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I AERACLEITUS.

1. The general standpoint and fundamentol concephions of
the doctrine of. Heraelettus. :

WarLE 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 ? with that

1. Sehleiermacher, Herakleitos THeracleitus is placed in the 6¢th

rder Dunkle, ete.; Mus. d. Alfer-
thumsw. 3. 1807, p. 313 sqq. (now
in Schleiermacher's Werke, 3 Abth.
i. 1 sqq.); Bernays, Heraclioa,
Bonn, 1848; ibid. Rhsin. Mus,
N..F. vii. 80 sqq.,ix. 241 sqq. ; iid.
Die Heraklitischen Brigfe, Berl.
1869 Lassalle, Die FPhilosophie
Horakleitos des  Dunkeln, 1858,

9 yols. ; Gladisch, Herakleifos und

Zoroaster, 1854 . Sohuster, Hera-
Felettos von Fphesus, 1873 : Teich-
milller, Newe Sind. =. Gesch. d.
Begriffe. 1. H. Herakleifos, 1876.
2 Tn Diog. ix. 1, the prime of

VOL. II.

Qlvmpiad (404500 8.c.), no doubt
on the authority of Apollodorus,
who takes his dates almost en-
tively from Eratosthenss. Similarly,
Euseb. Chron. gives OL 70; Syn-
cellus, p. 283, C. OL 70, 1. Heis
deseribed as s eontamparary of Da-
rins I in the interpolated letters
(Diog. ix. 18, cf. Clemens, Sirem.
i 302 B; Epictet. Eackirid. 21),
in which that prince invites him to
his eourt, and Heracleitus declines
the invitation. Euscbins, however,
and Syneellus, p. 254 C, place his
prime in OL 80, 2; ad. 81, 2; in the

B



9" HERACLEITUS.

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

$0th or §lst Olympiad, and this
statement seems to dorive confirma-
tion from the fact that, aceording
to Strabo, xiv. 1, i. 25, p. 642 (in
compurison with Lis evidence no
weight can be attached to the 8th
of the so-called Heraclitean letters,
p. 82, Bern.), Hermodorus the Eple-
sian, who, we are told by Pliny, .
Nat. xxxiv. 5, 21, and Pomponius,
Digest. 1. 1, it 2, 4 2, § 4, nasistod
the Roman decomyviri in their legis-
lation (OL 81, 4 ; 462 m.c.), was no
other than the friond of Herelei-
tus, whose binishment the philoso-
_pher could not forgivo his country-
men. (Strabo £, o, Diog. ix. 2, &c.;
vide dfiee) Heom thin Hormann in-
torred (Do Philos, londe, Allati, 1;
1, 22), nnd Sehwepglor agreos with
i (Posm, Geseh il 205 otherwise
in Gaseh, d, Gricch, Pl 20, Kist-
lin's edition, whore also, p. 79, the
reforence of Parmenides to Hera-
cleitng, which Bernoys conjee-
tured, bnt which is irreconcile-
able with Hormann's c.mnvut:a.tion,
is admitzed) that Homielsitus was
born about Ol 67 (610 me) and
died about Ol 82 (460 me). I
have shown, howover, in my trea-
tise D¢ Hermodore  FEphesio et
Hermod. Plet. (Marb. 18569), p. 9
sgq. that this opinion is not justi-
fiabla, The stgtoment of Buse-
bins repeated by Syncellus is in
itself mnot nearly so trostworthy
as that of Diopenes, taken from
Apollodorus ; Hermann ‘urges in
its favour that Eusebiug delermines
the date of Anaxagoras and Demo-
eritus more aceurately 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 Eusebins 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 clerus habebatur, cog-
wostebatier, fixpade) is here made
to coincide almost exactly with the
legislation of the decpmyiri, it
appenrs probable that it azose from
the supposition that Hermodorus,
the faiend of Heracleitus, entered
intp connection with the decemvirl
immediately after his banishment,
and that hig banishment coineided
with the &eudy of the philosopher.
Now the assertion of Diogenas can
hardly be founded upon any accu-
rate chronological tradition; it is
far more likely (as Diels acknow-
ledges, Rk Mus. xxxi. 33 sq.) that
its author knew only of the gene-
yal statement that Heracleitus had
been a contemporary of Darvius L,
and that in aceordance with this, he
placed his prime in the 69th Olym-
piad ; £.¢. in the middle of Darius’s
reign (0L 64, 3-73, 4). But that
this theory is ab any rate approxi-
mately eorrect, and that the dsath
of Heracleitns cannot be placed
later than 470478 B.c., we find ex-
tremely likely for other reasens.
For though we may not lay much
stress on the cireumstance that,
according to Sotion, ap. Diog. ix. 3,
Heracleitus was regarded by many
as a pupil of Xenophunes, the allu-
sion to him by Epicharmus, which
e have found probable vol. i p- 532,
would imply that his doctrine was
known in Sicily as early as 470 B.c.;
and since he himgelf instanees as

