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INTRODUCTION

I. THE DATE OF HERACLITUS

According to Diogenes Laertius 1x, 1 Heraclitus was at his prime
(i.e. aged forty) in OL 69 (504/503-501/500 B..). This information
comes doubtless from Apollodorus, whose arbitrary dating methods
are well known (see Jacoby, Apollodors Chronik (Berlin, 19o2);
Burnet 38). Heraclitus was traditionally associated with Darius (see
the first two false Letters, Diog. L. 1%, 13-14), and so, perhaps, was
placed in the middle of his reign, approximately at the rime of the
lonian revolt. He also comes the traditional forty or so years after
the foundation of Elea, with which Xenophanes (his master according
to some) was associated; and after Anaximenes (who according to
Diog, L. 11, 3 and the Suda was born in §46/545, at the time of the
capture of Sardis; but this is probably a mistake for his floruit, which
Hippolytus, Ref. 1,7, 9, placed in OL. 58, 1: see Burnet 72 and n. 2).
There is no need to doubt that Apollodorus’ dating is here approxi-
mately correct. In fr. 40 Heraclitus refers to Xenophanes, Hecataeus
and Pythagoras (as well as Hesiod) as though their main philosophical
activity were over, The fragment does not necessarily mean that the
first two were alive and the others dead (as Kranz, Hermes 69 (1934)
11§, thought), or that all were dead. Hesiod is the only one of whom
we can be certain. According’to Timaecus, Xenophanes lived on into
the reign of Hieron, which began in 478; but this does not neces-
sarily prove that Heraclitus wrote after that date. Nor does fr. 121:
Zeller's arpument that the Ephesians would not have been able to
banish Hermodorus until after the liberation is valueless, since the
Tonian cities had a great measure of political freedom under the
Persian governors, Nor is the contention of Reinhardt (Parmenides
und die Geschichte der gricchischen Philosophic (Bonn, 1916) 157) that
“let there be no best man among us’ implies the full restoration of
democracy, and therefore a date well afrer 478, much more persuasive.
Further, even if the Ephesian Hermodorus who was said by Pliny,
N H. xxx1v, 21, to have had a hand in the drafting of the Twelve
Tables at Rome was the Hermodorus of fr. 121 (as Srabo, 14, 642,
conjectured), this does not lower the date of the fragment: the Tables
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were established about the middle of the century, but a foreigner
would scareely liave been called on to assist immediately after his
arrival in Rome; indeed, before this happened he might well have
lived in exile for thirty vears or more. No evidence for date can be
derived from the wvery questionable echoes of Heraclitus in Epi-
charmus (see p. 395). On the other hand, it seems more probable
than not that Parmenides referred to Heraclitus: the emphasis on the
complete lack of connexion berween the initial opposite substances
in the Way of Seeming, although formally parr of the view of
mortals, may represent Parmenides’ own abnegation of the com-
promise offered by the Heraclitean opposite-doctring; fr. 8 §5if.
wéuria B dkplvevrs Bfpos xal ohuer’ Bevro | ywple dn’ SR wY,
w7 piv @hoyds albipiov wip, |fimov v, péy’ [Epaidv] EAappoy,
Ewurd ndvroce twdréy, | t6H 6 drépw ph Twitéve. . ..On the
other hand, T feel doubtful whether the better known passage
attacking the third ‘way' is directed specifically against Heraclitus,
though he no doubt is included; fr. 6, 6ff.. . .ol B¢ gopotvra |
keogol duds Tuphol T, TEinmoTes, dkpita plika, | aly Ti mEAsy TE
ieel et elvan Toddrrdy vevdneTon | kol talroy, dutey Bk mahlitpe-
Troe BT wihevfos, Heraelitus certainly never identified being and
not-being {see p. 373), and the ‘baekward- ‘rm"‘n“j.1 path’ is in
mu_mn\;_:-~ very different from the *method of ]mmng which cperates
in both directions’ of fr. 51 {p. 203) or the ‘way up and down'
of fr. 6o (p. 1o7), whatever its Interpretation,

Karl Reinhardt in the book alre: u:l}-' cited attempred to show thar
Heraclitus worked not before but about twenty vears after Par-
menides, and that the theories of constancy in change were an
attempt to meet the Eleatic dilemmma. His arguments are in the main
subjective, e.g. that the antithetical style of Heraclitus belongs later
in the century, and that the repetitions of argument dre influenced by
the professedly circular argument of Parmenides. The appeals to
external chronoiogical evidence are no more convinecing: for example,

Reinhardr attaches weight hoth 1o the early Apollodoran dating of

Parmenides which is refuted by Plaro (see Burnet 169}, and to the
view shared by Eusebius and Hippolvius according o which
Heraclitus was a contemporary of Empedocles (see Table 111 on
p- 25). The latter is a hopelessly distorted account which was
prohably propagated by Heraclides Lembus. This is nor the place to
undertake a detailed refutation of l{em]mmt s thesis, which has won

)
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little support and to which its author has not referred in recent
articles on Heraclius, The value of Reinhardt's interpretation of
Heraclitus' thought, advanced for the first time in his book, is only
slightly diminished by the implausibility of the main chronclogical
hypothesis.

In brief, there is no reason to reject Apollodorus as a rough guide
for the date of Heraclitus, If he was in his middle vears at the very
end of the sixth ceéntury then his active philosophical worlk is likely
ro have heen completed by ahout 480 e.c., when he would be in his
sixties. Parmenides (according to Plato Parmenides t278) would be
at least twenty-five years younger,

II. THE LIFE OF HERACLITUS

The ancient evidence on this subject is thin and unreliable. Plato
tells us no more than that Heraclitus was an lonian and from
Lphesus; Aristotle adds no personal information except the anecdote
at de part. an. A 5, 645a17 (DK 22.409), that Heraclitus, * warming
himself before his trvds”, tald some hesitant visitors to enter; for
there were gods there, too. Ifinvds here means “stove” the reference
15 to fire; if “midden’, to the taboos of Hesiod and Pythagoras.
Theephrastus' Quaikehy 86§ contained no personal information
hevond thé names of native city, father, and perhaps tribe, of each
philosopher, Peripatetic biography was chiefly represented by
Aristoxenus, whose Biondvdpdv or similar works may have contained
some source-material on Heraclitus which was utilized by some of
the authorines used later by Diogenes Laertius. The Stoie writers
on Heraclitus of whom we knew, Cleanthes and Sphaerus, probably
restricted themselves to his theories. It was in Alexandria that
ancient ‘biography' came into irs own: all thar could be was culled
from classical sources, the rest was supplied by the imagination,
whether roaming freely over the rraditionsl semi-mythical patterns
of Famous Lives (humble origins, strange diets, captures by pirates,
eceentric deaths, and so on) or more strictly contined to the elabora-
tion of themes suggested by the subject’s extant writings, The only
substantial ancient biography of anrax,n.ua, by Diogenes Laertius,
draws freely on this kind of spurce. Diogenes, who worked in the

o third century a.b., had access to a large number of handbooks
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INTRODUCTION

(biographical, dexographical, chronological and diadochal) and
summaries, which had been compiled, revised, shortened and recon-
taminated berween the early third century 8.c, and his own day. He
often names his sources and sometimes records conflicting accounts;
but it is evident that even if the works of his fuller authorities, like
Dioeles of Magnesia and Hermippus of Smyrna, had survived, we
shiould still know little that was rue about Heraclitus’ life. Diogenes’
account is translared below, with running commentary:

Dios, L. 1x, 1flL:

Hezaclitus son of Bloson {or according to some, of Hemkon), of Ephesus,
This o was at his prime i the ogth Olynpiad,

The father's name is also given as Bleson, Blyson, Bauror; bur
Bloson is the best attested. Herakon might Fave been his grand-
father's name. Cf ‘Hpdkderros *Hpakwves in G 1v¥, no. 71, 83,

He grew up to be exceptionally hanghty and supercilions, as is clear also
from his book (ovyypépperos), in which he sayvs. .. [frr. 49, 41,420 (2) And
L suied also oo [fris ag, 44, And beattacks the Ephesians too for having exiled
his companion Hermodorus, where he says...[fr 12

These quotations are meant to illustrate Heraclitug® conceir, Frr. 43,
44 introduced by the words Eheye 8t kal, are probably an addition,
as perhaps is fr. 121 (quoted with slightly greater accuracy by
Strabo) ; they are not altogether irrelevant, as K. Deichgriber (in his
valuable article * Bemerkungen zu Diogenes” Bericht iiber Heraklit’,
Philologus g3 (1938-0) 121} has shown.

Wiliem he s psked by the Ephestang 1o estabilish laws he refused o do'so,
hecause the ciry was alveady in the grip of it evil constirarion. (5) He bsed
retire 1o the temple of Arvomis and play knuekle-bones with the children; when
the Ephesians stood round him he said: "Why, willaing, do you marvel? is it
ner berter 1o do this than to join with vou in polides?’

At this point begins a series of fictitious stories about Heraclins,
childishly and often maliciously developed out of sayings of his well
known in later antiquity, many of which are preserved as fragments:
see, as well as Deichgriéiber, 1. Frinkel 478 59 (1938) 300ff. The
refusal of the request to make laws (a standard eccupation for early
sages, cf. Xenophanes, Pythagoras, etc.) is probably based upon
Heraclitus' interest in nomos (frr. 44 114) together with his fierce
critictsm of the banishment of Hermodorus (fr, 121), from which it

4
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cotld be inferred that he was hostile to the régime. The pame with
the children is perhaps based upon fr. 52 * Time () is a child playing,
plaving draughts; the kingship is a child’s.” The significarice here of
the remple is not clear, except that it was known to lie ourside the

town and would therefore be an obvious resort for disgruntled

citizens, The remark to the Ephesians is quite commonplace, just the
sort of thing which might be made up: Kranz thinks it genuine.

Finally he became o misanthrope, withdrew from the world, and Hved in the
miouniaine feeding on grasses and plancs, Howeser, having fallen in this way
it a dropsy he came down o town and asked the docters inoa wmddle if they
conld make a deought out of rainy weather, When they did not undersiand he
baaried himself in 2 farmyard (Boverraow, lit. "cow-geall™), expecting that the
dropsy would be evapomsied off by the heat of the manure; but sven so he
failed o effect anything, and ended his life ar the age of sixry. Here is a litde
thing 1 wrote about him; 1 have often wondered how Heraelious having drained
Tiay life to the dregs died in this fl-faced fashion: for an evil sicliess watered
fis body, quenched the light in his eyes, and brougit on darkness.’

The fictions intensify. Misanthropy is deduced from the many
criticisms of the mokhol, vegetarianism perhaps from fr. § (eriticism
of blood-purifications). The fatal dropsy is a reflexion of fr, 36

{*it is death for souls to become water’): cf, also Mareus Aurelius
III, 3. The expression meprrpormels els UBepov (translated above as
‘having fallen into a dropsy”) probably depends on fr. 31, Tupds
Tpemalt wpiitow Sdhaooa . . . The riddle to the doctors (cf. fr. 56)
illustrates a notorious characreristic—Diogenes below  quores
Timon's deseription of Heraclitus as *riddler’. Heraclitus attacked
the doctors in fr. §8: now, because of his wilful obscurity, they do
nothing for him. The burving in manure is ]:rerha]:ra based on the
mention of dung in connexion with corpses in fr. 96, Friinkel is
undoubredly right that the h»mp;aph{*n try to subject Heraclitus to
every kind of ignominious situation which could be based upon his
sayings, in reprisal for his conternpt for men. The expectation that
the drapsy would be evaporated is based upon the theory that the sun

feeds on evapcrzutirm from the sea. Deichgriber sugoests that the

age of sixty is from Aristotle, who at Diog. L. v, 52 is quoted as

saying that Empedocles and Heraclides died at this age: probably

Heraclitus should he read here. But sixty vears was a good life-
period when in doubt. Diogenes” deplorable epigram contains

a reference to fr. 26




INTRODUCTLION

(4) Hermippus says that his question w the dactars was if anyone can reduce
she anrrails and draw off the molsture; when they said *no’ he placed himself
i the sun and told the ehildren 1o cake him with manure; being thus sireteled
out he died on the second day and was buried in the markei-place. Neanthes
of Cyzicus says thar being unable to ek off the manure he remained, and mol
being recognized because of the change b s devonred by dogs.

Hermippus of Smyrna and Neanthes hoth lived in the third century
pc.: the former wrote an extensive work on the lives of great men,
ineluding many philosophers; he concentrated especially on bizarre
deaths, fallowing a work m. Bavéresv according to Diels Herakleitos®
3n. The burial in the market-place was srandard in such works, ef
for example, the pseudo-Hezodotean Life of Homer. Diels read 7
turepa vewesoas for ms. fvtepe Tarmewcooas, bhut Temevean, of the
splesn, s used by Dioscorides, Mar. Med. 11, 155. In any case the
language of Hermippus’ version is not griphic, but technical-medical;
the griphic version is obviously more appropriate in the context.
It aceurs in the sixth Tettez, and there is perhaps a reminiscence of
it in Philostratus Fite Apollonii 1, 9, (to a drunkard suffering from
dropsy) UBorm EravTiels TIASY. How the variant version arose is
beyond our knowledge.

(57 He was exceptional from childhand: as a young man he professed to
xnow nothing, yer on reaching marurity he claimed 1o know everything. He
was no-one’s pupid, but s4id thar he had searched far himself and learnt every-
thing from himself; but Sotion says that same saiel he was 2 pupil of (Gxnroévar)
Xenophanes, and that Aviston in Lis On Heraeliies saicl that Le was cured af
the dropsy and died of another discase: Iippohotus oo says this,

That Heraclitus had no master was deduced from fr. 101, ‘I sought
for mysel(’; the assertion that he once claimed fo know nothing is
probably based upen Socrates. Setion was an Alexandrian scholar
who shortly after 200 B.c. wrole a history of Greek philosophy on
the broad assumption that each thinker was a pupil of his chrono-
logical predecessor; he also distinguished the Tonian and Tralian
“sehools®, Iris not clear whether he himself believed that Heraclitus
wats o pupil of Xenophanes; that conjecture was bound to he made
by someane, hut inspite of Heraclitus' probable debt to Xenophanes®
religious rationalism the critical tone of fr. 40 does not support
4 master-pupil relarionship. The variants on the manner of death are
further expanded; they evidently came into being comparatively
eurly, for Hippobotus 100 worked before 200 n.c.
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The book sid to be his is called ‘On Nature®, from its contents, and is
divided into three discousses (Mdyous): On the universe, Politics, Theology.
{6y He dedicated it and placed it in the temple of Artemis, as some say, having
purposely written it rather obscursly so that only those of rank and influence
chould have access to it and it should not be easily despised by the populace.
Timon sketches Heraclin in these words: “Ameng them leapt up crowing,
mnh-reviling, riddling Heraclines,” Theophrastus says that vut ol impulsivencss
{eeharyyohias) part of his writngsare enfinished, part incensistent. (Antisthenes

dn his ‘Successions’ quotes as a sign of his arrogance that he mesigned the
hereditary ‘kingship® to his brother.) The work had so great a reputation that

from it disciples arose, those called Heraclieans.

The Stoics divided philosophy into three parts, logic, ethics and
physics: Cleanthes subdivided into dialectic, rhetaric; ethics,
politics; physics, thealogy. Tt is the last three of these subdivisions
which are atteibuted to Heraclitus, as Deichgrdber, loc. cit 19,
pointed our. Heraclitus’ own words can never have fitted into such
a rigid scheme: judging from the extant fragments there was com-
paratively little about politics and quite a lot about ethies; it must be
semembered that on the Peripatetic view these cume in one category.
The fragments about god cannot be separated from the physical
fragments; for Heraclitus all branches of knowledge were inter-
connected. The division is a Stoic one; pethaps some handbook of
savings, published in Alexandria, had been given this form, Thus
when Diogenes or his sources mention a book (oUyypouue or
BiBAlov) of Heraclitus they may have been thinking of a later
compilation. It is possible Jiat Heraclitus wrote no book, at least in

our sense of the word. The fragments, or many ot them, have the

appearance of being :colated statements, ot yvéum: many of the

‘connecting particles they contain belong to later sources. In or
perhaps shortly after Heraclitus® lifetime a collection of these sayings

was made, conceivably by a pupil. This was the ‘book’: originally
Heraclitus urrerances hiad been oral, and so were put into an easily
memorable form. The generally ascribed title *On Nature” means
nothing : this was a standard title applied to all works by or attributed
10 those whom the Peripaterics classified as queol. Of course it
eannor be proved that Heraclitus wrote a book, or that he did not:
bue T shall normally refer to his ‘sayings® rather than his book,
hecause in either case this seems to give a truer idea of his intentions
and methods. The deposition of the book in the wemple of Artemis
s another biographical commonplace; similar stories were told of

7
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Hesiod, Crantor and others. Wilamowitz, Glaube der Hellenen 11,
210 11, I, suggested that there was truth in the story, This, of course,
may be so: but the apparent motive for putting the book in the
temple, that only the upper class and not the common people should
have access to it,” is one which might have been invented on the
basis of the fragments (especially, for example, fr. 29); further, any
Ephesian would be expeeted to have some connexion with the
famous temple, and one certainly fictitious incident, the game of
kouckle-bones with the children, was set there, It is even possible
that there was an aeriological motive for the story: if the book was
kept in the temple then it would have been destroyed in the fire of
156 B.c., thus explaining the absence of a complete version in the
Alexandrian library.

Timon (of Phlive, the sillographer, ¢. 320-230 8.0.3, with his
alvierrs, first summarized what was to become Heraclitus' chief
claim to fame, the obscurity which was later recorded in the almost
invariable epithet oxerewés or ‘obscurus’ (Cicera de fin, 1, 5, 153
[Aristotle| de mundn 5, 396b 20, etc.). The meaning of the ysharyyohix
attributed to Heraclitus by Theophrastus is a technical one, as
Deichgriiber, loc, cit. 21f., pointed out, and is given by Aristatle
ENHS8, ri5obas: ‘melancholics” are those who Biémiv ogodpbryma
ol dvagévoust Tov Adyov Bick T6 drohoudnmikéy elvo i) povTacie.
Ancient (and some modern) critics took the meaning to be simply
‘melancholy’, and so began the futile legend of the ‘weeping
philosopher’, perhaps with the help of the mévra el interpretation
(Seneca de trang. 15, 23 Lucian Fie. auce. 14, etc.). Next in the
account comes a misplaced remark from Antisthenes of Rhodes, the
second century B.o. Suceession=writer, which tells us that Heraclitus
must have belonged to the Androclid family : according to Strabo 14,
632 the descendants of Androclus son of Codrus, the founder of
Ephesus, were still called ‘kings' and had certain ceremonial
privileges—a front seat at the games, the right to wear roval purple
and to carry a special kind of staff, and the management of the tites
of Eleusinian Demeter. Clearly only the senior male member of the

* The ms. text is &mwews ol Suvépever mpoolorey edrd: Richards’ (uévor)
iy be right, but e is not essential. ol Buvdipero a5 opposed 1o o0 Bqudbous
must have the comman meaning * those in power”; we are noc entitled 1o undes-
stand a werb like evvelven (so Trels) with Suwépsvor, even though this may
give a shighily better sense
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family had these privileges, which are scarcely likely to have appealed
to Heraclitus. There is no obvious motive for inventing this story,
which might provisionally be accepted as true. The remark which
follows is important, since it shows that in the opinion of the
biogtapher who is Diogenes’ source at this point the * Heracliteans’
had not been members of a *school” of Heraclitus, but were simply
devotees of his book. ‘Heracliteans® were presumably known to
later antiquity from the remarks of Plato and Aristotle which will
be mentioned later (pp. 14,

(7) His opinions were in general (keahneds) these: all things are composed
fram fire and into this they are resolved; everything comes-to-be according to
fare and existing things are connected through the mrning in opposite directions
(tnas. dvovmiomporis: dvovmorperios Kranz, fvavrioSpoples Dielsy; and all
things are full of souls and daemons. He spoke also about all conditions of
organism in the world and said that the sun is the size it appears 1o be. And
he satel trins. . o [fr. 45), and he called conceit asacred disease, and seeing, being
deceived [ fr. 46]. Sometimes in the book he utters transparently and clearly,
sur thiat even the dullest man easily understnds and receives an elevation of the
souls and the conciseness and weight of his exposition are incomparable. (8) And
his detailed opinions (Té dwl pipaus, o Ty Sopuormoat) wire as follows. . . .

Diogenes Lagrtius usually gives a general or summury (kepahaicsbng)
and a specific (¥ pépous) account of the theories of the philosophers
he describes. Diels, Doxographi 163, has shown that both accounts
are derived from Theophrastus, the specific one from a good doxo-
graphical summary and the general one from a careless and trivial
biographical work. Deichgriiber’s theory (Philologus 93 (1938-9)
a3, that the genceal account as well as the special one closely
follows Theophrastuy, is most improbable. The general or summary
aceotint of Heraclitus is a good example of the heterogeneous
character of these passages. It consists of a little Stoicizing doxo-
araphy, a more or less arbitrary series of references to sayings,
genuine or otherwise, of Heraclitus, tacked on with an feye B kal,
and finally a stylistic judgement after the manner not of Theophrastus
(whose criticism of Heraclitus' exposition is unfavourable) but of the
rhetorical-critical school best represented by the author of Tlepl
Gwous. The special dexographical account follows: it is omitted here
as irrelevant to the life of Heraclitus, but see p. 328 and pp. 270fk

-+ And these wers his views.—The story about Socrates and his remack on

coming across the book when Euripides introduced it according to Avizeon,
[ have told in my section on Socrates. (12) However, Seleucus the grammarian
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savs that o ceriain Croton relates in his  The Diver! thar o man called Crates fisst
introduced the hook into Hellas, and said that it needed a Delian diver not to
be drowned init. Some give it the title of *Muses’, some ' On Narure', Diodotus
‘A well-fannd mdder for the rule of life’, others *A puiner of morals®, *One
order of behaviour among all’. They say that when asked why he was silent
he replied * That you may babble®. Darius, also, desired e make his acquaintance,
and wrote o him as follows: [Here follow the first and second of the collection
of leners falsely atribured 1o Heraclitus; the first purporring 1o be an invitation
tor the philosoplier, the second an abrupe refusal.] Such was the man even to
a king.
The other version of the Delian diver remark, there attributed to
Socrates, is at Diog. L. 11, 22. Kranz in DK, by making the sentence
about Seleucus, Croton and Crates a parenthesis, attempts o retain
the attribution to Socrates here: but the infinitive eimelv in this case
is difficult, and it is evident that Diogenes is here giving a slightly
different version. The iambic rhythm of Anilov mwss Gefofon
xehuuBnTol, Os olk dmomayfoetar &v artd is noticeable (cf. also
AP, 1%, 578), and supports the possibility of a dramartic origin.
Euripides was named by Ariston as having introduced the book into
Greece (not merely to Socrates), probably because he was the firs
to own a library and was known as a friend of philesophers. The list
of titles or mottoes is larpely fictitious—only “On Nature” has any
plausibility, and on this see pp. 7 and 37n.; *Muses® is from Plato
Sophist 24203 Diodotus (who is mentioned again below) gives a
verse summary; the others are quainter still and obviously of Stoic
or Cynic origin. 'The textual uncertainties need not trouble us here,
The fictitious letters were probably composed in the first century
ad. (p. 29); these twa may not be by the same hand as the others.
The origin of the story connecting IHeraclitus and Darius is not
known: but Sardis, which was only three days' journey from
Ephesus (Herodotus v, 54), was probably sill visited by many
lonians, and the proposal of a meeting, though unlikely and the sort
of thing that appealed to an Alexandrian academic, 15 not impossible.
{15) Demerrius siys in his “Men of the same name’ that he scorned the
Athenians alen, among whom he had the highest reputation, and that although
held in despite by the Ephesiuns he nevertheless preferred his native sur-
roundings. Demetrius of Phaleron, too, mentioned him in his *Apology of
Socrates’. There are very many who wrote commentaries on his hook—
Antisthenes and Heraclides of Ponts, Cleanthes and Sphacrus the Stoie, and
in additien Paneanias the eo-called Heracliner and Nicomedes and Dionysius.
Of the grammarians Diodoms did so, who says tha: the book is not abour
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Narre but about government, and that the physical parts belong in the class
of allegory. (16) Hieronymus says thae Seyehinus too, the author of thi: inrbics,
undertock the expression of Heraclitus® account in metre.

This plethora of sources may be due in part to a bibliographical
index, though there is no reason to doubt that Diogenes, by the
medium of handbooks, had access to a large number of authorities.
Demetrivs of Phaleron, c. 350-280 m.c., was for some time librarian
at Alexandria. Antisthenes the Heraclitean is distinguished from the
Socratic, also from the Succession-writer already mentioned, by
Diogenes at vi, 19. Heraclides, the member of the Academy, is said
by Diogenes at v, 88 to have written four books of &nynoes of
Heraclitus, and thus was one of the earliest full sources; Cleanthes
the Stoic also wrore four books of commentary (Diog. L. v, 174),
while Sphaerus, the pupil first of Zeno and then of Cleanthes,
composed five ‘studies’ (Berrpipal) on Heraclirus (Diog, L, vir, 178).
Cleanthes” interest is apparent from the extant Hymn to Zews, and
from Arius Didymus fr. 39: see on frr, 41 and 12, Of Pausanias the
Heraclitist, Nicomedes and Dionysius nothing else is known.
Diodotus, whose political interpretation is as ridiculous as his verse
motto mentioned above, may be of Sidon, brother of the Peripatetic
Boethus and himself a member of the Lyceum in the third century
B.¢. Hieronymus is presumably the third century p.c. Peripatetic and
literary historian, of Rhodes; Seythinus of Teos is usually put in the
fourth century w.c. (Jacoby in R, s.v., calls him a contemporary of
Plato), but his two surviving {ragments (the second restored to
trochaics by Wilamowitz: they are to be found in DK 22¢3, 2)
remind one very strongly of Cleanthes, and I suggesr that Scythinus
actually overlapped the Stoie: Hieronymus did not die till 230 8.2, 50
Seythinus’ versions (which were doubtless very free indeed) could
have been composed as late, say, as 240.

He is the subject of many epigrams, among them this one: ‘T am Heraclitus:
why do you uncultuzed ones drag me 10 and fro (& xdree)? Nat for you did
1 toil, but for those who know me. One man to me is ay thirty thousand, the
numlberless multitde is as no-one: this do I praclaim even in the domain of
Persephone.'—and this other one: ‘Do not be in a husry o untwind 1o the

centre-stick the roll of Hersclitug the Ephesiany the path 15 hard indsed to

taverse. There is ploom and unrelieved dackness; bur if an initare lead you,

1 shines more brightdy than the shining sun.’

The first epigram (=A.P. vi1, 128) is of no merit, and drags in
Heraclitean clichés much in the manner of the false letters, The

i1




INTRODUCTION

second (=ALP. 1%, 540) is of higher poetical quality, and the
imagery from the Mysteries (in which the novice was led from
darkness into the brilliantly lit scene of revelation) is effective: the
suggestion, too, that beneath the ohscurity of Heraclitus® style a
clear and penetrating thought is concealed, is not a common one,
Heraclitus was not much admired, except as a curiosity, outside
Stoic circles. Deichgriber indeed (loc. cit. 29fL.) has suggested thal
the epigram may have stood as introduction to a commentary on
Heraclitus, and has tentatively proposed Cleanthes as author; he
wrote such a commentary and was also a competent versifier. This
must remain a pure speculation: but it is not an impossible one.
(17) There were five men named Heraclitus: (iest this one; second a lyric
poet, author of the encomium of the Twelve Gods; third the elegiac poet of
Halicarnassus, to whom Callimachus wrore: *They told me, Heraclitus, they
told me you were dead. . .'; fourth a man of Lesbos who wrote a history of

Macedonia fifth o humourist who adopted this role after having been a lyre-
plaver.

In addition, there was the writer of the Homeric Allegories. As far
as we know there was no confusion in antiquity between the
philosopher and any of these namesakes, who were all, probably,
much later. Diogenes is perhaps dependent here on Demetrius’
‘Men of the same name”, already cited: with this passage his account
of Heraclitus ends.

Other hiographical informarion:

(1) the very brief account in the Suda (DK 224 12) adds to
Diogenes another variant to the fable about his death, that it was
caused by being buried in sand. It also says that some made
Heraclitus a pupil of H1ppd~sm as well as of Km{}phaneq and asserts
that he wrote much in verse. Anstotle, of course, connected Hera-
clitus and Hippasus becanse according 1o him they both made fire
the first principle; thisis the cause of the story. As for the composi-
tion in verse, this is either due to conflation with Empedocles or to
the existence of verse versions like Scythinus’, and a hexameter
version (see Zeller ZN 810 n.). The similarities between the Suda
and Diogenes are sometimes due to direct dependence, more often
to the use of the same collections and handbooks (Schwartz RE v,
7531).

(2) Clement also used the same materials as Diogenes and has
some parallel passages (Schwartz RE v, 750f.); at Swrom. 1, 65, 4 (11,
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p. 41 Stithling DK 224 3) he has a unique picce of information, that
' Heraclitus the son of Blyson persuaded Melancomas the tyrant to
reject the rulership’. This may be a perversion of the story that
Heraclitus himself gave up the hereditary Pagiielx of the Androclids;
possibly Me menmas, otherwise unknown (there was an Ephesian of
that name in 214 B.¢.: Polybius viu, 154E), is the same as Comas
who was tyrant in the later sixth century, but who did not as far as
is known voluntarily resign the tyranny. Probably the story is a
fiction of the common philesopher-influencing-king category.

(3) Plutarch and Themistius (DK 224 3b) preserve stories, the
same in essence but different in circumstance, that Heraclitus, being
asked for advice, silently recommended to the Ephesians a simpier
way of life by mixing water and barley, stirring it, and drinking it
down, The story seems to be an emheihahmvm of fr. 125 (‘The
barley-drink, too, separates if it is not stirred”); the act of stirring is
irrelevant to the story but is specifically mentioned by Plutarch.
Compare the aneedote at Diog, L. 1%, r2: when asked why he was
silent Heraclitus replied, * That you may babble.”

THE ANCIENT EVIDENCE ON
HERACLITUS THOUGHT

(it PLATQO

There is probably no evidence earlier than Plato, except for the
fragments themselves and the doubtful references in Parmenides and
Epicharmus. The Hippocratic de vican (see p. 21) is probably post-
Platonie.

Direct quorarions

Virtually none. In the Hippies Major (2894, 8) come frr. 82—3
(god surpasses man by as much as man surpasses ape), quoted
for their form rather than their content and partly re-worded.
References 1o or paraphirases of extant fragmenis

To fr. 6 (the sun is new everv day), at Rep. vi, 40843 to fr. 51,
see il (1) and (2) below; to fr. 12, see i (@) (1) below.
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General reforences
i All things are in flux (Cravius and Theaerenes),
(a) Ateribured o Heraclitus himself.

(1) Crat. 4024 (Plato’s seriously intended summary of fr. 12):
everything is moving like a rivers nothing stays still. Cf. Cra. go1p.

(2) Theger. 160p: All things move like streams according to
Homer and Heraclitus and all that kind of tribe (semi-jocular).

(3) Theacr, 1520,8: All the sages—Promgoras, Heraclitus,
Empedocles, Homer, Epicharmus—except Parmenides say that
everything is the offspring of flux and motion.

(8 Astributed to the Heracliteans.

(1) Crat. 44¢B, c: Things are in flux, “as those around Heraclitus
(oi Tepl 'Hpdncherrov) say and many others’.

(2) Theaet, 1790-1804 (Theodorus speaks): The battle berween
those who support and deny a stable reality is actually growing
fiercer around Tonia (mepi piv iy “leoviav), for the companions
(Eradpor) of Heraclitus support the latter view. It is impossible to
discuss the Heraclitean (or as Socrates says, Homeric) arguments
with those around Ephesus (Tois epl Thv "Egeaov), because of their
eristic methods of evasion. ... (180¢) There is no such thing as
master or pupil among them, but they spring up of their own
accord.—This last statement suggests strongly thar Plato did not
intend his earlier local references to a Heraclitean sect in Ephesus to
be taken too seriously or literally.

(¢) General unatiributed comments; Plat's criticisms.,

(1) Brief references to the flux of things at Theaer. 1564, 177€,
181 A (Tous peovas), 1820; Crar. 4118, ¢ (humorous), 439¢; Phaedo
goc; Phileb. 434; Sophist 2493,

(2) Theaet. 181¢-£: The helievers in flux must believe that things
change qualitatively as well as by movement in space. Plato reaches
the conclusion that ‘everything moves in every way all the time’,
mhuta B Taoav kimow del wweltan (therefore, he concludes,
knowledge cannot be perception).

(3) Theaer. 1834z If all things are moving then every answer to
any question is correct.

ii The one is also the many (efl fr. 51).

(1) Sophist 242D, E: The Tonian and Sicilian muses (i.e. [Heraclitus

and Empedocles) say that reality is both-one and many, simulta-
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neously so according to Heraclitus (S1ogepépevoy yip el oupgéperon),
in turn according to Empedocles.

(2) Symp. 18741 Music also is ordered by the god of love, ‘as
perhaps Heraclitus too wishes to say, although he does not express it
well in his words: for the One, he says, when in discord is in concord
with itself (Siapepdpevey eimd clrrd oupgtpeslean), like the harmony
of bow and lyre’.—Plato interprets éppovia here, anachronistically,
in a musical sense, as equivalent to oupgoovie. He thinks that
Heraclitus must have expressed himself badly, because there cannot
be agreement or concord of things which simultaneously differ:
perhaps Heraclitus meant thar they previowsfy differed.—Here Plato
appears to misunderstand Heraclitus' idea of the coincidence of
(relative) opposites, which he himself clearly expressed in the
Sophist (i1 (1) above). The Sophis: was written after the Sympo-
sium, which perhaps suggests an improvement in Plato’s under-
standing of Heraclitus; though the present passage comes in a
fantastic speech by Eryximachus, and perhaps should not be taken
too seriously.

il Other references to possibly Heraclitean ideas.

(1) Opposites come from opposites: Theaer, 15203 Phaedo 708
(ol EhAofey 1)tk Téw dvavrleov é dvanrrie).

(2} Crar, 412¢—4130: The etymology of Sikenov on the flux-
principle. There is something most swift and mose subtle, which
goyerns all other things by passing through them (Siaidv): some say
this is the sun, others fire, others heat. See p. 363.

Conclusion

Plato’s knowledge of Heraclitus was evidently limited, though it

- should be remembered that he only adduces earlier views where they
Care relevant ro his own contentions. The references to the flux of

things are by far the most common; this was emphasized because of
Plato’s own deduction from flux (possibly derived by him from
Cratylus) that knrawiedgu of p]’lt“'](hﬂi':l‘lri is therefore impossihle.

The pluce of fire in Heraclitus is complerely neglecred, except
possibly in i (2). He knows about the emphasis on change
between opposites, though this was perhaps a commonplace of
lonian thought: more important, in the Sophise (i (1) above) he
interprets Heraclitus' main contention correctly, that things are
gimultancously one and many; in this he well distinguishes him from
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Empedocles and thus shows that a periodical cosmogony of the
Empedoclean type is impossible for Heraclitus. Many of Plato's
references are plainly distorted for humorous purposes; perhaps the
descriptions of the ‘Heracliteans’ are mainly derived from his own
reflexions upon the river-fragment, and his application of it to things
in general.

(i) ARISTOTLE
Direct guotations
Fr. 1, first clause only (the Logos); fr. 6 (the sun new every day);

fr. 7 (if all turned to smoke); fr. 9 (asses prefer sweepings to gold);
fr. 85, slightly abbreviated (diflicult to resist desire).

Recognizable paraphrases

Fr. 8o (paraphrase of frr, 51, Bo—joins tend apart, things happen
by strife); fr. 12 (modification of Plato’s version); see also iii
below, which is probably a reasonably close paraphrase of Heraclitus.

General references
i Heraclitus' philesophical method.
(1) ENH 5,1146b29: His dogmatism—Heraclitus is an example
of someone who believes in conjecture as much as in knowledge.
(2) Phys. A 2, 185a5: His thesis (either that opposites are the
same, or that all things move) is an example of one advanced for the
sake of argument.

(3) Rhee.T 5, 1407b13: His style is difficult because of ambiguous
connexions, as with &el in fr. 1.

ii His logical fallacy: he denies the law of contradiction.

(1) Top. © 35, 159b30; Phys. A 2, 185b19: Heraclitus, by saying,
for example, that good and bad are the same, invalidares all significant
predication.

(2) Mer.T 3, 1005 bh23; Met. K 5, 1062a31: A man like Heraclitus
need not really believe what he says; he could quickly be shown his
error by dialectic,

(3) Mer. T 8, 1o12a33; Mer. T 3, 1005b35; Mer, K6, 1063b24:
According to Heraclitus it is impossible to speak the truth one way
or the other. Mer. T 7, 1012224, ‘the argument of Heraclitus, ..
makes all things true’, ef. Plato Theaet. 183 a (if all things are moving
every answer is correct); contrast Mee. T 8, 1012b 26 (see p. 95 1.).
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iii Strife and opposition necessary for the continuance of a unified
COSMOS.

Lith. Eud. H 1, 1235a25: Heraclitus rebuked Homer for making
Achilles pray that strife would depart from gods and men; for there
would be no harmony without high and low, nor living creatures
without male and female.—These opposites are necessary for the
existence of a consequent unity. The examples from rr!usic and the
sexes are probably nor by Heraclitus, but are supplied either by later
elaborators or by Aristotle himself. The remainder probably repro-
duces an actual rebuke by Heraclitus, which is attested also by

Simplicius and Numenius (see DK 224 22), who give a different

consequence, that the world would be destroyed.

“iv Change: Asistotle develops the Platonic interpretation.

(1) Met.T 5, 1010a7: The most extreme form of Heracliteanism
is exemplified by Cratylus, who blamed Heraclits for saying that
you could not step into the same river twice; fot he thought, not
even once (ref. to fr. 12} 1 .

(2) Mer. A6, 987azg: Plato was familiar from youth with
Cratylus and the Heraclitean opinions thar all perceptibles are in
flix, so that no knowledge of them is possible. Mee. M 4, ro78hi12

-~ gives another version of this,

(3) Phys. © 3, 253by: Some people say that all e:l-:isr.{ng things
without exception are moving all the time, but that this escapes our
perception. —Compare Plato Theaer. 181¢-E _{1 {c)(2) abowve):
Aristotle simply adds to Plato’s conclusion the 131ference that some
types of movement must be invisible, ‘This undoubtedly refers to

" Heraclitus and the Heracliteans, and as far as the former is concerned

imay involve some distortion of his real views on change.

(4) Tup. A 11, 104b 19: Heraclitus’ contention that all things are
‘moving is an example of philosophical paradox. ‘
(5) de caelo T 1, 208b25: The first natural philosophers, among

others, thought that everything was coming-to-be and in flux, but

that there was a single fixed substratum, from which the things in
{flux were changed in various ways; Heraclitus, among others, must
have meant this.—This is sheer Aristotelianism; Heraclirus' sub-
stratum, of course, is identified by Aristotle as fire.

(6) de caclo A 10, 279h12: All thinkers assume that the world had

i beginning ; Empedocies and Heraclitus think that it is in its present
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condition, and then perishes, by turns (2vahA&€).—This is probably
a confusion of the contrase between Heraclitns and Empedocles at
Plato Soph. 242% (i (1) above). Tt is not even true, of course,

that Heraclitus thought the world to have had a beginning: f. fr. j0.
v Fire.

(1) Mer. A3, 984as5: Fire is the material principle (dpyr)
according to Hippasus and Heraclitus, Cf. also de caela T 5, 303b10;
GC Bi, 32831, ete.

(2) Mer A 8, 989arx: I'ire has the finest parts of all natural bodies
(miwpopeptororroy kad AemrroTaov, cof. dowperrditaTor By kal plov
cel, of the fiery exhalation, at de an. A 2, 4o5225).

(3) Phys. T 5, 205a3: According to Heraclitus fire at some time
becomes all things.—This refers 1o the besic position of fire in
natural changes, of. fr. 31: iv does not suggest of irself thar fire
becomes all things ar the same time, although in view of iv (6)
above, an ecpyrosis interpretation cannot be excluded for Aristotle.

(4) de an. A2, 4o5a25: Soul is always made out of the &pyf,
therefore for Heraclitus it was ‘the exhalation out of which he
composes the other things. . .which is most incorporeal and ever-
Howing. . .he thought that all things were in motion’.—By this
exhalation Aristotle means fire. Cf the aneedote at de part. anim.
A 5, 645217 (p. 3}, in which the point may or may not be the fieriness
of the kitchen stove (et 1. S, Robertson, Proe, Camb. Philol, Soc.
160 (1938) 10).

vi Meteorology.

(1) Meweor. Bu, 354b33-355a21: In this passage only fr. 6 (the
sun new every day) is specifically attributed to Heraclitus, but the
theory that the sun feeds on moisture, and that the solstices are due
to its search for food, and the erticism that the sustenance of the
stars is neglected, rm;.,ht also refer primarily to him,

(2) [Problemata] xxiii, 934b33: Some of those who Heraclitize
say that fram fresh water stones and earth are dried out and con-
densed, while from seawarer the sun draws its nourishment. i:»}r
exhnlatmn. ‘This might be by Aristotle himself; 1:11e dls:mcu:m is
possible for Heraclitus, though in fr. 31 he uses *sea’ for cosmo-
logical water in general. [Probl] xiii, go8aso0 also refers to
Heraclitizers, but its content seems to be influenced by Stoic ideas.
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INTRODUCTLON
Comalusion,

Aristotle displays 2 more detailed knowledge of Heraclitus
than Plato; the quotations he gives, though few enough, are on
varied subjects and SUEEEst that he had aeeess to a good collection
of sayings. These quotations are introduced more or less incidentally,
to illustrate points of his own: their proper meaning is semetimes
distorred. Aristotle seems entirely to misinterprer the apposite-
déctring, or at any rate to subject it to a kind of eriticism which is
really irrelevant to it: by saving thar opposites were “the same’
Heraclitus did not mean “identical’ in the strict sense. Yer in i
above Aristotle seems to show greater understanding of the theory.
The Platonic T pel interpretation is ..J-.Lf'prr:d, and its 1n1pii;a-
tions developed, e |:| that some changes are im percept ible. Fire is
interpreted as the substratum of L]l::ng:r; this is eleser (though
by aceident) to what Heraclitus meant than is the more Platonic
view. Aristotle’s description of fire as the most subtle, least corporeal,
and most kinetic of substances, though doubtless due to his own
deduction, may summarize Heraclitus' real reasons (perhaps never
consciously formulated) for the priority of fire, though it neglects
the imporrant fact thar fire undergoes regular alteration. One
passage of Aristotle (Meseor. B3, 357b 27, quoted on p. 379 but not
above) gives river-water and flame as examples of regularity in

natural processes: there ts nothing to show that he had Heraclitus

in mind, but rhis is possible, in view of the real significance of the

river-statement and the priority of fire; Aristotle himsell emphasizes

in the Mereorafngica thar cosmic changes are balanced, and in this
lie may be following a line initated by Herdelitus, just as his dual-
exhalation theory may be a conscious dr::w.hmenL of Heraclitus'
imgle exhalation from the sea. Yet the specific references to Hera-
elirus suppese that Aristotle was, afler all, unaware of IHeraclitus’
mphnibh on regulerity in L}Mlig{., and that he af.‘CLPEEL tie T
Bt interpreration without reservadon. It is uncertain whether

Aristotle accepted the eepyrosis; only one passage, iv (6) above,
f;uggam that he did; there seems to be a confusion here with

Emyusdwle« (see also Table IIT on p. 25). Asistotle perhaps

priginated less misconception about Heraclitus than Plato did, and
ils distortions areat any rate carried out for a determinable motive,
e to reconcile Heraclitus ta Aristotle’s owa theories.
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INTRODUCTION

(i) THEQPHRBRASTUS AND THE DOXOGRAPHICAL
TRADITION

Diels showed indisputably that the primary source of all doxo-
graphical material was the Quowév BéEm of Theophrastus, soon
epitomized into two wvolumes and later transmitted, in a much
reduced form and with some Stoic infileration, through a lost
collection of about the first century g.c. which he called the Feusea
Placita, to the surviving doxographical works, of which Aétius is
the most extensive, In the case of Heraclitus certainly the detailed
version of Theophrastus preserved in Diogenes Laertius (1x, 8-11)
is of greater value than Aétins. Both were susceprible to Stoic inter-
pretations, but on the whole we have enough material to gain some
idea of Theophrastus’ views on Heraclitus, As is to be expected,
Theophirastus was heavily influenced by Aristotle’s attitude to his
predecessors. It is usually maintained that Theophrastus was more
objective than Aristotle, that he had more material, and that he used
direct quetations to illustrate his judgements, The second point is
probably true; bur Theophrastus’ objectivity, especially over ‘meta-
physical’ problems, is of a very low order, and as for quotations, in
the long extant fragment On she Senses quotation is extremely rare,
and many of his judgements are no berter than conjectures made, one
would say, in defaule of relevant evidence.

[t should be unnecessary here to describe in detail the affiliation
of the doxographical sources, or the general prin{:iples of doxo-
graphical methods: this is all admirably prese enred in Diels” great
Daxographt Graeet; @ useful summary is given in Burnet's *Note on
the Sources’, ZGP¥ 4, 31-8. Owverleaf I:Jap. 22 1) T have tried to
illustrate as concisely as possible, in rabular form, how much Theo-
phrastus depended on Aristotle and how much Theophrastus’
successors depended on Theophrastus. An example of the confision
which could eventually result is given in Table TIT. A great deal of
the relevant doxographical material which is not mentioned here is
to be [ound under the appropriate fragments; practically all of
importance is collected in the A-section of DK’s chapter on Hera-
clitus (c. 22). Thereis remarkably little informarion in the doxography
which is not to be had more accurately from the fragments; the most
important is the information on Heraclitus® astronomy given in the
detailed sccount of Diogenes (p. 270 L), and that on the great year and

20
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the human generation (DK 22 4 13, 18, 19) discussed on pp. 295 . To
this must be added Sextus’ important passage on the soul's contact
with the Logos, preceding his quotation of fr. « (DK 224165 ¢f. 20);

this is relevant to the fragments about men rather than the cosmic
ones, and full discussion of it must regretfully be postponed.

(iv) OTHER SOURCES
(a) DE FICTU

It has long been recognized that the first book of the Hippocrarie
treatise de vicrw, and especially chapters 3-24, 25, 35, contains
reminiscences of Heraclitus, and efforts have been made in the past
to extract new information on Heraclitus from this source. Tt may
be said from the start that this quest is doomed to failure: not
necessarily because no new material on Heraclitus exists in these
chapters, but because it cannot be identified as such. So hetero-

‘geneous is the style and the source-material of the author of this

treatise—a man who professes in the first chapter his intention of
using other people’s results, where they seem to be the right ones—
that a particular passage can only be referred to a particular author
when a close parallel to it already exists in that author: in this case
the evidence of the treatise will be corroborative rather than original.
On many of the fragments dealt with in the present work such
reminiscences in the de victy are cited. Many other reminiscences,
often running to more or less exact quotation, can be found, of
Empedocles, Anaxagoras and Archelaus as well as of Heraclitus,
even in these particularly Heraclitean chapters. These chaprers are
*Heraclitean® mainly because the style consciously imitates the
coneise and paradoxical style of the fragments; further, the whole
wark is characterized by the dogmatism which Heraclitus manifested
to @ large degree. It seems likely that often what appears to be
Heraclitean subject-matter will be found on examination to be purely
muedical (or LEmpedoclean, or Anaxagorean) substance clothed in a
Heraclitean style. Doubtless the adoption of this style tended to
influenice the author’s thought in the direction of Heraclitean
ghscurity; in fact there are places in these chapters where | would
say that the author (unlike Heraclitus) simply did not know what
e meant.
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INTRODUCTION

Three particular notions may be mentioned. (1) The reaction
between fite and water (1, 3 ‘fire can move all things throughout,
warer can feed all things throughout) is accepred by Burnet (150£,
after Lassalle 11, 142) as a genuinely Heraclitean concepts but there
is no evidence for it in the fragments, in facr there is evidence
against—what is to happen about earth, which is a world-mass on an
equal footing with sea? Admittedly the idea thar fire fed on water is
probably present in Heraclitus, but this is a widespread and doubtless
almost prehistorie concept. See also on fr. 6. (2) The crafts which
are adduced as instances in chapters 12-24 in some cases coincide
with specific illustrations used by Heraclirus, whose practical
examples of this type may have been expanded by followers to apply
in many of the Téyvon; one would not deny that some of these
chapters are based upon a Heraclitean source. (3) The unusual
image of the two men sawing wood (e.g. 1, 6 * the one pulls, the other
pushes, They are doing the very sams thing; but by doing less they
are doing more') seems ro the present writer to have a more archaic
ring than most other Heraclitizing instances in this treatise: but this
is the most that can be said.

What gave the de vieme special importance as a possible source of
miaterial for Heraclitug, in the eves of the scholars of the last century,
was its supposed early date of around qoo B.c. Zeller, for example,
who had at his disposal the results of the investigations of Lassalle,
Schuster, Teichmiiller, Ilberg and others, concluded (ZN 873) that
she treatise came from the hand of a doctor of the first decade of the
fourth century n.e. In 189y Carl Fredrich published his Hippo-
krarische Unrersuchumpen (Ph.U. 15,1899), which subjected the whole
treatise (the non-Heraclitizing parts of which had previously
suffered neglect) to a detailed examination; he, too, using some new
eriteria, assumed 4o0 B, as the approximate date of composition.
Diels (Herakieitos® x11) mentioned the end of the fifth century.
Further detailed stucdy by A, L. Peck (in his unpublished Cambridge
doctoral thesis, 1928, which was not, however, particularly con-
cerned with dating problems) and A. Palm (Diss. Tiibingen, 1933)
has not produced any amendment of the traditional date. However,
as early as 1839 Petersen (Diss. Hamburg) had suggested that the
work should be dated around 3205 Schuster also regarded it as post-
Avristotelian. This dating was ridiculed by Fredrich and others, but
recently Werner Jaeger, Paideia m1 (Eng. trans.?, Oxford, 1946),
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3611, has argued in favour of a later date. This question is not, as
Zeller maintained, of merely subordinate importance for the study
of Heraclitus; for if de victn was composed at the time of Aristotle
or shortly afterwards, and not around 400, then it muse relinguish
its claim to be an independent testimony written at a time when full
Heraclitean materials were available. It becomes probable that it
reflects the Platonic and Aristorelian interpretation of Heraclitus,
and that its sources for him were no more extensive than those of,
for example, Theophrastus, who complained not once only that
Heraclitus *made nothing clear’—a complaint which T take to mean
primarily that Theophrastus’ sources were inadequate,

My own view, which can only be summurized here, is that the
treatise was written after the middle of the fourth century, and
probably underwent some Peripatetic influence (contra Jaeger). The
conventional date around 4oo rests ultimately upon two assumptions:
first, that a syntheric physical theory based upon Heraclitus,
Parmenides, Empedacles, Anaxagoras, Archelaus and Pythagorean
weitings, must have been produced in the so-called “period of
eclecticism’ at the close of the fifth century; and secondly, that the
investigations into diet and the effects of different foods are similar
in character to those of Diccles of Carystus, and belong to the same
period (ef,, for example, Fredrich, op. ¢it. 223). The first assumption
is of no value: eclacticism was not restricted to the period of a
Diogenes of Apallonia or a Hippon. With the second assumption
I agrec. Bur Jaeger has now conclusively shown (Lioties ».
Karystos, Berlin, 1938; “Vergessene Fragmente des Periparerileers
Diokles von Karystos', 4bh. der Preuss. Akad. der Wissenschaft,
1918 (Phil.-hist. K1) 3, 1-46: summavized in Philosophical Keview 49
{1940) 393ft.) that Diocles worked much later than was formerly
believed, and was in fact a member of the Lyceum and a near
cantemporary of Theophrastus, The author of de vicae may have
been a generation older. Thus Diocles seems to have used de vieu
as a source for his two books to Plistarchus on Hygiene; cereals are
named in the sume unusual order in each work, and one criticism by

Diacles preserved by Galen applies admirably to the author of

de vietn. The latter, indeed, implied in his opening chapter that a
number of works on diet had been written by his time; this fits the
later fourth century better than any earlier period, for although the
main ideas of the treatise could have been held at the end of the fifth
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are certainly the most promising from this point of view, though
here again much of what looks like Heraclizean matter is probably
merely Stoic (e.g. god as establisher of measure in the world is
probably Posidoniun; cf. de mundo); in both, the stylistic similarity
to the Heraclitizing parts of de victu is noticeable: the style is an
exaggerated parody of the {ragments.

() CONCLUSION

The conclusion from the foregoing survey of the ancient evidenee is
that it is incamplete and unreliable. The closest sources to Heraclitus
are Plato and Aristotle, and though they tell us much of value their
information is apt to be distorted by the demands of their own
context or, in the case of Arstotle, the desire to find predictions of
his own conclusions in the works of his predecessors, Theophrastus
did not succeed in throwing off Aristorelian presuppositions, and
thus the whole of the doxographical tradition (as well, it may be
added, as Sceptic and Stoic accounts) is to some extent infected.
Cherniss has shown irrefutably in his Arisrorle’s Criticism of Pre-
socratic Philosophy the extent and the serious nature of Aristotle’s
historical perversions; in the case of Heraclitus it can be seen that
Plato tao, with his misleading wévra fei interpretation (see under
Group 11, pp. 3661L.), has done irreparable damage to the whole
ancient tradition. The result is that the present-day scholar who
wishes to gain the clearest possible idea of what Heraclitus thought
must resort in the first instance to the actual surviving fragments, and
must base his reconstruction primarily upon these, using the anclent
indirect evidence as ancillary. In these circumstances the (ragments
themselves must be subjected to the most careful possible examina-
tion of authenticity and content; hypothetical interpretations must
not be given credence until they are adequarely corroborated by
other fragments. In the pages that follow an attempt is made to
subject about half the total number of fragments, those describing
the world as a whole rather than men in particular, to this kind of
treatment.

3o

THE COSMIC FRAGMENTS

Nots Diels' numbering of fragments is followed;
Bywater’s number, accepted by Bumet, is given in
parentheses in the main heading, as, for example, (25).

In the inital quotation and sranslation of cach frag-
ment, keavy tvpe (Greek) and roman type (English)
ave intended to distinguish Heraclitus® own words, or
a very near equivalent.

Paraphrases formerly accepted as fragmenis are
normally distinguished from rtheir context, if this is
quoted, by beoken underlining, They are referred 1o
as, for example, fr. 730, where b (for Diels) means
that the saying in question was treated as a genuine
fragment by Diels (except that fragments after 126
were classed by him as doubtful or false), bur is
heve considered as a paraphrase. In the group
headings, ‘Fr. 1 [+730]", for example, significs
that the paraphrase treated in DK as fr. 73 is here
considered during the  discussion of the genuine
fragment 1.

The whole of the relevane context is given for
each fragment; where the main extract ends with the
frapment itself it means that what follows in the ancient
source plainly does not bear on the interpretarion of
the quetsrion.
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GROUP 1

Fre. 1 [+73p], 114 [+ 113D,
2 [+ 89D], 50

The Logos according to which all things come to be is
‘common’ in two senses: it is universal, and it is equally
apprehensible by all. Heraclitus explains the nature of
this Logos, yet men still fail to recognize it and live as
though in a private world—though anyone of sense
bases his behaviour on what is universally valid, like
Law. The apprehension of the Logos is wisdom,and the
chief content of the Logos is that all things are one.

2

T
(28)

Sextus Fmpiricus edv. math, vi1, 132 bvapyouevos yolv Tdv mepl
Quoss O TpoRlpTiuevas dutip kal TpoTov mivd Bevls TO TEpIEyOV
gnoi- tol B& Adyou Toll' dédvrog del' &Edveror ylvovrar®
dvbpwmor xal mpdobev ¥ duwoloar xal dxodoavres Td mpiiTov.
yivoptvwy yip mdvrwvl ware Tév Adyev tévbe dmelporoivt
tolxoor welpwpevor xal Eméwyv xal Epywv ToloUTwy Oxoiwy
Eyidy Sunyedpot, xard @ioww Sapéwy’ Exaotov xal @pdlwy
oxwe Eyerr tobg 8E dAdhoug avBpwmous havldver dndon Eyep-
Bévreg mololiowy duwaonep dxdoa ebdovres Emhavlavovral, Six
ToUTwy yap prTHS TopaoToas 6T kaTd pEToy v Tou Seiou Adyou
TwavTa TpaTToper TE kal vooUpevr, Chiyo TpoBishidv Emigéper
fseq. fr, 2).

T 7el B, &l om. Sextus: 8¢ Hippolytus, om. Clemens, Arisioeles: ot
Blovros Aristot A ™, Clem., Hippol.; moU &wros Aristor, #1F Ald. 2 ylvawren
Sexms™, Hippol.; Y[‘}"WI-’TE“ Sextus vulg., Ariston 3 manreov Hippol,, om.
Sexius, 4 dmuipsiew Sexmus®, &rulpm Sexus vulg.; Gmaper sloly (pro
todiern) Hippol, 5 Buplwv wored gliow {om. fkasrow) Hippel.

- Ar the beginning of the writings on nature the aforementioned man,
in some way indicating the atmosphere, says: Of the Logos which is
as | describe it men always prove to be uncomprehending, both
before they have heard it and when once they have heard it. For
although all things happen according to this Logos, they [men] are
ike people of no experience, even when thiey experience such words
~and deeds as I explain, when I distinguish each thing according 1o
its constitution and declare how it is; but the rest of men fail to
notice what they do after they wake up just as they forget what they
~do when asleep.—Hereby he expressly propounds that we do and think
"aw::}f.rﬁfng by partaking in the divine Logos; and a litle further on ke
m:’a’m (fr. 2 follows).

'The first clause of this fragment is reported ulsﬂ by Arstotle,
Rher.T 5, 1407b 14 (DK 224 4), quoted below. Clement, Szrom. v,
3 7 (11, p. 401 Stihlin), quotes ToU Adyou-mpddtov, Hippolytus
‘gives the next most complete version after Sextus: Ref 1%, 9, 3 (p. 241
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Wendland) has, with slight variations, all down to gpoguov Oxes
tyet. Here the quoration is introduced by the words &m B Aoyos
forriv Gl TA TrEv kel Bk TevTos dv, oUTes Afyel. This shows that
Hippolytus connected del with sdvros and not with &Ebveter; so also
Amelius ap. Eusebium P.E. x1, 19 (= Theodoretus Therap, 11, 88;
Cyrillus 1%, 936 Migne) kol olros dpa fiv & Aoyos ke’ Su adel Sura 1
yivopeve EylveTo, & &v kel & ‘Hpdihartos &fidosie. Aristotle in the
passage cited above had stated the ambicuity of del: T yap
‘Hpardelrou Siarifon Epyev 8id 16 &Bnhov elvon TToTEpG TIPOCKEITC,
65 UoTepoy fi 16 TpéTEpoy, olov & T dox) Toll ouyypdupaTes ¢nol
yép “Tol Adyou. . .ylyvovral™ &Bnhov y&p Té del mpos moTER
Bei Biaorifan. Aristotle himself suggested no answer to the problem;
modern scholars have for the most part concurred with the view of
Hippolytus and Amelius that éei qualifies tovros : so Zeller (2N 792),
Diels, Capelle (Hermes 59 (1924) 190#.), Gigon (Untersuchungen
L), Verdenius (Mnemosyne 13 (3rd series, 1947) 279). Recently
the other view has heen strongly argued, that &l goes with d§uveros :
so Reinhardt (Parmenides 217), Snell (Hermes 61 (1926} 366),
Busse (RA.M. 75 (1926) 206£.), Kranz in DK T suppaort this latter
view, on the ground that éei seems to lead up to and include the
altesnatives which follow, ‘both before they have heard it and when
once they have heard it'; so Snell. Busse adequately refuted Capelle’s
objections against this connexion, the chief of which are as follows:

(1) el &Elveror ylvevren is an unnatural conjunction of positive
and negative words; 1o express this idea Heraclitus would have said
olmrore Eumdaw ; ef. ol Eunmdow in fr, § 1.—Butdguverol for Heraclitos
is in sense, if not in {orm, a positive attribute of the many.

(2) &xoloevTes 10 TpddTov restricts the universality of dei. But
Capelle failed to see that T6 mpéiToy here means *onee’, ‘atall’; as
frequently in Homer (v. L8] s.v., uie), and nor “for the frse time”,
with the implication that later they will cease to be &overor,

(3) Toli B Moyou Telis” éévros el is deliberately balanced with ol
Abyou 8 BvTos Euvol in fr, 2: so Gigon 35 in each case Heraclitus
stresses a single attribute of the Logos.—It is unnecessary to assume
that the halunce of clauses would extend to fr. 2, which Sextus

! The sugoestion of Gigon /e, cir. thar &f, while certainly qualifying
Eovros, might alsn go with dfdveror, is rejected by Verdenins: T apree that
such an domd wowel is impossible. Kranz now supports Gigon's opinion, in
RiM, o3 (1g50) 8z X

Feh

Pl 1

supgested (Shyo mpobiehboov) was not immediately continuous with
fr. 13 L agree with Capelle that édvros expects a predicate, but believe
contrary to him that in fr. 1 ToU8” forms such a predicate.

This introduces the second problem in the interpretation of these
npening words: the meaning of 1ot vres, Thoss who connect
&ei with tbvres translate either “existing for ever” (cf. fr. 30 fiv el
ke EoTv ed Eoren) or “heing for ever true’ (dv="heing true’ or
‘really existent' at Herodatus 1, 30 76 8wt ypriotuevos ; idem 1, 95
Aoyov tévta Abyew ; Aristophanes Frogs 1052: of. the Hippocratic
Anciens Medicine 1 Thywns tolens, Le. ‘a real art’. So Burmet 133).
This seems to be grammatically possible and certainly expresses
soemething which Heraclitus believed; iris to be rejected only on the
ground that &l goes rather with &lveror. On the other hand, some

scholars who accepr this last connexion try to refain the meaning

téyros = ‘being true’: so Tannery, Pour I'Histoire de la Science
Helléine* (1930) 198, and Reinhardt, Parmenides 217, who translates:
‘Dies Denkpesetz besteht, ist wahr, und doch begreifen es die
Menschen nie.” This is indeed difficult, and Busse pointed out that
& Abyos Bomt can scarcely oceur in any kind of Greek with the sense
“tie Adyos is true’. The addition of an adverh like &ef makes this
kind of sense more possible; but since we e msider Tol & Adyou
Tei6" Evros to be a phrase complete in itself, the only possible
meaning for it is ‘the Logos being shis’, that is, ‘being as I have
deseribed it” or *heing as 1 am about to describe it”. It is true that
ro1605" might have been expeered, though it is not essential; on the
ather hand, the fact that TévEs is not predicarive in kord Tov Aayov
~4ue does not tell against its predicative use earlier. Whether TolU8’
rofers forward or backward liere depends upom the degree of
literalness which is 1o be accorded to the information of Aristotle
and Sextus that fr. 1 stood at the beginning of Heraclitus® treatise,
Baven Sextus’ fvopydpevos yoiv Té repl gUorws need not necessarily
mean thar these were the very first words in the book, as Capelle
303 and others saw; he sugpgested that some general proposition
such as Adyos méurrev kpeerst came at the very beginning.” Verdenius,

t Aall, Zeschr. fo Phifos, 1a6 (1895) 234, and Gilbert, N. Jakhrd. 23 (1909) 177,
liad earlier cugoested that some generalization on the nature ol Logos preceded
£, 12 while Schuser, Herakfit . Ephesas 14, and Bywaler in his edidon, In
artempting to reproduce the order of Heraclitug’ book, placed one or two othe
extant fragments before f.1.
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however, made the pertinent objection (p. 271) that any general
definition of Logos would have been quoted by Sextus, being just
as relevant to his purpose as the words which he does in fact
preserve; though the opening sentence might have been missing
from his source. Great play has been made with 8 in the first
sentence of the fragmene; it is now clear that the oceurrence of the
particle need not entail any preceding sentence, or a title descriptive
of contents. An inceptive B¢ occurred, apparently, at the very
beginning of the work of Ion of Chios (fr. 1 dpyh 8¢ por reliioyou...)
and of pseudo-Philolaus (fr. 1 & elois 8" v 16 xoonw &ppdybn).
Verdenius 274, adds the occurrence of & in the opening sentences
of Xenophon's Apology and Oeconomica; this, however, is probably
due to the fact that Xenophon's works were arranged to be read
continuousty, In the true inceptive uses 88 has no connective sense
but some of its original force as a weaker form of 8. Thus there is
no need to suppose that it here refers 10 a lost title containing the
word Adyos or ayer: Zeller, ZIN 792, had suggested Adyes mep
gUoeeos; Wilamowits, Heratles® 186, and Diels, something like
‘Hpduhertos Bhdowvos *Epéaos 1abe Mye'. Undoubtedly when the
savings of Heraclitus were first recorded some such introductory
identification or ‘seal” was made, just as, in a slighdy fuller form,
Hecataeus and later Herodotus and Thueydides announced their
authorship in the first sentence; but if B€ is to be explained as
referring to a preceding use of Adyes or Aéye, then as Reinhardt
pointed out Adyou must refer 1o Heraclitus’ own “Word” or hook.
The meaning of Aéyos will be discussed below, but it may be said
here that such a restriction of sense, even if not rotally applied, is
highly undesirable. Reinhardt escapes the difficulty by not reading
8¢, which is of course only attested by Hippolytus; bur while the
particle might naturally have been omitted by Aristotle and Sextus
it is difficult to see why it should have been added by Hippolytus,
whose context does not require it. On the whole I consider that an
ambiguous translation such as that propesed above, ‘Of the Logos
which is as [ describe it’, best reproduces the implications of the
Greek: Heraclitus’ views must have been expressed orally before
ever they were committed to writing, whether this last event took

* A M. Frenkian, Héraciite &' Epkése (Cerniugi, 1933) 15, proposed a longer
introduction, e, 'Hpoxherres Bhoowvag 'Epéaios Tade hiye Tue Toug dulpdimaus
BiBaEy Tov Aéyov, ket By mwévre ylveten el B Adyou wh.
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place during his liferime or later; and a backward reference to his
already familiar pronouncements on the Logos may well be intended,
as well as a forward reference to the description given in fr. t and
athers of this group.- Before leaving this particular problem it
should be remarked that the genitives of the first phrase depend upon
&Etveror and are clearly not absolure.!

1t is now possible to consider the meaning of koyos in fr. 1; the
word has been merely transliterared in the main rranslation in order
to aveid prejudging the issue. Burnet 133 n. 1 translated *Word’,
and held that ‘the Adyes is primarily the discourse of Herakleitos
himself; though, as he is a propher, we may call it his * Word ™
This view, in all its simplicity, has not wen acceptance for the good
reason that in fr. 5o, where plainly the same kind of Adyos is under
discussion, Adyos is formally distinguished from the speaker: oUx
ol GG ol hdyou dxotoovtas. However, if AMdyos could mean
not only the book or, better, the discourse of Heraclitus, but also
the content of this discourse, then a valid contrast could be made
between Heraclitus himself and the Logos. Suell, Hermes 61 (1926)

365, ingeniously maintained that this duality of meaning is possible:

*Logos ist das Waort, soweit es sinnvoll ist; Myew ist: etwas meinen.’
ln ether words, ‘meaning’ is one of the basic senses of the root
Aey-; the Logos is Heraclitus' meaning, transmitted through the
medium of his words, and his meaning is also the meaning which he
sees in things. U. Holscher, Paria Pariorum: Fesigabe f. Karl
Reinhardr (Miinster, 1952) 6off., developed Snell’s idea that the para-
doxical truth about things is deliberately reproduced in Heraclitus'
own paradoxes; Logos, he thinks, has much of the meaning of
*oracular response’. The inclusive sense of the word was accepred
also by Gigon 4f., who took it to mean ‘the truth in things as

' On the subject of an introductory sentence or title Verdenius aza ff. has
tried to prove thar mepl oUoews in Sextus and Diog. L. 1x, § was an original
title, and not as is sometimes thought a convenient form invented by Peripateric

historiuns for any woek on nawral philosophy by those whom Avistotle called

ol guowol. His arguments both here and in his thesis, Parmenides, Some
Comments on Aiz Poem 73 £, are not conviacing, On p. 272 of the ardele he
supports & statement that ‘in the gth and ath centuries Mepl qUoscs was
coviously regarded us the authende title of early philosophical works® by
giting, among other passages no more convincing, Ancient Medicine 20
‘EumeSouifis fi &hher of mepl eloews yeypagamw. This kind of argument will
find few supporters,
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revealed by my book’s by Kranz in DK, who translates the opening
words ‘Tiir der Lehre Sinn aber, wie er hier vorliegr, gewinnen die
Menschen nie ein Verstindnis. ..”; and by Verdenivs 276-8, who
well observes that for the early Greek thinkers there was no sharp
dividing line hetween the man who knows and the thing known;
this is particularly clear in Parmenides, but it was an assumption
shared by Heraclitus in his use of Adyos.! But Verdenius’ translation
‘argument’ does not really suflice, In fact, although Snell’s conten-
don is atteactive, 1 do not believe that there is necessarily any
reference implied by the word Aéyos in fr. 1 or any other extant
fragment to the actual words or reaching of Heraclitus; and even if
there is, it is clearly the meaning of this teaching, the objective sense,
which it is impottant to examine, The real reference to Heraclitus’
own presentation of the truth which he claimed to have discovered
lies in the word 008", Now the root Aey- basically implies ‘picking
out’ or ‘choosing’; from this comes the sense “reckoning’, and so
“measure’ and ‘proportion’. This group of meanings is at least as
primary as the sense ‘account’ or “discourse’ taken as basic by
Zeller. E. L. Minar (' The Logos of Heraclitus', CP 34 (1939) 323fL)
well suggested thar ‘account” reproduces the ambiguity ol Adyes in
its two senses of narrative and accounting. A further development,
either directly from ‘reckoning’ or by way of ‘measure’ and
‘proportion’, leads to the sense ‘systematic formula’, thence
‘plan’ and even ‘law’ (as, for example, in ‘physical laws’). Yet by
the time of Heraclitus all these senses, and others too, were legitimate,
and it is not surprising to find that the word is used by him in
at least theee different senses; the only point in trying to establish
a ‘basic’ sense is that when he uses the word o swand for an
undefined abstract concept it is more likely to be a “basie’ and
underived meaning which he has in mind, An examination of other
extant oecurrences of the word in Heraclitus, where the meaning can
be determined from the context, may show that for him there was

' Verdenius riglily rebukes those who attribute too much significance to
the cotmunity of the subject and object of thoupht, and doubtless when, for
example, Th, Gompers, Greet Thinkers 1. 75, wrote of the community of man
and nature at this period he may have been taking too much for granied.
Nevertheless, it is clear that Heraclitus considered his discovery 1o affect off
things direetly, including man; it was of this general community, fiot 4 specific
one revealed by the bipartite application of the word Adyos, that H. Slonimsky,
Heraklit u. Parmentdes (1912) 30, was thinking, -
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firie sense which came to mind more commonly than others. Infr. 2
the meaning of Adyos is presumably the same as in fr. 1, and similarly
canmot be clearly determined from the context; we learn there that
the Loges is ‘commen’. In fr. 5o listeaing to the Logos leads 1o the
acknowledgement that ‘all things are one’. In fr. 108 oxdoowv
héyous fikouge plainly means ‘whose accounts [or perhaps * whose
wards’] 1 have heard’, and in fr. 87 the meaning is simply “word’:
bitt it Lias been shown that this sense would not do in fr. 50, and
hardly in fr. 2. In fr, 39 oU mheloow Adyas means something like *who
was of more account’, or possibly “who was of greater measiire’,
Tri fre. 31, 45, 115, the sense of Aéyos is undoubtedly that of * measure”,
This, then, judged by purely statistical criteria, is the most common
meaning in the extant fragmentss it has already been suggested that
this meaning is an eatly derivative [rom the root-meaning. Miss K.
Freeman, Companion to the Presocratics 116, has well stressed that
the concept of measure is implicit in the Logos of Heraclitus.
But ‘Of the measure, which is as I describe it, men are uncompre-
hending. . ., “the measure being commen. . ., ‘listening not to me
but to the measure. . ."—this makes but little sense. Newertheless,
¢ easure’ is not far from the most plausible sense, and it is mainly
a question of finding an English word which would not seem too
strained. This may be an impossible task: what we are trying 1o
summarize is an idea like ‘ the organized way in which (as Heraclitus
had discovered) all things work'; “plan’ (in 2 non-teleclogical sense),
feule’, even law’ (as in ‘the laws of force’) are possible summaries.
“Principle” is too vague; I suggest the less ambiguous if more
cumbersome phrase ‘formula of things’ as a wanslation of Adyes in
frt, 1, 2, 50. In this formula the idea of measure is implicit, as will
become clear from a consideration of fragments of Groups 1o and 11.

This interpretation of Logos is not new, although the way in

which it is reached is not the usual one. Diels in Herakleitos® on

[ 1 added the tzanslation * Weltgesetz” to that of * Wort'; Capelle
197 found that ‘dieser Logos das allem Geschehen zugrunde
liegende Geserz meint”, but maintained that this ‘law” was the law
of eternal chanpe—in other words, that the idea of ‘measure’ s not
present in Logos; while Busse, Rh.M. 75 (1926) 207, who separated
&t from Aoyou in the opening of fr. 1, according to the interpretation
advanced here was more correct in asserling that *Der Kern der
neuien Lehre aber ist der Gedanke des Weltgesetzes, der unverbriich-
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lichen Gesetzmissigkeit des Weltlaufes’. Gigon 41 destroyed the
effects of his own caution thatAdyes in fr. 1 must have a specific, and
not a general philosophical, sense, by translaring it simply as *truth’
{as well as Word or book), & meaning which is quite foreign to
Heraclitus; although that the content of the Logos was completely
true cannot be doubted, of. Jaeger Theology r1z. The lack of the
positive content which informs all other Heraclitean uses of the
word must be set against Snell's inzerpretation, adopted by Kranz,
of *meaning’, and also the ‘argument” of Verdenius. Demonstrably
false interpretations abound : most surprising is Reinharde’s * Denik-
geseta’ (Parmenides 61, 217, 219; cf. also M. Wundt, Arch. f. Gesch.
d. Philos. 20 (1907) 451), which he assimilates to xpivea 88 Aoye
monUEmpw Eheyyov in Parmenides fr. 7, 5. The interpretation
Logos= Reason occurs in the bizarre treatments of Honigswald
( Philosoph. d. Alrertums® 678, Binswanger (Die Anigke 11 (1935)
141)), and Brecht (Heraklit. Fin Persuch iber den Ursprung der
Phitlosophic passim); its acceptance displays an inability to dissociate
the word {rom its later implications. Even the much more subtle
examination by E. Hoffmann (Die Sprache w. d. archaische Logik 1iL.)
of the connexion between the organization perceptible in things and
the rational expression of it in words is not pethaps germane to
Heraclitus; while Low’s supposition that Aéyos means ‘abstract idea”
and refers specifically to the Adyos of Parmenides can be dismissed,
quite apart from questions of date.

To proceed to the rest of the fragment: the meaning of yivovra:
in el &Evveter y. is admirably explained by Verdenius 280: “The
outcome of his [sc. Heraclitus’] experience is expressed by the term
ylvovren : their coming across the Adyos results in incomprehension.
Fyvoucs often implies the idea of a result. ... (Of the passages
quoted in illustration of this statement the clearest is Thue. 1, 87, 3
dveotdvres B Bibormocy, kod modA® Thelous dytvouto cls EBoKkouy
al omovdal Aedvatier.) In the following sentence, Gigon 3 sees in
ywoptuey y&p mévtwy a deliberate contrast with the verb elva
applied to the Logos—a contrast which anticipates the Platonic one
between the being of eternal Forms and the becoming of transient
and not fully real phenomena. Now it is undoubredly true that,
whether or not he attached the word ésf to the Loges, Heraclitus
would have agreed that the formula of things is unceasingly valid;
in fr. 30 he states that the xéouos of things, which must be the
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manifestation of this formula, is eternal. Undoubtedly, too, yivesa
is a verb which may be accurately applied to things in general, none
of which does not ulimately change and become something else.
But whether the contrast between glven and ylveofen was one which
Heraclitus deliberately made, and one which was instrumental in
the further shaping of his ideas, is extremely doubtful; if it was, it is
surprising that no formal statement (rather than accidental examples)
of the contrast has survived.

Certainly yivopéveoy yop TavTwy is concessive, and TEIPCIPEVOL
may be too, although it could equally well be temporal: “even if
(or even when) they experience my words.” The word-play between
rmelpotow and meiptopevol s presumably intentional, as in frr. 2, 28,
48, 114 with other pairs of words; in the present case it is simply
a stylistic trick and can imply no underlying connexion of sense
Detsveen the similar word-forms, for the connexion is quite ohvious.
The phrase kal éméeov vel Epytov has been well accounted for by
Schottlinder, Hermes 62 (1927) 444, as an epic formula, as in, for
example, 71 xv, 234; Od. 11, 272. In the Homeric poerns the formula
Eoyou Te Ewos e or f) Fren fj# kal fpye is used to complete the hexa-
meter, and often only one of the two clements “word’ and ‘deed’
is required by the context—usually the latter. In Heraclitus the

formula is only slightly changed, and here too it is not 10 be taken

too literally: the words are the means of explanation, the deeds or
events are the things which are explained,” After Bijyetpat comes
an interesting clause which further defines Heraclitus' method of
explanation. Sionpéewov means something more than merely “judging’,
and implies a process of analysis leading up to a judgement, as in the
literal sense ‘divide up’. Diels, then, was right to translate
‘zerlegend’, In Herodotus Bioupkeo is used twelve times in its literal
sense (e.g. 1, 119, 3 Korrex péher 8.); four times meaning “distribute”;
and six times (rwice in the middle voice) meaning ‘judge’; so Powell
Lexicon to Herodotus s.v. The full force of the literal meaning

* The expression can be treated as polar; see Heinimann Nomos a. Pliysis 43
T agree with Gigon 7F. contra Leisegang, Denkformen 7.4, and Hoffmann, Sprache
w, arch, Logik 1 £, that no significant distinetion such as that between single
words and sentences is to be drawn berween Emwos and Adyes. In this fragment
Heraclitus obviously used féeov and not héyev hecause the later had already
accurred in 2 different and specialized sense; in addition, Ewos belongs to the
formula he had in mind, Heinimann's atterapt (D, 93) 10 restrict xerd gUow
Bienipeoy Bxoorov to Epya is not convincing,
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remains apparent in the last sense: so at Tv, 23, § of Tdg Bixpopas
Bienptovrss, where the idea is that of *picking the evidence to picces’
before arriving ar a judgement; also at vIL, 50, 1 (middle voice)
elxbrrens pbv aU ye ToUTeov ExaoTa Biaipéal, where fxaorre emphasizes
the idea of separate treatment of each point in a deseription of a
ciiuation. [t is notable that four out of the six instances in Herodotus
of Bicapeiv meaning *judize’, or rather ‘analyse’, occur in the seventh
book in conversations between Xerxes and an interlocutor, usually
Aprabanos. This book contains a great number of descriptions, for
the henehit of foreigners, of various customs and institutions: it s
natural that these descriptions should invelve analysis, since the
things being described were complex ones; lence the relevance of
Bioapelv. In the fragment of Heraclitus the analysis is applied to
‘each thing” separately, and the analysis is xarrés o, The meaning
of puas in early philosophical contexts is discussed more fully on
pp. 228, Burnet’s view that the word means *material substance’ is
an extreme one, and the sense has to be much wider to fitall the carly
contexts. Heidel, after Aristotle Mer. & 4, 1o14b16, derived from
root gu- meaning ‘ grow’, but this again is not borne out by the bulk
of the early evidence. Tn fact the distinction berween ‘erowth’ and
tescential nature’ is not so great as at first appears: the latter is the
cesult of the former. Nevertheless, the idea of growth is probably
absent from nearly all early uses of pUoi, and certainly from those
in Heraclitus. Gigon 1o {followed by Heinimann patf.) chose to
regard Sicnpéeov ke gUow and ppaZwY BKGS Eyer as quite distinct
processes, *determining things according to their origin and
describing their present state’s his bald announcement that weerde
pUow is equivalent to Grws wpuke does not really settle the issue.
If we translate gUois as ‘real constitution’, whether of individual
things as here or of all such things as in fr. 123, we shall find this to
be a sense which fits the context wherever it occurs in Heraclitus
(and indeed in mearly all other early contexts). In the word
‘constitution” is implicit the idea of arrangement ot organization of
parts, and arising ourt of this the idea of {unetion or behaviour. To
‘distinguish each thing according to its real constitution’ involves
an analysis of a complex object (in this case of *all things’, the whole
sum of one’s experience) which is carried out by means of the
separation and classification of its component parts, gpégeey Ok
Byg1 does not describe a separate stage in the process, unless ppagev
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s considered to be consequent upon Biaipéwv: but both are gram-

matically included in Binyedpa. As Verdenius 273 observed, Gxws
byr is merely a further description of koo gUow, and substantiates
the interpretation of @Uots here as ‘constitution’—an interpretution
which does not run counter, on this occasion, to the interesting but
erratic analysis of R. G. Collingwood, Zhe Idea of ‘Nawre 431, He
grated that ** Nature”, for them [se. the lonian philosophers), never
meant the world or the things which go to make up the world, but
something inhering in these things which made them behave as they

did’. To this I would add that for Heraclitus, at lease, the thing, which

made things behave as they did was some kind of xoapes or order,
an aspect of the Logos or formula which underlay the working of
the sum of things; as will be seen later, an important part of this
formula is the fact that things undergo change into each other
according ro measure. Yet it was not, one may suppose, from the
examination of the constitution of individual things that Heraclitus
arrived at the idea of a common formula of behaviour: rather an
a priori demand for an underlying unity in the world, together with
a consideration of the regularity of large-scale natural changes, led
Him to ‘distinguish each thing according to its constitution’, and to
find the universal formula operating in the behaviour of even the
smallest objects. The explanation of all things (fmsav xad Epyov. ..

Binyyetuen) involves the consideration and definition of separate
instances (Sionpécov Exaorov), and this suggests that the pUots of a

thing, that which governs its behaviour, will testify to the universal
application of the Logos; but by the time the examination of

individual structure takes place the intuition of the Logos has already

occurred.”

The last words of the fragment, Tous & &\hous dvlipdous kTh.,
should be separated from what goes before only by a colon, since
Tous Bt is strongly contrasted with &ye> in &xolwv Eycs Bimyyeduca.
Heraclitus himself understands the Logos perceptible in things, but

1 The phrase keeré gUow resurs in fr. 1120, where I agree with Reinhards,
Permenides 223 n. 1, arainst Heinimann g3 that ks gl inedovtoy belongs
Wojgether: hur see p. 3p0. Nestle, Hermes 73 {1938) 1o f, mentions the frequent
Becutrence of ward glow in Hippocratic writingsg but there the iden of
normality, which is guite foreign to the Heraclitean usage, is usually implied.
In Plate Larws 7200 the meaning is similar to that of Heraclitus: rotme igevégov
e i o waTd U

43

T



F. I

other men [ail to perceive it. moiolow should not be interpreted too
literally: the Logos is perceptible in what they do in so far as what
they do is part of the sum of events in general; there is no event in
which the formula is not at work in some way, but it is presumably
mainly by the objective consideration of events in general, rather
than by a pacticular examination of their own behaviour, that men
are liable 10 apprehend it. The blindness of the majority of men iz
compared with their forgetfulness of what goes on in sleep; the
choice of words in the Greek here does not fully bring out the
parallelism of the analogy, for men while awake fail to recognize an
ever-present truth, yer they are said to forget (on waking, presumably)
what they did in sleep—that is, their dreams, which Heraclitus
considered to be a real if diminished form of activity: ¢f. frr, 21, 26,
75. The latter fault is that of forgetfulness rather than of imper-
cipience. Gigon 6 saw the difficulty, and expliined that &mieofic-
vouTal must here mean simply ‘do not know'. There is no clear
parallel for this sense in extant classical literature (Cebes, first century
A, used the sense “disregard’), where the meaning is always
“to let something which one previously knew escape one’s notice”.
However, it is true that men do not understand the nature of their
activity in sleep, while, on the other hand, they do sometimes
remember their dreams on waking; possibly the former meaning is
intended, yet this would be very involved. Slight inconsistencies in
complex images are not uncommon in the archaic style; the general
point of comparison here is the lack of knowledge resulting in each
case. At any rate the image seems to have been clear enough and
uriusual enough to have provoked a paraphrase by the Stoic emperor
Marcus Aurelius, which has been generally accepted as an original
fragment, fr. 730 (94 p): Marcus Aur. 1v, 46 "Ael 100 ‘Hporderteiou
MerviioBan. . . [fr. 76°], pepvfiofon St ket .. [fr. 1], kel 871 L [fi 2],
kal ém o0 Bet dorep xadevBovros yrotely kol Mysw, kel ydp kol Tére
Sokolpev moiely kol Aédyew' wail Gmi.. . [fr. 74]. Marcus is well
known for his freedom in quotation from earlier authors, and the
string of quotations attributed to Heraclitus is no exception. The
first and second (frr. 76°D, 71D} are obvious and rather mis-
leading paraphrases; the third and fifth (frr. 72, 74) contain
genuine quotations interlarded with Marcus’ own comments. Tt is
not surprising then if the fourth, with which we are concerned
here, is found on consideration not to be a verbatim report of
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Heraclitus, ob 8ef is probably Marcus’ and not Heraclitus' way of
introducing a moral prohibition, as in fr. 74; mowly xal Ayav
~Geeurs in fr. 112D but may well be a reminiscence of Eméwov xad
~ fpywv in fr. 1 (p. 41 above)though this phrase was not un-
‘commom, cf. for example Adyeov Epyev Te méwrwy at Sophocles
O.T. 8641, 'The sentence as a whole lacks the pungency and forceful-
ness of a Heraclitean utterance. The presumed fragment simply
repeats in a prohibitive form the criticism of the majority of men
in the last sentence of fr. 1, and in view of Marcus’ methods is
best taken as 4 rough paraphrase of that criticism; the possibility
that this is the case is admitted also by Gigon 10. Another
paraphrase of the same words may be implicit in fr. 89m, in
- Plutarch, discussed under fr. 2.
It will not have escaped the reader’s notice that fr. 1 shows a
“careful balance and subordination of clauses, It is the longest
continuous piece of Heraclitus’ prose that we possess, and Gigon §
- may be justified in claiming that *Fr. 1 ist ja das ProBmium cines
digicrien Buches’, against the opinion of Diels (Herakleitos® x111)
“and others that the ‘hook’ was simply a collection of yvépen or
‘aphorisms. Nevertheless, Diels’ view is possible: even a verbal
- exposition may naturally begin with an exceptionally complex
pronouacement, or such a pronouncement may later be used as
- introduction to a collection of sayings. Thar the fragment was
carefully worked out is shown by an analysis of the thought-content
in relation to the clauses. Gigon 8. made an elaborate attempt at
(sueh an analysis, though he seems to have missed the main point;
- Snell’s simpler effort (Hermes 61 (1926) 366 n. 1) is more instructive.
There is nothing very obseure: in both the first and second sentence
{ﬂb_fwﬂ to Emyelpen) Heraclitus attacks hig fellow-men on two
geparate but related counts: (1) that the Logos exists, and has the
 properties he attributes to it (it is ‘common’, cf. fr. 2), and is that by
which all things come-to-be—but in spite of this men do not recog-
'% e it in things, though it is there to be recognized by all; (2) that he,
- Heraclitus, actually describes the Logos in words and shows how it
operates in all things, vet men still fail to recognize it. There then
follows a short elaboration of the method by which Heraclitus
“explains the Logos and its manifestations. Finally, he reverts to
“other men, and by means of a simile reasserts attack no. (1), that
‘men fail to see the meaning or structure of their own experience
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of the outside world. In tabular form this argument may he

expressed as follows:

Cri:i:lm_{:t}_ il

ol B hdyou Toli’ idrreg

Yivopiveaw  ydio . TETmY
worren Thy Adyow TR

arama eyeplitre; mowdow
(Bvcommep Swdon eUBoVTES

Eihovidvovran)

Actonl repronch Criticism (2]

el dfuveror yhvouto ket Trpdodey f) dxolom wal

drvliacatren dvodaeneris o Trpdiron,

drmeiponTiv dodkom Tepipevor wal brde el
fprywv draloy

Tous B bR Eyes Bimysiiua,

drviipiamaus henidoel ]—-|
Buzipbeov, . . opdgoav, . .

These criticisms of the generality of men occur aggin and again in
the extant fragments; many of those fragments which exemplify
them are not treated in demil in the present work, since they add
little 1o our knowledge of the Logos and the outside world and are
primarily of interest for Heraclitus’ ethics and his attitude 1oward
his contemporaries. But the pattern of all these attacks upon men is
remarkably consistent, and it is to stress this consistency that the
most relevant fragments (in whole or part) are set out in parallel
opposite. Fragments not otherwise fully discussed in this book are

marked*.
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(9rb 3)

Stobacus Florifegivm 1, 179 (111, 129, 15 Hense) ‘Hpowhelrou .
Ebv véw' Myovrag loyupileafar yod 1@ Evvd mavrwy, dxwo-
mep Vo moAlg xal modd® loyupotépwe: Tpépovral yap mdvreg
ol avlpwmelor’ vipor drd évog Tol Belov: nputel yap Tocolitoy
oudoov E0éheL xul EEapuel mio nal mepLylveron.t

I véey codd, v coni. Wackernagel, Sprachl, ntrs. 3. Hom. 38 n. 4.
2 wits codd., corr.  Schleiermacher, 3 dvfpormor Tr.; dvipdmeo cod.
Paris. 1985 ; dvdpeamor Gesner. 4 {mérreovy Diels, of. Plut, de Joid. 369 A,

By Heraclitus: ... [frr. 108-13].. . Those who speak with sense
must rely on what is common to all, as a city must rely on its law,
and with much greater reliance: for all the laws of men are nourished
by one law, the divine law; for it has as much power as it wishes and
is sufficient for all and is still lefr over.

After quoting fr. 1 Sextus (adv. marh. vir, 132£)) went on to quote
fr. 2, and implied that these were not quite continuous in the work
of Heraclitus: for he savs dMyea mpoBishow tmpépar. Some madern
scholars have tried to :iisungulsh an extant fragment, or f'rdgfnt'nts,
which came in this gap. Such an effort is obviously a vain one:
a considerable part of Heraclitus’ sayings has not survived, and it is
more than possible that the transitional matter mentioned by Sextus
is among this lost material. However, the object of the present
arrangement of the extant fragments is not to attempt to reproduce
the actual order of any ancient book or collection of sayings, but to
group by subject fragments of the same sort and to arrange these
groups in a manner which will best emphasize the structure of
Heraclitus’ thought, so far as we can determine it: it is therefore
permissible to set between frr. 1 and 2 a fragment which will
adequately bridge the gap in sense. This involves looking ahead
a little, to the opening words of fr. 2, 51 Bel fmweofon 6 Ew. In
view of 816 it would seem that some mention of & Euvéy must have
preceded fr. 2; for this reason Bywater in his edition, H. Gomperz,
Wiener St. 43 (rgzz—;) 128fF,, and others proposed that the gap was
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partly filled by fr. 114. This view was supported by Gigon 11ff.,
who added that the gap presumably contained no reference to
Adyos; such a reference would not have been omitted by Sextus,
who was particularly interested in the nature of Logos (which,
however, he completely misinterpreted). This requirement is filled
by the present fragment, which does indeed appear, in spite of its
digression on the nature of Law, to make an adequate transition
between {re. 1 and 23 the fact that it contains two examples of word-
play, however, does not necessarily connect it with fr. 1, where there
is one such example, for this was a favourite device of Heraclitus;
gimilarly, the discursive nature of the fragment does not necessarily
assign it to the proocemium, for fr. 121, for example, clearly from
a different context, is equally discursive. Also, the argument from
the occurrence of 516 at the start of fr. 2 is not absolutely binding:
for the last sentence of fr. 1 might have led on to an announcement
of the fallacy of purely private information (as in sleep), and this
might lead to the conclusion (815 &) that one should follow o
Euwvov—which, if its opposite had already been to some extent
defined, would not require further explanation. However, it
l_f_éIflains possible, though no more, that fr. 114 did fill, or partially
fill, the gap; for, apart from the connexion with fr. 2 through the
mention of 16 §wwéy, its beginning contrasts well enough with the
attack on the impercipient majority at the end of fr. 1—referring
back, it could be maintained, to the enlightened attirude of Heraclitus
himself implied in dkoleow Eyds Bimyelpa.
That this fragment was known to the Stoies, with their interest
in Befos vépos, is indicated by an indubitable reminiscence in
Cleanthes' Hymn ro Zeus, 20f.:

ol taop@ot Beald wowdv vopoy, olte khiouow,
d ey eldpaver gl v Plov sy Dxoww.

Neustadr, Hermes 66 (1931) 397, pointed our thar oUv v in the
second of these lines is unnecessary to the sense and therefore points
back directly to Heraclitus: Cleanthes retained it even though the
~ Heraclitean word-play with Suvé had been destroyed by the later
 form xowdv, Thar the fragment was well known in Stoic circles is
- also suggested by Plutarch, who attribured a paraphrase of the final
words to the Stoics: de fsid. 45, 3694 olr’ dmolov Bnwmeupydv

Ohns Bva ASyov xked plav pdvorew [sc. Beréov], s ol Evwxoi,

i'
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meprywopbvny dmréwtoov kol kperroUooy., On the strength of this
paraphrase Diels considered that méureov should be supplied as
object of mepryiveron: this would alter the sense of the Heraclitean
sentence to ‘. . .and suffices for all and overcomes all’. This, apart
from merely repeating the idea of kporel yop Togolrov dxboov
#0the, makes Eoprel miow intolerably weak and in fact almost robs
it of meaning: for how would a thing that ‘overcomes all” also
‘suffice” for the same things, except in a very strained sense? On the
other hand, it is easy to see how Platarch or his Stoic source was
able to misunderstand meprylverca : once oprel wiow is omitted,
as it is in his version, mepiylveren naturally seems to expect an
objecr, just as kporrel has an implied object; for to have power is to
have power over something. If wepiytveran is absolure, however,
a perfectly good sense is given: the divine law suffices to *nourish’
all the particular human laws that exist, and yer is not exhausted by
praviding this nourishment—on the contrary, it remains unaffected;;
otherwise, obviously, it could not be described as ‘divine’ (and
therefore immortal, imperishable). Burnet’s “suffices for all things
with something 1o spare’ requires that the subject of the verb is
strictly not the whole of the divine law but only a part of it; for
mepryiveoton should only mean *remain over, survive', referring to
the whole of the grammatical subject. Burnet’s translation would,
I take it, imply a situation in which capacity rather than quantitative
expenditure is emphasized, as in the case of a strong fighter who can
take on three other men and still have something to spare; but apart
from the grammatical difficulty involved such an interpretation fails

to take account of the presumably quantitative metaphor of

Tpepovica,  One other linguistic point remains for discussion,
namely, Wackernagel’s supgestion of véy for the uncontracted vée
of the mss. The latter makes the pun with §uvg slightly less exact
(a pun which cannot be reproduced in the English teanslation,
though I have tried to retain the force of the more obvious
ioyupizeoboi—logupotépuws), and the contracted form may be right;
though it oceurs only once each in the rexts of Homer and Hesiod,
and never in Herodows (but this may be due to archaization in the
mss.; cf., for example, Meillet Apercu3 222).

Reinhardt, Parmenides 215 1., tried to maintain that of dvlpdmeio
vépor does not refer to the vopor of the ciry, but to the precepts or
habits of mankind in general; thus the sense of véuos is changed
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dthin the limits of the fragment' there is an ﬁppusitioﬂ like the
pi‘uﬂtm uopos-@Uals, with dvBpditeict vdpol 1epre:-,entmg vépos and
I,‘h!l glg Belog vapog Lﬂpre'senrmg puos. Gigon 14 nbleed that “laws of
men' are dilferent from the law on which a city-state relies, but
maintained that they stand here as a plural form of =6 §uwév and
pepresent ‘ the whole genus of common truths and realities’, 1 agree
with Heinimann, Nomos w. Physis 66, thar this kind of interpretation
{8 unnecessary and misleading: the ‘laws of men’ are not different
from the “laws of the city’, nor are both of these radically opposed
to the ‘one divine law’, though they are greatly inferior 1o it. The
sense of the fragment is quite coherent as it stands, and there is no
need to strain the Greek by taking vépos in different senses. The
formal subject of discussion does change after the first sentence; Law
{8 introduced as a simile and remains the main subject in what
follows, which is strictly an elaboration or explanation of the simile;
but since Law is analogous 1o 16 Euvov the coherence of the sentence
us a whole is maintained. The fragment might be paraphrased thus:
'M:en who want to behave intelligently must base their behaviour
on the formula or rule which operates in (and can be detecred in) all
things. So,in the narrower social sphere, citizens base their behaviour
‘on that which is accepted to be of universal application in all local
~matters, namely the law of their city. But the reason for following
ﬂ:.ﬁ rule underlying all things is even stronger than for obeying city
liws: city laws are not shared in common by and applicable to all
‘men al:ubulmel}r, but only to the citizens of a particular city-state,
whﬂt' ‘what is common to all” (that is, the Logos of fr. 1) has no
: __r:h restrictions, hut is analogous to the single divine law of which
articular codes of law are merely offshoots. Being such, it is even
‘maore 1o be relied on in determining behaviour in its .‘,pher(: than are
' _i’y'iaws in their sphere.’

The last sentence of the fragment is an amplification in very vague

acticle yép refers back to the immediately preceding clause,
povton-Biov; here its causal quality is not 1o be two strongly
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behave. ..’ for it is obviously action as well as speech that is
governed by reliance on 16 Euwdv; in Greek there is no sharp
distinction between the two, at any rate until the development by
the Sophists and rhetoricians of the Aoyog—Epyov contrast and the
eristic proofs of the impossibility of false utterance. Speech and
action are the outeome of the same state of mind., Often, as was seen
on fr. 1, this simple identification led to polar expressions like &mn
kel fpya or Aéyew kel motely, where in fact ondy action ar speech may
be in question ; though sometimes this type of expression is intended
to cover all forms of behaviour. Conversely then one term can
oceasionally be used for both, since there is no rigid differentiation
of their application: thus there is no need to assume as Diels did thar
(xail rololvreg ) s to be supplied.

Heraclitus’ assertion that particular laws are ‘nourished’ by a
single divine law is of the greatest interest. Gigon 121, is clearly
right in supgesting that such a view must have been prompted by
the recent growih of interest in two separate fields, those of ethno-
[l;rap]!}’ and Fawrmakjng. Herodoos is our best L’.Hamp?e for the
confusion caused to his contcmpm“trh.s and predecessors by the
discovery, promulgated by curicus travellers like Solon, Hecataeus,
or Herodotus himself, that human law and custom is not stable or
universal but alters radically from community 1o community. Tt was
the resultant scepticism which gave véuos its typical content in the
pucis—vépos opposition so common after the middle of the fifth
century. A similar result came about through the codification of
laws which took place in most city-states from the seventh century
onwards: the more detailed the law became. the mote it had to
depend on human and fallible interpretations of precedent, and the
less could it be determined by reference simply to clear-cut (and
perhaps absclute) rules of equity, Yet at the same time as these
tendencies were destroving faith in the adeguacy or universality of
the véper of men, the old belief in Népos as an unquestioned guide
to behaviour continued. Thus Pindar, though atributing o it
arhitrary powers, describes Law as “king of mortals and immortals’,
fr. 169 Schréder Nouos & mdvreov Pamihels Svarriy ¢ kal dfovdmaoy
&yel Bwenddv 1o Piondrorov Ummeprére yepl. It was the basis of
society, and Heraclitus himselt said (fr. 44) that ‘the people must
fight for the law as they do for the city wall’. Thus the idea of
a kowds véuos, which can also be described as @eiog, retains its
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meaning, as can be seen from the following two passages written
when the validity of particular (1101) véuer was commonly attacked:
Gorgias Epitaphios (DK 828 6) . . .moAhd 5t véuou drpiPeics Adywv
dpbérnTa [sc. TpoxpivovTes], Tolrov voplzovres Sebrotov  wal
KooTHTEY voloy, T Biov fv T Béovt! kol Afyewv kol ovydv kol
moiely . . .3 Thueyvdides 111, 82, 6 (of the effects of srasis) val Tés &
ogis corous TioTog oU T Oeiey wopw pdMAov dkporuvovTo T T
kov T1 ropavoufizon {cf. also Plato Laws 716 A, with which fr. o4
ghould be compared). In both these passages the divine law is
universal, and there is no doubt that this is the sense of the fragment
of Heraclitus: it is for this reason that it is deseribed as ‘divine’,
though this is not to say that *divine’ cannot be predicated of other
subjects too.”

The relationship between the one, universal, divine Law and the
many, particular laws of men is expressed — or rather dmhuwui—]}y
the verb tpdpovran. [ have translated it as “are nousished’, which is
us close as possible here to its basic sense ‘thicken, clot’.? ﬁn weaker
sense, ‘are maintained’, is also possible. In either case the word is
A surprising one in the context: in other early philosophical writings
it is applied solely to solid objects like living creatures, stars, rivers
(nourished by Okeanos at /1. xx1, 195£.), or, in meulc_:du fr. 30,
to the Strife which is equal in bulk to earth, water, air and fire. The
explanation of Heraclitus' usage is, in part, that he would have been
unable to define any other type of *being’ than corporeal being, and
40 laws, which undoubtedly exist, might be theught of as corporeal
and so maintainable by corporeal processes. On the other hand,

Y On the development of the conrent of vouos, of. Heinimann 5989, His
qreptment of this fragment on pp. 65 0 i sound wneil @ deals wigl: *Orphic’
parallels. Gigon compared the Gelog véuog of the fragment with the &ypogor
Wbpat firsr defined by Thocydides 11, 37, 3. . kel Soo [sc, vopo] Gypogor Svtes
alogiuny dpchoyoupivry glpovew,. A disincton of this kind was common
An the fourth cenmiry; Aristotle makes iv very clearly, and it can be seen from the

Aullowing passage that the basis of the dlsti wetion was the old contrast berween

Thios and wowds: Rker, A 1o, 1368 b7 wipes B forhe & piv TBieg & BE wowds
Mevea b 1Brov piv kel by yay.:auuunu mokrroovTon, kowdy B Soo dypaga

Maps wRow dpshoyeiolon Sowd, Doubitless the distinction between a xowds

wépog and 1o vepe (racher than berwesn unwriten and writen laws) was

peengnized by Heraclitus and his contemporacies: if this is so, the continuity
und coherence of fro 114 become guite clear.

¥ CFf. Boisacq, Dictionnaire Erymologigue de la Langue grecque, s.v. The root

s the same as thar of SpapPos; of. yaha Bpbpam at Od. 1%, 246,
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I think that he would also have been aware that TptpovTan was in
some degree a metaphor, However we look at it, the usage is a very
unusual and striking one; taken with the imaginative imagery of the
last sentence it provides a convineing instance of the powerful
character of Heraclitus’ prose style, and suggests that he was spurred
to an unusual intensity of description by the contemplation of the
Euvdy, the Beios véuos, just as Aeschylus or Pindar rose to special
heights when dealing with the more venerable aspects of the
Olympian Zeus. By this equation of elog vépos with 70 Guvdv it is
not suggested that for Heraclitus 8efog meant nothing more than
‘permanent’ or ‘universal’; the use of 8eds in frr, 82-3, 78, 79,
102, 67 shows that he did not entirely dissociate the word from the
emotional calouring provided by traditional religion—a fact which is
openly recognized in fr. 32, ‘One thing, the only truly wise thing,
is both unwilling and willing to be called by the name of ZLeus’.
Just as the author of Meraphysics A was also the composer of a
hymn to Virtue which included a serious reference to Zeus Kenios, 50
Heraclitus did not reject outright the loftier concepts of Olympianism.
In fr. 102 a contrast analogous to that of this {r. 114, between the
variability of human decisions and the stability of the universal rule,
employs the term & 8eés quite unequivocally: ‘To god all things are
fair and good and just, but men have supposed some things to be
unjust and others just.” At the same time it can be maintained that
by 8eés he meant more or less the same as is meant by the Logos of
fr. 1, the Euwév or Beios vopos of this fragment. The relationship
between the ‘one law, the divine law’ and the ‘laws of men’ is
somewhat different from that between the Euvwds hdyos of fr. 2
(identifying the Logos of fr. 1 with the *that which is common to
all” of the first part of this 1. 114) and the [§io ppévnois of the same
fragment or the sleep-like impercipience deseribed in fr. 1: for the
“laws of men” are not entirely cut off from their source. The ‘divine
law’ is perceptible in things, and human laws are effective in so far
as they coincide with the one law or formula which contrels not
merely a particular society of men but the whole complex of existing
things, animate and inanimate. Yet the relationship was not simply
one of imitation on the part of human laws: divine law played it
part in & concrete manner, as is implied by the rerm wpépovran, To
revert entirely to later, Platonic, concepts: for Heraclitus the
relationship between particular men or things and the one universal
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Mormula or law was boek wiunois and pébelis ; for the naive corpo realist

there is no illogicality in this. But here the discussion goes beyond
Heraclitus.
The relationship implied by Tpépovren is further elucidared by the
last sentence, where the atrributes of the one divine law are complete
ower, complete sufficiency for others, and complete sel(-sulficiency.
ese artributes are exactly those of & fedg: wporel and eopre
xpress the absolute power, meptylveren the immortality, which are
the two chief marks of the divine from Homer onwards. The sentient
imagery of éxdoov 08 is made possible by the previous use of
filou, whether one thinks of an anthropomorphic god or of
Xenophanes' non-anthropomarphic deity, which however olhog
8pi, cUhos B¢ vesl, olihos B¢ T dxreler (fr. 24). The whole sentence is
poetieal in character and should not be subjected to too literal an
analysis.

