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54 (first column), line 10—for inf. p. 708, 2, 3rd ed. read inf. 234, 2.

57, 2, line 7 (second column)—jfor heat and warmth read light and
warmth.

59, 83—for p. 621, 2 read 57, 2.

69, n. line 12 (first column)—jfor Diog. ii. 8 {(inf.p. 77) read Diog.
ix. 8 (inf. p. 77, 1).

70, line 12 (second column)—for 863, 5 read 363, 2.

80, note 1—omit i. 614 sq.

96, note 2, line 12—for p. 601 sq. 8rd ed. read inf. 113 sq.

196, 1, line 12—for p. 707, 1, 4 read 148, 4; 149, 3.

207, 1, line 18—omit sometimes.

310, 1, line 2-—for 294, 2 read 294, 4.

320, 2, line 1—for Diogenes read Diagoras.

412, line 6—jfor Leontium read Leontini.

453, 1—for p. 638, 1 read 630, 1.

453, 4, last line—for p. 638, 2 read 632, 2.






PHILOSOPHY OF THE GREEKS

IN ITS

HISTORICAL DEVELOPMENT,

THE PRE-SOCRATIC PHILOSOPHY.

$1I. HERACLEITUS, EMPEDOCLES, THE ATOMISTS, ANAXAGORASR.

I. HERACLEITUS.!

1. The general standpoint and fundamental conceptions of
the doctrine of Heracleitus.

WHILE in the Eleatic School the doctrine of the Unity
of all Being had led to the denial of the possibility of
plurality and Becoming, contemporaneously 2 with that

1 Schleiermacher, Herakleitos
der Dunkle, ete.; Mus. d. Alter-
thumsw. 1. 1807, p. 313 sqq. (now
in Schleiermacher’s Werke, 3 Abth.
i. 1 sqq.); Bernays, Heraclitea,
Bonn, 1848 ¢bid. Rhein. Mus.
N. F. vii. 90 sqq., 1x. 241 sqq. ; #b2d.
Die Heraklitischen Briefe, Berl.
1869 ; Lassalle, Die Philosophie
Herakleitos des Dunkeln, 1858,
2 vols. ; Gladisch, Herakleitos und
Zoroaster, 185¢ ; Schuster, Hera-
kleitos von Ephesus, 1873 ; Teich-
miiller, Neue Stud. z. Gesch. d.
Begriffe. 1. H. Herakleitos, 1876.

2 In Diog. ix. 1, the prime of

VOL. II.
r§

L {,

Heracleitus_is placed in the 66th
Olympiad (404-500 B.c.), no doubt
on the authority of Apollodorus,
who takes his dates almost en-
tirely from Eratosthenes. Similarly,
Euseb. Chron. gives Ol. 70; Syn-
cellus, p. 283, C. OL. 70, 1. He is
described as a contemporary of Da-
riug I in the interpolated letters
(Diog. ix. 13, cf. Clemens, Strom.
i. 302 B; Epictet. Enchirid. 21),
in which that prince invites him to
his court, and Heracleitus declines
the invitation. Eusebius, however,
and Syncellus, p. 254 C, place his
prime 1n Ol. 80, 2; ad. 81, 2 ; in the

B



2 HERACLEITUS.

school there arose in Asia Minor, at the opposite pole
of the Greek civilised world, a system which developed

80th or §ist Olympiad, and this
statement seems to derive confirma-
tion from the fact that, aceording
to Strabo, xiv. 1, 1. 25, p. 642 (in
comparison with his evidence no
weight can be attached to the 8th
of the so-called Heraclitean letters,
p-82,Bern.), Hermodorus the Ephe-
sian, who, we are told by Phny, H.
Nat. xxxiv. §, 21, and Pomponius,
Digest. 1. 1, tit. 2, 1. 2, § 4, assisted
the Roman decemviri in their legis-
lation (Ol 81, 4; 452 B.C.), Was no
other than the friend of Heraclei-
tus, whose banishment the philoso-
pher could not forgive his country-
., men. (Strabo /.c., Diog. ix. 2, &c.;
vide infra.) From this Hermann in-
ferred (De Philos. lowic. Atatt. p.
10, 22), and Schwegler agrees with
him (Rom. Gesch.ii1. 20 ; otherwise
1 Gesch. d. Griech. Phil. 20, Kost-
lin’s edition, where also, p. 79, the
reference of Parmenides to Hera-
cleitus, which Bernays conjec-
tured, but which 1s 1irreconcile-
able with Hermann’s computation,
i1s admit:ed) that Heracleitus was
born about Ol. 67 (5610 B.c.) and
died about Ol. 82 (450 B.c.). I
have shown, however, in my trea-
tise D¢ Hermodoro Ephesio et
Hermod. Plat. (Marb. 1859), p. 9
sqq. that this opinion is not justi-
fiable. The statement of Euse-
bius repeated by Syncellus is 1in
itself not nearly so trustworthy
as that of Diogenes, taken from
Apollodorus; Hermann urges in
its favour that Eusebius determines
the date of Anaxagoras and Demo-
critus more accurately than Apol-
lodorus, but this is not the case.
On the contrary, the statement
loses all weight by its glaring

contradiction with the earlier
utterances of the same author.
Where Eusebius found the state-
ment, and on what it is based, we
do not know ; but if we remember
that the prime of Heracleitus (not
his death, as Hermann says: the
words are clarus habebatur, cog-
noscebatur, fkuale) is here made
to coincide almost ezgaJctly with the
legislation of the decemviri, it
appears probable that it arose from
the supposition that Hermodorus,
the friend of Heracleitus, entered
1nto connection with the decemwviri
immediately after his banishment,
and that his banishment coincided
with the éxuh of the philosopker.
Now the assertion of Diogenes can
hardly be founded upon any accu-
rate chronological tradition; it 1s
far more likely (as Diels acknow-
ledges, Bh. Mus. xxxi. 33 sq.) that
1ts author knew only of the gene-
ral statement that Heracleitus had
been a contemporary of Darius 1.,
and that in accordance with this, he
placed his prime in the 69th Olym—
piad ; Z.. in the middle of Darius’s
reign (Ol. 64, 3-73, 4). But that
this theory is at any rate approxi-
mately correct, and that the death
of Heracleitus ~cannot be placed
later than 470-478 B.c., we find ex-
tremely likely for other reasons.
For though we may not lay much
stress on the circumstance that,
according to Sotion, ap. Diog. ix. 5,
Heracleitus was regarded by many
as a pupil of Xenophanes, the allu-
sion to him by Epicharmus, which
we have found probable vol. 1. p. 532,
would imply that his doctrine was
known in Sicily as early as 470 B.c.;
and since he himself instances as

~—



HIS DATE AND LIFE, 3

the same presupposition in a contrary direclion, and
regarded the one Being as something purely in motion

and subject to perpetual change and separation.

The

author of this system is Heracleitus.!

men to whom varied knowledge has
not brought wisdom, only Xeno-
phanes, Pythazoras and Hecateeus
in addition to Hesiod, this looks as
if the later philosopher, and espe-
cially his antipodes Parmenides,
were unknown to him. Moreover,
the statements about Hermodorus
do not by any means compel us to
regard Heracleitus as later. For
first, the theory that Hermodorus,
who took part in the decemvirs’
legislation, was the same person
as the friend of Heracleitus 1s
not based even by Strabo (as I
have shown, . c. p. 15) on trust-
worthy tradition, but merely on a
probable conjecture ; and secondly,
we have no reason to assume that
Hermodorus was of the same age
as Heracleitus. Supposing him to
have been 20 or 25 years younger,
it would be quite possible to admit,
his participation in the lawgiving
of the decemviri, without on that
account altering the date of Hera-
cleitus’ death to the middle of the
fifth century. We certainly cannot
place the banishment of Hermo-
dorus and the composition of Hera-
cleitus’ work earlier than 478 B.C.,
for the rise of democraey at Ephesus
would scarcely have been possible
before the deliverance from the
Persian dominion. On the other
hand this event may have given
rise to the deliverance. DBoth
theories are compatible with that
supposition : on the one hand, that
Heracleitus died in 475 B.C.; on
the other, that Hermodorus as-
sisted the decemviri in 452 =B.c.

Aristotle fixes the age of Hera-
cleitus at 60, if the reading of the
manuseripts in Diog. viii. 52 be
correct: ’ApioToTéAns yap adTdv
(Empedocles) &rt Te ‘HpdrkAeiror
éfNrovra éTdv GnaL TeTehevrnkévar,
Sturz, however, instead of ‘Hpdx-
Aevrov reads ‘HparAeldns, and Cobet,
has admitted this conjecture, which
is favourably regarded by many
authorities {more than a conjecture
he does not consider it), into the
text. It does not commend itself
to me as indispensable; for it is
perfectly conceivable that Aristotle
may have connected the two men
together in reference to their age,
and the biographer of Empedocles,
here referred to by Diogenes (that
these words, as well as the context,
are derived from Apollodorus seems
to me doubtful, in spite of the ob-
servations of Diels, RA. Mus. xxxiii.
38), may have also quoted what he
had taken the opportunity to say
about Heracleitus, in the same
way that in § 55 Philolaus is
mentioned with Heracleitus. On
the other hand it is very possible
that ‘HparAeiror may have been a
mistake for ‘HpaxAeldns; and we
must therefore leave this question
undecided like many others respect-
ing the chronology of Heracleitus.

! The native city of Heraclei-
tus, according to the unanimous
testimony of the ancients, was
Ephesus. Metapontum is substi-
tuted by Justin, Cokort. e. 8, but
this is merely a hasty inference
from a passage in which Herae-
leitus is named in connection with

B 2



4 HERACLEITUS.

The doctrine of Heracleitus,! like that of the’

Hippasus of Metapontum ; as was
customary, in accordance with
Arist. Metaph. i. 3, 984 a, 7. His
father, according to Diog. ix. 1, &e.,
was called Blyson, but others name
him Heracion (whom Schuster, p.
362 sq.,conjectures to have been his
grandfather). That he belonged to
a family of position is evident from
the statement of Antisthenes, ap.
Diog. ix. 6, that he resigned the
dignity of BagiAevs to his younger
brother; for this was an office
hereditary in the family of An-
droclus, the Codrid, founder of
Ephesus (Strabo, xiv. 1, 8, p. 632;
Bernays, Heraclitea, 31 sq.). He
held decidedly aristocratic opinions
(vide infra), while his fellow-citi-
zens were democrats ; this explains
why his friend Hermodorus should
have been exiled (Diog. ix. 2)
and he himself regarded with little
favour (Demetr. ibid. 15). The
persecution for atheism, however,
which Christian authors infer from
this (Justin. 4pol. 1. 46; Apol. ii.
8; Athenag. Supplic. 31, 27), 1s
perhaps wholly derived from the
fourth Heraclitean letter (cf. Ber-
nays, Herakl. Br. 35), and is ren-
dered improbable by the silence of
all ancient authorities. Concerning
the last illness and death of Hera-
cleitus all kinds of unauthenticated
and sometimes contradictory stories
are to be found in Diog. ix. 3 sqq.,
Tatian, C. Greec. c. 3,and elsewhere
(cf. Bernays, Herakl. Briefe, p. 65
sq.). If they have any historical
foundation (Schuster thinks, p.
247, they may have a good deal), we
cannot now discover it. Lassalle’s
opinion (1. 42), that they arase
merely from a mythical symbolising
of the doctrine of the passage of
opposites into one another, appears

to me far-fetched. The disposition
of Heracleitus is described by
Theophrastus as melancholy (ap.
Diog. ix. 6; ¢f. Pliny, H. N. vii.
19, 80), and this is confirmed by
the fragments of his writings. But
the anecdotes which Diogenes (ix.
3 sq.) relates concerning his misan-
thropy are worthless ; not to speak
of the absurd assertion that he
wept, and Democritus laughed, over
everything (Lucian, Vit, Aduct. c.
13; Hippolyt. Refut. ;. 4; Sen.
De Ira, ii. 10, 5; Lrangu. A4n. 15,
2, &c.). As to any instructors
that he may have had, ordinary
tradition seems entirely ignorant ;
which proves that the ancients
(Clemens, Strom. 1. 300 ¢, sqq.;
Diog. ix. 1; Proem. 13 sqq.;
similarly Galen, c¢. 2) found it im-
possible to connect him with any
school. Itis, therefore, manifestly
an error to represent him as a
pupil of Xenophanes, which 1is
done by Sotion, ap. Diog. ix. 5, or
as a scholar of Hippasus, which
1s asserted by another account (ap.
Suid. ‘HpakA.), probably a miscon-
ception of Arist. Metaph. i. 3 ; or to
connect him, as Hippolytus does,
loc. cit., with the Fythagorean
diadox#. DBut that he claimed to
have learned everything from him-
self, to have known nothing in ‘his
youth and all things afterwards
(Diog. ix. §; Stob. Floril. 21, 7;
Procl. i Zim. 106 E), seems
merely an inference from some
misapprehended utterances in his
works.

! Our most trustworthy source
of information in regard tothe doc-
trine of Heracleitus is to be found
in the fragments of his own work.
This work was written in Ionic
prose, and according to Diog. ix. §,
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WORK. 5

Eleatics, developed itself in express contradiction to

12; Clem. Strom. v. 5§71 C, bore
the title mepl pvoews. We are told
in Diog. ix. 5 that it was divided
into three Adyot, els Te TOv wepl TOV
wayTds kal TOV WOMTIKIY Kal Oeo-
Aoywkdy. It 1s quite possible (as
Schuster remarks, p. 48 sqq. in op-
position to Schleiermacher, Werke
z. Phil. ii. 25 sqq.) that the work
may have contained several sec-
tions, each devoted to a par-
ticular subject; and this may be
brought into connection with the
fact that, according to Diog. 12, it
also bore the title of Movoar; if,
like Schuster, p. 67, we think
of the three muses of the older
mythology. (On the other hand,
two more titles are given in Diog.
12, which are certainly spurious;
cf. Bernays’ Heracleit. 8 sq.) But
there is no doubt that the Movoa
originate with Plato, Sopk. 242
D; not (as Schuster, p. 329, 2, is
inclined to suppose) with Hera-
cleitus; and the names of the three
sections given by Diogenes (as
Schuster observes, p. 54 sq.) with
the Alexandrian catalogues, and
that these names correctly described
the contents of the work is quite
uncertain, as is proved, among
other evidence, by the double titles
of the Platonic dialogues. The
fragments we possess contain very
little that could be assigned to the
second section, and still lessthat is
appropriate to the third, if the for-
mer were really devoted to polities
and the latter to theology; and it
1s the same thing, as we shall find,
with the other traditions concerning
the doctrine of Heracleitus (ef.
Susemihl, Jakrd. f. Philol. 1873,
H. 10, 11, p. 714 sq.). I believe 1t
to be impossible to recover the plan
of the work, with any certainty,

from the fragments in existence
and Schuster's attempt at such a
reconstruction is founded on sup-
positions that are generally doubt-
ful, and in some cases, it appears
to me, more than doubtful. That
this was the sole work of Hera-
cleitus is unquestionable, not only
because of the indirect testimony of
Aristotle, Rhet. iii. 5, 1407 b, 16;
Diog. ix. 7; and Clemens, Strom.
1. 332 B, where mention is made
of a ovypapua in the singular, and
not of gvypduuara, but because no
other work was either quoted or
commentated on by the ancients. In
Plutarch, 4ddv. Col. 14, 2 ‘HparAei-
Tov 3¢ Tdy ZwpodaTpny, we should
read, with Diibner, ‘HpakAeldov
(vide Bernays, k. Mus. vii. 93 sq.),
an amendment ‘which of itself set-
tles Schleiermacher’s doubt as to
the genuineness of this writing, and
the trustworthiness of Plutarch’s
statements concerning Heracleitus
(l. e.). David, Sckol.in Arist. 19 b,
7 ; Hesych. Vir. Il. ‘HpdxA. ; Schol.
Bekker, i Plat. p. 364, mention
Heracleitus’s ovyypdupara; but
this is only a proof of their care-
lessness., The Heracleitean letters
cannot possibly be considered genu-
1ne. Concerning a metrical version
of the Heracleitean doctrine, vide
infra,p.21,1. Whether Heracleitus
really deposited his work in the
temple of Artemis, as 1is stated in
Diog. ix. 6 and elsewhere, cannot
be ascertained ; if he did, it could
not be for the sake of secrecy, as
Tatian, C. Gr. e. 8, suggests. Nor
can we suppose that his well-known
obscurity (cf. Lucret. 1. 639), which
procured for him the title of oxo-
Tewods among later writers (such as
Pseudo-Arist., De Mundo, c. 5,
396 b, 20; Clem. Strom. v. &71,



6 HERACLEITUS.

the ordinary mode of thought.

C), proceeded from discontent and
misanthropy (vide Theophrastus,
ap. Diog. 6, and Lue. Vit. Auct.
14); or from a wish to conceal his
opinions (vide Diog. 6; Cic. V. D,
1, 26, 74 ; 111. 14, 35 ; Divin. 11. 64,
138, &c.). Against the latter view,
vide Schleiermacher, p. 8 sqq.;
Krische, Forschumgen, p. 89.
Schuster says in its favour (p. 54,
72 sq., 75 sqq.) that Heracleitus
had everyreason to conceal opinions
which might have brought upon
him an indictment for atheism;
but on the other hand it is notice-
able that in his fragments those
judgments on religious usages and
political conditions, which would
have given the most violent offence,
are enunciated in the plainest and
boldest manner possible (vide infra,
opinions of Heracleitus on ethics
and politics), while those propo-
sitions which are difficult to under-
stand, on account of the obscurity
of the language, are precisely those
which could in no way have en-
dangered the philosopher, hawever
clearly he might have expressed
them. Not one of the ancients
asserts that Heracleitus was pur-
posely obscure in his writings, in
order to avoid persecution. The
cause of his obscurity seems to
have lain partly in the difficulty of
philosophie expositions at that
epoch, and partly in his own pecu-
liar character. He clothed his
profound intuitions in the muost
pregnant, solemn, and for the most
part, symbolical expressions possi-
ble, because these suited him best,
and seemed best to correspond with
the weight of his thoughts; and
he was too sparing of words and
too little practised in the art of
composition to escape the am-

Look where he will,

biguity of syntactical arrangement,
which was noticed by Aristotle
(Rher. vi. 5, 1407 b, 14; cf. De-
metr. De Elocut. c. 192). He him-
self characterises hislangunage as a
language adapted to the subject,
when in Fr. 89, 38 (ap. Plut. Pyth.
Orac.c. 6,21, p. 397,404 ; Clemens,
Strom. 1. 804 C. and pseudo-Iambl.
De Myster. 1ii. 8, refer to the first
of these fragments, and not to some
different utterance, and pseudo-
Tambl. De Myster. iil. 15 to the
second), according to the most pro-
bable acceptation of these frag-
ments (which Lucian, /. c., confirms),
ke compares his discourses to the
earnest and unadorned words of an
inspired sybil, the oracular sayings
of the Delphic god. This oracular
tone of the Heraclitean utterances
may be connected with the censure
of Aristotle (Hth. N. vii. 4, 1146 b,
29 5 M. Mor. 11. 6, 1201 b, 5), who
says he had as much confidence in
his opinions as others had in their
knowledge. When results, merely,
without demonstration are to be
set forth in a statuesque style, the
distinetion between the several gra-
dations of certainty can neither be
felt nor represented. The confi-
dence with which Heracleitus sta-
ted his convictions is seen, among
other examples, in the expression
(Fr. 137; Olympiod. in Gorg. 87
vide Jahn’s Jakrb. Suppl. xiv. 267 ;
¢f. Diog. ix. 16): Aéyw ToVTO Kai
mwapa Mepmepdyvy &v. Vide also wmfra,
where ¢ the one on whom he relies
more than on thousands,’ 1s pri-
marily himself. A remark attri-
buted to Socrates on the difficulty
of Heracleitus’s exposition is given
in Diog. 1i. 22; ix. 11 sq. In Diog.
ix. 15 sq., mention is also made of
some ancient commentators of He-
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nowhere can our philosopher find true knowledge.! —

WORK. 7

The mass of men has no intelligence for eternal truth,
though it-is clear and obvious; that which they daily
encounter, continues strange to them; whither their
own road leads is hidden from them ; what they do
when they are awake, they forget, as if it were done
in sleep;2 the order of the world, glorious as it is,

racleitus’s work. ~Brandis (Gr.
Rom. Phil. i, 1564), with good rea-
son, on account of other passages,
Diog. vi. 19, and ix. 6, dcubts
whether the Antisthenes here al-
1nded to is the Socratic philosopher
(vide Schleiermacher, p. 5), and
Lassalle makes the unfortunate
suggestion, i. 3, that in Eus. Pr. Bv.
xv. 18, 6, Antisthenes the Socratic
is not colled ‘HpaxAewTikds, but
‘HparAelTewds, Tis avilp 7O Pppérnua;
cf. part II. a, 261. 4. In my quo-
tation of the fragments, in the fol-
lowing pages, I use Schuster’s
enumeration, but at the same time
mention from whence the fragments
are taken.

I Frag. 13, ap. Stob. Floril. 3,
81: oxdowy Adyous rovoa obdels
apucveitar (- éetar) és TovTo BoTe
yiwvdorew, dTi goply éoTi wdvTwy
kexwpiouévoy, After ~yryvdokew
oider editions have % ~yap Oeds 9
6nptov; this was repudiated by
Gaisford on the ground of the MSS.,
and was manifestly interpolated by
some commentator who referred
the ocopdy wdvTwy Kexwpiouévor to
the seclusion of the wise, in mis-
taken allusion to Arist. Polit. i. 2,
1253 a, 29 ; cf. Lassalle, 1. 844 sq.;
Schuster’s defence of the authen-
ticity of the words p. 44, does not
convince me. In the words &m:
ocogdr, ete., Lassalle refers copdv
to the divine wisdom, and therefore
explains them thus: ¢That the

absolute is exempt from all sensible
existence, that it 1s the negative.
To me it seems more likely that
the true meaning 1s this: ¢ None
attains to understand that wisdom
1s separated from all things,’ that
1s, has to go its own way, diverging
from general opinion. This does
not contradict émesbar 7 Evve, as
Schuster (p. 42) believes, for tvvoy
is something different from the
opinion of the people. Schuster’s
explanation, which 1is that of
Heinze (Lehre vom Logos, p. 32),
‘that wisdom is the portion of
none,” as far as I can see, does not
harmonise any better with his con-
ception of &wvov. In order to
decide with certainty as to the
sense of the words, we should know
the connection in which they stand.

2 Fr. 8, 4, ap. Arist. Rhet. 111,
9, 1407 b, 16; Sext. Math. vii.
132 (who both say that this was
the beginning of Heracleitus’s
work); Clem. Strom. v. 602 D;
Hippol. Refut. ix. 9: Tov Adbyov
Toud éovTos al.: ToU Jvros or
Tov déovtos; the latter, which is
the usual reading in our Aristote-
lian text, is inadmissible, if only
for the reason that in that case the
ael cannot be connected with the
preceding context, whereas Aris-
totle expressly remarks that we
do not know whether 1t belongs to
what goes before, or what follows
it ; it seems to me Aristotle must
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have read Tovde dvros, and Hera-
cleitus must have written: T09®
éévTos or Tovde ébyr. alel aflverol
yivovrar #vfpwror kal wpbolev 7
akovoar kal GrxoVooyTes TO wPOTOY*
Ywvopévwy yap wAyTWY KATA TOV
Adyov Tovle amelpotoiv (so Bern.
Mull. Schust. read) éofkast mwetpwd-
uevor éméwy kol Epywy TowiTwWY
Okolwy éyd duyyetuar kate Gvay
dtatpéwy €xaocTov wkal Pppalwy Grws
Exer: Tovs B¢ FAAovs avfpdmous
Aavfaver 6xdoa éyepfévtes motovo:
(-éovot) Okwomep OKboa eUdovTes
émAavBdvoyrai. In this much dis-
puted fragment I think, with Heinze,
[.c. 10, and elsewhere, that del is
to be connected with édvros; the
Adyos, in my opinion, refers indeed
primarily to the discourse, but also
to the contents of the disecourse,
the truth expressed in it; a confu-
sion and identification of different
1deas, united and apparently in-
cluded 1n one word, which should
least of all surprise usin Heraclei-
tus. He says: ¢ This discourse (the
theory of the world laid down in
his work) is not recognised by men,
although it ever exists (i.e. that
which always exists, contains the
eternal order of things, the eternal
truth), for although all happens ac-
cording to it (and thus its truth is
confirmed by all facts universally)
men behave as if they had never had
any experience of it, when words or
things present themselves to them,
as 1 here represent them’ (when
the views here brought forward are
shown them by instruetion or by
their own perceptions). Schuster,
18 sq., refers the Adyos to the
‘revelation which nature offers us
in audible speech.” But even if
we are to understand by ywouévwy
wavTwy, ete., and the &pywy TotobTwy,
ete., that all corresponds with the
Adyos of which Heracleitus is
speaking, the Adyos 1s not described

HERACLEITUS.

as the discourse of nature; and
nature 1s not only not mentioned
as the discoursing subject, but 1s not
named at all. In order to aseribe
this signification to the Aéyos, we
must suppose that roide refers to
a previous definition of the Adyos
as Adyos Tiis ¢pUrews. That there
was any such previous definition,
1s improbable, as this passage stood
at the commencement of Mera-
cleitus’s work; and even if its
first words (as Hippolytus states)
ran thus: o0 3¢ Adyov Toude, Weo
need not refer the 3¢ to anything
besides the title of the writing (in
which Adyos mepi ¢pioios may have
occurred) ; we need not suppose
with Schuster, p. 13 sqq., that a
long 1introduction, and one, as it
seems to me, so little in harmony
with the tone of the rest, preceded
what Heracleitus had said, accord-
ing to Aristotle, év 77 apx7 Tob
ovyypapuaTtos, according to Sextus
évapxluevos T@dy wepl Giloews. If
so, however, the twice repeated 08¢,
as 1n the commencement of Hero-
dotus’s history, can only refer to
the Heracleitean work itself. Cf.
also Fr. 2, Clem: Strom. ii. 362
A : ob yap ppovéovst ToravTa wOAAOL
éroaoc {for which perhaps we should
read: 6réoows cf. ofs éyrvpodot ap.
M. Aur. iv. 46) éyrvpoetovoiy, 0bbé
puadorres ywodokovest Eautolor 0
doxéovor. Fr. 1, Hippol. I e¢.:
éfnmdryvror of dvbpwmor wpds THY
Yvéoy T@v pavepdy, ete. M. Aurel.
1v. 46 : ael 700 ‘HparkAetteiov pepuvij-
ofor 371 7yljs Odvaros Udwp yevéabau,
ete., ueurnolar 8¢ kal Tov ¢ émAay-
favouévou 7 63ds Hyer” kal 871 ¢ G
poALoTo dimrexds SuuAovot Adye,”
T¢ TO dAa dtotkodyTy, “ ToUTY diagé-
povTat, kal ois kad nuépay éykvpovat,
Tavra avTols Eéva paiverar”’ kal o7t
“ob Oet domwep kabeddoyTas wotely
kal Aéyew” . kal OTt ob del
“ watdas Tokéwy ” [sc. Adyous Aéyew
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for them does not exist.!

Truth seems to them in-

credible ;2 they are deaf to 1it, even when it reaches
their ears ;3 to the ass chaff is preferable to gold, and

the dog barks at everyone he does not know.*

Equally

incapable of hearing and speaking,” their best course

would be to conceal their ignorance.®

Irrational as

they are, they abide by the sayings of the poets and

or something of the kind], rod7’
€oTi kaTa YIAOY KaOOTI Tapeldpauey.
The words marked as a quotation
I agree with Bernays, Rh. Mus.
vii. 107, 1n regarding as cited from
Heracleitus, but manifestly only
from memory, and therefore not
altogether literally. The words in
Hippoer. w. diaur. 1. 5 (if taken from
Heracleitus) must belong to the
same connection: kal Ta e 1rp')70‘-
oovat obk oidagiy, & [l. oldac:, Ta]
de ov Wp?]O‘O"OUO‘I. doréovoty eidévar,
fcal ’Ta. ‘LLGV Opr'lV OU ’yleO‘ICO'UO’lV
a?\?\ Ouws abTotoL 7ra.VTa. yiveror 8¢
avdykny Oelny kal & BoVAovrar kal &
u BodAovTat.

! In this sense, as blaming the
ordinary mode of conception, I un-
derstand, at any rate conjecturally,
the fragmentary words 1n Theo-
phrast. Mezfapk 314 (Fr. 12, 15,
Wimm.) : domep oapé (for which
Wimmer conjectures owpds, and
" Bernays ap. Schuster p. 390, adpoy,
off-scourings ; adpos, which signifies
the same, 1s still nearer) €l Kexv-
uévwr 6 KdAALGTOS, ONTiv ‘HpdKkAet-
Tos, Kdopos. Schustel supposes this
to be Heracleitus’s own opinion ;
but nelther of the two explana,tlonb
he proposes, is satisfactory to me.

2 This at least may be the
raeaning of Fr. 87 ; Clem. Strom. v.
591 A : amioTin yap daduyydve: ul
ywwdoreofat. The preceding words
in Clemens I do not believe to be
from Heracleitus, partly because

Babn Tis yvdoews is an expression
which reminds us so strongly of
Christian language (cf. 1 Cor. ii.
10; Rev.11. 24; 1 Cor. viii. 1, 7;
2 Cor. x. 5, and other passages),
and partly because for the reasons
already given, supra, p. 6. 1 can-
not agree with Schuster, who, p. 72,
finds 1n this fragment a recom-
mendation to guard against perse-
cution by means of mistrustful
precaution.

8 Fr. 5; Theod. Cur. Gr. Af.
70, p. 13; Clem. Strom. v. 604
A: &gzﬁue—roz aroloavres lcw<po'[s éoi-
Kaor ¢artis adrolal uapTupéer (the
proverb W1tnesses concerning them)
WGPGOV’TGS aﬂ'E&Val

¢ Fr. 28; Anist. Eth. N, x. 5,
1176 a, 6 ‘Hpoilc}\errés pnow, b’uou
olpuar’ v ENégbar uaiiov 7 xpvady.
Fr. 36 ; Plut. An Sem S. ger. resp.
c. 7, p. J87 klves yop fcaL,Bav(ovo‘w
ov tv uy ywdokwo kaf® ‘HpdrAetTov.
I give to these and similar sayings,
which have only reached usin frag-
ments, the signification which
seems to me the most probable,
without absolutely vouching for it,

5 F'r. 32; Clem. Str. 11. 869 D
drovoal oK émioTduevor oDd’ elmely.

¢ Fr. 81 ; ap. Stob. Flor:d. 3,
82: wplmwrew auabiny kpéogov (1) és
70 uéoov ¢épewy) ; this addition
seems later. Plutarch differs some-
what in his interpretation, as we
find inseveral places ; ef. Schleierm.
p. 11 ; Mull. 315 ; Schuster, 71.
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the opinions of the multitade without considering that
the good are always few in number; that the majority
live out their lives like the beasts, only the best among
mortals preferring one thing, namely undying glory, to
all besides ;! and that one great man is worth more than
thousands of evil persons.? Even those who have earned
the fame of superior wisdom in most cases fare very
little better at the hands of Heracleitus. He sees in them
far more diversity of knowledge than real intelligence.
On Hesiod and Archilochus, on Pythagoras, Xenophanes
and Hecataus, but above all, on Homer, he passed the
severest judgments ;3 a few only of the so-called seven

How-

wise men are treated by him with more respect.*
1 Fr. 71, as this is restored by
Bernays, Heracl. 32 sq.; cf. Schus-
ter, 68 sq. (in preference to Las-
salle, 11, 303): from Procl.
Alcth. p. 265 5 Creuz. i11.115, Cous.;
Clem. Strom. v. 576 A: ris ’yap
avTdy | sc. T@v ro?\AwV] véos "h PNy ;

dMuwr &owdotat e7r01/'rou kal dda-
ordAe (1. -Awy) xpéovTar duidw, ovk

(Laz. Miscel. p. 20); ef Symma-
chus, Epist. 1X. 115; Diog. 1x. 16:
0 eis uvpior wap’ Hpalc)\eww éav
&pioros 7. Olympiodor. in Gorg.
p. 87 (Jahns Jahrb. Supp?ememb
xiv. 267) gives: eis éuol avtl
moAA&y. Similarly, Seneca, Ep. 7,
10, vepresents Democritus as say-
ing : Unus mihs pro populo est et

€lddTes 6Tt WoAAOL Kakol OAiyor B¢
ayabol, aipéovtai yap €v évria wdv-
Twy of dpioToi kAéos aévaoy OynTdv,
oi 8¢ woAAol kexdpyvTar dkwomep
ktnvea. The remainder is an ex-
planatory addition of Clemens. In
my 1nterpretation of the last pro-
position, I differ from Bernays,
Lassalle (ii. 436 sq.) and Schuster,
who make Ovnrdv dependent on
kAéos. Bernays sees in the juxta-
position of the words, kAéos aévaor
OvnTay, an ironical allusion to the
worthlessness of that which even
the best desire. Lassalle finds in
them the thought that fame is the
realised infinity of finite man.

2 Fr. 30, according to Bernays,
loc. cit. p. 35; ap. Theodor, Prodr.

populus pro uno, and 1t is possible
that Demoecritus, in whom we shail
find other echoes of Heracleitus,
may have taken this saying from
him.

8 Cf. on this point Fr. 22 sq.
(sup. vol.1. p. 336,5; 510,4); Fr.
25 (infra, p. 16, 1); Fr. 134 ; Diog.
1X. 1: 7v 6 “Ounpov Epackev afiov
éx Ty aydvwy (which we must pri-
marily refer to the d&y@ves povaikot)
éxBdAredbas kal pamieobar kal  Ap-
Xiroxov buolws. Fr. 76 (vide inf.
p- 32, 1). Heracleitus censures
Homer, because he would do away
with strife.

1 Bias especially, Fr.18 ; Diog.
1. 88. Also Thales, Fr.9; also 23.
The Heracleitus who is mentioned
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ever great then may be the differences between the
theory of Heracleitus and that of the Eleatics, they are
both equally opposed to the ordinary theory of the world.

According to Heracleitus, the radical error in the
popular mode of presentation consists in its attributing
to things a permanence of Being which does not belong

to them.

The truth is that there is nothing fixed and

permanent in the world, but all is involved in constant
change,! like a stream in which new waves are continu-
ally displacing their predecessors;? and this means not

by Aleseus, ap. Diog. i. 76, can
hardly be our philosopher.

1 Plato, Theet. 160 D: kara

. ‘HpakAetroy . . . oiov peduara
kwelobat Ta wavra. 1bid. 152 D
(¢nf. p. 18, 2); Crat. 401 D: kaf’
‘HpdaxAetToy b ryotvTo Ta OvTa tévar
Te wavra kal uéveww ovdév. Ibid.
402 A : Aéye wov ‘HpdkA. STt mdyTa
Xwpel Kal o0déy uével, Kal ToToauov
poy amewd{wr Ta Svra Aéyer ds dls
és TOv abTOY moTapdy ovk av éuBains.,
Ibid. 412 D : 7d wav elvat év mopeia,
TO . . . WOAY adTol . . . ToLOUTOY
TL €lvar, ofov obd¢y ¥ANo %) xwpely,
Soph. 242 Csqq.; vide nf. p. 33, 1;
Arist. Metaph. iv. 5, 1010 a, 13
(vide next, note). JIhid. 1, 6, sub
init.: Tals ‘HparAerreiors d6tais, &s
amdyTwy T@y alcbnTdv el pedvrwy
kal émigTAuns wepl abrdy odk olions.
1bid. xiii. 4, 1078 b, 14 : Tols “Hpa-
kAetTelots Adyots ®s TavTwy TOY
aigOnTav del febvtwy. De An. i. 2,
405 a, 28 (after the quotation,
538, 2, 3): év kuwhoet & elvar T4
Svra Kkakelvos ¢eto Kal of woA-
Moil. TZop. 1. 11, 104 b, 21: ém:
wdvta Kweltu kad ‘HpdkAerroy.
Phys. viii. 3, 263 b, 9 (infra, p.
15, 1); De Calo, iii. 1, 298 b, 29
(inf. p. 21, 1). Also later writers,
as Alex. in Top. p. 43; Schol. in

Arist. 259 b, 9; in Metaph. iv. 8,
p- 298, 10 Bon.; Pseudo-Alex. n
Metaph. xii1. 4, 9, p. 717, 14, 769,
12 Bon.; Ammon. De Interpr. 9;
Schol. in Ar. 98 a, 37; Diog. ix.
8; Luecian, V. Auwuct. 14; Sext.
Pyrrk. ii1. 115; Plut. Plac. 1. 28,
6; Stob. Eel. 1. 396, 318. The
same theory is presupposed by
Epicharmus, vide supre, vol. i.
529 sq.

2 Plato, Crat. 402 A, vide pre-
vious note; Plut. de Ei ap. D. c.
i8: moraud yap ovk &ty éuBival
dls 7@ alrp kal ‘HparkAeroy, odde
BvnTis odalas dis aacar katd €iw,
AN’ 8tUrmTL Kal Tdxer peTaPoAts
“ gktdynot kal waAw cwvdyer” | . .
“mpoceot kal dretgr.” 1 consider
that these words are from Hera-
cleitus, and Schleiermacher is also
of that opinion, vide p. 30. The
words in the sixth Heraclitean let-
ter (as Bernays rightly observes,
p- 55): [6 Oeos] “ ovvaryer T4 oKid-
vaueva” point to this. On the other
hand, the words, odde . . . kara
€Ly, appear to me to be an explana-
tory addition of Plutarch. Hera-
cleitus can scarcely have spoken of
OvnTh oboia; and we can hardly help
seeing in kara €& (which Schus-
ter, p. 91, finds a difficulty) the
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merely that all individual existences are fleeting, but
that any continuance in the state of a thing is a delu-
sion, as we are distinctly assured by Heracleitus himself,
as well as by all our other authorities from Plato and

Aristotle onwards.!

Aristotelian Stoic form of expres-
sion. The same expression is used
by Plut. de s. Num. Vind. c. 15, end
p- 559; Qu. Nat. 2, 3, p. 912;
Simpl. Phys. 17 a, m, 308 b;
Plut. Qu. Nat. adds, érepa ~ap
émipper Udara; more fully Clean-
thes, ap. Eus. Pr. Ev. xvi. 20, 1:
‘HpdkA. . . . Aéywy olTws* ToTaUOLTL
Tolotv adTolow éuPalvovoty éTepa kal
eTepa Udata émppel (the rest cannot
be regarded as Heracleitean). In
Heracleitus, Alleg. Hom. c. 24, p.
51, Mehl. we find: moTauols Tots
abratls éuPatvouéy Te kal ovk éufal-
vouey, eiuév Te kal ovk eluev, which
may be explained thus: ¢We only
seem to descend Into the same
river, identical with itself; 1in
trurth, we do not descend into the
same, for during our descent it is
changing ; and so we ourselves are
and are not, because we also are
constantly changing’ (Schuster’s
interpretation, p. 88— we are in it,
and at the same time no louger in
1t,’ 1s less satisfactory to me). The
words, however, likewise admit of
another interpretation: ¢ In truth
we do not go down into the same
river, and we are not the sasme
(after elueyv we may supply oi
avtol from the preceding context)
as before.” Arist. Metaph. iv. 5,
1010 a, 12, 1s in favour of this
interpretation: (KpatdAos) ‘Hpo-
kAelty émetiua eiﬂ'dz/'rt, oTt 8ls T®
avT@ 7ro-rap.c3 ovx EoTwv éuBirac
adTds yap @ero o0vd amaf; for if
Heracleitus had also said this,
there was no reason for the censure.

Nothing remains what it is, every-

So does Seneca, Ep. 58, 23 : Hoe
est, quod ait Heraclitus : ‘in idem

Humen bis descendimus et mon de-

scendimus.”  The latter passage
might be quoted in favour of
Schlelermacher’s conjecture, /. c.
143, that in Heracleitus (Alleg.
Hom. 1. c.) ¢ ois ” should be inserted
after morauols Tols adtols; but it
seems to me more probable that the
“bis’ in Seneca 1s an explanatory
addition taken from the famous
proposition: ‘We cannot descend
twice into the same river. Schus-
ter’s restoration of the text of He-
racleitus from the above quotations
{p. 86 sqq.) is not at all clear to
me. All the expressions here cited
need not necessarily be taken from
one and the same place.

1 Schuster, p. 201 sq., has been at
much pains to prove that Heraclei-
tus, in the sentences quoted above,
merely intended to express the
thought ¢ that nothing in the world
escapes the final destruction.” L
cannot, however, satisfy myself that
his argument is really satisfactory.
In the first place, it may well be
doubted whether the original ex-
pression of the Heracleitean doc-
trine (as he Delieves, vide p. 86),
is to be found in the words mwdvra
Xwpel kal ovdér uéver, Crat. 402 A
{vide the last note but one). It is
not altogether clear from this pas-
sage whether these were actually
the words of Heracleitus : it is also
very 1mprob&ble that, 1f they were,
he should not often have recurred
td his original view; and in that
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thing passes into its opposite, all comes out of all; all
is all. The day is sometimes longer, sometimes shorter ;

case we might conjecture that he
would not always have employed
one and the same formula. Why
the expression adduced by Schuster
should be more authentic than the
others that have been handed
down to us; why the wdvra pelv
which 1s mentioned by Aristotle
three times (De Cewlo,1ii. 1, Metaph.
1, 6, and De An. 1. 2, vide, infra,
p. 22, 4); or the corresponding
passage, oioy peduata kiwelchu T4
wdpta, which is quoted in Plato as
a saying of Heracleitus, 7%eet. 160
D, should not equally rcproduce
his own words; why he should
have said wdvra xwper, and not
(according to Craf. 401 D) iéva
Ta mwdyTa kal pévew oddév, it does
not appear. Whatever expression
Heracleitus may have employed,
the chief question 1is, what he
meant by it. And he himself leaves
no doubt upon this point. The
river, which labitur et labetur in
ommne velubilis @evum, would have
been a very inappropriate illustra-
tion of the proposition that all
things in time come to an end;
but it is perfectly just in regard to
the constant change of things.
This is clearly marked by Hera-
cleitus as the point of compurison,
when he says that we cannot go
down twice into the same river.
Whether the river flowed on eter-
nally, or at some time or other
came to an end, is, 1n reference to
this point, quite immaterial. But
even if the explanations of Hera-
cleitus had been less equivocal
than they are, the opinion of the
writers who were acquainted with
his works, not as we know them,
in small fragments, but in their
whole connection, would be decisive.

These writers are unanimously
agreed that he denied any perma-
nent state of things. Schuster says
(p. 207 sq.) that Plato was the
first to ascribe this meaning to
wavrTa xwperi—that Aristotle fol-
lowed his example, but betrayed
in Phys. viil. 3, that he had not
himself found a definite explanation
of the wordsin Heracleitus’s work.
For my part, I can charge nsither
Plato nor Aristotle, nor even Plu-
tarch, nor Alexander, who were
equally in possession of this much
read book, with so careless and
superficial an account; and I do not
see what can justify us, even irre-
spectively of Heracleitus’s own
assertions, in opposing their unani-
mous declarations with a theory
which cannot bring forward a
single witness in its defence. For
even Phys. viii. 3 proves nothing.
Aristotle here says, 2563 b, 9: ¢aot
Tiwes Kwelgbar 7Oy SvTwy od T4 udy
Ta & ol, GAAG mwdvTa Kal &el, AAAR
Aavfavew Tny mueTépar olgOnoiv.
w05 obs kalwep o dioplovTas molav
klvnow Aéyovoi, 1) wacas, o xale-
wov amevriigar. He therefore ex-
pressly attributes to Heracleitus
(with whom this passage is prima-
rily concerned) the assertion that
all things are involved in perpetual
change. He fails, however, to find
in Heracleitus a distinet explana-~
tion as to the kind of change that
is here meant; and he goes on to
show in regard to all kinds of
change,—increase and diminution,
transformation and change of place
(cf. Part 11. 290, 3rd ed.), that they
cannot go on nninterruptedly. But
what follows from this? What is
there to show that Aristotle’s ac-
count of the matter may not have
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and so is the night; heat and moisture alternate ; the
sun is at one period nearer to us and at another farther

been correct ; viz., that Heracleitus
distinetly maintained the perpetual
variation of things, and proved it
{as we shall find) by many ex-
amples, but that he did not, like
Aristotle, distinguish logically the
various kinds of change, and there-
fore in places where he announced
his proposition in a general man-
ner, he held to the indeterminate
conception of the motion (or the
flux) of all things, without explain-
ing wherein this motion consisted ;
whether the place, or the size, or
the material constitution of things,
or all these at once, were constantly
changing. In Plato, also, Z%eet.
181 B sqq., the proposition that,
according to the Heracleitean doc-
trine, wdvra magcay kivnow Qe
kwerrar, everything is perpetually
changing its place as well as its
constitution (is subject to a con-
stant éAMolwois as well as a wept-
popd), is indeed declared to be the
proper sense of the doctrine, but in
such a manner that we can plainly
see that it was Plato who first
discriminated these two kinds of
motion. Schuster is of opinion that
to assume the perpetual change
of individuals would lead to the
greatest difficulties. If we suppose
that their shape 1is perpetually
changing (which no one, so far as
I know, ascribes to Heracleitus),
this is contradicted by the continu-
ance of the earth, sea, and sky, of
souls after death, ete. If they
are constantly changing their
substance for some other sub-
stance, this theory is compatible
neither with the period of the
world’s conflagration, nor with the
following period in which all is
sea (vide @nfra, Her. Cosm.), nor

even with the present cosmical
period ; it would only be in keep-
ing with the idea that everything
1s, at every moment, changing all
its old parts for new; that the
world is everymoment, as by magic,
disappearing and reappearing-—
which we can hardly suppose to
have been the opinion of Hera-
cleitus. But in order to refute the
accounts of his doctrine by these
consequences, two things must first
be demonstrated. First, that
Heracleitus, in case the accounts
are correct, himself drew these
inferences; and secondly, that he
found difficulty in them. And
neither of these two presupposi-
tions can I admit. How do we
know that Heracleitus, if he held
the perpetual transformation of
substances, regarded this transfor-
mation as taking place momentarily,
and not gradually, now quickly,
and now slowly ? or that he ever
said to himself, ¢ If all is constantly
changing, this must be true of the
smaliest particles of matter 2’ How
again do we know that from his point
of view such an absolute transfor-
mation of substances would seem
unthinkable? Even on this pre-
supposition, the apparent perma-
nence of particular things, even
their continuance till the end of
the world, would be perfectly ex-
plicable, if we also suppose that
what they lose on one side wouid
be made up to them on the other;
which, according to p. 559 sq., 3rd
ed., seems to have been actually
Heracleitus’s opinion. Cf. with
the preceding observations, Suse-
mihl, /. e. 725 sq.; Siebeck, Ztschr.

f. Phil. 1xvil. 245 sq. ; Teichmiiller,

Neue Studien, 1. 118 sqq. The
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The visible passes into the invisible, the in-

visible again into the visible; one thing takes the
place of another, or is lost by means of the other; the
great is nourished by the small, the small by the great.
From man, too, nature takes some parts, while at the
same time she gives him others; she makes him
greater by giving to him, and less by taking away, and

both coincide.!

last-mentioned author believes that
Heracleitus -opposed his doctrine
of the flux of all things to the
assertion of Xenophanes that the
Deity is unmoved. I cannot agree
with this conjecture—for Xeno-
phanes denies motion only of the
Deity (vide supra, vol. i. p. 543 :
566), whereas the proposition of
Heracleitus refers to things, and
not to the Deity as such.

