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arduous investigation is rewarded, and the prot')at?ility is tha.t he, like
Heraclitus, felt himself'to be in a special state of insight for this reason,
Deichgriber also thought that 186 was intt.znded as the prooemium
of the physical doctrine, not of the constructive theology; but it seems
most unlikely that the plural of &uei fecdov §h.oulfi be taken literally
to mean ‘about the gods of conventiona‘l religion’; tl.1e'phrase means
simply ‘about theology’. The assumption of two distinct poems is,
it has been suggested, a dubious one; and this is cqnﬁrfncd by the
linking of ‘theology’ and ‘what I say about al.l things’. The con-
structive description of the one god must ulnma.tely have come
within the scope of 186; it was the antithesis of t}:g mistaken Homeric
concept, but, though it might be ‘like the truth’ in the wordf of xi.i-],
it could not be taken as absolutely certain. Even chophan_es special
position as one who had given much attention to the subject could
not ensure that. However, Xenophanes did not suggest th.at one goyld
not be certain that a belief was wrong; and his destructive criticism
of the Homeric gods, based as it was on a demonstrated subjectivity,
might be accepted as true. i
189 shows that Xenophanes t}}ought about problqms of re a8tg}n-
ship, which were to be especially significant for Her.achtus (pp. 188f.).
For Xenophanes the observation abO}xt ho_ney (which may h.ave. been
proverbial) presumably confirmed his beliefs about the limitation gf
knowledge — again the contrast between god, or gods, and men is
conspicuously present. Once again Xenophanes was de\felopmg ar}
idea already implicit in popular literature and giving it a specia
philosophical significance. After the dogmatism of the Mnlesxans (and
also of Pythagoras, mocked by Xenophanes in 260 for his extravagan(;
theory of metempsychosis) an appeal to caution was salutary, an
from this time on there was certainly more verbal {efergnce to the
broadest aspects of epistemology. But 'Xenoph.ane.s re\_uval of the
traditional doctrine of human limitations, th1§ time in a partliy
philosophical context, did little else that is nou'ceable to cqrb ﬁt e
naturally over-dogmatic tendency of Greek philosophy in its first
buoyant stages.!
L . ¢it. 1, ch. v, for a fuller and more exuberant F]iscuss}on
ofs)e(ir??;ﬁ]z;nli:;n?:;czzticci;sm’ - aithough much of what he suggests is possible
rather than probable.
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CHAPTER VI

Heraclitus of Ephesus

DATE AND LIFE

190 Diogenes Laertius 1x, 1 (DK 2241) ‘HpdiAertos BAdowvos #,
s Tves, “‘Hpdkwvros *Egéaios. oUtos fikpoe pév korrde T dvderny kad
gEnkoo TNV SAupmdda. peyoddppwy Bt yéyove Trap’ SvTivaolv kod
UTrepdTITNS, s Kad €k TOU ouyypdupaTos ool Sfidov, Ev ® gnor
(Fr. 40) TToAupodin véov Exev ov 818&oker- “Hotobov yép &v £5i5aEe kod
TMuBarySpny aliris Te Zevopdved Te kad ‘Exarraiov. .. (3)...kod TéAos
poavBpwrriioas kal EkTrarioas v Tois Speot BinTaTo, TdAS TITOUNEVOS
kod PoTdvas. kad pévror kai Bic ToUTo TrEpITparEls €ls USepov KarTiiABey
elg GoTu kal TéV laTpddv adviynaTwdis Emuvbdveto & Suvaavto &€
tropPplas axpdv Torfiocn Téwv 8t pt) ouvidvteov aiTédv els BovoTaoty
karopuas TH TGV PoiTwy &héy fidmioey EEatmodhoeodat. oUbty 5t
&vicv oU8’ oUTws ETereiTar Provs Ern EEfkovTa.

190 Heraclitus son of Bloson (or, according to some, of Herakon)
of Ephesus. This man was at his prime in the 6gth Olympiad. He
grew up to be exceptionally haughty and supercilious, as is clear
also from his book, in which he says: ‘Learning of many things
does not teach intelligence; if so it would have taught Hesiod and
Pythagoras, and again Xenophanes and Hecataeus.’. . .Finally he
became a misanthrope, withdrew from the world, and lived in the
mountains feeding on grasses and plants. However, having fallen
in this way into a dropsy he came down to town and asked the
doctors in a riddle if they could make a drought out of rainy
weather. When they did not understand he buried himself in a
cow-stall, expecting that the dropsy would be evaporated off by

the heat of the manure; but even so he failed to effect anything,
and ended his life at the age of sixty.

The information that Heraclitus was at his acme, i.e. aged forty, in
Ol 69 (504-501 B.c.) was doubtless taken from the chronographer
Apollodorus: Heraclitus’ middle age is placed about forty years
after Anaximenes’ assumed acme and Xenophanes’ departure from
Colophon. There is no need seriously to doubt Apollodorus’ dating
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here, since, as Diogenes tells us, Heraclitus mentioned Pythagoras
and Hecataeus as well as Xenophanes;* and he was perhaps indirectly
referred to by Parmenides (293; also fr. 8, 55fT., 302). Attempts have
nevertheless been made to place Heraclitus® philosophical activity
later than the Apollodoran dating would reasonably suggest, after
478 B.c. (and even, most improbably, alter Parmenides); but they
have not won acceptance, and rest on implausible hypotheses such
as that no trace of self-government, suggested by the information of
fr. 121 that the Ephesians had exiled Heraclitus’ friend Hermodorus,
would be possible in Ephesus until after its liberation from Persia
around 478. Heraclitus might have lived longer than Apollodorus’
sixty years (at which age Anaximenes also, and Empedocles according
to Aristotle, were said to die) ; but we may nevertheless provisionally
accept that he was in his middle years at the end of the sixth century
and that his main philosophical activity had ended by about 480.

' The past tense in fr. 40 (quoted in 190), ‘would have taught’, need not mean
that all those mentioned were dead {Xenophanes at any rate lived uniil after
478), but it implies that they were all widely known at the time of writing,
Another Iragment, 129 (256; it may be to some extent reworded but is not
spurious, see p. 217 n. 1), implics that Pythagoras was already dead. He is said to
have ‘flourished”’ in 532/1 B.C. (p. 224), and perhaps died between 510 and 505.
The Suda places Hecataeus’ hirth as late as 520-516 B.c. According to the
succession-writer Sotion {Diog. L. 1x, 5, DK 22 1), some claimed Heraclitus as
Xenophanes® pupil. Other factors apart, that is hardly suggested by the criticat
tone of fr. go.

The rest of 190 is quoted as a sample of the kind of biographical
fiction that prolifcrated round the name of Heraclitus. We are also
told by Diogenes that he refused to make laws for the Ephesians but
preferred playing with children in the temple of Artemis. Most of
these stories arc based on well-known sayings of Heraclitus; many
were intended to make him look ridiculous, and were invented with
malicious intent by Hellenistic pedants who resented his superior
tone. For example, extreme misanthropy is deduced from his criticisms
of the majority of men (e.g. 194), vegetarianism from a mention of
blood-pollution in 241, the fatal dropsy from his assertion ‘it is death
for souls to become water’ in 229. He was known as an obscure
propounder of riddles, and this is made out to have cost him his life:
the doctors, whom he appeared to criticize in fr. 58 (p. 189}, do
nothing 1o save him. He is said to have buried himself in dung
because he had said in fr. g6 that corpses are more worthless than
dung; ‘being cxhaled’ refers to his theory of exhalations from the sea
(pp. 201f. and n.). The only details about Heraclitus” life which it
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might be safe to accept as true are that he spent it in Ephesus, that
he came of an old aristocratic family,! and that he was on bad terms
with his fellow-citizens,

t Gf. rgr Diog. L. 1x, 6 onueiov 8 adtod Tii veychoppooivns ‘Avtiotivng
gnoly Eu AiaBoy s txywphiocn ydp TdGeAes Ths PaciAelas. (Antisthenes in his
Successions guoles as a sign of his [ Heraclitus' | arrogance that he resigned the hereditary
‘kmgsh'zp" to hts brother. ) There is no apparent reason why this information should
be fictitious. Strabo, 14, p. 633 Cas. (DK 2242), said that the descendants of
Androclus founder of Ephesus were still called * kings’, and had certain privileges
like that of front seats at the games,

‘rHE OBSCURE’

Timon of Phiius, the third-century B.c. satirist, called Heraclitus
aivikt?s, ‘riddler’ (Diog. L. 1x, 6), This legitimate criticism of his
style later gave rise to the almost invariable epithet okoTewds, obscurus
in Latin (Cicero de finibus 11, 5, 15, etc.). Another common description
in the Roman period was ‘the weeping philosopher’. This latter
judgement is entirely trivial, being founded partly on humorous
references to the idea that all things flow like rivers (cf. e.g. Plato Crat.
440¢, believers in flux are like people with catarrh), and partly on
Th'cophrastus’ well-known attribution to Heraclitus of peAayyohia
(Diog. L. 1x, 6), by which, however, he meant ‘impulsiveness’ (see
Aristotle’sdescription at Eth. Nic. H8, 1150b25) and not ¢ melancholy’
in its later and its modern sense.

HERACLITUS BOOK

192 Diogenes Laetius 1x, 5 70 8¢ gepbuevov arol BiPAfov toTi
pEv &rd ToU ouvéyovTos TTepi PuUoEws, SipnTon Bt els Tpeis Abyous,
els Te TOV Tepl ToU TowTds kal TOMTIKOY Kkai Beohoykdv. (6)
&vébnke 8’ alrd els 1O Tis "ApTémbos iepdv, dog pév Tives, EmiTnSevoas
&o:xq;éo-repov ypdupon d1res of Suvéievor Tpooioley aUTE Kad i ik
ToU Bnucddous eUkaTappovnTo ... TooaUTtny 8 SéEav gEoxe TO
guyypappa s kai alpeTioTds &’ altoU yevéiabon ToUs kAnBévTag
‘HpawAerretous.

192 The book said to be his is calied ‘On Nature’, from its chiel’
content, and is divided into three discourses: On the Universe,
Politic.«:), Theology. He dedicated it and placed it in the temple of
Artemis, as some say, having purposely written it rather obscurely
so that only those of rank and influence should have access to it,
and it should not be easily despised by the populace. .. The work
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had so great a reputation that from it arose disciples, those called
Heracliteans.

Ancient biographers and historians of philosophy assumed that all
the Presocratics wrote one or more books (though there was doubt
over Thales, see pp. 86ff.). They certainly assumed that Heraclitus
wrote one, and Diogenes tells us that its title was “‘On Nature’, This
title was regularly assigned to works by those whom Aristotle and
the Peripatetics called ‘ natura) philosophers’, and cannot be regarded
as necessarily authentic in all cases; see pp. 102—3 n. 1. The division
into three sections is unlikely to have been original, and suggests that
Diogenes or his source was thinking of an edition or collection of
sayings, probably made in Alexandria, which followed a Stoic
analysis of the parts of philosophy. Diels maintained that Heraclitus
wrote no consecutive book, but merely gave repeated utterance to
a series of carefully-formulated opinions or yvéueon. This view has
found few supporters, but perhaps has an element of truth. The
surviving fragments have very much the appearance of oral pro-
nouncements put into a concise and striking, and therefore easily
memorable, form; they do not resemble extracts from a continuous
written work. The obstacle to this view is fr. 1 (194), a structurally
complicated sentence which looks very like a written imroductioq to
a book. Possibly when Heraclitus achieved fame as a sage a collection
of his most famous utterances was made, for which a special prologue
was composed. In any event the fragments we possess {and not all
those in DK are fully authentic) were for the most part obviously
framed as oral apophthegms rather than as parts of a discursive
treatise; this was in keeping with Heraclitus’ oracular intentions (see
p. 210).! Tt also accords with his views on divine knowledge (205 and
206) and on the inability of most men to respond to the true nature
of things, even when helped by a logos or account (revelation) such
as Heraclitus' own. The suggestion in 192 that the ‘Heracliteans’,
also mentioned by Plato and Aristotle, were devotees of the book is
almost certainly guesswork; its importance lies in its implication that
there was no ‘school’ of direct followers at Ephesus.? No follower of
note is known until Cratylus, an older contemporary (probably) of
Plato, who developed a debased form of Herapliteanisrp l:fy ex-
aggerating, and combining together, the Ephesian’s belief in lh‘e
inevitability of change and his belief (quite a common one in his
time) in the significance of names.

