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WATER AND BRONZE IN THE HANDS OF EMPEDOCLES’ MUSE

This study is divided into two parts. The firstrfpaeproduces, in English
translation, the beginning of a French article tiedtiLes cing sources dont
parle Empédoclevhich was published in thRevue des études grecques
2004 (vol. 117, pp. 393-446), and its corrigendahie Revue des études
grecquegvol. 118, 2005, pp. 322-325). The second padtdendafocuses on
the interpretation of the five springs. Its mainrgmse is to provide new
elements of interpretation in the wake of the mailon of M. Rashed’s
article, entitledDe qui la clepsydre est—elle le hom? Une intergiétadu
fragment 100 d’Empédocl@n: REG 121, 2/2008, pp. 443-468).

| Thefive springs

It is more than a century since a link is suppdsethve been established
between an anonymous fragment of verse that Alestpiotes in théoetics
and a line cited and expressly attributed to Empledoby Theon of Smyrna,
the Middle Platonist mathematician and philosophat this stage, without
going into too much detail, | should like to oferapid sketch of how the two
passages have been treated in the past before going deal with the
questions which this article seeks to examineMWhat were the exact words
that Theon quoted from Empedocles? (2) What ig firecise sense?

J. Vahlen, in 1873, was the first to seek to dstala link between the
anonymous quotation found in AristotléP®etics1457 b 14xapwv dtelpél
xaAk, and the following passage which occurs in theodhiction to Theon
of Smyrna’sArithmetic(p. 21 of J. J. De Gelder’s editién)

* My thanks are due to Joélle Delattre, Susy Mayc@mzanne Stern—Gillet, Marwan Rashed and Simon
Trépanier for their help and advice on numeroustgan this article. My gratitude to D. O’'Brien agés to every
aspect of my work on the five springs mentionedEbhypedocles. Throughout the period of years | hawet:d
to it D. O'Brien has been a constant companion jnlabours, raising questions for me to try to answaed
unfailing in his encouragement. — | should alsce lto express my thanks to Christopher Stracharhifor
translation from the French, and to Jeremy Filleul.

! Aristotle, Poetics1457 b 14. Theon of SmyrnExpositio rerum mathematicarum ad legendum Platonem
utilium, ed. E. Hiller, Teubner, Leipzig 1878, p. 15.10-11

2 J. Vahlen,Eine Miszelle zu Aristoteles’ Poetik: Zeitschrift fiir die dsterreichischen Gymnasi2,
1873, p. 659, J. J. de Gelddrheonis Smyrnaei arithmeticam: Bullialdi versiordectionis diversitate et
annotatione auctapS. and J. Luchtmans, Leyden 1827, p. 21. Gelaelison of Theon of Smyrna reproduces
that of I. Boulliau published in 1644, with addite readings from a manuscript preserved in Leyden.
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0 pev yao 'EumedokAng, konvawv Amo mEVT AVIHQVTA,
dnotv, atelRél xaAkp detv amopdvntecdat.

For Empedocles says, ‘One must purify oneself layvirg from
five springs with indestructible bronze.’

The association relies, on the one hand, on thermmee of the words
atelpél xaAkq in both Aristotle and Theon, and, on the other, tha
possibility that the verbut (tdpvw) and the verldraw, in the sense adraw

off [a liquid] (&@viuw) are equivalent in sense. It is just such an edence
that Aristotle, atPoetics1457 b 13—-16, demonstrates in his explanation of a
metaphor in which the verbut (in tapwv atewpét xaAkw) and the verb
draw (off) (in xaAkw dmo Puxnv agvoac) replace each other. But the verb
Aristotle mentions is not a part of the veaftyiuw. It is a part ofagvw.
However, considering that the two verisiuew and dovw are synonyms,
Vahlen felt entitled to substituteviuwv for apvoag and so to treakvipwv

as equivalent taapwv. Taking full advantage of this double manoeuvre,
Vahlen attributed to Empedocles both the quotatig@s\ke ano pvxnv
apgvoag and tapwv atepét xaAkq) that Aristotle had used without
naming their author to illustrate the metaphor.

The most recent complete edition of the only wairRheon of Smyrna to
have come down to ugxpositio rerum mathematicarum ad legendum
Platonem utilium(Expositiofor short), was published by E. Hiller as long ago
as 1878 It relies on a manuscript preserved in the Liprai St. Mark’s in
Venice which had escaped Gelder's recension. Hipented the passage
which appears above without major alteration. Hérsein a note to
Aristotle’s Poeticsand provides an apparatus criticus that mentieveral
erasures and in particular thiateloét has been corrected frafknoét.

In 1880, H. Diels, taking his lead from tR®eticsand in the light of a
fresh inspection of the Venice manuscript, put famivthe view that, in it, the
readingavipwvta masked a partially scraped out reading which wasen
other thamapdvta®. With this step forward, which took matters furttiean
Hiller had, the link with thdPoeticsbecame yet more concrete than Vahlen
had imagined. In his edition of the fragments offfeaiocles Diels went on to
designateaAke amo puxnv agvoag as fr. 138 anetonvdwv dmo mévte
TAPOVT < &V > dtelpét xaAkawe as fr. 143,

1J.J. de GeldefTheonis Smyrnaei arithmeticam , p. 21 writesQportet sordibus mundari haurientem
puro aere ex quinque fontihusle does not sayndestructible bronzebut pure bronzethus simply copying
Boulliau’s rendering. This is not the translatioadopt.

2 E. Hiller, Theonis SmyrnaeiPhilosophi Platonici, Expositio rerum mathematicaruad legendum
Platonem utilium (1* ed. 1878), repr. Stuttgart — Leipzig, Teubner 1995

® H. Diels, Studia Empedocleim: Hermes15, 1880, pp. 173-175. This article is accessihl¢he internet,
thanks to Gallica, the digital service of the Bilfieque Nationale de France (http://gallica.brtkd/
12148/bpt6k54964p.image.r=Hermes+Zeitschrift.fl8IigFR).

