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(1955) 364 and n. 56) that Diogenes was here exclusively indebted to Anaximenes;
nor is it probable (as Karin Alt argued, Hermes 101 (1973), 129ff.) that Aetius
in 160 has confused Anaximenes with Diogenes, at least in the olov & Wuxf. ..
statement. That is very different, in tone and sophistication, from e.g. 602, even
if Aetius’ further comment (...Bokdv guveoTévar T& 36a) could apply to
Diogenes.

CONCLUSION

Anaximenes is the last of the great Milesian thinkers. He was
obviousiy indebted to Anaximander, but alse probably to Thales, to
whose concept of the originative stuff as an actual component of the
world he was enabled to return by his great idea of condensation and
rarefaction — an observable means of change by which quantity
controls kind. This idea was probably accepted by Heraclitus and
submerged in a system of a rather different nature; for after the
Milesians the old cosmogonical approach, according to which the
most important object was to name a single kind of material from
which the whole differentiated world could have grown, was both
enlarged and moderated. New problems, of theology and of unity in
the arrangement, rather than the material, of things, exercised
Anaximenes’ successors Xenophanes and Heraclitus — although they
too (even though the former migrated) were Ionians. Still more basic
departures from the Milesian tradition were made in the west. But
when the fifth-century thinkers of the east and the mainland
(Anaxagoras, Diogenes, Leucippus and Democritus) had recovered
from the western elenchus of the Eleatics, it was to the Milesians, and
particularly to Anaximenes, that they chiefly turned for details of
cosmology; not so much because of the great intuition of a kind of
cosmic breath-soul, as because those details had been in part adapted
from, and were still protected by, the popular, necn-scientific
tradition,
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CHAPTER V

Xenophanes of Colophon

DATE AND LIFE

161  Diogenes Laertius 1x, 18 (DK 21A1) Zevogdvns Aefiou 1j, ds
’AToAAOBwpos, 'Opfionévous Koropawios. . .o0Tos ExmTegdw TS
TaTpidos &v ZaykAn Tiis ZikeAias SiETpiPe xad év Katéwy. . .. yéypoge
&t &v Emeol kai EAeyeias kai iGuPous ko ‘Howbddou kal ‘Outypov,
EMKOTI TV aUTV TA TEpi Beddv eipnuéva. dAARK kol alrtds Epponpade
T& tauTol. dvTibodoan Te AdyeTon Oahf) kai MuBaydpgr, kabduwaeban
5¢ xal "Emipevidou. poxpoPidTaTds Te yEyovev, ds Tou kol adTds
naw:
¥ (Fr. 8) 7151 &' émrd& T Baol kai EEfkovT” EviauTol
PAncTpizovTEs EunY ppovTid’ &v' “EANGSa yijv:
K yevetfis 8¢ TOT fioav Eeikool MEvTe Te TTPdS TOIS,
elrep Eyco Tepl TEOVE ofba Aéyev ETUpcs.
...(20) kai fixpoge kaTd THY EEnkooThy SAupmdda.

162 Clement Strom. 1, 64, 2 T 6t "EAearixiis &ywyiis Zevogpduns
6 Korogpamos kardpyel, dv onot Tipaios xatd ‘lépava Tév ZikeAlas
BuvdoTny ki ‘Emixapuov 1oV o Ty yeyovéval, "AToAAéBwpas Bt
kaTd THY TeogapakooThy SAupmdda yevopevov TapaTeTakévan &y pt
Acpeiov Te kad KUpou xpdveov.

161 Xenophanes son of Dexios or, according to Apollodorus, of
Orthomenes, of Colophon...he, being expelled from his native
land, passed his time in Zancle in Sicily and in Catana...He wrote
in epic metre, also elegiacs and iambics, against Hesiod and
Homer, reproving them for what they said about the gods. But he
himself also recited his own original poems. He is said to have held
contrary opinions to Thales and Pythagoras, and to have rebuked
Epimenides too. He had an extremely long life, as he himself
somewhere says: ‘Already there are seven and sixty years tossing
my thought up and down the land of Greece; and from my birth
there were another twenty-five to add to these, if [ know how to
speak truly about these things.”...And he was at his prime in the
6oth Olympiad.
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162 Of the Eleatic school Xenophanes the Colophonian is the
pioneer, who Timaeus says lived in the time of Hieron, tyrant of
Sicily, and the poet Epicharmus, while Apollodorus says that he
was born in the goth Olympiad and lasted until the times of
Darius and Cyrus.

Xenophanes, as opposed to the Milesians, wrote in verse; and a
number of fragments of his work have survived. If we assume that
he left Colophon in Ionia about the time of its capture by the Medes
in 546/5 B.c. (he certainly knew it before this time, since in fr. g
DK 2183, he referred to the corruption of the Colophonians by
Lydian luxury), then from his own words in 161 he would have been
bornaround 570 B.C., twenty-five years earlier. Evenif this assumption
is made, his great age — at least 92 from his words in 161 — makes it
impossible to assign his extant poetry to any narrow period. He
referred to Pythagoras (260) and Simonides (DK 218271), as well as
to Thales and Epimenides -- no more is known than the bare fact of
his reference to the last three- and was himself referred to by
Heraclitus (1go); and Parmenides was later supposed to be his pupil.
All this is possible enough if he lived from ¢. 570 to ¢. 475 B.Cc. The
statement of Timaeus (the fourth-/third-century B.c. historian of
Sicily) in 162 is compatible with this assumption, since Hiero reigned
from 478 to 467 B.c. and Epicharmus was at Syracuse during this
time. Apollodorus is perhaps wrongly reported in 162: Ol. 40
{620—617 B.C.) is improbably early for Xenophanes® birth, and ‘until
the times of Darius and Cyrus’ is curious, since Cyrus died in 529
and Darius gained power in 521. Yet there is no absolutely positive
evidence that Xenophanes died later than e.g. 525, when Pythagoras
had not been long in Italy. However, Diogenes in 161, after
mentioning Apollodorus, put Xenophanes’ floruit in Ol. 60 {540-537
B.C.); this seems to be the true Apollodoran dating, based on the
epoch-year of the foundation of Elea (on which Xenophanes was said
to have written a poem) in §40.