Y This is in the passage of the
Pseudo-Hippocrates, w. dwalrys, i.
4 sqq., which Bernays, Heracl. 10
sqq., supposes (irrespectively of
many additions by Hippocrates
himself) to have been taken from
the work of Heracleitus, though
perhaps only the writing or the
information of some disciple of
Heracleitus may have been made
use of (further details, p. 570,
third edition). I take from it what
seems to me, at any rate, according
to the sense, to belong to Heraclei-
tus; where words are wanting in
our text, this is indicated ; &xes de
&8¢ yevéobar kal &morédbar TwuTd,
Evputyiivar kal Swakplffvar Twurd.
This latter word, however, is cer-
tainly not Heracleitean 1n this ac-
ceptation; the reduction of gene-
ration and decay to the combination
and separation of matter rather
betrays (as will be shown, /. ¢.) the
influence of Anaxagoras: €xacTov

Day and night are the same ; that is,

wpds wdvta kal wdvra wPds ExasTov
TwuTé ., . Xwpel 8¢ TdvTa Kkal Oeia
kal arfpdmrwa dvw kal kdTw duetBd-
peva Nuépn Kal ebppdvn éml Td ui -
KioTov Kol éAdxLoTov TUpOS
€podos kal Hdatos' HAios émi TO pa-
kpéTaToy kal Bpaxbraroy . . . ¢dos
Znve  oxdTos ’Aldn, ¢dos ’Aldn
gbTos zmui (vide infra) ¢ord
Twal perawwelrar] kelva &de kal
Tdde Kewge wdany &Gpnv. dampno-
oopeva kelvd Te TO THVIE, TR B¢
T ab Ta welvwv. (Here come the
words wal Ta péy mwpheoovor, &,
given supra, p. 7, 2, but which
do not apply here) ¢poredrrwr &
éxelvwy Gde T@rdé Te KelTe TUUULGYO-
pévwy mpds EANGAQ, THY Tempwuvny
polpny €xacroy éxmAnpor wal éml Td
péloy kai éml 7o pelov. ¢Boply 8
Tacw or’ AAAfAwy, 76 uélom &md
ToU puelovos kal ¢ upeloyt amd Tov
uéCovos. adfdverar wal T uétov dmd
700 éAdogovos . . . éaépmer BE és
avbpwmoy uépea pepéwy, BAa Awy

. Ta pev Anddueva Td 8¢ ddooyrar
Kal Ta uéy AauBdvovta wAetoy woidet,
Ta 3¢ duddrra pelov. mwplovew -
Opwmor Aoy, 6 ucv énker, 5 8¢ bbée,
(Aristophanes uses the same figure,
Wasps, 694) 70 & adrd rovr0 mOL-
éovor (similarly c. 16) uelor &&
wotéoyTes mAeioy woréovat (in making
the wood smaller, they make it
mAetov; i.e., they make more pieces
out of it) 70 & ad7d Kal ¢Plois
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there is one essence which is now light,! now dark ;2
beneficial and destructive,® upper and under,* beginning’

avfpdmwy so it 1s with the na-
ture of man; 76 uév (nominative)
wOéer, TO 8¢ ENrcer, TO utv dldwot, TO
d¢ AauBdver, xal 7@ uév didwot, TH
| Tov] 8¢ AauBaver, Kal TE péy
didwat, TooodTe wAéor (and that to
which it gives, becomes more by so
much), 7o 8¢ AauPdver, ToTOUTY
UELOY.

1 Frag. 25, Hippol. Refut. ix.
10: ‘,u.epa 'yap, 710'1 (sc. Hpafci\)
kat voE ot Ev, Aeywv @d¢é mws
8:0dokaros 8¢ wAeloTwy ‘Holodos
TovToy émloTavTar wAEITTA eiBe’vcu,
doTis 'n,u.Ean Kol evcppdz/'nv cUK éyi-
ywoKey, E0TL 'yap €v.

2 So Zrri &y is to be understood.
Schuster, p. 67, explains it thus:
¢ Day and night are the same ; that
is to say, a division of time’—a pro-
position, the profundity of which,
in my opinion, would better suit
the Platonic Dionysodorus or some
Sophist of the same stamp, than
Heracleitus.  What Heracleitus
meant by the unity of day and
night is clear from Fr. 67 (infra,
p- 17, 3). His censure of Hesiod
refers to Theog. 124, where ‘Huépa
is represented as the daughter of
No¢  If he also censured Hesiod
for believing in lucky and unlucky
days. whereas one day is like ano-
ther (Plut. Cam. 19; Sen. Hp. 12
7), it must have been in some other
passage, for there is no allusion to
it here.

3 Fr. 83 ; Hippol.l. c. : 8aracoa
pnow, Jdwp kabapdTaTov Kal piapd-
Tator (which, however, according
to Teichmiiller's just observation,
N. Stud. i. 29, 1s not to be trans-
lated ¢troubled’ or ¢ dirty,’as Schus-
ter has it, p. 249 ; it means impure,
and primarily refers to the bad taste
and undrinkableness of sea-water) :

ix0bot pév moTimov kal cwThpiov,
avfpdmors & &moTov kal OAEBpiov.
Here comes in the example of the
physicians (Fr. 81) who Téuvovtes
katovtes wdyTn BacaviforTes Kok®ds
Tobs dfpwoTovyTas émarTidyTal undéy
dtoy wobdy AouPdrewy wapa TV
appwaTobyTwy TavTa épyalduevor TG
dyaba kal T&s vodoous, émaiTi@vTal,
&ec., may be thus explained : ¢ They
complain that they receive nothing
corresponding to the reward they
deserve—nothing worthy of them,
as a reward ; they accordingly con-
sider the evils they inflict on men
as something very valuable—as
ayaba.” We get the same result
if, in accordance with the Gottin-
gen edition of Hippolytus and
Schuster, p. 246, we substitute
pio oy for wobéy. Bérnays (Rhein.
Mus. 1x. 244; Heraclit. Br 141)
proposes eravréovran undéy &atiot
utebay AauBdver, &c., ¢ they ask,
little as they deserve a reward, pay-
ment from the sick.” Tn this case
it is not Heracleitus himself who
concludes from the conduect of the
physicians that good and evil are
identical ; but Hippolytus draws
this conclusion, in taking the ironi-
cal ayaba of Heracleitus as earnest.
That he may be allowed the full
credit of this I will not dispute.
The addition which Schuster, p.
247, 1s disposed to make to the
fragment, from Ep. Heracl. vi. 54,
does not seem to me to have origi-
nated with Heracleitus.

* Fr. 82; Hippol. ix. 10: yva-
Pelw pnaly, 68ds evbeta kal ckoA) . . .
pla éatl, Ppnal, kat adT kal TO Avew
kal Td kdTw €v éoTikal TdOadTd. (The
upper, ¢.g. in the revolution of the
heavens and the transition of the
elements one 1nto another, becomes
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and end.! Mortal and immortal 2 are the same. Sickness
and health, hunger and satiety, labour and refreshment,
are alike ; the Deity is day and night, summer and
winter, war and peace, plenty and want ; all is one, all
becomes all.? From the living comes death, and from
the dead life, from the young old age, and from the old
youth ; from the waking, sleep, and from the sleeping,
wakefulness. The stream of generation and destruc-
tion never stands still; the clay out of which things
are made is for ever being moulded into new forms.*

under, and vice versi ; upper and 103, Schuster, p. 174, &ec.: Tadrd
lower are consequently the same 7" &vu; the latter alteration seems
essence. Meantimeit i1s aquestion to me to lose the sense of the
whether the words kal 70 &vw . . . passage; and in both I am dis-
70 avtd belong to Heracleitus, or satisfied with the 7e; I should
merely contain an inference drawn therefore prefer “radrd 707) (ow
by the author from ¢ 630s avw’ &c.) Kal Tebynrds kal Td éypnyopds kat T
680s dvw xdTw pin kal dGiTn. We kabevdoy, kal véoy kal ynpaidy vdde
shall have more to say on this sub- yap uerameadvra éxeivd éort kineiva
ject further on. T\ peramesévra TabTa. &s yap

1 Fr. 58 ; Porphyr. in Schol. éx Tov abrot wnroev dbvaral ris wAdr-
Ven. in Il. xiv. 200: furdr apxn 7wy (Pa davyxev kal wdAw wAdr-
kal wépas éml wdkAou mepipepelas Tew kal cuyxelw kal TobTe ¥V map’

kaTd ‘HpdxAeiTov. €v moely adoAelmrws: obrw kal 7
2 Cf. Fr. 60, tnfra, chapter on ¢dois éx 1iis adriis IAns wdaow uty

< ~ >
Her. Anthrop. Tods wpoydvous Nudy Grvécxer, elra

3 Fr. 84; ap. Stob. Floril. iil. ocvvexels adrols éyéyynoe Tods mwa-
84 : vovoos tryelny émolmoer 7BV kal Tépas, elTa Huds, €lT’ EANovs ém’ dAA-
dyafdy, Auds Kklpoy, kduaTos Gvd- 6isavakvkAfoel. Kal 6 T4s yevéaews
wavow. Fr. 67; Hippol. Refut. morauds obros €udehexds péwy ob-
ix. 10: 6 Beds nuépn edppdvn, xetpby woTe oThHTETAL, Kal wdAly EE évav-
0épos, mohepos eipfvy, Kbpos Awds. Tias adTG 6 THs Ppopis €lTe  Axépwy
Philo. Leg. Alleg. ii. 62 A: ‘Hpa- €ite Kwkurds kaloluevos Omwd Tow
k\ettelov 8étns €taipos, kbpov kal woyTdw. 7§ wpdTy ody airla %
xonouoatyny (cf. infra, chapter on Oelfaca uiv 70 Tob HAlov Gds, 7
Her. Cosm. last page) kal &y 7o mav  adth kal Tdv (opepdy &yer Gdnyw.
kol wdyTa duoBi eladywy. I agree with Bernays (4. c.) as

¢ Fr. 59; Plut. cons. ad. Apoll. to the probability of Plutarch’s
10, p. 106: wére yap év nuiv adrois having taken,not merely the words
obk &g 6 6dvaros; kal 5§ ¢now TabTo . . . ynpady from Hera-
“HpakAeiros, Tabrd 7’ &vt (Schleier- cleitus, but the whole drift of the
macher, p. 80, conjectures: Tabrd passage; and that the image espe-
7' éoti; Bernays, Rh. Mus. vil. cially of the clay and its moulding

YOL. 1L, C
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All life and consciousness of life! is founded on this
constant motion, which alone constitutes the existence
of things ; nothing ¢s this or that, but becomes what-
ever it is, in the movement of the life of nature; things
are not to be conceived as permanent, and finished once
for all ; they are continually being reproduced ? in the

—iu all probability also that which
is said of the stream of Becoming
and decay, of light and Hades—is
chiefly borrowed from the same
source. Astothe meaning of those
words, Plutarch says: ¢ Heracleitus
declares the living to be identiecal
with the dead, the waking with the
sleeping, &c., because both pass
into one another (for as the living
becomes dead when it dies, so the
dead becomes living when the
living feeds upon it; as the young
becomes old through the lapse of
years, so the old becomes young by
the propagation of the species),
and it carnot be urged that this
was too trivial for the profound
philesopher (Lassalle, 1. 160); for
in the first place the thought that
in a certain sense the dead again
becomes the living, and the old,
young, was sufficiently remote from
the ordinary presentation, and
secondly, the inference would be
in any case peculiar to Heracleitus,
that consequently the living and
the dead are one and the same.
In themselves, however, the words
might likewise signify : the living
is at the same time dead, and vice
versd, because the living only arose
from the destruction of a previous
existence ; and the dead is undergo-
ing the transition to that existence;

Wakmg is sleeping, and sleeplng
waking ; because in waking all the
powers are not in full activity, and
in sleep they are not all at rest;

youth is age, because it only arises
from that which has long been in
existence ; and age is youth, be-
cause it only consists in constant
renewal ; and even the more ab-
stract expressions that lifeis at the
same time death, &ec., allow of jus-
tification (cf. Plut. De Ei, ap. D
c. 18, p. 392). The unity of death
and life is referred to in Fr. 139
(Etymol. Magn. v. Bios; Eustath
in Il. p. 31,6) : 7@ oy ,Biw dvopua.
pev Blos ’e’p'you 3¢ Bdvaros.

1 Hence the statements in Plac.
1. 23: ‘Hp. 7peular kal aTdow ék
T@Y ONwy ayiper ErTL Yap TOUTO TOHY
vekpwy. lambl. ap. Stob. i. 906:
TO péy Tols abTols émipuéyety KAuaTOY
elvar T0 8¢ perafdAdew pépety avd-
mwavow., Numen. ap. Porph Anir.
Nymph. c. 10: 80er xal ‘Hpan)\ez-ros
(-ov) Yuxto, ¢avat Tépuy, ui
Bavarov, oypRiot yevéabar, that is to
say, the fiery seeks to be trans-
formed into the moist (vide infra,
chapter on Her. Anthrop.)

2 Plato Theaet. 1562 D : éyw épd
Kkal udA’ ob ¢patloy Adyor bs Hpa €v
pty avtd kad adtd obdév éoTiv, 00T
&v 71 wpooelmwors 6pfis 008’ bworovovy
Ti, AN édw @s uéya wpogaryopelys,
kal outkpdy paverrat, kal év Papy,
koUgoy, Ebumavta Te 0UTws, Ws unde-
»0s ByTos €vds unTe Twbds ufiTe bmoto-
vovy" éx 8¢ dY ¢pupas Te kal Kwfoews
kal kpdoews wpls UAANAa yiyveTal
wdvTa & O dpauev elvar odx dpfds
wpoaayopetovres' ErTL pv 7yap ovdé-
wor’ obdeyv, ael 8¢ Ylyvetar. 156
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flux of phenomena by means of active forces; they
merely mark the points where the opposing streams of

natural life cross each other.!

Heracleitus therefore

likens the world to a mixture which must continually
be stirred that it may not decompose,? and the world-
creating power he compares to a child who, in play,

draws his pebbles this way and that.?

While, there-

fore, Parmenides denies Becoming, in order to maintain
the conception of Being in its purity, Heracleitus denies

E: avtouty cal aiTd undév eivat . . .
éy 8¢ T mpds EAANAa duikia wdvTa
ylyveaor kal wavrola &wd TS K-
cews . . . ovd&y elvar €v adTOd Kb
adTd GAAG TVl ael yiyveaba, TO &
eivau marTaxOey ékatperéov. In the
first of these passages, this opinion
is generally ascribed to all the an-
cient philosophers, except Parme-
nides,and especially to Heracleitus,
Empedocles, and Protagoras; and
the 7wl 1s only applicable to Pro-
tagoras. However, it has already
been proved, and we shall see, fur-
ther on, that the words quoted
correctly represent the doctrine of
Heracleitus.
! Further details hereafter.

2 Fr.85; Theophr. De Vertig.
9, p. 138; Wlmm el d¢ uy (this
is no doubt correct ; Bernays,

Heracl. 7, reads: el 8'))) cabamep
‘deic)\errés dnai, kai 6 Kukewy dilo-
TaTal ui) kwovuevos (thus Wimmer
reads, following Usener and Bern.;
the older editions leave out u,
which, however, in spite of Las-
salle, i. 75, is decidedly required
by the context. Cf. Luecian, V7it.
Auct. 14 : Eumwedoy o8¢y, GAND Kws
€S KUKe@ra TayTO a'uueu\e’ou'rat, ot
€TTL 'rwv'rb Tépdus a'replpm, Yv@ois
a'yuwcrm, péya pikpdy, dvw KdTw mepi-
Xwpéorta ral aueBbueva év TR Tob

ai@vos madiyj. The anecdotein Plut.
Garrulit. ¢. 17, p. 511, can scarcely
have any connection with this doe-
trine. The xviewy of Heracleitus
is mentioned by Chrysippus, aps
Philodem. Nat. De., Col. vii.; ac-
cording to Petersen’s emendation,
to which, however, Sauppe prefers
another and simpler version. Epi-
curus, ap. Diog. x. 8, calls Hera-
Cleitus a KvKnThS.

8 Procl. in T%m. 101 F: &Aanor
d¢ kal TOv dnutovpydy év 7@ Koo uovp-
vew waiew eipfiradt, kabamwep ‘Hpd-
kAerros, Clem. Paedag. 1. 90 C:
TowdTyy Two wallew mwudiar TOY
éavroth Ala ‘Hpdiheitos Aéyer.  Fr.
49 ; Hippol. Refut. ix. 9 : aiwy wais
éoTi mwal(wy, weTTebwy * mwoudds 7
Baoanin. Lue. l. ¢.: 7 yap 6 aldy
éoti; mats mai{wy, meaoelwr, dia-
pepduevos (or better, as Bernays
reads): ovidiapep. = év 75 dia-
Ppépecbar  ouupepdueros. Bernays
(Rhein. Mus. vii. 108 sqq.) illus-
trates these passages excellently
from Homer, /. xv. 360 sqq.;
Philo. Incor. M. 950 B (500 M.) ;
Plut. De Ei. e. 21, p. 393, where,
however, the game of draughts is
not specially mentioned. There is
probably an allusion to the wals
weaaebwy in the mwertevrds, Plato,
Laws, x. 903 D.

c 2
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Being that he may maintain in full force the law of
Becoming ; while Parmenides declares that the notion
of change and of movement is merely a delusion of the
senses, Heracleitus asserts the same of the notion of
permanent Being ; while Parmenides regards the ordi-
nary mode of thought as erroneous in principle hecause
it assumes generation and destruction, Heracleitus comes
to a similar conclusion precisely for the opposite reason.

But the metaphysical proposition that all things
are in a continual flux becomes with Heracleitus a
physical intuition. The living and moving element in
nature seems to him to be fire; if all things are con-
ceived in perpetual motion and change, it follows that
all things are fire. This second proposition does not
seem to have been developed from the first by conscious
reflection, but the law of change which he everywhere
perceives, presents itself to him through the direct
action of the imagination under this symbolical
aspect, the more general import of which he cannot
therefore separate in his own consciousness from the
sensible form in which it is contained. In this way we
must understand the assertion! that Heracleitus held

1 Arist. De Coelo, 111. 1, 298 b,
29: of 8¢ 1o pEv ¥ANa wdyTa 7yivea-
0ol 7€ paot kal pety, elvat 8¢ waylws
obfty, &y 8¢ Ti povov mouévew, éf
ob TabTa wdvTa peTacynuoTieodo
Tepuker: dmep dolkaat BolAeabar Aé-
vetr BAANoL Te weAAol kal ‘HpdrAei-
Tos 6 'E¢pégios. Metaph. 1. 3, 384
3, 7: <'I'lr'lraw'os d¢ wip 6 Meramoy-
rivos kai ‘HparAeitos 6 ’Eéoios
(apxnv 'rteeam) 1bid. 111 4, 1001
a, 15: e'repm 8¢ wop of & aépa. (Pa.o‘w
eival 7O ¢v TovTO Kal T ozz, éf of T&
Ovta elval Te kal yeyovévar, Pseu-

do-Alex. on Metapk. xil. 1, p. 643,

18 Bon.: o ,u.eu yap ‘Hpafc)\ezfros
odoiay Kal apxiy éribeto TO wip.
Diog. ix. 8: wip eiva cr'rmxezov

Clemens Cohort. 43 A : 70 wip @s
&pxe"youov géBovres. The same is
said in the verse, ap. Stob. Ecl. i.
282 (cf Plut. Plac. i. 3, 25) éx
Tupds yap wdrTa Kai €is 7rvp TAYTO
Tehevrd, which, however, in this
form is evidently spurious, and an
imitation of the well-known verse
of Xenophanes (sup. vol. i. p. 567,
4), which, however, as 1s proved
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fire to be the first element, the principle or primitive

matter of all things.!

¢ This world,” he says, ¢ the same

for all, has been made neither by one of the gods nor
by any man ; but was, and is, and shall be, an ever living

by Simpl. Phys. 111 b, contains
much that i1s truly Heracleitean.
For, after Simplicius has given
as the doctrine of Heracleitus,
ék TUpds Wemeparuévov mwdvTa elva
kal e€is TovTo TAvTa avaiidesbou,
he afterwards says: ‘HpdxAeiros
“els wup” ANéywy ‘‘kal éi wupds Ta
wdvta.” As these words are made
into a hexameter in Stobaeus, and
as we elsewhere (ap. Proc. in Tim.
36 C; Plut. Plac. i1. 21; Qu. Plat.
viii. 4, 9, p. 1007 ; cf. also the
wpbs auoBry, infra, p. 27, 1) meet
with fragments of verse bearing
Heracleitus’s name, we may sup-
pose that there was a version of
his doctrine, made in hexameters
to assist the memory, which pro-
bably emanated from the Stoies.
Schuster, p. 354, conjectures the
author of it to have been Scythi-
nus, who, according to Hieronymus,
ap. Diog. ix. 16, rendered the work
of Heracleitus into verse ; and re-
fers to versified fragments in Stob.
i, 26.

1 On this Teichmiiller remarks
(N. Stud. i. 118 sq., and simi-
larly, p. 185, 143 sq., although he
quotes my very words, from ¢ The
metaphysical proposition’): ¢Ac-
cording to this, therefore, Hera-
cleitus first discovered the meta-
physical truth, and then made the
deduction, which depends upon the
observation of things’ I really
thought I had said the contrary
sufficiently clearly to have been
safe from such a misrepresentation
of my opinion. Kven the ‘meta-
physical ’ proposition is obviously

not to be understood as an a prior:
one; I am speaking of the law of
change, which Heracleitus every-
where perceived, and I have shown,
p. 13 sq., on what kind of percep-
tions the philosopher based his pro-
position. I derive the proposition
from observation, and expressly
remark that it did zo? precede the
assertion ¢ All is fire’in the con-
sciousness of Heracleitus. 1 cer-
tainly do not suppose, however, in
regard to this fire, that Heracleitus
was thinking merely of, the actual
fire that ¢ we see, and hear crack-
ling,’” ete. ; nor that any man ever
thought that the whole world had
been and would be again such a
visible ecrackling fire; nay more,
that it was so always, even at the
present time. Heracleitus says of
the world, not only v kal &rra:, but
Hv ael kal EoTe kal EoTau wop del(wov,
Consequently, I cannot but think
that this view 1s symbolical. That
fire was to Heracleitus ¢ only a sym-
bol for the law of change,’ I never
said, but it i1s imputed to me by
Teichmiiller, who naively quotes
the very words which refute him
(‘ Heracleitus did not separate the
more general meaning of this con-
ception from its sensible form’),
as evidence. Butif Heracleitus, in
asserting the world to be fire, did
not mean to assert the absurdity
that 1t was wvisible fire, the con-
ception of fire must have had a
signification with him, transcend-
ing its directly sensible content;
that is to say, it was a symbolical
conception.
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fire, kindled and extinguished in due measure:’! fire,

never resting, rules in all.?

He thus indicates his

reason for calling the world a fire ; it was, as Simplicius?
and Aristotle * observe, in order to express the absolute

! Fr. 46 (Clemens Strom. v.
999 B. Plut. 4n. Pr. 5,2, p. 1014 ;
Simpl. De Celo 132 b, 31, 19;
Schol. in Arist. 487 b, 46, 33):
kbowov Tévde Ty adTdV amdvrwy
oiite Tis Oedv odTe avbpdmwy émol-
noev: AN v ael kal EoTou, wop
aef(wov, anTéuevoy uérpa kal &mo-
oBevvipevov uérpa. To the latter
definition I shall presently recur.
The words 7ov adTdv aravTwy about
which Schleiermacher (p. 91) is
uncertain, I consider genuine, on
account of their very difficulty,
though they are wanting in Plu-
tarch and Simplicius; the andvrwy,
I refer, as masculine, to the gods
and men, so that the words would
indicate the reason why none of
these can have made the world ;
namely, because they all, as parts
of the world, are contained in it.
Lassalle, ii. 66 sq., says: ‘the one
and same-out of all things, that
which, springing from all, is in-
ternally identical;’ but the force
of this explanation is not clear,
That the world is the same for
all, Heracleitus remarks also ap.
Plut. De Superst. 3, vide inf. chap-
ter on Her. Anthrop. We need not
enquire with Schuster (p. 128), who
supposed the world to have been
created by a man, nor need we, with
Teichmiller, N. Stud. i. 86, answer
the question by a reference to the
Oriental apotheosis of princes (they
were not so foolish in Egyp
Persia as to regard a favourite
prince as the creator of the world).
‘* No god and no man’ means, as
has already been observed, vol. i.,

p- 559, 1, no one absolutely. To the
Greeks of the time of Heracleitus,
indeed, the notion that the world
was made by one of the gods would
have been scarcely less strange than
the idea that a man made it. The
eternity here ascribed to the world
by Heracleitus does not contradict
the assertion of Aristotle that all
his predecessors considered the
world as become, or created: this
has already been pointed out, vol.
i. p. 440, 1; 570; cf. also infra,
Her. Cosm.

2 Fr. 68; Hippol. Refut. ix. 10:
T8 8¢ wdvTa oiakile kepavrds. Hip-
poer. . Siur, 1, 10, end (vide infra,
p- 27, note). We meet with the
same world-ruling fire, also under
the name of xepavwds, in the hymn
of Cleanthes (Stob. £¢l. 1.30), verse
7 8q. where that Stoic, who we find
from other indications especially
resembled Heracleitus, exalts Zeus
as ‘ He that holds in his hands the
ael (GovTa kepavvdv (the wip del{wor):
@ oV kaTevBivels kowdv Adyow, ds dia
TAYTWY POITE,

3 Phys. 8 a: kal 8oor 8¢ &v
EdevTo TO o"rmxetou . kal TodTwy
€KaoTOS €ls TO 5pao"r1)pwu ameide Kal
Td wpbs yévesw émrhdewov éxelvov,
OaAfjs uev, ete. ‘HpdkAerros 8¢ els
TO (woydvov kal dMuiovpywkdy TOD
vads Ihid. 6 a, m: 7o {wo'yéuou
Kol Bnpva'yucbu Kai 1re1r'rm()1/ Kal
01 wdyTwy xwpovv Kal TAYTWY AA-
AotwTucdv T7is BepudTnTos Geacduevor
TadTnY E0Xov TNV d0fav.

¢+ De An. 1. 2, 405 a, 25: «al
Hpax?\et'ros o¢ 'rhz/ apxv elvat qmm
Yoxi, elmep Thy avabvulaow, é€ 9s
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life of nature, and to make the restless alternation of
phenomena comprehensible. Fire is not to him an
unvarying substance, out of which things derived
were compounded, but which in this union remains
qualitatively unchanged, like the elements of Empe-
docles or the primitive substances of Anaxagoras; it is
the essence which ceaselessly passes into all elements,
the universal nourishing matter which, in its eternal
circulation, nermeates all parts of the cosmos, assumes
in each a different constitution, produces individual
existences, and again resolves itself ; and by its abso-
lute motion causes the restless beating of the pulse
of nature. By fire, the fire-flash or lightning,! Hera-

cleitus understood not merely visible fire, but heat in

TAAAR SuvloTHOoOWw * Kal AOwWUATEOT -
7dév 7e (Torstrik has this, instead
of the & of the Vulgate ; I prefer
8¢, in accordance with Cod. SX 10),
kal péov Gel- 10 3€ Kwobuevor Kivov-
uéve ywdokesbar. Further details
concerning this passage, infra, p.
26, 1, and Her. Antkrop., note 4.
Aristotle himself says in Heraclei-
tean language, Meteor, 11.3, 357 b,
32:7d Tav pebvTwy HddTwy kal T
s PAoyds pevpa. De Vita et m.
e. 5, 470 a, 3: 70 0¢ wUp ael Ota-
TeAel ywoiuevoy kal péov Homep mwo-
rauds, Similarly Theophr. Fr. 3
(LDe Igne), 3.

! The repavvos has already come
before us, p. 22, 2, in a connection
in which it can only signify fire as
the creative principle of the world,
and not merely lightning in the
special sense. wpnoThp, however,
has doubtless the same general
significance in Fr. 47; Clemens,
Strom. v. 599 C: wupds 7pomal
wpdToy OdAagoe dardoons & TO uéy

Huiov ¥h, 70 8¢ Fmov wpnoTip,
whether Heracleitus may have dis-
criminated wpneTip according to
the most literal interpretation of
the word (as Stob. Eel. i. 594, as-
serts) from kepavrds, or considered
both alike as lightning. ILassalle,
1. 75 sq. would distinguish wpyn-
arip from =dp by making mpnaoThp
the cosmical elementary fire, the
basis of all things, and at the same
time the visible fire; whiie he re-
gards wUp as the visible fire only.
But this theory finds no support
in the passage just quoted—the
only place where Heracleitus names
wpnoTAp; nor in the fact that
mpyorip (as Lassalle says) ¢ was
already the designation in wuse
among the Orphies for the impure,
.. material, sensible, fire :’ which
means that in an Orphic fragment
ap. Proc. én Tim. 137 C, therefore
in a poem centuries later than He-
racleitus, these words occur: mpn-
oThp auvdpod wupds &vbos.,
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general, the warm matter, or dry vapours, according to
the language of later writers;! and for this reason
he even substituted for fire the breath, the yJruy,? per-
haps also aether.? But it would imply a misconception

! When Aristotle 7. e¢. (vide
previous note)says that'Heracleitus
sought the soul in the avabvulaots,
€¢ s T&AAa guvicTnow, it is plain
that this avabvuiacis cannot be
separated from the =vp which is
elsewhere declared to be Hera-
cleitus’s primitive matter. Schuster
thinks (p. 162) it is useless to en-
quire whether Aristotle meant the
same thing by the two words; to
me there seems no reason to doubt
so clear an expression. If, in one
place fire, and in another the ava~
fupiaois is designated as the prin-
ciple from which Heracleitus
thought all things arose, we can
only suppose (unless we charge
Aristotle with the most obvious
contradiction) that one and the
same thing is intended by both
terms. Aristotle indeed says (cf.
p. 26, 1) exactly the same of the
avafuulaots that Plato says of the
all-permeating essence. Philoponus
(in k. 1. e. 7), therefore, rightly
interprets Aristotle, when he says:
nwdp 3¢ [‘Hp. ENeyev] ob Thy PAdya
(&s yop *ApiaToTérns Pnoly 9 PALE
vwepBoA1 éoTi mwupds) * @AAG wUp
éNeye Thy Enpov avabvuiaow. €k
TavTns odv elvar kal Ty Yuxnr. The
expression dmepBoAn wvpds for flame
1s not to be regarded as Heraclei-
tean ; the quotation only refers to
what Aristotle said in his own
name (Gen. et Corr.ii. 3,330 D, 25 ;
Meteor. 1. 3, 340 b, 21); not to an
utterance of his concerning Hera-
cleitus. Against Lassalle’s inter-
pretation of avafvulacts (1. 147
sqq.; 11. 328 sqq.), cf. Part 1. b,
23, 2nd ed.

Z Aristotle expressly says this
in the passage we have just been
discussing. Cf. also Fr. 89 ap.
Clem. Strom. w1. 624 D; Philo
Aitern. Mundi, 958 C {(cf. Proecl.
in Tim. 36 ; Julian Orat. V.
165 D. Spanh.; Olympiodor. in
Gorg. Jahnw's Jahrbb. Supplementb.
xiv. 357, 542): Yvxfor Odvaros
U0wp (al. Oypfior) vyevésOar, Udate
3¢ Odvatas ynyv yevéolar €k yis 8¢
dwp 7ylverai, €& Udaros 3¢ Yuxd.
Philo indeed explains Yuxi as ayp,
and Plutarch De Hi, 18, p. 392,
represents Heracleitus as saying
wupds OdvaTos aépt yéveors kal &épos
Oavatos UdaTi yérveais; that this is
incorrect 1s clear from our previous
quotations, and others which are
yet to come (chap. on Her. Cosm.).

8 Aether 1s not named in any
of the fragments of Heracleitus;
but that the conception was not
unknown to him appears probable
from the predicate affpios, which
he gives to Zeus (Fr. 86, vide in-

Jra, p. 5865, 3, 3rd ed.} from the

Platonic derivation of aether from
ael 0éw, Crat. 410 B, and still more
from the fact that Pseudo-Hippocr.
De Carn. 1. 425 K, declares that
fepudy appears to him to be the
same as what was called by the
anclents aether; the Stoies, too,
identified the wupper fire with
aether {vide Part m1. 124, 4; 129,
2; 2nd ed.). It is not, however,
quite certain, for the Stoics may
have arrived at their conception
through the Aristotelian doctrine,
andthetreatise r. capxwvis (Judging
from the doctrine of the elements
which it contains, and other indica-
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of his whole system to say, as Aenesidemus ' does, that

he supposed all things to conmsist of warm air.

In

accordance with this larger import of the word,
Heracleitus says of his fire, that it is never destroyed,?

tions) much later than Aristotle.
The further supposition (Lass. ii.
89 sq.) that aether was the highest
creative principle of Heracleitus,
and that he held three stages of
fire, in which 1t manifested itself
more or less purely, viz. aether,
wbp, and wmpnoThp, has mno real
foundation, though its author has
taken much pains to prove it.
Lassalle thinks that this theory
alone can explain the assertion of
Aenesidemus, that air is the first
principle of Heracleitus; but I
have shown (Part 1mr. b, 23 sq.,
2nd ed.) that we do not require it
for this purpose. He also urges
that in Ambrosius Hexaem.i. 6 T.,
1, 8 Maur., and also in Ps.-Censo-
rinus F7. 1, 4, in the enumeration
of the elements, air (which can only
have come there by a confusion
with aether), and not fire, takes
the highest place, as if that enu-
meration were necessarily accord-
ing to a strict order, and as if
Censorinus had not immediately
after remarked : the Stoics place
aether above air; and below air,
water. He lays great stress on
the quotation, I. c. [mundus con-
stat] quattuor elementis, terra, aqua,
igne, aére. cujus principalem solem
quidam putant, ut Cleanthes; but
cuwyus does not refer, as Lassalle
supposes, to aér, but to mundus;
for Cleanthes regarded the sun as
the nyepovicdy Tob kdouov (vide
Part m1. a, 125, 1, 2nd ed.). He
relies on the Stoical diserimination
of aethereal and common fire, in
regard to which it is a question
whether it was borrowed from

Heracleitus, and which (even in
Heracl. 4lleg. Hom. c. 26) does not
absolutely coincide with the dis-
tinetion said to have been made by
our philosopher between aether and
fire. He thinks that the apathy of
aether (ps.-Censorinus, /. ¢.) which
contradicts the Stoic doetrine, must
have been taken from Heracleitus,
whereas it is far more likely that
its source is Aristotle’s Physics
(vide Part 11. b, 331, 2nd ed.) from
which we must also derive the
conceptions of Oecellus, 2, 23, and
the spurious fragments of Philolaus
(Lassalle, however, considers them
authentic), which were discussed
vol. 1. 399, 1; ef. /. c. p. 358.

1 Ap. Sext. Math. x. 233; ix.
360 ; cf. Tertull. De An.ec. 9, 14 ;
Part 111. b, 23 sq.

2 Fr. 66, Clem. Paedag. ii. 196
C: 76 un dvvoy wwds &y Tis Adbous;
that the subject of d%wov is wip or
¢ws we see from the addition of
Clemens : AfoeTar uév yap Iows
T aloOnTdy ¢&s Tis, TO O& vonTdv
advvaroy éoTw. Schleiermacher’s
emendations (p. 93 sq.) seem to
me unnecessary. Heracleitus may
very well have said—¢ No one can
hide himself from the divine fire,
even when the all-seeing Helios
has set.” The 7is is also defended
by Lassalle, ii. 28 (who pertinently
reminds us of Cornut. N. Deor. 11,

p. 35); Schuster, p. 184; and
Teichmiiller, N. Stud. 1. 184.
Schuster, however, refers it to

Helios, who obeys the laws which
are inherent in fire; but with this
I cannot agree.
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that it is not like sunlight connected with a particular
and therefore changing phenomenon, but is the univer-
sal essence, which is contained in all things as their
substance.! We must not, however, reduce it on that
account to a metaphysical abstraction, as Lassalle does.
When Heracleitus speaks of fire, he is not thinking
merely of ¢the idea of Becoming as such,” ‘the unity
in process (processirende Einheit) of Being and non-
Being,” &c. ;% there is not a word to imply that he
means only the ‘ideal logical entity of fire,” and not the
definite substance perceived in the sensation of heat, or
that fire, as a principle, is absolute, immaterial, and

different from every kind of material fire.?

1 Cf. Plato, Crat. 412 C sqq.,
who, in his playful etymology of
dikaov, probably borrowed from
Heracleitus, proceeds quite in the
style of Heracleitus when he says,
8oL yap NyovvTar TO wav elvar év
mwopelq, TO utv WOAY adTobl HmoAau-
Bdvova: ToLodTY TL elval, oiov obdéy
gAA0 %) xwpely, i D¢ ToVTOV WAVTOS
elval 7. diekidy, 8 od wdyra TO
yiyvéueva yiyveolor elva d¢ Tdxio-
Tov TobTo Kal AemrdTarov. It must
be the subtlest in order to pene-
trate all things, and also the
TdxioTov, Gate Xpniolar &amep
éoT@ot Tots AAots (the same predi-
cates which Aristotle attributes to
the avafvutacis). This, the dixasoy,
recelves different explanations ; one
says: 6 uev ydp tis pnot TolTo elvar
dikatov, TOv Aoy . . . another:
épwTd, €l ovdty dlkatov oluar elvar éy
Tols avfpdmois émeldoy 6 HAios 8y
(perhaps a play on the words w3 35-
vov). Another understands by it
fire in the abstract: 6 8¢ odk ad Td
whp ¢noiv, GANG TO Oepudv 70 év
¢ wvpl évév., This seems to

His own

me one of the evidences for the
view taken of the Heracleitean fire
1 the text, which Schuster, p. 159,
has missed. Other evidences are to
be found in Aristotle’s reduction of
wop to the avabvuiacis (supre 24,
1) and in Heracleitus’s own utter-
ances (20, 1; 22, 1; 22, 2). When
Schuster observes : ¢ Fire is every-
thing in the world, but it is for
the most part extinguished,” he in
fact asserts the same thing as the
woras he censures (fire is the uni-
versal essence, &c.). Vide the ex-
planation of these words, p. 22 sq.

2 As Lassalle supposes, 1. 361 ;
ii. 7, 10.

8 Ibid. ii. 18, 30. Lassalle’s
verbose and prolix defence of these
assertions, when closely examined,
proves little. He first maintains
that fire consists in this: ¢ that 1t is
not Being but pure process;’ from
which, however, even if the propo-
sition were more accurate than itis,
nothing would follow in regard to
Heracleitus's conception of fire.
He appeals to the above-mentioned
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utterances, on the contrary, as well as the statements of
ancient writers, leave no doubt that it was fire as a
definite substance in which he sought the principle and

essence of all things.

The primitive fire, however, changes into the most
various forms, and this, its transmutation, is the produc-
tion of things derived. All things, says Heracleitus,
are exchanged for fire, and fire for all things, as wares
for gold, and gold for wares;! and herein he gives us to

passages of the Cratylus; but the
Ocpudv év 7@ wupl évdv, even if it
really corresponds with Heraclei-
tus’s opinion, is not immaterial,
but only the same matter which
communicates its heating power to
fire ; and if it be urged that some
explain Olxatoy, like Anaxagoras,
from wvovs, this explanation does
not relate to fire but to the dikaor,
and it 1s not derived from Heraclei-
tus but from Anaxagoras. Lassalle
further supports his view by refe-
rence to two passages in Ps. Hip-
pocr. w. dwair, 1. 10, and De Carn.
1. 425 K. And the thoughts there
expressed have certainly a Hera-
cleitean stamp, for in the first pas-
sage, primarily in regard to man, it
is said of the @epudraroy kai ioxvpd-
TaTov wp, Bwep wavTWY émiKpoaTéeT
diémwov Gmayra kKatd ¢Gboy, that wdy-
Ta d:q wayTds KuBeprd Kal Tade kal
érxelva, ovdémore drpeuilor; and in
the second: dokéer 8¢ pot & KaAéo-
pev Oepudy &Odvardy Te elvar ral
voely mdvTa kal Opdv kal axoVew,
kal eidérar wdyTa Kol T& OvTo Kal
Ta uéAdovra Erecbu, What con-
clusion is to be drawn from this
against the identity of Heracleitus’s
fire with physical vital heat (the
wip Texvikov of the Stoics) I do not
see. Diogenes (vide sup. 287, 7)
says precisely the same of air, as

these Heracleitean philosophers say
of mop or Gepudy. Lassalle, ii. 22,
thinks he has found the true doc-
trine of Heracleitus in Mare. Ca-
pella, vii. 738, although that writer
does not mention Heracleitus ; but
the materia informis and the four
elements in the passage might have
shown him that this is simply a
Stoic-Platonic exposition. In vol.
il. 27, he also attempts to prove
the immateriality of the Heraclei-
tean primitive fire from Chaleid.
in Tim. c. 323, p. 423 M (fingamus
enim esse hunc ignem sine cerum et
sine ullins materie permixtione wt

putat Heraclitus); here he has mis-

understood the words of this Neo-
Platonist (who is besides not a
very authentic source). An ignis
sine materie permixtione is not an
immaterial fire (of which I never
remember to have -found a trace in
any of the ancient philosophers—
not even among the Neo-Plato-
nists), but a fire which is not adul-
terated by any admixture of burn-
ing substances. The same may be
said of Lassalle’s statement (i. 360;
ii. 121) that Sext. Math. x. 232,
asserts : ¢ According to Heracleitus
the first principle wasnot a mate-
rial body.” I pass over some further

observations.
! Fr. 57 ; Plut. DeE}i. c. 8, end
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understand that the derived arises out of the primitive .
matter, not merely by combination and separation, but
by transformation, by qualitative change; for in the
barter of wares for gold, the substance does not remain,
but only the worth of it. Any other conception would
be altogether irreconcileable with the fundamental doc-
trine of this philosopher concerning the flux of all
things. It is, therefore, decidedly untrue to assert, like
some of our authorities, that, according to Heracleitus,
things are formed by means of the union and separation
of substances,! if this is intended in the sense given to
such expressions by Empedocles, Anaxagoras, and De-
mocritus. But such language is also inaccurate and mis-
leading if we understand by it, as some have done,? that

p- 888: muvpds 7 awrauelBecbar
ndvTa, ¢pnoly 6 ‘HpdrAeiTos, kal wip
amdyTwy, GomEp XPUGTOD XpHuaTa Kal
xpnudTwy xpvods. Heracl. Alleg.
Homer. c. 43, p. 92, therefore says:
wupds yap 081, KoTl TOV QUOLKOY
‘HpdrAewToy, auotBf 76 wivra ylve-
tar. Similarly Simpl. Phys. 6 a,
and Diog. ix. 8; wupds auoBny 7o
wavTae, also Bus. Pr. Ev. xiv. 3,6:
auotBiy yap (mwupds) elvar Ta TdyTA

1 Aristotle is not among these ;
he says indeed in Mefaph. 1. 8, 988
b, 834: 1§ uév ~yop by ddfeie oToL-
xewdéoraroy elvar wdvTwy éE 00
yiyvovTar ovykploer wpdTov, ToL0D-
Tov 8¢ TO UtkpouepéaTaToy Kal A€m-
TéTaToy bv €ln Tdv cwudTwy, but he
only here brings forward what may
from his own standpoint be urged
for the theory that fire is the pri-
mitive element; he does not say
that Heracleitus himself proved it
in this way. On the other hand,
Hermias, frris. c. 6, expounds the
doctrine of Heracleitus (rather

confusedly) thus: apx® 7édr SAwy
TO wip* Vo 8¢ abTov wdOn, GpudTys
kal mwukydTys, 7 U<y woiovoa, 7 O&
TATXOVOa, 7 Uiy cvykplvovoa, n 8¢
dcaxplvovoa, and Simpl. Phys. 310
a, says of Heracleitus and other
physicists: 8@ wukvdoews kal pa-
vaogews Tas yevéoes kal ¢bopas
amodiddaot, olykpiois 8¢ Tis %) wh-
kvwols éoTe kal didkpiois 7 udvwos.
The same origin of things from
fire is presupposed by Lucret. i.
645 sqq., in combating the Hera-
cleitean doectrine, but we cannot
infer anything from this as to the
doctrine itself. In the Plac. 1. 13,
and Stob. i. 350, the theory of
atoms 1s ascribed to Heracleitus ;
apparently, if we may judge from
Stobaeus, through a confusion with
Heracleides.

2 Aristotle says (Phys. i. 6,
189 b, 8) of the philosophers who
only assume one primitive matter :
TAyTES Y€ TO &V ToDTO TOlS évavTiols
oxnuatiCovaw, ofov mukvéTnTi Kal
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Heracleitus believed things to arise out of fire by con-
densation and rarefaction, and to resolve themselves into
fire again.! It is undeniable that when fire passes into
moisture, and moisture into earth, condensation takes
place, and, in the opposite case, rarefaction. But from
Heracleitus’ point of view, rarefaction and condensation
were not the cause but the consequence of the change
of substance ; as he represents the process, it is not that
the closer juxtaposition of the fiery atoms makes mois-
ture arise out of fire, and solid earthy particles out of
moisture ; but, on the contrary, that from the rarer
element is produced a denser, since fire is changed into
moisture, and moisture into earth; and that conse-
quently in order to reproduce fire out of the other
substances, not merely a decomposition of their primi-

povéTnTe (Anaximenes and Dioge-
nes) xal TH pAANoy kal ATTOY
(Plato). It Would however,follow
not that Heracleitus regalded the
derived as arising from rarefaction
and condensation, but only from
the development of opposites from
the primitive matter ; and this is
quite correct. Only the Ilater
writers ascribe to him rarefaction
and condensation. Thus in Diog.
iX. 8 8q.: wupds &,u.otB')w TG wAVTQ,
Gpoudoel  Kal TUKYdTEL 7w6,u.epa.

. TUKVOUUEYOV Yap TO WUp éLvy-
paivecfar ourigTauevby Te yiveslou
U0wp, mNyviuevoy B¢ TO Udwp eis yiv
rpémeofou, ete. Plut. Plac. 1. 3,
25 (Stob. i. 304): ‘HparAetTos . . .
apxhv T@v BAwv TO TUp . TOUTOV
¢ . rcaq-aaBevaeuou xoa,uorme?a@a;
TG WAVTA. 7rpw'ro1/ ,u.eu Yap TO To-
xvuepéoTaToy adTov els adiTd Ov-
oTeAAduevoy yiy ylvecfai, Emweira
avaxaAwuévmy THy Yijy Owd TOU wUpds
pioe Jdwp amoTereioOat, avabuuid-

pevoy 8¢ &épa yiveafar. Simpl. Phys.
6 a; Heracleitus and H1ppa,sus
éx 7rvpbs TOVOL TO ST TUKVdG el
Kol ,u,owcéa'et.

1 Which is manifestly the case
in the first of the passages quoted
from Simplicius; Simplicius re-
duces condensation and rarefaction
to odykpiots and dwdkpiots, in the
same manner that Aristotle had
already done, Phys. viii. 7, 10, p.
260 b, 7; 265 b, 30; condensa-
tion, he says, results from the parts
of a body drawing more closely to-
gether, and rarefaction from their
keeping farther apart. He further
says that the proper expression for
derivation from one primitive mat-
ter would be condensation and
rarefaction ; and from more than
one, union and separation; re-
marks which Schleiermacher (p.
39) has no ground for thinking
‘wunderlich.
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tive constituents, but an entire transformation, a
qualitative change of the parts, as well as of the whole,
is necessary. The language he uses to describe the
passage of one element into another shows this clearly
enough, for, instead of rarefaction and condensation, of
the union and separation of substances, we read only of
transmutation, of the extinction and kindling of fire,
of the life and death of the elements;! terms which
are employed by no other natural philosopher. But
the most decisive argument is that any theory, which
assumes a primitive matter of unchangeable quality,
would be inconsistent with the fundamental prineiples
of Heracleitus. Fire with him means something en-
tirely different from the elements of the early physicists ;
the elements are that which, amidst the change of
particular things, remains unchangeable; the fire of
Heracleitus is that which by means of constant trans-
mutation produces this change.? .