4 Wherever possible | follow the numeration in Di¢lsanz in referring to the various fragments of
Empedocles. | use the abbreviatfonfor fragment being careful to distinguish the fragments ondhe hand
from the testimonia on the other (Part A in thel®i&ranz collection), and also from the materi@essbled in
Part B which includes but is not restricted to fitagments themselves. Thus according to the coiorehhave
adopted, B 138 would be used to designate noffju$B8 itself but all that Diels prints under thember 138,
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The link betweerPoeticsand Expositiomight have been broken in 1911
when D. S. Margoliouth brought out a new editiontteé text of Aristotle’s
Poetics. This no longer kept Vahlen's readingypav dteigél xadk@, but
adopted the text Margoliouth found in a recentgcdvered manuscript of the
Poeticstapwv tavankél xaAkw. This is the reading that is still accepted
today, except thatapcov has been changed teucv and the accent on
tavankél moved back {favanket). With the change in the adjective from
atelpel to tavankél it appeared that a gap was opening up between the
Poetics and the Expositio But the link was not broken. In 1936, with
Margoliouth’s edition of thé?oeticsin mind, P. Maas examined a photograph
of the manuscript upon which Hiller had based Hd#tien of Theor. He
concluded that the word that had originally stoasfobe xaAkw in the
manuscript was notitepét but tavanket. The link with the Poetics
remained.

The various editions of Empedocles that have appem the last thirty
years for the most part follow Maas and print tine kcorresponding to Diels
fr. 143 as follows:

KQNVAWV ATIO TEVTE TAHWY TAVANKEL XAAKQ.

Having cut from five streams with a long pointedrime (implement).

When it comes to interpretation, there are, bagicako ways of construing
the line: Diels’ way and that of N. Van der Ben.rHdiels, the bronze
(atepé xaAkar) is a container used to collect water at fiversgsias part of
a ritual of purificatiofl. For Van der Ben, the bronzeofvarjicei xaAk@) is
something to cut with, which is used in a blood+ae; the five springs
represent five sacrificed animal¥he change fromiteipél to tavarjiei can
make a great difference to the direction the imtggion will take.

including in particular a part of fr. 143. Thereais increasing tendency to adopt differing prastiseth some
authors using B 138 to mean the fragment and ngtleise, while others like B. Inwoodhe poem of
EmpedoclesUniversity of Toronto Press, Toronto 1992, pgd,so far as to treat the testimonia as if theyewer
fragments.

1 D. S. MargoliouthThe Poetics of Aristotlédodder and Stoughton, London — New-York — Tordr@tbi.

2 For Aristotle’sPoeticsthe text of reference is today that of R. Kasaestotelis de arte poetica liber
Oxford 1965. The value of this edition was soonogeised. In 1968, D. W. Lucagyristotle, Poetics:
introduction, commentary, and appendix@xford 1968, p. V, acknowledged his debt to Kadsdas been my
good fortune to be able to use Professor R. Kas$akford TextS. Halliwell, who revised Aristotle’Roetics
for the Loeb Classical Library in 1995 relied onskal’s edition. In all three editions the fragmeguobted in
1457 b 14 takes the same formxpwv tavaniel xaArk@. The principal manuscripts all share the reading
tepwv; tapwv is |. Bekker's correction, adopted by both Vahderd Margoliouth.

% P. Maas irByzantinische Zeitschrii6, 1936, (Abteilung), pp. 456—457.

“ Diels does not explicitly assert that the indestthle bronze is a container. However, it must lsube
the case that, in the context of a rite, an oljeat can cut off a stream of water is in all likelod a container.
See H. DielsSymbola Empedoclei: Mélanges Henri WeilA. Fontemoing, Paris 1898, p. 128, H. Diels,
Sibyllinische BlatterG. Reimer, Berlin 1890, pp. 71-73. Diels’ readese no doubt on the point. K. Freeman,
Ancilla to the pre—socratic philosopherdarvard University Press, Cambridge (MA) 19486@, for example,
translates and supplements fr. 143 thugagh the hand<utting off(water) from five springs intda vessel of
enduring bronzeW. Kranz,Vorsokratiches lllin: Hermes70, 1935, p. 112, speaks clearly of purificatiathw
water:Sich reinigen mit Wasser, das nach bestimmtem Ritsistinf verschiedenen Quellen geschop(iL#3).

® N. van der BenThe proem of Empedocles’ Peri physios: Towardswa edition of all the fragments
Griner, Amsterdam 1975, pp. 110-111, pp. 202—208.
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The divergence in readings should not be allowedbiscure an essential
point. There are two things all commentators orll&3 since Diels have in
common: their recourse to AristotleRoeticsto provide the key to their
understanding of its content, and their negledhefcontext in which Theon
of Smyrna embeds his quotation. Opening the filefonl43 entails, in
particular, examining the soundness of their comaygproach. What | should
like to do here is to try to discover the preciswds that Theon quoted from
Empedocles, and to understand the meaning to &ehat to them.

The Venice manuscript, Marc. gr. Z 307

Theon of Smyrna’s work consists of three partgharetic, music and
astronomy. The first two parts were published fo first time in 1644 by
I. Boulliau. For his edition, Boulliau consultedufomanuscripts of Theon that
were kept in Paris. Of these, he chose to follow it was written in the 16
century and belonged to J.—A. de Th@wolpert 3516 =Parisinus gr 2014).
Variant readings from the other three manuscriptplaced in the margins. In
de Thou’s manuscript we find the readiagnoéi xaAk@. In 1827, Gelder
published the first part of Theon’s work, which Weaith arithmetic He
reproduced Boulliau’s edition with some minor cotrens, includingxtepét
for atneét, and added readings from a manuscript of Theon ikepeyden.
The second part of thExpositio,dealing with astronomy, was published for
the first time in 1849 by Th. H. Martin.

Hiller's edition of Theon (1878) is of particulanterest for this study,
because he used a vellum manuscript whose existease unknown to
Boulliau, and which Gelder had not himself checkBais manuscriptMarc.
gr. Z 307(= collocazionel027), dates from the $Zentury and is the oldest
of all known manuscripts of ThebrHiller consideredMarc. gr. Z 307 to be
the archetype from which the other known manuserygre derived. There is
no reason today to doubt his conclusion.