HIS DATE AND LIFE.
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the same presupposition in a contrary direclion, and

Vregarded the one Being as something purely in motion
and subject to perpetual change and separation. The
atbhior of this system is Heracleitus.! ;

men Lo whom varied knowledas has
ok brought wisdom, ouly Xeno-
ilnes, Prthacoras and Hecatzus

i nildition to Hesiod. this looks as
il the later philosopher, and espe-
wially his antipodes Parmenides,
wore unknown to him. Moreover,
[he statements about Hermodorus
do not by any means compel us to
recard Heracleitus as later. For
first, the thenry that Hermodorus,
who took part in the decemirs
legislation, was the same person
as the friend of Heracleitus is
not baged even by Strabo (as I
have shown, & ¢. p. 15) on trust-
worthy tradition, but meraly on a
probable eonjecture ; and secondly,
we have no reason to assume that
Hermodorus was of the same age
az 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
aceount altering the date of Hera-
cleitus’ death to the middle of the
fifth century. We certainly eannot
place the banishment of Hermo-
dorus and the eomposition of Hera-
cleitns’ work earlier than 478 Bo,
for the rise of demoeracy at Ephesas
wonld seareely have been possible
before the deliverance from the
Persian dominion. On the other
hand this event may have given
#ise to the deliverance. Both
theories are compatible with that
supposition : on the onehand, that
Heracleitns died 1n 475 B.c.; on
the other, that Hermodorns as-
sisted the decemviri in 452 B.c.

Arvistotle fixes the age of Hera-
cleitus at 60, if the reading of the
manuscripts in Diog. viil. 52 be
correct: ‘ApisTaTéRys yap ebrhy
(Empedocles) &re 7e "Hpdrheror
EffwovTa ET@y @I TETEAEUTTREVAL
Sturz, however, instead of “Hpdx-
Xerroy reads 'HpmeAelfys, and Cobet
has admitied this conjecture, which
is fayourably regarded by many
anthorities {more than a conjecture
he doses not consider it), into the
text, It does not commend itself
to me as indispensable ;: for it is
perfectly conesivable that Aristotls
way bave connected the two men
together in reference to their age,
and the biographer of Empedoeles,
here referved to by Diogenes (that
these words, a5 well as the context,
are derived from Apollodorus seems
to me doubtful, in spite of the ob-
servations of Diels, k. Mus. xxxiii.
38), may have also quoted what he
had tuken ‘the opportunity to say
about Heracleitus, in the same
way that in § 55 Philolans is
mentioned with Heracleitus, On
the other hand it is very possible
that ‘HpdiAeror may have been a
mistake for ‘Hparheifns: and we
must therefore leave this question
undecided Iike many others respect~
ing the chronology of Heracleitus.
! The native city of Heraclei-
tus, according to the unanimous
testimony of the ancients, was
Ephesns. Metapontum is eubsti-
tuted by Justin, Cohort. c. 3, but
this is merely a hasty inferencs
from & passage in which Herac-
leitus is named in connection with

B2



“ HERACLEITUS.

The doctrine of Heracleitus,! like that of the

Hippasus of Metapontum ; as was
customary, in accordanes with
Arist, Metaph. i, 3, 984 a, 7. His
futher, according to Diog. ix. 1, &e.,
wag ealled Blyson, but others name
him Heracion (whom Schuster,