The details of Xenophanes’ life are even more uncertain. Born and
brought up in Ionia, and obviously acquainted with the trends of
Ionian thought, he was compelled to leave when a young man, and
from then on lived a wandering life, chiefly perhaps in Sicily; his
connexion with Elea may have been a later invention (see pp. 165f.).
He was a poet and sage, a singer of his own songs rather than those
of others: he was certainly not, as some have mistakenly assumed
from 161, 2 Homeric rhapsode. In the longest of his extant elegies
(fr. 1, an interesting poem with no immediate philosophical
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relevance) he has authority enough to outline the rules of behaviour
for the sympostum that is to follow; he seems therefore to have been
honourably received in aristocratic households.

THE ASSOCIATION OF XENOPHANES WITH ELEA

163 Plato Sophist 2420 (DK214a29) 76 8¢ mwop’ fiuiv *EAeatikdy
£9vos, &mo Zevopdvous Te kad &t Tpdodey &pfduevov, s Evds dvTos
T6v TaVTwV kaAoupévev oltw Sie€épyeTar Tois pUbors.

164 Aristotle Met. A5, 986b18  Tlapuevidng uév yap Eotke ToU kaTd
1oV Aoyov Evos &mrreofan, Méhooos 8t Tol katd THY UAnv: B1d kai
o uév memepacpévoy, O 8 &mepdy enotv evon «iTd Zevopdyns St
TpédTos ToUTWY Evicas (& yap Mapuevidng TolTou Aéyetan yevioho
pefnTrs) oUbéy Breaagriviosy. .. (For continuation see 174.)

163 Our Eleatic tribe, beginning from Xenophanes and even
before, explains in its myths that what we call all things are
actually one.

164 For Parmenides seems to fasten on that which is one in
definition, Melissus on that which is one in material; therefore the
former says that it is limited, the latter that it is unlimited. But
Xenophanes, the first of these to postulate a unity (for Parmenides
is said to have been his pupil), made nothing clear. ..

[t is commonly assumed in the doxographers that Xenophanes spent
a part at least of his life in Elea, and that he was the founder of the
Eleatic school of philosophy. This is exemplified in 162. That he was
Parmenides’ master stems from Aristotle in 164, and was categorically
asserted by ‘Theophrastus according to Simplicius (165). Yet Aris-
totle’s judgement possibly arises from Plato’s remark in 163. This
remark was not necessarily intended as a serious historical judgement
(one may compare the statements in the Theaetetus (152D-E, 160D)
that Homer and Epicharmus were the founders of the Heraclitean
tradition), as is confirmed by the addition of the words ked #11
mpdobev, ‘and even before’. The connexion between Xenophanes
and Parmenides obviously depends on the superficial similarity
between the motionless one deity of the former and the motionless
sphere of Being in the latter — though it will be seen that Parmenides’
theoretical construction was reached in a quite different way from
Xenophanes’, a way which is in fact incompatible. The extreme
example of the treatment of Xenophanes as an Eleatic is seen in the
pseudo-Aristotelian de Melisso Xenophane Gorgia (DK 21 A 28), a treatise
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written probably about the time of Christ in which Xenophanes’ god
is explained in fully Eleatic terms, and the inference is drawn from
Aristotle’s judgement in 164 that it was neither limited as in
Parmenides nor unlimited as in Melissus. Unfortunately Simplicius,
who had not encountered this part of Xenophanes’ poetry (de caelo
522, 7, DK 214 47), relied on this treatise and quoted far less than
usual from Theophrastus. Other evidence connecting Xenophanes
with Elea is slight: he is said by Diogenes Laertius {(1x, 20, DK 21a1)
to have written 2,000 lines on the foundation of Colophon and the
colonization of Elea, but this probably comes from the stichometrist
and forger Lobon of Argos and is unrehiable; while Aristotle {Rhet.
B23, 1400bs, DK 21a13) told an anecdote of some advice of his to
the Eleans — but this was a ‘floating” anccdote also connected with
Heraclitus and others. It is not improbable that Xenophanes visited
Elea; that was perhaps the extent of his connexion with it. He was
not in any way typical of the new western trend in philosophy
initiated by Pythagoras; nor was he typically Ionian, but since his
ideas were a direct reaction from Ionian theories and from the
originally Ionian Homer he is placed in this book with the Ionians,
and not in his probable chronological place after Pythagoras — like
him an emigrant from eastern to western Greece.

