. Theoph. HP 4.4.2; the meaning is not noted by
LSJ), just as the o(daL (“pomegranates” or “pomegranate trees,” q.v. LSJ) mentioned before the
pihia in B8O, Urtéodprola may describe instead the apple trees. (Likewise oyiyovol otdoun could
just as well be late-bearing pomegranate trees rather than late-born fruit.) Compounds in -¢pAotog
always designate bark or husk. Apples do not have a considerable husk. But apple trees can have
noteworthy bark, especially when old. Empedocles may therefore have thought that apple trees
are “very barky,” in order to contain the moisture which develops into apples later than other
comparable fruits.
182 Pliny NH 14.132; for further discussion of the technology of ancient wine making and
references, see Frankel (2016) esp. 555 on the (extremely unusual) use of wood.
183 Quaest. nat. 912c.
184 This is perhaps also supported by Euripides Cyc. 572: mamal, 6opov ye to EVAOV THg
auEdov (“Hoo-wee, the wood of the vine is wise indeed”).
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If E0Mov refers to the living vine in that fragment, giving proof that Empedocles did not
restrict EUAov to dead wood ready for use, then it becomes more plausible that AtOEUAOG is
meant to evoke an image not of inadequately supported wooden framework or the like, but rather
of a live plant, not yet grown enough to be woody.'*> This would certainly make the word a more
fitting epithet for mioTig, considering “son inscription dans le poéme d’Empédocle en tant que
phénomene organique,” as Iribarren put it.'*® Unfortunately, Iribarren did not analyse MtOEVAOG;
but, as he himself argued (in an article prior to his book on the technomorphic), the persuasion
and the persuasiveness of Empedocles’ verses, as we saw in B110, are depicted consistently “as
an organic phenomenon.” Indeed, this feeds into a broader commonplace in Empedoclean
scholarship: “Empedocles’ logos seems to grow.”!¥” Even so, it is hoped that the same conclusion
has been adequately supported here.

There is one last set of evidence to corroborate that conclusion, which has somehow
remained even more neglected by the scholarship. Tucked away in the botanical teachings are
two words that play upon Empedocles’ own name —and are the only such words in the corpus.!88
Theophrastus writes,

And if the air should continuously favor these [regions], perhaps what has been said by the
poets would not seem to be illogical, nor as Empedocles says, “[trees] evergreen and constant-
fruiting (Geipuiro nal EumedonaQma) bloom with liberalities of fruits all year as a result of

the air (BdALewv napmdv dpBovinol xvat Néa Tdvt €viavtdv),” supposing [as he would
have to] some mixture of the air, [namely] the vernal [mixture], to be common.!®

185 One might also imagine roots lacking “wood,” either through seasonal decay or loss from

pruning or the like; cf. e.g. the inverse image in Nicolaus Hydruntinus, Disputatio contra

Judaeos 234.8: TO & ab Evhov, Omep Toic Bpeol Aédoume T idtav teuvouevov Oila ...

136 Tribarren (2006) 64.

187 Trépanier (2003) 176.

188 But note the phrase €umedog aiwv seen above in B17.11 and B26.10.

189 CP 1.13.2: »ai €1 ye ovveydg O dno axohovboin tovTols iomg 0vdE Ta TAQA TOV

otV Aeyopeva d0Eetev dv ahdyms €xerv, o0d wg Epmedoxiiic deidpuila o

EUTedOaQTE POty BAMkeLV ®0QTMV AdOOVINoL ®oT NéEQa TAVT EViauTOV VITOTIOEUEVOS
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The exact content of the quotation is uncertain, and at the very least it probably did not contain
the infinitive O&ALerv; but the authenticity of éumedonogma is not doubted.!”® Next, in a
discussion of ivy (w1T165), Plutarch notes that it is “ever-blossoming (det®aheg) and, as
Empedocles says, ‘constant-leafed’ (g dpnowv Epmedorhiic éumedopurhov).”*! Plutarch then
provides a brief discussion of Empedocles’ theory, that evergreen plants such as ivy have “a
certain symmetry of pores (TOQWV TLva. oUppeTEiOV)” such that they take in a sufficient and not
excessive amount of water and are thereby sustained throughout the year. The two passages were
unnecessarily combined by prior editors into a couplet:

<0évdpea &> umedoPpulha nal Eumedonaomo TéOnhev
®OQTMV APOOVINOL RAT NEQU TTAVT EVIOVTOV.!?

Trees constant-leafed and constant-fruiting bloom with liberality of fruits all year as a result
of the air.