362 sq., conjectures to have been his
grandfather). That he belonged to
a family of position is evident from
the statement of Antisthenos, up.
Diog. ix. 6, that he resigned the
digniry of Basidebs to his youngor
brother; for this was an oflice
Lereditary in tho family of An-
droclus, the Codrid, founder of
Bphesus (Strabo, xiv, 1, 8, p. 632;
Bernays, Heraclitea, 81 #q.). He
held decidodly aristocratic opinions
(vide in m-?, while his follow-citi-
zong woro domoeents ; this explains
why hig friend Harmodorus should
haye been  oxiled (Diog, ix. 2)
and he himeell repurded with Little
favour (Dometr, bid. 15). The
persecution for wtheivm, however,
which Christinn authors infer from
this (Justin, dpefl. i, 46 dpol. ii.
§: Athonng., Supplie. 31, 27), is
perhaps wholly derived from the
fourth Heraclitean letter (of. Bur-
nays, Hovakl, Br. 36), and is ren-
dered improbable Ly the silence of
all aneient authovities, Concerning
the last illness and death of Hera-
cleitus all kindy of nnnuthenticated
and sometimes contradictory stories
are to be found in Diog. ix. 3 sqq.,
Tatian, ¢. Grev. o, 8, and elsewhere
(ef. Bernays, Horakl. Brigfe, p. 55
£q.). If they have auy historical
foundation (Schuster thinks, p.
247, they may have a good deal), we
cannot now discover it, Lasgalle's
opinion (1. 42), that they urose
merely from amythieal symbolising
of the doctrine of the passage of
opposites into one another, appedrs

to me far-fetehed. The disposition
of Heracleitus is deseribed by
Theophrastus as melancholy (ap.
lHog. ix. 6; ef Pliny, H. N vii.
10, 80), und this is confirmed by
the fragments of his writings. But
the anecdotes which Diogenes (ix.
3 8q.) relates concerning his misan-
thropy are worthless ; not to speak
of the absued assertion that he
wept, and Democritus laughed, over

everything: (Lueipn, Fii, duct, c.

18; Hippolyt., Refut. i. 4; Sen.
De Ira, i, 10, 5; Trangu. Ap. 15,
2, &c). As to any instructors
that he may have had, ordinary
teadition seems entively ipnorant
which proves that the ancients
(Clemens, Strom. 1. 300 e, sqq.;
Diog. ix. $1: Prooem. 13 sqq.;
similarly Galen, e. 2) found it 1m-
possible to conmect him with any
sehoal. Tt is, therefore, manifestly
an error to represent him as a
pupil of Xenophanes, which iz
done by Sotion, ap. Dieg. ix. 3, or
as a scholur of Hippasus, which
is asserted by another accovnt (ap.
Buid. ‘HpdeA ), probably & miseon-
ception of Avist, Mefaph. 1.3 ; or to
connect him, as Hippolytus does,
Ioe. cit., with the Iythagorean
Siadoyf. But that he claimed to
have learned everything from him-
gelf, to have known nothing in his
vouth and all things afterwards
(Diog. ix. 5 ; Btob, Floril. 21, 7
Proel. in Tim. 106 E), seems
merely an inference from some
misapprehended utterances in his
works.

! Qur most trustworthy source
of information in regard to the doe-
trine of Heracleitus is to be found
in the fragments of his own work,
This work was written in Tonie
prose, and aceording to Diog. ix. 5,

HIS WORK. 5

Rleatios, developed itself in express contradiction to

18y Clem, Stron. v. 571 C, bore
Win Ll wepl plvews. We are told
i Lo, s & that it was divided
Lt Lhien Adyar, efs Te Thy mepl Tov
Saihe ol rde mokiruche kel feo-

dnde, It is guite possible (as

Minter remarks, p. 48 sqq. in op-

“Wukltion to Schleiermacher, Werke

o il ii. 25 sgq.) that the work
Wiy have contained saveral sec-
flous, each devoted to a par-
tlewlnr snbject; and this may be
hirought into connection with the
fhat that, secording to Diog. 12, it
ulso bore the title of Moboac; if,
like Se¢huster, p. 57, we think
of the #hree muses of the older
mythology. (On the other hand,
two more titles are given in Diog.
12, whieh ave certainly spurious;
of. Bernays Heracleif. 8 sq.) Bub
there is no doubt that the Motoat
originate with FPlato, Soph, 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 deseribed
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
seeond section, and still lessthat is
appropriate to the third, if the for-
mer were really devoted to politics
and the latter to theclogy; and it
is the same thing, as we chall find,
with the other traditions concerning
the doetrine of Heracleitus (eof,
Susemihl, Jakvb. f. Philol. 1873,
H.10, 11, p. 714 '5q.). I believeit
to beimpossible to recover the plan
of the work, with any eertainty,