After collating photocopies of the page containitige Empedocles
guotation from each of 21 manuscripts of Theon,alveh been able to
determine that all of them could have come direcotlyindirectly from the
archetype. Two noteworthy points emerge: (1) Allegvfor some variation in
punctuation, accents and the substitution of otterléor another through error
or assimilation, what can be read in each of tldsenanuscripts is what can
be read inMarc. gr. Z 307. (2) InMarc. gr. Z 307, folio 13v, line 10, it is
possible to readknpét or to detect, from the letter traces in the sataeey

! Because in his recension of the Venice manusciipts827 Gelder did not look beyond a work that
appeared in 1739, B. de MontfaucoB®liotheca bibliothecarum manuscriptorum nofl. 1), he was bound
to miss the vellum manuscript that was destinefdnm the new basis for an edition of Theon. Thisyoegript
had been effectively omitted by Montfaucon and appe for the first time in A. M. Zanetti and A.
Bongiovanni,Graeca D. Marci bibliotheca codicum manu scriptorper titulos digestaa work published in
1740 — a year after Montfaucon’s catalogue. IhesZ of Zanetti that is prefixed to the serial nemidentifying
Marc. gr. Z 307. This manuscript, which was written in Nomficily, forms part of the Bessarion collection.
On this point, see G. Cavallba trasmissione scritta della cultura greca anticaCalabria e in Sicilia tra i
secc. X—X\in: Scrittura e Civiltad, 1980, p. 202. For the identification and deximn of the manuscript, see E.
Mioni, Bibliothecae Divi Marci Venetiarum codices grae@nmscripti: Thesaurus antiquyeol. |l, Rome 1985
(Indici e cataloghi, nuova serie, VI), pp. 14-15.
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atneé€t. A copyist usingviarc. gr.Z 307 as his exemplar is, then, faced with a
choice of readings. The 21 manuscripts fall int@ tgroups, one in which
axnoct is clearly legible, and one in which the readisgequally clearly,
atnpét. There is no sign in any of them of the ambigyptgsent in the
archetype: a choice has been made.

Up until now only two people have examined thecpief Empedocles
with which we are concerned as it appeardaerc. gr. Z 307 (= folio 13v
lines 9—-11) and made their findings known in subs@d publications: Hiller
in 1878 and Schrader, shortly after Hiller, someetbefore 1880

What did they see?

‘S\Luu melw'. g.._:_.;—u;i € Ak
“W:é"%f()\:c 1(8_!!#!5(.1) @ —Tov g p
' TEH & € Ot X

'f: -:-uugg"‘-
G D0 — - (s o S

Reproduction of lines 8-11 which relate to EmpeesahMarc. gr. Z 307
fol. 13v. The erased areas have been outlinechirkbl

Here is Hiller’s text (15.9-11) and the accompagyapparatus criticus:

Ouév 9
voo EumedokAng konvawv amo mévt’ avipwvta pnowv atet- 10
0éL XaAKk@ detv amopoUTtTEcOaL 11

10'EpmtedorAng : vs. 422 Karsten, 442 Stein, 452 Mullach. cfstati Poet. p. 1457
bavipwvta: av eto ex corr.ain ras. A dtelpéL Corr. exaxnoéL, interpé et
tunalit. er. A 1aAko detv amopovmtecOat: kw detv et pr.p in ras. A.

Hiller uses A to denot®larc. gr. Z 307.

We should notice that the word that stands outtrmabsiously between
the compendium representingnotv and the beginning ofaAkw is not
atelpéL butakmnoér or to be more precisexnoeéil. The word is unknown. The
k and then that makexxknoeét are much easier to distinguish than eithertthe
or thet of et (which partially coincides with the second vertisaoke of the

! Schrader’s observations are enshrined in DielslariStudia Empedocledn 1880 Schrader published a
work entitled Porphyrii Quaestionum Homericarum ad lliadem pegtitium reliquas The edition rests in
particular on two manuscripts in the St. Mark’sraity: Marc. gr. 454 andVlarc. gr.453. It is quite possible to
imagine that in the course of a trip to Venicetfe purpose of examining these two manuscripts;a8en took
the opportunity to consult the manuscript of Theda.then described in a letter to Diels the reati@dound at
15.9-11 (Diels takes account of this letteBindia Empedoclepn
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n), which go to formartewét, a readily comprehensible epithet that can be
applied to bronze. In the restorationdofe1péi, the horizontal tongue of the

in tew looks, on the manuscript, to be no more than ¢neains of an erasure.
The readingatepéi is thus uncertain. Instead oftepét, we could read
atneéi. But then seems to be in the same hand askth&o the reading
atneét must also be regarded as uncertain. Accordingy later copyists of
the twelfth—centuryMarc. ar. Z 307 made their choice, and sometimes read
AatnEéi, sometimeskn et .

At the request of Diels, Schrader examined the étloples quotation in
the Venice manuscript. Here are Schrader’'s mairrghtions, which have the
effect of supplementing or, as the case may bdraxdioting those of Hiller:

1. Under the initiakx of avipwvta ane can be made out covered up by the
a; this allowsmtévte to be read without the elision of the firzal

2. Theu of aviuawvta was originally followed by an.

3. The erasure in which theof aviuwvta is written could originally have
accommodated a broader letter, or perhaps two $etizits.

4. Contrary to Hiller's assertiomtewoét is not a manuscript correction from
axnoeét, the correction is the other way round, framewpét to axnoeét.

5. There is an erasure in front of thef axnoél.

6. In the erasure between thand thel of aknpél there seems to have been
ano or ao.

7. There used to be an interlinear gloss, subsdiguenased, above the word
AKNOEL

8. Thea of amopovtteaOar has been written in an erasure.

9. The firstp of amoppvmtecOar is written in an erasure in which a letter
larger than the must originally have stood.

Neither Hiller nor Schrader states thatiucwovta masks an earlier
reading, sc. tapovta. But this was what, without seeing the manuscript,
Diels would deduce What is remarkable about this, as we are abosé¢oin
detall, is the fact that from a piece of false infation provided by Schrader
Diels was able to arrive at a result that was righiuovta). How did this
come about?