But nothing compels us to combine them, and it is hard to believe that, had Empedocles used the
two words in such proximity, the pairing would not have been preserved by either author, and
that those two authors would have selectively applied some of the words to two different plants.
So it is better to keep them separate, and follow Theophrastus in applying &uredoxaQma to
trees, and Plutarch in applying éumedOdpuALOV to ivy. On two separate occasions, then,

Empedocles played upon his own name, first when describing evergreen trees, some of which

TLvoL ToD A€QOC ®QAoLY, TNV NELVTV, ®owviv. Pace Wright, Theophrastus’ remark that
Empedocles was “supposing (Votl0€pevog)” the vernal mixture to be universal may suggest a
hypothesis about “a condition that no longer exists” (Wright ad loc.); so I incline to the view of
Stein and Karsten, that this description belongs to the account of the age of Kypris described in
B128 =118 W.
190 So e.g. L-M keep only éumedonrapma (D252) and then xoQmdv . . . éviavtov (D253).
191 Mor. 649c.
192 So printed by DK but labelled as two separate fragments, B77 and B78; the first line (= B77)
was composed and printed by Karsten.
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(such as his beloved dd¢pvn) were of course sacred, and then when describing ivy, sacred to
Dionysus. Neither can be said to be poetological metaphors —at least not directly —, but the
unique play upon his own name strongly suggests an intentional sphragis, a seal of this poet’s
authority. Together with the other evidence, these two words offer further proof that for the
interpretation of Empedoclean metaphor, the most reliable key, as it were, or €umedog ®Aeig, is
the plant.'*

When the fragments discussed above are seen in light of the wealth of imagery of plants,
limbs, neckless heads, human beings and all manner of things sprouting up from the earth or
upon other bodies, it is hard not to conclude that vegetal growth especially captured Empedocles’
imagination. The exuberance of plant growth, literal and metaphorical, at the level of the
formation of organisms is undeniable. It becomes more attenuated and abstract in his accounts of
human psychology, and particularly the portrayal of learning in B110. In his cosmology, in turn,
a few precious traces establish the power of the phytomorphic, through sparing talk of “roots,”
their growing (¢pVecBau), and the learning (LovOdavelv) that conspicuously connects the cosmos
to the microcosm. And there is the also perhaps the furtive promise that by seeking the union of
one’s self with 10 mdv, one will enjoy an €umedog aimv, being both éumeddPuArog and

ELITEdORALQTTOG.

VI. Conclusion
This chapter has endeavored to prove that vegetal metaphor is fundamental to the thought
of Empedocles and its articulation of the genesis of mortal organisms, the human mind, and the

cosmos as a whole. In Empedocles we can observe the extremely ancient comparisons of the

193 T owe this pun to the é¢umedopvBog Branden Kosch.
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human with the plant, and the human with the cosmos, entering into a new dynamic within extant
Greek thought: the growing plant, having been projected already through manifold metaphors
upon the physical and psychological constitution of the human being, is deepened in that
capacity while it is also projected more clearly upon t0 7év, the behavior of which is thereby
modelled on a conception of a subtly anthropomorphic plant—and to a greater extent, perhaps,
than it can be said to be modelled on that of a phytomorphic human. The broader phytomorphic
paradigm evinced in the Empedoclean corpus can be centered around a reductive, anti-
substantialist view of the individual ¢pUoLg as comprised of the sentient growing-together of the
elements, the ramifications of which effect the individual’s development in the form of
differentiated limbs and in intellectual faculties. This conception is also mapped onto the
formation of the successive stages of the cosmos, where verbal echoes establish parallels that
anticipate the extension of ¢pUoLc from the individual to the All.

At the same time, even the rhetoric of vegetal growth is in crucial regards subdued. When
carefully analysed and compared, Empedocles’ images display a combination of poetic license
and critical restraint or disinterest, such that although vegetal metaphors are decisively privileged
over those from craftwork, even vegetal metaphors have their limits. The elements are called
oLdpata, but only once, and these “roots” show no sign of being coordinated with anything
resembling a cosmic tree. As in Pindar, so in Empedocles the word ¢i01g does not seem to have
attracted any prominent vegetal metaphors. The elements learn to grow together, and by learning
the mind grows according to the ¢pUo1g of each person, but this talk of growth does not bear out
any concrete vegetal paradigm, and is not connected to any more distinct poetological metaphors

like Pindar’s “fruit of the mind.” Empedocles apparently left it to his audience to grasp any
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connection between his own wisdom and the trees that could be more literally termed “constant-
fruiting.”