1 For an interesting discussion of this whole topic from a stightly different point
of view, see Kahn, The Art and Thought of Heraclitus {Cambridge, 1979), 3-9.
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? TIn spite of 193 Plato Theaetetus 179D woRAoU kod Sel @oAn elvon (se. f) uéyn),
SAA& mepl ptv THY lwviay kat emiSiBwot wapmoAv, ol y&p ToU ‘Hpakieitou
grcipol XopnyolUat ToUTou ToU Adyou pudda éppwptvess. (CF thid. 179E, .. . abTols
v Tois mepl THY "Eqeaov.) ({ The battle} is_far from being a stight one, but in the region
of fonia it is even greatly increasing. For the companions of Heraclitus minisier to this
argument with might and main. (Cf. .. .to those around Ephesus. ) ) This whole passage
is intentionally humorous, asindeed are most of Plato’s remarks about Heraclitus,
and the local references need net be intended literally; anyone using what Plato
would consider to be a Heraclitean type of argument might be ironically
associated with Ephesus. Plato’s most extreme Heraclitean acquaintance, at any
rate, namcly Cratylus, was neither an Ephesian nor even from lonia.

SPECIAL DIFFICULTIES OF INTERPRETATION

As has been seen, Heraclitus was renowned in antiquity for his
obscurity. His pronouncements were undeniably often cryptic,
probably intentionally so, and little serious attempt seems to have
been made by Plato and Aristotle to penetrate his real meaning.
Theophrastus, on whom the later doxographical tradition depends,
unfortunately based his interpretation on Aristotle’s. He does not
appear to have had access to a complete book by Heraclitus, or even
(to judge, for exampie, from the omission of all but the barest
reference to Heraclitus in his de sensu) to a fully representative
collection of separate utterances; in fact he complained that Hera-
clitus’ pronouncements were either unfinished or inconsistent. The
Stoics further distorted the account by adopting Heraclitus as their
ancient authority on physical matters. In some respects they produced
an accurate development of his ideas, for example in their ideal of
ouoAoyouvutves 3fv, living in accord with Nature {cf. e.g. 195); in
others, however, they radically readapted his views to meet special
requirements of their aown — for example in their attribution to him
of the idea of egpyrosis, the periodical consumption of the whole world
by fire. Our sources subsequent to the founder of Stoicism, Zeno of
Citium, accepted this particular interpretation of Heraclitus, which
can be reconciled with some of the extant sayings and may have been
encouraged by Theophrastus, but is incompatible with others and
at variance with the basic Heraclitean concept of measure in natural
change; see further pp. 194ff. and n. on p. 200.

As for Plato and Aristotle, there is little verbatim quotation of
Heraclitus in either, nor were they really interested in the accurate
objective assessment of early predecessors. Plato occasionally mentions
him, mainly in a humorous or ironical way and with emphasis on
a view [reely attributed to him in the dialogues, that ‘all things are
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in flux’ — wdvTe peil or ThyTa xpel. According to Aristotle at Met.
A6, g87a32, Plato was influenced in youth b){ the.emphas:s laid by
Cratylus on this kind of view. But all Presocratic thinkers were struck
by the dominance of change in the world of our experience. Heraclityg
was obviously no exccption, indeed he probably expressed the
universality of change more clearly and more dramauca‘lly than hig
predecessors; but for him it was the complemgntary idea 91‘ the
measure imhering in change, the stability that persists through it ang
controls it, that was of vital importance. Platf) may have !Z>ecn
genuinely misted, especially by fifth-century sophlan exaggerations,
in his distortion of Heraclitus’ emphasis here; and Aristotle accepted
the Platonic flux-interpretation and carried it still furt'her. Other
references to Heraclitus in Aristotle attack him for denying the law
of contradiction in his assertions that opposites are ¢ Fhe same °. Ag'ain,
this 18 a misinterpretation by Aristotle, who apph?d his own nght
logical standards anachronistically; by ‘the same .Herac'ht.us evi-
dently meant not ‘identical’ so much as ‘not essentlglly distinct’,
In view of these delects in the authors of the ancient assessment
it is safer to attempt the reconstitution of Her:aclitus’ thought, in the
first instance, on the basis of the extant genuine l‘ragmcnt.s. Even so
one cannot hope for more than a very limited understanding, partly
because Heraclitus, as Aristotle found, did not use the categories
of formal logic, and tended to describe the same thing (or roughly
the same thing) now as a god, now as a form of matter, now as a
rule of behaviour or principle which was nevertheless avp}lysmal con-
stituent of things. He was, indeed, more of a metaphy§1c1an than his
Tonian predecessors, less concerned with lhc. mechanics of develop-
ment and change than with the unifying reality that undertay them.

HERACLITUS THOUGHT

(1) Men should try lo comprehend the underlying coherence of things: it is
expressed in the Logos, the formula or element of arrangement common io all
things

194 Fr. 1, Sextus adv. math. vii, 132 ToU Bk Aé}/ou TOUS’ éé\fTos &el
&Edvetor yivovtan &vlpwtor kol mpdabev 1 dk?ucal t’<cxl érkou‘c;aw&s
TS TPRTOV" YIvopévwy Yd&p TvTwY KXTA TOV Aquv TOVBE dl]‘l’ElpOlO’l\V
toikacl, Teipwpevor kol dméwv kal Epywv ToloUTWY 6Kc’>'|wv éy‘co
Simyedpcn kaTd QUaY Siaipéwy EKasToV Kai PPAZWY SKWS EXEI” TOUS
8¢ &AMous &vBpcotrous AavBdvel dkdoa tyepBévTes mooUow OKkwo-
mep drdoa elBovtes EmAavbavovTal.
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195 Fr. 2, Sextus adv. math. vi, 133 816 8¢l Emeobon 7§ {Euvidy-
10U Adyou & #ovtos Euvoll 3couoty ol TroAhol s i8lav Exovres
ppovnom.!
! 810 Bl Emeobon T koW §uvds ydp & kowds' Tol. .. MSS. §uvds and koivés
are different words for the same idea, the former being the normal epic and
Tonic form and that used by Heraclitus. The later form was evidently given in a

gloss, and then this gloss replaced the original word, though the appended
explanation remained.

196 Fr. 50, Hippolytus Ref. 1x, 9, 1 ok o0 &AAK ToU Adyou
drovoavTas OLOACYEIV Cogdy EoTiv v TdvTa slvon,

194 Of the Logos which is as I 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 men are like people of no experience, even when they
experience such words and deeds as I explain, when I distinguish
each thing according to 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.

195 Thereforeit is necessary to follow the common; but although
the Logos is common the many live as though they had a private
understanding.

196 Listening not 10 me but to the Logos it is wise to agree that
all things are one.

These assertions make it plain that Heraclitus regarded himself as
having access to, and trying vainly to propagate, an all-important
truth about the constitution of the world of which men are a part.
The great majority fail to recognize this truth,! which is * common® —
that is, both valid for ali things and accessible 1o ail men, if only they
use their observation and their understanding? and do not fabricate
a private and deceptive intelligence. What they should recognize is
the Logos, which is perhaps to be interpreted as the unifying formula
or proportionate method of arrangcment of things, what might
almost be termed their structural plan both individual and in sum.
The technical sense of Aéyos in Heraclitus is probably related to the
general meaning ‘measure’, ‘reckoning’ or ‘proportion’; it cannot
be simply Heraclitus’ own ‘account’ that is in question (otherwise
the distinction in 196 between &uo¥ and Toi Aoyou is meaningless),
although the Logos was revealed in that account and in a manner
of speaking coincides with it. The effect of arrangement according
{0 a common plan or measure is that all things, although apparently
plural and totally discrete, are really united in a coherent complex
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(196) of which men themselves are a part, and the comprehensiop,
of which is therefore logically necessary for the adequate enactmeng
of their own lives. Yet ‘formula’, ‘proportionate arrangement’ ang
so on are misleadingly abstract as translations of this technical sense
of Adyos. Logos was probably conceived by Heraclitus at times as
an actual component of things, and in many respects it is co-extensive
with the primary cosmic constituent, fire (see p. 199).
' Men are attacked for this failure in many other extant fragments: sce frr, 17,
19, 28, 34, 56, 72. But nothing substantial is added there to the content of 194,
195, 196. Analogous rebukes are also hurled at individuals — Homer, Hesiod,
Xenophanes, Hecataeus, Archilochus and Pythagoras; sec e.g. 190 and 255,
where the ground of criticism is that such men (of whom Pythagoras comes iy
for special attack elsewhere, cf. e.g. 256) pursued the wrong kind of knowledge,
moAupadin or the mere collection of disparate and unrelated facts.
* Cf. 197 Fr. 55, Hippolytus Ref. 1x, 9, 5 80w Syis &rof| p&dnois, Taira ty
TpoTIEw. ( The things of which there is seeing and hearing and perception, these do 1 prefer.)
But observation must be checked by understanding, volUs or pévnois: this is
shown not only by 250 but also by 198 fr. 107, Sextus adv. math. vu, 126  kaxo}
pépTUpEs dvBplomoigv dgplapol kai dTa PapBpous yuxas Exovrwv. (Eyl
wilnesses are ¢yes and ears for men, if they have souls that do not understand their language. )
Here ‘barbarian souls’ are those that cannot understand the language of, cannot
correctly interpret, the senses, but are misled by superficial appearances. An
analogous distinction between mere sensation and the intelligent interpretation
of sense-data was later made by Democritus (pp- 412-13).

(2) Dufferent kinds of instance of the essential unity of opposites

199 Fr. 61, Hippolytus Ref. 1%, 10, 5 8dAaooa U8wp kadBapidTaToy
Kai piapwToTov, ixBUor pév métinov kel owThplov, dvBpdrrols 5t
&moTov kai dAéBpiov.

200 Fr. 60, Hippolytus Ref. 1x, 10, 4 6805 &vw k1w pic kad
wUTH,

201 Fr. 111, Stobaeus dnth. m, 1, 177 voUoos Uyrinv émolnosy
ROV kad &yaddy, Aipuds xbpov, kdpartes dvdmravary.

202 Fr. 88, ps.-Plutarch Cons. ad Apoll. 10, 106E 70076 " tn1 3%V
Kkad Tebunkds kai TO Eypnyopds kai To kaBelSov kai viov kal ynpoudv:
TEBE YAP PETATTETOVTA EKEIVE E0TI KAKETVO [Téry] peTameodvTa
TauTa,

199 Sea is the mast pure and the most polluted water; for fishes
it is drinkable and salutary, but for men it is undrinkable and
deleterious.