It follows then from the flux of all things that
everything, without exception, unites in itself opposite
qualities. Each change is a transition from one condi-
tion to the opposite condition ;3 if everything changes

lectical nature of motion was He-

U auotBy (vide supra, p. 27, 1),
Tponh (Fr. 47, supra, 23, 1), oBév-
vvgfou and dwresbar (supra, p. 22,
1; cf. Plut. Plac. i. 3; supra, 28,
2) (&n and Odvaros (p. 24, 2).

2 Why fire is subject to this
continual transformation, Hera-
cleitus does not say; the only
theory that woeuld correspond to
his doctrire is this, that it does so
because thisisinherent inits nature
—Dbecause it is the del(wor. When,
however, Lassalle asserts that the
physical, and not the logical, dia-

racleitus’s principle of derivation,
he isin error; a logical principle
separate from a physical principle
was altogether unknown to him.
If we further enquire, how he
knows that all things change, the
only answer is—heknows this from
experience, as he apprehends expe-
rience (vide supra, p. 21, 1).

2 ¢No, says Schuster, 241, 1,
‘only into a state that is different
from the previous state.” But the
subsequent state only differs from
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and only exists in this mutation, things are but

middle-term between opposites ; and whatever point we
may seize in the flux of Becoming, we have only a
point of transition and limit, in which antagzonistic
qualities and conditions encounter one another. While,
therefore, all things, according to Heracleitus, are per-
petually involved in transmutation, everything has at
every moment opposite principles in itself ; it is and it
is not; and we can predicate nothing of a thing the
opposite of which does not equally and simultaneously
belong to it.! The whole life of nature is a ceaseless
alternation of opposite conditions and phenomena, and
each particular thing is, or rather becomes, that which
it is, only through the perpetual emergence of the oppo-
sites midway between which it stands.? Or, as this is ex-

ths prevmus state, because a part ther sweet nor bitter, Heracleitus

of the previous characteristics have
been exchanged for such as could
not eoexist in the same subject and
in the same relation; and such
characteristics we eall opposites.
Every difference leads back to
partial opposition, and every
change fluctuates between two con-
ditions, which, when conceived in
a perfectly definite manner, exclude
one another.

! Cf. besides what is said on p.
11 sq., the statement of Aenesi-
demus, ap. Sext. Pyrrh. 1. 210:
‘The sceptics say that the opposite
appears in all things, the Heraclei-
teans, that it actually belongs to
all things;’ and the corresponding
statement of Sextus himself, bid.
1. 59, 63: Gorgias teaches undey
elvar: Heracleitus, wdvra elvat (that
is to say, everything is all); De-
mocritus teaches that honey is nei-

that it is sweet and bitter at once.

2 Cf. Diog. ix. 7 8q.: mdvTa Te
'yweaeau ka8’ ef,u.apuet/'nv Kol Sza 'r'ns
évavrioTpomiys fpudclar T& PyTa

. yivedOai Te mwdvTa Kot évav-
Tidryra. Stob. Ecl. 1. 58 : ‘Hpa.icA
TO weptoﬁmbv wUp G130y, emap,uevm/
8¢ Adyov ék 'rns évavtiodpoulas dnuL-
ovpydv T@v dvrwr. Philo. Qu. rer.
diwv. k. 510 B (503 M), after illus-
trating the proposition, wdvf oo
év kdouw oxeddv évavria elvar wé-
<pwcev by many examples ev
yop TO éE a,u.<pow TV évavtiwv, ol
'r,u.'neewros yvapiua To vavria. o
TourT’ éoTv, 8 Pacw " EA?\nves TOV
uéyay kal aot’Bz,uoz/ 7rap avrots ‘Hpd-
:c?\errov Ke<pa7\alov TS adTov 7rpu-
O"rna'a,ueuov ¢L?\oa'oma$ avxew ws
edpéoer kawfs. Ibid. Qu. in Gen.
iii. 6, and p. 178, after a similar
explanation : Ainc Heraclitus libros
conscripsit de mnalwra, « theologo
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iressed by Heracleitus: All arises from division; strife
15 the father and lord of all things, the law and order of
the world ;! the unlike is joined together,? high and deep

nostro mutuatus sententias de con-
trariis, additis immensis atque labo-
riosis arqumentis. 'The last words
would imply that Heracleitus, like
the Pseudo-Hippocrates (vide su-
pra, p. 15, 1), had proved his
doetrine of opposites by numerous
examples.

1 Fr. 75; Hippol. Refut. ix.
9: wérewos wavTwy pty wartip 0T
wdyTwy 8¢ BoaoiAevs, kal ToUS uty
Ocovs Edeife Tovs e avbpdmous, Tovs
utv dovAous émoinoe Tobs 8¢ éAevhé-
povs. Philodem. m. EdoeBeias Col.
7. Chrysippus said, Zeus and the
wéAewos are the same, as Hera-
cleitus also taught, vide supra, p.
17, 2; Plut. De Is. c. 48, p. 870:
‘HpdkAelTos uev 7yop &vTikpus moAe-
wov dvoud(el matTépa kal Basiéa Kal

kVptoy mdvtwy. Procl. im Tim.
54 A: ‘Hp.. .. &EAeye mOoAeuos
waryp mwavtwy . Fr. 77: Orig. c.

Cels. vi. 42 €i 8¢ xph TOV TwéAepoy
ebvra Fwdy kal Alkny épelv, kal
ywiueva wavra Kkat' &y Kal Xped-
ueva, where Schleiermacher’s read-
ings, eldévar for ei 3¢ and Euw for
épeiv, are less bold than he himself
supposes. I am not more certain
than he is about beginning with
xpedueva, for Lassalle’s interpre-
tation (i. 115 sq.), ‘bestir them-
selves,” cannot be proved to be
Greek ; Brandis’s cw{dueva does
not seem to me like Heracleitus.
Schuster’s conjecture, p. 199, ap-
pears preferable, raraxpeduera,
‘applying themselves to.” Aristotle
(vide next note) confirms the
words vivdueva, &c. Hence the
censure of Homer, ap. Eudem. E¢A.
vii. 1, 1235 a, 25 : kal ‘HpakAeiTos
émTiud 7¢ momoarre “aos Epis €

Te Qedv kal avlpdTwy dwdéhoiro.” o
yap &y elvar apuoviav uy dvros btéos
kal Bapéos, 00d¢ Ta (Fa dvev OHAeos
kal &ppevos évavriwy Bvrwy. The
same is related by Plutarch, /. c.
(on which cf. Schuster, p. 197 sq.) :
Chaleid. i Tim. c. 295; Schol.
Venet. z. Il. xviil. 107 ; Simpl. in
Categ. Schol. in Ar. 88 b, 30, who,
in making good this censure, oix%-
ceabos ydp ¢pnaL wavTa, perhaps has
taken some words from Heraclei-
tus’s book. This doctrine of wdAe-
uos is also referred to in Plut. De
Sol. Anim. 7, 4, p. 964 ; but it is
a mistake to represent the philoso-
pher as blaming Nature, because
she is wéAeuos.

2 Arist. Eth. N. viii. 2, 1155 b,
4: kol ‘HpakAettos b dwtlifouy
cuupépor kal e Tdv dradepdrTwy
KaAAloTNY Gpuoviey kol wdvTa Kot
Eptv ylvecOour. The dvrikovr is to
be understood, in the spirit of the
figurative language of Heracleitus,
in the most literal sense, of two
pieces of wood, which are cut in an
opposite direction, in order to be
added to  one another, or propped
against each other: the cuugpépor
also, primarily denotes that which
reciprocally, or jointly, bears
another. However, it would be
quite in the manner of Heracleitus
if here again he included, under
the same 1dea, the different con-
ceptions designated by one word ;
and, therefore, meant by the cvugpé-
pov, the compatible, and by the
avrttovy, the hostile. But I can-
not, like Schuster, p. 227, limit
their meaning to this. Cf. on this
passage, Hippoer. . diour. 1, 643 K.
oikodduos ék Biapdpoey adupopov
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must unite, in order that a concord, male and female,

a new life, may be produced.’

What separates, unites

with itself?: the structure of the world rests upon

opposite tension, like that

épyafovtar, ete., and Alexander,
Aphrod. ap. David Schol. in Arist.
81 b, 83, who explains the nature
of the avrikelperva in the AaBdoetdy
foAa &Twa perd avriBéoeds Tiwos
od el BAADAQ.

1 Arist. in the two passages
just quoted. The pseudo-Hippoer.
shows more at length, =. diar. 1.
18, that every harmony consists of
bigh and low tones: Ta wAeloTa
Suddpopa  pdAioTo Euupéper kal TO
érdxioTa diddopa firioTa Evudépet,
ete. (Cf. the raarioTn appovia in
the last note.) He continues:
paryetpor §Ya oxevdlovoiy avpdmoiat
Siapopwy cvupdpwy, mavtodamwd Euy-
Kpivovtes, ék TV abTdV ob T& adTa,
Bpiow kol wlaw dvlpdmrwy, etc.,
which sounds somewhat like Hera-
cleitus. The comparison, too, of
the opposites in the world with the
opposition of sounds in speech,
which is made by Hippoer. 1. 23 ;
Arist. De Mundo, c. 5, 396 b, 7
sqq.; Plat. Trang. An. c. 15, p.
474 (the last in immediate connec-
tion with the example of high and
low tones), may have previously
been made by Heracleitus. That
he proved his doctrine of opposites
by numerous examples, we are told
by Philo (supra, p. 81, 2), and so
out of the many that are to be
found in Hippoer. 7. ¢. c. 15 sqq.;
Pseudo-Arist. /. ¢. ; Philo, Qu. Rer.
Div. Her. 5609 D sqq.; Hosch ; and
others, here and there one may
have been derived from Heracleitus.

2 Fr. 80, Hippol. Ref. ix. 9: od
Evviact Brws Biapepduevor Ewurd
6uonoyéer maAlyvTpomwos Gpuovin Grw-

VOL. IL

of the bow and the lyre;?

omep TOEov kal Adpys. Plato, Sopk.
242 C sqq. Some make Being a
plurality, others, after the Eleatic
manner, a Unity. ’Iddes 8¢ kal
SikeAikal Twes YoTepov Movoas
(Heracleitus and Empedocles)
Evvvevofikaoty, 4Tt cuumAéKel doda-
AéoTepoy aupdrepa kai Aéyew, os
Td Oy WOAAD Te Kal €v éoTiv EXOpa
8¢ ral piAia cuvexeral. dapepdue-
vov ~yap ael Evupéperar, ¢pacly ai
cuvTovéTepar Ty Movody, ai Oé
poarakdTepat TO Uty del Tavd’ odrws
Exew éydhacav, év uéper 8¢ ToTd
uty &v eival pagt T6 wav kal Gpilov
Om° "AgpodlTns, ToTé 8¢ WOAAG Kal
woNéutoy adTd adT@ Oia velkds Ti.
Ibid. Symp. 187 A 1 Td &v vdp pnot
(‘HpdrA.) Biadpepduevoy adrd adrd
Evpdépealor Homep appoviav TéEov Te
kal Adpas. I assume, with Schuster,
p. 230, that the most authentic
text is that of Hippolytus; only
in regard to waAlvrpowoes vide the
following note. The divergences
in the Platonic quotations show
that neither & nor dv was the sub-
ject to diapepduevor; nor, of course,
the xdouos, so often mentioned by
Plutarch. It seems to me better
to unierstand diagpepduevov itself as
subject ; they do not comprehend
bow that which separates comes
together: it is a apuovie maAiv-
Tpowos (or, the harmony. i.e., the
world, is maAivTpomos).

3 Vide previous note. Plut De
Is. c. 45, p. 369 : maAivToves yap
appovin kdopov dkwomwep Apys kal
T6kov kaf’ ‘HpdxAeirov. Similarly,
without mention of Heracleitus,
but otherwise word for word the

D
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whole and divided, congruous and incongruous, accord-
ant and discordant, must unite in order that from all

same, De Tranqu. An. c. 15, p.

473, while on the other hand we
read, De An. Procr. 27,2. p. 1026

‘Hpcuc)\enos de 7ra7\w'rpo7rov apuo-
viny kdouov Okwomep AVpms Kol
Tétov. Simpl. Phys. 11 a: as
‘Hpan?\enos To a'yaebzf kal TO Kakdy
eis Tab1dv Aéywy ocvviévar dleny TdEov
kal Avpas. Porphyry, Antr. Ny Jmp&
c. 29 : kai 3% TovTo WaAlyTovos 7
apuovia kai (al. %) Toeder B0 évav-
riwy. The text, however, is here
no doubt corrupt Lassalle (i. 96
sq., 112) takes ‘shoot through’ as
synonymous with ¢ penetrate ; but
this seems to me impnssible, and I
can credit neither Porphyry nor
Heracleitus with so monstrous an
image as a harmony shooting with
a bow. Schleiermacher, p. 70, con-
jectures insread of Toféver: Tdkov,
ei ; so that the meaning would be :
¢ And therefore Harmony is called
a “strained back” harmony and a
harmony of the bow because it is
brought about by contradictions.’
In this case we should have ex-
pected, instead of el &/ éw, 87t 8.
T. é&. Perhaps some words have
been lost, and Porphyry may have
ertten k. d. T. WaAfV'TpO‘n'os 7
apuovia kdouov ds Adpas kal 7dtov,
ort 8. év, or, as Schuster more
simply proposes (page 231) 7
apuovin Alpas kal TéEov elmep B
év. The meaning of this expres-
sion has always been a difficulty,
even in ancient times. If, accord-
ing to the precedent of Plato’s
Erymmachus and of Plutarch, the
apuovin Adpns were understood of
the harmony of tones, there would
be no corresponding meaning for
the apuoviy 7défov, and if the
apuorin Tékov were referred to the

stretching of the bow, there would
be a difficulty about the apuorin
Avpys; and the predicate waAivrovos
or maAivrporos would suit neither
interpretation. Bernays seems to
have been the first to disecover the
right meanlng (Rk Mus. vii. 94)
in explaining apuovia by the com-
bination or form of the lyre and the
bow, 1.e. of the Scythian and ancient
Greek bow, which being bent at the
two ends so greatly resembles a
lyre in shape that in Arist. Rhet.
iil. 11, 1412 b, 35, the tdtor is
called ¢pdpuryt &xopdos. Schuster
also, p. 232, takes this view, only,
instead of the Scythian, he under-
stands the ordinary bow, which
appears to me less appropriate It
is this form which is designated by
the predicate waAivrpomwos (bent
backwards) or mwaAfvroves, which I
prefer; tdfor waAlvrovor seems a
bow of the form alluded to, as
Wex shows, Zeitschr. fiur Alter-
thumsw. 1839, 1161 sqq. It is,
therefore, a similar image to the
one spoken of, supra, 32, 2.
The conjecture which Gladisch
tries to support, Zeitschr. fiir AlL.
1846, 961 sqq.; 1848, 217 sqq.,
that in the above passages Bapéos
instead of Adpns, and &keos instead
of Té¢ov, is to be read (according to
Bast, Krit. Vers. iiber den Text d.
Plat. Gastmahls, 1794, p. 41 sq.),
besides being unnecessary, is very
daring in the face of so many
and such trustworthy testimonies.
Bergk’s’ slighter alteratlon (Ibzd
1847 35) « 'rdgou kal vedpns” can
also be dispensed with. Rettig,
Ind. Lectl. Bern. 1865, agrees with
the interpretation of Bemays, only
he thinks the comparison of Hera-
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one may come, as all come from one.!

In a word, the

whole world is ruled by the law of opposition.

cleitus has reference not to the
form, but to the force of the bow
and of the lyre. ¢As the two con-
flicting momentsof the extinguished
and re-kindled fire condition the
phenomenon, so the straining
apart of the arms of the bow and
lyre conditions the tension’ (p.
16). This conception also is com-
patible with the words, and con-
tains a suitable sense. ILassalle,
i. 105 sqq., opposes Bernays,
but the ground on which he does
so appears to me not very impor-
tant, and two of the passages to
which he refers, Apul. De Mundo,
e. 21, and Tambl. ap. Stob. Floril.
81, 17, have nothing to do with
the question. The statement of
Porphyry (noticed above), even
were the text of it in order, could
equally prove nothing. Synes. De
Insomn. 133 A, compares the har-
mony of the world with that of the
lyre,and explains the latter by the
harmony of tones : which makes it
probable, indeed, that in his ex-
planation of Heracleitus’s words
he is following Plato, but cannot
affect our judgment concerning
Heracleitus’s own opinion. Las-
salle himself understands our view
as ‘a harmony of the lyre with the
bow’ (p. 111). He observes
(p. 113), ¢ Der Bogen sei die Seite
des Hervorfliessens der Hinzelheit
und somit der Unterschiede ; die
Leyer die sich zur Einheit ordnende
Bewegung derselben. The bow is
the side whence flows forth singu-
larity, and therefore differences,
the lyre is the movement which re-
duces them to order: an allegory
of which, indeed, no Neo-Platonist
need be ashamed, but which the

D

most skilful commentator would
find it impossible to harmonise
with Heracleivus’s words. The
harmony of the world is, indeed,
compared to that of the lyre and
the bow, which must, therefore, be
something known and given in ex-
perience, the point of the compari-
son lies in the maAivTovos or waAly-
Tpomos ; but where is the mention
of a harmony of the lyre with the
bow ; and what, on the other hand,
are we to understand by the anti-
type—a harmony of differences,
changing into its opposite ?

1 Fr. 98 ; Arist, De Mundo. c.
3, 396 b, 19 : ourdyeias odAa [Kai]
obxl 0dAa, ovupepduevov [ral] dia-
depduevor, ovvddov [Kal] diddoy kal
€k wdvTwy &y rcal éf évds mdvra. The
words wal é mdvrwy, &c., which
Schleiermacher, p. 79, separates
from the first quotation, appear to
me to belong to it. The odAa odyx!
ovAa (the kal in each case was most
likely wanting in Heracleitus, al-
though they mayhave been found in
the text of the work on the world) is
thus explained by Hippocrates : .
duarr. ¢. 17 : oirodduor ek diaddpwy
ovupopoy épydlovrar, T4 pdy Enpd
Uypalvoyres Ta 8¢ Jrypa Enpalvovres,
T8 pey Oha Biapéovres T& 3¢ duppy-
uéve ouwrifévres. Schuster, p. 285,
gives to odAos the signification,
woolly, compact, sprightly; for
he says Heracleitus here gives ex-
amples taken from the three arts
of weaving, architecture and music.
But this does not follow from the
context of the passage, 7. kdouov ;
ovupepduevor and diapepduevor con-
tain no special allusion to archi-
tecture, and the éx wdvrwr &, &e.,
would also contradict this inter-

)

-
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On account of these statements Heracleitus is cen-
sured by Aristotle and his commentators for denying the
law of contradictories.!” Later writers on the other hand -
maintain that it is his merit to have first recognised
the unity of opposites, the identity of Being and non-
Being, and to have made it the foundation of his sys-
tem.2 Whether this be regarded as a merit or a defect,
neither view of it is absolutely true. Heracleitus could
only be said to deny the law of contradictories if he
maintained that opposite qualities could belong to the
same subject, not merely at the same time, but in the

same respect. But this he

pretation, and would seem to show
that the expressions should be taken
in a wider sense; as in all the arts,
one arises, ék wmoAA@v, and vVice
versi, but not éx warrTwy.

1 Arist. Metaph. iv. 3, 1005 b,
23 : adbvaroy youp 6vTwovy TadTOV
drorauBdrvely elvar kal uY elva,
kafdmep Twes ofovrar (vide vol. 1.
553, 1) Aéyew ‘HpdrAevrov. Ibid.
c. 4, 1nit., where Heracleitus is not
indeed named, but is evidently in-
tended ; ¢bid. c. 7, end: Eowke 8’ 6
pév ‘HpokhelTov Abyos, Aéywy mavra,
elvar ral ul elval, aravra @An67)
mowety. Similarly c. 8, init.; ibid.
x1. 5, 1062 a, 31: Taxéws & &v Tis
wal adrdv TOv ‘HpdrAewTor . . . fvd-
yragey Ouoloyely, undéwore TOS
Grrikeuévas @does duvardy elval
koTe TOY abT®Y GAnlevecbait vy &
el ovviels éavrod T woTe Aéyet, Tav-
v EaBe Thy d6fav. Ibid. c. 6,
1063 b, 24; Top. viil. 9, 1565 b,
30 : &yafdv kol kakdy elvar TaUTOV,
fcaﬂa’:rrep ‘Hpa.n?\errés pnow. Pkya

2, 180 b, 19 GANE udy el TR
?\d'yw Sy & Bvra mdvra . . . TOV
‘HpaxAelrov Adyov guuBalver Aéyey

does not say.

He observes,

alTols: TadTdy yop EoTar &yadd wxal
Kok elvar kol uY) Gyafd kal dyabed,
dore TalTdy & Tou Ayabdv Kal olk
ayabov kal Bvpwmos ral twmos. The
commentators express themselves
similarly. Alex. ad Metaph. 1010
a, 6; 1012 a, 21, 29; 1062 a, 25,
36 b, 2, p. 265, 17; 294, 30; 295,
19; 296, 1,624 sq. Bon.; Themist.
Prys. 16, b (113 Sp.); Simpl.
FPhys. 11 a, unt. 18, a, m ; cf. Las-
salle, 1. 80. Asklepius, Schol. in
Arist. 662, a, 11 sq. attributes to
Heracleitus the proposition, éva
bpeopdy elvau wdyTwy TV TpayudTwy,
but he only said this svuBoAikds
or yvuvegTikds. Simplicius and
Aristotle, however (vol. i. p. 553,
1), cannot help confessing that an
inference is here aseribed to He-
racleitus, which he never drew and
could scarcely have recognised in
this form. Cratylus may perhaps
have given more oceasion to it.
Plato, Theet. 182, ¢. sqq. calls this
assertion only a consequence of
Heracleitus’s view.

2 Hegel, Gesck. d. Phkil.i. 305 ;
Lassalle, 1. 81 sq.
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indeed, that one and the same essence assumes the
most opposite forms, and that in everything,the opposite
conditions and qualities between which, as subject to
Becoming, it fluctuates, are united. But that it unites
them in one and the same respect, he does not say—for
the reason, no doubt, that such a conception (which as
far as we know was first expressly noticed by Plato and
Aristotle !) never occurred to him. Nor on the other
hand has he spoken of the unity of opposites, the unity of
Being and non-Being, in so general a manner, and the
general view does not follow so absolutely from the ex-
pressions he uses. To say that ¢ One and the same essence
is light and dark, day and night ; one and the same pro-
cess 1s generation and destruction,” is one thing ; to say
that ¢ there is no difference between day and night, be-
tween Being and non-Being as such,’ is quite another ;
to maintain the unity of opposites in the concrete is
not identical with maintaining it in the abstract; to
assert that opposites are found in the same subject, is
not to assert their identity. The former view alone can
be deduced from the examples which Heracleitus brings
forward, and he had no occasion to go farther, since his
concern was not with speculative logic, but with
physics. We must not, however, suppose? that his
proposition meant no more than this: ¢Each thing
displays very different qualities, either simultaneously,
if it be suddenly brought into connection with several
other things, or successively, if 1t be opposed to one,
and that a variable thing ;’ in the language of Her-

! Cf. Part 1. a, 527, 1, third edition.
edition ; Part 11. b, 174, second 2 Schuster, p. 236 sqq.
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bart, that the co-existence of contraries is merely the
product of an accidental opinion. Of such an idea
neither Heracleitus’ own utterances nor the ancient
accounts of him bear any trace. On the contrary, he
says quite universally and with no limitation whatever,
that the things which are apparently opposed to each
other—such as day and night, war and peace, above
and below—are one and the same ; and the limits of his
reflection are indicated by the fact that he has not as
yet enquired under what conditions, and in what sense,
this coincidence of opposites would be possible.

But though it is necessary that all things should be
sundered into opposites, it is equally necessary that the
opposites should again combine to form a unity; for
that which is most opposed originates from one and the
same; 1t is one essence which, in the course of its
changes, produces opposites and again cancels them ;
which in all things produces itself, and in the work-
ing of conflicting principles sustains all as one.! In

! Fr. 67; Hippol. Refut. ix.
10: 6 0eds nuépn edppdvm, xeluwv
0épos, woheuos elpfivn, kdpos Atuds:
aAlowovrat 3¢ Bkwamep Brav cuuuiyn
Ouduaat: ovoud(erar kad Ndorny
éxdarov. Bernays, Rh. Mus. ix.
245, in the second clause of this
fragment where the text is evi-
dently defective, would substitute
Obwua for Ouduast; Schuster, p.
188 would introduce oivos before
fvduact. To me 1t seems still
simpler to read 8xws anp instead of
dkwomep (&fp in the old orthogra-
phy is very like mep). In the con-
clusion xaf® 7dovhy 1s not to be
translated, as by Schuster and
others, ‘at pleasure;’ for (even

irrespectively of Schuster’s inter-
pretation, ¢ each one makes a label
for 1t at pleasure’) in that way we
get no suitable sense, since the
forms which the primitive matter
assumes In its transformation are
something objectively given, and
cannot be described by any com-
parisons we may choose. It is
rather to be explained thus: it
(the air mixed with perfumes ) is
named according to the smell (vide
vol. 1. p. 291, 2) of any one of these
perfumes. (We do not say we
smell air, but we smell myrrh, &e.)
The Stoics (ap. Stob. Ecl. i. 66)
express themselves similarly of the
wrevua, which penetrates all things:



HARMONY.

39

separating itself from itself, 1t unites itself with itself;!
out of strife comes existence, out of opposition, union ;

out of unlikeness, coincidence;

One comes out of

all ;2 all things submit to the Deity for the concord
of the whole ; even the unlike unites itself to God and
becomes like ; even that which appears to men an evil,
is for them a good ;3 and out of all things 1s produced
that hidden harmony of the world with which the

beauty of the visible cannot compare.*

T4s 3¢ wpoomyoplas peTaAapu-
Bdvov dia Tas TS UAms, oL 7S
kexdpnre, wapaAdiers. Here we
have nothing to do with appella-
tions at pleasure. Teichmiiller,
N. Stud. i. 66 sq., thinks the dis-
puted sentence can be explained
without altering thetext, by making
the subject to owvumry and érvoud-
CeTar, Oeds, by which is meant fire.
For my part I cannot conceive, even
from Heracleitus’s point of view, a
god who becomes mixed with per-
fumes. Ka& %dovyy Teichmiiller
likewise translates ‘at pleasure.

I Plato, Soph. l. c., vide supra,
p- 33, 2; cf. 2562 B, where the dif-
ference between Heracleitus and
Empedocles is said to be that Em-
pedocles represents these states of
union and separationas alternating,
and Heracleitus recognises in the
separation itself a continual and
contemporaneous union.

2 Cf. p. 35, 1.

3 Schol. Ven.ad Il iv. 4: w6-
Aeuot kal udxor Huiv Sdewwa dokel TH
d¢ Bep oDd¢ TalTa dewvd: CurTeEAEl
yap dmavta 6 Oeds wpds apuoviay
v (EAAwy 9 kal evidently only a
different reading) 8Awy oikovoudy
T& guupépovra, Smep kal ‘HpdrAeiros
Aéyet, &s T utv 0ep KaAe wdvTa Kkal
éixauia, Bvfpwmror 3¢ & uév &dika dmret-

This 1is the

AMpoaot, & 8¢ dikara.  Cf. Hippoer.
. Swit. ¢, 11: mdvra yop Buoia,
avduowa éyTar kal oludopa wdyta,
did¢opa édyrar daleydueva od Bdia-
Aeydueva, yrvoduny Exovra, dypduova
(speaking and not speaking, ra-
tional and irrational, as the two
main divisions of the wdyra). Ume-
vavrios & Tpomos ékdoTwy, Guolo-
yovuevos . . . . & uév odv &vfpwmror
€0coar, ovdéroTe kata TwuTd Exel
ofire 0pOds obre un 0pOds: xdoa de
Ocol Efeoay aiel opOds Exer kal Ta
opbe ral Té u opfa TocovTov dia-
pépet.  (So Liattré; preferably,
Bernays, Heracl. 22 : &xer kal Ta
opfis kal To uf Gpfds. Tog. dag.)
Cf. the quotations from Aristotle
and Simplicius, p. 32; 33, 3.

* Plut. 4n. Procr. 27, 5, p.
1026: apuovin yap dpavis pavepns
kpelTTwy kal ‘HpdrAeitoy, év 7i Tas
diapoptis kal Tas éTepdrnTas & puiy-
viwy Oeds Expuvle kal raTéduoer,
The first” part of this fragment is
also in Hippol. ix. 9: 8wt 8¢ . . .
apavis 6 adpatos . . . év ToUTOLS
Aéyer  apuovia adavys Pavepils
kpelrTwr., émaiver kal wpofavud(et
wpd TOD ywwokouéyov TO HyvwoToy
avTol kal adparoy TNs dvvduews, &t
3¢ éoTwv dpatds avlpdmois . . . év
TolTois Aéyerr Sowy SYis dxolj ud-
Onots, TavTa €yd wporiuéw, ¢nol,
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TouTéoTL T& bpaTo TAY aopdTwy . . .
(c. 10) ofirws ‘HpakAeiTos év Yoy
polpa 7ifetar wkal Twd Ta éupavy
Tots &pavéaw . . . &t yap, pnoly,
appovin apavils davepls kpeiTTwy
kal' Gowy .. . wpoTiuéw, oD T&
apavy wpotiunoas. On the ground
of this last quotation it is conjec-
tured by Schuster (p. 24 ; in oppo-
sition to him, vide Teichmiiller, V.
St. 1. 154 sqq.) that the words of
Heracleitus ran thus: és =i yap
apuovin adavis Gavepils KpeltTwy ;
‘Why should an invisible harmony
be better than a wvisible?’ But
acute as this conjecture is, it can-
not be substantiated bythe text of
Hippolytus, if we consider this in
1its whole context. As the words
appovin, &c., are quoted,c. 9, with-
out &ori, and.as these words cannot
be taken to mean that the invisible
1s better than the visible, Hippo-
lytus cannot (as I wrongly admitted
to be possible in the Jenaer L. T.
1875, Art. 83) have had the inter-
rogative és i, but merely &7t in
his text of Heracleitus. Nor are
we forced by the passage in c. 10
to the theory of another text; for
he "does not here conclude, as we
should expeet from Schuster’s
reading, that the visible was pre-
ferred by Heracleitus to the in-
visible, but that both are made
equal : since at one time he calls
the apuovin agarys the better, and
at another he gives the preference
to the dowy Oyus, &e. That this
conclusion is false is quite clear,
but we are not justified in disallow-
ing the employment of the passage
in e. 9, because of the ¢ want of
understanding > that it evinces.
However Hippolytus may have
misinterpreted the words of Hera-~
cleitus, the use which he makes of
them shows how he read the pas-
sage, and refutes the theory accord-
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ing to which he makes the same
passage in one of the two quota-
tions, immediately succeeding one
another, express the contrary of
what 1t 1s said to express in the
other. This theory seems the more
inadmissible, since Plutarch en-
tirely agrees with the first citation
of Hippolytus, and with the read-
ing of &7t in the second. I cannot
endorse Schuster's judgment that
the ‘obscure account’ in Plut. /. ¢.
can have no weight in opposition
to the ¢clear testimony’ of Hippo-
lytus. The only thing that seems
to me clear in Hippolytus is that in
his quotation in c. 9, he coincides
with Plutarch. That which Schus-~
ter calls Hippolytus’s clear testi-
mony which refutes Plutarch, is,
in fact, only his own conjecture,
which is supported neither by the
MS. of Hippolytus, nor by the con-
nection of the passage. On the
other hand, Plutarch’s statement
concerning what he had read in
Heracleitus (and nothing else is in
question here) is not in the least
obscure ; it is perfectly evident that
he only found in Heracleitus the
assertion that the invisible har-
mony is better than the visible ;
and not the question, ¢ Why should
the 1invisible harmony be better
than the visible?’ Plutarch fur-
ther says of the apuovia pavep?,
that God has hidden in it the d.a-
¢popal and érepdrnres; these ex-
pressions certainly do not belong
to Heracleitus, nor does Plutarch
cite them as belonging to him.
But that some Heracleitean sen-
tence was floating in Plutarch’s
mind (probably some words in
connection with the double har-
mony)—we see from Philo, Qu. in
Gen. iv. 1, p. 237 Auch. : arbor est
secundum Heraclitum natura neos-
tra, que se obducere atque abscondere
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divine law to which all things are subject,! the &iky
whose decrees nothing in the world can transgress ;2

amat. ‘ The tree’ does not. indeed,
belong, as Schuster thinks (F7r. 74,
p. 193, Nature loves to hide her-
self, like a tree ;” Teichmiiller fol-
lows him, N. Stud.i. 183), to the
citation from Heracleitus ; it refers
to the tree previously mentioned
by Philo, the oak of Mamre, Gen.
xviil. 1, which is allegorised in
this way ; and if it appears other-
wise in our Latin text, the two
translators, or one of them, must
be answerable for it. (The
Armenian text, as I am informed
by Petermann, stands literally
thus: <¢The tree, according to
Heracleitus our nature, loves to
conceal and to hide itself.”) The
proposition which is supported by
Themistocles, Or. v. 69 b (¢pois 3¢
ko ‘HpdkA. KoUwTeofou PiAel, simi-
larly in the second recension of Or.
v. or xii. 159 b), and by Philo, De
Prof. 476 C; Julian, Or. vii. 216
C (Strabo x. 3, 9, p. 467, does not
belong to this) that nature wpdm-
reafor kal naTadledbour ¢pirer. The
words added by Themistocles (in
both places) kai mpd Tis pboews 6
T1is pYoews dnutovpyds, are evidently
not taken from Heracleitus (Las-
salle 1. 24, is inclined to think
they are; so is Schuster, 316, 1,
but the passages he adduces in
support of this view from the
writings of the Stoic and Neo-
Platonic period are not convincing
to me). From all this it is clear
that the visible harmony can
neither, with Schleiermacher (p.
71), be considered to mean the ele-
ments (while theinvisible harmony
refers to organic beings); nor with
Lassalle (3. 97 sqq.), the ‘veiled
and internally hidden harmony of

the universe,” which is not visible ;
still less, however, can we agree
with Plutarch, who deseribes the
apuovia ¢avepa, not (as Lassalle
says) as hidden, but, on the con-
trary, as that in which the appovia
agparys conceals itself, The énvisi-
ble harmony must be the same as
nature, who hides herself: the
inner regularity of Being and Be-
coming ; and by the wisible har-
mony must be meant either the
external phenomenon of this re-
gularity, or musieal harmony in
particular; so that the sense would
then be: ‘The inner harmony of
the world is more glorious than
any concord of tones.’ Schuster
connects into one fragment the
words on the visible and invisible
harmony with those which Hippo-
lytus further quotes, Grozewr dYus,
&e.; but the manner in which
Hippolytus mentions the two state-
ments does not justify this; and
the sense of the words (as we have
explained it above) makes suzh a
connection impossible.

' Fr. 123; Stob. Floril. iii.
84 : Tpépovrai Yup wdyrTes ai 4rfpd-
miwot vduot drd évds Tov Belov. kpa-
Téel Yyap TOCOUTOV OKkboOY é0éNel Kal
étapréel waotL kal TepryiveTau,

2 Fr. 64; Plut. De Exil. 11, p.
604: #Aws yap obx ODmepBhoerar
uérpa, prgly 6 ‘HpaxAetros: el B¢ ui,
’Eptvyies pw Alkns émirovpor EEeuph
ocovow. Somewhat differing from

this, ibid. De Is. 48, p. 370 : fi\iov

¢ [sc. ‘HpdnAerTos ooy} un vmwep-
Bhaeobor TuIs wpoghKovras dpovs* el
3¢ wi, yA@TTAS My dikns émikodpovs
éfevpfoewv. Instead of ’Epwries
and the unintelligible oAdTTM
Bernays (Heracl. 15 ; Rh. Mus. ix.
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the dependence or necessity by which all things are
ruled.! The same universal order, conceived as efficient 2

259, 3) conjectures Adooar to have
been the word used by Heracleitus.
Lassalle. i. 351 sqq., defends yA&T-
Tat, and supports his reading by
Philostratus, dpoll. i. 25, 2, who
mentions four images of birds
(Tvyvyes), reminding us of divine
retribution, named from the Oewv
yA@TTar of the Magi; and he
thinks that he has hereby proved
not only that the handmaidens of
Dike were called ¢ tongues’ among
the Persians, but that Heracleitus
was acquainted with the religious
doctrines and symbols of the Magi.
This is certainly a mistake; for
even if pictures of the wryneck
as symbolieal of ¢ respice finem’
were used by the Persians and
called the tongues of the gods, it
would not follow that the Erinnyes
were called tongues of the gods or
Simply YA@TT L. But even Ber-
na,yq s suggestive eonjecture has to
be given up ; for Schuster, p. 184,
and previously Hubmann (cf.
Schuster, p. 357), propose kA&bas
for ~yAdTras (the spinners, the
Moirae, who, as goddesses of Death,
know how to find the sun when it
would overstep the measure of
their life). Cf. further concerning
dikn, Orig. . Cels. vi. 42 (vide sup.
p. 32, 1), and what is quoted p. 26,
1, from Cratylus. Clemens, Strom.
iv. 478 B, Aikns dvoua ok & 7ide-
cav, does not seem to belong here.

1 Plut. Plac. 1. 27: ‘HpakA,
Tévra xal eiwapuévny, Ty 8¢ avThy
imdpxew kal avdyknv. So Theodo-
ret, Cur. Gr. Aff. v1. 13, p. 87;
Diog. ix. 7; Stob. 1. 58; supra;
Stob. i. 178 (Plac. i. 28): ‘Hpd-
kA&, odaloy eipnapuévrns amedaive-
70 Adyov Tbv d1& oloias Tou wayTds

dunkoyra, avtn & éotl TO aifépiev
odua, owépa TN TOU TAYTOS Yevé-
Tews Kal TEPLOdOV UéTpov TEToryuérns.
wavta d¢ ko eluapuévny, ThHy O
adTyY vmdpX e dvdyrny: ypddeLyovy:
EoTi yap eipapucvn wavrws. Here
there is a break in the text which
18 the more to be regretted, as
Heracleitus’ own words are about
to follow, whereas what goes before
has such a Stoical sound that it is
of little consequence to us whether
the words from airn to 7yevésews
are (according to Schleiermacher's
conjecture, p. 74) an interpolation
relating to ovoia, or not. If the
text, as I believe, is in its right
order, the meaning would be this:
he explained the eiuapuérn as the
Adyos, which permeates the matter
of the world (the aifépiov cdua), as
the omépua, &c. Simpl. Phys. 6,
a: ‘HpdkAeiros 8¢ woiet kal (cf. as
to this reading, Schleiermacher, p.
76) Td&w Twa kal xpdvov dpiauévoy
T7iS ToU néouov ,ue'raBoAﬁs KaTd Twa
eipapuévny avdyrny. Cf. ap. Ps.
Hippocr. =. Staur. 1. 4 sq. (vide sup.
P 7 2; 15, 1, the expreesmns) 50
avdykny Gemu, Ty wempwuérmy
wolpmy, and Plut. An. Procr. 27, 2,
p. 1026 : v eiuapuévny oi moAAol
kalotiot . . . ‘HpdkAetros 8¢ wailiv-
Tpowov apuoviny rdouov, ete., ibid.
De Hi,e. 9, p. 388. But here we
cannot be certain how much 1is
taken from Heracleitus.

2 Fr. 24: Diog. ix. 1: elvau
yop &v Td Gopdy, énigTacbar yvduny
fire ot éyrvBepvnoer wdvra (Neut.
plur.) dia wdvrwr. Instead of the
senseless of éyrxvB. Schleiermacher
conjectures, p. 109 {cf. Lassalle, 1.
384 sq.), o'n xvBepvnoel, Bernays,
Rh. Mus. ix. 252 sq., olakiet,



ZEUS AND THE ORDER OF THE WORLD.

43

force, is called the world-ruling wisdom, the Aoyos,

Schuster, p. 66, oln Te kvBeprioet,
or oin (ofn 7e¢) KuBeprijoar, and
kvBeprdy is often found in a similar
connection, with Heracleitus and
others, as Schuster and Lassalle
prove. Fr. 14; Orig. c. Cels. vi.
12 : fifos yop avlpdmeiov uév ofk
€xel yvduny, Oetoy 8¢ &Exer. Plut.
De Is. 76: 5 8¢ (Boa . . . Pplaus
&AAws Te Ermakey amoppony Kal pot-
pav ék Tob PppovovyTos, dTws kvBepra-
T TO obumway, kab' ‘HpdrAeiTov.
Instead of #AAws Te, Schleierma-
cher, p. 118, here reads &AAofey ;
Bernays, Rhein. Mus. ix. 255 :
apuvori. Only the expression 70
ppovovy Srws KkuBepraTar TS ohumway
is to be considered Heracleitean (it
appears to me too well attested to
be affected by the observations of
Heinze, which will be discussed
infra, p. 45, n.); the édmwopporn and
poipa have quite a Stoie sound.

1 On the Logos of Heracleitus,
ef. Heinze, Die Lehre vom Logos in
d. Gr. Phil. 9 sqq.; Schuster, p.
18 sqq. Teichmuller, N. Stud. 1.
167. That Heracleitus designated
the reason that works in the world,
among other names by that of the
Logos, cannot be actually proved
from Fr. 3 (sup. p. 7, 2), but the
truth to which the whole world
bears witness, approximates to the
conception of reason inherent in
the world. Fr.7; Sext. Math. vii.
133, is less doubtful: w0 der
€realous ¢ Lvvd. ToU Adyou 8¢ édyTos
Evvot (dovaiy of moAAol s idlav Exov-
Tes ¢pdvmay (as if in their opinions
they had a private reason of their
own). By the Adyos kowds, in
opposition to the idla ¢ppdrnais, can
only be meant Reason as the com-
mon principle; and this it is, so
far as it makes laws that are bind-
ing onthe whole world. Schuster’s

explanation of the Adyos as the
‘ speech of the visible world,” is
founded on two presuppositions,viz.,
that Fr. 7 stood 1n immediate con-
nection with the third fragment
discussed p. 7, 2, and that in that
fragment Adyos meant the ¢ speech
of Nature.” Of these suppositions,
the former cannot be proved, and
the latter, as above remarked, is
very unlikely. The rowds Adyos
must surely mean essentially the
same with Heracleitus as with his
successors, the Stoies (ef. Part mr.
a, 126, 2, second edition). When,
therefore, Sextus, /. ¢. and viii. 8
explains the xoiwds Adyos by means
of Ta Kown ¢poarvdueva, he is rightly
opposed by Lassalle, 1. 284, and
wrongly defended by Schuster. p.
23. Sextus himself, vii. 133, had
previously explained the Adycs as
the Oetos Adyos. Reason appears as
something objective, and different
from the thought of the individual,
since we find in Fr. 79, Hippol.
iX. 9: 00K éuod, &GAAG Tov Adyov (so
Bernays, Rkh. Mus. 1x. 255, and
afterwards generally for ddyuatos)
arovoavras OuoAoyéew coddy éoTiv,
&v wavra eidévar (cf. p. 45, ».); but
the interpretation ‘not listening to
me, but to the speech as such, the
contents of the speech, the reasons’
(cf. Schuster, 83, 228) is also ad-
missible. On the other hand, in the
definitions quoted in the previous
note and at p. 31, 2, from Stobseus,
of the eiuapuévn, the Adyos is no
doubt taken from the Stoic termi-
nology; ap. Clem. Strom. v. 599 C,
the Siowkdy Adyos kai Beds is not
found, as Lassalle thinks (ii. 60),
in the citation from Heracleitus,
but in the interpretation by the
Stoies of Heracleitus’s words ; this
interpretation itself is very inexact,
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Zeus or the Deity '—and so far as it produces the end-
less series of cosmical periods, and of the varying con-
ditions dependent on them, the Alon.2 All these concep-
tions signify with Heracleitus one and the same thing,?
and the world-forming force as active subject is not
here distinguished from the universe and the universal

order.*

and 1is expressly described Ly
Clemens as an addition of his own
(dvvduer yop Aéyet, ¢ the meaning of
his statement i1s’). Also in Mar-
cus Aurelius, iv. 46 (vide sup. p.
8, n.), it is the Stoic who adds to
the words, @ mdAisTa Suvekds but-
Aotat Adye, these: 7¢ 7o 6Aa diot-
kovvti. Originally scarcely more
was intended by them than by the
parallel passage: oic kal® 7uépav
éyicupovat, that which 1s constantly
presented to the eyes of men. Las-
salle, 11. 63, thinks he has dis-
covered in Fr. 48, vide inf. p. 65,1,
the pre-existence of the Logos, but
we shall find that Advyoshere means
nothing more than relation. To
sum up the results of the whole:
Heracleitus taught indeed that
Reason ruled in the world, and
called this universal Reason the
Ad~yos, but the concept of Adyos was
not nearly so prominent with him
as with the Stoics. Lassalle’s ex-
position requires to be essentially
Iimited in reference to this; his
conjectures as to the connection of
this doctrine with the Zoroastrian
dogma, of the word of Creation and
of law, find no support (as Heinze,
p. 56, acknowledges) in the sayings
of Heracleitus ; for these presup-
pose nothing that transcends the
Greek language and the Greek
ideas.

1 Besides what is quoted supra,

This force, however, also coincides with the

p- 19, 3; 32,1; 38, 1, cf Fr. 140;
Clem. Strom. v. 604 A: & b
copoy povyov Aéyecfar é0éAer kal
o0k é8éxer (oder odk €0. k. €0.) Znyos
ovvoua. I cannot here discuss the
interpretations of these words by
Bernays, Rh. Mus. ix. 266 ; Schus-
ter 345, and others. To me the
best interpretation seems to be
this: *One thing, the only wise,
wills and also wills not to be
named by the name of Zeus. It
wills to be named so because in
truth it is that which we honour
under that name; but it also wills
not, because with this name pre-
sentations are connected which are
not consistent with that primitive
essence. That the form Znvds is
chosen instead of Aus, to indicate
its derivation from ¢(7v, 1 agree
with other writers in thinking
probable ; but do not lay any great
stress upon it.

2 Cf. the quotations on p. 19, 3.
What Heracleitus says about the
on, perhaps gave occasion to the
assertion of Anesidemus (or Sex-
tus), that the statement that time
is identical with the mpdTor oo
(discussed in Part mi. b, 24)
emanated from Heracleitus.