H1S POEMS

Some of Xenophanes’ extant fragments are in elegiac metre, some
are hexameters; while 167 consists of an iambic trimeter followed by
a hexameter. This accords with Diogenes’ mention of these three
metres in 161. Some at-any rate of his poems were called ZiAAo,
‘squints’ or satires, and the third-century B.c. ‘sillographer’ Timon
of Phlius is said by Sextus (DK 21435) to have dedicated his own
ZiAkot to Xenophanes, about whom he certainly wrote; see also
DK 21 a20~23. According to three late sources, Stobaeus (from an
allegorizing author), the Geneva scholiast on the fliad, and Pollux
(DK 21436, 21830, 21839), there was a physical work by Xeno-
phanes called Tlepi @Uoews, On Nature. The value of this title has
already been discussed (p. 102 and pp. 102-3 n. 1), and it is only to
be expected that at least some later references to physical opinions in
Xenophanes should occur in this form. It is notable that Aetius, who
also quoted the passages cited in the first two cases above, said
nothing about a INepi puoews (DK 21 4 36 and 46). That Xenophanes
wrote a formal work on physical matters is highly improbable.
Theophrastus, we may observe, said that Xenophanes’ monistic
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conception was not ‘physical’ in the normal sense.! Xenophanes was
not, like Anaximenes or Heraclitus, primarily engaged in giving a
comprehensive explanation of the natural world. He was particularly
interested, without doubt, in theology, and many of his remarks on
physical topics are connected with that; others may have been
ironical rejections of previous theories, and others again would
naturaily reflect the interest which many educated Greeks must have
felt in natural problems at this time. Such remarks, together with
comments on particular poets and thinkers {e.g. 166; cf. also
DK 21 a22), could have been expressed in separate poems in a variety
of metres — though the extant theological and physical fragments are
nearly all in hexameters. There may have been a separate collection
of convivial songs in elegiacs.
! Cf. 165 Simplicius in Phys. 22, 26  piav 8 ThHy &pyxiv fiTol &v 1O dv kal T8V
(xai oUTe Memepaoguévoy oUte &meipov oUTe Kwoupevow olTe fpepolv) Zevopdvny
Tov Koropwwiov Tov TlappeviBou 8i18&akahov UrroTidecdai pnow 6 Ledppaaos,
SpoAroydv Etépas elven p&Adov fi Tis Tepl pUoews toToplas THY pyAuny Tis TodTou
S6Ens. ( Theophrasius says that Xenophanes the Colophonian, the teacher of Parmentdes,
supposed the principle to be single, or that the whole of existence was one { and neither {imited
nor unlimited, neither in motion nor at rest); and Theophrastus agrees that the record
of Xenophanes™ opinion belongs to another siudy rather than that of natural philosephy.)
Theophrastus is here wisled by Ariswotle in 174 into thinking that Xenophanes’
one god is definitely non-physical, and is the whole of existence like the
Parmenidean Being. But he can hardly have thought this if there was a poem
which in any way resembled the works of the Milesians,

HIS IMPORTANGE

Widely different views have been held on the intellectual importance
of Xenophanes. Thus Jaeger ( Theology, 52) writes of his ‘enormous
influence on later religious development’, while Burnet (EGP, 12g)
maintained that ‘he would have smiled if he had known that one day
he was to be regarded as a theologian’. Burnet’s depreciation is
certainly much exaggerated. Yet it is plain that Xenophanes differed
considerably from the Milesians or Heraclitus or Parmenides. He was
a poet with thoughtful interests, especially about religion and the
gods, which led him to react against the archetype of poets and the
mainstay of contemporary education, Homer. His attacks on Homeric
theology must have had a deep influence both on ordinary men who
heard his poems and on other thinkers; Heraclitus’ attack on
blood-purification and images (241), for example, was presumably
influenced by him. His positive description of deity conceivably lay
behind Aeschylus’ description of divine power in the Supplices {173).
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The assessment of the true relative merits of poets and athletes (fr.
2) was developed by Euripides in the Aufolycus (fr. 282 Nauck?,
DK 21¢2); thisis a less specialized instance of Xenophanes’ rational
intellectualism. Nor is it safe to exaggerate his non-scientific character
on the grounds of his theological interest; the study of gods was not
divorced from that of nature, and the deduction from fossils
(pp. 177f.), whether or not it reflects original observation, shows
careful and by no means implausible argument from observed fact
to general hypothesis — a procedure notoriously rare among the
Presocratics. Some of his other physical statements are unutterably
bizarre, but we cannot tell how serious they were meant 1o be. He
was a critic, primarily, with an original and often idiosyncratic
approach; not a specialist but a true co@IaTHs or sage, preparcd to
turn his intelligence upon almost any problem (though as it happeuns
we know of no political pronouncements) — which is why Heraclitus
attacked him in 1go. His opinions on almost all subjects deserve
careful attention.

THEOLOGY

(i) Attacks on (a) the immorality, (b) the anthropomorphic nature, of the gods
of the conventional religion

166 Fr. 11, Sextus adv. math. 1X, 193
TréwTe Beois dvédnkav "Ounpds & ‘Holodods e
dooa ap’ &vbpdmoic dveidea kad woyos EoTiv,
KAETTTEIY potyevelv Te ki GAANAOUS draTevev,

167 Fr. 14, Clement Strom. v, 109, 2
&N’ ol BpoTol Bokéouat yevwlobon Beols,
Tiw ogetépny 8’ EobijTa Exew vy Te Béuas Te.

168 Fr, 16, Clement Strom. vi1, 22, 1
Albiomrés Te (BeoUs oeTEPOUS) GlpOUS HEACVES Te
Opiikés Te yAaukoUs kai TTUppovs {pact TéAeoH).

169 Fr. 15, Clement Strom. v, 109, 3
SN €l yeipas Exov Poes (Irmor T7) HE Abovres,
A ypyeu eipeaor kal Epya Tehelv &mrep &uBpes,
frrror pév 0 Trrmoion Poes B Te Pouaiv duofas
xai {xe) Beddov 18kas Eypagov kal gopar’ émolouy
101009’ oldv mep kaTol Bépag fyov (EkaoTor).!

166 Homer and Hesiod have attributed to the gods everything
that is a shame and reproach among men, stealing and committing
adultery and deceiving each other.
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167 But mortals consider that the gods are born, and that they
have clothes and speech and bodies like their own.

168 The Ethiopians say that their gods are snub-nosed and
black, the Thracians that theirs have light blue eyes and red hair.
169 But if cattle and horses or lions had hands, or were able to
draw with their hands and do the works that men can do, horses
would draw the forms of the gods like horses, and cattle like cattle,
and they would make their bodies such as they each had
themselves.