200 The path up and down is one and the same.

201 Disease makes health pleasant and good, hunger satiety,
weariness rest.
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202 And as the same thing there exists in us living and dead anq
the waking and the sleeping and young and old; for these things
having changed round arc those, and those having changed rounq
are these.

These fragments exemplify four different kinds of connexion between
evident opposites:

(i) In 199 the same thing produces opposite effects upon different
classes of critic; so also fr. 13 (pigs like mud {but men do not)) and
fr. 9 {donkeys prefer rubbish to gold, (men gold to rubbish}).

(if) In 200 different aspects of the same thing may justify opposite
descriptions;! so also fr. 58 (cutting and burning {which are normally
bad) call for a fee when done by a surgeon) and fr. 59 (the act of
writing combines straight, in the whole line, and crooked, in the
shape of each letter).

(i) In 201 good and desirable things like health or rest are seen
to be possible only if we recognize their opposites, sickness or
weariness; so probably fr. 23 (there would be no right without
wrong).

(iv) In 202 certain opposites are said to he essentially connected
(literally, to be ‘the same’, a pregnant expression) because they
succeed, and are succeeded by, each other and nothing else. So
in fr. 126 the hot substance and the cold form what we might
calt a hot-cold continuum, a single entity (i.e. temperature). So also
fr. 57: night and day, which Hesiod had made parent and chiid,
are, and must always have been, essentially connected and inter-
dependent.

These four kinds of connexion between opposites can be further
reduced to two main headings: (a) i-iii, opposites which inhere in,
or are simultaneously produced by, a single subject; (b) iv, opposites
which are connected through being different stages in a single
invariable process.

! This seems the most probable interpretation of ‘the road up and down’.
Theophrastus and a few of his followers applied the phrase to the interchanges
between world-masses in the cosmic process, and most modern scholars have done
the same. But the same words “onc and the same’ are used of evident opposites
in the formally similar fr, 59; and Hippolytus, a reliable source ‘of werbatim
quotations from Heraclitus who seems to have used a good handbook in which
the philosopher’s sayings were grouped by subject, certainly took ‘the road up
and down’ as another illustration of the unity of opposites and not as a
cosmological metaphor, to which indeed it is not completely appropriate. We
should think of an actual road or path, which is called ‘the road up’ by those
who live at the bottom, ‘the road down’ by those at the top. Viastos, AJP 46
(1955), 349 n. 26, objects to this interpretation on the grounds of its * banality’;
but fr. 59, for example, on writing, undoubtedly has precisely the same quality.
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Reflections such as these (cf. also frr. 103, 48, 126, 99}, on objects
conventionally treated as entirely separate from and opposed to each
other, evidently persuaded Heraclitus that there is rever any real
absolute division of opposite from opposite. (For a more straight-
forward restatement of this view by Anaxagoras see p. 371.)

(3) Each pair of opposites thus forms both a unity and a plurality. Different
pairs are also found to be inter-connected

203 Fr. 10, [Aristotle] de mundo 5, 396b20 auAA&yies SAa kad oy
SN, TURPEPOUEVOVY Srapepdpevov, auvadov Biadov: tk ATV Bv Kad
EE tvds avTalt
' guAAGyies is textually slightly preferable to ouvéies, which would mean
‘things in contact’. A more important question is whether the word is subject
or predicate. Snell showed it to be the former, contrary to the common view;

neither ‘wholes’ and ‘not wholes’ nor *in tune’ and ‘out of tune’ are typical pairs
of Heraclitean opposites, nor indeed do they fall under the classes outlined on

p-189.

204 Fr. 67, Hippolytus Ref. 1x, 10, 8 & 6eds fijpépn eUppoVN,
XEpcov Bépos, TTOAENOS elprivn, k6pos Aluds [Té&vavTia &ravTta, oUTtos
& voUs]- &AAotoUTan 8t dkworep (lp) STOTAV CUBMIYT) Budpactv
dvopdgeTan kad HBoviy ék&otou. [Tlp suppl. Diels.]

203 Things taken together are wholes and not wholes, something
which is being brought together and brought apart, which is in
tunc and out of tune; out of all things there comes a unity, and
out of a unity all things.

204 God is day night, winter summer, war peace, satiety hunger
[all the opposites, this is the meaning]; he undergoes alteration in
the way that fire, when it is mixed with spices, is named according
to the scent of éach of them.

In 203 ‘things taken together’ must be, primarily, opposites: what
one takes together with night, for example, is day. (Here we may note
that Heraclitus expresses what we should call ‘quality” in terms of
simple extremes, which he can then classify as opposites; so that all
change can thus be regarded as that between opposites.) Such “things
taken together’ are truly described in one sense as ‘wholes’, that is,
forming one continuum, in another sense as ‘not wholes’, that is, as
single components. Applying these alternative analyses to the
conglomeration of ‘things taken together’, we can see that ‘from all
things a unity is formed’, and also that from this unity (&€ &vos) there
can be separated the superficial, discrete, plural aspect of things
{(mévTa).
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204 asserts a relationship between god and a number of pairs of
opposites, each pair separately connected by automatic succession;
these, as the glossator saw, probably stand for all pairs of opposites
however connected. The relationship in question s a loose predicative
one; and Heraclitus, perhaps enlarging on Xenophanes, seems to
have regarded ‘god’ as in some probably undefined way immanent
in things, or as the sum total of things.! One recalls the Milesian view
that the originative material, which may still be represented in the
world, is divine. Heraclitus, although not so explicitly corporealistic
in his conception of divinity, was little more conventionally religious
than the Milesians in that he did not associate ‘god’ with the need
for cult and worship (although he did not utterly reject all cult, see
pp- 209(.). The particular point of 204 is that every opposite can
be expressed in terms of god: because peace is divine it does not
follow that war is not equally divine, is not equally permeated by
the directive and unifying constituent which is on occasions equated
with the whole ordered cosmos (pp. 187(, 199). God cannot here
be essentially different from Logos; and the Logos is, among other
things, the constituent of things which makes them opposed, and
which ensures that change between opposites will be proportional
and balanced overall. God, then, is said to be the common connecting
element in all extremes, just as fire is the common element of different
vapours (because these were conceived as a compound of fire with
different kinds of incense). Change from one to another brings about
a total change of name, which is misleading, because only a
superficial component has aitered and the most important constituent
remains. This difficult saying implies that, while each separate pair
of contraries forms a single continuum, the several continua, also, are
connected with each other, though in a different manner. Thus the
total plurality of things forms a single, coherent, determinable
complex — what Heraclitus called ‘unity’.

! The superiority of god to man, and of the divine synthetic view of things to
the human chaotic view, is heavily stressed by Heraclitus; e.g. 205 Fr. 78, Origen
¢. Celsum vi, 12 %805 y&p &vBpddmeiov pv ol Exel yveouas, Oeiov St Exel. ( Human
disposition does not have truc judgement, but dtvine disposition dees. } Sec also frr. 79, 82-3,
and compare the Hebrew concept: ‘As the heavens are higher than the earth,
so are my ways higher than your ways, and my thoughts than your thoughts’,
Tsaiah lv. 8f. One saying specifically asscrts that for god the separateness implied
by opposites does not exist: 206 Fr. 102, Porphyrius in lliadem 1v, 4 T kv 6eid
KaAd TowTa Ko dryadét ked Bixene, &vBpwmwol Sk & ptv &ika Ureifqeaaty & &t
Bikouaw. ((To god afl things are beantiful and good and just, but men have supposed some
things to be unjust, others fust.)
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{4) The unmty of things lies beneath the surface; it depends upon a balanced
reaction between opposttes

207 Fr. 54, Hippolytus Ref. 1%, 9, 5 &puovin &pavs oavepdis
KpeiTTOV,

208 Fr. 123, Themistius Or. 5, p. 69 D.  @Uo1s kpUmTeoBar @ihei,

209 Fr.51, Hippolytus Ref 1x,9, 1 o¥ §uni&aw dxws Siagepdpevoy

EouTd SupgépeTan ToAivTovos &puovin oxwoTep TéEou kal Aupns.!
! Hippelytus, the fullest source here, and usually a reliable one, has dpoAoyéey
(for dporoytet) and Todivrpotroes. EuupépeTan is a probable restoration from
Plato’s version, Symp. 1874, and avoids a difficult use of spohoyeiv — a verb which
could easily have been repeated accidentally, since Hippolytus used it twice in
the infinitive just before he quoted the fragment. alvTovos has as much support
as melvtpoTros in the versions (of the second part only) by Plutarch and
Porphyry, and is preferred because it gives a fully intelligible sense. G. Vlastos,
AJP 76 (1955), 348fT, defends waAlvrpotwos, noting that Diog. L. 1x, 7, a
summary and often imprecise version of Theophrastus, has the phrase bk g
tvavrioTpoTriis Apnséoban, This certainly appears at first sight to be based upon
waMvTpowos dpuovin; yet the tvavmioTpows (which would have o be évavrio-
Tpowia if derived from an adjectival form -Tpomros) probably refers to the Tponat
of 218, combined (as they certainly were by Theophrastus, cf. the fuller account
of him in Diog. L. 1x, 8) with the ‘way up and down’ interpreted as change
between opposites. The marivrpomwes kéheubos in Parmenides fr. 6 (293} is, of
course, pertectly intelligible, and does not necessarily contain a reference to
Heraclitus (cf. pp. 247f.}, or at any rate to this fragment. For further discussion
of the correct reading see Guthrie, HGP 1, n. § on pp. 4391

207 Anunapparent connexion is stronger than an apparent one.
208 The real constitution is accustomed to hide itself.

209 They do not apprehend how being at variance it agrees with
itself [/it. how being brought apart it is brought together with
itself]: there is a back-stretched connexion, as in the bow and the
lyre.

What is stated in 207 is a general rule; comparison with 208 (where
@Uois probably means not * Nature’ but ‘a thing’s true constitution’),
and also with 20g, suggests that the rule is intended to apply to the
working of the world as a whole, as a sum of constituent parts whose
connexion is not apparent at first sight. The unseen connexion of
opposites is in fact stronger than other, more obvious types of
connexion.! 209, one of Heraclitus’ most familiar sayings, contains a
characteristic looseness in predication: the subject of SuppépeTcn is
probably not {Té) Siapepbuevov, i.e. another example of a specific
opposite, but a generalizing Sgepdpevdy {T1), where ‘anything

192

HERACLITUS

being carried apart’ means something like ‘any discrete pair of
opposites’. Thus the sense given is similar to that implicit in
ouUNPEpSUEVOV Blagepduevoy in 203: any pair, or sum of pairs, can be
regarded either (a) as heterogeneous and analysable in terms of
separate poles or extremes, or (b) as tending together with itself to
form a unity. Now comes an important addition: there is (sc. in it,
i.e. it exemplifies) a connexion or means ol joining (the literal sense
of &ppovin) through opposite tensions,* which ensures this coherence —
just as the tension in the string of bow or lyre, being exactly balanced
by the outward tension exerted by the arms of the instrument,
produces a coherent, unified, stable and efficient complex. We may
infer that if the balance between opposites were not maintained, for
example if ‘the hot” (i.e. the sum of hot substances) began seriously
to outweigh the cold, or night day, then the unity and coherence of
the world would cease, just as, if the tension in the bow-string exceeds
the tension in the arms, the whole complex is destroyed.