Starting from Schrader’s assertion that hef avipwvta was originally
followed by ano, Diels declared that the belonged to the wordpovra. It

! Out of 21 manuscripts held in 6 different librati¢have found 13 which, allowing for some vaoatin
the way the word is written, opt férnéi: Par. gr. 2013 (18 c.) fol. 9r,Laurent. pluteu$9.1 fol. 13rdcnpéit
— Par. gr. 1806 (1% c.) fol. 6v,Bodl. ms.Cherry 37 fol. 63vikngéL —Par. gr. 1817 (18 c.) fol. 4v:cucnoét —
Par. gr. 1820 (17 c.) fol. 7r, 2428 (18 c.) fol. 77r,Bodl. ms Savile 6 fol. 146viuceipei — Scorial X. 1. 4 gr.
346 (16" c.) fol. 222r:axceipéL — Par. gr. 2450 (14' ¢.) fol. 181v,Laurent. pluteus5.9 fol. 14rScorial. X. Ill. |
gr. 100 (18 c.) fol. 35r,Scorial Q. IV. 4 gr. 555 (18' c.) fol. 130v:akepéi — and 8 which opt faftnéi: Par.
gr. 2014 (18 c.) fol. 9v,Par. gr. 1819 (16 c.) fol. 12r, Cambridge King’'s Collegas 23, fol. 11r,Leid. Scal.
50 fol. 4v:atnoéi — Par. suppl. gr336 (1% c.) fol. 133r, 450 (18 c.) fol. 81r,Laurent. pluteu8.12 fol. 4v,
Bodl. msLaudgr. 44 fol. 17:ateéi. — The same style of writing is to be seen in 8844 (in Paris), 1819 (in
Paris) and 23 (in Cambridge); ms. 2014 is attrithute the copyist Constantin Palaeocappa, 1819 dqués
Diassorinos. Ms. 23 seems to be by the same hah81&s which would mean it was written by Diassosin—
Par. gr. 1818, which H. Omont's catalogues record as bainganuscript of Theon of Smyrna kept in the
Bibliotheque nationale, does not in reality contaimy work (or a part of any work) by Theon, buttéas!
contains a passage from ProclB&tonic Theology

2 H. Diels, Studia Empedoclep. 174.



Water and bronze in the hands of Empedocles’ Muse 65

went without saying, as far as Diels was concertit, the preceding was
also original since it was not written in an erasand neither Hiller nor
Schrader had said anything of its arising fromttetethat had subsequently
been altered. To sum up, Diels believed that thgieece of two lettergo
observable in the manuscript — thef avipwvta and theo detectable in the
first part of thew — were two letters belonging texpovta which must then
be added to the three final lettersx shared byxvipwvta andtapovta. To

be suregraudvta lacked its initialta; but thet should come as no surprise,
given that the restoration of the finalof mévte guaranteed that the original
verb began with a consonant — which could easilg beDiels could in good
faith conclude thatapovta was the word that should be read instead of
avipovta. | have examined the manuscript and reconstruttecchain of
clues that lead back t@axuovta rather differently:

1. Theu of avwuwvta is not an originalu, contrary to the inference to be
drawn from the silence of Hiller and Schrader. Inting u the copyist does
not employ an initial down stroke (a good examgleuo originalu is to be
found in theu of uév at the beginning of the manuscript extract repcedu
above). Hiller could have pointed this out, becaus#ike Schrader, he had
studied the manuscript in its entirety and leanwedistinguish the hand of the
copyist from that of the correcfor

2. The greater part of theof aviuwvta, viz. the initial down stroke and the
upward curve, is situated in an erasure. This &eamn extension of one to
which Hiller drew attention (‘in ras.”). The erasure is thus larger than might
be expected from the impression given by Hillerd(an effect tacitly
confirmed by Schrader who made no attempt to mat)ifyffhe second part of
the u — the descending curve that is joined todhe is on an area where there
is no erasure. Under ultra—violet light, anothewap curve belonging to an
original letter is discernible underneath the umveurve of theu. It is then
clear that theu of aviuwvta is a letter written by a corrector straddling an
erased and non—-erased area, in one continuous &otiering a letter (or part
of a letter), written by the original copyist. Tleiginal letter contained an
upward curve, but was not necessarily.a

3. Contrary to Schrader’s assertion, theafter theu, is not original. It was
constructed by a corrector who added a dome—shangetb a letter that had
formerly been au (cf. theu in uév referred to above). The corrector’'s aim
was to construct the sort of omega that consists fdir of omicrons that are
linked together, or placed side by Sidele used am that was already there,
the secona in the order of writing after tha, which would form the second
part of hisw. He then had to manufacture the fiwsby adding a dome to the
letter already in place (the copyist{g. He had no need to link the two

! Hiller observed thabpua (p. 3.12 = folio 3r.16) is written in an erasuf@e form used for the letter,
with an initial down stroke (as itvip@vta), shows that the word is clearly the work of arector. Hiller does
not, however, signal all the places in which cditets occur. He provides a reduced apparatus wsitic

2 Examples ofo written in this way areddikwvral (p. 5.1 = folio 4v.6) ¢unoowv (p. 5.2 = folio 4v.7),
v (p. 8.6 = folio 7r.3).
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omicrons, since the letter he had altered was dyrdiaked to theo which
followed.

4. The circumflex accent afivipvta is not written over thev, but almost
above thev; and not only that, the accent is formed by two—strokes, the
first being an acute accent, and the second be&ldgdaby a corrector to turn
the acute into a circumflex. The position of thecainflex accent and the
absence of any sign of erasure aboveutl@mnstitute strong confirmation that
theo immediately after th@ was not the formerly accentedf taudvra.