I 168 is convincingly reconstructed by Diels from an unmetrical quotation in
Clement. The supplements in 169 are respectively by Diels, Sylburg and
Herwerden; the text as in DK. Line 1 of 167 is an iambic trimeter.

Xenophanes’ criticisms are clear enough : first, the gods of Homer and
Hesiod are often immoral — this is patently true; second, and more
fundamental, there is no good reason for thinking that the gods are
anthropomorphic at all. Xenophanes brilliantly perceives, first that
different races credit the gods with their own particular characteristics
(this is an early example of the new anthropological approach which
is seen in Herodotus and culminated in the physis/nomos distinction);
second, as a reductio ad absurdum, that animals would also do the same.
The conclusion is that such assessments are subjective and without
value, and that the established picture in Homer (‘according to
whom all have learned’, fr. 10} of gods as men and women must be
abandoned.

(11} Constructive theology : there is a single non-anthropomorphic deity

170 Fr. 23, Clement Sirom. v, 109, 1
els Oeds, Ev T¢ Beoiot kai &vBpw ool pEY10TOS,
oUTi Bépag Bvnroicy duoilos oUdE vonua.

71 Fr. 26+ 25, Simplicius in Phys. 23, 11+ 23, 20
adei 37 v ToUTGD PipveEl KIvoUuevos oudéy
oUbt petépyeoBai v dmirrpérrer SAAOTE GAAY),
&AN” &mréveule dvolo véov ppevi TavTa kpadaivel,

172 Fr. 24, Sextus adv. math. 1x, 144
oUAos &pd, olAos Bt voel, olhog 8¢ T° dkover.!

! Diog. L. 1%, 19 {DK 21 a 1) implies that the words ol pévtol duamve, ‘but docs
not breathe’, formed part of the quotation. This is probably a later version by
someone interested in Pythagorean cosmology.

170 One god, greatest among gods and men, in no way similar
to mortals either in body or in thought.
171 Always he remains in the same place, moving not at all; nor
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is it fitting for him to go to different places at different times, but
without toil he shakes all things by the thought of his mind.
172 All of him secs, all thinks, and all hears.

‘Greatest among gods and men’ in 170 should not be taken literally;

men are mentioned by a ‘polar’ usage, as in Heraclitus fr. 30 (21'7),

where this world-order was made by ‘none of gods or men’. This is
probably just an emphatic device, rather than (as Barnes clafms, The
Presocratic Philosophers 1, 89—92) part of an argument that a hlex:arch)j
of gods is logically impossible. In fact Xenophanes wrote ?f gods

in other places also, e.g. in 188; partly, no doubt, this was a
concession, perhaps not a fully conscious one, to popular religious
terminology. It seems very doubtful whc.ther. Xenophanes would
have recognized other, minor deities as bf:lng in any way related to
the ‘one god’, except as dim human projections of it. The one god
is unlike men in body and thought — it has, thqeforc (@nd also in view
of 172), a body; but it is motionless,! for the interesting reason that
it is ‘not fitting’ for it to move around. Xenophane§ thl;s appears
to accept the well-established Greek criterion of seemliness. Not only
is it unfitting for the god to move, but movement i 'fxctuauy
unnecessary, for the god ‘shakes all things. py ‘the active will
proceeding from his insight” (171, line 3).? Th1§ insight is related to
seeing and hearing, but like them is a;comphshed not by special
organs but by the god’s whole unmoving body. This rcr{\arkfxble
description was reached, probably, by taking the very a.nuth'csxs of
the characteristics of a Homeric god. That thought or intelligence
can affect things outside the thinker, without the agency ‘of limbs,
is a development — but a very bold one — of the Hpmenc idea that
a god can accomplish his end merely by implanting, fo'r exz.lmplt?,
Infatuation ("ATtn) in a mortal. That it seemed a plausible idea is

shown by its acceptance and expansion by Aeschylus.*

! It was probably because of its motionless unity that chophancs’ qu was
identified with Parmenides’ Being, and later absorbed some of its properties. As
carly as Timon of Phlius it is called ‘equal in every way’ (loov ém_énrrq, .c:'.
ueoodfev lootrats TavTY in Parmenides, 299), and_ so becomes cn:edntcd with
spherical shape. Xenophanes may have.dcscri.bcd it as ‘all a_lxke (<S'po('t1v in
Timon fr. 59, DK 21435), since this is inmiplicit in the whole of it funcglonmg in
a particular way asin 172; its sphericity goes beyond the fragments and is perhaps
ble. ) '. . )
’d‘f]lfal;:\rnes, op. cit. 1, 85f., interestingly maintains that ‘seemliness’ is logical:
‘it is not logically possible. .. that divinities locomote’. g
3 This translation is based on K. von Fritz, CP 40 (1945), 230, who has a go
discussion of the sense of véos and pfv. The pl ~ase voou ppevi look.s more cunou;
than it is; it is obviously based on voer ppeci and votw gpeot at fliad 1x, 600 an
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xx1, 235 respectively. Further, xpoSaiver can only mean ‘*shakes’, which
suggests that Xenophanes had in mind /. 1, 530, where Zeus shakes great
Olympus with a nod of his head. These are other indications that Xenophanes’
god is more Homeric {in a ncgative direction) than it scems.

4 193 Aeschylus Supplices g6—103  (Zels) / 1dorre 8 EArtiBuov / &’ tyrmripycov
TavdAes / BpoTols, Piav 8 oy’ EfomAizel. / év &movov Scupoviwy. [ fpevos
8v ppovnud Tres [/ auTdfev Eépatey Ep-/rras E8pdveov &’ dyvdv. ([ eus] Aurls
mortals in destruction from their high-towered expectations, but puls forth no force : everything
of gods is without toil. Sitting, he nevertheless at once accomplishes his thought, somehtow,
from his holy resting-place.) In some ways this reminds onc of Solon; we cannot be
quite sure that Xenophanes’ view of deity was as original as it now seems to be.