3 For example the méAeuos is
called sometimes Zeus, sometimes
dikn, and the ZAon is explained as
Zeus, and dnutovpyds.

4 The modern commentators on
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primitive matter of the world; the Deity or the law of

the Heracleitran philosophy are
not quite agreed as to how Hora-
cleitus conceived the reason ruling
in the world. According to Ber-
nays, Rh. Mus. ix. 248 sqq., he
concelved it as conscious intelli-
gence. Lassalle (1. 325, 335 sqq.,
et passim) sees in it only the objec-
tive law of reason; and Heinze
(Lehre vom Logos, 28 sqq.), agree-
ing with Peipers (Die Erkenntniss-
theorie Plato’s, 1. 8 sq.) comes to
a similar conclusion. Lastly,
Teichmiiller (N. Studien, i. 181
sqq.), differing from both views, is
of opinion that self-consciousness
cannot Dbe separated from Hera-
cleitus’s world-ruling wisdom ; but
Heracleitus, as 1 assume, not
only did not discriminate as yet
between subjective and objective
reason, but represented this reason
as subject to an alternation of
sleep and waking, of weaker and
stronger actuality ; as to any per-
sonality in regard to it, it never
occurred to him at all, This last
proposition is certainly not ecom-
patible with the self-consciousness
which Teichmiiller recognises in
Heracleitus’s world-ruling wisdom ;
for where self-consciousnessis, there
is also personality, whether the
word be used or not, and whether
the characteristics which belong to
the conception of personality be
present in more or less force. Nor
1s there any proof of the theory
that Heracleitus believed the self-
consclousness of the divine Advyos
to be sometimes extinguished and
again revived; this follows as
little in the doctrine of Heracleitus
from the analogy of alternating
cosmical conditions, as in the doe-
trine of the Stoies. If he conceived
the divine wisdom as a self-con-

scious thinking, he must have sup-
posed it always to be such; for he
deseribes it as the aellwor (vide,
supra, p. 22, 1), the uh dvvov (supra,
p. 25, 2), the all-governing power,
which even in the present state of
the world, despite the partial trans-
mutation of the primitive fire into
other substances,is not extinguished.
That Heracleitus, however, defined
the world-ruling wisdom as self-
conscious, could only be affirmed
or denied if we were sure that he
had ever proposed to himself the
question of its self-consciousness.
But thisis highly improbable. He
speaks of the intelligence which
rules all things, of the divine
wisdom (vide supra, p. 42, 2), of the
uh dvvoy from which nothing is
hidden ; he says in Fr. 79 (vide
supra,p. 43, n.) &v wavra eldévai ; wo
have no occasion to change eidévar
for elva: (as in the Oxford edition
of Hippolytus, Lassalle, i. 339,
Heinze, p. 28 sq.); for eldévou in
this place expresses nothing more
than the other passages we have
just been considering, or than the
év gopov, Fr, 140 (p. 44, 1). Bnut
though these conceptions, founded
onhuman self-consciousness,contain
implicitly the character of personal
self-conscious thought, it is not to
be supposed that Heracleitus saw
this clearly, or that he expressly
said to himself. the Reason that
rules the world must be conceived
as a personality; had he said so,
he could not possibly have con-
ceived it at the same time as the
substance through the transmuta-
tions of which all things come into
existence. The question, indeed, of
the personality of the primitive
essence in this sense was never
raised in the angient philosophy
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the universe is not separated from the primitive fire ;'
the primitive essence forms all things.out of itself, by
its own power, according to the law inherent in it.
Our philosopher’s theory of the universe is therefore the
most outspoken pantheism ;2 the divine essence by the

(which has not even a word to
express ‘ personality ")—nor in the
other sense, until the time of Car-
neades and Plotinus; and conse-
quently we find not unfrequently
that thought, knowledge, reason,and
so forth, are attributed to natures
which we from our point of view
could not conceive as personalities.
So it is with Heracleitus. He re-
cognises in the world a reason
which guides and penetrates all
things, and he ascribes predicates
to this reason which we could
only ascribe to a personal being ;
but he is wanting, not merely in
the more definite conception of
personality, but even in the dis-
crimination of reason from matter.
Anaxagoras was the first to sepa-
rate them definitely and on prin-
ciple; and to this the celebrated
passage relates in Metaph. 1. 3,
984 b, 15, where Aristotle says
that Anaxagoms first perceived in
vois the cause of the order in
nature, which (as Teichmiiller, 189
sq., rightly observes in opposition
to Heinze, l.c. 35 sq.) cannot serve
as a proof that Heracleitus did
not ascribe knowledge to the Deity.
As in this passage, the God of
Xenophanes is not alluded to, be-
cause he is not introduced as a
principle that explains nature
(a¥rwos Tob kdopov), so the ~yvdun
of Heracleitus 1s passed over, be-
cause it is not opposed to matter
as an independent principle.

1 Vide supra, p. 22,1,2; 31, 2;
Clemens Cok. 42 C: 70 wip Oedv

D‘II‘GL)\')’)(PCZ’TOV ‘Irmacos . . . Kkal . . .
‘HparA. Hippol. Refué 1x.10: Ae'yet
8¢ kal ppbyipnoy TovTO €lvar TO wip Kal
T35 Sloikfoews T@Y OAwy alTioY" KaA€T
3& alTO XpNoKOTIVY Kal kdpov: xpno-
wootyy 8€ éoTiv ) dakbounois kat’
adTOv, 1) 8¢ ékmlpwais kdpos. Sext.
Math. vii. 127. Vide inf. p. 82, 1.
Heracleitus held the mepiéxor to
be rational, and thought the 8¢ios
Adyos came into man through the
breath. On account of this 1dent1ty
of fire with the Deity, the south as -
the starting point of light and heat
1s called the sphere of bright Zeus,
Fr. 86; Strabo i. 6, p. 3: foeus 7&p
Kal eo‘1repas 'rép,u.a.'ra 7 &pkToS, Kai
CtVTiOV 'TT]S‘ apic'rou OUPOS at@ptov
Awbs. I cannot give any more
exact interpretation of these words.
Schuster, 257 sq., understands by
ovpos aifplov Aws the south pole;
but Teichmiiller rightly objects
that we cannot expect to find th's
conception with Heracleitus. He
himself thinks that by ovpos Are-
turus is meant; but odpos aifplov
Aws would be a strange designa-
tion in that case, and how. far
Arcturus can be called one of the
boundary points between morning
and evening is not at all clear. The
words assert nothing more than
that north and south lie between
east and west; and the odpos
aifplov Awds only signifies the re-
gion of light.

2 In this pantheistic sense we
must understand the anecdote re-
lated by Aristotle, Part. 4n.1i. 5,
646 a, 16, namely, that Heracleitus
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necessity of its nature is constantly passing over into
the changing forms of the finite, and the finite abides
only in the divine, which in undivided unity is the
substance, cause and law of the world.

2. Cosmology.

Ir we enquire further how, in the beginning of our
world, the transition of the primitive essence into
derived existence was accomplished, we are told that,
according to Heracleitus, fire was first changed by the
Divine Creative Reason into air, and then into moisture,
which 1is as it were the seed of the world ; from this the
earth arises, and the sky and all that they contain.!
Here we cannot help seeing the influence of the physical
doctrine of the Stoics, which, for the very reason that
it professed to be merely a reproduction and elucidation
of Heracleitus’s doctrine, has so greatly biassed and
confused the views of subsequent writers in regard
to the latter.? So much, however, is certain: that,

called out to strangers who had
scruples about visiting him in his
kitchen: eigiévar OBugpovvras, elvou
yap kal évravba feovs. Cf. Diog.

diakoounoews, O Kalel OdAagoay, ek
8¢ TovTov adlis yiverar y7 kol odpavds,
kal Ta éumeptexdueva. Coneerning
wpnap, cf. p. 23, 1.

ix. 7: mwavra Yuxdy elvar kal doatud-
vy wANPT).

1 Clem. Strom. v. 599 sqq. D.
That Heracleitus held the world to
be underived is shown by Fr. 46
(p- 22, 1), that he held it also to be
derived by Fr. 47 : unvier Ta éme-
-pepdueva (Fr. 47): “ wupds Tpomwal
wp@Tov OdAacoa’ OaAdoomns B¢ TO
uev fuiov ¥7 o 8¢ Huov wponaThp.”
duvauer yap Aéyer (vide p. 44, n.),
g1 wop Iwd ToU BiokotyTos Adyou
kai 8ot o giuravra 3’ &épos Tpe-
weTal €is vypdy TO &s omépua Tis

2 In Clemens’s commentary on
the words of Heracleitus we must
refer the following expressions to
the doctrine and terminology of
the Stoies: Adyos kal feds To odu-
wovta Stotk@y, on which cf, p. 44, n. ;
omépua s Srakooufcews ; also the
addition 3¢ aépos, which is perpetu-
ally recurring in Stoie writings,
and was required by the Stoic
doctrine of the elements (cf.
Part 111, a, 136. 4, 137, 2, 169, 1,
second edition), but has no place in
the language of Heracleitus, and
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according to Heracleitus, in the formation of the world,
the primitive fire was first changed into water or sea;
and from this, by means of a second transformation
developing itself in opposite directions, came on the
one hand the solid element, the earth; and on the
other the warm and volatile element, the hot wind ;?
a theory which makes the relation between Heracleitus
and Thales the same as that between Thales and
Anaximander,® who was, of all the older Ionians, the
philosopher with whom Heracleitus was most closely
allied. We are told nothing more, however, about his

opinion concerning the formation of the world.
The three forms assumed by the primitive essence

contradiets (as will presently be
shown) his theories on the transi-
tion of substances into one another.
Among the Stoics we find in the
Tormula Tpomh wupds 81’ &épos eis
odwp that 8¢ aépos always occurs
. as an interpolation; and in none
of our authorities is it said ¢fire
i1s changed into air, and air into
water.” This circumstance seems
to indicate that an older exposi-
tion must have been in use, in
which only the transition of fire
into water is spoken of, as in the
47th fragment of Heracleitus.

! T agree with Schuster (p. 148
sq.) that Fr. 47 treats of the ori-
gin of the world from the primitive
fire and not, as it hasbeen thought,
since Schleiermacher, of the trans-
mutation of the elements in the
world. For we have no reason to
mistrust the assertion of Clemens
that Fr. 47 referred to the forming
of the world, and was connected
with Fr. 46 (sup. p. 22, 1). (In
the émipepdueva, however, there is
no ‘immediate’ connection with

Fr. 46.) The Placita also, in the
passage quoted p. 28, 2, refer to a
description by Heracleitus of the
formation of the world, though
they contain a wrong account of it,
viz., that through the separation of
the grossest portions  from fire,
earth was first formed ; from earth
water, and from water air. The
second part of this exposition is
derived from the Stoic doectrine of
the elements (Part mr a, 169, 1),
but that earth should proceed im-
mediately from fire is contrary
even to the theory of the Stoies.

2 This does not mean that the
one half of the sea was to be earth
and the other fire, so that nothing
more would remain of it ; the words
bardoons 8¢, &ec., assert only that
the sea includes (potentially) in
itself earth and fire in equal parts,
so that both might equally proceed
from it. Cf. Teichmiller, N. Stud.
1. 54 sq.

3 Cf. coneerning him, vol. i. 250
sq. ; concerning the similar view of
Xenophanes, vol. i. p. 569.
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in the beginning are regarded by Heracleitus in the
present condition of the world as the limits between
which the alternation of substances, the rotation of Be-
coming and decay moves. He denominates the change
(as Diogenes says') as the way upwards and downwards,
and supposes the world to originate in this way. Fire,
he said, changes by condensation into water, and water
into earth ; earth on the other hand becomes fluid and
changes into water, from the evaporation of which
almost all other things are derived. The former of
these processes he called the way downwards, the latter
the way upwards. This exposition cannot,? like the
fragment in Clemens, apply to the genesis of the world,
but only to the transmutation of matter in the world at
the present time.? This is what Plato means by the

1 ix. 8, according to the quota- passeson toanother point. Nomore
tion on p. 78, 1: kal 79y peTaBoAy can be concluded from the words rdov
630y Bvw kdTw Ty Te kKbouov yivecOaur  Kkéouov ylveabar kata Tadbryy. For 1,
katd Tadrny. mwukvoduevov «yap TO koTd Talbrny refers not only to the
wip éfvypalvesbar ouvioTduevdy Te 6dbs kdTw but to the 6dds dvw xdTw :
ylyeaBar Hdwp, myviuevor 8¢ rd Udwp the previous context speaks of this
els iy Tpémegfars kol Tabtny 6d0v as one simple way, not of two
éwl 70 kdTw elvar Aéyer. mwdAw T Ways, 680s dvw and 63ds kdTw; ac-
abriy [1. ad] Thy yiv xeloba é¢ fs  cording to Schuster, however, only
Td Udwp vylvesfai, éx 8¢ Tolrov T& what is said of the 63ds kdrw (mwv-
Aourd, oxeddy wdvra éml Thv dva- kvobuevoy . . . Aéyer) applies to
Quulacy dyvdywy Ty dmwd Ths BaldT- the making of the world, and what
ms.  abry 8 éorly 7 émwl 70 tvw 686s.  follows applies to its destruction.
yiveoOar 8 dvabuuidoess,ete.(p. 52,2.) 2. The persistent use of the present

2 As Schuster believes, 156 sq. forms, yivesfar, éfvypalveaou, ete.,
148. shows decidedly that something

8 Schuster indeed thinks it is now going on 1s alluded to, not
clear from the connection that here something that formerly happened.
also the formation of the world is 3. The formation of the universe
intended. But Diogenes has al- would be very inadequately de-
ready completed his observations scribed in the words which Schus-
on Heracleitus’s doctrine of the ter points out, for nothing is said
origin and conflagration of the of the formation of the heavens
world in the previous words (p. (cf. p.47,1). 4. The words warw
77,1,2); with kal Ty peraBoAnr he 7" ad Thv vy, ete., cannot possibly

YOL. II. E
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way downward and the way upward,! and later writers
without exception 2 who comment on the meaning of the
expression take the same view. We have, moreover,
an observation of Heracleitus himself on the vicissitudes
of matter, and the principal forms which he supposes it
to assume, and this entirely agrees with the statement
of Diogenes. ¢Tor souls, he says, ¢it is death to be- '
come water, and for water it is death to become earth ,
but water comes from eéarth, and souls from water.3
Schuster would refer this sentence to living beings only,
whose souls are continually forming themselves from
the watery constituents of their body, and again re-
solving themselves into those constituents ; just as the
latter are constantly changing from water to earth, and
from earth back again to water.* But this inter-
pretation contradicts the unanimous testimony of our
witnesses,® which we have the less reason to doubt, since

contain a description of the éxmy-
pxais, for it is said the rest came
out of the water, which is almost
entirely to be explained by the
evaporation of the earth and of the
water. Schuster therefore reads:
¢k 3¢ Tobrov TO wWUp, TG Aouma
oxeddv, ete. But this alteration of
the text would only be allowable,
if the received text would bear no
admissible construction. It makes,
however, very good sense, though
not the same that Schuster ascribes
to it; whereas in his reading, the
sunple thought that fire arises from
water by the evaporation of the
water would be expressed by the
confused and obscure expression Ta
Aourd oxeddy wdvra, ete. What
can be meant by Aourd malyra ?
Fire is the only thing which, in the
conflagration of the world, still
continues to arise from water.

Y Phileb. 43 A. The wise
maintain that our body can never
be in a state of rest. ael yap
amavra dvw Te kal kdrw pei. There
is no question here of the origin
and destruction of the world, but
simply of the mutation of thmgs
1n the world.

2 E. g. Philo. De AEtern. M.
958 A: Ta gToixela Tob Kbouov

- BOALxevoy-ra(traversmg
a 867\ons that is, a path returmng
nto 1tself) ael kal ™Y adTv 684y
&vw kal kdTw cuvexds duelBovra, as
Heracleitus expresses it (vide fol-
lowing note) Max. Tyr. 41, 4:
petaBoAny 6pds cwupdtov kal 'yeue'-
oews, AANayny 60dv dvw Kal KdTw
KaTd TOV ‘Hpoirc?\e:.'rop.

S K. 89 . p. 24, 2.

+ Loc. cit. 268 sq 157 165.

5 Philo, loc. cit. 958 C, adduces
this passage in proof of his remark
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we are told by Aristotle that Heracleitus denominated
fire, which constitutes the substance of all things, as
soul.] We are, therefore, fully justified in maintaining
that Heracleitus considered fire, water, and earth, as the
fundamental forms which matter assumed in its trans-
formation.” Some of the later authors indeed try here
to introduce four elements by interpreting ¢the soul’
of Heracleitus as air, or regarding it as intermediate
between fire and water.? But this cannot out-weigh the
distinet declaration of Heracleitus ; more especially
since the general tendency of that period to misin-
terpret the ‘ancient philosophers on this point, was
especially encouraged by the Stoic commentators, who
could not resist identifying their own conceptions with

those of Heracleitus.?

on the rotation of the elements, and
Clemens, Strom. vi. 624 A, thinks
that Heracleitus is here imitating
some Orphic verses which he quotes,
but which in truth rather imitate
the language of Heracleitus in as-
serting that from the Yvx% comes
water, from water earth, and wvice
versdé. See the authors quoted in
note 2, infra, who also refer the
passage to the elements generally.

1 Of, p. 22, 4; 24, 1.

z Cf. Plut. De E:. e. 18, p. 392,
who thus gives the passage quoted
above from Fr. 89 : wupds Odvaros
&épt yéveais kai a€épos Odvaros Udut
véveais, Also Philo, loc. cit., who
thus explains it: Yuxhy yép oiduevos
elvar O Trebua THY by aépos TeAeu-
Ty yévesw Udatos, 1y & Udatos
vis waAw yévesw atvitTerar. - Max.
Tyr. 41, 4; Schl. p. 285 R: (fwdp
Tov yis Odvatov kal &hp (7 TO¥
wupds BdvaTov Pdwp (T TO¥ &épos Odva-
Tov, ¥ Tov Udatos (which, however,

For the

same reason little

is no longer attributed expressly
to Heracleitus). Plut. Plac. 1. 3;
vide sup. p. 28, 2; Max. Tyr. L. c.
The last writer does not aseribe
the four elements to Heracleitus,
but says in his own name that fire
passes into air, air into water, water
into earth, and earth again into
fire. ,

3 Schuster, 157 sq., indeed be-
lieves, and Teichmiiller (N. Stud.
1. 62 sqq.) partly agrees with him.
that Heracleitus in his doetrine of
the elements did not omit the air.
It seems to me, however, that there
1s no adequate proof of this. He-
racleitus may very well have spoken
when hehad occasion to do so, of
the air (as I have said p. 38, 1, in
regard to Fr. 67); but it does not
follow that he reckoned it as one
of the fundamental forms of matter
—what we may call his elements.
As Anaxagoras and Democritus
represented the air as an assem-

E 2
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importance is to be attached to the fact that some of
the later representations speak of a direct transmuta-

tion of fire into earth,! or of earth into fire.?

blage of different kinds of substan-
ces (vide #nf. 815, 3, 708, third
edition), so Heracleitus may have
seen in it something intermediate
between water and fire, a transi-
tional form, ora seriesoftransitional
forms. The fact that Plutarch in-
troduces air into the passage from
Heracleitus, discussed supra, p. 24,
2; 61, 2, cannot weigh against the
clear meaning of Heracleitus’s own
words. If Znesidemus substi-
tuted air for fire as the primitive
matter of Heracleitus (vide Part
111. b, 23), this can be explained (as
shown, loc. cit.) without assuming
that Heracleitus aseribed to air a
similar part as to earth, water and
fire. The opinion of Ainesidemus
concerning Heracleitus’s primitive
essence {which in any case is mis-
taken) cannot be brought forward
as a proof of this theory.

I Plut. Plas., loc. cit.

2 Max. Tyr.; cf. p. 51, 2. In
that sense we might understand
Diog. ix. 9: vylvecOou avabvuidaers
aré Te yis kal OaAdTTms, As uv
Aoumpas kal kafapas, &s d¢ acroTewds
abfecOor 3¢ 7O wev wip Iwd TEY Aajd-
wpdy, TO 3¢ Uypdy Tme TRV éTépwy.
But this 1s not necessary. For
even if Lassalle’s theory (ii. 99)
that only the pure vapours rise
from the sea, and only the dark and
foggy vapours from the earth, as
well as the opposite theory that
the pure and clear vapours arise
from the earth, and the dark from
the sea, is contradicted by the fact
(which Teichmiiller points out, N.
Stud. 1.57) that the vapours arising
from earth and sea are alike ob-

Nor must

scure, and though it might be more
correct on that account to represent
clear and dark vapours as rising
both from earth and sea, this is
not quite the point in question.
For, in the first place, Diogenes 1s
not saying that the earth, as this
elementary body, changes into fiery
vapours; %% here designates the
land in contradistinction to sea,
with the exclusion of the water in
the lakes, rivers, marshes, and the
ground moist with rain. And
secondly, it is a question whether
the clear and dark vapours ascend
at the same time side by side, and
are not all at first dark and moist,
becoming afterwards bright. The
dark would then serve to feed the
clouds, the bright would go to
make the stars and the bright sky.
Schleiermacher, p. 49 sq., defends
the idea of a direct transformation
of earth into fire, on the ground
that Aristotle, whose meteorology
appears to be essentially dependent
on Heracleitus, speaks of a dry
evaporation side by side with a
moist; and, therefore, of a direct
transition of earth iuto fire. But
the dependence of Aristotle upon
Heracleitus cannot be proved either
in a general sense or in regard to
this parblcular point.  There 1is
lastly not the smallest ground for
the conjecture of Ideler (drist. Me-
teorol. 1. 851) that Heracleitus
may have borrowed the doctrine of
the double evaporation from the
Orphic poems; what is said by
Plato, Crat. 402 B, and by Clemens,
Strom. vi. 629, cannot be quoted in
support of it.
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we seek in Heracleitus a conception of the elements in
the Empedoclean or Aristotelian sense ;' his meaning
is simply that the three kinds of matter mentioned
above are the first manifestations of the primitive
matter in its transformation—the first bodies, to which
all others may be reduced, and which are produced one
from the other in the given order ;2 and this regular

! Empedocles understands by
his so-called elements (he himself,
as 18 well known, does not use the
word) invariable primitive sub-
stances, which as such never pass
over into each other. Aristotle
makes his elements pass over into
each other, but he does not derive
them from any matver preceding
them in time ; for the wpdTn UAn
has never existed as such; it is
only the ideal presupposition of the
elements, their common essence,
that exists merely under these four
forms. Heracleitus, on the con-
trary, represents fire as existing for
itself before the framing of the
world, and only changing in course
of time into water and earth.

2.The question whether Herac-
leitus, ‘in kindling wood for his
hearth-fire, always reflected that
this earth must change first into
sea and then into mwpnatap, before
it could rise into fire’ (Schuster,
166), is one which the history of
philosophy is not required to an-
swer. He probably did not think
every time he looked at the Cays-
tros, that i1t was not the same
river as before, nor torment himself
at every draught of water as to
whether the dryness of his soul
would not suffer thereby. The
only question which concerns us is
this : how Heracleitus on his own
presuppositions explained common
phenomena like the burning of

wood? If nothing has been told us
on this subject we have no right
therefore to disbelieve in those pre-
suppositions. We certainly do not
know how Heracleitus explained
the burning of wood, nor even that
he :ried to explain it. If he tried,
the answer was not far to seek.
He did not require (as Schuster
thinks) to regard the wood abso-
lutely as earth. He might consider
that earth and water were mingled
in it: that when it is consumed,
the earth, so far as it does not
change into water, remains behind
as ashes. The remainder, together
with the water contained in the
wood, first changes into dark va-
pour, then into light vapour, first
into smoke, then into fire (which,
according to Theophrastus, De Ignr,
Hr. iii. 3, is burning smoke, and ac-
cording to Arist. Meteor. ii. 2, 355
a, §,1s supposed by many physicists,
as Diogenes, supra, p. 295, to be
nourished by moisture). Here he
hzd an explanation, which was not
more inconsistent with appearances
than many others, and accommo-
dated itself admirably to his other
theories. Or he might regard the
burning as a coming forth of the
fire contained in the mepiéxor (vide
inf. p. 81 sq.), and as an escape of
the burning particles of wood into
the meptéxor. Definiteevidence con-

- cerning the scientific theories of a

philosopher cannot be outweighed
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progression is equally maintained on both sides, as he

expresses 1n the sentence:

way downwards is the same.!

the way upwards and the
This . expression also

shows us that change of substance is with Heracleitus
likewise change of place; the nearer a body approaches
to the fiery nature, the higher it rises; the farther
removed it is from that nature, the lower it sinks; as
even sensible observation would go far to prove.?

by the impossibility of reconciling
certain facts with those theories,
so long as we are in ignorance
whether and in what way the phi-
losopher himself tried to reconcile
them. Did Democritus and Plato
regard wood as incombustible, be-
cause according to their theory
earth cannot be converted into fire ?
vide infra, p. 708, 2, third edition,
Part 11. a, 676, 2.

1 Fr. 82, ap. Hippocr. De Alim.
1. 24 K; Tert. Adv. Mare. 1i. 28,
and more fully ap. Hippol. vide
sup. p. 49, 1; also p. 50, 1. Las-
salle (1. 128, 173 sqq.) is not con-
tent with referring the upward and
downward way to the stages of the
elemental process, and the identity
of the two ways to the sameness of
these stages; he thinks the above
proposition also means that the
world is constant unity, constant
adjustment of the two contradictory
moments of Being and Nothing, of
the tendency to +yévesis and to
ékmlpwais or negation. But this is
to make the dark philosopher
darker than he already is. There
1s no passage, either from or about
Heracleitus, which warrants our
understanding the 4380s &vw and
kaTw as anything except the way
from earth to fire, and wvice versd ;
even in Diog. ix. 8 it is only Las-
salle’s wrong translation (cf. the

words quoted, p. 49, 1), which ex-
plains peraBoAy as the change into
one another of the woAeuos and
6uoroyta, the moment that leads
from Being to non-Being, and from
non-Being to Being (vide also ii.
246, and with another combination
of the words, 1i. 137). Diogenes
himself never leaves us in any
doubt as to the meaning of the 660s
&vw and ka~w. It is a singular ob-
jection to make (I. ¢. 173 sq.) that
the quality of the elementary stages
of transmutation cannot be de-
scribed as 0680s uin. The way
from fire through water to earth is
the same as that from earth
through water to fire, although the
direction pursued in the one case
is different from that pursued in
the other.

2 That the way upward and
downward does not involve any
change of place I cannot admit.
Lassalle attempts to prove this
very diffusely (ii. 241-260), and
Brandis (Gesch. d. Entw. i. 68)
agrees with him on the point.
Lassalle’s argument has little
force : ¢ Motion upward and down-
wards,” he says, ¢ 1s rectilinear : the
motion of Heracleitus is circular’
(this is only true so far as he re-
presents the transmutation of mat-
ters under the figure of a circle);
‘ the sea lies deeper than the earth’
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The transformation of matter moves therefore in a
circle; when its elementary nature has attained in
earth its greatest distance from its primitive form, it
returns through the earlier stages to its commencement.
The uniformity and fixed order of this movement is the
one thing that is permanent in the flux of the world’s
life. Matter 1s incessantly changing its nature and its
place, and consequently nothing, as to its material in-
gredients, ever remains the same as it was before ;
everything is subject to a continual transformation, and
therefore to a continual loss of its material parts, and

(that is, than the terra firma, not
deeper than the sea-bottom); ‘but
if we understand the 63ds &vw as
relating to place, it must be
higher’ (an argument by which we
might prove that Plato and Aris-
totle knew nothing of the natural
places of the elements); ‘in regard
to place, the above and below, the
way upward and the way downward
are not identical’ (vide previous
note and p. 16, 4). ‘Plato and
Aristotle could not have been silent
about the 680s &vw kd7w, 1f this ex-
pression had been used in a literal
sense, and not merely as a figure.’
(Why not? Are they not silent
about many conceptions of great
importance in the system of Herac-
leitus? Plato, however, does men-
tion, Phileb. 43 A, the doctrine that
everything constantly &ve 7e¢ kai
kdtw pet, and 1n Theet. 181 B, he
says that this doctrine makes every-
thing to be perpetually changing
its place as well as its nature);
‘ Diog. ix. 8 sq. does not speak of
any graduated motion in regard to
place’ (see preceding note). ‘Aris-
totle, Phys. viil. 8, expressly denies
that &vw and rxdrw are to be under-

stood in regard to place’ (this is
not the case ; if 1t were so he would
also expressly deny that Heraclei-
tus taught the perpetual transmu-
tation of matter); ¢ Ocellus (i. 12)
places the 8i€¢odos rard Tdémwov and
karo peTaBoAly in opposition to
each other” How weare to under-
stand by &vw anything except up-
wards with reference to space; or
by karw anything but downwards,
Lassalle does not explain, It is
obvious that the ancient writers,
one and all, who mention the doc-
trine of Heracleitus, understood it
in the way that has hitherto been
customary. Lassalle (ii.251) him-
self indeed finds himself obliged to
admit that Heracleitus may also
bave employed the expression 6d¢s
avw for the procession of the ele-
ments, and in that there must be a
change of place. As fire occupies
the upper portion of the world,
Stob. Hel. 1. 500, reckons Heraclei-
tus among those who regard the
sky as wlpwos ; this is not incom-
patible with the statément in Diog.
1x. 9, that he never precisely ex-
plained the nature of the mepiéxov.
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this loss must perpetually be compensated by the influx
of other parts passing on the way upwards, or the way
downwards, into its place and into its nature. The
appearance of permanent Being then can only arise
from this: that the parts which flow off on the one
side are replaced by the addition of others in the same
proportion ; to water must be added as much moisture
from fire and earth as it has itself lost in fire and
earth, &c.; the permanent element in the flux of
things is not matter, but the proportion of matters;
the world as a whole will remain the same, so long as
the elements pass over into each other in the same pro-
portion ; and each individual thing will remain the
same so long as the same equality in change of matter
takes place in this particular place in the world. Each
thing is consequently that which it is, only because the
opposite streams of matter, the advancing and the
retreating stream, meet in it in this definite direction
and in this definite proportion.! The regularity of this
process is what Heracleitus calls by the name of Har-
mony, 6ixn, Fate, world-ruling wisdom, &c. ; while, on
the other hand, the flux of all things arises from the
change of substances, and the universal law of strife

1 In favour of this acceptation
of Heracleitus’s doctrine, we cer-
tainly cannot adduce Fr. 48 (on
which, cf. p. 65, 1) as direct evi-
dence, supposing these words to
refer, not to the change of the
elements into one another, but to
the destruction of the world. But

from what we know of his theory

concerning the flux of all things,
it is difficult to see how he could
otherwise have explained the cir-

cumstance that particular things
and the world as a whole seem to
continue for a longer or shorter

period unchanged. This theory is

established by the well-known ex-
ample of the river (p. 11, 2), which
Aristotle (Meteor, 1. 8, 367 b, 30
sq.) uses in this sense; and also
by Aristotle’s own assertion (sup.
p- 13, ».) that according to Heraclei-
tus all things were for ever chang-
ing, only we do not notice it.
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from the opposition of the upward and downward
way. |
If we imagine this theory logically applied to all
parts of the world, the result would be a natural scien-
tific system in which the different classes of the Real
would correspond to so many stages of the universal
process of transformation. Heracleitus, however, was
in all probability far from entertaining the idea of a
comprehensive description of nature; and the fact that
besides the anthropological theories presently to be con-
sidered, nothing remains to us of his natural philosophy
except a few astronomical and meteorological state-
ments,! is probably to be explained as much by the
incompleteness of his own exposition as by the de-
ficiencies in our information concerning it. The point
which is most commonly mentioned, and which stands
almost alone in this connection, is his well-known theory
of the daily renewal of thesun. IHe not only thought,
as some other philosophers did, that the fire of the sun
1s fed by ascending vapours,® but that the sun itself is

1 From the utterance of Philo.
Qu. in Gen. 1i1. 5, quoted p. 31, 2,
we can only conclude that Herac-
leitus proved his doctrine of the
oppositions of Being by a number
of examples. There 1s no question
of the detailed system of physics
to which Lassalle (ii. 98) finds al-
lusion here,

¢ Arist. Meteor. ii. 2, 354 a,
33: 8id kal yeAotoL wavTes dooL TV
wpbrepoy bméNaBov TOv HAioy Tpé-
¢ecfar 7¢ rypy. That Heracleitus
is classed among these, we see from
what follows. In Diog. ix. 9,
there is a full account of Heraclei-
tus’s theory of the stars: 7o 8¢

mwepLéxov omutdy éaTwv 0d dnAol: elval
uévtor év adT@ OrApas €meTTpou-
uévas KaTo kothoy wpds fuas, év als
aBporfouévas Tas Aaurpds avabuvuid-
oels amoTeAely GAdyas, &s elval TQ
aoTpa. Of these the sun diffuses
more hegt and warmth than the
rest, because the moon moves in an
atmosphere that is not so pure and
18 nearer the earth, and the other
heavenly bodies are too distant:
€xAelmew &' HAwov kal geAfyny dvw
oTpepouywy TV TrAPRY TOUS TE
KaTO unva ThS GEANYNS O XNUATL-
ouods yivealar orpepouévns év adty
Kot uikpdy s oxdpns.  What
Diogenes says 1s asserted in the



o8

HERACLEITUS.

a burning mass of vapour;! and as he supposed that
these vapours were consumed and burned up during the
day, and were produced afresh on the morrow, he arrived
at the proposition that the sun was new every day;? so

Placita, 11. 22, 27, 28, 29 ; Stob. 1.
926, 550, 558 ; Schol. in Plat. p.
409 Bekk. of the sun and moon ;
but Stobseus speaks of the sun in
Stoic language as dvauua voepdy éx
Tiis Oaragons. The boat-shaped
form of the sun is likewise alluded
to by Ach. Tat. in Arat. p. 139 B.
Similarly Apaximander (whom
Heracleitus follows so much) re-
presents the fire of the heavenly
bodies as fed by vapours, and as
streaming out of the husky cover-
ings that surround it. Cf. vol. 1.
p- 251. The latter he conceivesin a
different manner from Heracleitus,
who keeps to the old notion of the
ship of the sun and moon. Stob. 1.
510, no doubt incorrectly, calls the
heavenly bodies miAfjuara wupds.
In the Plac. i1. 25, 6: ‘HpdrAeiros
(v aeAymy) iy SuixAn wepiel-
Anpuévny.  Schleiermacher, p. 57,
rightly alters the name to ‘Hpak-
Aeidns.  According to Diog. ix.
7; Plac. ii. 21; Stob. 1. 526;
Theod. Cur. Gr. Aff. i. 97, p. 17,
Heracleitus ascribed to the sun the
diameter of a foot. Perhaps, how-
ever, this may be a misunderstand-
ing of a statement relating to this
apparent diameter, and not con-
cerned with the question of his real
magnitude. At any rate, it would
better accord with the importance
Heracleitus ascribes to the sun
(inf. p. 60, 2), if he supposed his
size to be something commensurate.
But it is quite possible he may
have said, ¢ the sun is only a foot
broad, and yet his light fills the
whole world.’

1 Arist. Probl. xxiii. 30, end :
810 kal paol Twes TOY NpakAerTi(lr-
Twy, ék utv 700 wotluov Enpovouévov
kal myyvvuévov Aibovs yivesOor kal
Yiiv, éx 8¢ Tis BaAdTTns TOV FjAiov
avafvuiamriao.,

* Plato, Rep. vi. 498 A : mpos
3¢ 1O vyipas ékTds N Twwy GAlywy
amocBévvvyTar  WOAD uGAANoy TOU
‘HparAeirelov NAlov, ooy adfbis obk
ékawrovTar.  Arist. Meteor. ii. 2,
3556 a, 12: émwel Tpedouévov ye |sc.
Tob JAlov] TOv abrdv Tpdmoy, Hamep
éxetvol ¢pagi, dAoy bri kal 6 fjAtos
0d wdvov, kabdmep 6 ‘HpaxAerrds
oo, véos € Nuépn éoTiv, AN ael
véos cwvexds, which Alex. in A. [.
rightly explains thus: od uévoy, ws
‘HpdxAeirds ¢nai, véos €¢° Nuépn
v v, kal ExacTny nuépay EAANOS
ékamtduevos, Tod mpdTov év TH Bdboel
oBevvupévov. The words, véoes é¢’
nuépn HAwos are quoted by Proclus,
wn Tem. 334 D, from Heracleitus.
To these words (and not to some
other passage as Lassalle, ii. 105,
thinks) allusion is doubtless made
by Plotinus, ii. 11, 2, p. 97 D:
‘HparAeiTe, Os E¢pn ael ral TOv Aoy
yiyvesfoi. One of the scholiasts of
Plato represents the sun of He-
racleitus as going down into the
sea and being extinguished in it,
then moving under the earth to-
wards the east and being there re-
kindled. This may be brought
into connection with the quotation
from Diogenes (ef. preceding note)
in the following manner: After the
sun’s fire is burnt out, i.e., after it
has been changed into water (for
this we must in any case substitute
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that even the apparent permanence which the continuous
ebb and flow of matter lends to things belongs to the

sun only for this short time.!

Aristotle expressly

denies? that he applied this notion to the other heavenly

bodies :

when, therefore, we are told that he supposed

the moon and the stars to be fed by exhalations—that
he regarded the moon, like the sun, as a cup filled with
fire,? and the stars as masses of fire, we must consider
the first assertion, at any rate, as an arbitrary extension

for the extinetion in the sea), the
boat-shaped husk, in which it was
contained,goes in the way described
to the east, in order there to be
filled with burning vapours. Only
the sun’s fire would then be re-
newed every day, his envelope on
the other hand would continue;
but this makes no difference in
regard to the hypothesis ; for as the
fire 1s what alone i1s seen by us as
the sun, it might still be said that
the sun was every day renewed ;
and if Heracleitus really believed
in these reservoirs of fire of the
sun and stars (which the singular
explanation quoted from him of
eclipses and the phasesof the moon
scarcely allows us to doubt), it was
more natural that he should sup-
pose them solid and therefore
durable, than as cousisting of va-
pours, and passing away with their
content. Lassalle, 11. 117, thinks
that, according to Heracleitus, the
solar fire was mnot completely
changed into moisture during any
part of the day, but that this pro-
cess was completed in the course
of the sun’s nightly progress round
the other hemisphere (we have no
right to speak of the other hemi-
sphere as far as Heracleitus is
concerned); and that this is the
foundation of the statement of the

Platonic scholiast. But such is
obviously not his opinion, nor can
those writers have entertained it,
who simply attribute to this philo-
sopher the statement that the sun
was extinguished at his setting.
Schuster’s remark (p. 209) that if
Heracleitus regarded Helios as a
god, he would not have supposed
him to be generated afresh every
day, but only to change his sub-
stance, likewise contradicts all our
evidence and the words of Hera-
cleitus himself.

L Fr. 64 (sup. p. 41, 2) seems to
refer to this duration of existence ;
but it may also relate to the boun-
daries ot its course, for the daily
life of the sun would have a longer
duration if it pursued its course
farther. The measurements of time
and space here coincide.

2 Meteor. 1. c. 855 a, 18: &ro-
wov 8¢ Kal TO wlvov ¢povticar TOL
Aoy, T&Y 8" &AAwv oTpwy Tapidely
abTods Ty cwriploy, TooobTwY Kal
Td WATfos kal TO uéyebos BvTwy,
Also in Probl. loc. cit. it is only the
sun which i1s formed from the va-
pours of the sea.g7,

$ Vide p. 64, 2; cf. Olymp. in
Meteor. f. 6 a, p. 149 Ideler. On
the other side, cf. Bernays, Heracl,
12 sq.



60

HERACLEITUS.

of his actual words.! He appears to have thought little
of the stars, because their influence on our world is

small.2

As to his explanations of other celestial phe-

nomena, the statements that have come down to us are
so fragmentary that we can glean hardly anything from
them as to his real doctrine.?

1 Still more may be said against
the theory that Heracleitus sup-
posed the sun to be nourished by
the evaporations of the sea, the
moon by those of the fresh waters,
and the stars by those of the earth
(Stob. el 1. 510 : ef. 524 ; Plut.
Plac. 1i. 17). Here the theory of
the Stoies 1s most likely ascribed
to Heracleitus. This philosopher,
as we have shown, was silent as to
the nourishment of the stars, and
he could not have believed that the
earth was directly transmuted into
the same vapours from which the
fiery element was fed (cf. p. 52).
The Heracleiteans, who are spoken
of in the Aristotelian problems
(vide p. 58, 1), make quite another
application of the difference be-
tween salt water and frech,

2 Cf. Fr. 50, ap. Plut. dgua an
tgn. util. 7, 3, p. 957 : €l uN NAws
v, edbppdvm by Hv; or, as it is
expressed in Plut. De Fortuna,
c. 3, p. 98: 7HAlov uh Bvtos Evera
TGV 8AXAwy &oTpwy €lPppdyny by fryo-
pev.  Cleanthes, who among the
Stoics seems most to have resem-
bled Heracleitus, ascribed such
importance to the sun, that he de-
clared it to be the seat of Deity
(Part m1. a, 125, 1), and this we
are told of the Heracleitean school
(Plat. Crat. 413 B; ef. sup. p. 26, 1:
TOv YAy Owaidvra Kal kdovra émi-
Tpowevety To. dvra. Heracleitus
himself, however, did not (ef. sup.
p- 25, 2) maintain this; had he-

done <0, he could not have said that
the sun was extinguished daily. In
Plut. Qu. Plat. vii. 419 we haveno
right (Schuster, p. 161, thinks the
contrary) to refer anything beyond
the words &pas at wdvra pépova: to
Heracleitus.

3 After the words quoted p. 62,
2; 67, 2, Diogenes thus econtinues :
Nuépav Te kal vikTo Yyilveslar kal
uivas kal &pas éretovs kai éviavrovs,
vetols Te kal myeduarta kal TG TodTOLS
ouota kara Tas diapdpovs dvadvuido ets.
WY uev yap Aaumwpdr avafvulacty
Proywletoay év TG KkilkAw To nAlov
nuépay woiely, THy d¢ évavriov émi-
kpatioacay vikTa droTeAely: Kal ék
pey Tov Aaumpod TO Oepudy adfavi-
uevoy Oépos mwoietv, éxk B TOU oKo-
Tewol TO Uypdby wAeovd(ov xeiudro
amepyaleaar.  aroAolbws d¢ TobTois
kol wepl Ty UAAwy aiTiohoyel. He-
racleisus, according to this, derived
the change of day and night. as
well as that of the seasons, which
is coupled with 1it, in the fragment
quoted (p. 38, 1) from the alternate
preponderance of the fiery element
and the moist. That he mentioned
the seasons we know from Plutarch
(vide previous note). His expla-
nation of the other phenomena
mentioned above is referred to by
Stob. Eecl. i. 594 : ‘HpdkA. BpoyThv
u€y Kkatd cueTpodas dvéuwy Kal
vepady kal eumTdoels TrevudTwy €is
TG vEQT, AOTpawas O¢ KaTA TAS TWV
Ovwiwpuévowy éEalers, wpnoTipas B¢
KaTh vepdy éumphoes xal oPéaes.
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How Heracleitus conceived the form and struec-
ture of the universe we are not expressly told. As,
however, the transformation of matter has a limit in fire
above and in the earth beneath, and as this qualitative
change coincides in Heracleitus with ascent and descent
in space, he must have conceived the universe as limited
above and below; whether he thought it spherical in
form we do not know,! and in respect of the earth the
contrary theory seems the more probable.? Nor can we
prove that he held the diurnal revolution of the heavens.?
But he must at any rate have regarded the world as a

In the statement of Olympiodorus
(Meteorol. 33 a; i. 284 Id.), that
Heracleitus believed the sea to be
a transpiration from the earth,
there seems to be (as Idelerrightly
conjectures) some confusion with
Empedocles, to which Fr.48, quoted
p- 65. 1, may have given rise.

I Hippokr. m. Swur. (sup. p.
15, 1) says indeed: ¢dos Znui,
ockéTos 'Aldn, ¢aos ’Aldn, okdTos
Znvl. ¢oird kelva @®de kal ~dde
kelge wagav dpnv. DBut in the first
place, it would not certainly follow
from this that the world was sphe-
rical; for if the heavens turned
sideways around the earth, and the
earth were supposed eylindrical in
form, as we find among the earlier
and later Ionians (sup. vol.1. p. 275
sq.). the under world would still
be illuminated as soon as the sun
in consequence of this revolurion
went. below the horizon. And
secondly, we do not know whether
the author is correctly expressing
Heracleitus’'s meaning ; his state-
ment, is certainly quite incompati-
ble with that philosopher’s doctrine
of the daily extinction of the sun.
Lassalle’s supposition that it is not

entirely ext'nguished cannot be ad-
nitted (ef. p. 58, 2) as a solution of
the difficulty. DBesides the same
light which illuminated the upper
world could not in that case be also
in Hades.

Z As not only Anaximander and
Anaximenes, but also Anaxagoras,
DPemoeritus, and doubtless also
Diogenes, ascribed to the earth the
form of a cylinder or plate, it is
very unlikely that Heracleitus
should have conceived it otherwise.
The theory of its being a sphere
seems to have been confined to the
Pythagoreans and the adherents of
their astronomy, until towards the
end of the fifth century.

® His ideas about the daily ex-
tinction of the sun and the boat of
the sun, and of the moon, point
rather to a free movement of the
several heavenly bodies, such as
was held by Anaximenes (sup. vol.
1. p.- 275 sq.). Heracleitus, who
troubled himself little about the
stars and astronomy, never seems
to have reflected that the daily
rising and setting of all the
heavenly bodies presuppdsed some
common cause.
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coherent whole, as indeed he clearly says,'! for only in
that case would the circular movement be possible, in
which all comes from one, and one from all, and the
contrarieties of existence are bound together by an
all-embracing harmony. When, therefore, Heracleitus
is reckoned by later writers among those who taught
the unity and limitedness of the world,? this is in fact
correct, though he doubtless never himself employed
those expressions.

If there be only one world, this must be without
beginning or end, for the divine creative fire can never
rest. In this sense Heracleitus says expressly that the
world has ever been and will ever be.? This, however,
does not exclude the possibility of change in the con-
dition and constitution of the universe; such a theory
might rather seem to be required by the fundamental
law of the mutability of all things, though it is not so
in truth; for that law would have been sufficiently
observed if the whole had maintained itself in spite of
the change of its parts, and nothing individual had had
any fixed existence. Heracleitus might well have held
this theory, as the two physicists, Anaximander and
Anaximenes, had held it before him; and to Anaxi-
mander he was in many respects closely allied. Indeed,
the ancient writers almost unanimously attribute to
him the theory that the present world will at some

1 Fr. 46, 98; supra, 35, 1. ¢puaoAdywy is not counter to this,

2 Diog. ix. 8: mewepacfar e 70 for Heracleitus’s primitive matter
wav kal €vo elvor kéouoy. Theodo- is not wunlimited. TLassalle (ii.
doret, Cur. Gr. Aff. iv. 12, p. 68; 154), who refers the passage to
Simpl. Phys. 6 a; Arist. Phys. 1i1l. Heracleitus, has overlooked the

5, 205 a, 26 : ovbeis Td & kal ¥mer- additional words kal &mwewpov.
pov wip émoinoev obdde iy TV 8 Cf. p. 22, 1.
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future time be dissolved in fire, and that from the con-
flagration a new world will be produced, and so ad in-
finitum. The history of the universe, therefore, moves
forward in a continuous alternation of reproduction and
destruction according to fixed periods of time.! This
theory, however, has recently been warmly disputed,
first by Schleiermacher? and afterwards by Lassalle.?
But Lassalle has not sufficiently distinguished between
two notions, which may certainly both be characterised
by the expressions, the ¢ burning up’ of the universe or
the ¢ destruction’ of the universe, but which in fact are
far removed from one another. The question is not
whether an annihilation of the world in the strict

! For the destruction of the
world the Stoics always use the
expression ékmipwais. It cannot
be proved to have been used by
Heracleitus. Clemens, Strom. v.
549, ii., says expressly, v o Tepov
exmpwaw exdhegay ol STwikol.

2 Loc. cit. 948qq. Likewise by
Hegel, Gesch. d. Phil. 1. 313 ; and
Marbach, Gesch. d. Phil. i. 68.
Neither of these authors, however,
enters into details with regard to it.

$ ii. 126, 240. Brandis, who
had strongly maintained the He-
racleitean destruction of the world
by fire against Schleiermacher (G
Rom. Phil. i. 177 sq.), seems to
have bean persuaded by Lassalle
to abandon this theory ( Gesch. d.
Entw. i. 69 sq.). In order to ex-
plain the statements of the ancients,
he puts forward the conjecture
that Heracleitus held a double
kind of motion; one which 1s with-
out opposite, and which he charac-
terised as rest and peace; and one
which is involved in the opposites

of cosmical conditions; and he so
expressed himself in regard to these
two motions, that their ideal sepa-
ration might be taken for a tempo-
ral separation: ‘It is even possible
that he himself might have so
apprehended them.” The latter
theory virtually reasserts the He-
racleitean conflagration of the
world ; for if a period of opposi-
tionless motion follows a period of
motion involving oppositions, this
1s as much as to say the Siaxdouno:s
is followed by an ékmdpwois. We
can hardly, however, attribute to
Heracleitus a merely ideal separa-
tion of these two motions, and to
me it is still more inconceivable
that he should have spoken of an
oppositionless motion (in itself a
contradictio @ adjecto). As this
view will be refuted in the follow-
ing pages, I need not here enter into
it more particularly. Lassalle’s
lengthy discussion can of course be
noticed only in regard to its essen-
tial content.
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sense, an absolute destruction of its substance was
intended ; this Heracleitus, of course, could not main-
tain, since to him the world is only the definite form
of existence of the divine fire, and the divine fire is
consequently the substance of the world. He has also
declared, as explicitly as possible, that he did not
maintain it. What we are concerned with is simply
this: Did Heracleitus believe that the present state of
the world, and the distribution of elemental substances
on which it is based, remains on the whole unchanged,
despite the continual transformation of the particular?
Or did he consider that from time to time all the
different substances return into the primitive substance,
and are again reproduced from it ?