1 A number of fragments imply that it needs both faith and persistence to find
the underlying truth. So e.g. 210 Fr. 18, Clement Strom. 1t, 17, 4 &w pfy EAmTen
&uidmaTov ok Eeuphioe, &uebepedunTov Edv kal &mopov. (If one does not expect
the unexpected ane will not find it out, since it is not to be searched out, and is difficull to
compass.) See also 244, and frr. 22, 86; compare Xenophanes fr. 18 (188).

¢ mreAlvToves = ‘counter-stretched’, i.e. tending equally in opposite directions.
A tension in one direction automatically produces an equivalent tension in the
other; if not, the systemn collapses.

(5) The total balance in the cosmos can only be maintained if change n one
direction eventually leads to change in the other, that is, if there is unending
‘strife’ between opposites.

211 Fr. 80, Origen ¢. Celsum v1, 42 £iBévan xpf) TOV TOAepOV edvta
Euvdy, ko Sixny Epw, kol yiwdpevar TrdwTa ort” EpIv ke X peav.!
1 ypeov Diels, xpedueva MS. The emendadion is not certain, but is hard to

improve; the three extra letters may be connected with the omission of't}?rcc
letters just before, where the unique Vatican MS hasel &¢ for the obvious original

eiBeéval,

212 Fr. 53, Hippolytus Ref. 1x, 9, 4 ToOAepos m&vro?v pev TOTHP
tom1, TrévTwv Bt Paciiels, kal TOUS wEv Beous EBe1le Tous 8t &vBpadTrovs,
Tous piv Sovhaus Eroings Tous 8¢ Eheubipous.

211 Itis necessary to know that war is common and right is strife
and that all things happen by strife and necessity.

212 War is the father of all and king of all, and some he shows
as gods, others as men; some he makes slaves, others free.
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Strife or war is Heraclitus’ favourite metaphor for the dominance of
change in the world. It is obviously related to the reaction between
opposites; most kinds of change (except for e.g. growth, which is the
accretion of like to like), it may be inferred, could be resolved into
change between opposites. At all events, change from one extreme
to the other might seem to be the most radical possible. The ‘way’
which underlies all events is ‘common’ in 211 in a special sense
(Homer had used the term, but to mean ‘impartial’): it is universal,
and is responsible for different and indeed opposed conditions of
men — even for their fate after death, for death in battle (212) could
make some into ‘gods’, cf. 237 and 239. It is also called 8ikn, the
‘indicated way’ (from the same root as Befkvup), or the normal rule
of behaviour. This must be a deliberate amendment of Anaximander’s
dictum (xx0) that things pay retribution to each other for the injustice
of their alternate encroachments in the processes of natural change,
Heraclitus points out that if strife — that is, the action and reaction
between opposed substances — were to cease, then the victor in every
contest of extremes would establish a permanent domination, and the
world as such would be destroyed.! Yet just as in a battle there are
temporary local stoppages, or deadlocks produced by the exact
balance of opposing forces, so Heraclitus must have allowed that
temporary stability is to be found here and there in the cosmic
battlefield, so long as it is only temporary and is balanced by a
corresponding state elsewhere. This would not diminish the validity
of the domination of strife (which, as for Anaximander, provides a
metaphorical motive for change), but it allows the principle to be
applied to the world of our actual experience, in which all things must
eventually change but some things are for the time being obviously
stable.

' Cf. 213 Aristotle Eth. Eudem. Hi, 1235225 kol ‘Hp&detos Emmipd 16
mooavTt ‘Qs Epis & Te Bedy kal &vBpdrmrwy &mrdAorTo (=1L 18, 107)" ob y&p
&v elvan &ppoviaw i dvros &Eos kal Baptos oUdE T& 3éror &veu BHAeos kad &ppevos
tvavTicov dvrwv. (Heraclitus rebukes the author of the line * Would that strife might be
destroyed from among gods and men’ : for there would be no musical scale unless high and
low existed, nor living creatures without female and male, which are opposites.) Here
dpuovia has its special sense of ‘ musical scale’.

(6) The river-image illustrates the kind of unity that depends on the
preservation of measure and balance in change

214 Fr. 12, Arius Didymus ap. Eusebium P.E. xv, 20, +fr. 91,
Plutarch de E 18, 3928 moTapociol Toicly atrroiow éppadvovoiv
Erepa kol Erepar USarar Emippei (= fi. 12).1. . .okidvnot xal...ouv-
yer. . .ouvioTaTar kad &rroAeler . . .pdoeiol kol &meion (= fr. g1).
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214 Upon those that step into the same rivers different
and diffcrent waters flow... They scatter and. . .gather...come
together and flow away. .. approach and depart.

! The words kal yuyal 8¢ &md Tév Gypéov &voduéoven, which follow Ubera
Emippel in Arius, are counted as part of fr. 2 by most editors; but they arc almost
certainly part of an attempt by Cleanthes to find an exhalation of soul in
Heraclitus as in Zeno; see Kirk, Heraclitus, the Cosmic Fragments, 3671, The pairs
of verbs which form fr, g1 occur in Plutarch immediately after a summary by
him {in Platonic terms) of the main river-statement; see further p. 197.

According to the Platonic interpretation, accepted and expanded by
Aristotle, Theophrastus and the doxographers, this river-image was
cited by Heraclitus to emphasize the absolute continuity of change
in every single thing: everything is in perpetual flux like a river. So
215 Plato Cratylus 4024 Méyer mou ‘Hpdaderos 11 mévTor Xwpel kad
oUBEV pével, kad TToTapOU pof) &rreikdzwv T& dvTa Aéyer s Bis & TOV
aUTOV TTOTapOY 0UK &v EpBain. (Heraclitus somewhere says that all things
are in process and nothing stays still, and likening existing things to the stream
of @ river he says that you would not step twice into the same river. ) Itis to
this interpretation that Aristotle refers in 216 Aristotle Phys. ©3,
253b9 kol ool Tives kiveioBan TV vy o T& MEv T& 87 oU, AAK
mavTa kol &ef, dAA& AowBévew TodTo THY fuetépav olobnow. (And
some say not thal some existing things are moving, and not others, but that ali
things are in motion all the time, but that this escapes our perception. ) Aristotle
here makes explicit what is implicit in Plato, that many things (those
that appear to be stable) must be undergoing invisible or unnoticed
changes. Can Heraclitus really have thought that a rock or a bronze
cauldron, for example, was invariably undergoing invisible changes
of material? Perhaps so; but nothing in the extant fragments
suggested that he did, and his clearly-expressed reliance on the senses,
provided they be interpreted intelligently, may suggest that he did
not.! Before Parmenides and his apparent proof that the senses were
completely fallacious—a proof that was clearly a shock to his
contemporaries — gross departures from common sense should, we
believe, only be accepted when the evidence for them is quite strong,
In the present case it is conceivable that Plato was misled by
post-Heraclitean exaggerations and distortions of Heraclitus’ em-
phasis on eventual change; in particular, perhaps, by Cratylus,
who is said by Aristotie to have influenced Plato as a young man
{Met. A6, 987a32).

! See 197, 198. 1¢ is true that Melissus in fr. 8 (537) drew attention to the

appearance that some ‘stable’ things do change: iron is worn away by the finger,
and so on. This observation occurs in a context which perhaps has verbal
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references to Heraclitus (e.g. T6 T Seppodv yuypdv yiveodon kai TO yuxpdv Bepudy,
cf. fr. 126). Yect there is no reason to think that Melissus meant tha} change must
in this case be continzous, even though it can be invisible. Every time the finger
rubs, it rubs off an invisible portion of iron; yet when it does not rub, what reason
is there to think that the iron is still changing? Melissus’ point is rather that
appearances show that everything, even the apparently stable, is subject o change.
This is precisely what Heraclitus must have thought; he may or may not have
mentioned infra-visible changes, but in any case would only accept them when
they were deducible - and continuous change is not deducible in many apparentty
stable objects. Melissus’ argument, of course, was that the senses must .be
fallacious; for between Heraclitus and himself had come Parmenides. With
Empedoclean effluences (pp. 309l.) the situation changes again.

Most scholars, however, do not accept this view, because they feel
that Plato must be right — partly because of his importance, partly
because of his date (which is relatively early compart?d with that of
Arius Didymus, the source of fr. 12), partly because Aristotle believed
him, and partly because Cratylus’ amendment (*you could not step
into the same river even once’, Aristotle Met s, 1010a13) seems to
depend on the Platonic form of what Heractlitus said, or sqmething
like it. But Plato can often be scen making Socrates distort his
predecessors for his own, or Plato’s own, reasons; and C'ratylus’
amendment does not necessarily depend on the Platonic version, but
could easily be rephrased as a comment on that of Arigs. Perhaps,
then, one should admit the general development of 1fieas'ab9ut
perception and change into the calculation, and also the ln’.lpllcallon
of Heraclitus’ other fragments. But there is also the question of the
apparently Heraclitean diction of fr. 12, with its Ionic dative plurals
and its archaic ‘different and different waters’. Guthrie {like Vlgstos
in 4 7P 76, 1955, 338fl.) objects that it is less pithy and parad9x1cal,
and therefore less Heraclitean, than the Platonic version, but in sum
we feel that fr. 12 has every appearance of belonging 1o Herach.tu's,
being in natural and unforced Ionic and having the Fllaracterlsuc
rhythm of archaic prose; while the latter looks Platonic, and could
more easily be a reformulation of fr. 12 than vice versa. .

The martter is hard to be certain about; one interpretation 1s
presented here quite forcefully, the other is argued in e.g. Guthric,
HGP 1, 449-54. Further reflection on the underlying implications of
the alternative versions may strengthen the case advanced here. T}?e
Platonic formulation implies that the river is never the same in
successive moments (and so Cratylus was really right), and is
accompanied by a categorical statement that everything in nature
resembles the river in that respect — o8ty pével, ‘nothing stays still’.
The Arius formulation, that of fr. 12, is less drastic; there is such a
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thing as the same river, but it is also different, in a way. This draws
a contrast between ‘same’ and ‘different’ in a specific instance, and
therefore belongs with the list of Heraclitus’ concrete examples of the
coincidence of opposites. But ifits intention is more than that (as Plato
at leastimplies), then the meaning is not that every single object must
be like a river, but rather that a complex whole, like the world, might
remain ‘the same’ while its constituent parts are for ever changing —
which would have a reassuring similarity to Heraclitus’ physical
views discussed in § 7 below. Seen in this light, the addition to fr. 12
(in 214) of the verbs which compose fr. g1 (which the context, and
their own nature, seem to indicate as describing the flow of water,
with special attention to the regularity of its replacement) brings out
what is implicit in fr. 12: that the unity of the river as a whole is
dependent upon the regularity (also suggested by the repetition £repe
ko ETepar) of the flux of its constituent waters. The river, then, may
provide an image of the balance of constituents in the world.
Obviously, a rock or a mountain or a table is temporarily static, and
will remain so, perhaps, for a long time; what matters for Heraclitus’
theory of balanced reaction and strife is that eventually it should
change and so help to maintain the process of world-constituents.
Meanwhile the stability of a mountain, for example, is balanced by
a corresponding stability elsewhere of corresponding masses of sea,
and of fire or aither (the mountain being mostly earth); on which
see the next section.