(111} 15 the one god coextensive with the world?

174 Aristotle Met. As, g86b21 (for what precedes see 164)
... Zevobns Bt wpidTos TouTwy dvicas (6 yap Mapuevidng TolTou
AbyeTon yesvéoBon pofnThis) oUdiv Siegagrvicsy, oUdt Tfis UOsws
ToUTwY ouSeTépas (sc. formal or material unity) Eowke Bryeiv, &N’ eis
1oV Shov olpavdy droPArdpas T tv slval pnot Tov Bedv.

174 ...but Xenophanes, the first of these to postulate a unity {for
Parmenides is said to have been his pupil), made nothing clear,
nor does he seem to have touched the nature of either of these [sc.
Parmenides’ formal unity or Melissus' material unity]; but with
his eye on the whole heaven he says that the One is god.

Xenophanes arrived at the concept of one god by reaction from
Homeric anthropomorphic polytheism; Parmenides arrived at the
sphere of Being by logical inference from a. purely existential axiom.
The processes are absolutely different, and, as has already been
emphasized, Parmenides is unlikely to have been a pupil of Xeno-
phanes, even though he might have noted the older poet’s view with
some interest. Aristotle obviously could not understand what
Xenophanes meant by his one motionless god, but complained that
he ‘made nothing ciear’ and went on to dismiss both him and
Melissus as being ‘rather too uncouth’ (pikpdv &ypokdTepor). This
puzzlement of Aristotle’s suggests that Xenophanes did not produce
a discursive ¢laboration of his theological views, which might not,
indeed, have gone very far beyond the extant fragments on the
subject. Aristotle’simplication that the one god wasneitherimmaterial
{as he thought Parmenides’ One to be) nor material like Melissus’
One (c[. 164) was due to the presence of both corporeal and
apparently non-corporeal elements in Xenophanes’ description — the
body, Séuas, on the one hand (170), and the shaking of all things by
intellect on the other (r71). It is significant here that Aristotle did
not adduce Anaxagoras’ Nous {which was the ultimate source of

171




PRESOCRATIC PHILOSOPHERS

movement and the finest kind of body, and which permeated some
but not all things) in illustration of Xenophanes’ deity. Instead he
made the cryptic remark that Xenophanes  with his eye on the whole
world said that the One was god” * (for oUpowds can hardly mean “first
heaven’ here). This clearly implies that god is identical with the
world, which is what Theophrastus seems to have assumed (165). But
Aristotle must be wrong here: how could the god be motionless if it
is identical with a world which is itself implied to move (171)? It is
probable, indeed, that although Xenophanes’ g?d‘ is not a direct
development from the cosmogonical tradition, yetitis to some extent
based upon the Milesian idea of a divine substance which, in the case
of Thales and Anaximenes, was regarded as somehow permeating
objects in the world and giving them life and movement, Y.et
Xenophanes cannot have precisely worked out the Ioca! relationship
of the god on the one hand and the manifold world (which he cannot
have intended to reject) on the other. Aristotle, by treating him as
a primitive Eleatic, misled the whole ancient tradition on this point.
The conclusion seems to be that Xenophanes’ god was conceived as
the negation of Homeric divine properties, and was not precisely
located — any more than the old Homeric gods were thought by
Xenophanes’ contemporaries to be necessarily located on Olympus,
It had a body of sorts because totally incorporeal existence was
inconceivable, but that body, apart from its pcrceptual-intcllectu.al
activity, was of secondary importance, and so perhaps was its
location.

PHYSICAL IDEAS

(1) The heavenly bodies

175 Hippolytus Ref. 1, 14, 3 Tov 8 fjhiov i ump&)\: Tup1dicov
&Bpoizoptvwy yiveoBor ko® &dotny fuépav, THv 8t yiiv &TI'ElpO\:
glvon kad pfTe U &épos pnTe UMd ToU olpavol wepléxfoem. ket
&meipous Aious elvan kai aeAfivas, T& 8¢ TavTa elven & yTis.

176 Ps.-Plutarch Strom. 4 (DK21ag2) Tov 8¢ fidiév pnot kad &
&atpa &k TGOV vepddv yivesbal.

177 Aetius 11, 20, 3 Zevopdvns &k VeQGV TeTUpwpEve elvon 'rf)v
fikiov. OedbppacTos Ev Tois Duaikois yéypagev &k TTUpiBiwy ptv TGV
ouvaBpoizopévay Ek Tiis Uypds &vabupmdoews, ouvabpoizévTwv Bt
TOV fHArov.
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178 Fr. 32, 2 bT in Hliadem x1, 27

fiv T Tlpw kakéouat, véos kai ToUTO TéQuke,
TopPUpEov kai powikeov xaid xAwpdv i5éobal.

179 Aetius 11, 24, 9 Zevopdvng ToAAoUs elvan fAfous kad oeArives
Kot KAfpoTa TS yis kad &rmroTopds ko 3vas, kaTd 8¢ Tva Kapdy
grrimTew Tov Siokov efs Tvo &rroToudy Tiis yiis oUk olkoupévny v’
fucov kol olrws domep keveuPorroUvta EAepw Umogaivew: & 8
aUTOs TOV flAtov els &mreipov pév Trpoitval, Sokeiv 8t KukAgioOan S ™V
&mréoTATIV.

175 The sun comes into being each day from little pieces of fire
that are collected, and the earth is infinite and enclosed neither
by air nor by the heaven. There are innumerable suns and moons,
and all things are made of earth.

176 He says that the sun and the stars come from clouds.

177 Xenophanes says that the sun is made of ignited clouds.
Theophrastus in the Physical Philosophers wrote that it is made of
little pteces of fire collected together from the moist exhalation, and
themselves coliecting together the sun.