That this latter was his opinion seems to be proved
by his own statements. It is true that some of these
leave us uncertain whether he meant a continual produec-
tion of individual things from fire, and a corresponding
return of these into fire, or a simultaneous trans-
formation of the universe into fire, and a fresh creation
immediately succeeding it.! In others the language he
uses can scarcely apply to anything except the future
conversion of the world into fire—the destruction of
the world, to which the authors who transmit these
statements to us do in fact apply them. ¢Fire,’
says Heracleitus, ¢ will come upon all things to order
them and to seize them;’? and in another frag-

! Such as the amrduevov uérpa wdvra TO wip EmeABov kpivel Kal
kal &amoaPBevviuevor mérpa; sup. p. kareAfPerar. Here the use of the
22, 1; the eis wop kal éx mupos Ta future tense (which is certified in
wavta, p. 20, 1, and the quotation, the case of the first verb by the
p- 27, 1. second) makes it probable that it

2 Fr. 68, ap. Hippol. ix. 10: is not a continuous transformation
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ment he described, as Clemens informs us, the new forma-
tion of the earth in the sea ' which preceded the burning
of the world. Aristotle says still more unequivocally :
Heracleitus and Empedocles are of opinion that the
world is sometimes in its present state, and then again
is destroyed and enters upon a new state, and that this

of all things into fire which 1is
spoken of, as in the present, wavra
otaki(er kepavyos (sup. p. 22, 2) ; but
a transformation of this kind at
some definite future time ; and that
Hippolytus is therefore justified in
quoting the words as an authority
for the éxmdpwots.

1 Fr. 48; Clem. Strom. v. 599
D (Eus. Pr. BEw. xiil. 13, 33): mws
b¢ manw dvarauBdverar (sc. 6 ko-
ouos, how the world will again be
taken back into the primitive es-
sence; the expression is Stoic, cf.
Part 111. a, 140, 6; and 1n respect
to the corresponding avaxwpetv, cf.
bid. 130, 3) : kal éxmupovTar, capds
ot TolTwy OnAor ¢ OdAacca dio-
xéeTar kal petpéertar €is TOV adTOV
Adyov brotos mpidTov (Eus. wpéofev)
v B yevéobar 3. That these
words really refer to the return of
the earth into the sea, from which
1t arose when the cosmos was
formed (vide p. 47 sq.), the distinet
language of Clemens forbids us to
doubt. There 1s all the less reason
to cancel ¥, with Lassalle (ii. 61),
or with Schuster (129, 8), to sub-
stitute ynv. As the sea then be-
came in its greater part earth, so
now the earth must again become
sea, in accordance with the univer-
sal law of the transmutation of
matter (cf. p. 49 sq.). Diogenes also
uses xetoba (sup. p. 49, 1) to desig-
nate this transformation of the
earth into water. Lassalle, /. c..
explaing the words, eis Tdv adTdy

VOL. IT.

Adyov ‘according to the same law.’
But in this the meaning of elis is too
little regarded. It signifies rather
‘to the same size,” or more accu-
rately (since Adyos designates the
proportion, in this casea proportion
of magnitude), ‘so that its magni-
tude stands to that which it had as
earth, in the same proportion as
previously, before it became earth.’
(Vide also Peiper’s Erkenntniss-
theorie Plato’s, 8.) I cannotadmit,
with Heinze (Lehre v. Log. 25), that
in that case 6xdoos must be substi-
tuted for éxotos. 6 adrds ofos signi-
fies the same as 6 alros &s (the
same magnitude as that which was
previously). Heinze cancels 47 like
Lassalle, and explains the passage
thus : ¢ The sea is changed into the
same Advyos, that is, into the same
fire of the nature of which it was
previously before it arose indepen-
dently.” But even if it is the same
nature which is explained now as
primitive fire, and now as Adyos, it
does not follow that these concep-
tions are themselves interchange-
able, and that the same expression
which designates this essence on
the side of its intelligence, could
be used for a designation of the
material substratum as such. A
pantheist may say, ¢ God 1is spirit
and matter;’ he will not therefore
say, ‘the derived substances are
resolved into the primeval spire,
but ‘they are resolved into the
primitive matter.
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Heracleitus (he observes

elsewhere ?) says that all will at last become fire; and
that this does not relate merely to the successive trans-
formation of individual bodies into fire, but to a state
in which the collective totality of things has simulta-

' De Celo, 1. 10, 279 b, 12:
yevbuevov uty obv amavres eival ¢a-
ow (SC. TOv 00pavdy) AN yevduevoy
of utv &1diov, oi 8& Ppbaprdy Gomwep
OTL00Y ¥ANO TGV QUGEL TuvioTAUéVWY,
oi & évaAAaf 6T¢ utv orws, 6Té 8¢
dAAws Exew ¢fepduevov kal TovTO
ael diaTeAely oUTws, Bomep *Eumedo-
kA7s 6’ Akpayavrivos kol ‘HpakAeiros
6 ’E¢péaios. Thewords 67¢ — dAAws
&€xew may either be translated: ¢ it
is now in this condition and now in
that,” or, ‘it 1s sometimes in the
same condition as now, and some-
times in another.” This does not
affect the present question; but
the use of ¢feipduevor seems to
favour the second rendering., As
Prantl rightly observes, this wnrd
can only be connected with aaAws
€xewv, so that the sense 1s the same
as if it stood: éré 8¢, ¢pletpduevor,
BAAws Exew. DBut if aAAws Exew
describes the state of things after
the destruction of the world, otrws
E€xewr must apply to the oppo-
site of this, the world’s present
condition. In the 70070 &el diare-
Aetv ofrws, TovTo evidently refers
to the whole, 67é uév odrws 67¢ 5¢
BAAws Exew: ‘this, the alternation
of the world’s conditions, is always
going on. Lassalle, 1. 173, would
refer it exclusively to the ¢pfeipi-
uevov, and explains it thus: ¢ this
destruction is eternally fulfilling
itself ;’ so that, as he says, an al-
ternation in time of the construction
and destruction of the world, as
part of Heracleitus’s doctrine (and
in that case as part of Empedocles\s
also) 1s positively excluded by this

passage. It i1s obvious, however,
that the words in themselves can-
not have this meaning. It may
seem strange that Aristotle should
ascribe vo Heracleitus the opinion
that the world 1s derived, whereas
Heracleitus himself (sup. p. 22, 1)
so distinctly describes it as unde-
rived. DBut Aristotle is speaking
only of this present world, of the
framework of the sky (obpavds); as
to the rest, he acknowledges, 280
a, 11: 7d évaAAef ocwiordvar kal
diardety avrdy (here also is a strik-
ing refutation of Lassalle’s emen-
dation) ovdér aANowdTepoy moLely
éotly, 10 Kataokevd(ew adTdv
aidioy GANY ueraBdAAovTa THY pop-
¢nv. Alexander (ap. Simpl. De
Cwlo, 132 b, 32 sqq.; Schol. 487
b, 43) observes quite in accordance
with this: ¢ If Heracleituscalls the
kéauos eternal, he must understand
by the word: ov 7nvde Thv Siaxd-
cunow, GAANG kabdrov T& Bvra Kol
Thy TobTwy didTafy, kol Hv els ékd-
Tepov év  uéper 17 peraBoAiy ToU
wavTOs, woTE UtV eis wUp worTe B¢ eis
TOv ToL6v8e kdopov. Also vol. 1. p.
970, 1.

2 Phys. iii. &, 205 a, 3: &omep
‘HpdkAetrds ¢motw amwavra yiveofal
mote wop. Meteor. 1. 14, 342 a, 17
sq. 1s also applied by commentators
to Heracleitus; here there i1s men-
tion of the theory that the sea is
becoming smaller by drying up.
But a reference is the more uncer-
tain, as a theory of this kind is
nowhere attributed to Heracleitus,
though it ¢s ascribed to Democritus.
Vide infra, chapter on Democritus.
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neously assumed the form of fire is clear from the
language used,' and still more from the connection.
For Aristotle says, loc. cit., that it is impossible that
the world can consist of one single element, or pass
over into a single element, as would be the case if all,
according to Heracleitus’s theory, were to become fire.?
The Stoics from the first understood Heracleitus in no
other way ;3 and it is very improbable that in so doing
they should merely have adopted Aristotle’s view, and
not have formed their opinion from the philosopher’s own
assertions. There are many other testimonies to the
same effect,* and though much trouble has been taken to

1 &mravTa, not wdvra merely.

2 Lassalle (1i. 163), who is de-
termined to banish the Heracleitean
conflagration of the world, even out
of Aristotle, simply ignores this
context; yet he seems to have a
misgiving on the subject, and so
resorts to the following desperate
expedient. In the passage of the
Physics, which at a later date
passed into the second half of the
eleventh book of the Metaphysics
(which book was compiled, as 1s
well known, from the Physics), the
proposition from which the words
in question are taken (Phys. 205,
a, 1-4; Metaph. 1067 a, 2-4)
may first have been transferred
from the Metaphysics.

8 There is no direct evidence
of this, but, as the first teachers
among the Stoies attached them-
selves in their physics to Herac-
leitus, whose doctrines were ex-
plained by Cleanthes and Spherus
(Diog. ix. 15; vii. 174, 178), and
as the theory of the éxwipwois was
taught in the Stoic school from its
commencement, and especially by
Cleanthes (vide Part 1 a, 132 sq.

second edition), there can be no
doubt of it. As I have shown in
the Hermes, xi. 4 H, the proofs,
which, according to Theophrastus,
Fr. 30 (Philo, Ztern. M. 959 C
5gq.. p- 510 sqq. Mang.), were even
in his time brought forward
against the Aristotelian eternity of
the world by the advocates of an
alternate formation and destruction
—are to be referred to the founder
of the Stoa. If they do not origi-
nate with him, they must be allthe
more directly derived from the
Heracleitean school.

* Diog. ix. 8(p 77,1; 78 1); 1 M.
Aurel. 1ii. 3 (Hparc?\ 7rept TS ToD
kéopov Ekmupdoews TooadTa Buaio-
Aoypoas); Plut. Plac. 1. 38, 26;
Alex. Meteorol. 90 a, m, p. 260
Id., where Lassalle’s attempt (il
170) to do away with the éxmdpwats
is as impossible as in the passage
quoted p. 66, 2 (Lassalle, ii. 177
sq. in regard to him, Bernays’
Heraklit. Briefe, 121 sq) Also
Simpl. loc. cit. 132 b, 17 (487 D,
33), and Phys. 6 a, 111 b, 257 b
(where Lassalle indeed thinks no
writer could express himself more

¥ 2
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discover statements to the contrary, not. one trustworthy
testimony has been found in all the post-Aristotelian
literature, to prove that the alternate formation of the
world and its destruction by fire was ever denied to
have been a doectrine of Heracleitus;! no such denial

clearly against the éxmipwats, than
Slmphclus does in the words: Goos
qel uéy poowy elvar kbouov, ob uev
TOV adTOY Gel, GAAG IAAOTE UAAoOV
ywluevoy kard Twas Xpdévwy wepid-
douvs &s ’Avafipévns 7e Kkal ‘Hpd-
kAewros). Themist, Phys. 33 b, p.
231 Sp.; Olympiodorus, Meteorol.
32 a, 279 1d.; Euseb. Pr. Kv.
Xiv. 3 6 Philo, tern. M. 940 B
(489 M) In this last passage
Heracleitus is not named, but he
is certainly intended. He isnamed
in the passage in Clemens, Sirom.
v. 599 B, which is no doubt taken
from the same source, and is partly
similar in 1anguage (here again
Lassalle, ii. 159, seeks to explain
away the obvious meaning), Cf.
Strom. v. 549 C. Lucian, V. auct.
14. Further details infra, p. 77,1

1 Lassalle, ii. 127, after Schlei-
ermacher, appeals first to Max. Tyl
x1i. 4, end ,u.e'raBo)vnv opas o‘wy.a'rwv
kal yevéaews, AANayy 08&y dvw Kol
kdTw kata TOv ‘HpdrkAetroy . . . dia-
doxMv bpds Piov kal petaBorny ow-
pdTwy, koawovpyiav Tov dAov. ‘ This
writer, he concludes, ¢ was acquaint-
ed with no other renewal of the
world than the partial one which is
constantly occurring.” He had no
occasion to speak of any other in
this place : he is here simply men-
tioning the fac? of experience that
the destruction of one thing is the
birth of another; but the éxmi-
pwats is not an object of experience,

of dpav. Lassalle further quotes,
M. Aurel. x. 7: &oTe kai TavTa

dvaAnnvar eis TOv Tov BAov Adyov,

elTe kara meplodov éxmupovuévov elte

Y4 P ~ Pl 4
aidiots auotBals avaveovuévov; and
asks, with Schleiermacher, ‘to

whom except Heracleitus can we
refer this latter theory of éwxwd-
pwois which is opposed to that of
the Stoies ?’ It has already been
shown, in the previous note, that
Marcus Aurelius attributes éxwy-
pwats to Heracleitus ; when he
speaks of those who substitute a
perpetual for a periodical renova-
tion of the world, this must refer
to the Stoical opponents of the
destruction by fire (among whom
we may count Aristotle and his
school); and the same holds good
of Cie. N. De. 1. 33, 85; Ps.-
Censorin. Fr. 1,38. A third citation
of Schleiermacher (p. 100), and
Lassalle (1. 236; ii. 128) is Plut.
Def. orac. 12, p. 415: kal 6 Kxedu-
Bpotos* akovw TavT, €Pn, WOAAGY
kal 6p® Thy Srwikhy ékmipwory,
domeo To ‘HpakAelTov kal *Oppéws

émwenopévny €mrn, oltw kKal TQ
‘Hoddov kal cuvvefamardoav. DBut

though this seems to show that
certain opponents of the Stoic
éemdpwats sought to withdraw from
it the support of Heracleitus as
well as of other authorities, the
passage does not inform us in the
least on what the attempt was
based, or whether the censure that
the Stoics misapplied the sayings
of Heracleitus had any foundation
in fact. Lassalle makes a still
greater mistake when he quotes
(1. 232) on his own behalf, Philo,
De Vict. 839 D (2438 M) : Gwep ol
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can be discovered even among those Stoics who were

pév kdpov kal Xpnouoaivny éxkdlecay,
of 3¢ éxmlpwow kal daxbounow,
and says that in this passage kdpos
and ékmidpwais, xpnouooivy and dia-
kéounots are synonymous. So also
the treatise of Philo on the im-
perishableness of the world, which
Lassalle also quotes, ascribes to
Heracleitus the relative destruction
of the world which was held by
the Stoies; cf. p. 67, 3. The same
is the case with Diog. ii. 8 (infra,
p. 77), whose words Lassalle (ii.
136) is obliged to twist into their
opposite, in order then to discover
in them an ¢ exceedingly important
argument’ against the burning of
the world. Nor can we gather
much from Plotinus, v. 1, 9, p. 490 :
kal ‘HpdrAeiros 8¢ 70 v oldev &idiov
kal voqrév, for the theory that the
Deity or the primitive fire is
eternal, was aslittle denied by the
Stoies, in spite of their éxmipwos,
as by Heracleitus. In Simpl
De Celo, 132 b, 28 (Schol, 487 b,
43), we first meet with the asser-
tion that Heracleitus 8. aiviy-
pdTwy Ty €auTou codlav éxdépwy
oV TavTa, Gmep OoKEL TOLS TWOAAOTS,
onuaive, for he also writes kdouov
Tévde, &e. (supra, p. 22,1), and in
agreement with this we read, Stob.
Eel. 1. 454 : ‘HpdrAetros od rora
xpbvov elvar yevvyrov TOv Kdouov,
aAAo kot émivoraw. DBut what can
we infer from this? It is incon-
venient for the Neo-Platonists to
find 1n Heracleitus, in place of
their own doctrine of the eternity
of the world, an alternate genesis
and destruction, and so 1n his case,
as 1n others, they declare that this
1s not to be understood chronologi-
cally, but ideally. But Simplicius
himself repeatedly says that Hera-
cleitus spoke of such an alternation

(vide previous note), and Stobseus
presupposes him to have done so.
Lassalle, ii. 142, thinks he has
found valuable evidence in favour
of his view in the treatise mepl
dialrys of the Pseudo-Hippocrates,
where 1t 1s said, in the first book,
that all things consist of fire and
water ; that these are always in con-
flict with each other, but neither is
able entirely to overcome the other;
and therefore the world will always
be as it now is. But although the
first book of the work mepl diairns
may contain much that is Hera-
cleitean, it combines with it (as is
now generally admitted) such hete-
rogeneous elements that we are not
the least justified in regarding the
treatise as an authentic record of
the physics of Heracleitus. This
is evident when we consider the
doctrine which forms the corner
stone of 1ts whole physiology and
psychology : that all things are
composed of fire and water. The
question as to the date of this
treatise i1s therefore of secondary
importance as far as- Heracleitus
is concerned, though it would cer-
tainly be interesting in relation to
the history of philosophy in the
fifth century, if Teichmiuller (V.
Stud. 1. 249 sqq.) could succeed
in proving that it falls between
Heracleitus and Anaxagoras. But
that is far too early a date. There
are no traces in 1it, certainly, of
the existence of the Platonic and
Aristotelian philosophy; nor can we,
I admit, infer an acquaintance of
the author with Aristotle’s theory
of the elements from C, 4 sud
init., where fire 1s described as
warm and dry, and water as cold
and moist, especially as, according
to Plato, Symp. 186 D; 188 A ;
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Soph. 242 D, and the quotation
concerning Alemeeon, vol. 1. 525, 1,
these four natural qualities had
previously been insisted on with
great emphasis by the physicians ;
and as water seems to have been
called by Archelaus (infra, p. 847,
3, 3rd ed.) 70 Yuxpdv as well as 70
vypdv. But though these considera-
tions might lead us (with Bernays,
Herakl. 3 sq., and Schuster, pp.
99, 110) to assign the treatise to
the Alexandrian period, everything
1s against the theory that it belongs
to the second third of the fifth
century. An exposition so detailed,
entering into particulars of all
kinds with the unmistakeable aim
of empirical completeness, and in
many parts of the first book quite
overladen with such discussions,
1s very far from the style of that
period, as it appears in all the
philosophical fragments of the fifth
century. Even the fragments of
Diogenes and Democritus, and the
treatise of Polybus, found among
the works of Hippocrates (wepl ¢po-
otos avfpamov), are evidently much
more simple and ancient in expres-
sion. The author of the wepl diairys
indeed tells us that he belongs to an
epoch advanced in literature, when
he speaks of the many (c. 1), who
have already written about the
diet most compatible with health,
and also i1. 39 of all those who
(6xdgor) have written on the effect
of what is sweet, fat, &e. That
there should have existed a whole
literature on these subjects before
the time of Hippocrates is highly
improbable. Teichmiller, indeed,
reminds us that Heracleitus in Fr.
13, wvide supra (p. 7. 1), appeals
to his study of the earlier litera-
ture; but this is irrelevant, 1st,
because Heracleitus is there speak-
ing only of Adyor which he has
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heard, not of a literature which hs
has studied ; and 2nd, the question
is not whether there were any
writings at all at that time (in-
cluding the poems of Heslod,
Homer, Xenophanes and others),
but whether there was an exten-
sive literature on these particular
subjects. For the above reasons,
we cannot build on the evidence of
Heracleitus's 22nd fragment (sup.
vol.i. p. 336, 5; 363,5). Another
argument is that the author of
the treatise does not know of the
doctrines of the Atomists, of Em-
pedocles and Anaxagoras. It
would be more exact to say that
he does not mention them; but
in the case of a writer who never
mentions other opinions as such,
and only quotes from them what
he has himself adopted, this does
not prove that he was unacquainted
with them, and still less that they
were not in existence. DBut even
that cannot be said. C. 4 is ex-
plained by the author thus: ¢ No-
thing is generated or destroyed
absolutely, but everything changes
merely by combination and separa-
tion: when therefore he speaks of
generation he is only describing the
fvupioyesfar, and when he speaks
of destruction, the dwakpiverfar.’ It
seems to me clear that this is not
Heracleitean ; and when Schuster
(p. 274) maintains that 1t is so
(without authority indeed from
any of the fragments or from other
evidence), I can only account for
it by his own denial (discussed
p- 12, 1) of the doctrine of the flux
of all things. We do not find this
identification of generation with
the union, and of destruction with
the separation of underived and
imperishable substances, before
Empedocles, Leucippus and Anax-
agoras; and when Teichmiiller,

-
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p. 262, asks why one author may
not have been allied on this point
with Xenophanes (Parmenides
must surely be intended; for
Xenophanes never formally denied
generation and destruction), and
Anaxagoras with our author, the
simple answer 1s this: because
Anaxagoras, Empedocles and Leu-
cippus were known to all antiquity
as the authors of systems which
have for their common foundation
the conception of generation and
destruction ; whereas nobody knows
anything of the treatise wepl diaitys
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from which Teichmiiller derives
this fundamental conception; be-
cause a compiler, like our author,
who is so entirely wanting in acute-
ness and logical perception as to
confuse Heracleitus’s wavra xwpe?
with the above mentioned doctrine
based on the presuppositions’
Parmenides,—can never have been
the discoverer of that doctrine ; be-
cause lastly, as will appear from the
following comparison, the reminis-
cence of passages from Anaxagoras
and Empedocles is unmistakable.
Cf. mepl dtair, c. 4 :—

oUTw 8¢ ToVTwy éxdvTwy WOUA-

\ \ \ e/ b 7

Aas kal wavTodamas idéas amokpi-
2. 2 A \ 4

voyTor am GAAMAwY Kol GmEpUATOY

kal (Gwy, oVdey 6uolwy aAANAoTLY.

amrdAAvTaL. uEr oDdév amdrTwy
XpuaTwy ob8e yiverar § T un ral
mpéobey Nv  fupuioydueva 8¢ kal
Stakpwiusva dAAowovtar voulleTau
3¢ mwapa TdY avbpdrwy, ete.

voulCeTar 8¢ w. 7. awlp. TO uév &
“Adov és Ppdos abinbty yevéaar.

kY4 b ~ b ~ [
oite el (Wov &mobavetv 0idy -Te
. moU 7yap amobaveiTal; olite TH
AR 4 \ b4
ui ov yevéabar, wdbev yap EoTou |

({4 > BENY / 7/

6 Tt & v OaAéywuar yevéohal
B amoAésbar TOY WOAADY e€lveker
épunvelw,

TavTa 8¢ (yevéobar amoAégsfar)
tvuuloyecbar kal diakpivesfar dNAG
. . . yevéoba Evuprytivar TwdTd, dmo-
Aéabat, uetwbijrat, drakpilbfivar TwiTd.

Anazxagoras Fr. 3 (p. 798, 8rd
edit.): Tovréwy 8¢ olTws éxdvrwy
xphl doréew évetvar mwoAAa Te kal
wavTola év TACL TOLS TUYKPLYOUEVOLS
kol omépuaTa TAYTWY XPNUATWY Kol
idéas wovrolas Exovra.

Fr. 6 (798,2): owepudtov . . .
odey éokbTwyr AANNAOLS.

Fr. 8 (ibid.) érepov 8¢ oddéy
éoTw Guotov ovfevl EAA Q.

Fr.22 (793, 1) : 70 8¢ yivecOou
kal awdAAvofar odk dpbads voui{ovewy
“EAAnves o00d¢v vyap xphiua yiveTat
08¢ amdAAvTar GAN &m dvTwy
XpNuATwY cupuloyeral Te kal dia-
KplyveTat.

Anazx. ap. Arist. (p. 793,4): 7o
vlyveabar kal awdArvebar TabTOV
kaféoTnre T aAANoovobar.

Emped. v. 40 (611, 1, 3rd edit.):
oi & 87€ uév kaTa PdTA UIYEY Pdos
aibépos tkn . . . TéTE Uty Tdde dacl
yevéahat.

Emp. 92 (609, 1): TovT0 &’
éravifoeie TO mav Ti ke xal wobey
eNOdv ; T 8¢ ke kal amorolaT’;

Emp. 44 (611, 1): véue & émi-
onut kal avToés (referring to the use
of the word vylyveobfai ete.).

Anazx. Fr. 22 (793, 1): «kal
olTws & Opfds raloler TO Te ylve-
obai cvpuioyeofar kal TO dwéAAvodal
drakpivesBat,
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6 vduos yap T} pvoel wep! TovTWY
évavtios, c. 11. véuos yap xal ¢ious

. oUx buoloyéeTat 6uohoyedueva
vouoy yap E0ecay #vlpwmor adrol
€WUTOLOY, 00 YIWOTKOVTES epl Wy
€ecar: piow d¢ wdyTwy feol diexdo-
unocav,

C. 28: Yux) ucv odv alel dpoin
kal év uélovt kal év éAacaovt.
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Empedocles, v. 44, also Demo-
critus (infra, 694, 4, 705, 2, 3rd
edit.) véuw yAvkv, véuw mucpdy ete.
éref) 8¢ AToua kal revdy (instead of
éren later accounts have ¢pioer).

Anazag. Fr. 8 (804, 1): vdos

0¢ was Buowds éoTi kal 6 uélwy Kal
€ 3

6 éAdoowy.

I know not whether Teichmiiller
would represent Anaxagoras in the
last quotation as plagldTISng from
the author of wepl dwatryns. It seems
to me quite unmistakable that the
latter has here adopted a Pproposi-
tion which was necessary to Anax-
agoras on account of his main
point of view, but which is not
at all compatible with the theory
of souls being compounded from
fire and water. I think it has
been sufficiently shown that this
writer was preceded by all the
physicists of the fifth century
down to Democritus; but there
is yet another proof from another
side. Even the discovery on which
he most prides himself, that living
natures, the human soul and all
things, are compounded out of fire
and water (c. 4—6, 35 ef pass.) is
not his own, but is borrowed from
Archelaus the physicist (infra, p.
847, 3rd edit.), and when (c. 3) he
attributes to fire the power of
moving all things, and to water
that of nourishing all things,
scarcely half the idea is original;
for Archelaus had represented the
warm as in motion and the cold
at rest. In accordance with all
this, our treatise must be regarded
as the work of a physician in the
first decades of the fourth century,
who, in ‘writing it, made use of the
physical theories then most preva-
lent in Athens—in the first place

those of Archelaus, and next, those
Heracleitean theories which had
there become known through Cra-
tylus. This circumstance makes
it probable that it was written in

Athens, though possibly by an
Ionian. The above theory of date
and place of composition agrees

with what is said in the work (e.
23) : ypauuaTiky To16rde" G XMUATWY
ovvleats, onufia Pwrvis avlpwmivys

. O émra oxmudTwy 7 yvoots
TavTa wdvTo dvbpwmwos damphoaeTal
(he speaks the sounds descrlbed by
the o‘x'n,u.afa) fcal ) emamp.evos
ypduuara Kat 6 un émioTdueyos : if
by the seven oxfuara, which in
this connection can hardly mean
anything else than letters, the
seven vowels are meant, these as
pwrhevra might still be called in
preference onufia ¢wyis: for it
was only after the time of Euclides
(403 B.c.) that there were seven in
use in Athens. A much more trust-
worthy mark of this later time is
to be found, however, in the way
our author opposes vduos to ¢isis
(c. 11, vide supra). This oppo-
sition is unknown prior to the
Sophists. Teichmiiller's objection
(p- 262) proves nothing. The
question is not: Can we suppose
such a difference to have existed
between the philosophical and the
popular point of view? can we
prove that the words »duos and
¢vais were separately used ? But



CONFLAGRATION OF THE WORLD. 73

opposed to the doctrine of the burning of the universe,!
as held by their own school. From Aristotle onwards,
therefore, it has been the unanimous, or all but unani-
mous, tradition of ancient authors that Heracleitus
taught that the world would be destroyed by fire and
would then be formed anew.

Some have attempted to refute this theory by older
and more authentic evidence. Plato distinguishes
the opinion of Heracleitus from that of Empedocles
thus: ¢ Heracleitus,” he says, ¢held that the existent
was continually coming together, even in separating
itself ; whereas Empedocles, instead of a continual
concomitance of union and separation, maintained a
periodic alternation of these two conditions.’? How
could this language have been justified, it may be
asked, if Heracleitus, as well as Empedocles, had taught
that there was an alternation between the condition of
divided and contradictory Being and a condition of the
world in which all things become fire, and consequently
all distinction of things and substances ceases? But,
in the first place, Heracleitus, even if he maintained
that the world was destroyed by fire, need not necessarily
have presupposed that in this destruction all opposition
and all movement would be for a time extinet as in the
Sphairos of Empedocles : he might have thought that, in
accordance with the living nature of fire, a new appear-
ance of the elemental contradictories, a new creation of

can we prove that they were op- divine law (supra, p. 41,1). With
posed to each other formally and this author they stand in a natural
on principle in the language and contradiction.

thought of the earlier period? ! Cf. Part 1. a, 142, second
With Heracleitus human laws edition.

derive their support from the 2 Sup. p. 33, 2.
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the world was beginning. If even he ascribed to the
state in which all was resolved into fire a longer
duration, he need not have considered it a state of
absolute oppositionless unity ; for fire in his view
is the living and eternally moved principle, and its
existence is a perpetual appearing and disappearing of
opposites. Supposing, however, that he had explained
in neither of these ways how the periodical dominion of
fire was compatible with the flux of all things, the
question remains whether Plato would on that account
have refrained from comparing him with Empedocles in .
the manner quoted above. ¥or the two philosophers
are in fact opposed to each other in their principles, as
he says: ¢ Empedocles supposes that there existed at
first a state of perfect union of all substances; only
after the cancelling of this state, does he allow
separation to enter ; and by the abolition of this
separation union is again established. Heracleitus, on
the other hand, declares that union is already present
i and with separation; that every sundering is at
the same time a coalition, and wvice versd. He did
not intend to retract this principle in his doctrine of a
periodic change in the conditions of the world ; if the
two doctrines are not compatible, it is a contradiction
which he has not observed.” Is it inconceiveable that
Plato, where he wishes to characterise the relation of
the Heracleitean and Empedoclean principles shortly
and decisively, should confine himself to their general
presuppositions, without enquiring whether their other
theories were altogether consistent with these? Is not
this, at any rate, much easier to believe than that Aris-
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totle and all his successors so grossly misunderstood the
system of Heracleitus, as we must suppose, if we reject
their evidence as to the conflagration of the universe ? !

Now, as already observed, the alternation of cos-
mical conditions was not involved in Heracleitus’s
doctrine of the flux of all things; and if he really
imagined that after the conflagration there would be a
period in which nothing would exist except the primi-
tive fire, and that in this fire all oppositions would be
absolutely cancelled, such a doctrine would be incom-
patible with the creative vitality of that fire, and with
the proposition that the Real is perpetually sundering
from itself, in order again to be united. But the
question here is not what might be deduced from the
Heracleitean principles, but to what extent the philo-
sopher himself drew the inference ; and nothing justifies
us in supposing that he never set up any theory that
did not necessarily and logically follow from his general
principles,? or which if logically developed might not
clash with them. The daily extinction of the sun does
not in truth follow from the proposition of the flux of all
things; closely considered it rather contradicts the theory
which may easily be deduced from the presuppositions
of Heracleitus, that the mass of elemental substances

1 Aristotle, however, says, Phys.
viil. 3, 253 b, 9, in reference to
Heracleitus, although he distinctly
attributes to him the doctrine of
the conflagration of the world: ¢padi
Twes Kwelgbar 7OV dvTwy 00 TA piy
ra & oD, aANG wdrra kal &el, while
he has previously (e. 1. 260 b, 26)
ascribed to Empedocles the propo-
sition: éx wéper kwelobBar Kol AW

Npepey.

2 If all the elementary sub-
stances are involved in perpetual
transmutation according to a fixed
succession, and herein, a like quan-
tity of one substance is constantly
arising out of alike quantity of the
other (vide supra. p. 56), it neces-
sarily follows that the collective
amount must remain the same.
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(fire, water, and earth) must always remain the same;
for that of fire would be considerably diminished without
perpetual compensation. But we cannot on that
account deny that Heracleitus held the theory. The
pre-existence of the soul and its existence after death
cannot, strictly speaking, be brought into connection
with the ceaseless change of all things; but we shall
nevertheless find that Heracleitus believed in it. It is
the same in regard to the case before us. He could not
only have done without the conflagration of the world,
but he could even have carried out his leading ideas
more consistently, if, instead of a periodical genesis and
destruction of the universe, he had taught, like Aristotle,
that the universe was without beginning or end, while
its parts were continually changing. But this thought
1s so far in advance of ordinary opinion that even
philosophy was long in attaining to it.! Not one of
the ancient philosophers had any idea of explaining the
constitution of the world, except in the form of a
cosmogony ; not even Plato in his expesition can
dispense with this form. In comparison with the
prevailing mnotioms, it was much that a philosopher
should assert, like Heracleitus, that the world, accord-
ing to its substance, was without beginning. Before
the system of the world as such was declared to be un-
derived, and an eternity of the world in the Aristotelian
sense was asserted, an attempt was made to combine

1 The Eleatics alone declared
Being to be underived; but Par-
menides and his followers do notun-
derstand by this Being the world
as such, for they deny multiplicity
and change. Xenophanes, on his

side, as has been shown (sup. vol.
i. 569 sq.), held such changes
within the world itself, that his
theory likewise 1s far removed from
that of Aristotle.
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the pre-supposition of an origin of the world with the
newly won perception of the impossibility of an absolute
beginning, by the theory that the world was indeed
eternal according to its essential nature, but that its
condition was subject from time to time to so complete
a change that a new formation of the world became
necessary. If this was not the most logical or the
most scientific theory, it was at any rate the theory
then most obvious to philosophy, and which Heracleitus
found in Anaximander and Anaximenus, his immediate
predecessors, in the ancient Ionian school, and this is
enough to silence all opposition to the unanimous
tradition of antiquity.

As every process in the world has its fixed measure,
so also the duration of the changing cosmical periods is
accurately defined;' and with this is probably con-
nected the statement (the correctness of which is not
thoroughly established) that Heracleitus believed in a
great year which, according to some, he reckoned at
10800, and according to others at 18000 solar years.?

! Diog.ix. 8: 'yewaaeaur avToY
[70v Kkéomor] éx mupds Kal wAAW
emrvpovaeou KaTd Tivas 7rep¢o§ou9
EvaANat TOv clumravTa aidra TouTo
5¢ yiveobar ad eluapuérnr. Simpl.
Phys. 6 a (sup. p. 42,1); similarly
257 b, u; De Crlo, 132 b, 17
(Schol. 487 b, 33); Tus. Pr. Ev.
xiv. 3, 6: Xpéuau TE wpto‘Oou TS
TRV TdYTwY €is TO 7rvp avaAvoews rkal
s éx TobTou Yevéoews.

¢ By the great year, says Cen-
sorinus, .Di. Nat. 18, 11, we are to
understand the period which
elapses before the seven planets
again find themselves in the same
sign as they were when it began.

This year is fixed by Linus and
Heracleitus at 10800 solar years ;
others determine it differently. On
the other hand, Stobeeus says, Ec]
. 264 (Plut. Plac ii. 32): ‘Hpd-
ic7\en-os [Tov uéyar éviavrdy 'rLOGTaL]
éx uuplwy oxTakisxMwv éviavT@v
nAtaxdv. Bernays, Rhein. Mus.
N, F. vii. 108, thinks that this
number was deduced from Hesiod’s
verses, ap. Plut. Def. Orac. 11, p.
415 ; but 1t is not easy to see how
this could be done. Schuster, on
the other hand (p. 375 sq.), gives
the preference to the statement in
the Placita, for he conjectures that
Heracleitus may have assigned to
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The separation of opposites, or the formation of the
world, was called by Heracleitus, strife; the union of

what was separated, peace or concord.

The state of

divided Being he called also want; that of the unity
which was introduced by the conflagration, satiety.!
In this contradiction the life of the world moves, in
small things as in great; but it is only one essence
which manifests itself in the change of forms: the
creative fire is all that comes into being and passes
away. The Deity is war and peace, want and satiety.?

the world (as he did to man, vide
inf. p. 87, 4) a period of 30 years,
and to each cosmical year twelve
centuries instead of twelve months ;
of the 36000 years which we get
in this way, the 630s avw and karw
would each occupy 18000. This
seems to me altogether too uncer-
tain, and the Placita also speak dif-
ferently : they must therefore, as
Schuster thinks, have confused the
duration of the 8wakdounsis with
that of the whole cosmical year.
Lassalle, ii. 191 sqq., advances the
opinion (corresponding with his
hvpothesis about the sun, sup. p.
58, 2) that Heracleitus’s great year
is equivalent to the time which
elapses before all the atoms in the
universe have passed through the
circle of Being, and have arrived at
the form of fire. Not only is this
entirely Jifferent from what is said
by our authorities, but it is (even
irrespectively of the atoms which
are absolutely incompatible with
his physical theories) much too far-
fetched and subtle for Heracleitus ;
indeed, in itself it is wholly un-
natural. Each year must have
some definite point where it begins
and ends; and so has the ‘great
year,” if we understand by it what

1s always understood in other pas-
sages. Lassalle’s <‘great year’
might equally well begln and end
at any moment.

! Diog. according to the pre-
vious quotation: Tdy & évavtiwy
TO uev éwl Thy yéveow dyov kaheio-
Bat woheuoy kal &uw, T & éml THv
éxmipwaty  OuoNoylay kal elpfymy.
Hippol. Refut.ix.10 : sup. p.17,3;

; Philo, Leg. Alleg. ii. 62 A ;

sup p 17, 3; De Vict. sup. P 68 n.
The xdpos and the Xpnopuoovry ars
alluded to by Plutarch in the pas-
sage of De Hi.ec. 9, discussed in vol.
111 a, 140, 6. second edition. Hera-
cleitus, however, is not mentioned,
and the whole statement probably
refers to a Stoical interpretation
of myths. The Stoics had natu-
rally borrowed the expression kdpos
and xpnouocivy from Heracleitus ;
but we have no right to take for
granted that what Plutarch here
says of the duration of both states
is also from Heracleitus, especially
as the Stoics themselves secem by
no means unanimous about it.
Seneca, Ep. 9, 16 (4. c. P 131, 2),
expresses himself asif the éemdpwots
were merely a short episode be-
tween successive worlds.

2 Sup. pp. 17, 3; 88, 1; 46, 1.
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3. Man—hvs Knowledge and his Actions.

Max, like everything else in the world, in the last resort
originates from fire. But in this respect there are great
differences between the two parts of hisnature. The body
considered in itself is rigid and lifeless; when, there-
fore, the soul has departed from it, it is to Heracleitus

only an object of aversion.!

In the soul, on the other

hand, the infinite portion of man’s nature,? the divine
fire in its purer form has been preserved.? The soul con-
sists of fire, of warm and dry vapours,* which consequently

U Fr. 91, vide inf. p. 83, 3 ; Fr.
51 (ap. Plut. Qu. Conv. iv. 4, 3, 6 ;
Orig. ¢. Cels. v. 14, 24 ; cf. Schleier-
macher, 106): vérxves romplwy éx-
BAnTéTepor.

2 Fr.90; Diog. ix. 7. Tert. De
An. 2; cf. Schuster, 270, 391 sq.,
Yuxis melpata odk by éfelpoto wacay
émmopevduevos 630y elitw Babiv
Aéyoy &xer. 1 agree in the main
with Schuster that welpara refers to
the limit to which the soul goes, the
limit of its nature; but it seems to
me the alteration which he proposes
in the text can be dispensed with.
Still less can I endorse Lassalle’s
emendations (ii. 357).

8 It is so far not without reason
that Chaleid. in Zim. c. 249 (as
shown by Lassalle,ii. 341) ascribes
to Heracleitus the Stoic doctrine so
familiar to the ancients generally,
of the constant interdependence
between the human spirit and the
Divine. In what form however,
and how definitely he brought for-
ward this doctrine, we cannot learn
from this late testimony.

*+ The best authority for this is
the passage from Aristotle discussed
p- 22, 4; 23, 1; where the avafu-

plaots means the same as what is
elsewhere called wop. Although this
fireiscalled dowpardraror, we must
not conclude with Themistius (vide
wnf.) that it was aocoparor, or with
Lassalle, 11. 851, that it was some-
thing absolutely immaterial; the
meaning is that it was the rarest,
the least palpable substance, the
substance which comes nearest to
actual incorporeality. The reason
given for thisdefinition, viz. that the
soul must be moved, in order that
it mayknow things that are moved,
is a conjecture of Aristotle, who
has already (De 4n. 404 b, 7 sq.)
stated the general presupposition
on which he bases it. Cf. also
Philop. De An. C, 7 (supra, p.
24, 1); Themist. D¢ An. 67 a,
u (it. 24 Sp.): kol ‘HpdrxAerros 8¢
v apx Wy TibeTtar TOY ByTwy, TOAlTHY
TifeTar kal YuxNv wUp Yap kal ovTos
Ty yap Gvabvulaciy €§ fis Ta IAAa
ouwvigrnow (80 Arist.) odk &AAo 71
i wvp TmoAnmwTéoy, TobTO B¢ kKal
doduatov kal péov del. Arius Did.
ap. Eus. Pr. Ev. xv. 20, 1: ava-
Qvulagiy uéy odv duolws 76 ‘Hpa-
k\elte Thy Yuxv dwodatver Zhvwy.

Tert. De An. c¢. &: Hippasus et
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on that account are also called ¢soul.’!

HERACLEITUS.

The purer this

fire is, the more perfect is the soul: ¢ the driest soul 1s
the wisest and best ;’ 2 it strikes, we are told, through the

Heraclitus ex igni (animum effin-
gunt). Macrob. Somn. i. 14 : He-
raclitus physicus [antmum dixit]
scintillam stellaris essentie (1.e., of
the heavenly fire). Nemes. Nat.
Hom. c. 2, p. 28: ‘HpdrA. 3¢ Tiv
uey Tov wavros Yuxmw (this is not of
course Heracleitus’s expression)
avabuuiaoy éx Ty dypdy, THy 3¢ év
Tots Edots awd Te TiS éxtds Kal TS
&y adrols Grabvmacews Ouoyevi
(scil. 7§ é&vabvudoer, or better:
TH Tob mwayrds) wepurévar, Simi-
larly Plut. Plac. iv. 3, 6. Accor-
ding to Sext. Math. ix. 363 ; Tert.
De An. 9, 14, it was sald by some
that Heracleitus held the soul to
be air. For the explanation of
this, cf. Part 111. b, 23, 26.

1 Fr.89; sup. p. 24, 2; 50 sq.;
1. 614 sq.

2 Fr. 54, 55. 'This proposition
is very commonly attributed to
Heracleitus, but the readings of
the MSS. are so various that it is
difficult to decide how it originally
stood. Stob. Floril. 5, 120, has
atm Yux) co¢wTldrn Kal aploTy.
Our MS. gives adn &npyn, another
abyh &nph. In the fragment of
Musonius, ¢hid. 17, 48, the read-
ings vary between aifp without
Enph, adyy Enph and ad ¥R Enpd.
Instead of a¥in Porph. dnir. Nymph.
c. 11, has: tnpa Yvxn copwrdry;
similarly Glykas, Annal. 74, 116
(Schleiermacher, p. 130): Juxy
Enporépn copwrépn. Similarly Plut.
v. Rom. e. 28 : a¥rn yap vxa Enph
(al. alipy. Y. kal £.) &ptoTy xab’ ‘Hpd-
kAetrov, &omep daTpamy) vépovs Sram-
Tapéyn Tov oduartos (that this
additionisalsotaken from Heraclei-
tus seems probable, partly from the

connection in Plutarch, and partly
from the passage about to be
quoted from Clemens).  Plut.
Def. Orac. 41, p. 432: alrn ~yop
Enpoa Yuxm kab ‘HpdrAetrov. On
the other hand we find in Pseudo-
Plut. De Esu Carn. i. 6, 4, p. 995
“ adyn Enph Yuxn codwrdTy’ KaTA
7oy ‘HpdxAetroy Eoiker (8. Aéyew);
or, according to another reading,
avy Enpni Yuxn oo k. T. ‘Hp.
€oicev. Similarly Galen. Qu. An.
Mores, ete. c. 5, vol. iv. 786 K, and
to the same effect Hermias in
Phedr. p. 73: abyn &nen Yuxd
copwrdrn, and Clemens Pedag. ii.
156 C, without mention of He-
racleitus: adyn 0¢ Yuxd &npa oo-
pwTdTy KAl aploTn . . . 00dé éore
kafvypos Tals éx Tod olvov Gvabuuid-
oeol, vepérns dlkny cwuaromolor-
pévn. Philo, ap. Eus. Pr. Ev. viii.
14, 67 has: od ¥4 &nph, Yuxh oo-
pwrarn kal &plorn, and that the
true reading in this place is not, as
in some texts, atyy or a7y (one
text has &npfi Yuxs) but od 7, is
clear from the passage in Phild’s
De Provid. 1i. 109: in terra sicca
animus est sapiens ac Virtutis amans
(for further details, ef. Schleierma-
cher, p. 129 sq.). Schleiermacher
supposes that there were three dif-
ferent expressions: ov 7 &npy, Yux,
&e., aln Yvxn, &e., abyn Enon Yuxi,
&c. But this is very improbable ;
and even if the first of the three
fragments is distinct from the other
two, these latter seem to be origi-
nally identical. How the expres-
sion really stood, and how its dif-
ferent versions are to be explained,
cannot be positively determined.
I do not think, however, that the
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bodily veil like lightning through clouds.! If, on the
other hand, the soul-fire is polluted by moisture, reason
is lost;? and in this way Heracleitus explains the
phenomena of intoxication; the drunken man is not
master of himself because his soul is moistened.? Ag,
however, everything is subject to perpetual change, and
1s constantly being produced anew, so it is with the
soul: not only did its fire come from without into the
body, but it must be fed from the fire without in order
to sustain itself—a theory which was obviously sug-
gested by the process of breathing, if once the soul were
compared to the vital air.* Heracleitus consequently

proposition, “adyn &nph Yuxdy oo- Sophoel. Phil. 1199 (Bpovras adyals
pwrdty,” is Heracleitean. The ' elor ¢proyi{wr). Schuster's ex-
subject Yux# as part of the predi- planation: ¢ If the gas is dry, the
cate has something very disturbing soul is wisest, is (even irrespec-
in it, and adyh &nph would be a tively of the gas) contradicted by
singular pleonasm, for there is what is said above—that it would
no adyih Uypd; the rise of mois- only be possible to speak of an adyy
ture is an extinction of the beam. &npa,and to declare the dry adyh to
If, therefore, the words were origi- be wise, supposing there were also
nally so written by Heracleitus an adyh dypd. Would anyone say:
(as certainly seems probable from ‘ifthe beam, or ‘if theflame,isdry?’
the frequency with which they are ! I doubt whether that which
quoted), we must suppose that is ascribed to Heracleitus by Ter-
there was some difference in the tullian (De 4n. 14), as well as by
punctuation. If Heracleitus wrote ASnesidemus and Strabo, is authen-
that the moist soul was imprisoned tie, viz., that the soul, in ‘otum
by the body, but that the dry soul corpus diffusa et ubique ipsa, velut
dilmrraTar ToU cduaros, Skws végpeos flatus in calamo per cavernas, ita
adyyr Enpl) Yuxh copwrdTn kal dpi-  per sensualia varis modis emicer.
orn (and something of the kind z Cf. the proposition quoted
seems to be presupposed in Plut. sup. p. 24, 2, which primarily has a
V. Rom. 28), everything would be more general meaning.

fully explained. Schuster, p. 140, 3 Fr. 53 ; Stob. Floril. 5, 120 :
suggests that Plutarch’s &oTpary &vip Okérav pebvodfi dyerar vmwd
would be much more applicable wadds avfBov ocParAbuevas, odk
than adyf ; whereas Teichmiiller, émaiwy Gxn Baivel, typhy Thy Yuxyw
N. Stud. i. 65, shows that adyy &xwr. Cf. Plut. Qu. Conv. iii.,
stands also for lightning; ef. Il. Proem. 2, and Stob. Floril, 18, 32.
xiii. 244; Hes. Theog. 699; t Cf. vol. i. p. 485, 2.