(7) The world is an ever-living fire, parts of which are always extinguished
to form the two other main world-masses, sea and earth. Changes between fire,
sea and earth balance each other ; pure, or aitherial, fire has a directive capacily

217 Fr. 30, Clement Strom. v, 104, 1 «éopov TévSe [Tov cTov
arrévTawv]! olre Tis Beddv oUTe &vBpddreov ¢moinoey, AN v &et ke

fov kal Eoron* miip efzwov, &mrdpevoy METpa kol &rooPevvipevoy
METpa.

218 Fr. 31, Clement Strom. v, 104, 3 TUpds TpoTra® TTP@TOV
béAaooa, Boddoons 8t T ptv Aou YA T 5t fiuiou mpnoTip. .. {yf)
8dhaooa BiayéeTal, kail peTpéeTan ls TOV alTdY Abyov okoios Trpdodey
fiv 1} yevéoBou yii.

219 Fr. 9o, Plutarch 4¢ E. 8, 3880  mupds Te GuTapoIPt T& TdvTa
xod Thp &TEVTWY dkwoTep X pUGOU XpHaTa ked XpnudTwy xpuods.

220 Fr. 64, Hippolytus Ref. 1x, 10, 6 7T& Bt mévra olaxizel
Kepauvos,
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217 This world-order [the same of all] did none of gods or men

make, but it always was and is and shall be: an everliving fire,

kindling in measures and going out in measures.

218 Fire’s turnings: first sea, and of sea the halfis earth, the half
‘burner’ [i.e. lightning or fire]...{earth) is t:lispersed.as sea, and

is measured so as to form the same proportion as existed before

it became earth.

219 All things are an equal exchange for fire and fire for all
things, as goods are for gold and gold for goads.

220 Thunderbolt steers all things.

! Vlastos, AJP 76 {1953), 344fT., argues that ‘the same of al!’ is original, and
contrasts the real physical world of common experience with the d;ceptwe
private imaginings of men who do not follow thg Logos (cf. 195 etc.). This would
be possible enough if (what does not scem particularly probable) fr. 30 fol].o»:.'cd
directly upon a reference 10 men’s delusions; but neither Plutarch nor Simplicius,
who also quote the first part of the fragment, gives the debated phrase. M?re
important, Vlastos docs not mention that Clement in the context of the quo(auo’n
is following some Stoic source in endeavouring to e‘xplam away this fragment’s
inconsistency with the Stoic ecp)rosis-imerpljetauon (on }vhlch see furt_her
p- 200n.), by arguing that ‘this world-order’ in Hcgachtus is the all-inclusive,
eternal system, Toy & &mwéons Tis olUaias 8w moIdY Kéd‘l.l?v as Clement had
just said, and not this particular world. Thus the interpolation is very strongly
motivated ; scc further Kirk, Heraclitus, the Cosmic Fragments, 30711

Fire is the archetypal form of matter. The world-order as a Yvhole
can be described as a fire of which measures are being cxtlngu}shed,
corresponding measures being rekindled; not all of it is burning at
the samc time. It always has been, and always will be, in this
condition (217). Cosmogony in the Milesian sense is therefore not to
be found in Heraclitus. Fire cannot be an originative stuff in the way
that water or air was for Thales or Anaximenes, and accorc!mg to
Aristotle and his followers it is no longer indefinite or infinite {cf.
Theophrastus ap. Simpl. in Phys. 24, 1, DK 22 A.5}; it is nevertheless
the continuing source of the natural processes in 218. Regarded as
a part of the cosmos, fire is on a par with sea {presumably rcpresenting
water in general, as in Xenophanes) and earth, as one 0f~thc t!‘ll‘CC
obvious world-masses. The pure cosmic fire was probably identified
by Heraclitus with «i@fp (aither), the brilliant'ﬁcr‘y stuff whlcl} fills
the shining sky and surrounds the world; this aither was widely
regarded both as divine and as a place of souls.! The idea that the
soul may be fire or aither, not breath as Anaximenes had thought,
must have helped to determine the choice of ﬁl:e as the controlling
formof matter (cf. p.161). 220 shows that Heracht.uf fire - the purest
and brightest sort, that is, as of the aitherial and divine thunderbolt -
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has a directive capacity. In part this reflects the divinity assigned to
aither in the popular conception ; more important, perhaps, is the fact
that all fire (even the lower, mundane sort), by the regularity with
which it absorbs fuel and emits smoke, while maintaining a kind of
stability between them, patently embodies the rule of measure in
change which inheres in the world process, and of which the Logos
is an expression (pp. 187f.). "T'hus it is naturally conceived as the very
constituent of things which actively determines their structure and
behaviour ~ which ensures not only the opposition of oppaosites, but
also their unity through “strife’.

' Cf c.g. 221 Aristotle de caclo B, 284a11 TV 8 olipavdv kad ToV &veo TéTrov
ol pév &pyaior vois Beois dméverpow a5 Svta pévov &bdvatov. . . ( The ancients
assigned o the gods the heaven and the upper region as being the only immortal place. . . )
222 Inscripliones Graecae* 1, g45, 6 (Athens, 5th cent. B.c.) albfp ptv yuyds
UmrebéEarro, odp(ara 88 X0cv]. (Aither received their souls, earth their bodies.) 223
[Hippocrates] de carnibus 2 Sokéer 5 pot & kahéopey Oepuov &ddvardy Te elvon kad
vokew évTa kel dpiiv kad dxovety kad efBévan WUt $6uTa TE ke Eodpeva. TobTo
o0V T6 mAeioTov, S7e Erapdybn EmavTe, E8exopnoev els THY dvwTdTw TEPLPOPTIY,
kai alré por Sokter albépa Tois Tahauoi elpfioBou. (What we call “hot® seems to me
to be immortal and to apprehend ait things and to see and hear and know all things, both
present and future. This, then, the most of all, when all things became confused, went out
to the furthermost revolution, and seems to me to have been what was called aither by the
men of old.) Cf. also Euripides fr. 839, off,, fr. 941 (Nauck?), Helen 1o14ff;
Aristophanes Peace 832f. None of these passages, of course, is as carly as
Heraclitus, and 223 clearly shows the influence of Anaxagoras and Diogenes of
Apollonia. But the belief is described as ancient in 221 and 223 and is so widely
represented in fifth-century poetry that it must have been well established and
widely known by then. It is comparable with the belicfin the divinity of the sun,
which must be of great antiquity.

The cosmos consists, broadly, of the masses of earth (interpene-
trated with secondary fire, as in volcanoes) and sea, surrounded by
the bright integument of fire or aither. This fire, we may conjecture
on the basis of 218, was regarded by Heraclitus as the motive point
of the cosmological processes: from its region appears to come rain,
which ultimately nourishes the sea, and it is itself replenished (for fire
‘consumes’ moisture) by the moist evaporation ascending from the
sea. Sea, as Xenophanes had shown, turns into earth, and carth at
other times and places merges into water. Thus sea and earth are what
cosmic or aitherial fire ‘turns to’ (218).1 Changes between the three
world-masses are going on simultaneously in such a way that the total
of each always remains the same. If a quantity of earth dissolves into
sea, an equivalent quantity of sea in other parts is condensing into
earth, and so with changes between sea and *burner’ (fire}; this seems
to be the sense of 218. The Adyos or proportion remains the
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same — again it is the measure and regularity of change, this tm.]e. of
large-scale cosmological change, that is strcsse.d. The only surprising
thing about this cosmology is its apparent avoidance of analysis into
opposites and of the relation of opposites to ﬁre-sea:—eartl';. The
probable explanation is that the opposites are mvo!ccd in the logical
examination of change, but that in the consideration of large-scale
changes a more empirical description can be re.tamed, particularly
as the Logos is closely related to fire. The connexion between the two
types of analysis is the underlying concept of measure and proportion,
but fire in itself (as Guthrie observes, HGP 1, 457) is an extreme, not
a potential mediator like the Milesians’ water, Indefinite or air.

! Or ‘is exchanged for’ in the phrase of 21g9. Note that 217 anfl 219 'bolh tend
tooinvalidate lhgc Stoic ascription to Heraclitus of a periodic xmipwats or
consumption of the world by fire (which is supported, however, by Kahn, Thg
Art and Thought of Heraclitus, 134fT.). The world-order is and shall I’f an ever-_hvmg
fire kindling and going out in measures (simultancou?ly, that is); and in the
trade-image of goods and gold the situation could not arise that all the goods‘(lhc
manifold world) are simultancously absorbed into gol.d.(ﬁrc), so that ‘therc is all
gold and no goods. Theophrastus, after referring to this image, added *He makes
an order and a definite time of the change of the worl.d acgordmg'to some d'csuncld
necessity' (Simpl. in Phys. 24, 4fT., DK 224A5), possibly in relation to f'\nstotlc s
remark (de caelo A10, 279b14, DK 22 10) that Empedocles and. Hcrachtus‘madc
the world fluctuate between its present condition and destruction. But Aristotle
may have been thinking of a great-year cycle of 10,800 years apparently
mentioned by Heraclitus (DK224713); this may have ap.phcd to a cycle of
favoured souls, or more probably to the time taken for a single portion of ﬁrF
to pass through all its stages, and in either case could have been n.ns‘lcadl'ng if
presented incompletely. Plato (Sophist 242D, DK 224 10) clearly distinguished
between Heraclitus' simultaneous unity and plurality of‘thc cosmos and En:npcd-
ocles’ separate periods of Love and Strife. At the same time, they are menu.oncd
together as both alike believing in the unity and plurality of thc'cosmos. and
Aristotle’s coupling of the two might conceivably have been mquvatcd by the
Platonic comparison, the important distinction between them being ovcrls;ok.cd.
Sce also Guthrie, HGP 1, 455f. and 458, with further references, and D. nggxns,
*Heraclitus’ conceptions of flux, etc.’, in Language and Logos, ed. Schofield and
Nussbaum (Cambridge, 1982}, 1ff.

(8) Astronomy. The heavenly bodies are bowls of fire, nourished by exhalations
from the sea; astronomical events, too, have their measures

224 Diogenes Laertiusix, g-10 (DK22a1) TO8% TrepiExov STmoi6V
toTiv oU dnAoi* elvan pévrtol v aUT® ok&as ETECTPapUEVAS KT
Koihov Trpds fuds, v ofs &bporzopévas Tas APTTpas &W‘ZGULH&OEIS
&rmroTeAeiv pAGYas, & elvon T& &oTpa. (10) AauTpoTaTny BE elvon TV
ToU HMiou pAGya Kkad BeppoTéTnv. . .. EkAelTrE TE ﬁ}lov KEX‘ geEAfVV
&vw OTPEPOMEVRIV TGV OKAPDV* ToUs TE ~K(X'Td wivac T OEATIVIS
oxnuaTiopous yiveoBon oTpepoptvns Ev alTi) KaTd HIKPOV TS OKAQPTS.
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225 Fr. 6, Aristoule Meteor. B2, 355a13 & fidios. . .véos Ep’ Hpépn
toTiv.

226 Fr. 94, Plutarch de exil. 11, 6044 "Hhiog oby UttepProeTen
péTpar € B8 ur, "Epvdes wv Aikng Erikoupor Efeuphoovay.

224 He does not reveal the nature of the surrounding; it
contains, however, bowls turned with their hollow side towards us,
in which the bright exhalations are collected and form flames,
which are the heavenly bodies. Brightest and hottest is the flame
of the sun. ... And sun and moon are eclipsed when the bowls turn

upwards; and the monthly phases of the moon occur as its bowl
is gradually turned.