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 eases, it appears
to me, more than donbtful. That
this was the sole work of Hera-
cleitus is unguesticnable, not only
because of the indirect testimony of
Aristotle, Bhet. iii. 8, 1407 Db, 16;
Thog. ix. 7; and Clemens, Sirom.
i, 332 B, where mention is made
of a otypappe in the singular, and
not of ocvypdupare, but becanse no
other work was either quoted or
commentated on by the ancients. In
Plutarch, Adw. Col. 14, 2 “Hpariel-
Tov 3¢ Thy ZwpodeTpyy, we should
read, with Dithner, ‘HpukAeidou
{vide Bernays, Bk. Mus. vil. 98 5q.},
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 ¢.). David, Sckol.in drist. 19 b,
7 ; Hesyeh. Fir. fI1. "Hpar. ; Schol.
Bekker, in Plaf. p. 364, mention
Heracleitus’s  soyypdupera; but
this is only a proof of their care-
lessness, The Heracleitean letters
cannot, possibly be considered genu-
ine. Concerning a metrieal version
of the Heracleitean doetrine, vide
wafra, p.21,1. Whether Heracleitus
really deposited his work in the
temple of Artemis, as is stated in
Diog. ix. 6 and elsewhere, cannot
be ascertained ; if he did, it could
not be for the sake of secreey, as
Tatian, €. Gr. ¢, 3, suggests. Nor
can we suppose that his well-known
obscurity (ef. Lucret. 1. 83%), which
procured for him the title of oro-

* Tetvds among later writers (suchas

Pseudo-Arist., De Mundo, e. 3,
396 b, 20; Clem. Strom. v. &71,



G HERACLEITUS.

the ordinary mode of thought. Look where he will,

(), proceeded from discontent and
misanthropy (vide Theophrastus,
ap. Dicg. 6, and Luc. Vit. Auct.
14); or from a wish to conceal his
opinions (vide Diog. 6; Cie. N. D,
1,26, 74; iii. 14, 85 ; Divin. ii. 64,
133, &e.). Against the latter view,
vide Schleiermacher, p. 8 sqq.;
Krische, Forschwmgen, p. 9.
Schuster says in its favour (p. 64,
72 8q., 75 sqq.) that Heracleitus
had every reason 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
politieal eonditions, which would
have given the most violent offence,
are enuneinted in the plainest and
boldest manner possible (vide /ra,
opinions of Hereleitus on ethics
and politics), whilo those propo-
sitions which are difficult to under-
stand, on secount of the obscurity
of the languago, are procisely those
which could in no way have en-
dangered the philosopher, however
clearly he might have expressed
them. Not one of the ancients
asserts that Heracleitus was pur-
posely obseure in his writings, in
order to avoid persecution, The
cause of hiy obseurity seems to
have luin partly in the diffienity of
philosophie expesitions at that
epoch, and partly in his own pecu-
liar character. He clothed his
profound intuitions in the most
pregnant, solemn, and for the most
part, symbolieal expressions possi-
ble, because these snited 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-

Lignity of syntactical arrangement,
which was noticed by Aristotls
(Rhee, 131, 5, 1407 b, 14; ef. De-
metr, Do Bloewt, ¢, 192). He him-
self characterises his language as a
language adapted to the subject,
when in Fr. 39, 38 (ap. Flut. Pyth.
Orac, e, 6,21, p. 397, 404 ; Clemens,
Strom. i, 304 C, and psendo-Iambl.
De Mysier. iii. 8, refer to the first
of these fragments, and not to some
different utterance, and psendo-
Inmbl, De Myster. iii. 15 to the
second), aceording to the most pro-
bable acceptation of these frag-
ments (whichLucian, /¢, confirms),
Lo compares his discourses to the
earnest and unadorned words of an
inepired sybil, the oracular sayings
of the Delphée god, This oracular
tone of the Heraclitean utterances
may be connected with the eensure
of Aristotle (Eth. N. vil. 4, 1146 b,
29 M, Mor. 1.6, 1201 b, 53, who
gays 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. 187; Olympiod. tn Gorg. 87
vide Jahn's Jahrh. Suppl. xiv. 267 ;
ef. Diog. ix. 16): Aeyw Tolro Kkai
wapd Tepreqpdrm év. Vide also wifra,
where ° the one on whom he relies
more than on thousands,’ is pri-
marily himself, A remark atiri-
buted to Soerates on the difficulty
of Heracleitus's exposition is given
in Diog. i1, 22; ix, 11 sg. Inlhog.
ix, 15 sq., mention is also made of
some ancient commentators of He-
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nowhere can our philosopher find true knowledge.!
The mass of men has no intelligence for eternal truth,
though it is clear and obvious; that which they daily
enconnter, eontinues strange to them; whither their
ovq road leads is hidden from them ; what they do
when they are awake, they forget, as if it were done
in sleep;? the order of the world, glorious as it is,

wucleitus’'s work. Brandis (Gr.
Wom. Fhil. 3. 154), with good rea-
son, on aceount of other passages,
Diog. vi. 19, and ix. 6, dcubts
whether the Antisthenes here al-
laded tois the Socratic philosopher

(vide Sehleiermacher, p. 5), and.