VOL. IIL. G
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supposed ! that Reason or warm matter entered into us
through the atmosphere,? partly through the breath,

partly through the organs of the senses.?

When these

avenues are closed in sleep, the light of reason is ex-

1 Sup.p. 42,2; Sext. Math. vii.
127 sqq.: Gpécket yop TG PuoikE
[‘HparAeire] 70 wepiéxov Nuas Aoyi-
by Te dv kal ¢oevijpes . . . TOUTOV
8 Tov Betov Adyov kab’ ‘HpdrAeirov
3¢ &vamyoijs owdoavTes voepol ywo-
weba, kal év uéyv Ymwvors Anbaior kot
8¢ Eyepow mwaAw Euppovest év yap
T0ls TmYoLs puodyTwy TV alcdnTikdy
mépwv xwplleTar ThHs wpds TO Tepié-
xov cvupvias 6 év Nuiv vovs, udvys
T7is kaTo avomwvoly wposploews ow-
Copévns oiovel Twos pi(ns . . . év
8¢ éypnyopbot waAw Bia TAY aiohy-
Tic@y whpwy Gomep did Twwy Bupldwy
wpoiPas Kol TE TWepLéXOrTL OCun-
BdAAwy Aoyiknv évdlerar ddvauly.
dvmep odv Tpdmov oi Hvbpaxes wAR-
odoovTes TH Tupl KaT aAlolwaw
didwvpor ylvovTol, xwpioOéyTes Be
ocBévvurtar, olrew Kol ) émiéevwlelsa
TUls fueTépols Tduacty &wd ToL Te-
pLéxovTos potpa KoTd uéy TOV Xwpl-
ocudy oxeddv #Aoyos vylveras, Kkoard
3¢ Ty 814 TAY TAeloTwy Tépwy o~
dvow Guoedlls T¢ Aw kabicTaTal
The image of the embers is em-
ployed in another connection by
the pseudo-Hippocrates, . dualr,
1. 29. That Sextus here repro-
duces the conception of Heracleitus
in his own words, or those of Ane-
sidemus, is plain. The assertion,
Sext. vii. 349 (cf. Tert. De An. 15),
that the soul, according to He-
racleitus, was outside the body, is
merely an inference. Ibid. M. viii.
286, according to Heracleitus’s ex-
press declaration : ui) elvar Aoyucdy
Tov Evlpwmov, udvoy & dmdpxew
ppevijpes TO mepiéxov. Similarly
the so-called Apollonius of Tyana,

Epist. 18 : ‘HpdkA. . . . #Xoyov eiva
katd plow Epnoe TOv Bvbpwroy.

2 That this is the meaning of
the wepiéxov is clear from the
words of Sextus; we are con-
nected with the air outside us by
means of our breath, and with the
light outside us by means of our
eyes. This mode of conception is
not strange in Heracleitus; if rea-
son is identical witn fire, it is quite
natural that it should enter man
with the animating and warming
breath, and be nourished by light
and air. Only if we refine away
Heracleitus’s primitive fire to a
metaphysical abstraction, as Las-
salle does, have we any right to
find fault with this sort of language
from him. Lassalle (i. 305 sqq.)
understands by the mepiéxov ¢ the
universal and actual process of
becoming,’ or (ii. 270) the objective,
world-forming law, which is calied
the mwepiéxoy, because it overcomes
all things. DBut mepiéxew does not
mean ‘overcome’ (certainly not, as
Lass. 1. 308 represents it, with the
accusative of the object), and Td
wepLéxnv never msans anything else
than ¢the surrounding.’ In the
passage from Sextus no other
meaning can be thought of. More-
over it seems to me (as to Lassalle,
i. 307) improbable that Heracleitus
himself ever made use of the ex-
pression mwepiéxov.

8 Whether Heracleitus ima-
gined that the soul was also de-
veloped from the blood, and was
sustained by it (cf. p. 79, 4), is not
quite clear.
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tinguished, and man is limited in his presentations to
his own world—to the subjective fancies of dreams,!
though in reality he still cannot withdraw himself from
the movement of the universe.? When these avenues
are opened, in awaking, the light of reason is again
kindled ; when the connection with the outer world
through respiration ceases, this light goes out for ever.?

But Heracleitus (as subsequently Empedocles, in a
somewhat different manner) brought mythical notions
of life and death into a connection with these physical
theories, which was certainly not required by his philo-
sophical presuppositions. Krom these presuppositions
we could only deduce that the soul, like everything else
perpetually reproducing itself in the flux of natural life,
retains its personal identity so long as this production
proceeds in the same manner and in the same propor-
tion: that, on the contrary, it is destroyed, as an in-
dividual, when the formation of soul-substance ceases
at this definite point; and since soul-substance, accord-
ing to Heracleitus, consists in warm vapours which are
partly developed from the body and partly drawn in
with the breath, the soul cannot survive the body.
Heracleitus seems to have contented himself with the
vague notion that life continues so long as the divine
fire animates the man, and that it ceases when that fire

1 Plut. De Superst c.3,p. 166: Tdv év T koouw ywouévwy.
HpaK?\et'rés ¢not, Tois e—ypn'yOpéo'w 3 Fr. 91, ap. Clem. Strom. iv.
éva kal Kowoy Kéauoy eiuau Ty d¢ 530 D: av@pwwos év ebppdvy dos
kouwpuévoy ExacToy eis (dov amo- amTet eav'rcp amolavwy &mwooBeobels.
oTpépeaor, (Gv 3¢ amTeTar TebvedTos efdwy: dmo-
2 M. Aurel. vi. 42: kal Tobs oBecfels Gyes ypnyopds dmrera
kafevdovras, olua, 6 ‘HpdkAerros ebdovTos.
épydTas €lvar Aéyer kul ouvepyols

G 2
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leaves him. He personifies this divine element and
says that men are mortal gods and gods immortal men ;
our life is the death of the gods, and our death their
life.! So long as man lives the divine part of his
nature is bound up with the baser substances, from
which in death he again becomes free.? Souls, he says,
traverse the way upwards and the way downwards; they
enter into bodies because they require change and

hecome weary of continuing in the same state.?

1 Fr. 60, the original form of
which is doubtless given by Hippol.
Refut. ix. 10, in the words : afdva-
ot Bvnrol, BynTol &bdvaror, (Bvres
TOv ékelywy OdvaTov, TOv O0¢ éxelvwy
Blov TebvewTes.  Schleiermacher,
putting together the following pas-
sages : Heracl. Alleg. Hom. ¢ 24,
p. 61 Mehl.; Max. Tyr. Diss. x. 4,
end (x1i. 4 ad fin.); Clem. Pedayg.
1. 2186 A ; Hierocl. 2 Carm. Aur.
p. 186 (253) ; Porph. Antr. Nympk.
c. 10, end ; Philo, Leg. Alleg. 1. p.
60 C (Qu. in Gen. 1v. 152); cf.
Lue. V. Auct, 14, deduces from
them this view: &vfpwror Oeol
Ovnrol, Oeol T Hvlpwmor abavaror,
(@ovres Tdv érelywy Odvarov, OQvio-
KovTes Thy ékelvwy (why. Against
him and Lassalle, i. 136 sq., vide
Bernays, Heracleit. Briefe, 37 sq. ;
ef. also, p. 17, 4; and Clem. Strom.
ili. 434 C: ovxl kal ‘HparAeiros
fdvarov ™YY yéveow kalel;

2 Heracleitus’s theory was con-
sequently expounded by Sext. Pyrrh.
iii. 230 ; Philo, L. 4lleg. 60 C, and
others, in similar language to that
of the Pythagoreans and Platonists.
Whether the passage in Sextus, /. ¢.,
‘Hp. ¢noly, 871 kal 10 (v kol TO
arofavely kal €v 7@ (Hv Nuas éoTt
kal év Te tefvavar, contains He-
racleitus’s own words, or is merely

He

an inference from the utterance
quoted above, is doubtful. Still
less can we be sure from the pas-
sage 1n Philo that Heracleitus him-
self employed the comparison of
the o@dua with the ofjua (sup. vol. i
482, 1, 2),

® Jambl. ap. Stob. Eel. 1. 906 :
‘HpdrAeitos uev yap &uotBos &vay-
kolas Tifetar éx T@v évavtiwv 634y
Te dvw kol kdTw Odamopedecfar TS
Juxas UmeiAnge, kal TO uev Tols
adTols émuévew kduatoy elvar, TO 8¢
uetoBdANey pépey vdmovow. The
same, tbid. 896, in regard to the
different theories of the deteriora-
tion of the soul it is said: «af’
‘HpdrkAerroy 8¢ T1s év 76 uetoSBdA-
Aeg oL arvamavAns . . . aitlas yryvo-
pEévns TV kaTaywydy EvepynudTwy.
These statements are illustrated
and confirmed by /An. Gaz.
Theopkr. p 6, Boiss.: 0 uév ~op
‘HpdrAerros diadoxhy avoryralay Ti-
Oéuevos &vw Kkal kadTw TS YuxAs THY
wopetay Epn ylverlar. émel kduaTos
abThi T Onuiovpyd ouvvémesbar kal
dvw pera Tov Oeot T68e TO wav cuuTe-
pimoAew kal Im éxelvey TeTdxOor kal
&pxeobar, di& TovUTO TH TOU pEuety
émibuuie ral apxfs (the dominion
over the body) éanidt kdrw ¢not
vy Yuxnw ¢epecfour. Here, how-
ever, the Heracleitean doctrine is
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applied also to individual souls that which could only
be said logically of the universal soul, or of the divine

animating fire.

We see from various traces that he

attributed a further existence to souls escaped from
their bodies. In one of his fragments he says that there
awaits man after his death that which he now neither
hopes nor believes;!in another he promises a reward to

interpreted in a Platonic sense.
Heracleitus certainly never spoke
of the Demiourgos; and the other
similarities between this passage
and the Phedrus may be occa-
sioned (as Lassalle, 1. 235 sq.,
seeks to prove), not so much by

the influence of Heracleitus’s
writings on Plato, as by that of
Plato’s on Zneas. .ZEneas, p- 7
says of Heracleitus: ¢ 8okel Tav

whvwy T7s Yuxis &vdwav,\av elvat
TN €ls Tévde TO¥ Biov Puyhy ; and
Numen. ap. Porph. De .Antro
Nymph. e. 10 (sup. p. 18, 1), agrees
with this in the quotation: “Ju-
xhot Tépduy,” un bBavaror from He-
racleitus (this, as Schuster, p.
191, supposes, is an addition of
Numenius referring to the propo-
sition quoted p. 24, 2, and an ad-
dition that 1is contrary to the
" meaning of Heracleitus, who repre-
sents the vépyus as consisting pre-
cisely in the transmutation, the
Gawa'ras of the soul) “ v—ypnm —yeue—
ocla,”’ 'repv.pw 3¢ elvac avrals T eis
Ty yéveow mrdgw. The propo-
sitions of Heracleitus are, however,
most authentically given by Ploti-
nus in the passage (1v. 8, 1) pointed
out by Lassalle, i. 181 : 6 uer yap
‘HpdkAetros . . . GuoiBds 7Te avay-
katas Ti0éuevos éx Tdy évourTiwy,
080y Te Wyvw kal kKdTw €TAY, Kol
“ ueTaBdAAov dvaradeTar” Kal *“ k&-
paTos €T Tols avTols moxOetv kal
apxeobai” (here Lassalle, following

.Creuzer, would substitute &yxesla,

but, as he himself observes, the
passage from Afneas is in favour of
&pxeofar) eixd(ey Ewrer (as to the
reasons of the soul’s descent) auers-
oas gadh Nulv wafoar TO¥ Adyov.
When Plutarch, De Sol. Anim. 7,
4, p. 9664, says of Empedocles and
Heracleitus that they blame Nature
(ef. p.32,1): as avayicnv Kol wdhe,uou
odoav . . . mov Kkal THY 'yeyecrw
avTNy € adiklas ocuvTvyxdvew Aé-
yovgr T OvnTE OuvepXomévev ToU
afavaTor kal Tépmweaar TO yeviuevor
mapd Vo uélest 170U yervicavTos
amoorwwuévoes, it 1s a question whe-
ther the latter part of this passage
from émov onwards is (as Schuster
supposes, 185, 1) really founded on
Heracleitean utterances. It re-
minds us most obviously of Empe-
docles, inf. p. 3, 6566, 2, third edit.

1 Fr. 69, ap. Clem. Strom. iv.
532 B; Cohkort. 13 D; Theod.
Cur. Gr. Aff. vii. 41, 118;
Stob. Flowil. 120, 28; avfpdmwous
péve drobavéyras Gooa odk EAmwoy-
Tas 003¢ doréovor. Perhaps there
is a reference to the same subject
in Fr. 17, ap. Clem. Strom. ii. 366
B; Theod 88, p. 15: éayv un
EATTMU &ye'}ww'rou odk étevphioel,
avelepetynToy éov kal émopoy. In-
stead of &myrar and étevpfioel,
Theodoret has éamitnte and edp7-
oete. Schuster, p. 45, conjectures
Exmnad,
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those who have fallen gloriously;! in a third he speaks
of the condition of souls in Hades:;2 in two others he
makes mention of the deemons ? and heroes,* and assigns

L Fr. 120, ap. Clem. Strom. iv.
494 B; Theod. Cur. Gr. Aff. ix.
39, p. 117 : udpor yap péloves puéo-
vas potpas Aayxdvovet, cf. Fr. 119,
ap. Theod. :  &pmipdrovs oi Beol
Tiudor kal oi #vlpwmor, 1 cannot,
with Schuster, p. 304, regard these
passages as ironical.

2 Fr. 70 Plut. Faec. Lun. 28,
end, p. 943 : ‘HpdeA. elmev o711 i
Yuxai ooudvtar kaf adnv. The
meaning of these words is obscure.
Schuster’s explanation : Souls scent
out Hades, reach after it greedily
as a restorative, is the less satis-
factory to me, as Plutarch gives
the sentence in proof that souls
in the other world can feed them-
selves on vapours. In this eon-
nection we might bring forward
what Aristotle quotes, De Sensu,
c. 5, 443 a, 23: &s e mwavra TG
Jvra komwvds <yévorro, pives by diary-
votey. Bernays, Rh. Mus. ix. 265,
refers it, in a far-fetched manner,
as it seems to me, to the conflagra-
tion of the world. In these proposi-
tions we can hardly look for any
special reference.

8 Fr. 61, Hippol. Refut. ix. 10:
&vbade édyt. [Bern. édyras] émavi-
oracbar kol piAaras yiveoOos éyeptl
(@rTwy(so Bern.instead of éyepri(dv-
Towy) kat vexpwy. I referthese words
to the deemons assigned as the pro-
tectors of men, cf. Hes. 'E. kal nu.
120 sqq., 250 sqq. Lassalle i. 185
sees in them a resurrection of souls,
but this is a mistake, at any rate
in regard to the expression; for
éravicTacbor does not here signify
to rise again, but to raise oneself,
namely, to be overseers of men. 1
must express myself still more
decidedly against the idea that

Heracleitus enunciated the doc-
trine of the resurrection of the
body (Lassalle, ii. 204). Lassalle
does not mean indeed by this re-
surrection the &vdoTacis capkds in
the Christian sense, which Hippo-
lytus, {.c., finds to be clearly taught
(povepds must be substituted for
poavepas); he means only this:
that all the particles of matter
which had previously formed a
human body, find themselves again
united at a later period of the
world in a similar body. This
conception is not only much too
far-fetched for Heracleitus, and
entirely without support from any
of his writings, but it is quite
incompatible with his point of
view : these particles of matter do
not exist any longer in the later
period of the world ; they are as
these definite substances entirely
destroyed in the stream of Becom-
ing; they have become other
substances ; and if even they may
have been partla,ll) changed again
into the constituents of human
bodies, there is no ground for the
supposition that from those par-
ticular substances which arose from
some particular body, and from no
nthers, a body will afterwards
again be formed. Schuster (p.
176) prefers this reading : [daiuwy
é0énet] évbdde vt émiloTacbour kal
pvAakos (= piAal) ylvecbou éyepti
¢. k. v. But Hippolytus, as it
seems to be, would then have had
greater difficulties in finding the
resurrection of the flesh than in the
ordinary text with its éravioTacat.

1 Fr. 130, Orig. ¢. Cels. vii. 62:
ofite yryvdokwy feovs obre FHpwas
olrwés elot,
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the deemons as guardians, not only to the living, but to
the dead ; and he is said to have taught that all things
are full of souls and demons.! It is doubtless, there-
fore, his opinion that souls enter the body from a higher
existence, and after death, when they have proved
themselves worthy of this privilege, they return as
deemons into a purer life;? in regard to details, how-
ever, he seems to have retained the ordinary notions
concerning Hades.?

Whether Heracleitus enquired more particularly
concerning the corporeal life of man cannot be dis-
covered with certainty* from the very little that has
been handed down to us by tradition on this subject.
On the other hand, there are many passages quoted
from him in which he applies his standpoint to the

cognitive faculty and moral action of man.

! Diog. ix. 7, cf. p. 46, 2.

2 And in an individual life ; not
as Theodoretus, v. 23, p. 73, says,
in the soul of the world.

3 Cf. the similar eschatology of
Piudar, supra, vol. 1. p. 70.

* We find from F7r. 62 ap. Plut.
Def. Orac. e. 11; Plac. v. 24;
Philo, Qu. in Gen. ii. 5, end p. 82
Auch. ; Censorin, Di. Nat. C. 16, cf.
Bernays, KA. Mus. vii. 105 sq.,
that he reckoned the life of a man
at thirty years, because a man in his
“thirtieth year might have a son
—who was himself a father, and
therefore human nature completes
its circuit in that time. Reference
is made to this cirele in Fr. 73,
ap. Clem. Strom. ii1. 432 A : “ émwe-
dav (1. &rerra) yevduevor (dhety é0é-
Aovor pbpovs T Exew,” paaroy d&
avamaveobar (this, in spite of
Schuster’s representations, p. 193,

1, I consider to be an emendation of
Clemens, referring perhaps te the
view of the wmeraBoA”n discussed
supra, p. 84, 3, or else a protest of
the Christian against the philoso-
pher who treats death simply as
the end of life ; it would not agree
with the kariew T3y yévesw which
Clemens finds in the passage) “ kai
maldas kareAelmovgt udpous yeve-
ofar.” No great weight, however,
is to be attached to these observa-
tions. What is said in Hippoer.
w. dwour. 1. 23 end, on the seven
senses, and bid. c. 10, on the
abdomen, and on the three revolu-
tions of fire in the human body,
can hardly be taken from Hera-

cleitus; the statement (of Joh.
Sicel, Walz, Rhett. vi. 95, quoted
by Bernays, Heracl. 19), that

Heracleitus pursued anatomical
enquiries, is more than doubtful.
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In regard to cognition, he could only place its
highest problem in that which to him was the central
point of all his convictions, viz. in seizing the eternal
essence of things in the flux of the phenomenon, and in
freeing ourselves from the deceitful appearance which
presents to us a permanent Being of the changeable.
He therefore declares that wisdom consists in ene thing,
in knowing the reason which rules all ;! we must follow
the common reason, not the particular opinions of
"individuals ;2 if a discourse is to be reasonable it must
be founded on that which is common to all, and the
only thing which is thus common is thought.? Only
the rational cognition of the Universal can therefore
have any value for him : the sensual perception he must,
of course, regard with mistrust. What our senses
perceive is merely the fleeting phenomenon, not the
essence ; * the eternally living fire is hidden from them
by a hundrea veils;® they show us as something stiff

v Supra, p. 42, 2. This know-
ledge, however, 1s itself according
to Lassalle, 11, 344, conditional on
a ‘revelation to oneself of the
objective and absolute.” Lassalle
in support of this relies partly on
Sext. M. wviii. 8, Afnesidemus
defined the aAnfés as the un Asjoy
iy kowny yvduny; and partly on
the fragment quoted p. 25, 2.
Sextus, however, does not say that
Anesidemus had this definition
from Heracleitus, and if he did,
we could not conclude very much
from it. The fragment calls fire
the un 8vvoy, which is something
quite different from the uy A7fov.
Though it is very possible that
Heracleitus may have said that
the Divine or Reason was know-

able to all, there is, even apart
from Lassalle’s modernising view
of this thought,—no proof of it to
be discovered.

2 Fr.7; cf p. 43, 1.

¢ Fr.123; Stob. Floril. 8, 84 :
Euvoy éoTi maOL TO $povely EVv vog
Aéyovras ioxvpi(eabar xpi 74 Evvd
TayTwy, Sxwomep wdup wéALS Kat
TOAY ioxupoTépws' TpédovTar ~Yyoup,
kTN, sup. p. 41, 1. On the mean-
ing of the words, cf. p. 43, 1.

t Arist. Metaph. i. 6, sub init. :
Tais ‘HpakAerelots 00fats, &s TV
aloOnTdy del pedvtav kal émoTHuns
wepl alT@y odk oboys.

5 Diog. ix. 7: 7y &paocw Yel-
OcoBar (&EAeye). Lucrot. Rer. Nut.
1. 696 : credit enim (Heraclitus)
sensus ignem cognoscere vere, cetera
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and dead what is really the most movable and living of
all things.! Or, as the later theory of the Heracleitean
school expresses it, all sensation arises from the collision
of two motions; it is the common product of the in-
fluence of the object on the particular organ, and the
activity of the organ which receives this influence in its
own peculiar manner into itself. Sensation, therefore,
shows us nothing permanent and absolute, but only a
single phenomenon as this presents itself in the given
case and to some definite perception.? Although, there-
fore, we may certainly learn from sensible observation,

non credit, fire being the only sen-
sible phenomenon in which the
substance of things displays itself
according to its true nature.

1 Fr. 95, ap. Clem. Strom. iii.
434 D, where, according to Teich-
miiller’s just observation, N. §7. i.
97 sq., instead of Mvlaydpas 3¢ kal
should be read: Mvbaydpa kal:
Bdvards éoTiv ordaa éyepféyTes opéo-
uev, 6kboa 8¢ eVdoyres Umvos: ‘as
we see in sleep, dreams, so we see
in waking, death. ™The opening
words of this fragment are thus
interpreted by Lassalle, ii. 320:
‘What we see, being awake, and
hold to be life, is in truth the con-
stant passing away of itself” But
this constant passing away, in
which, according to Heracleitus,
the life of nature consists, he would
never have deseribed by the sinister
word death. Schuster, 274 sq., 1n
order to avoid the degradation of
the sensuous perception, here gives,
as it appears to me, an interpreta-
tion very far-fetcbed and unlike
Heracleitus, whiech Teichmiller
rightly discards.

2 Theophrast. De 8Sensu, 1. 1

sq.: of 8¢ mwepl ’Avafaydpov kal
‘HpdrAetroy 1 évayrie (wotolor Ty
aloOnow), which is afterwards thus
explained : oi 8¢ 7w olgbnoy Hmo-
AauBdvortes év aAloidoer yivesbor
kai TO peév Suotoy amafeés Hmd ToD
éuolov, 10 & évavtiov mabyTikdy,
ToUTw mpooéfedav THY Yyvduny. émi-
popTupety & olovrar kal TO wepl THY
apny cvuBaivov: TO yap Suolws TH
oapkl Oepudv 9 Yuxpdv ol woiety
afcOnaw. According to this evi-
dence, which is confirmed by He-
racleitus’s doctrine of the opposites
in the world, there would be all
the more ground for referring to
the Heracleiteans as well as to
Protagoras the exposition in the
Theet. 166 A sqq.; Plato himself
refers us to them, 180 c. sq. If
even the more definite development
of this theory was the work of
later philosophers such as Cratylus
and Protagoras, yet the fundamen-
tal idea 1n it, viz., that the sensible
perception 1s the product of the
concurrent motion of the object
and of the sense, and has conse-
quently no objective truth, belongs
to Heracleitus himself.
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in so far as this shows us many qualities of things;!?
although the two nobler senses, and especially the eye,
ought to be preferred to the rest,? in comparison with
the rational perception the sensible perception has little
worth ; eyes and ears are bad witnesses to men if they
have irrational souls.® But it is precisely this testi-
mony which the generality of men follow. Hence the
deep contempt for the mass of mankind, which we have
already seen in this philosopher ; hence his hatred for
arbitrary opinion,* for the unreason which does not
perceive the voice of the Deity,” for the stupidity

1 Vide supra, p. 86, 2; 88, 5.

2 Fr. 8. Hippol. Refut. ix. 9:
dowy BYis axol) udabnois TavTa éyd
wpoTiwéw ; on the sense of sight es-
pecially, Fr. 91. Fr. 9, Polyb. xii.
27 : opfaAuol yap T@v drwy axpiBé-
oTepor  uaptvpes, which (notwith-
standing the different opinion of
Bernays, Bk. Mus. ix. 262 ; Lass. 1i.
323 sq.; Schuster, 25, 1) seems to
me to contam nothmg more than (for
example) what Herodotus says (i.
8), and what Polybius understands
by the passage,namely, that one can
better rely on one’s own sight than
on the assertion of others.

8 Fr. 11; Sext. Math. vil.
126 : kakol udpTupes Gylpdmoioty
opBaruol kal Gta BapBdpovs YPuxas
éxdvrwy (which is no doubt more
authentic than the version of it
ap. Stob. Floril. 4, 66). Instead
of the last three words, Bernays,
Bh. Mus. ix. 262 sqqg., conjectures :
BopBdpov Yuxas €xovros, because in
the reading of Sextus, the genitive
éxvrwy after &.VepC{J‘II'OLS iS very
strange, and because in the time of
Heracleitus, BdpBapos would not
have had the signification of rude.
It is not necessary to ascribe this

signification to it, even if we adopt
the usual reading ; we get a better
meaning if the word be taken in
its original sense; one who does
not understand my language, and
whose language I do not under-
stand. Heracleitus says then in
his figurative mode of expression :
it is of no use to hear if the soul
does not comprehend the speech
which the ear receives; and the
strange genitive éxdvrwr seems to
have been used precisely because
the sentence relates primarily to
the ears (though it isalso of course

applicable to the eyes). Cf. Schus-
ter, 26, 2.
* Diog. ix. 7: mhy olmow iepoy

véoov Exeye. He was nevertheless
accused by Aristotle, Eth. N. vii.
4, 1146 b, 29 (M. Mor. ii. 6, 1201
b, 8). of an over-bearing confidence
in his own opinions, as hasalready
been noticed. Schleiermacher, p.
138, compares with the passage of
Diogenes the following words from
Apoll. Tyan. Epist. 18: éyrkarvrréos
éxaoTos 6 patalws év d6En yevduevos ;
but this is not quoted by Apoll. as
Heracleitean.

5 Fr. 138 ; ap. Orig. ¢. Cels. vi.
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which is puzzled and confused by every discourse,! for
the frivolity which wickedly plays with truth;? hence
also his mistrust of the erudition which prefers learn-

ing from others to enquiring for itself.3

He himsgelf

will be content after much labour to find little, like the
gold-diggers ;* he will not rashly pass judgment on
the weightiest things; ® he will not ask others, but only
himself,® or rather the Deity, for human nature has no

12: avhp vAmios Fkovoe wpds dai-
povos Skwomep mais wpds avdpds.
The conjectural dafuovos for dai-
povos (Bernays, Heracl. 15) seems
to me unnecessary. ForSchuster’s
view of this passage, cf. inf. 93, 2.

1 Fr. 35; Plut. dud. Poét. c.
9, end, p. 28; De Aud. c. 7, p. 41 :
BAaE avbpwmos Uwd wowvTds Adyov
émrrofjobar PpiAet.

2 Clem. Strom. v. 549 C: do-
KEGYTWY Yap 6 DOKIUDTATOS YIVATKEL
puAdooey kal puévror kal Olkn wara-
AMerar Yevddy TékTovas Kal udpTu-
pas. The first half of this fragment
I do not think to be satisfactorily
explained, either by Schleierma-
cher, who would substitute doxéorra
and yuyvdorkew ¢uhdooe, nor by
Lassalle, ii. 321. Even the pro-
posal of Schuster, 340, 1: dok. . d
dOKLUDTATOY yiveTaL YIWDTKEL PUAAT-
oew (‘so a poet decides to adopt

from that which passes for credible
" the most credible’), does not en-
tirely satisfy me. Lassalle, by the
Yevdor téktoves understands the
senses. 1 agree with Schuster in
thinking the allusion to the poets
far more probable (cf. p. 10, 3).

8 In this sense, as has been
previously remarked, we must un-
derstand the sayings of Heracleitus
against Polymathy, supra, vol. i.
510, 4; 386, 5. The fragment on
this subject, ap. Stob. Flori. 34,

19, Gaisford, was rightly restored
to Anaxarchus.

1 Fr. 19 ap. Clem. Strom. iv.
476 A; Theod. Cur. Gr. Aff. i. 88, p.
156 : xpuaty oi du(fuevor yijv woAAYY
opdooovat kol ebplokovay OAiyov.
How Heracleitus applied this il-
lustration we are not told; but the
turn given to it in the text seems
to me the most natural. Cf. also
Fr. 24 and 140, sup. p. 42, 2 ; 44,
1, and the Fr. 21 pointed out by
Lassalle, 11. 312 ; Clem. Strom. v.
615 B: xpn yap € udia woAAGy
ToTopas PirogdPous avdpas elvar kay’
‘HparAetToy, where ioTopla, inde-
pendent enquiry, is to be distin-
guished from mere polymathy.

5 According to Diog. ix. 73, he
is reported to have said: uf eix?
wept TOV peyioTwy cuuBaiidueda,
which does not sound like his usual
language.

¢ Fr. 20 (ap. Plut. adv. Col. 20,
2, p. 1118; Suid. IooTovues. Cf.
Lassalle 1. 301 sq.): éd(noduny
éuewréy. The right interpreta-
tion of these words, which the
above-named writers, and many of
the more recent commentators, re-
fer to the demand for self-know-
ledge, is probably given by Dio:
genes, iX. § : éavtdv €pn di(foacboa-
kal pabely wayra wap’ éavrov. (Cf.
Schuster, 59, 1, 62, 1.) Whether
Plotinus (iv. 8, 1. p. 468) under-
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intelligence, which the divine nature alone possesses ;!
human wisdom is nothing else than the imitation of na-
ture and of the Deity.? Only he who listens to the divine
law, the universal reason, finds truth ; he who follows the
deceptive appearance of the senses and the uncertain
opinions of men, to him truth remains for ever hidden.?
This does not as yet amount to a scientific theory of
knowledge; nor can we even suppose that Heracleitus

stands the expression thus seems
doubtfrl. In v. 9, 5, p. 559, he
follows the interpretation accord-
ing to which éuavrdor designates
the object that 1s sought or en-
quired for ; he says, in a discussion
concerning the unity of thought
and Being, op8ds &pa . . . TO
éuavTdy Edi(naduny os v TOV dvTwy.
This 18, of course, not conclusive
as to the original meaning of the
sentence ; but still less can I ad-
mit TLassalle’s theory that the
words &s & 7. 8. also belong to
Heracleitus, and that the whole
proposition means, ¢ one must re-
gard oneself as one of the existent
things’ i.e., as existing as little as
they do, and involved in the same
flux. How this can be deduced
from the words, I fail to see, and
it does not seem to me probable
that Heracleitus should have spoken
of dvra. ds &v Tay JyTwy seems to
me an addition of Plotinus, 1n-
tended to justify his application of
Heracleitus’s saying to the question
in hand. The indecisive sentence
ap. Stob. Floril. 5, 119, avpdmotst
TATL METECTL YWOTKELY EquTOVS Kal
ocwpporery is rightly regarded by
Schleiermacher as spurious.

v Fr. 14, 138, sup. p. 42, 2;
90, 5.

® Vide Fr. 123, sup. p. 41, 1.
This seems to have been also the

original meaning of the proposi-
tions (F'r.156) quoted in the Greater
Hippias, 289 A sq., as Heraclei-
tean, though evidently not in the
words of the philosopher, s &pa
T0NKkwy 6 KAAALTTOS algxpds avOpw-
welw yéver cuuBdAAew, aTe
avlpdrwy 6 copdraros wpds Gedy
wihnkos Ppaveltar kal coPla Kal KAA-
Aet kol Tots aAAois waoy. In Hip-
poec. mwepl dwar. 1. ¢. 12 sqq. many
examples, not always happily
chosen, are brought forward to
show that all human arts arose
from the imitation of nature,
though men are not conscious of it.
This thought seems to belong to
Heracleitus; but the development
of 1t, as it stands here, can be but
partially his. Cf. Bernays, Heracl.
23 sqq., Schuster, p. 286 sqq.

8 What Sext. Math. vii. 126,
131, says of Heracleitus 1s there-
fore substantially true: =iy afo-
Onow . . . &mioToy elyar vevdutike,
TO¥ 8¢ Adyov dmotiferar kpiTrhpioy

. TOy Kkowdy Abyov kal Ocioy
kal 00 kaTd peToxMy ywéuebo Aoyikol
kputpoy aAnbelas ¢noiv. Many
sceptics, on the other hand, reckon
him among their number; but
this only exemplifies the well-
known arbitrariness of the school,
Diog. ix. 78. Cf. Sext. Pyrrh.

209 sqq. o
N

AN
N
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felt the want of such a theory, or clearly saw the neces-
sity of giving an account to himself, before any enquiry
concerning things, of the conditions of knowledge and
method of investigation. The propositions quoted
above, as was the case with the kindred theories of his
contemporary Parmenides,! were essentially deductions
from a physical theory which brought him into such ab-
rupt antagonism to sensible appearance, that he thought
himself obliged to mistrust the evidence of the senses.
It does not follow from this that he purposed to form
his system independently of experience, and by means
of an & priori construction; for such a design would
have presupposed enquiries into the theory and method
of knowledge which were alike unknown to him and to
the whole of the pre-Socratic philosophy. Still less
are we justified by Heracleitus’s own expressions, or by
the statements of our most trustworthy authorities, in
making the ancient Ephesian the first representative
of empiricism or discovering in him a tendency to ob-
servation and induction.? His reflection was concerned
with the objective in nature; like every other philo-

1 Cf. vol. 1. 591 sqq.

2 Schuster (p. 19 sqq.) supports
this statement mainly on the frag-
ments (2, 3), discussed p. 7, 2. But

in Fr. 3 thereis not one word to show

that the Adyos éel &» is only per-
ceived through the senses; that we
should ¢ observe the visible world,
and ¢ on the ground of appearance’
should follow out the true state of
the case,—still less to show that
this is the only way to arrive at
the knowledge of truth. In Fr. 2
Schuster introduces what is irrele-
vant when he represents Heraclei-

tus as blaming men, ¢ because they
do not seek for knowledge, by en-
quiring into that over which they
stumble every day’ (that in order
to know, they do not enter upon
the way of observation), whereas
Heracleitus blames them ¢ because
they do not understand (or con-
sider, ¢povéovgr) that on which
they stumble every day;’ and do
not (in what way is not stated)
instruet themselves about it.
Schuster likewise refers to Fr. 7;
but I have already proved (p. 39, 4)
that his explanation of this cannot
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sopher he started, in fact, from perception, and formed
his convictions by the development of this; but he never

be substantiated. I have also re-
marked, in the same place, that
we have no right to give the mean-
ing which Schuster adopts, to the
sentence about the unseen har-
mony, nor to bring into direct
connection with it the quotation on
p. 90, 2: 8owy UYuis akon pdabnots
Tabra éyd wporywéw. In itself,
however, it does not imply that the
udfnots results only from sight
and hearing, but merely that the
pleasures of knowledge are to be
preferred to all others: how much
is contributed to knowledge by
thought, how much by observa-
tion, the fragment does not say.
Further, in Fr. 7, the &uvdv or the
Adyos Euvds does mot mean the
“speech of the visible world ;’ and
those are not censured who ¢in-
dulge their own thoughts,’ and
‘seek in the invisible instead of
the visible, each one for himself, a
particular solution of the univer-
sal riddle’ (Schuster 23 sq), cf. p.
43, 1: not to mention that Hera-
cleitus, with his efs éuol wpipiot
(sup. p. 10, 2), certainly did follow
his own thoughts; and the kouwn)
yvéun, to which Schuster with
Ainesidemus (ap. Sext. Math. viii.
8) refers twvov, was, for him at
least, an authority. Schuster, p.
27 sq., lastly quotes Luecret. i. 690
sqq., who calls the senses that unde
ommia credita pendent, unde hic
cognitus est ipsi Quem mnominat
ignem ; but he forgets that Lucre-
tius takes this observation, not
from Heracleitus, but from his
own presupposition against Hera-
cleitus. When he wants to give
the doctrine to Heracleitus, he says
(vide p. 90, 4) that among all the

sensuous perceptions, he ascribed
truth to that of fire only (not, as
Schuster says, to fire ‘under all
its disguises and changes,’ but
simple visible fire). To withhold
credence from the second of these
statements because the first has
been misapprehended, is to invert
the order of things. This sup-
posed evidence ¢ favour of Schus-
ter's view thus turns out to be
distinct evidence agaimst it; its
incorrectness, moreover, appears
from what is quoted, supra, p. 88,
9; 89, 1; 90, 3, and especially
from Aristotle’s assertion (88, 4):
that Plato followed Heracleitus
in his conviction—d&s T&v ulgby-
@y ael pedvTwv xal EmioThuns
wepl adTdv odk ofiens. The con-
Jecture that Aristotle is here
speaking only of Cratylus and the
Heracleiteans, who ‘on this point
thought very differently from their
master’ (Schuster 31), is wholly
inadmissible. Aristotle does not
say Tais 7@y ‘HpaxAerelwy ddtas,
but rais ‘HpaxAerrelois d6¢ais ; now
a ‘HparAelreios dd¢a is as certainly
an opinion of Heracleitus as the
‘HpakAeiretos 0égis, Phys. i. 2, 185
a, 7,1s a proposition of Heracleitus,
and the ‘HpaxAelreior Adyor in the
parallel passage to this Metaph.
xiil. 4 (sup. p. 11, 1) are statements
of Heracleitus. ‘HpaxAelreios sig-
nifies proceeding from Heracleitus ;
and if by an inaccurate use of
language it might be used in re-
gard to an opinion which had been
merely derived by his scholars
from his doctrine, it certainly
could not be used of any opinion
that contradicted his own. Schus-
ter, therefore, has recourse to
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proposed to himself the question from what sources his
convictions had arisen. When in this way he had arrived
at theories which contradicted the assertions of our
senses, he did not say, as a true empiricist must have
said, that the theories must be false: he said that
the senses were deceptive, and that rational knowledge
alone was trustworthy. But by what process we are to
attain this rational knowledge, neither Heracleitus nor
any of the pre-Socratic philosophers expressly enquired.
The principle ascribed to him by modern writers,!
that the names of things explain to us their essential

another theory, viz. that Aristotle
ascribes the conclusions which were
drawn by Plato from the doctrine
of Heracleitus to Heracleitus him-
self: a suspicion which would only
be justifiable if the assertions
of Aristotle contradicted other
trustworthy authorities; where-
as, in truth, they coincide with
them all. But from the fact that
Protagoras united his sensualism
with the proposition about uni-
versal Becoming, we must not
conclude with Schuster (31 sq.)
that Heracleitus also attached
supreme importance to the sen-
suous perception; certainly not
if, like Schuster, we represent
Cratylus as opposed to Heracleitus
through his rejection of the testi-
mony of the senses. Why should
not the Sophist, who made no claim
to reproduce Heracleitus’s doctrine
as such, diverge more easily from
it than (according to Schuster’s
theory) a philosopher who de-
cidedly professed that doctrine?
It is not true, however, that Pro-
tagoras said ‘that there was an
émoTAun, and that it was the
same as alefnois and opinion

founded upon aZe6neis.’ On ac-
count of the relativity of percep-
tions, he rather denied the possi-
bility of knowledge (cf. p. 896 sqq.,
3rd ed.). But if in this there lies
also the presupposition that know-
ledge, 9/ knowledge were possible,
could only arise from perception,
the hypothesis here admitted, viz.
that there is a kuowledge, is im-
mediately opposed, and opposed
for the very reason that perception
cannot guarantee knowledge. So
far as we can argue from Protago-
ras to Heracleitus, the only result:
1s that Heracleitus, as little as
Protagoras, ascribed objective truth
to sensible perception. Arcesilaus
the Academician, c. 9, proved the
impossibility of knowledge simply
from the uncertainty of percep-
tions (cf. Pt. 111, &, 448 5q.,2nd ed.),
but no one concludes from this that
Plato, whose track he follows in
his polemic against sense-know-
ledge. admitted no other kind of
knowledge.

! Lassalle, ii. 362 sqq. ; Schus-
ter, 318 sqq. Against Lassalle,
vide Steinthal Gesch. d. Sprach. 1.
165 sqq.
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nature, cannot be proved by direct evidence,! nor with
certainty by induction, from the Cratylus of Plato;?
and though it would harmonise well with Heracleitus’s
general modes of thought,® we have no right to con-

1 Lassalle appeals to Procl.
Parm. i. p. 12 Cous.: (Socrates
admires) Tov ‘HpakAerrelov (3ida-
ocaAelov) THy b TV dvoudTwy éml
™y Ty Svrev yvdaoiwr 63év. But
this utterarice in which Heracleitus
himself is not mentioned, but only
his school, is entirely founded on
the Platonic Crafylus; and the
same holds good of the passages
of Ammon. De Interpr. 24 b, 30 b.
In the second of these it is said
expressly : ¢ Socrates shows in the
Cratylus that names are not oirw
pboer bs ‘Hpdrheros EAeyer (So-
crates does not, however, name
Heracleitus). The first also un-
mistakably alludes to the Platonic
dialogue (428 E), as even Schus-
ter acknowledges, 319 sq.; in
the observation that many hold
names for ¢ioews dnuiovpyfuara,
kabdmwep ftlov Kpariros kal ‘Hpd-
KA€LTOS.

2 In the Cratylus, it is said by
the Heracleitean of that name
bvéuaros dpOéTyTa elvar éxaoTe TEY
dvrwy ¢loe mepurviay (383 A, cf.
428 D sqq.), and that Cratylus
really maintained this is the more
likely, as the astounding inferences
which he draws (p. 384 B, 429
B sq., 436 B sq.) from his proposi-
tion are entirely consistent with
his other caricatures of the Hera-
cleitean doctrine (infra, p. 601
sq., 3rd edit.). But it does not
follow from this that Heracleitus
himself set up such a principle.
Schuster thinks that a school,
which exaggerated the doctrine of
the flux of all things so greatly

as Cratylus did, could not at first
have hit upon it. I do not see
why, so long as they did not draw
from this doctrine the sceptical
consequences of Protagoras. DBut
if Cratylus was not the first to set
up this principle, it did not there-
fore necessarily - emanate from
Heracleitus ; between the death
of this philosopher and the epoch
when Plato heard the discourses
of Cratylus, there are more than
sixty years. Schuster seeks (p. 323
sq.) to prove that Protagoras
also held the above-mentioned
doctrine, which he could only
have derived from Heracleitus.
But the sole proof which is ad-
duced is the myth of the Prota-
goras, and in that the doctrine has
no place. Protagoras says, 322 A,
that man on account of his kinship
with the Deity early learnt the
art of speech; but it does mnot
follow from this that all linguistic
designations are accurate. Lastly
Schuster (p. 324 sq.) supposes
that Parmenides, in the verses
quoted vol. 1. 604, 3. alludes
to Heracleitus’s occupation with
descriptive names; but this con-
jecture, as it appears to me, is
groundless.

3 Schaarschmidt, Samml. d.
Plat. Schr. 263 sq. disputes this,
on the ground that a natural cor-
rectness and fixed character of
words would be incompatible with
the flux of all things; and for the
same reason, Schuster p. 321, will
only admit it, if his interpretation
of wavra pei, discussed sup. p. 12, 1,
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clude from the plays on words and etymologies! which
occur in his fragments that he sought to justify this use of
nomenclature theoretically in the manner of later writers.

What has been said of knowledge applies to action.
Heracleitus does not yet accurately separate the two
spheres, and has the same law for both. His judgment
as to the conduct of men in the one case is not more
lenient than in the other. Most men live like beasts ;2
they revel in mud. and feed upon earth like the worm.?
They are born, bring forth children, and die without
pursuing any higher end in life.* The wise man will
despise that for which the masses strive, as a worthless
and perishable thing.” He will not take his own ca-
prices, but the common law, for his standard;® will

hold good. But the flux of all sense and connection of the words
things, even according to our ac- quoted in Athen. v. 178 sq. and
ceptation, does mnot exclude the Arist. De Mundo, c. 6, end: the
permanence of the universal law; first: uf7e “ BopBdpy xafpew ” kat®
it involves it; and as this is ap- ‘HpdrAetror; and the second: * way
prehended by Heracleitus as the épmerdv T ¥ijy véuerar.” Bernays’
Logos, the thought that the human (Heracl. p. 26) conjecture that in-
logos (reason and speech being stead of these words there was
both included in this conception) originally something quite different
also has truth, as part of the in the text I cannot agree with.
Divine, is perfectly consistent with * Fr. 73 supra, p. 87, 4. On
his point of view. account of his contemptuous say-

1 Bios and Buds, supra, p. 17, +; ings about mankind in general,
where, however, the name is in Timon, ap. Diog. ix. 6, calls Hera-
opposition’ to the thing; diagpépe- cleitus korxxvorys dxAorofdopos.
o0 and Evupépectar, p. 33, 2; népo > So mueh as this may perhaps
and wolpat, p.86.1; Ly véwand Evvi, be true of the saying which Lucian
p. 88, 3; perhaps also Zyrds and V. Auct. 14, puts into his mouth:
(v, p. 44, 1; aidoloigw and avadé- nyéopar TA Gvfpdmva mphryuarta
orara, p. 103, 2 ; onthe other hand, oi(upa. kai Bakpvddea kal oddty
the comparison of c@ua and sHua is abréwr 8 T pun émufipiov. The
not Heracleitean, cf. 84,2. Stillmore statement that he wept over every-
unimportant is the use of dvopa asa thing (supra, p. 4, n.) seems to show
periphrasis, p. 88, 3; 98, 5. that he gave utterance to senti-

2 Supra, p. 10, 1. ments of this kind.

3 Such at any rate may be the ¢ Fr. 7,128, sup.p. 43,1; 88, 3,

YOL. II. H
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avoid nothing more than presumption, the over-stepping
of the bounds which are set for the individual and for
human nature;! and in thus subjecting himself to
the order of the whole, he will reach that satisfaction
which Heracleitus is said to have declared to be the
highest end of life.2 It depends only upon man himself
whether he is happy. The world is always as it ought
to be ;3 it must be our part to accommodate ourselves’to
the wuniversal order; the character of a man is his
dseemon.? As it is with individuals, so it is with the
community. There is nothing more necessary for the
state than the dominion of law; human laws are an
emanation of the Divine; on them society is founded,
and without them there would be no justice;® a nation

cf. Stob. Floril. 3, 84 ; ocwdppovery
apeth pevioryn, kal copln aAnféa
Aéyety kal moletv katra ¢vow émal-
ovTas.

1 Fr. 126 ap. Diog. ix. 2: UB8pw
XpY oBevvlew paAror A wvpralny.
References to a particular kind of
UBpis will be found 1n Fr. 128 ap.
Arist. Polit. v. 11, 13815 a, 30;
Eth. N. ii. 2, 1105 a, 7 ; Eth. Hud.
1. 7, 1228 b, 22, ete.: xalemdy
Bvug pdxeodar, Yoxiis yap dvéetar
The emendations of this ap. Plut.
De ira 9. p. 457; Coriol. 22;
Iambl. Cokort. p. 334 K, I do not
consider genuine. In regard to
the meaning, in spite of Eth. N.
i1, 2, it seems true, from the addi-
tion of Yuxijs yap @véerar, to refer
not to a conflict with one’s own
passion, but with that of others.