225 The sun...is new each day.

226  Sun will not overstep his measures; otherwise the Erinyes,
ministers of Justice, will find him out.

No extant fragment clearly reveals Heraclitus’ ideas on the nature
of the heavenly bodies; but Theophrastus evidently gave a moderately
detailed if subjective account of his views, the non-Peripatetic parts
of which might be moderately accurate — although Heraclitus was
probably not so concerned with exact astronomical details as the
Milesians had been. Diogenes preserves the fullest version of this
account, of which 224 is a part; for the rest (the stars are further from
the earth than the sun, the moon nearer) see DK 224 1. The heavenly
bodies are solid bows filled with fire. This fire is maintained by moist
exhalations or evaporations from the sea, which are somehow
coltected in them and burned as fuel.! This is presumably the way
in which water changes into fire in the balanced interaction between
world-masses described in 218. The idea that, since moisture is
evaporated by fire, fire is physically nourished by it is a naive and
popular one. Similarly the solid celestial bowls are probably a
quasi-scientific elaboration of the popular myth that the sun each
night sails from west to east in a golden bowl round the northern stream
of Okeanos (see 7). Eclipses and phases of the moon were explained
by the turning away of the bowls; but no true cause (as opposed to
a mere mechanism) was given, and Diogenes (1x, 11, DK224a1),
presumably still following Theophrastus, stated that Heraclitus said
nothing about the constitution of the bowls; indeed he seems to have
been content with adaptations of popular accounts so long as his
general theory of cosmological change was preserved. 225 is con-
sonant with Theophrastus’ account of the celestial bowls; the sun is
‘new’ every day in the sense that its fire is replenished each night
with entirely fresh exhalations. Naturally, this replenishment and
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consumption form a regular cycle, though one which could adrn%t
slight variations. The principle of measure in natural ch‘ange is
illustrated also in 226, where the sun is restrained by Dike, _the
personification of normality and therefore regularity, from exceeding
its measures — for example from coming too close to the earth or

shining beyond its proper time.

! Theophrastus and his followers usually attributed o exhalaligns, a moist and
a dry one, to Heraclitus. This is most probably a misunderstanding based upon
Aristotle’s own dual-exhalation explanation of meteorological (as opposed, in his
case, to astronomical) events, Aristotle seems to have elaborated the theory out
of Heraclitus’ ideas on the importance of the exhalation from the sca and other
terrestrial waters; but it appears from passages in his Meteom!agzr.a that .Al‘lst(.)lle
considered the dry exhalation from the earth to be his own discovery (Kirk,
Heraclitus, the Cosmic Fragments, 273f1.), Yet, because it is kindled, !"IC can treat
Heraclitus’ exhalation as fiery; see p. 204 n. 1. The explanation of night and day
{as well as winter and summer) as due to the alterpating preva‘lcncc of the dark
and bright cxhalations, aseribed to Heraclitus in Diogenes T}}cophrastean
account, is unlikely; Heraclitus knew as well as anyone that day Is due’ to the
sun, and declared in fr. gg that ‘if there were no sun, it would be night’,

(9) Wisdom consists in understanding the way the world works

227 Fr. 41, Diogenes Laertius 1x, 1 Bv T6 gogdv EmioTaofo
yvauny, 6kn kuPepvdTtar mévta Std wavTwv.!

L &vin xuPepviiocn P1B, &1° Eywupepvijom F; &1én él:uﬁépvnos .Dicls, I?K., oy
kuPepvaren Gigon, Walzer, d7én xuPepuirar Vlastos, &xn KuPepvdrran scripsi. Thc
feminine form &7én is not, in fact, found ; 8kn is one o‘bvlou‘s source of corruption.
Thisinvolves taking yveounv as internal accusative V‘l'lth tmigTagba, alter Hcldel’:
‘to be acquainted with true judgement how all thxpgs are steerefl lhro?gh all’.
This would be a development of Solon fr. 16 Diehl: YVeUoTUvns 3 d‘:q)uvés
xoAenwTaTtév kot voficar / pétpov, 8 8 'n'éw'rw\f Telparra polUvov Exel { Most
hard is it to apprehend the unapparent measure ofJ‘udgement,' Whl(:h alone h.o!ds>
the limits of all things’). On the other hand the Stoics took yvwunv in Heraclitus
saying as direct object of ério-rcxcﬁai‘(’cf‘ Cleanthes fymn to Jeus 34”’]:‘5
representing their own familiar idea of divine Reason; that they should place this
interpretation on the dictum is not surprising, in any case. But that Heraclitus
should have used yvoun by itsell, with no definite artlc_le and no possessor
expressed, to stand for Fire or Logos {cf. 220), has seﬁmed ]mprobable to some.
Each of the two alternative interpretations has its leﬁcu!nes, but the ltesulllng
sense in each case is not very different: wisdom consists in undcrst:'u}dmg how
the world works - which in any event involves understanding the divine Logos.

228 Fr. g2, Clement Strom. v, 115,1 #v 1d gogdv polvov Abyssdan
oUK £06Ae1 kaxi E8€Ae1 Zmuds Svopex,

227 The wise is one thing, to be acquainted with true judgement,

how all things are steered through all.
228 One thing, the only truly wise, does not and does consent

to be called by the name of Zeus.
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227 gives the real motive of Heraclitus’ philosophy: not mere
curiosity about nature (although this was doubtless present too) but
the belief that man’s very life is indissociably bound up with his whole
surroundings. Wisdom — and therefore, it might be inferred, satis-
factory living — consists in understanding the Logos, the analogous
structure or common element of arrangement in things, embodying
the uérpov or measure which ensures that change does not produce
disconnected, chaotic plurality. Absolute understanding here can
only be achieved by god (228; cf. also 206), who in some respects,
therefore (but not of course in anthropomorphism and in the demand
for cult), resembles the Zeus of the conventional religion. God, with
his synoptic view, is thus the only thing that is (completely) wise’.
Fire (220) and the Logos itself (196) are to a large degree co-extensive
with, or different aspects of, this completely wise thing.

It remains to describe Heraclitus® views about men — their soul,
institutions and ideas. But for Heraclitus this subject was in no way
separate from the study of the outside world ; the same materials and
the same laws are found in each sphere. 227 clearly depends upon
this assumption, which was implicit also in 194 (fr. 1).

(10) The soul is composed of fire; it comes Srom, and turns into, moisture,
total absorption by which is death for it. The soul-fire is related to the world-fire.

229 Fr. 36, Clement Strom. v, 17, 2 wuxijow Bdvaros USwp
yevéoBau, G8am 82 §dvaros yiy Yevéabon® i yiis 8¢ Ubwp yivera, &
Udaros §¢ wuxn.

230 Fr. 118, Stobaeus Anth. m, 5, 8 aln yuxh) oopwTéTn Kkai
&pion.

231 Fr. 117, Stobaeus Anth. m, 5, 7 Svip oxdTaw peBuodi dyetan
UTrd Tendods dviPou, SQaAASpEVOS, oUk Emradeov &k Baiver, yphiv THv
YUYV Exwv.

232 Fr. 45, Diogenes Laertius 1x, 7 wuxfis meipaTa tov odk &v
&€eipoto, Taoow Emmopevbpevos 656V olTw Poduv Adyov Exer.

229 For souls it is death to become water, for water it is death
to become earth; from earth water comes-to-be, and from water,
soul.

230 A dry soul is wisest and best.

231 A man when he is drunk is led by an unfledged boy,
stumbling and not knowing where he goes, having his soul moist.
232 You would not find out the boundaries of soul, even by
travelling along every path: so decp a measure does it have.

203

—*




PRESOCRATIC PHILOSOPHERS

Anaximenes had probably drawn cosmological conclusions from the
nature of the soul, which, following the Homeric view, he envisaged
as breath. Heraclitus abandoned this idea in favour of another
popular conception of the soul, that it was made of fiery aither. On
this foundation he built up a rationalistic psychological theory, in
which for the first time (unless Pythagoras himself went further in
this direction than we suspect) the structure of the soul is related not
only to that of the body, but also to that of the world as a whole.
The soul in its true and effective state is made of fire; in 229 it
replaces fire in a list of what might otherwise be taken for the main
interactions of the world-masses (cf. 218). The implication is not only
that soul is fiery, but also that it plays some part in the great cycle
of natural change. It comes into being from moisture (and, if it is
analogous to cosmic fire, is maintained, at least in part, by some kind
of moisture — see p. 201), and is destroyed when it turns entirely into
water.! The efficient soul is dry (230), that is, fiery. A soul that is
moistened, for example by excessive drinking as in 231 (which well
illustrates the still naive character of Heraclitus’ psychology}, is
diminished in capacity and makes its owner behave childishly,
without either wits or physical strength, Thus intellect is explicitly
placed in the soul. The soul, which can move to all parts of the body
at need,? has limits that cannot be reached (232); probably the
thought here is not so much of the problem of self-consciousness as
of the soul being a representative portion of the cosmic fire — which,
compared with the individual, is obviously of vast extent. Thus it
could be conceived as an adulterated fragment of the surrounding
cosmic fire,? and so as the possessor in some degree of that fire’s
directive power (218). All this, as has been indicated, is a development
of what may be reasonably taken as a popular conception of the
nature of aither (n. 1 on p. 199); but a simpler and more empirical
indication of the fiery nature of soul was at hand, since it must have
been commonly observed that warmth is associated with the living
body and that the dead, soulless body is cold (so Vlastos, ap. cit. 364f.).

1 A Stoic reformulation of 229, in which air is characteristically added to the
three genuinely Heraclitean world-masses (to produce the four ‘clements’ of
post-Empedoclean speculation), gives ‘ the death of fire is the birth of air’, etc.;
this appears as fr. 76 in DK, but is totally misleading for Heraclitus. He appears
to have ignored air as a major cosmic constituent, despite Anaximenes; though
the exhalation from the sea, by which sea turns to fire, might have been termed
&hp. Aristotle {de an. A2, 405224, DK 224 15) wrote that Heraclitus made soul
the same as the material principle, namely ‘the exhalation from which he
compounds the other things’. Aristotle himself accepted two kinds of exhatatian,
one being fiery, so that the ‘exhalation’ here represents fire; see also the first
n. 1 on p. 202.
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* According to the scholiast on Chalcidius (fr. 674 in DK) Heraclitus compared
the sc_)ul to a spider which rushes to any part of its web which is damaged. The
soul is (;CSCI“led as ‘Qrme et proportionaliter iuncta’ to the body; the idea of
proportion is appropriate to Heraclitus. Cf. on Anaximenes, pp. 158ff.

® So Macrobius S. Sep. 14, 19 (DK 22415), ‘Heraclitus said that the soul is a
spgrk of the essential substance of the stars® (scintillam stellaris essentige) — the stars
being no doubt conceived as concentrations of aither.

(11) Waking, sleeping and death are related to the degree of fieriness in the
;auf. In sleep the soul is partly cut off from the world-fire, and so decreases in
activity

233 Fr. 26, (Elcment Stram.1v, 141, 2 &GvBpeotros tv elppovn pdos
&rteTan éouTed [&roBaviov] &mrooPeobeis dyers, 3év 8t dmrTeran

Tebve@Tos elBoov [&mooBeobeis dyeis], &ypnyopds &reTan tl8ovTo
(Text as in DK, after Wilamowitz.) ’

234 Sextus ady. math. v, 129 (DK 22416} ToUtov olv Tov Befov
Abyov kb’ "HpdkAerTov 81" dvauotis wdoavTes voepoi yvéuede, kai
tv ubv Utrvols AnBoiol, katd 8k Eyepotv Téhw Euppoves Bv y&p Tois
mwc‘ns WoGvTwY TéV alefnTidy Tépwy ywpizetar Tiis Tpds TO
TEPIEX OV ouppulas O Ev fuiv volis, pévns THs kard &vamvody
TPOTPUTEWS gwzoptvns olovel Tivog pizng, xwpiobels Te &roPdiier v
TP TEPOY elxe pvnuovikfyy Sivapw. (130) v Bt éypnydpoar méhw S1&
Tév adodnTiKéy TopwY daTrep Sid Tivwy GupiBwv Tporipag kal Té
TEPIEXOVTI CULPBAGV Aoy &vdleTon Slvapv. . . .