5. The initialt of tapdvta has been almost entirely scraped out; by shining a
light on it and using a magnifying glass one camkenaut only the start of the
horizontal bar at the junction of tlkeand thev of aviuwvta, on the ruled
guideline (a straight line which passes throughhtbezontal bar of the of
niévte at one end and the top of theof xaA[k@] at the other). The vertical
bar of thet was positioned between theand the of aviuwvta and is quite
easy to detect under ultra—violet light.

6. The original form, before erasure and overwgitiaf the beginning of the
line today occupied by the reading aviuwvta may be hypothetically
reconstructed as follows:

-T= T—a.;uo’u—rul

The t and e of tévte form a ligature of which the would afterwards be
covered by thex at the beginning ofvipu@vta. After scraping out a great
part of theta of taudévta and writing avi, the corrector would go on to
insert au, which would cover up the final upward curve oé tfirst a in
tauovta. Lastly he would make a clumsy attempt to tramafaéhe uo of
TapovTa into .

All in all, then, while the clues provided by tHiesh inspection in some
respects differ from as well as complement thoselable to Diels from the
work of Hiller and Schrader, they confirm thatiuwvta does indeed hide
tapovta, the word originally written by the copyist. Vahls instincts had
been correct. Does it then follow that we must riake it for granted that he
was right to associate AristotleBoetics and Theon’sExpositio and that
Empedocles is the author of the two fragments guotehePoetic® That is
much less certain.

In 1936, Maas contributed a short bibliographi@dcount, which
appeared in theByzantinische Zeitschrjftof A. Gudeman’s work on
Aristotle’s Poetics. Maas’s interest lay particularly in the role of amascript
Margoliouth had made use of in 1911, tRecardianus46. He ends his
account with a short study on the Empedocles gootab be found in Theon
of Smyrna and associated wiBoetics1457 b 14. Maas states that he has
examined a photograph of the Theon manuscript ikegenice Marc. gr. Z
307). He notes that the traditional readimgeioét (atewoet in Hiller's

! P. Maas irByzantinische Zeitschrifi6, 1936, (Abteilung), pp. 456-457.
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edition), is a word that has been imported by aembor. He confirms that the
part preceding the find) i.e. the space occupied byecipé—, had been subject
to erasure. In Maas’s view, the space in questazhdontained an eight—letter
word, which must beravarjkei®. It was no accident that Maas introduced
tavankel. It is adapted from the reading Rfccardianus46, at 1457 b 14
This reading had in fact been kept by Gudeman iefepence to the
traditionally acceptedteipét read by the earlier editors |. Bekker, J. Vahlen,
and |. Bywater. It has this to be said for it: oth suits the metre of the
hexameter and is paralleled in Homer and Hesiod.

But Maas had shown want of judgement in two retspét) He had based
his assessment of what was written on a surfacplagisg erasures on
evidence that was both unreliable and difficulvesify: a photograph and a
description of the passage that he owed to a garty. (2) He had failed to
take any account of the testimonies of Hiller antir&der. Now, some of the
data provided by Hiller and Schrader are alone ghow undermine the
suggestioravanket.

Maas states that the whole area in front of itHes been subject to
erasuré Such an assertion is a prerequisite for the ditction oftarvanjicei,

a word whose letters do not bear much resemblanti®ose ofxtelpéil. But
the assertion is false. Hiller and Schrader in ay state that the whole area in
front of the i has been subject to erasure. Schrader mentionsrasure
affecting the beginning of the word, in front oktk. Hiller — and Schrader
confirms it — mentions an erasure affecting the @nthe word, between the
and thet. It is possible to deduce from that that the whatea from and
including thex (or t) up to and including thé has not been subject to erasure.
The letterspe both seem to be original, given that neither Hitler Schrader
says anything about them. How then could Maas aoumiate pe in
tavankel? He cannot. A further objection is that the positof thee of
tavar kel would not correspond to that occupied by the oebe in the

! P. Maas irByzantinische Zeitschrit6, 1936, (Abteilung), p. 456. In the supplementiie 1951 edition
of Die Fragmente der VorsokratikéF. V.® p. 501, 1.28-29), W. Kranz corrected the last pdirfr. 143 by
bringing in Maas'’s reading.

2 The exact reading driccardianus46 istavaxéL In his account, Maas writesivaxer in R He not
only misplaces the accent but refer&iocardianus46 misleadingly a&, when editors of thPoeticshad taken
care to designate this manuscriptByyor R*, or R’, or R, to distinguish it from the two other manuscriptghe
Poeticsheld in the Riccardian Library. Today it is refmirto only a8 — which was what D. S. Margoliouth,
The Poetics of Aristotlep. XV called it. — These were not Maas’s onlycaizracies. He cites the three lines of
Empedocles quoted by Theon (15, 9-11 HilleriBs7 Hiller. — Faulty accentuation is not uncommonRii.

46 the correct reading ispwv tavakél This is accurately recorded in Margoliouth’s apas criticus: but
the apparatus in Kassel's edition hapwv. Lucas and Halliwell likewise printepcov.

% This was A. Zanolli, whom he mentions by name.

4 P. Maas inByzantinische Zeitschrift6, 1936, (Abteilung), p. 4564inzu tritt Theon Smyrn., Arithm.
Plat S. 15, 7 Hilleb pév yao EumedokAng konvawv amno mévi[e ta]puovia ¢noiv [tavanike]i xaAko
detv amopumteaBat. An den in [ ] stehenden Stellen ist in dem codegus des Theon, dem Marcian. 307 s.
11/12 (eine Photographie und Beschreibung der &tidinke ich A. Zanolli, Treviso) die Lesung ersiand
vollig ausradiert. Eine zweite Hand machte darausvt’ avipovrta und atnoéi dies wieder indteipét
geandert; das durclixtnoéi verdrangte Wort war um etwa zwei Buchstaben 1gngérd also tavarnjket
gewesen seirBesides asserting thatvarjke— had been erased, Maas believed, like Diels kgt tand thed
of tapovta were still visible in the place where theand the first part of the of avipavta are situated.
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manuscript, since one letter has been erased betihaes and thei. Hiller
and Schrader directly contradict Maas. Codicoldgaigections could long
since have proved fatal to Maas’s account. Butabeount was peculiarly
accommodating. It removed the possibility of questig the link between the
Poetics and the Expositio And, to all appearances, it saved the edifice
constructed by Vahlen and Dikls

There was patently a need to verify the exacttioosi on the manuscript
of the erased areas that come afigoiv. This appeared to me to be all the
more important because (1) Hiller and Schraderatcagree on the extent of
the erasures and (2) Maas'’s line of argument dep@mdan erasure that
covers the whole area.