Immediately before fr. 114 in the collection of Stobasus comes
unother saving attributed to Heraclitus, accepted by Diels as fr. 113:
Florilegium 1,179 §uvdv tor mdon o ppoveiv. Bywater, deceived no
doubt by the omission in most mss, of the lemmata for this group of
excerpts from Heraclitus, took it as the original prelude to fr. 114;
this is most improbable, for it spoils by anticipation the pun between
By voeo and §uvéd ; the alteration from gpoveiv 1o AyeovTas is point-
less and confusing; and Suvés is used in different senses in each case,

which, although a device employed by Heraclitus ro emphasize

i conteast, would here merely obscure the point. Also, wéor must

‘mean ‘to all men’, while wévreev in fr. 114 must, from the context

und the analogy with law, mean ‘all things® (including no doubt all

‘men as well as inanimate objects), In fact, the so-called fragment is
‘suspect whether or not it is connected with fr. 114, Gigon 16£,,
Nowever (followed by Walzer, Eraclito ad fr.), was suspicious only

of éo: but Reinhardt, Parmenides 214, had pointed out that the
gusertion that sense is within the reach of all does not mean that every
imbecile can become a sage: it means that the recognition of the
Logos, a recognition which leads to a sensible cutlook, is available
to all in that the Logos is present, though not obviously so, in all
things. ‘Common’ as applied to the Logos means, primarily,
*operative in all things’, just as in fr. 8o war is said to be ‘common’
In the sense of universal. By inference, since men have the faculties
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to perceive all things, the Logos is ‘common’ to them in the
subsidiary sense that it is possible for them all to apprehend it;
though but few of them do apprehend it. This is the implication of
frr. 1, 114, 2: yet one may well doubt whether Heraclitus would have
explicitly used Euvée in this subsidiary sense where some other
expression would have done equally well; for him it was almost
a technical term, and to have used the subsidiary sense except by
implication (as in I8iev gpdvnowv in fr. 2 below) would have
diminished the force of the technical sense. Stobaeus collected other
weak paraphrases, e.g. frr. 109, 112, 116D ; the probability is that this
staternent is merely a short version of the general sense of fr. 2 in
particular. A succinet saying of this sort might well have become
a popular ome, whether original or not, comparable with those in the
collection of apophthegms attributed by Demetrius of Phaleran to
the Seven Sages and transmitted by Stobaeus. This would account
for its repetition by Plotinus, Enn. vi, 5, 10 kod yép val 16 ppovelv

w&ow Shov' Ei1d wad Euvov 7o povely, el 1é piv &BSe, 1o B¢ Bl dv. Tn

this version Euvév has adifferentsense fromany which is likely to have
been used by Heraclitus: intelligence is said to be invariable for
all, that is, wisdom is not relative. On fr. 113D see also p. 63.

2
(928)

Sextus Empiricus adv, marh. vii, 133 (post fr. 1) .. .éAlya mpo-
Biehfoov’ Emigépe S1b bel EnecBat T@ (Evvd, TouTéoTt TG ) Kowd -
Euus ydo 0 kowds' el Aéyouv § édvrog Euved Lwauaiy ol modkol
tog i8iav Exovreg pdvnow. i & foTiv alk &hhe T1 &N EEQynois
7ol TpéTou Tol THs Tol mavrds Siowroecs. Bi1b ke’ & dv alrroll
Tij5 Wviipns koweviawpey, dhnbelopey, & 88 Gy iBidowpey, waubépsta,
1 mpoohshddw cond. Bekker. 2 () Bekker; B pro vowd seripsit
Schleiermacher,

(After fr. 1). . .A lizele further on ke adds: Therefore it is necessary
to follow the common (thar is, the universal: for ‘common’ means
‘universal’): but although the Logos is common the many live as
though they had a private understanding.— This is nothing other than
an explanation of the way in which the universe is ruled, Therefore in so
far as we share in awarensss of this, we speak the truth, but in so far
as we remain independent of it, we lie.

Euvog yop 6 xowos is obviously a gloss by Sextus or his source:

Kkowds is the later form of §uvds,” and one which (though found in
Herodorus) Heraclitus would hardly have used ; he uses the epic and
Tonic form §uvés, as we may judge from frr. 8o, 103, 114, as well as
the later occurrence in this fragment. Nor is this onic form in these
fragments due to a later process of re-Ionicization, for Sextus’ aloss
shows that it was not too well known in his time at any rate, The
re-establishment of what were considered to be appropriate dia-
leetal forms did not come into vogue much earlier than a century

“and a half before, Tt goes without saying thar if Sextus or his source

had had xowd in front of them, then there would have been no need
for a gloss ar this point, We must either suppose as Schleiermacher
did that Ewwé is 1o be read for kowd, or, with Bekker followed by
almost all later scholars, that the original fuvéd together with an

P T have reanslated by “universal” and ‘common”’ above, nor becanse there is
uny distincrion of meaning in the Greek, but in the absence of an archaic English
form of ‘common’,
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explanatory phrase connecting it with kowéd has been lost from our
text of Sextus. In this case the gloss would have heen a reperitive
one; if any words were to be dropped as redundant they should have
been either the words equating fuvd with kewd (something like
Belkker's conjecture Toutéom Td xowé), or the phrase s ydp 6
rowds. As it is, the original word, the one that required explanation,
is missing from the text, which makes nonsense of the gloss which
follows; it is easy to understand, however, how in an effort ro
simplify the repetitive gloss the wrong word should have been
retained. "’L}_,alm-t the much simpler explanation of Schleiermacher,
that an original §uvdd has merely been corrupted into the present
kowd from the gloss which follows, is the yap of §uvds yé&p ©
kowds, This explanatory particle would have been quite unnecessary
for a simple equation berween the earlier and later form; it implies
a definition or restriction that has already been given, and in this
case lost.

That Heraclitus® words were those printed in heavy type above is
accepted by most modern commentators, e.c. by Diels, Reinhard,
Kranz, Gigon, Walzer, Bywater, however, rejected the whole of
the first clause us an earlier 2loss misunderstood by Sextus; while
Burnet at one stage accepted nothing but zdovew—gpévnuw, and
later went to the opposite extreme and attributed to Heraclitus the
whole quotation as it stands in Sextus (EGP* 139 n. 2).

The fragment draws a conclusion pertaining to human behaviour
from some general assertion of the ‘commen’ property of the Logos
or formula of things; since there is one common rule or law which
underlies the behaviour (yiveaGen) of all things, then men are
subject to this law and, if they want to live effectively, must ‘follow’
it. Fr. 114, as has been seen, made a general assertion of this sort
about td Euvdy, although there the only implied identification of it
is a5 Gelos vépos and not as ?ubyo;; as has been observed, the two
ideas are complementary. In that fragment the generahzatmn was
itself the justification of a preceding assertion that men should rely
on that which is common to all; this does not of iself rule our the
possibility that fr. 2, as well, develops the implications of the
g;.nerallzﬂmn in fr. 114, for an a~h -astructure (" men must. . . because
the Logos is common. . .therefore men musr. ..") suits the naive
architectonic character of Heraclitus® exposirory method, so far as
this can be judged from the few extant fragments composed of more
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than a single sentence. Thus in fr. 1 there is an a<b-a-b arrangement:
*The Logos is this. . .but men are uncomprehending. . .all things
'hlppen according to the Logos...men are like people of no
experience. ... There is a close parallelism in structure between
fr, 1 and fr. 2, as Reinhardt, Parmenides 61, and Gigon 4 have noted:

| Fr. 1 to0 8k Adyouw Tobt Wvies | dul diverar ylvovral dvdpeerror, .,

Fr, 2 7ol Adyou B fdvros Euvol zeoouiy el mokdol dig Blaw, | .
[ |

~ It would be wrong to draw from this parallelism alone the conclusion
that these two fragments necessarily came close together in
Heraclitus® own arrangement of his sayings; but the similarity of
~ subject-matter together with Sextus’ informarion makes such a
~ gonjecture a probable one. Fr. 114 may have come between. Fr, 2
contains the only explicit affirmation in the extant fragments thar the
Logos is Suwds, although this is plainly implied in the words
ywepbveor yép mévTwy ke Tov Adyov Tovbe in fr. 1 and the
* description of the 8eiog vopos in fr. 114, The fact thar 18 §wq: has
- Just been mentioned makes it permissible to conclude that the pmhw
vefers primarily 1o the Logos. Nevertheless, in fr. 114 and the first
tlause of this fr. 2 7 Euvéw is not just used as a periphrasis for Logos:
rather it is a separate term in an inferential argument which leads to
the eonelusion that men should *follow’ the Lopos—an argument
~ which may be recast into syllogistic form as follows: If there is
Jnything which is *common to” all things, then men should not try
1o escape it in their behaviour; the Logos is common to all things;
herefore men should *follow’ the Logos. In this argument, which
~ geems to underlie frr. 1, 114, 2, two separate asswmplions are made:
1) the Logos is present in all things, or common to all things;
21) men should not contravene a rule which applies 1o all things.
"'zl} s exp!:unv stated in the YIWOPEVIV . . TIEVTOY KaTa TOU Adyov
16-.!5& of fr. 1, and more plai.:]}; still in the ToU héyou & édvros
*'&Nuﬁ'r of fr. 2; what the Logos is and how it works in a variety of
different cases is explained in L fr. 50 and the fragments of Groups 2-6,
{5} is stated in the first clauses of frr. 114 and 2—but no clarification
II-.fw explanation of this assumption remains. Perhaps the £ which
utroduces the statement in fr. 2 means that some explanation pre-
,,rmded this fragment, and is now lost; perhaps it merely referred
A vaguely to the content of fr. 15 conceivably it referred to the
J ﬂtenmnt in fr. 114, or a similar statement, thar the *divine Law’ is
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all-powerful and all-sufficient. However, the assumption may have
been an axiom, requiring no justification or elaboration: if there is
one law or formula wvisible at work in all parts of the changing
outside world, and if it is held to apply to men as well as 1o every-
thing else, then it is self-evident that to use one's strength and will
to work against this formula is to coust disaster, This axiom was
later accepted in the Stoic ideal of dpohoyouptves 3fjv, an icdeal
which may have been derived from reflexion on Heraclitus doctrine
of the Logos. In itself this axiom does not reveal an atirude which
differed much from the artitude of Heraclitus' contemporaries to the
outside world and the forces which ruled it, though different rerms
are used. In the terms of traditional religion, all things are ruled by
the gods, both men and ‘nature’— winds, sea, sky, crops and so on.
The same Zeus who punishes human wrongdoing such as the ill-
treatment of a suppliant controls the wind and the rain and the heat
of summer. To put to sea in midwinter involves UBpis just as high-
handedness in personal relationships does. Heraclitus accepred this
kind of view and applied it, perhaps more cleatly than it had been
applied before, to a new conception of natural order.

The use of émeoficn in the sense ‘follow, obey’ recalls the Delphic
motto 9ed #mou, which is adapted in the Pyrhagorean Symbole
according to lamblichus Prorrepricus 21. Heradotus v, 18, 2 has
Emreo vope (véuos here=‘custom”); for similar uses cf. also LS) s.v,,
1, 7. The word may be held ta apply especially, at this period, to
obedience of an unquestioned authority. To turn to the last clause
of the fragment: of mokhet avoids the absolute condemnation of
ToUs &¢ &Mhous dvBpdommous in fr. 1, and allows for the possibility that
some men as well as Heraclitus have comprehended the truth that
confronts them; so pechaps in fr. 17, also in association with the root
gpov-. This root has different shades of meaning, from ‘understand’
to ‘perceive’ (see also K. Fraenkel deschylus, Agamemnon 11, 105):
Aristotle, de an. T 3, 427a211f., asserted that “the old thinkers say
that epovely and olofidusation are the same’ and guoted Empedocles
fr. 108 to prove his point; cf. idem fr. 107 xei Tolrrois ppovioust ke
fBovr’ #5° dwnddvuran. That Aristotle’s peneralization is misleading is
shown by, for example, Parmenides fr. 16, where ppovéar is uamis-
takably associated in sense with voos and vénpe. Another aspect of
opovely, ppévnans (developed in the compound owgppovelv) is “good
sense’: so, for example, in the injunetion attributed to Pitracus,

)

FR. 2

epérreve gpdvnotv. This certainly cannot be the meaning either in
. 2 orin fr. 171 in the latter the use of a verb originally implying
physical contact—&ywupeiv—as a prelude to gpovelv or its negative
suggests that a physical perception is involved; but probably the
idea of reflexion on the dara of sense-perception is present tao, as it

I8 in ywdoxew, the negative of which in fr. 17 describes an extreme
‘stage of men’s obtuseness. In fr. 2 gpovnois is also best interprered
ag including both the idea of actual perception and that of drawing
the right conclusion from this perception. The accurate perception
of things and events is the necessary prelude to the discovery of the
Logos or formula which underlies those things and events, as is
suggested in the group of fragments (55, 107, 101 a) which assess
various forms of sense-perception. Nor is this the only practical
content of ppdvnais: [ agree with Jacger, Paideia 1 (Eng, trans.?,
Oxford, 1946), p. 460 nn. 158 and 161, that ‘ppduneis is knowledge
related to action’, that ‘knowledpe for Heraclitus implies both
“speech and action”’, The reference in this latter remark is to
brrdov xath Epyeov in fr. 1 and Aeyew kel oty in the dubious fr. 112:
I would add Ebv vép Myovtas in fr. 114, on which 1 have already
commented that speech must conform with action, and that at this
period the rwo things normally went together. In fr. 2 the inevitable
practical results of gpévnars, of whatever form, are implied by the
use of the verb zdcuaw, which stresses active behaviour as well as
passive functions such as perception and understanding, Jaeger well
concludes (p. 180) thar ‘Heraclitus was the first philosopher to
introduce the idea of ppévnois and o put it on a level with coglo:
 that is, he connected knowledge of Being with insight into human
values and conduct, and made the former include the latter’.' It is
important not to be misled by the contrast between Euvol and {Blaw
into thinking that an equally exact contrast exists between Aoyou
and pedvnew: this would lead—and has led some scholars®—to the

T Snell, *Die Ausdriicke I, d. Begriff des Wissens in d. vorplatonischen
Philosophie’, Ph.U. 29 (1924) 381, remarks on the strong verhal force retained
:{.n erbal nouns in -mg, which, as Diels, S8 Her (1901) 190 ff,, held, were
nvented chiefly in the easlier pare of the fifth cenoury. Unflortunarely ppdvnos
does not fall within Snell’s subjects in it the strong verhal force is not -
dlasely apparent, but it is present nevertheless, so that we should perhaps

slate gpdvmaw in fr. 2 as ‘process of understanding (through perception)’.
1 Nombly E. Liw, who in a series of articles (Arch. fi Gesch. d. Philos.
145 24 (1918) 63 1L, ; earlier ones clred by Nestle, op. cit, ns. 18 {1912) 275, in his
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conclusion that Adyos refers to a type of understanding or apprehen-
sion. On the contrary, it refers 1o an ofyece of sucli a mental process

the primary object, in that it occurs in all things and events without
exception. Thus there is sufficient connexion between Aéyou and
ppovnow to ensure that the opposition between their significant

epithets is not lost; but it is a connexion of relation rather than of

kind. The opposite of 1&ie gpévnais would not be Euvi) epdvmons,
which is nonsense (in spite of fr. 1130}, but gpdunais ol Suvel,
which would include the §uvés hdyes. We cannot separate gpovneis
from its objects any more than from irs results {(speech or action): it
is the objects which are primarily ‘private’, and thence the process
of apprehending and thinking abour those objects. There is little
need to add that this way of thinking cuts one off from the real
world and the chance of recognizing the common formula which
permeates that world: one is as though asleep, in the private and
delusory world of dreams. For other expressions in the fragments of
the idea implicit in {8lav opdvnow see p. 47.

Nothing has been said so far, either under this fragment or under
fr. 1, about the accuracy of Sextus’ interpretation of these statements.
Sextus is writing from the point of view of a sceptic, whose muin
interest is in episternology: he therefore gives them an epistemo-
logical interpretation. On fr. 1 he remarks: *Hereby he expressly
propounds that we do and think everything by partaking in the
divine Logos. His comment on fr. 2 is quoted in the translation
above: ) &' toriv olk &Mhe T1 GAA" EENynois. . . cannot mean (as Low,
in the first of the articles cited above, thought it meant) that the
opdunois of {r. 2 is the ‘explanation of the manner of the government
of the universe’; 1y is quite obviously attracted by &nfynois from 7o,
anud refers either to the propositon that the Logos is common, or 1o
the whole of frr, 1 and 2. Finally, he concludes by saying (vir, 134,
after weuBopsda): ‘In these words too (e fr. 2) he now most
expressly declares the common Logos to be the eriterion, and says
refutation of Léw, to which must be added Léw's article on fr. 2 in the same
volume, 456 ) advanced the exrraordinary view of a quarrel between Hera-
clitns and Partmenides on upisir,“tnuh]gica] TEtters, i wiich Heraclitne ateecks
Adyos as ‘abstact idea’. Reinhardr, Parmesider 62 ff. and 217 ff, was also
migled by the preconception that Aéyos must mean something in the same
category in Herachws and in Parmenides: he wanslaed ir as "Denkgesers’
Tiiw's artdele on ppovele and verlv in H. and 1., PAiL Wechenschr, 49 (1920)
cols. 426 M., is vitiated by the same primary blunder.
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that those things which appear in common to all are reliable, as being
Judged by the common Logos, while those which appear to each
man privarely are false.” These comments show clearly that Sextus
accepts the Stoic interpretation of Logos as the universal Reason,
In which men share; on to this concept he has arafted the epistemo-
Jogical view that the criterion of truth is its universality. There is
nothing in this which corresponds with what Heraclitus appears to
have meant by his Adyos. Ashas been seen, the Logos being common
10 all things and to all men means for Heraclitus that it is a fact, and
4 fact of the greatest importance for men; it is also within the reach
ofall. Burt there is no explicit epistemology in this beyond the axiom
that beliefs which do not correspond with the real state of things are
deceptive. Fr. 113D has already been considered under fr. 114 (to
which it has frequently been artached), and the conclusion reached
that it is a vapue paraphrase, particularly of fr. 2. Tt looks as though
gome ingenuous interpreter reasoned thus: * Heraclitus criticized the
majority of men for having an 18lav gpévnew: therefoze he thought
that gpoveiv should be fuvév.” The only adequate interpretation of
the sentence as it stands, with or without ndo1 (which is omitted in
Plotinus), depends on giving gpoveiv the sense e gpovelv or
geppovetv, which it only carries in Heraclitus in other members of
this suspicious group of sayings in Stobaeus, frr. 112D and 116D,
Another saying attributed to Heraclitus, {r. 89p (958), seems to
be @ later paraphrase partly of the last clause of fr. 2 and partly of
the last sentence of fr. 1: Plutarch de superst. 3, 166¢ & “HpdwAarros
R et ¢y yopdony v el mowby Koouau elvo, wiw B8 Kollauavey
ﬁuwws!gfb:no—; - &ﬁd&-rpécpmﬁm. 64 Bt BumBaipow kowos oUbels
o xéopost obre Tup E}fpnwpwg T gpoveuvT YpfiTon olTe
Koibpevas dmaihdrreren ToU TapdTrovos . . .. Diels accepted only
the first clause (*to those who are awake there is one common
world’) as Heraclitean: so Kranz in DK. However, the choice of
words does not suppost this view: kowdv insread of §uvéy may be
0 single alteration by Plutarch for the sake of clarity; more impor-
tant, however, is the use of kdopov here. A full discussion of the
warly uses of this word can be found under fr. 30 (pp. 311 ff.); there
the result is reached that for Heraclitus its sense is the basic one of
Yorder’, rather than the common derived sense of “world’. In the
- words attributed 1o Heraclitus by Plutarch the sum of ones
gxperience is meant, and the sense of ‘order’ certainly cannot be
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stressed. In Plutarch’s subsequent comment the interpretation of
Kk&apos s less sure; what he means is that the superstitious man
cannot achieve a sane and single view of things, either waking or
sleeping; bur unless kéouos is to refer to the order of his thoughts
(an interpretation which cannot be applied to the words attributed
to Heraclitus) it must be closer 1o the sense of *world’. The second
part of the quotation also contzins signs of rewording. Elsewhere
(fre. 75, 88; 1, 21, 26) Heraclitus uses kafsuSaw or e08ew for “sleep’—
not that this is a binding argument, for xowpdcto is a perfectly
possible word for him to have used, too. Also, with 61ov we must
presumably understand kéopov, which would be equally suspect here
as above. Possibly iy or olkniny should be read (see p. 284):
gxaoTov s olkniny dvacrpépecton’ is possible archaic Greek, and
reminds one of the language (though not the odd sense) of a saying
attributed 1o Pythagoras by Hippolytus, Refl vi, 26 (p. 153 W.) ix
TS 18ing &dw dmoBnufls uh dmorpipour € BE i, *Eptvwies Adkng
Errixovpol ot perehetoovton, The last sentence is almost identical with
the last sentence of Heraclitus fr. 94, where, however, the context is
quite different; and it is impossible not to wonder whether the first
sentence also is really derived from Heraclitus: see, however, the
discussion on p. 285. On the whole T am inclined to hazard the
conjecture that éxoomov. . &mooTpépeofiol represented some words
of Heraclitus which reproduced more graphically the idea of i5ia
ppovnois: perhaps they were, as Plutarch suggests, originally
connected with a word for sleepers; though the final part of fr. 1,
which was presumably well known, would be quite sufficient in
itself to cause the connexion of ‘each returns to his private land’
with sleep, as an analogy to the condition of most men when awake.
The earlier part of Plutarch’s attributed sentence, on the other hand,
has no claims to originality, Neither part adds materially to what we
already know.?

' dvagrplgeoben [, droorpépeodan codd. cerr. Fither reacing is possible,

* It is true that Plutarch’s quotations from Heraclitus usually seem to he
sustworthy: but most of them are quonations in direct speech, while the
indirect speech of this passage leaves the way open for considerable freedom.
No other reference to Heraclits® own wards is thus obliquely intraduced after
gy,

50
(18)

Hippolytus Refutario 1x,9, 1(p. 241 Wendland) ‘Hpésherros piv olivt
- gmoty elvon T wav Biperdv &SwdpeTow, yevnov dydurtoy, Burtoy
Aldorrey, Adyeov aidver, Trorrépec uidy, Brév Blkeiov? ot épol &AA
%00 Adyou? axodoavrag bpuohoyelv cogpiv éotiv Ev mdvTa elve,+
0 Hpdwherrds gnot kad 611 Tolito olk foaew méures oUBE duohoyoliow
bmieugeTon HBE oS . (seq. fr. 51).

1 olv (hvy onow Bernays, Diels. 2 Sikonov (&Bov) Diels:, . . 0edv: Bikonor
olk el kvh, Begk, . Gompers. 3 Mﬂ'g cod, em. Bernavs.

4 8o cod., Bergl, Bernavs, H, Gomperz: em, Miller fere omnium consensu,

Heraclitus, then, says that the whole is divisible and indivisible, has
gome into being and not come into being, is mortal and immortal; that
Logos is Aeon, the Fatker is the Son, God is Justice: Listening not to
me but to the Lopos it is wise to agree [homo-log-ein] thar all things
are one, says Heraclitus: and that they all ipnore this and do not agree
he conplains in words like these:. . (fr. 51 follows).

Hippolytus, after affirming that the heresy of Noetus that Father and
Son are the same is really derived from Heraclitus and therefore
pagan, introduces a series of quotations from Heraclitus in sub-
stantiation of this, of which this is the first. Heraclitus held that all
apparent opposites are really the same; therefore, Hippolytus con-
cluded, there is no difference berween father and son—an identifica-
tion which Hippolytus believed to be implied in fr. 52. The opposite
qualities which Hippolytus here arributed to the Whole, and the
identifications of Logos and Aeon, ete. (which seem to be separate
identifications, and not necessarily deseriptions of the Whole),
tepresent his own ideas® and are irrelevant to an objective assessment
of Heraclitus; thus it is unnecessary to try to reconcile Hippolytus’
bﬂﬂchmnistic description of Heraclitus® theary with the actual words
quoted, by supplying with Diels *the whole is one, divisible and
ndivisible. . .". Two of Hippolytus’ pairs of words are difficult:

! Though formally based on fr. 673 of. aléo the gloss embedded in thar
gment: Tdvorrio &ravra olvos & vois,
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perhaps, as Keanz in DK suggests, Myov aéva means “the eternal
Logos is the same as a lifetime’—but not all the pairs are true
opposites, and the reference is probably ro Gnosticism, as with the
next pair; Valentinus held that the téheos Aldov produced Nofis,
which produced Adyos and Zer, according to Trenaeus adv, heres.
t, 1. The last pair has given rise to much unnecessary speculation;;
Diels wanted to supply &8ixov, but this leaves 8edv in the air, as does
the theory of Bergk, adopted by H. Gompers ( Wiener St. 43 (1922-3)
118), thar Sixenov really helongs to the quotation from Heraclitus.
Even more improbable is Heidel's suggestion thar the contrast is
a reminiscence of Plato Crae, 41204134, where both Sikaiov and
Aer ave derived from Siadév. Not surprisingly the right solution is
supplied by a student of Hippolytus, not of Heraclitus: Wendland,
Hippolyeus 11,241, explains that there is a common Gnostic antithesis
of beds (the Old Testament Jehovah)) and Sixenov (the absolure God),
especially in Marcion.

The writer of the single extant manuseript of this part of
Hippolytus' treatise was obviously unsure whether 8dyporos or
héyou was correct in the quotation; we need not hesitate 1o accept
the second since, apart from the facts that only thus does the sentence
have any point, and that an opposition between a person and his
opinion or teaching is impossible (see on fr. 1), the word 8dypa is
not found before the fourth century b.c.

Bergk and H. Gomperz, by trying to retain the ms. reading
eldeven, and taking Sikenov into the quotation as that on which
duokoysiv depends, get into difficulty with éomiv. Apart from this,

‘the one Wise knc:-ws all things® or *Wisdom is one, to know all
things’, is scarcely what we should expect. 1 do not believe, as
will be shown later under Group 12 (fre. 41, 32, 108), that
Heraclitus envisaged an ahsolute 76 copdv which was identical with
the Logos; nor, if copév . . v here is equivalent 1o &v 1o copdv in
fr. 41 (it is obvious in any case thar the emission of the article is
difficult; more difficult, for example, than in fr. 108), does it seem
likely that wisdom for men should consist in “knowing all things’—
a difficult task indeed, while the gist of Heraclitus’ other remarks is
that the truth about things (implying wisdem) is not impessible to
find, In fr. 41 wisdom is said to consist in this alone, the under-
standing of “how things are controlled”. This is a much smaller
subject. The fact that leaew oceurs in the remark of Hippolytus
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_ i follows is, as Gigon commented, ne support for elféven : for
b ubfect of foco is the same as the object of épohoyelv. The Pavis
o by no means impeceable; elven is far more tolerable on the
hinels of sense, and the emendation may be accepted.
htm already heen shown that & Adyos for Heraclitus usually means
thmg ousside himself, namely, the formula of all things. The
‘my Woard’, even if the content of the “Word" is read into this
1r'qll,- has been shown to be unsuitable in most contexts in the
ents, but particularly in this one. A contrast berween a
lker and his Aoyes is oo bizarre,! and especially for Heraclitus,
I0 shows no signs of wishing to subdue his own personality in hrs
puncement af the truth. The use of dxoliomras does not affect
{gsue; in fr. 278 Euvdy was the object of fmeaen, which thus has
minished quasi-metaphosical sense, *act in accordance with',
t may be here—dxeloavras might snnplg,r imply ‘obey’. On the
ar hand, it may be explained as referring prn‘anl} to duol: or
verls is due to the fact that a Logos in another sense is ‘heard”,
v, it is pertectly pnsmbie that some degree of pcrs:::mhcauan of
08 15 implied: the Logos is present in all things, it is obvious, it
5 ifs pre'wme'.‘ Halscher is surely too literal in asking ‘by
hom the Logos is spoken’ (Faria Pariorum: Fesygabe f. K. Rein-
¢ 71). Heraclitus is trying to say that the truth which he wants to
gate is not just some idea of his own: it can be detected in many
il ways, for it is common to all things; his own Expfdnatmns,
ever, should make it more readily comprehensible (see fr. 1)
ﬁ}aeu should not of course be taken as prohibiting men from
ing to Heraclitus, rather it implies that his words have an
lute authority from outside. Gigon 44 has well suggested that
contrast between fuod and Adyou :-rrmpnnd': in some degree
that of iSiov and Euvdv in fr. 2; but in Heraclitus himself, it
d be added, iBiov had been submerged in o Euvdy,
pehoyey we should recopnize 2 deliberate pun with Adyou;
puns are common in Heraelitus’ fragments, of, fer. 1 (twice), 20,
a5, 26, 28, 48, 114 (twice). Some of these puns or word-plays may
s mere stylistic deviees which seemed attractive at this stave of prose
".""G:'gnn 44 compares Parmenides fro 2, 1 ol 5 dy' dydov dple, wdoen 58 ol
dxebzas: but here the speaker and his word are identified, net opposed.

Snell, Ph.4. 29(1924) 489, shows that the use of the word gwwinu implies
ilar conception.
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writing, Others, however, claim to reveal a real connexion between
apparently different things which bear similar (but not necessarily
icentical) names: the best examples of this are pépor. . Meolpas in
fr. 25, Bokbovrer. . .Borpdrtarres in fr, 28, éE (=P1d). . .Picw in
fr. 48, and Ebv vée. . Euwvés in fr., 114. Thus the manner of one’s
death is connected with one’s ‘portion’ afterwards; the most
renowned men often have the most illusory opinions; the bow is
the instrument of death, though it has a name like ‘life’ (even this
connexion by opposition seems to have significance for Heraclitus);
to have common sense one must rely on the ‘common’, There is no
evidence that Heraclitus went deeper than this into the theory of
names, even if Cratylus did: but even from these examples it may be
inferred that verbal coincidences were not disregarded by him: cf,
Snell Hermes 61 (1926) 1694, Just as Adyou in this fr. 5o means
something far beyond ‘word’, so does Suchoyelv mean more than
“say the same word as” or ‘agree’—though it certainly has this sense
too. It means “be similar to, in tune with, the Logos’: it means not
opposing the Logos by refusing to recognize it; it means * assimila-
tion” of the common formula of things after ‘hearing' or listening
to” it. In Heraclitus® time épohoyeiv was still, perhaps, a neologism
(it might have been used by him in the next fragment (51) quoted by
Hippolyrus, though probably we should redd EuupépeTon : see p. 204);
it was used by no other philosophical writer before the middle of the
fifth century (but often by Herodotus), It is not therefore surprising
that the reader or hearer should be expected to understand its
specialized meaning here, with emphasis on the two component
words as well as on the whole,

The result of listening to the Logos is agreement that all things are
one. The Greek words eould be translated “one thing is all things’,
but this would not accord with the sense of the rest of the fragments:
admittedly fire is in some way primary or basic, and we learn that
"all things are an exchange for fire” (fr, go), “fire’s turnings, first
sea..." (fr. 11); in fr. 30 this kdoues is said to be ‘everliving fire’
(but it will be argued that kéames there is not exactly equivalent 1o
“all things"). Yet it is quite clear from the large numher of fragments
devoted to exemplifying the real unity of apparent opposites, and
from the final examination of the sum of Heraclitug’ pronouncements,
that the Logos means not thar a particular single ey is all things
(which would be 1mplied by taking &v as the subject), but that all
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% are connected by an underlying unity. It means this; can we
that it &5 precisely this? That is a difficult question indeed, for it
the problem of the &ind of reality which Heraclitus was
epared to give to the Logos—which, since it was common to all
things, was presumably fully real. It is commonly said that the
Wresocratic thinkers were corporealists, and this is indeed the case:
hoth Empedocles and Anaxagoras, for example, were compelied to
eribe in corporeal terms what we should call “forces’. However,
fact that Anaxagoras called his Nous, which permeates and
provides the motive force for all things, “the finest {most subtle) of
ll?, shows that he was going as far as he could in ridding, of gross
porporeality a substance which controlled matter. If held down to
the point, any Greek physicist before the time of Socrates would
huve been forced to admit that everything had body and corporeal
‘substance: otherwise it would not ‘exist’. Doubtless Heruclitus
A d have been no exception. But we have no right to think that
e was ever held down to this particular point: it may be suspected
that some thinkers carefully avoided defining postulates such as
‘motion or controlling force for the very reason that when expressed
In corporeal terms they would lose their plausibility. This is probably
T, e case with Parmenides’ homogeneous ‘Being’. It may be the case
with the Logos of Heraclitus: the Logos is something which is
common to all things, according to which all things happen; that it
{':-L' ot simply a truth about things, determined by human analysis, is
whown by the phraseology of fr. 114, where the ‘divine law’ which
{ akin to the Logos is described in material terms which are probably
it just due to personification. The Logos is a component of each
fferent objeet, vet has a single collective being: it is the component
arder or structure or arrangement, not the whole of an object’s
e or shape but that part of it which connects it with every-
Ahing else. As a component of things it is, it might be inferred,
torporeal—some substance which makes things hehave in a parti-
oular way, just as the ®iéryg of Empedocles makes different ‘roats’
ningle. This is guesswork and goes beyond what Heraclitus tells us;
wever, [ shall wy to show under fr. 30 that xéoucs there, as
sewhere in the fragments, means ‘order’, and therefore co rresponds
ith the structure of particular objects which in its collective
lication may be termed the formula of things—a formula being
abstraction from a complex rather than a pureill}f external analysis
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of it, just as H,O is “in" a drop of water in that s cOmponents are
hydrogen atoms and oxygen atoms, the former heing twice as
numerous as the lareer. In £, 30 koopos is identified with fire, but
fire undergoing a process: it may nor he going too fur, therefore, 10
say that in so far as the Logos, which is closely related to this Kkdopos,
is thought of as a marerial component of the things to which it is
‘common’, it is thought of as a form of fire ; to which should be
added that Heraclitus perhaps as far as possible avoided thinking,
about the Logos in this analytical way. The Logas is the formula,
structure, plan, of each thing and all things: this is the important,
point. s such it results in the fact thar ‘all things are one’ in two
ways: they are *one’, first, in that they all have a common COMpo-
nent, part of their structure; and secondly, because they all connect
up with each other decause of this common structure. Heraclitus,
here as elsewlhere, uses the concept of ‘eneness’ or identity very
loosely, For two objects or events w be caused by the same thing,
or helong to the same category (absalutely or relatively), or act in
the same way, is enough for Heraclitus to say that they are ‘one’ or
“the same’. However loosely used, thar “all things are one’ is not
the Logos itself—rather it is the conclusion one would form as a
result of apprehending this Logos. This is what the f; ragment itself
suggests: dcovaenras has remporal ot logical prio rity over dpchoysly,
But this very conclusion is implicit in the Logos without any process
of human inference: to say ‘all things are one’ is jrself o sugzest this
inference, however, for it is a statemenr that only makes sense in
apposition to the unreal supposition that ‘all things are not one’,

The reasons for Heraclitus” statement that all things are one become
apparent in the fragments of Groups 2-5; these fragments provide
examples of the ways in whieh the Adyos manifests itself in various
objects and events. The fact that Heraclitus induced from these
examples the generalization that all things are one is iself of great
importance: tor he was the first thinker, as far as we know, explicitly
to define 2 connexion between the apparent plurality of the pheno-
menal world and an underlying unity which, in some form or other,
was automarically presupposed by the earlier Presocratics, Aristotle
veadily detected this common presupposition and put it into the form
of a concise and explicit assertion, like v mévra elvon—an assertion
which was consequently attributed 1o many early thinkers in the
doxographical accounts. Xenophanes in particular, being wrongly
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Wsociated with the Eleatics, was credited with this statement: cf.
1429, 31, 33, 34. An interest ing form of this assertion veeurs in
¢ Hippocratic treatise de nat. hom. 1 (v1, 32 Littré), gool e yap &
tlvan & i fomi, kad Tol” dlvan 16 v kad o8 &y, xord B2 olvducrro
& Suchoytovotv: Mye 8 alrrivy & pév Tig péoreov fEpa slvat Telmo
bv xal 76 aw, & Bt wp, & BE UBeop kA, This passage shows that
e kind of analysis of early theories of nature which we are discus-
ol |5 was made before Aristotle: but in any case it is 1o the period of
btiticism from the late fifth century onwards, and not to the period
of early physical speculation, thar we owe most extant statements
of the Bv-mévre relationship. A relationship different (though not
gisentially so, one may suppose, in the eyes of Heraclitus: see
Group 5) from that of identity is most clearly expounded in
ipedacles fr. 17, 1f., with which Heraclitus fr. 10 (g-v.) was
tably confused:

BimA" Epecy 7ot pbv ydn Ev nUEddn povor slven
bk mhedveaw, rort & ol Sibpy walow' IE fudg el

This idea of the growth of many out of one, and of one out of many,
was adopted by Aristotle (e.g. Mer. A 3, 983b8L.), and thence by
ecophrastus (frr. 1, 2) and the doxographers, as an explanation of
the idensfication of one and many (or one and all) by Heraclitus; and
this in spite of the distinetion clearly drawn by Plato Sophist 2421, 5.7
The use of the word copév emphasizes once again that the
ipprehension of the Logos, and the perception that all things are
¥ one, is not a philosophical luxury but a pragmarical necessity
t men. They themselves are connected with their surroundings,
d their relations with those sutroundings are obviously improved
this connexion is understood. The use of copdv by Heraclitus is
her described under Group 12: in its human application it
ilways seems to apply to an intellectual and practcal accord between
‘men and their environment,

* The later oceurrences of this type of formula cited by Norden, Agnoseos
dheas 247 L; Sweneel, Mesaphysik d. Akermums 82; Gigon 45 £, are totally
slevant o Hevaclins and are of interest anly for a study of doxagraphical
gthod.  Cf. also psendo-Musaeus (DK a4 4) and Kenophanes fr. a7, the
thenticity of which hus been widely and justifiubly doubred. Gigon fails 1o
e that the formula of Heraclitus fr, 10 is a special application of the formula
i fr, 5o, and treats the former as an expression of the real meaning of the
.

71



GROUPS 2-8

Reasons for accepting the conclusion, connected with
the Logos, that ‘all things are one’; different examples
of this principle; general statements of the unity in the
world around, Tension and change are necessary 1o
preserve this unity.

The unity of all things is for Heraclitus proved by the
essential unity of apparent opposites. This unity
expresses itself in different ways: (1) opposites are
‘the same’ relatively to different observers, or to
different aspects of the same subject (Groups 2—4).
(2) Opposites are ‘the same’ because they inevitably
succeed one another: they are different degrees of the
same quality, or different poles of the same continuum
(Group 5). These diflerent modes of the unity of
opposites are illustrated by concrete examples, cf.
Philo Qu. in Genes. 111, 5, p. 178 Aucher * hine Heraclitus
libros conseripsit de natura a theologo nostro mutuatus
sententias de conrrariis, addiris immensis iisque laborio-
sis argumentis’,

i

GROUP 2

Fre. 61, 13 [+ 370], 9 [+ 4D]

~ The same thing is regarded in opposite ways by

dilferent types of observer; and has opposite effects on

different subjects. A certain food or activity is good

for animals but the opposite for men, and vice versa.

73



i

61
(528)

Hippolytus Refutatio 1%, 10, 5 (p. 243 Wendland) ol 7o wopdv
onol kol To kefopov Bv kod ToUmov elvoen, kol TO TéTiov kal TO
derrorrou £ kol 1o elrd elvant @dhaaea, gnoly, Dbwp raubapditarov
wal papdtatove ixbiol pév méTipov xal cwtiglov, dvlpomolg
B¢ dmotov wal dAéBprov.

And he says that the polluted and the pure are one and the same thing,
and that the drinkeble and the undrinkable are one and the same thing:
Sea, he saye, is the most pure and the most polluted water; for fishes
it is drinkable and salutary, but for men it is undrinkable and
deleterions.

In this fragment Heraclitus’ theory that opposites are the same
because they can inhere simultanecusly in the same subject, in the
judgement of observers of a different type, is expressed in its
clearest form. Sea water is bad for men to drink, good for fishes:
therefore, the implicit conclusion is, in this case good and bad
(strictly, salutary and deleterious) are *the same’. This is a relativist
view; but there is no indication in the fragments that Heraclitus
based any epistemological conclusions on this view—for him such
facts were of interest only because they showed that the opposites
were not essentially different, as they appear to be. No doubt the
impaortance which the cosmological opposites, especially the hot and
the cold, the dry and the moist, had for his predecessors and
contemporaries gave this discovery a special significance. Anaxi-
mander, notably, had named the hot and the cold as the first pair of
differentiated things to be separated out of the &meipow : the discovery,
theretore, that pairs of opposites in general were not truly differen-
tiated, vitiated his and similar explanations of the emergence of a
number of different things out of a primary unity. It should be
unnecessary to say thar for both Heraclitus and Anaximander “the
opposites’ were opposite thines; Lot and cold, salutary and
deleterious, had a real, corporeal existence of their own, and were
actual components of more complex objects with which they

T4

FR. 1

pened to be connected: this view, doubtless never defined in
se clear terms by Anaximander and Heraclitus themselves, is the
ntural predecessor of a concept of quality.
~ The fragment is quoted by Hippolyts after fre. 50-60, all of
‘which are adduced to illustraze Heraclitus® belief that apparent
‘Gpposites are the same, a belief which for Hippolytus was an
nticipation of Noetianism. The same instance recurs in Sextus
piricus Pyrrh. dyp. 1, 55 xkod 70 Geddrmov Ubeop Gvliperrons piv
fe Bom1 Trvopevoy kol poappowdades, TySio B fifoTov kal TIETIROV,
fiis is quoted in a list of examples of the different effecis of the same
hing on different animals: it is of course an obvious one, and may
ave been thought of independently in the Sceptic school. Only the
et thart it immediately precedes another Heraclitean instance (cf.
. 13) suggests that there is more than an accidental connexion.
ith Sextus, of cousse, all such instances lead to a purely epistemo-
ieal conclusion: bid. 58 e T& alrd Tois pev domiv dndf Tols &t
Bher, TO B 116U kol dndis dv pavraerle kelTen, Bikpopo yivevton Teis
o1 &rd Ty Unmokeéveoy povteaotar. The same instance occurs at
wice 1, 10 (DK 22¢ 15 v1, 484 Litré) .. Beddaons Sovoguy,
ey oUpDSpY Toopoy, doupgdpmy B plcpov. CfL de nutrimento 19
K 22¢ 23 CMG 1, 1, p. 80) bv Tpogf] gapuaxein dpioTov, v Tpogi
apokeln phciipov: ehcdipov kal &piotov Tpos 1. This latter treatise
alio contains superficial reminiscences of some fragments. Gigon 40
mainrained that the form of expression in de vicaw 1, 1o showed this
nce to be-taken from sophistic rhetoric rather than from
aclitus: this is by no means certain, but undoubtedly the contrary
ertics of sea water were notable enough to have struck others
ell as Heraclitus. Perhaps he merely took over and adapted
¢ popular saying on the subject.’

1 [ should make it elear thar the use of “telative’, *relativist” and so on in the
sustion of fragments in this Group is noc inwnded to imply any Aemo
subjectivism. Tr was the fact that the relation man:sea-water was in
respects oppesed 1o fish:sea-water thar seruck Heraclitus us significant,
v not on every occasion have isolated the cause of this kind of opposition;
t it seeme to have possessed objective status in his eyes, not only in the
iee between man and fsh but also in the complex structure of sea-water
See fureher my article ' Men and oppositws in Heraclivus’, Mus. Helv, 14
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(54m)

(a) Athenacus v, 178F dmpemis yép fiv, gnoiv 'AporoTiing,
fikew els o gupTromoy auv Bpdm oA kol KoviepTy Bel yap Tov
waplevree piyte pumv piyte olypeiv piTe BopPbpw yalpewy wob’
‘Hpduhermov,

(8) Clement Protrepricus 92, 4 (1, p. 68 Stihlin) . . .0c8es Tivig
GvBpwomor, leg ydp, gnoly, fbovrar fopfépw pdriov ¥ wobapsy
B8ert kal bl popuTd) papyadvougiv kard Anudkpitov.

(c) Columella viri, 4 {=fr. 37p, 538} ...si modo credimus
Ephesio Heracleto qui ait sues caeno, cohortales aves pulvere vel cinere
lavari.

(@) For it would be unbecoming, savs Aristotle, to come to the
banguer covered in swear and dust; for the true pentleman should
neither be dirty nor be unwashed nor Rejoice in mire as Heraclitus
Says.

(&) . ..pig-like fellows. For Pigs, he says, delight in mire rather
than in clean water, and have @ mad greed for rubbish, according to
Demacritus.

(e Jf oniy we believe E‘.DJ’J'E.S‘M?I Heraclitus who sqys that Swine
wash in - mire, farmyard birds in dust or cinders.

'This fragment has to be reconstrueted from three different elements:
(@) gives two words definitely attributed to Heraclitus; () appears
to be a loose paraphrase of the sentence from which (a) was taken,
the whole sentiment being attributed to Heraclitus; (8) gives
a corresponding sentence in Greek, but with no attribution. From
the evidence of (¢) and (a) it seems legitimate to assume thar (£),
which is distinguished as a quotation, really belongs to Heraclitus.
The words may have been slightly changed—indeed, (a) suggests
that yedpeuet rather than fifovren was the verb used. The important
thing is the occurrence of “mire” or *filth” in all three fragments, and
the fact that (8) and () suggest clearly that the proper subject of
the Heraclitean phrase in (a) was “swine’ rather than (as suggested
by the context) ‘swinish men’.
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1 (@) there is no reason to imagine, with Zeller, ZN 911, or
dland, S8 Ber (1808) 7881, that the quotation frmn Aristotle
V. Rose} Aristorelis Fragmenra no. 100) extends to the end of the
tence and includes the quotation from Heraclitus, Presumably it

ds at Kmmp'rcp‘ then the second yép marks the resumption of

' own comments, and leads to his quotation from Hera-

tus which is parallel with that from Aristotle, In (4} enoiv has

definite subject in what precedes; it marks Geg fiBovroa , . .0Bormi

1 definite quotation and, as all scholars have seen, clearly distin-

s it from the sentiment assigned to Demucntus. At Plutarch

ganit. pragc. 14, 1294 the same short phrase is also associated with
emoctitus: see DK 685147, kc} shows signs of not being an

rate translation : * pulvere vel cinere’ probably represents a single
of the original, for Heraclitus was not given to meticulous
cification of redundant alrernatives: moreaver, *pulvis et cinis’

. ﬁhi;éise used by Columella just before. Tn fact only the first two

rdls currﬂspond closely with what is attributed to Heraclitus in
 Greek sources, thou;:,h lavari” (laetari? R. Hackforth) is an casy
fation from yadpew or fiBecbon. The mention of farmyard birds
wash in (or delighs in) dust seems to be separate from the
nent about pigs. It is hardly likely to be merely an arbivrary

pansion by Columella; he has just said that dust or ashes should
; pl;ced near the wall of the poultry-enclosure for the birds 1o

n their feathers in, and then quotes from Heraclitus as evidence
the fact that puultr}r cleanse themselves in this way. The mention
pigs is not at all relevant to his purpose. Tt may be presumed
refiore that he did find, in one of his sources, the statement about
g "_I;’ard birds artrihuted to Heraclitus, as well as the reference to
» These is therefore some justification for treating the former as
yarate fragment, as, for example, Bywater (Ir. 3B} and Diels

 37) did. However, the statement about poultry is clearly very

- to, and pre.qum.tbl}r comes from, the same context as that

out pigs: Columella is not an unimpeachable anthority without

support,’ and it is perhaps wiser to treat the two instances
the farm together.
hat the fuller form of (&) is not just due to the addition by
Galen, FPratreptices 1%, p. 19 Kaibel, has a similar ohservation abour cerrain

af hirds, and follows it with 4 :v.tl.n.:ml. Lo Popfosa: Dut there s ne sign
(e is quoting.
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Clement of the words u&hhev §) kaBapdd O8em is indicated by his
repetition of the whole sentence in a different context: Strom. 1, 2, 2
{11, p. 4 5t.) . . Hvos Mipos, T gaoiv of Tepoczouevol, Tois Trohhols
Té auyypaupaTa: Ues yolv. . .08ari. It looks as though he is here
capping one proverb with another: either no author was known for
the second one or his name was too familiar to need mentioning,
At Strom. 11, 68, 3 (11, . 149 St.), however, only the short version of
the quotation, with the addition of another noun, is given: yoipos
PopPope fiBetan kal kémpep. 1t is impossible therefore ro be sure thar
the whole of the apparent quotation in (6) is by Heraclitus: [ suspect
that it is, altheugh xafopé might not have been the original word.

Three separate interpretations of the fragment have been proposed
at different times.

(1) Gigon 121 (after Bernays, Ges. 4bh. 1, 96; Zeller ZN g11)
believes that it refers to the majority of men, who in their ignorance
behave like pigs: a similar eriticism was certainly made by Heraclitus
in the last sentence of fr. 29, ol 8 wolkel kexdprivron Sxeogrrep
wripvear. Wendland 789 had remarked long before that if the words
of Heraclitus are to be limited to BopPéper yaipaw this is a perfectly
possible interpretation. H. Frinkel in his article ‘A Thought
Partern in Heraclitus’, A7P 59 (1938) 322, also concludes that
() is analogous to fr. 29, and that Heraclitus is *denouncing the
pleasures of the unenlightened’: Frinkel includes it among the
‘proportional” statements of Heraclitus, of which fr. 79 (man:child::
godiman) is the clearest example. There is no doubr that this
proportional form of exposition was dear to Heraclitus, but it is
equally plain that Frinkel tries to bring under this heading many
fragments which are equally susceptible of other explanations, and
for the certain interpretation of which there is insufficient evidence,
Certainly the context of () in Athenaeus, where men are the subject
and the quotation is introduced by 8ei, does nor preclude this kind
of interpretation: on the other hand, in another passage where the
words of the quotation occur, Plutarch Quaest. conv. 6714, the
context is concerned wholly with pigs and the behaviour of men is

' Wendland, §5 Fer (1808) 790, sugpests thar BBl in the similar remark
by Sextus quoted below, and Siauyel in another instance, Philo de apricedtora
144, may mean thar one of these words or at any rate a compound adjective
begimning with 51- stoed in the original context. Butas neither of these passages
is specifically connected with Heracliius this must rerain a remote possibility.
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Ol in question. The fact is that the contexts in which short quota-
ons of this type are used are only rarely, and then perhaps by
flnee, indicarive of the original contexts. A much more trustworthy
idication of the original context in this case is provided by the
expunsion of the quotation, albeit unattributed, in ().
. () Plotinus, #nn. 1,6,6(1, p. 91 Valkm.), approves of the ‘riddle’
supounded in the mysteries thar those who have not heen purified
i their liferime will lie in mud in Hades, because the impure like
, Olo 67y ko Ueg, ol kefapod T odp, yaipoust 76 TowlTe [se.
Bopa]. There is no mention of Heraclitus, but the application of
twords of (@) to Orphic heliefs abour purification and punishment
es the possibility that Heraclitus had some such idea in mind.
Felinkel, Loc. cir. 3111, and 323 n. 32, is inclined 1o attach this kind
f interpretation not to fr. 13(2), but to a fragment of his own
eovering, something like PopBdpte xamopirreran.' On the other
dy he does connect fr. 13(a) with the idea of purification, though
necessarily Orphie purification, by taking it closely with (¢),
re he throws the emphasis on “lavari’ and compares with fr, ¢
“which Heraclitus says that trying to cleanse blood with blood is
e trying to wash off mud with mud; (), Frinkel holds, ‘implies
those whose horizon is restricted 1o this world, when trying to
¢ themselves, do nothing but befoul themselves a second
e’ Burial in mud in Hades was one of the traditional Orphic
ishments, cf. Plate Rep. 3631 ; Heraclitus’ saying, itself perhaps
o more than a restatement for a particular purpose of a commaon

He infers the existence of such a saying fram the doxographical stories of
aclitus burying himself in fildh, in his last illness: such stories are usually
iois distortions of well-known savings by the philosopher. Further, Plao
28330 refers o the soul being ‘in nurh busied in a kind of barburic mire’.
b Buri here cestainly indicates an chlique guotation or reference—hut o the
s, 1 should eay, as elsewhere in Plato, and not as Frinkel mainsing ro
supposed fragment of Hesaclme and to fio 107, The stordes of Heraclitus
ing himself in filth can be adequately explained, on Frinkel's own prineiples,
the extant frr. 13 and 6.

Clne is reminded 10 some extent of the form of fr. 5 by Ostracon Aegypr,
8, 12, 10 which Wilimowirz drew awention (55 Ber (1018) 749) i (=)
repteoTreuiom Hecdpouy dvlpwmov tu Bopfopy Balmmzdusvlow, olwy Gv
v afyald@y & dvlpwlmos dmohedn, Wilamowitz rightdy remarked
¢ this may be a developmenr of Heraclitus fr. 13, bur did not commit
self 10 an exact interpretation of the fragment: in facr the ostracon supports
e relativistic interpreration, (3) below, as much as any other.
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observation that pigs enjoy mud, may easily have become attached
to the Orphic belief by the time of the ostracon, some three or four
hundred years after his day: the common element ‘mud’ would
account for that, and also for the conflation of the two ideas in
Plotinus. There is no other evidence in the fragments for specifically
Orphic ideas in Heraclitus, and this kind of interpretation of fr. 13
does not seem very plausible,

{(3) The third interpretation, and the one which I accept, is that
the statement that pigs rejoice in mud is intended to show that the
assessment of mud, which is repulsive to men, is a relative one, just
as in fr. 61 sea water was shown to be good for fishes and bad for
men. Sextus, Pyrrh. kyp. 1, 55, cited that example, though without
mentioning Heraclitus; and immediately afterwards he adduced the
example of pigs washing in mud rather than in clean water: otes 8¢
fidiev PopPope Aovovron BuowBeoTéme i UBart Bieibel kel aflapds
(cf. also Luer. v1, 976-8). This introduces the idea of clean water (in
which, of course, men like to wash), just as (8) does: the relarivistic
intention is much plainer once the third element, the object of
comparison, is mentioned. If (#) is to be attached to Heraclitus, as
it probably should be, then the interpretation of the whole complex
of quotations here treated as fr. 13 should plainly be along these
relative lines, Sextus, it should be noticed, uses Aotovran, analogous
to *lavari” in (), and notyedpover orfiBovran : though the idea of joy
is expressed by fitov. It may be that “pigs wash in mud’ was the
original assertion: certainly it makes the opposition between pigs
and men more graphic and more clear-cut. But whether there were
two original statements by Heraclitus, that pigs delight in mud,
farmyard birds wash in mud or dusr, or only one, that pigs delight
or wash (or delight in washing) in mud, the sense of the e'xampIe is
plain enough once the object of comparison, ‘rather than in pure
water’, is supplied: not that men are like pigs, or that hecause they
try to cleanse themselves with mud in this life they will wallow in
mud in Hades, bur that mud is judged in opposite ways by men and
pigs. It is both pleasant and unpleasant—therefore these two
apparent opposites are not really different, but ‘one and the same’.

9
(51D)

Avistotle Bk Nie. K 5, 117625 &ripa ydp inmov fiBovh) kal kuvds
kel dviparmou, wofidmep ‘Hpdwhertds gnow dvovg' elppat’ dv?
dobal paiiov? §j xpuadv: Niblov yap ypuool Tpoet dvols.

2 otppat’ &v codd,, Mich.:
3 pidhov om. Mich,

1 &vous K, Michael: évow L, versio Latina.
e ppers & H. Lloyd-Jones.

there is a different pleasure of @ horse and @ dog and a man, just
s Heraclitus says that Donkeys would choose rubbish rather than
old; for faod is pleasanter to donkeys than gold.

‘ ¢ Teubner texr, ed. Susemihl-Apelt, gives évov: but K is the
earliest and on the whole the most reliable ms., and is supported by
ael Ephesius; most editors, among them Bywater and Diels,
cept the plural. DK remark that Michael was probably correct in
itting pahhov : alpeiofon is otherwise only found with p&Ahov f
1 followed by an infinitive; with f alone followed by the
sative it occurs at e, Lysias 2, 62. Tt is plain that an infinitive
eliew cannot be supplied, as this would prejudice the sense with
, but, for example, fyew would be possible. For another
mparison with pdihov 7, though not after adpeiofien, ef. fr. 43; also
many examples in Democritug cited in DK, index, s.v. The
ence for the impossibility of the construction as it stands in the
of Aristotle is not strong encugh to warrant an ermendation.
her difficulty is raised by the word oUppecrar, which is in all the
Michael certainly found it in his text, for he adds an explana-
§ aupperrer Tov yopTov "Hpduherros Aeye (p. 570 Heylb.), oUppe
18 ‘anything trailed’; this is the only extant passage where the
ig “trailings, rubbish’ (and hence straw, or, more plausibly,
2 cf. the proverh “dvos & dyvpa”). Admitedly another word
the same root, oupgerds, commonly bears this sense, e.g,
siod Lrga Go6 yéprov. . kol oupgetdy. Yet ouppa occurs only
e in the classical period, and then in a completely different,
lical, sense, in the Hippocratic Epidemiae 1v, 30; one cannot
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therefore preclude the possibility that a corruption occurred in the
text of Aristotle before it reached Michael of Ephesus, and thar his
explanation was simply a shot in the dark—although it has been
accepted without question by all modern editors, and on the strength
of this one passage the sense ‘sweepings, refuse, litter” is given in
LSY sov. 1, 2. If there was a corruption, it may have been the
extremely simple one from odpuot® dv, as H. Lloyd-Jones suggests.
We only know of odppare (formed regularly from ooipw = sweep)
from Hesychius' gloss on Rhinthon (= Rhinthon fr. 25 Kaibel):
odpuara: kehhopaTa kol komwpla wapd ‘Pivcow. (Diels’ emenda-
tion, retained in DK, of odpf to odpua in Heraclius fr. 124 is
surely wrong; for a correct explanation of this fragment, retaining
ms. odp, see J. McDiarmid, 4P 62 (1941) 4921f, and
P. Friedlinder, AJF 63 (1942) 336.) The advantage of odppat’
over oUppar’ is that‘ sweepings' makes more sense than *draggings’.
A remoter possibility is that of eupuadav, the last syllable of which
could have been dropped by haplography hefore v, after which
the change from 1 to T might nawrally be made. ouppaia means,
commonly, the purge-plant: Herodoms, 11, 77, tells us that the
Egyptians ouppetzoust (ie. purge themselves with ouppaia) for
three days in every month. In chapter 125 of the same book
ovpyate is classed with onions and garlic. At Aristophanes Peace
1254 the word has the general sense * purge, emeric’. The scholiast
on the Aristophanes passage, who may depend on Didymus here,
gives as one definition of suppala *an Egypiian brine made from
radishes, suitable for purging’; similarly perhaps at Hippocrates
Ml 1, 78 (v, 186 Linré). Pollux, 1, 247, says that in
Herodows ouppala is a kind of radish, while Erodan, 54, 110,
specifies it as the Emmrng pagavis. Other definitions of the purge
were certainly known in antquiry: Hesychius, s.v., does not
mention radish, but only a mixture of far and honey, or salt and
water; oupulov, he says, is ‘a vegerable like parsley’, and the Suda
gives this parsiey-like vegetable under the senses of ouppaier, If
we read ouppatav in the fragmenr, the word must refer to some
sort of plant or food-stuft palatable to donkeys, and one which
has emetic properties: radishes are the most plausible choice, Bur
were radishes abhorrent to humans, in view of their special use as
a purge? The papovis was a food favoured by the simple, hard-
living men of the past, but evidently despised by the con-
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fies of Aristophanes.” Even so, the fact that radishes
once commonly caten in Attica, and so perhaps by the
contemporaries of Heraclitus, is a notable obstacle to the
liesis that ouppadoy should be read in this fragment. The
wre would not deserve mention, were it not that it pro-
ey & rather close panallelism with fr. 4p, discussed overleaf:
ke hitter vetch, the purge-plant would be eaten by normal men
wly with reluctance, but each is a fayourite food of a species of
stic animal. Even odpuer’, which is a simpler restoration
palacographically preferable, is not certain. This being so, the
teading oUppor’ must stand, even though not fully sub-
ted. The sense of the frapment remains clear whatever the
e of this word.
turn to the interpretation of the fragment: Zeller, ZN 794£.,
ests that men resentble donkeys because they prefer something
conventional assessments of sense-impressions) to some-
fine (the Logos); H. Frinkel, AP 59 (1938) 322, holds that
ogous comparison, though expressed in proportional form, is
ded, and Cornford (e.g. From Religion 1 Philosaply 193)
tly held a similar view. I believe that we have here not so
a comparison of the majority of men to anirnals, as in 1. 29,
of a statement that ovpuate, ot the like, are desirable to
evs and not to men. The mention of gold indicates that
ler term, ie. men, is involved: ‘[Men love gold above all
s dankeys would choose straw (or sweepings) rather than
[men dislike straw (or sweepings) as a food].” The conclusion
nilar to that of the two previous fragments, that a certain kind
is pleasant to donkeys, unpleasant to men; conversely, 4
inedible commodity is pleasant to men, unpleasant to

elsiophanes fr. 253 Kock: the old comic chorus used to carry humble
them s they danced, radishes and ribs of beef and sausage.
el tadish' occurs as crude fare, perhaps characteristic of the
Eupolis fr. yr2x, Pherecrates fr. 175k Chionides, fr. 7% ap.
naeum 1v, 137, informs us that the Ashenians offered leeks, olives
other foods to the Dioseuri, Yméwmaw woovpvous THs dpxeles

Cratinus, fr. 313K, distinguishes radishes from other vegetables. At
aphunes Plurus 544 it is the leaves of radish that are part of a beggarly
el esrimation in which radishes were held is perhaps best shown by
s {1, 26% batg dyosdgeov Byov, .. dEav dmodalaw Iylbey Oudnpikiv
WiBes Emdhpel Trploofm, palvera,
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donkeys:" therefore in these cases there is no essential difference
between pleasant and unpleasant, As in fr. 1 3 above, the mention of
the human standard alongside the animal one makes it fairly plain
that this is the sense intended, especially in view of the analogy of
the more complete fr. 61, Frinkel's explanation, although taking
account of the non-animal term, gold, is too complicated to he
readily accepted.?

It need hardly be added that Aristotle’s use of this quotation {rom
Heraclitus to illustrate 2 point of his own about the nature of pleasure
has no bearing on the original context of the saying. The conclusion
drawn by Heraclitus was entirely concerned with the relationship
between opposite judgements of the same object, not with com-
parative aestheties or the nature of pleasure as such.

A similar reference 1o pleasure is made in a sentence attributed to
Heraclitus in as late an authority as Albertus Magnus, de vegee, v1,
401 (p. 545 Meyer) ‘Orobus est herba quae a quibusdam vocatur
vicia avium. . .et valet contra venenum: est autem delecrabilissimus
pastus boum, ita quod bos cum fueunditate comedit ipsum; propter
quod Heraclitus dixit quod si felicitas esset in delectationibus
corporis boves felices diceremus cum inveniant orobum ad comedendum.”
This is counted as fr. 4 by Diels and in DK, though with the caution
that it is doubtful whether the hypothetical setting and the whole
protasis is authentic’; the same doubt was expressed by Bywater,
who drew attention to the reference to Heraclitus in Albertus and
gave a brilliant assessment of its value in Journal of  Philology o

" There is not necessarily any satirical motive behind the choice of pold as
men’s desire: that this should not be a form of food strenpthens the contrast
with animals, Gold wasa symbaol for high value, as ar Pindar OL 1, 1: this lends
a certain plavsibility to the interpretation of gold as a symbol for the Logos,
but other factors are more strongly in favour of the less abstruse relativistic
interpreration. A value-judgement might be implicit in the fragment; if 50,
it is subsidiary,

* If the fragment is a statement of the kind suggested, the plausibility of
aupualaw for olppert’ is very slightdy enhanced: rubbish or straw would he
rather weak as an object of abhorrenece o men, for it would not even oceur w
men to eat it (on the other hand, it may he argued thar it would noz ccour
donkeys w eat gold); the point is made more strongly if & possible, but dis-
tasteful, foodswf is named; and a plant known for its purgative qualitics,
which conld be caten and indeed was earen by Egypians and Greek peasants,
would be a good example of such a foodstuf,

84

FR. 9

a30ff. Tt is extremely unlikely that Heraclitus ever discussed
§ nature of pleasure in this Socratic way, and [ have 1o hesitation
Mgreeing that the protasis, and probably the hypothetical form of
i senitence, is later than Heraclitus. Gigon 121, however, observes
it Albertus is presumably only interested in the botanical qualities
{ orodus and has no motive for making ethical observations of his
wi, This is perfectly true: but the conclusion is not that the
ition is ‘relatively dependable’, as Gigon thought, but that
rius derived the reference to Heraclitus from an earlier source,
hich the addition about pleasure was due: Meyer sugoested a
tristic source, with considerable plausibility, and Bywater added
- Neoplatonic source was also possible; but the immediate
| mity have been a Byzantine writer on agriculture or materia
Bywater points out that some of the words attributed to
clitus have a distinetly Greek ring, suggesting that they were
mately derived from a Greek source rather than an Arabic
n: the use of the Greek-derived “orobus’ instead of the more
‘ervum’ or ‘vicia’ indicates this, That Heraclitus should
‘made some statement about catile liking bitter vetch is not
- '_'h'ahla in view of frr. 61 and 13: Gigon 121 and H. Frinkel,
AL 59 (1938) 322, connect the saying with fr. 29 as a reproach to
men for behaving like animals, but as in the case of the other
ments of this geoup this interpretation seems to be defective.

er, op. cit. 231, made the following observation: ‘The state-
i, hawever, is not reproduced with logical completeness, for the
ds “est autem deleerabilissimus pastus boum® imply that some-
10 the effect that ‘orobus is unfit for human food® has gone
w" This may have been understood, for we know from ancient
irces that apart from its negative value as an antidote the biter
was considered to be repulsive to humans: its bitter taste is
ked by Theophrastus C.P. 1v, 2, 2; Demosthenes, xx11, 508,
plied that it was only eaten by men in extreme emergencies. On
other hand, its use as fodder for cattle is attested also by Phanias
Athenacum qo6¢, while Galen, de aliment. Sacule. 1,20 (CMG +,
P 257), contrasts the opposing attitudes of men and cartle 1o
Egm of food: of Pdes tobiovm Tous opofous Tap” fuds Te kel
mohAG Téov Euidy UBom mpoyhukavbvtost of & &vBpeotron
§ dmiyovran Toll omépparros, wai yop andéoTartdy o kel
(Ubov. &v Aauc BE mote peydhe, xabd ‘lTrekpdrns £y payey,
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EE dudryrns Pradas &' alrd mtopocyfvovten. The context goes on to
mention that bitter veteh is sometimes used as a medicine, Since
bitter verch was, it appears, widely known in antiquity to be pleasant
to cattle, unpleasant to men, it is probable that this is the contrast
which Heraclitus made in his original use of this example. The
sentence, then, of which a distorted version was felicitously pre-
served by Albertus, was akin to relativistic statements such as frr, 61,
13: the conclusion is that erebus is both good and bad, according o
the nature of the assessor, and that good and bad, therefore, are in
this case too ‘the same”. Autested as it is by a single very late (early
thirteenth century) source, and expressed in a form which cannot be
exactly the one which Heraclitus would have used, this saying does
not deserve to be classed as an undoubtedly genuine fragment. It is
conceivable that the example of bitter vetch was first given general
currenicy in Sceptic speculation—the long list of such examples,
designed to prove the subjectivity of sense-impressions, at Sextus
Pyreh. hyp. 1, 54/, has already been mentioned. Bywarter reminded
us that Aenesidernus, Sextus’ main source, was a keen admirer of
Heraclitus; two examples in the list are certainly Heraclitean, and
although the Sceptics probably expanded it there is no a priori
reason for dissociating the present example from Heraclitus.
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GROUP 3

Fir, 58, 59, 6o, 103, 48

The same observer may aseribe opposing attributes to
the same object, in cermin special cases, because
different applications or aspects of the object are being
considered. In a sense, the opposing characteristics of

~ such objects, belonging 1o the objects at one and the

same time, show themselves to be connected, to be
‘the same’.
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(57, 58B)

Hippolytus Refuratio 1%, 10, 2=3 (p. 242f. Wendland) Toryapaiy
oUbt owndrog oUBE gods olbE Tounpdy clBE dryoddv Erepdy pnow clvon
& "Hpdncherros, dhda fv kel 1o alrre, . . (seq. fr. §7). . . .xad dyodiow kal
ey [se.toriv Ev] ol yoliv larpol, pnoiv & *Hpdiderros, épvovere,
walovreg, TavTT) PoaoovizovTes kakdds Tous dppomaTolvTas, Enaltidv-
ol pndéy’ dEev pioBédv’ AauBdvery mwopd Tév dppwoTtolvTeoy
tabra® épyaldpevor, Tré dyadd xal Tds véoous. 't

1 émomévron unbilv &Gov wobs cod.; émoatiovren pnbiv &fior Bernays,
Diels; unBtva Sauppe; wativ Bernays, modty Bywater, Dicls, 2 Todita
cod., Bywater, Gomperz; wolrrdé Sauppe, Diels, Wilamowitz. 3 7 kel ol
voloo (om. dyadl) Wilunowits; véoovs (kpdihovres) Gomperz; wal {Té koxd}
T vhooug Saupp('.; warrds pro kol Petersen ; kol facdveus coni, Bywater; Toira
b 7& dyadd, Zeller, Gobel.

Ver Heraclitus says that neither darkness nor light, neither bad nor

good, are different, but are one and the same thing. . .(fr. §57). . .And

good and evil are one: at any rate Doctors, says Heraclinus, who cut
and burn and in every way evilly torture the sick, make the accusation
that they receive no worthy fee from the sick for doing these things,
tehe cure having the same effect ar the diseasest.

The rext is confused by interpolations by Hippolytus; or more
probably by his source, for other quotations from Heraclitus by
Hippolytus appear to be remarkably {ree from unnecessary explana-
tions (but of. the necessary explanation of an obscure term in fr. 59).
Bywater and Diels doubted the originality of Bacavizovres—
&pproarolivres and of Topa Tév dppwotolvTwy : they are inessential
to the sense, and diminish the forceful conciseness which is the chief
mark of Heraclitus' style. waxéds particularly is very weak, and
Bywater ad fr. rightly held that Pasavizew in this mock-serious
sense suggests post-fifth century Greek: earlier, if the idea of torture
is present, it is almost always the torture of slaves for informarion;;
the idea of extracting information is certainly present at Thue. vii,
86. In addition, Kranz in DK assigns yolv to Hippolytus and
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ey to the interpolating source, correctly in my view; Diels had
., both words as Heraclitean and had taken wévrn with
lovres. Bywater expressed the following opinion: *suspicor aliena
1. '_ teis esse admixta ipsumque Ephesium in hunc fere modum
ipsisse: InTpol TéuvovTes kalovtes kevréovtes oTpePholvTes Eman-
o pnBéy' &tov moBdy AapPévew.’ It is indeed possible that
_ ;ph_mse ‘and in every way torturing the sick’ replaces another
yor) m-pau- of verbs of the type of Téuvew xalew ; at some stage in the
ansmission a list of this type may have been held to be monotonous
parplmng with the result that it was arhnranly shortened and
phrase added. wevreduevor occurs in the imitadon of this
ment at de vicew 1, 15, quoted below; orpePholvTes is a subtle
gtion because the verb can mean either ‘torture’ or ‘wrench
in order to set it’ as ar Hdt. m1, 129, and might thus suggest
phrase PagavizovTes.

he Wrds which follow have been subjected to frequent emenda-
Bernays' alteration to kmanéovren ynsitv &Eio1 has been mdel],r
d, e.g. by Diels, Kranz, Gigon, Walzer, as well as Burnet in
e 't revision of EGP. Bernays, however, read mof&v, which is
alnly closest to the unsatisfactory ms. reading. Diels printed the
pler accusative singular, as have most other editors. It is very
It to understand why Bywater’s (and Zeller's) reading, which
¢ involves the minute alteration of unBév to pndév’ in the ms.
from wedby, which the copyist himself could not understand
text), has not been more widely accepted: at any rate it is
ed here.” The senses given by these two different readings are
y different:

ter: * Doctors complain that they do not receive a big enough
what they do.’

“Dactors demand a fee for what they do, but they deserve
g at all.’

! version contains a strong criticism of doctors, and suggests
they do no good whatever to their patients, but rather harm,
the diseases themselves. Bywater’s version, on the other hand,
h it could be interpreted as a mild criticism of doctors for

'ﬂ.' Gompers, Zefts e Coymn. 61 (1910) 971, always 1o be relied on for a
I}inctuanun, read bmarmidvren pmbdv, dfon. .. This gives 3 good sense
Uik not at all blamed, bue deserve, .. "), but is not goﬂd Greek (present enses
fhe verh are not passive; pnBev ahuuld he: edBiév).
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exorbitant charges, chiefly implies that the doctor’s work does
deserve some sort of fee it is, to some degree, good.! Gigon 26
supports Diels” reading on the grounds that it expresses a popular
thought, and that Heraclitus frequently does this (he instances
frr. 43, 96, 119): he then cites a number of passages to show that it
was a popular thought. But these very passages support Bywater's
version: the ‘popular thought’ was thar doctors cut and burn
(ostensibly bad things) in order to do good—a simple and appealing
paradox; it was nor that doetors are charlatans who only do harm
and then demand to be paid for it. There are only two late sources
which perhaps suggest this, both of which claim o be interprerations
of Heraclitus: the sixth pseudo-Heraclitean letter, which contains an
attack on doctors: *. . .all of them are deceivers, selling tricks of the
trade for money; they killed my uncle Heracleodorus and received
a fee for it...'; and Diogenes Laertius 1x, 3 (see p. §). Clearly
fr, 58 alone, if casually read, could give rise to this kind of inter-
pretation. On the other hand, there are several passages from the
classical period which, although unconnected with the name of
Heraclitus, make it clear that tépvew wed edewy was an almost technical
description, and that this kind of treatment was regarded as a
necessary means of healing cerrain conditions. So Aeschylus Ag.
84814%. dreo Bt werd Bl poppdmew Tonwvicov | fiton kéowres i TepduTeg
elppdves | Tepactysata T drooTpiyo vooou. Xenophon Mem.
I, 2, 4 (the argument is that men have so little regard for the body
as such that they are prepared to get rid of unnecessary or defective
parts of it; no criticism of doctors is implied) ...7ols leTpois
maptyoua [sc. edrrols] perde méveow e ked dhynBoveow doTiuvew
ke dmroxaday kel Tolmow yapv olevton Balv olrois kol wofov Tivew
(cf. Anab. v, 8, 18), Plato Politicus 293 8 Tols lorpols 5 oby, fikiota
vevoplxaqiey, . . TEuvovTes ) kdovTes ) Tiva GhAmy dhynBéva Tpoo-
&mrrovTes.. . . At Gorgras 521E—5224 Plato imagines the arguments
that a cook would produce against a doctor before a jury of

¥ Nestle (Philologus 67 (1908} 5353 ZN 8o4) showed u way in which the
reading adopted by Diels could lead to an interpretation not strongly eritical
of the medical art: *there is an equal amount of pain and healing; these balance
each cther out; therefore doctors do not deserve 1o be rewarded (altheugh they
equally do not deserve 10 be blamed).’ Bur this does not make so strong 4
conrrast between good and bad s the interpretaton advanced below, nor does
it accord so well with the sense of later versions of the paradox.
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Uldlten;: Tols vewrtérous Guddv Sragpieipa Thuveov TE kal kaowv, kol
veoy wed m{vc-w dmopelv ok, . . The doctor, says Plato,
uild tell the truth in reply, that he hurts his patients for their own
_ ‘r]‘l f) ¢l elmon Tﬁv By, & “Tatma mhvra éyd Eroloww, ©
llig, Uyewdds™, méoev T eler...; Even in a clearly derivative
Askage in a Herac]jtizing part of the Hippocratic treatise de vicru, 1,
4, it is made plain that the pain inflicted by doctors is for the
tual good of the patient: kevredpevor 6 ket TepvbLEVo! T oofipik
iy terrpéoy Uyidovran, On the evidence of all these passages

u surely legitimate to conclude that the paradox that doctors hurt
pure wag well known in the fifth and fourth centuries and later,’
that a more or less standardized expression of this paradox, of
hieh the verbs tépvew and kadew and possibly one or two others of
| ﬁme ¢lass were an cssential part, was w1de1}r known.* Whether
bt Heraclitus himself was the auhor of this standardized version
Or v least twenty years must have intervened berween Heraclitus’
outh and the writing of the Agamemnon) is a matter for speculation:
TR : Ty
I peerns more probable than not that he was, for the quotation from
i consiats in little more than a simple statement of the paradox,
| was in itself sufficient 1o illustrate the peint (that in many
japparent opposites simultancously characterize the same object)
he was presumably trving to make. The facr that all later
jons of the paradox, except two which probably depend on a
unrelizble saurce, imply no criticism whatsoever of doctors
it highly pmhable that Bywate:: s text {which is very nearly
manuseript text) is correct as against Diels; the evidence of the
tu passage, which may be a reminiscence of this very saying by
litus, is particulacly strong.
textual difficulties are not yet exhansted: the last seven words
lippolytus’ sentence require close examination. Almost all
including Diels, Reinhardt, Wilamowitz, Kranz and Gigon,
ceepted Sauppe’s slight change of the ms, Tedre: into Tolrd,
P ablybemusc this provides abasis for Hippolytus’ mtmdm:turv
pneralization that darkness and ligh, bad and good, are bv kel 76

wong later instances of. Philo de Chernd. 15 oy lorrpdy xevolyv f| huwvew
M BipyverdTa bt dgedala Tol veroivTos, ..,

haps, too, the fact that doctors receive a wodés for their activiries was
ned in the standard version: so in the passage quoted from Xenoplon
i the sinth lerter, as well as i the fragment.
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alrrd. Such an explicit identification, in identical terms, was in fact
made in another saying of Heraclitus quoted by Hippolytus a few
lines later, fr. 6o 865 dve wdrrea pic ked dur. It is quite unnecessary
to suppose that fr. 58 must have explicitly affirmed that good and
bad (or particular good and bad things or activities) are Tolré.
Then there is the positive objection that the words which follow—
in the ms. reading, 70 dycfd xal Tés véoous—must specify the
apparent opposites which are in reality ‘the same’; Té& dyadd can
stand (they achieve good, because they cure by these methods) bur
Tég vooous can scarcely be an object of dpyozduevor. Wilamowitz,
Hermes 62 (1927) 278, avoids the necessity of a polar phrase after
ratrrd by emending somewhat drastically 1o 7& kod of voUooi: this
gives the meaning ‘doing the same things as the diseases themselves’;
but this is rather weak, for if Hippolytus is right what is required is
a statement that doctors at the same time do evil (that is, cause
suffering) and do good (that is, achieve a cure). Wilamowita's
version omits the last term, or leaves it to the imagination. Tn F$%
Diels accepred the last five words and translated: ‘d.h. durch ihre
Gurtaten die Krankheiten nur aufheben’, This does not accord well
with the reading unBtv &ior accepted by Diels, but gives a possible
sense otherwise, although it does not succeed in making an adequare
translation of the Greek: this last is probably impessible without
emendarion, In any case most authorities, including Diels, have
taken the last five words (or at any rate the last three) to be an
addition or gloss, either by Hippolytus himself or his source; this
does not alter the fact that they should give a grammatically satis-
factory explanation of Talrrés or some similar word. D. S. Robertson
sugpests that everything after Aeppdve, including Todre: (or tadrd)
tpyogdpevan, is a later expansion. This is attractive; but the obseurity
of T& &yof kA, is only explicable if it is a gloss on Tedira or Tedd,
which would therefore have to belong to the original. As a straight-
forward explanation from one hand, apé , , ,véoous would be extra-
ordinarily involved as well as partally unnecessary, Of the other
ermendations mentioned in the apparatus Petersen’s is the only one
which is at all plausible, and it gives a very weak sense. I tentatively
suggest modifying Wilamowitz's version so as to keep both terms,
good and bad, identified in Todrr&: Té dyoBd xod T4 of vooor. But
by preference 1 adhere, with Bywater and Gomperz, to the ms.
reading totra (the manuseript, it has been argued above, is very
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'_; y correct for the central part of the quotation); for if the
inal word was Tadrd, then some sort of elucidation must have
_ given by Heraclitus himself, and & &yofé kal Tds vooous is
gore likely to be a distortion of this than a gloss added by a later
i mitter Yet these words look very like a gloss; therefore
whubly Heraclitus did not give any such elucidation (though such
Ii]umdanon could have been lost), and therefore did not write
drede, Why should not redite simply refer to téuvovrss kod kedovres,
pyazsuevor supply the grounds on which the fee is demanded?
he latter verb could be concessive: so Gibel, Die vorsokratische
losophic 62f., whose interpretation resembles the present one).
iy be that Heraclitus did explain the significance that he attached
this instance of the method of doctors; but if so it is probable that
mplananen was clearer than any phirase which can have gwen
#e to the last five words, though the modification of Wilamowitz's
mendation suggested above cannot be left entirely out of account,
i fuct, though, the significance of the instance is self-apparent, and
i the later paraphrases which have already been cited the paradox
sually allowed to speak for itself. If the saying was originally
ected with other statements of the relativity of apparent
wition it would require no special explanation. Doctors, as was
known, employed painful methods like cutring and cauteriza-
by these means they often achieved a cure; therefore what is
facie bad is seen, in the long run, to be good; therefore bad
od are in such cases ‘the same’. Hippolytus, or his source,
ht that the matter was not sufficiently clear and decided to
d Tedra or Tabrd— for either word could have been accepred
stage in the transmission.
pre remains the problem whether Heraclitus explicitly stared
it good and bad were the same, or whether this was a deduction
nde later from his general assertions of the real coincidence of
ontraies. Such a deduction is, of course, a legitimate one providing
bers that Heraclitus was concerned to demonstrate an
Wderlying connexion or identity, and that “identity” for him did not
@ the rigid connotation of one-ness and inseparability which it
id since Aristotle. Certainly Heraclitus recognized a practical

I Gompers's addition &pdihovres is unsatisfactory because *doing good®
‘easting out the diseases” ave complementary in sense, while any explanation
bt have menrioned the bad aspect as well as the good.
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difference between good and bad, and 1o argue that if good and bad
are ‘the same’ there is no point in listening o Heraclis’ message
and following the Logos, since the nature of behaviour is indifferent,
is 10 show a grave lack of historical sense as well as an over-literal
interpretation of Heraclitus’ language. Asa matter of fact no explicit
affirmarion that ‘good and bad are the same’ has survived in the
extant fragments. Yet Aristotle directly attributes this sentiment to
Heraclitus on more than one occasion, and is followed in this by
Simplicius. Hippolyts, too, in the preamble to fir. 57 and 358
quoted in the text above, declares that Heraclitus held the two things
to be one and the same. But Hippolytus might merely have been
drawing his own conclusions from the savings which he was about
to quote; he might, too, have been indirecdly influenced by
Aristotle’s clear assertions that Heraclitus made this identification.
It is apparent, moreover, when one considers the flimsy basis of
objective fact which underlay many of Aristotle’s judgements on
Presocratic thinkers, that Avistotle also was capable of attributing 1o
Heraclitus as an explicit identification a conclusion which he himself
had drawn, not entirely illegitimately perhaps, from the considera-
tion of other assertions of the coincidence of oppesites. The two
passages in which Aristotle assigned this identification to Heraclitus
are as [ollows:

Top. @ 5, 155h 30 510 ket ol kopizovTes dAAoTplas G5Eas, olov dya-
Bow wal kokow elven Todméy, xefidmep "Hpdudeartds gioy, ob BiBdaot uf
Tapeiven Gpa TG oimdd Tduetie, aly s ol Soxolv alrels TolTo,
SAN 811 kel *Hpdwhertov elitus Aektéou.

Phys. Az, 185 b 1y (referring to the Eleatics) dhh& phy el 4 Ay
&v To EvTa dwa s AmTioy kel ipdmiov, Tov ‘Hpocheitou Adyow
auPaiver AMyew clrrols Talmoy yap foton dyedd red kod slven kel
dyodd wol piy dycl@ elven, dore Talméy fotan dyofiy kel olk
dyadov, ked dv8pumos wad Tmmos, kel ol mepl Tol v slven & Adyes
Eoran &M mrepl Tol pnbev, kol T4 To1eaBl elven kol ToogBl Tavrov,

The charges that Heraclitus denjed the law of contradiction,
repeated also aL Mer, [ 7, 1012a24, are relevant to the imprecise
expression, but not the real intention, of Heraclitus' assertions of the
coincidence of opposites; and it is of interest that Aristorle himself
admitted, at Mece. T 3, 1005 a3, that there was some doubt whether
Heraclitus should be interpreted as denying the law of contradicrion,
It can be seen from the quotations above that the choice of good and
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as a rypical pair of opposites may have been made by Aristotle
I elf, as being a particularly extreme and therefore particularly
bsurd example; phrases like ‘as Heraclitus says’ in the Topica
pssage do not necessarily mean thar an exact quotation or even a

e

licularly accurate paraphrase is involved, W. D. Raoss, Aristodle,
yales 462, sugpests that frr. §8-62, for example, undetlie this
riticism by Aristotle;? we may conclude that they alone could have
en rise 1o the assertion that Heraclitus declared good and bad to
one, though this cannor be proved. On the other hand, one of the
ssages of Simplicius’ commentary on the Physics in which the
fication of good and bad is mentioned suggests that Simplicius,
Wt any rate, knew of no actual saving by Heraclitus to this effect:
i e pe 59, 1o Diels (cf. also ifid, p. 82, 20) Towxlmen yép o
g ‘Hpowherres £8oxet, o dyobov wal 7o wokdv el Todrdy
v ouvievan Bikny Toou xal AUpas. Simplicius went on to say
Heraclitus “demonstrated the harmonicus mixture of the

on the difference between Empedocles and Heraclitus. It is
te clear from this, and from the quotation of the phrase ‘in the
£ of bow and lyre” from fr. 51, that for Simplicius the identi-

also tends together; there is a harmonia stretching in both
lirections, as there is ina bow and a lyre”. If Simplicius bad known
positive assertion of the identity of good and bad he would have
ted it, and not a mere generalization from which that identity
ght be deduced. Of course, the fact that Simplicius did not know
of suck an assertion does not prove that no such assertion was ever
nace by Heraclitus; it does increase a pre-existing doubt.

¥ He added that the whole doctrine of flux, in Aristorle’s view, probably
ived the denlal of the law of contradiction: but Cherniss, 86 n. 363, rghtly
ited cut thar ar, for sxample, Mee. T8, 1072 b 26 Aristotle held thay if every-
i s in motion rerking (not everything) is true; while shorily before, ar 7,
38 24, he had said that Heraclitus argument that things are and are not made

hoth these cases Aristotle’s criticisms of Heraclitug are based upon
cetrine of the relativity of opposites and nor upon thar of universal
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To return in conclusion to fr. §8: this fragment, pared of probable
additions, simply adduces an evident and picturesque instance of
a process which can be truthfully described at one and the same time
in quite opposed ways, according as the observer takes a long or
a short view. These descriptions could be ‘harmful-beneficial” or
*painful-pleasant”: the simple opposition ‘good-bad’ could be
applied here, as it could be applied to the instances in fir, 61, 13, 9:
it has been so applied by whoever added the words & &yofd kal
ag vooous, and Hippolytus took this instance to be a useful example
of the identification by Heraclitus of good and bad. That Heraclitus
believed that from one point of view (and the most sublime one) all
differentiations, including moral ones, involved error, is not in
doubt; one only has to refer to the words of fr. 102, ‘To god all
things are beautiful and good and just; but men have supposed some
things to be unjust, others just’. But his normal method, where only
the human standard is in question, was to rely on concrete instances
of the coincidence, in certain circumstances, of various pairs of
opposites. In other circumstances the coincidence of a particular
pair might not be so marked, or might even be entirely absent; that
good and bad were not always the same, for example, is shown by
the very fact that Heraclitus saw fit to rebuke his fellow-men for not
seeing the truth in the shape of the Logos, Thus the likelihood is
that he never made the general assertion of such an identity attributed
to him by Aristotle unless it was in terms like those of fr. 102.
Aristotle, here as elsewhere, drew his own conclusions, while
Hippolytus chose fr. 58 as an apt instance of a doctrine which, after
Avristotle, was habitually ateributed to Heraclirus.

59
(501)

pc]ytus Rajuz.::m IX, 10, 4 {p. 243 Wendland) (post fr., 58} wed
| ,"i'.F' B¢, grol, ki mpiﬁhw TO olTd ko, ypatpéwv,' ¢rioiv, 0dog
o ol axodu (1) ToU dpydveu Tel kehoupévou koyhlow év 16
puaipeico® mepioTpoen) eUfsia kod kol dvw yép Spoll kol kikhe
lpyeton) pla éocl, onof, el § adei (seq. fr. 6o).
ploow cad.; yphgow Tannery; ypogeies Mullach; yvagiow Duncker,
er, Zeller; yvagele Bernays, Diels, Kranz. 2 ypagpelo cod. s yeoagele
B, UMAEs recentiorgs 3 megieyeren cod.; wepdiseron Mullach;
ai Roeper, Diels, Kranz

r fr. 58) Straight too, he says, and twisted are the same. Of
s [or, of writers], ke says, the way is straight and crooked (rhe
of the instrument called the screw in the fuller’s shop is straight
rooked; for it moves upwards and in a circle together): it is one,
,and the same ( fr. 6o follows).

text has given rise to a grear deal of disagreement, although
ays’ emendations were accepted by Diels and now seem to have
gencral approval. The second yvapeleo must, I think, he
: the serew-press was likely enough to be found in the Fulier 5
where it was used for the final pressing of the cloth. Other
where it was commonly employed were the olive-press and
wine-press, no word for which could give rise to the ms.
3t it is also obvious that no word with the root ypeae- could
anected with the koyhlas.

the other hand, the emendation of ypagéeov to the first
ed instance of yvogeie is impossible; not so much because of
s omission of dv (which is itself difficult), or the vagueness of the
e “in the fuller’s shop' if the reference is to a special machine
shop, but because the screw-press, of whatever kind, was not
ye ted in Heraclitus' time or indeed until the time of Archimedes
| the earliest; and no other conceivable part of the fuller’s shop

"fﬁf‘urh 4 press is porrraved in a wall-painting in a fuller’s shop ar Pompeii;
0 Mau Pompei in Lebon w. Kunst' (Leipzig, 1900) 388, fig. 229.
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except the screw-press (and particularly the screw itself) could be
relevant as an example of straight and crooked motions in the same
object, Zeller, admirtedly, and at first Diels (see his discussion of the
fragment in Herakleitos®, to which he referred in all editions of F5,
as did Kranz in DK), thought not of the screw-press bur of the
‘Krempelwalze’, that is, a cylinder with spikes or combs on its outer
surface which was rolled along the cloth to card it. Unforunately,
there seems to be no evidence that cylindrical carding combs were
used in the Greek fuller’s shop—normally these combs were flat,
and were rubbed along the surface of the cloth, held in the hand.
Hesychius gives xvdgou Blkny against kvagelov, but, as Diels noted,
this is by no means decisive, and in any case says nothing about
cylinders. Finally, it is significant that whoever added the explana-
tion in parentheses, whether Hippolytus or a predecessor, definitely
took yvagpeiov to refer to the keyies (which here must be the serew-
press) and not to any kind of roller. Nor did any activity of fullers
themselves obviously exemplify a ‘straight and crooked way’;
D. 5. Robertson suggests that some movement of their arm is
meant, but though yvagéov is a simple restoration this does not
seem quite adequate; for one thing ne such movement can be
imagined.'

The evidence that the screw in general and the screw-press in
particular was not known to Heraclitus is well summed up by
A. G. Drachmann in his article in RE, Supplb. v1, s.v. Schraube.
The invention of the xoyhas is atrributed to Archimedes by Moschio
ap. Athenaeum s, 208 F (cf. Strabo 17, 807 and 819); Diodorus 1, 34;
v, 37. These authorities tell how Archimedes used his xoyhog for
raising ‘warter for irrigation purposes in Egypt; Moschio adds that
by means of a screw-windlass the inventor by himself shifted the ship
of Hiero. Thus what Archimedes invented was not simply an applied
form of the screw, it was the screw itself—as is unmistakably
suggested by the use of the unqualified word koyhes in the above
passages, It was the so-called ‘endless’ screw, which tuns on a gear-

! gowhlos s used for a simple roller by Bito, p. 47, 4 Wescher; bur
this is a very loose usage, and not ane likely 10 be known by a layman like
our glossator. keyAlos, originally meaning a snail with a spiral shell, came
to be wsed for any kind of spiral, but especially the mechanical screw; it is
extraordinary il it was early used 10 describe a shape thar is not spiral in some
way, .
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nd not inside a nut or female screw. The female screw was
vented until later, and Hero described a method for making it
s which show that it was something new in his time: Mech.
14, 19; 21." The key passage on the use of serew-presses, in which
o il screw mustwork in & fixed female screw, is Pliny V.M. xvm,
19 (translation after Drachmann, *Ancient Oil Mills and Presses’,
Wnate Fidensk. Selskab, Archaeol. Meddel. 1,1 (1932) 50f.): ‘Our
selathers drew them [sc. the press-heams] down by means of ropes
Wil leather thongs and handspikes. Within the last roo years there
W come into use presses invented in Greece, spars with furrows
g round them in a spiral, some people putting handles on the
hers making the spar lift up chesis of stones, which is very
wh praised. Within the last 22 years it has been discovered how to
a8 with shorter presses and smaller press-houses, with a shorter
W gtraight in the middle, hearing dowa with full weight from
 on the lid laid on the grapes. . . . The three stages noted here
@ windlass-and-lever press; the screw-and-lever press; and the
gerew press. According to Pliny, then, the first use of the
in Iralian presses was ¢, 2§ B.C., and the invention of the idea
pece carnot have long preceded this: the direct-screw press
‘the Pompeii wall-painting mentioned above, p. 97 n. 1) was
ed about a.n. 50. This type of press necessitated a proper
e serew, and is the only type which could be described by the
ngle word koyAlas: for in a lever press the screw was not an
ential or indeed very noticeable part of the machine. (Naturally
fuller's press is of the same type as the wine-presses described by
ny. Drachmann &5 remarks that the direct screw appears 1o have
sed in antiquity only for oil, wine, and fuller’s presses.)
oryr, Pour I Histoire de la Science Helline® 204, pointed out in
¢ line thar no serew mechanism was known before Archimedes;
Ay exteaordinary that this point has been so often neglected.
Tunnery's own explanation of the passage, however, is far from

4 Tl fiest crude atempt at making a standing part through which the screw
il thaens was perhaps made by the doctor Andreay, & contemparary of Archi-
ho died e, 217 B.c.; he invented a bone-ssuing clamp which was worked
frect screw: see Oribasius Coll. Med 49, 4, §5. and w similar surgical
of lnter dite, Real Mus, Borbonico 14 (Naples, 1852) pl. 36, figs. 1-2. In
e cases a comparatively small force was applied; this type of makeshift
e serew would not be strong enough 1o operate a heavy press.
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plausible: he thought that Heraclitus had simply said 8565 elfeia
kad oxohif) ple ol kal 4) aderdy, and that some copyist wrote ypépoy
or perhaps even ypoagéwv (most unlikely), meaning ‘writing as
follows’, as a variation of enol and to show that Heraclitus” actual
words are to follow: enot somehow was left in the text as well. The
parentheses contain two stages of gloss or commentary, both
subsequent to the original copyist who wrote ypégawv or ypagpéwy.
The first interpolator misinterprered ypagéov as being the genitive
plural of ypogets, and introduced ypageip to account for this,
thinking that Heraclitus was thinking of the motion of a pencil;
the second interpolator could make nothing of v 1@ ypoagely wri.
and so added his own explanation, ) Tol égydvou Tol rohoupévou
xoyAlou: whether or not he read yvagsly he cerainly thought that
the screw was meant. This whole account with its three separate
stagges of confusion is too complex to be readily aceeprable, although
it contains uselul suggestions; but Tannery’s interpretation of the
words he assigns to Heraclitus as referring to the physical exchanges
of matter, the straight path being, for example, the direct change
fire—carth, the crooked path being the indirect change into earth by
the intermediate stage of water, is quite untenable; see on the next
[ragment, where it is shown that even the interpretation of the much
simpler “way up and down’ in terms of physical exchanges is
probably wrong.

It is quite unlike Heraclitus to have said that “the staight and
crooked way is the same’, with purely general application: in ather
fragments he either limits the identification of particular opposites
to a special instance, or, as in frr. 67, 88, he gives a list of several
opposites and then adds a reason for considering them to be really
the same. It is true that in fr. 6o he appears to have asserted simply
that 685 ves kéres is one and the same; burt here the specification of
&b6s limits the identification of &ve and kéres to one particular
instance or group of instances: the path (straight line) berween a
higher and a lower point (or a nearer and a farther one) is the same,
whichever way it is traversed, In the present fragment, on the other
hand, the crooked path and the straight path must follow a different
course; they are the same in so far as they are followed concurrently
by the same thing. In short, Heraclitus muse here have qualified
68ds in some way, and presumably the word ypagéeov in our ms,
represents this qualification. It has been seen that emendation 1o
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s of yvag- are out of the question; Mullach’s ypogeley may be
wldered—bur this word is not otherwise found before the fourth
ity m.c. Ts the ms. reading quite impossible? ypagéeov could be
nitive plural of ypagels: but again, this word does not occur
plore the fourth century with the meaning “writer”, which is the
wily meaning which would give a possible sense here. In occur-
g before Xenophon the word only means ‘painter’, but the
wence of extant examples of the sense “writer’ could be accidental.
p *straight and crooked way” would thus be the line as a whole
d the individual letters (see p. 102): H. Lloyd-Jones ingeniously
upeeests that Boustrophedon inscriptions are meant, but the instance
then be too specialized for the gencral term  ypooiwy.
rnatively, ypagécoy might be the genitive plural of the neuter
Oun ypagos. Only two instances of this noun are mentioned in
8J; four others should be added. All occurrences are in inscriptions
the Peloponnese. Five are to be found in Collitz Samml. d.
. Dialekt-Inschriften, nos. 1151, 193 1156, 2; 1156, 35 1157, 6
7. These are all Elean inscriptions, most of them early (s:xth
entury B.c.), found at Olympia. In addition there is a late fourth-
tury B.c. inscription relating to Arcadian Orchomenos, /G 5(2),
H. van Herwerden, Lex. Gr. Suppl.? 323, s.v. ypégos, gives the
al meaning ‘lex” in citing these instances; hur in three cases at
rate the word, in the plural, means ‘writings” or ‘letters’, and
1o the maternal record of the decree and not to its content. T].‘lﬁ
st case is the last of the Elean inscriptions noted above
G o; Tod Greek Historical Inscriptions no. 5), the well-known
1 of an alliance berween the Eleans and Heracans in the sixth
ury B.c. At the end of the decree comes a curse against anyone
o damages the i 1n5cr1pnun + AL BE mip té ypdpeo Tat keBadborto
&‘mdzpml ¥ Bvbyorro Téd el Bypamévenr, Tod translares: ‘Fs.nd
one injure this writing. . .he shall be liable to the sacred fine
written.’ T'here can be no doubt that ypégea here refers to the
¢al record of the decree, and does not mean “lex’; it might
“erters’, Attic ypdupore, The same sense is necessary in
or archaic Elean decree, no. 1151, 19 above, where the formula
py similar. So too in the Arcadian inscription, of which

1819 read: ypagea yodypovoos kad[éo]Blet]. The general sense
r: * Having written down the writings, they are to put them in
!5 ypdgea here must surely have the same sense as ypay- in
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the verh, and refer to the actual record in letters engraved on stone

(though cf. ypoghy ypageafon in Attie, where ypegf means
‘indictment”). In the other instances ypdgos does mean ‘law’ or

‘decree’, as in 1157, § above:ka(1) 16 yphoes. Now the difficulty of

accepting ypagéev as the genitive plural of ypagos, in the fragment,
is obviously that this word is only found in Peloponnesian inserip-
tions and looks like being a Peloponnesian dialect-form. But the
fact is thar all the early instances of it come from Olympia, where as
it happens a great number of archaic bronze tablets were found; no
such find of early inscriptions has been made anywhere in lonia, and
it is perfectly possible that the word was used also in Tonic; from its
form there is no reason to suppose that it is particularly Peloponne-
sian. The absence of Tonian evidence does not seem a sufficient
reason for rejecting it from the fragment of Heraclitus.

With the meaning ‘letters” or “things written’ ypogéeov gives an
excellent sense: the pen proceeds in 2 mean course along a straight
line, but on the way it makes many convolutions in the construction
of the separate letters; thus the *way’ or *path’ of letters can be said
to be both straight and crooked. This is almost identical, indeed,
with the sense given if ypogiew means “of writers’: in the one case
the object, in the other the agent is specified; that is all. Neither
interpretation is free from difficulty, but each is preferable to any
interpretation possible with any other reading, and I believe that the
manuscript reading is certainly correct. In this case what Heraclitus
wrote was utterly misunderstood by some later transmitrer, who
instead of ypopéew understood yvagteov or yvagelp. In the paren-
theses there seems to be little doubt that the fuller’s screw is in
question; bur it seems unnecessary to posmilate two separate inter-
polators, as Tannery does. Mullach ad fr. seemed 10 think that the
instance of writing was understood by the interpolator, who added
on his own account the different instance from the fuller’s press;
this is again improbable. Thus all we can say is thar ar some fime

* This is somewhat similar 10 what Muliach meant when, in explanation of
his reading ypogede, he wrote: ‘Nam stli circumversio recta et curva esty
siquidem a seribente simul sursum avgue in orbem fectie” Tannery, fe. cir.,
thinks that the interpolator (of ypagelo in the ms.; not Heraclitus) had a
different idea in his mind, of swirling a pencil in one’s fingers at the same time
as drawing it along the loe, in order 1o keep the poinr sharp. This is very
far-ferched.
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he invention of the screw-press, therefore after c. 50 B.C. at the

“and before the writing of the Paris ms. of Hippolytus, this
solation was made. The probability is, one might suppose,
ppolytus himself was responsible for it. As for the retention
- ms. of ypagtev, which we take to be the original and correct
ng, either the interpolator’s version of Heraclitus’ saying
y contained the corruption yvagéwy or yvagel as first word,
interpolation was later incorporated in a version which also
il access to the correct reading; or the interpolator simply ignored
feov and gave his own interpretation of what Heraclitus had in

A dubious corroboration of Heraclitus’ identification of straight
il erooked oceurs in Apuleius’ version of the pseudo-Aristotelian
tdo, 21 (p. 157 Thomas) ‘namque [sc. natura) uvidis arida et
bus flammida, velocibus pigra, directis obligua confudit
e ex omnibus et ex uno omnia iuxta Heraclitum constituit ",
| pussage follows fr. 10, but the Greek text lacks the second

ace to Heraclitus, which is probably due to Apuleius. Before
otation of that fragment there occurred, not atuibuted to
litus, 2 number of practical instances of the way in which
¢ achieves agreement out of opposites. These instances may

vived from a follower of Heraclitus, for some of them also
ur in de victu 1, 12-24, the author of which uses some unmis-
Hetraclitean material. In both places (de mundo 5, 396b17; de
, 23) the instance of ypopporrid occurs, but in each case the
‘exemplified is not the presence of both straight and erocked
sis in the act of writing but the fact that a single Téxvn depends
\e combination of opposites (in this case, opposite shapes). This
{ves no help in determining further what particular case Heraclitus
ud in mind when he said that straight and crooked were the same.
these were commonly thought of as obvicus opposites is
ted by their presence (e00U kal kepmihov) in the Pythagorean
of ten basic oppositions given by Aristotle ar Met. A 5, 9862

‘could reasonably be doubted whether plo ¢ori kad fi adr) really
ongs to Heraclitus, or whether these words were supplied by
ppolytus from fr. 6o, which he quotes immediately afterwards;

At de victu 1, va yvagiss are mentioned; not for their use of the press ov
the Krempehvalze, but because *by ill-treating they make stronger’
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there the Tonic form daur suggests that the whole phrase ‘one and the
same’ is original, and indeed the sentence would be incomplete
withoutit. In fr. 59, however, the only Ionic form is oxoli, and the
statement ypopéeoy 68bs eUfele kal owoA| [se. fon] would be
complete in itself. The fact that Hippolytus interpolated gnot in the
doubtful phrase is no indication of authenticity: he frequently uses
gnol to introduce obvious paraphrases, as in his introductory para-
phrase here: xal el®U B¢, gnol, kel orpepadv. . . (cf. also Reinhard:
Hermes 77 (1942) 22 1, 3). Since the doubdul phrase is formally
assigned to Heraclitus, and there is no special reason for rejecting it,
I'have retained it in the text; | prefer, however, to punctuate strongly
after owohry and make the first clause complete in itself. The
parallelism in form berween frr, 59 and 6o as they stand in Hippo-
Iytus has led to the assumption that the two &8of are ‘the same’ in
the same way; bur there is a slight difference, as will be shown under
fr. 6o. In the case of fr, 59 there can be no doubt that the arpument
is relarive; the saying presents yer another example of how, in a
special case, what are conventionally counted as irreconcilable
opposites are found to inhere at one and the same moment in the
same activity, The writing instrument follows an actual course
which is twisted and irregular; its mean course, however, is a straight
line, Even if the reading yvaeéwv or yvagelw were right and the
reference were to a earding-roller or even a screw-press, the import
of the fragment 'would remain roughly the same. The example may
not be thought ta provide very strong support for the theory of the
underlying unity of opposites; but to Heraclitus and his con-
temporaries the observation was fresher than it is to us,
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(6os)

ytus Refutario 1%, 10, 4 (p. 243 Wendland) (post fr. 59) kal
fyw kol 10 kéTw Ev B kel TO aUTd: 68 dve wirew ple

[t 59) And the up and the down is ane and the same thing: The
cup and down is one am:l the same ( fr. 61 ﬁ:ﬂow&j

it the words printed in heavy type are mtended as a quotation
n Heraclitus is shown by the Tonic form duti, as well as by the
Eort and the suecinct expression in general. The saying was
ed to Heraclitus by many different post-Aristotelian sources;
yius gnres what appears to be the most original form, and
this saying among others of which the evident authenticity
that he had access to a reliable collection of extracts from
tus. Most modern scholars have accepted the view that the
d and downward paths referred 1o here are the paths which
g -fml'lc-ws in the change of the cosmos from fire to sea to earth
. w:m:]) and from earth to sea to fire (upward). This view
upon the interpretation given at Diog. L. 1x, 8-9, a passage
from ThﬂDFl‘ll‘El'-‘:“tuS Theophrasms was ev1denr.1w,« convineed
1 (describing the ‘turnings’ of fire) included the process of
ny; but that Heraclitus cannot have envisaged or described
ocess is adequately shown by fr. 30 alone, see p. 311, Those
ere aware of this difficulty turned, for the most part, to the
thar the ‘ways’ or ‘paths’ in this fragment refer to the
ings’ or ‘exchanpes’ of fire for cther forms of marter—a
s in which Heraclitus did in fact believe. That no more general
jcation of the words of the fragment was sought was due,
umahly, to an assumption like that expressed by Gigon 67, that
ature and frequency of the citation [se. of fr. 60] shows that it
an important physical context’. But Karl Reinhardt, whose
ation of this fragment I for the most part accept, has pointed
it (Hermes 77 (1942) 16ML.) that no less than five interpretations
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were offered by ancient critics, of which three were not strictly
‘physical” at all.