233 A man in the night kindles a light for himself when his vision
15 extinguished; living he is in contact with the dead, when asleep
and with the sleeper, when awake. ’
234 According to Heraclitus we become intelligent by drawing
in this divine reason [logos] through breathing, and forgetful when
aslecp, but we regain our senses when we wake up again. For in
sleep, when the channels of perception are shut, our mind is
sundered [rom its kinship with the surrounding, and breathing is
thv? only point of attachment 1o be preserved, like a kind of root:
bcmg sundered, our mind casts off its former power of memory?
But in thc‘ waking state it again peeps out through the channels
of' perception as though through a kind of window, and meeting
with the surrounding it puts on its power of reason. . .

The light kindled at night in 233 must be what a man sees in
drcaming, when the actual darkness seems to be flluminated; we are
also told that ‘sleepers are workers’ (fr. 75) and that ‘wha; we see
when asleep:is sleep’ (fr. 21). Naturally this light is deceptive: see
the last sentence of fr. 1 (194). It is an individual, private illumination
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which supplants the real illumination of the Logos which is common
to all {xg5). In sleep a man is ‘in contact with’ death (there is 3
typical Heraclitean word-play in 233 between the two senses of
drreoban, ‘kindle’ and ¢ touch’); hissoul-fire is burning low, is almost
extinguished, and in most respects he resembles a dead man. Slecp,
then, is a medial state between waking life, and death.

Sextus’ information in 234 is obviously important, but must be
treated with caution; he naturally imposed Sceptic epistemological
interpretations upon Heraclitus, for whom his sources were, in
addition, Stoic-influenced. Yet he goes on to make clearly accurate
quotations of the long fr. 1 and of fr. 2 (194 and 1g5). It is to be ex-
pected from 229 that the soul-fire has some kind of physical affinity,
and therefore connexion, with the cosmic fire outside. Sextus tells us
that in the waking state the connexion is provided by a direct contact
through the senses with the eternal fire — with the ‘surrounding’, in
his own terminology, by which it may be inferred that the surrounding
aither is meant; or rather the Logos-element in things, which may
be envisaged as a direct offshoot of the pure aitherial fire. Sight is
presumably of particular importance among the senses, since it
receives and absorbs the fiery impressions of light. In sleep the only
possible contact is provided by breathing; it may be wondered
whether this draws in fire so much as moisture (though cf. n. 3 on
p.- 208), since ‘souls come from water’ (229) and should draw
nourishment from moisture. According to Aetius1v, 3, 12, DK 22 A 15
(where there is some Stoic influence), souls are nourished by both
external and internal exhalations; the internal exhalations, if they
exist, would be from blood and other bodily liquids, the external ones
would be those absorbed by breathing, and likewise moist,
Unfortunately the extant fragments are no help here.! It is possible
that in sleep the moist nourishment of the soul-fire, no longer
balanced by the direct fiery accretions received in waking through
the senses, subdues the soul and brings it into a death-like state. It
may be noted that the inteiligent condition consequent upon the
apprehension of the Logos (see fr. 1, 194) would mean in psychological
terms that the active, fiery part of the soul has made contact with
the fiery Logos-constituent of the objective situation, and has been
increased by it.2

! Sextus went on to compare the resuscitation of the soul-fire by restored contact

with the universal Logos (here expressed in Stoic-Sceptic terms) with the way

in which embers glow again when brought near to a live fire. This image, already
perhaps used by Xenophanes (p. 174), may well have been reused by Heraclitus.

Conceivably the word &yyxiBaoin, * going near to’, which Heraclitus used (fr. 122)
according to the Suda, belonged to the same image.
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*# Chalcidius, probably after Posidonius, ascribed to Heraclitus a view quite
different from Sextus’, according to which the soul only has contact with the
cosmic reason when free in sleep from the interruption of the senses (in Tim. ch.
251, DK 22420). The ‘cosmic reason’® js Stoic, and the rest mainly Platonic,
though compare Pindar fr. 131b.

(12) Virtuous souls do not become water on the death of the body, but survive
to join, eventually, the cosmic fire

235 Fr. 25, Clement Strom. 1v, 49, 3 BOPOL Y&p uEzoves lzovers
polpas Aoy xévouot ko ‘Hpérierrov.

236 Fr. 63, Hippolytus Ref. 1%, 10, 6 Tév0a 8 tovnit Emavicraoden
Kl pUACKaS YiveoBon EyepTi 3¢ovTeov Kad VEKpOOV,

237 (Fr. 136), 2 Bodl. ad Epictetum, p- Ixxxiii Schenkl
puxed &pnigoror kaBapdsTepan 7 Evl volrgols.

235 For better deaths gain better portions according to
Heraclitus.

236 {To him [or it], being there,t they rise up and become
guardians, wakefully, of living and dead.

237 Souls slain in war are purer than those [that perish] in
diseases.

The “better portions’ which are won in 235 must belong to the soul
alone, since after death the body is ‘more fit to be cast out than dung’
(ir. 96). Therefore not all souls can equally undergo the ‘death’ (229)
of becoming water, that is, of ceasing to be soul, which is essentially
fiery. 236 (whose first words are probably corrupt) seems to suggest
that certain souls survive death and become daimons; this is
manifestly developed from a famous passage in Hesiod.! The key to
Heraclitus® belief here may be provided by 237, which is clearly not
a verbatim quotation but a verse summary of perhaps considerably
later date than Heraclitus himself (although we know from Diog. L.
1%, 16, DK 22 A 1, that Scythinus made a metrical version of Heraclitus
in the late fourth or third century B.c.). It probably owes something
10 fr. 24, ‘Gods and men honour those slain in battle’, but the
comparison with those who die from illness is new, and is unlikely
to have been simply invented after Heraclitus. How can the souls of
those dying in battle be ‘purer’ than the souls of those dying from
fiisease? The answer may be that the latter are moistened and
inefficient, and their possessors are in a semi-conscious and sleep-like
condition. Those slain in battle, on the contrary, are cut off at their
most active, when their souls are fiery from virtuous and courageous
activity.? At the moment of death the enfeebled souls of the sick losc
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their last residue of fieriness and become completely watery, so that
they cease to exist as souls; while the souls of those slain in battle
(almost instantaneously, for the most part) are predominantly fiery,
It seems plausible, then, that the latter avoid the soul-death qof
becoming water.® They leave the body and, we may guess, are
reunited with the aitherial fire. Before this happens they probably
remain for a time as disembodied daimons after the Hesiodic pattern
But there can be no idea of individual survival apart from this, o
indeed of perpetual survival as aitherial fire; for measures of that fire
are constantly being drawn into the cosmological process, and
undergo the changes 0f 218 {see n. on p. 200 for a possible soul-period
of some kind). Thus Heraclitus does not appear to be indebted here
to Pythagoras.

' 238 Hesiod Works and Days 121, (of the golden race) obrrdp twei 5% Todre
yévos kot yal' tkéhuye / Tol niv Badpovés elor Aibds peyddou 51 Boudds / tobhof,
émiyB6viol pUAaKes BunTédv &vlpcoteov. (But when the earth hid this race, they ave noble
daimons through the counsels of great Zeus, guardions on earth of mortal man.) See also
1hid, 252fT. Another saying of Heraclitus preserved by Hippolytus is very obscure:
it evidently has some connexion with the doctrine of opposites, but also suggests
the deification of some souls (cf. 213): 239 Fr. 62, Hippolytus Ref. 1x, 10, 6
dBcvaTor BunTol, SvnTol &B&vaTol, 3vTes ToV Exelwwov BdvaTtoy Tdv B ixeiveoy
Piov TeBvecives. (Immortal morials, mortal immortals for mortal immorials, immartal
morials; or immortals are mortal, mortals are immortal; or immortals are morials, morials
are immortals, ctc. ], living their death and dying their life.) 1t is interesting that one
of the bone tablets from Olbia, of the fifth century s.c. {see p. 30), had scratched
on it ‘Dio(nysos)’, ‘Orphikoi’ and pios 8dvcrros pios, Heraclitus, therefore, may
be giving a special interpretation of an alternation between life and death that
was broadly accepted in exotic mystery-cults of Bacchic or Orphic flavour.

? Though it has been ingeniously suggested by W, J. Verdenius that another
saying implics that 8upds, anger or emotion, entails a fiery expenditure or decrease
of the soul-fre (compare ‘flashing eyes’, ‘breathing fire’, etc. in our own idiom):
240 Fr. 85, Plutarch Coriol. 22 Bupéd péryeofon xarerrdy: & yap &v BEAN Wuyiis
Goveitar. (It s hard to fight with anger; for what it wants it buys al the price of soul.)
It is difficult to control anger because the soul-fire (which presumably does the
controlling) has been diminished 4y anger. This is probably correct; but in
virtuous anger or emotion (as in the heroic conception of battle) this loss might
be more than made up by an increase of fire.

* Fr. g8 describes souls as ‘using smell in Hades’: this, too, suggests that some
souls, at lcast, cxist after the death of the body. ‘Hades’ should not be taken too
literally. The point of chis cryptic saying is perhaps that those souls which survive
death are surrounded by dry matier (in other words, fire) ; for it was a common
view that the sense of smell operates on objects drier than the smelling organ
{[Hippocrates] d¢ carnibus 16; Aristotle de sensu 5, 444a22). It is possible, however,
that the fragment is quite naive in implication: simply that soul according to one
popular view is breath, that smell is inhaled with the breath, and therefore that
smell is the sense used by the soul when the other argans have perished with the
body. If that is so the saying could be ironic, or an attack on the idea of the
breath-soul.
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(13) The uses of conventional religion are foolish and illogical, although on
pccasion they accidently point to the truth

241 Tr.5, Aristocritus Theosophia 68  xaBaipovron 8 &AReos Calpe)
afpat wcavdpevor olov el Tig els TAGY iuPds TNAG dmovizoiTo.
paiveafioa 8° &v Soroln, € Tis abrov dvbpdmwv Emigpdoaito oTw
moigovTa, kel Tois &yduact St TouTtioiow eliyovTal, dkoiov el Tis
§opoIat Aeoxnyeiorto, ol TI YIvhokwy Beous oUS” fipas ofTivés lon.
[{cfuay D. S. Robertson.)

242 Fr. 14, Clement Protrepticus 22 T vopizdpeve koer’ dvBpuwrmous
puo TP dvigpwoTi puslivra.

243 Fr. 15, Clement Protrepticus 34 €l uf) y&p Aovioe woptiy
tmwololvTo kai Upveov Jopa aidoloiow, dvaibéotara epyast &v:
wuTos 88 "Aidng kai Abwoos, dTée paivovtan kol Anvadzovav.

244 Fr. 93, Plutarch de Pyth. or. 21, 4048 & &vaf oF T pavTeiov
toti TO &v Aehpols oUte Abyer oUTe kpUTrTet SAAG onuaiver.