2 Theod. Cur. Gr. Aff. xi. 6,
p- 152 : Epicurusregarded pleasure
as the highest good; Democritus
substituted émibvuia (1. edbuuia),
Heracleitus &vrl Tis 7dovijs edopé-

ornow Teéfewcev. Fr. 84 ap. Stob.
Floril. 3, 83: auepmmu vyiveofa
6rdao Bénovaw, ok Huetov (there
would be no happlness if all the
wishes of man were fulfilled).

8 Cf. the words quoted on p. 39, 3.

t Fr. 92; ap. Alex. Aphr. De
Frato, e. 6, p. 16, Or.; Plut. Qu.
Plat. 1. 1, 3, p. 999; Stob. Floril.
104, 23: %H0os avfpdme daluwy.
This only expresses the sentiment
of the corresponding words in Epi-
charmus (sup. vol. 1. p. 531, 3), that
the happiness of man depends upon
his internal condition. As to the
question of neeessity and freedom
to which Schuster, 272, 2, adverts,
nothing is said.

5 Fr.123, sup. 88, 3; 41,1; Fr.
121; ap. Clem. Strom. iv. 478 B:
dlkns Bvoua odk &y 7jdegaw, el TabTa
(the laws) un v. The meaning of
the sentence is not clear; it might
possibly contain (as Schuster sup-
poses) a censure of the masses, who,
without positive laws, know ncthing



LETHICS.

09

must, therefore, fight for its laws as for its walls.!
This dominion of law is equally infringed, whether the
arbitrary will of an individual rules, or that of the

masses.

Heracleitus is indeed a friend to freedom,?

but he hates and despises democracy, which does not
understand how to obey the best, and cannot endure any

pre-eminent greatness.’?

of right. Teichmiiller’s explara:
tion, which refers TavTa to the un-
just acts of mien, without which
there would be no law (V. Stud. i.
131 sq.), has a very uncertain sup-
port in the use of Heracleitean
words by Clemens, whose exegesis
is very arbitrary; and in itself it
seems to me improbable. If how-
ever, 1t were correct, we must un-
derstand by 8ikn, retributive justice
especially, 8iky woAvmoivos.

U Fr. 125; Diog. ix. 2: udxe-
olai XP7\7 TOV dNuov Umep véuov Grws
Jwép Teixeos. Cf. also the sayings
gquoted p. 86, 1, which, however,
primarily relate to death for one’s
fatherland.

2 According to Clem. Sérom. i.
302 B, he moved a tyrant, Melan-
comas, to lay down his authority,
and refused an invitation of Darius
to his court. How much may be
true in these statements we cannot
tell ; the letters from which Diog.
ix. 12 8qq. takes the second, show
that the writer of the letters was
acquainted with it, but nothing
more. The discussion of Bernays,
Heracl. Briefe, 18 sqq., only proves
the possioility of the fact.

3 Fr. 40; ap. Strabo, xiv. 1,
25, p. 642 ; Diog. ix. 2; Cic. Zusc.
v. 36, 105; cf. Tambl. V. Pyih.
173, Stob. Floril. 40, 9 (ii. 73
Mein.): &fwor ’E¢eciots 18136y
¢rdyfacfu (Diog. evidently a mis-

He counsels concord, through

o C L
take ; amobavelv) waot Kai Tols avi)-
Bois Ty woAw kaTalurety (that is to
say, they should hang themselves
and leave the city to minors. Cf.
Bernays, Heraclit. Briefe, 19, 129
sq.) otTwes ‘Epuddwpor &vdpa éwvrdy

oviioToy ékéBalov, ¢dvtes: Nuéwy
unde eis ovficTos Eorw, €l & un

(Diog. : ei 8¢ 1is Totov7os, originally
perhaps el 8¢ alone). 8AAp Te kal
per’ #AAwv.  According to Jam-
blichus this saying was an answer
to the request of the Ephesians,
that he would give them laws; a
request which, according to Dio-
genes (ix. 2) also, he declined. It
is mnot probable, considering his
pronounced political position, that
such a request should have been
preferred to him by the democratic
majority; and those words were to
be found in Heracleitus’s work.
Concerning Hermodorus, cf. my
dissertation De Hermodoro (Marb.
18569). As to his judgment on de-
mocracy, see the aneedote, ap. Diog.
ix. 3, which can only Le founded
on a saying of this philosopher,
that he took part in children’s
games, telling his fillow-citizens
that this was wiser than to engage
in politics with them; also FHr.
127 ; Clem. Strom. v. 604 A : vduos
kal BovAfl welfeaOar évds, p. 589, 3,
and Theodorides, Anthol. Gr. vii.
479, who calls Heracleitus @elos
UAakTyTYS dfpuov Kdwy,

H 2
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which alone the state can subsist.! There are no traces,
however, of his having attempted any scientific defini-
tion of ethics and politics.

Many of the notions and usages of the popular
religion must have been reckoned by Heracleitus among
human errors of opinion and action. A formal polemic
against these, such as we find in Xenophanes, was not,
however, his purpese. He not only employs the name
of Zeus? for the Divine creative essence, but is generally
addicted to mythological designations.? He speaks of
Apollo in the tone of a believer, and recognises in the
sayings of the Sibyl a higher inspiration.* He accounts
for soothsaying generally by the connection of the

human spirit with the Divine.®

In the proposition as

to the identity of Hades with Dionysus,® and still more

1 Plut. Garrul. c. 17, p. 571
(also Schleiermacher, p. 82) relates
of him a symbolical act which had
this meaning.

2 Cf. p. 44, 1.

3 For example, the Erinnyes
and Dike, p. 41, 2.

* In the sayings before mention-
ed, p. 6, n.; F'r. 38 (Plut. Pyth. Orac.
21, p. 404): 6 dvak, ob TO mavreidy
éott TO év Aehgols, olite Aéyer ofite
kpUwTel, GAAG ompmaiver, and Fr.
39 (dbid. c. 6, p. 397): ZiBvAAa 8¢
powouéve orduare, kab® ‘HpdrAeiTov,
GyéracTa kal GrkaAAGTIOTA KAl Gud-
ptoTa GOeyyouévn Xihwy érdv éfi-
kveiTou T Powvy dtd TOv feov.

5 Chaleid. in Z%im. c. 249 : He-
raclitus vero consentientibus Stoicis
rationem mnostram cum divina ra-
tione connectit regente ac moderante
mundana, propter inseparabilem co-
mitatum (on account of the insepa-
rable connection between them)
consciam decreti rationabilis factam

quiescentibus animis ope Ssemsuwin
Jutura denuntiare. ex quo fieri, ut
appareant imagines ignotorum loco-
rum simulacraque hominum tam
viventium quam mortuorum idemque
asserit divinationis usum et premo-
neri meritos instruentibus divinis
potestatibus. This is in the first
instance Stoical, but the general
thought at any rate, that the soul
by virtue of its kinship to God can
divine the future, may have been
enunciated in some form by Hera-
cleitus. From the Pseudo-Hippoc.
. Swabr. 1. 12 (Schuster, 287 sq.) no
safe conclusion can be drawn, on
account of the nature of the work.

¢ Fr. 182 (inf. p. 108, 2) : dvrds
3¢ ‘Aldns kal Atbvvoos. As one of
the gods of the lower world Diony-
sus was worshipped in the mysteries,
especially the Orphico-Dionysiac
mysteries ; in the Orphic legends
he is called sometimes the son of
Zeus and Persephone, and some-
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in his utterances about immortality and the damons,!

times the son of Pluto and Perse-
phone. The idea, however, that
he was the same person as Pluto
cannot be discovered in the more
ancient theology, and it is a ques-
tion whether Heracleitus was not
the inventor of it. 'With him birth
and decay ecoincide, as every birth
is a fresh destruction of what pre-
ceded 1t; hence arose Dionysus the
god of the luxuriant creative flow-
ing life of nature, and Hades, the
god of death. Teichmiiller (V.
Stud. 1. 25 sq.) interprets Dionysus
as the sun, which 1s identical with
Hades, because it arises out of the
earth, and the earth again receives
the light into itself. But against
this we must observe, 1, that Hades
is indeed the region under the
earth, but not the earth itself, 2.
That Heracleitus does not represent
the sun as arising out of the earth,
but from moisture, from vapours,
and especially those of the sea (cf.
57,2; 58, 1; 60,1). 3. That the
arising of the sun from the earth
and its transition into the earth is
something other than the identity
of the sun and the earth. 4. That
neither in Heracleitus nor in the
Orphics of his time is there any
proof that Dionysus meant the sun
(sup. vol.i. p. 63 sq. 98 sq.). Teich-
miller moreover makes Hades into
vids aidovs, that he may ultimately
extract this singular meaning from
our fragment ; the feast of Dionysus
would be shameless, if Dionysus
were not the son of shame and the
shameless and the befitting the
same ; but this interpretation is
devoild of all real foundation.
Teichmiiller appeals to Plut. De Is.
29, p. 362: kal yap MAdTwy TOV
“Adny Gs aidoUs vidv Tois wap adTE
yevouépois Kal wpoanvi Oedv dvoudo-

Oar ¢pnot. It is difficult to see what
would follow in regard to Heraclei-
tus if Plato kad said this. But
Plato said nothing of the kind. Of
the aidovs vids there is not a word
either in the Craf. 403 A sqq. (the
only passage which Plurarch can
have in view), nor anywhere else in
Plato’s works. And even in Plu-
tarch it is so devoid of any admissi-

.ble meaning, that one cannot help

thinking there may have been some
scriptural error in a text in other
respects so corrupt. For aidods
vidov (according to an emendation of
Hercher’s, kindly communicated to
me, wo should doubtless read wAod-
owy, which comes very near to it
in writing) is actually to be found
in the parallel passage, Plut. De
Superst. 13, p. 171, and refers to
Crat. 403 A, E (kata 79y ToU wA00-
Tov Odow érwyoudoln . . .
evepyérns Ty wap’ avre). Teich-
miiller has not succeeded any better,
p. 32 sq., in establishing the theory
that Heracleitus alludes in this
fragment to the coarse Dionysiac
mythus in Clem. Cokort. 21 D sqq.,
which he misapprehends in regard
to one point (22 A), on which he
lays much stress. The narrative
of Clemens contains no reference to
Heracleitus : the Heracleitean frag-
ment 1s in no way related to the
myth ; and if Clemens, at the end
of hisaccount, couples this fragment
with the mention of Phallic wor-
ship, it does not follow from this
that Heracleitus, in choosing his
words, was thinking of this par-
ticular myth, or spoke of Dionysus
in Hades in a manner for which
ev.n the myth furnishes no pre-
cedent.
Y Supra, p. 85 sq.
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he shows great affinity with the Orphic doctrines.! Yet
there must have been many things objectionable to him
in the established religion and in the writings of the
poets which were considered as its sacred records.
The opinion which is so cousonant with the ordinary
point of view, that the Deity dispenses happiness or
misery to men as he wills, was not compatible with the

philosopher’s conception of the regularity of the course
of nature;? nor was this consistent with the distinction

! Lassalle (i. 204-268) tries to
prove that there existed an inti-
mate relationship between Hera-
cleitus and the Orphics, and that
they exercised great influence over
him. But the passage on which
he chiefly relies, Plut. De Hi. c. 9,
p. 388, does not give, as he be-
lieves, a representation of Hera-
cleitus’s theology, but a Stoic in-
terpretation of Orphic myths.
Lassalle thinks that Plutarch
would not have given to the Stoics
the honourable designations of
BeoAdyor and ocodpdTepor, but he
has overlooked, firstly, that by
copdrepor (which here signifies
rather shrewd than wise) are
meant, not the dnferpreters, but
the inventors of the mythus, conse-
quently the Orphics; secondly,
that @eoAdyor is no title of honour,
and that Plutarch speaks elsewhere
of the Stoie theology ; and thirdly,
that the theory expounded in c. 9
1s afterwards, ce. 21, called mis-
chievous. It does not follow in
the least from Philo, De Vict.
839 D (supra, p. 63, ».), that the
expressions xdpos and Xp10 ooy,
which Plutarch uses, were foreign
to the Stoics (as Lassalle says).
Even were the points of contact be-
tween Heracleitus and the Orphie

fragments (which Lassalle seeks to
show, 246 sqq.) much more nume-
rous than can actually be admitted.
we could only conclude, considering
the late origin of the poems from
which these fragments are taken
(vide Vol. I. p. 104 sq.), that they
were under the influence of Stoic-
Heracleitean views, not that He-
racleitus was influenced by the
Orphies.

2 Lassalle, 11. 455 sq., ingeni-
ously refers to this the remark
about Homer and Archilochus
(quoted supra, p. 10, 3, and dis-
cussed by Schuster, 338 sq.). He
supposes it to have been aimed at
the two verses similar in meaning,
Odyssey xviii. 135, and Archil. Fr.
72 (Bergk, Lyr. Gr. 551,701), and
conpects it with the analogous con-
tradiction of Hesiod, vide following
note. It seems to me less probable
that Heracleitus (vide Schleier-
macher, 22 sq.; Lass. 1. 464)
should have accused Homer of
astrology, and consequently repu-
diated that art. The scholia on
Il. xviii. 251 (p. 495 b, 5, Bekk.)
says, indeed, that on account of
this verse, and ZI. vi. 488, Hera-
cleitus named Homer aoTpoAdyos,
which in this connection can only
mean astrologer. But &orpoAdyosir
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of lucky and unlucky days, so widely spread in the old
religions.! Heracleitus also expresses himself strongly
about the shamelessness of the Dionysiac orgies;? he
attacks, in the veneration paid to images, one of the
very pillars of the Greek religion;® he also passes severe
judgment on the existing system of sacrifices." These
criticisms are very searching, but it does not appear that
Heracleitus wished to make any assault upon the popular

religion as a whole, or in its general constitution.

the older language was never used
for astrcloger in our sense of the
word, but always for an astronomer.
But neither of these verses gave
any opening for describing Homer
even ironically as such. Schuster
(339, 1), indeed, thinks that as, ac-
cording to Clemens (vide ¢n/. note
2), Heracleitus was acquainted with
the Magi, and udyot= adoTpoAdyor,
he may have also called Homer an
astrologer. Buteven if Heracleitus
really used the names vukTiwréAo,
pdyou, &c. (which is not quite cer-
tain), the later nse of the words,
which made magician and astro-
loger synonymous, cannot prove
that Heracleitus might have spoken
of astrologers in this sense. It
seems to me more likely, either
that Heracleitus called Homer
aoTpoldyos in the sense of astro-
nomer and without any reference
to the verses quoted above, or that
some later writer of the same
name {perhaps the author of the
Homeric allegories) may have called
him agTpdroyos in the sense of
astrologer.

1 According to Plut. Cam. 19,
ef. Seneca, Ep. 12, 7, he censured
Hesiod for distinguishing 7uépa:
ayabal and ¢adtdar &s &yvootyre
Pt andons nuépas ulay odoav,

2 Fr. 132, ap. Clem. Cokort. 22,
B. Plut. Is. et Os. 28, p. 862 : ei
Uy yap Awvbocw moumhy émotovyTo
kol Juveoy doua aidolowrw avoidé-
oTata elpyaoTar: wirds (wiT.) B¢
’ATdns kal Aiévvoos, 8Tew umaivoyTou
kat Anvaiovew, The last words,
on which cf. p. 100, 6, are intended
probably to remind men of their
blindness in celebrating their wan-
ton festival to the god of death.
Cf. Clemens, Coh. 13 D: tiot 8y
uavreveTar “HpakAerros & "E¢éotos ;
vukTiméNoLs, uayors, Bdrxors,
Afvats, udoTars. TovTols Ame-
el 7o uera Odvatov, TolTois uav-
TeveTar 7O wop* Ta yap voui(d-
peva katr avlpdmwovs pvoeTi-
pta aviepwoTi pvevvrtar The
spaced words seem (as Schuster
337, 1, thinks, agreeing with Ber-
nays, Heracl. Br.134) to be taken
from Heracleitus. But FAr. 69
(vide supra, p. 85, 1, cf. Schuster,
p. 190) can scarcely have stood in
the connection with this passage in
which Clemens places it.

3 Fr. 129, ap. Clem. Cok. 33
B; Orig. ¢. Cels. vil. 62,1. §: rai
GydAuagt TovTéolot elixovTar SKotoy
el Tis dbuotor Aeaxmyedoiro, olTe
yryvookwy Beovs oliTe Hpwas olrTwés
eiot,

t Fr. 131, ap. Elias Cret. 4d
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4. Hrstorical position and vmportance of Heracleitus.
The Heracletteans.

HeraoLEITUS Was regarded even in ancient times as
one of the most important of the Physicists.! Plato
especially, who had received so many pregnant sugges-
tions from his school, marks him out as the author of
one of the chief possible theories respecting the world
and knowledge—the theory which is most directly
opposed to the Eleatic.? This is, in fact, the point in
which we have principally to seek this philosopher’s
importance. In regard to the explanation of particular
phenomena, he has done nothing which can be compared
with the mathematical and astronomical discoveries of
the Pythagoreans, or with the physical enquiries of
Demnocritus and Diogenes; and his ethical doctrines,
though they are logically connected with his whole
theory of the universe, in themselves are merely vague
general principles, such as we often find apart from
any philosophical system. His peculiar merit does not
lie in particular enquiries, but in the setting up of

Greg. Naz. or. xxiii. p. 836: pur-
gantur cum cruore polluuntur non
secus ac st quis in lutum ingressus
luto se abluat; so ap. Apollon.
Tyan. Ep. 27: u) 7nAg wnAov
kabaiperv. That this censure 1is
directed not merely against trust
in the opus operatum of the offer-
ing is obvious. The offering itself
1s called wyAds, which harmonises
completely with Heracleitus’s say-
ing about corpses (supra, p. 79, 1).
If, therefore (Iambl. De Myster.

1. 11, end), he also named them
&kea, this must be intended ironi-
cally.

1 He is often cailed ¢puoirds ;
the absurd statement of Diodotus,
the grammarian, ap. Diog. ix. 15,
that his work was not really about
nature, but about the state, and
that the physical was only an
example for the political, stands
quite alone.

2 Cf. the writings quoted supra,
p- 11, 1; 18,2; 26,1; 33, 2.
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universal points of view for the study of nature as a
whole. Heracleitus is the first philosopher who em-
phatically proclaimed the absolute life of nature, the
ceaseless change of matter, the variability and transi-
toriness of everything individual; and, on the other
hand, the unchangeable equality of general relations,
the thought of an unconditioned, rational law governing
the whole course of nature. He cannot, therefore, as
before observed, be considered simply as an adherent of
the ancient Ionian physics, but as the author of a
particular tendency, which we have reason to suppose
was not in its origin independent of the Iomnic school.
He shares, indeed, with that school the hylozoistic
theory of a primitive matter, which, transforming itself
by its own power, produces derived things. He shares
with Anaximander and Anaximenes the theory of a
periodical destruction and construction of the world.
In his whole conception of the world it is impossible to
misdoubt the influence of Anaximander; for while
Heracleitus makes every individual, as a fleeting phe-
nomenon in the stream of natural life, emerge and
again disappear, Anaximander regards all individual
existence as a wrong which things must expiate by their
destruction. But the most characteristic and important
theories of Heracleitus are precisely those which he
cannot have borrowed from the earlier Ionian philo-
sophers. Not one of those philosophers asserted that
nothing in the world has permanence, and that all
substances and all individuals are involved in ceaseless,
restless change ; not one of them declared that the law
of the world’s course, the world-ruling reason, is the
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only thing that remains in the mutation of things; not
one has reduced this law to the sundering and coalescing
of opposites, nor determined the three elementary
bases; not one has derived the totality of phenomena
from the opposite course of the two ways, the way
upward and the way downward. But in proportion as
in all this Heracleitus is removed from his Ionic pre-
decessors, so does he approach the Pythagoreans and
Xenophanes. The Pythagoreans maintain, as he does,
that all things consist of opposites, and that, therefore,
all is harmony. And as Heracleitus recognises no per-
manence in things except the relation of their in-
gredients, the Pythagoreans, though far from denying a
permanent element in substances, regard mathematical
form as their substantial essence. Xenophanes is the
tirst philosophical representative of the Pantheism,
which also underlies the system of Heracleitus; and in
connection with this his propositions in regard to the
thinking nature of Deity, which is at the same time
uniform natural force, prepared the way for the Hera-
cleitean doctrine of the reason of the world. We are
further reminded of the Pythagoreans by Heracleitus’s
theories on the life of the soul apart from the body,
and by his ethical and political principles; his opinion
of the sun bears a striking resemblance to that of
Xenophanes concerning the stars. If we compare him
with the later Eleatics, as well as with Xenophanes, we
find that Heracleitus and Parmenides, starting from
opposite presuppositions, arrived at the same conclusion
respecting the unconditional superiority of rational
cognition over sensuous perception. Zeno overthrows
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with his dialectic the ordinary opinions about things,
in order to establish his doctrine of unity, and Hera-
cleitus applies the same dialectic in an objective manner
and more completely to the things themselves; for by
the restless transmutation of substances the original
unity re-establishes itself out of plurality as unceasingly,
as it is constantly separating into plurality.! Con-
sidering that Pythagoras and Xenophanes were not
unknown to Heracleitus,? whose doctrine, on the other
hand, seems to have been mentioned by Epicharmus,?
and that if the usually received chronology be correct,
Parmenides may likewise have been acquainted with it,
there is ground for the conjecture that Heracleitus may
have been influenced in his philosophical theories by
Pythagoras and Xenophanes, and may in his turn have
influenced Parmenides and the later Eleatic school.
The first of these suggestions is not indeed improbable,
despite the severe judgments of Heracleitus on his
predecessors; but his special principle, it is clear,
cannot have been taken from them, and the proposi-
tions in which we find traces of their influence stand
with Heracleitus either in quite a different connection,
or else are not distinctive enough to prove any actual
dependence of his philosophy on theirs. The unity of
Being which, with the Eleatics, excludes all multiplicity
and change, maintains itself, according to Heracleitus,
precisely in the ceaseless change and constant formation
of the many out of the one;* the divine reason coin-

! Cf. with the above the obser- tion of Heracleitus to the Eleatics.
vations of Hegel, Gesch. d. Phil. 2 Supra,Vol.L.p.336,5; 510, 4.
1. 300 sq. and Braniss, Gesch. d. 3 Supra, Vol. 1. p. 631.

Phil. s. Kant. 1. 184, on the rela- + Xenophanes did not deny the



108 HERACLEITUS.

cides with the ordering of the changing phenomena.
The opposites, which, with the Pythagoreans, were some-
thing derived, are represented by Heracleitus as first
arising from the transformation of primitive matter.
Harmony, which unites what is opposed, has not with
him a specifically musical signification, as with the
Pythagoreans ; nor, finally, do we find in him a trace
of their theory of numbers. Whether he borrowed
from them his theories as to the future state, it is diffi-
cult to decide, for the Pythagoreans themselves in these
theories showed much affinity with the Orphic doctrines ;
and if he resembles them in the tendency of his ethics
and politics, the resemblance is confined to general
points which are to be found elsewhere among the
friends of an aristocractic and conservative government,
and are not distinctive traits of Pythagoreanism. His
well-known doctrine of the daily extinction of the sun
is too consistent with his other opinions to allow of our
attaching decisive Importance to its affinity with the

multiplicity and variability of
things, but he decidedly excluded
both conceptions from the primi-
tive essence or Deity; whereas
Heracleitus describes the Deity
as fire which restlessly passes into
the most various forms. Schuster
(p. 229, 1) thinks it probable, and
Teichmiller (N. Stud. 1. 127 sq.)
undeniable, that he said this ex-
pressly in opposition to Xeno-
phanes. This appears to me
possible, but by no means certain;
for the proposition, ¢ God 1s day
and night,” &ec. (p. 38, 1) 1s not
such a direct and self-evident con-
tradiction to the “efs 0Oeds” of
Xenophanes; mnor the statement

that God changes Himself into all
things, to the negation of the
movement of the Deity in regard
toplace (Vol. I. 560, 3), that neither
can be explained except in relation
to the other. Still less, however,
can I agree with Schuster (229, 1)
that Xenophanes spoke of the har-
mony to be sought in the invisible,
and that Heracleitus opposed him
with the proposition about the
visible harmony, first because we
do not know -whether Xenophanes
sald what Schuster supposes, and
secondly, becausc we do know that
Heracleitus did not say what is
here ascribed to him.
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notion of Xenophanes; though that affinity is certainly
remarkable. While, therefore, the historical connection
of Heracleitus with Pythagoras and Xenophanes seems
probable enough, it is difficult to make this probability
a certainty. Still more uncertain is the conjecture!
that Parmenides, in his polemic against ¢ the fools who
hold Being and non-Being to be same and at the same
time not the same,’? was alluding to Heracleitus. In
this case there are considerable difficulties as to the
chronology ; 3 besides, the Being of the non-existent was
first expressly enunciated, so far as we know, not by
Heracleitus, but by the Atomists; Parmenides must,
therefore, have borrowed the identity of Being and

! Bernays, Rhein. Mus. vil. 114
sq. and Steinhart, Hall. 4. Litera-
turz. 1848, Novbr. p. 892 sq.;
Platon’s Werke, 111. 394, 8 ; Kern,
Xenoph. 14 ; Schuster, p. 34 sqq.
236.

2 V. 46 sqq. supra, Vol. 1. 589.

% It has been shown, p. 1, 2
that Heracleitug’'s work was in all
probability not composed before
478 B.c. That of Parmenides can
scarcely be later; indeed, 1t is
mest likely, rather earlier. Even
according to Plato’s reckoning,
Zeno, who in 454-2 B.c. was forty
years old, had in his youth (there-
fore probably about 470-465 =B.c.)
defended his master mpds Tods émi-
XepovvTas adbrdy kopgdely; the
work of Parmenides must conse-
quently be placed some years
earlier; and as Plato certainly
does not represent Parmenides as
older,and most likely much younger
than he really was (cf. Vol. I. p. 581
sq.), we thus approach very nearly
the date of Hex"fcleitus’s work. The

same inference may be drawn from
the verses of Epicharmus, ap. Diog.
i11. 9 (sup. Vol. I. p. 530,1),in which
he makes the representative of the
Eleatic phllosophy say : audxavdy
> am oUTwos eluev 8 T wpdToy
péAot.  This argument against ab-
solute Becoming 1s not mentioned
by Xenophanes; on the other
hand, it is expressly brought for-
ward by Parmenides, v. 62 sq. (sup.
Vol. L. p. 685, 3). If, then Epichar-
mus borrowed it from Parmemdes
and consequently was in possession
of Parmenides’ poem, it is not ab-
solutely impossible, though not
very probable, that this poem it-
self may have contained allusions
to the work of Heracleitus, which
Epicharmus was using at the same
time. It is still more improbable,
however, that Parmenides should
have first formed his theory, the
premises of which had been fully
given him by Xenophanes, in his
maturity, under the influence of
Heracleitus’s work.
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non-Being from his opponents ; his description of these
opponents, however, applies rather to the mass of man-
kind with their uncritical reliance on sensible appear-
ance, than to a philosopher who, in marked opposition to
them, denied the truth of sensuous perceptions.! If it

1 T have retained the above
from the previous edition, essen-
tially unaltered, because Schuster
has not, convinced me of the oppo-
site theory by his defence, which
has meanwhile appeared. For we
find, it seems to me, neither in the
opinions nor expressions of Par-
menides such points of contact
with Heracleitus as would warrant
our supposing that he refers to
this latter philosopher. Parmeni-
des opposes those ofs 70 wérew Te
kol obk elvar TadTdy vevduioTar. But
Heracleitus, as has been already
shown, never said that Being and
Non-Being were the same; even
his eluév Te kal obk eiuer has not
this sense (ef. p. 11, 2), nor is it
contained in the Aristotelian asser-
tion that he held good and evil to
be the same (quoted by Schuster).
Setting aside the question of the
accuracy of this assertion (cf p.
36 5q.), it is quite different whether
we say good and evil (both of which
belong to Being) are the same;
and Being and Non-Being are so.
This formula was first introduced
by Parmenides in order to express
the contradiction in which the mode
of conception he was combating
resulted. But if we enquire what
this mode of conception was, he
points himself (v. 37, 45 sqq., 75
sq., cf. supra, Vol. 1. 584, 1; 585,4)
to those who held (1) a Non-Being,
and (2) a genesis and decay. Par-
menides might certainly have ex-
tended his censure to Heracleitus’s
doctrine, as, on the other hand, he

was included by Heracleitus among
those who do not understand what
1s before their eyes (supra, p. 7, 2),
to whom the ever-living fire has
become dead and rigid (p. 89, 1),
but there is nothing to prove that
Parmenides, in what he said, spe-
cially alluded to Heracleitus. He
describes his adversaries (Z. ¢.) as
&xpita GpUAa, as people who lived as
if they were blind and deaf; and
warns them against trusting more
to their eyes and ears than to the
Adyos ; a description which indeed
applies to the sensualists, among
whom Schuster reckons Heracleitus,
but not to a philosopher who so
entirely agrees with Parmenides in
his depreciation of sense compared
with reason, and even expresses
this conviction in the same way as
Heracleitus actually did (supra,
p- 87 sq. ef. Vol. 1. 585, 591).
That Parmenides in the second
part of his poem represented ¢ fire
and night on earth as the ultimate
opposites exactly in the manner of
Heracleitus, I ecannot discover. -
Parmenides has here two elements,
the light and the dark, which he
also named fire and earth: with
Heracleitus these two are only the
‘ultimate opposites’ among his
three, or, according to Schuster.
four elemental forms: water, as
the bond between them, 1s not
less essential. When Parmenides
therefore, in his exposition of the
dd¢aur BpdTerot (supra, Vol. I. 592, 8 ;
595, 2), speaks only of two uop¢al,
from which all things are to be ex-
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be supposed, on the other hand, that in this denial of
the knowledge derived from sense, Parmenides is fol-
lowing Heracleitus, we must remember that the polemic
of these two philosophers had an entirely different
significance. Parmenides mistrusts the senses because
they show us multiplicity and change; Heracleitus
mistrusts them because they show us permanence in
individual things. It is not probable, therefore, that
Parmenides was acquainted with the doctrine of Hera-

plained, without ever mentioning a
third ; and when, moreover, he de-
signates these in the first series, not
as fire and earth, but as light and
dark, this does not warrant the
supposition that he was thinking
especially of Heracleitus’s three
elemental forms. If he alluded
to any particular system, it is
far more likely to have been that
of the Pythagoreans, traces of
which (Vol. I. p. 597, 2) so clearly
appear in his cosmology, and to
which, even before the table of
the ten contradictions was framed,
the obvious eontrast of light and
darkness was not unknown. From
this system alone is derived the
daluwy §) wdvra kuBepra (cf. Vol. L. p.
595, 2; 600 sq.); Schuster reminds
us instead of Heracleitus’s yvdun,
5iTe oy kvBeprijoa wavta (Supra, p.
42, 2) ; but the similarity here lies
only in the words wdvra kvBepvav,
and proves very little, as we find the
same expression in Anaximander
(supra, Vol. 1. 248, 1), and later in
Diogenes (Vol. I. 287, 7), whereas
the most characteristic trait of Par-
menides’s representation, that the
daluwr, like the Pythagorean éoria
(supra, Vol. 1. 450, 1), is enthroned
in the centre of all the spheres,
has no parallel in Heracleitus.
The resemblance also between the

raAlyTpomos kéAevfos of Parm. (v.
51, Vol. I. 584), and the waAivrpomos
appovia of Heracleitus (supra, p.
33, 3), even if the true reading of
the latter be not maAivroves, de-
pends merely on the use in both
cases of the word waAivrpomoes, an
expression that is not very uncom-
mon. The meaning, however, of
the expression is not in each case
the same; with Heracleitus ¢ bent
backwards’ or ¢ turning again’ de-
scribes that which returns out of
Opposition into Unity; with Par-
menides that which comes into op-
position with itself in passing from
its original direction into the con-
trary. Still less results from the
fact that Heracleitus once (p. 82, 1)
says: eidévai x ph TOV wéAeuoy, &e. ;
and Parm. (v. 87, Vol. I. p. 584, 1)
ws xpedv éori ul elvar (and v. 114,
Vol. 1. 592, 3) 76y ulav o ypedv
éoti; for the assertion that thére
must be a non-Being is not iden-
tical with the assertion that there
must be strife; what Heracleitus
says 1s not alluded to in the turn
given to the thought by Parmenides,
and which is peculiar to himself;
and the use of so inevitable a word
as xp?, for which Parmenides sub-
stitutes xpeav éoti, cannot be said
to prove anything.
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cleitus or took account of it in the establishment of
his system.

But even if it be impossible to prove with certainty
the immediate relation of Heracleitus to the Pytha-
gorean and Eleatic schools, the historical position and
importance of his doctrine remain unaltered, whether
he was moved by his predecessors to oppose their theories,
or whether, in his own study of things, he chose to
adopt the point of view which they least regarded, and
which in the later development of the Eleatic system
was expressly denied. Whereas in the Eleatic doctrine
of the One, the ancient enquiry directed chiefly to the
primitive substantial ground of things reached its
climax, in Heracleitus this tendency was opposed by
the decided conviction of the absolute vitality of nature,
and the continual change of material substance, which,
as the world-forming power and the law of formation
inherent in it, seems to constitute the only permanent
element in the mutability of phenomena. But if every-
thing is subject to Becoming, philosophy cannot escape
the obligation to explain Becoming and change. Con-
sequently, Heracleitus proposes a new problem to philo-
sophy. Instead of the question concerning the substance
of which things consist, prominence is given to the
enquiryas to the causes from which arise generation,
decay, and change, and in devoting supreme attention
to this enquiry, the pre-Socratic physical philosophy
changes its whole character.! Heracleitus himself an-

1 Strumpell, Gesch. d. Theor. that the transition was from him
PRil. d. Gr. p. 40, iaverts thisre- to them. Tre changefulness of

Iation ; he makes out that Hera- nature (he remarks) which He-
cleitus preceded the Eleatics, and racleitus had taught, compelled



THE HERACLEITEANS. 113
swered this question very incompletely. He shows,

indeed, that all things are involved in perpetual change;
he defines this change more accurately as a development
and union of opposites; he describes the elemental
forms which it assumes; but if we ask why everything
is subject to Becoming, and permanent Being is nowhere
to be found, his only answer is: because all is fire.
This, however, is in reality only another expression for
the absolute mutability of things; it does not explain
how it happens that fire changes inte moisture, and
moisture into earth ; why the primitive matter exchanges
its originally fiery nature for other forms. Even the
later adherents of the Heracleitean doctrine seem to
have done almost nothing in this direction, or for the
scientific establishment and methodical development
of their views. The school of Heracleitus appears,
indeed, to have maintained its existence long after the
death of its founder. Plato tells us that about the be-
ginning of the fourth century it boasted considerable
numbers in Ionia, and especially in Ephesus;! he him-
self had been instructed in Athens by Cratylus the
Heracleitean,? and a generation before, Pythagoras had

thought to say of every individual
thing that it was not ; this change-
ful nature then was entirely aban-

concerned with the explanation of
Becoming, I considerthis exposition
as 1ncorrect.

doned by the Eleatics as an object
of knowledge, and knowledge was
exclusively directed to the exis-
tent. DBut since the founder of the
Eleatic school is older than He-
racleitus, and since the Eleatic doc-
trine in its whole tendency appears
as the completion of the earlier
physies, and the doctrine of He-
racleitus as tbe commencement of
the later physics, which was chiefly

VOL. II.

' Theet. 179 D (with reference
to the ¢pepouérn odoia of Heraclei-
tus): uaxm 9 odr wepi alris od
pavAy o008 OAiyois yéyovey, OEOA.,
wOANOU Kal Oet ¢palAy elvar, &AAG
wepl uev Thy lwviay kal émididwot
maumoAv, of yap Tov ‘HpakAelrou
éq;a?pm X0pNyovoL TovTOU TOU Adyou
para éppwuévws. Cf. inf. p. 114, 3.

2 Arist. Metaph. i. 6; cf. Part
II. a, 344, 5. According to Plato,

I
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supported his sceptical theories by propositions from
Heracleitus.! To Cratylus we may perhaps refer those
traces of Heracleitean influences which are evident in
the writings erroneously ascribed to Hippocrates.? But
the little that we know of these later Heracleiteans is
not calculated to give us a very high idea of their
scientific attainments. Plato, indeed, cannot find words
to describe their fanatical unmethodical procedure, and
the restless haste with which they hurried from one
thing te another; their self-satisfaction with their
oracular sayings, the vain confidence in their own
teaching and contempt for all others, which were
characteristic of this school.? He makes merry in the
Cratylus over the groundless nature of the etymologies
in which the disciples of Heracleitus exaggerated the
practice of playing upon words; and Aristotle relates

Crat. 440 D, 429 D, Cratylus was
much younger than Socrates; he
is described (¢bid. 429 E; cf. 440
E) as an Athenian, and his father’s
name is said to have been Smik-
rion. Another Heracleitean, called
Antisthenes, is also mentioned
(Diog. vi. 19); who, as it would
seem, and not the Cynie, was the
person who commentated on Hera-
cleitus’s work (Diog.1x. 15); but we
know nothing further about him.

1 Inf. chapter on the Sophistic
theory of knowledge.

2 Besides the treatise . dialrys
spoken of, sup. p. 69 =sq.; 15, 1,
we should mention wepl Tpo¢7s, cf.
Bernays, Heraclit. Br. 145 sq.

3 Tbmt. 179 E: kal op . . .
‘ITEPI, TobTwy Ty ‘HparkAeTelwy . . .
adTols uey ToLs wepl TNy ”E(j)eo-ou
8ot wpoomwoloUyrar Eumeipor  elvau
00de&v waArov oiby Te diarexOfvar H
Tols 0loTP@TLY, ATEXVRS YAp KATG TQ

OVYYpauMaTS qbepoufrat T0 & em,u.et.-
vaL éml ?\d'yw ral epwfrn,u.afrz Kol no'u-
xlws év. ,u.epez a1roxpwao‘0az Kkal
épéafar MTTov abrols Evi ) TO undév
paAroy 8¢ dmepBdAdet 1O o0d oddey
Tpds TO undé oumikpdy évetvar TOLS
avdpdow novxias' GAN &v Twd TU
épn, Gomep éx papérpns pnuaricka
alvrypoat@ddn dvacr@®vres dmwotofedov-
ct, kv TovTou (nThs Adyov AaPeiv,
Tl elpnrey, éTépw memAhiet kavds
peTwyouaauéve, mepavels 8¢ oUdémoTe
o0déy wpds obdéva adrdye 003é e
e;ce'[uoz abTol wpds GAAAAOUs, GAN €¥
Tdyv qbv?\d'rfrouo't TO ,U.nBeV Beﬂatou
édv elva: unt év Adéyw pht' év Tals
avr@y Yvxats. And again: odde
yiyverar T®y TolobTwy ETepos éTépov
pabnrds, GAN’ adrduaror &vapiorras
oméfey &y TUxn €kaoTos alTv év-
Qovaidoas kal TOV €repov & Erepos
00d¢y Nyetrar eldévar. Cf. Crat.
384 A : ™y KpatdAov pavrelav.
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that Cratylus blamed Heracleitus for not having ex-
pressed with sufficient clearness the changeableness of
things; at last indeed, he did not venture to express
an opinion on any subject, because every proposition
contains an assertion concerning a Being.! If, never-
theless, the school of Heracleitus in the beginning of the
fourth century not only bhad adherents in its original
home, but also in other places, this is certainly a sign of
its historical importance ; but the Heracleitean doctrine
itself does not, seem to have been further developed in
the school. The philosophers who had also learned
something from his contemporary, Parmenides, were the
first to attempt a more accurate explanation of Be-
coming, which Heracleitus had made the ground idea
of his system. Those who must next be mentioned in
this connection are, as before observed, Empedocles and

the Atomists.?

1 Arist. Metaph. 1v. 5, 1010 a,
10: éx yoap TadTns T7s VmoAffews
éENvbinoey 7 axpordTn d6ta TEY eipn-
uévwy, 7 TOV dackbvrwy mpakAeTi-
(e, kat ofav Kpatdros elxev, ds T
TeAevTaloy oDy geto detv Aéyew,
&AL TOV ddkTuAoy éxiver udvov, kal
‘HpaxAelry émeriua eimdyri 811 dis 78
alTe mwoTau® ovk Eomw éuBfvar
adTds yap @ero obd &mwaf. The
same is repeated without any ad-
dition in Alex. ¢ A. [.; Philop.
Schol. in Ar. 35, a, 33 ; Olympio-
«dorus, ibid.

2 'We can only mention by way
of appendix (for it 1s scarcely in-
cluded in the subject matter of our
history) the opinion recently ex-
pressed by Gladisch (sup. Vol. 1. 34
sqq.), and previously by Creuzer
(Symbolik und Mythol. ii. 196, 198
sq. 2 ed. p. 595 sqq., 601 sqq. ed.

1840), that Heracleitus was a dis-
ciple of the Zoroastrian doctrine.
In my criticism I must confine my '
self to the principal points. Gla-
disch believes (Heracl. w. Zor. Rel.
w. Phil. p. 139 sqq.; ef. 23 sqq.)
that the systems of Heracleitus and
Zoroaster are one and the same.
But even in their fundamental con-
ceptions they are very different.
The one 18 pure dualism, the other
hylozoistic Pantheism ; the Persian
doctrine has two original beings,
one good and the other evil; and
that this dualism arose at first
through a metamorphosis of the
primitive essence from its primitive
Being into the Being of another
(‘eine Umwandlung des Urwesens
aus seinem Ursein in Anderssein’)
is an assumption which contra-
dicts the most authentiec accounts,

I 2
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and can only be supported, and
that but imperfectly, by some later
and untrustworthy indications.
Heracleitus, on the contrary, main-
tains the unity of the world, and
the power that moves the world,
as strongly as any of the philoso-
phers; the opposites with him
are not original and permanent,

but the original element is the (

uniform essence which, in its de-
velopment, puts forth the most op-
posite forms of Being, and again
receives them into itself. The
Persian system remains fixed, even
in the opposition of /good and evil,
of light and darkness, as a final
and absolute opposition; Ahriman
and his kingdom are simply that
which ought not to be, and which
(cf. Schuster, 225, 3) has only in
the process of time intermeddled
with the world : whereas with
Heracleitus strife is the necessary
condition of existence ; even evil is
a good for the Deity, and a world
of light alone, without shadows,
such as forms the beginning and
end of the Zoroastrian cosmology,
i1s entirely unthinkable; for this
very reason, however, the opposi-
tion is continually resolving itself
into the harmony of the universal
whole.
semblance to the Persian dualism
in that of Empedocles and the Py-
thagoreans than in the system of
Heracleitus.  Heracleitus’s chief
doctrine of the flux of all things is
entirely absent from the Zoroas-
trian theology ; and, therefore, the
worship of fire common to both has
in each case a different import.
The Persian religion in regard to
light and warmth dwells mostly on
their happy and beneficent influ-
ence on man; with Heracleitus,
fire is the cause and symbol of the
universal life of nature—of the

There 1s much more re--

HERACLEITUS AND ZOROASTER.

change to which all things are sub-
ject; it is the natural force which
producee what is destructive, as
well as what 1s beneficial to man.
The Persian doctrine contains no-
thing of the transmutation of the
elements, nor of the alternate for-
mation and destruction of the
world ; for what Gladisch quotes
Rel. w. Phil. 27; Her. u. Zor. 38
sq.) from Dio Chrysost. Or. xxxvi.
p. 92 sqq. R. is evidently a later
interpretation, by which an in-
sipid allegorical representation of
the Stoic cosmology is made out
of the ancient Persian chariot of
Ormuzd (on which c¢f. Herod. vii.
40), and the steed of the sun.
Neither 18 there any mention of
Heracleitus’s theory of the sun,
which, though so characteristic of
him, would be absolutely out of
place ; nor of the Heracleitean an-
thropology, for the belief in the
Fravashis, to which Gladisch refers,
has h&rdly even a distant analogy
with it. It has already been said,
p. 6, that there is no reason for bring-
ing the Logos of Heracleitus into
connection with the word Honover,
as Lassalle does. That Heraclei-
tus, ‘as to his political opinions, was
a Zoroastrian monarchist’ is a more
than hazardous assertion : his own
utterances show him to have been
aristocratic and conservative, but
at the same time thoroughly Greek
in his temperament, and he is ex-
pressly said to have declined an
invitation to the Persian court.
Under these circumstances, 1t is of
no avail to prove that Heracleitus
called strife the father of all
things, when we know that strife
with him had quite another mean-
ing from the conflict of good and
evil in the Zoroastrian religion ;
that he made fire the primitive
essence, when by fire he did not
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I. EMPEDOCLES AND THE ATOMISTS.

A. EMPEDOCLES.!

1. The untversal bases of the Physics of Empedocles—Generation
and Decay— Primative Substances and Moving Forces.

HeracrLEITUs had deprived substance of all permanence;
Parmenides, on the contrary, had denied generation and

intend to express what the Persians
did in aseribing the nature of light
to pure spirits ; that he had a horror
of corpses (a feeling very natural
to man); that he is said by a tra-
dition to have been torn to pieces
by dogs, which is something quite
different from having a Persian
funeral assigned to him, which ecould
never have been carried out in a
man’s lifetime; that he blames the
adoration of images, which 1s cen-
sured by Xenophanes and others,
and was unknown to the ancient
Romans and to the Germans;
that he demanded knowledge of
truth, and was an enemy ot false-
hood, which a philosopher eertainly
did not require to learn from fo-
reign priests. Even supposing there
existed many more of such simi-
larities, we could not infer from
them any real historical interde-
pendence; and if Heracleitus was
acquainted with the religious doc-
trine of the Persians (which in it-
self is quite credible), there are no
signs of its having exercised any
decisive influence on his system.

1 On the life, writings, and
doctrine of Empedoecles, cf. be-
sides the more comprehensive
works :— Sturz, Empedocles Agrig.
Lpz. 1805, where the materials are
very carefully collected; Karsten,
Empedoclis Agr. Carm. Rel. Amst.

1838 ; Stein, Empedoclis Agr. Frag-
menta, Bonn, 1842 ; Steinhart, in
Ersch und Gribers Allg. Encykl.
sect. 1. vol. 34, p. 83 sqq. Iiitter,
on the philosophy of Empedocles,
in Wolfs Literar. Analekien, B. ii.
(1820), H. 4, p. 411 sqq.; Krische,
Forsch. 1. 116 sqq.; Panzerbieter,
Beitridge 2. Kritik w. Erldgut. d.

Emp. Mein. 1844; Zeitschr. [f.
Alterthumsw. 1845, 883 sqq.;
Bergk, De Proem. Empedoslis,

Berl. 1839; Mullach, De Emp.
Proemio, Berl. 1850 ; Quest. Em-
pedoclearum  Spec. Secund. 1bid.
1852 ; Philosoph. Gr. Fragm. i.
xiv. sqq., 15 8qy. : Lommatzsch, Die
Weisheit d. Emp. Berl. 1830. The
last must be used with great cau-
tion : Raynaud, De Empedocle,
Strassb. 1848, only gives what is
well known ; even the work of
Gladisch mentioned Vol. I. p. 34, in
regard to Empedocles, keeps almost,
entirely to Karsten. There are
also some dissertations in Ueber-
weg, Grundr. 1. § 23.