(1) Tertullian adv. Marcionem 11, 28 “‘Quid enim ait Heraclitus
ille tenebrosus? eadem via sursum et deorsum.’-Tertullian, perhaps
not very seriously, takes this to imply that the same argument can
be used in two different ways.

(2) Philo de somn. 1, 24, 156 xed 858¢ 115 8 Eoriv &ves kol kéTe
Téw dvlipromeltoy Tpayudmev, dorarols kel dwibplrols Ypautvn
owwtuyles.. .. CF idem, de vir. Mos. 1, 6, 31. By Philo the way up
and down is applied to the variability of human fortunes; Heraclitus
is not mentioned by name, but the 6865 occurs in the first passage,
while the second has a possible reminiscence of fr. g2, miyns. . v val
KarTod T Gvlpdomaia mETTeVoUons. Perhaps this interpretation derives
from Plato Philebus 434 . . .05 ol cogol q:r:mw* del yép Smovra &
e kol karreo el (of changes of feeling); so also éid. 438, There is
no mention of the 886, but pef could refer specifically to Heraclitus.

(3) The Neoplatonists, recalling perhaps Plato Rep. 5175 Thv Tis
wuyiis dveBov, and Gerg. 493 & yerarrirreaw dve kéres (of the soul),
evidently took the * way up and down’ to refer to the journeys of
the soul. So Iamblichus ap. Stobaeum £el. 1, 30 (1, 378 Wachsmush)
in explanation of Plotinus Znn. 1v, 8 (see fr. 84): "Hpdwharres . . .dBév

Te &y kel kémed BiermopsUeaon Tég wuyds Umreiinge. . . .

(4) We know from Theophrastus Phys. op. fr. 1 that Theophrastus
arrributed to Heraclitus successive processes of world-becoming and
world-destruction: ol 8 kal Té&Ew Twd xad ypovov dpiouévoy Tiig
ToU koopov pETaRoATs xard Twa siuaputvny dvdysnv. But nothing
is suid there which confirms that rhis peropohd involved a &8s dve
vare. Here we must scrutinise Diog. L. 1x, 8¢ (part of Diogenes’
detailed, Theophrastean account); which is printed on p. 328. It
is hard to determine how far xal Ty peToPoriiv &Bov v kdmw,
Tév T kdouov yiveofar kot oy refers to cosmogonical, and
how far 1o cosmological changes. What precedes these words
(cf. pp. 328, 24) certainly refers to cosmogony and ecpyrosis;
while ylveoBen 88 dvafupdons k. (p. 270f.) Cﬁﬂdlnlj’ describes
cosmological-meteorological processes. The answer is, T think,
that the kind of change which leads 10 yéveens continues in :]m
world of our experience. In other words, Tév & kéouov ylveofe
kerr oy (sc. &BOv dveo wémw, rather than peraPoiiv) applies
te the cosmological continuation of the cosmogonical process:

1a6

FR, 60

Wolpevoy yap 7o mip Euypaivesfon xTh., though it probably
ints Theophrastus’ extension of the application of fr. 31 to
g and glopé of the world, also describes the weather-process,
Wil it {8 to this that ‘the way up and down’ should probably be
whed. To recapitulate: the cosmos is continually changing
when it Bas come into being; and it is this process of change
underlies its cyeles of destruction and he:::}miug. It is
cal change in general which seems to be called ‘way up and
*; this physical change is involved in the cosmic L}-‘Liﬂ, but the
p and down’ cannot itself be described as identical with this
Further, just before the first mention in Diogenes of the “way
d down' came the statement that ‘of the opposites, the one
@ to becoming is called war and strife, the one leading to
ie called agreement and peace...’. Now it is strange if
istus aseribed two different names to the process of world-
ig which he thought he found in Heraclitus, and called it
th ‘war and strife” and ‘the way up and down’. But if he had
rpreted ‘the way up and down’ as a description of general
imological change, this would account for the popularity of
ils interpretation (= (5) below) with the doxographical sources.
e same kind of material alteration but on a much larger scale was
ed in the cosmic processes of becoming and passing away into
8ol were only accidentally involved in these large-scale
s, to which Theophrastus attached the terms (&ﬂuthess used
Teraclitus to express amnuhmg entively different) ‘war and
Y and ¢ agreement and peace’. 1f this is so, then interpretation
drtually disappears and Theophrastus adhered to
), the commonest ancient interpretation of fr. 6o, according to
the ‘way up and down’ represents the -:.asmo]agical changes
trer between fire, water and earth, as in fr. 31. So Cleomedes
tu circ. corp. 1, 11 (p. 112 Ziegler) (after Posidonius according
inhardt, Poscidonios 200; Hermes 77 (1942) 17) ... & pépat
f [se. f) ] dvmidepPvousd e ik e dépos kad £§ cpavol.
ydp due k&, eneiv 6 Hpddarres, B Shns alolas Tpemeoto
croPdhey repuicuios kA, s Maximus Tyr. Or. 41, 4 petafohiy
ouwpdTwy kel yevtgeoos, dhAary v 86w dve kel xdTw ket TOV
hertov (cl. 10, 5); Philo de aet. mundt 21, 109 . . .1d ororgelx
bopou Teds els EAANhe petafolads . . BohiyelovTa del kad THY
6By &vw kol wémer ouveydds dpelfovra. Cf. also Cieero
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N.D. 33, 11, 84 (probably also from Posidonius, but not attributed
specifically to Heraclitus); Mare, Aur. vi, 17, To these passages should
be added another, of pre-Theophrastean date, in which the 684 is not
actually mentioned : de vicau 1, 5 (this starement is the opening sentence
of the first of the chapters in which reworked Heraclitean material
is found) Xeopel 88 mévre kel 8eler ked dvlpdymve Bves kel Kéerw
apeipopeva. Here yepel (a reminiscence of the Platonic phrase at
Crat. 40242—0On the question of the date of de victu, see p. 27; it
probably belongs to the later fourth century) may suggest a 6565:
but no more may be implied by Gve kel kéeres than in the expressions
Gved wed koo gedyew (Aristophanes Aeharn, 21); &. 7e wed w. UGy
(iderm, Knights 866); &. k. ouyyeiv (Euripides Bacchae 340). No
direct reference to fr, 6o need be intended.

Gigon, pp. 67 and 103, objected both to the cosmogonical and the
cosmological interpretations (corresponding to (4) and (5) above) on
the grounds that neither the scheme in Diogenes (fire-wazer-earth-
water-"the rest’) nor that in fr. 31 itself (fire-sea-earth-sea-prester)
presents “ways up and down’ (earth being the most downward
extreme) which are really identical.t Gigon, therefore, considering
that the fragment must have some kind of physical application,
applied it to the changes soul-water-earth-water-soul in fr. 36,
which he considered to show a more complete cycle than fr. 11, This
psychological interpretation of fr. 60 is of course entirely gratuitous;
it rests on at least three false assumptions (that the fragment must
have had a physical application; that * the same” in Heraclitus implies
absolute identity; and that some of the ‘turnings’ in fr. 31 are
radically different from the others), and in addition does not at all
accord with the most obvious interpretation of fr. 36 (p. 340f).
Gigon's observation that in any case ‘ways up and down’ are not
‘the same’ in the sense that the single 858 of fr. 59, viewed from two
different aspects, is ‘the same’, is of greater interest: although it is
not as original as he believed, for Zeller, ZN 854n. 1, said something
very similar. G, Calogero, Giornale Critica della Filosofia fraliana 17
(1936} 213 n. 1, refers to Gigon’s objection and explains that the
apparent difficulty is due to the fact that Hippolyvtus, by juxtaposing

" That they do not exemplify for Gigon, if nos the kind of *fdendin’ ti
he requires, at least equivalence (of. G. Vlastos CP 42 (1947) 165 n. gR), is due
to difficulties of his own making in the inerpretation of the final, i, the fiery,
stage of the transformanons of marer,
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yings of slightly different application, persuaded modern
s to take ‘the same’ in an identical sense in each case, just as
ytus himself appears to have thought that Heraclitus was
ying To dveo with 16 véres, It was noted on fr. 59 above that
W6 words plo torl ked ) clrrr) there might belong to Hippolytus
ter the model of this fr. 65) rather than ro Heraclits. Tt was also
inted out that while in that fragment the limitation of the identi-
stion of opposites to one particular case, which one expects in
: ngl-:: instances, was provided by the word ypaglov, here it is
: in the word &Bés itself: it is not ‘up’ and ‘down’ as such
:h are being identified, but the 884 (in the singular, note) which
ts these two extremes.
was Reinhardr, Hermes 77 (1942) 16T, who, after pointing out
wetsity of the ancient interpretations of fr. 6o and the short-
edness of modern critics in clinging to merely one or two of
Ainterpretations, asked the question: ‘Tst der “Weg" ein Bild,
eichnis, oder eine Lehre?” Hippolvtus quotes the saying by
,as an exa:rnple of the coincidence for Heraclitus of a particular
of opposites. So too in the Heraclitizing late Hippocratic work
imento 45 a similar statement stands by itself and not in
on to cosmological changes: it is conceivable that Marc. Aur. vi,
ers to the same saying, although the passage mentions neither
litus nor the 8&s. Certainly it is ‘up’ and ‘down’ in general,
not in reference to any p.ﬂ:mular process, which are identified
er with other contraries in Lucian’s parody of Heraclitus, Fir.
4 .. oxal fom TwlTd Tipwts drepyin, yeGos dyvaoln, pbya
dves wéerea, These parallels, inconelusive in themselves, added
fact that Hippolytus (and so, presumably, his reliable source)
fr. 60 among other fragments which clearly have as their only
wse the assertion that in certain cases, and perhaps for differing
ons, apparent apposites are really connected as extremes of the
continuum, persuade me to accept Reinhardt’s contention that
e fragment is complete in itself as a relativistic statement devoid of
eneral physical application.'

ne might add as an argumentum ex silencio against the physical inter-
an of the *way up and down’ the fact that, iff material change had been
¢d in this way by Heraclits, ane would have LKFECLEd Aristotle w luve
ed it ar Phys. © 3, 293 b o, where the reference is o the supporrers

niversal and perpetusl modon—particularly, it may be assumed, the
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Reinhardt continued his exposition of this fragment by pointing
out that the words &ves kérer can mean ‘from and to' as well as ‘up
and down’, and that if this is the case here then the relativistic and
non-physical interpretation becomes the only acceptable one: for
change from sky to sea to carth and back again, in fr. 31, would
presumably be expressed in terms of ‘up and down' rather than
“from and to’. Wilamowitz, in his commentary on the Herakles,
v. 953, remarked that there dve xérw meant simply ‘to and fro': so
1oo in Acharnians 21, already cited, of people trying to dodge the
crimson rope. To these and kindred examples 1 would add that
Plato Rep. 6138 shows clearly that in the stadium 7& wéreo referred
to the starting-point, 7& &veo to the turning-point. A similar sense
is implicit in expressions like 1y éveo 6865 in Heradoms (v, 155 vir,
128), meaning ‘the road away (from the coast), or inland’; or
GvoBos meaning ‘journey inland” in three our of the four instances
in Heredatus (v, §0; ¥, §13 v, §4); or dveorépen meaning *farther out
to sea’ (VilL, 1304 VI, 132) and k&Te> meaning * the seaward sector’
of the mainland; that is, “towards me’ in the eves of a maritime
Greek) at 1, 725 1, 177; Vi1, 217. Reinhardr also compares the words
already quoted from de wictu 1, 5, &veo xérew duaifdpsva, with those
which occur later in the same chapter: gorrdvTow dxelveov GHbe
Téwde Te keloe. He refers to the example of men sawing, quoted more
than once in the same treatise, e.g. (in a particularly Heraclitizing
context) ar 1, 16 TékToves TplovTes & piv M3l & Be Ehkerr. . LMEROVTLY
&weo Eprrer, TS Bf wdreo. But heve the language is difficult; ‘to and
fro’ for &vea, . .xéeres would suit the idea which follows, ‘by doing
less (i.e. by alternately letting the saw slide away) they do more’,
but on the other hand mié3e0 means “press down” if anything, and
not merely ‘push” or “pull’, as it would have to if only the horizontal
motion of the saw were in question.

Heracliteans: arpds oliy kaimep o0 Sopizoviog wolay xivnaw Ayouaw, T mréoag,
el yahrmdy dravrfiom. This sopement is particularly surprising if Heraclivg
himself had defined cosmic martion in terms of whar mighs appear t be zhaoluse
“up’ and ‘down'—in which Aristotle, in this pare of the Physics, was especially
interested, | derive this argument chielly from Zeller, AN Soo and 855 nn. In
the lamer discussion Zeller was: particularly eridcizing Lassalle, who (1, 128;
1y iR even dmerpreted the Way sy reforring 1o periodical changes between
Being and Mot-heing, Not even méumew 8 wadlvwpomds tom kihewdos in
Trarmenides fr. 6 means this; in any case wideulos Liere is a very far cry from
the $8é¢ of Heraclines,
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ot even though it is perfectly possible that 655 v kéres in the
ent means ‘way from and to’, it remains clear that &ve and
could at any time bear their primary sense of *up’ and “down’;
there is nothing to show that they do not do so here. Each
e is at liberty to place upon the words whichever of these two
erpretations he thinks best, and in so doing he will not alter the
nary import of the saying. What he will alter is the image by
s of which this import is transmitted; for the evidence of the
extant fragments shows that in these short statements of the
didence of a single pair of opposites Heraclitus preferred the

cal, perceprible example 1o the abstract generalization. It is
fori more probable that, if the words of this fragment are
wntible of either a concrere or an abstract meaning, then the
er is the one that Heraclitus had in mind. Now a concrete
pretation is possible whether the words &ve wére mean ‘up
down' or ‘fromand to’. Tn the latter case one thinks of expres-
like those quoted above from Herodotus; ef. Xenophon Anad.
1, 8, and kindred usages in LS s.v. dveo, 1, 1£. (On the other
at Plato Rep. 62101 &veo 685 means * the upward road” (here,
soul), not ‘the road inland’ or “the road away'.) Presumably
‘inland’ meaning depended on the fact that up river meant away
1 the coast.? Tt was only in Asia Minor that the rivers were large
uph and the hinterland sufficiently unknown (to the Greeks) to
this kind of geographical direction a common one; thus it
s most frequently in Herodotus, and in parts dealing with Asia
s0 too in the Anabasis. Obviously, then, the lonian
itus might have adopted the same usage; but two considera-
weigh against this possibility here: (1) since &veo and k&
ld also mean ‘north’ and ‘south” it is unlikely that they would
sed by themselves in a purely directional sense, for this would
1o ambiguity; (2) it may be the case (though there is not enough
ace for proof) that while f dves 6865 could mean “the inland
| 4 8B &ve or simply 885 dve would tend to mean ‘the
d road’, The double expression &ve k&, with irs separate
tablished sense of “10 and fro’, complicates the final decision.

My own feeling is that the expression means, in this fragment, ‘ the
goud up and the road down’ (to abandon, for the sake of clarity,
0 GF, Het. n, 155 dvemhiovn dord Gahdomns due. The land, as well as is
e, rises as one goes inland: of. “up counery’
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the swriking brevity of the original—'road up down, one and the
same”). Calogero, op. cit. 212-15, has pointed out that there are
many modern examples of the same hill being called opposite things
by the people who live at opposite ends of it: to these who live on
top it is “the road down’, to those at the bottom it is “the road up’.
[talian, for example, distinguishes the two aspects of ‘slope’, and so
in the same city some parts of the same hill are named *discesa’,
others ‘salita’, depending entirely on who did the naming. That
there were such paths in the Ephesus of Heraclitus, connecting two
separate communities and having two separate names, is probable
enough (although Calogero’s examples from late Ephesian inscrip-
tions, 214 n. 1, are not good evidence). It may be that Heraclitus
noticed the opposition in name and the identity of the thing named,
and deduced from this thar the opposition was a relative one—
relative to observers in different circumstances,” More simply he may
have noticed that any road up becomes a road down when one walks
in the opposite direction. This fragment, then, is another statement
of an instance in which apparent opposites are only relatvely
opposed.

t H. Gomperz, Tessarakomtaereris Theophilon Borea (Athens, 1o40) 51, sug-
geated that che image is of *an upper path’ and ‘a lower path’, running parallel
to each other along a mountain-side, This prosupposes an unusual usage of
gves and wérmes, and in addition it may be abjected thar such paths are not, even
in Heraclitus' sense, ‘ the same'; also, for two separate paths or ways the singular
would hardly have been used. Yer Gomperz was correct in trying to think of
a concrete instance of dids

103
(7o8)

) yrius Qu. Hom. ad Il xav, 200 (p. 190 Schrader) i Bé
ol kikhou Teprpepeias oUkeTl [sc, Eom 7o Trdlew ol ] iy yap
g breriar) onpeiov dpyr) T faT ked wipog® Buvew yap dpyh
ul mépog Eml xoxhou wepigepsias kard TV “Hpdrherov.

Ut there is no such thing as a start and a finish of the whole circum-
¢ of a circle: for every point one can think of is a beginning and an
or Beginning and end in a circle 's circumference are common
rding to Heraclitus.

umovwitz, Hermes 62 (1927) 276, held that the words i windou
aelas could not have belonged to the quotation since Heraclitus
jis not interested in geometrical expressions, and terms like
mpipépeic would be unknown to him. The last starement must be
e: the word is not otherwise known before Aristotle, and the fact
Porphyrius himself used it just before the quorarion makes its
story use here guite understandable. On the other hand, the
tive mrepipepris occurs in the possible imitation by Hermippus
below. Bywater too thought it so obvious that &mi...
ipepelos were not by Heraclirus that he gave the fragment as
by eyl Kol Trépas, withour further comment, Gigon 100, how-
r, followed by Walzer, observed that there is no linguistic
ction against the words &mi wlidhou : indeed without some such
ation the quotation becomes a generalization so unsubstan-
and so vague as to be almost meaningless. Porphyrius is the
ce of one otler fragment, 102, which gives the impression of
g been to some extent remoulded in the language of a later age;
103 the form Euvdy, if it has not been restored by a copyist,
tes that some atrempt ar exact quotation was made: but this
Lardly be expected to have prevented Porphyrius from adding
| word which seemed to him to clarify the sense.
A possible reminiscence of the fragment occurs in Hermippus fr. 4
Jo o Evicrrds, v Bt mepigephs TeheuThY oUBenicw oUB dpytv
. For other parallels one must wrn to the medical literature.
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A conerete example of the coincidence of beginning and end in acircle
appearsin de victu 1, 1gTohoRels dryovTes kUkhe TrAdkouiv- dmd s dpy fis
ts T dpyv TeheuTdioty, Tealmd meplobos b T4} ctopoT drdbey dpye-
Teu, i Tolro Teheutd®. A closer parallel with the geomerrical state-
ment of the fragment (accepting &l kikhou ) occurs in another Hippo-
cratic treatise, and one which has no special connexion with Heraclitus,
de loc, in hom. 1 tuol Bowel &pyh) piv olv olBepia elven Tol odpecres,
&t Tréovrer Spofeas dpyn ved rdrer TeEAeuT) )lkAou yép ypapévros
1) dpyty ol ebptfn, In the much later de murrimenro (see p. 117), the
author of which also attempts to reproduce the Heraclitean apophtheg-
matic style, but in an even more superficial way than the author of de
victu, the identification of beginning and end in general is made: de
futr, 9 Gpyt 88 mavTwv pio kal TEARUTY) TavToov pic wal 1 ol
TehsuTh kal d&pyn. It is evident that the coincidence of beginning
and end was a theme of especial interest to doctors; this was because
one of the problems was to discover the dpyr of the body, so as to
begin treatment there.,) Whether or not Heraclitus” statement was the
direct source of such Hippocratic assertions is impossible to deter-
mine; but one must remember that such a simple observation about
one of the properties of the circle may well have been often made
before Heraclitus; he may merely have restared it in a fresh context.

About the nature of this context Rtinllardl, Permenides 211 F.}:md
Gigon 1eof. held radically diflerent views. Reinhardt formerly
maintained that since the Eleatics had believed that Being, being one,
had neither beginning nor end, and sinee (50 he thought) Heraclitus
followed Parmenides, then this image must be part of his attempt 1o
meet the demands of Parmenides without sacrificing change and
movement. [t must be said that Reinhardt now interprets this
fragment somewhat differently, to judge from his consideration of
relativistic statements in de nutrimento at Hermes 77 (1942) 239f.
Gigon takes the fragment to refer to the cyclical exchanges of matter
which he claims to find in fr. 31 and elsewhere, There is, of course,
nothing in the context in which it is quoted nor in the content of the
fragment itself to suggest that it refers to physical change; further-
more, it is only by the most complex manipulation that true eyelical

' The more enlightened doctors held that there was no particular beginning-
poine, any more than an end-point, of the hody, and thar artacks on disease

must be made through the body as 2 whole; in addiden to the above passages
cf. oe e, hom. 115 de pss, mee. 11,
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can be read into Heraclitus; there is only one so-called
twhich suggests it, Maximus Tyr. x11, 4, the first of the three
es cited as fr. 76D, Here earth changes to fire, fire to air, air
, water o earth—but the presence of air shows that we are
ng w1th a Stoicizing version of Heraclitus. Fr. 31, which is
ly genuine, presents a very different state of affairs: physical
ve is rectilinear (though Aristotle sumetimes loosely describes
.ehanges as cyclical), that is, fire changes o sea, sea to earth,
o sea (not 1o fire, which is the next move in a true cyclical
), sea Lo fire, Even if we do not read Emi kikhou it is difficult
how fr. 103 eXpresses any truth relevant to this process. I'r. 36,
high Gigon wrongly resorted for the interpretation of the “way
id down’ (fr. 60}, exemplifies the same rectilinear scheme, and
ie other Stoicizing paraphrases which form the rest of fr. 76D,
we have before us is the simple assertion that beginning and
a circle are ‘common’, that is, coincident, There is no
ddence 1o show that HEI‘&C:]IILI‘: was interested in circular processes
her in nature or in thought.? As it stands, the fragment announces
wo things which are normally npposcd especially when applied
ectilinear course of human life, are in a special case coincident
s no distinction between them. This is the essence of the other
s assigned 1o this group, and there seems to be no reason
bt thar this fragment, too, is a statement that apparent oppo-
llte, in certain cases and feomty tartain aspects, the same. Gigon
:4- 10 tliis interpretation that if it were the real one Heraclitus
el have said 6 orré, as in frr. 59, 6o, instead of uvdv, This odd
nent presupposes that Heraclitus always expressed the same
it of thought in exactly the same language. Apart from the doubt
0 whether f) atrr) in fr. 59 was added by Hippolytus from fr. 6o
103 f£.), and the fact that there are other statements of the
( enr:e of opposites which do not include the word etrés, an
nation of Heraclitus” prose shows that he often aimed at
ion of diction, The most simple interpretation seems, in the lack
o evidence, to demand provisional acceptance.

'm&mdes fr. 5, Euvdy & pol dorw | dmrofer Gpfwpo réh yap wadw
ﬂ'ﬁv;, presents a superficial resemblance which may have no significance
perlup:;, a2 un indication thar the observadon of ‘circularity’ was a
o . However, Buvév is used in 2 very similar manner in each case; the
hﬂ[ty ﬂ:uu Parmenides is consciously echoing Heraclitus cannot be denjed.
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48
(661)
Erymologicun Magnum s.v. Plos (ex Feym., Genuino) fowe 5t bnd

TEV dipyericov ducovinices Afyeodion Bios To TéEov kel 1y 30f- ‘Hodederreg
olv & oxotawds T olv' T6Ew dvopa Plog, Epyov 8¢ Bdvartoc.

1 6t Teatzes.

The bow and life seem to be called by the same name, ‘ bios', by the men
of old; so Heraclitus the Obscure said: For the bow the name is life,
but the work is death.

The same form of the fragment, with the same introduction, occurs
in the scholion on 11 1, 49 (Anecd. Par, 1, p. 122 Cramer) ; Tzetzes,
Exeg. in lliadem, p. 101 Hermann, has the same quotation except [or
8¢ instead of ol : Eustathius, commenting on the same line of Homer,
paraphrases: . . .5ib kel doteicos & oxerswds ‘Hpdidherros fpn &pax
Toll Prod, fitor Tolt TéEov, 1O piv dvopa Bics, T Bt Epyov Gdvaros,
No reliance can be placed on the genuineness of the particle, whether
oy or 8€: admittedly oUv after a previous olv or yolv in the
Erymologicum and the scholiast must be intended to helong to the
quotation, but may have been supplied as a means of introducing
the original words of Heraclitus (as often in the case of yép) by the
source of the Byzantine versions. There is no direct pre-Byzantine
evidence for this fragment, but this is no overwhelming reason for
doubting its authenticity: the form of the quotation accords with
what we know of the style of Heraclitus; particularly notable are the
introductory restrictive dative (rather than a genitive), as in fr. 36
and the probably derivative fr. 77, fr. 63 (perhaps), and fr. 8gp, the
first clause of which, however, is probably not original; and the
absence of pév, which would surely be found after dvope in any but
the archaic style—compare the version of Eustathius quoted abave.
Such a near comment on the Homeric word Pigs would be sure to
draw the attention of the Alexandrian Homerie scholarsy providing

that it survived as long as that, its wansmission to Byzantium was
practically assured.
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All modern editors and commentators have drawn attention o

@ similar antithesis of name and function in the Heraclitizing treatise

de nutrimento, 21 (DK 22¢2) Tpopf) oU oo, fiv uf) 8ovnton, {ob)
poot) Tpoot), fiv (W] oldw e §) Tptoew. olivopa Tpogr, fpyov be
ot Epyov Tpogr), elivapa Bt ouyi (Diels” text). This treatise has been
assigned to about the middle of the first century a.p. by H. Diller
{drch. f. Gesch. d. Medizin 29 (1937) 178f% and especially 190f.),

whe detected in it some of the views of the Pneumatic schoal of

medicine, as well as Stoic ideas, Too much prominence has probably

‘been given to its Heraclitean character, which is mainly restricted to
4 slavish imitation of the style of some of Heraclitus” more oracular

antithetical assertions together with the reperition of a few well-
known words and phrases {e.g. 6565 dveo ke, gUotg ESaprel méwra

miow). F. Heinimann, however, in his excellent treatment of the
Buopa—Epyov antithesis in Greek thought (Nomos und Physis 4611),

claims (p. 53) that the antithesis in de nutrimento 21 must derive

from the school of Heraclitus since it does not seem to be Stoie:
thus it appears to provide support for fr. 48. This unconvineing
argument may be supplemented by that based upon a similar use, by
Heraclitus and the medical gnomelogist, of the Epyew-dvopx
anrithesis. What the later author maintains is that the essence of

- athing is determined by its function or activity, not by its name. If
‘acertain type of food does not, in a particular case, nourish, then it

does not deserve the name of *food’: it has been wrongly identified.
The contrast is not the Sophistic one between conventional (or

decidental) and natural characteristics—a contrast which appeared as

warly as Xenophanes (ef. fr. 32) but is not found in Heraclitus; that

eontrast i expressed by ovopomi, . JEpyw, not dvopor. . Epyov:

Calogero (Giorn. Crie. della Filos. ftal. 17 (1936) 205 n. 23 cf.
Gromon 17 (1941) 201) has well emphasized that Epyep (=in reality)

is very different {rom fpyov (=function). The emphasis of the
| de putrimento passage upon name and funetion may suggest that the
~author had retained a memory of the contrast in Heraclitus fr. 48;

but even if this is so (and it is very hypothetical), the application of
the contrast in the later work can tell us little or nothing about its
application by Heraclitus which is not immediately apparent from
the fragment itself.

For Heraclitus, however, &voux as opposed to Epyov did not
represent a merely accidental attriburte of a thing, unconnected with
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its real nature; in other fragments he uses verbal similarities in such
a way as to suggest thar for him they had a real significance; cf.
frr. 1, 24, 26, 28, 32, 114. It could be maintained that this was
merely a trick of style, and thar the connexion of, for example, pdpor
and polpas in fr. 25 was due not to & belief that they were really
connected because of their similar names but to the feeling that the
assertion intended in this fragment is stronger and more striking if
expressed in this form. However, Snell (Hermes 61 (1926), esp.
367.) has made out a convincing case for assigning a more than
stylistic motive 1o the use of word-similarities by Hersclitus. He
suggests that for him the names of things give some indication of
their nature, just as, in fr. 93, the Delphic Apollo is said neither to
speak outright, nor to hide, but to give an indication through the
enigmatic words of the prophecy. For this question fr. 67 is of the
greatest impaortance: there we learn that *God is day night, winter
sumuner, war peace, satiety hunger; he is changed in the way that
fice, whenever it is mixed with spices, is mamed according to the
savour of each’. Snell 368 comments that *der Name hebt nur eine
Erscheinung pesondert heraus und zerstéirt darum das Wesentliche”,
But “destroys” is too strong a word to use, unless it is meant that
anything which does not describe the whole essence of a thing
destroys that essence as a whole. For just as when myreh is cast into
the flames of a sacrificial fire it is wrong to describe the mixture simply
as ‘myreh’, yer it remains true that myrch forms a part of the
mixture, 50 when god is described simply as ‘day’ or ‘peace’,
withiout any mention of the corresponding contraries, he is only
being described fn pare; such a description would be misleading,
because incorplere, but it would not be untrue in the sense of being
entirely false. Thus the name which is given to a complex cannot be
entirely ignored, for it will tell us something about the complex,
even if only about one of its constituents, So too in fr. 32 Heraclitus
talks of something which ‘is unwilling and willing to be called by
the name of Zeus': whatever is the reference of this remark, it is
clear thar this name does to some extent correspond with the true
nature of the subject, and to this extent it is approved; hence it may
be deduced that Heraclitus was not surprised to find some real
correspondence between the name and the thing named, even if this
correspandence is usually far from complete,

In the past it has often been sugeested that Heraclitus' views on the
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nature of names are revealed in the Crasvius of Plato, throughout
which Cratylus is seen to uphold the pUos épdTng of all names. But

Cratylus was, ar the most, a ‘Heraclitean’, and as such does not

necessarily represent the ideas of Heraclitus himsell; indeed Rein-
hardt, Parmenider 24111, (of. also Wacburg, N. Philofog. Unters. 5
(1929) 5it.; Heinimann Nomos und Physis 530.), has clearly shown
that Plato commonly used the ‘Heracliteans’ as representatives of
the theories prevalent in sophistic circles, theories which perhaps had
no connexion either with Heraclitus or with any specific followers of
his. To this T would add that the evidence that Cratylus was, in fact,
@ habitual follower of Heraclitus needs careful consideration, and
that this is not a legitimate conclusion at any rate from the Platonic

dialogue: see my arricle “The Problem of Cratylus’, A7P 72 (1951)

2251

A much more cogent indication of the fact that for Heraclirus
nares bore some essential relation to objeets, and were capable of
revealing a truth about them which might not be otherwise obvious,
is provided by the not uncommon instances of etymology in the
tragedians and especially in Aeschylus—whose dgamemnon, pro-
duced in 4358, cannot have been written much more than twenty
years after Heraclitus' death, At Ag. 6811, the chorus ask, ¢ Propos
of the name "Ehévor (explained as Bhévauv), Tis mot’ dvbpozey F |
fg 7O Y ETrTUNLS ! Compare the similar significant etymologies of
*"Amohhcov and kiiBies at lines 1080ff., Gooff. of the same play. The
same sort of reference 1o the “true” or *eorrect’ character of certain
names, not always proper names, oceurs at Cho. 948 (also trrmipes) ;
Suppl. 315 (60n065); Sepr. 829 (Spddss); fr. 6, 3 Nauck (einbyos);
Suppl. 585 (dhnPés): see Eduard Fraenkel deschylus, Agamemnon 11,
P- 3129 (n. on | 682), and the article of R. Pfeiffer cited there.
nstances from the other tragedians, in whom rhis interest in the
dpfcovupov is perhaps less striking than in Aeschylus, are collected
by M. Warburg, V. Philolog. Unters. 5 (1929) 76, The subject is
well treated, in relation to Heraclitus and Aeschylus in particular, by
Calogero op. cit. 2061, This belief that names can indicate the real
character of an object, evidently shared to a high degree by Heraelitus
and Aeschylus in spite of their different aims and background,
supplies a possible motive for the griphic devices heloved of both
authors: the real ambiguiry in things and evenrs is sometimes
reflected in their names, and correct behaviour in relation to these
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ambiguities depends upon the exercise of intelligence and discretion
in the resolution of the verbal cruces. No doubt a more direct and
concrete motive was supplied by the traditional Uyos-style of the
Delphic oracle.”

Having established that Heraclitus, while not having any such
thing as a ‘Sprachtheorie’, did appear to believe that names tended
to reveal some part of the wuth about the characrer of the objects to
which they were attached, we may now consider the particular
significance for him of the similarity between a possible Greek word
for ‘bow’ and the recular Greek word for “life’.* Is this fragment
intended as nothing more than a further specific example of a con-
nexion, froma certain point of view, between twoapparent opposites?
It might well be s0: the words =6 168 (the article, of course, might
have been added after Heraclitus) stand at the beginning of the
sentence to define the particular sphere in which the connexion

between opposites applies, as ypogéww stands at the beginning of

fr. 59. In the instances of the connexion of opposites so far con-
sidered the opposites in question have been comparatively trivial,
except for the very general concepts ‘harmful’ and *beneficial” or
“unpleasant” and ‘pleasant” in frr. 13, 9, §8. In this fr. 48 it happens

¥ Hezaclitus hag frequently been called the first thinker to construct a theory
of language. This can only be wrmed grossly misleading: The desire 10 show
thar such and such a man was ‘ the father of" history or philosophy or any other
pursuit hus been the cause of more than one serious misinterpretation of the
development of Greek culire. Nestle, Philofopus 64 (1005) 382 £, asserred that
Heraclitus was influenced by Orphic etymologies like Téw from waw (fr. 54
Kern), ®avns from gabvez (fr.75 105 There is ne evidence whatsoever thacany of
these stymologies in specifically Orphic contexts belongs w a period as early
s the fifth century n.c.

# Calngero, ap. et 204, made the extraordinary remark that the similaricy
berwean Blos and Pids “was not vet diminished, as v is for us, by the use of the
written accent and the phonetic transposition of the musical accene into the
stress gecent’, Admiredly there was no written accent, bur the difference
between the two words was just as marked, in speech, whether the pheonetic
accent was one of pirch or stress. However, the other examples of word-
similarities in Heraclitus demonsirate thae he did not demand anvebing lile
exact correspondence. [tis true that in this case there is an exace correspondence
in the wrirten form of the wo words: were it not for the fact emphasized in
the previous sentence, it would be tempting 10 take this fragment as a postiive
indication—and the only one in the extant fragmenss—ihat Heraclimus wroce
his apophthegms, rather than uttering them so Irequ:,m.lj-r that 2 stancard version
became known and eventually recorded.

130

FR, 48

that the opposites which appem 10 be connected, in the particular
~ case of the bow of which the name is also ‘life’, are a pair of which
‘the essential unity perhaps had a special 51g:mﬁcance for Heraclitus.
The identity of life and death (more strictly, of living and dead) is
explicitly asserted in fr. 88, together with that of the waking and the
sleeping, young and old: Todmd = B 26w kel Tefvnids.. .. The
‘peason for this ‘identity’ is that “these change round and are those
and those change round and are these'—in other words, because
these extremes inevitably succeed one anather (or one inevitably
asses into the other), they are essentially connected and so, in

- Heraclitug’ terms, ‘the same’: see on Group s, pp. 134, Fr. 62
states that ‘immortals [sc. are] mortal, mortals immortal’—again,
there seems to be a basic unity underlying life and death, because the
first inevitably gives way to the second (and perhaps, for Heraclitus,
vice versa). But both these cases might be intended merely as
further examples of a general truth which Heraclitus was trying Lo
prove, that things which inevitably succeed one another are
essentially connected, At fr. 15 occurs an assertion that ‘Hades and
Dionysus are the same’, where the two deities may represent death
and life, and where there is certainly no argument from succession.
It is conceivable, though unlikely, that in fr. 32 the subject ‘does not
wish to be called by the name of Zeus’ because the stem of this
name, 3nv-, suggests ‘life’, and life is associated with death. This is
the sum of the evidence from the extant fragments that Heraclitus
attached special importance to the equation of life with death: ir is
evident that for the most part *equation’, strictly speaking, is not in
question. The conclusion must be that the evidence for a positive
doctrine of the identity of life and death is not strong enough to
justify the interpretation of a fragment which only incidentally
involves these terms, like this fr. 48, as spec:ﬁcal!y aimed at the
general restatement of such an identity, Nevertheless Zeller, ZN
8osf.; Diels, M. Jakrb. 25 (1910) 3; Gigon, 92 and 124, Tave
-~ accepted this kind of intr:rpretauun without question. Gigon
~ further remarked that the image reminds one of fr. 51, where the
~ bow and the lyre are said to have a woiMvroves &puovin ; Heinimann,
Nomos und Physis 55, refers to this remark with approval. In fact,
- however, the use of the same word Té§ov in two apparently different
~ contexts lacks all significance, and does not deserve comment unless
e are prepared to accept a rather complex interpretation of the sense
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of fr. 48: that not only does the name Pids suggest life, as well as the
proper function of the bow which is death, but the instrument as
a whole, because of the tension of the string and the frame which
while pulling against each other nevertheless present an appearance
of stability, suggests the principle of wéheucs or épis which, as can be
learnt from the fragments of Group 8, maintains the structure of the
phenomenal world. The removal of war and sirife—the relaxation of
the tension—would result in the destruction of the xéopos : thus the
bow, whether it be called Téov or Bids, exemplifies the principle of
life in the way outlined in fr. 51.

In my view such interpretations, while they cannot be rejected
absolutely, do not carry conviction. What is quite clear is that the
bow is yetanother example of the concurrence in a particular conerete
instance of two states normally counted as radically opposed to each
other. In this instance the name of the implement in question is
almost identical with the name of the opposite of the implement’s
chief function. If names were considered by Heraclitus to have no
real connexion with things, then this instance would be utterly
worthless: as it is, he considered thar there was some real connexion,
that the name could indicare an otherwise obscure truth about the
thing to which it was artached; therefore this opposition between
name and function, while not meaning that the bow was life or
anything of this sort, had enough force to support a case demon-
strated at greater length and with fuller documentation elsewhere.
Only if this interpretation is accepted does the fragment have any
real peint; and point is something which all of Heraclitus” sayings
seem pre-eminently to have had,
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GROUP 4
Frr, 23, 111

The fact that men recognize some conditions and
sensarions to be desirable and good shows thar within
this sphere of human judgement opposites exist and are
complementary to each other: it would be impossible
to qualify anything as ‘good’ if the opposite, which is

known to be ‘bad’, did not exist, The fact of differentia-

tion within each category, and the possibility of change,
shows that there must be two opposite extremes in each
type of predicate; yer these extremes are comple-
mentary, and, together with the intervening stages,
form a single nexus. That one extreme cannot be
imagined without the other is & further proof of the
unity of opposites.
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{Bog)

Clement Stromateis 1v, 9, 7 (11, p. 252 Stihlin) 8rav yép &othns
TG airiov Tol gofoy, Ty dpapTiov, deees Tov péPov, oAl B En
(uéNAov T ) kAo, e dard T6 Tepuids fmbupdy: “Bikaric yop
oU kefroa vopos”, 1) ypagtf gnow. wohds olv ‘Hpdwherros Adune
dvope groiv olx dv fidecav? el tabra’ i fiv, Zorpdtns 82 vopow
everor dyoldv olx dv yevéafal,

T suppl. Wendland.

aceep, Weandland, Dicls,
Tébma Krang; telrdr Reinharde,

z #ingav cod.; fbeoav Hischel; fBeocy Sylburg,
3 el cod,; vérle cont, Diels, méurla vel

For whenever you have removed the cause of fear—sin—you have
removed the fear itself; but much more have you removed the punishment,
whenever that which is by nawre full of desire is absent: for *the law
is not made for a righteous man’ | =1 Timothy i. 9], the Seriprure $ays.
Well then does Heraclitus sav They would not know the name of
Dike, if these things did not exist, and Socrates that law would not
have come into being for the sake of good men.

Zeller, ZN pr3, rightly remarked that the context in Clement does
not enable us to interpret the quotation from Heraclitus with any
certainty, The ms. reading &noav must be wrong; the occurrence
of tév géPov in Clement’s discussion just before the quotation lends
a superficial plausibility to Hoschel's #noav (supported also by
H. Gomperz, Zeits. f. ést. Gymn. 61 (1910) 964), but a closer exami-
nation of the context shows that there is no longer any question of
fear by the time the quotations ffom I Timothy, Heraclitus and
Socrates are made, Clement’s point is that the absence of a know-
ledge of sin (caused according to some people by the existence of
laws) removes fear, the consequence of this knowledge; but the
absence of any tendency towards bodily desires which can lead to
sin, as in the case of the soul which is being trained through the true
philosophy (mentioned earier in this same discussion), removes the
very possibility of punishment and therefore the fear of punishment.
For such souls law and its concomitants are utterly irrelevant: law
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W8 made for the bad, not for the good, This last sentiment is
nmistakably expresséd in the quotations that precede and follow
e saying of leraclitus, and it must be assumed that in Clement’s
n at any rate this saving had a similar import. By this point
ent has advanced beyond the consideration of fear, In these
stances Sylburg’s conjecture, fiSesow, may be provisionally
gepted. The subject of this verb lies, of course, outside the
tion: the conrext in Clement suggests, if anything, that it was
nen’ in general, but ‘good men’; yet Clement would not have
ted to use the quotation even if he did not know its proper
fext, or if this context did not exactly accord with his own; in
ion, the more general subject may the more easily have fallen
it of the tradition. Thus the subject may well have been simply
oL,

ce it is certain that the subject of the main verb lay outside the
on, it is quite possible that Totrer refers to a substantive
‘also was not quoted: attempts to emend Talra, therefore, in
to make the fragment complete in sense, are unnecessary and

stermination of the reference of ratrer. The main topic, admitredly,
73 Zeller assumed that the pronoun referred to ‘the laws', and
d the interpretation of Schuster 304, that the fragment is a
sm of men for having no appreciation of justice without the

antiquity; Heraclitus' eriticisms of men were popular, sup-
ting as they did his character as oyhcheibopos. Secondly, what-

, if 8ixn represents some kind of positive virtue is Schuster’s
etation possible—see the discussion of the word below. But
nierpretation is unnecessary: the intention of the fragment
 be to praise Nomos (cf. {rr. 114, 44). Further, some support
king: Tadre to refer to Law or laws is apparently provided by

vrer SikanooUvng elven oUppohe, of vouol, dBidas elol Texunprov:
pn foaw, Gvébny v Emovnpevecfe. viv & e M owod pkpdy
oplzeods @oPoy wohdoews, worréyeole el mdoow aBwiav, This
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particular letter is atherwise deficient in references 1o extant frag-
ments, and for its Heraclitean character depends on oceasional
parodies of Heraclitus® antitherical style and the fact that it purports
to be written by Heraclitus to Hermodorus. Yer the words e yép
ui floaw, referring 1o of véyer, certainly look as though they are
a reminiscence of el radra uf fiv in the fragment, where the ret'e;*ence
may well be the same. It is probably accidental that the words
which immediately follow the protasis in the cpistle, dvisny &v, only
differ by a single letter from the unacceptable ms. reading in Clement
of the words which precede the protasis there, dv &noov. Yet the
subject is the same in both contexts, namely, law, and the letrer
mentions a double coneept, using the same words, which had been
employed by Clement shortly before the quotation from Heraclitus
®9Pe kohboeoss : the coincidences are serious enough to promote the
possibility that Clement and the author of the seventh letter used
the same or related sources at this peint. Clement of Alexandsia
was @ man of immensely wide learning who evidently had access to
impressive collections and summaries of Greck authors, of which he
made full use. The author of this lerter, on the other hand, is a
shadowy figure: the whole collection originated probably in the
first century a.n, (Clement’s Stromareis were written around A.p. 200).
Not all are by the same hand, though they may be the product of
different pupils in a single school of rhetoric, It is possible, though
no more, that the letter was written in Alexandria itself, some
hundred years before Clement; but even if not it may have had as
source some Cynic-3toic compendium which was also used in the
compaosition of the Stromareis.

This speculation, indefinite as it must be, appears to support the
view that in the fragment of Heraclitus the proper antecedent of
Torre is something like of vpor. It is possible, however, that the
hypotherical single source of Clement and the author of the seventh
letier was responsible for giving the saving this reference: il the
antecedent of the pronoun disappeared quite early in the wadition
then all sorts of false interpretations may have arisen, and this may
be one of them. If that were the case, then the attempt to retrieve the
meaning of Heraclitus himself would have to be based, after all,
upon the quotation itself, on the one hand, and our knowledge of the
sort of thing that Heraclitus might have said, derived from the
assessment of other extant fragments, on the ather.
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Teichmiiller, N. Stud. 7. Gesch. d. Begriffe (1876) 1, 131, took
TeTa to refer to evil actions of men: on ly because of the existence

of such actions and the weakness of character which gives rise to

them is it necessary for men even to have heard of Dike. Diels
favoured emendarion to térrie, and thus supported the same view;

Kranz in DK suggested &8 wa as an alternative emendation.' It has

alecady been remarked that such emendations are unnecessary. If the
fragment has the sense suggested, then it is probable that the word

‘which lay outside the quotation by Clement, and to which redma
refers, was &Bwery for the point would presumably be that the one
extreme would not be known, or exist, were it not for the existence

of the other—in other words, we should expect a mention of formal

‘opposites. Afkn and &8wa are opposites of this sort, whatever the

exact significance of the former word here; their morphological
opposition is sufficient to meet Heraclitus’' requirements. It is
necessary none the less to examine the meaning of Bikn. The
translation of, for example, Burnet 137, ‘the name of justice’, is to
some extent misleading: for Bikn is not identical with the later
Bikenosivn, implying an abstrace principle (though at Plato Prorag.
322D—323 A4 both words are used for the same concept). The
erymology of Bikn is debated ; the present writer is content to accept
that it is connecred with Selkvup and develeped from a Sanskrit root
dig- meaning “indication’ or “direction’ (see now L. R. Palmer,
Trans. Philol. Soc. (1950) 149fF.). Jaeger, Paideia 1 (Eng, trans3,
Oxford, 1946) 442 n. 16, was surely right in rejecting the derivation
fram Swelv meaning ‘to throw’. The extant usages of the word in
Greek can be divided according to meaning into the following

‘classes: (1) ‘approved custom’ or ‘established order’; (2) ‘judge-

ment': (3) ‘lawsuit’ or ‘trial’; (4) ‘punishment’ or ‘penalty’. (3)
and (4) are not found in the Homeric poems. (1) and (2) are casily
‘explained as *the right direction’; (3) and (4) are derivative, perhaps
from (z) in particular: but it may be thar a slightly different sense of
the root is stressed in (4) at any rate, not so much the pointing out
‘of the right direction among two opposed ones as the marking of the

guilty party. The above analysis of usages is based on the article in

! Beinbiardt's reading, votrd (Parmenides 204 0. 13, assumes that the word
tofers tao a pliase such as ‘good and bad” lying owrside the quomadon. The
sense given is the same a3 in Teichmitller but is reached in 4 more devious way.
There seems o be no sdvantge in making this alteration.
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LSJ, although differing in emphasis: a consideration of the Pre-
socratic occurrences (see the word-index in DK, s.v. 8lkn) shows that
these did not diverge from the general partern. Even under Kranz’s
heading ‘opp. &Biklee v, dhnl.’, there is no instance where the word
means abstract justice; it is only opposed to d&Bikia where the latrer
word means ‘wrongdoeing’ in a concrete sense, e.g. in Democritus
fr, 215, The distinction in meaning is blunted for us because
‘injustice” in English can mean either the abstract principle or the
concrete instance (e.g. ‘You do me an injustice”), while *justice’
nearly always refers to the abstract principle. In English, however,
as in post-Homeric Greek, ‘justice” can stand for *punishment” or
‘legal decision’. In Heraclitus the word occurs in three instances
apart from the one under discussion: in fr. 94 it is clearly a personi-
fication ("Epwies . . .Alxns grixoupen) ; Jaeger, Thealooy 116, remarks
that ‘here Dike serves as an embodiment of the inviolable order of
nature’. In fr. 28 the use is similar (. . .Alkn korohryeTon Weubdv
Tekroves . . . ). In fr. 8o ‘it is necessary to know that war is common
xai Bikny Epwv. . ", Here the reference may be to Anaximander fr, 1
(presumably of the opposites), 8i8dven yép ol Blkny el riow
éhhihors Tfis éBwkiog: but in the Heraclitus fragment the meaning
cannot be ‘punishment” or *amends’, but must be “the right way’,
*the proper course of events’; in other words, it is analogous to one
extension of the meaning in frr. 94, 28, where the personified Dike
represents conflation of this “right way’ with the idea of punishment
for infringement. Both ideas are expressed in Jaeger's phrase “the
inviolable order of nature’. It is reasonable 1o suppose that the
sense of 8ikn in this fr. 23 accords with the sense which Heraclitus
has certainly assigned to the word in the other three fragments:
that it means ‘the right, or eswblished, way’. Is the idea of
punishment for infringement present too, as in frr. 94, 287 A firm
answer to this question is impossible: in those two fragments
the context shows cleatly that the negative aspect of Dike, the
idea of a force which cannot be opposed without disaster, cannot
be disregarded; in the present fragment, however, the context
(which is to some extent incomplete) gives no such information.
But there is cermainly no specific adjunct like 'Epwies or xere-
Mpperen s this being the case it may be considered that Dike,
by itself, is more likely 1o call to the mind of the hearer the
positive and perhaps prior idea of the right way for people and
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things to behave, rather than the negative idea of correction
~ gonsequent upon departures from that way.

If the idea of correction is indeed absent from the use of the word
in this fragment, then the Teichmiiller-Diels view that tadre refers
10 unjust acts is strengthened, as against the Schuster-Zeller view
that it refers to law or laws. Zeller was surely mistaken in holding
that the former view demanded the interpretation of Bikn here as

Alkry odtmowes (cf. Parmenides fr. 1, 14). T accept that view,

chiefly because Heraclirus is unlikely o have justified Law (the
existence of which he certainly assumed, cf, fr. 114) by reference to
specific man-made laws, to which the plural redrra must, on the

Schuster-Zeller interpretation, refer. The argument is, then, that

men only recognize a ‘right’ way because of the examples that they
have of the existence of a “wrong’ way. In an undifferentiated world
there would be no such thing as a proper way of behaving, For
Heraclitus things in the world happen according 1o a definite plan,
to a rule or measure: this is Dike, Yet were it not for the occurrence
of occasional anomalies, of events contrary to Dike, then this Dike
would not be known and appreciated. The absence of injustice, in
this sense, might not destroy the xéopos (though it is impossible ta
be sure that Dike does not of itself imply the existence of an opposi-
tion, for in fr. 8o it is said to be Epig: and the world would not exist
without an element of strife and opposition); but what we are
concerned with here is the human view of Dike rather than its
abstract essence, This is shown by the word évopa. Dike was in fact
& widely shared human concept, and this is enough for Heraclitus’
argument: this concept would not exist at all were it not tor the
existence of its opposite. According to this interpretation, then, the
fragment presents another indication of the essential connexion of
certain apparent opposites: but here the discovery of identity (of
a kind) is applied not to the more or less trivial sphere of sensation
‘or opinion, but to the commonly accepted structure of moral life.
This interpretation must naturally remain speculative; in addition to
the considerations already adduced, the analogy of fr. 111, which cer-
tainly has a similar intention, helps to turn the balance in its favour.!

Tt is impossible 10 deermine how far Heraclitus in this fragment is thinking
of Dike as a personification. In fr. 94 he certainly is, and in fr. 28 probably;

40 1 have given the word a capiral letter in the main text, Tn any case some
degree of personification is involved,
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Stobacus Florifegium 1, 177 (111, p. 129 Hense) ‘Hpeaerrou:
(frr. 1o8-10) ...volloog Dylelny' Emoinoev #564 xel &yabov?,
Mirog xopov, wapateg vamavaw (seq. frr, 112-15),

r ryweiny A Uyeiny M3 Syeiav T, [« edirio Trineavelliana]. 2 A5, kowdv
dyafer Heiw, Digls,

By Heraclin:  frr. 108-10) .. . Discase makes health pleasant and
good, hunger satiety, weariness rest  frr. 112-15 follow),

Th. Gomperz and Bywater took this fragment to be a continuation
of the previous extract in Stobaens, fr. r1o: dvipdmorn yiveoSm
oxooa Sehouoy olk duevor: volioes Uyslnv.. ., Admittedly this gives
a possible sense (though one would expect yép); yet there is nuﬂﬁng
in the mss, 1o suggest that Stobaeus at any rate took these fragments
to be continuous. Unfortunately, theexcellent Codex Vindobonensis
Sambuci {5) is lacking for the carly part of the Forilegium (= Sto-
baeus bks 3, 4); but the later hand, which tried to fill this deficiency
from anether source, is not Loo inaccurate (S rec.), and more r{'.liab]Je
still is Trincavellus' edition based on the lost Codex Marcianus (Tr.).
M and M¢ represent separate collations of the Codex Escurialensis
Mendozae: on these mss. see the Prolegomena to Hense’s Teuhner
text (1894). As a marter of interest, frr. 110 and 111 are the only pair
among frr. 108—14 which are nor written continuously in at lease one
source: thus M wrote 168-10 continuously and S rec, and Tr. wrote
111-14 continuously, The omission of the lemma "Hpordhetreu hefore
cach extract has been responsible for these baseless conjunctions.
The mss. also reveal much inconsistent lonicization, at some
stage in the tradition, of all this group of extracts from Heraclitus.
Modern editors, especially Meincke and Mullach, have attempted to
impose 4 consistency on the text, and so disguised the fact that the
dialect forms are likely to be spurious. Tonic ¥ for 7 as in Gkws is
consistent all through; but M has yyyv-, not yw-, in frr. 108, 110,
and Tr. gives the certainly non-Tonic form Gyslay in this fragment
111, as against the less trustworthy A and MY. None of the mss.
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ves the uncontracted forms of werbs: in frr. 110, 111 little is wold
by epheleystic -v; in fr. 110 they give the dative plural in -,
not -aiwt. On the ather hand, first declension nouns are regularly
given the lonic termination in -r). These inconsistencies are typical
of the somerimes ignorant re-lonicization of texts which was a
fiuvourite occuparion of Byzantine scholars in particular; that we
are not dealing here with the remnants of original dialect-forms,
seen in the process of being superseded by Attic or Ko forms, is
perhaps well shown by a consideration of the word printed as
Uypeiny above. Only Te.MIA have this exteact; in this order (which
i8 also the order of trustworthiness, A being particularly fallacious)
they give Gyelov Uyeiny Oyielny. Thus the best established root is
tyst-, not Gywei-. But Uyeio (like, for example, éhela) is a late
Hellenistic form not found before the second century n.c.; an lonic
form Gyein is also found after this tdme, The Herodotean form
(e.i. 11, 77 was evidently Uyieinv, and this is presumably how the
word as vsed by Heraclitus was first recorded: that A has it is

robably accidental. The result of this examinatien is thar in no
3£ngrncm quoted by Stobaeus can the presence of a common Ionic
form be counted as a criterion of gennineness.

There is no reason, however, to doubr the genuineness of this
fragment. The aorist dmoinoev may be compared with the aorists in
fr. 53, ...7ToUs pév Ocovs &8aife. . .ToUs wév Bovhous émoinge. . .,
where the tenses are probably gnomic (the sense could be * War. ..
lias shown, once and for all, some as gods and some as men’; but
gince the continuity of [ToAeuos is stressed here and elsewhere it is
more probable that the aorists have a present sense). Here too it
could be argued that disease long ago in the past gave health the
reputation, which it still has, of being pleasant; but again it is more
prabable that émoinosv represents an abiding wuth. Attempts to
emend f50 kel dyeaddy ave misguided; the phrase olme A5y olre
dryafldy appears in Hdr. 111, 8o and is a reasonable enough combination
of epithets, even if it strikes us as being a little weak and unconcise
in the present context. Indeed, perhaps its lengrh is its virtue: for
gither 50 or dyatidy alone would fail o support the weight of
valioes Uyieiny &moineev, words which form a single rhythmical
group. Gigon 111 {cf. Wilamowitz, Hermes 62 (1927) 278) made a
more important point: kaxdy dyoddy, the new pair of opposites
obtained by Diels’ emendation (accepted by Reinhards, Parmenides
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204 1. 2), is of an entirely different character from the other pairs
mentioned here, which are all of a more concrete nature and all
affections of the body. It is thus quite out of place; it may be added
that, although most modern scholars accept without question that
Heraclitus specifically proclaimed the identity of good and evil, there
is no evidence for this (apart from the special case of fr. 102) before
Aristotle, who may have drawn this conclusion himself from other
statements of Heraclitus: see pp. 93ff. Kranz in DK has rightly
reverted to the ms. reading,

The three pairs of opposites mentioned all recur in other frag-
ments: sickness-health in fr. 58 (though not exactly: the real opposi-
tion is between hurting and curing); hunger-satiety in fr. 67 (same
words used) and fr. 65 (ypnopoolUvn-képes); weariness-rest,
probably, in fr. 84. Fr. 58 is an example of the coincidence of
appatent opposites in a special instance; fr. 67 incidentally asserts
the identity of a number of pairs of opposites, as different aspects of
Beds. Frr. 65 and 84 may not be intended particularly to illustrate
the coincidence of opposites; but does not the analogy of fir. 58 and
67 suggest that in fr. 111 also the intention is primarily to assert the
unity of opposites—this time on the ground that men’s approval of
desirable conditions of the body depends on their knowledge of the
existence of possible undesirable conditions? The fragment is a
practical statement of human experience, not a theoretical excursion
into the metaphysics of ethics. /50 shows that the human standard
is the important one; from the absolute point of view, indeed, there
is no difference at all between such opposites (fr. 102). Heraclitus
took his indications of the identity of opposites from the world as
men experience it: there both disease and health undeniably exist,
and men would not derive so much satisfaction from being well if
they did not know what it was like to be ill. This empitical argument
is sufficient to indicate the essential connexion between disease and
health, Gigon, however, took an entirely different view (p. 111):
‘Der Gedanke ist rein ethisch: Eine Rechtfertigung des Ubels.. ..’
This, of course, is much more extreme than the ethical sense given
to the fragment by Bywater and Gomperz when they connecred it
with fr. rro. Were there really, at the beginning of the fifth century,
Greeks who were already attempting to explain, in an almost
metaphysical way, the existence of evil? The contrary, rather, is
the case, that evil was something unquestionably accepted; or,
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ictly, certain things were accepted as kexd—for even to talk
in this way, as a single abstract category, is to reveal the
of later speculation. Thus in the Pythagorean ouororgien,
and xewév formed one of the ten basic oppositions: kewdy
ted as naturally and readily as xopmihov, okdros, Offtu.
i ﬂ&em, it came in the column headed by &meipov—but ‘unlimited’
olf was accepted as a necessary component of the world as we see
was no need to justify its existence as the Christian tries to
the existence of Evil, This kind of dualism, like the mytho-
dualism of stories like that of Kronos and Ophioneus
vdes fr. 4) or Zeus and the Titans, was the result, not of an
to justify an apparent defect in a world that should be
but of a simple realistic analysis.
0 if the kind of ethical interpretation proposed by Gigon
ves a grave anachronism (being more suitable to the permd of
ter Plato), the Bywater-Gomperz solution remains a possible
The chief argument for an original ethical context for the
ent is its preservation by Stobaeus along with others which
smistakably ethical, or at least applicable to human behaviour.
‘all that this shows is that fr. 111 found its way into some
stion of ethical sayings, made perhaps many centuries after
tus, which Stobaeus used as a source. Onee isolated from its
per context the fragment might easily seem to a superficial
have a primarily ethical force: the word &yeddy alone might
- this. And in fact it is true that both fr. 111 and fr, 23, which
ounted here as forming Group 4, could have had the primarily
al purpose of reconciling men to the ‘bad’ things of life.
wriheless, in all other assessable cases where pairs of opposites
‘mentioned the idea of their connexion and essential unity is
arumount: the chances are, then, that this is the paramount idea in
Jfragments too, and that they form yet another proof of this
exion, a proof based this time upon human assessments of the
tness (fr. 23) and the desirability (fr. 111) of different types of

etivity and sensation.
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Frr, 88, 126, 57 |+ 106D], 99

Some opposites are ‘the same’ (that is, are essentially
connected as extremes of a single process) because they
invariably succeed each ather. These opposites are all
apparent in the course of nature: in inevitable cosmic
cycles, like day-night; in human cycles, like sleep-
waking (and by analogy, life-death); and in the constant
variations of matter, like those between the hot and the
cold. Groups 2~4 demonstrated the underlying unity
of apparent opposites by showing that the appearance
of opposition was often relative to varying standards
of judgement: this group takes a different category of
opposites and demonstrates their essential unity without
reference to an animate standard. Even within the
group the character of the succession of opposites
differs slightly in different fragments; and in fr. 88 the
main intention may have been the assertion of a truth
about human conditions, as much as the illustration
of the underlying logical assumption.
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Wtarch] Consolatio ad Apolloniwm 10, 106E ToTE yap bv fuiv

1 _:_:u!rx- fotwv & Bduworros; wod 1) gnow 'Hpdderres, tadrd
@y wal tebvrudg nal T Eypnyopds wmal té! xabediov
ov xal ynpoubve tdbe yop petamesdvra éxeiva dati
L TR peTamesdvra Tabta.) s yap ix Tol alrol kol
g mAGTTWY 200 ouyyEy kol ey srAdTTEY Ked auyyEiv
0" v mop’ v moelv dbiodelrras, ol ked 1) glows ix T
Atjs Trédan piv ToUs Tpoydvaus fludhy dudoyey, elta ouyykaa”
Eytvvnoe Tous moripos, (0 ﬁp&s, glt’ &dhous " &hhoig
L Kol & Ty yevkoees TroTauds oUros® EuBehexds pluwv
orfioeTon, kal oMy & 8§ Everriog altd o Tiis plopds it
eie Koowutis xaholpeves Utd T TromTév. 7 wpooTn obv
. 3!i_§pt_crpt Nuiv 10 1ol Hidlow e, 1) alrm) kal Tov gogepdy "AEny
P, o prproe ToUB” eikdv ) & wrepl fpds &g, Bv Top’ &v Hugpay
| wiere meiddy, Emarywyds? zwfis e kol Sovdrou kal Umvou xad
BNy Cpoes.

il _lﬁh WIT, 3 v codd. cetls; phm coni, Wilsmowite; ye &1 coni. Rein-
i malTéd 1 dvr Bernaye 2 1o codd., Diele; del, Reiske. 3 T
1 (pr. E) B, hab. codd. cetr. 4 rébe—vodra Heraclito abrogavie
W, 5§ owegely alroly codd,; ouyyios' adroly Sauppe; el
: 6 ofrws D, olres codd. cet 7 Lwayeryds B, Paron;

% A v, Emperius, Bernardakis; Sraeywyés codd. cett.

hin s deark not in our own selves? and as Heraclivus savs, And
same thing there exists in us living and dead and the waking and
eepingand youngand old: for these things having changed round
hose, and those things having chanped round again are these ones.
a man, when he is mowlding living creatures out of the same elay,
trov one and again mould ancther and then destroy that, and can
incessantly one afier the other, so elso from the same material
e once put forth our ancestors, then having destroyed them she
ced opur fathers, then us, then others on top of others in a circular
process. «And this continuously flowing river of becoming will never stop,
and again neither will is opposite, the river of destruction, whether it be
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called by the poets Acheron or Cocyrus. Now the firse cause which
showed to us the light of the sun, the same brings dark Hades o, And
perhaps the air around us 1s an image of this, making day and night one
after the other, bringing on lifé and death and sleeping and waking,

Leller, ZN 805, followed Bernays in thinking thar the content of the
whole passage printed above derived from Heraclitus. In fact the
idea of personified Nature as an objective force moulding successive
generations like a moulder in clay? has nothing whatever in commen
with what we know of Heraclitus. The continuous rivers of
becoming and destruction may be a reminiscence of Plato’s Tévre
xwpel interpretation of Heraclitus' theory of natural change, an
interpretation followed by Plutarch at, for example, de £ 18, 3928,
where fr. 91 is quoted; the poetical proper names are even more
foreign to Heraclitus himself. The next sentence, which postulates
a single cause for night and day, may betray a knowledge of frr. 57,
67, or 106, or the belief which they express; but the last sentence,
while recapitulating the connexion between the two pairs of
opposites mentioned in the acrual quorrtion from Heraclitus,
introduces a completely different substance, air, in a way which
reminds the reader rather of Diogenes of Apollenia. Thus whatever
“Heraclitean” ideas are shown in the context subsequent to the
quotation are complerely derivarive and valueless; they are what
might arise out of certain dialogues of Plato, especially the Theaezetus,
where Heraclitean and Orphic ideas are combined with many athers
to form a mixture which was never intended to be serious. Plutarch
himself, of course, was a great admirer of Plato, and this sort of
thing is what we should expect from him: but most authorities
(e.g. Paton and Pohlenz; Zicgler in AE) now believe that the
Consolatio is spurious and was written by a singularly stupid
imitator of Plutarch, one, however, who had access to good collee-
tions of carlier material and may also have been acquainted with
some of the Platonic dialogues. There is no reason to doubt the
genuineness of the actwal quotation from Heraclitus, although, as will
be seen, there might be some doubt about where it ends.

The first three words of the fragment present considerable
difficulties. The majority manuscript evidence is for +* #1 not y” fui.

" There is probably a reminiscence here of the story of Prometheus moulding
men ont of clay; of, ez Pavsanias x, 4, 4.
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mowitz, Hermes G2 (1927) 276, accepted the latter reading and
Miined it as a corruption of yéve, which would be a post-
totelian gloss modifying or explaining reird: these opposites
ot precisely identical, but are of the same class. If this is the
he y' B may be omitted from the fragment; so also Gigon go.
uhardt, Hermes 77, 242 n. 2, explained ¥’ Bn as a corruption
i Brj, a combination of particles used frequently by Plato and
mes by Plutarch, Bur how could the author of the Consolatio
Vi inserted these particles in the quotation after an introduction
gnow ‘Hedikherros P If this last phrase had followed and not

Tetro, then pseudo-Plutarch might well have supplied the

 in itself impossible, for the combination appears in Herodotus
!rhl-lcydides as well as Homer, with a foree which would be
here: see Denniston Greek Particles 245 (2) and 246 (4). Yet
¢ corruption to y” & from ye 81 is perhaps not such a probable
ie a8 Reinhardt suggests; and in any case unless =" &t can be
peredited it should perhaps be given preference over y' B as the
difficilior. 1f 1° is accepted, then as Diels pointed out we
ussume that another, related sentence preceded this one, at any
n pseudo-Plutarch’s source. It may be that the connective
d to Heraclitus himsell; it does not look like the sort of
on which would be supplied in a compendium. &, from
- onwards, can stand for fveont or fveon; it is probably a
ened form of the preposition dv (cf. Wackernagel Forle-
fibér Syntax 11, 166), with -1 as a verbal rather than a locative
and not a syncopation of the full form of the verb. At all
it seems 1o be used exactly as if it were a verb: either with
, meaning ‘is in’, e.g. & whBea Bupd, L xvim, 53; or
tely, meaning ‘is present’, e.g. ok én gvdois, Aesch. Persae
ther meanings such as ‘is possible” are out of the question
‘and in any case are not found in eatly prose contexts. Diels
d that fjplv must be understood, and translated in F5%: *Und
imnaﬂ ein und dasselbe was in uns wohnt." But it is surely
er to take B to mean merely ‘is present’, In this case nothing
de the sentence has to be understood, though the opposites
oned obviously apply to men, This is a possible sense, and it
| perhaps best to accepr it H. Yrinkel, according to DK ad fr,,
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wanted &1 1o mean just ‘is”. This would be very convenient, but
I know of no case in which it is used merely in a copulative sense.
Bernays, like Diels, felt that #n must have a dative, and emended
to Tavdd: [ agree with Zeller that this does not accord well with
TdE yap werameoovTa kth., on which see beloW. Other proposed
emendations, including Bywater's Tedr’ elven, have been somewhat
futile.

The next textual difficulty is the occurrence of the article in all
mss, before typryopés, and in some mss. before kedieiBov, bul
before no other of the newter participles. Zeller and Diels boldly
printed 16 before these two participles and not before the four others :
this is indeed what the ms. tradition suggests. Admittedly @ and 171
(except for ) omit the article in the second case: but the evidence of
the Planudean group is by no means always the most reliable, It is,
of course, quite out of the question for Heraclitus to have used the
article before one opposite of a pair, and not before the other one:
the fact that the article is found in all mss. before one opposite
suggests strongly that it also oceurred before the other, and we must
accept the evidence of the mss. which preseeve 16 here as well.
There was, of course, no incentive for a copyist to supply articles
for one pair of opposites and not the others; nor can the first and
universally testified 76 casily be a corruption from any other word.
Bur can Heraclitus have used the article for one pair of participles,
and not for the others? Most editors now think not, and, like Kranz
in DK, drop the 76 befare typnyopés. Yet if one considers Hera-
clitus’ use of the article in other fragments it seems possible that he
did not apply it consistently in this case: some anomalies may be due
to an inaceurate tradition, but this cannot account for all, Thus in
frr. 115, 118, no article is used before yuyf, but in fr. o8 we find
od yuyal Sopdvrat.. . . In fr. 120 we should expect an article before
olipes, which is parallel with f) &prros. Other variations of usage in
the same sentence are fr. 9o (probably), Tupss &ucipr Té VT
wad Trlp &rréwreov. . ., and fr. 1014, Sgloduct yép T diroav. . . .
In two startling cases the article is omitted before an adjective used
as a substantive: fr. 18 .. .&viNmoTov olk tEeupficel, and fr. 108
« 071 00dv kot mévTew Kexeoponbvor. But perhaps the closest
parallel with the present case is provided by fr. 126 (see p- 150),
which seems to be preserved in an original form, though only by
Tretzes: 1 yuypd Oéperen, Beppdv yiyeron, Uypdy odoivetol,
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oy vorizeran. That Heraclinug used neuter participles as
untives either with or without the article mighr also be indicated
LA B, mo dvri€ouv oungépov, compared with fr. 51, ol Eundow
ug Bigepdpevoy foutd ounpiperon. In view of this evidence the
b of the article for the central pair of opposites in fr, 88 may be
el it was probzbly not intended to sugoest a special distine-
i between this pair and the others, though, as will be seen, there
i distinetion.
Wilamowitz, fe. cit., declared that the quotation from Heraclitus
el ot ynpondy and that the following sentence is an appended
tion by a later source, presumably theauthor of the Consalario.
ptainly the word wéhw is unnecessary to the sense and looks like
er addition; ToUra instead of a balancing 1é8e is surprising, and
alsc be due to a later alteration, though it may equally be
d that such a departure from exact antithesis is a sign rather
‘archaic style. The sentence as a whele has the appearance of
iely early origin, peromimrew, although it continued to be used
1, has respectable Presocratic parallels in Melissus fr, 8 (four
Diogenes of Apollonia fr. 2, and Demacritus (rr. 9, 101, 191.
fragment of Melissus is extraordinarily important: in it he
the usual Eleatic proofs, outlined in previous fragments, that
a single, unchangeable Being, For the sake of argument he
8 that there could be a plurality of existents il each unit of this
lity had the qualities which he and other followers of Par-
i artributed to the One, the chief among which was that it
change (and so become involved in not-being). The only
age of admitring the possibility of a plurality of existents is
he evidence of our senses tells us thar there is such a plurality,
ur senses also tell us that the several components of this
ty, even the apparently most stable ones, all eventually undergo
,and some of them are in a continuous process of change.
“of eourse, contradiers the agreed Elearic premise that what
it cannot undergo change. Therefore on this point the evidence
e senses is fallacious; therefore it is to be presumed fallacious in
esentation of a plurality of existents, too. This neat piece of
ent seems to contain references to previous physical systems
: stressed change between opposites; in particular, Heraclitus
ems to be in question; and since he undoubtedly stressed the
Wevitability of eventual physical change for all forms of marter
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(a concept which was automatically assumed by the Milesians), if

. not the continuity and universality of this process, he was a peculiarly

relevant example for Melissus to choose. We cannot be certain that
there are specific references to him in the fragment; but the mention
of the change between hot and cold (cf. fr, 126), and in particular
that between life and death and death and life," as well as the repetition
of the verb perearivrraw (as also oférepoiotiotien, which does not occur
in the extant fragments of Heraclitus; but cf. é\howotren in fr. 67),
tend to suggest that Heraclitus, and in particular this fr. 88, are
referred to. The opposition mukvdv-dpandy may be pointed particu-
larly at Anaximenes. The fragment of Melissus (preserved by
Simplicius, de caelo 558, 19 Heiberg) is as follows (possible references
to Heraclitus are underlined): péyiorov piv olv onuelov offrog 6
héyos, 6T v pévew foriv drdo kel TdBe onpeio - € Yap T ToAAS,
roladma ypt adTé elven ofov Tep Ly d et e By elvan. & yép dom v
kel UBeop xal &np wed Tlip Kad aidnpos kel xpuods, kad 76 iy 2éov o
Gk refumios, kal péday kel Asuioy kad Té EMAa doa paaiv ol dwBpuot
elvan b, el &) Telira fom ked fiusis SpBdss dpduer kol drolopsy,
elven xpty Eoorov ToloUrov oldy mep & mpditou ESoev Aty Kal pi
weTarTimTEw pndt yiveofon Erepoiov, G det elven SkaoTow oléw mip
Eorwv, vilv Bt papey SpBidss Spdiv kad duoleiv kal ouvibvan: Boxel B¢ Aty
TO TE Bepudy Yuypov yiveofa ked T8 wuypov Bepudv kal Té& oxinpay
pedomdy kel 16 palboxdy axinody kel 16 38ov dmofviioxew kal
Wh 3dvTos yiveoBal, kel Todma wévTe irepoiolioten el & T1 fiv TE ol
& viv olbtv Spofov elvan, SAA' & e oiBnpos oxhnpos tdbv 16 Baxriiw
xorrerpiecfion dpoupteov, kal ypuods kal Aifos kol dAde & T foyupov
Somel elven why, € UBorrds Te v kad Mbog ylveofar- dore oupPaive
piTe Oplv piTe T dute ywdakew, ol Tolwwy Taifta Ao
Suohoyel. gaptvols yep eluon medid xod iBie, kol <18n e xad loyty
Eyovta, wdwTa Evepololofion futv Boxel kol pevermrimrew e ToU
EkdoToTe opwptvou, Bfjhov Tolwuv AT olx Spldds fopliuey ouBd
txeTvar TIOMAG Opldds Bowel alvan o yeép &v perémimrrey el AR T
&AL Ty oldv mep £8éker EkaoTov Totolitov. Tot yip Edvror SAnBel
kpeiooov oUbév, fiv 58 petarmion, o v tov dmdiheTo Té B ok Ebv
Yeyover, olfreos olv, el mohé sin, ol yph elvon oféy mep 16
tv. (The mss. have duoli péev, and &l8ix not iBia.)

* Note that this comes under the heading Soxel 58 Wiv: so it is probably

a popular belief rathier than a technical philosophical doctiine. On such belicfy
see p. 147, below,
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Melissus fr. 8 does refer to Heraclitus the genuineness of wdBe
b perermecouTa kA, in fr. 88 receives some confirmation. Rein-
ity Hermes 77 (1942) 242 n. 2, argued that the author of the
msolatio would not have supplied these words: for his introduction
\ guotation shows that he was thinking of opposites being
manent in the same subject, not succeeding and replacing each
’ t; the kind of succession implied in the image of the successively
d elay models, or the rivers of birth and destruction, is the
ion of immanent forms in a common substratum rather than
vely conceived changes implied by perameoévra. In addition,
‘9o is probably right in maintaining that yép would not be
in the following sentence in pseudo-Plutarch, as well as in
yép petarmeadvra kTh., if both sentences alike were by the same
thor: not that yép in successive clauses is of itself unusual provided
at the clauses have the same reference (Denniston Greek Particles
“ e.g. Heraclitus fr. 114), but here the introduction of the not
tirely relevant image of the clay figures is completely different in
racter from the concise explanation of the previous assertion
by Té6e yép perameodvra kA, The addition may, however,
been made before the Consolatio. Gigon observes that the
gaent case is a rare example, at an early stage of prose, of a simple
nel deliberate logical explanation of the grounds on which a
weeding general assertion has been made. Heraclitus does not
ere, it is true, give such a plain indication of the justification
eneralizations (fr. 85, for example, is not a completely
case): whether this in itself is enough reason for denying
thenticity of the yép clause must be decided by each
ader for himself; T have conservatively accepted it as part
il the fragment, since I do not consider Heraclitus incapable
it such logical schematization, rare though it may have been in
| ﬁf‘-
e three pairs of opposites named (the living-the dead, the
ng-the sleeping, the young-the old) are all conditions of living
ures—in this case, presumably, of human beings in particular.
substantival use of the participles does not simply imply the
(listinetion of certain qualities; rather, Heraclitus is looking at man
‘elmply as an object of a certain kind at a certain time, to the exclusion
of other possible aspects. Thus, whether or not the definite article is
ieeepted for the middle pair, it is strictly correct to translate ‘the
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living thing and the dead thing, the waking thing and the sleeping
thing’, and so on. Perhaps, rather than of man regarded solely as
a living object, the concept is that of the living element, the sleeping
element, and so on: the important point being that the neuter
parriciples should be mken to represent objects fully existent in their
own right, and not merely (as voung and old are for us) relative
qualities. Cerrainly gév ked Tefunxds xTA. cannot be predicates: this
would make sense—*the same thing i< present (persists) as living and
dead, waking and sleeping, voung and old’—, but asserts thar there is
a common substratum of change, and makes niv explicie identifica-
tion or unification of opposites which attach themselves to this
substratum. This does not accord at all with the explanation which
follows (which is an explanation of why the opposites themselves
are the same), nor indeed is the assertion of a persistent substratum
likely to have been made in this somewhat indirect way by Heraclirus.
The nearest he approaches to such an asserton is fr. 67. The
acceptance of Bernay's reading recdrréd would involve a similar sense,
although here the participles would be (as they surely are) sub-
stantival. If Bw is correct, as we take it o be, then Telrd is best
explained as predicative, and the full sense will be something like
this: *As the same thing is present [sc. in the same object, a man, at
different times| the living element and the dead element, the waking
element and the lecpm]_, element, the young element and the old
element: these seemingly opposed Thmgs are the same, because they
replace one another, and can be replaced by no other kind of thing.’
Ewt does certainly imply a subject {which need not be specified} in
which, and in no other, each extreme oecurs. Logically this implica-
riom is necessary—naot so much in the case of the examples quoted in
this fragment, which are by their nature restricted to a single genus,
namely, living creatures, bur in the case of other pairs of prnbues
which are connected by tIIE same rule of inevitable suceession. For
example, wet and dry are opposites of this type (cf. fr. 126 below),
but their connexion would not, for Heraclitus, be adequately demon-
strated by observing that dey (and hot) weather rends 10 produce un-
due moisture in the human body. Apart from this, the simple copula
tortl would have achieved the same results in a more direct manner.
In the case of the middle pair of opposites, waking and sleeping,
the sense of the [ragment is plain enoupgh. Man alternates con-
tinuously, during his lifetime, between these two states; there are
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iers of the same category; and the transition between them is
less direcr. These opposite states are inextricably conneeted ;.
re really different poles of a single continuum, waking-sleeping,
¢ by no means ‘the same” in the sense of "identical'; but it
eady been shown that 16 «ird, for Heraclits, does not
rily imply absolute identity, but rather unity. Some oppo-
those which depend on varying standards of judgement, like
wup’ and *the way down’—ate, in themselves, identical, and
' (m: pber kad dout) in these cases has a d:ﬂ"erent connotation,
aclitus” general intention is to show not that all differentia-
the sum of human experience are illusory, bur that they are
nnected, so that there is an uaderlying unity. In this group and
ngz ones all that is shown is thar there is an essential connexion
upposites of the same genus, and not that separate genera
selves connected. This connexion of the different genera is
sary il an over-all unity is to be demonstrated; it will be seen
Heraclitus neglects to establish this kind of connexion except in
mortant fragment, 67, and it is difficult to avoid the conclusion

he believed the demonstration of unity in things which were
purently most opposed to each other that is, in opposites of the
1us—1o be almost sufficient proof of an all-embracing unity:
g and sleeping are ‘the same’ and hot and cold are ‘the
then surely there will be no lack of essential connexion
en waking and the hot. To medern logicians this is an
erable deduction. Yet it is the kind of logical leap that tended ro
de, ar any rate before Plato: Pythagoras or his immediare
ers probably made it when, having observed that number was
ential element of such an influential and (10 the naive judge-
) such an unnumerical thing as music, they proceeded to the
usion that number was an essential element of all things.
ever, fr. 67 (and the possibility that other assertions of the
ion between other classes of opposites have niot survived)
its us from definitely attributing this error to Heraclitus;
ngh it will be shown in the disenssion of fr. 67 (pp. 10911} that
linking together of different classes of opposites was not made
le same methodical way as the many demonsirations of the
exions between opposites of the same category.

S0 far we have considered only the opposition wakmg—sleepmg
Here it is ohviously true that “this extreme changes round and is
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that; that one changes round and is this®. In the course of a lifetime
men have many opportunities to learn this, and it becomes obvious
that these two opposed states are variations in a single continuum
which we should call consciousness. The other oppositions specified
in the fragment are different in one important respect: the change
from one extreme to the other is commenly acknowledped and
confirmed by experience, but the change in the reverse direction is
not. Death appears to supervene upon life, and the old upon the
young: but it is not the case thar, in the same obvious manner and
in the same subject, death is followed by life and the old by the
young. Perhaps Heraclitus intended these two oppositions to be
different in kind from the waking-sleeping opposition; the inevitable
succession of one exteeme by the other, even if the reverse process
does not take place, indicates quite well enough for Heraclitus'
purposes that the two extremes are inextricably connected. The
objection to this simple explanation is provided by the yép clause,
which asserts quite definitely, of all the opposites mentioned, that
the change takes place in both directions: the living, for example,
changes round and becomes the dead, and the dead likewise becomes
the living. It is true that Wilamowitz doubted the authenticity of
this clause, perhaps with reason; yet it is unnecessary to rely entirely
upon this clause alone, for there are some other extant fragments
which assert some kind of reciprocal movement between death and
life. Fre. 15 and 4% may hint at this connexion, but they do so in
symbolical terms. Frr. 36 and 760 (of which the latter, as will be seen,
is probably only a later conflation of the former with fr. 62) use the
word 8dwerres to deseribe the passage of one basic form of material
into the other, e.g. (from fr. 36) . . .UBermi && Bdverros yiiv yevéobay,
& yiis 8t UBeop ylveren.. .. It is difficult to make a precise analysis
of this strange pronouncement, but the second clause quorted seems
to imply that water ‘is bom’® from the material into which it passes
on ‘death’, and thus that the change from ‘life’ to *death’, in the case
of water and of other forms of matter, including wuym, is a reciprocal
one. In fr. 62 the same reciprocity is outlined siill more clearly,
Hippolytus® version, certainly the most accurate of the many extant
ones, is as follows: d8dverror Bunrol, Bunrol dfidverrer, gévTes Tov
Exetveay Bdvarov, Tov B2 dxslveov Piov Telvedores. On the face of it this
fragment refers not to the changes of matter, and * death” of this kind,
bur to human creatures and divinities; *Hving their death, dying their
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' (of which the subject is apparently both ‘mortals’ and
rtals’), though it may not be entirely comprehensible, ar any
implies that life follows death as death follows life. Although
! ‘fragment involves an inevitable succession, and although it is
umsible that the adjacent epithets of opposite sense with which it
s are intended to be identified with each other, it clearly
ves special conceptions of the nature of the soul or life-principle
| place it outside the class of simple assertions of the unity of
tes which succeed one another. The whole question of
tus’ view of the soul as fire, and of the way in which it passes
life’ to ‘death’ and vice versa, lies outside the range of this
and must be postponed until a later occasion: but see in the
ine my article in AP 70 (1949), 3841, and the brief reference
ular beliefs on p. 1471, below. Enough has been said here to
‘that he could have assumed in this fr. 88 that living and dead
yeciprocal extremes of the type of waking and sleeping, Such
ocity is adduced to illustrate a quite different truth, namely,
ty of opposites in general; it would be misleading to treat the
ent, as, for example, Gigon does, as a primarify anthropological
on.

“the *dead’ and ‘living" referred to in this fragment may be
tended to apply 1o the changes of material in the living human
v, as perhaps in fr. 36, might conceivably be indicated by
ch de £ 18, 392¢ (a passage cited as relevant to fr. 88 by, for
le, Zeller, ZN 806 n., and Walzer) &aR" fpels fvar pofoluefo
Béwerrov, 11Bn Togetmous TeBunrdTes xal BvijokovTes. ol yap
s ‘Hpdudherros Sheye, Tupds B&varos &épt yivsons ko GEpog
5 UBertt yéveats (= one version of fr. 760), &AN &1 cagtoTepoy
¥ oy fpiv ofelpetcn phv & dwpdgoov  ywoukvou YépovTos,
B & viog elg Tov dxudgovTo; Kol & Teds elg Tow viow, ey B tdy
& viymiov. & Bt ks el Thv orjuepov TEBunkey, © BE otjpepov &g
alipioy drrobuijower. ptva 8° oUbels oUB’ Eomw els, dhér yiyvousla
{.v..The latter pact of this may reproduce the ideas of Heraclitus;
hief reason for thinking so is thar the instance of ‘today’
omorrow’ occurs in a passage of Scythinus cited by Stobaeus,
1, 8, 43 (1, p. 108 Wachsmuth) 16 yép odprov f| ptv 780 Epye
oy, 16 5t yots adipiov. These and the preceding words have
1 remodelled into trochaic verse by Wilamowitz, and classified
by Diels and Kranz as an imitation of Heraclitus (DK 22¢3, 2). It
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is true thar Diog. L. 1x, 16 states that the fambic poet Scythinus
attempted ro express the argument of Heraclitus in metre; but there
is no reason to think that these particular words as quoted by
Stobaeus refer particularly to a Heraclitean doctirine, except that they
appear also in the passage of Plutarch quoted above, just after a
sentence specifically attributed to Heraclitus. The argument has thus
become circular, It must be added, though, that a statement to the
effect that our bodies change from day to day oceurs in Epicharmus
(fr. 2 in DK), who possibly referred to beliefs of Heraclirus (though
this is intrinsically improbable, and Heraclitus is certainly never
mentioned by name), The idea thar the material of our body is
constantly being renewed and that part of it is being destroyed or
‘dying’ all the time may well have been a common one ar quite an
early period in Greece, and have become a popular witticism or
trope. Irappears doubtful whether it should be connected specifically
with Heraclirus, though it would nor be surprising if it were so
connected in the fourth century B.c. and later, for it fits in well with
the wéwta yeopei interpretation of Heraclitus' views on namural
change, which was certainly accepted by Plutarch (see on fr. g1,
p 381). Nevertheless, it cannot be denied that the Plutarch passage
explaing how the young could succeed the old, and the dead the
living, especially if “dead” and ‘living’ are taken to refer to changes
of material and not changes involving the whole organism. Specific
objections apainst this interpretation, in addirion to the peneral
objection of lack of evidence, are twofold. First, the oppesition
waking-sleeping undoubtedly refers to the whole organism and not
to separate constituents. Secondly, the kind of change involved in
this idea of the continuous *death” of the material of the body is
continuous and gradual change, while the changes referred to in the
fragment are more probably to he regarded as sudden ones, in the
sense of the German ‘umschlagen’. So much is perbaps indicated
by the use of the verb peraminrew, which tends to emphasize the
accomplished change and not the process; an object is first in one
state, then (after a peried of which the length is here irrelevant) in
a completely different state. In words like perormpémeaw, perootpipey
the prepositional prefix pera- produces an idea of ‘reversal’: whether
this is derived from the original sense of perd, perhaps ‘in company
with’ or ‘berween’, or from the derived temporal idea of succession,
need not be discussed here. In these cases, of course, the verbal roots
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plves add to the idea of change from one extreme to the other:
, a8 much as tpérewy and orpégev, implies a sudden and
fediate rather than a gradual motion; bur in the last two cases a
e of direction is more explicit. When Heraclitus used the
kel rperai in fr. 31, 1o deseribe the separate stages of transforma-
b ol fire, he was evidently not thinking of the process of these
(rain, evaporation, etc.), so much as of the end-results, sea
gseep. 320. That perertrrew s habitually used with this sense
den complete reversal is indicated especially by plirases like
rrehxer 1o mpdyperra (Lysias 20, 145 of. Thue. v, 68, Plato
7,325 4 ), meaning ‘a revolution had occurred’, and, at Plato
dries 2411, dorpéiou peterreodvTos, meaning “when the sherd
illen with the other side up”.

ather possible explanations of the reciprocal change between
d and the living, the young and the old, still remain; or rather,
fations on the same explanation. Plato in the Phaeds
. refers to a wehends Aéyos (by which phrase he usually
eterizes those beliefs about the soul which are associated with
ies of Pythagoras and Orpheus), to the effect that wéhw
ot &k Tév dmofavdrTov Tobs zévTos. Plato goes on to
ze this belief into the assertion that all opposites come into
ront and pass away into opposites—a conclusion with which
us would not have quarrelled. One of the instances adduced
o is that of sleeping and waking, which inevitably make way
other and for nothing else, It is possible that Heraclitus was
@ of some such quasi-religious beliet about the soul when he
s statement. On the other hand, a similar belief, but one
id of religions associations and not connected with ideas of
sation and merit, was evidently held by ordinary people in
: a5 it still is in many undeveloped societies today: the belief
he grandchild is in some way a continuation of the life of the
dparent, after whom he is often named. In this simple way life
be said to succeed death, and the infant the old man. Or
v still: from whence are babies born? —from nothing, from
dition of not-life, which could be named ‘death’. This idea
e may explain the fragment. It must not be forgotien that
lisans fr. 8, quoted ahove, mentions the same succession without
al comment: 5 26ov dmobufjokew kal fk pfy 3ddvTos yiveaSa,
like other parts of thar fragment, may be a direct reminiscence
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of Heraclitus; but Melissus is describing illusions common to man-
kind in general—note the first person plural—and would scarcely
cite a technical theory held by Heraclitus alone, Of course, he may
have read a general sense into what was originally intended 1o have
special significance. {
There is one other fragment in which two of the pairs of opposites
specified in fr. 88 recur: this is fr. 26, Here the motive is not to
demonstrate that these opposites are the same, but to show how a
man, when he is asleep, is “in contact with’ death though he is sll
living: ...3év B2 dmrreren rebveditos elBoov, bypryopds &rrrevan
eUBovros (Wilamowit’s text). Sleep resembles death in many ways,
and to Heraclitus was an intermediate stape towards it. If it were
a question in fr. 88 of these two oppositions alone, then we should be
justified in explaining that fragment in terms of {r. 26—a form of
death (sleep) succeeds the fully living (waking) state, and vice versa,
even when we are alive. But the opposition of the young and the
old cannot possibly be interpreted along these lines, This being the
case it must be accepted that fr. 88 refers on the one hand to observed
successive states of the living body, namely, sleeping and waking,
and on the other to a convietion that the soul, after death, becomes
“alive” and young again. The reference is most probably to popular
beliet, for example, that children and especially grandchildren
continue one’s own life and renew it; or 1o the Orphic particulariza-
tion of this belief, or to Heraclitus’ own views of Séveros as involving
merely the change from one kind of matesial to another.” The
primary point of the fragment is not in doubt: that the oscillation
between these opposed states in the anthropological sphere indicates
that the opposition, in each genus, is in fact a connexion and a unirty.

! The soul itself is a form of five, atd its *death ', in the above sense, involves
a new becoming—either as warer (of, fr. 36), or, in the cse of souls of which
the fiery nature has not been impalred by death, as another form of fire: cf.
especially fr. 24 and the account of it in AP 70 (1945) 384 fT.

126
(398)

3, Scholia ad Exey. in fliadem, p. 126 Hermann & mwedouds
pécykhertos & 'Eqéoios Exoheito Bewos S Td Ty Adywwv
ol oxotewdy: & Juypd Béperar, Beppdv Piyerar, B{ypdv)
alveral, xoppodéoy voriler(al).

‘ancient Heraclivus the Ephesian was called clever through the
of his words: Cold things warm themselves, warm cools,
ries, parched is made wet,

hesian Heraclitus from the Homeric allegorist, whom he had
tioned in his commentary. The scholion ends with the quotation
§ is introduced very abruptly to illustrate Heraclitus® obscurity in
e of words he used—for such must be the sense of 1o Téw
‘alrol okotewdv. Some confirmartion is provided by the
reenice of a similar phrase in the fifth pseudo-Heraclitean letter:
16 méwvn Uypd eledveren, Bepude yiyeren. The author or
s of these letters undoubtedly had access to handbooks
aining extracts from [eraclitus. The use here of the word
ercn (not otherwise found after Theophrastus and the Hippo-
orpus) shows that an actual quotation is being reported. On

her hand, the cccurrence of .. .14 Enpd Gypaivew kol T&

1 was prone to imitate the style of Heraclitus: for no unusual
iwd occurs, and the sentiment could be a normal medical one.
ire by allopathy was standard practice. Similarly there is little
nificance in Apuleius’ repetition of the end of fr. 10 (see p. 103),
a mention of wet-dry etc., in his version of de munds, c. 21:
que uvidis arida et glacialibus flammida. . .confudit [sc.
ura], unumgque ex omnibus et ex une omnia iuxta Heraclitum
tuit.” But change from warm to cold and back again was one
he accepted but fallacious appearances of the sense-world
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according to Melissus fr. 8 (see pp. 130#1.), . . .Goxel 5 fuiv 76 Te
Bepudy yuypov yiveoBom kel 10 yuyxpéy Gepudv. Tt has been seen that
in this fragment Melissus may have been thinking especially of
Heraclitus,

alaiveton is not the most conspicuous word in the frﬂkmem:
kapgoheos, which is found in Homer, occurs in prose only in the
Tonic writings of the Hippocratic corpus,’ where it appears in two
of the undoubtedly earlier (fifth century) wreatises at Aphorisms 5, 71
and Progeostic 23 and in Galen, doubtless in imitation of the
Hippocratic usage. In poetry it occurs as late as Bianor (4.P. 1x,
272). votigaw is first used, apart from the present case, in Aeschylus
fr. 443 it aceurs in Plato (7imaeus 74¢), in Aristotle, and frequently
in the Anthology, 8épopan is a Homeric word, and is not otherwise
found in prose before Plata except in a probable quotation by
Plutarch (de primo frigide 21, 954¥) from Archelavs. Apain, in
Alexandrian and later poetry it is not uncommon. Thus three out of
the four verbs uscd are relatively rare, and very rare in fifth-century
prose: two are used in Homer. These are just the kind of words that
Heraclitus preferred—unusual and picturesque, but not in them-
selves obscure (in spite of Tzetzes) or exclusively poetical in
feeling. Allof them were artificially revived in the Hellenistic period;
but it is inconceivable that they are not authentic, or that any later
redactor would falsify so skilfully, Further evidence for the
originality of this saying is provided by the archaic inconsistency in
the use of adjectives as substantives: in the first clause the adjective
is in the plural with a definite article, while in the succeeding clauses
the singular with no article is maintained. It is possible of course
that this anomaly is not ‘archaic’, but is due to a faulty tradition; but
fr. 88 provided evidence that Heraclitus was by no means consistent
in his use of the article, while frr, 18 and 108 show that he was quite
prepated to use neuter adjectives, without the article, as substantives.
For the arbitrary change of number cf. fr. 1o (which, however, does
not provide a complete parallel, and according to one possible
interpretation does not involve such a change). That Tzetzes himself
was not inclined to make up ‘archaic’ quotations from Heraclitus

' Snell, Mermes 61 (1926) 357 n. 1, makes the strange comment that *kap-
pahécs (N 409 u. € 569} ist der Prosa sonst ganz fremd®, This is reproduced
by Walser ad fr. In face, the earliest Hippoeraric treatises provide important
parallels for the language of Heraclitus.
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ol e was quite well qualified to do} is shown by his scholion on
ophanes Plurus 88: 80ev kol ‘Hpdiheitos & ‘Eqtoios dpsvos
,. ol Ereuydpsves, wi Erihirol Upds wheolites, épn, ‘Epecion,
orere Trovnpeuduivol, Wilamowitz correctly observed that
I8 *an apophthegm in quite modern speech” (Heremes 62 {191:;}
yet this ‘quotation’, hased perhaps on the kind of silly bio-
| accounts used by Diogenes in his chapter on Heraclitus, is
ble material for archaization. Diels, followed by Kranz in DK,
| ely aceepted this as a genuine fragment (125 a); Bywater wisely
it Wilamowitz continued by saving that this lateapophthegm
i i more than the Lerters; and itis indeed closely reproduced
th minen as subject in place of wholros) in the eighth letter.
100, a5 we saw, is quoted in full by Tzetzes and probably re-
in one of the Letters, and it begins to look as though Tzetzes
ymmon saurce with the composer or composers of some of
i epistles, bur a thousand years later. This source seems, not un-
y, to have been very mixed, for fr. 126 appears to be as
tic as fr. 1a5a (Diels) is evidently spurious.
Hermes 61 (1926) 3561, strongly contended that these
ons are not stated in an abstract way, but that the epic words
that Lere as elsewhere in Heraclitus the connexion between
5 is chiefly deduced [rom the realm of personal experience.
which describe the behaviour of things, and which were
hefore abstract thought was practised, tend to deseribe
_‘_liuing;s in terms of the individual's reactions to them. Thus
litus had himself observed that his hody varied between hotand
cand so ons from this he derived, not a logical principle, but a
lization about the behaviour of rhings, regarded as living
5 with the power of self-change. A great deal of this is correct,
especially this warning: ‘Gar zu leicht iberhéren wir, wie sehr
Worte von dem Erleben ihre Kraft erhalten, und sind
wieder versucht, seine Gegeniiberstellungen als nur logische
dtze aufzufassen.’ Stricdly, perhaps, Diels’ translation (now
sed by Kranz to meet Snell’s eriticism), *Das Kalte wird warm,
es kalt,..’, was too abstract and conceptual and wrongly
stec that *the warm’, ete., were, in our sense, mere qualities.
s own translation of the first clause, ‘ Das Kalte erwdrmt sich’,
prests better the vital nature of the process. The middle voice of
verh Sipopon oceurs in the anecdote related by Aristotle (de
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part. anim. A 5, 645a17) abour Heraclitus warming himself at the
trvés, Tt is doubtful whether eidodveren is middle or passive; only
one middle use is otherwise known (future adavotpe at Sophocles
Ph. 954). Snell also maintains that all the opposites of Heraclitus
are ‘living” opposites. The list which he quotes does not include any
which are not human affections or activities; but certainly winter-
summer (fr. 67) and day-night (fir, 67, 57) do not come in quite the
same class, not to mention the way up-the way down (fr. 6o),
concordant-discordant (fr. 10). Many of the most specific examples,
it is true, are drawn from the field of human experience, and this is a
valuableobservation; yetitshouldnot beapplied beyond its due limits,

The two pairs of opposites which, as a matter of common
experience, change into each other are given by themselves without
comment. It must be the reciprocity of such changes that is
primarily stressed, though it is conceivable that the fragment asserts
the generality of change: some things are geowing warmer, others
cooler, all the time; this indicates the constancy and balance of
change in the cosmos. Tr will be seen later that Heraclitus empha-
sized the importance of pérpov in physical change: it could be that
the balance of one process against the opposite one, in these
instances, is part of an illustration of this measure (so also Viastos,
CP 42 (1947) 165). The retention of the same root, when noun is
changed into verb and vice versa, in the first pair of clauses if not in
the last (where the varfation must be purely artistic), shows that an
exact balance between gach side of the process was involved. Yet
this form is equally necessary if the fragment is simply meant as an
example, less concretely expressed than fr. 88, of the single quality
of every continuum of change berween extremes. Hot turns into
cold, cold into hot; wet turns into dry, dry into wet: therefore hot is
not essentially different from cold nor wet from dry. This shows up
the essential unity of the continuum even more clearly, pechaps, than
the succession of opposite extremes like life and death in fr. 88:
there the changes implied by perorreséira were instantaneous ones;
here the verbs imply a gradual rather than a sudden alteration, as is
appropriate to quantitative changes in the strict sense. Probably
Heraclitus was not consciously aware of the distinetion.