178 What they call Iris [rainbow], this too is cloud, purple and
red and yellow to behold.

179 Xenophanes said there are many suns and moons according
to regions, sections and zones of the earth, and that at a certain
time the disc is banished into some section of the earth not
inhabited by us, and so treading on nothing, as it were, produces
the phenomenon of an eclipse. The same man says that the sun
goes onwards ad infinitum, but seems to move in a circle because
of the distance.

There isadivergence in the doxographical accounts of the constitution
of the heavenly bodies: were they a concentration of fiery particles as the
sun is said to be in 175, the second part of 177, and ps.-Plutarch a
few sentences before 176; or ignited clouds as is said of sun and stars
in 176, of the sun in 177, and of the stars, which are said to rekindle
at night like embers, in Aetius 1, 13, 14, DK 214 38? Theophrastus
is named in 177 as supporting the former view, but the latter also,
which is widely represented in the doxographers, must somehow stem
from him. It scems possible that the idea of the sun, at least, as a
concentration of fire, which arose from the exhalation from the sea,
is in part due to a conflation of Xenophanes with Heraclitus, who
probably thought that the bowls of the heavenly bodies were filled
with fire nourished in their courses by the exhalation (224). Heraclitus
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also thought that the sun was new every day, which accords with
Xenophanes in 175. But Heraclitus was certainly influenced in other
respects by Xenophanes, and the similarity here might be so caused.
Yet are the two theories as different as they appear to be at first sight?
It is conceivable that the concentrations of fire resemble fiery clouds,
and that some such statement in Theophrastus became dissected in
the epitomes. Alternatively, the sun alone, because of its special
brightness, might be a ‘concentration’ of fire, the other heavenly
bodies being merely ignited clouds. That Xenophanes explained the
rainbow as a cloud (a development, perhaps, of Anaximenes, cf.
p. 158) is demonstrated by 178; according to Aetius 1, 18, 1
(DK 21A39) what we term St Elmo’s fire was due to little clouds
ignited by motion, and perhaps this explains the kal in 178 line 1.
It is not safe to deduce from this particle that some heavenly bodies
were clouds; though itseems possible that this was in fact Xenophanes’
view. It is notable that this (as opposed to some of his other ideas)
is an entirely reasonable physical theory, which proves that Xeno-
phanes cannot be classified solely as a theologian; though it is possible
enough that his motive for giving physical explanations of the
heavenly bodies was to disprove the popular conception of them as
gods. This is certainly implied by the phrase ‘what men call Iris’ in
178.

Hippolytus’ statement in 175 that there are ‘innumerable suns and
moons’ seems to refer to the rekindling of the sun {and presumably
also of the moon) each day; but in 179 a completely different and
much more bizarre explanation is given. There are many suns and
moons in different regions, zones or segments of the earth; eclipses
of the sun are caused by our sun as it were treading on nothing and
being forced into another segment not inhabited by ‘us’. The
concluding sentence of 179, however, accords with the view of 175
that the sun is new every day. There is certainly a confusion here by
Aetius or his source. It seems probable that the plurality of suns
and moons is simply due to their being renewed each day; that
Xenophanes explained eclipses as caused by the sun withdrawing to
another region of the earth; and that the two ideas became confused.
That the sun continues westward indefinitely looks like a deliberately
naive statement of the anti-scientific viewpoint (Heraclitus perhaps
reacted in a similar way to excessive dogmatism about astronomy,
cf. fr. 3). It is possible that the segments of the earth were regarded
as hollow depressions, as in Plato’s Phaedo myth; this might seem to
account for the sun’s apparent rising and setting, though not its
disappearance at eclipses. Whatever is the true explanation, it is clear
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that Xenqphanes permitted himself a certain degree of fantasy here
(and possibly, judging by the expression ‘treading on nothing’, of
humour). Perhaps there was some kind of irony, too; at any rate ’lhc
explanation of eclipses must be plainly distinguished from his more

empirical, if not necessarily original, views on the actual constitution
of the heavenly bodies.!

. Thc same cqmbinalion of a bizarre original slatement by Xenophanes and
misunderstanding by the doxographers probably accounts for Aetius’ mention
(i, 24, 4, DK 21441} of 2 month-long, and a continuous, eclipse.

(11) The earth’s roots
180  Fr. 28, Achilles fsag. 4, p. 34, 11 Maass

yaing ptv Tode eipas dvw mapd Togoiv dpdTan
NEpL TPpoo AoV, Td KdTw & & &meipov IxveiTan.!

L f]éPl Diels, adbépr Karsten, xod pei MSS. Both suggested emendations are
possible, but the former is in every respect preferable: -g1 was written for -1 by

a common misspelling, and then kad was substituted for what
impossible disjunctive fj&. PR o bean

180  Of carth this is the upper limit which we see by our feet, in
contact with air; but its underneath continues indefinitely.