241 They vainly purify themselves of blood-guilt by defiling
themselves with blood, as though one who had stepped into mud
were to wash with mud; he would seem to be mad, if any of men
noticed him doing this. Further, they pray to these statues, as if
one were to carry on a conversation with houses, not recognizing
the true nature of gods or demi-gods.

242 The secret rites practised among men are celebrated in an
unholy manner.

243 For ifit were not to Dionysus that they made the procession
and sung the hymn to the shameful parts, the deed would be most
shameless; but Hades and Dionysus, for whom they rave and
celebrate Lenaean rites, are the same.

244 The lord whose oracle is in Delphi neither speaks out nor
conceals, but gives a sign.

Heraclitusfollowed Xenophanes in ridiculing the anthropomorphism
and idolatry of the contemporary Olympian religion. Yet the last
words of 241 (and also, e.g., 204 and 236) show that he did not reject
the idea of divinity altogether, or even some conventional descriptions
of it. 242 implies that mysteries would not be utterly worthless if they
were correctly celebrated. 243 suggests how this is so: such rituals
can possess (and sometimes accidentally do so) a positive value,
because they guide men indirectly to the apprehension of the Logos.
The precise grounds on which Hades and Dionysus are here identified
are not known, but presumably the former represents death, the latter
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exuberant life; and it is the implied identiﬁcationhof thf:ef espcgiaflly
ignificant opposites (cl. 202, 239) that prevents the cult from being
S:tgt::'fliy shanfer;ul.‘ T§1e method adopted by Apollo in his Delphje
pronouncements is praised in 244, because a sign may accord bet‘ter
than a misleadingly explicit statement with the nature oftl}e uqderlym
truth, that of the Logos (cf. 207—9). Probably Heraclitus intendeq
by this kind of parallel to justify his own oracular and obscure style 2

! A possible reference to Orphic/Dionysiac rites was s'uggcstcd_ inn. 1 on p. z08;
another of the Olbia tablets, again with an abl?revna.uon of ‘ Dionysos » CONtaing
the words ‘war peace truth falsehood’, once more with a Heraclitean ring abouy
:hg;.l'aﬁ Fr. g2, Plutarch de Pyth. or. 6, 3974 Zipu}?\a Bt pavoptvey ardpa
xed' ‘Hpdchertov &yihaora xai dxkadAdomioTa |fcci d;.l_upnmq POey youévn )(I’M(.w
trdov EkveiTon T guovh) Sidk tov Bedv. ( The Sibyl with raving mouth, according 1
Heraclitus, utlering things mirthless, unadorned and unperfumed, {eackes over a thousand yeays
with her voice through the god.) 1t is impossible to determine Precmly how much
of this is a verbatim quotation; H. Frankel, for cxample, thinks that only dc:wn
to otéportt is. I would conjecture that down_to pBeyyouévn (with _thc possible
exception of xei &kadAwmoTH KXl dul’;puna)‘ is probably by l:!er?.chlu's, the rest
is a loose paraphrase by Plutarch. The saying lf)olfs like a justification of: the
unadorned oracular method of exegesis; but precise interpretation is lmpqssuble.
Heraclitus himself certainly combined the (ersencss.of the gnomic style wlth_ the
obscurity of the related oracular style; his unldt;rlylng meaning wals S?mrllmc§
reinforced by word-plays (e.g. §v vée-§uvé in 250) and etymological peri-
phrases. A similar use is seen in Aeschytus, whase choral style, especially in the
Oresteia, has some affinities with Heraclitus.

(14) Ethical and political advice; J.f:(f-knowtedge, common  sense aufi
moderation are ideals which for Heraclitus had a special grounding in his
account of the world as a whole

246 Fr. 1o1, Plutarch adv. Colotem 20, 1118¢c EBignoduny
EpecouTéV.

247 Fr. 119, Stobaeus Anth. 1v, 40, 23 fiflos &vlpiome Baipeov.

248 Fr. 43, Diogenes Laertius 1x, 2 UBpw xpty ofevvivar udiiov
) TTupkainy.
249 Fr. 44, Diogenes Laertius 1x, 2 péogeafan xpf 1OV Sfjpov Umep
TOU vouou OKWOTTEp TEIYEOS.

y foxu-
250 Fr. 114, Stobaeus Anth. m, 1, 179 &Uv vé Aéyovras :
p(sgeoeou xpf":‘ 1§ §uvd ThvTwy, SKWOoTEP VOUW TIOAIS K?ti TOAY
loyupoTépas: TpépovTan y&p TavTtes of &vBpcdmeiol véuol u-r:é évb:'
ToU Oefour kparTel y&p ToooUTov dxkdoov EBEAer kal E§apKel O KX
TepryiveTal.
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246 I searched out myself.

247 Man’s character is his daimon.

248 Insolence is more 1o be extinguished than a conflagration.
249 The people must fight on behalf of the law as though for the
city wall.

250 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 left over.

Heraclitus’ ethical advice is gnomic in form, and for the most part
similar in general content to that of his predecessors and contem-
poraries; sometimes it is expressed more graphically and often more
savagely.! It stresses the importance of moderation, which itself
depends upon a correct assessment of one’s capacities. But this kind
of advice (with which one naturally compares the Delphic maxims
‘Know thyself’ and ‘Nothing too much’) has a deeper significance
in Heraclitus because of its grounding (not explicitly stated but
clearly implied in 194 etc.) in his physical theories, and because of
his belief that only by understanding the central pattern of things can
a man become wise and fully effective; see 194, 196, 227, 234. That
is the real moral of Heraclitus’ philosophy, in which ethics is for the
first time formally interwoven with physics.

' Heraclitus was undoubtedly of a strongly critical temperament, and his abuse
can hardly have made him popular with his unfortunate fellow-citizens: cf. e.g.
251 Fr. 29, Clement Strom. v, 59, 5 alpedvrar yép Ev &vTi dmévrwv ol &proTol,
Khéos &évaov BunTddv: of 5 roAAol KexopnvTen SxevoTrep kTHvea, ( The best choose
one thing in place of all else, *everlasting’ glory among mortals; but the majortty are glutted
like cattle.) His political ideas scem to have been anti-democratic, though perhaps
from empirical rather than ideological motives: ‘One man is as ten thousand for
me, if he is best’, he said (fr. 49), and abused the Ephesians for exiling his friend
Hermodorus on the ground of his exceptional ability (fr. 121). Himself of noble
birth, he refused his traditional privileges (191).

Thus ‘searching out oneself’ in 246 leads, it may be inferred, to
the discovery that the soul ranges outside oneself (see 232, 234). 247
is a denial of the view, common in Homer, that the individual often
cannot be held responsible for what he does. Safpcwv here means
simply a man’s personal destiny; it is determined by his own
character, over which he has some control, and not by external and
often capricious powers acting perhaps through a ‘genius’ allotted
to each individual by chance or Fate. Helen traditionally blamed
Aphrodite for her own weakness, but for Heraclitus (as indeed for
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Solon, who had already reacted against the n_moral'hel plessness of the
heroic mentality) there was a real point in intelligent and Prudent
behaviour. 248 has no special overtones; it shows how convcntlon?}
the practical side of Heraclitus’ ClhllCS often was, and also that he dig
not always think of human behaviour in terms of the fiery rrllalure of
the soul (for Uppis should ilwol\_rc a moistening of the soul, not it
conflagration). By contrast, the insistence on respect for IE}W 1(;1 249,
though again expressed in conventxoqal terms, tasz ona a}: eeper
significance, and is given a profound justification, in the light ofl'zso
(which should be compared with 194, 195 and xg6). Humgn aws
are nourished by the divine universal law; they ac‘cord yvl:th ,th.e
Logos, the formulaic constituent of th.c €OSMOS. Noun:) ed’ is
mainly, but not completely, metaphorical; the contact etwe.en
human laws and the Logos is indirect, though not w1t!wut material
basis, since good laws are the product ql' wise men with f;lcry souls
(230) who thereby understood, as Heraclitus himsell does, the proper
relation of men with the world.

CONCLUSION

In spite of much obscurity and uncertainty of intcrprctanop, it dqes
appear that Heraclitus’ thought possesse_d a com.prehel:)nsnva unity
which (conceivably because of the lack. of information a ou}t1 nax1|-
mander) seems completely new. Pra.ctlcally all aspects of the wol: d
are explained systematically, in relation to a central discovery — t l?t
natural changes of all kinds are regular and ba!anced, and' that the
cause of this balance is fire, the common constituent of things that
was also termed their Logos. Human behaviour, as much as ghanges
in the external world, is governed by the same Logos; the soul is mad'c
of fire, part of which (like part of the whole world-order) is
extinguished. Understanding of the Logos, of the true const.ltutlog
of things, is necessary if our souls are not to be expcss,lvely r'nmst(fe‘nz
and rendered ineffective by private folly. Heraclitus’ relation o “the
soul to the world was more credible thar_l that c'uf Pythagoras, since
it was more rational; it pointed a direction which was not, on tﬁe
whole, followed until the atomists anfl, l‘atcr, Aristotle. Iq l: e;
intervals a new tendency, towards the rejection of nature, flouris
with the Eleatics, Socrates and Plato.
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The first two philosophers known to have taught in the Grecek cities of South Italy
were two emigrants from Ionia, Xenophanes and Pythagoras, who flourished
towards the end of the sixth century s.c. But the philosophies which developed
in South Italy were from the outset very different in motive and character from
those of the Milesians. Whereas the Milesians were impelled by intellectual
curiosity and dissatisfaction with the old mythological accounts to attempt a
systematic physical explanation of physical phenomena, the impulse underlying
Pythagoreanism was a religious one, and the Eleatics Parmenides and Zeno
propounded metaphysical paradoxes which cut at the roots of belief in the very
existence of the natural world. The only major thinker in the west to continue
the Ionian tradition of enquiry into nature in anything like the Ionian spirit was
the Sicilian philosopher Empedocles. Yet he was deeply influenced both by
Pythagoreanism and by Parmenides’ thought; and his system is marked by
metaphysical and religious preoccupations, as well as by a bold (not to say
bizarre) imagination which is utterly individual.

It is tempting to conjecture that these differences between western Greek and
Ionian philosophy are connected with, or even functions of, differences in the
social and political conditions of life in these distant parts of the Greek world.
Certainly South Italy and Sicily were the home of mystery cults concerned with
death and with worship of the gods of the underworld, whereas we hear little
of this sort of religious activity in the cities of the Tonian seaboard. And it has
been suggested that the cities of the west were inherently less stable, and the
commitment of their citizens to the characteristic political values of the Greck
polis less firmly rooted, than elsewhere in Greece (certainly warfare between
Italian and Sicilian states seems to have been unusually bitter, leading to the
deportation of whole populations and the razing of their homes to the ground:
the destruction of Sybaris in 510 B.C. was the most celebrated of these atrocities).
Whatever truth there may be in these speculations, it was in South Italy, not
Tonia, that the two most distinctive elements in the modern conception of
philosophy were born. Pythagoras is the archetype of the philosopher considered
as the sage who teaches men the meaning of life and death, and Parmenides the
founder of philosophy understood not as a first-order enquiry into the nature of
things (that is now the province of the natural sciences), but as a second-order
study of what it means to say that something exists or is in motion or is a plurality.
It is significant that from the first these two preoccupations were associated with

two very different types of mind, yet remained characteristic of one and the same
calling, philosophy.
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