Craft imagery, as I have argued, is still more limited in its significance. Within
Empedocles’ universal conception relating the history of human beings to that of the cosmos,
human art, as a product of human learning, becomes a development of the same processes that
constitute human nature; the metaphorical arts practiced by Aphrodite may likewise be
conceived as a special development of the same, where the autonomous activity of the roots,
under Aphrodite’s influence, combine to form the intricately wrought forms of mortal organisms.
But we have seen that Aphrodite’s activity is only technomorphic within narrow limits, never
being applied to the cosmos as a whole; Empedocles’ cosmos is not crafted.

Between a demiurgic Love and random growth, Empedocles’ roots learn to grow together
into a living unity that ultimately outstrips all familiar figuration. But in the lingering tension and
divergent potentials of the techno- and phytomorphic paradigms, one can observe the uncertainty
and ambition of Empedocles’ project. In a Blumenbergean vein, Iribarren has helpfully
distinguished “the demonstrative function of paradigms and metaphors within a closed system of
ontological presuppositions from their creative and heuristic efficacy at the open horizon of
critical philosophies.”!** In Empedocles, the phytomorphic, like the technomorphic, undeniably
possesses some of that “demonstrative function,” especially at the level of zoogonical
speculation. Yet I hope also to have shown how the cautiously employed vegetal imagery in this
corpus reveals precisely the “creative and heuristic efficacy” of metaphors at the bounds of one

particular critical philosophy —and the relative dominance of the vegetal paradigm.

194 Tribarren (2018) 18: “la fonction démonstrative des paradigmes et métaphores a I’intérieur
d'un systeme clos de présupposés ontologiques d’avec leur efficacité créative et heuristique dans
I’horizon ouvert des philosophies critiques.” Emphasis in original.
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Concluding Remarks

Contemplating the All (10 mdv) in its relation to its many parts, Plotinus remarks that

N 8¢ PVGIG Ao TG APYHS ATPOGOENS fOVAEVCEMG. KOl €T TOD TAVTOG TNV O10IKNGLY KOl TOV

drokodvta v T® NyeioBot ov kot iatpod EEv etvar, AL g1 VOIS, [. . .] Tdoag yap TG

PVoEIg Kpatel pia, ai 88 Emovton dvnptnuévol kai EEnptnuévol kai olov Ekedoa, Mg oi &v

KAGO01G 11} T0D OAov euTod. (Enn. 4.4.11)

Nature from the beginning is without need of deliberation. And it is necessary that the

administration of the All and the one administering be, in leading, not after the habit of a

doctor, but as Nature. [. . .] For one Nature rules all natures, and they follow upon it, being

attached to and dependent upon it and as it were having grown out of it, as the natures in

branches follow upon the nature of the whole plant.
This dense passage encapsulates much of the later development of the vegetal paradigm as an
expression of pOo1C: a vast, interconnected vegetal growth serves as a ready image for the nature
of the All in its non-deliberative self-sufficiency.! Even one disinclined to historical teleology is
compelled to recognize in this the actualization, so to speak, of certain potentials inherent in the
relationship between ¢¥Oo1g or pud and vegetal metaphors as we saw in Pindar and Empedocles:
the role of the phytomorphic within Pindar's poetics of divinely gifted spontaneity and @ud or
Empedocles’ pedagogical assurances, as well as the role of the phytomorphic in asserting organic
connections even between an island and the sea or between the four pilopara in their cosmic
formations, etc.? “Vegetality,” as Payne has observed, “becomes a way of thinking physis—the

coming into being and passing away of what is—as fully vegetal in nature: the mode of being of

a living cosmos.” Indeed, vegetality becomes precisely that, but only after the universalization

! Dillon & Blumenthal (2015) 356 ad loc. do not explore the image of the plant, but refer the

reader to the discussion of the “great plant” at Enn. 3.7.26-33. For relevant discussion of Plotinus

on plants, see Payne (2018) esp. 263-5 and 268.

2 For the island sprouted from the sea, see: O. 7.69-70: BAdote pev €€ aAOg Vypag vacog.

3 Payne (2018) 260. For another delightful expression of the cosmos as fully vegetal, see Philo,

On Noah’s Work as a Planter (De Plantatione Noe), in which the cosmos is “a plant embracing
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of pvoic, and on the foundations of a long tradition of vegetal tropes cultivated by Pindar and
Empedocles, among countless others. From the expansion and subsequent clarification of the
concept of a universal pOoic, there ultimately emerged “the ancient recognition of the clarity

with which physis is visible in the lives of plants.”