Agrigentum, according to the
unanimous testimony of cur au-
thorities, was the native city of
Empedocles. The period of his
activity coincides almost exactly
with the second year of the fifth
century, but the more particular
statements are uncertain and
various. Diog. viil. 74, places his
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decay, motion and change; Empedocles strikes out a

middle course.

prime (according to Apollodorus)
in the 84th Olympiad (444140
B.C.), Euseb. Chron. in OL 81, and
also in Ol. 86, therefore, either
456-452 B.C. or 436-432 B.C. Syn-
cellus, p. 254 C, adopts the earlier
date; Gellius, xvii. 21, 13 =q.,
mentions the date of the Roman
Decemviri (450 B.c.), but, at the
same time, that of the battle of
Cremera (476 B.c.). The state-
ment of Diogenes is doubtless
based (as Diels shows, Rhein. Mus.
xxxi. 37 sq.) on that of Glaucus,
which he quotes, viil. 62, from
Apollodorus, viz., that Empedocles
visited Thurii immediately after
the founding of that city (Ol 83-4),
which, however, leaves a wide
margin, as it is not stated how old
he was at the time. According to
Arist. Metaph. 1. 3, 984 a, 11, he
was younger than Anaxagoras;
but on the other hand, Simplicius
says in Phys. 6 b, he was od moAv
kaTémw Tob 'Avafaydpov “yeyovds.

The statement that he joined in

the war of the Syracusans against
Athens (415 B.C.) 1s contradicted
by Apoll. loc cit. (Steinhart, p. 85,
and Diels thinks it must be the
war of 425 B.c., to which, however,
according to Apollodorus’s calcula-
tion, the objection that he must
then have been dead, or dmepyeyn-
parws, is less applicable). His age
at his death is given by Aristotle
ap. Diog. viil. 52, 78 (and perhaps
also by Heracleides, cf. p. 3, n.), as
60 ; Favorinus ap. Diog. viii. 73,
who gives it as 77, 1s a much
less trustworthy testimony. The
statement (¢bid. 74) that he lived
to the age of 109, confuses him
with Gorgias. His life would,

He maintains, on the one hand with

therefore, fall between 484 and
424 B.c. if, with Diels, we follow
Apollodorus. But it seems to me
safer to place the beginning and
end of his existence 8 or 10 years
earlier, first because Empedocles,
according to Alcidamas ap. Diog.
viil. 56, attended the Instructions
of Parmenides contemporaneously
with Zeno; next, because the ov
woAd of Simplicius can hardly
mean so long & period as 16 years ;
and lastly (cf. vol. 1. 636 and nf.
Anaz.), because Empedocles seems
to have been already referred to
by Melissus and Anaxagoras. We
have little more certain informa-
tion concerning him. He came of
a rich and noble family (ef. Diog.
viii. 51-63; also Karsten, p. 6
sqq.). His grandfather of the
same name in the 71st Olympiad
had gained the prize at Olympia
with a four-horse chariot (Diog.
[. c¢. after Apollodorus, as Diels
shows), which is attributed to the
philosopher by Athen. i. 3 e, fol-
lowing Favorinus (ap. Diog. I. ¢.),
and according to Diogenes, also by
Satyrus and his epitomiser, Hera-
cleides. His father Meton (so
almost all the accounts call him—
for other statements vide Karsten,
p- 3 sq.) seems to have assisted in
the ejection of the tyrant Thrasi-
deus and the introduction of a
democratic government, in the
year 470 B.c. (Diod. xi. 53), and to
have been subsequently one of the
most influential men in the city
(vide Diog. viii. 72). After Meton’s
death, when the ancient aristocratic
institutions had been restored, and
there were attempts at a tyranny,
Empedocles, not without severity,
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Parmenides, that Becoming and Decay in the striet
sense, and therefore qualitative change in the original

assisted the democracy to gain the
victory, showing himself in word
and deed a warm friend to the
people. The throne was offered to
him, but he refused it, as we are
told in Diog. vill. 63- 67 72 sq.;
Plut. Adv. Col. 32, 4, p. 1126. He
was destined, however, to experi-
ence the fickleness of popular fa-
vour, and left Agrigentum probably
against his will (Steinhart, 85,
thinks it was because he had parti-
cipated in the war between Syracuse
and Athens, but that participation,
as we have seen, 1s not to be con-
sidered historical) for the Pelo-
ponnesus. His enemies succeeded
in preventing his return, and he
consequently died there (Timeens
ap. Diog. 71 sq., ¢bid. 67, where the
true reading for oirkilouérov is
oiktilouévou, and not, as Steinhart
thinks, p. 84, aiwilouévov). The
statement that he died in Siecily
from the effects of a fall from a
chariot (Favorin. ap. Diog. 73) is
not so well authenticated. The
story of his disappearance after a
sacrificial feast (Heracleides ap.
Diog. 67 sq.) is no doubt, like the
similar story about Romulus, a
myth invented for the apotheosis
of the philosopher without any
cefinite foundation in history. A
naturalistic interpretation of this
myth for the opposite purpose of
representing him as a boasting im-
poster is the well-known anecdote
of his leap into Aitna (Hippobotus
and Diodorus ap. Diog. 69 sq.;
‘Horace, Ep. ad. Pis. 404 sq., and
many others, cf. Sturz, p. 123 sq.
and Karsten, p. 36), and also the
assertion of Demetrius ap. Diog.
74, that he hanged himself. Per-

haps in order to contradict this
evil report the so-called Telauges
ap. Diog. 74, ef. 53, asserts that he
fell into the sea from the weakness
of old age, and was drowned. The
personality of Empedocles plays
an important part in all the tradi-
tions respecting him. His tem-
perament was grave (Arist. Probl.
xxx1l. 953 a, 26, describes him as
melancholic) ; his activity was noble
and all-embracing, His political
efficiency has already been men-
tioned. His power of langnage to
which he owed these successes
(Timon ap. Diog. viii. 67, calls him
Gyopalwy AnknTis éméwy; Satyrus,
tbid. 58, pnTwp Hpioros), and which
is still perceptible 1in the richness
of imagery and the elevated ex-
pressions of his poems, he is said
to have strengthened by technical
study. Aristotle designates him
as the person who first cultivated
rhetoric (Sext. Math. vii. 6; Diog.
viil. 87, ef. Quintilian 1ii. 1, 2),;and
Gorgias is sald to have been his
diseiple in the art (Quintil. /. e.
Satyrus ap. Diog. 58). His own
vocatlon, however, he seems to
have sought, like Pythagoras,
Epimenides, and others, in the
functions of a priest and prophet.
He himself, v. 24 sq. (422, 462
Mull.), declares that he possesses
the power to heal old age and sick-
ness, to raise and calm the winds,
to summon rain and drought, and
to recall the dead to life. In the
introduction to the xabBapuotl, he
boasts that he is honoured by all
men as a god, and’ that when he
enters a city adorned with fillets
and flowers, he is immediately sur-
rounded by those in need of help,
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substance, are unthinkable ;

EMPEDOCLES.

but, on the other hand, he

does not absolutely abandon this point of view; he allows

some soliciting prophecies, and
some healing of diseases. This
elemernt comes out strongly in his
doctrines on anthropology and
ethics. Ancient writers speak not
only of the solemn state and dig-
nity with which he surrounded
himself (Diog. viii. 56, 70, 73;
MAlian. V. H. xii. 32 ; Tertull. De
Pall, C 4; Suid. ’EumedokA.; Kar-
sten, p. 30 sq.), and of the great
reverence which was paid him
(Diog. viii. 66, 70), but also of
many wonders which, Iike another
Pythagoras, he Wrought He for-
bade injurious winds to enter
Agrigentum (Timeeus ap. Diog.
viil. 60; Plat. Curdos. i. p. 515;
Adv. Col. 32, 4, p. 1126 ; Clemens,
Strom. vi. 630 C; Suid. ’Euwed.
dopd.; Hesych. kwAvoavéuas; cf.
Karsten, p. 21; cf. Philostr. V.
Apollon. viii. 7, 28), the circum-
stance is differently related by
Timeeus and Plutarch; the origin
of it is no doubt the miraculous
account of Timeeus, according to
which the winds are i1mprisoned
by magie, in pipes hike those of the
Homeric Aolus. Plutarch gives a
naturalistic interpretation of the
miracle, which is even more absurd
thanthe suggestion of Lommatzsch,
p. 25, and Karsten, p. 21—that
Empedocles stopped up the hollow
through which the winds passed
by stretching asses’ skins across
it. We hear further that he de-
livered the Selinuntians from
pestilences by altering the course
of their river (Diog. viii. 70, and
Karsten, 21 sq.), brought an ap-
parently dead man to life after he
had long been stiff (Heracleid. ap.
Diog. viii. 61, 67, and others ; the

statement of Hermippus, ¢bid. 69,
sounds simpler. Further details
ap. Karsten, p. 23 sqq.; on the
work of Heracleid. vide Stein, p.
10); and restrained a madman
from suicide by means of music
(Inmbl. V. Pyth. 113, and others,
ap. Karsten, p. 26). How much
historical foundation exists for
these stories it is now, of course,
impossible to discover. The first
and third are suspicious, and seem
only to have emanated from the
verses of Empedocles; what is said
in the second, of the improvement
of the river, may possibly be an
allusion to the coin described by
Karsten, on which the river-god in
that case would merely represent
the city of Selinus. That Empe-
docles believed himself capable of
magical powers is proved by his
own writings ; according to Satyrus,
ap. Diog. viil. 59, Gorgias asserts
that he had been present when
Empedocles was practising them.
That he also practised medi-
cine, which was then commounly
connected with magic and priest-
eraft, is clear from his own words,
quoted by Plin. H. N. xxxvi. 27,
202 ; Galen. Therap. Meth. c. 1,
B. x. 6, Kuhn and others. The
traditions as to the teachers of
Empedocles will be mentioned
later on. The writings attributed
to him are very various in content,
but 1t is questionable in regard to
many whether they really belonged
to him. The statement ap. Diog.
vili. 57 sq., that he wrote tragedies,
and no fewer than 43, i1s doubt-
less founded on the evidence of
Hieronymus and Neanthes, and
not on that of Aristotle. Hera~
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not only that particular things as such arise, decay and
change, but also that the conditions of the world are sub-
ject to perpetual change. Consequently he is obliged to
reduce these phenomena to movement in space, to the
combination and separation of underived, imperishable,
and qualitativelyunchangeable substances, of which there
must, in that case, necessarily be several, variously con-
stituted, in order to explain the multiplicity of things.
These are the fundamental thoughts underlying the

cleides thinks the tragedies were
the work of another person, who,
according to Suid. ’Eumed. was,
perhaps, his grandfather of the
same name; and this conjecture
has great probability, vide Stein,
p- 5 sq., against Karsten, 63 sqq.
519. He justly considers that the
two epigrams, ap. Diog. viii. 61,
65, are spurious, and the same
must be said of the verse or poem
from which Diogenes quotes an
address to Telauges, son of Pytha-
goras (tbid. p. 17). The moAirika,
which Diog. 57 ascribes to him,
together with the tragedies, pro-
bably refer, not to any independent
work, although Diogenes seems to
presuppose this, but to smaller
portions of other writings; they
cannot, therefore, be genuine, but
must be placed in the same cate-
gory as the so-called political part
of Heracleitus’s work. The state-
ment (Diog. 77, Suid. Diog. 60, is
not connected with this) that Em-
pedocles wrote iaTpika, In prose,
according to Suidas (kaTaloyadny),
may probably be accounted for
either by the existence of some
forged work, or by a misapprehen-
sion of a notice which originally
referred to the medical portion of
the Physics, vide Stein, p. 7 sqq.

(For another opinion vide Mullach,
De Emped. Proemio, p. 21 sq.
Fragm. 1. xxv.) Two poems, one
a hymn to Apollo, and the other on
the army of Xerxes, are said
by Diog. wviii. 87, following
Hieronymus or Aristotle, to have
been destroyed soon after his
death. That Empedocles wrote
down speeches or rhetorical in-
structions, the ancient accounts of
him give us no reason to suppose,
vide Stein, 8, Xarsten, 61 sq.
There remain, therefore, but two
undoubtedly genuine works which
have come down to modern times,
the ¢pvoika and the kabapuoi ; that
these are separate works, as Kar-
sten (p. 70) and others suppose,
has been conclusively proved by
Stein. The ¢uvoika were at a later
period divided into three books
(vide Karsten, p. 73), but the
author seems to have contemplated
no such division. On the testi
monies and opinions of the ancients
on the poems of Empedocles, vide
Karsten, p. 74 sqq., 87 sq. Sturgz,
Karsten, Mullach and Stein have
collected the fragments, and the
three first have commented on
them. (I quote from Stein, but
add the numbers of the verses as
given by Karsten and Muliach.)
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doctrine of Empedocles on the primitive causes, as we
gather partly from his own utterances and partly from
the statements of ancient writers.

If we see a being enter upon life, we generally think
it is something which did not previously exist; if we
see it destroyed, we think that something which was,
has ceased to be.! Empedocles, following Parmenides
in this respect, considers this notion as contradictory.
That a thing should come from nothing, and that it
should become nothing, appear to him alike impossible.
From whence, he asks with his predecessor, could any-
thing be added to the totality of the Real, and what
should become of that which is? There is nowhere
any void in which it might be cancelled, and whatever
it may become, something will always come out of it
again.? What, therefore, appears to us as generation
and decay cannot really be so; it is in truth only
V.91 (119 K; 166,94 M):—

000€ Ti TOoU mavtds kevedy wéher
0vd¢ wepoadv.

ToUTO & émavinoeie TO wav Tl Ke Kol
wd0ey éNOIy ;

1'V.40 (342, 108 M) sq.; cf.
especially V. 45 sqq.:—

vmioL — ob ydp P doAixopporés
eioe pépruvar (they have no far-

reaching thoughts) -

ol 80 ylyveoOar wapus ovk édy éAmi-
(ovowy,

i Tt kaTabriorew Te kal €éEdAAVTOa
amdyTy.

2 V.48 (81, 102 M):—
€k TOD yap uh édvTos aunxavéy éore
yevéagOau
Té 7 v etdAAvglar avivvoTov kal
ampnrToy (sc. éoTi).
alel yap crnoovrar (se. édvra) &wn
Ké Tis aiéy épeidn.

V.90 (117,93 M): —
€iTe yap épbeipovro Braumepes, od-
Kér’ &y Hoav.

77y 0€ ke Kal amoAolar’; émel Tavd
oddev Epnuoy

QAN el &Tw Tavra (they are
themselves, remain what they
are) 3¢ GAAfAwy 8¢ OéovTa

yiyverar BAN0Bey EAAa Dinyekes, aity
ouota.

V. 51 (850,116 M) :—

00k By avilp Towabia codds Ppiol
MHavTEVEaUTO,

@s Oppa uév Te PBuova, o 8 Blorov
kaAéovat,

Tédppa pév odv eloly kal opw mdpa
delra kal éoOAd,

wply 3¢ wayey 1€ PBporol kal émel
Abfev, 0Bty &p’ elolv.
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What we call generation

is the combination of substances; what we call decay
is the separation of substances,” though in ordinary

1'V.36 (77, 98 M):—

Ao 8¢ Tor épéw Plois oddevids
éoTIy amdyTwY
OynTdy, 00d€é Tis 0dAouévov Bavdroto
TEAEUT T,
arie pdvov uifis Te didAAakls Te
Uty évTwy
éorl, ¢lais 8 éml Tols ovoud(eral
avfpdmoigw, Cf. Arist. Me-
taph.1. 3, 984 a, 8: 'EumedokAis
8¢ T4 TérTOpu . . . TAUTA 7yap ael
Sauévey kal ob ~ylyvesfar GAN )
wAN0er Kkal OArydTnTL cuykpudueva
kal diakpwbueva eis €v Te kal €€ Evés.
De Gen. et Corr. 11. 6 ; tbid. c. 7,
334 a, 26: The mixture of the
elements with Empedocles is a
ocUv@eais kabamep €E wAlvbov kal
Atbwy ToiXO0S.

2 That ‘birth’ is nothing else
than the combinaticn, and decease
than the separation of the sub-
stances of which each thing con-
sists, is often asserted, not only by
Empedocles himself, but by many

of our authorities. Cf. V. 69 (96,

70 M) -—

oUTws ) uev &y ék mAcovwy peuddnie
plecbar,

8¢ wdAw OSwapidvros €vos wAéoy
éxreréBovat,

T pev ylyvorral Te Kal od oploty
€umedos aidy (= kai GwOAAvY-
Tow)

8¢ Tdd aAAdooorTa diaumwepes ov-
daud Anyet,

ralry aity Eaow GrwnTl KOTO KU-
kAov (axtwnri I retain, agreeing

with Panzerbieter ; others read axi-

vnra, Which is a greater departure
from the MSS.; or axtvnrov, which
for many reasons seems less probable;
it is a question whether arivnTo:,

the reading which stands in all the
MSS. of Aristotle and Simplicius,
is not the true reading, and whe-
ther the masculine oi 8vnTol 1s not
to be supplied as subject of the
proposition, and corresponding to
Bporoiin V. 54). Thisis confirmed
by the doctrine of Love and Hate
(vide infra), for Empedocles de-
rives birth or origination from
Love, the essential operation of
which consists in uniting matter;
while from Hate he derives the
destruction of all things; as Aris-
totle-also says, Metaph. iii. 4, 1000,
a, 24 sqq. It can scarcely be
doubted, therefore, that Empedo-
cles simply identified origination
with utés, and decease or passing
away, with S:idAAafis. In one pas-
sage, however, he seems to derive
both, yévesis and a&mdAenus, from
each of these causes—from separa-
tion as well as from combination.
V.61 (87, 62 M) sqq. :—
O\’ épéw ToTE MEY yap Ev MIENON
udvorv elvar
éx TAclywy, ToTé 8 al Siépu wAéoy
é¢ évds elvar.  (The verses are
repeated in V. 76 sq.)
down d¢ Bvnrav vyéveats, doy & and-
Aewfus,
THY uév yap wdvrtwy olrodos TikTel
T’ 0MékeL Te,
65. 7 8¢ waAw Biapuouévwy Opedp-
feloa diémwTy,
kal TaUT GAAACCOYTO JLAUTEPES 0D-
daud Anyer,
EANoTE pev pINdTNTL CUYEpxbpey €ls
&v amwavra,
aAAoTe & ad dix’ ExacTo popelueva
velkeos €x0er Then follows V,
69 sqq. vide supra. I cannot agree
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language it may bear the other name.!

EMPEDOCLES.

Everything,

therefore, is subject to Becoming and Decay, only so

with Karsten who, in V. 63, substi-
tutes fordouh) 3¢, “ Tofde;” for oAéker,
“avfer;” and for Opedpleioa, “ Opupler-
ca,”’ in accordance with our text of
Simplicius, for the changes are then
too great, and the pregnant mean-
ing of the whole verse is weakened.
But Panzerbieter, Beitr. 7 sq.;
Steinhart, p. 94; and Stein, ad 2. ..,
are scarcely justified in explaining
the words as they do: things arise,
not merely from the union of mat-
ters, but also from their separation,
for in consequence of separation,
new combinations appear; and simi-
larly things pass away, not merely
through their separation, but also
through their union ; because every
new combination of substances is
the destruction of the preceding
rombination. This in itself would
not be inconceivable, but it would
contradict the opinion of Empedo-
cles (so far as it has been hitherto
ascertained), who explains birth only
from the mixture of substances,
and decay only from their separa-
tion. He would, in the other case,
assert that every union is, at the
same time, a division, and vice
versi ; the diapepduevor abrd fvu-
¢éperar, which, according to Plato,
Soph. 242 D sq. (supra, p. 33, 2)
constituted the peculiarity of ‘He-
racleitus’s doctrine as distinguished
from that of Empedocles, would
belong just as much to Empedo-
cles; and the contradiction with
which Aristotlereproaches him (inf.
139, 1), that love while it unites,
also separates, and that hate which
separates also unites, would not
exist; for this would be in accor-
dance with the nature of love and
hate. The context of the verse

appears to demand some other
view; for as verses 60-62 and
66-68 do not immediately refer to
individuals, but to the universe and
its conditions, the intermediate
verses must have the same refer-
ence. The expression wavTwy oivo-
dos 1s likewise in favour of this
rendering ; for it corresponds too
closely with ovvepxduer’ eis &v
dravra, V. 67, cuvepxduey’ eis éva
kdouov, V. 116 (142, 1561 M), wdvra
owvépxerar €v pévov elvar, V. 173
(169, 193 M), to allow of its being
interpreted in any other way.
The meaning of V. 63 sqq. is,
therefore : ‘The mortal is pro-
duced from immortal elements
(vide ¢nfra, V. 182), partly in the
issuing of things from the sphairos,
partly in their return to it; in
both cases, however, it is again
destroyed, here by the succeeding
union, and there by the succeeding
separation.” Cf. Sturz, p. 260 sqq.,
and Karsten, 403 sqq., for the re-
marks of later writers on Empe-
docles’s doctrine of mingling and

separation, which, however, tell
us nothing new.
I Vide p. 128, 1, and V. 40 (342,

168 M): oi & bTe pév kata PpdTa

pryéy  ¢dos aibépos ky (I follow

the emendation of the text in Plut.

Adv. Col. 11. 7, p. 1113 ; Panzer-

bieter, Beitr. p. 16, and explain, if

a mixture appears in the form of a

man) :i—

A& kar’ axporépwy Onpav yéves 7
kato Oduvwy

W& kat’ oiwyvdy, TéTe pév Téde (Panz.
T0y€) paoi yevéabar

edTe & amokpwlidat, Td 8 ad dvodai-
uova woTuROY,

7 0éuis o (so Wyttenb.: for other
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far as it becomes many out ot one, or one out of many ;
so far, on the contrary, as it maintains itself in this
change of place, in its existence and its own particular
nature, so far does it remain, even in the alternation,

unchanged.!

There are four different substances of which all
things are composed : earth, water, air, and fire.2 Em-

emendations of the corrupt text,
cf. the editions) kaAéovoi, véuw &
émipnut kal adrds.

1 V.69 sqq.p-1283,2. InV. 72
the words admit of a double inter-
pretation. Either: ¢how far this
alternation never ceases,’” or ‘how
far this never ceases to be in alter-
nation.” The sense and context
seem to me in favour of the first
view. On account of this un-
changeableness of the primitive
matters, Aristotle, De Cwlo, iii. 7,
init, associates Empedocles with
Democritus in the censure: oi uév
0Dy wepl ‘'EumredorAéa kal Anudkpiroy
Aavldvovow adTol abrovs ob yéveow
é¢ dAANAwY motodyTes (sc. T@Y FTotL-
xelwv), GAA& Qauwouérny yévesw
evumdpxov yap €xacTov ékkplveabal
pagiy, Bomep é§ dryyelovTis yevérews
otiams aAN’ odk €k Twos UAns, 0dde
yéyveoBar petaBdAovros. Cf. also
De Mel. c. 2, 975 a, 36 sqq., and
the quotations, sup.p.123,1. When
therefore, Simp. De Cwlo, 68 b,
Ald. attributes to KEmpedocles
the Heracleitean proposition: 7oy
kbouov TovTOov oiTe Tis Oedv obre
Tis avdpdrwy émoincey, GAN v del,
the true text (first ap. Peyron,
Emp. et Parm. Fragm. ; now p. 132
b, 28 K.; Schol. in Arist. 487 D,
43) shows that in the re-translation
from the Latin, which we get in
the text of Aldus, the names have
been confused.

V.33 (65,169 M) :—

Téosoapa TGV TAvTwWY HL{duaTa TP~
Tov Ukove'

Zevs apyls “Hpn e dpepéoBios 78
*Aidwreds

Nijoris 6 9 daxpdois Téyyel kpodvwua
BpdTeiov.

Many conjectures respecting
the text and meaning of this verse
are to be found in Karsten and
Mullach ¢ A. 1. ; Schneidewin, Philo-
logus, vi. 155 8qq. ; Van Ten Brink,
thid. 731 sqq. Fire is also called
“Hpatoros ; Nestis is said to have
been a Sicilian water deity, believed
by Van Ten Brink, according to
Heyne, to be identical with Pro-
serpine (cf. however Krische,
Forsch. 1. 128). It is clear that
Here does not mean the earth, as
(probably on account of ¢epéoBios)
is supposed by Diog. viii. 76 ; He-
racl., Pont. dlleg. Hom. 24, p. 52 ;
Probus in Virg. Ecl. vi. 3; Athen-
agoras, Suppl. c. 22; Hippol.
Refut. vii. 79, p. 384 (Stob. i. 288,
and Krische, 1. 126, might have
escaped this error by a slight
change of the words). It means of
course the alr; and it is not even
necessary, with Schneidewin to
refer ¢epérBios to Aidwveds, as it
is perfectly applicable to air. Be-
sides the mythical designations we
find the following, V. 78 (105, 60
M), 333 (821, 378 M) =wdp, Jdwp,
v, eibip; V. 211 (151, 278 M)
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pedocles is expressly designated as the first who admitted
these four elements,! and all that we know of his pre-
decessors tends to confirm the statement. The earlier
philosophers, indeed, admitted primitive substances
from which all things arose, but these primitive sub-
stances- were wanting in the characteristic by which
alone they could become elements in the Empedoclean
sense of the term; viz., the qualitative unchangeable-
ness, which leaves only the possibility of a division
and combination in space. Similarly the earlier philo-
sophers are acquainted with all the substances which
Empedocles regards as elements, but they do not class
them together as fundamental substances and apart
from all others; the primitive substance is with most of
them One. Parmenides alone in the second part of his
poem has two primitive substances, but none of these
philosophers has four ; and in respect to the first derived
substances, we find, besides the unmethodical enumera-

U3wp, ¥, aibyp, #Aws; V. 215 and this matter neither increases

(209, 282 M), 197 (270, 273 M),
x0ov, GuBpos, aibnp, wip; V. 96
(124, 120 M) sqq. probably %asos,
aifhp, SuBpos, ala; V. 377 (16, 32
M) aifnp, wovros, Xy, fiAwos; V.
187 (827, 263 M) 7nAéxTwp, xBwv,
obpavds, Oaragcoe; V. 198 (211,
211 M) x0wv, NfjoTis, “Hoatoros ;
V. 203 (215, 206 M) xfwv, “Hoat-
oTos, duBpos, aiffnp. I cannot agree
with Steinhart’s conjecture (I. e.
93) that Empedocles by the variety
of names wished to mark the dif-
ference between the primitive
elements and those perceptible to
sense. V. 89 (116, 92 M), says
that the four primitive elements
contain 1n themselves all matter;

pression Tq

nor diminishes, kal mwpds Tots o¥7’
aAro Ti (so Mull., but the text is
corrupt, and its restoration very
uncertain) yiyverar 00d’ awoAnyer.

1 Arist. Metaph. i. 4, 985 a,
31, cf. c. 7,988 a, 20; De Gen. et
Corr. ii. 1, 328 b, 33 sqq. Cf.
Karsten, 334. The word erotxeiov
1s moreover not Empedoclean, as
it 1s almost needless to observe.
Plato is cited as the teacher who
first introduced it into scientific
language (Eudemus ap. Simpl.
Phys. 2, a, Favorin. ap. Diog. 1ii.
24). Aristotle found it already
in vogue, as we see from the ex-
kaAobueva OTOLXELD

(cf. Part, 11, b, 336, 2nd ed.)
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tion of Pherecydes and Anaximenes, only the triple
division of Heracleitus, the five-fold division of Philo-
laus (probably already connected with Empedocles),
and Anaximander’s two opposite categories of warm and -
cold. Why Empedocles fixed the number of his
elements at four, we cannot discover, either from his
own fragments, or from the accounts of the ancients.
At first sight it might seem that he arrived at his
theories in the same manner as other philosophers
arrived at theirs, viz., through observation and the
belief that phenomena were most easily to be explained
by this means. But in that case his doctrine was
anticipated in the previous philosophy. The high esti-
mation in which the number four was held by the Pytha-
goreans is well known. Yet we must not exaggerate
the influence this may have had on Empedocles, for in
his physies he adopted little from Pythagoreanism, and
the Pythagorean school, even in its doctrine of elemen-
tary bodies, followed other points of view. Of the
elements of Empedocles we find three in the primitive
substances of Thales, Anaximenes, and Heracleitus, and
the fourth in another connection, with Xenophanes and
Parmenides. Heracleitus speaks of three elementary
bodies; and the importance of this philosopher in re-
gard to Empedocles will presently be shown. The three
ground-forms of the corporeal admitted by Heracleitus
might easily be developed into the elements of Empe-
doeles ; if the liquid fluid and the vaporous element,
water and air, were distinguished from each other in
the customary manner, and if the dry vapours, which
Heracleitus had reckoned as part of the supreme
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element, were considered as air.! The three elements
of Heracleitus seem to have arisen from the doctrine
propounded by Anaximander and afterwards maintained
by Parmenides, viz., the fundamental opposition of the
warm and the cold, by the introduction of an inter-
mediate stage between them. On the other hand, the
five elementary bodies of Philolaus represent a develop-
ment, based on geometrical and cosmological concep-
tions, of the four elements of Empedocles. This doctrine,
therefore, appears to have been in a state of constant
progression, from Anaximanderto Philolaus,and the num-
ber of the elements to have been always on the increase.
But though Empedocles declared the four elements to
be equally original, he, in fact, as Aristotle says, reduces
them to two; for he sets fire on one side, and the three
remaining elements together on the other; so that his
four-fold division is seen to originate in the two-fold
division of Parmenides.2 When, however, later writers
assert that his starting-point was the opposition of the

I Aristotle also mentions the
theory of three elements, fire, air,
and earth (Gen. et Corr. ii. 1, 329
a, 1). Philop. @ A. I. p. 46 b,
refers this statement to the poet
Ton: and in fact Isocrates does
say of him (. éyri8éa. 268) "Twy &’
ot mAelw Tpidv [Epmoer elvar T
Jvra). Similarly Harpocrat. “Tww.
This statement may be true of Ion,
even if (as Bonitz, Ind. Arist. 821
b, 40 and Prantl. Arist. Werke, ii.
505 remark) the passage in Aris-
totle may relate, not to Ion, but
to the Platonic ¢divisions’ (Part
11 a, 380, 4, 3rd edition), in which
an intermediary is at first dis-
tinguished from fire and earth,
and i3 then divided into water

and air. JTon may have borrowed
his three elements from Hera-
cleitus; he can hardly have in-
fluenced Empedocles, as he seems
to have been younger.

Metapk 1. 4,985 a, 31: &t
d¢ Ta &s év UAns elde )\e'yé,ueua
O"TOLXGL(Z TeTrapa 7rpw'1'0$ elmrer o
uhy xpiTal ve Térrapmiw, AN’ &s
dvaly oot ubvois, mupl uév kad® abTd
Tots & avTikeiwévols &s wd dioel,
yi Te kal &épt kal Hdari. AdBor &
v Tis adtd Oewply ek TEY éndv.
De Gen. et Corr. 11. 8, 330 b, 19:
&viort & ebOVs TérTapa Aéyouvaiy, oloy
EumedokAns. cuvdyer 8¢ kal obrTos
eis Ta 800" TS yap mupl TAAAQ wdvTQL
avTiTiOnow,
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warm and the cold, or that of the rare and the dense,
or even of the dry and the moist,! this is doubtless an
inference of their own, uncountenanced by Empedocles,
either in these expressions or elsewhere with such dis-
tinctness in his writings; and the statement that in
the formation of the universe the two lower elements
are the matter, and the two higher the efficient instru-
ments,? is still farther from his opinion.

The four fundamental substances then, being ele-
ments, are necessarily primitive ; they are all underived
and imperishable. Each consists of qualitatively homo-
geneous parts, and without changing their nature they
pass through the various combinations into whieh they

are brought by means of

I Cf. the passages from Alex-
ander, Themistius, Philoponus,
Simplicius and Stobzus, ap. Kars-
ten, 340 sqq.

2 Hippol. Refut. vii. 29, p. 384.
Empedocles assumed four elements
860 u&v dAukd, Yy kol Udwp, dbo ¢
Jpyava ofs T& DAk Koocuebrar kal
peTaBdArerar, wop Kal aépa, dbo
3¢ T épyalbueva . . . veikos kal
¢inloay, which is repeated after-
wards. The doctrine of this philo-
sopher is still more decidedly mis-
represented by the same author
i. 4 (repeated ap. Cedren. Synops.
i. 157 B), in the statement, prob-
ably taken from a Stoic or Neo-
Pythagorean source): Ty» Tob
wayTds dpxhy veikos Kai ¢ihlay Epn
Kal TO THS Movddos voepdy wip TOV
Bedv kal ocuveaTdvar ék mWUPdS T
wdvra Kol eis wop avaAvdngeafoar,
On the other hand Karsten, p.
343, is incorrect in saying that
Empedocles, according to Hippo-
lytus, opposed fire and water one

YOL. II.

the variability of things.?

to the other, as the active and the
passive prineciple.
3 V.87 (114, 88 M) :—
TavTO Yap 10G T€ wavTa Kal NAlka
Yévvar Eaat,
Tipuis & &AAns &AAo  uéder wdpa
3'10os éxaoTe.
V. 89, vide supra, p. 125, 2; V.
104 (132, 128) :—

€k Tov wdv® Soa T fv oa T EF,

doa T ErTat éwicow, Text
uncertain.

3évdped 7’ éBAdTTNCE Kal dvépes 7)de
Yyuvaikes,

O7pés T’ oiwvol Te Kal DBaTobpéuuoves
ix00s,

kal Te Oeol doAixalwves Tiufar pépi-
oToL,

abre yap Eotiv TavTa 8 GAANAWY
d¢ Béovra
yiyverar &ANotwwd: SidwTvs yap
auelBet.
Cf. p. 122, 2. Also V. 90 scq.,
69 sqq. (supra, p. 122, 2; 123, 2);
Arist. Metaph. 1. 3 (supra, p.123,1),

K
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They are also equal as to mass,! though they are
mingled in particular things in the most various pro-
portions, and are not all contained in each particular
thing.? The peculiar traits, however, by which they
are distinguished from one another, and their place in
the structure of the universe, Empedocles does not seem
to have precisely determined. He describes fire as warm
and glittering; air as fluid and transparent ; water as
dark and cold ; earth as heavy and hard.® He some-
times attributes to earth a natural motion downwards,
and to fire a similar motion upwards ; * but his utterances
on the subject are not always consistent.> In this, how-

i1, 4, 1000 b, 17 ; Gen. et Corr. 1.
1; ii. 6, ibid. 1. 1, 314 a, 24 (cf.
De Celo, 11i. 3, 302 a, 28, and
Simpl. De Celo, 269 b, 38; Schol.
518 b); De Cexlo, 111. 7 (supra, p.
125, 1); De Melisso, c. 2, 975 a,
and other passages ap. Sturz, 152
sqq., 176 sqq., 186 sqq., and Kar-
sten, 336, 403, 406 sq.

1 This at any rate seems to be
asserted by the foca wdvra in the
verses just quoted, which gram-
matically may with %Aika also
relate to yéwvav (of like origin).
Arist. Gen et Corr. 1i. 6 sub init.
enquires whether this equality is
an equality of magnitude or of
power ?  Kmpedocles doubtless
made no distinction between them.
He connects the word as little
with ~éwvar as Simplicius does,
Phys. 34 a.

2 Cf. (besides what will pre-
sently be said as to the proportions
of the primitive elements in this
admixture) V. 119 (154, 134 M)
$qq., where the mixture of matter
in various things is compared with
the mixing of colours by which
the painter reproduces these things

in a picture: apuovin uifavre Ta
uev mAéw #ANo & éNdoow. Bran-
dis, p. 227, has been led, by an
error in the punctuation in V. 129,
corrected by later editors, to dis-
cover in these verses a meaning
alien alike to the works and the
standpoint of Empedocles, viz., that
all the perishable has its cause in
the Deity, as the work of art has
in the mind of the artist.

3 V. 96 (124, 120 M) sqq.,
which, however, are very corrupt
in the traditional texts. V. 99,
which has been restored, though
not satisfactorily, perhaps began
thus: aifépa 6 &s xerrar. From
this passage the statement of Aris-
totle is taken, Gen. et Corr.i. 815
b, 20 ; Plut. Prim. Frig. 9, 1, p.
948 ; but, on the other hand, Aris-
totle seems to refer in another
place, De Respir. c. 14, 477 b, 4
(Bepudy yap elvar Td Srypdv ATTOV TOD
aépos), to some subsequent passage
now lost from the poem.

+ Cf. p. 144, 1.

5 We shall find later examples
of this. Cf. Plut. Plac. ii. 7. 6;
and Ach. Tat. in Araf. c. 4, end;
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ever, there is nothing that transcends the simplest,

observation.

Plato and Aristotle were the first to

reduce the qualities of elements to fixed fundamental
determinations, and to assign each element to its

natural place.

Even without the testimony of Aristotle ! it would

these, following perhaps the same
source, assert that Empedocles as-
signed no definite place to the ele-
ments, but supposed each element
capable of ocenpying the place of
the rest. Aristotle says, De Celo,
iv. 2, 309 a, 19: Empedocles, like
Anaxagoras, gave no explanation
of the heaviness and lightness of
bodies.

1 Gen. et Corr. 1.8, 3825 b, 19:
"EpmedokAel 0¢ Ta péy BANQ payepov
811 péxpr TRV oTorxelwy Exer TV
vévesw kal Thy Pfopav, adTdy ¢
ToUTWwY THS ylveTar kal PplelpeTat 7o
cwpevduevoy uéyebos odre diAov
oliTe évdéxerar Aéyeww abTE un Aé-
yovTL Kal ToD Tupds elval oTOLXElOY,
Suolws 8¢ kal TAV ¥AAwy amdyTwy,
(In De Celo, iii. 6, 305 a, and Lu-
cretius,i. 746 sqq., it is denied that
Empedocles held the theory of
atoms.) These distinet assertions
would be in direct opposition to
Aristotle himself, if he really said
what Ritter (Gesch. d. Phil. 1. 533
q.) finds in him, namely that all
four elements are properly derived
from one nature, which underlies
all differences, and 1s, more exactly,
¢pinla. This, however, isincorrect.
Aristotle says (Gen. et Corr. i. 1,
315 a, 38), that Empedocles contra-
dicted himself: &ua unév yop ob
pnoty Erepov éE érépov ylvesbar Ty
oTovxelwy 0Udy, GANL THAANG TAVTQ
éx TovTwy, Gua &' drov eis €v cuva-
vayn Thy Gmacar ¢low WARY TOU
velkous, ek Tob évds ylyveobar waAw

exacToy. But it is clear that this
only means: Empedocles himself
altogether denied that the four ele-
ments arose out of one another;
nevertheless in his doctrine of the
Sphaircs, he indirectly admits,
without perceiving it, that they kave
such an origin; for if the unity of
all things in the Sphairos be taken
in its strict acceptation, the quali-
tative differences of the elements
must disappear; and the elements
consequently, when they issue from
the Sphairos, must form themselves
anew out of a homogeneous sub-
stance. It is not that a statement
is here attributed by Aristotle to
Empedocles which contradicts the
rest of his theory; Empedocles is
refuted by an inference not derived
from himself. Nor can it be proved
from Mctaph. 1ii. 1, 4, that Aris-
totle designated the uniform na-
ture, from which the elements are
said to proceed, as ¢iurfa. In Me-
taph. i1i. 1, 996 a, 4, he asks the
question : wdrepoy Td &v kal TO D,
kafdmep oi TMubaydpeor kai TAdTwy
ENeyey, obx €repdy Tl oTiv AN
ovgla TGV vTwy, A oD, AN Erepby
TLTO Umokeluevoy, Homep 'EumredorAs
pnoL ikiav, EANos §¢ Tis wop, 6 dé
#0wp, 6 3¢ dépa. Here he does not
speak of the primary matter of the
four elements in reference to the
duria,butthe ¢pidia (which Aristotle,
as the.uniting principle, calls the
One, in the same manner as, e.g.,
the prineiple of limitation is called

X 2
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be obvious that the four elements of Empedocles could
not be derived from any other more primitive element.
It is plainly, therefore, the result of a misunderstanding’
when later writers assert that he made atoms as con-
stituent parts of the elements precede the elements
themselves.? Yet on one side his doctrine might have
given rise to this opinion. For as, according to him,
the primitive substances are subject to no qualitative
change, they can only be connected together mechani-
cally ; and even their chemical combinations must be
redueced to such as are mechanical. The mixture of
substances is only brought about by the entrance of
the -particles of one body into the interstices between

the parts of another.

wépas, and the formative principle
eldos) serves merely as an example,
to show that the concept of the
One is employed, not only as sub-
jeet, as by Plato and the Pythago-
reans, but also as predicate ; what
the passage asserts of the ¢iala is
merely this : the ¢:Aiais not Unity,
concelved as a subject ; but a sub-
ject to which Unity, as predicate,
belongs. This likewise holds good
of ¢. 4, where it is said inthe same
sense and connection : Plato and
the Pythagoreans consider Unity
as the essence of the One, and
Being as the essenee of the ex-
istent ; so that the existent is not
distinet from Being, nor the One
from Unity : of 8¢ mepl pdoews ofoy
"EumedokAi)s @S €IS yrwpLuwTepoy
avdywy Aéyer 8 T1 T & Dy éoTiy &y
v (so it must be written, if & d»
be considered as one conception—
‘that which is Omne;’ or else it
must be read as by Karsten Emp.
p. 318; Brandis, Bonitz, Schweg-

The most perfect combination,

ler, and Bonghi » 4. I. adopt from
Cod. A4b. 8 Tt woTe Td €y éoTiv) ddfere
vop by Aéyew TodTo ThHy PiAlav
eivar. The statements, therefore,
of Aristotle on this point do not
contradict each other; while, on
the other hand, most of the censures
which Ritter passes on his state-
ments respecting Empedocles, on
closer examination, appear to be
groundless.

1 Plut. Plac. 1. 13: 'E. mpd 7w
Tedodpwy oTorxeiwy Opadouata éAd-
XLOTQ, 0loVel OTOLY €l PO OTOLXElwy,
duotopept), Omep éorl oTpOyyIAa.
The same, with the exception of the
last words (on which ef. Sturz, 153
sq.) in Stob. Eel. i. 341. Similarly
Plac. i. 17 (Stob. 368 ; Galen. c.
10, p. 258 K).

2 It is equally improper, ac-
cording to what we have just been
saying, to suppose with Petersen,
Philol.-Hist. Stud. 26, that the
Sphairos as Unity was first, and
that the four elements arose from it.
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therefore, of several substances is only an assemblage
of atoms, the elementary naturs of which is not altered
in this process : it 1s not an actual fusing of the atoms
into a new substance.! And when one body arises out
of another, one is not changed into the other, but the
matters which already existed as these definite sub-
stances merely cease to be intermingled with others.?
But as all changes consist in mingling and unmingling,
so when two bodies are apparently separated by the
different nature of their substance, the operation of one
upon the other can only be explained on the hypothesis
that invisible particles segregate themselves from the
one and penetrate into the apertures of the other. The
more complete is the eorrespondence between the aper-
tures in one body and the emanations and small
particles of another, the more susceptible is the former
to the influence of the latter, and the more capable of

mixture with it.®> According to the theory of Empedc-

T Stapavi] parAov. of uév odv éml

1 According to Jater use of
Tway olTw Oibpoav, domwep 'Eure-

words (vide Part 111, a, 115. 2, 2nd

ed.), all mixture is a wapafesis;
there is no gvyxvois, any more
than a kpaois 8 6Awv,

2 Arnist. De Celo, 1. 7 (supra,
p. 125, 1), to which the commenta-
tors (ap. Karsten, 404 sq.) add
nothing of importance.

8 Arist. Gen. et Corr.i. 8: rols
uev ody dokel mwdoxew €xacTov did
Twwy Topwy elg0VTOS TOD TOLOUYTOS
éoxdTov kal KupiwTdTOU, KAl TOUTOY
TOV Tpémoy kal Opdv Kol GKOVEw
nuas ¢aocl kal Tas &AAas alobnoecs
aicOdvecOar wdoas, &ri 3¢ 6pooha
did Te &épos kal Udatos Kal T@Vw
Siapavdv 8o 7O wdpovs Exew opd-
Tous wev di& mikpdryTa, Wukvos B¢
KOl KaTO OTOLXOV, Kot WAANOY EXely

empty interspaces).

dokA%s o udvov éml TEY worolvTwy
kal TacXvTtwy GAAG kol piyvuofal
pnow (in Cod. L, ¢nowr is substi-
tuted for ¢paciv) dowy oi wipor alp-
uetpol eigiy* 63§ 8¢ udAioTa Kal
mwepl wavTwy €yl Abyw OSwpikas
Aebxirmos  kal  Anubkpitos (for
they, as 1is afterwards said,
explained not merely individual
phenomena, but the formation and
change of bodies by reference to
Philop. n
h.l.sq. 86 b, and Gen. Anim. 59
a (both passages in Sturz, p. 344
sq.), gives nothing more, for the
statement in Gen. Anim. that Em-
pedocles called ‘the full’ vaora,
confuses this philosopher with De-
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cles, this is pre-eminently the case when two bodies are
alike; therefore, he says, the like in kind and easily
mingled are friendly to each other; like desires like ;
whereas those which will not intermingle are hostile to

each other.!

mocritus (vide infra, the Atomists).

On the other hand, Aristotle’s ac-

count is confirmed in a remarkable

manner by Plato, Meno, 76 C:

Odkodv Aéyere amoppods Twas TV

Svrwv kot *Eumedonéa ; — E¢odpa

~ve.—Kal wbpous, eis obs ral 8 dv

ai amwoppoal mwopedoyran ; — Idyv e,

—Kal Tév amoppody Tas pev bpudr-

rew évlois TGv wlpwy, Tas 8¢ éndT-

zous §) neiovs elvar ; — EoTi TavTa.

Colour is then defined in accord-

ance with this: amoppon oxnudrwy

SYer oduuerpos kal alofnrds. Cf.

Theophr. De Sensu, 12: 8Aws ~yap

woiel THY pikw TH ocvuueTpiq TV

mépwy: dibmwep EAarov mev kal THdwp

o piyvuobat, T4 & AN Vypd Kol

mwepl owy 8N kaTaplBueiTar Tas idlas

kpaces. Of our fragments, v. 189

relates to this subject; also espe-

cially v. 281 (267, 337 M):—

yv®9 d71iwdyTwy eloly amoppoal, doo’
éyévorro.

V. 267 (263, 328 M) :—

Tebs péy wUp Gvémeum €0éAov mpds
ouotoy ikéodau,

V. 282 (268, 338) :(—

&s yAvkD uéy YAVKY RdpTTE, WKPOY
8’ éml mkpdy Bpovoev,

oty 0 ém’ okb &Bm, SaAepdy, darepd &
émwéxevey.

V. 284 (272, 340 M) :—

olvw dwp mev uaAAov évdpfuiov,
abrop éAaiw olk €OéAer,

V. 286 (274, 342 M):—

Biloow 8¢ yAavky kokkov KaTauioye-
rar avbos.

This whole theory is closely allied to that

' V. 186 (326, 262 M.):—

&pOuia /,u.%v yap wav® adTdv éyévovro
uépeaoy,

NAékTwp Te xBdv Te kal odpavds 7d¢
6aAacoa,

dooa vvv éy QymTotow ooy xfevTa
wéDUKeEV.

&s & alrws Goa kpiow émapTéa
waAAoy Eaaiy,

GAANAots EoTeprTal, Ouoiwdérr’ ’A-
¢ppodiry.

éx0pa &’ &m’ aAAAwy wAElGTOV ié-
Xovow &uikTa, ete.

Arist. Eth. N. viii, 2, 1155 b, 7;
cf. preceding note: 7o yap Suowow
Tov Ouotov éplecOar (Enw. ¢not).
Eth. Eud. vii. 1, 1235 a, 9 (M.
Mor. ii. 11, 1208 b, 11): oi de
¢vooAdyor Kal THY OAny Plow
diarocuovow apxMv AaBdvres TO
duotoy iévar wpds TO duoiov, dud
’EumedokAd)s kal Ty kY’ €pn kabi)-
oo éml T7)s Kepauidos Sik TO Exew
wAetorov Suowyv. Plato, Lys. 214
B: In the writings of the natural
philosophers we read Ot 70 duotoy
T¢ Oupoly avdykn Gel ¢pilov elva.
Empedocles found an example ot
this elective affinity in the attrac-
tion of iron to the magnet. He
supposed that after the emanations
of the magnet have penetrated into
the pores of the iron, and the air
which choked them had been ex-
pelled, powerful emanations