"The mention by Heraclitus of these four opposites has given rise
to some very bold suppositions. Gipon go wrote: ‘Man kana kaum
Frg. 126 fiir Heraklit beanspruchen und zugleich die Vier-Element-
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ihm absprechen’. Reinhardt, Parmenides 223, drew the
@2 conclusion from the fragment: ‘Heraklit kennt bereits die
spiteren Physik kanonischen vier Qualititen: 8eppdv, yuypav,
Uypov.” Gigon used the saying as evidence for accepting air
leraclitean in the almost certainly Stoic-influenced fr. 76p;
\hardt held that no one can have known of the four elements as
y i the traditional date of Heraclitus, therefore this date must be
¢ and he actually was younger than Parmenides, So much is
et us consider the facts, Heraclitus mentions here four very
o opposites, which for him were things themselves; the first
e" is & yuypd, which merely means ‘the cold things’, Le.
ings in general. The number now changes to the singular, and
ite article is dropped, but the sense is surely similar: as cold
tend (eventually) to become warm, so do warm things
cald. These two oppositions, warm-cold and dry-moist,
¥ occupied a special place in the system of, for example,
mander, who held that opposites were separated out of an
al indefinite substance, the &mepov : hot and cold were the first
to appear (DK 12410, pseudo-Plutarch Strom. 2 pnol 8 16 &
18lou yévipow Gepuoli Te kel yuypol . . .dmokpiBfivan). As for the
ion dry-moist, Aristotle at Meceor. B 1, 3532 3211, discusses
chaic opinions about the nature of the sea, and especially the
fmmon view according to which the earth was originally sur-
punded by moisture, but this was dried up by the sun, the sea being
i rernnant. According to Alexander’s comment on this passage
imander and Diogenes hield this theory. These are only isolated
les: it is obvious that in any empirical cosmological analysis
two oppositions will occupy a primary position. They do not
in the Pythagorean augroigion or in the examples of opposites
ntioned by Aristotle in relation to Alemaeon, because the physical
‘and cosmology are not there specifically in question, Nor, it
¥ be added, is there evidence for thinking that Heraclitus, in this
yment, intended these opposites o have a primarily cosmological
cance: yet even in the extant fragments so many different
ositions are cited that it is scarcely surprising if these two also
pear, perhaps with a purely general application. Tt is quite pussible,
Snell suggested, that their special force lies in the fact that they,
hunger and satiety and other affections, are dircetly experienced

' the human body.
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It was Empedocles who, in fr. 6, first formally declared thar fire,
air, earth and water were the four elemental or irreducible kinds of
matter, the Téooapa. . mévtov pizdpora, It is possible that in so
doing he was simply attaching to each of the four most physical
opposites the appropriate specific cosmic muass. There is no real
evidence for this, but a successor to his medical interests and another
western Greek, Philistion of Locri, did clearly associate specific
Buvapers with the four ‘elements’ (as they later became known):
Anonymus Londinensis x¥, 2§ ®uotieov 8 oferon &k & 18w
ouveoTdvan fuds, Tol’ ot ik § oroiyeleov: Tupds, dépos, Uerros,
Yiis. elvan B kad ixcorou Suvapes, Tol piv upds To Beppody, Tol Bi
Gepos To Wuypdy, Tou &t GBarros 1o Uypdv, Tiis B2 yiis 10 Enpdv. In the
much earlier fragment of Heraclitus, however, there is no mention
either of the four ‘elements’ (in so far as he thought of cosmological
forms of matter, he thought of three only: cf, fr, 3:} or of hasic
powers or qualit:es This last conception was indeed quite foreign to
him, and belongs to a period when more advance had been made in
the distinction between an uh,ect and what we eall its ateribures—
a distinction to which medical science contributed much, He simply
mentioned the four opposites which might occur most naturally to
anyone who decided to apply this tvpe of analysis to, say, changes of
climate or his own physical sensations. The r:ml}r pmbiern is what the
mention of these opposite things was intended 1o demonstrate. This
must remain undecided in default of other evidence, but I have tried
to suggest that it is best taken as another example of the fact that
opposites, whether absolute or relative, change into each other, and
thus form, in spite of their apparent differentiation, an essential unity.
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(35m)

ytus Hefutatio 1%, 10, 2 (p. 242 Wendland) roryapoiv olbt
ot @éds oUbE Tovnpdv oUBt dyeBov Etepdv erow even &
Amrres, GAAG év xol Té adlrd. dmmpd yolv ‘Hewbe, ém
ket vixta (ot )’ olBev: fudpa yép, gnoi, ked viE oy
ov G Tress: Bubdaxaiog B¢ mheiorwy ‘Holobog: Todray
Tl TwAEloTa eibéval, Gomig fipépnv mal edppdvny?
vwoxev: Eati ydp € (seq. [r. 58).

editin: Goerringensia, 2 elgpoatvny cod,, corr. Miller.

fore Heraclims says that neither darkness nor fght nor evil nor
 different, but are one and the same thing. At all evenes he
Hesiod, on the ground that he does nor know day end night;

an idea corresponding w::h that of ol £yiveoKey in the
bn is demﬂnded by the sense; Hippﬂl}ﬂ us is unhkelv to }'I:F.I.\'E.'

ying which fuﬂoms aceepls ‘da} and * mghl as pumvssll.ﬂe
Thie use of the simple affirmative of@ev can indeed be reconciled
the sense of Heraclitus’ criticism, but makes Hippolytus®
uetory paraphrase unusually and untypically complicated.
18ev is just possible, as at, for example, Plato Phaedrus 2624,
this sense is unlikely in Kowr, For frloracton meaning ‘feel
that’, cf,, for example, Herodotus 11, 134 and r39. Miller's
viw is unquestionably right.

e criticism of Hesiod is aimed, presumably, at Theogony 123 1.

b Koo B "Epepés T phonvd e NOE Byfvovra
Pluktas & ol Allp e kol "Hitlery fEeyivorro. . ..
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Here Night is made the mother of Day, and has indeed an essential
priority; for Night, though like Erebus it is said to be an oflshoot of
the primal Chaos, clearly belongs to the same initial stage of non-
differentiation. Day and Aither, on the other hand, belong to the
first stage of differentiation. To Heraclitus the distinction symbolized
by the child-mother relationship was repulﬂq-'e, for day and nighr,
like other things commonly assessed as opposites, were completely
reciprocal: they represent different phases of the same process, and
at no stage could night have existed independently of day as Hesiod
postulated. The fragment does not tell us on what grounds night and
day are considered by Heraclitus to be one, The same pair, however,
is mentioned in fr. 67 as one of the pairs of contrary predicates of
god. God provides the essential unity of these contraries, which
have, however, and legiimately so, separate names representing
superficial differences, like the different scents of Sucdperrar. This does
not reveal whether the mode of connexion between contraries in
fr. 67 is relativity or inevitable succession or either. But the other
contraries named—winter-summer, war-peace, satiety-hunger—
suggest very strongly that the connexion is that of inevitable
succession.” Day always gives way to night in men’s experience,
and night to day: the two extremes together form a unity which is
symbaolized by the fact that the same word, fsépe, can be used to
represent either one extreme or the sum of both, i.e. the total period
of 24 hours,

There is another passage in the Theogony concerned with day and
nights at 748, Hesiod described how “Night and Day address each
other in their swift course, erossing the great brazen threshold; the
one will go inside, the other comes out, nor does the house ever
contain both of them. ... Nestle, Philologus 67 (1908) 534 (also
ZIN 8o3), argued that Heraclitus’ criticism in fr. 57 was directed
against this description as well as against Theagony 123, ; this view
is generally repeated, for example by Kranz in DK ad fr. But there
is nothing in 74811 which could offend Heraclitus; he, too, would
have agreed that day and night do not co-exist, and he would surely
have applauded Hesiod's graphic account of their mutual suceession.
There is nothing here to suggest that day and night are different in

! In the case of certain opposites Heraclitus was perhaps content to recognize
than they belonged to a common genus, without emphasizing their ineviable
SUCCESSinm,
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s this, however, is precisely what was suggested ar 1231, and
e apainst this passage alone, out of what remains of Hesiod,
aclitus inveighed. If it is argued that the offence is a trivial
it must be remembered that Hesiod was indeed, like Homer
i lesser degree, *most men’s teacher’; small inaceuracies called
bn great rebukes, and Homer suffered equally for the prayer about

is perhaps the right place to consider another saying,
i pessibly in two separate versions, artributed to Heraclitus,
(120m):

Plutarch Camill, 19 Tepl & fiuspiov drogpdbov e ypi
verg efve! SpBdhe ‘Hpddaitos tmémhntey ‘Hodbey ag piv
mm"’”é""‘t’ Tl % N by &yvoothrrt guowfigEpos St
. C Eripoofi E11‘|1T6F1"|Tm. 3

) Se: eca Epise. x11, 7 *ideo Heraclitus, cui cognomen fecit
onis obscuritas, unus 1nqu1t dies par. nmm est. hoe alius aliter

dixit enim parem esse horis, nec mentinir; nam si dies est
wgmtl et quattuor horarum, necesse est omnes inter se dies
i esse, quia nox habet quod dies perdidit. alius ait parem esse
m omnibus similitudine: nihil enim habet longissimi tem-
atiumm quod non et in une die invenias, lucem et noctem, . . .

dt, Parmenides 1770, (who, by retaining pf) and placing
after it, leaves Erépeott Bimdpntea in the air), suggested
reh’s idea thar Heraclirus attacked Hesiod for specifying
and unlucky days in the £rge was due to Plurarch’s own
understanding of fr. §7. Gigon 132f. refused to accept this
othesis: Reinhardt had produced no evidence for his contention,
le Hesiod was perfenrh open to criticism on the new grounds as
Il 45 on those advanced in fr. §7; also Plutarch had probably read
puclitus’ work, This last assumption, let it be said once and for all,

- be quite baseless; it is true thar according to Lampna:i

sue of his works Plutasch wrote a long treatise on Heraclitus,
B _ﬂlﬂ many other earlier crities whose conclusions seem to us
i less reliable than Plutarch’s, It was no more necessary for an
olar to have the full text of an early thinker, in order to
book about him, than it was for Schuster or Lassalle.

mittedly Plurarch made a comparatively large number of

Yo um ﬁpﬂc‘&g codd., p del. Reiske.
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apparently accurate direct quotations from leraclitus; but this can
be adequately explained by supposing (what is far more likely)

that he had access to a good handbook or collection of sayings, of

Heraclitus among others.

In fact Kranz, Hermes 69 (1934) 115, 1ﬂg11.|:1y observed that
Plutarch’s version is framed in a way typical of Heraclitus: o
yivesoker as a form of rebuke recurs in frr. 5, 17, 86, o7, as well as
in fr. 57; and the qUois of a thing, as the correct object of under-
standing and analysis, is mentioned in fer. 1, 1120, 123, The rwo ideas
are doubtless connected: to know the gioig or constitution of an
object, to be able to classify it kerrd ovimv, is the same as to recognize
it, ywwoxsw., Kranz did not consider that Plutarch's quetation is
simply a version of fr. §7, but rather that it represented a saying
which originally belonged to the same context as fr. §7: yer he
did not go so far as Reinharde in assuming that the interpretation
of the saying as an attack on good and bad days belongs to Plutarch
himself, With this Jast hypothesis 1 agree, though not without some
misgivings; for according to the scholia AT on f/. xvii, 251, Hera-
clitus accused Homer of being an dorpoldyos on the gmunds that
he mentioned that Hector and his friend Poulydamas were born on
the same night: this is counted as fr. 1o5p. The same criticism is
repeated by Eustathius, in fliadem ad loc.  Bywater, however, in
his note on his fr. 119, held that this eriticism was nothing to do with
Heraclitus of Ephesus, and mentioned Heraclides of Miletus as the
possible author; one has only to glance at the doxographers to see
how common was the confusion berween *Hpoxislng and “Hpé-
khertos, | agree with Bywater that fr. 1050 does nor deserve to be
considered as good evidence for Heraclitus; for one thing Heraclitus,
and indeed any Greek of the fifth century B.c., meant by dorpoicyos
“astronomer’ {as of Thales, in fr. 38) and not ‘astrologer” in the
sense of one who conneets men’s fortunes with the positions of the
heavenly bodies (see E. Fraenkel on line 6 of the Agamemnon, in his
edition). The secking of astrological passages in Homer and Hesiod
suggests the Stoa and, as Diels proposed, men like Crates of Mallos:!
also Heraclitus would scarcely have weakened his main artack on the
epic poets, for their failure to take account of the Logos and of the
necessity of strife, by such rationalistic side issues as this. If fr. 105
is not by Heraclitus it is easier to discount Plutarch’s contention that

' For later astrological forgeries awributed to Herclivs cf, false (v 13on.
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jelitus’ attack on Hesiod was rationalistic and anti-magical (and
lin to the anti-astrological tenor of fr. 1os). And if Plutarch’s
iepretation is inaccurate then the obvious inference is that fr. 106
48 to the same context as fr. §7. Having come so far there seems
won why one should not assume with Reinhardr that fr, 106
iply another form of fr. 57, instead of suppoamg with Kranz
Lt 18 @ separate saying about the same SLijE'.‘Ct. yvoolvTi could
be a paraphrase of o Yiumm'.?'rt and put into direct form in
it tense Plutarch’s version nught read: olx dylveooke ouov
o dméons plav oboov. This is not very different from the
sl etopduny ol Eytuwowey of fr. §7. If instead of fuépos
there stood fuépas wed vukTds (or elppduns), the two state-
would be almost identical. 1 do not suggest that Plutarch
‘was necessarily responsible for this last alreration; rather it
de in his souree, and the disappearance of the idea of night
d him from the correct interpretation of the saying. It was
0 easy to alter fludpos ked vurTde into finépas dorrdeng, given the
uity which undoubredly existed in the meaning of fpipx
day-and-night or day as distinet from night). Perhaps T1ig
#méens was originally written, meaning ‘the whole day’,
Mday-and-night’; then the artcle was dropped and the whole
| Lof'thé saying altered ; fipfpas now meant the inclusive period of
s (without reference to its components), and the way was
it interpretation as an attack on Hesiod's lucky and unlucky
s, In some such way as this Plutarch may have been led astray.
i ﬁj the wording is quite vague, and Seneca’ s comments show
e interpretation of ‘unus dies par omni est’ was a matter of
» among his predecessors or contemporaries. Again there is
biguity in the meaning of “dies’, although Seneca makes it
clear which meaning he artributes to it in each case; only in
{ phrase “nox habet quod dies perdidit” does he use the idea of day
tiret from night, Of the two interpretations menticned by
the first is too trivial 1o be plausible, even if one remembers
observations on physical and astronomical matters which to us
pm entirely naive may well have struck an Tonian of the carly
t th century as worth making: see on fr. 120. Kranz in DK sug-
st thar ‘similitudine” in the second interpretation represented
“ Gre&k puoEl, being analﬂj_,cms to guotv in Plutarch’s version; he
urred to the *polemic against Hesiod” and 1o his Hermes article
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cited above, from which we may deduce that he meant the polemic
of fr. 57, not the attack on lucky ahr;?'uniuck}r days suggesred by
Plutarch. Certainly the words whichfollow in Seneca make it clear
that the latter ar any rate cannot be in question: the ‘similitudo’
evidently consists in this, that the day (as a period of 24 hours)
contains the basic units of time-measurement, night and daytime
(*lucem’), There is nothing about the good or bad effects of different
days. What is perhaps significant is that in both interpretations
mentioned by Seneca the constitution of day (24 hours) out of
daytime and night is stressed; they are the essential elements of
fiuéper or “dies’ in the wide sense, and however much these elements
vary in their proportions relative to each other, the total remains
unchanged—*nox habet quod dies perdidit’ (and, it may be assumed,
vice versa). It may be fanciful to suggest that this concept is a vestige
of a fuller and more explicit version of the saying attributed to
Heraclitus, which placed the emphasis on the invariable reciprocity of
night and daytime; but this is by no means impossible. As it stands,
the assertion “unus dies par omni est’ does nor seem to have much
connexion with fr. 7. But if “similitudine’ forms part of a fuller
Latin version, then the saying comes very much closer to Plutarch’s
ua fjuépas dmdons uiaw oloav. This, as we saw, may well have been
another version of fr. 57, or rather of the original saying of which
fr. §7 is our best extant account. Probably Plutarch’s guow
represents an improvement on fr, §7. If the different versions are set
out below the hypothetical original version it will be seen how close
they really are; two possible Greek translations of the Latin version
are added, the second of which rearranges the sentence so as to make
PUais the subject.

Hypothetical original: glow flugpns xel edppéums otk Eyfvaeey:
Eomt yé&p v (or uin).
Fr. §7: Audpny kol sbppduny ol Eylvionsy: ko yop
Ev,
Fr. 106(a) (Plutarch): dyvooivn glow fiuépas &mrdorns plov olioay.
Fr. 106(8) (Seneca): unus dies par omni est. . .similitudine,
Possible Greek trang- _
lation of fr. 106(8): pie fuépa dpola dmdois botl PpuEL,
or: @uois fipépas dmdong pie doiv,
160
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1 view of these similaritics and the general arguments advanced
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€, it may be concluded that fr. 106 simply consists of two
tlants of an original represented by fr. 57, which criticized Hesiod
t making an essential distinction berween night and day: they are
Mentially the same, maintained Heraclitus, because they automati-
Ily succeed one another and form the two parts of a single process.
hus in yet another specific case there is seen 10 be a single Adyos
nnecting and unifying apparent opposites,
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Plutarch Ayg. er ignis comp. 7,957 *Hpdaherros piv oliv el ph HAtog
enciv fiv, edeppdvn &v fv.' fom & clmey wg gl pf SdeTTa fiv
TEvTeow &y &ypldrTaTor ey kdubstoTaoy & avlpwros fv,

U {ols) &v fiv Patin, Heraklics Einfeitilohre LES M

Now Heraclitus says: T the sun did not exist it would be nigh,
And it is possible w0 say that if the sea did not excist man would be the
wildest and mast destitute of all ereatures,

Plutarch gives another version of this saying ar de foruna 3, 98¢: val
cyarmep fihiou ) Suros Everer Téiy EAheoy aoTEwy Elgpdvny &v i yopsy,
s prow “‘Hpdderras, olrws Bvexa Tév aloBrioecy, &l Wy volv pn i
Aoyou & &vlipuarros Eoye, obbitv &v Bibpepe 76 Biey Tév fnpleov, Tt is
obvious that Clement was imitating this passage when he wrote,
FProtr. 113, 3 (1, p. %0 S1.), kel yép Somep Ahiou il Svtoe fvexe ey
dhhoov otpeov wUE &v fu & mdvra, olress e W) oW Adyov Eyveouey
xal TolTy koTnuydcolnusy olbiv & Ty oITEUOpEVEoY  Spilioy
Eherrdpsta, fv oxdrer menvdpever kal Sowde Tpepopevor. The use of
the guotation (unatrributed, and further modernized by the substi-
tution of vOg for ebgpdun ) is exacrly similar to its use by Plutarch in
his de fortuna version, and is designed to substantiate the very same
point. We cannot therefore use Clement as an indeperdent authority
here. The important thing about Plutarch’s second version is that it
adds, perhaps as part of the quotation, the additional wosds Sueka
OV &eov &oTpeov. Since the anribution of these words to
Heraclitus would be liable 10 alter the whole sense of the fragment,
it is important to try and decide whether they do in fact belong to
him or whether they were just inserted to serve the purposes of his
own sense by Plutarch, It must be admitred at once thar on the
evidence available it is not possible to make an absolutely certain
decision on¢ way or the other, and so the proper interpretation of
this fragment must remain to some extent doubiul. T give what
seems 10 me the more probable interpretation, based on the opinion
that Evere Tév EMAeov &oTpeov was added by Plutasch and that the
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nore correct version of the fragment is provided by his quotation
in Ay. et ignis comp. Most editors, however, Diels and Kranz among
thiem, accept these words as belonging to Heraclitus and insert them
in the version of Ag. et ignis comp. This version is, in other respects,
obviously closer to the ariginal than that of de fortuna: € p) instead
of the penitive absolute construction is better suited to early Tonic,
and v instead of fiyouey (which may indeed be corrupt in the text
of Plutarch: note that Clement has #v) is simpler, and avoids the
generalizing first person plural which is rare in early prose, except
where personal reactions form the main point. There is a slight
@ priori probabiliry that the doubtful words, being omitted in what
s otherwise clearly the more aceurate quotation by Plutarch, do not
beloag 1o Heraclitus, Now one of the difficulties in detecting
dnsertions in Plutarch’s quotations is that, on account of a stylistic
preference for having his own contention in the same verbal form
ag that of the quotation which he is adducing to substantiate it, he
tends either o reshape the quoration to fit the form of his own
‘assertion which he already had in mind, or to adapt the expression
~of his thought o the previously existing form of the quotation
- which he is aleeady thinking of adducing. 1tis sometimes impossible
to detecr which process has raken place. In the de fortuna passage
this parallelism in form between the quotation and Plutarch’s own
assertion is certainly present, although he has lessened it somewhat
by retaining el pr in his own assertion (doubtless from a subconscious
~memory of the correct form of the quotation) and suppressing it in
favour of a genitive absolute in the quotation. This is presumably
due to the speed at which Plutarch must have composed his essays.
The question we must now attempt to answer is as follows: is the
veke phirase in Plutarcl’s own assertion absolutely necessary to the
Jsense of that assertion, or is it likely 1o have been added simply to
complete the parallelism with (he quotation? T'o this may be added
@ second, complementary, question: in the version of Ag. et ignis
comp., where the fveca phrase does not oceur either in the quortation
(@ in Plutarch’s own assertion, could such a phrase have been added
1o the latter without damaging the sense, or has an original fvexe
‘phrase in the quotation been suppressed simply because it was
Jimpossible to include a relevant parallel phrase in the main assertion?
To the first question the answer seems 1o be that fvexe Téw olotfo-
ecov, which may be translated * as regards the serses’ (i.e. if we restrict
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our consideration to the senses), is absolutely essential to the point
which Pluarch is rrying to make, that it is reason and not any
special form of sensation which distinguishes man from animals. I
is perfectly possible that in formulating this point Plutarch naturally
chose to use a tvexar phrase without any thought of parallels with
a quotation, As for the second question, it is clear that had Plurarch
wanted to supply such a phrase to his own assertion about the
dependency of men on the sea, in order 1o provide a formal parallel
to the quotation, he could have done so; a phrase like fveke, Téw
GAMeow edpnpérooy would in fact have made the sense clearer. Thus
the probability is, on these grounds also, that Plutarch inserted the
words Evexa T &heov GoTpew in the de fortune passage to corre-
spond with afvexar phrase of his own, rather than that he suppressed
a part of the quotation from Heraclitus in the Ag. er ignis comp.
passage.’

If dvexer véw GAAwov Gorpeov were to be accepted as a part of the
original saying of Heraclitus then it would be necessary to interpret
the fragment as a cosmological statement of the unique brightness of
the sun compared with other heavenly bodies. Heraclitus un-
doubtedly considered this to be the case, as indeed would any man
who was not blind or out of his senses: so in the fuller doxographical
account in Diog, L. 1x, 1o, Ropmpordrmy 8t slvon iy ol fiilou
ghoya kel SeppoTarny : the explanation is added that the other stars
are further away, the moon nearer but in an impure region.
Macrobius, in Somn. Scip. 1, 20, 3, asserted that *Heraclitus [sc.
solem] fontem caelestis lucis appellat’; Gigon 79 wonders whether
this does not suggest that Heraclitus used the word iy of the sun,
as Xenophanes {fr. 30) used it of the sea. At any rate there is no
reason to believe that Macrobius” source had this fragment in mind;
probably the statement is simply a more vivid expression of the
doxographical judgement quoted above from Diogenes. 1. Friinkel,
ATP 59 (1938) 326, compares &v dpépg gosvdy &arpov ipfpas 51

' This conclusion cannot easily be rested by a consideration of the use of
Evexct. It is often difficult to determine an exact significance for the word (which
explains the very questionahle analysis of mearings in LSI): it is tempting to
translate Evexor vdw EMAeow dorpow as ‘in spite of the other stars’, but this will
not do for fvece 78y edaiiarcoy, and it is probably best to envisage a meaning
like LS s.v., 1, 2, expressed by the clumsy but unaveidable phrase ‘as far as
regards’, Bvexa was oceasionally employed in this way by both early and late
wrilers.
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n Pindar’s first Olympian ode, but it is doubtful whether
I8 any significant connexion,
liw been seen, however, that the fvexer phrase probably does not
10 Heraclitus: we are left with the bald statement that ‘if
re no sun it would be night’. This can scarcely be intended
plece of significant astronomical observation; even if the fact is
pted that apparently obvious phenomena were worth defining
time when so little had been objectively defined (one may
ppare the catalogue of points of the compass which forms Hera-
, 120), it is still difficult to accept this fragment merely as a
observation. Patin, 1o escape this difficulty, ingeniously
el thiat an otk had been dropped from the texts of Plutarel,
from Plutarch’s source: in this case the fragment would
on the assertion in fr. §7 that day and night are one—the sun
nirk of the day; if there were no sun there would be no day,
e were no day there would be no night, for day and night
 sume. Few scholars have accepred this suggestion: there is
eason for thinking that a negative has been dropped, and the
ven is very complicated; if fipépa and not fikiog had been
i it might have been possible. The connexion of this fragment
§7 is correct (so Reinhardt Parmenides 180 n. 2; he, however,
the fvexar phrase as authentic); once this is understood there
d to add the negative.
fragment as it stands clearly does not assert exactly the same
or rather as the argument which perhaps underlies that
t—that day and night are * the same’ because they inevitably
one another, What it asserts, indirectly, is that the sun is the
of day: without it, there would be continuous night, Thus the
ction between day and night (conditions which at first sight
sentially opposed to each other) is brought about by 2 single
: these dual phenomena are the product of a single factor. Thus
‘another way the connexion between day and night is estab-
It is not exactly the same type of connexion as is stressed in
ther fragments of this group, although the idea of a single cause
pparent opposites is not entirely separate from that of inevitable
on: the hasic idea is that of variarion in a continuum. Yet it
st be:repeated that any interpretation of this fragment remains
umewhat precarious.

il
i
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GROUP 6

Frr. 10, 102, 67

If opposites are essentially connected (us they have heen
shown to be, indifferent ways, in fragments of preceding
groups), then the continua which they form can be
regarded as either single or complex, according as
the dissociation or the essential connexion of the
opposite extremes in every category is more or less
stressed. So too the whole sum of things {which can
be analysed into combinations of the different opposites,
i.e. opposed substances) can be viewed synthetically or
analytically, with emphasis either on the underlying
connexion between opposites or on the superficial
separateness of things, God takes the synthetic view,
which is the truer one: he sees all things in the cosmos
as fair and right, while men analyse into opposites,
fair and ugly and so on. On the other hand, all the pairs
of opposites can themselves be equared with god, who
stands for the connexion berween things and not the
mare apparent variation, which is nominal and super-
ficial though not completely unreal.
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totle] de munds 5, 396b7 o & iy tvenrrieon § gl yhlyeTon
M ToUtey &moTeAsl TO oupguvow, olk & TEY Spoiwy, Goep
&ppev ouvryays Tpds 1o BHAU kal oly, Exdrepov Tpds Té
Ke Ty TwperTnv Sudvelay S1d Tév fvawticow ouviiyer, ol
polcov. Eowe Bt xerl f) Téom Thy qlUow wkoupn Tolrro
sypagle piv yap hewwddv Te kol peddwaw, dypdv Te kol
Xpoudrav byxepaconivn uoets Tés tlkéves Tols Trporn you-
o€ GUMpIvoUs, pouaikt] B8 GEsls dua ked Bopes, pakoous
Ppoels gidyyous pifaoa dv Biapdpors guovels play dmréecey
cw, ’];fpmb_:rrucﬁ Bt Ex pownfvTaw kol dpdveov ypoppdreov
oinoegivr TV ANV Téyvmy am’ alriv ouveothigaTo. ol

fv kel 10 opd TE okoTEwd Asydpevoy ‘Hpondheiten:
Leg” Bha wal 0dy Bhe,’ cuppepbpevor! Srapepbuevoy,

Sufibov éx hvTwy &v xal &€ vdg mhvra. olrws ol
Ty Sheov odoTaow, olpovol Abyw xal yiis Tol Te oup-
Kéapou, B1& T TGV dvevTiTdTev Kpdosws &pyev pia
ey Gppovier,

s Lp: oulhdwpm &5 Stobaeus: oukMiyig Pr ouddpes (varia lectia)
 eliypss Paris 2404: ouvdgies A (post corn) CEGT, ouvdymss A
are) (£): owvdwms i oowagaas BHW (post corr) Z Ald R 223:
[anee corr.): exemplar Graecum Apulei ouvhayies vel oo
habuir; exemplar Latini Anonymi ouAdfiye vel oulhdyi; exemplar
Sieuli owwdpn fs; exemplar interpretis Armenii aut ouvéyers aut
versio Syriaca nomen, mon verbum  habuit.  EYNAATTVIAIE
it Apuleing®, EYNATIVIAIL Apuleiusy, 2 Gha kal oly B

174 Bern Vind 8 Stobaeus Apuleii tanscriptio: oida, ., ofha BTW
1314 olha, . oliha EF; olta, . ofida AH: Shov. . . &hou CG. olx T R
Gyt WAL 2 s o vel ol codd. plurimis wal codd., del. Zeller, 3 post
wrvow acled, kel cod., om, Stobaeus¥, Apuleii tanscriptio. 4 post
v add. kel EFHPW (post corr.) Z Ald Par 166, om. ABCGTW (ante
ytobacus Apuleii transeriprio. 5 post B1§Bov om. kel Par 166 Vind §
& Apuleii transeriptio, hubent codd. cetr.: om. Lorimer, Walzer.

i perhiaps Nature has a liking for opposites and produces concordance
them and not out of similars, juse as for inseance she brings male
or with female and not each with members of the same sex, and
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composes the first concord by means of opposites and not simitars. Art,
100, seems to imitate Nature in doing this. For the art of painting, by
mixing in the picture white and black colours and yellow and red,
achieves images concordant with the original; and the arz of music, by
mingling kigh and low, short and long notes, achieves a harmony in
dtfferent tones; while the art of writing makes a mixture out aof vowels
and consonants and compounds irs whole are Sfrom them. [t was this
same thing which was seid in Heraclitus the Obscure: Things taken
together are whole and not whole, something which is being brought
together and brought apart, which is in tune and out of tune: out of
all things can be made a unity, and out of 4 unity, all things. Thus
a single harmony by means of the mixture of the most opposed principles

has arranged in order the siructure of the whole—by which I mean of

heaven and earth and the whole universe.

The introductory passage 1o this quotation is reproduced abave at
same length, nor because it is particularly relevant to the interpreta-
tion of Heraclitus’ words here, but because it contains ideas which
may be in some way Heraclitean. The idea that the natural world
contains 4 dppovia of opposites, and that any concordance is a con-
cordance between opposites, is certainly one which oceurred to
Heraclitus. Further, Aristotle (or the compiler of the Eudemian
Elthics) cites, just after a reference 1o Heraclitus, two of the instances
of the necessary conjunction of opposites mentioned in this passage
of the de mundo: Eth, Fud.H 1, 1235425 (DK 22 4 22) ke ‘Hpdoderros
EMTILG T Torjoavn (s Epis B e Beddv kel cvlpormrew dndiorro,
ol yép &v elvon dpupoviev i dvros déos Kol Peptos olBt Té 300
Gvey Orjhecs kal dppevos dvavricow Svreov, The indirect statement of
the last sentence here shows that the citation of these instances is
attributed to Heraclitus himself, though Gigon 117, for example,
doubts whether this is correct on the ground thar male and fermale
do nat fit into the scheme of Heraclitus' reconciliation of other
oppositions. This is true; bur there is no reason to disbelieve that
Heraclitus may have referred to a number of common oppositions
in the natural world, in order to illustrate the important part in its
constitution played by obvious opposites, even if the unity of these
oppositions was not such as could be proved by the kind of analysis
which he adopts in the extant fragments, namely, eonnexion by
relativity or invatiable succession. The fact that the ‘opposites’
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imonly so regarded) mate and female were conjoined for the
lietion of a new creature may well have struck Heraclitus as
Mfigant bath of the important part played by opposites and of
IF necessary connexion. So also the fact that the musical seale
Nt exist were it not for the existence of high and low notes
" being here regarded as opposed to ‘low’, perhaps with no
teference 10 the octave) is another simple and obvious
of the importance of opposites. Possibly Aristotle means
Mppavic: ‘musical concord’, which we know cannot have been a
ing accepted by Heraclitus (see pp. 204, 208£.): but to the latter
ty for contrast and difference between successive notes,
¥ to make a scale or a tune, may have had implications enough
n fr. 51: dppovia in other fragments does not have a musical
ilicance, though this may be accidental).
e other examples given in the de munds passage are less apt, and
1 18 10 reason to think that they derive from Heraclitus himself 2
dy the introductary generalization *Art imitates nature’ shows
¢ are dealing here with Peripatetic concepts.” Snell in his
nt article on this fragment (Hermes 76 (1941) 840 esp.
Jobserves that the idea of a mixture of opposites to produce
* result is foreign to Heraclitus; yet this idea is dominant both
& de munde passage and in the analogous references in de victu.
_____ | Inference is that, if in either case there is any dependence on
wclitean sousces, these sources were considerably later than
tus himself and had achieved considerable divagations from
ginal theory. Nevertheless, the concrete examples of opposites,
Il subjected 1o a later (and perhaps Aristotelian) interpretation,
Wy go back to Heraclitus himself, Certainly the emphasis on the
le o ‘& harmonious cosmos formed by the connexion and interplay
Opposites, which permeates the whole of this pseudo-Aristorelian

I s true thae chs, 12-24 of hook 1 of the de wiene, which makes use of
elitean material in places, compare men's gUors with various Tégvan:
8 Soccutes rather than Aristotle should be regarded as the terminus post
this kind of comparison. Yer de viesu is conventionally dared ton early
7, and even here there may be Aristotelian influence. All the instances
e munda passage occur there (1, 125 18; 23) excepr that from painting;
author of the pseudo-Aristotelian treatise cannot have been using the
cratic work as sole source, Actually he is very unlikely to have used it
and the probability is that both works depend at this point either on a
follovier's expansion of Heraclitus' views on opposiles, or on Aristotle,
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treatise, is by no means foreign to the central conception of
Heraclitus: bur in the meantime it has been subjected to much
restatement and remoulding, particularly in the early Stoa and then,
probably, under the powerful influence of Posidonius and his
followers,!

One of the chief dificulties of this fragment is the determination
of the correct text. The apparatus given above is hased upon that of
W. L. Lorimer (edition of de munds, Paris, Belles Lettres, 1933),
and the consideration of the problems involved owes much to Snell’s
article cited above. The main problem is whether we should accept
oulhayes or owvdwiss: the verbal form ouvdypeias, which was
accepted by Bywater and the older editors, was shown by Diels
(88 Ber (1901) 188fL.) to have only weak ms. support, and this has
become still more apparent as a result of Lorimer’s much more
thorough recension of the mss, Diels and Krang accepred auvdies,
while Lorimer prints oudAéuies and Snell confirms this choice. That
auAhcepies is a good lonie form was seen by O. Hoffmann, Gricch,
Dialekse 11, 240; Kranz, DK ad fr., admits as mueh, though he
claims that the word is unsuitable to the sense in this context.
W. Schulze, Festschrift . P. Kretschmer 220, shows that a-forms
like Adpopet were suppressed in the ms. tradition of Herodots (the
substitution of i for « being considered a correct restoration of
“Tonic” by Alexandrian and post-Alexandrian scholars), though this
was the true Herodotean form, Nevertheless, a consideration of
Lorimer’s apparatus shows that there is strong support among the
better mss. for ouvenpiss: Lorimer’s acceprance of oulhdynes is
presumably due largely to the support given by Stobaeus (who
copied out this part of de munds) and by the transeription in both
mss. of Apuleius, which, confused as they are, agree in writing
ouvA-. In addition, P and Stobzeus give the probably correct reading
Gha ker ol Shar, as against various kinds of confusion in many of the
mss. which support ouvénpies, Snell, ap. ¢it. 85 and n. 1, comments
that further information on, for example, Lp is necessary in order to
decide whether its reading here is significant; but he seems to be

* The de mundo was written in the fisst or second century a.m.: of. W, Capelle
N.Jahrb. 15 (1905) 529 1. Capelle placed it in the first half of the second
century, and mainiained with much plasibility thar it is based primarily upon
the Metewopohoyil erongelwag and TMepl wéauou of Posidonius (who of course
used Aristotle’s Meseorolagica a5 well as Stoie sources).
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fure in suggesting that culddyies was read in one of two
ypes, followed by the mss. of Lorimer’s Class TIT (op. cir.
i for AET (favouring auvéynes) also belong 1o this class. The
seript v added as a correction in Lp may, as Snell remarked,
elther ouvhéynes or ouvdyies : certainly the writing of -vA- for
(what Snell calls an ‘etymologische Schreibung') was not
::"‘H“'.. among over-learned scribes; of. Kithner-Blass 1, 263.
sumably explains the agreement on this point of both mss.
us. Snell summarizes the general probabilities of the
these words (ap. cir. 85): ‘Aber selbst dann verdiente
is schon aus dem ganz dusseren Grund den Vorzug, weil
ewihnliche jonische Form oudheyns viel eher in das
istoteles gewbhnliche olveyis  gedindert werden konnee,
ekehre” In view of all these considerations ouAdynes may
ted.!
xl oby Sher may be read with some certainty, the variants
g patent and misjudged attempts to ‘restore’ the true Jonic
s, More important is the question of whether the succeeding
0 of opposites should be linked by kal. In the fisst case there is
anuscrpt agreement in favour of the connecting particle,
for the Latin translation of Apuleius and one of the two mss.
eus; in the second case (hetween owwdbov and Si&Bov) the
e about equally divided, This suggests that the addition of
o ked’s represents an attempr in the rradition to establish an
balance between the three proups of contrasted words. 1 have
argued under {r. 88 that this exact balance of single words
sed to whole phrases) is not typical of Heraclitus’ style; in
ent there is strong evidence for a variation in the use of the
article between parallel and juxtaposed phrases. Further, in
esent case there is some need for kad in order to separate A
the negative phrase ouy 8ha, while there is no such need in the
of single opposed words like cuppepduevoy and Biogepdpsvov.
the whole Heraclitus was sparing of inessential connexions, and
f asynderon are frequent: but no general rule can be estab-
for while formally opposed words are juxtaposed without
ponnexion in fr. 67 (and perhaps also in fr. 62), in fr. 88 they are
ned by wed.
The occurrence of oufiye in the de munds passage, well before the quota-
ton, does not seem to me o give any worthwhile support 1o suwéyis.
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Before &k mévreov most mss. add anather kai: but Stabaeus does
not (the transcription of Apuleius® seems doubtful). Vind 8, which
was one of the few mss. to give the correct reading Sha xal ol
SAa, also omits ked, as does Paris 166, which, however, is more lable
to inaccuracy at this part of the rreatise, While connecting particles
were being added to the pairs of opposites it would be easy to add
eme here also. Certainly there is a considerable break in the flow of
the sense: &k méwrewy wrh. states a conclusion from or summary of
the preceding part of the quoration, and we should expect it 1o be
separated by at least a colon. This is what Lorimer puts in his text
(as did Bywater), and T have followed him, though with less
confidence than at other points.

As ouvénpies has not been put entirely out of account by the ms.
evidence it is as well to consider whether it, and it alone (as Krany
in DK implied), provides a possible sense, and whether indeed it is
in itself a probable word. A glance at LSJ shows that neither
ouvenpis nor oUkATyis (oUihonss) oceurs before Plato and Aristotle
apart from this fragment, except that the latter is a good fifth-
century legal word for “arrest” or “laying hold of”; this is hardly an
appropriate sense here. Other forms akin to edveys, namely,
ouvagr] and ouvagee, similarly do not oceur earlier than Aristotle.
oulhofry, on the other hand, seems to occur first ar Aeschylus
Suppl. 457, cukhaPds mémhew (active); and Seprem 468, meaning
“syllable’—that is, in a passive sense, ‘that which is taken together’.
Of corresponding verbal forms, suvémrrew is very common: so at
e.g. Hdr. 11, 75, = *border on’; Aesch. Ag. 1609, Euvdpos prycviy 3
but, of plural abstract concepts, not before Plato, On the other hand,
oulhappévery means ‘to comprise, or take together” (particularly in
speaking) at Hdr. 1, 82; v, 16, as well as at Plato Sophist 2348
(el v mévra oukdopov) and elsewhere. On these grounds, therefore,
cudAdyies (in itself an unexceptionable noun-form) is a more
probable word for Heraclitus to have used than ouvéyies: in the
plural it presumably has a passive sense like that of cudhePi, only
without the technical sense of *ferzers taken together’. In any case,
it might be objected, the argument is purely a technical one, for the
two words mean very much the same thing. Yet oulhéyies containg
an implication of an animate assessor which is absent from suvéynec :
and this limitation of meaning is of great importance. Gigon
(20ff. and 44ff.), who makes his interpretation of this fragment, very
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¥, the basis of his theory of Heraclitus' cosmology, takes
= ‘things in contact’ to imply that the pairs of words
ih follow are related to cach other by succession, and that the
| words mean ‘all things come out of one, and then (at a later
#) one comes out of all things’. This is made to support his
iition that the main opposition, for Heraclitus, is between kéopos
| e, This interpretation, as will be scen, is scarcely possible;
nately ouiddyasg, which [rom every point of view appears 1o
word used by Heraclitus, allows a more pregnant interprera-
pecially of the final words. The only doubt is whether it
“takings together’ (i.e. more than one act of comprising,
in speech or merely in thought) or ‘things taken together’,
ts of such an activity. The use of the plural suggests that the
the correct meaning; we have seen that this passive sense is
by the very close analogy of euihapn.

mination of the groups of words which follow shows that
not, as Gigon thought they were, typically Heraclitean pairs
psites: Snell has stated this very clearly. Above all they are
pposites which can be connected because they invariably
d one another. Indeed, &Ac and olry SAax are contraries, not
5 in the Heraclitean sense of extremes or poles of a single
m: they are nat opposed in the sense thar the hor and the
winter and summer, or the way up and the way down, or the
and the harmful, or satiety and hunger, are opposed;
doubtless if one were asked “What is the opposite of
" one might be tempted to reply ‘Not whole’. It is
e to infer that the opposed things (which we call opposites;
aps accidental that this word does not occur in the extant
15) which Heraclitus stated to be ‘the same’ are invariably
of as extremes; yet even if “whole’ is an extreme® yet there
posed extreme. Concepts like ‘broken’ or ‘interrupted’ or
es” are all susceptible of further, quantitative, determination,
) “in sixty-four pleces’; and, as Anaxagoras well knew, *there
i smallest part of the small’, *Not whole' simply attempts ro
5 deficiency: negation does not imply the opposite, as, for
mple, ‘not summer’ does not necessarily imply winter, and might
pig’. As for the question of succession, a relationship which

That i, in reladon to the entire indefinite contimmm  of ‘net
e
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Gigon thought to apply to the two members in each of these groups
of words, it is true that any alteration of the atrribure “whole’ must
involve its replacement by the attribute ‘not 'whole’—but then any
change in any object (to revert to the type of materialistic analysis
which must have presented iself te Heraclitus) must similarly result
in its replacement by another object which is not the first object:
for example, if the hot (regarded as an extreme) changes, then it
must become ‘not the hot". It is extremely doubtful if this had the
kind of significance for Heraclitus that Gigon thought it had—that
is, the kind of significance that the invariable succession of night and
day actually had for him, namely, that night and day are essentially
connected and therefore one.!

The words oupgepopsvoy Siagepépevoy could be treated as an
example of the coincidence of oppoesites: compare fr. 51, where
Euugipetat should probably be read (as in Plato’s paraphrases)
instead of duoheytar in Hippolytus: ol Eunidiow ks Siepepdusvoy
U EupgepeTon medivTovos dppovin Skworep TéEou Kal Alans.
Perhaps 1t should be understood as subject of the Sxws clause, and
that of which wodivroves &ppovin is predicared; but whether this or
a word like Grrav is 10 be understood, it s plain from the simile of the
bow and lyre (the point of comparison must be the normal tension
of the string) that “being brought together’ and ‘being brought
apart’ are allernative ways of describing a single condition, according
to one’s point of view or point of comparison. They are not succes-

' Of course e understand, and doubtless Heraclitus would have understond
il it had been put to kim in this way, thar ‘opposites” like summer and winter
merge into each ather, aned that there are intervening perinds which cannor be
described entirely as summer or entitely as winter. In the case of yourh and
old age, for example, the one extreme is nor suddenly replaced by the other,
even if in fr. B8 Heraclitus chose to take u synoptic view, concenmating on the
termini of the young-old connuum and ignoring the process between them,
Actally the fact that in many cases the process from one extreme to the other
is necessarily a gradual one would appear 1o Heraclivs w strengrhen his argu-
ment for the real connexion of all extremes. He did not make this point, at
any rate in the fragments which survive, presumahly because he was thinking
in verbal symbols which can easily be mentally clussed as ' opposites’, and which
encourage the thinker to ignore the resulis of experience—for example, that
ewilight i3 an intervening stage between what we experience as day ane what
we experience as night. For Heraclitug it was the invariable nature of the
suceession between two extremes, rather than its manner of operation, which
was chiefly significant of their essential unicy.
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tates.” So it is in Avistotle’s summary, which counts as fr. &b
oraclitus: 6 dvrifour cuuplpoy kod & Tév BlagepduTaw
¥ dpuoviov.. . . So also, perhaps as a direct reminiscence of
Itus, in several passages of the fiest book of de vicw, e 1, 18
MlgTov Sikpopr péivioTar oupgdpel, & BE EAdynioTow Bukpopa
e ovipéper. Still less can the nexe pair of words, ouvdSov

v, be regarded as opposites whose connexion lies in the fact
I they invariably succeed each other: but this is how Gigon 21
hem, followed by Walzer ad fr. Snell has utterly refuted this
ation (Hermes 76 (1941) 86): Gigon was right 1o interpret
as ‘singing in tune’ (either with other voices or with an
ent); 5i&ov then is a word formed by Heraclitus on the
y of the prefixes in the previous pairs of compound veebs,
s “singing out of twne’ (for which &ndeav is the Platonic
Bur it is pedantic w argue that singing in tune is regularly
ed by singing out of tune; these are not true opposites in the
ein sense, but only in the sense that She and oty 8ha were
ed to be contraries. All that this pair of words implies in
as Snell put it, *das Nebeneinander von {ibereinstimmenden
abweichenden Ténen’; Gigon, while avoiding the major
of raking owgbov to mean ‘in harmony’, failed to give
consideration to the meaning of the word or that of its formal

the publication of Snell's article it had heen assumed that
s {or owvéyies) was the predicate of the three following
of words; it was a heading which subsumed and described
ollowed, So in fr. 88 Teimd is the predicate of the pairs of
tes which follow it; Wilamowitz, followed by Gigon and
deleted the words 1° Bt from the fragment, and so gave it
il very close to fr. 10 here. If this is the case then the fragment
mean: *Wholes and not wheles, what is being brought
er and what is being brought apart, singing in tune and
g out of tune, are things taken together’—in other words,
‘belong to the sume genera, The sense is intolerably weak, and
hole statement becomes banal. If ouvéapies were predicate there
d be a litde more point, but we have seen this reading to be

s Plato makes Eryximachus complain az Symp. 1874, B3 he even suggests
)

1 awing the passage quored on p. 204) that possibly Heraclis meant 10
ipecify successive states.
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improbable. Snell adds a further arpument against this view: from
the other fragments of Heraclitus, and especially those of Group §
(cf. also fr. §1), we should deduce that it is the Sixgepduevar them-
selves which are ‘connexions’ (s0 as to hecome oupgepdpevor):
ouppspopevor and Siopepopsvoy can themselves only be described as
‘connected” in a very unusual sense, and certainly not thar which
scholars have attached to the word in this context. Snell, on the
other hand, has suggested that ouAAdpies should he taken as subject,
and the three groups of succeeding words as predicates. It is at once
clear that in this case there is no need for the members of those
groups to be opposites in the Heraclitean sense, or to bear similar
relationships to each other in each group. The sense given is strong:
*Things taken together (that is, things mentally connected and
therefore belonging to the same category—and especially extremes
or “opposites”, like moist and dry, hunger and satiery) are in one
sense wholes or continua, in another sense not wholes, but separate
and opposed. In one sense they tend together, to unity, while in
another sense they tend apart, to plurality. In one sense they sing
in tune with each other and form a single unison, in the other sense
they sing, different tunes and appear as utterly separate.” Thus there
are two opposed views which can be taken of ouhhayus; the first
terms in the three groups of predicates deseribe one view, the last
terms the other. Such a starement is completely in accord with what
we know from other fragments of Heraclitus’ mode of thought: in
all the fragments dealing with opposites he swessed the first or
synthetic view against the second, conventional, analytical approach.
Unlike Pacmenides he did not deny the existence of the ‘many
things’ of the phenomenal world, though he considered that wisdom
lay in being able to regard them synthetically. To see the connexion
between things and not their separation would presumably be just
as stupid (for men, at leasty ef. fr. 102) as the common, almost
universal, fault of seeing the separation and not the connexion.
There is no need to urge on men the fact that things are many and
separate (in one way); that is why the opposite view is so strongly
stressed in the fragments. Nevertheless, the denial of plusality
would involve the denial of the resultant unity, just as the abolition
of Epis would involve the destruction of the ordered eosmaos
(Group 8). In this fr. 1o the two different ways of looking at things
are stated as alternatives, without the suppestion that either can be
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spensed with; though there can be no question that the
way is the more significant,
I euhhdapres is taken as subject the whole statement becomes
ngtuly and the meaning given accords well with that of other
ents. There is of course nothing in the structure of the sentence
pevent us from treating that word as subject: thus in fr. 67
i§, 18 subjeet, is followed as here by three groups of opposed
hich stand as predicates; and in fr. 31 the heading, mupés
subject and not predicate. The variation from the plural
oly &ha to the singular form of the two other groups of
ightly more difficult on the assumption that these groups
ates and not subjects; but there is no insuperable difficulry,
lly in view of Heraclitus’ customary freedom over adjcctives
substantives (cf., for example, fr. 126), if thete is assumed to
impossible modification of the meaning of ouAAGyies from
 groups of things taken rogether’ in the case of Sha, oiry
ch are of course substantives), to ‘single cases of things
ether” (e.g. the hot-the cold) in the case of the singular
teip al substantives, The omission of the article before such
teiples is relatively common in Heraclitus.
last part of the fragment, éx wévraw by kol €€ Evds TévTa, is,
been seen, probably separated from Sigsov by a colon. Onece
fes is accepted it becomes impossible to interpret éx and ¢€
88 temporal sense—that is, if the last sentence of the fragment
lave any bearing on the first. Thus there is no connexion
er between the last sentence and those statements of the
_ successions of év and wévra collected by Norden, Agnostos

w2478, and adduced by Gigon 45 f. and Walzer ad fr. A typical
of these statements is atibuted o Cleanthes, in connexion
‘cosmogony, by Arius Didymus (SFF 1, 497): olmes 6 fwés
Tee ylveaton kol ke mévraow v ouyrplveaion. Cf, also pseudo-
15, DK 2.4 4; pseudo-Linus ap. Stobacum £¢l. 1, 10, 5 (1, 119
muth). In point of fact such statements depend partly upon
ocles’ assertion of a temporal succession berween v and

(fr. 17, 1£), and pardy (as Diels, Doxographi 179, well
d) upon Aristotle’s momentous and misleading generalization,
A 3, 983b 8 LE ol yép Eomiv oo Té Sutor kad £€ ol yiyvera
Tou kad el & gelperen TEAEUTEOY L L L TolTe orouyEiov kel Telrny
v pacw elvon Tév Shcov. Snell saw that there can be no question
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of cosmogony in the last sentence of the fragment, and suggested,
without committing himself any further, thar the verb to be under-
stood was gomt or ouvtarnxe: ‘diese ouMMGies”, he comments (ap.
cit. 87), *als Gleichnis standen fiir die grosse etdayis des Kosmos,
der “aus Einem” und “aus Allem” besteht.! Now it is true that the
phenomenal world exemplifies a unity made our gf plarality, not
simply because it is a whole of parts but rather because all its
apparently disconnected parts are essentially connected: so it is
assumed on the basis of the coincidence of opposites. In the words
of fr. 54, there is a dpuovin dpavis: an apt parallel is provided by d
victu 1, 17, olkoBouor fx Sipopu oUugepe ipydaovtean, 1é pbv Enpa
UypaivovTes, Té &b Uypd Enpadvovres, & piv Sha Siptovtey, Td 8t
Bipnutve: owwnBévtes. The word éx in the fragment might legiti-
mately imply a constituent material and not a creative process in
time: this kéopos is eternal according to fr. 30, it must always have
contained wévre and must always have been 2 synthesis of its many
parts. On the other hand, it does not seem 1o be the case that, in an
analogous sense, ‘one thing’ is the constituent material of ‘all
things’: Heraclitus' unity is the connexion berween opposites, and
the connexion can scarcely be regarded as sole constituent of the
things connected. Therefore Snell’s explanation, even so far as it
goes, is unsatisfactory. The word cuhAaypies, being derived from
Aoupévew, of itself implies a pessonal subject or subjects: in this
fragment it must mean ‘rhings taken together’, but the personal
criterion is not abolished, and we have seen that the groups of
distinctive predicates éach contain possible alternarive descriptions,
according to the point of view of the person ‘taking together’. That
Heraclitis was aware of the possibility of using different standards
in judging 2 single object is shown by the relational fragments of
Group 3. The last sentence of the fragment must depend upon the
same possibility of different points of view: ‘from all things (i.c. the
plural phenomenal world) one can undersrand a unifying connexion ;
from this connexion, the single formula or Logos of all things, one iy
led to turn one’s antention back to the many things which are so
connected.” The first stage or point of judgement corresponds with
predicating *whole, tending together, in tune’ of those things which
one ‘takes together’; the second with predicaring *not whole,
tending apart, out of tune’ of the sume things, The difference is that
oukhdwies by itself might refer to a limited number of Opposites or
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: Eﬂﬂﬂ&'\é"‘l‘m in the last sentence shows thar it is the whole
it of the phenomenal world which is under discussion. Thus
st sentence, as well as summarizing what goes before, provides
¢ addition to the sense.
ding to this interpretation of fr. 10 there is no inconsistency
where the content of the Logos is said to be the fact that
are one, &v Tavta slvar. Fr. 10 also implies this; bur it
not the fact itsell but the human mind’s apprehension of
‘uses & and £ to suggest the mind's change from one
le fact to the other.

R, Huckforth made this comment on this paragraph: ‘Tt seems 1o
difference between éx mdwroow & and 68 vds wéwrar is that between

- a differentiared waiey™ and “the world is o differentiated unity”,
s out the contrast very well,
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Porphyrius Qu. Hom. ad Ti. 1v, 4 (p. 69 Schrader) édmperrés paow ¢
TépreL ToUg Beols Trohécay Bior, A otk drpents: T Yop yevvala fpya
TEpTEL. GAAGS TE TOAEMO kad péyen ARTY Seive Bokel, 16 Bt 0edd olbi
ol Sl auvTedsl yip dmavre & fedg Tpds appoviey Ty [EMwy
fi x| Sheov olkovepdv 14 cupeporte, omep ko ‘Hpdrhatos Ay,
w5 T pév Bed waké mavra xel dyedi? xoi Binaia, dvbpwmon
8¢ d pév dbuca DmaMipaoy & 8¢ Sixala,

1 secl, Zeller, ZN 835 n. 3. 2 wad dyada om, eodd. aliqui, habet Townl,

They say it is unbecoming if the sight of wars delights the gods. But it
is not unbecoming; for what delights them is the noble deeds. And
besides, wars and batiles seem dreadful o us, but ro god not even these
are dreadful: for god accomplishes all things with a view o a harmony
of the universe, arranging them so0 as to be fiteing—as Heraclitus also
says, that To god all things are beautiful and good and just, but men
have supposed some things to be unjust, others just.

Zeller was probably right in characterizing the bracketed words us
an ancient variant which was taken into the text. 8w rather than
GhAcv is presumubly the correet reading, of., for example, Xen.
Cyropaedia vt 7, 22 for & Sha = *the universe’ 3 &AAww is possible
but not strictly logical. What perhaps happened was that an original
Ghev was corrupted into &\hev: Sheow was then correctly glossed at
a later stage, and this gloss then raken into the text after the accepted,
but suspicious, corruption. olkovop@y kT, might mean *dispensing
(only) what is fitting".—Presumably Porphyrius is referring to an
otherwise unrecorded objection after the manner of Zenodotus.
Wilamowitz, Herakles* 1, 68, correctly observed that the sentiment
astributed to Heraclitus is expressed in Porphyrius’ own words, not
in its original form: this is suggested by the extreme antithetical
styleand the variation in consteuction fromé . . .06 to dvlpamor .., .
Umethnfipoow ; for as far as can be determined from other fragments
Heraclitus emphasized parallelisin in sense by the use of parallel
constructions rather than by excessive use of pdv. . .8¢. C. Mazzan-

180

' FR, 102

relito 96, held that the use of Umohaupdvey, meaning “to
was in dtself a sign of rewording; but while this sense of
15 rare before Plato it oceurs once in Herodotus (11, §5), and
cannot be regarded as impossible for Heraclitus. Probably
oxtent of the rewording is not very considerable; & 8e65 recurs in
9 In connexion with other opposites (though the relationship
I8 quite different), and the contrast between human and
again explicitly drawn in frr. 78, 83. The fact that only the
three adjectives in the first part of the sentence is treated
cond part, with its opposite, may be due as much 1o the
rhythmic quality of Heraclitus’ prose, and his tendency to
0 parallel clauses rhythmically equivalent at the expense of
se verbal correspondence, as to Porphyrius’ careless Greek,
¢ 18 no reason to doubt that the sense of the fragment was
by Heraclitus.
tini well suggested (if 1 correctly interpret his somewhat
raseology) that if the original form had been something
Tois Bk & piv dSikard B Sikena there would be less difficulty
now is in the interpretation of the two instances of
In the present form of the fragment the subjective word
v implies that the distinction made by men hetween, for
just and unjust is illusory and invalid: but if this is the case
‘word ‘just’ (and also ‘beautilul” and ‘good”’) should not
of things as seen by god, since by its narure and its use
deseribe an extreme it implies this very distinction. 1f, an
¢ hand, men legitimarely distinguish between just and
L possible interpretation with Tols dvbpdmois), then this
ty is avoided. To imply that this distinction would be
mate would not be ta suggest that it is admirable: the syntheric
/ (seeing the underlying unity in opposites) is more admirable,
y in Heraclitus® eyes, than the analytical one (seeing only
separateness and difference).’ Yer the analytical view also is
ary: if the opposites ceased to be in one sense opposed then
@ underlying unity would fail, just as if strife ceased the world as

4 M. Frinkel, Trans. Amar. Philol, Ass. Go (1938} 243, goes further than this,
rightly: *This does not mean however that the contracies mutually
ze one another, so that the balance is zero, With Heraclitus, the balance
I positive in cach single case: before God, undghieousness merges in righteous-
ow, andl the result is rightecusness throughour (fr. Toz)."
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we know it would die; the unity thar followed would be the unity
of changelessnessand death. Thisis largely speculative interpretation:
but fr. 1o stated clearly enough that things taken together are wholes
and not wholes; thus Sixene and &8, which are oulhdpuss, can
either be regarded as a single whole or as separate and distinct
opposites. Admittedly, in fr. 10 the relationship of ouAAdwies and
&het kTh. is not expressed by a verb; but it can hardly be other than
predicative, and certainly could not imply that either of the alter-
native ways of assessing things is impermissible,

Of course, a slight variation in the meaning of, for example,
Bikenar 1s unlikely to have troubled Heraclitus: the matter has been
raised because there are other grounds for thinking thatin the possible
original form of the saying the variation was not as great as it now
is. In a passage which has been Leld to be an imitation of this
fragment a similar variation (and, strictly, confusion) is more
immediately apparent: de vict 1, 11 Td piv olv &vlpoomor Bitleoay
ouBEmoTE Korrdt TeolTd Exel olte dpfidis olre ) bpBds dow BE Beol
Bisbecony del GpBids By wol vd Spba kai & p) Spfid: Torolrov Blagéper.
Here there may be a consciously paradoxical use of dpfi&, as certainly
in kel o gika ool giha éoriv at Cleanthes Hyman o Zeus 15—another
work which contains echoes of Heraclitus, In neither case, however,
can a direct reminiscence of this fragment be proved; the sense of the
sentence from de victu, although its form is quite similar, is utterly
different from that of the fragment, and the words of Cleanthes,
though they too express the view that opposites are one to god, are
too few o be conclusive. Reinhardl, Parmenides 180 n, 2, took the
fragment as a criticism of men for not seeing the connexion between
the just and unjust; so it is, but it is more than this, and more too
than a mere restatement of the coincidence of opposites in moral
terms.' Gigon 137 believed the context in Porphyrius to show that
the saying of Heraclitus referred specifically to war: ef. fr. 8o,
elevan ypr) Tov Tohepov Edvre Euvéy kth. God knows that strife is
justice, while men do not understand this but, like Homer, pray for
the abolition of strife, This is a possible enouph sentiment. Yet in
Parphyrius the quotation is separated from the remarks about wars
and battles by a purely generalized assertion about god, ouvrehe-

' Gigon's objections against this last interpretarion (which he wrongly

attributes 1o Reinharde) are based on the beliel that Hesclits eannat have
used Slxasa in incompatible senses,
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ipovre, If Porphyrins knew that Heraclitus® comparison of god
e applied specifically to their views on war, then surely he
ve quoted it in such a way as to show that this was its real
pation: after all, the whole point of his comment on the line of
¢ i 1o advanee the view that there was nothing improper in
watching a battle; if he could have adduced Heraclitus an
point his case would surely appear stronger, As it is,
" saying is separated from the main contention by a
an (rather than particularly neo-Platonist) deseriprion of
Y, No doubt war and the like would be included in Hera-
ertion that both what is just and what is unjust for men are
god;: but there is really no evidence that the context in
§ contains Heraclitean material. There is perhaps a mildly
- flavour about dppoviev and oupgipovra: but these
are typical of the Posidonian school (which was ultimately
t, through the ecarly Stoa, on Heraclitus)—cf. parts of
, and in particular the context of fr. 10 above.
fragment is best interpreted in the light of fr. 1o: there are
ble views about all opposites, including moral ones. Of
5 the synthetic one is the more important; from the view-
of god, removed from (or perhaps subsuming) the realm of
it is the only significant one; for men too it is of prior
, though they normally neglect it completely. What
eraclitus can have meant by & 8eds heve will be discussed
under the next frapment, 67; one must also refer to frr. 82-3,
124, 70, as well as to frr. 108, 41, 32 (Group 12). According
07 god would not view things in terms of oppesites, because
self is (or temporarily becomes) the opposites.
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Hippolytus Refutatio 1%, 10, 8 (p- 244 Wendland) év 8& Tolrrey 16
Kegadaiey mdvTa Suol Tow 18iov volv tfeto, duar Bi Kol Tov kil
NonTol alpéoecws, (&v) 81 dhlywy tnébafa olx e Kpworol dhhé
‘Hpaxhetrou palintdiv. Tév yép Touton! kdeuow crroy Enoupyov
Kal momTiv teuTol ywduevor oliTe My & Bedg vipépy ebeppbun?,
xewwav Bépog, moAepog elpfvy, wbpog Aipds, —Tévavtio &,
oures & vols —dAdotolrar 8¢ Bnwomep (nbp)’} dmérav oup-
pyf] Guopasty dvopdlerart xal’ #Soviy Exdorou. pawepi
8¢ mdot Tols (&)vorroust Nenroit Giaxbdyous wal fis alpéoscog
mpootatas, & wol “Hpowhsltou Adyciev fouTtols Ui yEyoviven
GKpoaTds, dAM ye Té& Nomtéh 5o alpoupkvous dvopavBou TalTd
Sucayeiv. Myova yap olTes: fva kal Tov atrmov Bedy elyo TévToy
Enuioupyov xad Torépa.. ..

1 mpditov cod., em. Bernuys. 2 wippdwln cod, 3 miip suppl, Disls,
dieos 0p Plleiderer: (dnpd Zeller: {wipov) Heidel: (Ehenovy H. Frankel, Snell,
(olvas)y post Bucpaow Schuster, Schifer, Bricger: (Bueopar) Budipey Bernays,
Buwater, 4 dgeren Lottzing, 5 (&) Bernays,

In this chapier he [sc. Heraclinus| set our all together his particular
meaning, and at the same time that of the heregy of Noeuws, whom I have
Just demonstrated to be a pupil nor of Christ but of Heraclitus. For thar
the created world becomes maker and creator af itself ke says in these
words; God is day night, winter summer, war peace, satiety hunger,—
all the opposites, this is the meaning—and undergoes alteration in the
way that fire, when it is mixed with spices, is named according to
the scent of each of them. [z is clear to all that the senseless successors
of Noetus and leaders of the heresy, even if they were to deny that they
had become disciples of Heraclitus, yer by choosing Noctus' opinions
openly agree in the same beliefs. For they say this: that one and the
same god is maker and father of all things. . . .

The words *in this chapter’ (for such must be the meaning of
Kepchaiov in a phrase like this, see n. 1 on p. 150) probably refer to
what had gone before, i.c. fr. 64~5; Totre could scarcely point
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il 10 fr. 67, from which it is very far separated. This is the
‘becasion on which Hippolytus appears to allude to the source
ich he derives the sixteen or so quotations from Heraclitus
oh vecur in these two chapters of the Refuraris. Hippolytus must
r1 6l access to a good compendium, if not to an actual book by
elitus; he implies that the original arrangement was preserved
i source. Probably the claim should not be treared too literally;

us selected quotations from Heraclitus which were (or
to him 1o be) all on the same subject, and he would
tully assume that they came from the same part of Heraclitus'

The quotation irself raises many difficult problems. One thing is
it the words Tévavric-velis are interpolated, perhaps by
himself. They have all the appearance of an explanatory
he sense of which is no doubt correct. W. A. Heidel, *On
ragments of the Pre-Socratics’, Proc. Amer. Aead. of Ares
1) 7041, maintained that the words are those of Heraclitus
opt that etros was originally éurés : this suggestion was disposed
H. Frinkel, “Heraclitus on God and the Phenomenal World !
Amer. Philol. Ass. 69 (1938) 230ff,, who in n. 4 on p. 231
d to the difficulties of the article in Tévovria, and the alleged
ood at such an early stage of vois= *real significance”.!
st part of the quotation sers & 8eds side by side with four
pposites, two of which occur in other fragments, There is
th 1o define the relationship, which presumably must be
itive; ‘god’ must be the subject, since it is certainly the
£ the main verb in the second part of the quotation. Even
ust remember Wilamowitz's dictum that 8ess in Greek is
ally a predicate; the generalization is too sweeping, but it
us that at this stage of language and logic the division into
and predicate canniot always be clearly made. The pairs of
tes all have one thing in common, that they are connected by

inkel's distinction berween ‘abstract and objective * significance™’
tended meaning” is o very subtle one, bue is not, 1 should say,
valid. True, of assured fifth-century uses, véog at Hdr. 1v, 131;
‘intended meaning'; so at Aristophanes Froge 47. Bur the sense
‘objective significance’ at Frags 1439, which falls among. lings

ied by Aristarchus and cermainly out of context, though not stylisrically
ilen o Aristophanes.
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invariable succession rather than by variation of standards—in other
words, they belong with Group 5 and not to Groups 2, 3 or 4. The
real unity of the fiest pair, day and night, was explicitly stared in
fr. 57; doubtless Heraclitus held the same to he true of the second
pair, winter and summer, which are also temporal divisions and also
dependent on the behaviour of a single factor, the sun.' The equi-
valence of the fourth pair, xépos huds, is asserted in fr. 11 1, where
these opposites are associated with others especially connected with
human feclings and affections; but it is not impossible that in the
present case they are to be taken closely with the temporal apposites
and especially with winter and summer, which produce variations
in the state of the food supply. It is true that in fr. 65, quoted by
Hippolytus a little before, Heraclitus is said to have ealled fire
xpropeauimy kel kopov: Hippolytus adds, no doubt from Stoje-
influenced sources, that “want’ describes the world-forming process
and “satiety” the Bemipwons or turning of all things inta fire. Gigon
147 is unusually cautious over identifving wépos Muds with
¥prouoouvny kal kopov, but remarks thar if they do have the same
meaning then the four pairs of opposites in fr, 67 may deliberately
represent increasingly long time-periods. The third pair, war-peace,
does not fit happily into this scheme, and no doubt the pairs of
opposites were not selected so deliberately. In faet the attribution of
cosmogonical significance ro ypnoucotuny ko kopov is out of the
question: Heraclitus implies clearly enough in fr. 30 that there was
no cosmogony and will be no dissolution into fire; this was a Stoic
interpretation based perhaps upon the Peripatetic transformarion of
the consiant cosmological process into a world-forming process,
Fr. 65 (on which see pp. 357.) oceurs in a passage which is
mainly interpretation by Hippolytus or his source; the only thing
thar can be attributed ro Heraclitus are the two words ¥pnepoaivn
and xépos. The former is too unusual to be regarded simply as a
doxographical variant of Muds, but the predication of these words of
mlip is pethaps derived from the predication of képes Auds of & fede
in this fr. 67: on the Aristotelian assessment, ‘fire” and ‘god”’ were

* In the detailed account of Heraclims’ opinions at Diog, 1., 1%, 11 summer
and day are cue w the predominance of the bright exhalation, winter and
night to that of the dark one. The dual-exhalation theory, as will be shown
later (pp. 271 4), is probably foreign 1w Heraclits: but the passage may suggest
that he gave some account of the causes of summer and winter.
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tleul for Heraclits. The third pair of opposites, war-pedace, is
it sight more straightforward: yet how can god be described as
oo’ when fr. 53 assested that * War is the father and king of all’,
| Homer was rebuked for his prayer that ‘strife may perish from
b and men'? War and strife seem 10 have symbolized for
uelitus the inevitability of change which for him was essential to
val of & cosmos; peace (which is not named elsewhere in
ments; the mention of it in the Theophrastus-derived aceount
jienes 1x, 8 as the stage leading to ecpyrosis is probably purely
ve) would thus, if continued indefinitely, lead to the dis-
and death of the cosmos as we have it. Yet this difficulty is

ereated by trying to impose upon Heraclitus a consistency,
mecision of vocabulary, to which he never aspired and which

nly fuils to achieve in some other passages. War is used as
il for the predominance of change, of action and reaction
8 weord wéhspos can also be used to deseribe a well-known fact,
ity straightforward, descriptive, non-symbolic sense; and so
the case of eipfvn. Indeed, it is possible to defend Heraclitus
the charge of inconsistency even while accepting in this
ent the symbolic implications of the words ‘war’ and ‘peace’:
periods of peace in isolated parts of the cosmos would not
about a stoppage in the movement of the whole, just as the
imobility of a stone or a mountain does not destroy the
I rule that all things eventually must change. Probably,
14, the former explanation is the simpler and more acceprable

lationship between & 8eés and these four pairs of opposites
be fully explored without examining the second part of the
ent, which goes on to describe the way in which god under-
or appears to undergo, change from one extreme of each pair
her, or from one pair taken as a whole to another pair. The
ves a plausible explanation, that the four pairs are named as
entatives of all opposites: this would explain the fact that they
all be placed in any single category. Cosmological events
lanced against anthropological, as is appropriate 10 a
eneralization of this character about a god who is somehow identi-
’ with or inherent in the whole world. Clearly the words which
w the loss must be subjected to a eritical scrutiny (especially
N view of the uncertainty about ddowlron, which is discussed
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below) in order to determine whether they really belong to the
quotation or simply continue the comment of Hippolytus. Here the
words of Hippolytus which introduce the quotation help to reassure
us, though they give litde positive information: Heraclitus is said
to state that the cosmos decomes (note the present participle) its own
maker and creator. The word ywousvor must refer to dhhoiotUral
Kth., and could not possibly describe the juxtaposition of god and
the four pairs of oppoesites. Thus Hippolyrus himself implies that
the quotation continues after the added explanation Tévenrricc—veii,
The first part of the quotation appears in his summary in the word
koouov : this must be inferred from the equivalence of god and the
opposites and represents a similar interpretation of these words to
thar of the gloss which follows them.!

The fragment gives a diferent idea of Beds from that which is to be
derived from the other extant fragments. Frr, §, 24, 30, 53 mention
Beol in a purely traditional sense (though fr. 30 denies that any of
them made ‘this cosmos"); in ir. 78 divine disposition is said 1o
possess true judgement, as against human disposition; in fr. 83 Oedg
is said greatly to surpass men in beauty. Tn fr. 32 ‘the only wise’
in one way consents to be called Zeus; in fr. 114 the Logos is by
inference described as ‘divine law’. Only in fr. 102, otherwise, is
there any suggestion that god has a special connexion with the
oppesites: there we learn that all the opposites are equally ‘good’
to him. This is not entirely incompatible with the view that god
himself is the opposites, unless strict logic is demanded from
Heraclitus. Blsewhere in Heraclits, it is true, the Logos oecupies
the place which in later thought would be held by & fsds: in fr. 114
‘the common” is equated with & felog vdpos, and fr. 2 stares that the
Logos is common. The Logos is undoubtedly connected with the
opposites, in fact it is the unity which underlies them and which

* It may be nated thar Hippolyvius' mention of tov womréy wéopev could
conceivably be cuused by the pairs of opposites alone, with the omission of
& Oes. If the 8¢ afier dhowlrm is dropped the quotation malkes perfectly
good sense, und becomes considerably less obscure, withour & Befs. Tt ia
coneeivable that these words were added to the quoration by a copyist in order
to improve the correspondence between the words of Heraclitus and the senti-
ment attributed lower down to the followers of Noetus, a sentimen: which
Hippolytus declares “exactly to agree’ with Heraclitus: Ayouat yip oliros fua
worl v exlrréw Bedw elven ménreow Buousydy xed mavipe. It will be seen, howes
ever, that & 8sdg is probably integral vy the fragment.
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opether into one nexus all the components of the apparently
ete phenomenal world. The Logos could certainly be identified
| “dlay night, winter summer, war peace, satiety hunger’; but if
;"i‘ pos can correctly be deseribed as divine there can be little
jection to a saying which associates these same opposites {or any
Btn) with & Oeds. Substantiation of the occurrence here of & feds
geived from Philodemus de pietate 6a, p. 70 Gomperz; in this
i of the work the views of earlier philosophers about the gods
g summarized, and after an undoubted quotaton of
s fr. 64 come the following words: oupBlodver B¢ x|l
et Os[Ter O fivon winerer [fubpaw, wohepov elpfumy wrh, The
re considerable, bur the restorations of Crénert and Diels
ible, and there seems to be every reason to think that fr. 67
ed to. Itis difficult to see what except [1a 8e] could have filled
up of four lerrers berween fe- and ~wen, unless there was
nplete ditrography of 8efvea "
I'lhe use of éddoiotren has for long been regarded with surprise,

ot with suspicion. H. Friinkel, ap. cir. 232 n. §, thinks thar the
{ginal verbal expression was suppressed ‘and replaced by a trivial
gre paraphrase in the current langnage of doxography’. Of
rensons for so thinking, the first, that ‘the expression is incom-

inaccurate and illogical, in contrast to the careful phrasing of
i sons in frags. 1, § (bis), 90, 114”, is not persuasive. Tt is true
ast*al' the similes in extant fragments are simple in type and

ly expressed: but in fact fr. 114, one of those cited by Frinkel,
lins a comparison just as compressed (surely “illogical” at any
Junfair?) as the one involved here. Friinkel's second reason for
picion is that dhioidw is not otherwise found before the fourth
tury except at Thucydides 11, 593 Euripides Suppl. 944 (iambics);
Wl (for this work is probably one of the earliest of the Corpus)
crates Prognosiic 2. Later it occurs in Xenophon, often in
Aristotle and Polybius, and in other works of the Hippocratic
fpus—especially in de vicae, €., 1, 45 1, 105 1, 28, For a convenient
mary of its occurrences see Brnst Fraenkel, Griechische Denomi-
117, who points out that the middle and passive uses are much
oner than the active. In Aristotle the verb acquired an almost
nical meaning of ‘qualitative alteration’: the word *alterarion’

5

£ On the other hand, de plerace 14, 26 L, p. 81 G, might vefer w fr. §3 and not
i fragment. g
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in my translation above is not intended to prejudge the issue of
whether the use here is pre- or post-Aristorelian, H. Friinkel admits
that denominative verbs in -ow, especially in the middle and passive,
oceur from Homer onwards, and refers to Wackernagel Sprachfiche
Unsersuchungen zu Homer 12245 but he is right in maintaining that
the invention of many such verbs (like that of abstract nouns in -og)
belongs in particular to the second half of the fifth cenrury. This is
of eourse no certain proof that the word could not have been
employed by Heraclitus as a neologism some half-century carlier,
especially if he wanted a word which would aet imply change
between opposites (as his other words for change, dvrencipy),
perenimrew, peraPdihay, tended to do, especially in view of his use
of the first two in that sense), but alteration in general, and, in
particular, alteration from one continuum or pair of opposites to
another. Heidel, * Qualitative Change in Pre-Socratic Philosophy’,
Archiv. f. Gesch. d. Philos., N.F., 12 (1906) 356, defended the word
in this fragment by citing, for example, Plato Theaeterus 181D,
where it is used to deseribe changes which do not involve motion;
much more to the point, however, is the oceurrence of the adjectival
form &hhelos, not only in Homer, Pindar and Herodotus, but twice
in Empedocles (fr. 108, 2; 110, 6). If the adjective were adopred as
a convenient term in abstract writing then the improvisation of the
verb would not be so difficult, On the other hand, in Diogenes of
Apollonia fr. 2 occurs the following sentence: &\ Trévra Taira
&x ToU ool éTepoloUpeve dAAoTE WMol yiveTad. . . . Surely, it might
be argued, if the cognate verbal form éhaclioBen were known it
would be used here, rather than an inappropriate verb which strictly
implies ‘becoming the other’? (érepoioUofion is of course a verb
of the same class as dhhowoloben, and is found as early as Melissus,)
The question is a complicated one, there are many factors both for
and against, and untl new literary evidence turns up no certain
decision one way or the other can be made. Perhaps the strongest
argument against dhAowoUral belonging to Heraclitus himself is the
argument ex silentio advanced by H. Frinkel, that if such a con-
venient verh was in use as early as Heraclitus it is surprising that it
does not recur in fifth-cennuy philosophical writing, and does not
tend to replace the longer and less precise expressions which were
in fact used. My own feeling is that, in spite of the objections
outlined, dM\hciolofien may have been coined by Heraclitus from
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: "_-mget-a particular purpose, but did not catch on with his
oraries.
gingle manuscript of Hippolytus ékewarep is followed by
o the inconsistent use of lonic forms shows the unstable
te @l the tradition in this respect. In this case there can be no
bt thit -k- is correet in both instances. At some point in the
8 i noun, subject of eupuyf) and évopdgetan, has dropped our:
other hypothesis can sense be restored, for neither god nor
5 of opposites could be conceived on any occasion as being
with spices. Diels restored miip after Skwomep: its omission
lography would be very simple—or, as Pfleiderer held, a
ange in one letter would result in its anachment as a suffix
Most scholars—e.g. Burner, Kranz, Gigon, Reinharde,
0—have accepted Diels’ restoration, mainly perhaps because
eat simplicity. This is a good reason for acceptance, and
leel’s remark that *Any word can be amitted for no apparent
(op. cit. 238 1. 26) savours of special pleading. Nevertheless,
objections to the sense given by this restoration have to be
ged, Nestle's criticism, ZN 834 1., that it is ineffectual to
god with fire, since according to Heraclitus god and fire
same, is not valid until this equivalence can be proved; and
et the balance of the evidence is that although many of the same
tes are shared they are not interchangeable any more than are
d méhelos. In so far as this cosmos is an ever-living fire
, and god is somehow inherent in i1, they cohere: bur quire
m other considerations the kind of fire into which incense
pices are thrown is not identical with the ever-living fire of the
. A maore important objection is the obvious one advanced
Frénkel, ap. cir. 233, that it is not Greek o wlk of fire deiny
with spices. He mainmained that the passage adduced by
(Pindar frr. 12030 Schréder dei O peryvivrew mupl
vel TravTolc Beddv &l Beonois) does not justify the expression
itus because Pindar had a special and peculiar predilection
erhs meaning ‘mix’, which led him to invent strange phrases.
nly F. Dornseifl, Pindars Siil (Berlin, 1921) 94ff., adduces
remarkable phrases of this type, e.g. elhoylons dordv pepiybon
1 101, 3, OkTdd otegdvors Euylev £8n (Nem. 11, 22), and reaches
nclusion (p. 96) that ‘Diese Worte sich mischen, beriihren,
pnen usw. stehen fiir jede Relation, fiir jede Verbindung und
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konnen alle Bezichungen bezeichnen', On the other hand, the perm
of these extreme usages was present in Homer, where wyfjusvon
can mean little more than *to be brought into contact with’ (LS)
S.v. B2): e.g. wdpn xovinow Euiydn (JL x, 457; Od xx1, 329);
khginor wyduevea (7L xv, 409). In this fragment of Heraclitug
oupyfj can mean exactly this. There is no close parallel for the
expression, although some deceptive ones are quoted by Diels
which provide a similar general situation: Cramer dnecd. Par. 1, 167,
17 olov yép kel 16 Tlp whoya wpos T Buduever, eite MpovorTds
elre Béppocrey, THY SButy oagnvize Tol éxarrépour Tedmd & ToUre Kal
& olves moul® ol pbv &v iy fiflos Bv alrd Gumdipevoy, ToloUtog
yiveren, Hippolytus Refuratio v, 21, 2 Myousw oliv of Enfhovel tév
mepl kpdoeces kol pifecos Adyov auveoTéven THEe Té Tpdmep: wiiv
drtivee T puTewily dvawbey Eyxskplioto, kel Tov omvifipa Tov
EAdnoioTov v Tols oxoravoly Ubool ke reerereplylon AemTds wal
auvmuisobon kod yeyowévan v dvi gupduom, s plav dophy &k ToAAGY
karrepg ypEvew Bl Tol upds Sumopdreoy: kad Bel Tév BmioTpove,
Tfi§ doppriceess ExouTa kpiTfiplow elayés, dmd TS wiks Tol Dupidpartos
Gopfis Biakplvew Aemrréis Exaoov Tév korrauspy by trl Tol mupds
Bumopdereov olovel oripora kel oplpvey kel Apovey f] ¢ 11 &\ho &in
weprypévor. Another passage in Hippolytus refers again to this same
image, which was evidently a favourite one among the Sethians:
Refurario x, 11, 3 (ef. v, 19, 4) 1 68 100 Trvetperros ebewble pipera . . .
coTEp 1) TéY Sumendre doudy Emi T Tupl efperen. It must be
understood that the participle karropepnypéveov in the first Hippolytus
passage does not deseribe the relationship of the spices with the fire,
but the relationship of the separate spices to each other—a much
more normal expression and idea. It is true that the participle is on
both occasions followed by the locative phrase &l ol mupds: but
to be mixed over or on the fire is very different from being mixed
with the fire. In the Sethian image a number of different spices are
simultaneously thrown on to a fire, so that they mix with each other;
or they are first mixed and then thrown on to the fire. The result is
a complex adour which defies the analysis of all but the purest and
most acute nostril. In the image used by Heraclitus it is not certain
whether spices are thrown one after the other on to the fire, and so
mixed with ir, or whether they are mixed with it all at once: this
depends upon the interpretation of the last three words of the
fragment, which will be discussed below. Even though the corre-
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lance between the fragment and the Sethian image is not exact,
wlose enough to be remarkable, especially as both sources are
d by the same author in the same work, Yer Hippolytus is quite
¢ in his attributions, and indeed the image is employed so
pently and so typically by the Sethians on the one hand and
tus on the other that there can be no question of confusion
lippolytus. There is, however, a remote possibility of influence
.'-,' iy or the other, a stage earlier in the tradition. Reinhardt,
Pmanides 15841, made out a case for believing that Hippolytus’
e for his quotations from Heraclitus was Simon the Magus
credited to him are refuted at Reficatio vi, 7f.), whose
it of fire suggests that Simon had studied Heraclitus.!
rdt has since (Hermes 77 (1942) 20) had doubts about this
artribution, and now describes Hippolytus® source as ‘ein
herheit nicht zu bestimmender Gnostiker', This is because
s now justifiably doubt,as Mr H, Chadwick tells me, whether
onian heresies, attacked by Hippolytus, were at all closely
from the historical Simon, Now the Gnostic heresies of both
ians and Sethians grew up in Samaria at about the same period,
lie possibility that one influenced the other in the use of imagery
d from ancient sources cannot be overlooked. Reinharde
tined thar the Sethians as well as* Simon” referred to Heraclitus:
or this there is not a shred of evidence apart from their use of
pice and fire simile, Itis much more likely that their knowledge
raclitus, if any, was somehow derived from the Simonians, and
ey adapted fr. 67 to their own purposes from them, Yet the
ce is too slight for anything to be based upon this possibility:
kind of image might have heen in common use and had many
at forms. Unfortunately, the instance of it in the Anecd. Par.
the heading wept ‘Tremondyou) cannot be dated. This much
jins clear: that the existence of these passages does nothing to
n the unusual phrase mlp émdrow oupmydj Butpeow in
ielitus as restored by Diels, and does not really help to establish
particular image of fire and spices as a canonical one. [t does
jow, however, that it was a possible image; it has been seen that
U1 attach no evidential value to the remark at Refurario vi, 9, 3 (cited by
hardt op. cit. 161), thar Siman, by saying that God was ariginative five,

ol ofTay Boomdy pévoy Ty vdpovw Muatos, EAAE kel TOV oxoTEvw
RATITOY Tuheryory iy,
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the instance from Pindar provides a perfectly good parallel for the
grammatical usage.

Frinkel's final objection towlp as the noun 1o be supplied in fr. 67
is more serious: it is that specific names of spices were noz in fact
attached to the smoke of the fire into which they had been east, but
applied ro the spices in their solid form. Yer this is 1o rake the whole
sentence, and dvoudgetan in particular, far roo literally. Deoubtless, at
a sacrifice, when frankincense or casia had been thrown on the fire,
the onlookers did not point to the normal smolke and say ‘There is
frankincense’ or *There is casia’; nor would the blazing fire itself be
called by these names. Bur the odour of the spices, which became
much stronger when they were burnt, would be called by the name
of each spice; and this odour was in fact carried from the fire in the
form of a thin smoke, the result of mixing fire with spices. When
Xenophanes wrote (fr. 1, 7) tv 8k pioora’ dyviy oBuhy MpavesTos
o, it is surely legitimate to suppose that this 381 might itself be
called MPaverrés: and that, since it is presumably emitted (Ine1) as
aresult of mixture with fire,” the part of fire which has mingled in the
warm seented vapour could be called by the same name. The whole
concept of fire ‘being mixed with® spices depends upon a naive
materialistic view of the process of burning: the warm vapour is re-
garded as anactual compound of portions of fire and portions of spice,

Other restoratians of the missing substantive have heen suppested,
Leller’s & is patently inappropriate. Seua, which could easily be
omitted before fudpaow, has more to be said for jt. The situation
would differ from that in the image used by the Sethians, where
one tries to analyse the individual ingredients in a mixture of scents;
in this case ko’ #5oviy éxdorou should probably be interprered as
meaning ‘according 1o each man's pleasure (or taste)’ and not
‘according to the savour of each BYwua’. Thus everyone who
experienced this mixture of scents would name one element, which
to him was the most obtrusive, as constituting the whole. The
change in names applied to the misture would be arhitrary, yet no
name would be entirely false, describing as it does a part of the
whole. This would imply that god could in the same way be called
by the names of various pairs of opposites, according to one's

' Cf. Theophr. de oder. 12 & 86 wal wupdoses [sc. wpsaBeltan] domep f)
apupe kol i MPaverés kel iy T8 fuparéy, Also Homer, £ 1, 317 wlon
5" olpevdy Trew iogopivr mesl kaomué.,
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@ preferences at the time; vet god is the whole mixture, and
es only describe one aspect of him. The change would be
nal ene. This gives a plausible sense to the statement about
i the only drawback to this explanation is the nature of the
tom spices, which is surely very far-fetched. Was itcustomary
e8 10 be mixed together and then for different people to apply
e name to them? (Note thar this is the opposite situation 1o
othetical ene in fr. 7, where Heraclitus says that if all things
duced to the single visual appearance of smoke, vetthe nostrils
gmell out differences between them.) Without further
ion and limitation this image is difficult 1o accept. Another
tion, that of olvog, shares the advantage that this word could
@ dropped out (by confusion with the very similar letters
), and has the additional merit of making the image readily
andable. The custom of flavouring wine with various kinds
was commeon in Greece: of, Theaphrastus de odor, 8f, This
oF wine was called “scented’, e.g. olvog dvBoapios at Aristo-
W Frogs 1150; Plutus 8o7; Kenophon Hell. vi, 2, 6. Other
s of this type are gathered by K. Becker, Charibles® 11, 3421F.,
entioned by Nestle in ZN 834 n, The clearest indication that
derived from the names of different spices were atrached to
given by Dioscorides, Mat. med. v, 271%., whereolvos pesivns,
5, GywBliTns, kutrapioaives, and other types are mentioned.
Bod would in this case be equated with the wine, and receive
of different pairs of opposites which represent the spices.
analogy is not exact, hawever, since the word olvog appears 1o
been invariably mentioned, and the adjectives from the spices
achieve the starus of substantives; in the case of the opposites,

%65 is not normally mentioned. Another objection is that
¥ine, even if mixed with spices, is not free from a specific taste of jts

Wi but varies quite apart from the variation of other ingredients

may be mixed with it: while the point about god and the
ites is presumably that god does not change in essence, but is
¢ seen in different aspects.

An explanation on somewhar similar lines has been advanced in
by H. Friinkel in the article already cited. He bases himself on
Meidel's suggested restoration wipov (Proc. Amer. Aead. Ares 48
1) 704-8), and thinks that the image refers to the preparation of

ri1s; but instead of supplying pugov, which refers to the finished
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product, he supplies E\cicv, the base to which specific spices were
added. #Uopa need not mean ‘incense’, i.e. spice specially for
burning: it can also mean the same as &pwpa, namely, the scented
spice which is used for making unguents, or as pwipov, the unguen
itself, Of rthe passages which Frinkel cites in support of this
contention the most striking are Homer /1 xav, ry2 fadep . . 18 5k
ol Tefucoptvoy fiev; Semonides fr. 14 Diehl kfpaigduny wipoior kal
Bucopao xod Pokdpr; and Hesychius' gloss, Slope: pdpov, peoper.
In the present case Sucpaa would refer 1o the scenting ingredients
which were mixed with oil to form different kinds of unguent. It
stands to reason that the oil which formed the base of these scents
should itself be as odourless as possible; as Theophrastus said al
de odor. 18, Bel ydp &éobes elvon T Befopevov. Friinkel thinks that this
provides an excellent parallel to the working of god in the world:
he is totally unspecific, but assumes different forms; it is these forms
which men perceive and to which they artach names, just as in the
names of unguents the words feiov or wipov were often omitted,
as at, for example, Aristophanes Knighes 1332, oplpyy korrdhermos,
He suggests that there may be an additional significance in the
comparison, and cites a passage of Plutarch (de rwenda san. 10, 127h)
to the effect that as flower-scents are themselves weak, but derive
strength and vigour from being mixed with oil, so the substratum of
objects provides substance and body for their external attributes.
Thus Heraclitus may have meant that god gave force and reality 1o
the opposites. (This of course is pure conjecture: so is Frinkel's
hypothesis, p. 239L, that Plato Timaeus soafl. is dependent upon

Heraclitus. The simile of the golden figures is quite different from

Heraclitus fr. 9o, nor does the use of the verb perarminrrew show that
Plato necessarily ad him in mind.) At 5o Plato uses a simile de-
rived from the preparation of unguents, where he too stresses the fact
that the liquid base should be as odourless as possible. Thus Friinkel
builds up a complex and, as far as it goes, well-documented case for
the appropriateness of Eaiov, and has won over Snell (Heraklis,
Tusculum-Biicher series, 2nd ed. 19.40) from the side of Diels"nin, He
may well be right. Yer the relative improbability of Ehenov being lost
from the text, and the fact that no parallel exists as early and as steiking
as the Pindar parallel for wiip, persuade me to take the conservative side
and adhere o Diels’ restoration, Some of I'rinkel's conelusions and
deductions are indeed too adventurous: he is misled by his concept of
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us as a metaphysician, and it is surprising, after his diversion
Mﬁmﬂs (pp- 241 f£.)—always a danger signal in Heraclitus-
that he returns to as sound a summary of the general force

-. 8 appears on pp. 243—4. For the fact is that whether it is fire

1 is said to be mixed with spices, the implication of the image

_Ilimet that god is the neglected but all-important substratum

@ an anachronistic but convenient term) of all differentiation in
irld, and that he provides the link hetween the various pairs of
tes in terms of which all change can be analysed,
Harnﬁ‘fezmﬁ ad fr. and in editions of ¥, drew attention to
ichylogy of the simile and referred (as liran?, Walzer and
wtill do) to Vahlen's commentary on the Poesics (3rd ed.)
bue Vahlen is referring to the particular kind of condensation
4 jceurs in images introduced by the negative phrase oty
“This is of little relevance here. For condensation in succes-
ative clauses, though not in the case of a simile, the best
il in Heraclitus is fr. 94 fhics. . .oy UmepPrioeTon pétpor €l
At any rate this kind of condensation shows that Heraclitus
‘always (as Frinkel implied him 1o bv} fully explicit and

| '.']:n. his syntax: I have already remarked (p. §1) on the con-

s concentration of the syntax of fr. 114, In fr. 67, of course,
ylogy consists in saying that ‘god changes in the way that
ds named. .."." The adverbial phrase ko@ fiBoviy Edorou
e8P . . wuuugﬂm-—-t}m is shnwn if by nothing else, by
se of the word f8ovfy meaning ‘taste’ or (more generally)
';1#', but in sense it must qualif y bnth évopdzeton and d\howeltal,
on the phrase could mean ‘according to each man’s fancy’:
ve already pointed out that in the circumstances of the simile
ould present a very unusual state of affairs; and in view of the
[ fibovr) as ‘flavour’ by Anaxagoras {fr 4) Dmgenes of
I:-nfﬂ (fr. 5) and the author of the Heraclitizing part of de vietu
), this same meaning is to be preferred here. Thus god changes
ling to the particular character of each pair of oppnsﬁes just
is named according to the particular scent of the spice with
it mingles. This is the literal meaning of the saying, and there
reason to deny that this meaning was intended by Heraclitus,

it is probable Lhat the wording of the image reflects something

.ﬁu Calugem; Giorn. Criv. delfa Filoe, fral, 17 {1936} 218, whose reasoning
this poing, however, is not abzolutely clear.
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beyond the literal correspondence, which he felt about & feds. Most
critics have interpreted &hhoofiman in the light of dvepdzeran, as
though the change consisted in a change of name. This supposition
may be justified in view of Heraclitus’ attitude to names, which is
(judging from frr. 32, 48) that they represent something real, hut
not necessarily the whole truth about an object. Thus in fr. 48 the
contrast between the bow’s name (life) and its function (death) is
not entirely a verbal one, or the philosopher would presumably have
had little motive for mentioning it. This is another example of the
coincidence of opposites: the name is not just false and deceptive, it
represents something valid about the bow, though this something is
not comprehensible in terms of the bow’s normal activity; it is part
of the underlying uniry of things. Tn fr. 32 “the only wise thing’,
which must partially at least coincide with the 8eds of this fragment
67, is i one way willing, in another unwilling to be called by the
name Zews: for * Zeus® corresponds with some of the attributes of the
only wise, but also brings with it some connotations (i.e. details of
the Homeric anthropomorphic picture) which are foreign, and lacks
others which are essential to it. If the name were just mere noise,
geoviis woprov (Plato Crandus 3834), there would be no need (o malke
this statement about the name Zeus; but for Heraclitus there is a real
and essential connexion between the name and the thing named,
though the nature of this connexion is not explored. The same is
true of Pacmenides (see Diels Parmenides’ Lehirgedicht (Berlin, 1897)
85), in so far as utterance (pdofion, porrizev) and thought of anything
but what Is, is seid to be impossible (e.g. fr. 8, 8; 8, 35): but there
the word évoua is beginning to take on the connotation ‘appearance,
delusion’ (fr. 8, 38), although the &vope has a core of truth, and the
delusion consists in making the application of the name too wide
(e.g fr. 8, 534.) or too narrow. The latter is certainly the fault of
names in Heraclitus: Snell was sight in saying (Hermes 61 (1926)
368) that *Der Name hebt nur eine Erscheinung gesondert heraus
und zerstbrr darum das Wesentliche, Und darum ist der Gott
sowenig in einem Namen zu fassen wie das Feuer, wenn man es
Myrrhen oder Weihrauch nennt'; ¥ though see p. 118.

" This interpretation is accepted by Heinimann, Nemos und Phyate 54, and
Calogero loc. cir., who rightly rebules Kranz for his comment on Svopdzeran
in DK, “der Name bezeichner gerade niche die Suche vel, B 23. 12. 48, Nesile
Fhilslog, 67 (1508) 536",
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it may be correct to infer that just as it is erroneous to call
our of burning myreh simply ‘myreh’ (ignoring the all-

t ingredient fire)—but not acwally false, for the name
tsponds with a part though not the whole of the abject—so it is
lauding though nor false to eall god by the name of a particular
O upposites. God s that pair of opposites, but he is all other
es of oppasite too, as may be inferred from the first part of
ent. The only kind of change which he undergoes is that
Jidentified with one or other pair of opposites at different

¢ a difficult point of interpretation presents isell: does
e which god undergoes refer to the change from one pair
aites (or genus) to another, or from one extreme of a pair of
ta the other, or to both? This is not a fully legitimate
n that Heraclitus may not have defined the application of
o (or whatever verb this represents) so precisely; vet one
change must have been more in his mind than the other, or
nbination of the two types more than either single type. In
ussion above it has been assumed that change from one genus
er was in question, perhaps to counterbalance the usual
on among, modern critics that the change referred to is
eparate extremes. Here the simile may give a guide,
there is no need for the correspondence to be total. The
oint of comparison is that god (who is day night, winter
War peace, satiety hunger) changes, and fire (when mixed
ces) is named, according to the characteristic of each. The
It fpices arc not related to each other as extremes, vet they are
tably objects belonging to the same genus. This does not help
:h to determine whether dhewotron, with reference to god
g, applies to the extremes day and night, ete.,, or to the
it pairs of oppesites, day-night, winter-summer, ete. Yet these
selves belong to a single higher genus, What happens at
fice is that first one, then another, then another kind of spice
upon the fire: there is no limit, theoretically, to the riumber of
flerent savours that can be produced—but if the changes of god
e changes between opposites, only mo characteristics, the two
tremes, could be assumed in each class. The same conclusion, that
changes are between pairs of opposites or genera and not
| i the opposites themselves, is supgested by the word
Maototren, This, as it stands, means ‘becomes of a different kind’s
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it is not a verb which would normally be used for change between
opposites (although it is so used at Plato Theaeterns 1810), except in
s0 far as all change can be analysed in this way. At all events the
meaning of &heiolren cannot be restricted to this type of change,
although it may include change between opposites and between
classes of opposites, i.e. between summer and winter, war and peace,
and summer-winter and war-peace. The safest course, perhaps, is to
assume that both these kinds of change are implicit in the fragment.’
It is not easy to see precisely in what way god was named according
to the characteristic of different opposites. Perhaps the meaning is
that if one type of change became particularly important hecause of
the predominance of one extreme, god was identified especially with
events of this kind: for example, if there were a famine, people
would pray to the god of satiety, they would hold god responsible
for the famine and neglect his operation in other kinds of natural
event. So too god might be identified at different periods with
different extremes: in war it is the war-god who is all-important, and
who in a polytheistic system tends to usurp the devetion usually
offered to the other gods; in peace men turn their prayers and
sacrifices to a divinity whose special function is the support and
protection of peaceful pursuits. As far as the actual naming goes,
Nestle, Philologus 67 (1908) 536 (cf. ZN 834), has aptly referred to
the concept summarized at Plato Cranvdus 400k, damep v 1ol
elnats véuos toTlv fiulv elyecden, ofmwés Te xod dmédlev yadpouow
dvopazdpevor [sc. of Seol], Tolo kol fiuds alrrols keelv, In the same
way men use the particular epithet of their chief divinity which they

think most suitable to the circumstances of the moment. There may

be a reminiscence of this fragment in a Stoicizing passage in Plutarch
de K 9, 388F: & Oeog. . GhAoTe B mavtoBamds. . . yryvéuevos, dg
yhyveren v, vbopog dvopdizeTal 88 TE yvwpikmTdTe TEY dvoudren,

To turn away from details of interpretation: whatis the significance
of the fragment in the whole scheme of Heraclitus’ beliefs about god
on the one hand, and the opposites on the other? Strictly of course
this distinction between the two is unjustified: god is the opposites,

: x T}'ris is evidently the conclusion of Gigon 147, who writes: *, . .es handelt
sich nicht um den Umschlag einer Gegensawhilfte in die anders, sondasn um
das Hineintreten des Gotes in die Gegensatzwelt,” And a fow lines later: ‘Dot

Gaont mischt sich bald mit Tag, bald mit Nache und heisst nach ihnen Tag oder

Macht.'
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in other fragments about the deity Heraclitus does not
trely escape from the language of anthropomorphism. Here we
i that god is inherent in the world, that he underlies all change,
il that he provides the essential unity of things which is elsewhere
lled the Logos. Presumably god has no separate existence outside
 phenomenal world—to this extent Heraclitus can be called
intheist, Yet the examination of his other fragments suggests that
i not greatly interested in religious speculation as such, that he
express his discovery about the nature of things in logical
in religious terms, and that he only occasionally diverged
es8 his idea of the Logos in terms of the highest menotheistic
of his day. Here Gigon was right in emphasizing his
ence on Xenophanes, The chief importance of the fragment
what it tells us about the opposites and their relation to each
that is why I have weated it (like fr. 102) in this group, and
1 other assertions about the deity. Once again the essential
pposites is asserted: just as the differentiation of the scent
burnt offerings depends upon a common element in them all, and
e which is usually left unspecified, so all differentiation in the
) dependent upon the underlying connexion, and all the pairs
osites and all the extremes in these pairs are ultimately but
f the underlying unity, whether it be called god or the Logos
perhaps fire). From the logical point of view this fragment
tionally important, because it bridges the gap between
t categories of opposite. In the fragments of previous groups
tus has presented a variety of arguments to show that there
ssential connexion between apparently opposed extremes, in
continua of quality: but he has not succeeded in relating the
it continua, and thus showing that his unity is universal. In
1ent he does this: god is all the opposites, and the changes
oes are changes from one type of opposite (or genus) to
ither, as well as between extremes. He is the unity which extends
o all parts of the phenomenal world.
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GROUP 7

Frr. 51 [+80), 54, 123, 7

This group consists mainly of general statements of the
connexion between all things, making explicit some of
the presuppositions of earlier groups, Two special
aspects of this connexion are emphasized, First, and
looking ahead to the sayings of Group 8, the dynamic
nature of the apparent stability or tension between
opposites is stressed by the image of the stretched bow
and lyre (fr. 51). Secondly, the hidden or under-the-
surface nature of this universal connexion is the theme of
fre. 54 and 123. Fr.7is ahypothetical specific example of
the fact that unity and plurality can coexist in this way;
it puts a case where the unity or connexion would be the
superficial aspect, while the differentiation lies beneath
the surface. If this could happen then the converse may
be true.

51

(45, 568)

polytus Refuatio 1%, 9, 1 (p. 241 Wendland) ‘Hpésherros uév
| pnow elvor TO TEY Sicnpetov dbiaipeTov. . v ol ol dAAA Tol
U droUoavTos Spohoyely cogdy domv v méura clven, &
a¢ pnon (fr. 50). kad ém ToUro ol loaow TduTes olbt
Uy EmpepgeTon C5E Tag' ob Euvidowy duwg Sragpepdpevoy
Eupepépertal’ nalivroves® dppovin éxwamep TéEov xai
: 5‘1‘1 & Méyos boriy del O TEY xod Sid movTds v olitess

dey cod.; Spehoyte Miller, Wendland, Diels, Kranz; Guchoyel &
s oupgépiten Zeller, Brieger (Hermer 39 (1904) 108), Gigon, Waleer,
Soph. 2428, Symp. 18743 fr. 10, 2 wrothivrpomes end., Plutarch
o pro D), 1oadn; wedvroves Plumarch 36pn, 47377; Porphvriug
k. 2.

y then, says that the Al is divisible and indivisible. .
not 1o me bu to the Logos it is wise to agree thar all .r&mgr
7. §0), says Heraclitus; and thar they all ignore this and do
0 he mmpfam.r in words like these: They do not apprehend
g at variance it agrees with itself: there is a connexion
n hath directions, as in the bow and the l:.fre And that
It atways the All and exists for ever ke says in these words:
1 follows).

hieet of the first sentence is to be understood as of &vlpuron
laps of modhel : ef, frr. 1, 56 (&vBpeomor, of &vlpwrol); 17, 29

ol mokhel). Other fragments attacking the generality of
which no subject is specified, are frr. 15, 20, 23, 72, ro4: in
these the grammatical subject perhaps belonged to a previous
» which has not been preserved; but Heraclitus' attacks on
general were doubtless so manifold that a plural verb alone,
with a eritical tone, would be sufficient to show who were
ion. o Enndow corresponds with &€lverer in fr. 1; cf. also
Snell, PA.U. 29 (1924) 47, was probably right in emphasizing
It euviéven properly means “to take in, to assimilate to oneself’
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something that is presented to one, e.z. by the senses, rather than
simply ‘o understand " with its connotation of a primarily intellectual
effort of synthesis; so men are continually surrounded with evidence
of the Logos, but they do not take it in. Gigon 22 pointed to the

similarity of the reproachful opening of this fragment with that of

Hesiod, Erea 40 vimion, olbt ioaow. . . . Semonides fr. 29, 10 Diehl
and Empedocles fr. 11, 1 may be influenced by this well-known line,
and 50 may Heraclitus also.

It was Zeller (ZN 827 n. 1) who first maintained that the ms,
reading duohoytew is a mistake caused by the oceurrence of this verb
twice in the preceding two sentences, and that an original cupptpera
{or §upgéperen) should be restored from two Platonic passages, one
of which certainly and the other probably refers to this fragment.
The first of these is Symposium 187 A, pouod) 58 kol et kerrd®nios
T Kol ouikpdy Tpootyov Téw volv & korrd ol el ToUTons,
corep lows kad “Hpdeherros Bolheron Adyew, énel Tols ye prjpcow ol
kefhddg Meyel. o By ydp gnot “Siopepduevor olmd alrrdd ovpgépection
caep dpuovioy TéEou Te xad Apas ', fomi 88 ToAMy dhoyla dppovicy
edven Swxpépecion f) &k Siapepopéveov i elvan.  Eryximachus the
doctor, who is the speaker, goes on to make it absclutely clear that
he is taking Heraclitus’ &puoviov in a musical sense, and in our sense
of *harmony’; he declares that ) yép éppovia oupguovie éoriv. Now
dppovia does not develop a technical musical meaning undl the
period of early fifth-century lyric, and this meaning is not wide-
spread before the fourth century; even then it normally means
‘musical scale” (derived from the method of stringing), 1.e. a succession
of notes. Plato (but cf, Rep. 431E) is unique in equating the word
with oupgeovier, which is normal Greek for a concord or harmeny in
our sense. Thus Plate (for we cannot put all the blame on his
character Eryximachus) is guilty of having misinterpreted Heraclitus
on this point. It will also be noticed that Plato supplies & év as the
subject of Sapepdpevov . . .oupgépeaton. This is not certainly the case
in the other passage, Sophist 2420, £ ‘[é8es 52 kol Ticehad Tives Torepoy
Molioan owvevonoaw ém oupmiéke dopodéorerow dppdroper Ked
A&yew cog 10 Ov Tohha Te wal v o, EyBpa B kod gidg cuviyeTan,
Sicpepopevey yop el ounpipetan, gaoly ol cuvrovdrmepen Tiy
Mougdv: o 8 pohexcrepen wTA. Here the whole passage is con-
cerned with differentiarion out of the One, and it is possible to
supply either 15 &v or 16 & as the subject of the phrase attributed o
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o :. severe Muses’, who of course represent Heraclitus, In the
ot Symposiun passage the supplying of 76 &v as subject is in no
'!I ed by the context. Yet presumably Plato there tended to
trsame sort of analysis to Heraclitus as he later more
wplicitly applied in the Sophisz, taking the opposite participles as
ing to the whole cosmos as a unity: by treating Heraclitus and
ocles as offering different but cf:mpamble explanations of
depracess he was forcing this specialized interpretation upon
. It is most improbable that Heraclitus himself ever talked
v or o dv: elsewhere we hear of T& mwévra, or of specific
ons of this woopos like wlp delzwev. The panim’p]u is of
application: anything which is Biogepdpevov i3 also
evov, and the whole sum of things is no exception to this
to's interpeetation is therefore understandable. Thus these
are not valueless, and though they should not be used as
that 7o év was originally subject of the first part of fr. 51,
together they strongly suggest that in the version known
0 (which, admirtedly, he would not necessarily quote with
curacy) ovioéperen and not duodoyel was the main verb. It
course conceivable that he substituted oupglpeton from
ipdpevo Siagepdusvoy, one of the pairs of opposed predicates of
e in fr. 1¢. Yet olrrd aGd) in the Symposium passage suggests
reminiseence of twouté in the original saying. And quite
rom Plato, duchoyel does not seem suitable. In fr. 50 it has
meaning which is partly dependent upon the hidden word-
een -Aoyeiv and héyos: the sense is ‘it is wise 1o listen 1o
ogos and to say-the-same-as-the-Logos, that all things are
There is narurally no such motive in fr. §1; on the contrary,
itus was by no means averse {rom using cognate forms with
d prefixes to express strictly opposed |df.us, and oupgipeTan
wat we should expect after Sixpepdpevov, as in fr. 10. There the
=pﬁ__rt_1c:p1es are predicates: they represent opposite analyses
can be made, at any time, of continua of quality. Here the
~probably lies within one of the verb-forms, and the equi-
of the two processes which they represent is stated as
al rule; but as all opposites (and thus all things absolutely)
i be regarded as subject to these processes, there is no disparity
ith fr. 1o (contra Gigon 22). A further possible objection to
ourreh Suchoyel meaning ‘correspond or agree with irself” is that
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there may be no other sure case in which the verb bears this meaning,
unless the idea of correspondence of words is present. Such an idea
is certainly not present in fr. 51. Of the passages quoted in LST s.v,,
1ra, only two appear to break this rule: Hdt. vi, 54 dpchoytovras
xerr” olenioriyre Mepoél oUBév, and Lysias X, 12&0re pnbev Spohoyeiv
TG Tpdrreo o dAAAcv. In these passages, however (also Hdt 1,
18; 11, 81), the verb refers not to exact correspondence but to any
kind of contact or similarity; probably by extension, though there is
no theoretical reason why the -hoy- constituent of the verb should
not occasionally mean ‘ proportion, explanation” rather than *word’.
In fr. 51 it might be possible to treat this constituent as referring, as
in fr. 50, to the Logos, were it not for the word &owrd, which shows
that abselute internal agresment is in question. In view of all these
considerations, together with the fact that duchoyeiv was nawurally,
after fr. 50, in Hippolytus’ mind when he wrote out the second
quotation from Heraclitus (note that he uses it as a link between the
two quotations, in paraphrasing o0 Suwidaw: oix fooow wavTes
ouBt duchoyelow), there seems to be justification for restoring
Eupgépetan to the text of the fragment in Hippolytus, who certainly
reproduces it in its fullest form.