Conversely, then, one must also note how that later complex of concept and image has
made it far too easy for us to assume that VG1g or gud is conceived in Pindar and Empedocles as
finding its paradigmatic expression in @OAAa or @vTd, in leaves or plants. As I have argued
above, in order to better understand the texts of these two authors (and many others), it is
necessary to be wary of projecting such a conceptual schema upon them. We cannot say that
plants were so distinctly associated with puoig yet, above all because @vOo1g was not yet so
universalized. The concept which we have seen Pindar and Empedocles clarifying, each in his
own way, is a much more restricted one.

Their poetical activity fell within a period of heavy contestation and new clarifications of
what @VOo1g or pud amounted to. Between the two of them, Pindar and Empedocles represent a
good portion of the range of positions available—a range which they likely expanded. The
stratified corpus of Pindar itself ranges from some of the most outlandish claims about the self-
sufficiency of gud in opposition to learning, to gentler appraisals of innate gifts honed through
teaching, and even the possibility of becoming the sort of person one is by learning (P. 2.72).

Those gentler appraisals thus verge into a more progressive, sophistic stance, which, on the

in itself all the myriad plants together” (putov 88 av mepiéyov &v £Vt T &v UEPEL LT GpiaL
noppopia, 1.2), with all separate natures in fact presented as plants, some of which are said to be
particularly (1dimg) called plants (3.13); other plant metaphors are rampant in this text. On the
history of the concept of 10 mepiéyov (which participle is applied by Philo to the plant-cosmos
“embracing” the other plants) within the history of the concept of the milieu or environment, see
Spitzer (1948) 179-316.
“ Payne (2018) 269.
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interpretation proposed above, assumes both human and cosmic dimensions in the guise of
Empedocles’ elements that learn to grow. And Pindar, on the one hand, who sometimes parades
his self-awareness in the manipulation of word and image and myth, nevertheless appears to take
many things, such as the reality of gué, for granted—however impossible it is to settle on one
Pindaric doctrine of pud. Empedocles, on the other hand, openly proclaims that @Oo1g is a name
bestowed by human beings, that we must correct our corresponding conception, and that in some
regards at least, familiar images will not lead us to the truth.

One remarkable feature the two authors share is a rather unusual resistance to (or perhaps
lack of interest in) the direct coordination of p¥Oc1g or ud with plant metaphors or comparisons
that is so easy to document in other authors. To establish the mostly latent connections between
image and concept, we have had to scour the texts more closely for patterns of association. The
semantic field from which their vegetal metaphors are drawn is of course profoundly traditional,
especially when applied to human birth and development as well as discourse, whether oracular,
poetical, or simply authoritative utterance. Yet both authors evidently innovated in their use of
all manner of metaphors, not least the vegetal. We have seen how traditional vegetal imagery in
both of these authors is “subjected to self-conscious redeployment in the interest of semantic
effects specific to a particular text or passage,” and even with effects that shape an entire corpus
of poems. Opposing such literary idiosyncracy and particularity with the power of metaphors to
give form even to the most abstract universals, Gadamer wrote that

It is obvious that the particularity of an experience finds expression in metaphorical

transference, and is not at all the fruit of a concept formed by means of abstraction. [. . .] But
classificatory logic also starts from the logical advance work that language has done for it.°

> Maslov (2015) 120.
6 Gadamer (2004 [1960]) 428.
302



The metaphors we have seen, both traditional and innovative, work beyond the limits of the
texts’ conceptual systems, and in advance of others. To pick two examples, Pindar’s kapmodg
epevdv (“fruit of the mind”’) and Empedocles’ Aimtd&uiog (“lacking-in-wood”) are, I submit, not
“the fruit of a concept formed by means of abstraction”—they are not, that is, metaphors that can
be straightforwardly translated into conceptual statements, that were formed as simple imagistic
correlates to the authors’ concepts of Oo1g or pud. And yet, as stated above, it is all too easy to
see how the patterns of concept and metaphors in these corpora, when read in the light of the
later concept of @¥Oo1c, would naturally take on a new, self-evident meaning. To conclude with a
line once attributed to Empedocles:

avtiko kol et Sijha, To péAel kdpmp’ Eoecbar.’

Also immediately apparent are plants that are about to be fruitful.

7 B154c, printed among the “Zweifelhaftes” (“dubious”), and not included in any collections of

the fragments of Empedocles since. The hexameter line is preserved by Suidas, s.v. avtika, who

introduces it as a mapoyio or proverb, and explains it as being £ni T®V £0OLG ATO TPAOTNS APYTS

npoOg Ayabov téhog amoPiendvimv (“concerning those that straightaway from the first beginning

gaze steadfastly toward a good end”)—perhaps a fitting description of Pindar and Empedocles.
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