Xenoph_anes seems to be reacting against the Homeric and Hesiodic
descr}pnons of Tartarus (the underparts of the earth in some sense)
as being as far below earth as sky is above it (/. viu, 16 1: Theog.
720). That picture is in any case not altogether clear, and at Theog

727f., 2, earth’s ‘roots’ are said to be above Tartarus; but in an);
event the distances involved are huge, indefinitely large in fact. Yet
Xenophanes’ intention may not have been to amend or controvert
Homer and Hesiod on this particular matter (as he had done over
thf:(?logy, cf. on 166 above), as to take issue, perhaps in the sceptical
spirit of 186 below, with Milesian dogmatism on such points (cf. e.g

84 (Thales), 122 (Anaximander), 150 (Anaximenes)). He ' w.as-
rebuked for his pains by Aristotle (de caelo B13, 2g4a21, DK 21 A47)
for idleness in not seeking a proper explanationf ,

3

(i) Water, or sea, and earth
181 Fr. 29, Simplicius in Phys. 189, 1
Y1 kai G8wp wwr” €08 doa yivovt' 8¢ plovra.
182  Fr. 33, Sextus adv. math. x, 34
mévTes Yo&p yains Te xai U8arrog Ekyevdpeoda.
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183 Fr. 30, 2 Genav. in lliadem xx1, 196
mnyH & foTi 8&haoce’ UBaros, Tnyn § dvéporo
oUTe y&p v vigeotv (yivorTd ke s &vipolo
txmrvelovtos) Eowbev dvev ToOVTOV peydAcio
olTe poal ToTaudy oUT’ ai(Bépos) duPprov Udwe,
&M péyas TOVTOS yevETwp veptwy dvépwv Te
Kol TOTAUOV.

181  All things that come-to-be and grow are earth and water,
182 For we all came forth from earth and water,

183 Sea is the source of water, and source of wind‘; ﬁ?r neither
{would there be the force of wind blowing forth from inside clouds
without the great ocean, nor river-streams nor the showery water
from the upper air: but the great ocean is begetter of clouds and
winds and rivers.

The idea that everything, men included, is composed ol and
originates from water and earth is a naive popular one: flesh and bone
may be compared with earth and stone, blood with water. Compare
our burial service, ‘earth to earth, ashes to ashes, dust to dust’; and
Hiad vy, 9g, ‘ but may you all become earth and water’. lf‘urthgr, the
surface of the earth, that which lies by our feet (180}, is obviously
broadly composed of earth and sea. Xenophanes lakt':s this simp}c
apprehension and develops it into a rudimentary ph)(snca} theory in
183 (where the main supplement is by Diels): sea, which 1s the most
extensive form of water, is noted as the source of all rivers as in Homer
(see 6), but also of rain and of clouds (which Anaximander had
assumed to be condensations of the exhalation from the sea) and of
the winds which appear t issue from clouds. This importance
attached to the sea gains significance [rom the observation and
deduction to be described in the next section, that the earth’s surface
in its present form must have developed from sea.

{iv) The earth’s surface becomes sea once again

184 Hippolytus Ref. 1, 14,5 © B¢ Zevopdwns ui§w -rﬁs:,'i'}ls TTpdS
ThHy BdAaogay yivesBou Sokel kai TG xpodvep Umd Tol Uypol Aveodan,
plokwv TolWTas Exelv amodeifes, 61 év péon yij xad 6}psouv(s{{pim<~
ovTal kbyXan, kai v Zupokoucals B& v Tais AaTopicus 7\EYE’I supr!creal
TUTOV IYBU0S Kai purddv [Gomperz; pukidv MSS], &v B¢ T'lqpop TyrOV
Bdovns tv TG PdBer Tol Aifou, &v B¢ MeAiTn wAdKas ouu-m:v-rr:ov TV
fodaoaiov. (6) TaUTa 8¢ @not yevéoBal &1 TavTa tnAcincav
méAe, ToOv BE TUToV v TP TNAD Enpavbijvan. dvonpelobon B¢ Tous
&vBpayous TavTas dTav 1) Y kaTevexSeioa eis Ty 8dhaooay TTNALS
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yévnTal, elta wéhw GpxeoBan Ths yevéaews, kal TedTny wEOL TolS
kéouols yiveoho karaPorfiv [H. Lloyd-Jones; katapddrew MSS,
petaPoAfiv Diels, DK].

185 Fr. 37, Herodian . pov. Aé. 30, 30
Ked pév &vi omedTeool Teols xoraheiPeTan USwp.

184 Xenophanes thinks that a mixture of the earth with the sea
is going on, and that in time the earth is dissolved by the moist.
He says that he has demonstrations of the following kind: shells
arc found inland and in the mountains, and in the quarries in
Syracuse he says that an impression of a fish and of seaweed has
been found, while an impression of a bay-leaf was found in Paros
in the depth of the rock, and in Malta flat shapes of all marine
objects. These, he says, were produced when everything was long
ago covered with mud, and the impression was dried in the mud.
All mankind is destroyed whenever the earth is carried down into
the sea and becomes mud; then there is another beginning of
coming-to-be, and this foundation happens for all the worlds.
185 And in some caves water drips down.

The deduction based upon fossils is a remarkable and impressive one.
The enumeration of different occurrences is in itself unusually
scientific; the assertion ascribed to Xenophanes in the Aristotelian
Mirabilia (DK 21 A48), that Stromboli tended to erupt in the seven-
teenth year, shows a similar method. Not that the poet himself need
have observed fossils in all three places — fossil-impressions might
naturally arouse popular curiosity, and so become known; though
itis notable that two of the three places were in Xenophanes’ Sicilian
orbit. (Paros has been doubted on geological grounds; but its
north-eastern part is neither marble nor schist, and could have
contained fossils. The Director of the Institute for Geology, Athens,
confirms that plant fossils have been found there.) We cannot be
sure that the observations were first made in Xenophanes’ lifetime;
they might also have been available to Anaximander. However,
Xenophanes may have been the first to draw attention to the real
significance of fossils. The conjecture that the earth’s surface had once
been mud or slime was again not new; this was a Milesian theory
possibly originating with Thales and certainly held by Anaximander,
who believed that life started from mud. The fossils, however, seemed
to be positive proof. It has been seen (pp. 139f.) that Alexander
attributed to Anaximander (as well as to Diogenes) the belief that
the sea is diminishing and will eventually dry up. In Anaximander,
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however, there is no positive information tha.l the process is a cyclical
one. Hippolytus in 184 ad fin. definitely ascribes a cyclical theory to
Xenophanes: the carth must once have been mud because plants
once existed in what is now rock, fishes in what is now dry land, and
men are destroyed when it turns back to mud; then they are
produced anew, and this happens for all the arrangements of the
earth’s surface. Thus Xcnophanes accepted that living creatures
come from mud, after Anaximander; but while Anaximander seems
to have seen their destruction as arising from extreme drought, for
Xenophanes it was due to flood; it has already been suggested that
myths of great catastrophes, notably the flood of Dcucallofl and
Pyrrha and the earth-scorching of Phact.hon, may have provided a
precedent for this kind of theory. This divergence between the two
thinkers was connected with divergent interpretations o.f the present
trend of change in the earth’s surface: f{)r Anaxin:nander it was drymg
up, for Xenophanes it was already turning back into sea or mud. This
might have been a conscious correction on the part of the Iattt?r; for
it may not be coincidence that the sea was receding rour}d Mllet}:s,
but in Sicily was supposed to have engulfed the land-bridge which
became the Messina strait. '