If o v is not to be supplied as the subject of fupeéperan, what is
the subject? Zeller, ZN 827 n. 1, suggested that it lies within the
participle, which rtherefore stands for (w0 Sicgepéuevov.” In Hera-
clitus this is by no means impossible; in fr. 88 neuter parriciples are
probably used substantivally without the definite arricle, and in fr.
126 the same is the case with neuter adjectives. From the available
evidence Heraclitus' pracrice varied in this matter. On the other
hand, it is at least equally possible that the subject lies within the
main verb, where later Greek would suppl}r a1, The omission of
the 1ndehmte pronoun is fauly common in the early language: but
Agamemnon 71, contra the scholiast, Wilamowitz and Fraenkel,
1 not a good example of the usage. Eduard Fraenkels note on
this line (deschvius, Agamemnon 11, p. 441.) mentions the relevant
authorities, and compares lines 301, of the same play. It is im-
possible to decide with certainty between these alternatives; the
further possibility must always be considered, that the true subject
lay outside the fragment and has been lost—although the opening
reproach suggests that the fragment as we have it did not lead
directly on from any preceding statement. One thing is elear, that
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statement implicit in the &keos clause is of general, if not of
ap‘plicmion. it states a truth about an}rthing which can be
arded as “at variance with itself*,! and we know from fr. 1o that
1 mhings taken together’, that is, all apparent opposites, are
clally so regarded.
_.I_ecpnd part of the fragment also has its difficulties. First the
ure of its relationship with the first part may be discussed: does
Mvreves dopavin stand directly for the subject of oupgéperan, or
describe the way in which this subject undergoes the action
pépevov-cuppépeTat ! In other words, should the translation
am.&. or “thereis aw. &2 Luhi{.aii}r the first is, I think,
ipossible: that which is ar the same time at variance and in agrre-
it _‘w:ﬁ:r itself (regarded from different points of view) cannot
1 ,-.bu said to be a connexion or method of joining; rather it is
ible to these opposing descriptions because there is such
innexion between such deseriptions. Thus the second part of the
nent goes on to deseribe not so much the subject of oupgpéperen
lie opposing conditions of that suhjcu
suln has been translated above as ‘connexion’ or ‘method of
yand this must be the meaning here. The noun is of course
rimately from the root ap- (cf. dpepiowav), “fix’ ot “join',
th buok of the Odyssey it occurs twice, meaning a joint ot
g, something like yougos: while at £ v, 6o "Appovidng is
d as a carpenter and shipbuilder. The only Homeric passage
previn has anything but this strictly material sense is /7. xxu1,
e the plural is used metaphorically meaning ‘agreements’;
omeric fymn to Apuffo 195 and Hesiod Theogony 937 the
d “Apuwovin may in part symbolize agreement between
e §This last cannot be the meaning here, since it would be

n the trearment of fr. 10 Swigepsusvor ia tranaluced in @ more concrete
Z 5 ic way, as ‘heing brought apart’; and supgeaduevey as “being
pugght together”. In this fr. 1 the presence of twurd, and the fact that
np: eould subconsciously paraphrase by épchoyie (although this anly
wout fi inserpreation ), shows that the meaning is more abstraci—though
Cae of the hew and the lyre, which are intended 1w lostrare this stae-
i COnRCrEDS memmg descriptive of local motion must be undersiood.
ference is nol important; the translation of fioo10 is o some extent
iy, because whar is referred to is not at all concrete, a type of mental
r I Thie important thing is that the possibilivy of these two slightly different

s aliould not be overlooked,
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nonsense to talk about peace oragreement of bow and lyre: interpreta-
tions like those of Lassalle 1, ro5ff.; Plleiderer, Die Philosophie des
Heraklic 89Ml.: Joel, Geschichee der antiken Philosophie 1, 316, which
assumed a dppovin berween bow and lyre (instruments typifying
Apollo’s dual function as a god of war and of peace), are implausible
because they cannot be reconciled with the first part of the fragment.
Tt has aleeady been mentioned that the word has a musical application
in lyric poetry; Pindar, Nem. 1v, 44f., wrote: ébgove, . . .pdpuiyE,
Aublg olv &ppovie péhos. . . ¢ ef. also Pratinas fr. 4b Diehl, Lasus
fr. 1 Diehl, mentioning the Alohls dpuovie. Thus by the early part of
the fifth century, when Heraclitus was active, dopovia had assumed
the technical meaning ‘scale’ or ‘mode’; yet these words are
perhaps too abstract, for the scale is dependent upon the method of
stringing (i.e. the tautness of each separate string), and this is the
same as the method of joining the two arms of the lyre. Thus the
musical sense of the word simply involves a specialized application,
but no significant extension, of what we have seen to be the basic
meaning of the word, namely, ‘means of connexion’. Yet in spite of
the mention of the Iyre in this fragment, it is out of the question that
&puovin should have its special musical application here; for this
would be totally unsuitable to the other object of comparison, the
bow. Nor is it easy to accept Zeller’s suggestion (ZN 8281.) that
Heraclirus artached different meanings to é&pupovin in the case of the
bow and the lyre, perhaps unconsciously. Surely the matter is quite
simple: the &puovin is something which is common to both the how
and the lyre; one of the common elements of these two instruments
is the presence of the taut string;; the string or strings can be regarded
as the method of joining or connecting the extremities of the bow
or lyre, and “means of joining’ is the basic meaning of the word
épuovin. Therefore the overwhelming probability is that in this
fragment dppovin means just this, and refers primarily to the string
of the bow and the strings of the lyre. It may be noted that
Empedocles uses the word four times, but never in a musical sense
and three times simply with the meaning ‘joining"; on the fourth
occasion (fr. 122, 2) ‘Appovin is a personified figure opposed to
Afipis. The other frapment in which Heraclitus used the word i
fr. 54 of this Group 7; there it also means simply ‘connexion” in
general. Fr,8 is an Aristotelian paraphrase (see p. 220), but the sense
of dpyoview could be a purely general one. The musical instance of
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t (i.e. high and low) notes making up a single dppovia or
volving the suceession of notes, is cited in connexion with
melitus first in the Eudemian Ethics,H 1, 1235225 (DK 22422),
1-1 n de vicrie 1, 18, then preceding fr. 1o at de mundo 396h135.
gon 117 thinks that the first of these passages cannot reproduce
s thought of Heraclitus himself, and he may well be right: probably
n:miml instance was used by followers or elaborators of
paelitus; the non-Aristotelian passages depend either on them or
simply on the information of the Eudemian Ethics. On
mpostun 187 A, B see p. 204
is, however, another property which the bow and the lyre
mes have in common, and that is their shape: the stretched
‘Euud to some extent the strung but unstretched, and even
types of unstrung bow) has a rcrugh horse-shoe shdpe similar
of the lyre. Can this be, as some have thoughe, the reference
i in this fragment? It may be said ar ance that this word
wsell refer 1o a shape, and the only way in which it can be
od with this idez is by placing all the emphasis on its epithet
ing this refer to shape. Yet even if this is the meaning of the
it is extremely hard to see how there can be any connexion
ver berween Bipepopevey oupgépetan and the horse-shoe
f the bow and the lyre, let alone the significant connexion
jeh we expect of an image employed by Heraclitus, To suggest
pnays did (Ges. Abk. 1, 41) that the ‘connexion” is the central
into which in some bows two horn-like extremities were
hich has its counterpart in the sounding-hox of the lyre, is
puly somewhat far-ferched; in addition, it is not the connexion
" conmected arms which are radivrpomos or medvroves;
ly the bearing of the whole simile on the preceding sentence
still be obscure. Diels had another and more plausible
tion which again took into account the shape of both
nents: the arms of the Scythian bow and of the lyre *streben
ander wie Dachsparren’. Now it is true that rafters have
'i,r-thé same shape, and that they are under tension in such
that if one rafter is removed the other (and whatever they
t) will collapse. Praechter, Philologus 88 (1933) 3421, has
ved up Diels’ reference (Herakieitos® J.E} to Alexander as cited by
W in his commentary on the Categories, p. 242, 14 Busse, and
vered other passages to show that the image of AaP8eadf flha
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was guite commonly used as an illustration of thewpds 1 relationship
in Aristotle; ke quotes Simplicius #2 Car. p. 412, 20 Kalbfleisch as
an indication that this image of complementary rafters, ete., was
connected specifically with Heraclitus. This passage is as follows:
"ApoToTihng ey kol Urrdeo EhaBev o TrévTas Uy cdvey kel TévTog
heurals yevtgbon, TO W) €€ EAAMhev fptiiofon Tdventia domep T
Tpos Ti BnAdv. ol ouyywplicouat &k Soor Tévavtier dpyds Eevro,
ol Te &Ahol kol of ‘Hpmdeiteior el yap 16 Irepov Tév Svcarticov
fmdelye, oiyorro &v évte dpoviobivra. In fact this merely makes
the point thar according to Heraclitus opposites were interdependent,
like (Simplicius adds} relative properties; but the words 88 dANMiAcov
fiprfiocten as applied to the latter suggest other passages in the
commentators, in which the image of the rafters was used. Praechter
tries to be cautious i his deductions from these possible connexions,
and sugpests that later Heracliteans may have had a hand in the
development of the rafter-image for illustrating the dependence of
separate opposites; but in general he supports Diels’ interpretation
of fr. §1. The complicated character of Pracchter’s article should not
lead its readers to accept his conclusions too readily. The evidence
is at best tenuous, and the undeslying presupposition that the bow
and the lyre behave in the same way as rafters is totally false,
Rafiers press together at the point of junction, while the other
instruments pull apart from it; in the latrer case there is no particular
mechanical strength in the relatonship, and the necessity of the
existence of one arm of the bow or lyre for the existence of the other
is not something which particularly deserves comment. In their case
the tension is directed towards the sting, which has no exact
counterpart in the case of rafters, Further, it is strange that
Simplicius (who cites the comparison with the bow and lyre, but in
connexion with Heraclinus” supposed equarion of good and bad, at
in Phys, p. 50,11 Diels) did not mention the bow o Iyre in the in Caz.
passage if this was the standard interpretation of fr. 51 at his time.
But whatever the later interpretations of this fragment we may
safely discard this view of the meaning of Heraclitus himself, on the
grounds that it is obscure, inappropriate to the swucture of the
instruments in question, and neglectful of their common and most
obvious characteristic.

The exact interpretarion of the image may be postponed for
a while in favour of a discussion of the variants wedivrpomes and
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ves. Diels was clearly right in calling them ancient variants:
polytus has ~potros; Plutarch has ~tpowes at 10268 and -Tovos
| * while at 473 one manuscript, D, gives -tovos and the rest
pluding the other members of D’s family) give -tpomos.
ius, de antr. nymph, 29, has mohlvrovos in a clear reference
il fragment : ked Biéx Tobro Treiklvtovos 1) dpuovin (doTrep Mipas)
pbbeu el Bid Tédy tvovTieow [Togeler codd., TéEou el Schleiermacher].
s there is nothing to choose between the two variants on the
s of ancient testimony; the fact that Hippolytus gives the
lnt version of the fragment and had access to a good collection of
mchitus’ sayings does not mean that his reading is necessarily to
rred, since the other may have been current before his time.
srgence in texts of Plutarch may have been due to uncertainty
wrch himself. Diels referred to Parmenides fr. 6, g, wvrawv
potrés ot wéAsubog, as an indicaton in support of
o5 in the Heraclitean fragment. Yer it is extremely
n whether this phrase and the context in which it occurs in
nides really form a deliberate reference to Heraclitus.
nides may have had Heraclitus among others in mind when he
@pt’m plAc | ols T4 mERew T kal ok elvon Todmoy vevoTan |
v : bur this is a very general description and certainly does
Heraclitus specifically. The wohivrpomes kéheulos is even
eneral; a wéheuBos is very different from a &puovin, and
amres, even if it does not occur elsewhere among the Pre-
18 common enough in tragedy and by no means an ohseure

e conventional interpretation of that fragment as referring
pward and downward path of fire, those alterations are not

% 10 an fvovmoTpor or fvavTioBpouta of things (Diog, L.
us 1, 7, 22) depend upon his physical interpretation of the

Ernent.
eperros has won the support of most scholars (though, for
wmple, Zeller, Reinhardr, Gigon, have prudently refrained {rom
mmitting themselves): it is accepred by Diels, Kranz in DK,
Wlamowits, Gr. Lesebuch 11, 129, Nestle in ZN 8291.; on the other
! grl_eger, Burnet und Walzer prefer mahivroves. T believe that

sid

MK last view is the correct one. Hirzel, Unters. 7u Cicero 1, 1,
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159 0. 1, ingenjously suggested that Plato’s humorous periphrasis
for Heraclitus at Sophist 2428, ol owwTovdrrspon T8 Mouativ,
following as it does on an almost certain reference to the first part of
fr. 51, involves a punning reference to the idea of Téves in mehivrovos
in the second part of the same fragment, which he does not quote
but might have expected his readers to have in mind. This must
remain in the realm of speculation: a consideration of the acrual
usages of the two epithets may provide a surer support for maivroves.
meAlvTpomes is used twice by Aeschylus in lyrical passages, meaning
‘averted” as applied to eyes or face: this cannot be the meaning in
the Heraclitus fragment and may be ignored. In four passages it
means “turning back" or ‘having turned back’—Sophocles Phil.
12228 (. . ;woivrporios | wiheuov Eprews); Euripides AF ro6y (lyr.)
(madlvrpomes . . .orpégeran)s AP, 1%, 61 (rathvTporios ik TreAépclo ) ;
and of course Parmenides fr. 6, ¢ already quoted. At Sophocles
fr. §76, 5 the ms. reading is as follows: pédory’ tpelom Toii Biou
meddvrpemov (modivrpomoy MA, wédw tpémov S). Lobeck and
Ellendt emended, almost certainly correetly, to mhdoTyy’, and
Meineke read meippemrov in place of welveperev : Pearson accepted
this. Certainly this epithet is more attractive; on the other hand,
Jebb was right in holding the ms. reading to be possible. Pearson
comments that ‘it would be difficult to find a parallel for medivepomoy
as here employed'; this is not altogether true, for LS quotes several
paraliel usages from laterauthors, e.g. Polybiusxiv, 6, 6 (mrewrpémou
This &AmiBos dmrofeavotons); v, 16, 9; Diodorus Siculus xv, 85, 7.
Evidently ‘contrary’ as a description of successive events or results
(not of shape) was a common enough meaning for meivrpemes in
Kowfy: this may explain the manuseript reading in the Sophocles
fragment, in place of an original nahippomres. In any case ‘contrary’
m this sense would scarcely be an appropriate epither for a dppovin
il this means ‘method of connexion’—still less if it refers 1o shape.
Yet this must be how Diels undersiood it, for he translated “gegen-
strebige Vereinigung', a translation which has been widely approved;
though this sense goes beyond even the Kows) meaning. There is no
other known meaning of weiivrponos (Bacchylides 11, 54 Snell
meivrpomoy vanpe is an extension of the meaning in tragedy): and
it must be admitted that the word is not used in the fifth century in
any way appropriate 1o &ppovin, unless perhaps (as is improbable)
the ms. reading of the Sophocles fragment is correct.
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Hedhivroves is a Homeric word, like many in Heraclitus’ vocabulary.
oeeurs five times in Jiad and Odvesey, always as an epither of
Bov or TéSa and always immediately after the feminine caesura;
'asit:'.nn of TéEov (thrice) and TéEax (twice) varies in each case.
three eases, at 71, xv, 443= 0d. xx1, 59, and Od, xx1, 11, the same
ords are used to fill the line after the feminine caesura: wodlvrovoy

ipeTpn(v). But even in the two other cases, although different

pords are used after the bucolic diaeresis, it is clear that ey~

=) itself occurs in a tradidonal position. Thus whenever the
wished 1o mention the bow he knew that a suitable epithet
be used to fill a crucial part of his line, We surely have learnt
from Milman Parry to know that this type of formula is
times used more or less indiseriminately, without precise
gard for the original meaning of the formula. It is misleading to
unel differentiate between a description of the strung and the
bow, for the epithet is used indiscriminately in either case:
ML v, 2663 XV, 443, the bow in question is strung; at Od.
3XXI, 59, itis unstrung ; and at /1. X, 459 it is uncertain whether
W strung or unstrung (conzra LST), In the two almost identical
E?‘HZ X%1, 54, f1. %V, 443, the context shows that the bow was
in one case, unstrung in the other, Now it is clear that the
and unstrung bow cannot be described as woivrovov in
th_p same way; if the epithet refers to shape, then if the bow
hing back’ when it is strung it is strictly *stretching forward”
18 unstrung, or vice versa. If on the other hand, the verbal
it in the compound carries most weight, and the emphasis is
tretching or tension of the string or the whole instrument,
v ean only properly be applied to the strung bow, There is
@ privri probability that the two lines describing the strung
which occur in separate books of the fad, were composed
er than those describing the unstrung bow, which occur in
& book of the Odyssey: it is therefore possible that the epither
ly applied to the strung bow and not to the unstrung,
gl if it merely describes shape we still cannot differentiate.
in DK in a somewhat confusing note on the fragment asserts
¢ epithet in Homer applies to the tension of the string; this is

d my own feeling, but unfortunately it cannot be proved.

at Herodots vir, 69, and perhaps originally ar Aeschylus

Ch 162, the epithet (derived no doubt directly from the Homeric
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poems, as at Homeric Hymn xxvn, 16; Sophocles Trach. 511) is
applied to the shape of the bow, and in particular of the Asiatic bow.
Yet at Aristophanes Hirds 1739 (fiviag elBuve redwrévous) the word
may very well emphasize the tension of the reins rather than their
backward-pointing direction. In any case these later uses tell us
nothing about the proper original meaning of the word, though they
may make it clear that in the fifth century it was legitimate to use it
in either of ity two main senses.

The result of this investigation so far is that meivtpomos cannot
well describe a dppovin, and is indeed probably not used during the
fifth century in any sense which could conceivably be attached to the
fragment. maAlrrovos may refer primarily to the strung bow, and
therefore probably to tension rather than shape. Diels, however,made
the following criticism (F81 1, 87): ‘madbvrovov Téfov verstiinde
man, aber Tredivroves appovin(!) Apns kann schwerlich auf die
gerissene Saite. . .gelen trotz Homer, Od. xx1, 405ff" His words
make it plain that he objects to the idea both of a moivreves
appovin, and of this concept applied specifically to the lyre. The
passage from the Odyssey describes how Odysseus strung his bow
as casily as a man fits a string round a new peg in his lyre. This
simile is in fact quite irrelevant to our fragment and the idea
expressed in it; the point is that there is no difficulty whatsoever in
fitting a lyre string, because the tension on the string is created by
turning the peg after the string has been attached. In the phrase
pmibicos Erdvuooe vie epl kéAhom yxopbry, the verb is used much as
we use ‘stretch’ in expressions like ‘he strerched out his hand’,
merely to describe the covering of a given distance. If we ignore
this simile there is no mere difficulty in talking about a waMvrovos
&puovin of a lyre than of a bow: in both cases the reference is
probably to the tension in the string or strings, or in the instrument
as a whole. Admittedly the bow has a single string, the lyre has
several strings, but the general structure of the two instruments is
the same: a eurved frame has its extremities joined by one or more
strings, which hold it under tension. According to Theognis
Tragicus fr. 1 and Aristotle Khee. [ 11, 141235, the bow was a
gopury &yopbos. It has usually been assumed that this expression
was based upon the similarity of shape, and this has even been
advanced as support for taking the epithet in the second part of
fr. 51 as referring to shape: but it is at least coneeivable that &yopbog
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| be interpreted loosely as “without so many strings’, and that it
the functional tension as much as the shape which gave sise L0 this
atentious description. Thus there is no difficulty in weating the
N on in bow and lyre as similar. A more serious objection would
o th t,whi‘e it is pt."'rnisaih]e 1o Lalk of a wedivrovoy ToEov meaning
| by under apposing tensions” or simply ‘a stretched bow’, it is
t permissible to talk of a mohivroves &ppovin : for dppovin cannot
to the instrument as a whole, but only to a part or property of
even this objection is without real substance: the ¢ l:apuml'lﬂ or
don” (whether this implies the material means of connexion,
the Odyssey, or the mode of connecting the connected things,
is perhaps more likely) may legitimately be described as
¢ opposing tensions’, because in the case of the bow and the
connexion is between the arms of the instrument and the ends
string: the string in cach case is made taut (though by different
thods), and thus the framework too is put under tension. In fact
pe are, in the instruments as a whole, two opposite tensions: the
s being pulled outwards towards its ends and the arms of the
qre being pulled inwards towards each other. The effectiveness
instrument depends upon the existence of these two tensions
‘exaet balance berween them.
quﬁuaua]:rle part of the above explanauﬂn is the translation
vroves as ‘under opposing tensions’ or, in the full translation
03, ‘working in both directions’. There is no evidence in the
occurrences of the word that so much as this was meant.
il meaning of maduw- in compounds is *back’, ‘hackwards’,
in', But the adverh mwéhuw, like Fumav, ean imply contra-
jon or opposition: e.g. /. 1%, 56 T Epter= “gainsay’; Pindar
B vedeeTos T méAw = ‘the reverse of youth’, Yet these uses
 suggest the idea of simultaneous contrariety. Perhaps,
er, the -Tovos element itself implies this contrariety: any kind
on must work in both directions, and in a tautened string the
| can be regarded as operating mher from the centre outwards
the endsinwards. The addition of maw- merely emphasizes
ontratiety, and it need have no more than its common force of
1a piece of elasric is pulled ovtwards, bur it simultaneously
o5 back, i.e. towards its normal state or inwards.
o0 other interpretations of the image, involving the idea of
tension, i_1gwe been put forward. L, Campbell in his edition af the
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Theaererus (Oxford, 1861), p. xI, wrote as follows: ‘As the arrow
leaves the string, the hands are pulling opposite ways to each other,
and to the different parts of the bow (cf. Plato Rep. 439), and the

sweet note of the lyre is due to a similar tension and retension: the
secret of the Universe is the same.” Wilamowitz, Platon® 1, 167, also
helieved that the Plate passage gave the key to the simile; the passage
is as follows, Rep. 4308 domep ye olpen ToU TofbTou of wethéis
Exer Aeyew &t alrroU duor al yeipes 6 Téfov dmedolvral Te wol
TpcoeAkovTal, &' ém &N pEv i dnwboloa yelp, frépa B
mpeoacyopévr). Bur while it is true that the pulling of the bow-string
and the plucking of the lyre-string fncrease the opposing tensions,
they do not create them: thus this picture is needlessly complex,
and, indeed, is quite our of the question, since the action of the hands
on the bow and lyre could not possibly be deseribed as dppovin.
The second interpretation is that of Maechioro, Eraciita g4ff. (ef.
Zagrews 4174L), who believes that moMvrovos &puevin refers
specifically 1o the string. Tt is true that the string itself, without
taking into account the rest of the instrument, contains a tengion
which is mechanically twofold. But this is not how Macchioro
interprets wodivTovos : he takes it as meaning ‘alternately stretching’,
and refers it to the alternate tension and relaxation of the string as it
is plucked by the fingers. This is obviously more applicable to the
lyre, just as the Campbell-Wilamowitz explanation was mare
applicable to the bew; but in any case Macchiore’s alternating
tensions are entirely out of the question, for the first part of fr. g1,
which the bow and lyre image is intended to illustrate, deals with
something which is simultaneously tending together and tending
apart: so much is shown by the present tense of Supgéperan.

We may now consider the implication of the whole fragment.
The two-way tension that exists between the frame and the string
in bow or lyre is said to resemble the way in which something
which is at variance (with itself) agrees with itself; or, raken more
coneretely, the way in which something which is being carried apart
is simultaneously drawn togecher. In view of Heraclitus” obsession
with the opposites it does not seem too bold to guess that this
something is the opposites in general, or each pair of opposites
singly. Of course, Bixgepduevo and unoépeton might themselves he
intended to stand as a particular example of the coincidence of
opposites, except that it is not the case that what is carried apart is
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lly drawn together except in very special instances like that of
8 bow and the lyre. I this were intended as a special concrete
uimple then on the analogy of other fragments we should expect
s form of the statement to be: Té€e wed Apry Siopepbuevov. . .
| -'m 1 * mehivToves yap f &ppovin. Now in fr. 10 it was con-
! that oupgepéuevoy and Siapepdpsvoy were alternative ways of
peribing ouAAdyies, which meant “things twken together” or
nt! of quantity-quality falling within the limits of opposite
8, Thus there is an additional reason for thinking that fr. 51
*:lar the opposites. In every category there is a connexion
~ the extremes themselves, as there is between the in-
! 5;;\1&131_1165 and the unity which is formed by the category
| a8 a whole. §uugéperon describes this synthetic way of
ing differentiation, which is symbolized in the bow and lyre by
ot that the string draws in the arms of the instrument and so
it together. Swqepduevoy describes the analytical way of
g differentiation, by which the separarion of the opposires and
it essential connexion is emphasized; in the image of bow and
t Is symbolized by the arms drawing the string apart, and so
@ to separate it and to disrupt the instrument as a whole,
speaking, however, these two direcrions of tension in the
ile cannor be separated. That is the real point: the connexion is
 which simultaneously operates in contrary ways, and it is only
ned so long as each tension exactly balances the other, If the
vupd pull of the arms is oo strong the string breaks; if the
rel pull of the string is too strong the arms break: in either case
oufn is destroyed and the usefulness of the instrument is at
d: So in the case of the opposites: each pair of opposites is at
e time a unity and a duality, tending together and tending
i, Ounly so can the cosmos or orderliness of things as men
(perience them be maintzined, The connexion between the many
leno enal thingsand the single underlying unity, whichis elsewhere
bed as the Logoes or the result of the Logos, is maintained by
e maintenance of a tension berween opposites which exists as a re-
ile of their inevitable change, sooner or later, from one extreme to
. I it were not for the connexion provided by succession the
connexion, of relativity to different subjects, could not exist.
: this fragment is seen to be of wide application; the words
\epippevoy . . .Eupgépeton can apply to all pairs of opposites, and
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thus the whole of existence. The grammatical subject cannot be
precisely defined, as was shown earlier in the discussion, but its
character is too plain to be mistaken, What it could not be is Diels’
év or To &v. It was perhaps the wide application of the fragment
which persuaded Plutarch to supply the word kéopov after &ppovin
on each of the three occasions when he quoted the second part, In
each case his words are the same except for the divergence noted
above over wahivrovos or moAlvtpomos: de feid. 45, 1698 is repre-
sentative: mahvTovos yap dpuovin kaouou EkeaTtrep Aupns kad TéEou,
ke’ ‘Hpdwherrov. Bywater even went so far as to give Plurarch's
version the status of a separate fragment (his fr. Lvi). Yer there is
surely nothing surprising abour the occurrence of kéopou in all three
of Plutareh’s quotations. He felt that in order to make the sense
clear, especially since the earlier part of the saying was to be
omitted, some speeial reference had to be given to &puovin: and
since he may well have realized thar the statement was of general
application it is not surprising thar he added wdopou. This is, of
course, a word which would nct have been used by Heraclitus
without further limitation to mean what we call “world’. At this
point another piece of irrelevance may be considered: it is customary
in the consideration of this fragment to mention Scythinus fr. 1
Diehl, ap. Plutarch de Pyth. vrac. 16, 4024 (mepl s Abpes) fiv
dppdgeren | Znvds eusibhy AT mdoav, dpxiv kal Téos |
ouldafichy, Eyer BE hopmpow TAfjrpov fikow edos. Here dppdzeron
and the description of the lyre remind one vaguely of our fragment
of Heraclitus; dpynv . . .oudhePow belongs to the common langnage
of fourth-century hymnology. Seythinus, according ro Hieronymus
ap. Diog, L. 1x, 16, composed a verse version of Heraclitus: it is
therefore possible that the above two and a half lines come from this
version, and are a reminiscence of fr, 51. But if so (and it is no more
than a possibility) it tells us absolutely nathing new abour Heraclitus
except perhaps, what is not surprising, that Seythinus misunder-
stood him by taking &puovin in a musical sense. Gigon, whose
interpretation of the fragment as a whole does not diverge too much
from that given above, misleadingly describes the lines of Seythinus
as 'important’.

There is a danger in taking this fragment to imply any criticism or
amendment of the ideas taught by Pythagoras. To name only two
scholars, Jaeger, Nemesios von Emesa 109 (who refers to Norden,
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s Theos 133), and Cornford, CAH 1v, 54611, have written as
i'l i5 certain that P}thaL}{Jms believed in a ‘harmony of
gt , but a peaceful or static harmony as opposed o the
i it.': i:unnexmn postulated by Heraclitus, Yeu all we can say
bt Pythagoras in this connexion is that he probably discovered
Ampartant fact about the musical scale, that the fixed notes bore
lution to each other which could be expressed in terms of whole
ers, Music was held in Pyr!m;.,m-.m circle 1o possess pcq:ulmrly
owers, and this discovery of the mathematical basis of music
the speculation that there may be a mathematical basis of
ng else, There is no evidence that Pythagoras himself
sedd things into opposites as the Milesians had tended to do; the
rroiylon of opposites described by Aristotle are assigned simply
¢ ' Pythagoreans’, who may be considerably later than Hera-
3 and Alemaeon, who postulated a crasis of opposites in the
body, although his date cannot be established with certainty,
iy probably younger than Heraclitus. Pythagoras’ discovery was
the dopovia or musical scale, and it is misleading to say that
ligeovered the &ppovie (meaning oupgeovie, which it only does
e fourth century and later) between high and low notes and
ore between opposites in music, Admitedly the intervals
1 the fixed notes are the concordant intervals, but those notes
'-(1&0 have been regarded as important for reasons which had
' to do with musical kpams. The establishment of the
s of opposites may have taken place after the death of the
neler, either as a result of an increased knowledge of lonian ideas
#ably, to turn the tables, of Heraclitus) or because of the
opment of the application of limit and the unlimited as the
8 of number. Thus the present state of the evidence does not
s to say that Heraclitus' ideas on a &ppovin between opposites
® in any way influenced by Pythagoras, or indeed that Pythagoras
oIf as distinet from his later followers was particularly interested
posites in the lonian sense. It is true enough that Heraclitus
ged Pythagoras, but there is no strong reason for believing
his criticisms were founded on this particular point of

efore closing the discussion of fr. 51 another passage must be
ponsidered, which has usually been treated as a genuine fragment
but which in fact appears to be a paraphrase or summary of frr. §1
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(and perhaps also part of 10) and 8o. Tt is fr. € in Diels and DK, 46
in Bywater: Asistotle Ak Nie. © 2, 1155b2 .. .Edpimisng piv
pdokay epdy utv SuBpou yalav Enpobeioay, Ep&v 8 oeuvdy olpovdy
TAnpolpevoy SuPpou meosly & yolav, kel ‘Hpdrherros 16 Gurifouy
ouugépoy xal i T8 Biagepovtay kahioTy dpuovioy Kol Tavta
Kert’ !p':ju_ viveoRon. &€ évavrios Bk TodTor Mot e xal Eﬁmﬁoxhﬁg,
TS Yép Bpotov Tod duofou tpleafot. The case against this being an
exact quotation has been outlined by Gigon 25 £, The three separate
statements joined together by kai have all the appearance of being
summaries. The use of ouppépov in the active is surprising in view of
its oceurrence in the middle in fr. 1o and (probably) fr. §1, and the
same is true of the active Siapepbyreovs on the ather hand, the active
oceurs in the Heraclitizing part of de viceu, e.g. 1, 18 & mhgloroy
Bidgope pdora ouugépar: cf. also 1, 1131, 17. The use of kehhlarrny
can only be described as decorative, and is quite different from that
of the same epithet in fr. 124, especially if one accepts (as [ do) the
conclusions of McDiarmid and Friedlinder (4P 62 (1941) 4o2ff.;
63 (1942), 336) that Heraclitus there said duvfpcomeov & xédhioros, In
any case the epithet is unsuitable as a description of a dpyovia unless
this word bears its musical sense; for Heraclitus it could only mean
‘scale’, and one could not say that * the fairest scale is formed out of
different notes’, for unless the notes are different it would not be
ascalearall. Eitherdopovia means ‘concord’, whichis not a meaning
Heraclitus would have known, or it means ‘connexion’, which is
quite Heraclitcan but unsuitable to the adjective xedMomy: one
would expect kpecriorny, cf. wpelrreov in fr. 54. It is obvious that the
second statement is simply an inaccurate paraphrase of the words
Blogepduevoy Suppiperen Tedivroves dppovin in fr. 51, Similaly,
the third statement reproduces ywépeve: vt keer’ gow in fr. fo
(which might itself be a paraphrase except for the genuine appearance
of its opening words, elSévon xph). The one word of this Aristotelian
summary which may well be accurately reproduced from Heraclitus,
and from a saying which we do not otherwise know of, is dvri€ow.
This is a purely lonic word and in its uncontracted form oceurs
several times in Herodotus, where it means ‘adverse’ or ‘opposite’;
the conerete meaning of £, *hew’ or “serape’, from which one of
its elements is presumably derived, is suppressed. Certainly this is
not a word which Aristotle would ever have used of his own accord,
and we must accept it as one actually used by Heraclitus, presumably
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statement of the same general import as frr. 10 and 51.
points to the circumstance of durifouv being replaced by
vty in the second statement; but this hardly impugns its
fcity. Burner 136 n. 5 chose to take cupgipov as being
cal application of the word, implying allopathy; there are no
inds for this, Finally, a consideration of the context in Aristotle
very probable that only a summary of Heraclitus was
: the words from Euripides are indeed a loose quotation of
7#t., but the clause &rav Enpov méSov kA, in the original is
ed by Aristotle into Enpavéeioav. More strikingly, Empe-
iew of the nanure of attraction is given in an unpretentious
/3 it is reasonable to suppose that Heraclitus, too, is merely
tized, though with references to his original terminology.




54

{471)

Hippolytus Refiurario 1%, 9, 5 (p. 242 Wendland) &m 8t (& 8ids)’
dgavts [5]* &bporros dyveaaTos dvBpdimors v Tolreis Abyer dppoviy
davig povepfls upeitTwy: bl kol mpofioupdan o Tol
Ylyvwokopbvou T SyveaTor alitol kel ddparrov THe Suvdipce.

1 Hee mes non legi possunt: & 8o Wendland, forw Miller.
Wendlard.

z secl

Té'rm’ that (god) is unapparent, unseen, and unrecognized for men he says
in these words: An unapparent connexion is stronger than an
apparent; he praises and admires the unrecognized and unseen side of
his power, rather than the recognized.

This fragment is quoted twice by Hippolytus; the passage above
follows a repetition of fr. 51, the first part of which, together witli
the introduction to it, is obliterated in the only manuscript. The
general purpose of the last part of chapter ¢ and the first few lines
of chapter 1o of this book of the Refirrario is to show that “‘Hodsherros
€v lom) weipg TifeTon wol TG Té dngavT Tols &gaviaw (1%, 10, 1). This
purpose is achieved for Hippolytus by following this fr. 54 with the
quotation of fr. 55, daww byis dror) pbnog Tatme: fye mpoTiw,
a saying which seemed to him (with some justification, it must be
admitted: but the original context must have been different from thay
of Ir. 74, and doubtless no contradiction was intended) to imply the
opposite of fr. 54, that the apparent is preferable to the unapparent.
Strangely enough he simply repeats this whole assertion, including
the quotation of the two fragments successively, at the beginning of
chapter 1o (fr. §6 having intervened): this seems to be a case of
over-hasty composition. The second quotation of fr. s4is introduced
as follows: fon yép, oncly, épuovin édeavds.. . . Schuster, Heraklic
v. Liphesus 24, proposed that the reading should be & 71 yép, and
that these words belong to the fragment, which is interrogative. In
this way the meaning would be that the apparent connexion is
berter, and there would be no contradiction of fr. 55. Zeller
(ZN 836 n. 1) devored a good deal of space to refuting this mis-
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suggestion. The inconsistency with fr. §5 is only superficial ;
ords Eormi yép are clearly supplied by Hippolytus, who omitted
o in his first quotation of the fragment ; and fr. 123 among others
mkes it clear that to Heraclitus the unseen, not the seen connexion
¢ important one.
other source for the fragment is Plutarch de an. procr. 27,
vin a context which is unilluminating: Tfs 8¢ yuyfis olBiv
Ikpives oUB' dxparov oUbE yopls drmolelmeTen TV ARAGy:
Yop dgavys goveplis kpeitToy ko' ‘Hpdidermov, &v i i
as ked 7o Erepdrmras & wrywieow Bebs Bipuye kal xoréBuoey.
is clearly Plutarch’s, The only significant thing is that this
on in Plutarch, as in Hippolytus, follows shortly after a
ion of fr, 51 (at 10268). Both fragments, of course, contain
ord &ppovin, and it would not be surprising if they occurred
er in some well-known collection of sayings of Heraclitus
‘may have been used in one form or anather by both Plutarch
ppolytus; nor can the possibility be ignored that the two
belonged to the same original context in Heraclitus; their
matter does not preclude this. Yer the safer course is 1o
te the succession of these fragments in hoth Hippolytus and
ch to the occurrence in both of the same uncommon term.
is the tvpe of fragment which, short as it is and preserved in
8 which provide little clue 1o its original meaning, is suscep-
several interpretations, none of which can be shown for
to be the correct one. In this case there is a fuir measure of
nt among the authorities: Diels in Herakleitos® and early
s of PS5, Reinhardt, Parmenides 179, Gigon 29, and Walzer
hield that the apparent connexion is between night and day,
and winter, and all things and events which invariably give
each other (as described in the fragments of Group 5), while
napparent connexion is the essential unity which underlies
posites of thar kind. Diels, in addition, suggested that the former
ipo of connexion is perceptible by the senses while the latter is
W% Bewoprmi: but Gigon is right in holding that this kind of
platemological distinction is foreign to Heraclitus—at least, it may
.'-l in his beliefs but was never expressed by him. Certainly
I8 use of Adyos never has epistemological connotations of a
lutonic order. In the third and fourth editions of ¥ Diels simply
d that the puovin dpoviis meant god, while Kranz in DK equated
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it with the Logos. But the context in Hippelytus is no guide to the
original context of the quotation; Kranz's suggestion is a liule
better, hecause the Logos either is or is very closely related to the
fact that all opposites are one, and this may very well be the meaning
of &ppovin dpavns,

A more detailed scrutiny of the fragment may help to limit the
possible meanings, &ppovin must have the same sense as in
TavTovos dppovin in fr. 51, namely, ‘connexion’. The only possible
alternative is the earlier musical sense of ‘scale’ or ‘mode’, and an
‘unapparent scale’ is nonsense. The question is whether we are to
think of a concrete, material connexion or joint as used by the
carpenter, or an abstract connexion; the adjective xpefTTeov can in
neither case bear any moral connotation, and must mean ‘stwonger’.
Now it is not true that marterial connexions, splices and joints and
so on, are stronger if they are hidden and unapparent: therefore the
hidden connexion cannot be concrete in this sense.

It is more likely that the apparent eonnexion is a concrete one, the
unapparent'one being the uniry underlying the opposites, the sort of
sense being that * the unseen connexion between opposites is stronger
than a chain’. Yet one cannot be sure that the apparent connexion,
too, is not a non-conerete one. The meaning might be that connexion
berween opposites is stronger than that between similars, or between
things which are patently related to each other. To take an imaginary
example: the connexion between summer and heat is more apparent
than the connexion between summer and winter, yet it is not so
strong; for heat can ocour without summer (e.g. as a result of a fire),
and parts of summer can be devoid of heat; while the connexion
between summer and winter, which is one of suecession, can never
fail. Summer and winter, although apparently so different, are
extremes in the same genus, and by definition cannot be *discon-
nected’. If Aristotle’s paraphrase in fe. 80 had read g vév fvovricov

* There is perhaps one meaning of dppovin which would give the [mpment
uspecific application: atJ1, xx11, 255 dppovidew means covenants or agreemeants
berween opposing forces”. The word could therefore cover political agresments;
it would be significant, and possibly true, to say that *a secret treary is stronger
than a public one’, Heraclitus did, after all, meke political pronouncemenis,
Yer even so, in view of the use of dppovin in an almost wchnical sense and
specifically in connexion with the opposites at fr. 51 {as also in Aristotle’s
paraphrase, = fr. 8 b}, this interpretation can scarcely be called probable.

224

FR. 54

v &ppovicw, this would exactly describe this possible inter-
ation. So too in the Eudemian Erhics, H 1, 1235227, the view
etibed to Heraclitus that ob y&p v elvan dpuoviow pf évros
% ol Paplos olB Té 3ha dvey Bfheos kel dppevos BvonTicov
oy, Wherher or not the examples quoted belong to Heraclitus
perhaps more probably, to later Heraclitean speculation, the
ion that a (musical) &ppoviar and comparable syntheses are
o ppposites is not hostile to the proposed interpretation. We
it detect here a loose development of the idea of a meivroves
win in fr. 51, though one which is not incompatible with the
.II trend of Heraclitus” thought. Such an interpretation of this
4y connecting it even more closely with fr. 51, was suggested to
by Mr F. H. Sandbach: by épuovin dpovis is meant specifically
lroves dppovin. Not all connexions are connexions which
the whole complex in tension; those which do might well be
d *unapparent’, for the tension (which, as in the how or lyre,
most important factor and essential 1o the function of whatever
) joined) is not directly visible, although the actual manner of
exion (e the ends of the steing ave secured to the extremities of
ow) is obvious. Such connexions under rension are particularly
tant, for connexions between opposites are of this rype—
?'_-'_'_-ﬁp']';t:sitﬂ can be separated from the other absolutely without
sying the whole continuum; things in the world tend towards
pposite or the other at different times, but the balancing tension
rved and neither one opposite nor the other achieves perma-
gontrol.  Such connexions are also “stronger’, since they
e in both directions at once: for example, a man hanging on
hand to a cliff is not so strongly connected as if the cliff were
erating actively.
the whole [ incline to follow what may be termed the conven-
interpretation of Reinhardt and Gigon: the unapparent
don is the real bur underlying unity of opposites, and so of all
; the apparent connexion is the superficial contact and
ty presented by a non-analytical glance at things around us—
hly the mere succession of apposites is particularly meant, but
¢ connexions (of similar shape or function or colour; of acci-
' contiguity) are not to be disreparded. No such casual
on, not even that of inevitable succession unless its full
ons are considered, is as binding as the underlying unity
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which connects all things. This interpretation of the fragment seems
to give it more point than one which takes the apparent connexion
in a concrete sense, though the somewhat naive quality of the latter
meaning might be in its favour, Any judgement here is bound 1o
be subjective: what is indisputable is that the fragment refers in one

way or another to the underlying unity in things, also called the
Logos.
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hemistius Or. v, 698 daig B ka6 ‘Hpdwherrov wpdnreadon
el kol med Tiis pUosws & Tiis glosws Bruoupyds. . . .

0 peal constitution of things according ro Heraclitus is accustomed
idle itself, and sooner than Nawre the creator of Natwre.. . .

ficulty of this fragment lies in the determination of the exact
of puers. For the ancient authors who quoted it no
¢ existed—they ook the word to mean what it commonly
their day, that is, Nature collectively. According o Diels’
~conjecture, Porphyrius was Themistius’ source for the
(repeated in the revised version at Or, xu1, 159b); he was
Proclus’ source at in Rempublicam 11, 107 Keoll, ked &1 18
erréBies Tolmo Karmd plow Tiehs dormv, Bidm xed 1) gliong kpTTes-
Wl kad” ‘Hodacherrov.. . . This comes among arguments which,
says, Porphyrius would have adduced (ibid. 11, 106)., The
ource in which the fragment oceurs is Philo: referenees to it
g the actual words but witheut specific artribution cecur at
o1y 2,65 de spec, leg. 1V, 51; de fug. er inv. 32, 179, Trisattributed
tus ar Qu. in Gen, v, 1, p. 237 Aucher, of which only the
text is preserved. Aucher’s Latin translation is as follows:
t secundum Heraclitum natura nostra, quae se obducere
scondere amat.’ (The tree is the oak of Mamre, Genesis
s usual the quotation is twisted to fit Philo's context. See
B37n.) Other possible references, without mention of
5, are Seneca Qu. nat. V11, 30, 4 (combined with atomist
Platonic ideas); Manilius 1v, 869f.; Julian Or. vi1, 216¢. Tn the
wpges from Sencca and Manilius, however, even allowing for
wlation into Lartin, the wverbal correspondence with Heraclitus®
18 not striking, and the coincidence of sense may well be
ntal: “the secret of the Universe® and so on is by then a fairly
| on theme.
Lhe surprising thing about the ancient testimonies is that none
dutes the Christian era, It may be thar the reason is the same as
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that which explains why many of the extant fragments oceur only
in Hippolytus, that they were preserved in good summaries and
collections which were carefully perused by Christian writers for
their special purposes. Philo eventually performed an analogous
publicizing function for this fragment; nevertheless, it is so short
and 50 casily memaorable, so convenient also for a variety of themes,
that it is surprising that it was not quoted in eatlier secular writings.
Needless to say no evidence about what Heraclitus meant by gliots
can be gleaned from the contexts of these lare authorities. There is
divergence among modern scholars: thus Diels gave ‘die Natur® as
the translation ; Kranz added in parentheses ‘das Wesen'; Gigon 1o
(here implicitly corrected by Heinimann, Nomos und Pﬁymr 92-5)
inclined to ke the word in its “most primitive” sense, equivalent 1o
yeveats: he took this fragment closely with fr. 76p (which is not, in
fact, more than a collection of inaccurate paraphrases) and held that
as every becoming involves the death of one sort of matter, the birth
of another, this process might well be described as “hiding". This is
one of Gigon's least fortunate coﬂ]ectures itisan Over—sunphﬁcauon
to say that “origin® or *becoming” is the arigina/ meaning of guois :
this view of Heidel's was opposed by Burnet 363f. (whose own
extreme view that guors necessarily implies *stufl”, in early contexts,
is equally out of the question). No one denies that glopet means
‘grow’—but this may be a derivative meaning. Rather the truth is
that at the “primitive’ stage of langnage there is no firm distinetion
between ‘become’ and ‘be’. The root gu- simply implies existence,
and the broad general sense of guois, from which all specialized
senses are derived, is *essence” or “nature’, the way a thing is made’
and, what is ar times connceted with this, the way it normally behaves.
Aristotle’s various attempts at definition in Metaphvsics A do not
vitiate this view. In fact, passages in which gUms must mean
‘becoming’ or ‘growih’ are very rare. Ross, Metaphysics 1, 206,
could find only Plato Laws 892¢, Aristotle Physics B 1, 193b12, in
addition to Mertaphysics A 4, 1o14br7. His opinion (following
Aristotle, Mer. & 4, 1014b35M; cf. Lovejoy Philos. Review 18,
371 L) that ar Empedocles fr. 8, 1 the word means nothing more than
“substantial, permanent natuze’ is not, however, convineing, and it
is difficult to escape the conclusion that in that passage (but not

* The idea of growth is naturally included: in natural objects strocrure s
determined by prowrh. See further Camibridge Journal vi, o (June 1053), §31-3
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yrily in Empedocles {r. 63) uos, opposed as it is to favéaroio

, means something very like yéuveow. This does not alter the
ent thar the most common early sense of gues is “heing’,
the idea of growth is not excluded and may be emphasized
| particular cecasions,

e translations proposed by Diels and Kranz are no less erro-
, suggesting as they do that the word in this fragment means
itution of the whole agglomeration of things (Reinhardr
coneurs, perhaps because such an interpreration supports his
ting of Heraclitus), or a transcendent principle—what we call

~This meaning is probably not found hefore the larter part
fifth century, if then. The title wept @Uoscs which is atiributed
“doxographers 1o the works of nearly all the Presocraties is
chironistic: see p. 37n. Burnet's well-known contention
means “stufl” in all Presocratic uses is equally mistaken:
scholars have now seen, the word tends to imply “material
e’ in these cases because most Presocratics thought that one
st describe the essence or constitution of a thing by
g its matter.

e guide to the interpretation of pUeis in this fragment may
ved from the other oceurrences of the same word in extant
nts. In {1, 1 (see p. 42£) occurs the phrase. . .Binyyelpen, koerd
Bleupéeoy txoorov kol opdauw Skews Eyer: the division of each
10 its proper category is made “according to its real constitu-
ndl the words dxeos Eyer repeat the idea of a real essence
o and Heinimann op. cit. 93 disagree, and hold that the
ase describes the origin, the second the essence of things). So
an, which may include some original phiraseology, the words
oy érredovras are analogous to those of fr. 15 the meaning is
@ attention to things as they really are’. The only other
ent in which gloie occurs is fr. 1e6a (from Plutarch), here
d u.ndet fr. §7. There the conclusion is reached thar borh
i ents are versions of an archetype which corresponded
_«glﬁuly with fr. 57, but which contained the phrase piow

Ohne must sympathize with Kreanz in the difficuley of his wsh of subdividing
of g, in the word-index to DE: but it must be admired that the
I8 not free from confusion. As always, original and doxographical uses
bled together, the latter being ofien guoted under a B-reference, wrongly
g that the origingl words of a fifth-century author are in queston,
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fiuepas preserved in the version of ro6a. Tt was suggested that the
original form of the saying may have been as follows: pUaw fisdong kol
elppovns ok &y lvwowew: Eomt yép By, In this case the puois or real con-
stitution of day and night would reveal the fact that they are really two
facets of asingle process; this, indeed, is theirguos. Such, clearly, must
be the meaning of the word even in the garbled version retailed by
Plutarch and even according to his otherwise false interpretation.

If we look outside Heraclitus we find that all uses of the word by
Parmenides and Empedocles, except the notable usage in Empedocles
fr. 8, probably involve the meaning ‘nature’ or *real constitution’,
of individual things. The clearest example of this meaning oceurs in
Parmenides fr. 10, elo &' alfeploy e guow & 1 bv clfép wévTo |
anueTa. . Epyo Te kUkhetog Trebon) Teplporta oehtvng | kel glom.
In spite of the phrase which fellows in relation 1o the sky, fvev fpu,
the idea even in the second instance is perhiaps of present constiturion
(though of. Heinimann, ap. cit. gof.). The sameis the meaning in fr. 16,3
of the same author; whar thinks is ueh&ov gUais. Soin Empedocles, to
negleet the ambiguous use of the same phrase in fr. 63 (though the
fact that the identical phrase is used suggests that the meaning is the
same 45 in Parmenides), gUons at fr. 110, 5 follows the general pattern,
This, incidentally, rather than *growth’, is the meaning in the sole
Homeric instance, Od. X, 303. Amang the fragments of Epicharmus
which are usually accepted with least qualms, frr. 1-4 DK, are two
instances of the word. Infr. 28 88 perohAdoon karrd plow conforms
to type; in fr. 4 the case is different (the reference is to the hen’s know-
ledge how to lay): 16 8¢ cogdy & quos T68" oiBey ds Byt | péver
nemalBeuran yép elmentag Uro. Here plois might mear something
like gu& in Pindar; but this fragment might still be suspecred, and
in any case Heraclitean influence is doubtful: see p. 495.

This brief survey leads to the conclusion that puois in fr. 123 is
most likely to mean simply “the real constitution of a thing, or of
things severally”. The absence of an expressed limiting genitive is
perhaps surprising, and could be due to a fault in the tradition; we
should expect a word like mévrev or ooy or TRy pdTay. !

! Cf. & bores @ mperypsderae (in a contexr which links gvows and drguciia)
in [Philolaus| fr, 6; there, as in [Philolaws] fr. 1, the meaning of glots may be
the same as for the Presoeratics; even though these fragments were probably

not by Philolaus himself they show considerable knowledze of Presocratic
mades of expression.

230

Fi. 123

- _fﬂh- less, though, Heraclitus did not go into details, and the
asion of a limiting genitive may be due to his condensed style
il eonsiderable grammatical freedom: compare his laxity over the
0 of the definite article. The idea *of everything’ is one which
auld narurally supplement that of “real constitution” for anyone
ho used puats in the same way as Heraclitus and was not confused
e tend to be) by its later extensions. Thus the whole saying,
it is, fulls into place as an assertion analogous 1o fr. 54 that
t of the pUors of a thing which particularly tends to be concealed

be compared with the &ppovin dpevis of that fragment (for
y speaking not the whole of a thing's pUets would be concealed,
h doubtless for Heraclitus individual superficial characteristics
less significant than the underlying part common to every-
ig): The hidden truth about things is that they are not separate
ach other; they are compounded of opposites which are “the
' and in spite of their apparent separation and irreconcilability
inextricably connected in a unity which goes bevond a
e interrelationship of separate parts, since it extends not only
\eir arrangement and mutual relationship but also to their material,
important to notice that Heraclitus does not say that the
itution of things is endrowable, only that it is hidden: frr, 18
you do not expect the unexpected vou will not find it”), 22
ae who search for gold dig much earth and find little”), and
bly 86, sugeest that with confidence a part at least of this
1 element can be discovered. The keynote of the frapmens as
¢ i8 thar the Logos (which is the common element in the
tion of all things) con be apprehended, though most men
it. This is a completely different attitude from the scepticism
ophanes (fr. 14, 4: Béros 8 &ml wlor trieran), whose
ors in this respect were Gorgias and other sophists, and
oritus (cf., for example, fr. 117 évefj 5¢ o0ty 1Suev: v Pudd

';h*

Heraclitas helieved some things to be compomndsd of opposites &5 an
ation, bur a lemitimate one in view of his prepossession with opposites,
pattitude of Anaximander before and Anaxagoras after him. The opposites
jlves were regarded as substances, and doubtless some of the objects in
ld were uncompounded opposites, e the hot (what we should call
the wer (moisiure). For the connexion betwesn these objects see the
tlon on p. 143. The connexion between compound objeets depends upon
lygorous application of the same principle.
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Aristotle de sensu 5, 443021 Bowel B’ tvioig A karvdbng dveduploos
elven dow, olioer kowt) yijs kol épos [ked Tréwes EmgépovTon &l
Tolro mepl Sopfis'|' 810 kal "Hpdaderros olres elpnrey dis el mdvra
T SuTa xXamvdg yévolto pives® dv Siayvoiev. mepl B Tis dapfic!
évres Emiptpovron {émrl oo ), ol piv i drpiba, ol 5 dig duabu-
picoy, of &' g Gugpoo TobTe.

1 sech fere omnes editores, retinuic Diels, Heralbleizos, 2 &m fives EMPY
&m oom. LEU, Alesander, 3 Ewel Si v dapre EM, Ewlo8E oty dopfy
codd, cetr.; mutavi, of, [wepl doufis] supra. 44 % Chrise.

Some think the smoky exhalation is smell, since it is c‘ompumdm’ of

earth and air; so Heraclitus also said in this way thae If all exisiing
things were to become stnoke the nostrils would distinguish them.
About smell all tend o this kind af' opinion, some saying that it is the
moist exhalation, others that it s the smoky exhalotion, and others
again that it is botk of them.

Aristotle is our only witness for this fragment. The text of the
context in which it is quoted is slightly corrupt; as often in the
de sensu, a pointless and repetitive gloss has intruded. [tisimpossible
for Aristotle to have wrirten the sentence bracketed above, since by
stating that all thinkers explain smell in terms of the smuk}r exhala-
tion it contradicts both the assertion which follows—that all explain
it in terms of exhalations, but of different kinds—and that which
precedes, that some explain smell by the smoky exhalation. No
doubt this sentence was copied into the text at this point from the
place where it, or something like it, occurs after the quﬂtatmn from
Herzclitus. Lertaml}' Alexander did not read it in the former
position: in his paraphrase of this passage (p. 92 Wendland) he
writes that Aristotle described same thinkers as saying that smell was
the smoky exhalation, while of ef of them some said it was the
moist exhalation, others the smoky, others both. This is a fair
summary of the passage of Aristode as restored above. I have
followed Christ in adding &ml 7obro (meaning either ‘to thig
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" or, syntactically essier, ‘to this kind of deseription’, i.e.

'-; h lations of one sort or another}, after the dlitcgmphy had
plaﬂe the original sentence, from which the repetition was
e, doubtless became corrupted in attenipts to restore a reasonable
nae, and the misplaced repenhﬁn provides a clue to the original
m of it. Lhn::t, however (followed by the Teubner editor Biehl),
u& the minority reading el 8¢ Thv dopny : Beare in the Oxford
fion also read Emel but did not accept Christ’s addition of
o: like Biehl he explained &mel as being answered by &\

- which is difficult to accepr. On the other hand, i Thy
JEmipépeation. makes no sadstactory sense with any known
g of tmgepeofior. | suggest wepl 88 15 doufis (cf. wepl dopfis
he sentence in square brackets is misplaced, but otherwise
follows the original and gives the clue to it. The original
ce was altered in order to avoid repetition, onee its doubler
uded shortly before; possibly i in the majority reading
Ty Gopy was derived from émi ToUro when this phrase
el out.

textual difficulty has little effect on the interpretation of the
on; the meaning of the passage as a whole is not seriously in
Only in the use of té dvre is there : ANy reason [o suspect that
otation may not have been exact. wévra by itself would have
ell enough; Heraclitus does not elsewhere use the phrase v
which became quite common a little later. Clearly it could
en added by Aristotle, who was not meticulous in quotation,
e other hand, the phrase 1év dvrwv mévreov, meaning little
than it would do in the Heraclitus fragment, occurs in
locles fr. 129, 5: & vre is used also in Diogenes fr. 2; Zeno
3 Prodicus ap. Xen. Men. 11, 1, 273 and [Philolaus] fr. 2. In
: frr. 7 and 8 tév Edvreov and Té& dvra carry special emphasis
ings that actually are’, elven having its usual Eleatic 1mp11w,-
andare not quite com parabie One cannort say that an expression
by Empedocles could not have been used bv Hm‘a{:htus, even
1 it does not recur in the extant fragments; but in view of the
aency of this phrase in philesophical lanﬂruage by Aristatle’s
1 ha?e here omirted it from the quotation.

iss 322 makes the following comment on the Aristotelian
] : *Aristotle’s notion that the fact that this smoky vapor is
o mon to earth and air was the reason for the belief of earlier
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thinkers is obviously false, since it rests upon his own theory of
exhalations as intermediate stages in the alieration of the elements,
the result of incomplete change of one of the pairs of qualities of
whieh his four “simple bodies™ consist.” This is perhaps not very
easy to understand, but I entirely agree with Cherniss in his cone
viction that the dual-exhalation theory is Aristorle’s alone and not,
as some doxographical evidence would suggest, derived by him from
Heraclitus: see pp. 271 . Here we see Aristotle judging not only
Heraclitus but all Presoeratics in terms of his own meteorological
theory. He thinks (or chooses to think) that Heraclitus’ remark
referred to his own dry exhalation because the word KGTTVOS OCCUrs
in ity and this is the name which, at Meteorologica B 4, 359b32,
Aristotle suggested may conveniently be given to this kind of earthy
exhalation; in the de sensu passage lie distinguished this exhalation
as ) keerveoling dvabupicors. But does Heraclitus’ saying really refer,
primarily at any rate, to the nature of the sense of smell? The form
of the saying suggests that it does not: the hypothesis envisages
a condition which, if not merely imaginary, has little to do with the
world of experience which would be the proper background for
a discussion of the nature of different kinds of sensation. What we
are entitled o assume is that Heraclitus thought that different odours
which might inhere in what to the eyes is a single kind of smoke
would be apprehensible through the nostrils; the only scientific
presupposition here is that the nostils are the means of smelling —
which is hardly stazling. If he had meant, as Axistotle suggests,
that smell is connected with a dry, earthy exhalation which he ealled
keerrvss, then this meaning would have been put somewhat differently
even by the obseure Heraclitus. As it is, the saying has the words
kerrrves and pives, and that is good enough for Aristorle.

Diels, Herakleiros® 18, took the fragment as a demonstration of the
restricted value of the senses: “If everything turned to smoke the
eves would lose their power and the nose be the only criterion.’
Later he wisely abandoned this improbable interpretation (which
does not even accord with Heraclitus’ evaluation of the senses in
other fragments) : in F84 hie refers with approval to the interpretation
of Patin, Heraklits Einheieslehre 174%,; and Kranz in DK repeats this
comment. Patin’s explanation was indeed ingenious: he held this
fragment to be ironical, another criticism of men for their passion
for finding diversity at all costs while ignoring the essential unity of
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‘Even if things turned to smoke, and so their one-ness
plain at last, men's noses would still smell out differences ?md
ntrate on an unimportant diversity I'—This s indeed a possible
planation.! I do not accept it, however, on the grounds mainly
it ironical statements in Heraclitus are not eommon enough to
wrrant  preferring an ironical interpretation of an EIIH]'J]I.gUI:}US
ment to a straightforward one, where both types of explanation
4 plausible sense. _ .
einhards, Parmenides 180 n. 2, gave an excellent interpretation, of
h the following account is a development. There is a hidden
in the things of the world around us, a unity whichis discovered
intelligence working upon the results of the senses, not by
ses themselves. A hypothetical example of this may be drawn
0 the realm of the senses alone: if evervihing turned to smoke
ely hypothetical assumption) the nostrils would still perceive
s of different smell in this smoke, but the eyes would be
ted with a single uniform impression. Reinhardt remarked at
oint: ‘now there is no difference between smell and the other
'—in other words, the conclusion is that in the hypothetical
sute the same thing, i.e. smoke, would be both one and many to the
e person according to what eriterion he used (i.e. sight or smell),
0 ulso in the real world things are one or many according to the
‘one looks at them—this was precisely the implication of fr. 10.
nuld suggest a further possibility : that Heraclitus considered the
e of sight 1o be a higher sense than that of smell, and therefore
it the unity presented by the eves is more significant thaln tI:lE
plurality presented by the nostrils; so the underlying connexion in
e real world is more significant than the apparent diversity. It is
ible 1o object here that there is no specific evidence thar
taclitus placed more value on sight than smell. This was, however,

1 Diels and Krane appended to their reference 1o Patn the words *Deach
Wil g8, Fr. of asserts that souls use the sense of smell in Hades, and is quored
by Plutarch. Pacin, op. cie. 23 £, reconciled this with his int{:rpmlat}on
anding it as o misunderstanding by Plutarch of this fr. 7: things tuning
noke referred, Plurarch thought, to the ecpyrosis, and therefore the smoky
could be equated with Hades, While admitting that fr, 98 need not be g
quotation, T helieve that it gives an excellent sense if raken as such, and
the paradoxical idea of souls using smell is not what we should expect of
te Pluracchean paraphrase of fr, 7, But fr. 98 is absolutaly irrolevant 10 the
pretation of the hyporhetical satement which forms fe. 7.
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the common ancient view: and he certainly preferred sight to
hearsay (fr. 1012 may not mean more than this). The depreciation
of smell is one possible implication of fr. 98. But the view has been
put forward thar smell held not the lowest but the highest place for
Heraclitus, for according to the plausible information of Sextus
Empiricus adv. math. v, 129 (DK 22416) the soul's only con-
nexion with the Logos and the outside world, in sleep, is breath
(with which smell is intimately connected), Judgement had better
be reserved on this point.

Gigon §7, followed by Walzer, gives another twist to Reinhardt's
explanation and refers the fragment 1o the cosmological doctrine
that all things are fire (for they are forms of fire), though they appear
to be different kinds of matter. Gigon admits thar there may be no
grounds for this special application, and it is indeed difficult to find
any: the use of kamvés must be restricted to the hypothesis and
cannot give any clue to the aspect of the real world which the
hypothetical example illustrates.

Reinhardy, foc. cit., pointed 10 frr. 15 and 99 as other examples of
Heraclitus’ preference for the hypothetical method of demonstration.
Another parallelism is with fr. 67, where god is said to change in the
way that fire receives different names when different spices are
thrown upon it: here again smoke with different scents is used as an
example of the combination of one and many in the same subject,
according to different means of apprehension, In fr. 7 it is the
phenomenal world as a whole which is so illustrated, in fr. 67 god,
but as inherent in the world. The two fragments are very closely
related, though there is a slight difference of emphasis; in fr. 7 the
opposites are not mentioned,
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Fer. 8o, 53, 844, b, 125, 11

: "'Ee-'t‘ragmanrs of this group declare, both directly and in
- metaphorical terms, that interaction between opposites
called “war’ or *strife’ —must be continuous, and applies in
arts of the world: it is ‘common’ in the same way as
Logos is common. There can presumably be remis-
s of movement and change at different times, in
rent parts of the mewaphorical battlefield. Then, in
e language of fr. 51 in the preceding group, the
nsions arc equally balanced. Any general interruption
the interaction or strife would cause the end of the
dered world as we know it; thus stife is not anti-
natural, but the normal course of things.

I
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Origen contra Celsum v1, 42 (11, 111, 10 Koetschau) . . .pnoi [sc. &
Kehoos | Beidv v wéhepov edvitreofon Tols mahaols, 'Hodxherrov
pév Myovto @Ber eibévar’ yph Tov mdhepov Edvra Euvdy nal
Blweny Eptv? nol yivdpeve mivre xat’ Loy xal gpewv ? Qepacibny
8. . .(seq. Pherecydes fr. 4).

t el B cod., em. Schileiermacher; d&fven 88 Disls, Kestschpn, Brane,

o, corr, Schleierm,
indra.

2 EpElv
3 ypewusve cod., em. Diels; of, Philodemus db pis,
werToyprapeve Schuster, préuzm coni. Bywater,

Leﬁ.sz;.r says that the anctents um:i to hint ar @ kind of divine war, and
that Heraclitus said as fallows: One must know rhat war is common
and right is strife and that all things are happening by strife and
nemsatry And P&ﬁreryd’c-r : (P&rrﬁc}d‘m Syrius fr. 4 follows).

The first two corrections of IhE ms. version are virtually certaing xpd
(acomparatively common introduction to moral exhortations in Hera-
clitus, ef. frr. 35, 43, 44, 114) must have an infinitive, which can only be
represented byel 8 inthems. Corruprions of sibéven arenot uncommon
in our texrs: in this case three letters have been entirely lost—there is
little to besaid for keeping 8 with Diels, and many fragments lack con-
nectives. Tt isa strange coincidence that the ms, has three exera letrers
at the end of the quotation, if Dicls’ ypecw is right, -sver instead of -vea :
there is no sign in the Vatican ms. of e. Celsum (on which all other ex-
tant mss. depend) of such a transposition, which may, however, have
been accidentally made at an earlier date. Diels’ conjecture, first made
in a review of Bywater's Heracliti Ephesii Religuiae in Jenaer Lirera-
turpettuny (1877), 394, received some support from the discovery of
the de pietare of Philodemus at Herculaneum: 433 17 includes the
following lines, restored by Philippson, Hermes 55 (1920) 254:
yivatien] yar &

piv kol worrs] ygedv

i ginale ‘Hepld-

wherros, Mijuvep|pos

Bt ardvra G jgpaowety

& & "EpmsSokdis

KTh.
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Ju th ought that in line 1 wap’ was more likely to be the reading
i keer” s keerde, however, is the commoner preposition in this sense
d s x:ertamly used in ﬁnammander fr. 1. Philippson remarked:
len Namen Empedokles lese ich mehr aus dem Zusammenhang als

en Zeichen heran’; Heraclitus and Empedacles are so often
Honed together, Espm.mll}r in contexts dealing with strife, that
' nnnn‘eemrﬂ s not improbable even though only one letter is
""" At all events it seems possible, in spite of the fragmentary
nf the rext, that we should recognize here a version of part of
pecov is a plausible restoration (a nominative is out of the
‘atter the almost certain groiv). Further confirmation that
fragment Heraclitus conjoined the ideas of strife and necessity
ibly provided by Plutarch de soli. anim. 7, 9641 : bwel 76 ve
vramool kebapebay dBwdos tov dvfpwmov oltw Td 25
Ipigepevoy "EpmreBorhdis xod “Hpdederros dos dindls rpoobé-
Trohhdnis SGupdpevor kel howfiopolivres Ty plaiv dis dudyxny
pov ovoaw, durys Bt unBev und” elhikpivis fyousaw kth, But
h is talking abopt pollution connected with the rreatment of
Imals, and in the case of Empedocles seems to have in mind fr. 113,

- ,ﬂv&ymsj{pqpu. . .+ hewho has embroiled himsell with killing
F with quarrelling and perjury becomes incarnated in one after the
e of the lower animals, This fragment involves both dwdoyrn and
and it is quite possible that Plutarch was thinking particularly
heﬁ he climed that Empedocles and Heraclitus looked upon
yand war as belonging o the nature of things; in the case of
tus he may have had in mind fragments reprehending blood
on, fike fr. 5, but in none of these is there any mention of
e Thus what appears to be a reference by Plutarch to the
se of fr. 8o may be nothing of the sort; the reference may
timarily to Empedacles, Heraclitus being appended hecause he
ke about serife, and, in different contexts, about pollution.
muore adequate solution than that of Diels has, however, been
ed, The ms. reading does not make sense, while Schuster's
ully unohjectionable emendarion gives a very specialized and
d inappropriate sense: is kerreypechpeva: meant to be opposed to
ved for if so ko’ Epw should be in a position where it can
]:ttlter to both participles. Bywater's xpodpeva is better, and
'- compares Philemon fr. 204 Kock, ypévey Té mwévra }fiwerm
ol Kplverer. But again this verb seems too abstruse for what
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otherwise is a very unadorned generalization; and in this case it would
add litde to ywépever, Koetschau at first followed Gundermann in
reading yepedueva: but the transposition of non-adjacent letters i
not as easy as it might look, and in addition it is quite clear that the
emphasis of the fragment is on TéAepos-Epis, not on refinements of
the meaning of ywépeve, Bignone, Empedocle 175, suggested
ypeca{v kupepucdYuever; Diels wisely rejected Heidel's improbable
ypecow péTe. A point in favour of ypecdv is that there may be else-
where in this fragment a reference to the extant fragment of
Anaximander, . . xeerd T ypeov Bibbvon ydp ot Slknv kad Tiow
&Arihols Tis dBiwiag korrer ThHY Tol ypdvou T&Ew. Here Bikn means
‘retribution’, &Bikia ‘injustice’. Tt is possible that Heraclitus was
deliberately amending this statement by Anaximander, with its
implication that oppesites commit aggression upon each other, and
that change between opposites involves a kind of injustice: on the
contrary, 4e held that strife between opposites was ‘the right way’,
normal and just. He accepted, however, the idea that the behaviour
of opposites comes within the sphere of what must be, of the regular
course of events; and or this reason may have repeated ypecv. Even
if he was not conscious of the use of the word by Anaximander, its
previous known use in the same kind of context is in irs favour here.
Gigon 116 claims that Heraclitus is eriticizing, among other
pronouncements, Hesiod Lrga 2761T. : Tévle yép dvlpdmoior vouov
Bigroe Kpoviwvy, Ii}{ﬁﬂrm pv xard Onpol xal olevols weTenuols [éﬁﬁép&u
ganmhous, el oU Blkn ol wet’ ondrols: 1 dofpotrowat & EBooke lxny,
f moAMdy dplotn | Yiyveren.. .. Hesiod implies thar strife among
animals is due to the lack of 8ikn, of any accepted and ordered way.
Heraclitus does indeed proclaim the opposite of this, that Bixn
implies the presence and not the absence of Epis.  But the word Epig
is not used in the IHesiodic passage, which diminishes the likelihood
of a specific reference to it by Heraclitus. On the other hand, the
description of war as §uvbv perhaps is an intentional echo of a well-
known earlier passage: J1, xviiL, 309 §uvds "Evuddues kal e kraviovro
karéwrar, This declaration of Hector is rephrased by Archilochus in
fr. 38 Diehl, ép€es. . . | Eriyrupey yép Euvds dvlipdmoie’ "Aprs. Even
here it is far from certain that Heraclitus was intentionally modifying
a well-known expression; if so, one might have expected him 1o
retain the personification. Also, §uvds is a word which Heraclitus
might have used anyway. Tt may indeed convey some impression of
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ality, as in Homer and Archilochus; but the primary emphasis
ably on the universality of war—this surely must be the sense
of frr, 2 and 114 and of the deseription of war as father and
Ing of all in fr. 53.
The last clause of the fragment is paraphrased by Aristotle at
:’ Nic. © 2, 1155b6 (in what Diels wrongly counted as Heraclitus
M, B; see p. 220), xed TréwTa kot Epw yiveotion. The fragment asserts
¢ is common not only to all men, but also to all things; all
Inges invariably come about (rather than come into being) according
) wirife.! War or strife must here symbolize the interaction between
josites; for all change, as Heraclitus and many of his contem-
s seem to have believed, could be resolved into change
opposites: the unity which Heraclitus detected in particular
“of opposites extended to the whole sum of things. Change
n opposites is the normal course of events, it is what we mighe
| *natural’: little more is implied by the words 5ixn and ypedv
ore. The first word meant originally the direction indicated by
¢ majority, and imqlics normality; the second is sometimes
salent to &dryxn, but even duétyrn in Presocratic contexts often
ans much less than ‘absolute necessity’ and is used to account for
it events which could not be rationally explained: particularly,
ps, for the origin and continuation of physical change and
o But ypecov need imply lile more than yper, thar is, condi-
necessity; thus ‘it is necessary to know’ that war is common,
18 to be wise and happy and effective; but doubtless Heraclitus
hold that many men did not know this. H. Friinkel, GGV
~hist. KI. 1930) 183, stated this as follows: ‘Die Wiirter des
siem - bezeichnen ein Sollen und Schuldig Sein, ein Gebrauchen
d. wchbar Sein, nicht ein Missen und Unvermeidbar Sein®. What
Il happen if strife ceased to be the normal rule is suggested by
litus' attack on Homer, described below. In fact, the continua-
( of strife and change was particularly important for Herzclitus
hewnuse it was by reciprocal change that many opposites were
__:' Thlﬂphmms evidently took this fragment w refer 10 coming-to-be, in a
i onical sense; for Diog, L. 1, 8 (zlmost certainly derived from Theo-
) appears to paaphrase this saying: 7w 88 dvavrlov 1a wlv bl iy
W Byeu kedelofon wohepov ki fpw. ... In fact the present participle
o i the fragment could hardly refer ro past and non-continuous
avents,
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connected, all those which were held 10 be “the same’ because they
mevitably succeeded one another. The cessation of ordered change
would invelve the surrender of unity, and the destruction of the
kKouos or organism of things; though not all things need be
encroaching upon each other all the time, just as in war some of the
combatants are apparently at rest, cither because they are gathering
strength for new attacks or because they are locked in struggle with
an exactly balanced enemy,

The whole fragment appears to be homogencous and 1o be
a carefully balanced and slightly repetitive statement of a single idea,
War and strife are different words for the same concept; Bikn and
¥pewv also partly coincide, while the idea of Euvév is implicit in
mavte, The fragment might be stated as follows:

" h r 2
‘War-strife is everywhere, normal-conrse-oftevents is war-suife,

L] LY
everywhere things happen by war-strife and normal-conrse-of-events,’

If a, b, c are the three clements of the composite propasition, then
b is predicated of a, a of ¢, and a-¢ of b: in the last clause all three
elements are taken together for the first time. According to this
analysis xpecdw is by no means inessential or inappropriate to the
structure of the fragment.

Here we may consider the well-attested eriticism by Heraclitus of
Homer, for making Achilles wish that strife would perish from
among men and gods (J/, xvi, 1o7); for this would involve the
destruction of the world as we know it, the ordering of which
depends on swife. Unfortunately, Heraclitus' own words are not
exactly recorded, and there is some variation hetween our sources
about the consequence of Achilles” wish being granted; so this
important saying cannot be given the status of a fragment. It should
nevertheless not be neglected, forming as it does an important
confirmation of and addition to fr. 8o. Krane, Hermes 69 (1934) 116,
has pointed our thar Heraclitus was evidently given to autacking
specific sayings of Homer and Hesiod (cf. fre. 5 and 105). The
evidence (given in part as DK 22422) is set out opposite.—CI.
alse Z A on J xvin, 107 ‘Hpdderres Thy Tév dvrev olow ko’
Epiv ouveotduen voplzev péugeren "Ounpov, olyyuew kbeuou Bokd
atov etyeafion., ., In Aristotle’s account the Homeric lineis followed
by reasons for the criticism, in indirect speech—that is, they are
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3 Mumenius T, 16 [T e

Plurarch de fro a8, | ';Thndih::lu} e ﬁuﬂ|r|;::.sL:5. ;n Cat,

3700 Chialeid, e Temn. Ealbfeisch

¢ 297

*Hpdnhteg .., Th Mumenius  laudae coel 'Hﬂ:m(hlﬁilq_l'
pir Opmpen edytpe- | Heraclitim  repre- | ol ydp roiepor téow
vor oo Qedn Epw | Dendentem Ho= | fvavrizow = kel
wooy drde | S0 delpdmon &mo- | merem, qui op- | oot &y wavrd
; AEofim AovBdvey | tverit interitm as | dponeitire, Si2okal
lov | pnel TH mlweren | vasticemn  mealin | plaperon T Oy
e yivioe) waerertae | vitoe,  cqued  non | CHediowmss elwduen
peve, feowinns wod | oineellegeret mune | g Epag B me fefiv
dvreeatelag Thw yie | dwm sibi o deleri | #1 &.uﬂpfbﬂt»w Gmd-
veoty SdeTin ... placere.... horre ™ alyfmeren

Fp @O TR,

lly attributed to Heraclitus. But Aristotle is frequently
geise in this way, and attributes his own conjectured reasons to
olders of earlier opinions to which he refers: the indirect speech
more & proof of historical accuracy than an introductory prel
garantee that a direct quotation and not a paraphrase will follow.
‘117 does not accept the reasons as those of Heraclitus, on the
that the opposition between male and female does nor fir
1y of the classes of opposites mentioned in extant fragments;
ficular, their unity cannot be proved by invariable succession
 relative coincidence. Yet we are not entitled to assume thar
classes of opposites were not mentioned by Heraclitus, and
pule-female opposition is a very suiking one; male and female
lly could be described as oungepdpsvov, and the unity between
{8 of an obvious nature. Similarly, the musical opposition
 high and low notes, and their conjunction in a tune, is not
] in any frazment; Heraclitus might conceivably have used
n in this sense, though he does not elsewhere do so (see on
. It is notable that both these instances occur in the pseudo-
olian de munds, and the musical instance in de vicen 1, 181 see
. None of our other sources, however, follows Aristotle in
ing these reasons to Heraclitus or even mentioning them.,
wise, Plutarch and Numenius are not very different, and
reling 10 them Heraclitus held thar Homer was unintentionally
Bdwey ; *quod non intellegerer”) wishing for the destruction of
world (in Plutarch, of yiveois, perhaps because he had in mind
Wever in fr. 8o, which he quotes elsewhere), Simplicius and the
¢ scholiast (cf. also Eustathius ed loc.) agree thar this,
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according to Heraclitus, is what the abolition of strife would
involve. Possibly Plutarch and Numenius used the same source;
perhaps Simplicius followed Numenius; we cannot be ceriain,
Simplicius mentions Heracliteans as well as Heraclitus himself; the
rebuke is attributed to Heraclirus, and so is the reason for it but
the reason is expressed in words already atibuted to the Heracli-
teans. This may just be because the words are those which ceeusred
to Simplicius on both oceasions, to express the same idea: but it may
sugpest that the rebuke belonped to Heraclitus, while the obvious
reasons for it were made explicit later and eventually attributed to
the master. This is a reasonable view to adopt in the absence of other
evidence. All later sources except Plutarch agree with Aristotle in
saying that Heraclitus reproached or dlamed Homer (cf. Plutarch’s
"Hparhertes bremingev "Hoid8w in fr. 106D, under fr. 57); here they
are probably dependent on Aristotle, Why they diverged from him
in the reason given for the attack is not determinable; judgement
must be reserved alse aboul wherher the male-female and musical
oppositions were instanced by Heraclitus himsell or by followers,
The last is perhaps more probable,

All the fragments of this group assert the necessity for the con-
tinuation of change in the world: the universality of strife is a less
extreme stage of the belief which Plato atrributed to Heraclitus in
terms of the river-simile, Reinhardt pointed out that there is no
fragment in which ail things are compared with a river, and Gigon
accepted his point of view. I shall add that the river-starements
(frr. 12 and 91) bring out a new idea about change: that it must
happen according to measure if the result is not to be chaotic. The
same idea is implicit in the medivrovos &ppevin of fr. 51 and in the
whole metaphor of strife, if this is made to apply (as it is) to
opposites: the unity of opposites is destroyed if strife ceases, or if one
side gains too great a predominancé. On the other hand, the serife-
metaphor does not imply, as the river-metaphor was held 1o imply,
that everyehing is changing alf the time. Nothing remains stable for
long, all things eventually change, in no part of the world is every-
thing stable—this was enough for Heraclitus, and indeed it is the

common-sense view and the unexpressed view of most of his
contemporaries.
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ytus Refutatio 1%, 9, 4 (p. 242 Wendland) (post fr. 52)
B¢ fomw O ToaTfip WévTew yeyovdTwv YevTTos dyéunTos,
nuioupyos, ixelvou AyovTos diovopey: mélepog Tdvtwy v
Ti, mavTwy 8t Baoidebs, xal Tolg pév Beolg Ebeife
& dvBpimoug, Todg wév Sobdous Erolnoe Tovg 5 EevbE-
g, fr. 54).

: ﬂ‘i‘. 52) And that the father of all things begotten is begorten and
ten, creature and creator, we hear him say: War is the father
ndl king of all, and some he shows as gods, others as men;
e he makes slaves and others free (fr. 54 follows).

s evidently derived his conclusion from this fragment
d in the words introducing fr. 50) by the following
at: War is deseribed as a supreme god, and vet he creates the
well as men; therefore gua god he is both creator and created.
irguments such as this give no help towards the historical
tation of Heraclitus, but they at least show that Hippolyrus
preme to alter his quotations from ancient authors to suit
wn ends: for he was cleatly not exacting on the subject of
Here he gives the fullest known form of this saving of
18, which is unusually symmetrical and makes exceptional
verbal balance and antithesis; probably this is due nort to later
but to the intentionally hieratic nature of the description
mos, Plutarch quotes part of this description at de fo. 48,

péocherres piv duTikpus Téhenoy duopdzea Tertipa kal Paoiiéa
v mavreov. Proclus twice attributes the predication of war
it of all to Heraclitus, i Zim. 200, 248; Lucian has the same
cation but withour ateribution to Heraclitus, at Quomada hisr.
bo 23 Jearomen. 8. Tn none of these cases is any light thrown
@ original context, An earlier reference, probably to this
ent, was made by Chrysippus according to Philodemus de
Wtate c. 14, p. 81 Gompera: dv B¢ 7 Toltes TO(v) k(b0 Juov dva
plpojvinfelv ouviroherteudpsvoy Beofs kat dvBpcorols kel Tou

245

'.




FR. 53

Tohep(ov) kel Tov Ala Tév el Tév elvon e (e)p ke Tov ‘Hpdeherrov
Aysw. Chrysippus correctly recognized that Heraclitus’ deseription
of Polemos in the fragment is that often applied to Zeus, and so he
asserts that Heraclitus equated the two. This is unlikely; in fr. 32

‘the only completely wise thing” partly coincides with the Zeus of

traditional religion and to this extent is willing to be called Zeus,
but otherwise this name is fallicious; so oo Polemos is not
completely coextensive with Zeus.

This fragment restates in more concrete terms the assertion in
fr. 8o that war is common. In that fragment we learned that a
principle of strife or reaction between opposites was in question;
the present fragment contains nothing to show that so wide an
application is intended, and war here may be simply the war of the
battlefield, and no metaphorical principle. This, indeed, is what the
fragment as it stands implies, and this is perhaps the way in which
it should be taken in the absence of a defining context, Fr. 8o
certainly indicates thar the statement about the battlefield is probably
an dlustration of a more general contention by Heraclitus, and
therefore fr. 53 may qdﬁ,!y be grouped with fr. 8o. Gigon 119 is
surely right in maintaining that wévreov in fr. §3 must be understood
as appl}fu:g to all men (more correctly to men and gods) rather than
to all things; the rest of the fragment shows that attention is con-
centrated on the world of men. Zeus in Homer is the father of gods
and men, or the king of all the gods: it is he who exercises ultimate
control over the Trojan battlefield. Heraclitus elevates this function
to the supreme one, to the neglect of the other activities of Zeus.
War is supreme king: so Pindar spoke of vdpes as & mévrew
Pornihels Svarrdiv kad dfavdereow, in fr. 169 Schriider. This, even when
restricted to the war of the battlefield, is no mere commonplace; it
may be true that lonia in Heraclitus® lifetime had had a stormy
history, but that by itself would hardly justify his assertion. The
second half of the fragment may reveal its motive; yer here fresh
difficulties arise. The aorists are probably * gnomic’ ; Eei€e admittedly
could refer to a distinction between gods and men which ook place
once and for all, in the past, but the making of slaves and free gees
on all the time and presumably indicates thal the first distinction too
is a continuous one. Compare the aorists in {r. 111, on which see
p. 131, We can easily understand how War makes some men free,
others slaves: those whe are capiured are enslaved, other survivors

246

FR. §3

in free. But how does it ‘reveal ™ some as gods, others as men?
119f. explains that those who become gods are those who are
in battle; this gives a neat pattern: War separates its partici-
% into dead (who become gods) and living; the living it sepa-
lgam into slaves (the captured} and free (the uncaptured).
pattern would not be inappropriate to the antithetical style:
does Heraclitus really believe that all these who are slain hecome
# It is customary here 1o refer to Hesiod Erga 157, where
divine tace of heroes’, Hesiod's fourth race of men, is described
weihéovton | fpifeor: Heraclitus may here be thinking of the
- Age when all men died in war—at any rate he uses some of
e terminclogy of the poet of that age, Homer, Homer calls all
g men of good family ‘heroes’, but not even in Hesiod did
oes become gods after death. He tells us that “some were
by the end of death; the others were settled by Zeus at the
es of the earth’ to live the blessed life of demi-gods. Yet
we know, were those who had one divine parent—who were
in the striet sense, The majority passed to Hades where they
ot gods but less than men. 1t was the golden race, according
lesiod, who after their eclipse became “daimons, guardians on
of marml men' (Erga 1221.); and these prcsumahl}f are the
thousand immortal watchers over mortal men® of Erga 2521,
‘are immortal; but their fate cannot be emulated by those of
eroic Age, let alone by the contemporaries of Hesiod or
s. In Homer, of course, all but the semi-divine heroes go
Hades. Therefore this interpretation of the fragment as a
atin terms of heroie literature and the heroie view of life and
does not bear examination. Nevertheless, Heraclitus may have
5 own views about the fate of those slain in battle: frr. 24 and
bute a special virtue to death in battle—not specifically to
ve death, at any rate in fr. 24; while fr. 1360, although cleatly
ot original in form, may contain a Heraclitean sentiment—that
of thase slin in battle are ‘purer’ than of those who are
d away by illness. The reason must be that the former are fiery,
er watery: sce my article ‘Heraclitus and Death in Bartle’,
P g0 (1949), 384ff. We do not know exactly what were

_IEI. here implies causation, as often of the gods: cf., for example, £1. xu,
Binerts ofiue fpotolow., When u god shows or reveals something
he himself is responsible for it being there, or becoming visihla.
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Heraclitus’ views on gods: sometimes he uses 8eés and 8eof in a purely
conventional way, at other times, as in fr. 67, the word seems to
connote some idea particular to himself and closely connected with
that of the universal Logos or formula of things. This Logos, in its
material aspect, must be a kind of fire; and in so far as Heraclitus
believed in gods at all they must have been thought of as fiery. The
good soul, we know, is fiery; and souls which are fiery when they
leave the body might be described as gods—although they can have
no individual existence and are joined to the mass of aitherial fire
which is perhaps the source of the tperal undergone by matter in
the cosmos. The immediate conclusion is that Heraclitus may very
well have thought that those killed in war achieve the only possible
kind of diviniry : thus war might be said to make some into gods and
keep others as men; the latter may be divided into slaves and free,
But this does not solve what is perhaps the chicf difficulty about this
fragment: not all human beings by any means partake in war (in its
common sense), and yet War is said to be father and king of /. Can
the effects of war be held to apply even to those who do not indulge in
it—ecan they be said to be ‘free’ and ‘men, not gods’ as a result of
former wars, or wars elsewhere, or the absence of war? This is surely
too abstruse. Another fragment quoted by Hippolytus, fr. 62, may be
relevant: ‘&bdverror Bunrof, Ounrol dfidverror, living their death, dying
their life.” This seems to apply to men in general, not only to warriors,
We have already seen in fr. 88 that Heraclitus held the living and the
dead to be ina way identical, because each succeeds the other: whether
this succession is invariable—whether mortals invariably become im-
mortals—is another question. That they can so become proves the
essential connexion between the two states. On the whale it is safer
not to use fr. 62, itsell so obscurein its limits of application, to explain
fr. §3; itis obvious, however, that the two are in some way connected.

The problem remains: if war in this fragment refers (as the last
clause strongly suggests) to the war of the battlefield, that is, war in
its first and most concrete sense, then it ie difficult to see how it can
be called the father and king of all. Yet this must be remembered: we
are not entitled to demand that Heraclitus should adhere to ane kind
of application of a concept, even within the limits of a single sentence.
The careful schematization of the fragment suggests logical clarity,
but this may be illusory: the sense may be * War is universal (in the
sense of fr. 8a), and on the battlefield it is responsible for each of
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ree very different classes—gods, free men, slaves’. It is possible,
eecl, thar the last clause provides a close analogy to the previous
use: “War controls all human destiny; it distinguishes gods from
ien fust as on the battlefield it distinguishes slaves from free.” In
\ citse war-strife as a general principle would show some as men,
5 as gods; the reference must be 1o what happens after death
would be those who were found to he mortal in thar their
s were destroyed by ceasing to be fire and becoming water), but
ppeciﬁcaﬂy to death in battle. Any kind of change—and death
atever sort is a kind of change—implies the operation of strife
sense of fr, 8o, that is, the interaction of opposites, Yet such
amiple of parataxis where subordination of the last clavse is
y demanded by the sense would be unique in Heraclitus, even
ot impossible in archaic prose style. Possibly the solution is
e inclusive force of wdwrwov should not be too srongly
j after all, the word occurs as part of the conventional
¢ deseription, and Heraclitus may have taken it for granted
war in its concrete sense only has power over those who fight,
iiv dependants. Perhaps we are tempted to take mwévreov
y because we automatically take this fragment closely with
, in which strife is associated with all kinds of event, not
ly with human events or the destiny of a certain class of
those involved in wars, This much remains clear amid the
possible conjecture: war in this fragment is personified and
; with the power normally ascribed to Zeus, The fragment
M i§ a strong paradox, Primarily it is war in its concrete sense
ch is in question: one of its effects as cited by Heraclitus, the
ng of slaves and free, is specifically associated with the war of
telefield; the other effect mentioned, namely, the distinction
sen men and gods, may apply particularly to death in bartle,
a4 is rightly interpreted, but in view of general statements like
and 88 it might conceivably be applicable in all spheres of life.
ase the concrete meaning of wéhepog is temporarily associared
a metaphorical meaning as in fr. 80, In any case the fragment,
tisa purely practical and concrete statement about warinanon-
horical sense, must have been used to substantiate the general
ple asserted in fr. 8oin much the same way as the many fragments
\simply mention practical instances of a coincidence of opposites
intended as illustrations of a general truth about opposites.
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Plotinus Lnneades 1v, 8, 1 (11, p. 142 Volkmann) éropé. . .&ms
moTé por EvBov f) yuyh yeyévnTon ToU ooporos...& plv yip
"Hpdacherros, &g iy mopakehebeTon gneiv TolTo, duoiPds e dvaryxatag
mifltpevos éx T Evavtioow, 686w Te dvoo kol wére elmoov ked et~
BdAdov dvanaberar vol napartds doti Toig abroig poyfeiv xaul
dpyeabal, eikdgay Sokel' duehfioos ool Tpiv Toifjoo Tov Adyev,
cos Sov fowg map’ alrois? gryrely dormep e elrés 3o elpey.

1 EBeowew cod,, em. Vaolkmann. 2 oo cod., em. Vallim.

{ wonder. . .how at some time my soul has come-to-be inside my
body.. .. Now Heraclizus, who bids us seek this, supposing necessary
exchanges from the opposites and talking of a way up and down and
Changing it rests and Tt is weariness to toil for and be ruled by the
same, seems to conjecture—rthough neglecting to make the argument
clear for us—as though we should perhaps seek in ourselves, as he also

sought and found.

These related fragments are preserved only in Neoplatonic sources,
of which Plotinus is the earliest and most exact; ef. also Tamblichus
ap. Stobaeum Fel. 1, 49, 39 (1, p. 378, 21 Wachsmuth), clearly based on
Plotinus: wed 0 pbv Tois odrols fmusdvew kéyporov elvan, T& &
veTaRddhew pépev dvirovow, and Aeneas Gazaeus Theophrastus 9
(Migne P.G. 85, col. 877): .. xépartos émi Tols ailrrols & woydey
xer Tols feols oupmepirodslv kol dpyeaBon. Plotinus’ reference (&nn.
, 8, 5) tof "Hpeodheltou dvémavhar iv T7) guyij is further explained
by Aeneas, foc. cit. col. 881: . . . ‘Hpoxdeltes & Boxsl Tév dves wvay
Tii5 Wy Tis dvdmrenay elven v els TovBs Tov Plov puyiv.. . .
Plotinus in the passage where the fragments are quoted is clearly
dependent upon Theophrastus; this may be inferred from a com-
parison with the derailed account at Diog, L. 1%, 8, where exchange,
opposition, and the way up and down are mentioned in the same
order; dvayxaios in Plotnus corresponds with Teliro 5t yiveoBm
ko' eluappiviy in Diogenes and the elpapubvny dvéyrny in Theo-
phrastus Phys. op, fr. 1 (see Table IT on p. 24). In addition,
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otinus’ rebuke of Heraclitus for his obscurity reproduces the
oopiis Bk oUBtv fkriferon in the same few lines of Diogenes.
, however, there is no mention of the two short sayings
gquoted by Plotinus; either these were found in a separate source by
nus or they belonged o the Theophrastean original but were
ected h}r Dmg:;meq The latter pﬂ&sih!]!r}f cannot be dismissed ;

t In’_? rate the two sayings, despite the lack of reference ro them in
ther than Neoplatonie sources, seem to be genuine. Needless to
he Neoplatonic interpretation provides no valid clue to their
al sense, which probably had no mare specific reference to the
than did the ‘way up and down’ of [r. 6e.

:_Er".ﬂddu{:ﬂd the scholium on Nicander Alew. 1710l (DK 224
6 B& Bouhele ) Béduooa kal 1o lip dvéons, korrd Befov vépow
, ToUTo B8 wui “Hpdrxderres kol Mevexodrng eipnxev.. ..
on oty Potberon Sid rolreov kal "Hpdidhartos &t rdvra fvew-
hois Eomi ket ealrrov. We have no other sign that Heraclitus
 water and fire 1o be subservient to the winds, unless it be
§ 111, 3, 9 (DK 22414), which attributes to him a standard
tion of thunder as the result of the collision of winds and
That fire can be blown out, and water stirred up or evapo-
wind, is a commonplace observation: perhaps Heraclitus
t, It seems more probable that the scholiast recognized the
rip wév deizeov in the Nicander passage as Heraclitean, and
ed that Heraclitus was responsible for the whole sentiment.
tes here is probably but not certainly the Old Comedian,
v genuinely have made some such remark, The Nicander
pe, together with its scholium, is of such dubious relevance to
litus thae it certainly cannot be used as evidence to settle
btful point. Diels accepted them, and the Neoplatonic inter-
on, as relevant to the second saying in particular;: the soul-fire
mes tired of serving the water and earth which compose the
Thereisno justification whatever for this interpretation, which
I aceepted also by Kranzg the speculative nature of Plotinus’
i ation is shown by the phrase elkdgew Sowet, and the known
latnmc ew that the soul descends to inkabit the body for
nge shows why these general statements of Heraclitus were
liined as they were.

ron 94 found the first saying explicable and the second one
@ obscure, and maintained that they do not belong together.
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He gave no reason for this view, nor is it easy to discover one. One
saying mentions rest (dvermonderen), the other its opposite (xéuerros) ;
one mentions change (ueraPddhov), the other its opposite (Tois
avrols). ‘Change is rest, no-change is weariness” is surely a legiti-
mate summary of the content of the two sayings together; the second
containg the additional concepts of service and being ruled. Tn fact
they seem to belong so closely together that it may be wondered
whether the xod which conneets them was supplied by Heraclitus, so
that they were originally continuous as in Plotinus; yet plainly
Plotinus could have supplied the connexion here as aflter 686v e
Gver kol wérre, and it is safer to assume that he did so. Gigon
commetited on the paradoxical character of the first saying and
compared it with fr. 51, Siopepouevoy &ourd Eunptpetan, The same
doubr exists in both cases whether an indefinite 71 is to be under-
stood as subject of the verh, or whether the participle is to be taken
nominally, the definite article being omitted. In the present case the
second explanation is the less likely, for the sense (which is not in
doubt) is clearer if the participial force is emphasized, either
temporally or causally: ‘it rests while, or by, changing.’ This looks
like a generalization, and perhaps a specific subject should not be
sought; even if Tt is understood the translation should be *anything
(i.e. everything) rests by (while) changing’. This is not a paradox
of quite the same order as the statements of the coincidence of
opposites; here is no formal opposition between change and rest,
but nevertheless our experience causes us normally to associate rest
with absence of change, with stability rather than the reverse. The
idea of ‘rest’ introduces a human criterion; dvderoueis is properly
applied to animate subjects, and where it is not, the sense is meta-
phorical. Thus Heraelitus is not merely asserting that change is
universal (in that everything is subject to it), he is giving an
explanation of this fact—a metaphorical and incomplete one, it is
true. ‘Jris restfud for things to change’: this attempts to account for
natural events in terms of human experience, much as Anaximander
did with his 8lkn, 7log, &Bikic, Empedocles with his velkos and
Epeas, and ultimately even Aristotle with his kivet dos Epcopevov. It has
already been seen that in fr. 8o Heraclitus prebably reacted con-
sciously against Anaximander, not by abandoning but by reversing
his metaphor of injustice; and in frr, 80 and §3 ‘war’ is another
metaphor derived from human experience and applied to external
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nts. In the present case the paradoxical nature of the statement
ests that Heraclitus is trying to account for change in terms of
but not in accordance with men’s own feelings; no sort of rational
‘explanation is given and we are left little the wiser.
e compound peraPdidov is not dissimilar ro peromeodvrea in
, 88, which describes the replacement of one opposite by the other
the human body. Doubtless in fr. 84 too the change which is also
t is particularly change between opposites; for Heraclitus the
reservation of opposites depends upon the continuation of change
reent them, and this change is an instrument rather than an end.
aweng recurs in fr. 111, where weariness (képerrog) is said to
@ rest (dwémavew) sweet and good; but in fr. 20 pdhov Bt
weoton must be a gloss by Clement or his source upon
7' Eyaw. Gigon g4f. cites the two words ypnopooivy . . .
in fr. 65 as a further example of terms of human experience
applied to the whole sum of things: this is possible. I'r. 77D,
er elaboration of fr. 36, includes the words tépyw # Bdverrov (of
oul becoming moist); one alternative or the other, probably the
jer, must be a gloss by Numenius—another example of the
latonic conception of alterations in the condition of the soul
¢ cdue to the desire for change.
: second saying quoted by Plotinus also seems to be a generali-
an; again the accepted facts of human experience are applied to
Cin general, bur this time not paradoxically: just as it is
some for a servant to continue toiling for the same master
ithout change of scene or occupation, so (it may be inferred) it is
same for matter of any kind to remain indefinitely in the same
tionship with irs surroundings. This gives the clue to the
dox of the first saying, and explains why change is restful. Why
clitus introduced the new idea of being ruled must remain
tﬁl], he could easily have said ‘it is weariness to remain always
In the same surroundings’. But this is certainly less graphic;
posgibly, oo, the tiresomeness of serving the same master was
whial.!
they stand, then, the sayings of fr. 84 are of wide application,
ind in view of other comparable generalizations in this group they
! Reinhardt, Parmenides 194n. 2, held that this saying applies 1o the macro-
o, fr. 20 to the microcosm; he continuey 1o accept dvarranieaan in fr. 20
sclitean, even at Hermes 77 (1942), 4
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may be taken to describe the hehaviour of things in general. The
second saying, including as it does the idea of being ruled, might
conceivably have had a more specific meaning; we cannot entirely
exclude the possibility that it applies to the soul and irs changes,
though the apparent external evidence for this is valueless; if it does
so apply then Tois calrels refers to the body or its constituents, and
the changes of the soul (death, sleep?) come under the general
principle of change between opposites, In conclusion, the analogy
should be noted between the change-metaphor and the strife-
metaphor: change (which seems ro be tiring) is really vestful; war
and strife (which seem to be wrong) are really righr.
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(848)

ophrastus de versigine g (11, p. 138 Wimmer) vé ydp mepurdta
oo tiwBe T kbmow S\hoTe' kol ouppéve Bid Tolrny, el BE
Kofidmep “Hpderrds gnot, el & wuxedy Sulortaram {{.ti]}3‘
Dpeves. en &' Gv kol ) kukhogopiq ailrrd ToUT dmodibdvan. .
Bherte coelel,, adzaten coni. Wimmer, ace, Walzer,

ﬁ:‘,’water Diels.

2 ol B coni. Bernuys,
3 {uhd Bernavs et omm., of. Alex. Aphr. Prodl. v, 42.

the things which by nature underge this movement at other times
ld together becanse of it, bue if it fails, then as Heraclitus savs
the barley-drink disintegrates if it is not moved. Jr would be
@ 10 give this same explanation for turning round, also.. . .

piays maintained thar the pf which has to be supplied in the

potation was displaced and added to the line above; the original

g was el 84, which became corrupted to ef 8¢ when pfy was

ed. This is a possible, not a necessary emendation; for el 88

O grives a possible sense, perhaps a more logical ene than ¢ & if

Igate &AhoTe is retained (and it is difficult to see what word

could have replaced); in this case there is a contrast between

(=" nm-mallj,’ , e, when they are in motion) and el & pg

erwise’, i.e. when they are not in motion).

e quotation proper cannot begin until kel or perhaps & wuxechy,
hrastus had employed BiloraoSon twice in the immediately
g lines, but Heraclitus too could very well have used this

imon Homerie verb. That pfy must be supplied is shown by the

emata attributed to Alexander of Aphrodisias, 1v, 42 (p. 11

1) & 8 wukewv, domep kel “Hpdeherrés gnow, & pf T

 Bifororran ; the mss. give kukheboov and Torecran, which were

nded by Usener, the first change being eertainly correct. The
diag sentence i the Proffemara 15 almost identical with one
chi came a litle earlier in Theophrastus, who was certainly the
ree of this section in the later work. Quite apart from this

Apport, p is requiced by the sense; a positive assertion, whether
Bilorrerren or foroaron be read, is out of the question; so much is
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demaonstrated by the furile attempts at an explanation of this kind by
Lassalle, 1,75, and W. Schulez, Arekiv, £ Gesch. d. Philos. 22.(1909) 202.

The constitution of the xukedy is known from £/, x1, 638f.: it is
a posset made of ground barley, grated cheese and wine; at Od. x,
234 honey is added. The barley and cheese could not dissefve in the
wine, and the mixture had to be stirred before it was drunk. If it
were allowed to settle the barley and cheese would sink to the
bottom, and what would be drunk would be neat wine, or wine and
honey—hut not kukedv, for the mixture as such would no longer
exist. This is one of those homely and concrete illustrations to which
Heraclitus was particularly addicted. Many of them illustrate the
coincidence of opposites; the present one must exemplify the result
of an abolition of interchange and movement between opposites,
such as that invelved in the abolition of strife, for inveking which
Homer was rebuked by Heraclitus; see p. 242f. The fragment
contains a negative version of the view expressed in this group, that
all things are subject to change, all opposites are opposed under
tension (ef. fr. §1), war is father of all, it is universal and strife is
‘the right way’. If change between opposites ceased, then the
opposites themselves would cease o be eonnected with each other;
the only unity between them, and so the anly unity subsisting in the
world, would be destroyed. There would be no such thing as
Kkbapos, just as there would be no such thing askurkedov if its ingredients
existed in isolation from each other. The fragment is of grearer
importance than at first appears: it is the only direct quotation that
asserts, even though only in an image, the consequences of an
interruption in the reciprocity of opposites; image though it is, irs
possible field of reference is not wide, The above interpretation
seems to the present writer to be overwhelmingly probable; Gigon
118 was right to reject the possibility that the reference is to an
&ibios kivnos. This last is a doxographical concept; in so far as it is
the nearest doxographical equivalent to the general lonian assump-
tion that all objects in the world of natare are subject to change and
decay it is indirectly relevant to this fragment: but Heraclitus always
thinks of change first and foremost as change between opposites,
and as one of the essential preconditions of the unity underlying all
opposites.