This is what can be seen on the manuscript byirghia light—pencil
horizontally over the surface:
1. As Schrader says, there is indeed an area sfirerdefore the. It extends
vertically downwards below the ruled guideline, queposing a letter
incorporating a down stroke/? or a copyist's compendium fard, which
resembles &). The erasure does not spread beneath the initi&tl is thus
between thex and thex. It does not include the smooth breathing ondhe
The confirmation of this erasure has some awkwanglications. On the one
hand, it shows that Hiller is not reliable, for thibbed area is clear, yet Hiller
does not mention4t On the other, it casts doubt on the analysesréiaton
the fact thatxteipéi can safely be accepted as the word first writtgrihie
copyist and that it goes back to Theon. There & another potential
problem: the initialx does not conform to the copyist’'s usual stylds Ihot
then certain that it is in the copyist’'s hand.
2. The area extending from and including thentil after thepe shows no
abrasion of any kind. This datum puts paid to thetdsy that the erasure
covers the whole area in front of theravar)iet is impossible).
3. The space above tle and extending to the right until after the acosmt
the ¢ (0¢) has been subject to erasure. Schrader was rightgposing that it
had contained an interlinear gloss. In fact traxfesome of the letters are still
to be observed (five or six letters with perhapsat the start). The accent on
the ¢ is wholly situated in this erased area.
4. There is an erasure between ¢hend thel. It is highly unlikely that this,
situated as it is, quite close to thes wide enough to have been able to hold a

! Kassel keepsavarjkei in his edition of théPoetics(1457 b 14). In higndex locorumhe provides these
details on 1457 b 13—1&mped. frr. 138t 143 Diels On the face of it this is useful information. Balitit does
is to sow confusion. A major feature of Diels’ irgeetation is to regard tHeronzethat cuts and that draws off
as a container for lustral water. It defies bethedt Diels could possibly have maintained thaoreg pointed
bronze could be a container. In 198 ¥. ) or again in 1922F. V. %), Diels could have taken account of the
reading published by Margoliouthvanjkei). But he did nothing of the kind, preferring toekethe reading
atepél. Coupling the name of Diels with the attributianEmpedocles of the two fragments in 1457 b 13R14 i
a new edition of th&oeticsis one way of preserving an appearance of cortginui

2 In the case of other pages of the manuscripteHiraws attention to certain areas of rubbing avhil
passing over others in silence. He is quite capabhaiscopying a word from the manuscript: for exdenhe
reports the manuscriptoootattwpev (= folio 3r line 11) in his apparatus (p. 3 linp@noootdttout. He
omits the diaeresis over thén the adjective we are presently discussinge( o€ et una lit. er.A), though the
 stands out clearly in the manuscript and the apginot in the habit of writing for 1, without diaeresis (for
example the in anogovtteoHat).
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o as Schrader supposed. Amr ano is more probable. The followingis in

an area without abrasion.

5. Hiller states that there is an erasure umdedetv. But Schrader is right in
saying that this erasure extends further to inctheex of armopovmttecOat.

6. The firsto of amopovnttecOat is written in an erasure. Diels thought that
the erased Ietter under the visible today could have been ia (&mo-
ngmwem) Two tiny traces of ink ahe edge of the erasure may well be
the remains of &. The traces would mark the upper and lower extiemof
the arc completing & of the form written by the copyist (as illustratéd
example by th& in EumedoxAng in the manuscript reproduction).

7. Then of axnoét, which is quite obviously a correction, conceatsca
under the first leg and & under the second. These two letters are small, in
keeping with the writing style of the first hand.

My examination of the manuscript has made me qaarly cautious in
regard to the restoration of the text that precegedtikc in the hand of the
first copyist. The easiest reading would denoéti — but it is uncertain, and
covered byaxnoét, a hapax. In that case, evendtneéil is a possible
reading, there is no reason to regard it as mandaowell-informed reader
might have corrected it to restore the languagErmopedocles, which in any
case abounds with hapax legomena. That is not isitles but what, then,
would dxnoét be supposed to mean? The word seems to belomhg tsame
family asaxnodotiog or axrjpatog, which convey the sengrire. Theon is
talking about purification; given that context &rg then, be conceded that
pure would be a natural adjective to apply to the beorizhere is however an
objection to be faced: the correctiarnoéi would have to be read along with
tapovta, thelectio difficilior, rather thamkvipwvra, thelectio facilior, but
not an Empedoclean word. Besides, sidea)oéi is a late correction (in
chronological order: the original text, largely sd, then the uncertain
atneé€l, then axneél), it was in all probability not made at a time whe
tapovta was visible. The correction t@xneét in a manuscript displaying
avipwvta strongly suggests thakiknoét has no more authority than
avipwvta. That objection carries weight.

Several words, including perhaps a verb, coul®ehmecedegtaAkw (or
xaAxolig if detv was added later). My own conviction is that naithe ad-
jective describing bronzergvarjiei, dtelpél, or axkne£t) nor a substantive
(dovtpeeor with the adjectivexaAkoic?) can be kept. Nothing clear
emerges. Even if the worgaAkq is not an addition belonging to Theon’s
commentary and does come from Empedocles — agyidyhprobable — it
cannot, it seems to me, be linked in the sametbnenvawv ano mévte
mpc’)vmz. It is, however, likely thahaving cutis to be construed with

! H. Diels, Studia Empedocleg. 174. According to Diels, the words written thg first hand must have
beenateipéot xaAkoig detv amorgvmteoBat which then, after the intervention of the secoadd) became
AxnEéL XaAK@ detv dmogoUTTEODAL.