The cyclical transformations between ear'lh’and sea — neither of
which, however, can have been completely eliminated — were clearly
related to the assertions in 181 and 182 that things come from earth
and sea; while the products of sea in 1§3 showed .that sea is
surprisingly potent. 185, fragmentary as it is, may be mtcpded to
illustrate the passage between the two basic matenalss Diels and
others have thought of stalactitic caves, i.e. 9fwat§r turning o earth
{rock not being clearly diﬁ'eremiatec!), while Deichgraber (Rb.‘M.
87 (1938), 16) considered that both this and the reverse process might
be meant; certainly, damp caves can appear to produce moisture
from earth. This, like much else, remains uncertain (for exampl.e,' at
what stage is the drying-up of the sea reversed 7). The (flf:.ar exposition
of a cyclical theory supported by concrete evidence is indisputable,
and once again shows that Xenophanes must be seriously reckoned
with.!

1 The way in which such a cyclical theory could encourage the dox‘ographers

in an innumerable-world interpretation is demonstrated by the ambl;guous use

of xdoposs in 184 (there properly ‘world-arrangements’, i.c. of the carth’s surface,
but appeaning to mean ‘separate worlds’).
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THE LIMITATIONS OF HUMAN KNOWLEDGE

186 Fr. 34, Sextus ady. math. vi1, 49 and 1710, cf. Plutarch Aud. poet.
2, 17E

Kol 1O pdv oy oagis oUTis &viyp 18ev oUdé Tis EoTon

eldads &gl Becov Te kol &ooa Aéyew Trepl VTV

el ydp kad T& pdAioTa TUXO! TETEAEOUEVOV ElTrcdy,

aTds Sws oUk ofber Sékos 8 il m&ot TéTukTA,

187 Fr. 35, Plutarch Symp. 1x, 7, 7468
TaUTx SeSofdobw piv koikdTa TOls ETUpOION. .,

188 Fr. 18, Stobaeus Anth. 1, 8, 2
oUtol &’ &pyits wévTa 80l BunToio’ médeifav,
&M xpdvey 3nTolvTes Egeupiokouatv Spevoy.

189 Fr. 38, Herodian . pov. A¢€. 41, 5

el uf) xAwpodv Epuoe Beds péAl, TOAAGY dpackov
YAUooova oUka TréAecda.

186 No man knows, or ever will know, the truth about the gods
and about everything I speak of; for even if one chanced to say
the complete truth, yet oneself knows it not; but seeming is
wrought over all things [or fancy is wrought in the case of all men].
187 Let these things be opined as resembling the truth. ..

188 Yet the gods have not revealed all things to men from the
beginning; but by seeking men find out better in time.

189 Ifgod had not made yellow honey, men would consider figs
far sweeter.

It has been suggested by K. Deichgriber (Rh. M. 87 (1938), 23fT.)
that Xenophanes in his utterances on the shortcomings of human
knowledge is developing a common poetical contrast between the
comparative ignorance of the poet and the all-knowledge of the Muse
whom he calls on to assist him: cf, e.g. Homer /l. u, 485f., Pindar
Paean 6, 51T, Yet this contrast is merely a special form of that between
the capacity of the gods in general and the limitations of men, which
is restated, after Xenophanes, by Heraclitus in fr. 78 (205) and by
Alemaeon in fr. 1 (439). In Xenophanes himself it is implicit, too,
in the assertion of 170 that the one god is unlike men either in body
or in thought. Parmenides, when he came to propose dogmatic views
which could not be corroborated from human experience, gave them
the form of a divine revelation. Yet there is no indication that
Xenophanes claimed anything like a revelation; 188 suggests that
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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 224a1) ‘HpdiAertos BAdowvos #,
s Tves, “‘Hpdkwvros *Egéaios. oUtos fikpoe pév korde T dvderny kad
gEnkoo TNV SAupmdda. peyodppwy Bt yéyove Trap’ SvTivaolv kod
UTrepdTITNS, s Kad &k TOU ouyypdupaTos ool Sfidov, Ev ® gnor
(Fr. 40) TToAupodin véov Exe ov Si8&oke “HotoSov yép &v £5i5aEe kod
TMuBarySpny aliris Te Zevopdved Te kad ‘Exarraiov. .. (3)...kod TéAos
pmoavBpwrriioas kal EkTrarTioas dv Tois Speot BinTaTo, TdAS TITOUNEVOS
kod PoTdvas. kal pévror kai Bic ToUTo TrepITparEls ls USepov KarTiiABey
els GoTu kal TéV laTpddv adviynaTwdis Emuvddveto & Suvaavto &€
tropPplas axpdv Torfiocu Tév 8t p) ouvidvteov aiTédv els BovoTaoty
karopuas TH TGV PoiTwy &héy fidmioey EEatmodhoeodat. oUdty 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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