The image of the barley-posset became well known: it pechaps
suggested the form of the no doubt fictitious anecdote, which has
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| completely different point, about Heraclitus’ symbolical drinking
e kurecay (see p. 13), in Plutarch’s account of which the stirring
the drink is specifically mentioned. Chrysippus, too, used the
re according to Plutarch, de Stoie. repugn. 34, 1049 F TpéiTov
p B @ TpoTey Tepl @Uoews TO &ifiov THS Kwnoews wukeGivi
mwdr.:ra; [se. & Xpuormmos| M &Ahs orpépovTt ked TapdoooyTl
yryvoptvaov. . . . Chrysippus also accepted the equivalence of
and Zeus, probably after fr. §3. In Marcus Aurelius also the
~posser is a symbol for confusion (a sense nat present in
itus, it should be noticed); so at, for example, 1%, 39 rukedw
oweBoopés ; of, vi, 103 1v, 27, Lucian, in his seetion on Heraclitus
auct, 14, connects the posset with the wévro gei idea: Eumrebov
) &WA& weos Es kukedve vt owvelMdovtal. The last word,
g ‘are compressed”, perhaps reproduces the Stoic interpreta-
confusion if so, Lucian is misleading on two scores—change
eraclitus was not necessarily (as Plato had suggested) con-
ous for all things simultaneously, and above all it was not
rdered ; the reverse in fact was true. This idea of disorder was

bly in Epicurus’” mind when (according to Diog. L. X, 8={t.
Usener) he called Heraclitus kuxnrrs : though here the d:sarder
robably meant to be in the philosopher’s own thought, This
fece of abuse is another comparatively early evidence for the
the: ticity of the fragment.
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[Aristotle] de mundo 6, 40128 T&v TE 30wV Té Te dypla kal fuepe,
Tk e v G wal Bl yfis kol v UBom Poowdpeve, ylverer kod drpcige
werl pBelperen Tols ol Geol malépeva Deopols mav yop épmetdv
mAN Y’ vépetal, &5 gnow ‘Hpdidertos.,

L Ty yiw codd. ; whnydw interpr. Armen.”; wAny§ Swbaeus, Apuleius 9, accep.
Bywater, Diels, Lorimer, et al.

And of living crearures both the wild and tame, those that grage in air
and on earth and in water, are born and reach their prime and are
destrayed in obedience ro the ordinances of god: for Every animal is
driven to pasture with a blow, as Heraclitus says.

This fragment cannot be assigned with certainty 1o this group.
The manuscript reading of de mundo can scarcely be right: ‘every
animal grazes on the carth’ is surely too commonplace, and the
article is unexpected ; wAnyd gives a commonplace sense, it is true,
but one that can be related to that of other fragments. Stobaeus’
version of this part of de munds, Fel. 1, 1, 36 (1, p. 45, 6 Wachsmuth),
gives whnyyfi ; so do the two best mss. of Apuleius’ version according
o Dicls S8 Ber (1901) 197ff., followed by P. Thomas in the
Teubner text of Apuleius’ philosophical works (Apuleius de mundo
36, p- 172, 15 Thomas); this is accepted too by W. L. Lorimer in his
valuable edition of the pseudo-Aristotelian treatise, p. 98 n. 1. The
quotation is transcribed into an attempt ar Greek by seribes who were
ignorant of Greek seript. Even if we accept that OCCarrl or
OSSaRl and offahyti or OSahY'TT represent MAHIHI, we may
hesitate to suppose that the initial O is a remnant of, or attempt to
reproduce, 8Y (= 8ol), which is what Diels suspected. In his note
in F§ he did not press for the addition of 8e0U to the fragment, but
held that the context shows that this word must be understood.
Assuming that the author of de munda ook the quotation as a
comprehensive illustration of his own point; this is so; but such an
assumption is quite unnecessary. The whole context asserts that all
things in nature, plants and animals as well as the heavenly bodies,

258

FH. 1T

e as parts of a single organism; before the present passage
lines of the Odyssey were quoted which merely enumerated
trees. The quotation from Heraclitus, even without £e00, is
relevant than thaty it does not merely mention animals, it
erts that animals behave as the result of a stimulus to which they
v all susceprible. For the author of de munds this in itself was
ufficient to justify his quotation. We cannot be sure that he did not
gtand the stroke or blow o be god's, but even if he did, this
nothing of what Heraclitus intended.

probuble that Plato refers 1o the fragment at Critias 1098, C:
ods, he wrote, clov voufis Toluwia, krijeTa kod fpéuporra
s Erpegov, TAy o ohpast copata Plazdpevor kalidiep
VES, KT TATYT] vepowTss, GNATL . Jolov olooa madol yaryfis
ot korrdr T alrrdiy Bidveian, oo GyovTes To Sunrov T8y
weov, There is litde justification for believing, like Bergk
e by Diels, that clesa and éxuépyeov are references to fir. 64
41 respectively, since these words and the metaphor they
esent are commonly emploved by Plato. Diels (S5 Ber (1901),
3} was probably correct in believing that Proclus in Rempubl.
23 Kroll depends upon Plato rather than Heraclitus—in fact,
sage may be derived from a Stoic source: adrokwiyres yap
kel oU mepiiyovTar Bovow Umd Tiis elucpuevns, GaTep T
vepdusvd gaoiy, A& kal fautds mepidyovow. The same
s 10 two other Neoplatonist uses of the phrase t& mnyg
v, Proclus in Ale, 1, 279, 19 Creuzer and Olympiodorus in
1, 178, 18 Creuzer. A much more significant parallel to the
t is provided by Cleanthes, Hymn to, Zeus 9il. Tolov Exeis
v duikfrals fvi yepolv | dugren mupdevtar GEIgwovTa
v | el yéo Ummd mhnyiis puoses Tavt’ Epdye mEmnyey,’ |
KkerreuBivers kowoy Adyov &g Bid wavteow | goitid wTA, This
undoubtedly contains echoes of Heraclitus, e.g. mupdevra
ovTal is a clear reminiscence of wip deizwev in fr. 30. We are
wot entitled to assume, however, thar the (kepowvol) Thnys in the
wext line is another such reference, and thus that Ads or 8ol should

Su Pohlenz, Hermes 75 (1940) 120, for ms. fprye. Ursinus foillowed by
Diols reac tpplyaow: Wilamowirz Eppryev &mevra: von Arnim fgye (eheiren).
Pohlenz pointed out that emendations giving the sense "ar which all things
dder* are improbuble in view of the starement in lines 7-8 that ‘all this
wotld . s willingly (Brdovy ruled by vou”.
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be understood in fr. 11. There is nothing in Cleanthes about &pmeé:
or 3%a to suggest that ke had the fragment in mind; admittedly
gpmer occurs in line 5, but as a reminiscence of, for example, /7. xvii,
447 Sooe e yolov Fm omeeien Te kel Epma. On the other hand,
Cleanthes was doubtless influenced, in his use of whnyr, by the
comparatively common references in tragedy to the ‘stroke of
Zeus': cf. Aesch. Ag. 367 Mds mharydv Eouow eimeiv; Sepr. 6o8
TAnyels Oeol pdaTiyr; Soph. AL 137 mAnyh MAds; idid, 278 'k Dol
TATYY TIS; idemn, fr. 961 Beol 88 wAnynw. Diels in 5, followed by
Kranz, considered that the existence of this kind of phrase supported
his view thar 8eo0 is to be understood in the fragment: but the
existence of a common metaphorical use of a word does not mean
that all uses of that word are to be interpreted metaphorically, In
Cleanthes, it should be noted, the blow is the blow of the thunder-
bolt, not of Zeus directly: it is a symbol for the Téves which holds
things together and by its two-way pull gives them stability and
strength (cf. mévr® Epya meEmnyev). This Tévos was evidently
described by Cleanthes as a blow of fire, cf. fr. §63 v. Arnim, ap.
Plut. de stoic. repug. 7, 10340 & Bt Khetvéing bv Ummopviiucon puaikels
elrrov &T1TTAN YT TrUpds & Tévos fotl kAL Thus the connexion between
(A1ds) wepenwvds and mhnyt) in Cleanthes is based upon a purely
Stoic conception; this is not to deny that this conception was
expressed by means of separate symbols derived from earlier thought
—but not necessarily Heraclitean s Is, since the thunderbolt as
the weapon of Zeus, and the *blow’ of heaven, are common ideas
in tragedy and elsewhere.

The conclusion is that Cleanthes’ Hymin is of no positive value in
the interpretation of Heraclitus fr. 11, and that the supposition that
the blow mentioned there is a divine one is virtually unsupported.
‘Every animal is driven to pasture with a blow’ makes sense as it
stands, and is as true as any such generalization is liable to be. The
“blow’ is the guite conerere kick or lash or prick which you give to
a cow or a donkey; this is what the words aseribed to Heraclitus
imply and this is how they must be taken in default of stronger
comsiderations than those adduced by Diels and his supporters.

To consider the fragment by itself: yép obviously belongs ro the
context in de mundo. &pmeréy means ‘a creeping thing’, or, more
literally, ‘something that moves with its trunk parallel to the
ground’, i.e. wtrvea, other four-footed animals, and reptiles; birds
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andl fishes are excluded. So too, normally, are men; at Od. 1v, 418
* bl yolow | épmerér yiyvovren describes some of the things
s might turn into, and therefore probably not men; on the
erhand Il xvi1, 447, clted abave, includes men—but the verb is
hapa less definite in application thian the nouni, Men ate formally
ded among tpmerd at Xenophon Mem. 1, 4, 11, 1015 piv Ehhois
erols rébas fBcoraw ., AvlipaTe B8 kal yEipos, though GhAos in
like this is often used loosely. On the whole it is probable that
ing of the fragment is restricted to animals (and, of course,

taking it as an illustration or f:xample. of some wider statement
h has been lost. At its face value it is somewhat banal; and
litus was fond of concrete illustrations of generalizations.
e are driven with blows; men, perhaps, are driven with a
ent kind of blow (a divine one?—Diels’ interpretation here
a different claim for consideration). But nowhere else in the
nents do we hear of a blow, of god or Logos, directing men; on
ontrary, most men are able to neglect the Logos and live in
e worlds. However, Gigon 146 dubiously subscribed to this
of interpretation, and added : *Das ist ein uerﬁchththes Bild, wie
der Gegeniiberstellung Gott-Mensch angemessen ist’; cf, f. 64
55f. He performed the useful service of sirongly questioning
mce 1o Diels’ argument of Nicander Alex. I?Iﬂ’ (DK 224
part from the one phrase wilp piv deizooov there is prohahl}r
Heraclitean here: sec p. 251, whete the scholium also is
| as evidence,
s conjecture of the fragment’s meaning was that °. . .alles
ende—also auch alles Lebendige—unverbriichlichen Gesetz-
tunterliegt’ (ZN 912): but although this accords well with
emphasis on the importance of uérpov, it involves
& grear deal into one simple conerete illustration. Nestle
prhaps over-influenced by the context in de mundo. Wilamo-
(Gr. Lesebuch 11, 132) is more credible: "Heraklit hatte nur
int “alles Vieh (und so die Menschen) wird mit dem Schlage
idet”; ohne Gewalt geht es nicht ab; mdhesos morip
oo o’ The connexion of the fragment in this way with frr, 8o
is not a necessary one; war is no more exclusively a symbol
maotive of change in Heraclitus (as it certainly is for Empe-
ducles) than it is for the face of change. War is common not only to
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all men, but also to all things and events (fr. 8o . . . ywdpeve: wévrer
wert” Epw kad wpeow). In the case of éomerd the opposition between
them and their masters is an instance of this war: perhaps the
fragment means no more than this. Perhaps, after all, men are
included, contemptuously as Gigon suggested: men too are driven,
but with different blows, e.g. wars, ambition, hunger and want—this
was the view of H. Gomperz, Zeits. f. dit. Gyma. (1910) 963.
Conceivably we should interpret the fragment in the sense of
fr. 29 (. . .ol B& mokhel kexcprvren Sreoomiep kTvea) as referring only
to the foolish majority of men who need driving like cattle, with
blows such as Heraclitus himsell administers, towards an apprehen-
sion of the Logos. R. Hackforth suggests thar the emphasis might
be on véperen : animals have 1o be driven even 1o ger their essential
food (and similarly men have to be driven before they obtain the
bare minimum of understanding, i.e. of the Logos). Thus there are
many possible interpretations once the fragment is separated, as it
should be, from the context in which it is quoted. On the whole
I think it as likely as not to be a concrete illustration of the universa-
lity of strife: the opposition between man and beast may typify that

between man and his surroundings, or the action and reaction
between all things absolhurely.
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GROUP 9
Frr. 6, 3, 94, 120, 100 [+ 137D

'ﬁ'ﬁ: frapments of this group deal with astronomical
 phenomena and their laws, "The first four all concern the
sun: frr. 6 and 3 consist of apparently naive assertions
~ about it, fr. 94 emphasizes its regularity, and fr. 120 also,
-'11: is not merely an enumeration of the four main
* directions, stresses the same point. Under fr. 6isdiscussed
the theory aseribed to Heraclitus by Diogenes Laertius,
presumably after Theophrastus, that the heavenly bodies
~ were bowls in which exhalations burned. This is here
meed as a basically true account (though the dry
exhalation is due to Aristotle), from which, howew.r, it
s clear that Heraclitus did not devote much time 1o
m}momloglca]-asuuncmml events, or describe them
‘exhaustively. The bowl-theory is itself sufficiently
il gmam: to suggest that the naive observation of frr. 6
and 3 is not merely intended as a eriticism of Milesian
Hbgmausm nevertheless, Heraclitus evidently tried to

e empirical in astronomy. Fr. 6 may also be intended
“u’m agsertion of measure in large- scale natural pheno-
mena, as one aspect of the regularity which he detected:
~in all natural change. Fr. 100 should probably be con-

scted with the theores atudibuted to Heraclitus in
dos agraphmal sources, concerning the human generation
4 ‘great vear’; human and narural cyeles are parallel,
" and changes in either are regular and interrelated. It i
to this inherent regularity that fr. 137D must refer, if it is
not merely a Stoic acerction,
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(328)

Aristotle Meteorologica B2, 354h33 B1d kel yeholol méurres door wéiv
TpoTipwy UthaPov Tév filoy Tpipeoficn T Gypd. kel S Tot’
#viol y¢ oot ol ToieTofon i Tporés Ty ol yap del Tols aidrmols
Slvaotal Tomous TopooKeudzay ot ThY Tpogly, dvaykaiov §
elvon Tolimo oupPaivew epl alrov fi ¢Beipeaton: kel yéap o QoVEpOY
TP, Ews &v Byn TRogrv, wéxpr TolTou 3fiv, 16 & dypdy & Tup
Tpegiv elven pbvov, domep dpvoluevor péyp Tads ToV fikioy Th
Gvaryouevoy ol Uypol, i Ty dvolov Towirmy olicaw olavmep T
Yiyveudvy phoyl, B1* fis T8 elxds Aofovres olree kol mepl Tol fiAlou
UmehaPov. To & olk foTiv Guoov f) piv yédp qAdE Bt ouveyols
ypol xad Enpol perePeddovtav yiyveran kel ob TpépeTen (o0 yép
1) ol eloa Siopdver olféve ypdvov ds eimev), mept 68 Tov fihiov
aBivorov oo ouuPadvew, Emel Tpepomtvou ye Tdy clmdy Tpdioy,
Gomep trelvel goo, Bfidov 671 kol & fjhog ol povov walldmep ©
"Hpdudhertés gnot véeg &’ fudpy darlv, G del viogs ouveydss.

Hence all those earlicr thinkers are absurd who supposed that the sun is
nourished by motsture. Some of them, indeed, say that this is the cause
of the solstices; for the same regions cannot continuously supply the sun
with its nourishment, and i¢ must inevitably be nourished in this way or
perish. For vistble fire lives just so long as it has nourishment, and
motsture is fire's only pourishment—as though the moisture which is
drawn up could reach as far as the sun, or this ascent were of the same
kind as the coming-to-be of flime, on the analogy of which this supposi-
tion about the sun is based! For flame is constantly coming-to-be, by
a constant interchange of moist and dry; it is not nourished, seeing that
it hardly remains the same for a single instant, This cannot be the case
with the sun, since if ic were nourished in the same way, as they sav it is,
it is clear that The sun is not only new every day, as Heraclitus says,
but always new at every moment.

Cherniss 133 n. 541 argued that this whole passage refers only to
Heraclitus and his followers and not, as has been generally thought,
to a whole group of early puowel. Certainly Alexander, commenting

2fi4

FR. 6§

0n 353 b5, was wrong in saying that Anaximander explained solstices
 a search for nourishment; for there and ar 355a21 Aristotle
distinguishes one group of people who said that at first the earth was
‘moist, then it was dried by the sun, and air was generated and caused
the solstices. Elsewhere Alexander plausibly assigned this belief 1o
Anaximander and Diogenes of Apollonia, to whom Anaximenes
whould be added; the idea of the earth drying out from primeval
“moisture was a not uncommon Ionian one, held also by Xenophanes
and Archelaus (it was not in fact invariably associated with the
‘explanation of solstices as due to wind). Aristotle clearly contrasts
‘with this theory of solstices the theory in our passage that they were
due to the sun’s search for food. Probably Heraclitus did think that
[:r‘l o and moon were nourished by moisture: cf. Aétius 11, 17, 4
;':FJ- plicherros . . . Tpboeofon Tols &oTépas i s amo yiis dvabuudascs,
However, this is the only occurrence of Tpogn or Tpépso®an in the
raphy of Heraclitus, and it is in any case partly false, for
rding to other accounts it was the moist exhalation, not the
darthy one, thar was burned in the bowls of the sun and moon.
- Cherniss adduces the following considerations to support his view
that only Heraclitus and his followers are meant: (1) the direct
~mention of Heraclitus as author of the quotation; (2) the nourish-
- ment by moisture (cf. fr. 31, he presumably means, where sea turns
iehow into fire); (3) the implication of the theory of de vicsu 1, 3
the sun’s search for moist nourishment is also Heraclitean;
duoBov. at 355a6, referring to the 4885 dve in fr. 6oy (5) ‘the
cation that the theory in question distinetly called the process
i) and not yéveows (35549-11)". But these indications fall far
of proof, and some of them are invalid: (3) assumes that de
u 1, 3 refers (a) to solstices, and () to Heraclitus; but there is
ve doubt on both points, The passage states as a general rule that
@ is a reciprocal movement between fire and water, since fire
Mpproaches water to obtain nourishment from it and water recedes
It the too close approach of fire. There is no mention of the sun; and
lthough there is much imitation of Heraclitus ftom 1, § onwards,
there is nothing recognizably Heraclitean here (so Fredrich, hotly
“opposed by Burnet 150 and 155-6). There is mucl borrowing in this
trentise from other sources also, particularly from Anaxagoras,
Bmpedocles, Archelaus, and unidentifiable medical sources: the
nteraction between fire and water looks like a combination of

=
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Archelaus’ theories with medical theories of & Gypdv as Tpogr.
(4) is very slight: we know that Theophrastus misinterpreted
tr. 6o as referring to a cycle of matter, but not that Aristotle did so.
As for (5), it has already been seen that the idea of Tpogr| is not
particularly Heraclitean; though in addition 1o the doxographical
passage already quoted Heraclitus used ptpovren quasi-metaphori-
cally in fr. 114. It is probable, though still not certain, that he
believed the sun to be nourished by moisture (see belaw), but this
may have been a widespread popular account: according to Antiphon
fr. 26 the sun is fire ‘grazing upon’ moisture; Aristotle suggested
that one of Thales’ reasons for the choice of water as principle was
that the warm comes-to-be and lives by water (Mer. A 3, 983b23),
and Aérius, 1, 3, 1, expanded this into a regular exhalation-theory;
the search for food is mentioned as one possible motive for the
revolution of the stars ar Lucretius v, 5231 The more specialized
view that the solstices are due to the sun’s search for nourishment
may also have been a popular, non-scientific one; but the evidence
for connecting this explanation with Heraclitus is very slight
(cf., for example, the fact thar Cleanthies, who in physics sometimes
followed Heraclitus, is said by Cicero, N.D. 11, 14, 37, to have
subscribed to this view).
Thus only the specific reference to Heraclitus in this passape of
the an!amfogfm can be used as sure evidence for our purpose.
Aristotle attempts to discredit the theory that the sun feeds on
moisture by asserting that the sun does not behave like an ordinary
flame—or if it does, it must be continually changing (not merely new
every day as Heraclitus said), which is absurd. The argument is not
a good one; according to Aristotle’s own interpretation elsewhere
Heraclitus nmrht to have agreed that the sun was new all the time,
which is, after: all, a hypothesis worth considering. It is conceivable
hat: hisce-shonld be so pause after éoriv: *. . .it is clear that, as
Heraclitus says, the sun is not only new every day but new all the
time.” This accords with the mévrer pet interpretation of Heraclitus,
and does not weaken Aristotle’s sense; but if this were the meaning
wofidep & "Hpdwdhertés gnen would more naturally precede ol pévov.
Alexander and Olympiodorus understood the quotation to end ar
Eoriv, and, especially in view of the fact that other substantiation for
the wévre pei interpretation is lacking, we may do likewise. Now if
Aristotle’s reference to Heraclitus is a serious one—if, that is, he
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wished to make an exact scienific comparison with the earlier theory
and not merely to take a well-known expression out of its context
| and pervert its sense for his own stylistic rather than scientific
'purpases-tl'm Heraclitus must have meant that the sun’s matter is
gradually renewed during every twenty-four hours, not that a
J,iuumplete y new sun is born each day (like Xenophanes' sun, which
continues on in a straight line and disappears altogether each day),
or that it is extinguished at evening and rekindled at dawn: so also
Reinhardt, Hermes 77 (1942) 235. But thar this last is precisely what
i{muhtus did mean is suggested by the commentators upon Aristotle
d the scholiast on Plato Rep. 4984; and, indeed, Aristotle is as
kely as not to have used the quotation in a light-hearted and inexact
}_ﬁ.ll‘i.inn, especially since he did not normally consider Heraclitus
‘worthy of serious attention:
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these commentaries go bevond Aristotle and agree that according
o Heraclitus the sun is kindled in the morning when it rises in the

at, and extinguished in the evening when it sets in the west;
mj!mpmdoms adds that this is due to cold in the west and heat in
the east, while the Plaronic scholiast holds rthat the extinction is
ﬂmed bv submersion in the western sea, and that the sun then
m&ﬁ to the east below the earth’s surface (BB To Umrd yijv).
Perhaps Reinhardt, Hermes 77 (1942) 236 n. 3, was right in thinking

that Olympiodorus’ comment is a perversion of the account repre-
wentec by the 31:}1{:-11’131, and that Alexander is independent; at all
events all three agree in the ascription of &wreofia and cﬁévmcﬁm
gn Heraclitus' sun. Here we must consider Plato Rep. 498 4 mpds
B TS yiipos ferds B miveov Shiyav dmooBévvuvton rohy pdihey Tol
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‘Hpeadhertsiou fhiou, doov olifis ol amrrovran. This important
passage is the earliest extant reference to Heraclitus’ sun; what Plato
must have had in mind was not merely a statement that the sun is
new every day, but rather a statement that it is extinguished but
rekindled later. Plate has been considering the proper age for the
study of philosophy: at present, he says, enthusiasm for it is entirely
extinguished in old age, more so indeed than Heraclitus® sun, which
is at least rekindled, Reinhardt, ap. cit. 237, pointed out that
iS&rrrovren is a pun (one which recurs in fr. 26); for Plato had just
before twice used &mreofion in its ather sense of ‘touch’, meaning
here ‘to have to do with philosophy’: . . .tobvewriov f) viv 8l ToU
brrirnBeduocros TodTou T Grrresfon (49785 the text in Reinhardt
is corrupt), and of ked drrrépevor papéiic Sural (498 4 fndr.), Therefore
teémrrovran (and so drooPévvuvtar also) in the reference to Heraclitus
is not used casually or by accident. Tt is possible that Plato was
thinking, not of an independent assertion that the sun is quenched
and kindled, but merely of fr. 10, where this kéopes is described as
a Tip delzmov drrrduevor pETpa Kad demooPevvipevoy LETpa. Admit-
redly this has nothing to do with the sun (conera Olympiodorus in
Phaed. p. 237 Norvin); but Plato, who was not meticulous in his
handling of Heraclitus, might have felt entitled to apply a well-
known Heraclitean phrase to a separate, but equally well-known,
Heraclitean view that the sun is new each day.

Gigon 85 and Reinhardt, ap. cit. 237, conclude, however, that
Hesaclitus' remark abour the sun must have continued like fr. 30
with the verbs &mreror and opévvuren or their compounds: but they
disagree about the implicarion of these verbs. Gigon assumes that
ubtpa in fr, 30 must refer to temporal periods (in which T think he is
wrong; see under fr. 30), and that since the sun-statement is 0
similar, and aceording to Plato and the commentators the sun has
periods alse, of extinetion and burning, this supports his assumption.
Reinhardt, on the other hand, maintains (Hernes 77 (1942) 244) that
the kindling and extinguishing in fr. 30 proceed simultaneously (with
this view 1 agree), and thar the sun too must be continuously
expending and renewing itsell. He vefers to the context in Aristotle,
which is of small value, and 1o Plotinus Enn. 11, 1, 2 .. .78 "Hpe-
ihelTeo, & fpry det kel Tov fidiov yivesBon, The commentators, he
thought, simply misinterpreted &mreron and opévwuran by refersing
them to periodic changes—as Alexander had misinterpreted fr. 30,
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following Theophrastus: see Simpl. de caelo p. 294 Heiberg, quoted
wnder fri 0—-and then took the opportunity of artributing to
Heraclitus the old popular idea of the sun being quenched in
* Okeanos and later rekindled in the cast.

I accept the view that fr. 6 originally continued with an assertion
that the sun is somehow kindled and extinguished; for although
Plato and the commentators might have been led to imply this by
confusion with fr. 30, it is improbable that they should have made
this confusion independently—and as Reinhardt, op. cit. 238,
pemarked, it is unlikely that the Aristotelian commentators are
dependent here on Plato, whose context is very different from theirs.
But hoth Gigon and Reinhardt share one assumption which is
totally unjustified, that the sense of &mreTo and oféwwuTan in the
Griginal sun-statement must be parallel in sense with émrrduevou
Mbrper ke GrrooBevvipevoy pétper in fr. 3o, This last phrase certainly
fors to simultaneous kindling and extinction (though the parts
hich are kindled are different from those which are simultaneously
xtinguished); but the sun-statement may perfectly well have been
:u- cerned with periads. The commentators are explicit that this was
the case: they may have been merely applying Theophrastus’ false
seriodicity-interpretation of Heraclitus, but if some part of the
dence is misleading it is at least as easy to assume that Aristotle
applicd his quotation from Heraclitus, as 1o suppose that Plato
all the commentators, who certainly go beyond the passages on
ich they were commenting, are wrong. Plodnus here is of
ligible evidential value, being an extremist follower of the
wror el interpretation.

The commentators’ accounts, and particularly that of the scholiast
Plato, suggest that Heraclitus subscribed to the mythological idea
the sun was carried round Okeanos, in a bowl, from west to
‘wast, The archaic loci classici for this myth are Mimnermus fr, 10
Diehl and Sresichorus fr. 6 Diehl; the Tatter begins as follows:

) “Bidane B YmeproviBer Sémos toworifave

] ypiocoy, Sppa B *weavolo meEpdocs

by gplvord lepis worh Pheles verris Epepully

" ol werrépar kougiBioy T Shoyow Téndds Te gihous.

"Thete is nothing in the myth about the sun being guenched, either
Ty water or by cold. But we are told in Diogenes’ fuller account of
heophrastus that according to Heraclitus the heavenly bodies are
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oxépon (= ‘bowls’; the word later means ‘boat’, eg. at Aristo-
phanes Knighes 1315). There is no indication thar these bowls were
used like rhe sun’s howl in the myth, ro sail round Okeanos; but they
might be a development of the mytholegical story. There is nothing

in the frapments to support the truth of the doxographical account of

orapon (nor is there any mention of fr, 6 in the doxographical
sources); but this is such an unusual idea, so different from the sort
of thing which would be invented by Theophrastus or a doxographer,
or imported from another source to fill a gap, that it deserves
provisional acceprance as belonging to Heraclitus. There is one
statement which refers the theory to Alemaeon and Antiphon also,
Attius 11, 29, 3 "Alxpcicov "Hpdwhetos "Avigpdv kerrderiy Tol cragoe -
Bols orpopy kol Tog Tepciions [sc. Bkhelmav Thy oedjunv]. The
lemma (preserved only in Stobaeus, not in pseudo-Plutarch) may be
at fault, though another theur} in one respect similar to Heraclitus'—
that the sun feeds on moist air, and its rising and setting are due to
the search for this—is anribured 1o Antiphon by Aétus 1, 20, 15;
Antiphon was an eclectic in his physical theories, and it is not
impossible that he accepred part of Heraclitus” astranomy.,
Deductions from {r. 6 can be carried no further; bur this is an
appropriate place to describe and assess the Theophrastean (pre-
sumably) account, already mentioned, of Heraclitus’ explanaton of
the heavenly bodies. This is one of the very rare topics, together
with the generation and ‘great year’, and Sextus’ account of the
soul’s contact with the outside world, on which the post-Aristotelian
tradition has anything credible o add 1o the extant fragments. All
the relevant information is contained in Dicgenes’ éml pépous
account (for the earlier part of which see Table IT on p. 24, and
p- 328), Diog. L. 1%, 911 yiveoton 8¢ &vaBupmdoes &md e yfis kal
fadiderns, & piv hoprpds kal kedopds, & B oxoravds. obfeobon B
TO pEv Tl Urd Taw Aaprpiov, 1o Bk Uypdv Umd Tdv Eripawv, T B
mepiEyov omroléy éomv oU Bndolt elven pévrol Bv olTd oxdgosg
EmeoTpappives worée koThow mrpds fuds, Ev ols dbpogopivas T
houmpds dvlumdoss SmoTerdly gAdyas, s elven T aoTpo. {10)
Aapmrporderny B elven THy ToU fhlou ehdya el Sepuotérny. Té piv
yap &Ma &otpa whdow &mixew dmd yfis wed Bk Tolto frTov
Adprrewv kol 8&rew, Thy Bt eehivny Tpeayeiorépay olioaw pn Bid ol
xaflopolt gépeoton Tomou. Tov pévTol fjllov Ev Biouyel xad dpyel
xefoflen wod oUppeTpov &’ Auddv Exew Sidonua TorydeTol pEihov
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Bepuoivey Te xal porizew, édebrew e by e ked geAfnY Gvee
BTpEpOpEVIY TEW ooV Tous Te kerrd wiver Tiig oEMvng oynKoT-
Nopets ylveoton otpegopavT)s fv ol KT KRV TTIS oKapns. fuépoy
i e winerar yiveoBan ko pivers kol dopess Ereious kel évicnTous UetoUs Te
%.-1 TelpoTS kol Ta Telrols Spow kerd Tés Siopopous dvodudoss,
En} THY piv yap hapmpay dvabupicow ghoywidooy fv TE xikhg
'. 10 ﬁ}.{cru 'ﬂ;.:spcw TToEDY, "E"l‘|'|." 52 fvowrionw é‘l"leu’ﬂlD’cﬂﬂm T
demerrehely: wod Bk piv Tol heprpol 16 Bepuiy cuEdpsvoy Dépos oy,
1]; Bt ol oxorewol 10 Uypov heovdzov yawdive dmepydgeatiod.
‘deohotfes Bt TouTols kal mepl TV dAhwy aimiohoyd, mepl Bt T
Wils olBty amogpaiveron o Tis fomiv, SRR oUBE Tepl THOV orapiv.
From this it may be seen that the theory of bowls is essentially
l_‘mﬂmed with that of Gvafuwmdosns., exhalatons: for what burns
nside the bowl is part of the bright-pure exhalation. That Theo-
'ghmsms, in the original of this passage of Diogenes, was trying to
five a fair account is shown by the complaint that Heraclitus
described neither 10 mepieyov nor the constitution of the earth and
't_"he celestial bowls, Nevertheless some Peripatetic expansion is
detectable, notably the statement that the sun's distance is ‘com-
- mensurate’; and there is doubtless more. A notable coincidence
ierween Pmpatetm theories, as represented by Aristotle’s Mereoro-
logrica, and this account of Heraclitus is the theuly of nwo exhalations,
“one from the land and one from the sea, Unfortunately there seems
o have been doxographical confusion between the idea implicitly
“useribed 1o Heraclitus (p, 264), thar the sun is nourished by moisture,
ndl the two-exhalation theory later developed by Aristotle himself —
him, fite was kindled from the dry land-exhalation (and not
urished by the moist one from the sea). Thus the land-exhalation
1§ suid to nowdsh the heavenly bodies in Heraclitus according 1o
$tius 11, 17, 4; contrast e.g. 11, 28, 6. . .ToUs dorépas, Beyopevous
& Tiis Uy pds dvedupdoraos alyds ., L L 11, 20, 16 " Hpdidharrog kel
‘Erecrodos &voppe voepdy T8 ik Bedrrng elvon tév filioy, from a Stoic
ource— which state thar the heavenly bodies are mainrained by the
#ﬂ-&:halatmn A similar confusion s present in Diogenes 1, g,
whete fire is increased ]:ry the bright exhalation, which is ac 1Iu,
ms: one. This is in fact the Arstorelian theory. Moreover in
iﬂgenes the derailed functioning of the dark exhalation looksvery
mprobable; we are told that day is produced by the flamingof the
bright exhalation in the circle of the sun, night hy the prevalenee
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(Brwparriooeav) of the dark one; so too summer is caused by the
increase of warmth from the bright exhalation, winter by the
ascendancy of moisture from the dark one. This explanation of day
is at variance with the idea that the sun is fed on moisture; for in this
case night would be caused by the mere absence of moisture, not by
the presence of its contrary, and nothing positive like a dark
exhalation is needed to quench the sun. Darkness patently comes
when the sun sinks below the horizon; this is quite different from the
sky being filled with or covered by a dark vapour. Conceivably the
impure region through which the moon moves is the region of the
dark vapour; when the sun sets this vapour is able to spread upwards
and cause total darkness. Now it is true that darkness and shadow
are sometimes indicated in early contexts as something positive and
active, as mist or &np ; but Heraclitus was well aware that the sun is
the canse of day, and that day and night are really the same (hecause
they are due to the presence or absence of a single cause, and also
because they inevitably succeed one another), cf. frr. g9 and 57;
he would scarcely have thought that night was due to a negative
and @ quite separate positive cause—the absence of sun, and the
presence of a dark exhalation. Cf., however, Burnet 155 and
Reinhardt Parmenides 182. As for winter, it was known before
Heraclitus’ time that this was caused by the retreat of the sun to the
south, whether in search of fresh moisture 1o absorb, as one popular
account maintained, or hlown by winter winds as Herodotus
suggested (11, 24); it was obviously not due to a persistent masking
or diminution of the sun’s power by a dark exhalation.

Thus it is intrinsically improbable thar Heraclitus believed in two
exhalations. That he helieved in one, the sea-exhalarion, is indicated
by the following considerations:

(1) Theowégan-theory requires that something shall be burnt in the
bowls, and the view reported by Aristotle that the sun (or fire in
general, cf. also dk victu 1, 3) feeds on moisture suggests that this
substance is the moist exhalation,

(2) The cosmological changes deseribed in fr. 31 include one from
sea to fire (the nature of which is not specified if; as T think, npnorip
here means ‘fire’; see p. 330f.). This is most likely to take place by
evaporation, an observable phenomenon and the only conceivable
meteorological means of change from sea to the fiery sky. This
evaporation is the moist dvefuplaos; it may even have been called
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“hright’ because it feeds the bright sun. Heraclitus may not have
d the term &vafupioos, but the one which Aristotle used for his
maist exhalation, namely, dmuls.

~ (3) The doxographical tradition is unanimous in attributing the
 geaexhalation to Heraclitus, while the land-exhalation is only
Antermiztently assigned to him. Aristotle himsel{ has nothing to say
on this point, unless Probl. 934b33 is by him or an immediate
follower: ...Bid kod goot Tives Tév Npexhernzévtev & piv Tol
rerripou Enpenvopbvou wed Trryvupdveu ABous yiveoOon xod YRy, &
Bl Tijs Sadrrs Tow fikiov éveBupsiofon. (Whether Heraclitus him-
welf made such a distinerion between fresh and sea water must remain
a matter of doubt; see also on fr. 31.)
~ How, then, did the theory of two exhalations come to be attributed
10 Heraclitus in the doxographical tradition? Simply, it must be
mssumed, by the confusion of a known Heraclitean single-exhalation
cosmological theory with Aristotle’s expansion of this into his two-
wxhalation meteorological system. Tt is invariably taken for granted
that Asistotle took his two-exhalation theory steaight from Hera-
wlitus; but if this were the case one might expect some mention of the
fact in the Mereorologica—not in acknowledgement, of course, but
gither as a criticism of Heraclitus for not having made proper use of
i good idea or in substantiation of Aristotle’s own belief by reference
10 ity antiquity, No such mention occurs (Heraclitus being named
only as author of fr. 6); on the contrary, there are clear suggestions
Itha.t Agsistotle considered the two-exhalation theory to be his own
Anvention. At Mereor. A 13, 349212 he turns to consider the nature
‘of winds, also of rivers and the sea. But first, he says, the difficulties
Anvolved must be discussed, ‘for as in other matters, so in these we
hve received from our predecessors no explanation which might
ot have been given by anyone': éomep yap xed mwepl &hheov, ol
Kol mepl ToUTeov ol Tropeiigapy heydpevow Toelmov & pi) Kaw
& ruycow sirziev. Aristotle’s eventual explanation of winds (which is
I.'d‘i!]a’ﬁd until B 4, 350b27) is entirely based on the two-exhalation
-'."I'l'_l!ury': mepl BE vsupGToow Adywper, AoPovTes &pyy T slpnpgvny
Aty 80 mpérepoy, Eoi yép Blo €in THs dvedumaosess, s gopey,
'f] by Uypd ) B Enpd. Are we to say that this complicated explana-
* tlon “might have been given by anyone’? for if Aristotle really had
At from Heraclitus (and at Diog. L. 1x, 10 winds are accounted for by
the interaction of two exhalations), this is what he implies. No:
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Aristotle can only have received simple and popular accounts of
winds, and the two-exhalation theory is his own development,
subsequently attributed also to Heraclitus, There is further evidence:
Aristotle at his first mention of the theory introduces it as something
new (this is a probable though not a certain inference), as an
improvement on ‘what some think': A 4, 341 b6 Bepucvopivng yap
Ths Y Umd ToU fhiov Thy dvaluplocy dverykedov yiveoBon
Ay, @s Tves clovon, GG Bimddy, Ty pdy drnBodcotépoy Th
B¢ TVEUMoTeBETTEpaN, TV pEv Tol Ev T Y kal bl T8 YR Uypol
&ruiSe, Thv & owriis ths yis oloms Enpés xamvedn. The Oxford
ranslator, E. W. Webster, suggested that the view thar there is
only one exhalation is Plate’s at Timaens 560 this seems improbable,
and [ would suggest that Aristotle is thinking primarily of Heraclitus.
A further indication that no two-exhalation theory existed before
Aristorle is given by Mereor. B 4, 359b29, where Aristotle says that
the moist exhalation has a name, &rpis, but the other one has no
name but may be called something like *smoke’: kedetran &' ) pbv
derpls, 1) 88 TO piv Shev dwdovupos, T B éml pépous dvdyrn ypcopbvous
kafidhou mpooayoptley olUThv olov kemvov, [f Heraclitus had
developed an elaborate theory involving two exhalations, he would
surely have found a name for both of them; or if he had merely used
the description of the dark exhalation given in the Theophrastean
account, namely f) oxorent dvaluplaois or something of thar kind,

then Aristotle would have mentioned this deseription. In fact hath
is no known instance before Aristotle of the compounds dvaluplaas,
Gvabupdopan, etc., and it is rather improbable that Heraclitus used
such a term; probably he used druls as the name of his single
exhalation, and this is what Aristotle had in mind when he wrore
that “the one is called druls’ (druls occurs also in Herodotus 1v,
75, 1). One other point is notable: Aristotle pours scorn on the idea
that moisture could be drawn up as far as the sun, in his discussion
at 35525 of the old theory that the sun is fed by moisture; surely he
would have taken the opportunity while on this subject to mention
this as a main defect of Heraclitus' two-exhalation theory, if he held
such a theory, namely, that neither exhalation could be drawn up
higher than the whiunur}; region. Aristotle himself believed that the
exhalations operated in this region only, and were connected solely
with meteorological events (which by his time had been distin-
guished from astronomical ones); this would have been a vital

274

FR. 0

difference from Heraclitus® partly astronomical theory, and one
which would have merited the most careful emphasis.

If with these doubts in mind we re-examine the doxographical
evidence two further anomalies are revealed:

(&) At the end of the description of ‘the way up’ (probably
falsely so called, and falsely interpreted as cosmogonical) at Diog. L.
X, 9 inie. comes the clause oysbov wavra &mi v Svadupicow
divdeyoov Thy drd tiis Sahdrtns. This shows clearly that in Heraclitus’
fieeount of cosmology, as seen and misinterpreted by Theophrastus,
the exhalation from the sea plawd a predotminant part; vet had it
bﬂl'm balanced by an opposite exhalation it Hll(':-u!r.l have had ne

Ilinance, I‘[{-‘I‘(—: we should consider Aristotle de an, A 2,405425,
'HP&K?LEF"D*; Bt v dpyhv elval gnot q;uxﬁv, ghrep T dvadu-
Wlaow £ fis Téha ouviornow. This occurs in a context in which
Aristotle is anxious o find a common term for soul and &pyn (see
Cherniss 298 n. 31); by dvodupiaes here he means a kind of fire,
but has deliberately chosen a vague term for it; he partly cxplains
Whj' at Mercor. A 4, 341b1gfl. Yet this is simply Aristotle using
s own term for an elusive concept—he does not mean to imply
that this ‘exhalation’ has much to do with the moist evaporation
~from the sea which Theophrastus saw to be a conspicuous factor
in Heraclitus' cosmology. In any event it is again significant thai
‘only one exhalation is implied; or rather Aristotle would hardly have
“used the expression Ty dvedupioaw to apply to fire if Heraclitus had
‘employed the same expression to describe something which quenched

und was opposed to fire,

- (#) In the Diogenes account rain and wind are c*xjﬂ.mu.d as being
ﬂ;ﬂ to the interaction of rwo exhalarions. This is mentioned very
summarily; the doxographical accounts contained no details about
fﬂuaﬂhtus views on the causes of such phenomena, even though
Thmhrastus considered mereorological questions to form a stan-
durd part of any Presocratic system, and we may doubt whether
Heraclitus was strongly interested in such details, Aétius, 11, 3, 9,
eribures 1o him explanations of thunder, lightning and electrical
wtorms, but with the exception of the account of lightning as
Oeeurring kora Tés oV dvedupoopiveoy Gy standard reasons
Wre given which have no relevance to exhalations; the account

- of lightming, however, looks as though it is based on the idea of a
ey, combustible exhalation as in Aristotle (p. 271).
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It may therefore be concluded that Heraclitus postulated only one
kind of exhalation, the evaporation from the sea, or possibly from
water in general.” This evaporation is drawn up and kindled in the
bowls of the sun and moon, Aristotle criticized those who believed
the sun to be nourished by moisture for neglecting the stars,
Mereor. B 2, 355218 dromov ¢ kai 7o pdvov gpovtioon Tol fHiAlov,
T &' &hAeov &oTpeov rapelv alrrols Ty caatnplow, TogolTww Kol
T TATBos ked o péyedas Suteov, This may refer to Heraclitus, though
in the Theophrastean account the stars were evidently described as
bowls, as well as the sun and moon (Diog, L. 1x, 9; A&tius 11, 28, 6).
Perhaps this was simply an extension by Theophrastus, and Hera-
clitus did not bother to specify the fixed stars (which he would not
assume, as Aristotle did, to be of any considerable size). Possibly
Aristotle was thinking of some other exponent of this general theoty,
unknown to us.

The operation of the exégen in Heraclitus must remain a matter
for specularion. Diogenes tells us that eclipses, and the phases of
the moon, were due to the total or partial turning of the howl, so
that its open side in which the fire was gathered was nuned away
from the earth. This does nor *save the appearances’: the turning of
a cireular bowl (and circular they must be assumed to be, quite
apart from Diogenes’ affirmative evidence) makes its open side
appear more and more elfiptical, but never crescent-shaped as is the
partially eclipsed sun or moon, or the moon when not full. However,
exact correspondence of theory with phenomena is not a charac-
teristic of early Greek science. The bowls were somehow carried
across the sky from east to west, and sank below the level of the
carth's flat surface; this, in the case of the sun, was the reason for
night. Did the bowls then disappear or disintegrate?—we may
complain with Theophrastus that Heraclitus left no clue to their
composition. Or did they wansform themselves into the golden cup

t Tt was Cherniss, as far as [ know, who first expressed doube over the
aseription of two exbaladons o Heraclitus, in A7P §6 (1935) 415 £: there, in
acomment on fr. 76D, he bricfly noted that the change of earth into fire implied
by Maximus is one which " Aristorle explicitly denies 1o alf Presocratics. (This
previously unnoticed fact incidentally casts suspicion upon the generally
accepted doxographical accounts of a double dvadupicos in Heraclitus.)'
Cherniss's reason here is not perhaps a srrong ane: fr, 76 is suspect in any case,
and an earthy exbalation does not necessarily imply a chanpe from earth o
fire, for chat exhalation would suppress, bt not twen into, fire.
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[ .r:leg'eﬁ:;l (though this referred strictly only to the sun), and sail
pound the stream of Okeanos, past the northern boundaries of the
world, to rise again in the east, where fire was kindled in them as
4O0N as they rose above the horizon? If this were the case one might
argue that the sun would not be entirely new every day, after all, for
the oxdeen would remain unchanged. This would be too minute an
-~ abjection; the visible part of the sun, the fire which we see and feel,
would be renewed on each oceasion of the sun's rising, and the
state of the sun would be that described in Horace carm. saec. 10,
*Sol. . .aliusque et idem nasceris’. But are we in this case to suppose
thiat the bowls of the heavenly bodies are filled with moisture at dawn,
and consume this portion of nourishment during their journey
deross tae sky? and is the portion exhausted (ef. Lucretius v, 652, of
thie sun: ‘suos efflavit languidus ignes’) at the very moment when
ley sink below the horizon? And what of the exhalation from the
wen—surely this must be dispersed throughout the whole olipews,
Ot at any rate not concentrated in the east or at a particular point of
the earth’s rim?
~ In view of the last consideration it seems more consistent to
suppose that the sun is continually refreshed with moisture during
A8 passage. There is, however, some evidence that Xenophanes
thought of it as a concentration of fiery particles from a muoist
‘exhalation: Aétus 1, 20, 3 Zevopdvns &k vepdv TeTUpatuiy elvan
by fiMov. DedppacTos v Tols Guolkols yéypagey B TupiBluoy pév
by euveBpoizopbveov Bk Tis Uypds dvedupidoes, ouvalipoizduTow
Bl tby fidow. The first sentence is pechaps from Posidonius (so Diels
51:1 DK); it is repeated and expanded at Agtius 11, 13, 14, Zevopdums
e ey piv TEmUpopEvCoY [sc. ToUs doripas yivesBm]. ofeawuptvous
B wed” Exdiormv fipkpow dvegoatupely vikTep kebidmrep Tols duipokes
kg ‘fd:p dverrohds ol Tég Sloelg eEdweis elvan kol oféoas. The
ster jon attributed to Theophrastus in the former passage is not
-‘:M!.Ba:i'lyinmnsiaten’r with the rest (though, isolated and obvicusly
‘ndeled as it is, it might have been displaced from Theophrastus’
deseription of Heraclitus). The heavenly bodies are concentrations
of fire derived from the moist exhalation; they resemble fiery
-.'lﬂnr_uds;_ﬂw}r are kindled on rising, extinguished on serting, like
“embers which may die down and then be made to glow once again.
- Apart from the absence of the oxégan this is very like what Heraclirus
may have meant; the simile of the embers suggests that something
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persists during the period of extinetion. If anything, these passages
suggest an instantaneous kindling in the cast, the eflect of which lasts
all day (or all nigh, in the case of the moon and stars); 5o, too, in
Lucretius v, 66off., a passage which does not specify Xenophanes
but merely records an evidently well-known belief that a concentra-
tion of fire takes place in the cast at dawn—*(semina. . .ardoris). . .
quae faciunt selis nova semper lumina gigni’ (662); cf. Diodorus
xvi, 7, §—7. Diels, S8 Ber (1920) 2., accepted the Lucretius
passage as a reference to Xenophanes, and believed thar Heraclitus
was partially dependent on him, in fr. 6 at least, for his view of
the heavenly bodies: so Gigon 84. Both scholars thought that
Nenophanes” explanation of the sun in unadulterated material terms
was intended as an artack on the popular belief in the sun’s divinity
(cf., for example, Plato Apology 26D), and that Heraclitus may have
had the same motive. Tn addition, Gigon sees in fr. 6 a deliberately
naive empiricism which was intended to rebuke or offset the
dogmarism of the Milesians. This interpretation certainly cannot be
dismissed ; it seems to express one of the fundamental tendencies of
Heraclitus” astronomy as represented by the fragments of this group
(cf. especially {r. 3), and one which is by no means at variance with
his intolerance of other scientists and sages and his contempr for
mrohupedin (fr. 40). Yet if Diogenes’ account of the oxépot theory is
correct Heraclitus seems to have exceeded the bounds of “naive
empiricism’. However, if all he did was to connect his ohservation
of evaporation as one of the transformations of marter with a
traditional view of the sun sailing round Okeanos in a bowl, and 1o
maodify this last belief by suggesting that the sun was a bowl (instead
of, for example, Helios and his chariot) even in its course through
the sky, then he might have supposed himself to he far less dogmatic
than Anaximander, for example, with his elaborate poswulate of
celestial rings. On the whole it seems that although Heraclitus
intended some criticism of his predecessors, this was not one of the
main motives of his astronomical theories; these are usually restrained
and based upon common sense (as, for example, in his explanation
of the variation in brightness between sun moon and stars, at
Diog. L. 1%, 10), but in the axégan theory he seems 1o have given
way to the convenience of a traditional explanation which appeared
to combine successfully with his exhalation theory. One thing is
certain: his account of cosmological changes in o far as they affect
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en's immediate environment on earth was neither naive nor
ual; it was empirical in the best sense, being based upon an
telligent observation of natural processes and of the regularity
which underlies them. The exacr constitution of the heavenly bodies
{8 not strictly relevant to this more immediate problem, nor, of
pourse, is it determinable by observation; which is perhaps why he
may have given no detailed description of the oxdgen hypothesis.
eraclitug’ assertion that the sun is new every day appears, then,
o have been immediately preceded or followed by a reference to the
extinguishing and kindling of the sun’s fire. This in its turn must
h‘m heen connected with the theory preserved by Diogenes from
Theophrastus that the heavenly bodies are mobile bowls filled,
duging their journey across the sky, with fire. This fire is maintained
by a moist exhalation or evaporation from the sea, either continuously
ot by a recharging of the bowls with moisture at the start of each
Hr%;:tl.l.t‘-n:*:},r. Fvaporation from the sea is one of those balanced cosmo-
loggical processes which are an essential factor of our differentiated
world; the greater pare of this evaporated moisture is doubtless
testored in the form of rain (rather than by the extincrion of the
Meavenly bodies in the western acean as Zeller, ZN 859 0. 1,
suggested). Heraclitus® detailed astronomy, such as it was, is not
wompletely interrelated with the theory of natural exchanges, though
the sun too (see fr. 94) has to maintain regularity.’ The astronomy
was probably developed same way beyond the needs of the main
cosmological theory, beyond too the limits of Gigon's anti-
dogmatic empiricism; nevertheless, it probably remained of sub-
ordinate importance —a state of affairs which Theophrastus would
paturally do his best to remedy. When all is said, we still do not
know the exact purpose of the declaration that the sun is new every
day; but the number of possible purposes has heen su bstantally

nmited_l

! Reinhardr, Parmenides 177, suggested that the regularity of the sun is
{nplied in this fr. 6: the fire in the bowls burns for a cerrain rime and no lunger.
The main emphasis, however, scems w0 fall narurally on véos rather than on
¢! fiuten. His comparison with one version of fr. 106D (see under fr. §7), “unus
lles par omni esi’, shows that he misunderstood the purport of that fragment,
1 |, Walrer now kindly draws my arrention to an Arabic scholion en An.
Page. B, 03 bs: 1t may be that he follows in this the view of Heraclitus that
fhe stars cease 1o exist when they ser.’ See Walver, Oriens 6 (1933) 133
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{om. B)

Agtius 11, 21, 4 (Tlepl peyélous falov) 'Hpdaheites ebpog mobdg
dvbpwmreion.

(On the siye of the sun) Heraclitus [se. says thae it is] The width of
a human foot,

The thythm of these three words is dactylic, and it is possible tha
they are not a doxographical paraphrase (the doxographical way of
expressing this idea, following Aristotle, being represented rather
by Theodoretus 1v, 22, ‘Hpdachertes B8 modiaiov), but a quotation
from some metrical version of lleraclitus, conceivably that of the
iambographer Scythinus (who could, like Archilochus, have writien
also in hexameters) mentioned by Hieronymus according to Diog. L.
ix, 16: see also under fr. 100, The words may not be Heraclitus' own
(though not on account of any dogma like that propounded by
Diels on fr. 137, ‘ Aber Zitate Heraklits gibt es in den Placita nicht"),
but they must be accepted as expressing a genuine opinion of his;
a similar opinion is attributed to him in what appears to be an
appendage to the summary account at Diog. L. 1x, 7, elpnxe 8¢ wal
mepl ToW By kdoue cuviaTapivay mhuroow mreld, ST Te & fidog ol
1o péyebos ofles patvetan (frr. 45, 46D follow), The connexion of this
view with Heraclitus is known by the author of the ninth pseudo-
Heraclitean letter (line 23 Bernays): feols ouvoixéiv 81" dpetis oltn
fidov dmrooos ol

The contrast between the real and the apparent size of the sun
hecame something of a commonplace; so, for example, Arisrotle
de an. [, 428b2 podveron BE wod weuBf mepl dv dua Umdhnyiv
&Anin Exe, olov podveron pev & filiog Todialos, memioTeuTen B elven
peizeo Tis olkoupivng, Cf also Mereor. A 3, 139b34; de somn.
458b28, 460b18. Epicurus then propagated the opinion that the
sun acrually was abour as big as it seemed, £p. ad Pyth. 91 16 Bt
peyetios Tiddou TE kol Téw Aormdly GoTpoou kel pév To wpos fds
TAMKeUTOY EoTiv Tialkoy padvetan, . ket &8 T kol olrrd fiTon peTzov
Toll Oprepivou f) wikpd EharTov fj TndmelTov. The comparison with
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*the human foot does not occur here, bur thar Epicurus made it is
' nuggested by Cicero de fin. 1, 6, 205 Aead. 11, 26, 82.

Heraclitus may or may not have been the first to enunciate this
gommonplace; the question is why he enunciated it. He cannot
have seriously thought that the sun is a foot wide; apart from any-
thing else this does not fit in with the axégon theory (pp. 269L);
Gigon 82 pointed out that even the golden bowl of myth must have
~ heen more than this size. Heraclitus was no fool; he did not reject
 the evidence of the senses (fr. 55), but considered thar it had to be

correctly interpreted by the yuys before it had any value (fr. 107).
The passage of Diogenes quoted above seems intended to show that
Heraclitus rejected sense-evidence; but it is extremely unlikely that
he would have stated without qualification that “seeing is being
deceived’ (fr. 46p), and the whole passage looks like the result of
Seceptic interference with the tradition. Various more attractive
interpretations have heen proposed:

(1) Deichgriber, Philologus 93 (1938-9) 25 £, suggested thar the
saying was meant to exemplify the subjectivity and fallibility of
Juman judgement, in support of generalizations like fr. 78 (fios

 wiln duBperrsiov piv ol Byl yvouas, Seiov B Eye) and fr. 82-3.—

t Heraclitus undoubtedly thought that some people, those who
comprehended the Logos, attained to a degree of wisdom; and of
those that did not, not all would be so naive as to make this particular
mistake.

(2) Reinhardt, Parmenides 237, believed this fragment to be an
‘example of the coincidence of opposites: the sun must be very large
o be the cause of day (fr. 99), yet it is also, empirically speaking,

small; in this case large and small coincide.—1 agree with
Gigon 82 that this interpretation is over-complicated: the example
“of eaincidence is neither a good nor a rypical one, contrasting as it
~does real with apparent characteristics.

(3) H. Friinkel, AJP 59 (1938) 327, suggested somewhat similarly
‘that the fragment was criginally connected with frr. g9g and 45 to
form a proportional assertion: the sun, which is by far the most
important heavenly body, is only a foot wide; but the boundaries of

~ the soul are infinite.— There is no real evidence for such a connexion;

an assertion like this, based upon an obvious falsehood, could carry
little persuasion; the proportional method of exposition is certainly
used by Heraclitus, but Frinkel is wrong in seeing it everywhere.
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(4) Gigon in his wvseful discussion, p. Brf,, makes the most
plausible suggestion so far: Heraclitus is here rebutting (following
perhaps Xenophanes) the extremely dogmatic astronomy of the
Milesians, by advancing an exaggeratedly empirical view as having
equal or greater validity. This was, in part, Epicurus’ intention also.
Heraclitus did not believe this statement about the sun to contain the
whole truth, but at least it contained as much truth as other theories.
~—The same objection may be made against this interpretation as
against Gigon's similar explanation of fr. 6: Heraclitus may have
been to some extent an anti-dogmatist in astronomy, but he cannot
have been an extreme one, since his own account of the heavenly
bodies is far from empitical. Gigon undoubredly overestimated the
influence of Xenophanes upon Heraclitus, though by emphasizing
that there was some influence he performed a useful service.
A further point is thar the width of the sun was not a particularly
appropriate subject for an anti-dogmatist attack; the only known
Milesian opinion on this subject is the not unreasonable one ascribed
to Anaximander by Aétius 11, 21, 1, that the sun is about the size of
the earth (though very different, of course, in constitution).

The lack of any indication of the original context of the fragment
makes any attempt at a definite interpretation hazardous and
potentially misleading. But it is probable that Heraclitus did not
seriously consider the sun to be the width of a human foor, and in
this case he must have been referring to its apparent width, It will
be seen in the discussion of fr, 12¢ that he was on oceasion content
to make simple observations about the sun, especially, which out of
contexl appear too obvious to be worth recording. Perhaps this is
such an observation. Doubtless it was made for a purpose, and
conceivably (2) or (4) above reproduce a part at least of this.
Conceivably, too, dvBpwmelou is emphatie, and he is relating the
apparent size of the sun to the size of a mere part of a man, with the
implication that appearances are deceprive, thar one has to look
below the surface, that ‘a thing's constitution is accustomed to hide
itself” (fr, 123). Perhaps again he is implicitly criticizing not se much
the extravagance of his predecessors in the scientific field as the
popular reverence accorded to the sun as a divinity; for this kind of
criticism see under fr. 16, If that fragment is rightly interpreted
below, & conjunetion of sense with the present one is possible: the
sun is supposed to see and hear all (but he sets at night, and cannot
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be active then); he is supposed to be a powerful divinity (but does
appear 1o be one, at any rate; he appears 1o be the size of a man’s
ot). This again is quite conjectural; fragments whose meaning is
‘uncertain as that of fr. 3 certainly cannot be used as a basis for
ether hypotheses, especially when the sole ascription is in so fallible

0 source as Adtius,
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(208}

Plutarch de extl. 11, Goga wadror v mhowvnriv Exeeortog fv pui
cpaipe koddnep &v viiow mepmoidiy SoguidaTtta Ty Tabv, "Hiwog
yap oby UmepBriceral pérpe, ¢nolv & ‘Hpdkherros el B& pi,
‘Epwieg piv Alurg émiroupor éEeuprioouary.

And yer cack of the planets revolves in one orbir as though in an istand,
and preserves its regularity: for Sun will not overstep his measures,
says Heraclitus; if he does, the Erinyes, the minions of Justice, will
fine him out.

The form of this fragment is clearly original. The personified Dike
oceurs again in {r. 28, as a punisher this time of human wrongdoers;
and possibly in fr. 24, fEeuplovew occursin frr. 18 and 45, but without
the idea implicit here of finding out and then punishing; though
punishment is perhaps implied from Abkr rather than the verh, ef &
ur) in place of & &, after a negative sentence, is a not uncommon
construction, cf, Kithner-Gerth 11, 486 §6b. The last sentence of the
fragment is almost exactly reproduced in a saying attributed to
Pythagoras by Hippolytus, Ref. vi, 26, 1 (p. 153 Wendland) & i
[Bing Ew Gmrobnufis wh bmorpégou el Bi pn, "Epwwbes Aikrg dnlkoupol
oe perersboovton. A shortened version of this occurs among the
Zoppora MMulaydpae (practical injunctions based upon mboo and
sympathetic magic, probably developed especially by the Acousmatic
sect of Pythagoreans) recorded by lamblichus, Protr. 21 (DK 1,
p- 466, 25): amobnudv Tis oikslog wh EmoTpepou, 'Epwles yip
petépyovten [olxios codd., em. Bywater sec. Hippol.]. Bywater's
emendation seems to be fair: 7] i8in in Hippolytus must mean “one’s
own country’ or ‘one’s own village’, understanding yfis or kebung,
but is not recorded in L3T before ¢, 2 5.0, 1) olinin, on the other hand,
meaning ‘one’s own country’, occurs at Hdt 1, 64, 31 if olkning is
substituted for i8ing in the Hippolytus version the original form of
the saying will perhaps have been restored (dmobnueiv olxkias accurs
at Plaro Laws 9548, meaning simply ‘to be away from home’:
[amblichus® reading cannot therefore be absolutely discounted,
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though I think the other much the more probable). The resulting
entiment is strange: ' If you are away from your own country, do
not turn about (or pay regard o it); otherwise the Erinyes, minions
of Justice, will come after you” This is different in character from
the other Symbola we know of, which are more concrete and
specific; moreover, it is an unaccountable piece of advice. There
I8 no reason, however, to doubt its authenticity; like its com-
.~ panions it was probably not of very early date, as it stands. The exact
significance of the first part is not fully relevant here; the second
part, however, certainly reproduces Heraclitus, Does this suggest
that Heraclitus simply took over and adapted a well-known phrase,
which was also adapted by the Pythagoreans? or that Heraclitus’
sayings were so well known in southern ltaly that they themselves
were narurally adapted to other purposes? No certain answer can
be given: but I would sentatively suggest that at any rate the words
*Epilies Alxns brrikouper were not invented by Heraclitus but quoted
by him from some well-known source unknown to us. Compare the
grandiloquent language used by him in fr. 120, also in connexion
‘with the sun and its limits. The author of the ninth Letter knew the
?h;ase as Heraclitean : modhad Afxrg 'Epwdes, ducornpdrooy gUiakes,
~ The precise interpreration of the fragment depends upon whether
brpa s taken spatially, or temporally, or generally to include both
‘extent and period. If the reference were exclusively to the limits of
the sur’s course one might have expected the more precise melpecra
(ef. fr. 45) or otipous (cf. fr. 120). There might be another quantita-
ive sense, of size—that is, the sun will not grow too large and hot.
his meaning could be excluded by reference to the oxdgn theory:
the sun’s howl is presumably of a limited size and not more than
‘certain amount of fire can bugn in it. I temporal, the exceeding of
the sun’s measures would involve an unnatural length of day, or of
summer: both of these anomalies could also be expressed in spatial
terms (cf. also Diogenes of Apollonia fr. 3), and it is obviously
wrong to rry and restrict pEvpa—a word which applies in more than
category—to a narrow sense here. Doubtless Heraclitus is
thinking of any departure by the sun from its normal behaviour.
But the use of the verb GmepPriceren, which is primasily sparial
though frequently used metaphorically, suggests that Heraclitus’
first thought is of spatial measures of the sun’s course through the
sky, as in fr. 120, Plutarch in a second, freer quotation certainly
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gave this sense topérpas de Js. 48, 370D ki Tov piv "Opnpov, iy duevoy
& e BeGiv Epy E1” dvfipaomroov dmrohéofan, havBdwey, erial [se. ‘Hpd-
sherros |, TH mavTaw yevas werrapduevor ik péyms kel dvriradelos
THY yeveow Exovrav, fisov Bt pi UmepPrioeofion Tols TrpoatikovTes
Gpous: el B2 ), TyhdrrasT pv Alkng émyxolpous ¢Ezupfioew. Probably
the best emendation of the impossible yAcrrros is Schuster’s
KAdabios : though it is strange that Plutarch should have remembered

and reproduced a comparatively obscure variant (which, in spite of

the appropriateness of the KA&bes as being spinners of fate and death,

has little claim to he the original form in view of the agreement of

the Pythagorean version on *Epwies: though Ki&es would fit into
a dactylic form, e.g. KhésBks oe Atkng Emikoupor). Diels, Herakleitos*
ad fr., suggested that yAdrros was introduced from a marginal
comment on the style of the fragment ().

Both Reinhardt (Parmenides 177; Hermes 77 (1942) 14) and
Gigon (861.) take pérper here in a temporal sense. Reinhardt takes
the fragment closely with fr. 6 (the sun is new every day), and
finds in. the regularity thus announced an argument against
éxtrupwons ; Diels, foc. eft., on the other hand, finds in it a presage of
an temipowots. T do not believe thar Heraclitus ever conceived of
a total consumption by fire, but I think that Reinhardt here is almost
as wrong as Diels: neither of them distinguishes properly between
the sun in this fragment and the cosmic fire which must be invelved
in any éxmupeeois—the sun may be the chief visible representative
of that fire, but it certainly cannot be identified with it in behaviour.
Gigon saw this well enough, even though he is a keen believer in an
Berupeoats in Heraclitus, He, however, made an analogous error in
taking pérpe here as completely parallel in sense with pérper in fr. 301
the latter he took (wrongly, I think) to be temporal, therefore the
former are also temporal, It is quite fantastic to think that Heraclitus
must always have used perpx in the same sense (it was probably
Burnet, p. 161, who canonized this error), and quite obvious from
a glance at the two fragments that the whole application of the word,
quite apart from spatial or periodic content, is different. Gigon goes
o to suggest that the punishment meted out by the Erinves will be
eclipse, and that this fragment is a serious approach to that standard
astronomical problem. This is an ingenious suggestion: it is, indeed,
possible thar Heraclitus had eclipse in mind as the revenge which the
Erinyes would take (since the subjection of the sun for a period
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would restore the normal measure), but hardly likely that this was
intended to be an explenarion of eclipses. These were caused,
according to Theophrastus, by the turning of the bowls—this is
Heraclitus’ scientific explanation, and it seems doubtful whether this
fragment is intended to be an explanation of cause on the same level.
It states clearly enough that the sun will not overstep his measures,
ive, that this is not a natural event at all. It in spite of this Heraclitus
did have in mind acrual meteoralogical or astronomical phenomena,
then he probably meant simply that if in any way the sun exceeds
his normal course and behaviour this will be compensated for by
a corresponding withdrawal: for example, if he appears 1o come too
elose and stay too long in summer (lLe in a ]nmg, hot, dry summer),
e will be driven farther away and for a longer period in the
fﬂllo_wing v.fintl;_'r{\l.r}ﬁ{.:h will be :;t:icl., wet, and ]t‘:nng:;?r than usual, thus
restoring the balance). An eclipse would never last for long enough,
or recur frequently encugh, to redress the balance of, say, an

exceptionally hot summer; nor, it may be added, were there any

observable excesses which immediately preceded eclipses.
Dike represents the regular course of events, normality, the

‘organization which is one of the notable features of this kdoues and

which indeed is implicit in all uses of this word. For the application

‘of Dike, in origin a social concept, to the world-order, cf. Anaxi-

mander fr. 1. The Erinyes avenge any infringement of the natural

‘order of things (and so homicide in human sociery): as Jaeger well
commented ( Theology 229 n. 31, ef. ibid. 116; so also Nestle, ZN
838 n. 1), ‘the Erinyes avenge every violation of what we should call

the natural laws of life’; he then cited the notable instance at 77, xix,

418, where they pur a stop to the anti-natural human urterance of

Achilles’ horse Xanthos. The regularity of the world as a whole, as
opposed to its human inhabitants, is such that the Erinyes have lirtle
oecasion to interfere: Deichgriber, Die Aneike 15 (1939) 120, has
pointed out how rare in myth are large-scale natural anomalies;
the only case of interference with the sun in the ffad is at 1/ xvin

1
230ff. (cf. Od. xxm1, 241 ff.), where in rare conditions, with the sun

dbeevre vleaben, Hera brinps on nichtfall hefore ite normal lime—
) E‘ )

a device so useful to the gods that one might have expected it to be
emploved more often. Heraclitus in this fragment is simply stressing
this accepred element of regularity in the sun’s behaviour: the sun
s pErpo to which he adheres. So also, we shall discover, all things
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in the natural world have pérpa (perhaps not of precisely the same
kind in every case) which are scrupulously preserved by Alxn,
Guécykn, ypewv; if these measures were abandoned then the world
as we know it could not continue to exist.!

! Tn sugpesing thae the regulariy of the sun is intended by eraclims 1o
exemplify cr even symbelize the repularity of the natural world as a whele
I ngree with Nestle, ZN 838 n. 1, in his summing-up of this fragment: ‘Es soll
wohl auch hier niches weiter als die unverbriichliche Geserzmissigheit des
Weltlaufs wum Ausdruck gebrache werden,'

alg

120
(30B)

Strabo 1, 3 Cas. PékTiov &' "Hpénherros ki dpnpreeoTépeos duoleos durl
Tl dpirikel Ty dprrov dvopdgay * fols xal éomépag Téppata
1) dpxtog xol dvriov Tijg dpxtov obpog ailfiplov Aubg. & yip
dpxTicos tom Bloews kel dverTolfis Spos, oly 1) dpkTos,

Heraclitus is better and more Homeric when he likewise uses the name
‘the Bear’ for * the drciic circle’: The limits of dawn and evening are
the Bear and, opposite the Bear, the boundary of bright Zeus, For
the Arctic circle, and not the Bear, s the northern boundary of rising

Cand seiting.

Strabo does not help at all in the interpretation of this fragment,
since he uneritically accepts anything which appears to support his
own pedantic and anachronistic argument that Homer meant *the
Aretie circle’ when he said that Arctos oin 8" &upopds dami AoeTpdiv
‘Wreavolo ([ xviin, 489; Od. v, 275), because nothing within the
celestial Arctic ciecle appears to rise and set. He takes Heraclitus to
be making the same point, and thinks that by ‘the limits of dawn
and evening’ he is referring to that part of the sky (i.e. berween the
Aretic and Antarctic circles) in which heavenly bodies rise and set.

- Thus Strabo implies that by olpes alfplov Aés Heraclitus means to

desipnate the Antarctic cirele. We shall see that this cannot be the
case; but meanwhile there is nothing to suggest that Strabo mis-
gquoted Heraclitus, even if he misinterpreted him. Reinhardt prints
a colon after Tépuorrar, bur this is a matter of choice.

There can be little doubt that what are in question here are what
we should call the points of the compass; dawn represents the east,
evening the west, and the Bear the north, often enough in Greek
literature. The only other possible interpretation would he that
followed by Strabo; and this is out of the question because there is
no evidence whatsoever that Heraclitus believed in a spherical earth
(as perhaps sume Pythagoreans did, but later) and a south pole and
Antarctic circle; and a great deal of probability that he did not.
The lonians regularly thought of the earth as flat; Xenophanes
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certainly did, and Heraclitus may have been influenced by him in
cosmological details, The doxographical evidence assembled under
fr. 6 shows that the oxégor were quenched in the west, which
sugpests if anything thar Heraclitus shared the common view of
Okeanos Aowing round the rim of the earth, and (cf. Anaximenes)
of the heavenly bodies travelling round the earth to the north (slightly
below its rim, perhaps) and not underneath ir. Burner, 135 n. s,
took the frapment as ‘a protest against the Pythagorean theory of
a southern hemisphere’; no one else supposes that any such theory
was formed by Pythaporeans as early as this, or that there is any
reagon 1o imagine that Heraclitus had heard of it

olipos aifpiou Awbs, then, probably represents the south, Gigon 84
calls it ‘an astronomical name unknown 1o us', and does not
attempt to elucidate it; in this he is unduly defeatist, Tt may, indeed,
be almost a technical teem, in the sense that it was a quotation well
known to Heraclitus® contemporaries; like "Epwies Alkns Erikoupor
it shows sign of a metrical origin, only much more clearly, and this
time of an iambic or trochaic original (so Heidel, Proc, dmer. Acad.
of Arts 48 (1913} 712, who, however, regards the whole fragment as
metrical in origin). It stands out as an essentially poetical phrase in
a prosaic sentence (note also that Heraclitus uses a different form,
Znwes, in fr. 32—though this may be for a special purpose); there
is no question either here or in fr. 94 of a metrical version of
Heraclitus like that of Seythinus, but rather of the use by Heraclitus
himself of poetical phrases; cf. also fr. 5. Various interpretations
have been offered of this phrase, all turning on the meaning of
olpos. This could mean one of four things in Heraclitus: (i) favour-
able wind; (i) watcher; (iif) mounrain (elipos being an epic, though
not Tonie, torm of dpog —ir is a hyperionism in Herodotus mss. : but
Heraclitus undoubtedly employed some epic words, and not only
in formal quotations); (iv) boundary (olpes being regular lonic for
épos).—(1) was adopted by Reinhardr, Parmenides 182 n. 1, and
Heidel foe. cie.: but olipos does not ngeessarily imply a soweh wind,
only a favourable wind in general’ (so, for example, at Od. v, 176;
at Od. xv, 297 the favourable wind happens to bhe south, for
Telemachus is rerurning from Pylos to Ithaca). Admitredly the idea
of ‘south’ is implicit in “hright Zeus’ (see below), and directions are

£ Heidel, CP 5 (rore) 247, had tried to evade this difficulty by teanslating
“the wind of Heaven opposite the Bear’: this is impossible.
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gometimes expressed by names of winds, as at, for example, Hc%t. 1,
y4Be s, 8; 001, 115, In the second of these a wind-direction is mixed
with celestial directions, dm® dprrou Tpds peoapBpins Te wal véTow,
s would be the case here: some winds, like véros, became synony-

meus with points of the compass, but this can hardly be the case with

4 periphrasis like *the wind of bright Zeus': and why mention the

wind when ‘bright Zeus’ gives the necessary direction? (ii) is

‘abviously unsuitable. (jii) was adopted by Diels in Herakleitos®, 45,

and early editions of #5: he maintained that the “hill of bright

Zeus’ was the Thessalian Olympus, which lay in the same meridian
w8 Delphi, the acknowledged centre of the earthi; in this way the
Bear (the middle of the northern sky), Olympus (the middle of

northern Greece), and Delphi (the middle of the world) are all in
line, and give the main north-south division berween the eastern and
western regions. This is ingenious, but must be rejected because
(a) adfiplou is not adequately accounted for (it is not a normal
decorative epithet), and (8) Olympus cannot properly be descri]l:wd
a8 opposize the Bear, especially if it is thouzht of as an intermediate

int between the Bear and Delphi. Something definitely southern
{s required. (iv) was long neglected, but finally was adopted by
Burnet, and also supported by Kranz in S8 Ber (1916), 11611, and
DEK. 1 believe it to be the obviously correct interpretation—not
because, as Burnct stangely held, ‘it is clear that olipos = tépuarra’,
but because this gives the clearest denomination of the south.
alfpios Zebs means either ‘the bright blue sky’ (Zeller and Burner),
and especially the brighrest part of the sky, which lies in the south
anel not the notth; or the sun. This last identification is advanced by
Kranz (who, in addition, takes olpos in its most conerete sense as
fhoundary-stone’, of. [l xx1, 405)", who compares de victu 1, §
réTec Toorre kel of T o+ pitos Zrwi k. ; John Lydus de mens.
';i'f,-..-rj (DK 749) "Hhos almds [sc. Zels] kecrd Meperibny 3 and Zelg
dpyris in Empedocles fr. 6, 2 as one of the four pizewara, presumably
fire, Of these the first two are dubious as evidence, and only the

v Althnugh as a general principle it is wrong to overlook the original
particularized and conerete meanings of words in dealing with the archaic
prose-style, it seems unlikely here thut Heraclinus thoughe particularly of a
gonerete limir., Reinhardt was probably right in sayiag that “Apsves is the
northern region of heaven, and its opposite is presumably a region rather than
i poisit.
291 e




Fi. 120

second equates Zeus with the sun. The bright sky is the original
domain of the Indo-European Zeus, and the sun is the cause of the
sky’s brightness. But to say that Zeus is the sun is going very much
further, and making an identification which I think would be bizarre
to most Greeks. On the other hand, T believe that sun is implied
in this phrase though not directly named: bright Zeus is the bright
part of the sky, and the boundary of bright Zeus is the region where
this brightness becomes greatest, namely, where the sun is at its
height at noon. This lies to the south; and it is opposite Arctos
hecause it lies on the other side from the point of view of a Greek
observer. Burnet, loc. eir., suggested that the boundary was the
southern horizon, an attractive idea invalidated by Diels’ eriricism
(Herakleitos® 45) that the horizon connects, rather than separates,
east and west.

At all events it is plain that the phrase has the general meaning
‘south’. Now it is obviously true that the limits (or turning-points)
of dawn and evening, i.e. the end of morning and beginning of
evening, can be regarded as a line drawn from north to south through
the position of the observer; such a line would equally separate the
region of dawn, i.e. the east, from the region of evening, i.e. the
west. It may be that Heraclitus merely wished to state this fact—the
fragment may be no more than a recapitulation of the paints of the
compass; as Zeller, ZN 845, put it: “Am Enden wollen die Worte, so
bombastisch sie lauten, doch nur besagen, zwischen Ost und West
liege Nord und Siid. . .". Another astronomical statement, fr. 3, is
perhaps equally devoid of profound content, and such an interpreta-
tion cannot be rejected because of an appearance of over-simplicity:
many facts needed stating discursively which are now taken for
granted. However, it is more likely than not that the saying had
a patticular application. One possible application is as follows
(cf. Reinhardt Joc. cir., Heidel Proc. 715): Heraclitus might have
defined the division of moming and evening (or east and west) as
a line between celesrial north and south because this is a relative and
not an absolute meridian; that is, his definition would remain true
however far east or west the observer moved. This could be part of
a proof that day and night are relative, not absolutely separate
entities (but in Heraclitus' sense ‘the same’: cf. fr. §7), because
moving into the region of day does not increase the time of *dawn’,
i.e. the period from dawn to noon. Again, however, this explanation
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s very complicated: a simpler one, which connects this fragment

with an equally well-confirmed opinion of Heraclitus and which
would make it complementary to fr. 94, is that it is intended to stress
the truth that the delimitation of dawn and evening will always lie
between the north and the culmination of the sun’s daily journey
through the sky; dawn (morning") will not be unduly prolonged at
the expensc of evening, nor evening at the expense of morning; noon
will always come exactly half-way between the two. Kranz in DK

adopted an interpretation similar to this, and actually equated the

“houndary of bright Zeus” with the ‘measures” which in fr. 94 the

sun will not overstep. This is by no means certain: it is possible, for
‘example, that the ‘measures’ in fr. g4 refer primarily to the sun’s
seasonal position in the ecliptic, while the *boundary " in this fragment

refers, clearly, to its east-west movement. Tn this case Ir. 120 would
add to fr. 94; but whether or not the above restriction of the sense of

fr. 94 is justified it is clear that fr. 120 could be similar in intention—

u statement, that is, of the regularity of the sun's apparent movement,

pather than a simple assertion of the basic celestial directions.

L Cf, the distinction of fidg as ‘morning’, rather than ‘dawn’, from ploow

Aucp and Beihn at 71 %3, 111, ete.
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(348)

Plutarch Quaesr. Plar. 8, 1co7p .. .0 ypévos. . .xivnaig &v Tata
pétpov fyouon kel Tépoa kol TrepidBous © v & files emoTaTns dv
kol oxomés ! oplzew kel PpoPelev kod dvoBexwiven kel Gvapoivey
percfolds kol @pog ol mwavra @épovor kel ‘Hpdwhertow, ol
golhcov cUBE pkplv ARG TEY ueyloTwov wel wuploTdTwv, TG
fyepdu kel TpuTe Bedd ylyveton ouvepyds.

1 bmiraybds Erlovemes coni, Reinhardr,

v v Time. . . is movement in an order that has measure and limits and
periods. Of these periods the sun is overseer and guardian, for the
defining and arbitrating and revealing and illuminating of changes and
Seasons which bring all things as Heraclitus says—not of unimportani
and small periods but of the greatest and most influential; and so the
sun becomes a fellow-worker with the highest and chief god.

This is the only passage in which this phrase is attributed to
Heraclitus; the limits of the quotation are not specifically marked,
but only the wards éspas of méwre gépouat can be in question. As it
stands the fragment is exwremely ambiguous in meaning, but
presumably the dpen are primarily the seasons of the year (rather
than, for example, of human life), as in the context in Plutarch. The
phrase is clearly marked by dactylic thythm: ef. fre. 3, 137, 94, §.
This may mean either (i) that it is a deliberate quotation by Hera-
clitus (as perhaps in the case of Alkng drikouper in fr. g4), or (ii) that
it is unconsciously expressed by him in epic form (as perhaps in the
case of Beous olB® fiptas oltvks elon in fr. §), or (i1} that it is taken
not from Heraclitus himself but from a poetic version of him
(compare Cleanthes' Hymn, which, though not a version of
Heraclitus, contains clear reminiscences; tfrr. 3 and 1370 may be
derived from such a version). (iii) is possible, even though Plutarch,
a good authority, attributes the phrase to Heraclitus himselfs (ii) is
less likely than (i), since the verse rhythm is too striking to be
accidental even in the early days of prose composition. Tt is a phrase
which any poet might have used: cf. Od. 1%, 131 ofpor Bé xev
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dprer hwe; b Herm. gu i &y TdGe TRV EPTIOL. What we are
concerned with is why Heraclitus used it As the seasons are
dependent on the position of the sun it has been placed in this group,
but this is more or less arbitrary. The mention of the seasons and their
products may have formed part of a discussion of the regularity of
natural events (of which the sun’s regularity in fr. 94 is typical);
the seasons and movements of the heavenly bodies are quite
naturally cited in most ancient passages where this topic is discussed.
Another possibility, supported by Schull, Za Formation de la
Pensde grecque 281, is that the ‘Wped are meant: at Hesiod Theog. gor

these are Eunomia, Dike and Eirene; Schuhl suggests that gépoua

liere means ‘apportion’ (cf. ¥ qlpov=*fate’ at Soph. 0.C. 1693).

“This interpretation would again conneet this fragment with fr. 94,
‘where it is Dike’s assistants who see that the sun does not exceed his
allotted measures.

Reinhardt has fully discussed the fragment in Hermes 77 (1942)
22815, and has connected it with two other ideas ascribed to
Heraclitus in doxographical sources—the idea of a thirty-year

generation, and of a ‘great year’. (These pieces of doxographical
{nformation, together with the account of the oxdpon-theory

diseussed under fr. 6, and Sexts’ information on the soul, are the
only parts of our post-Aristotelian tradition which are of great
importance in themselves, since they alone give us information
which cannot be more fully derived from the fragments.) Rein-
hardt’s hypothesis, not simple in irself, is rendered more difficult by
his extremely complicated exposition: the account given below is
largely based on him, though with some simplification and alteration
of emphasis.

There is another passage in Plutarch which mentions, without
~ aseription, a phrase very similar to the fragment, soon after two

peferences to Heraclitus, In de def. oraculorum c. 11ff. occurs a

learned discussion on the interpretation of some lines of Hesiod

(fr. 171 Raack), in which the life-period of the Nymphs is given as
1en times that of the phoenix, which is nine times that of the raven,
‘and 5o on: the crow’s lifetime is said to be ‘nine generations of men’,
uvéc Tor 3cEr yeveds Aawdpuze kopawn | &vBpiiv Hpcvteav. Cleom-
brotus, one of the speakers, says that a yeved here is only a year;
Demetrius objects that this is impossible: whether fipcvteov or

ynpdwvTey is read in the passage quoted the generation must be
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longer; if the former, then it is thirty vears as Heraclitus said, and il
the latter it is one hundred and ecight years (according to a Pytha-
gorean type of calculation). De defl or. 11, 415 &AW of piv
“Hpcaveon " dveryiyvesokevtes B Tpidkovta roolion Thy yevedy
kol “Hpdherrov [DK 22419], év & xpdve yevwdvra mepiya Tov
£ alrrol yeyswwnudvor & yewwnoos ol 8 “ynpiivren’ mdw kTh.
Demetrius adds thar Hesiod means the lifetime of the Nymphs to
represent the interval between éxmupedoes, those periodical world-
conflagrations which the Stoics believed in and attributed also 1o
Heraclitus, Cleombrotus rejects this idea and criticizes the Stoic
habit of finding their world-conflagration in earlier writers: ked &
KheduPpotos ‘Axclio Toir’, Bpn, molhddv, wkal &pé Ty Zrwikiy
EkTUpeoow ciarep Tér “Hpokheltou wed Té "Opgécss Emvepopduny B
olrw kol Té ‘Howbou kel ouveldrrrovoey © AN olte ol kdopou Thy
plopav duiyopon Aeyoptuny, & ' dufyeva .. . [here follows a
corrupt and irreparable clause]. elw dwiowrds &pyiy bv ol xad
TehevTiv Spel T mévTwv v gépoucv dpar ¥ B gUEL TrEpiéyy
[wepieydos codd., mepioynrds Schwartz, Sieveking, Reinhardt,
mepiEyeov celt.], oUE" dulipcomeov drd Tpémov, yeved kikhnron; F kol
yop Guels Spoloyeite Sfmou Tév ‘HoloBov dvpemimy  geaty
Thy yevedw Ayen.—Demetrius agrees, of course, and Cleombrotus
goes on to enunciate a rule that often the standard of measure and
the thing measured are called by the same name, therefore yevek
can be used for éviowtes. The latest Teubner editor, Sieveking, takes

! The punctuation and meaning of this sentence are far from certain. For
dvbipdomeow dard Tpdmou cf, Thuc. 1, 76 Bavpaoraw obbity 08’ dmd Tob dvipwmiiou
Tpdmeu: ‘absurd’, ‘contrary to men's ways'. 1 teneatively wake this phrase 1o
be parenthetical, 50 as to retain the force of its negative: *Is not the year, which
contains in tself. . .called a “generarion"—and not contrary to men's ways?’
This would be a forward reference to the Tpémes which is described in the
following lines, of using the same name for measure and thing measured: ir does
niot give an entirely satisfactory sense since dpyfv—rrepidyzov becomes irrelevant,
Babbitt, the Loeb manslator, made obe-mrepityon a seli-contained question, and
continued: *and is it not foreign to men's ways to call it a “gc:neratim; it L
this seems o concede too much 10 Cleombrotus’ adversary, R, Flacelitre in
his edition of this essay, p. 132, rakes évlpdmren with yeved which gives an
aderuate sense but is grammatically impossible, No way of translating the texe
as it stands brings our what should be the point of the derivation of beearés:
that it is a complete cycle, just as the human ysveé has just been shown to be;

according 1o Heraclins” definition; und as such the two might be regasded us
interchangeakle,
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the whale phrase wéwreov tv eépouov @pan Y B2 gls as a reference
to something said by Heraclitus, but the last three words (though,
in spite of their abandonment of dactylic thythm, they appear to
belong to the quotation here) are not attested for Heraclitus in
Quaest, Plat. Apart from Plutarch there are two occurrences of the
words dpot and gépoust in Marcns Aurelius: 1x, 3 olov yép fomi 10
vedaon kal T yrpdom . . .xol omelpan kel kuopepiioo kol dnokufioc

kel to G Ta puotkd EvepytivaTa doa ol ol ool Piov dpo

pépovaiy, Towolro kel e T8 BiohwBfiven, 1V, 23 TIEW oI GUVEPHOZEL
& ool eudppooToy tomiv, & kbope. oUBev por Tocwpoy GUBE dyapov To
ool elxcipov. BV poi kapmos & gipovow al ool dpar, @ PUoIS.
Reinhardt 229 takes these as references to the saying atuibuted
Heraclitus (the former was cited also by Bywarer ad fr.) and finds
it significant that the dpon are in one case applied to the cycle of
human events- birth, parenthood and death; but I think this is
a very bold presumption, on the basis of two common words. We
cannot be sure that they are intended as quottions by Marcus;
‘whar the seasons bring’, whether of human life or the cycle of
nature, may well have been a common sort of expression in Greek as
it was in English. Even if they are intended as guotations (which
I think unlikely), they might not be from Heraclitus but from some
well-known poetical source which, as has heen seen, Heraclitus also
may have been using. Ewven if the quotations are from Heraclitus,
there is nothing to tell us that their context in Marcus in any way
reproduces that of Heraclitus. Further, the form of fr. 1001s different
from that of these two passages (and, indeed, from that of Plurarch
de def. or. 4161): dpos o mdvre eépoust as opposed to doa, or &, or
TévTew G, pépouay Gpan. I am inclined to think that the unatrri-
buted Plutarch passage s intended as a reference to Heraclitus,
because he has been referred to twice in what preceded, and we know
that Plutarch associated the phrase dpas of mévra pépoust with
Heraclitus," The passages from Marcus, on the other hand, are better
left out of the discussion.

If in de def. or. 4164 Plutarch was thinking of Heraclitus, then it
seems possible that Heraclitus asserted some connexion or parallelism

T A sentence in the fifth psendo-Hesaclitean letter, uauﬁu&‘rum Becw, @5 wdopo
&uerplas Erowigol AMw Emmérray, reminds one strongly of the conrext of
fro 100, Bothare somewhat Posidoniun; ef, also the conrexs of fr 1040 de mundo,
for the idea of divine asder,
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hetween the cycle of the year and the eyele of the human yeved, That
he may have originared or repeated the derivation of fvianrds from
gv st s independently suggested by the following considera-
tions: (i) this derivation is atwributed by Stobaeus, £el. 1, 8, 43
(p. 108 Wachsm.), to Scythinus: Xpdvos doriv Jorarov ked mpésTav
wawreow kol Exer fv foutdd mévma wed forlv els delt ol olx Eomv &
Topcyapevos B ToU Edvtos il dvavtiny &Bov ‘E*Trcrpemmmé"w*]" T
yop alpiov ) pkv [sic] T Epyes xBes dorw, o B ¥Bis alpiov. This
has been restored to trochaics by Wilamowitz and is printed by
Diels (DK 22¢3, 2) among imitations of Heraclitus; it is not quite
certain that it came from Seythinus’ version of Heraclitus, though it
is said by Stobaeus to be from Seythinus Mepl olosess. The last
sentence, especially, resembles what passed for a Heraclirean style in
the fourth century w.c. (cf. de vicew 1 passim). (i) In a fragment of
the old comedian Hermippus (fr. 4 Kock) this same derivation

immediately precedes what Beinhardt takes to be a clear reference
to Heraclitus fr. 103:

breivds dom oTpoyyiios Ty dw, & meumpl,
furog &' Exoov wepripyETen winhes T mévT' B e,

fiuds B8 tlerer epiTpdyay Ty iy drafimmemoy,
GvopcgeTon & ‘Ewautds, dv B TIPS TihduTy
ctleuiay old’ dpyie Tyo i

The etymology is a common one in the fifth and fourth century
(cf. also Euripides fr. 862 Nauck?®; Plato Cras. 4100); but these
indirect associations with Heraclitus cannot be disregarded. At any
rate it was a commonplace that the year was a cyele, the stages of
which were the seasons, That Heraclitus commented also on a eycle
in human life, not from birth to death but Lterally from generation
to generation, and that the length of this cycle was thirty vears, we
learn not enly from Plutarch but also from Philo and Censorinus
(after Varro) [cf. DK a19]: these passages are set out opposite.

Tt will be scen that Philo gives a totally different explanation of
Heraclitus® thirty-year generation from the other two: H. Friinkel,
AJP 59 (1938) 89f., has shown clearly that it represents an easy
perversion of Heraclitus® real reason, reproduced by Plutarch and
Censorinus. Thirty years is the average length of time between
a father’s generation of a son, and that son’s generation in his turn
of another son: this is a cycle of life, more teuly so than the interval
between life and death, and it is indeed what we mean today by

208
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Pl do dif, Philo Qu. in Gen. 10, 5 | Craisorinug de die
e il e B0, JISE | Auvcher Rat 17, 3
| unde pon prans ac frostre | saeculuim est soatium vime
Hlevacling generatdonem i | humanae longissimum
vocavit, quam diceret: part et morte definimun, |

[fr. Harvis {Camb. 1586}, | quare qui =nnos rigini:
p. 28] sacenlim purarnt oaitam
A e utu Py Adwren T dugs | Buvoerdy fv spuomosrd Sni videntur errase. hoe erim
YryucharovTes B Tprisovra | T SulpmTrov mémmwoy yee [ [WIpUS O gEmesn  Woues
meinley Th yowhy wai' | uloberr fpdw wv el e | Heraclitus auetor esr, quin
Hpghiray, dv @ wpbv | meveemeiairne fkbday, orbis detatis in eo sit gatio
ymuinTa Tapkys Tew B8 | B 7 omedps, 1o BE owaply | OFbem autem V\'.i"?dl‘ metatis,
el yryesnuivan &yl | Berdt auTel  yewsweor | Gum  natum ah senienti ||
e, mahy mevtakmbediTy fa | Iumans ad sementim re-
y o Apooy fourd yeeEw | MeERt,

—_— —_— — L e —

‘a generation’. Philo misinterpreted u rather confusing statement of
this fact, like Plutarch’s, and assumed that Heraclitus held a genera-
tion o be thirty vears because this was the least age at which one
‘could become a grandfather!l—for, theoretically, a boy becomes
potentially procreative at the age of fourteen. This would be an
absurd criterion and there can be no question at all that Philo was
mistaken.! But Philo’s mistake may be partly due 1o a statement
evidently ascribed to Heraclitus in a Stoie account: Aétius v, 23
(DK 22x18) *Hpérhertos xai ol Zroowol dpyeolen Tous dulpermeus
‘rﬁ; TesdTTEs TERD TV Seutépay EpBoucd, mepl fiv & oTTEpRETINGS
RivelTon Sppos. wal ydp i StvBpa dpyeTen TéTe TehaidrnTos, dTav
pynyTon yeveEv Té omépporte, This coincides in part with Aristotle,
HAH 1, s81a121f., who also puts the age of puberty around the

fourteentl vear, The question is whether <his artribution to Hera-

clitus was due to some Stoie who made the same mistake as Philo,
or whether Heraclitus did in fact say that humans reached a kind of

completeness around the fourteenth year: Reinhardt, op. cit. 2321,
thinks that the latter is the case, and that the comparison with trees
~ shows that Heraclitus drew, here too, a parallel berween human
eyeles and cyeles in the world of nature. This is possible but incapable
“of proof. Yer if (as is certain) he referred to ‘the seasons which

! Thar the starement of Heraclitus' view of o generadon available 1o later
antiquicy was obscure is perhiaps suggested by the siill grosser error perpetrated

by John Lydus, de mens, 111, 14 "Hpdkherros yevedw wov pijve Wl unless

Heraclings really thoughe that any true natural cyele could he called yeved, as
Cleombrotus did in Plutarch; or perhaps John Lydus was simply developing
Cleombrotus’ theory, and wrongly associated it with Heraclitus,
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produce all things’, and if (as is probable) he associated this idea
with the year-cycle, and the year-cycle with the human yeved, and
if (as is certain) he declared this yeved to be a cycle of thirty years
from generation to generation, then it is a reasonable assumption
that he compared the lengths of the eycles of human life with the
lengrhs of the eycles of events in nawre.

Now there is evidence that Heraclitus spoke of a much larger
natural cycle than that of the year: Censorinus o die nat. xvim, 11
(after a discussion of the Egyptian Sothis-period) ‘est practerea
annus quem Aristoteles [fr. 251 probably from the Protrepricus
according to Reinhardt, Parmenides 183 n. 2] maximum potius
quam magnum appellat, quem solis et lunae vagarumque quinque
stellarum orbes conficiunt, cum ad idem signum ubi quondam simul
fuerunt una referuntur; cuius anni hiemps summa est cataclysmos,
quam nostri diluvionem vocant, aestas autem ecpyrosis, quod est
mundi incendium. nam his alternis temporibus mundus tum
ignescere tum exaquescere videtur. hunc Aristarchus putavit esse
annorum vertentivm  Hecccixxxann, Aretes Dyrrachinus Vo,
Heraclitus et Linus Xpcee, Dion Xpcearxxxin, Orpheus CXX,
Cassandrus tricies sexies centum milium: alii vero infinitam esse
nee umuam in se reverti existimarunt.,” Compare Aétius 11, 32, 3
‘Hpdwherros & puplow dktoxioyihioy viauréy fewdy [sc. Tov
peyow dvicutév elven]. Diels has emended here to Skroxosioonv
(DK 22413) to bring this passage into line with Censorinus; the
cortuption would be an easy one. 18,000 years is, it is rue (as
Schuster 375 f., Burnet 157 pointed out), half of 36,000 years, which
is a possible cycle (used, for example, by the Babylonians): but
whatever the cycle intended in Heraclitus, half of it is of no use
whatever, nor can ‘the way up and down’ be introduced to help it.
On the other hand 10,800 years is very plausible, as shown below.
The Censorinus passage, as Reinhardt, Parmenides 183, pointed out,
is a complete muddle; it is obviously based upon a Stoie source, and
records year-cycles established for entirely different motives as
though they were all Stoic femipeas-periods—astronomical cyeles
of planetary conjunctions, Babylonian astrological eyeles, and lengths
of legendary generations (Orpheus). Agdus and Censorinus are
probably using the same source, which Reinhardt, Parmenides 189,
declared ro he Diogenes of Babylon on the strength of Aétius 11, 32,
4, Bioytvns & ZTeids ik wivTe kol Erikovta kel TpiakosTwy Brartéiy
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TogouTwy Soos Tjv & kal® ‘Hpdehertov évioutds, This seems probable:
Diogenes was a Stoic who presumably had an astrological back-
ground (Plutarch too, in the de difl or. passage, had used, though
critically, a Stoic source), There is little reason, in any event, to
doubt the informarion that Heraclitus posiulated some kind of eycle
of 10,800 years: but what kind of cycle can this have been? Can it
have been an Bwmlpaois-cyele (ie. the lapse of time from one
conflagration to the next), as the later Stoics claimed ? This depends
on one’s view of whether or not Heraclitus believed in an éxnipaoos.
I believe very strongly that he did not; all the evidence of the
fragments, and most of the non-Stoic doxographical evidence, is
absolutely against the hypothesis; of. pp. 335(L. This explanation,
then, is of no avail. Lassalle, i, 191, suggested that the period is
that which elapses, in the cvele of changes of matter, before any
particular piece of matter regains irs former state of fire: Burnet

- 157f. adopted a similar expl:—.n-atim‘l and attempted to reinforce it by

a4 curious and to me unintelligible argument based on Aristotle
de caelo A 10, 279b14—280a15. However, he did make a correct
connexion with the idea of the human generation. This interpretation
has much in its favour—see now Vlastos, AJP 76 (1955} 311f.
It is handicapped, first, by the inherent improbability of Heraclitus
having established a definite time for the cycle of matter; secondly,
by the fact thar this cycle was spasmodic and not necessarily

- gontinuous, so that no finite length could be predicted in any

particular case; and lastly (as Burner 158 apprehended), by the
difficulty of supposing thatany one piece of matter preserved enough

~individuality throughout its changes to ‘have’ a cvele: in fact, the

whole idea of every piece of matter undergoing equal changes goes
far beyond what is implied by the pérpa of fr. 30, which apply only
to totals. Actually, as will be seen, the probable form of the pro-
portion demands that the interval of 10,800 vears is connected not
with a general physical, but with an exclusively anthropological
change.
How was the figure of 10,800 years most probably reached? The

- answer to this question may reasonably be expected to provide an

explanation of the cycle. It has long been seen that 10,800 is a
product of 360 (a commonly accepted number of days in the year)
~and 30 (the number of days in the month, or the number of years in

- @ yeved). Since Heraclitus certainly specified 30 years as the length
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of a yeve it is perhaps more probable that the hypothetical jo-factor
refers to this, Thus there are three known cycles invalved: (i) the
human cycle of the generation, 3o years; (i) the shortest obvious
natural eycle, namely, the day; (iil) the largest obvious natural eycle,
namely, the year of 360 days. From a ratio of these cycles 2 fourth
cycle is deduced, that of the so-called ‘great year’, which is called
in the proportional summary 1:360::30:x (. x= 10,800}, Thus x is
related, not to a natural eyele, bur to 2 human cycle: 10,800 years is
the longest human cycle just as 30 years is the shorrest hurnan
eyele (from generation o generation), and bears the same relationship
to it as the longest natural cycle (the year) bears to the shortest one
(the day). This conclusion is indeed speculative, but it is an attractive
one, especially in view of Heraclitus’ fondness for the proportional
statement: cf. frr. 79, 82-3, 9 ete.; Frinkel AJF 59 (1938) 309i.
What then does this 10,8cc-vear human cycle represent? It is
obviously nothing to do with the living human being, and must be
concerned with the soul. Other such eyeles are known in connexion
with Orphic beliefs of a xixhes Tol Biou: see Herodotus 11, 123;
Empedocles fr. 1155 Plato Phaedr. 248c—10,000 years being the
total cycle for the soul, from first incarnation to escape from the
wheel of birth into diviniry, for Empedocles and Plato, and 3000 for
Herodotus' Egyptians. Now Heraclitus certainly was not himself an
*Orphic’, but he equally certainly believed that in some cases men,
after death, could become Salpoves: see frr. 62, 635 24, 25, 27, 136D,
and my article ‘Heraclitus and Death in Battle', AP 70 (1949)
384, Further, the whole context in Plutarch de def. or. is concerned
with the periods which must elapse before a human soul can become
heroic, daimonic, or even fully divine—the xpdvos &v & peTaliarTe
Brdpavos yuy ked fpwos (Tov) Blov (416¢): and it has been seen that
Plutarch, at any rate during parts of this discussion, had Heraclitus
in mind. This again is very speculative, and, in default of more
certain evidence, must remain so. What is significant here is that
fr. 100 has led, by a series of unconfirmable but not implausible
inferences, to a connexion between the periods in the cosmos and
the periods in the anthropological sphere: these inferences have
been grounded upon the doxographical evidence about the yeved
and the ‘great year’: and they show at least, what is obvious from
other fragments, that for Heraclitus there was no rigid division
hetween one field of speculation and another, but that all reality
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~ helongs to a single connected system which is based upon the Logos.
Tn so doing they show incidentally thar it is legitimare to extend the

concept of pérpov, which has been found in some fragments of this
group to apply in the astronomical sphere, to other branches of

physics and indeed to existence in general.

It is relevant to consider here what Diels classed as a dubious or
false fragment, fr. 137 (638): Agrtius 1, 27, 1 (= Stob. Eel. 1, 5, 15)
"Hpdadhertos évra kel dpoppévny, i 8" i Umrdpy v ducyrny
ypdge yolv: ko yap eluoppiva [F: elpapuivn C] mwéorres, . .. The
text in Stobacus apparently breaks off here: the next paragraph
(missing, like ypope youv onwards, in pseude-Plutarch) reports an
opinion of Chrysippus. Theodorews, vi, 13, gave a slightly fuller
version of the part common to Stobaeus and pseudo-Plurarch: kal
& 'Hpdacherrog Bt mhvTa ke’ elpcpuiuny lpnke ylyveoton, dudyxmy
B i sipoppéumy kal elros dvépaoe, Thus we are entirely dependent
on a disputed and faulty text of Stobaeus alone for this so-called
fragment. Diels held it o be an addition by Stobacus derived from
Chrysippus (evidently treated nexr in Agtius). In Herakleitos®, g1,
he had further remarked thatwéerreos belonged to the missing sequel 3
this is obviously wrong, since it can perfectly well qualify elnapuéver.
But it is not even certain that this is the right reading: if elpoppEvn
is cotrect then the *fragment’ is undeniably of Stoic origin, since
elperppévn as a noun is not found before Plato and is, of course,
a common Stoic term. Diels (quoted, evidently with approval, by

Kranz) called eluopuéve, too, a Stoic term. This again is quite

misleading, since the participle appears at Theognis 1033 (v &

 tipoputva Bépa) and Aeschylus Ag. 913 (.. .oUv Beoly slpoputve,

a difficult expression: the text may be corrupt), as well as Sophecles
Track, 169 and other places, There are a number of doxographical
passages in which the concept if not the word elucpuéver is attributed
to Heraclitus. Diog. L. 1%, 7, 1x, 8 and Aétius 1, 7, 22 may depend
primarily on Theophrastus ®ue. 86€. fr. 1, Toil 5é wad TEEW TV
et ypduey dpropivoy Tig Tol kATHOU peTePoRfls kartd Tiver elpcppbvny
dvdyxnv. Adius 1, 27, 1, however (the context of the doubtful
fragment), and 1, 28, 1 are derived from a Stoic source (cf. Diels
Doxographi 178), which might nevertheless have repeated an actual
quotation correctly. Diels’ argument that direct quotations of
Heraclitus do not occur in Aétius is absurd: fr. 3 is probably such
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a quotation. Note that Theophrastus did not atrribute sipoppévn to
Heraclitus, but mive eluepuduny dudeyrny « it is possible that Heraclitus
used the words duérykn and (participially or adjectivally) elpoppéve
(=nv erc.). Aédus 1, 27, 1, moreover, could intend to suggest that
Heraclitus used the word dvéryen for what the Stoics more commonly
called elpappévn —though Zeno probably used both werds (SVE 1,
160) and Chrysippus sometimes equated them (S¥F 11, 997 and
1076, the last being Philodemus 42 prer. e. 11 [XpUotrrmos] ved . | o1ew
ov[ondizeo JBoa Tov Ale wed THY xowiy mévTeov plow ked elpcpp[éJuny
xod qwély Jkmy). Theophrastus might naturally have used elpcrppdymy
adjectivally on his own account, to expand a Heraclitean concepr of
duaykn. On the other hand, we have no other evidence that
Heraclitus talked of a cosmic &véyxn, and indeed Theophrastus may
be basing these words, as he cerminly is those that precede them, on
nothing more than the &wrépsvov pérpa kel dmrooBenipeveoy wérpa
of fr. 30. But Heraclitus did perhaps say that all things happened
ket ypecov, of. 1. Sc.