2 The break at the end of the lineNtarc. gr. Z 307 occurs aftexaA—, the first syllable ofaAk@. The
beginning of the next line, where the second sldlai® now stands, has been subject to erasure. Thestopyi
could not have been going to follogwA— with a vowel; for according to his usual practieewould in that case
either have added the vowel after then the same line, or, which is much more likelyada the line-break
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bronzeunderstood as an instrument. If | had the jobditireg the Empedocles
fragment, | would printkonvawv amno mévte tapwv [...] xaAk@'. This
would reflect doubt as to whethgaAkq should come before or after the five
springs. It cannot be ruled out that the text weeha truncated and that a line,
or several lines of Theon’s original text have gomissing in the process of
copying.

It remains for us to reach a conclusion on thé@itglof the link between
the two anonymous pieces of verse quoted by AhkestatthePoetics on the
one hand, and the Empedocles quotation in theduattion to theExpositio
on the other.

The Poetics and the Expositio

In order to accommodateavankei, the reading in an important
manuscript of théoetics Maas had no hesitation in clearing a space for it
the Expositia But this was too simple a move. The indicaticelBng against
Maas’s hypothesis to be found in the primary manpsof the Expositioare
too weighty and too numerous for it to withstantefle is no appeal from the
verdict. The solution dreamed up by Maas to redfong@edocles’ text must be
rejectedravamicei will not worle.,

The last attempt to link thBoeticsand theExpositiois stopped in its
tracks. The consequences are immediate. Becauserjkei cannot be read
in the ExpositiQ becausexteipéi in the same work is no more than an
uncertain correction itself supplanted by yet aapthorrection ¢xno<i),
because, in short, neither of the two alternatadings for the adjective
describing the bronze ifPoetics 1457 b 14 {avankel and dtewpél) is
necessarily paralleled in th&xpositio Theon of SmyrnaExpositio15.10-11)
can no longer provide grounds for attributing the tfragments quoted by
Aristotle (Poetics1457 b 13-16) to Empedocles. Theon’s quotation taad

after xa—. Therefore, since th& on the same line aga— is certain, there can be no doubt that\— was
followed by a consonant in the following line. Thessibilities are restricted. Only some partyafAkdg or a
word from the same root will fit. EithegaAk@ or xaAkolg is possible. If thex of xyaAk— was erased when it
should have been left, then, since it has, aftebaén rewritten, what probably happened wasttietorrector
erased more than he had actually intended.

! Shouldamé or dmo be read? Shouldmo be treated, with tmesis, as the prefixdofotauvw or as a
postponed prepositiokgnvawv dmno for ano konvawv)? Hesychiusl(exicon alpha 6705) offers a rare and
interesting sense a@frotepetv: ayvioal However, this sense is not called for in fr. 128e interpretation
that depends on treatirgto as a postponed preposition seems better. It lfuwksard to the second element in
the comparison with the prepositiémo (Expositio15.11-12)0 d¢ ITAdtwv amno mévte pabnuatwv detv
¢not moteloBat v k&Bapotv. We must accept, then, that the accentuationemtanuscript is defective (the
convention of anastrophe is ancient, as Herodiavidence confirms)xmé written for amo. It should be noted
that &mo, as it stands in the manuscript after the altenatitotapdvra (konvawv &no Tévt avipwvta),
must necessarily be a postponed preposition sirecedrbavipeo compounded witlkikrtd does not occur, and so
could not be found in tmesis.

2 There are two other points on which Maas showsséiio be unreliable. He states that the finaff
miévte is situated in an area whaset[...] die Lesung erster Hand vollausradiert now thee is still detectable
under thex of avipwvta; there is indeed an erased area, but it is lodségdeen the end of the firgtand the
start of theu, not where Maas says it is. Certainly, the corictusvill be thatmévte Taudvta is the correct
reading. But Maas’s assumptions are not borne euthb facts. Second point: Maas thinks that the
avwiuavta is lona as inua: but on the pattern of the compoundsiofc. the verbavip® has a short.
Contrary to Maas's belief, the metre of the thdtfwith aviucwvta is therefore not defective.
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two quotations in Aristotle must now be firmly keptseparate compartments.
The knot by which Vahlen bound them together mestititied. The fragment
xaAk amno Ppuxnv dovoag that Diels prints as B 138 in the Empedoclean
corpus and links up with the quotation from Thedn {43 Diels), must
henceforth be excised from the collection.

The bond has been severed, but there are stile squestions which |
should like to try to answer. One point relatinglte discovery oftapovta
underneathxvipwvta in theExpositiomay well leave some lingering doubts.
Yes, it is undeniable that it was thoeticsthat led to the discovery of
tapovta. Is that not then an irrefutable argument for commgy Theon's
quotation with those in Aristotle? No, the argumeninot irrefutable. The
twelfth—century copyist responsible for the vellamanuscript of Theon wrote
tapovta, the word he found in his exemplar. But the sehseverb had to
carry when linked with the five springs was difficlGomeone who read the
Empedocles quotation in Theon saw fit to replaocgiovta with a word
much easier to understand in the context and cfiogéwvta. The action of
drawing offwas appropriate to the five springs and fitted Rtegonic parallel
where the process of purificatiomdieioOat v k&bapowv) begins from
the five mathematical sciencear(o mévte pabnudtwv). The common
element in the comparison that Theon establishesele® Empedocles and
Plato lies in the necessity to draw or start frove things for the purposes of
purification. Aristotle’sPoeticshas, of course, no part to play in the change
from tapovta to avipwvta. The transformation of the text rests on the need
to make the sense more accessible.

It is worth pointing out that the chosen vetbwuw is not used exclus-
ively in the sense of drawing water, whether frospang or a well. It means,
more generally, toaise What is raised may be something other than water,
for example in lamblichusPfotrepticus21, 122.19) wherevwuav is used of
the right hands of the non—initiates. It would hotvever be sensible to jump
to the conclusion thakviuw was chosen simply because of its connection
with springs. We do not know whether, apart fromkim@ the sense of the
text more accessible, the corrector had some gbligpose in replacing
tapovTa With avipwvta.