It is clear that no study of the doxographical material is going to
show whether this alleged quotation from Heraclitus is genuine.
Certainly the Stoics were keen to attribure sipappévn to him, and the
quotation, if'it is not displaced in Stobaeus, may be due to this wish:
this is almost certainly the case if eipeppévn and not elpoputve s the
correct reading. DBut the former is more likely to be a (Stoic)
corruption than the latter; and eluappéve évTws ar any rate has
a dactylic thythm, like frr. 3 and 1eo. This suggests that it may not
belong to Heraclitus himself but to a hexameter version—though
here again a Stoic version cannot be ruled out. The first extant uses
of évTeos in a positive sense meaning ‘in all ways® are Parmenides,
fr. 4, 3; Aesch. Pers. 689. In Herodotus it is used often with 8,
which is close to its use with eipepuéva: e.g. vir, 1oe 57 Sei ye mévres.
It is perfectly possible for Heraclitus to have said *all things are
absolurely (or inevitably) apportioned’, meaning nothing more than
that there were pérpac of all nawral events, which could not be
transgressed;® it is possible, moreover, that the dactylic rhythm of
stpapptver méwTess is accidental; also the presence of fan ydp in the
quotation cannot be totally ignored—the yép cannot here be (as it

 aréwees might also mean ‘in the end’, *sooner or larer’, 25 ar Solan i 1, 8

Diehl, mévreos Gorepow fidG: Blkn, CF ibid 31. At 55 wrévres surely qualifies
whar followe.
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often is) due to the external context. Thus the possibility cannot be

ruled out thar the fragment as quoted is by Heraclitus after all:
Zeller (ZN B3ig9n. 1), Lortzing (Berl. Plal. Woch. (1903) 36),
H. Gomperz (Hermes 58 (1923) §1L.), and Gigon (73 and 81) have
been inclined to accept it, though only the last inspires confidence
by his treatment of the evidence. It is obvious that no definite

decision can be made either way: the supposed fragment could be
genuine, and as such would give a possible sense, though not one

which adds to our knowledge of Heraclitus; it could also be a Stoic

summary perhaps mistakenly quoted under its present heading by
Stobaeus. At all events Heraclitus' idea of apportonment was very

different from the Stoic concept of eipappéyn, and belongs rather to
his theory of the perpe underlying all natural change.
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GROUP 10
Frr. 30, 31, 36 [+ 76D], 90, G4, 65 [+ 66D], 16

The fragments of this group deal with the characteristics
of cosmic fire. The world-order itself (i.e. the perceprible
cosmos and its inherent arrangement) is an ‘ever-living’
fire of which measures are constantly going out and corre-

sponding measures constantly being kindled (fr. 30); it

thus behaves /ike a fire, which turms to smoke and con-

sumes fuel in equal proportions. But fire is more than a
symbol, it is the actual basic substance of the world. Fr. 31

describes the changes undergone by fire in the constant
natural process: first into sea, then into earth, and then

the reverse. The quantities of each remain unchanged

because of the preservation of the measures. Thus fire,

sea and earth are the three main world-masses, of which

fire (presumably that composing the sky and the heavenly

bodies) is the originative one. In fr. 36 the metaphor of
‘death” is used partly of these cosmological alterations.

In fr. 9o the equality of the exchanges is again empha-

sized, together with the primary importance of fire, of
which sea and earth are only variants. Fire ‘steers’ all

things—that is, it is responsible for the preservation of
the constant exchanges upon which the maintenance of
a more or less stable world depends (fr. 64). Frr. 65 and

16 are of uncertain meaning, but they may well re-empha-

size in metaphorical terms the regularity and directive

capacity of fire,

30
(208)
Clement Stromaseis v, 104, 1 (i1, 396 Stihlin) captorera (87) ‘Hpd-

khertos & “Egéoios tavns ol Tiis BOEns [sc. do ooptvns ToTé elg
Thy Toll Tupds oloiav peraPohiis], Tév pév Twe kéopov &ibiov elvcn

Boripdoos Tov Gt Tve gleipopevoy, Toy ke T Boxdaunaiy el
oly Etepov buto Exefvou Treos ExovTost AN Om pEv difiov Tov £
Grmorys tfjs ovolos 1Biws” oy koouow fj8a, povepdy ol Aéyowv
olTes xéopov {Tévbe)* Tov almdv dmévTeovd elite Tig Bedv

otite dvlponwy dnoinoeyv, &AX" fiv del xal €otiv xal dovai:
mip Gellwov, dntépevov pétpa xal dnooPevvipevoy wétpa. 511

B kel yevrmoy kel ploprtov almdy elven Boyudmzey unwlm T
dmigepopever (seq. fr. 31).

1 dadieos codd., em. Bernays, z wovBe Simplicius, Plutarchus, om, Clem.
3 tév by dmédvrrwy Clem,, om. Simpl,, Plue.

Heraclitus the Ephesian is most clearly of this opinion [sc. that there
will some time be a chenge into the essence of fire|; he considered

 that the world in one sense is erernal, but in another sense is in the course
of destruction, knowing that the world of this world-order is none other

than a modification of the erernal world, But that he knew that the world

exclusively as such, composed of all reality, is eternal, ke makes clear

éy these words: This (world-) order (the same of all) did nene of

gods or men make, but it always was and is and shall be: an ever-

living fire, kindling in measures and going out in measures. And

;ﬁar he pronounced the opinion that it is both creaved and desiructible,
ﬁ:&'awmg wom’: tell us: (fr. 31 fallows).

S ——— = =

Clement is d:scusung &udinyns, resurrection, a prediction of which
he sees in various theories of things turning into fire. Heraclitus, he
thinks, is a good example of this. Here he is following the interpre-
tation of Heraclitus initiated by ']"Iwmpl:raarus or Aristotle and
popularized by the Stoics, that the world is periodically consumed
an émrupmmg Clement is almost certainly dependent here on a
Staic source —see the context of fr. 31 (which follows in Clement),
where ol B oy roror Tév Etwmwddv are said to have held opinions
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very similar to those attributed to Heraclitus, The immediate
problem for the Stoic source was the reconciliation of this statement
of Heraclitus, that the kbeues was uncreated and will lase for ever,
with the Stoic assignment to him of a periodic world-conflagration.
The reconciliation was carried out simply, in precise Stoie phraseo-
logy (cf. Arus ap. Euseb, P.b. xv, 15 [Doxographi 464]), by the
assertion that kbéopos here means not the particular world we see and
live in, which is subject to conflagration, but the all-embracing world,
or pattern of existence, within which phases of Bioxdaounais and
txmipwong take place. That this distinetion of two senses of kdopes
was not made by Heraclitus himself needs no elaboration; we must
simply be grateful that the need for making it ensured the preserva-
tion of one of Heraclims’ most important, if most difficulr,
SAVINgs.

First the correct text and punctuation must be established. Most
editors have accepted the wordsTov alrdv dmévav as belonging to
Heraclitus: Reinhardt, however (Parmenides 170 n. 15 Hermes 77
{1942) 12ff.), has maintained—TI believe rightly—that they are an
interpolation by Clement. We have two other testimonies for this
part of the fragment:

(1) Plutarch de an. procr. 5, 10144 wéopov toube, grolv ‘Hpd-
kAerTos, olTe Tig fechv olr avipdimeov trroineey, domep poPnlels p
feel dmoyvévtes dvlipeomrov Tva yeyoveval ToU koopou Bruoupyov
Urovoniguapev, This is merely a passing reference.

(2) Simplicius de caelo, p. 204 Heiberg (the whole relevant context
is quoted, and will be discussed below) kel “Hpdacherrog &2 o piv
gxmrupcUotion heyer Tov koouov moTE Bt i TOU mupds owvicroofio
TEAW oty KaTd Tivas Xpdvay TepidBous, v ols grol Cpétpa G-
peves kol pétpe ofevvipevos™.  [pétpr. . pdToie a4, Galen de
tremore W11, 617 Kithn.] tedreng 88 g 86Ens Uorepov Eyévevto kal of
Freotkol.. .xal "Hpdderros 5 B’ alviypdv thy txurol ooolay dkoéow
o TolUTe &Tep SokEl Tols ohhels onpaiver © yolv éketva elmdoy Trepl
yevioews ¢ Bowsl ToU wbopou kol TdBe yiypops kbouoy Toube olte
Tig Bediv oUme avipcamev Emeinoey, SN Ry &l AR &1 6 "ANEavBpos,
Pouhduevos Tov “Hpouhertov yevmrov kol plaptdy Aéyew TOV kdouov,
GNheos drover Toll kdopou viiv, o yép poryoueva, pnol, Méyer ds &v e
BoCan woouow yap, gnoly, fvtodlo ol Tvds Aéyel Thy Sickdounoty,
NG walidhou Té Suta wai THY ToUTov Bidmrav, kel fiv eig éxdmepov
#v pépet | peTaPoddy ol Tavtds, otk piv el Tlp ot G eig Téw
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Toibube kdauov: T ydo TowlTn TolTwy fv pepel peTaPodn kad O
Tototrros kéopes ok fipberd mote, ANA Ty del, From this passage 1t
is clear that Simplicius is dependent partly upon a Staic source, but
partly (as often) upon Alexander’s commentary ; neither in Pluturr:h
ot in Simplicius does the phrase Tév almoy amdvTey oceur. We
cannot be certain that Alexander had the whole fragment in front of
him; but his version, in any case, cannot have contained the phrase
vy aUtéy drdvroov, which he would cerrainly have quoted in
substantiation of the distinction he was trying to make, one which
he summarized in the words xoddhou & Svre wad THY ToUTWV
Bidratw. Moreover, Simplicius, who did know the Heraclitus
saying, would hardly have suppressed a phrase which so sr.rnrfgl}r
supported the Asistotle-Alexander argument. The phrase might
have oceurred in the Stoic source used by Clement, but it is perhaps
more probable that Clement supplied it himself; an examination of
the quotations by Clement from Heraclitus shows that he was given
to interpolating short glosses of this sort: so in fr. 14 (TeUTois
derrethet ), fr. 20 (uEAAov 82 dvormadeotion), and fr. 26 (dmofiavev);
¢f. the added connexion xal pévror wad in fr. 28, The same is true of
Clement’s quotations from all authors, His motive for adding this
explanatory phrase is equally plain: he wished to show clearly to
what the phrase Tév £ éméong i ololas iBiwg oy Koouoy
referted ; o elrrdy dmévTeov is an over-condensed but unmistakable
summary of the longer Stoic interpretation. Zeller, ZN 812 n,,
objected thar in this case dnéurreov must stand for ooy (xév
wdopcovy, and the sense must be ‘ the same order for all the worlds’—
a double use of kéoyes which would, he thought, be extremely
improbable, But the distinction between two kinds of xoouos is
precisely what Clement himsell has just carried out—why then
should he not himself use this distinction for exegetic purposes? If
the three words really were by Heraclinus (as is accepted recently
by Kranz, Philologus 93 (1939) 441; Deichgriiber, £2.M. 89 (1940)
48 11, 4), other difficulties would oceur. Gigon §5 supposes that
they form a suitable addition (érrévreov meaning “all existing things™)
if (as is probably the case) kéouow Téude means, not ‘this world®, but
‘this order”: but T do not see the point of 7w errév in this case, even
granting that it is possible Greek for ‘this order which embraces all
existing things’; cf. Ewwd mévrewv in fr. 114, Rather tov edrév
suggests that there is a xéopos which is somehow nor the same for,
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or does not include, all things; this points clearly again to the Stoic
distinetion adopted by Clement,

The second question is that of punctuation. Only H. Gomperz
(Hermes §8 (1923) 49), Reinhardt (Parmenides 17148 ; Hermes 77
(1942) 10ff.) and Snell (Herakiit: Fragmente, Tuskulum-Biicher,
and ed. (1940) 15) have printed a stop afrer foren: again it was
Reinhardt who initiated this change {of which Kranz in DK remarked
merely that it *scheint unmoglich”), for which the chief reason is that
Tiv xal forlv ked foren and its varfants are a farmula often used from

Homer onwards, but never copulatively. Tt would be surprising if

Heraclitus altered the application of such a solemn, almost hieraric
phrase by abandoning its existential sense, rrue though it is thar
distinetions between different usages of 1o be” were not yet properly
recognized. Instances of the formula are: 71, 1, 70 & fibn & T
govTo & T Esooueva pd T ddvrer; Hesiod Theog. 38; fr. 96, 75
<+ Jom xal dremdon péde Eorcfion ; Empedocles fr. 21, 9 o 1" fijv
Soot T Eom kad Eowan ; Melissus fr, 2 é7e Tolvuw ol dydvero, For e
ket el Ty karl el Boron ; Anaxagoras fr, 12 kel dmola Eughhey EoeaBo
Kal ool fiv, dooa viv uf) fomi, el Soa vy B0t kel Sroin EoTon
mavra Buxdopnoe votls, Cf, Plato Parm. L5350 fiv dpor Td B wad ol
Kol Boroa s Tim. 37E Myopev yép 51 & fv Eorrw T8 wad Eoron, Ti) Gt
|sc. cibla obole] T foriv pévey kerd Tév Ehndi Ayov TpooTiKel,
where Reinhardt, Hermes 77 (1942) 11, appropriately comments:
‘Platonische Polemik gegen die vorsokratische Ewigkeitsformel.’
The one example cited by Reinhardt of a copularive use, Anaxagoras
fr. 12 fin., is not strictly comparable, for there is intentional stress on
both the imperfect and the present tense: Erepov &' olbbv éom
Spotov oUbevi, AL’ dreow TEoTa B, Todma EvBnASToTa By fxooTdy
éor wad v, A further reason against the conventiomal punctuation,
though by no means a compelling one, is that i kel EFoTv Ko
Earan mip delzeov involves an unnecessarily clumsy repetition of
Gel; and another, much stronger one, that Simplicius in the passage
quoted above ends his quotation from Heraclitus at fiv &el. We know
from ather fragments that Heraclitus tended to avoid the copulative
elval in abseract statements and that he preferred connexion by
apposition (perhaps because this allowed the nature of the relation-
ship to remain somewhat vague); the most notable parallel is fr. 51,
o Eundiomy Sreos Biopepdpevoy toutéd Euupéprran  TohivTovos &ppovin
dreoorep Toou ked Abprg. In fre. 41 and 67 the predicate (or subject)
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18 pur as a kind of heading, with no copula, and is followed by alist
of subjects (or predicates). In fr. 51 it is probable that no absolute
equivalence between (6) Siagepépevor (or Biopepdpevéy (1)) and
appovin is intended, bur rather a looser relationship, ‘there is a
connexion. ... So too in this fragment there is formally no strict
assertion that this kbopes is a fire; we could understand, if we wished
and if it seemed more appropriate, ‘there is a fire’, or even ‘it
resembles a fire’: more of this below. Gigon 52 tried to have the
best of both worlds by suggesting that fiv, etc., are both copulative
and existential, there is in fact ‘einer Art Doppelbezogenheit’! This
was rightly rejected by Reinhardr.

It need hardly be said that otire Tis Begv ofre dulpcamesy is a polar
expression with an all-inclusive sense; its components are not to be
taken separately and literally, for no one had seriously supposed that
any man, at least, had made this kéopes. ‘No god or man’ means
‘absolutely no ane at all’, as at JL vin, 27 %17, 342: 20d Kenophanes
£ 23, ¢fs fedg Ev 1 feoion kad &vlpdamroion péyiaos. It is prabable that
this emphatic mode of expression is intended to convey criticism of
vraditional accounts of world-birth and world-arrangement (e.g. the
Theogony) carried out by deitics, and possibly of philosophical
cosmogonies of the Milesian type; what Heraclitus primarily wanted
to say was thar this kéoues is uncreated and eternal, This polar
expression, like the hieratic formula fiv &el ked fom ked foren, the
epithet defzooov, and the repeated péper, are the most striking elements
of a pronouncement which is solemn, elaborare and portentous,
which reveals its origins in heroic verse, and which in its complexity
and discursiveness is most similar, among the fragments of Hera-
elitus, to fr. r—though this in itself should nor persuade one to
aceept Gigon’s suggestion (p. §1) that it may have opened the
cosmological part of Heraclitus’ work. However, the monumental
style probably indicates that this pronouncement was considered by
Heraclitus as an especially important one.

The next problem to be faced is that of the meaning of wboues in
this fragment, The one which ar once springs to mind is *world’:
but it is at last heginning to be accepted that this is a later philoso-
phical-scientific development which cannot be assumed as normal
before the fourth century (for which see Cornford, €Q 28 (1934) 1£.).
Examinations of carly uses have been carried out by Reinhardt
(Parmenides 1741.), Gigon (521.) and Kranz {(Philologus 93 (1938—g)

311




FR, 30

430fL)—the last being somewhat undiscriminating in his acceptance
of evidence on the Presocratics. The basic meaning of xdopos
(keB-) is ‘order” (ie. some kind of arrangement aﬂ-i.:ppt_‘.-sed to
none): thus el, ob xeré xéopov at [, X, 472; 11, 2145 Od. vim, 179,
etc.; frequently in the dative, oiSevi wbope at Hdt. m, 13; v, 6o
etc., Thue. 1, 108 ete. Very often such references are to physical
arrangement (~714Eig), of an army or ship’s crew, etc., as at J1 %,
4723 Od. xu1, 77; Hde, vin, 67, Of political arrangement xbopos is
found ar, for example, Hdr. 1, 65; 1, 99; Democritus frr. 258, 259:
cf. the Cretan magistrates known asxdopor. Analogous Lo this sense
is that of *good behaviour”, as in the adjective kéowos. The word
can also mean ‘ornament’ or ‘decoration’ (ef. especially the
geometric style), of which the earliest instances are the Homeric
ones, 11, v, 145; x1v, 187. Aeschylus 4o, 355 £ (NUE. . .ueyddeoy
Koo kTeaTEIper) is an example of this meaning. Finally, there is
a semi-logical sense of kbouos applied especially to songs or recila-
tions: so in the Orphic fragment ap. Plato Philed. 66¢ (DK 1n1),
KeromowigoTe koopov doibiis; Solon fr. 2, 2 Diehl: Parmenides
fr. 8, 52 xoopov éndv Emicov dmerrnAdy; Democritus fr. 215 and
possibly Od. vin, 492, where Frmou kéepev &eicev Soupatiou may
refer more to the ‘order’ of the well-known song than to the
‘structure” of the actual horse,

On supposed Presocratic uses the following observations may be
made: (i) T eannot agree with Reinhard, Kranz, and Gigon
(who wrongly refers, p. 53, to H. Friinkel), that Theophrastus’ Tous
oUpavols kol Tous €v alrrois kéopous ap. Simpl. i Plys, 24, cf.
Hippolytus RefS 1, 6, 1, represents the actual words of Anaximander;
the distinetion of the two terms here depends upon Aristotle’s
definiion at de caelo A 9, 278br11. There is no suggesticn that
Theophrastus is quoting Anaximander. (i) [ side with Reinhardt
(Kosmos u. Sympathie 209f1.), Wilamowitz (Glaunbe der Hellenen 1,
374 0. 3) and Gigon 54 against the conventional view (cf. e.g.
Kranz Joc. ¢ir.), in thinking that Anaximenes fr. 2 is distorted by
re-wording, (The parallel between man and eosmos is first expliciely
drawn by medical speculation in the fifth century.) Ifall the fragment
were genuine, xoopos would have to mean “world”’ (here alone) by
the time of Anaximenes. Similarly, I cannot accept Kranz’ extreme
view that chapters 1-11 of m. éPSepddawv, in which kéopos means
‘world’, date from as early as c. 500 p.c. (iii) Nowhere else in the
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genuine sayings of Heraclitus does kéoues oceur: for in fr. 75 Tév év

TE kbopew ywoptveov is added by Marcus; the first paet of [r. 89 is

a paraphrase by Plurarch; and in fr. 124 MeDiarmid, 4/F 62 (1941)

4921f,, and Friedlinder, 4/F 63 (1942) 336, have adequately shown
thar koguos helongs to Theophrastus, (iv) Melissus fr. 7 may be the
first accurrence, apart from Heraclitus {r. 30, of xéopes in a philoso-
phical context: AN olBt petexoouniijven dvuatdy [sc. To tov] & yop
koopos & mwpdoly dav olk dwéhhuTan olre & pfy dbv ylveron, Here
koopos clearly means ‘arrangement of things’. {In Parmenides fr. 4
KOTé KOOUOY 'uxmnpliﬁw the common use, ‘in order™.) (v) Empe-
docles fr. 26, 5 &hhote piv DAéTnm ouvepyopey” el fvg wdouov.
koopov here means ‘group’, or ‘arrangement, organism’; bur in
fr. 134, 4. ppovrion kéouov Emavra karaiocousa, the sense *world-
order’ or “world” is clear. (vi) Anaxagoras fr. § ol keytporom
diAT ooy T v TE Evi kbope oUBE dorskoTTTen TreAEKEL oUTE TO Beppudv
& ol yuypel obre T yuypdy &mwd ol Beppol,. Here again the el
®oauos is the one group or category—in this case, probably, the
continuum formed by each pair of apposites, (vii) Diogenes fr. 2 &
yaip T v Tiobe TG kbopw EovTa vy, Y kol Uhop kel arp ral mlp kal
Tér hha Soo perfveTat b TiBe T Kooue BovTa, . . .. The meaning here
is harder to isolate, but again kdopos may contain, strongly emphas-
ized, the sense of ‘arrangement’: “in this arrangement’ and not
simply “in this world"; efl (iv) above,

Thus in most pre-fourth-century philosophical occurrences of
kdopos its sense is "order’, "arrangement’ or ‘groun’ —in Dicgenes
perhaps * world-order’, but only there and in Empedocles, and then not
certainly, can it be translated simply “world’, i.e. the sum of natural
things with no reference to their arrangement. There is, however,
a well-known doxographical statement that Pythagoras first used
k6opos o mean “world s Aérus 11, 1, 1 [Tubarydpos rpdiTos dvdnaos
Thy ThV Shcov Tepoyhv koopov &k Thg &v oTd Té&Eecss.! Here the
idea of "order’ is suggested; even so the ascription to Pythagoras is

' Compare Diog. L. vimn, 48 [Pythagoras] &as v wad oy olpovay
Mpiimor duopdom wéopov kob Thy yfly oTpoyyihne, @ Bl Bcdppacrog
Heppevitny, o 8 Zivwey *Holobov, Itis clearly only with the second discovery,
the roundness of the earth, thar Parmenides and Hesiod were (wrongly) asso-
ciated. Diogenes' information is simply an expanded version of the swatement
recorded in Adcius, whose source here was no doubt Heraclides Ponricus rather

than Theophrastus.
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surprising. The explanation may be that Heraclides (or conceivably
some other investigator of Pythagoreanism) found in Philolaus
instances of wéopos where the word, if it did not simply mean
"world’, was well on the way to doing so. Such at any rate is the
case in frr. 1, 2, 6 of pseudo-Philolaus, which were prohably
written shortly after Aristorle and perhaps used known pronounce-
ments of Philolaus as a model. In these framments xéopos is always
closely associated with verbs like dppdydn, ouveppudybn, ouvkore,
and the idea of order, as Kranz saw, is not absent. If this imitates an
actual practice of Philalaus then Heraclides might well have been led
to consider Philolaus as a pioneer in the use of the word; and, in
keeping with the Pythagorean tradition of disguising all develop-
ment in their ideas, he might consequently have arrvibuted this
significant innovation to Pythagoras himself,

T'wo fourth-century authorities suggest very strongly that kéopos =
world is a comparatively new and technical usage: Xenophon Merm.
I, I, 1T & kedoupevos o Tav oopiaTév kéoues: Plato Gorg. 5075~
5084 of gogol . . .kal Té Shov Toliro Bid Tedra kéopow keoliow. Tt
has been suggested that only in Attica was this use of the word new,
and that in Ionia and Tialy it had been known for a century; but this
distincrion, which might be valid a century earlier, is less apt tor
# period when Athens was already the eultural centre of Greece, to
which, as early as the first half of rhe fifth century if nor before,
foreign sages flocked. There is one probable conclusion from all
this: that xéopos meant *order’ (in various senses) until well on in
the fifth century, when its use for *world-order’ by Empedocles,
Diogenes and perhaps Philolaus led to a derived meaning, “world’,
This being so, the larter meaning is uncertain in Heraclitus fr. 30 (as
Bernays saw long ago).

What then does xéouov Tévde—émoinoe imply? Gigon 56, by
suggesting that xdopov rrofnoe is equivalent to Bixbounoe, over-
simplified the problem. xécuos could mean either “order’ or, by
extension, “ordered whole” (that in which the crder inheres): the
addition of TovBe is important, since it obviously limits the xéouog
to that which we experience. In fact s ordered whole would
refer to what we mean by *world’, but is not identical with this
because it gives priority to the idea of * order’, Gigon suggesred that
the first part of the fragment is aimed either against Xenophanes
(whose god directs the world, fr. 25) or against the teaditional view
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that a god or gods arranged the cosmos, cf., for example, Hesiod
Theog. 74; Erga 276 (81é1age in each instance). The Jatter may be the
case;; but the primary intention of the first part of fr. 30 is the positive
assertion that this xéepos is eternal. The need for determining the
exact meaning of kéopos is increased by the fact that it stands in
apposition to wip delzewov. Could ‘this order’ (i.e. the arrangement
of things in the natural world) be identified with or closely related
to an ever-living fire?—For Heraclitus, theoretically it could: since,

while it is plain to us that an ‘order’ is not a substance, a thing in its
P ; 5

own right, but a property or epiphenomenon of other co-existing
objects, it would appear quite possible, before the development not
only of formal logic bur also of a clear distinetion between concrete
and abstract reality, to assume that it is a thing in itself, and, more-
over, concrete. An order, or ordered whole, would thus be a mixture
of the concrete object kéapos with the other concrete objects in
which the kéapos appears, just as in fr. 67 fire is thought of as being
mixed with the things thar are burned. This would be an extreme
view: the kéoyov dosifis, for example, could hardly be thought of as
concrete; but here we are making the exact distinetion between
concrete and abstract which is inapplicable to Heraclitus. Could it
not be said, then, that this order which we see in things is eternal;
that it is mixed with all things juse as fire is mixed with the things it
burns? No: for &rrrépevov pérpa krh. shows that no simple simile
from fire in general is involved, that this fire is either totally or partly
coincident with the kéopes. Could the order be fire itself, which we
know mixes with things not fire? This is attractive: the idea behind
Kkéoyes would be similar to that of Aéyes—a constituent formula
which applies to all things, which inheres in and actually is a part of
all things, and therefore could be treated as concretes The charac-
terization as fire would be made because (as, for example, Burnet
145 clearly stated) fire is both mecive and regulated: it consumes fuel
and emits smoke, and its own essence displays that regular change
which Heraclitus saw in the events of nature. But fire cannot be
identified with the formula of underlying identity of opposites, based
upon regularity of exchange, because it has or displays that formula
itself, and is qualified as dmrrépevoy pérpa xai drooBevvipsvoy péTpe,

I believe that the idea of fire as the regulating element in all things
i implicit in this fragment, but that it is a secondary one. That
Koauoy TéuBe is more than the order of things, that it is things+ order
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(from which they cannot, however, be dissaciated) is suggested by
the close connexion which the fragmenr probably had with fr. 3.
This connexion is implied by the words with which Clement
connects his quotations of the two fragments, prie T& Emgepdueva,
Now while (like Zeller ZN 847 0. 2) T would not go so far as
Reinhardt (Hermes 77 (1942) 10) in asserting that this means that
fr. 31 followed direcaly upan fr. 30, émgepopsva nevertheless suggests
that in Clement’s source fr. 31 was closely connected with fr. 30, and
this in its turn suggests {though there is plenty of room for doubt)
what is certainly possible, that the rwo sayings belonged 1o the same
context in Heraclitus. & émpepdpevar is nor a precise phrase: bur it
is unlikely at any rate to mean “the following, i.e. what I, Clement,
now quote’, the Greek for which isté8z or Tagra, Fr. 31 isconcerned
with cosmological changes described as mupde Tpomad : fire, then, is
there regarded as the origin of the other primary forms of matter,
namely, sea and earth. Therefore it is fair to regard nlp in fr. 30 as
an actual constituent of things. This tells against one of the most
persuzsive interpretations of the fragment, advanced by Zeller,
Burnet and Chemiss, according to which the ever-living fire is
simply a symbal for the kéouos. Nevertheless, there is some truth
in this interpretation, for since this kdepes is fire, as such it behaves
like fire, i.e. it undergoes regulated changes. The fire in question is
not simply that which burns in the hearth, because this has ne claim
to be more important or more primary than sea or earth, The
cosmological fire must be thought of primarily as cd6sp, thar purer
kind which in popular thought fills the upper region of the heavens
and is considered to be divine and immortal, to be the essence of the
heavenly bodies, and according to one view the place of favoured or
pure souls. The cosmological changes of fr. 31 commence with that
from fire 10 sea: half seais being replenished from, half ofit is turning
back into fire. This last process can hardly be any other than that
known in the doxographers as dvobupicms, which must be the
common phenomenon of evaporation. Evaporated sea moves
upwards into the sky—to feed the heavenly bodies, to fill their
okdgor—and so the fire into which it changes must be aifrp.

Thus the mlp deigwov probably refers primarily to olitip, the
purest fire which is the source of cosmological changes: and since
the milp delzeoov stands in apposition to xdopou TéwBe, the kdopos
must itself be closely related to ad@np; it is things + order (Emrduevoy

316

FR. 30

HeTpar KTh. ), Thus there has always existed thar aiffip which is the
matetial of natural phenomena and that arrangement by which part
of it is always sea and part always earth, It is called ‘ever-living”
because it is divine in the sense of being immortal (cf. d8dverrov xai
&ucahelpov, predicated by Aristotle of the dpyr) of Anaximander and
othess), and hecause, unlike terrestrial fire, it is never totally extin-
guished: part of it is always extinguishing itself (note the present
participles), but an equivalent part (so much is implied by the
syntactical parallelism of pérpor. . .pérper, as well as by the content
of the word iiself) is always kindling itself; the participles are
probubly middle, as Diels held, pérper. . .pérpe being internal
accusatives. The kindling and exdnetion is shown 10 be quite literal

‘by fr. 31: extinction means changing into sea, kindling means

changing back from sea into fire by means of the moist evaporation
on which fire was widely believed to feed —though this feeding itself
consisted of ‘catching fire’.

Thus the relationship of kéopov Téuse o mlp deizwov becomes,
after all, one of simple predicarion: the natural world and the order
inl it (otherwise expressed as the Logos) is an ever-living fire, The
indefinite article is, I think, required in a cozrect translation. In
rupds Tpotad the fire is aither in general: but e can mean a fire as
well as the flames that bumn there, though the distinetion is not
normally clearly drawn: efl, for example, £, 1x, 220 tv Tupl BéMAe
Bunpas. Thexdoues is equated with a fire like 2 huge bonfire, of which
parts are temporarily dead, parts are not yet alight. This is important
because it helps to explain how in fr, 31 a portion of sea can still be
counted as “fire’: it is a part of the honfire which s as yet unkindled,
i5 not yet actually “afire’. It also removes the partial anomaly of
Triip deizeocy being dmooBevvipevor wétpe, that is, not ever-living in
its parts; though the main point is that the kdopes as a whole can be
called ever-living because its entity is preserved unchanged while irs
parts undergo the “death” of change into water and earth (¢f. fr, 36
and fr. 760, developed from it; the latter discussed under fr., 31),

The description applied in (hif' [ragment to the ever-living fire, thar
it is &mropsvov pérpa kol dmeoPevviusvev pbtpe, was taken in
antiquity as an assertion of periodic changes, wérpe being treated
temporally and not guantitatively. The same ambiguity is present
in fr. 94, but in fr. 30 it is clearer that the quantitarive interpretation
15 correct. (i) Although, if pévpa. . .pirpar are periodic, éeizcov
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could still retain some meaning by the assumption that the fire is
never quite extinguished, that epithet clearly suggests something very
different—a more or less constant and inextinguishable fire, not one
which suffers violent fluctuations. (ii) In fr. 31, which (as has been
seen) probably followed very closely if not directly upon fr. 30, the
verh peTpéeren oceurs of quantitative measures. (i) Fr. 31 gives a
detailed explanation of the process of “kindling” and *extinguishing”’
as the “turnings’ of fire —that is, the meteorological changes of the
archetypal form of marter, from fire to sea 1o earth and back again,
These changes are going on, in one place or another, all the time;
but they always remain balanced, and the toral quantity of fire, sea,
or carth remains constant. If this were not so the xdauos or world-
order of men’s experience would be destroved. This halance is
expressed in fr. 30 by pbrper. . .pérpe: the balance extends also to
temporal periods (e.g. the seasons, length of night and day, etc.:
cl. fr. 94), but these are not relevant in fr. 31, which deals with the
type and the quantity of fire’'s changes. Further, any periodic
changes which Heraclitus did postulate were partial ones, applying
only to one or other part at a time of the kdopos—which would
indeed have been destroyed as such if these changes had been total
in extent. It was Theophrasmus who (perhaps following Aristotle)
evidently gave the temporal interpreration to the last part of fr. 301
Quo, 866en fr. 1 (DK 2245) mowl & kol TéEw mvd kel ypdvov
wpieutvoy THs Tol kdouou petaPeldis ke Tiver elucppimy duéykny.
This was taken up by the Stoics and developed inta their Bemipuwans-
account, which is combined with the Theophrastean interpretation
of &rrooPevwipsvov pétpa at Aétius 1, 3, 11 & TUpds yi&p TE VT
yiveofien wol els mlp wévra Teheutdy Ayoust [se. Heraclitus and
Hippasus]: TouTou Bt rkaraoPevwunivou koopomoiiote té mévra:
TEWTOV PEV Yap T TroyupeptoTomor auTol Es alrd ouaTaAhduevoy
Yii ylyveren, Brrerro dveyoeopbuny iy yiiv imd ol mupds eloe
[xooer coni. Dihner] 08wp dmoteheiotion, dvaBumdysvov B8 Gépa
yiyveoton, mwahw B Tov kdopov xod T odpare mévta Umd Tol
upds dveholioBeon by v dkmupcsor. The derails of this cosmogony
are clearly Stoic: the Stoics too used the UKV —pveaTis
mechanism of change popularized by Theophrastus. Theophrastus,
in fact, was responsible for an interpretation of Heraclitus' physics
which the Stoics developed bur linle, He was evidently misled by
fr. 31: the mwupds wpomal he took to be primarily cosmogonical
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changes, not cosmological ones; this done it was inevitable that he
should rreat the pérpac of fr. 30 as referring to recurrent periods of
world-formation and world-destruction (processes which he attri-
buted, also wrongly, 1o Anaximander, partly on the analogy of
Empedocles). World-destruction was a reversion to fire according
to Aristotle’s principle (Mee. A 3,983 L8) that things pass away into
that from which they have come into being. Fire, of course, was
assumed to be épyn, on the basis chiefly of frr. 30 and 31, by
Aristotle Mer. A 3, 984a7 and Theophrastus Quo, 86 fr. 1.
Theophrastus took fr. 31 to describe cosmogonical changes because,
following Aristotle again, he assumed that all the Presocratics gave
much attention to describing a cosmogony: ¢f., for example, Aristotle
de caelo A 10, 279b 12 yevbuevov piv oliv émavres elvai puow [sc. Tév
ouparvdv ], Fr. 31 could be interpreted as cosmogonical by anyone
who did not understand Heraclitus; in fact, in some respects it
coineided with what Theophrastus accepted as the commonest
Presocraric cosmogonical pattern —sea condensing into earth, etc.
(this pattern being based, of course, upon the observed meteoro-
logical changes in nature). His account of this is no doubt closely
reproduced at Diog. L. 1x, 89, where the sentence quoted above
frem Theophrastus fr. 1 is paraphrased (and pechaps supplemented)
as follows: yewdiofod e clrrdv [sc. Tov Kbopov | Kk Tupds el mdhy
ekrrupolofon kord Twas TepioBous BvadAsE Tov alpmronTo aidue:
Tolro Bt yiveoton kel elpoppévnv, Thus the expression txmupobiofen
(and hence perhaps éxmipeos ) may well have been used of Heraclitus
by Theephrastus, before the Stoics; that there is no Stoic influence in
this passage of Diogenes is shown by the fact that in the cosmogony
that follows no mention is made of air as in the Aétius passage. The
insertion of air into Heraclitug’ ‘cosmogony’, against the evidence
of fr. 33, was presumably a Stoic innovation. For Theophrastus’
further developments of his cosmogonical interpretation see under
fr. 31, pp. 3271L.

The theory of an bembpwess in Heraclitus was perhaps directly
derived by Theophrastus (like most of his historical judgements)
from Aristotle: de caelo A 10, 279b 12 yevopevev piv oliv &mreTes
elvad goow [sc. Tov oUpowdv], GG yevopevow ol piv &iBiov, of Bk
plcpTin damep dmioly dhde Tév guoel ouvioTapivey, ol B BuahaE
ot ptv olToos O BE Ao Eyew plaipdpevey, kel Tolmo sl Bwarreheiv
oo, rf)crrrtp "EumeBoritds & ’ﬂt{p{x}’ﬁvﬂvbg kai "Hpdehamoy &
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"Egéoios. Notice that Aristotle here ignores the statement in fr. 30
that the kéopos has always existed; his reason for this appears in his
further comment at 280a12: 70 & fvodAGE ouvioTéven kol Sichlev
olliév ddheibrepoy Towiv doiv f| To korookewdzew alméy dibov piv
dhAG peTofdhhovTa THY popgnv, wamep & Tis &k monbos Gvbpo
yivdpevov kol EE dvBpds waiba ot pév gleipeoto ot 8 elven oiorto:
Bfjhov yéap &7 xal elg hAnha TEV oTolEiwv cumovTwy oly 1)
Tuycloa Tébis ylyvers xal aloroos, SAA ) cdlrrr), Ghheos Te kol
Keerd Tous Tolmov Tov Adyov elpmréTos, ol Tis Biadioewg Exortépog
adriddvron T fvavriow. Here Aristotle makes exactly the point which
was made by Clement, that one must distinguish between changes of
arrangement within the whele world of being, and changes of being
itself; Empedocles and Heraclitus were really talking about the
former state of affairs. Aristotle implies that they confused it with
the latter, for ol B EvohASE wrA. means “and others say that it (the
first heaven)is ar one time as it is now, at ancther time otherwise and
in process of destruetion, and this continues always in this way—{or
example Empedocles and Heraclitus’. Now Empedocles, with his
alternation from the reign of Love to that of Swile, is a good
example of the compromise view which Aristotle wished 1o
describe; but Heraclitus presents no such obvious alternation unless
Aristotle understood him to mean that the world is periodically
reduced to fire in an ecpyrosis. Durnet 158 ook Asistotle’s com-
parison of the changes between man and boy, in the second de ceclo
passage quoted abowve, to imply that he was really referring to the
parallel between a ‘great year’ (of soul-fire) and the human genera-
tion: but this conjecture is absolutely unsupported. His further
attempt to eliminate an ecpyrosis-interpretation from Asistotle by
maintaining that the alternations of the oUpavds referred to Empe-
docles and Ieraclitus concern not the whele werld but enly the
first heaven (pp. 158 n. 1 and 159) unfortunately involves a neglect
of the context, in which elpavds without question refers (as often in
this treatise: see the definitions at A o, 278b11) to the whole sum of
things enclosed by the outer heaven. It is, however, just conceivable
that Aristotle was thinking of some period applied by Heraclitus to
a part only of the cosmos—for example, a period in which fire
remains unchanged as such, before undergoing its Tporead (fr. 31, or
a Great Winter and a Great Summer in the sense of Aristotle
Meteor. A 14, 352a30, i.e. & long-term excess of wet or heat in one
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part of the world or another, which, however, is eventually halanced
by a corresponding deficiency; but we have no definite knowledge
of such periods, and the context in Aristotle seems to exclude such
partial changes. Taken literally, indeed, de caelo 279braff. points
quite clearly to the fact that Aristotle believed in an ecpyrosis in
Heraclitus: this conclusion cannor, [ believe, be avoided, and it is one
which the ancient commentators on Aristotle, influenced of course
by their knowledge of Theophrastus, accepted without question.
This is surprising, partly because it is fairly plain from the fragments
that Heraclitus did not postulate any such absorption by fire (see
also pp. 135ff. below), partly because there is no other reference to
Heraclitus in Aristotle where an ecpyrosis (in the Stoic sense, as
opposed to its more limited meaning at Mereor. 342b2) is envisaged.
Of course it is very possible thar Aristotle misinterpreted Heraclitus
in this as in other matters, but that he had no other occasion for
displaying this misinterpretation; though he may have passed it on
to Theophrastus. Yet it is tempting to think that he did not mean
to attribute cosmic periods to Heraclitus, but was perhaps led to add
Heraclitus' name to that of Empedacles by his familiarity with
Plata’s presumably well-known comparison at Sophist 242D,%:
“ Certain Tonian and Sicilian Muses [that is, Heraclitus and Empedocles
respectively] agreed that. . .it is safest to say that reality is many and
one, but is kept together by enmity and friendship. For “being
carried apart it is always carried together” say the stricter of the
Muses [sc. Heraclitus), but the gentler ones [Empedocles] relaxed the
need for this always o be so, and say that in tum the whole is first
one. . .and then many. In reality this passage quite clearly states
that Heraclitus did not believe in any tvedA&E changes of the cosmos;
but the connexion with Empedocles might be remembered for
longer than the important distinction between them: see (i) on
p.322f. However, thisis neither a certain not an entirely satisfactory
solution. In the case of the other passage of Aristotle which used to
he thought (cf. Zeller ZN 868) to prove that heattributed an ecpyrosis
to Heraclitus, it can be shown for certain that no such attribution is
intenced: Phys. ['s, 20521 ks yép kol yeopls Toli &merpov elvad
alrrddy, &BUvertoy T T, kdv T memepoapévey, T elvea T ylyveota
£ 11 arédy, darmep ‘Hpdidherrds onow &movra ylveodal moTe mlp.. . .
mhvTe Yip peraBdiia B tvavtiou g tvenvriov, clov ik Bepucl el
wuypedv. Cherniss, 29 1. 108, has shown that in the sentence &mavra
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yiveobad more mip the subject is mlp and not dmavra: the whole
passage is an assertion thar no single substance (whether finite or
infinite, an element or something other than the elements) can either
be or become the world, because all change is belween opposites
and therefore a multiple world must be composed of, or otiginate
from, at least two dpyad (i.e. one pair of opposites). The instance of
Heraclitus is introduced to illustrate, especially, the theory that one
substance fecontes (as opposed 1o is) all things: this is indicated by
yhyveofon . . cyiveofei, The generally accepted interpretation, “as
Heraclitus says that all things at some time become fire’, in the sense
of an ecpyrosis, would be quite irrelevant to Aristotle’s argument;
hie is not interested in things becoming one out of many, but in
being or becoming many oul ol one—it is this which is stated by the
manistic cosmogonical theories. Therefore there is no question here
of a reference to an ecpyrosis: weTe means not "at some one time” but
‘at some time or ather, sooner or later ', and the reference is obviously
to the Tupds tpomad in fr. 31 (as Burnet, 159 n. 3, saw, though
without anticipating Cherniss’ positive interpretation). Cherniss is
unnecessarily cautious over this reference to physical changes; the
present tense of yivesbon strongly suggests that Aristotle regarded
fire’s becaming of all things as continuous, as, indeed, for Heraclitus
it was: the point is not merely that fire turns into warer and earth
(so it did for Axistorle, as Cherniss remarked) bur that it is somehow
regarded as being the source of those substances. The plurality of
this world owes its existence to the changes of a single substance
this for Aristotle was the vicious assumption.

Whatever Aristotle’s view, Theophrastus, as has been seen,
certainly assigned an ecpyrosis o Heraclitus, There are two slight
but noticeable indications thar Theophrastus developed this inter-
pretation along lines suggested by the db caelo. (1) In the Theo-
phrastean account in Diog, L. 1x, 8 (see p. 319) occur the words
kol Téhy ékmrupoloton kaTd Tives TepldBous BvaRhat Tov oupTovTa
adtdva: here the far from common tvehAdE points to de caelo A 10,
279b 14 of B BvehAdE wrh. The word does not oceur in Simplicius®
direct version of Theophrastus, Both versions mention elpepuévn
or elpappévr dudykn and are presumably connected; Simplicius in
general is more reliable, but an isclated expression may well have
been preserved by Diogenes and not by Simplicius. (if) In Aristotle’s
comment on the view attributed 1o Empedocles and Heraclitus, at
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de caelo A 10, 280218, he describes the holders of this view as Tous
rolrmov Tov Adyov eipnréTas, of Tfis Bialiorws Ekartepas aimicovTol TO
tveriov. Now Heraclitus as well as Empedocles is, formally al any
rate, signified here. It is clear enough that the larter ‘made the
cantrary responsible for each disposition’, i.e. made Love or Strife
responsible for the opposed condition of things; but how can the
same be said of Heraclitus? “There is no other clue in Aristotle to
what he had in mind here. It is probable that he was thinking
particularly of Empedocles and temporarily neglected Heraclims;
but note that Theophrastus, at any rate according to Diog. L. ix
89, mentioned two oppositions assigned by Heraclitus to the
different conditions of the cosmos—é&ms and the 6805 Guew k&Te on
the one hand (world-generation) and epfivn on the other (the
process towards demipaots, or world-destruction). There is no

evidence that Aristotle ascribed these concepts to Heraclitus: indeed

Eih. Nic,© 2, 1155b 6 (= fr. 8D; see pp. 220, 241) suggests if any-
thing that £pis is a permanent condition of things. Again it looks as
though Theophrastus, puzzled by Aristotle’s meaning in the de
caclo passage, supplemented it as best he could from his knowledge
of Heraclitus’ sayings; though the possibility cannot be dismissed
that he got his application of gps—ilptn from Aristotle privately
ot in unrecorded lectures.

Wherher Aristotle or Theophrastus was the first to atcribute a
securrent emupwos to Heraclitus, there is no doubt whatever what
swas the cause of this interpretation: primarily fr. 31, which could be
taken cosmogonically and naturally would be by all who, like Aristotle
and Theophrastus, regarded all puael as cosmogonists. So the last
sart of fr. 30 would be interpreted temporally, * kindling in periods
and being extinguished in periods’. Simplicius in his comment on
the de caelo passage certainly based the femipeeog-interpretation on
this phrase (see p. 308); bur he was possibly using a Stoic source
here and provides very indirect evidence for Atistotle’s motives.
I have already suggested that Aristotle was led by his familiarity with
Plate’s comparison between Empedocles and Heraclitus to group the
twe tugellln_::' almost uncensciously, when it came to a diseussion of
the relarion between gv and rohhé (or doyt) and kéopos ). Admitiedly
this would be very careless of him, for Plato clearly distinguishes
between the periodicity of Empedocles and the simultaneity of
Heraclitus: but Aristotle was careless over just such things. In any
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case Aristotle laid the foundation, whether intenfionally or not, for
the éemipesais-interpretation of Heraclitus which was developed by
Theophrastus and refined by the Stoics,

Plato Sophisr 242p,% is one of our strongest testimonies that
Heraclitus did not, in fact, believe in a periodical absorption of all
things into fire, and that Aristotle (possibly), Theophrastus
(certainly), and the ancient doxographical tradition, were (under-

tandably) misled. The points in favour of and against an éxmipwaos
for Heraclitus are further summarized on pp. 335

' 1 am now inclined to be persuaded by Vlastos's argument (AJF 76 (1955)
311} that misinterpresation of Heraclitus's Grem-Year doctrine (pp. jooff.)
rather than misunderstanding of Plato (p. 321) is likely to have been the chief
factor in Aristorle’s arriburion ro Heraclious of @ periodical cosmic destruction,
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Clement Seromateis v, 104, 3 (11, 396 Stihlin) [following fr. 0] &m
Bt kod yevrov kel glopTov alrrov slvan [sc. Tov kéopov ] iBoypaTizey,
prvEl Té dmoepdpeva: mupdg Tporal: mpdtoy Badacon, Baldaang
8¢ to pév fipou yi té 8¢ fpiov mpnotip. Buvdpel Yoo Afye
& 0! Tlp Umd Tol Biowolvros Myou xal Becl & olumavta &'
Gfpos TpémeTen elg Uypdy TG g omépua T Biakooufoecs, § kol
Bédaooey, b B Tolrrou aliths ylverar ¥ kal oUpovds kel Té dumepieyd-
Hever,  Sreos Bt mwéhv dvahapfdveron wod ExkmupoUrton copdds Bid
Toresw Brhols (yR)* Bdhaooa Srayéerar, nol perpéetan elg Tov
adtdy Abyov buoiog mpbobevi fiv # yevéobar yij.' oucles wal
Tepl Téw &MAwv oTolyeiwy Té alrd, mopomAfioie TolTy kol ol
EAhoyipchTerren Tlv ZToowdy Boyparrizovan mepl Te ERTTURLOOELS
BiachepPdvovTes kol xoouou Blok\oews KTA,

1 16 Eusebius PE, 3, 13, 31, om, Clem, cod. 2 {vfy Kranz et al,
3 modofer Euseh,, mpdrov Clem. 4 ¥f om. Euseb,

[Following fr. 10] And that he pronounced the opinion thar it [sc. the
world] s both created and destructible, the following words tell us:
Fire's changes: first sea, and of sea the half is earth, the half lightning-
flash. For he says in effect thar fire, by the Logos and god which
arranges all things, is turned by way of air into moisture, the moisture
which acts as seed of the world-forming process and which he calls *sea’;
then, out of this, carth comes into being and heaven and everything
enclosed by it. Thar these things are raken up again and turned into fire
he shows clearly with these words: (Earth) is dispersed as sea [sea 15
dispersed’, Clement understond] and is measured so as to form the
same propertion as existed before it became earth. Similarly wo
about the other elements the same things happen. Opinions kindred to
those of Heraclitus are pronounced also by the mast renowned of the
Stoics, with their beliefs abour things surning into fire and the arrange-
ment of the world,

It has already been suggested on p. 316 above that Clement’s words
pnuder T Emgepdpeve imply that {r. 31 came, in his edition at any
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rate, very closely if not immediately after fr. 3o0. This is not an
absolute indication that the two savings belonged to the same
original context in Heraclitus, but, aking into account the fact that
each is concerned with cosmie fire, this is highly probable (so, for
example, Deichgriber RA.M. 89 (1940) 49). In fr. 30 the present
order of things is said to be eternal, and 1o be an ever-living fire
kindling in measures and going out in measures. The first words of
fr. 31, mupbs Tpomed, explain whart this ‘kindling " and * extinguishing’
involve: fire turns into sea (and so is extinguished) and sea turns into
carth; earth turns back to sea, and then sea is kindled again into fire.
The “measures’ of fr. 30 are reflected three times in fr. 31, in the
words fiuov, . fuov, uetpteron, and g5 Tov almév Adyov kTA.: we
learn from them that each mutaton hetween the three main world-
masses, fire sea and carth, is balanced by an equivalent mutation in
the other direction; or rather that the sums of all such mutations
remain balanced. Thus Deichgeiiber, followed by Reinhardt, Hermes
77 (1942) 10, 15 justified in saying that fr. 31 gives the solution to the
paradox contained in the latter pare of fr. 301 amongst other IFHI‘IL,B
it tells us how the world can be described as fire (or a fire). Tt is
because sea and earth, its main non-fiery constituents, are but
‘turnings’ of fire, i.e. what fire turns into. This is not 1o say thar
there was ever a time when patt of fire had nor turned into sea and
earth, for ‘this order always was, i3, and shall be’; it means that there
is in nature a continual process between the three main world-masses,
and that of these three fire is considered to be the chief, and the
motive point of the process—doubtless because it is dowpordyrerrov
e péov dal as Aristotle said (de an. A 2, 4o5227), and thus more
kinetic; and also since, of the two extremes of the process, fire and
earth (which alone could be regarded as potentially separable from
the others, since sea suffers changes simultancously in two directions),
earth was too solid and intractable to be considered the ultimate
source. In addition, although Heraclitus does not emulate his pre-
decessors in trying o explain an intuited unity in the cosmos by
positing a single originative material, he felt that one form of
material was prior in importance, if not in time, to the others: and
he was doubtless attracted towards fire, as Cheraiss and others have
suggested, because it most clearly exemplifies the regular process of
exchanges {fuel for flame, flame for smoke and heat) and the
consequent stability {of the flame or the cosmos) which [or him were
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an essential characteristic of the physical world. The celestial or

aitherial fire presumably possessed these qualities to a pre-eminent
depree.

Clement, however, evidently interpreted fr. 31 very differently. His
source here (cf. the concluding words quoted) may have been a Stoic
one; and the Stoie interpretation of Heraclitus' theory of natural
process was itself dependent upon Theophrastus. ']'Tlcﬂphrasius,
who, like Aristotle, treated the Presocratic guomol (except Par-
menides) as intent upon penerating a plural world out of a primal
unity, naturally expected to find a cosmogony in Heraclitus too. In
fact, fr. 30 shows that for Heraclitus there could be no cosmogony,
but fr. 31 could be taken in a cosmogonical sense (just as pérpe in
fr. 30 could be interpreted temporally if the rest of the fragment were
ignored), and it was so taken by Theophrastus, The ‘turnings of
fire’ are interpreted as stages in world-formation (but continued
in the cosmological process, p. 1o6f.): the world was then
‘kindled” or reabsorbed into fire, after the lapse of certain pétpa
(fr. 30), interpreted as periods; the cycle then begins anew. Thus
Heraclitus is made to subscribe to the theory of successive single
worlds which was attributed by Theophrastus to many of the earlier
monists (including Anaximander) on the false analogy of Empe-
docles’ successive states of the sphere and the Atomists” postulation
of an infinite number of worlds perpetually coming-to-be and
passing away (because matter and space were infinite). This cosmo-
gonical and periodic interpretation is briefly outlined in Theophr.
Phys. op. fr. 1 ap. Simplicius in Phys. p. 23 Diels (of Heraclitus
and Hippasus): vl ék mupss oiolion té Svra mukveoe kal poviost
kol Bichboust wédw el wlp ds Tals s obons gUoems TS
Urrokeipéns® Tupds yép dpoiBhy elval gnow ‘H. wévre. The mention
of “thickening and thinning’ is probably due to Siegéeron in fr. 31.
That 'l'heophmsms‘ cosmogonical interpretation rests in part on
this fmglllel‘nt is indicated by Diogenes’ detailed account, ser our
overleaf against some of the passages upon which it depends, His
ecpyrosis-interpretation, on the other hand, is based primarily upon
ft. 30 (pévpa) and fr. go. Thus just as Theophrastus perverted the
sense of wohepos—Ems in Heraclitus by making it a motive force
in cosmogony, and by confusing it with Empedocles” Strife in
oppesing it to ‘agreement and peace’ (for in Heraclitus the appovin
is itself odirovos), so he perverted fr. 31 by making it apply to
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’7 Diog, L. 1, 89 | Source material [

Téw B odvevtlow td pdv o Emi e
Cyivesw dopow wodelofar méhesow L
werl e cro B fmd The demupeaonv. | I S0 ynedpeve oo ket Epan wed |
Buohayiow kel slafune, [ wpEaw, |
fr. 67 .. o wohepos elpdon o CE
dppevin in fr. 517
(Cenfusion with Empedocles’ |
MNelwos and DiddTne-"Apovin)
wal THY peTafolfv &8by dveo wirrea, | fr G0 8B4 fvee whTe ule kel
v T8 kdoyov yiveohon ke’ s, bt Cf de vicoe 1, 5 weopel
i mavte ... dwe wal wdToo
apsifapsva,
TURvoUpEvEY yiép Té Tl ESuypal- | fro 31 Tupds Tpomedt mrpdTow Bdh-
vealon, auviordpsydy T ylveolo good,
Ueap, Tyvipsvoy B8 h ﬁlﬁmp tls ohamong B 1o v few yi...
¥ TpiTecha

fr. §5 TroAcog TEWTeV PRy TrOT R

wol Todnv
&Edv brel Th wéreo elven,  wéERw e
ol T yijv weiobo, € fig té 0Bewp
yiveglo, fe Bt toltou T4 hormd, Sohdons . . . o1d B Apow e
oyeboy mora bl oty dueBupio- | omip(H)
owe dwdpow Thy dmd Tiis Go- | Avistotle ok am A 3, qo5w 35,
Aerrngt abrh B dome B el oo Thy dvafuplaow 26 fis TEAAG

| Bven GBS, aulaTna,
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{yfiy Moo Bieyéeran

world-formation as well as to the weather-process. His application
of the terms "way up’ and *way down’ (see p. 106f) is equally
unfounded; fr, 6o, in which Heraclitus uses the terms, seems from
its form to be a purely general statement intended as an illustration
of the coincidence of opposites. The specific physical application of
those terms would not, it is true, be unsuimable, since fire-sea-carth
is a downward movement, and the opposite process an upward
one; but in any case “the way up and down’ would refer to constant
meteorological or cosmological changes, and not to cosmogonical
ones.

That the Stoics accepted Theophrastus’ extension of Heraclitus
fr. 31 asalegitimate one, and developed our of it their own cosmo-
gony, is shown most clearly by the description of Zeno's cosmogony
given by Arius Didymus fr. 38 (Diels Doxographi 469): Toretrrny
6t Benoel elvon év TrepidBoy TV ToU Shou Biokdauniov f s olofos.
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&row &k Trupds Tpo) els Uwp 51 dépos yEvrTon & wév T UploTastio
kol yfiv ouvioTaobc, ik ToU horrol &8 To piv Biapbvev UBwp, &k BE
7ol dmugoptvou dépa yivesBou, & Tivog BE ToU dipos mip EdmrTey,
This scheme differs from that of Theophrastus by the inclusion of
air (which was not regarded as a world-mass by Heraclitus, and
which Theophrastus evidently did not attempt to attribute to him).
There were, of course, some non-Heraclitean elements in Stoic
cosmogony—the concept of fire as omdpus, developed by Zeno
(Diog. L. vii, 135-6), and that of the Téves which binds things
together; this last peculiar, perhaps, to Cleanthes, and possibly
developed by him out of the Heraclitean meivrovos dpuovin. It is
only natural, then, that Stoic accounts of Heraclitus’ physical
theories should be made to fit their own developments: a good
example (in addition to Clement’s comments on fr. 31 itself) is
Agrius’ Stoic-influenced account of Heraclitus, 1, 3, 11, quoted on
p. 318,

To examine the fragment more closely: Tpomal (as is shown by
Snell, Hermes 61 (1926) 359 n. 1) is invariably used in pre-fourth-
century contexts of sudden and complete (as opposed to gradual
and minute) changes. It is the word used of the reversals of the sun’s
course on the ecliptic (and certainly cannot describe the revolutions
of heavenly bodies). In the present context the significance of this
meaning is simply that Heraclitus ignores (except for Sieryéeron) the
processes by which the complete changes take place, and concen-
trates on the main terms, fire, sea and earth. The same concern with
the result rather than the method of change is revealed in dvrapoiy
and peraritrew (frr, go, 88), and the metaphor of life and death in
fr. 36. In the case of fr. 88 it is change berween opposites which is
thus synoprically described; the physical changes outlined in fr. 31
cannot, however, be directly resolved into that kind of change, since
three and not two terms are involved. Admittedly, in fr. go fire is
exchanged for all things, and so fire in fi. 31 might properly be set
against sea and earth (which are derived from it)—this is the type of
analysis which Gigon stressed so heavily in his Untersuchungen,
though it is not, | believe, a particularly significant one: he, of course,
used it to justify his acceptance of an ecpyrosis. Earth, like sea, is
described as a *turning’ of fire, and not of its own immediate origin,
sea; and so the three terms in the process are not equal. Fire is set
against,and motivates the changes into, the other two. Nevertheless,
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the principle of the coincidence or underlying unity of opposites
is not fully relevant in this situation; rather the unity of the whole
physical cosmos regarded statically, as it is in the first part of fr. 31,
is due to the fact that it is all, essendally, fire; parts of it are extin-
guished to form sea and earth, other parts are being rekindled into
fire. A dynamic view is expressed in the conclusion of {1, 30! the
preservation of the pétpa between the main parts of the cosmos
throughout their changes supplies the unity of a constant and all-
pervading formula akin to the Logos, though not necessasily
operating between opposites. Fr. 31 seems to set out to outline i
turn the transformations of fire, but it soon diverges from this: for
sea, the middle term of change, is described as being hall earth and,
hy anticipation, half rpnenip. Naturally Heraclitus means that one-
half of sea can be regarded as turning to carth (and replenished by
carth), the other half as turning towpnorip (and replenished by fire):
the total remains unchanged as sea, About wpnomp there has been
much fruitless discussion. It is derived from the verbal root weni-,
which developed (perbaps from an original meaning ‘leap’ or
‘dart”) two quite different senses, ‘burn’ (as in mripmpnum, the oblique
tenses of which are supplied by wprfw) and “blow’ (wphde): the
compound éumpiifee, for example, can have either sense. In technical
meteorological language a wpnoTp is something which combines
both these senses, i.e. ‘a hurricane or waterspout attended with
lightning” as L8] puts it, citing Aristotle Meteor. [ 1, 371016;
Epicurus Ep. ad Pyeh. 104 (p. 47 Usener); Aétius 111, 35 Lucretius vi,
424 L., ete.: cf. Seneca Qu. nat. v, 13, 3. Burner 149 accepted ‘fiery
water-spout’ as the meaning in the fragment, and thought that it
explained the passage of fire to sea; Diels, Herakleiros® 24, pictured
amore plausible phenomenon (* Glurwind ' or * Gluthauch ") and made
it expluin the reverse process. Now it is most improbable that
Heraclitus picked on what must, after all, be a rather uncommeon
meteorclogical event (not of course a ‘fiery waterspout’, which is
absurd: it is strangely accepted by Cherniss, 4/F 56 (1935) 414£,
and is presumably a translation of ‘igneus turbo’ in Seneca foc. cir.),
and supposed that it was the regular means of transference berween
two of the main world-masses; or even that he did not suppose this,
but merely used the name as a symbol for that kind of change.
Indeed, an examination of the rest of the fragment suggests that no
intermediary process is meant {and therefore mpnaip is not an

330

S ———— —

i, 31

exhalation, as Gigon thought, though it is here the result of an
exhalation). mpnoip obviously specifies one of the tpomal of fire
and not a process, just as earth—into which the other half of sea is
regarded as changing—is a Tporf. In this case mpnothp is an
expression for fire; and since one of its root meanings is *burn” this
is not unlikely in itself, The few early occurrences of the word da not
provide an exact parallel, but f, Hdr. v, 42 Ppovra te xad mprioripss
ErreerrrlrToum }ieuuphnn HG. 1, 3, 1 6...vedss rfis "Adnvas
Evephioln TenoTiipes éumesovros ; Theophrastus de fgn. 1 wpnoTiipss
el kepouvol, These passages show that just as the word could be
used in one simple sense as ‘hurricane’, so it could be used of
something inflammatory associated with thunder and lightning, and
so either the lightning-flash itsell; or the thunderbolt. As it stands
the word means *burner’ or ‘blazer’; and is ap]:blicd L a parLiCLﬁur
form of fire just as it is otherwise applied to a particular kind of
‘blower’, i.e. a bellows. It would indicate celestial fire quite clearly
enough. That Heraclitus used synonyms for fire is suggested also by
xepauvds in fr. G4; in fr. 31 wpnoThip is very similar to this ‘thunder-
holt’. Therefore half sea is thought of as reverting to fire, half as
turning to earth.’

The second part of the fragment is separated from the first by a
Further ptece of misinterpretation by Clement: he probably took
Biarytercn 1o indicate a dispersal of sea into fire (which is, perhaps,
how he understood this part of the fragment to refer to an ecpyrosis),
and yet the proportion of this dispersal is said to be the same as
existed before sea became earth—that is, when it was still sea. This
makes nonsense. 1f, en the other hand, earth is talen as the subject
of ioyésan, an excellent sense is restored: earth is dispersed as sea,
and is measured into (i.e, s0 as to produce) the same proportion as
existed before it became earth; that is, nothing is lost in the process,
and sea is implied to be replenished by the liquetaction of earth
proportionally with its diminution by condensation into earth. Each
of the three world-masses rerains its total velume unchanged through-
out these changes. Reinhardt, Hermes 77 (1042) 16, has attempred 1o

! Reinharde {Hermes 77 (10421 16) is surely wrong in trying o dissociate
memaThp from what he calls rhe  Michtigheir des Urfeners's wepousds certainly
exemplifies this power, and in fact Heraclitus probably did not efearfy distin-
guish cosmic fire from all other kinds of fire (contea Lassalle, Zeller, and orhers:
of. ZN B4 —cermainly rot from different kinds of celestial fire.
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justify 8dhaooa as subject of Gwggeron (accepted also by Snell):
‘Das Meer geht aus festem in flilssigen Zustand fiber.” In other
words, *sea’ here stands for ‘sea which has become earth’. This is
difficult, though perhaps just possible; sinee it involves no change in
the text it should not be absolutely rejected. However, what is
meant is still, essentially, (yf) 8dhaoon Sieyéerar, and for the sake
of clarity T provisionally accept this slight addition; that this
interpretation is in the main correct is confirmed by Diog. L. 1x, 9,
maEAW T U TV Yiiv xelobal. This, however, is no reason for
conjecturing (médw 8 yfi), like Deichgriber, op. cir. 49: fr. 91 iz a
false analogy. The two parts of the fragment were probably con-
secutive. It is possible that some short intervening sentence in which
i} was mentioned has been omitted; but on the whole this seems
less likely, since with the restoration of ¥ the two statements form
a compact yet complete account of all the changes involved: this is
apparent as soon as TpNoTP is given its necessary meaning of fire,
and as soon as it is understood that the ‘upward’ and ‘downward’
changes of sea (which alone changes into two world-masses) are
very naturally treated together, instead of in their ostensibly logical
order, The fragment may be represented diagrammatically:

mepds TpoTrol Fire Fire
| b [Behdeang] T Bl fuov maneThp
mpdTow Sdhaoes, Sen Sea
[Bohdaons] T pbv fley i | 1 ) Shagoa Byt wTh,
Ezrch  Earch

The equality of the changes is expressed for two of the stages: half
of sea is moving up, half changing to fire; the same amount of earth
is dissolved into sea as formerly (mpdofev refers rather to priority in
the logical schema than strictly to temporal priority) turned from
sea to earth. The only stage for which this balance is not asserted is
fire, but the balance can be easily inferred, and is carefully stated in
a slightly different form in fr. go.

Clement's final comment, dpoles kol wept Tév ENew oroiyeicov
& alrd, has been frequently misinterpreted. Possibly the omission
of air in part caused the comment; more likely he was simply
explaining (what might be deduced from the fragment) that the Adyos
of air and earth, as well as of sea, remains unchanged when they oo
are ‘dissolved’ to fire in the ecpyrosis. All these *dissolurions’ take
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place simultaneously on the Stoic view, Theophrastus, judging by
Diog. L. 1%, 9 (p. 328), made a superficially similar addition, & &t
TouTou [sc. UBerTos | Té Acrma: ‘the rest” are the heavenly bodies, the
creation of which he thinks had not been adequately explained.!
We know that there was no such cosmogonical explanation to be
piven: to the evidence of fr. 30, and that of the assertion of Plato at
Sophist 2420, £ that Heraclitus, as opposed to Empedocles, postulated
simultaneity as opposed to periodicity of change between opposites,
may be added the implication of the present tenses with which some
of the Tpomal in fr. 31 are described as taking place; these show that
what is being described is a constant process and not a periodical
cataclvsm.

The extremely schematic form of the fragment may blind us to
the kind of physical change which Heraclitus must have had in mind.
(Not that the schematic form is accidental; it reinforces the idea of
the regularity in such change, a regularity on which the continuous
neat-stability of the cosmos depends.) The alterations envisaged are
those with which any coastal observer would have been familiar—
the most apparent forms of the transformation, that is, between wha
struck him as the three main components of the world around him:
the bright sky above with its fiery bodies, sun, moon and stars; the
mass of dry land; and, equally vast in extent and greatly out-
weighing other forms of water like wells and rivers, the sea. The
transference between the sky-fire and sea was obviously by means of
rain, which in mythology was regarded as the seed of Ouranes with
which he impregnated Gaia (cf,, for example, Aesch, Danaids,
fr. 448p& ubv doyvds olpavds Tpédoon widva kth.). Sea turned to earth,
it was thought, when rivers and harbours silted up, as the harbour of
Ephesus itself was silting even in Heraclitus® time; this was a com-
monly accepted truth, and Xenophanes used his knowledge of
marine fossils in Malta, Paros and Syracuse to substantiate a theory
(possibly held in a slightly different form by Anaximander) thai the
earth had once been all sea (DK 21433; 12427). The recurrent
lonian idea that the earth had solidified out of primeval s was no

T Probably he did not understand that & & fwav wanemip expresses the
chatge sea - fire: Diels, Kranz in DK, Deichgriber, and other modern scholars,
whi think that this change has been lost from the text (whether of Clement or
of Heraclitug), are equally in error. See Heinharce, Hermas 77 (1942) 245 4.,
who is himself confused abour wpnattp.
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doubt partly dependent on this observation. Earth turned back into
sea when new streams and springs issued forth; when the coastline
receded; or when whole land-masses sank, as it was believed thar
Atlantis had sunk and that the straits of Messina had appeared to
separate Si-::i!}-' fram Ital}r. Simi]url_y the rn:,rr|1i::;=| |:|[jhe:av'¢| of islands,

like Rhodes and Delos, was perhaps used 1o support the fact of

change from sea to earth. For all these instances see Philo de ger.
mundi 23-6, which derives, via Stoic media, from Theophrastus,
The change fram sea back to fire was, obviously enough, due to
evaporation—what became known, later probably than Heraclitus,
as dvafuplaois. This has already been fully discussed under fr. 6;
the doxographical tradition is unanimous in attributing 1o Heraclitus
the belief that the moist exhalation supplied nourishment for the
heavenly bodies, and that by being burnt up in their bowls it turned
into fire. Herachtus rccﬂg*uztd that the sun was the sole cause of the
bright daylit sky, and thus that all celestial fire was maintained
uldmately by the sea. This last is the only process for which we have
direct evidence relating to Heraclitus (apart from the word Sieoyéeron,
which indicates the necessary mechanics of, but does not fully
describe, the change from earth to sea). The other types of change,
however, became almost canonical in meteorclogical writings; they
are accepted bv Aristotle in Metworologica A 14, and probably
by Thecphrastus, some of whose arguments, based no doubt on
Aristotle’s, are preserved in Philo de aer. mundi 23-6. The essence
of these cosmelogical changes according to Aristotle and Theo-
phrastus was thar the balance between world-masses was retained.

Aristotle was anxious to combar lonian theories (cf. those of

Xenophanes) that the world is coming-to-be or passing away, and
to assert thar, although there may be an excess of moisture or
dryness in one part of the world or another, and for a greater or
longer period, there is nevertheless a long-term stability.™ It is clear

tCf especially Avistotle Mereor. A 14y 3528178 'Men whese oudock is
narrow suppose e cause of such events o be change in the universe, in the
sense of 2 coming 10 be of the world as a whole, Henes they say thar the sea
is being drivd up and is growing less, because this is observed o have happened
in mare places now than formerly, But this i3 only partially troe. Te is troe
that many places are now dry, that formerly were covered with water, Bur the
opposite is tue too: for i they look they will find that there are many places
where the sea has invaded the land. Bur we must not suppose thar the cause
of this 1% that the world is 0 process of becoming” (e, EOW, Webster).
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enough that in the Meteorologica he shows familiarity with, and
partial reliance on, earlier theories (e.g. his development of Hera-
clitug’ exhalation-theory). as indeed did Theophrastus; and now
a true assessment of Heraclitug® docirine of pérpa, in particular in
fr. 31, shows that Heraclitus anticipated, and was perhaps responsible
for, Aristotle’s theory of cosmological stability. Tt is important to
understand the types of cosmological changes which Heraelitus had
in mind, because then and only then can it be fully understood that
the changes were not exactly balanced at every moment in every part
of the world, but that the sum of things is unchanged all the time.
The evaporation of the sea is faitly constant, though much greater
in daytime and in summer; but the change l"mm carth 10 sea may be
concentrated in certain areas (e.g. where estuaries are plentiful), and
the change from sea to earth may be cquall}r local and quite spas-
meodic. The old mlsmmpmmuon of a “way up and down’ for all
matter, by which there is a canstant and usLmH}' imperceptible change
of matter in both directions, is based upon a vicious application of
the Platenic distortion of the river-fragments (see pp. 366 1) to
the inviting schema of this fr. 31.

SUMMARY OF THE ARGUMENTS FOR AND AGAINST
aN Ecepyrnosts iv HEracrniros

In modern times Zeller argued the case for accepting the Stoie
attribution of an ecpyrosis to Heraclitus, and has been followed by
Diels, Gomperz, Gilberr, Brieger and Gigon, to name only some of
the more notable. The opposite view was maintained by Schlefer-
macher and Lassalle in the last century: their views have been
summuarized and expanded by Burnet 158-63; further considerations
against the ecpyrosis have been adduced by Reinhardt, Parmenides
t634L, and in his article *Heraklits Lehire vom Feuer’, Hermes 77

Theophrastus probably accepred this: Philo, foe, cir, ateriboted 1o him fouor
arguments against the erernity of the world, of which enly the first two, probably,
were retailed by him (Diels Dexogrephi 1o6), the athers being purely Staic,
Bur the counter-arguments adduced by Philo in chapers 25-6 are probably
alse derived from Theophrasios (who of course believed in the eternity of the
world): thus by ke Arvistorle; held thar the sea is diminishing in parrs, bur aiso
increasing elsewhere,
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(1942) 1-27. Nearly all modern crities except Gigon and his
followers accept the Schleiermacher-Lassalle-Burnet interpretation:
even Nestle (ZN 879 n.), usually an extreme conservative, reproduces
Burnet's arguments without disapproval, though they now require
considerable madificarion and expansion.

In favour of an ecpyrosis in Heraclitus is the probable support of
Aristotle (in de caelo A 10, 279b12, on p. 319), and the certain
support of Theophrastus and the Stoics, The latter, however, were
presumably influenced by Theophrastus, and the unreliable narure
of their interpretation is shown by the addition of air to Heraclitus'
three world-masses. Further, it is easy to see how Theophrastus was
misled: fr. go (fire is exchanged for all things), fr. 30 (the world
kindles in measures which Theophrastus took to be periods), fr. 31
(in part interpreted cosmogonically, and so implying also a reverse
process)—all these were adequate to mislead sumeone who erro-
neously believed that the theory of successive single worlds was
commonly held by the Ionians, e.g. by Anaximander, and who
applied Aristotle’s principle that ‘all things perish into that from
which they arose’ to the details of cosmogony.

Against an ecpyrosis: (i) the whole tenor of Heraclitus’ thought as
expressed in the extant fragments: the unity of opposites upon which
the Logos is founded depends upon the balance between them, the
movroves dpuovin. If the ‘strife’ which symbolizes their inter-
action, and the consequent maintenance of the tension, ceased, then
the world would cease to be—a consequence for which Heraclitus
evidendy rebuked Homer (see p. 2421.)." The dominance of fire inan
ecpyrosis would entail the destruction of the Logos, the disruption
of the ‘hidden connexion’, and the end of the ‘war® which is
‘father and king of all’, (ii) More specifically, an ecpyrosis would
entail the abandonment of the ‘measures’ which are implied (in
fre. 30, 31, 04, and others) to exist permanently in the world of
natural change; and a breakdown of the exchange between fire and
all things expressed in fr. go. (jii) Fr. 30 declares quite definitely
that this order (i.e. that which we see around us) is eternal and will
never be destroved. (iv) Plato made it quite clear at Sophist 2420, =

! Thig argument is admirably summarized (againse the Srefe ecpyrosis) in
Philo de aer. mundi 20, v1 p. 104 Cohn: v8v v 1ol oupuyles teavrlwy dud-

wovov T pev mlven, T Bi pn. . cyevopiung B Bemupdoes dBdverov o aupBi-
gETen” TO Wev yap Etenoy mdpbe Tév dv Tols ovguylos, T8 & Erepov olk BoTon.
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that for Heraclitus unity and plurality existed simultancously; there
was no succession of opposed states (e.g. fire on the one hand, and
the plural world on the other) as in Empedocles. No supporter of
an ecpyrosis in Heraclitus has been able to explain this testimony
away. (v) Thecase in favour of an ecpyrosis, weak as it is, is further
invalidated by the following considerations. (a) Even among Stoic
sympathizers there were evidently some who doubted the ecpyrosis-
interpretation. Thus in de defl or. 12, 415F—416a Plutarch makes
Cleombrotus complain that the Stoic ecpyrosis is ‘ encroaching upon
the works of Hesiod as upon these of Heraclitus and Orpheus’, and
in one passage Marcus Aurelius (who elsewhere accepts the ecpyrosis,
cf,, for example, 111, 3) introduces what is evidently an alternative
(and correct) interpretation of Heraclitus: X, 7 . . .doe kol Tatra
GuahnoBfjvon els oy Tol Shou Adyov, eite keerd TeploBiov fxrrusoupbuou,
eite dublois dpoiPars dvaveoupévov, where Lassalle and Schleiermacher,
followed by Burnet, are right in referring the duoiBal to Heraclitus
(see ZN 869 n. 2). This alternative is a reference to Panaetius, who
muodified the Stoic ecpyrosis in this way; there is no evidence thart he
had Heraclitus in mind in so doing, but it may be significant that
Marcus expresses the alternatives in Heraclitean terminology. (8) The
fragments which were commonly supposed to refer to an ecpyrosis
are of no evidential value for this purpose. The so-called fr. 66, which
was the chief among these, is really an interpretation by Hippolyrus
(see pp. 35911.); the identification of ypnoycolvn kel képos (fr. 65),
in the same passage of Hippolytus, with Biakéounois and ékmipeoo 15,

is Stoic in thought and terminology, and has been adopted by

Hippolytus because it appears 1o anticipate the Last Judgement
(sce pp. 357M.). Fr. 9o, which has sometimes been held, after
Theophrastus, to support an ecpyrosis (*all things are exchanged for
fire, and fire for all things, as goods for gold and gold for goods”),
accords well with the tpomrad theory of partial physical exchanges:
the point is that the total of goods or gold remains unchanged, not
that all the goods go to one party, all the gold to another (see
PP- 3461L.). And the last sentence of fr. 10 does not imply periodicity
(see pp. 17711).

One argument against the ecpyrosis is of no value (so also
Reinhardt Parmenides 170n.). Tt was advanced by Lassalle, 11, 142,
and assimilated by Burnet, 15of., 155f,, 162, and uses the theory
outlined in de »ictu 1, § o account for natural changes as due to
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inevitable reactions between fire and moisture (in the form of exhala-
tions); but though this theory of the alternate advance of fire and warter
oceurs ina treatise which has Heraclitean elements, there is no reason
whatever to assign it to Heraclitus, for whom fire sca and earch, and
not the first two alone, were invelved in natural change, De vicou
is an eclectic work which embroiders on Empedocles, Anaxagoras
and Archelaus, as well as upon Heraclitus; the interaction of fire and
water belongs in all probability to Archelaus.'

v A fresh defence of eepyrosis in Heraclitus has now been made by R.
Mondolfo, Phronesis 3 (1058) 7¢1%.; T find it unpersuasive { Phronesis 4 (1050)
73}, and Mondolfo in turo rejesss my counter-arguments (e.g. Prodlemas v
Miéwados do Invesrigacidn en b Historin de fa Filoaofla (Buenos Aires, 1g60),
143-7).
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Clement Stromateis vi, 17, 1 (11, p. 435 Stihlin) *Oppless Bt
T oo

Boriv OByt Bdaros 6 OB&reo ducfif

b B GBorrey (ubv) yale, 18 8 & yolag wéaw O5p

' B ol B gyl Shov albip’ dvologovea -

‘Hpdhertos & ToUTow oumioTdueves Tous Adyous GBE Trs ypaper”
Juyiiowy Bavarog B8wp yevéabar, 8t b Bavatog yijv yeveo-
Bav: éx yic 6¢ Bbwp yivera, €€ Hbatog 62 Juy.

T wwd cod, em. Sylbug: pro B UBduew dpefd coni. Bywarer yugd 8
Ubdreray, 2 {ptvy Hermann. 3 allpo dihdooousa cod., em. Bywater.

Orpheus wrote: " Water is death to soul. . . from water comes earth,
from carth again comes warers from that comes soul, leaping up to the
whole aither., Heraclitus, composing his words out of these lines,
writes after this fashion: For souls it is death to become water, for
water it is death to become earth; out of earth water comes-to-be,
and out of warer, soul.

The following discussion of this fragment is only partial, since its
implications for Heraclims' beliefs about the soul are only inci-
dentally mentoned.

The Orphic verses (Kern Orphicarum Fragmenta no. 226) were
abviously composed later than the saying of Heraclitus: see
Stemplinger Das Plagiar in der gr. Lirerarur 63 and 73, Clement
clsewhere also (Serom. vi, 27, 1) reveals his naive beliel that Hera-
clitus was dependent on Orphic doctrines. In these circumstances
the confused text of the verses is not of great moment here; it is
clear that they reproduced fairly closely the content of the fragment.
That this is given with reasonable accuracy (&8¢ e is neutral} is
indicated by a number of other, verbally similar, ancient references,
though these only reproduce the first part of the lragment; for the
second Clement is the only source. Philo de aer. mundi 21 and
Hippolytus Ref. v, 16, 4 are the closest quotations; in the others
(which like Hippolytus only give the first clause) typfion is substi-

339 a4




FR. 30

tuted for i8cop : e.g. Aristides Quint. p. 64, 32 Jahn ‘Hpédsitos., .
htyeov wuydion [ms. yuyfv] Bverrow Uypfion yeviodan. Cf. also]ulian
Or. v, 165D; Proclus in Tim. 22n; Olympiodorus in Gorg. p. 142,
8§ Norvin, In fr. 117 (ap. Stob, Flor. v, ) the drunk man is
described as Uyphy T yuyfv Exeev, and this might be the source of
the variant Uypfiol in fr. 36: but it is also possible that typhv—Exeov
in fr. 117 is a gloss along the lines of the versions of fr. 36, The
phrase recurs in fr. 77D (= 728) which is quite patently not a genuine
quotation bur simply a reworking of fr. 36 and possibly of fr. 117:
Numenius ap. Porphyr. Antr. nymph. 10 88 xed ‘Hpdohertow
wuyiion pavan Tépyw ph Bavartow Uypfion ysvioBen (this may well be
the source of the other Neoplatonist references quoted above).
Leller, ZN 891, followed by Bumet 153 and Gigon 109, took p
8averrov to be an addition by Numenius—but this is the most
obviously Heraclitean part of the whole, 8évorrov being a clear
reference to fr. 36. Diels and Reinhardt read §) 8dverov, Kranz
suggested kad 8évertov : i is improbable since the whole sentence is
ascribed to Heraclitus; mépyis is either based on fr. 117, or simply
reproduces the Neoplatonist view that the soul finds pleasure in
change. No part of the sentiment ascribed to Heraclitus looks in any
way like an original quotation; it should certainly not be classed as
a fragment.

Fr. 36 deals with the alterations of three constituents, soul, water
and earth. The presence of soul here is surprising, and was probably
intended to be so; earth at any rate belongs to the field of large-scale
natural changes, as presumably does water, although in fr. 31 the
term used is ‘sea’ and not “water’, Soul, then, occupies the position
which fire might have been expected to fill. This is significant, for
other fragments about the soul, especially 118, show that Heraclitus
regarded it, in its pure state, as fiery —and fire is replenished by sea
in fr. 31. Tt is quite wrong to think of soul in Heraclitus as airy or
vaporous, like Nestle, ZN 816 n. (e.g. Philo, de aer. mundi 21, gave
as the interpreration of fr. 362 yuyiy yép olépeves elvea 16 el
kTA.): it may be maintained by vapour, but its normal constitution
is fire. Aristotle calls the soul in Heraclitus an ‘exhalation’, but he
almost certainly means fire (so Zeller ZN 815 n, 1): de an. A 2,
405a25 kol "Hpdxhermos 88 v dpyfv elvad gnot yarene, ehrep iy
dwvalupiaoy € fis T8&AAx owviornow. This ‘exhalation’ is not the
moist evaporation from sea, but Aristotle’s own dry exhalation,
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itself a kind of fire and so analogous to Heraclitus® &py in so far as
he had one. It seems therefore that Heraclitus has here put soul in
the place of cosmic fire. There can be no question of a cosmic soul
(asin Aétius 1v, 3, 12, on p. 371); the plural yuyfiot, apart from other
considerations, makes that certain, Nor indeed can the whole
fragment apply to the microcosm, as Gigon 104f. maintained that

jearth represents flesh, water blood, in the human body." Even if

Xenophanes could say (fr. 33) wévres ydp yedns e kel UBecrog
Exyevopeoter (and he did not mean this very literally), it would still
be impossible to use yfi by itself to mean flesh: on the other hand,
the changes between earth and moisture had been asserted of the
outside world in fr, 31. It is by no means certain, in any case, that
the soul was nurtured from the blood. The Stoics assumed this, but
for Heraclitus the soul’s efficacy depended on contact with the
outside world and with the material Logos, possibly by the medium
of breath, as Sextus tells us, adv. mash. vii, 126{. (DK 22416).
Primarily the contact was with fire itself—the cosmic fire which
was replenished by the exhalations from the sea. Perhaps it is to
express this point that Heraclitus substitutes soul for cosmic fire.
There is no essential difference between the two: soul is a form of
material which, slightly changed, exists also outside bodies. (For
a summary of my views on the soul in Heraclitus see 4P 70 (1949)
384ff.) From the point of view of Heraclitus’ theory of natural
changes in the world at large the importance of the fragment is that
it confirms the statement of fr. 31, that the three world-masses are
fire, water, earth; and that these three can change into each other in
this order—fire, that is, does not change directly into earth nor earth
into fire. In fr. 36 a different terminology is used to express these
changes: not the ‘turnings” of fire, but the ‘death’ of each separate
form of matter. This is obviously a metaphorical use which was
evidently an idiosyncrasy of Heraclitus. It is coneeivably repeated
in the very obscure fr. 21 ("what we see when awake is death’, i.e.
changes from one kind of matter to anather?), and is certainly echoed
in the paraphrases which Diels collected as his fr. 76, discussed
below. Exceptfor the anachronistic use of the word ‘element’, Philo
accurately summarized Heraclitus' intention at de aet. mundi 21:

' That this kind of view was later armibured o "Heraclitizers’ (perhaps
Stoles™) is shown by Problemara 13, 008 a 0. .. mids iy fpadheimizdyror pasly
&7t dvoBumdTon damep dv TS S rat fr TE gupgT, KTA
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Gavarov ol Thv el dwav dvaipeowy ovopdgov dhhd THY Eig ETepov
arowyelov peraforv. Like the Milesians Heraclitus seems to have
believed that things cannot be annihilated; so on the *death’ of the
individual his constituents are not totally dLHtI‘U}-FU, but the wuyd
becomes either fire or water {accurdmg to its condition at the
moment of death) and the body, as worthless now as dung (ir. 96),
decays and turns into moisture and earth. Therefore when a portion
of fire turns into an equivalent portion of water this involves the
‘death’ of fire and the *birth’ of water; it is further stated thar a
particular kind of *death’ entails a particular consequence of * birth’—
e.g. ‘death’ for fire, which 'nap]}en% whenever fire ceases to be fire,
necessarily entails the *hirth’ of water., Water, since it occupies a
medial position in the process, may have two k!“fih{]f- death’, either
into earth or into fire: but we are not specifically told that the latter
change can properly be described as 8qvares. Tt is very possible that
it cannot: H. Gomperz ( Tessarakontacteris Th. Borea (Athens, 1940)
i1, 52f. and n. 4) acutely observed thar Heraclitus held movement
to be characteristic of life, rest of death (DK 22422, ef. 2246);
therefore it is dearh 10 pass from a fluid 10 a more solid state, and the
reverse process, Gomperz held, is not death but fife. Onee again it
is legitimare to wonder whether the occurrence af wuyr) restricts the
whole fragment to human or animal changes, since 8dwaros normally
deseribes one such change. But 8dverros must be metaphorical in
U8 88 fdvaros yiv yevtaba (and would be so even on Gigon’s
interpretation). Nevertheless, it is possible that it bears something
of its normal significance, too, in the opening clause, and that the
meaning is ‘ the soul can only be said to die (when the individual dies)
if it turns to water; if it remains flery it remains “alive™’, This
accords with Gomperz's interpretation. Whether this is so or not,
the signifieance of the parallelism of this fragment with the cosmo-
logical fragment 31, and the sequence of inevitable natural changes
outlined there, remains undiminished.

That Heraclitus did not count air as an important constituent of
the natural world (or perhaps as substantial at all: the corporeality of
air was assumed by Anaximenes, but not proved before Empedocles),
or as one of his world-masses, is demonstrated by its absence from
fr. 31 and confirmed by its absence from this f. 36. Its insertion into
Heraclitus' scheme 'was due to the Stoics, at a time when it was an
accepted member of the four oroxelx or ‘roots’ originated by
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Empedocles. A group of sayings is auributed to Heraclitus in
which the B4verros metaphor is used and air is added to the three
world-masses of fr. 31 (souf, water and caeth in fr. 36). This group is
counted as fr. 76 by Diels (= 298), and is set out below:

Plutarch & £ 18, jo20

Marr.us ,"Luleln** IV, 40, 1 | Maximus l'\-'nuq LA, 4

o fus “Hpdwhatos Eheye, r.h:: ol "Hpekderiiau REE Hu-rub: o "Hpdrhertow
mrupos Blverros dipn yveas | uspefioto, STy Svoos
wed dfpos Béverrog Ofiam
EVETIS.

[upts 8. dépos yévems ar | &bpos Tip wet Eemoday,
de prim. friz. 10, 9494l

Bavarow, ¥y Tow TBoros,

Scholars have for long had suspicions that these passapes present no
new  information on Heraclitus, nnrhing like a separate direct
quotation, but only a Stoicized version of fr. 36 in which lp is
substituted for '..pl...r;{ﬁ on the analogy of fr. 31, and the ‘death’
metaphor is formally extended to the remainder of the process.
Zeller's scepticism (ZN 8s0if.) followed that of Schuster and
Teichmiiller, and was approved by Diels and Kranz: few except the
inaccurate Gilbert held out against this interpretation until Gigon

99 reasserted a faith in fr. 76n, on the ground that Heraclitus, like

Anaximander, believed in the special position of the hot and the cold,
the wet and ;he dey (cf., for example, [r. 126, which, however, is
evidently purely general in its application), and could therefore have
helieved in four and not three world-masses. But the question is not
what he could have helieved but what he did believe, and fragments 31
and 16 show quite clearly that he believed that the main constituents
of the world were fire, sea, earth—not air. Further, the argument
about the opposites is somewhat misleading (on this point see
W, Briscker's review, Gromon 13 (1937) 533): the hot and the cold,
etc., were indeed substances, but they were not yet neatly identified
with specific forms of matter. Possibly the hot was often identified
with fire, the wet with sea; but earth and air were more difficuls
1o associate with a single one of these four opposites. It is often said
that Empedocles simply identified traditional basic pairs of opposites
with particular kinds of matter, but his procedure was more compli-
cated than thar: we may infer that he first had to prove the subsian-
tiality of air. It may be that Heraclitus’ omission of air is a direct
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criticism of Anaximenes’ acceptance of it. At any rate there is no
eviderice whatsoever that Heraclitus ever attempted to deseribe
natural changes in terms solely of the opposites; indeed, one of the
strangest features of his system is the lack of explicit interrelation
between his special analysis of cosmological change (between fire,
water and earth) and his general analysis of change as between
opposites. No doubt the latter was primarily a logical analysis, and
as such led to his ‘great discovery’, that opposites are not really
disconnected; the former primarily an empirical one based upon the
evidence of the eyes. The connecting link between the two was the
coneept of perpov, which automatically holds between opposites and
is repeatedly stressed in the three-stage cosmological changes: on
this see my article ‘Natural Change in Heraclitus °, Mind LX, n.s.
ne. 237 (Jan. 1951) 35ff. To revert in conclusion to the pseudo-
fragment: note that all the sources are Stoic, and that the earth—»fire
change in Maximus (who introduces the word 3 from a garhled
version of {r, 62 which he had just retailed) is impossible; various
corrections of this have been proposed, but the matter is of lirtle
impertance, and in any event Maximus probably just did not
understand.’

t Cherniss noted in A/P 56, 1935, 415, that fr. 76 b posits a cycle of change
which Aristorle said none of his predecessors had accepred, (I owe this informa-
ton to W, G. Rabinowitz and W. T, Muson, Review of Meraphysics 10, 1956,
2444, a useful review-article,)
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Plutarch de £ 8, 388D, 1 dbg yeéep Brsluny [se. Ty & Shex Breoopoliocw
Spyiv] bmedhdTrovmav! fx ptv EouTfis Tév kbopov éx Bt Toll kdapou
v boutiiy droTehely mupbg Te' dvropolfl téd mavra gnoiv &
‘Hpérdertes wal mwihp andavrwy dwwonept yguood yphpatd xal
APNETWY Ypuadg, olmwes f Tfs mewmddos mods fovtiiv ouvodcs
o8ty obr’ drehds olt’ ddAGTpIoY yewwlv épuxey, GNA dplapéves Eyel
pETAPOAGS,

1 dmedhddrroveey Wilsmowlee, iehddrrovoay Madvig, wharroveey Bernays:
quidrrouaay coded, 2 e X3 B g, om. cetr. 3 dvronalfrmon I dvropel-
Beran codd. cetr,, corr Schwares, Diels, dvropsipeoton Wytenbach, dvr-
ouoipiy vh Sieveking, 4 e doep [, diomep codd, cett., corr, Bernardakis,

Lor as Heraclitus says that the principle which orders the whole by
gradually changing makes the world out of irself and again itself our of
the world, and All things are an equal exchange for fire and fire for
all things, as goods are for gold and gold for goods—so the con-

Junction of the number five with ivself by its nawure generates nothing
incomplete or of different character, but has changes which are determined.

In this difficult sentence Plutarch follows the Stoic ecpyrosis-
interpretation of Heraclitus. The whole sentiment from ds yép
tkeluny down to the end of the quoration is attributed to him, but the
accepted quotation may be in direct speech in spite of the orazio
obligua of the rest, and it is unnecessary to read the accusative
avrapolpiv, with Sieveking, instead of dwrogeipsy which is the
reading sugpested by the mss. e, omitted by most mss., is a
negessary connexion. The restoration of dvrauei8s instead of any
form of the verb seems to be a certain one (see Diels S8 Ber (1901)
191), and is virtually indeed the reading of the class I, which is in
general the most reliable because it does not often artempt to cure
obvicus corruprions (ed. Paten, Pohlenz, Sieveking (Teubner 1929),
p- xxvi). The reading is confirmed by the fact that Theophrastus
evidently accepted the noun-form (though dueipd and not dvre-
poiPn ) so Phys. ap. fr. 1 ap. Simpl. in Phys. 24, 4 mupds dpoiPiy . . .
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wévra; Diog. L, 1x, 8 wupds dpoPry 7& mavTa, Cf. other doxo-
graphical versions, Heraclitus Hom. Qu. Hom. 43; Evsebius P.E.
x1v, 33 Philo Leg. alleg. m1, 7; Plotinus Znn. 1v, 8, 1, ete, Imitations
are certainly found in which the verbal form occurs: so de victu 1, §
yoopel B méwrta xod Bela kol dvBpumiva dvw wel kéTew dpnPopeve;

Lucian Fir. auet. 14: Philo de aer. mundi c. 21. But the authority of

Theophrastus, and indeed the text tradition of Plutarch, justify the
acceptance of dyroqorpr. The compound noun is not found else-
where before Charito 5, 2, 4, Tis ebepyeoios THY dvrapoPrv, but it is
aperfectly possible one. dvropeieotion meaning “to exchange” occurs
in Archilochus, fr. 74, 7 Diehl, but in a reciprocal sense; meaning
“to requite” it oceurs in Archilochus and tragedy, though only at
Aristophanes Thesm. 723 is the object for which requital is made
expressed, by dvti with the genitive. The simple genitive, howevet,
would net be impossible here. —The use of the article with méwra
is not common, but can be paralleled in, for example, Heraclitus {r. 64
(0é B rénvrex olemiger keporuviss ), and is retained in three doxographical
versions of Theophrastus, including Diog. L. 1x, 8 quoted above.

The fragment asserts that fire and “all things” are equally exchanged
for each other (wr- reinforces the idea of exact reciprocity in
Guoiph), and the equality of these exchanges is emphasized by a
simile, The exchanges of fire must obviously refer to the wupss
tpomred described in fr. 31—fire is exchanged for & mévre, which
means (as Cherniss points out in the passage quoted below) not “the
whole' as a homogencous unit but all things individually in sum.
Thus fire is exchanged for water and earth which, with fire itself,
are the constituents of the world: both as cosmological world-
masses (i.e. sky, sea, earth) and, in mixture (this may be inferred
perhaps, though Heraclitus never directly discusses the material
composition of individual things), as components of all different
things. The pérpov which was found 1o underlie the large-scale
changes of fr. 31 is emphasized here by the simile from the marker.
Gold stands for fire and ypfjuerra for the different kinds of goods
which gald ean buy,* and the different kinds of object in the world.
Gold is not given without getting goods in exchange; these goods
equal the gold in valug, and a certain amount of gold will buy

* Not, as Gabel, Die vorsokratische Philosophie 49f., ingeniously sugpested,
for ‘small change': of. Plato Laws vin, 849 % dhhdrreotom véuopd e ypnudcro
G I e voploportog.
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a determinate and fixed amount of goods. Similarly, goods are only
given out when a proportionate amount of gold is exchanged for
them. The simile has another application: one side of the exchange
is homogeneous (i.e. gold, and fire), the other side is heterogeneous
(goods of all kinds, and different physical things, or, in the last
analysis, water and earth),

It sometimes used 1o be thoughe thar this fragment could be used to
show that Heraclitus postulated an ecpyrosis, and there is no doubt
that Theophrastus ook it to imply this (though Reinhardt, Hermes
77 (1942) 24, has no justification for the assertion that Aristotle did
likewise). Gigon 47f. developed this interpretation in spite of the
clear objections of Burnet and Reinhardt: he held that fr. go gave
material expression to a logical rule which he derives from frr. 10
and 5o, that is, all things come from cne and one from all things—
there is a petiodic alternation berween wiip on the one hand and the
manifold kéopos on the other. It was shown under fr. 10 that *one’
and ‘many’ are alternative ways of looking at things, not successive
physical states; while fr. 0 simply asserts that “all things are one’,
which is against Gigon's interpretation. Gigon argues, however,
that just as in fr. 88 the living and the dead, etc., are said to be *the
same” because they constantly replace one another, so wiip and &
wwénrra in fr, 9o constantly replace one another, and thus & wewra
is an alternative state to mlp—in Stoic terminology, Siaxoounog as
opposed to ékmipwas, 1 cannot do better in dealing with this con-
tention than to quote the words of Cherniss in his brief but acute
review of Gigon's Unrersuchungen, in AJP 56 (193%) 414ff.: “The
comparison of frr. 9o and 88 which Gigon believes makes the assump-
tion of an &kmipmas necessary appears to me to show the danger of
Gigon’s formalistic method, for the opposition Tifp-mévta is not
analogous to 3dy—Tedunos, Eypryopds kabielBov, véou-ynpmov. If
we are to take the terminology of Heraclitus as seriously as Gigon
does, we must distinguish first berween the idencification of the
apparent contrarieties in fragment 88 and the relation of equivalence
in fragment go and also we must remark the plural, & wévra, in the
latter fragment which means not that the whole but that all things
individually and collectively are equivalent to fire in varying
amounts.” Further, the simile quite clearly precludes complete
alternarion, for in the exchange of gold and goods neither element is
ever absorbed into the other (as 7é& wévre would have to be inmiip),
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but the total of each remains the same: the most extreme case which
could theoretically oceur would be if all the gold remained on one
side, all the goods on the other; even so the goods still exist as such.

Cherniss went on to say that the reason why 2év—reBunids, ete.,
can be called *the same’ is just that they can all be expressed in terms
of fire. In this I think he is wrong: the identity of opposites of all
kinds depends either upon their inevitable succession or upon the
fact that their opposition is only relative; this is a logical discovery
which summarizes the nature of the Logos. The cosmological aspect
of the connexion of all things is that they are all mupés Tpomal : this is
something different, We have seen that Heraclitus perhaps did not
fully integrate his opposite-doctrine with his dectrine of fire, though
they are connecred by the idea of pérpov. Nevertheless, it seems
probable that he applied to the theory of cosmological changes an
idiosyncrasy of thought which partly derermined the doctrine of
opposites: dead always turns into alive, he said in fr. 88 {or night
into day, summer into winter, etc.), and alive into dead: umrei'nm
dead is the samne as alive. Fire always turns into sea, and indirectly
into earth, earth and sea turn back into fire: therefore sea and earth
are “the same” as fire, and ‘this order’ can be described in fr. 30 as
being ‘an ever-living' fire (though parts of it at any one time are not
fire in the full sense but are extinguished, have been ‘exchanged” for
something else). To this extent, and to this extent only, are frr, 88
and go compatible.

There remains one slight difficulty with fr. go. Fire is said to be
an exchange for “all things’: but fire itself must be one constituent
of ‘all things” if this means all the individual things in the world,
which are not restricted ro warter and earth alone, We know so lirtle
about Heraclitus” views on any except large-scale cosmological
changes that we cannot properly elucidate this difficulty; but
probably it is simply due to an unavoidable looseness of speech, and
Heraclitus might argue that, just as some of the goods exchanged for
gold might themselves contain a proportion of gold yet would not
therefore be called gold, so 1é mévra ineludes mixtures of fire, which,
however, can quite legitimately be contrasted with pure fire, whethﬂr
this be isolated only in thought or also in fact, e.g. as celestial aither.
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Hippolytus Refuratio 1x, 10, 6 (p. 243, 19 Wendland) Aéyer B¢ vl
oopkds dugoToow . . [fr. 63]. Mye Bk kal ol kéopou kplow wod
TravTooy T &v alrdy Bud mupds ylveoBen Adyeov olres th O
mavra  olaxiler xepauvvdg [=ir. 64], Toutéon woereutilvel,
Kepauvoy o Trip Adywv TO aldwiov: Mye 8 kal gpévipov Tolito
elven & TrUp xel Ths Biokfoses Ty Shewv aimiov, kol B alTd
wpnopoodvny xal wbpow [=fr. 65] ypnousclvn B lorw 4§
Bioxoounals ket alTéy, Ty B Exmlpmais kopos® TavTa yép, gnal, TS
Trup emreabioy kpivel ol vamadyeTtar. &y B TouTe TG Kegohalo mhuTo
opol Tov iSov voliv EeleTo, dua B2 kal Tév Tis NonToll alpéoeus. . .
(seq. fr. 67).

1 kothels cod., corr. Wendland, Diels,

He m!ﬁ:s also of a resurrection of the ﬁc.s& L fr.63). He says also that
a judgement of the world and of all in it comes-to-be :ﬁam;:gﬁ fire, in
these words: Thunderbolt steers all things [= fr. 64, that is, directs;

by * thunderbolt’ he means the eternal fire; ke says also that this fire is
sagacious and cause of the management of the universe. He calls it
Deprivation and satiety [= ff. 65]; deprivation is the world-ordering,
according to him, and the consumption by fire [‘ecpyrosis’] is satiety.
For, he says, fire having come upon them will judge and overtake all
things. In this section he displayed rogether his own special meaning,
and at the same time that of the heresy of Noetus. . .(fr. 67 follows).

This whole passage in Hippolyrus fram Aty 8 kel oapkés to
korroMiperon appears to have been added as an afterthoughi—
perhaps by Hippolytus himself, for the three quotations from
Heraclitus are plausible enough, and suggest acquaintance with the
kind of handbook (if not a book by Heraclitus himself) which
HH}!mIvtuq must have used. The passage differs radically from the
rest of the chapter in which it oceurs. A number of quotations from
Heraclitus oceur in §§1-6 of Refl 1%, 1o, all ofwl-m’n illusirate the
coincidence of opposites and thus are relevant to Hippolytuy
purpose of showing that the Noetian heresy (that Father and Son,
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creator and created, are the same) is really derived from the pagan
Heraclitus, §8 of the same book, from #v 8¢ tolrep 16 repoiaio
onwards, continues Hippolytus' exposition of this contention by
quoting fr. 67—an illustration, it is claimed, of the fact that Ged is
both creatar of the world and immanent in the world. The inter-
vening passage, however, introduces nothing relevant to Hippolytus’
theme, but simply reports and discusses—partly in Stoic terms—
three quotations of Heraclitus which are, indeed, germane 1o
Christian doctrine in general, but have nothing to do with Noetus
or his reaching. Hippolytus is usually so concise and so relevant
that this excursus is unlikely to have belonged to this chaprer as
first written. This conjecture is confirmed by the use of the twice-
repeated Meye 82 xoi—a phrase unusual in Hippolytus, but normal
enough anywhere in the case of piccemeal additions: cf,, for example,
Eheye B¢ wai ar Diog. L. 1%, 2, 1o introduce a pair of guotations from
Heraclitus which are obviously added as an afierthought. The form
of the phrase is determined by the method of introducing the last
relevant quotation prior to our passage (namely, fr. 62), Ay B
Spohoyoupives TO aldverrov even Bvnrow xth, Thet quotation, like
the one which preceded, illustrates Heraclitus’ (and, it is supposed,
Noerus") opposite-doctrine: but how different in sense are the three
quotations which follow, illusteating as they do an apparent anticipa-
tion by Heraclitus of the resurrection of the dead, and the avenging
fire of judgement day! The same conclusion may be suggested by
Hippolytus’ remark that “in this section Heraclitus displayed together
his own special meaning, and al the same time that of the heresy of
Noetus, whom [ have just shown to be a disciple not of Christ but
of Heraclitus; for he says in these words that the created world itsell
became creator and maker of itsell” ({x. 67 follows), * Dhis section™

b xepihaiov here probably means (a3 Macchioro, Eracfits 26 1. 1, main-
tained ) “seedion' or Cchapter’ and not fsummaey’; though T disagree with
Macchioro and suppose thar Hippolyius® source was a sommary and not
Heraclites” complete book: neverileless, a summary may have ‘sections’, as
indecd, mare generally, may a body of idess. wepdhmov admitedly often
means *chief point®, *sum or gist of o marten”: thes Placo eould wrire {(Gargéos
4534) . Temiboil Enoupyos boter 6 pritopis), kol Ty maoypoteic adeis
dmoge wel To kepahoiow 5 ToUTo Tehedtd, Bur the swer of @ maner is quite
different from a summary of iv if Tolre 1@ kegodaly referred forward o
fr. 67 alone (which might be suggested by the yép at the beginning of that
quotation), then kegethalee here would have to mean 'summary ' and noe 'sam’
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most naturally refers not forward to what follows, but backward,
either to what immediately precedes or to the context of all the
fragments quoted so far. But if the fragments which immediately
precede do nor display Heraclitus' ‘special meaning’ (ie. the
opposite-doctrine) then they may be presumed to have been added
afterwards, Frr.63-5 do notcontribute to this doctrine; therefore the
passage in which they occur is seen to be heterogeneous, from yet
another angle.

The possibility that our passage is an afterthought helps to explain
its lack of clarity and logical consequence. The saying ‘thunderbaolr
steers all things’ is not an apt illustration of a beliet in the judgement
of the world; and after Mya 8¢ wod gpéwipcy xvA. a supporting
quotation might have been expected, according to Hippolytus’
normal practice. 11, Frinkel’s ingenious suggestion is recorded in
DK, that the quotations were originally written in the margin and
their proper order altered when they were brought into the text:
originally méwre yép gnot 16 wlp Emehddy kA, (counted by Diels
as fr. 66) came in the place of fr. 64, which itself (with its explanation
TouTéoT-aiwviov) helonged after Tév Shewv oftiov. There are two
serious objections to this solution: first, the expression Adywu
olreos indicares thar one (UOTAtion at any Tate came in the rexr; it
cannot have been added to accommodate a quotation, since with the
transposition suggested either it or the words yép gno inwévra yép
oriot 76 TUp ®TA, are superfluous and have to be removed. Secondly,
it will be seen below that the so-called fr. 66 cannot be a genuine
quotation from Heraclitus, but is merely a summary or paraphrase
by Hippolytus: therefore, suitable as it may seem, it cannot stand as
illustration of the statement that Heraclitus spoke of a judgement by
fire. The lack of cogency in the whole passage is partly explained
once it is seen that Hippolytus is simply readapting the Stoic
ecpyrosis-interpretation, but is unable to substantiate it with any-
thing maze apt than fr. 64 for the very reason that Heraclitus never
postulated an ecpyrosis. That Hippolytus here is dependent on a
Stoie source is shown by the paraphrase karevBiver (ef. Cleanthes
Hymn 1. 12); by the phrase Tijs Biowricecs 1év Ehov aftiov; by the

(which eonld hardly eceur with & demonstrative adiective), A sentence can be
W sumnitmary of can concain the sum of & doctrine: it cannot be that sum, Only if
T wegohaley were in apposition (o Todre meaning TedTe 78 Adyw or the like
wiold the difficulty be mer: and this is our of the gquestion,
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epithet ppéwipov applied to fire (cf. the Stoic niip voepdy : but see the
discussion below); and by the correlation of ypnouccivn and
Bicoopnols, képos and fkmipowais, which oceurs elsewhere in
Stoicizing contexts at Plutarch de £ 9, 389c and Philo de spec. legs.
1, 208 (¥, p. 50 Cohn). Philo is frequently dependent on Stoic
interpretations, and Reinhardr, Parmenides 164 1. 1, 173, suggested
that his source here was Posidonius. The occurrence of all these
factors cannot easily be accidental: Hippolytus here displays his
acquaintance with the Stoic versions of Heraclitus as well as with the
collection of sayings, though he dees not abandon his own Christian
interpretation (to which fr. 63 and comment is entirely due). Stoic
influence is not detectible elsewhere in the chapters on Heraclitus and
Noerus, which is a further indication that the passage under discus-
sion occupies a special position. The difficulty remains thar Aéye 82
kel gpovipev is still in the air, and does not lead up (as one might
expect) to a quotation illustrating the point that fire is endowed with
intellect. Tt is certainly true that Frinkel’s proposed rearrangement,
by making fr. 64 the illustration required, gives a satisfactory sense;
the word c!m-ugst itself suggests an intelligent agent and might give
rise to @pdvipov, but the other objections to that rearrangement are
too strong for this solution to be acceptable. It is possible that
opdvucy looks dackward to fr. 64 (in the conventional and pmba]ﬂ}r
correct arrangement of the passage), though Mye 82 ke is against
this; or Hippu]ytus may have had in mind some saying of Heraclitus
which he did not quote {or which dropped out of the text), such as
fr. 32 &v 0 oogdv uolivov Adyeatiar ol BB kol E0EAe1 Znvis Svopa,
where the one thing which is described as wise mijght very well be
identified with fire. More plausible perhaps is a solution pmpﬂﬁed by
Reinhardr (Hermes 77 (1942) 251.) and approved by Kranz in the
Nachtréige to DK® (1, p. 493). According to this proposal ppéuipoy
itselt would e a qtmtattiun from Heraclitus {or rather, wip opdvipov)
—the remainder of the sentence being, of course, Stoic in character.
Reinhardt quotes several passages from Clement in which the phrase
Tlp epovipev (or owppovolv) occurs, e.g. Paedag. 111, 44, 2 (1, p. 262,
13, St.) .. .GAlyov 11 ol ppovipou mupds ixetuou dml Thy dxohaolay
Byyécow (where &xeivou suggests that a reference to a well-known
phrase is involved); Prowrept. 53, 3 (1, p. 41, 14 St.) . . .xad Tév &v
Ashqols Toli "Amrdhhwves TpéTEpow fipmooey BUeAAa, Erera Apdwvioe
mUp owgepovolv. However, Reinhardt omitted to quote in full a
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passage which seems 1o give the true origin of this phrase: Clement
Strom. vir, 14, 4 (111, p. 27, 5 St.) eopbv 8 fpels dyrdzew 1o mip ol
Ta KpEa GAAG TS dpopTadols wuyds, TUp ol TO Topgpdyoy ka
Bovauooyr dhhd 16 gpbuitoy Aéyoutes, TS Sukvolusvow Bk yuyii
Tig BEpxepbvng & wlp.  Stihlin comments that the distinction
between two types of five is Stoic; this is certainly the case, cfl, for
example, Cicero N.D. 1, 15, 41 *Arqui hic noster ignis, quem usus
vitae requirit, confector est et consumptor omnium. . .contra ille
corporeus vitalis et salutaris omnia conservat, alit, auget, sustinet,
sensuque adficit.”  Anrich, who examined the origins of wip
gpovipov in his paper ' Clemens u. Origenes als Begriinder der Lelhre
vom Fegfeuer’, Theol. Abh. f. H. J. Holtzmann (Tibingen and
Leipzig, 1902) 112ff,, reached the conclusion that it may be either
Stoie in origin, or invented by Clement: the larter is unlikely (since,
for example, Clement artributes the use of the phrase 1o "the
prophets’ at el praph. 25, 4 (111, p. 144, 8 St.)). The first explanation
seemns correct. Reinhardt dismisses it on the ground that the Stoic
tertn was TUp vespoy or mUp Texvikdv: but the difference berween
voepov and gpdvipov, when they are applied to what is usually
regarded as an inanimate substance, is not grear, Indeed, there is
evidence thar Chrysippus used the word ppévipov of fire: he
certainly called the world fva Tév gpoviscov (ap. Philodemum de piet.
¢ 1a=SVF 1, 636), idmittedly perhaps in a Heraclitizing context;
ﬂ‘lﬂi’LHT]]'}ﬁTmﬂHH August. de civ. der 8, 5 (S FF 11, 423) *Nam Stoici
ignem. . .et viventem et sapientem et ipsius sl fabricatorem. . .
eumgue ommino ignem deum esse putaverunt., Reinhardt, who
quoted this passage (ap. cir. 26 n. 4), argues that ‘sapientem’ may
translate voepovs this seems most unlikely, but if true indicates that
Augustine or his preceprors felr the difference between vespdy and

epoviiov to be slight. This is indicated less equivocally in Arius
Didymus fr. 33 ap. Stob. £l 1, 25, 5 (p. 213, 15 W) =8FF 1, 120:
Ziweow Tov fiAdy gnot kel THY osMjuny kol Tdv Ny dorpey
ExooTow elvoa voepoy kol ppovipov, mipwow (8L Trupds Texviked.
Philo, de aet. mundi 19, vi p. 102 Cohn, attributed to Chrysippus
this description of the world: guwuyos dow dhAa ved voepds, Tpog Bt
ke ppovipes. . .. The evidence, then, suggests that wip gpdvipov is
of Stoic origin: and Reinhardt’s case against this concludes lamely
with an appeal back to our passage of I|:|11}nlymf~—w]mh was the
original imponderable. Whether Heraclitus did in fact call his fire
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rational or not will be discussed under frr. 41 and 32 in Group r2.
There is no doubr that Diogenes of Apollonia attributed vénens to ai
(fr. 5), and that for him soul consisted of warmer air; Heraclitus too
thought the soul (the seat of zeason) to be fiery, and though he may
not have assigned reason to all fire, it would not be surprising in
irsell if he did 1o some,

To turn specifically to fr. 64: that this is a genuine and reasonably
aceurate quotation from Heraclitus is confirmed by Philodemus de
pree. Ga (p. 7o Gomperz): ., xal T{ov kdopo]v tv ols gnon B[y ]s:
Kepauvos v’ olaxlzer kad Z[els: oupp Jadver BE warlt vdt jronrior 2o
BeJiven vieror #=# (restit. Créinert, Diels). The latter part of this
passage probably begins a version of fr. 67; [r. 64, at any rate, is un-
mistakable. Evidently Philodemus had wéwre, not-ré 5é mévra as in
Hippolytus: but e mévre is found in fr. 9o, and Heraclitus may have
been addicted to this use of the article. & cannotbe due to Hippolytus
and may belong to the original form of the fragment, thus sugpesting
that it was not an isolated saying; it may, however, have been added
by Hippelytus' source. The most interesting thing in the Philo-
demus version is the addition KAIZ[ : the restoration xed Zeus seems
almost inevitable, as does the attachment of these words to fr. 64
rather than to what follows. Doubtless ked Zeds is only interpreta-
tion—one thinks of the statement that wéAepos and Zebs are the same,
later in the same treatise of Philodemus (14, 26: p. 81G.); this is
presumably based on the use of a phrase normally descriptive of
Zeus, methip v, to apply to war in fr. §3; similarly hese the
mention of the canventional weapon of Zeus, the thunderbolt, leads
to the addition of its owner’s name. It has been maintained, however,
that kepenovids in the fragment is simply a name for Zeus. The evidence
for this is as follows: a fifth-ventury B.c. inscription from Mantinea,
AlOZ | KEPAVNO (G v, 2, 288 p. §8; v. Usener K/ Schrifien 4,
g7l = Ri.M. 6o (1905) 11.); a Hellenistic inscription from Homs,
KiPciC (Rev. Arch. 3rd series, 40, 388); Kepawvol as the title of
Orpliic Hymn xix; the cult of Kepauvds at Seleuceia in Pieria initi-
ated by Seleucus Nicator (¢, 358280 B.c.), cf. Appian Syr. §8; and,
less important perhaps, the variant version to Hesiod Theog. 8861,
ap. Galen de Hipp. et Plat. plac. 11, 8, of which line 14 1s as follows:
(Zevs) Beioes py TéEn [se. Metis] kporrepdirepov éMo kepawvol, Here
Weil and Usener write KepouvoU: but it is perfectly possible that
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what Zeus was afraid of was that Mets should bear a son seronger
than, i.e. able to resist, the thunderbolt on the use of which Zeus’
authority depended (cf. Pindar [sehm. vin, 326F.; Aesch., PV, 922).
Lt is most unlikely thar the name Kepenuwds should be applied by Zeus
to himself. And so even if this variant version is an early one, it still
provides no evidence that xepovds by itself could be used in place of
ZeUs; this was a Hellenistic development—in the fifth-century
inscription it is notable that Zeus is named as well as Kepowvde, The
Orphic hymn, of course, cannot e of pre-Hellenistic composition.
In sum it seems unlikely that in Heraclitus fr. 64 we should write
(with DK} Kepauves with i capital letter, and accept this as a name for
Zeus. Sull more unlikely is Reinhardt’s theory (Parmenides 198£.)
thar there is a reference in the fragment to an Orphic belief that the
thunderbolt is the instrument nf{am, ]J}-’ which the soul is P]'[Jl']{’.H{-TJ
into the circle of births as punishment for defilement (cf, the Qrphic
tablets from Thurii of the late fourth or third century B.c.: LG, x1v,
641, 1-2=DK 1818-19. Lines 5-6 of the second of these are
as follows: eive pe Molpa EBopdocro(?) **+ oreponiim Kepouwd,
tor which Reinhardt suggested. . .i8&pao (o)’ drols) oreponfin
kepauwdd ). The suggestion thar Heraclitus thought of matter as
undergoing an analogous cyele at the instance of fate is ingenious
rather than plausible, especially in view of the probably later date
of these Orphic ideas, and the fact that, in spite of the contentions of
Nestle and others, Orphic influence is not otherwise apparent in
Heraclitus.

The simplest account of the meaning of the fragment is perhaps
that of Gigon 145 £, that kepouvéds is the mythical weapon of Zeus,
and that what we are intended 1o conclude from the saying is thai
god is the motivator of all things. That Heraclitus was prepared 1o
use the language of traditional religion is shown by fr. 32. Gigon
further relates fr. 64 to fr. 11, ‘every creeping thing is driven to
pasture with a blow’: in the case of the whole world the motivating
blow is piven not by a prick or goad, but by the all-powerful,
directing weapon of the highest god; this is a different and higher
symbol. The thunderbolr, too, is Zeus’ weapon of war: as such it
may be the underlying cause of the “war” which is essential to the
continuation of the world (cf. Group 8}, This interpretation is partly
based upon Cleanthes Hymin 1o Zews off.: see p. 259f., where it is
shown that the connexion between kepenuvés and mAnyd in Cleanthes
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is due not to an interpretation of fr. 64 in the sense of fr. 11, but to
a technical Stoic sense of mAny) and its connexion with fire, repre-
sented also by kepauvds. Gigon's interpretation, then, must stand or
fall on its own merits; these are not inconsiderable, bur I think he is
too quick to reject another possibility, and one which is supported
by Cleanthes’ predication of dagwovra of kepouvdy : namely, that
‘thunderbolt’ is simply a symbol for fire, and thar Heraclitus means
only o assest that fire (and not Zeus, or the deity, or fare) steers all
things, in the sense of ‘is responsible for the way in which all things
behave'. Gigon 145 objects that ‘a simple identification Urfouer-
xepovvds is unthinkable, The kosmos & fire and s not steered by
fire.” This is not so true as it looks: we saw under fr. go thar
Heraclitus sometimes, for the purpose of argument, dissociares fire
from the world of which it forms a part, as he does indeed in fr. 31,
where fire is implied 1o be logically separable from its tpomwai. In
fr. 30, admittedly, the cosmos is an ever-living fire, but one part of
the cosmos {i.e. the sky and the heavenly bodies) is more truly fire
at any one time than other parts (i.e. sea and earth)—it is Findled fire
as opposed to extunguished, dormant, or “dead’ fire. Thus it seems
legitimate for Hevaclitus to have s:uc] that fire steers all things, and
this may be thought preferable to other interprerations. Quite apart
from any possibility that Heraelitus considered fire (not all, perhaps,
but the purest and aitherial sort) 1o be rational —which is indeed
implied in the metaphor oloxizer, though here it might be only the
mechanical aspect of the operation of steering which is stressed—it
is probable enough thar this fragment may be understood in the light
of the physical *turnings’ of fr. 31: the preservation of the pérpa in
the changes of fire to sea and earth is in a sense due to the nature of
fire itsell (here we have to think of fire as itself exemplifiing regulariry
of exchange, from fuel to smoke), and so those changes, and the
xﬂﬂcgamd bodies that result from them, are in a sense due to the
‘il{!{,rnlg of fire.— That Kepauvs, thunderbolt, may stand as a name
for fire in general, or perhaps for celestial fire in particular,® is indi-
cated first by the fact that this is how the thunderbolt was primarily
thought of (witness its common epithet muppdpos in fifth-century

' Cleanthes probably considered thae lighining belonged o the pure and
creative fire which the Stoics distinguished from everyday fire {see the quatation
from Cicero N2, on p. 953): so Poblenz Hermer 75 (19420 119, citing Dion
Pruz. O, 34, 56.
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literature, e.g. Pindar Nem. X, 715 Aesch. Septem 444; Soph. O,T.
200, 0.C. 1658); and secondly by Heraclitus' analogous use of
mproThp in fr. 11 as a name for fire (though it must be admitred that
the plausibility of that interpretation was supported partly by
reference to the present case): ‘burner’ and ‘thunderbolt’ are
sobriguets of a rather similar order.

The significance of the next fragment, 65, is unfortunately even
less casy o determine with any degree of confidence. All that can be
assigned to Heraclitus are the two words ypnopooivn and képos. The
former is rather rave; it usually means “need’, "lack’, *poverty’, and
oceurs in pre-Hellenistic literature only at Tyrtacus fr. 6, & Diehl and
(in the sease ‘importunity”) at Hdr. 1x, 33. xépes, of course, means
‘satiety’, sometimes with the sense of surfeit: it occurs in two other
fragments of Heraclitus (67 and 111), on both oceasions in opposi-
tion to Mpds as an illustration of the opposite-doctrine. In identi-
fving ‘deprivation’ with the world-forming process, *satiety” with
the ecpyrosis (which is used for the state of roral fire as well as for the
process of consumption leading to this state), Hippolytus is simply
tollowing a well-known Stoie interpreration, though he of course
takes ecpyrosis to refer to the Christian purging by fire. This is
clearly indicated by the following passages: Philo de spee. fogir. 1, 208
(v, p. 50 Cohn) f) 88 els péhn ol geou Siavopd) Snhoi Tiror ds &v &
wévre ) &1 £E Bvds e wal els fv, Smep ol piv kdpov kal ypnouosdvny
tkéheoay, ol & Bemipooow ko Siakcopnoty, Smlpeoy BV KaTd THY
ToU Beppot BuveoTeioy T dhheov fmkpaTiooTes, Sloxoourow B
kerrdr THV T TeTTapoov oTolyelew iovoplav, fiv dvni@ilBooow
danthais. (CF. ddem, Leg, alleg, iy 7 (1, p. 114 Cohn) ... "Hpa-
kAziTeiow Bofns Evaipos, xopov kai ypnoueouvtv kal fv TO TaY Kel
méhvre dpoipi) dodywy.) Plutarch de &g, 189¢ émel &' olx foos &
T TEpaSov iv Tals peTafohals ypdvos, SAME peizwv © TRg ETEpos
fiv “répov’ woholamy, & Bb T yenopoouvns EadTTeow . . LOmmep Tpla
mpos By, ToUto Thv Giokdounow  olopevor ypoved Trpes T
derrbpesony elvan, T the main Philo passage those who talk about
xopos and ypropoctvr are distinguished from those who use the
names ExmUpwots and Siokdounois: the former pair are formally
attributed to Heraclitus in the Leg. alleg, passage, while the larter
are explained it the first context in terms of four elements and
obviously belong to the Stoies (though the icovepicr assigned to
those elements may suggest a reminiscence of Heraclitus' measures,
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or of fifth-century philosophy in general). Plutarch, again, is
obviously drawing on a Stoic source; the rato of 3 to 1 for the
length of ecpyrosis and cosmogony may be his own, rather than
a Stoie, invention—it rests of course on the 3=month tenure of
Dionysus at Delphi as compared with the g-month tenure of
Apollo, and need not be taken seriously. The objections to the
cepyrosis-interpretation of Heraclitus have already been stated
(pp. 3350L) and need now be repeated: the two words of fr. 65 can
hardly be held to be a serious support for that interpretation. How
they came to be applied to it by the Stoics we can only guess. The
presumption is that they were originally somehow connected with
fire, otherwise there would have been no cause whatsoever for the
Stoic identification. Presumably, too, they originally referred 1o
the cosmological changes of matter, which the Stoics following
Theophrastus understood to refer to world-periods. That they are
not simply developed our of the opposition képos—hwds in frr. 67
and 111 is suggested by the ravity of ypnepeoivn, which would not
be accidentally substinuted for Mués : Mpds indeed would be unsuitable
if the opposition came not in an anthropological context (asinfr. 111)
butinacosmological one. Here we may note Hippolytus’ expression
xohel 8 almd [sc, mUp] wpnovooluny k.. this has led Gigon 49,
followed by Walzer ad fr., to restore the fragment as {nip)
¥pnouooivn kbpos, (woéhepes elprivn ) the last pair being an ill-
judged deduction from the appearance of war and peace in fr. 67
and the fact thar in Diog. L. 1x, 8, after Theophrastus, it is said that
Heraclitus called the process leading to cosmogony méheuos, that
leading to ecpyrosis elpfiyn. This of course is an extension in the light
of Empedocles of Heraclitus’ emphasis on “war’ as the essential
condition for the existence of our cosmos, But even mip: ypmopooivn
kepos may be too bold a connexion, Hippolytus' kadel need not
signify accurate quotation and the predicarion which this would
imply (see Reinhardt Hermes 77 [1942} 22 1. 3), and there are
difficulties in the statement thar fire s deprivation and satiety, even
if there is less precision in the apposition than the identity implied
by the English *is’. Even on the eepyrosis-interpretation accepted
by Gigon, fire cannor be satiety, though there may be said to be a
satiety of fire if all things become fire, and it may suffer a deprivation
when parts of it change inte a world, On the other hand, just as god
is the opposites in fr. 67, so might fire be called the opposites; but
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the absolute identification of fire and god is difficult, and this would
hardly explain the Stoic application of the fragment 10 world-
periods. If we continue to assume that this applicaticn must
have arisen out of an original application of ypropecivn and kdpos
to the cosmological Tpomed in the sense of fr. 31, then it may be the
case that ‘satiety’ described the world viewed as a whole, all of
which is essentially fire though measures of this fire have been
extinguished into sea and earth; while *deprivation’ describes the
same situation from a different point of view (cf. fr. 10), according
to which the pure, unextinguished fire ‘lacks’ those parts which
have undergone Tpomed to sea and earth. Alternatively, the two
opposites may indeed be successive, not relative (in either case they
are essentially connected): the ‘lack’ may refer to the measures
which have to be restored, for example, when a portion of sea turns
to carth; the :.L.bsmemképcg, meaning in this case positive *surfeit’

rather than mere satiety, might indicate a state in which the sum of
sea had become temporarily too great by the aceretion of exringuished
fire, so that equivalent measures tumn into earth and relieve the
sutfeir, only to cause a corresponding lack. In this case ‘surfeit” and
“lack’ could apply to any of the three world-masses, including fire,
or to the ‘turnings’ of fire in general. These suggested explanations
are obviously speculative, but they may be on the right lines: what
is probable is that “satety’ and *deprivation’ were intended o deseribe
or qualify not cosmogonical, but cosmological and continuous
alrerations of things. Whether they applied 1o fire as the whole
world-order, or to the unchanged aitherial fire within that order,
and whether they were applied successively or simultaneously, must
remain in doubt. See also p. 361 n.

There remains to be considered the sentence mévre y&p, grol, 16
Trip Emrenfov kpivel xai koerofjwercn s this has normaliv been accepted
as a fragment (= fr. 66D, 268}, even by Burner, who was foreed to
maintain that it did not necessarily imply that fire overtakes all
things at once. Bur Reinhardr (Parmenides 16441, and, more
circumspectly, Hermes 77 (1942) 2211.) has now demonstrated almost
conclusively that the words belong 1o Hippolytus, and are simply
a recapitulation of his kéopou xpiois interpretation of the Stoic
Exmupeos interpretation of Heraclitus, (i) ¢nol in Hippolytus does
not necessarily introduce a quotation, but is often explanatory and
implies no more than “means’: cf, for example, his explanation of
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Empedocles fr. 6 at Ref. vii, 29, 6 (p. 211, 5 W.), & Y&p Erpege,
pnaiv, oUk dv ToTe Mu kermehjefn Ta oo, LBk Tolre NfjaTiv
koihel 76 UBwp (cf. also Refl vi, 26, 2 (p. 153 W.); vin, 29, 20 (p. 213
W.); and Clement Serom. 1, 182, 1 (i1, P. 111, 20 St): v, 18, 4
(11, p. 338, 4 St.)). (ii) In this chapter of Hippolytus every quotation
is followed by an exegesis, but there is no exegesis to this so-called
fragment, which is in fact a further expansion of Clement’s interpre-
tation of xépos in fr. 65, (iii) The verbs Emépyeatan, kpivay (meaning
“to judge” with a direct object), and kerroapBévaw are all frequently
used in Christian eschatological contexts: ef. Hippalytus Refi %, 44,
2 (p. 292 W.) .. .éxqeUgeate dmepyopéuny Tupds Kkplaeess STeiiT 3
LI Timothy iv, 1 kplvew 3évres ked vepots : Refovi, 3x, 1 (p. 158 W)
¢lopa Ti5 Komodyerar ol els pexpdy TroTe ToUs alfives (cf. also
Ref. vty 27, 3 (p. 206, 14 W.)). On the other hand, kplvew with the
personal object meaning *condemn’ is rare before Christian literature
(L5J s.v. 111, 3 cites only Demosth. x1x, 2325 1v, 47); otherwise the
word has to mean “bring to trial’. As for xertohepPavev, Reinhardt
is probably right (Parmenides 165) in his contention that keret- here
daoes not imply “condemnation’, as in xerreyryvéoaxew, KerTokplva,
etc.; nevertheless, the verb gains the sense of ‘conviet’, asa develop-
ment in the juristic sense of its general meaning ‘overtake’ of
'seize’s Reinhardt is wrong in denying this sense of the word, cf,,
for example, a fifth-century inscription from Erythrae (Rev. de
Philol. (1928) 192) ., , Bicwkiv 8 Even 1631 Pohopéven kal iy rorrahdpm
Bvar TeUuou T8 Bicdfonvos . . . (KorrehdBn = ¢ gains a conviction').
Thus the sentence, if it were by Heraclitus, would prabahly have 1o
mean ‘fire having come suddenly upon all things will bring them 1o
trial and secure their convietion’. Yet the combination of verbs
is unusual, and the resulting meaning is hardly incisive enough to
justify the complex juristic metaphor. The diction, in facr, is un-
Heraclitean and typically Christian:! it explains the kéopoy kplow
already referred to in the context (¢f, also Ref, v1, 9, 3 (p. 136 W.).
The application of a Christian eschatological sense 1o Heraclitus' fire

* Gigon 130 accepts Reinhardr's somewhat too drastic criticism of kg,
but maintains thar the rest of the sentence, i.e. méoTa 15 wip Emehldv ket
Myyeren, is genuine, Even so an explanation on the level of fr, 28 is difficul,
for vorehapévers in the legalistic sense is appropriate with Sten bur not with
T, Aoy uppears weak, but would have some point if it referred w the
stccessive Tporad of fire.
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is shown alse by Themistius, & dn. post. p. 86f. Wallies: damep
"Hpdwherros o lp oleren pdvov ororyelov kel & tolrou yeyeovivon
7O méw evreller yap fpds wad SediTTeTan, oupeheynoeotal ToTe T
way dmetAdiv.. . . A more important parallel is provided by Clement
Strom.vy 9,3 (11, p. 331, 21 St.): , . .xad pévror xal Alkn xorraddyetan
yevblv ticrovas kal udptupes [this forms the second part of
Heraclitus fr. 28], & "Eqtoids gnow. olBev ydp xod ofros #k iig
PapPapou procopics paddy Ty Bid mupds kdbopow THv Kkakés
Pefrosworoow, Tiv Uotspov dkmipwow éxddeoav o Zvewol, This
demonstrates in brief how Heraclitus' fire was adapted to Christian
needs by the medium of the Stoa; but it does more than this, far
Clement evidently interprets kerraddyperaa in fr, 28 (= ‘overtake®) in
the precise eschatological sense in which the word is used hy Hippo-
lytus. There may very well be, in our passage of Hippolytus,
a legitimate reminiscence of Heraclims’ use (also eschatological,
though with different implications) of kerreddiperaa in fr. 28—a use
which is primarily legalistic and can properly be applied to Afkn or
its officers. If so, Hippolytus is probably dependent here upon the
same Stoic source as Clement.!

' To revert o fr 655 0t s possible that in the words wpnopestun and
képos Heraclis was referring 1o Anaximander's metaphor of the mutnal
encroachment and subsequent retribution of the world-masses, képes would
describe the sune of ébuwla, while yanepestvn calls for *retribution aned
punishment”, Stoye wod tlow,—On fr. 660 (pp. 359/, M, Marcovich now lLas
same observarions in i defence: ' On Heraclitus' fr. 66 DK (Métida, Venezuela,
1955).




16
(278)

Clement Paedagogus 11, 99, 5 (1, p. 216, 28 St.) Ajosten piv yép
facos 70 alofntdy pdis Tis, 70 8 vorrdy &blvardv Eov, T s grnow
‘Hpdrheiros ©d pdy Svév mote midg dv Tig Adbor; pnBopds Tolvuy
gk Te e e TO oRdTOS. , L

For perhaps one will escape the notice of the perceptible light, but of the
intellipible light it is impossible so o do, or as Heraclitus savs: How
could anyone escape the notice of that which never sets? Tn no way,
then, let us cover ourselves in darkness.. . .

Cornutus, Compendium x1, after a reference to the all-sceing eve of
Leus, asks wéig yép oldv T ot THY Bid wéorreov Bifikevoey Blveyv
AavBavey T Tév fv TG xdopw yevopévesy; It is just conceivable that
ihis contains a reminiscence of the present fragment; another
reminiscence is possible in the Crapydus passage discussed below;
but beyond this Clement is our sole testimony. There is no reason
to disbelieve himj as far as can be judged from his other quotations
from Heraclitus, and indeed from all other Greek authors, he is
reasonably accurate—liahle perhaps to combine two quotations
without warning (fr. 28), or to interpose an explanation (fr. 20), but
only occasionally, as perhaps in fr. 14, to mislead the reader seriously
about the extent of the quowton. In the present fragment there is
litle scope for any of these faults, and it must be accepted as it
stands. On the other hand, Clement's interpretation of it is of litde
or no value as such. He evidently extracted from his source for
Hezaclitus all the sayings to which a Christian eschatological sense
could possibly be attached; with this motive he quotes fir, 24, 23,
27, 28, 30, 31. The lust two of these, at all events, were plainly not
intended by Heraclitus in the sense in which Clement interprers
them, to refer o a kdouou kpims Bik upds: it is therefore quite
possible that fr. 16 too did not originally refer to an omniscient and
avenging power, even if the context of the fragment suggests that
its original application must have been of this kind. Clement’s
suggestion that the subject of & un SUvdy wote is pdis is, in itself,
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worthless. ‘That which never sets’ was presumably eontrasted,
explicitly or implicitly, with that which does set—that is, ane of the
heavenly bodies: for Bovew is regularly used of the setting of the sun,
moon and stars. The second part of the fragment shows thar the sun
and not the moon or any star is meant, for ‘noticing’ things was
the particular prerogative of Helios, who sees and hears all things
upon earth (wéwt’ épopls kad évT” frrexoting, 1. t1, 277, of. O4. x1,
109) and who for that reason was regularly invoked as a witness of
oaths, At night, however, the sun sailed round the river of Qkeanos
out of sight, and would not therefore observe infractions of an oath;
this was not a general modification, hut perhaps a literal and personal
comment by Heraclitus. The fragment suggests that he had posited
something more permanent and all-seeing than the sug, something
which never sets: something which, though not necessarily fully
rational, at least had the power of perception; otherwise the word
hevlidwew could seareely have been used of it. (The neuter form does
not necessarily imply that it is a thing rather than 2 person—here,
obviously, a deity; it could be that a neurral aspeet, i.e. an unusual
power of perception, is emphasized at the expense of personal
aspects.) Here the Cornutus passage is relevant: vy 51& méureov
Birovoew Blvenuw shows the Stoic inclinations of the author and
presumably refers 1o wiip voepdy or some similar form of the divine
power, cf., for example, Aétius 1, 7, 33 (SFF 11, 1927) of Sreoncol
voepov Bedv droaivovTon, TUp TEXVIKOY . . Lkod TrvElpa ptv Sifikow 51
Shou ol kéouou. The all-secing is the deity— perhaps Zeus himself,
£eus . . G5 Te ke ERNAovs | duipcimrous épopd kel Tivuton ds i i)
(Od.xai, 213 1), Zebs & bpopd méorrer (Soph. L. 175); or perhaps the
fire which the Stoies followed Heraclitus in endowing with divinity,
and which according to Plato certain ‘believers in flux” distinguished
carefully from the sun for the very reason that it did nos set: Craeylus
4138, € [Socrates is discussing, not wholly seriously, the derivation of
Sixcaov on the assumption that words point to a flux of all things]
& pév yép s priow Tolro elven Sikenov, Tév fikiow: Totrrow ydo pévoy
BioiovTa kol kdovra EmiTpoTEvey T Sy, EnaBdy olv Tw Aéyw
alrd Soevos dos ko T1 dknkods, werrayerd pov olrros dxoloar kel
epeaTdx el oUdtv Bikanov olpen elven &y Tois dvladnmols émeibdy 6 Hies
BUn. Mmrapotivies olv duol & 11 ol dkevos Myer alrd, 16 rip grow:
ToUre §' ou peEidy eov eibévan, & BE olx cld O milp enow, G
adrre Td Oeppdy 10 dv 16 upl dvdv. It is likely enough that there is
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some reference here to Heraclitean ideas, and it is possible thar
tmaibicw & filos &l refers to this fragment. If this is so, then the
amendment that *justice’ is not the sun, but fire, may reproduce
what Heraclitus actually said; the further restriction that the heat
should be distingnished from fire may be intended to refer rather 1o
Diogenes of Apollonia. Unformnately, in these quasi-jocular passages
of Plato, in which the Cragydus and Theaetenws particularly ahound,
it is impossible to be sure whar is simply invented, what adapted,
and whar accurately reproduced from historical predecessors.

It may be legitimate to conjecture, however, that “that which
never sets’ is either fire or Zeus, and that either one or the other is
contrasted with the sun. This would aceord with the possible
references in Plato and Cornutus. Between fire and Zeus there is
less difference than mighe appear: the subject of fr. 32, which ‘is
willing and unwilling to be called Zeus®, must be closely related to
if not identical with fire (p. 396). In using the name Zeus Heraclitus
is coneeding that in some respeets the traditional religion has hir
upon the truth (perhaps accidentally): the Zeus of Homer sees all
things, as does the subjecr of Heraclitus® fragment. The point of the
fragment is still conjecrural; Gigon 130 followed an established
interpretation in taking it elosely with fr. 660 (which is discussed,
and rejected as a genuine quotation, after fr. 65) as a reference to the
ecpyrosis—lire will come upon all things, none will escape its
notice. But the personal mig (as opposed to 71 in Cornutus: Gataker
proposed emending to i) is against any explanation in terms of
physical, cosmic chanpes. Tt relates the activity of to pfy Slvov to
mankind, and so makes it probable that the fragment is analogous to
the second part of fr. 28, also quoted by Clement in a similar
context: Alkn worrethfjyeron weubév tlkrovas kol péprupos (komo-
MgeTen in pseudo-fr. 66 may be a reminiscence of this: that is the
limiz of the connexion between frr. 16 and 66p). Thus fr. 16 may well
be part of an arack upon liars, upon Heraclitus” opponents who do
not recognize the Logos: il so, it only bears indirectly upon his
physical theories. Here it may be recalled that in the Crandus
passage Socrares’ informants give the sun, or fire, as equivalents for
Bixetov; vet the intermediary derivation of Sikenov from Siaidy may
be due not 1o any Heraclitean but to Plato himself, sun, fire and heat
being explanations merely of his Aemrréreredy e kel réyorov which
contrals (Sriroorrete : of. fi, 64) all things, Orconceivably Heraclitus
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did try verbally to relate Aixn in fr, 28 with té pfy S0vov in fr. 16, At
any rate Aikny and Zebs are closely connected in popular thought: in
fr. o4 it is Dike’s assistants who see that the pérpa of the sun are
preserved: Hesiod, Zrga 256, rells us thar Dike sits by Zeus’
throne and *oversees the affairs of men’, a view ascribed 1o Orpheus
at Demosth. xxv, 11. In frr. 28 and 32 (as also in g4) Heraclitus is
content to use symbols derived from popular mythology to express
his meaning : it may be thatin fr, 16 also (where one such symbol, the
sun, is implicitly rejected) he meant to go further and o express the
concept of Dike more exactly in terms of his awn special theories.
In this case he might have meant fire as subject of T& pf Slvov-
not fire in its aspect of the whole kbouog, but as the particular source
of the mupds Tpomai in fr. 31, as basis and regulator (¢f. Reinhardr,
Hermes 77 (1942) 244) of the continual cosmological changes. This
fire is the same as * thunderbolt’ which steers all things (fr. 64): there
too it has motive, if not rational, capacity, and there too, like Zeus
himself and like all cosmic fire, it is permanent and “does not set’.
For Heraclitus, mio has three apolications: (i) to the world-order as
a whole; (if) to “unextinguished’ fire in cosmological changes, i.c.
that which has not turned to sea or earth, and which remains in the
eUpavds; (iif) 1o the motive and directive fire of fr. 64 (and perbaps
fr. 16): this is perhaps substantially the same as (i), except that it is
not confined to the sky but also permeates things around us,
perhaps solely in the form of wuyd.

This treatment of fr. 16 is obviously more speculative even than
most parts of this book; in pardenlar, it must remain quite uncertain
whether ‘that which does not set” is to be identified with fire or not.
The application of the saying is certainly not primarily cosmelogical,
although for Heraclitus the affairs of men could not be dissociated
from the structure of the cosmos. The fragment is placed in this
group partly because it may bear upon the nature of Heraclitus’ fire,
partly because of its traditional (and fallacious) connexion with the
ecpyrosis-interpreration.”

' Schleiermacher emended +ig to Tive, thus giving the fragment this sense:
‘how could thar which never sers escape the notice of any one?” There s linle
tor be said in favour of this conjecture: if it were correct, the saying mighr hecome
ar) attack on Anaximenes (and others), who evidently believed that the sun did
not ser in the true sense, but disappeared behind mountains in the north,
cf. Aérius 11, 16, 6; Hippolytus Ref 1, 7, 6; Aristotle Meeor. B 1, 1542 27,
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Frr. 12 [+ 49*D), 91

The river-analogy: upon those who step into the same
river different waters flow regularly down. The preserva-
tion of the river's identity and name, in spite of the
constant change of its parts, is due to the regularity and
balance of that change, just as the preservation of a
kéoypos is due to the pétpe which governall meteorological
and cosmological chanpe. Plato and all later ancient
eritics took the river-unalogy to apply to changes in
every individua! thing, and to illusiate the continuity
of those changes: actually it illustrates the measure which
must inhere in large-scale changes taken as a whole.
Heraclitus did not believe, any more than any of his
predecessors, that everything was changing all the time,
though many things are so changing and everything must
eventually change. '
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Arius Didymus ap. Eusebium P.E. xv, 20 mepi 58 wuyfis Khedving
wev e Zfveoves Soypara Taparifiusvos Trads oUykpow THY TS
Toug dhhous puaikols griow &T1 Zhvev T wuyny Adya aicinmixny?
dvabupicow koldmep ‘Hpaxherros: Pouhdueves yap épgovioo émi ol
yuyal dvatumapevon vorpoi® gl yivovTon slkaoey aUTas Tols ToTOMOI
Agyoov olTes wetapelot Toiowv alTolowy Epfaivouoy €tepa
wal évepa Ubara Eémippelr wai wuyel 5 dno Tév Uyplv dvaiu-
prédvron,  dvcfupioomy pev olv Cpoiuws 16 "Hpodhelrey iy wuytiv
avagaivet Znvev, alonmiky &6 almiv elven Bid ToUre Afyel.. ..

1 oiofnaw ) cedd., em. Wellmann. 2 veopol Meewsldt,

On the subject of soul Cleanthes, setring our the opinions of Zeno for
comparison with the other natural philosophers, says thar Zeno is like
Heraclitus in calling the soul a percipient exkalanon: for Heraclinus,
wishing to demonstrate that souls by being exhaled are for ever becoming
intelligent, likened them to rivers in these words: Upon those who step
into the same rivers different and again dilferent waters flow ; and souls
alsn are exhaled from moisture, Zeno, then, declares the soul an exha-
lation similarly to Heraclitus, and percipient for the following reason. . . .

It is almost certainly Cleanthes and not (as Bywater, Burnet, Gigon
104, ete. have always assumed) Zeno who quotes from Heraclitus:
Arius tells us quite clearly that Cleanthes cited the doctrines of his
master side by side with those of other thinkers—presumably to
Pruvide corrohoration of Zeno's theories. Zeno described the soul
as @ percipient exhalation: this, adds Cleanthes, agrees with Hera-
elitus’ deseription of it, which Cleanthes then quotes. This state of
affuirs is what might be expected ; for although Zeno must have based
his physical theories particularly upon Heraclitus’ description of fire,
he is never named in our sources as having quoted Heraclitus by
name; while Cleanthes evidently initiated a detiled examination of
Heraclitus with a view to the more careful foundation of Stoic
physies upon ancient authority, Diogenes Laertius records that
Cleanthes wrote four books of commentaries (EEnynfons) on
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Heraclitus, and there is reason to helieve that he made some modi-
fication of Zeno's system in the light of his special knowledge of the
earlier thinker—in particular, the idea of the sun as 76 fiyepovixd,
and of Téves; in his version of cosmogony he may have avoided the
addition of air to Heraclitus' three world masses. The results of his
interest in Heraclitus are shown by the many unmistakable echoes
in the Hymn o Zews.

The words in heavy type seem genuine enough: the lonic datives
plural in -o101, the consistent use of -v épehxuaTikéy, and the archaic
repetition of Ereper, suggest that these are the original words of
Heraclitus; quite apart from dialect forms {which could be and often
were faked) the rhivthm and phrasing of the sentence lead to the same
conclusion. Nearly all editors (Zeller, ZN 797 n. 2, being an
henourable exception) have accepted the next sentence, too, as part
of the quotation. Here, however, the case is very different: there are
no lonicisms to aid identification as a quotation, and, on the other
hand, there is a verb, dvaBumdurer, which in this compound form
does not appear elsewhere before Aristotle. Admittedly Theo-
phrastus and the dexographers attribute the use of this verb 1o
several Presocratic thinkers (including Xenophanes, where its use is
unlikely, though possible in uncontracted forms like dvoduméovren),
but this means very little, Thar the concept of exhalation or eVapora-
tion was familiar 1o them is beyond doubt, but the natural expression
of it would be by the noun drpis, possibly by érpizew, and perhaps
by the simple verb Suméaten, which is common in fifth-century
writers (particularly Herodotus) for the burning of incense, ete, An
instance of Bumdobon normally assigned to Hipponax (fr. 8o Diehl)
is doubtful: all we are told is that the verb appears in a Hipponactian
metre. If Heraclirus did indeed use the compound form it is strange
that this is the only use of this highly convenient word to survive
in over a century.® Further, wéiv Gypéy (instead of U6ores or
&g ofparros, or even Tou Uypol) 1s not quite what one would ex-
pect of Heraclitus: the use of neuter adjectives as substantives
in the singular is a favourite one with him (cf,, for example, fr=. 10,
88, 126), but usually to emphasize the particular attribute of a
certain substance in terms of opposites, Yer here the generic ex-
pression would stress the common propetty of eg. bload and
water; so the Janguage can hardly be said to form an insuperable

b Wilamomite, Hermes 62 {1927} 276, attacks only the noun-form,
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objection to the ascription of ket yuyai. . dveBumérre (o
Heraclitus.

A more substantial difficulty is that of establishing any significant
connexion between the river-sentence and the statement that souls
are exhaled from moisture. Reinhardt, Parmenides 61, and Gigon
28, cf. 104, are satisfied thar the quotation from Heraelitus (in
which they include xed wuyol. . .dvaBup@vran) ‘comes from a
psychological context’, i.e. they assume that this context clarified the
link between the two sentences. Yet it is difficult if not impaossible
to imagine any context which would accomplish this. The river-
sentence has nothing whatsoever to do with exhalation; the only
formal connexion between the two sentences is the mention in hoth
of moisture or water. Auempts have been made to supply words to
the second sentence which would establish a significant link—
Capelle (Hermes 59 (1924) 121) suggested {del) dmd v Sypdv
«th., Gomperz dvafupsdyran (Erepon kol frepan). The former is the
easier omission; the link would then be the continuity of each
pracess, but even so the comparison would be without much point.
[n any event these additions are superfluous, since Meewaldt’s
veapal achieves the same end much more persuasively (Diels
attempted an analogous solution by conjecturing that vospel was
a corruption of érepan). The transition is still extremely abrupt,
and nothing to help ir is really added by veapad, the sense of which
is already present in ési yivovrer. None of these solutions, then,
succeeds in giving the whole passage a sarisfactory sense, and
the “psychological conrext’ must for the present remain a douhtful
hypothesis.

Here it may be helpful briefly to turn aside from the fragment to
consider Plato’s interpretation of Heraclitus' theory of narural
change. This is, in short, that Heraclitus held all things 1o be in flux
like rivers: Theasr. 160D worrdr. . .Hpédeirov . . ofov felpora
Kivelofed T& mwévtee; Crar. 401D xa® "Hpdedherrov v fivolvre &
Svroc févon e méwrer ko pévery obbby ; Crat. 4oz a Aye mou “Hpdiherrog
OT1 wavTe yeopel kol oUBty pével, ked ToTopel pof COTTEIRS ROV e
Evrar Adyer dog Bl g5 Tov alrréy TreTopdy ot &u tppadns. Ar Theaet,
152E Plato humorously attributed a similar doetrine to all carly
thinkers save Parmenides; but Heraclitus and his fallowers remained
for him the chief serious exponents of these ideas. . Aristotle sub-
setibes to Plato’s interpretation, de an. A 2, 405228 & xwifios &
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elvan T Svra waxeivos [sc. 'H.] dero xed ol wokhol; Tupica A 11,
rogbar .. oméavta rvelton ke “Hpékherrov; and (most notably)
Mee. A 6, gB7asz .. .1ods ‘Hpoxherreiong Sofong dog SmrdwToow Tiwv
aldofnyrdov del pedvreov kel EmoTipng Tepl curdiv ol otions (the episte-
mological conclusion being due to Cratylus or Plato himself: on this
passage se¢ my article *The Problem of Cratylus’, 4/P 72 (1951)
243, Now of this doetrine that things are constantly changing
like flowing rivers there is no sign whatever in the fragments, apart
from this fr. 1z and {r. 91 (in introducing which Plutazch attaches a
paraphrase of [r. 12 to the Platonic interpretation). Yet these
fragments simply consist of statements abourt rivers: nothing is said
abour things in general behaving in the same way (for even if ke
yryed BE wih, is by IHeraclitus this only relates to souls). On the
other hand, there is plenty of evidence from the fragments that
Heraclitus did not 'denv stability to the narural world; on the
contrary, his main purpose seems to be to assert such a stability,
which according to him underlies all change, and most notably
change between opposites. Thus the Platonic interpretation, which
may be summarized in the phrase mwévrer pel, certainly puts the
emphasis in the wrong place; nevertheless, it plainly shows that for
Plato (and Aristotle) the river-statements were illustrations of the
behaviour of things in general. Now it is on the whole unlikely that
Plato encirely misinterpreted the applicaion of the river-statements
(which may not have been elaborated much beyond our extant fir. 12
and 1), though he may well have misunderstood the precise point
of that application. That they had some application, i.e. that Hera-
clitus recorded this fact about the behaviour of rivers not simply as
an isolated observation, but as an illustration or example in a larger
argument, goes without saying; though Reinhardt, Hermes 77 (1942)
18, is right in emphasizing that there never was anything approaching
a Fiussichre in Heraclitus himself,

Thus the Platanic application of fr. 12 (a clear paraphrase of which
is seen in the 8lg & Tov olréy ToTapdy olk &u tpPaing of Cras. 402.4)
is much wider thanirs psychological reference sccording ro Cleanthes,
Here the greater weight must be attached to Plata’s opinion, zecepted
by Aristotle, and we must regard Cleanthes” statement that Heraclitus
compared souls to the rivers mentioned in fr. 12 as partially if not
completely misleading: souls may have been included in the objects
of comparison, but no more than this. Cleanthes’ quotation of fr. 12
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at this point, then, accurate as it is, is arhitrary. Yet why did he
introduce it at all? for even if kel yuyed xth, be artached to it, it
still does not illustrate Cleanthes” introductory summary, * Heraclitus
likened souls to rivers’. And yer as an illustration to the main point
that Heraclitus held that ai wuyai dvadumidpeven vospal det yivourat,
the appendix, xal yuyal . . dvebupdvran, is adequate by itself; and
what we here accept as I, 12 i3 totally irrelevant.,® This tells against
the possibility that Cleanthes quoted two separate sayings of
Heraclitus and connected them with akal (as, for example, Clement
did, with the connexion kol pévror kal, in fr. 28); for there would be
no point whatsoever in the first of these quotations. Therefore either
Cleanthes must have accepted mworopolor . . dveBunévtear as one
continuous quotation from Heraclitus—the difficulties of which have
already been mentioned—or his quotation ended at émippei, and rad
wuyad . . avalumdyran is intended as another summary of Hera-
clitus to make Cleanthes’ contention still clearer. Nowxal yuyal. . .
dvarupévren could be a further paraphrase of part of fr. 36, &
UBorrog Bt yuyt). In that fragment soul is put on a par with cosmo-
logical fire; the mereorclogical process by which sea muned 1o fire
in the cosmological wupts tpomat (fr. 31) was almost certainly
evaporation or exhalation; therefore it is possible 1o conclude thar
¢ UBoros 8 wuyr), too, represents a change accomplished by
exhalarion; therefore kol wuyal 8¢ dmd Tév Uypdv dveBumdvran
corresponds closely enough with this phrase. One may compare
Aétius' Stoic-perverted assertion, 1v, 3, 12 "Hpéherros Thy piv Tol
woouou yuyiv dvefuplacy k tde v olrdy Oypdy, Thv B8 fv Tols
evots &rd s derods kel s bv almols dvafupidoecs, Suoyevij (see also
p- 341). There is almost a probability, then, that wol uyal. ..
dveupnddvTon s a version in post-Heraclitean language (notice also
the use of Uypév in the passage of Aétius) of part of fr, 36 or a
similar statement. Yet it sdll remains a problem why Cleanthes
quoted the river-statement: can it have seemed to him, in the light
of his knowledge that according to Heraclitus souls are exhaled from
maoisture, 10 have implied that souls are like rivers?  Only, surely, it
his mind was more illogical than we have reason to believe. In this
case the only remaining explanation is that Cleanthes was using a
source in which the river-quotation and the soul-summary were
conjoined, and the context in which each originally belonged not
L If veepal is read (p. 369) the emphasis is slighty but nor eompletely aliwred.
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otherwise indicated: thus he might casily have been led to believe
that the connexion berween the river-guotation and a statement
about souls implied that Heraclitus compared souls to rivers. In
other words, Cleanthes believed that worapeio . . .dvatumdvTal
came from a single context in Heraclitus, because he was using as
source not Heraclitus himsell but some collection of his sayings
(both verbatim and in paraphrase) which were arranged by the most
superficial eriteria: thus a remark about Tév Gypév became juxta-
posed to the river-statement. In this case the xai of ral puyad B i
a connective supplied in the source-collection, the & perhaps
belonging to the original form of the paraphrase of fr. 36. (If, on the
other hand, ked wuyed B¢ is intended to be logically consequent upon
fr. 12, then B is probably the connective and xai means “also’; this
no doubt is how Cleanthes interpreted i)

Plato’s version of the main riveg-statement has already been noted:
Crat, 402 4 Big & Tov adrrdy ToTepdy ol &v duPains. Very similar is
the sentiment assigned 1o Heraclimus in a famous passage of Aristatle,
Mer, T 5, 1010a13 [Cratylus] ‘Hpexheirey Emerive eimdvn én Sig
7@ b motepd olk fomw Eupfivent almés yép deto oUb’ dmak.
Aristotle’s version differs only by the use of the simple dative (as in
the fragment) instead of &, after tuPalvey, and of oUx forrv with the
infinitive instead of the potential optative in the second person
singular, This potential construction is paralleled in fr. 45, and it is
possible (as Vlastos argues in AJP 76 (1955), 338fL) that the
potential consteuction and 8l belong to an original form of the river-
statement. It is also possible that both are paraphirases of fr. 12,
Aristotle’s being closely modelled on Plato's, That this is so may be
suggested by Plutarch, who in different places reproduces both the
Aristotelian and the Platonic versions, and combines the latter with a
version of the final words of fr. 12. On all this see now, as well as
Vlastos foc. eit., Kirk and Raven The Presocratic Philosophers 198n. 2.

(e Qu. mat, p12 A

{a) e & 18, 3028 | (8% de sera num, 15, 5500

movegiols  [plural - form
Bls tulduan. ... aviginal, ef, fr. 12] yap
[Platonic: & has heen | 8is 7oty odrrofs énme B
amitted in oratio obliqua) | tupalns [Platonic] ... brepe

| Eupfivon Bis T olrTid. . .
{fr. v follows),

[Arisrorelian]

yap dmippel Thora,
| [original: cf, fi. 12]
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The Platonic paraphrase reappears in two passages of Simplicius
(in Phys. p. 77, 32 Diels; p. 1313, 11 Diels); there is, however, one
version of a river-statement which differs considerably both from
fr. 12 and from the Platonic and Aristotelian summaries of it. This
is found in Heraclitus Homericus Qu. Hom. 24, and is generally
accepted as a separate fragment (= fr. 49° Dicls, 818): kol mwéhw
[sc. “Hpéerrds gnot]: woaols Tofs alrols &iaivouty Te Ko ouK
fuPodvopev, elpgv Tekad ol elpev. Shov TeTO mept puoenss alviypartdibes
éhdnyopei. Reinhardt accepts épfadvouty e kol ok Eufaivopey, at
any rate, as Heraclitean (Hermes 77 (1942) 19 n.); Diels and Kranz,
Zeller and Nestle aceept the whole senrence ToTapeis. . LEluev.
Zeller explained elpéy e ket ot eluey by understanding (ol alrrof) or
{#v oy adrrols mroTonols), the latter sense being approved also by
Nestle (ZN 798 n.): both explanations are totally out of the question,
for it is absurd o think thar in any kind of Greek the predicate could
be entirely omitted thus after copulativeslvet. The phrase in question
means “we exist and do not exist’, and as such is very properly
abrogated from Heraclirus by Gigon 1061 ; an existential judgement
of this sort could only be accepted for Heraclitus by those who are
content to see him through the eves of Hegel. Some of Gigon's
other objections against the rest of the sentence are also sound: the
use of the first person plural to represent an action which is not
necessary or universal (in contrast, for example, with fr. 21) is
improbable in archaic prose style; and it is extremely unlikely that
the tppodvovres (who provide the fixed point of obseevation in fr. 12}
should be put on a level with the waters which change. If the flux
of rivers is to be applied to change in general, then that change should
be asserted in other terms than these of the river-image. However,
if ey e ke oOx elusy is segregated as a completely worthless gloss,
ipPedvopty Te kal ol fuBatvouey could refer to a change not in “us’
but in the rivers—* the rivers into which we step are the same and non
the same’, Yer even this is not a possible summary of anything
Heraclitus said, for it asserts that at any moment the rivers are the’
same and not the same: this, as Aristotle tells us, is the belief not of
Heraclitus but of Cratylus, alrés yép ¢ero o8’ &me. Possibly we
should supply (5is) with Schlciermacher after the version of Seneca,
Ep. 58, 23 ‘Hoc est quod ait Heraclitus: in idem flumen bis descendi-
mus et non descendimus, manet enim idem fluminis nomen, aqua
rransmissa est.” Calogero, Giorn. Crit. della Filos. Tral, 17 (1936)
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215 0. I, accepled Seneca’s version as the correct one and therefore
rejected Gigon's *only serious objection” against an original fr. 49*
It is true that Seneca understands Heraclitus® meaning better than the
author of the Homeric allegories, and that both are probably
dependent on a slightly earlier common source: but how does ‘in
idem flumen bis descendimus et non descendimus’ differ from the
Platonic-Aristotelian summary of fr. 12, eg. 8is &5 Tov amdv
ToTapov ol &v tuPaing, except in the use of the first-person-plural
construction and the acceptance of what is implicit in fr. 12, but
suppressed in the Platonic paraphrase, that the river in one sense
remains ‘the same’? #Poivopty e ked ol fuPeivopey is similar in
form to the well-known olx &0Eke kad &08ha of fr. 32; this paradoxical
form is imirated by the authors of de victn and de mutrimento, and
misinterpreted by Aristotle, e.g. Mer. T 7, 1012824 forxe 8 & piv
‘Hparheirow Adyos, My mévre elven ked p) elven, &menrre dAnbif
moteiv-—which is very probably the origin of the phrase eljéy e xad
ouk elpev. Nevertheless, the source of Seneca and Heraclitus
Homericus may have been aware of the original as well as of the
Platonic-Aristotelian version of fr, 12 (justas Plutarch evidently was,
in () above: but can Plutarch here be dependent on the source of
Seneca and Heraclitus Homericus?); so much is suggested by the
original plural worapols in Heraclitus Homericus, and perhaps by
‘agqua transmissa est’ (corresponding with frepe ked Erepa Ubarra
emppel £) in Seneca.’ Tt will be noted that 8is is a consistent fearure of
the paraphrases {rom Plato onwards (except in Heraclirus Homericus,
where it has 1o be supplied to avoid a glaring anachronism); it is
necessitated by the alteration in the grammatical form of the original.

Thus the sentence quoted so surprisingly by Cleanthes and pre-
served by way of Arius Didvmus and Eusebius seems to be the
original river-statement (to which fr. 91 should probably be added;
see p. 384) from which the whole wéwvra pef interpretation with its
variant paraphrases was built up. A synopsis of these variants is
given on p. 375.

It is now possible to return to the questdon of what Heraclitus
meant by the river-statement. We liave already seen that Plato tealk

L There i3 also a correspondence between the context of Plutarch o £ 18,
1928 (sew fr. or) and the Seneca passage; in both the constant chanpes under-
gone by the body are being illusteated, This compon Tpdmas, possibly repro-
duced by Heraclitus himself, was revived by the Stoics
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Original river-statement
(fr. 12}

moTapolol Tolow airoiviy tuPalvovair
Frepar wal Brepa OBara dmippel [ 4 fr. g17)

B s

Plato
Blg & rhv ol woTauoy
olne & EpPaing Cleanthes
Arips
Busebius
[our source
for fr. 12]
i ] |
Avistotle 4(? Unknown version:
&ls T8 almd worapd B perhaps  worapels Tof
obk Lo LB fva Plut. Qe nar. ¥ crirrals Sl duPalvopiy
ToTapsls yop Sis TE kol ok EuPalvopes
Tois olrols ok Gy Eropa yap dmippel Gbora
fpaing Evspa ydp
imrippel OBara
—= Plut, de sere num. Sencea
Plur. de E sroraddy, . els v ol In idem fAumen bis
TeTANE Yip oUk e Blg duPitven descendimus et non
£ariv EpPrivan Sis descendimus,  (manet
Ty iy, ., e Simplicius enim idem Huminis
[fr. a1 follows) ils Tow abrée ToTapdy | nomen, aqua transe
Gig ol &v Epfoding missa pse.)

Heraclirus Homericus
ToTapals oty clTels tuPalvouly
Te kel ok duPodvopsy, ety To
worl oK ETpER
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it to mean that “all things move and nothing stays still’, and that
Aristotle accepted this view. Plato elaborated it by attributing to
the Heracliteans the idea that mévro 51 nloay khmaw éd cvero
( Theaer. 1824}, while Aristotle refused this easy method of sup=
pressing an evident uncertainty about the gype of flux involved,
Phys. © 3, 253b9 xed ool Twes wwvsioBen Tidv Svreow ol T& pbv
o B ol dhh movTa kel del, MG havbdvea TolTo Thy fjuETEpoy
odofnow. mpds ols keimep ol Biopizovreg molow xivnow Aéyouow,
T mwaoag, ol yohewdy dwowriioot. Now Aristotle here must he
referring to the Heracliteans in general, and, presumably (since there
is no mention of Crarylus’ emendation, that the flux is so extreme as
to defeat significant urterance), to Heraclitus in particular. The
statement that the perpetual change ‘escapes our perception” is
particularly significant, since it is the carliest explicit oceurrence of an
interpretation of Heraclitus followed by Heidel (Arek. ) Gesch. der
Philos. 19 (1905) 350L), Burnet (EGPF 146), to some extent by
Leller (ZN 8o1f.), and others, which is very far indeed from the
truth. According to this interpretation. everything is constantly
changing by an invisible and as it were molecular addition and
subtraction of fire, water and earth. This is pechaps contrary to what
Heraclitus tells us in the fragments; he believed strongly in the
value of sense-perception, providing that it is interpreted intelli-
gently, with gpévnais, by seuls which understand its language (fre.
§5, 107, 1cta; ef. frr. 19, 72). His criticism of men is based upon the
fact that the truth is there to be observed, is common to all, hur they
cannot see it: apprehension of the Logos is no abstruse process but
the result of using eyes, ears and common sense. Our observation
tells us that this table or that rock ase nor changing 2t every instant;
there is nothing in nature to persuade us that they are so changing;;
the very idea would be repulsive to Heraclitus.® Nevertheless,
Aristotle’s postulation of invisible changes (itself a legitimate
deduction from Plato’s assertion that according to the Heracliteans
‘everything is undergoing every motion all the time’) is a logical
development of the mévra pet interpretation. Its i mplausibility is
but another sign of the weakness of thar interpretation. It was
Schuster (p. 201f.) who first reacted from it, though in the wrong
direction; & more fruitful departure was made by Reinhardt,
" The above lines are largely taken from my article ‘Nawral Change in
Heraclitus', in Mind Lx, n.s., no. 237 (Jan, 1951} 35 ., esp. P 41
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Parmenides 2061, According to him (he was of course trying to prove
thar Heraclitus followed Parmenides and attempred to cireumvent
his elenchus), the river-statement is simply an image (so also
Hermes 77 (1942) 18); the dominating idea in Heraclitus is rest in
change, not change in apparent stability. Reinhardt’s insistence on
the idea of the river-statement as a Gleichnis was badly stated: of
course it is an image, but it must have been an image designed to
throw light on some particular beliel. Plato took that belief to be
that all things are constantly changing. He went bevond Heraclitus
in making the river-analogy into a metaphor, not a simile: but his
apprehension of the underlying idea is unlikely to have been
completely at fanlr. The mistake he made was one of emphasis; what
Heraclitus meant ro illustrate in the river-statement was the coinci-
dence between stability (of the whole river) and change (of the
waters fowing past a fixed point), rather than continuity of change.
Both these aspects are exemplified by rivers, but that the former was
the one in which Heraclitus was interested is demonsirated hoth by
the trend of his physical theory in general, and by the form of fr, 12:
why the mention of the éuBaivoves, and of the same river, if only the
perpetual low of water was to be stressed? Yet if the two distinet
and opposed characteristics of rivers are o be emphasized the
mention of their sameness as well as of their low is necessary, while
the mention of a different class of observer from the long-distance or
abstract one to whom the river remains unchanged, is desirable;
hence ‘those who step into it’. Not that this frapment is
merely another specific instance of the coincidence of opposites, in
this case of “the same” and ‘other’: the examples of coincidence are
more concrete than this—e.g. summer-winter, the young-the old,
the straight-the crooked (regarded not as abstractions but as
real things). Those examples are clearly deseribed as such: ‘the way
up and the way down is ore and the same’, and so on. In addition,
the identification of “same” and “other” would destroy all differentia-
tion; though this is not an insuperable objection, since on one plane
Heraclitus was anxious to do this, i.e. in the dpovis &ppovin. Fr. 12,
then, appears to be an instance of identity of a kind persisting
through change. Yet not all change preserves such an identity, and
here a special quality of rivers is relevant: only because the waters
flow regularly and replace each other by balanced amounts is the
identity preserved. This, of course, is precisely the principle of
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pétpov which was derected in the cosmological fragments of Group
1o: in the turnings of fire in fr. 31 sea is measured into the same
proportion as previously existed, the cosmic fire is kindled in measures
and extinguished in measures in fr. 30, Only by the preservation of
these measures, these quantitative material proportions, can the
kéapes or world-order survive at all. That it does persist is demon-
strated by our senses; Aow it persists is learned by apprehension of
the Logos, a wider aspect of that ptrpov or measure which charac-
terizes every physical change.

It can be seen now how well this assessment of the significance of
the river-statement accords with the cosmological fragments. That
the assessment is correct is shown not only by this correspondence,
but by the form of the statement itself. The dpPodvovTes provide the
fixed point against which the regularity of the passage of warer can
alone be measured. The reperition frepa wei Erepa is more than
a picturesque paraplirase of Erepec &el, since it strongly suggests the
regularity of this passage; even though Erepx has no quantitative
meaning its repetition suggests (though no more) exact replacement.
This will be confirmed by fr. 91, where a series of pairs of words is
attributed to Heraclitus which can only be designed to stress this
exact replacement of water in a river,

Nor ean it be counted surprising if Plato mistook the emphasis
of fr. 12: by iself, or even with fr. g1 attached, and to one who,
though he evidently understood one main trend of Heraclits’
thought (Sophist 2420,1), was not always interested in exact
historical assessments of his predecessors, this fragment alone could
lead to the whole méwta gei interpretation. Plato’s own interest in
the mrévres fel theory was an epistemological one: it all things are in
flux there can be no fmiorun—this, surely, was his own deduction,
and a vital one in the development of the theory of Forms, Accord-
ing to Aristotle the flux-theory was developed even before Plato, by
the eccentric Cratylus (and according to Socrates in the Theaetetus
by ‘these around Ephesus’, if they are to be distinguished from
Heraclitus himself); but Cratylus in the Platonic dialopue believes
primarily in the natural validity of names, and T have sugpested
(AP 72 (1951) 22511.) that his reputation as an extreme Heraclitean
might he due to a misunderstanding. But whether it was some
unknown pre-Platonic follower of Heraclitus, or Cratylus, or Plato
himself, who first mistook the emphasis in fr. 12, the fact remains
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thar for Heraclitus this saying was a corroboration of the determin-
ahility of change in nature, not an exaggeration of the extent of that
change. The Milesians had all assumed that all things were imbued
with a kind of life-principle of movement and alteration, so much so
that Theophrastus had assigned to them (misleadingly, it is true) an
&iGiog kivnows. Heraclitus, too, must have seen that the world is
a place of change, a facr that is immediately obvious to anyone,
Even things which are now stable, like mountains, rocks and trees,
must eventually perish (though “death” for him was merely altera-
tion, fr. 36); otherwise the mobvroves &ppovin which ensured the
continuance of change between opposites, and so of the unity which
underlay those opposites, would be destroyed, and the wdopos as
such cease to exist. To have said that everything changes, like
rivers, would have been for him cither an absurdity or a loesely
expressed commonplace: what he did say was that natural changes
occur in the way that rivers change, i.e. in measures, and thereby
maintain in spite of change the unity of the whole kéepes and the
balance of its essential constituents.

Further confirmation of the above interpretation might be
provided by an important passage of Aristotle, Mezzor. By, 357b27:
‘Does the sea always remain numerically one and consisting of the
same parts, or is if, too, one in form and volume while its parts are
in constant change, like air and sweet water and fire? For each of
these is in a constant state of change [literally, “is always becoming
other and other", el yép &iho xod ko yiveren Tolmeow éxaorov], but
the form and the quantity of each of them are fixed [accepring Bonitz’s
kel ré wiiifos for ToU wAnBous], just as with the flux of flowing
waters and the flame [kofidmep 16 Tév pedvreov UBETwV wal 1O TS
phoyos dedpe|. The answer is clear, and there is no doubt that the
same account holds good of all these things alike, They differ in that
some of them change more rapidly or more slowly than others: and
they are all involved in a process of perishing and becoming which
results for all of them in a regulated manner [rererypévess]’ (transla-
tion after E. W, Webster). There is no mention of Heraclitus here,
but the mention of the example of the river, which maintains its
‘form’ only because its flux is regulated, may well be due to a
reminiscence of the real import of the river-statement. The instance
is not in itself an abstruse one, and might have occurred to Aristotle
independently; bur dAhe kel &@\Ao is strongly reminiscent of Erepa
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kel Erepac in fr. 12, What is perhaps particularly significant is that
Aristotle links the river with fire; it has been seen that one of the
reasons for Heraclitug® assignment of a special position to fire was
probably that it patenily undergoes regular changes, burning fuel
and emitting smoke proportionately and so retaining its stability.
The possibility cannot be excluded that Heraclitus himself compared
the behaviour of cosmic fire with thar of a river; bur neither,
unforrunately, can it be confirmed any further.!

' 1 see no reazon 1o change the above discussion in view of A, Rivier's
essay “Le Fragment 12 d'Héraclive,” Un Emploi Archatyue de ' Analogic
{Lausanne, 1952) 9-39. Rivier, who acceprs Gigon 1o4f,, atempts to find a
genuinely sigrifieant connexion berween the siver statement and wal yarya
B G dv Uypdy dvobumdvten, In so doing, he argues thar bupaivovaw is a
later addition, that the quotation forme a proportional satement of the type of
fr. 79, and that its real aim is to assert the extreme mobility of the soul. [ do nor
believe fufaivausv can be added, for reasons set out in Museum Helveticum, 14
(1956) 1621

180

01

(408)

Plutareh de £ 18, 3928 .. m8ox Qunrh euois v ow yevioews kal
pliopds yevouevn aouo Topeyel kol -Soknow duubpdy kol &PBomov
olrrfis . . croTopdd yop ol forv gupfven Blg Td alrrdd kad' 'Hpd-
wherTov, oUSt GunTis clolos 8is Swaotion komd B AN GETTTL Kad
Téyel WeToPorfis oxldwor wal wihw ocuvdyel, pdAhov Gt ouBi
TraAy oUB doTepov JAN Gy ouvioTator kol amelelmer kol
npéoeiol wal drewor: &8ev oUb’ els 76 eluon mepadvel T& yiyvdpevow

COUTTIS v s +

oo Livery morral natwre, being in the middle of coming-to-be and

passing away, provides a phantom, a dim and uncertain apparition of
iself. . . for it is impossible o step vwice into the same river according to
Heraclitus, or wo lay hands swice on mortal substance in a fixed condition:
but by the swiftness and speed of its change It scatters and again gathers,
or rather not ‘again’ or ‘afterwards’, but ar the same time it comes
together and flows away, and approaches and departs; therefore its
[se. mortal substance's| becoming does nor rerminare in being.. . .

It is obvious that woTapé . . 16 elrdy reproduces the Aristotelian
form of Plato’s paraphrase of the river-statement (see p. 372), and
not (as Bywater, Diels, Kranz and others helieved) the original
words of Heraclitus, oUBt. . .kecrd 8w is an explanation, after Plato,
added by Plutarch himself: no one now denies this (though Nestle
saw it 1o draw attention to an attempt by Brieger to do so, ZN 797
n. 2). Kranz in DK retains Diels” conjecture worre 8w {rfis endriis )
this is quite unnecessary, since 8615 (in its Aristotelian-Stoic sense, as
Leller rightly saw) means *fixed condition’ and therefore implies
identity. Plutarch goes on to apply, formally to Bvnr obiola and
not to the river, as is shown by the gender of edrrijs in T8 yryvéusvoy
estfic, three pairs of contrasted verbs which are evidently intended
to suggest accretion and dispersal. The actions of the first pair are
first implied to be successive, by wéday, but Plutarch then retracts
this as though it were az oversight, and demonstrates the simultaneity
of the action by qualifying the remaining pairs by &ua. The pairs of
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verbs are not in Plutarch’s manner, and it has always been assumed,
with justification, that some of them at any rate are a quotation; the
source is obviously Heraclitus, and it is reasonable to suppose both
from the nature of the verbs themselves and from their context thar
they referred to the behaviour of water in a river. That Plutarch
makes them deseribe the behaviour of ‘all mortal substance’ is no
impediment, since it is clear that he accepts the river of Heraclirus
as a svmbal for all existence.

As for the separate pairs of verbs, Bywater and Zeller, Diels and
Kranz accepied the first and third as genuine, the second as by
Plurtarch ; they regarded wéhiy inméduw ouvédryer as by Heraclitus, and
so thought that not only due but also the two verbs which followed
belonged 10 Plutarch’s correction. Bur Heraclitus can never have
written wéw, for the kind of change described—if it applies, as it
ohviously originally did, to rivers—is not of the type of fr. 88, where
TaBe yhp perameodvre éxelvd foTt wéwelve [mahw] petomesdvTa
Taita: on the contrary, the two opposite states are simultaneous, s in
the frapments of Groups 2-4. lt is diffeult to see what oxiBuner and
ouvérysr describe, if they are really intended to be successive; on the
other hand, the deliberate but natural error, and then the correction,
are in Plutarch’s manner and serve effectively to increase the
emphasis. Reinhaedt (Parmenides 207 n.; of. Hermes 77 (1942) 242)
argued for the acceprance of owvlororon xod dmohelmet, but doubted
okidvnot wal, . .quvdcyer, apparently because they contained the
offensive médw: he did not see that this could easily have been
artached h}r Plutarch to a pertectly good quotation. I tentatively
accept all three pairs of verbs as belonging to Heraclits, though
there is some doubt about the first, as will appear below, for reasons
other than the presence of méhuw.

ouwloToren, dmohels, Tpdoro:, &meon, are all intransitive: that
is certain, Therefore, as Kranz remarks in DK, oxiBvnol and ouvdeya
should be intransitive too. Neither, as far as I know, occurs else-
where intransitively, but Kranz draws comfort from this and
remarks * das st archaische Ausdrucksform’. This may be so; it may
be that we should understand a rellexive. oxivmn is an lonic
collateral of the commoner oweBévwup ; in the passive it occurs in
epic, in Herodotus (e.g. v, 23; 1%, 80), and occasionally in the
Hippocratic corpus; for some reason Plutagch also uses it (and in the
active, which is rare) at de fac. in orb. 20,9330 and 2§,939¢. In both
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these contexts there is found also the verh Siocgéew, which oceurs, of
course, in fr. 31: possibly Plutarch was intentionally using what he
knew to be Heraclitean terminology.” In the middle or passive
axiGvapaer is unobjectionable and indeed oceurs in Parmenides fr. 4,
olre oriBvdpevoy VT TEVTWS Kord kéapov | ofTE ouvioTdpevoy,
I do not understand Reinhardt's contention (Parmenides 208 n.)
that this is not comparable, a criticism which applies more aptly ro
the parallels Ae adduces for the Stoic usage of oxeBévwun, cidacis,
erc., of the final dissolution of hodies (Marcus Aur, vi, 4; Vi1, 32, ete.).,
As for ouwayew, it was used by Plutarch himself, in the context
of our fragment, to describe the compression of warter: domep
N opolpk mepibpadis Ubortos, i refgev elg renrd kol ouvdyew,
Biappéov dmohivel 1o mepihopPovdusvov. This occurrence may
have motivated, or been motivated by, the one which follows;
it might be argued that Plutarch himself would hardly have
used the verb intransitively on the second oecasion, after its normal
use just before, except in a quotation. Diels puinted to the sixth
pseudo-Heraclitean letter, feds &v kéopwy peydda cupara {errpeder
gmoviody el TO duetpov' & fputrrdueve fvomroisl, Té dhio-
fnoavTa Umoplids miéze, ouvdyel Té oxiBudpsve kth. One cannot
be sure (conrra Reinhardr) that there is nothing imitative of Heraclitus
in this, though the reference to pérpov is presumably Posidonian,
ouvdys: here is transitive, as indeed it could be in the fragment
except for the parallelism of the other verbs. In that case, the original
subject would here have been the river itself; the object, its
waters.

ouvioTaron kel demohelmer, rejected for so long until Reinhard:
came 10 ifs rescue, is the most obviously Heraclitean phrase of all:
both verbs were regularly used by Presocratics, though mainly to
describe formation and dissolution (which nmecd suits Plutarch’s
‘mortal substance” better than the viver; but they do not appear to
be used elsewhere in this way by Plutarch). Cf. Empedocles fr. 17, 3
Boity 58 funtddv yéveos, Soiy & dmdhayis; Diog. Ap. fr. 7 Tév &t
TG e ylveren, Ta 8 droheiter ; Emped. fr. 15, 6 cuviotépey’ dAhobey
ahhe; Diog. Ap. fr. 2 .. .ole &\ho yevtoBon ok, el pfy olrrw
cuvigTare @ote TauTe dvar, The final pair, mpéoam kel delon, are
obviously appropriate to the flow of water past a fixed point, though

' Possibly the weminology is Stoic: see Philo de aer. pumdf 19, v1 p. 103,
22 Cohn,
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they are also used of material accretion and diminution (in the body)
by Plata Tim. 424, kol 1o piv mpooiey, 10 &' dmlo 1ol owparres
avrrév ; similarly Zim. 33¢. Tt is unlikely that Pletarch would have
found it necessary to add them as a gloss after a quoration so clear
in meaning; rhythmically they complete the material derived from
Heraclitus. It is not certain how many of the xad's can be credited
o him,

Thus this fragment consists of a string of verbs which probably
describe the simultancous flowing to and flowing away of warer
past a fixed point in a river. It is possible, even probable, that these
verbs belong at the end of fr. 120 . . .Evepa wad Evepa UBarra Emippel
aklBvno kal ouvdyel, auvioToren ked drohebmer, Trpdaeiot kel &meao.
The question whether the first pair can be taken intransitively or not
(they must be if used as above) remains. In any event these verhs,
if they deseribe (as they surely must) the movement of water in a
river, confirm the interpretation which was placed upon fr. 12, and
particularly upon évepar kel #tepoc: whar is significant is the exact
quantitative balance which must subsist between the water flowing
10 a fixed point, and that lowing away from it. Only if this pérpov,
analogous to that preserved in the cosmological changes between
the three world-masses, is maintained, does the river as such retain
its heing and its identity.”

! Kranz relers 1o the eonjecture of Hurth, de Greger. Nag. or. funedre. (Diss.
Argent. X1, 1, §7), that the phrase FpmeSiov oUBiv in Gregory Naz. de fuem.
nat, 27 (Migne P.G. xxxvi, col 757) and Lucian Fie awere. 14—both Hera-
clitizing passages—records the words of Heraclitus himself. This is most
unlikely: the phrase belongs w the Platonic {possibly * Heraclirean ") trend of
interpretation, and it was far from Heraclirs® purpose 1o deny stability o every
separare: thing absolutely, The presrvation of wivpa meant for him thar things
were, from one point of view, Bumebo. The lines of Gregory are as follows:

fumeboy obfite: Byaypr fdogs Gohepoll moTapela
aldy Emepydpavos boTads olbi By
otrre By &y 7o mépobn poov moTauoie TRpTORg
Bamatay, olTe Pporév Syeo &V TO TEoo.
It is interesting 1o nowe how often the tiver-analogy is applied to changes in
the human frame, in fater versions of Heraclitus; but even then there is no

mention of the “peyvehologicn] context” assigned by Reinharde and Gigon
fr. 12,
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Frr. 41 [+ 112D], 32, 108

Ouly one activity can be described as genuinely wise, that

is, the understanding of the way in which everything in the

world is part of an ordered whole: everything is guided
i along a determinate path so as to produce a complex but
essentially unified result. Furthermore, only one entity
. can have this wisdom to the full, and so be properly
' called “wise': this is the divine entity (both ‘force’ and
‘substance’ in modern terms) which itself accomplishes
the ordering of the whole—fire according to fr, 64, the
Logos according to the more analytical approach of the
fragments of Group 1. The divine entity corresponds in
pre-eminence, power, and intelligence, but in no other
respect, with the chief god of the Olympian religion.
Human wisdom, which is the same in kind as the divine
(and which, judging by fr. 78, was so rarely achieved as
to be statistically negligible), is quite separate from other
forms of cleverness. It is of greater importance, it may be
inferred, because only by possessing it can a man ade-
quarely assimilate himself to the ordered whaole of which
he is a part; and wet it remains within reach of all

(Group 1),
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(198)

Diogenes Laertiug 1%, 1 peychdppuov 8 yéyove map’ dumvoolv kel
Urrepdmrimg, s kol ek Tol ouyypéppoTos ouTtoU Efhey, B & gron
mrohupadin voov Exav ol BiBdoker. .. (= fr. 40). slven yép & 7
go@dv: Eniotecbor yvdpnv, oxn wxuPepvatar’ mwavre ik

mévtwy (seq. [r. 42).

1 &rin waBepviioon Pt B: 87 Beufepefioon [ &tén fwuPipunos  Diels,
Kransz: &eim osofeprd Snell.  brefs supepriiosn Reinhasdn. § woBepuiren
Bywater: &mwii wufepeliven coni, Gigon, Walzer: étin supepviiton Deich-
griber.

He [sc. Heraclitus) grew up to be conceited and scornfid bevond anyone
else, as is plain also from his book, in whichk he says ' Learning of many
things docs not teach sensé. .. (= fr. 40); for Wisdom is one thing:

to be skilled in true judgement, how all things are steered through
all (fr. 42 follows).

The corruption of the text has given rise to & number of different
interpretations of this fragment: all except two agree that 7o copév
here applies primarily to human wisdom. The same phrase, v T
gogdy, vecurs also in fr. 32, treared nexr in this group, and there it
must describe divine wisdom or the deity as characterized by
wisdom. Th. Gomperz (Wien, Sitzungsb, 113 (1886) 1004) held that it
was improbable for the same phrase to be used in two different
senses by Heraclitusy so also Reinbardt, Parmenides 62 n. 1. The
latter, op. eit. 200, tried to avoid this result by the ingenious con-
jecture that Diogenes misinterpreted the indirect speech which he
found in his source, and supplied elvan: the indirect form was v o
gopov énloraclen, the original direct form was tv 10 sodv fnlorere
yvapny érefi* kuBepvijoon wovTa B mévTevy, which he translates
(p. 206) as [ollows : “Wahre Einsicht hat allein das Eine, das Allweise,
als die da ist: alles durch alles zu regieren.” Butirefj, though rextually
possible, is surely impossibly clumsy after émioreron (or dmioroodo)
yveapny; and on any other emendation Reinhardt's interpretation
becomes impossible. In addition, the infinitive xuPsprfioon is

386

FR. 41

difficult. H. Gomperz (Wiener St 43 (1922-3) 117) was equally
ingenious but no more convineing; he proposed that the true
subject of elven has to be supplied from the preceding fragment (40)
upon which fr. 41 followed directly, in Heraclitus as in Diogenes:
elvan yap [sc. 10 voov Exewv] fv TO gogov EmioTagBm, yvdpny dtin
fxufépunoe kA, Now it does in fact seem possible that the two frag-
ments were continuous, certainly in Diogenes” immediate source,
which he claims to be Heraclitus® book. The contrast of ohupadin
and &v T6 oogov does not appear to be accidental : the learning of many
things (practised by Hesiod, Pythagoras, ete.) does not teach sense;
true wisdom is one (and of one thing), The only difficulry here is the
change from direct speech in fr. 40 10 indirect in fr. 41; but this is
not serious, for in the second fragment the main verb was probably
not expressed in the original, and Diogenes was quite at liberty to
alter his own construction after gnot from direet to indirect quota-
ton. If the two frag!m:nh-: were continuous the second sk, like the
first, refer o wisdom within the reach of men: this is certainly how
Diogenes must have taken it. Deichgriber, Philologus 93 (1938-9)
15, showed how the &v 74 oogdv of fr. 41 might be related to that of
fr. 32: true wisdom consists in one thing only, that is, understanding
the order of things; this is within the reach of some men, and should
be the aim of all, though most pursue quite different ends. This
wisdom is consistently achieved by Heraclitus' deity, because this
entity (perhaps to be identified with fire, though more properly one
aspect of fire; cf, fr. 64) actually accomplishes the ordering, and so
must recognize or understand it, Fragment 78 appears to deny that
men can be wise, but its purpose is the distinct one of making men
feel how inferior they are to the divine: fiflos yop dvipdmaov piv
olk Eyal yvoues, Sdov 8 By, This is part of Heraclitus' negative
doctrine, the attack on the moAhol ; i1, 41 belongs to the constructive
side of his theory, in which he thinks in terms more of his own
capacities than those of his contemporaries.

The above interpretation anticipates the assessment of the crux

b’rz?}muﬁepuﬁcm. The reading of T, &1" tyxupepvfican, is out of the

question: then of P* B may easily have been corrupted into y. Diels
attempted to preserve &tén, but although éréw occurs in fr, 15 this
feminine form of éois is unknown and, indeed, unlikely; in addition,
lis gnomic aorist is inappropriate, since the action is strictly
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continueus; and the omission of a letter (the é- of SxuBépymoe) is less
probable than the cortuption of existing letters. There are several
imitations or echoes of this fragment, and in all of them the present
tense, whether active or passive, oceurs: Cleanthes Hyma 34f. . . 8¢
B¢ wupfigan | yvouns # wiouves ou Blkns pite mdvTa kuBepuis;
ps;utfu-Linus ap. Stob. Bel. 1, 10, 5 (1, p. 119, 9 W.) o5 voer’ Intv
ouvaTovTe kufspyditen Bid mavtés; de vicrw T, 10 ToUTo [sc. TS
SepucTaTov Trup | éTe B ﬁawéx_; wuPeov s Plut. de foid. 76, 3828
M 8 gdhoc . . .puoig kédhous T [Papabasiliou, Sieveking: éAhews e
codd. ] EI:F"JTEIKE‘U amopponv ked poipaw &k Tol gpovelvres &mws [eodd. :
&rey Markland, Sieveking] wupepvirron mo [me] clpmey ko' ‘Hpd-
whertov. Of the present forms of kuPepudies, Bywater’s xuBepvéeran is
an casy origin for ms. kuPepvfioan and is accepted by most scholars,
&rén stands, then, either for &vefi, or for émn ar one of its forms.
Deichgriber, loc, cir., accepts &vén, possible in the dative, because of
Plutarch 38218 quoted above, where ms. &mos alter ppovolivros is
admittedly very difficult, if not impossible, and whete he thinks
Markland’s &veo must be accep?.ed. In view of the corruption of the
text it secms d.mbernus to use this passage to elucidate another
carruption; and as it stands the Plutarch text is in favour of &mmy.
The matter is of some importance, for in the one case yvdpny
beeomes direct object of énrieracton and a separately existing world-
principle like the vols of Anaxagoras; in the other it becomes merely
an internal accusative to frlotaofoa. Most scholars (including
Zeller, Diels, Kranz, Deichgriéiber) have been prepared to accept the
idea of Heraclitus using yvdun as a name for the divine guiding
principle. Heidel, however ( Proc. Amer. Acad. of Ares 48 (1913) 700),
maintained that this was a Stolc concept and not one which should
be actributed to Heraclitus, With this [ entirely agree: the name of
the possessor of the yvdun would have to be added, as in, for
example, Pindar Pyrh. v, 1221, Aids Tor véos phyeas kuPepu | Safuov’
avbipddy gikwv. Anaxagoras did not assign velis 1o a specific per-
sonality, but vols is carefully described as an independent entity, not
casually introduced as a synonym for something else,* In favour of
the other interpretation is only Cleanthes in the lines quoted above:

* Snell, PU, 29 (1924) 52, stresses the coincidence of the power of knowing
with the ihing known: of, Empedocles fr. 100; Ar. dean. A 2, 05425 (but o,
contra Snell, Parmenices fi, 33, This does nothing to aid the interpretation of
yvirin as equivalent to Anaxaporas’ voly.
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but even there Zeus himsell is not equated with yveoun, but is said
to rely on it for the steering of all things: yvdung f mlowves ol Slkng
HéETe TawvTa wuPepidis. Nevertheless, this sugpests that Cleanthes took
yveopry in Heraclitus as the direet object of Erloraofon ; but that
would be the natural interpretation for an exponent of the Stoic
Logos as a separate intelligent foree. Tn this matter one can only
state one’s own feeling, based upon the degree of abstraction one is
prepared to attribute to Heraclitus.

This being so, I incline o accept Heidel’s interpretation of
Erloroofon yvauny as a verbal phrase in which yveopny is an internal
accusative. &7én is then seen to be a corruption of &kn, which is
perhaps more correctly written Skm but occurs without the iota in
fr. 117, ol brofcov ékn Padver, also in some mss. of Herodotus; émm
oecurs in Empedocles fr. 110, § (but &my at fr. 112, 9). e is an easy
change from a loosely written . Quite apart from the expediencies
of interpretation, this is textually the best explanation of éwen. As
for yvdpny as internal accusative, Heidel defends it by pointing out
that &mloragfor has not yet developed the exclusive sense of ‘ro
know’, but can mean ‘to be convinced' (as in fr. §6) or ‘to be
acquainted with’, as in Archilochus fr. 1 Diehl, Mouciev. ..
Bidpov Emorépeves, Often quoted as a parallel use is Ton of Chios
fr. 4, 4 - - GBpriTreov yvpas £18e ko Efpader (so Kranz, probably
correctly conrra Diels' figee wé€tpatey : elfe must mean ‘perceived’, as
opposed to “knew’, though the distinction between the two is some-
times very slight); but yvépas here is direct object. More apposite
is Theognis 60 olme kakdy yudpas elbdres olT’ dyadddv, though here
there are two possible interpretations. Gigon 144 (whose discussion
of this fragment, and indeed of the others of this group, is particu-
larly incisive and sound) simply says that émioreolon yudpny is
equivalent to yvdopny Eyew, of, fr. 78, There yvopas means ‘right
judgement’, and perhaps this gives a clue to the meaning of our
phrase: “to be acquainted with right judgement.” This gives an
adequate sense, and is closer to the meaning of the separate Greek
components than paraphrases like Reinhardt's ‘die Vernunft
besitzen’ (he is forced to support this internal-accusative explanation
because of his reading refj) ¢ nevertheless, one would prefer to have
a good para]]ﬁ*l tor this use,and the emendutmn yveopn (cf. Antiphon
Soph. fr. 1, Sye 6p& . . . yveoun yryvaexe) would be grammatically

easier, as Heide1 ﬂdmitted.
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KupepviTan calls to mind fr. 64, 7& 82 wévta oloxiza xepauvds, It
must be something akin to fire which *steers all things through all’,
a phrase the precise meaning of which is in doube, Bid wdwreov must
be distinguished from Bié wavrés, in, for example, Parmenides fr. 1,
32 (and the imitation in ps.-Linus and de vieru quoted on p. 388),
where it means ‘continually’. Doubtless, as Gigon 145 remarks,
our phrase is an essentially poetic formula: but his own explanation
of it, “alles bis ins einzelne’, may be too unspecific, [ suggest that
B dwreov has a locative sense, as in ‘I steer a boat through the
narrows’; the whole course of each separate thing is the result of
“steering’, that is, of an operation either dependent on a mind or ar
least similar to that which a mind would have devised. In fr. 5¢
wisdom is declared 1o be the admission that all things are one; fr. 41
is very similar, because to understand how all things are steered
thrompgh all is antamounr to the understanding of the underlying
unity.

Another saying is attributed to Heraclitus in which he defines
human wisdom in far more general terms: fr. 1120 {1078) ap. Stob.
Flor. 1, 178 "Hpeodhelrou . . wmq}puww dm:"m ueyloTn, kai cogin
uhnﬂgu?.é‘ymrmi 'I'I'Gltl‘li_‘rlﬁ_t'lzﬁ q::-..r:r i }i._ld.:l op. cit. 713 f.,
artacked the whole fragment (as had Schieu.nmchcr snd E-..nmwj,
and particularly the first three words; Diels proposed & gpovelv for
cwppevely (as in the even more suspect fr. 116D, also in Stobaeus’
anthology); but even so these words can safely be rejected as a banal
paraphrase in the language of late fifth-century ethical investigations.
Against the rest of the saying Heidel has two semantic objections:
first that copin did not mean “wisdom® in Heraclitus' time, but
“skill” (and particularly, as in Xenophanes fr. 2, poetic skill), This,
indeed, may be the meaning in fr. 129 (certainly genuine), where
Heraclitus rebukes Pythagoras for laving claim to agogin of his own,
which is described as rehupedln kesereyvin : but thar context cannot
be taken as decisive either way. Secondly, pims does not yet mean
‘Nature'. The second abjection is invalid : xeré @lowv can mean here
exactly what it means in fr. 1, that is, ‘according to the real constitu-

tion (of a thing or things)'—see p. 43 and n. 1. The translations of

Diels and Kranz (*nach der Narur’) are impossible for Heraclitus,
Fven so, T de not believe the saying is genuine: it appears to be a
rather clever fusion of Heraclitean phrases which give a possible, but
thoroughly banal, resultant sense. Ayew wod oty is a familiar polar
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phrase on the analogy of fréaw kal Zpywv in fr. 1 (p. 41; cf. fr. 73D
on p. 44): for this reason it is unlikely that dAnte should be taken
with Aéyew alone (or that woieiv=‘compose’, as H. Gomperz
thought). dAnBéa Myew ket woriv is almost the exact reverse of
weubay TékTovos kal pdpTupos in fr. 28, Emafovres is perhaps formed
on the analogy of fr. 119, olx brateow Skn Pedver; we have to under-
stand mévTew or the like, The final sense is: *It is wisdom to say-and-
act the rruth, perceiving things according to their real constitution”;
ahnlee and worrer pUaw are kindred ideas, "The whole sentiment is a
more positive development of part of fr. 1: .. . wapdpevor wed
frécov xad Epyev Towlmwv Sxolwv Byd Binyslpa, katdk olow
Biopécov fxoorov xol opdzov Sk Eya. In view of the doubt over
gegin and the unoriginal appearance of the saying as a whaole, and
e:peually the unacceptable first three words, it is safer not to aceept
it as an original fragment: in any case it adds nothing to what
Heraclitus rells us elsewhere.




32
{65 38)

Clement Stromateis ¥, 115, 1 (11, p. 404, 1 Stiihlin}  olBet dycy e
TMAGTwve wpeopepTupouvTa Hpodsitee ypdgovm: &v th gopdy
pobvoy Aéyeafal odw éBéher xai é0érer Znvog dvopa’ (seq. fr. 13).

1 otvope Rusebins® (F.E. xm1, 13).

1 know that Plato too bears witness o Heraclitus when he writes: One
thing, the only oruly wise, does not and does consent 1o be called by
the name of Zeus (fr. 33 follows).

to suppose that the poputar etymological connexion Znvés—zfiv is
intended here. This connexion occurs at Aesch, Supp. §841., Eur.
Or. 1633, then in Plato, Crar. 3964, and afterwards in the Stoics
(efl Ding. L. vir, 147). There is no clear reference in Plato to the
fragment, and Clement was probably thinking of Crar. 30645 in this
case hie took Zrwég as emphatic, burt this is no goed indication of the
original sense. It is true thar Heraclitus was interested in names and
considered them to have a certain validity (see pp. 117 1.); also he
thought living and dead to be essentially connected (frr. 15, 62): but
it is difficult 1o sce how “the only wise thing' can have been
especially connected with life and death (so Gigon 139; Calogero,
Giorn. Crit. defla Filos. Tral. 17 (1936) 219f., does not answer the
objection). Znvas is a common form in the fliad and tragedy: there is
no reason why Heraclitus, with his poetical style, should not have
used it as an alternative to Aids, withourt any special significance.
The sense of é88ne1 may be close to ‘ought’, ¢f. Radiger, Glorta §
{1916} 181f.: in one way it is legitimate to call “the only wise thing’
Zeus, in another way it is not; the distinction is implicit too in
Nenophanes fr. 23, els Beds #v e feolon kad dvBpurmeiot péyioros, |
olrm &tyas Bunroiow dpolios oUbt vénpe. In the fiest line the one god
is described in words often applied 10 Zeus—though Xenophanes
avoids any such anthropomorphic name; in the second he is carefully
dissociated from human propetties. So also Heraclitus® deity has
some of the qualities of the chief god of traditional religion, supreme
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power, for example, and unrivalled wisdom. Tn other respects it is
quite different; it is not appeased by senseless cults (fr. 5), and like
Xenophares® one god is entirely devoid of the more obvious anthro-
pomorphic qualities. Naturally it is impossible entirely to avoid
anthropomorphic metaphors in describing it. The transcendentaliza-
tion of Zeus was carried on, of course, by Aeschylus, and a striking
instance of this had been quoted by Clement immediately before the
introduction of owr fragment: Aesch. fr. 70 (from the Heliades)
Zels tomwv albrip, Zebs ¢ ¥, Zeus &' olpaves | Zevs Toi T& wéwTa
¥@m e trméprepov, Heraclitus thus formed an important stage
in a process started by Xenophanes, and if Gigon usually tends o
exaggerate the influence of Xenophanes on Heraclitus® thought,
there is no doubt that in this context the dependence is considerable.
—For £8€ha cf.also Aesch. Ag. 1601, and parallels cited by Fraenkel.
[ doubt if the personification in our fragment is so extensive.
The sense of &v 76 opdv polivoy has been more variously inter-
preted. First, uolivov must, I think, belong with the noun phrase and
not modify Atyeatoa ; this latter connexion would give no very good
sense unless one were prepared to follow the extreme interpretation
of Cron, who puncruates strongly after ol 2888he1 and thus makes v
the subject and & gopdy, like Znvos Svopa, a predicate; bur the
sentence-rhythm is heavily against this, and especially the use of kad
{one would expect 8éhe1 ydip wal Znvos Svoua Aéyectan ). Secondly,
the phrase &v T oogév yolvov might conceivably mean any one of
five different things: (i) ‘one thing, the only wise'; (ii) ‘one thing
alone, the wise”; (iii) ‘the one wise thing alone’; (iv) ‘the wise is
ane thing only” (punctuating strongly after polvov); (v) ‘the only
wise thing is one’ (punctuating as in (iv))., Of these (v) may be
dismissed as improbable, in view of its tautology ; (if), with its separa-
tion of &v from petivev, is syntactically unusual, though the frequency
of el poves ete. makes it attractive. In (iii), v & coodv forms a
convenient subject-group; but in both (i) and (iii) the sense of
olvov is weak: why stress by this addition the exclusiveness of a
bizarre description for which no other entity could possibly be a
candidate? The words &v 76 cogdv occurred also in fr. 41, where
7o oogev is undoubtedly subject, and & predicate; but ‘the wise thing
there refers primarily to wisdom for men, and is cerainly not inter-
changeable with “the wise thing’ in the present fragment, which
must be a description of something like a deity—at any rate the
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possessor of wisdom rather than the thing possessed. However, it
was sugeested on p. 387 that the content of the wisdom in each case
was not radically different, which might help to explain how the
same words, fv 1 oopdy, can be used in each case. It is possible, of
course, that Clement added the word & in the present I“mgmunt
because he had fr. 41 in his mind; I should prefer this kind of
explanation to drastic expedients like that of Th., Gomperz (Fien.
Sitzungsh, 113 (1886) 1004£.), who combined the two fragments as
follows: bv 76 copéy pelivoy, ErloTacion yvauny §) kupepvman v e
S oo Abyechan olx E3Ehal kol BiEAE Znuos covopa—-or that of
Reinhardt mentioned on p. 186, Yer it is possible 1o accept both
fragments as they stand, and in default of more concrete evidence
this course should provisionally be followed. Tn these circumstances
(iv) above is seen to be unsuitable, since it would indeed be difficult
if T& gopdy in each fragment played an exactly parallel grammatical
role: the use of the same words in different (thouph not opposed)
senses is certainly more tolerable if their emphasis is different.
A further objection against (iv) is that the strong puncti.atmn
would diminish the logical cohesion between the first four and the
remaining words of the sentence. Neither (i) nor (iii) is im-
possible, vet in each of them polvov, used 1o reinforce év, is
superfluous. T prefer (i), the interpretation of DK, by which
potvov limits the attribution of cogdv; though this is syntactically
harder. In any case, & cogov is not a name for god or the like,
but a deseription appended to the neutral &v. It is true that even
with interpretation (i), which I have tentatively adopred, the exact
foree of Ev is not immediately apparent; perhaps the prominence of
év is due to Heraclitus® wish to emphasize the unique character of
the Logos, further described as the only possessor of perfect
wisdom, in contrast to the divergent attributes of Zeus, This leads to
another point: Té oogdy must, on any interpretation, imply absolute
wisdom (as opposed to approximations, however close, to perfection
in this respect), for otherwise any possessor of “true judgement, how
all are steered through all’ (fr. 41) might also claim a share in the
name of Zeus. Yet fr, 41 certainly applied to human wisdom,
primarily: this is not explicitly stared there, but there are many other
fragments which show that apprehension of the Logos (which
certainly must involve an understanding of the way in which things
as a whole are ordered) is theoretically attainable by some men, even
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if few of Heraclitus® eontemporaries were of the kind to attain it.
This wisdom cannot, obviously, be completely achieved by men;
only that which itsell’ accomplishes the ‘steering’ of things can
completely know how things are steered. The close attachment of
Wotvey 1o 7o oopov helps considerably to make it clear thar the
adjective must here be understood in its absolute sense.

Gigon 140 has drawn attention in this context to the doctrine
attributed to Pythagoras by Heraclides Ponticus ap. Diog. L. 1, 12,
that pndéver elvan gogév &AL /) Tov Bedv : Heraclides also tells us that
Pythagoras (perhaps for this reason) first applied to himselt the rerm
gihdoogos, and Heraclitus fr. 35 may be direcred against this claim,
If Heraclides’ information is true—and it should be treated with
great caution— then 16 gogév polvev in fr. 32 might express agree-
ment with Pythagoras; but this in itself is an unlikely eventuality,
and it is more probable that the idea of perfect wisdom being a divine
and not a human attribute was widespread ; Heraclitus ar all events
reafliems the idea in quite different terms in fr. 78. Tt is possible that
Epicharmus fr. 4 Diels, which at first sight seems to contradict ir, 32,
vefers to Pythagoras rather than to I{{r.u.hluk. if indeed there is a
reference to any specific person: Edpene, to copdv fomv ol ke év
uévov, | AN SogaTrep 3 wévro kad Yoo Eyel . . . [the hen knows
how to lay an egg] 70 Bt copdv & glos T8 olbev g Eya | povar
eTaiBeuTon yap olrradras Umo. The use of & gUois here has been
thought 1o show that this fragment cannot be by Epicharmus him-
self; certainly in the early fifth century glois does not mean
*Nature’, hur in r}w present context it could be akin to Pindar’s use
of pud as ‘nature’ or ‘genius’. T accept the fragment as by Lpi-
charmus, but largely agree with Gigon 14eil. in 1115 scepticism about
the H:—:m:_hnfm’!f tendencies of the Sicilian playwright. All the
supposedly Heraclitean ideas were ones which were held by many
others too, were a part in fact of popular wisdom. Certainly the
first two lines of {r. 4, with 16 copdv, &v pévov and yvapay éxe, have
remarkable verbal coincidences with Heraclitus fre, 32 and 78, and
this is, T think, the strongest evidence for Epicharmus’ knowledge of
Heraclitus, But Epicharmus does not materially assist the interpreta-
tion of Heraclitus, and is ton uncertain for a serminus ante guem, if
one is needed (p. 2).

The implication that human wisdom is analogous to but less
complete than divine wisdom is important; it confirms the evidence
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of Group 1, that the Logos is hoth something independent, a 8siog
vopes (fr. 114), and something perceptible by men. The Logos was
discovered to be more than a principle: it is a materialized formula,
an aspect of the operation of fire. Soalso istd copov polvov : this too
is one, as the Logos is one and the divine law is one (see Bricker,
Gnomon 13 (1937) §35), and it, too, on the evidence of fr. 64, is an
aspect of fire, No doubt Heraclitus, for the purpose of presentation,
abstracts this wisdom from fire; probably he did not always retain
its fiery nature in the forefront of his mind, but reverted 1o the
language of the most advanced philosophical-religious thought of
his day. Xenophanes, after all, had stressed that his one god exerted
power by means of intellect, fr. 25 0\’ dméveude Tévolo vdou gpev
mévra kpabalver, On the face of ir, this represents a more advanced,
less concrete conception than the material vols of Anaxagoras;
though Xenophanes is perhaps still using metaphorical language.
Heraclitus® metaphors (*steering’, “Zeus’, etc.) are not so liable 1o
mislead, since for him there was no rigid distinction in kind berween
the Logos as comprehended in a human mind and the Logos
operating in nature. Above all it is important to remember that
Heraclitus did not possess our own logical apparamus. Precise
identifications, the distinction between an activity, a mode of
activity, and a concrete object, or exact knowledge of where literal
description ended and metaphor began, were beyond his logical
range—perhaps even beyond his conscious aims, for in spite of his
workmanlike approach he stll lived, as his language shows, in the
tradition of poetical thought, None the less, we can be sure that fire
is not ametaphor: the cosmos is a fire, part of it temporarily changed
unchanged fire is the most active kind of matter and in its puress
form or aither (s0 we may c