The Poeticsdoes not offer the verivipw, it usesamapvw or agvw.
This is an essential point that the advocates efabsociation between the
Poeticsand theExpositio pass over rapidly and without explanation. Let us
grant for the moment that an early reader of thauseript of Theon came
acrosstapovta in the Empedocles quotation and was remindedeotitiuble
quotation in Aristotle’sPoetics(1457 b 13-14): what reason would he have to
correct tapovta the very word that appeared to establish a cormmect
between Theon’s quotation and that of AristotlePussuppose, even so, that
this reader took it into his head to correct thenos&ript in order to suppress
the difficulty in understanding occasioned by thebvtépvw: why would
such a man, well-versed in the works of Aristotld &ully aware of the meta-
phorical equivalence afpvoaUtapetv andtapetv/adovoat, decide to write
avipwvta, and not, more simplytovoavta? After going to the trouble of
erasing the original reading he could perfectlylaalve insertedkovoavta
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which (1) kept the language of theoetics (2) fitted the metre, and
furthermore (3) retained the aorist tenset@fiovta (while avipwvrta is a
present participle). In choosingviuwvta rather than what Aristotle had
written the corrector betrayed no evidence of ajuamtance with the author
of thePoetics.

Diels could have objecte&ut it was no accident thatviuwvta rather
thandpvoavta was chosengviuwvta enabled the corrector to re—use the
and theo that he found ircapovta, and that is why he chose We know
now that Diels did not have the right data at h&pdsal: his codicological
argument in favour otaupovta is without foundation. Thet in tapovta
and theu in dvipwvta are not one and the same. Thé tapdvta does
not directly follow thep in dvipwvta, contrary to what Diels was able to
deduce from Schrader’s inaccurate report. Theraohing which might
explain why anyone, with théoetics as a background, would choose
avipvta overapvoavta. A link with thePoeticsis, frankly, not plausible.

It is true that it was thPoeticsthat led Vahlen to conjectuteruévta in
the Expositia It is also true, as a fresh examination of thaivee manuscript
has shown, thatapovta can indeed be read in tExpositio That is a piece
of luck, but it is no more than a happy accidentisl probable that the
corrector who erased part ekpovta in order to writegvipwvta over the
top of it had in mind neither Aristotle’s discussimcluding dmagvoag or
agvoat, nor the work of Empedocles. The arguments of ®atdnd later
Diels giving authority to combine the two quotasg@ristotle’s and Theon’s)
do not withstand critical examination.

The shift from the verlgut to the verbdraw — observable in the Venice
manuscript — has so far appeared as something texealp Commentators on
Poetics1457 b 13-14, in which Aristotle exemplifies tiplsenomenon, have
never cited any parallel. There is however at least in the Homeric corpus,
lliad XIV, 517-519:

[..] dx ©" évtepa xaAkog aduvooe

dnNwoagc: Puxr) 0& KAT OVTAUEVTV WTELATV

£00VT €meLyopévn, TOV d& OKOTOG 000E KAALE.
Two verbs here are interesting: @x¢voow a compound ofipvoow, a
synonym in certain contexts forovw, and (2)onw, tear, a synonym for
téuvw. The verb advoow is very often used for drawing winépvw is
sometimes employed in the same s@niset its field of application is wider,
the liquid drawn being in particular water. In ttveo cases which claim our
attention Poetics amaovw Ypuxnyv; lliad: duxdpvoow évtegpa), both draw
verbs are to be taken figuratively. In both cases lironze thatirawsis a
bronze that kills, and the soul leaves the bodgnftbe spot where the bronze

! P. Maas irByzantinische Zeitschri86, 1936, (Abteilung), p. 457, supposed that Midtadikos, a man
familiar with Aristotle’sPoetics had alteredapovta to avipwvta. Maas does not explain why the Byzantine
scholar should have debased the quotation from Haogbes in this way and departed from the languagae
Poetics On Michel ltalikos see P. Gautidvlichel Italikos: Lettres et discourdnstitut frangais des études
byzantines, Paris 1972 (Archives de I'Orient clenm}i

2 Liddell — Scott — Joneg Greek—English Lexicos.v.Julius PolluxOnomasticori0.75.1-3, Hesychius,
Lexicon sigma 790, Scholia on Euripiddspjan Women821.2.
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draws In other wordsamaovw Puxr)v conveys an image if not identical in
sense to Homer'swudpvoow &vteoa, then very close to it. The Homeric
image recurs, though without explicit referenceht® departure of thevy,

in two other places in th#iad XIll, 507-508 and XVII, 314-3155wx &’
Evteoa XaAkog / fpuo ™.

It should moreover be noticed thatlinXVIl, 86 in describing the death
of Euphorbus, in a line that echdésXIV, 518 the poet varies his expression:
it is not the soul that comes out from the wountidaod’. There can be no
doubt that the blood draws out the soul along witBy opening a wound, the
bronze indrawing outfrom the entrails {vteoa) allows the blood and the
soul to escape. The blood removed by the bronzsgwoncrete sense to the
verbdraw. The bronze cuts, and opens a wound. As it isedrin, itdraws
from the body. It becomes loaded with blood. The drdhod leaves the
body by way of the wound. The drawn off soul leathesbody by way of the
wounéd kaAkw amo Ppuxnv apgvoag). Cut and draw are equivalent in
sens

Il Addenda
A

The quotation from Empedocles is taken from theduction to Theon’s
account, in which the author seeks to demonstmatdififerent ways that
mathematics must be taught from early childhoodroter to purify the soul
and to make it receptive of discourses about vjrtuether words, to prepare
it for philosophy, particularly Platonic philosophiyle offers a series of four
comparisons, in the following order:
1. The role played bynordantsin the preparation of wool for dyeing (13.4—
14.11 Hiller — PlatoRepubliclV, 429 d-e). The preparation, which has the
effect of fixing the dye subsequently applied, iives steeping white wool in
a mordant solut