Lassalle makes the unfortunate
suggestion, i. 8, that in Eus. Pr. Kv.
xv. 13, 6, Antisthenes the Socratic
is not colled ‘Hpaxiewrikds, but
‘HpaxAelreds, mis avijp 7 Qpdvmpue;
cf. part I1. a, 261. 4. In my guo-
tation of the frugments, in the fol-
lowing pages, I use Schuster’s
enumeration, but at the same tims
mention from whence the fragments
are taken.

! Frag. 13, ap. Stoh. Fioril. 3,
81: dwdowy Adyous frovoa ovdeis
apieveirar (- éerar) &5 roivo GoTe
yivdokew, d1i vopdy doTi mdvTws
kexwptopévor,  After grpvdorer
older editions have % ~ap feds H
tnpioy; this was repudiated by
Gaisford on the ground of the MSS,,
and was manifestly interpolated by
some commentator who referred
the gopbr wavTwy kexwpiopévor to
the seclusion of the wise, in mis-
taken allusion to Arist. Pelit. i. 2,
1253 a, 29 ; cf Lassalle, 1. 344 5q.;
Schuster’s defence of the authen-
ticity of the words p. 44, does not
convince me. In the words f&ri
cogbe, ete., Lassalle refers oogbv
to thedivine wisdom, and therefore
explains them thus: ‘That the

absolute is exempt from all sensible
existence, that it is the negative.
To me it seems more likely that
the true meaning is this: * None
attains to understand that wisdom
is separated from all things,’ that
is, has to go its own way, diverging
from general opinion. “This does
not contradict emegfou 76 Furd, as
Schuster (p. 42) helieves, for Zuvby
is something different from the
opinion of the people. Schuster's
explanation, which is 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 furdr. In order to
decide with eertainty as to the
sense of the words, we should know
the eonnection in which they stand.

* Fr. 3, 4, ap. Arvist. Rket. iii.
5, 1447 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: 7oi Adyou
Toub édrros al. : Tob ODwres or
Tot Béoyres; the latter. which is
the usual reading in our Aristote-
lian text, is inadmissible, if only
for the reason thatin that case the
éel cannot be eonnected with the
preceding context, whereas Aris-

&

totle expressly remarks that we

do not know whether it belongs to
what goes before, or what follows
it ; it seems to me Aristotle must
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have read Tobde drros, and Hera-
cleitus must hayve written: Toid’
Eduros or Toide ddur, alel allyetor
ylvoprar EvBpwwor kal wpdober
GKoUGar Kol GKeUTUNTES TO TPRTOY'
yivoufvwy ip whyTey xoTa TOY
Adyoy Tovle amelpowrwr (so Bern.
Mull. Schust. read) éofxas: meipd-
peror eméwy Kal Spywy TOWOUTWY
Siolaw eyl Bmystuar wart Qlaw
Sratpéwy Exaorov wal Ppiler Brws
€xer Tovs 8 &Alovs drlpemous
Aorfdrer budoa éyepBévres mowolol
(-Covmt) Grwomep oOrdoa elborres
émaavfdvoyrar. In this mueh dis-
puted fracment I think, with Heinze,
. 6. 10, and elsewhere, that ael is
to be connected with eédvros; the
Adryos, in my apinion, refers indeed
primarily to the discourse, but also
to the contents of the discourse,
the truth expressed in it; a confu-
sion and identifieation of different
1leas, united and apparently in-
cluded in one word, which should
Ieast of all surprise usin Heraclei-
tus. He says:* This disconrse (the
theory of the world laid down in
his work) i not rc.eogn:sed by men,
although it ever exists (ze. that
which always exists, contains the
eternal order of things, the eternal
truth), for although all happens ac-
cording to it (and thus its troth is
confirmed by all facts universally)
men behave a5 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 bl'ought, forward are
shown them by instruction or by
their own perceptions). “ Schuster,
18 sq., refers the Adyos to the
‘ revelation which nature offers ns
in audible speech. But eyen if
we ars to nuderstand by mvn,uemv
wdyTwy, ete., and the Epywr ToiolTer,
ete., that a.ll corresponds with the
Adyas of which Heracleitns is

speaking, the Adyos is not described

as the discourse of nature; and
nature is not only not mentioned
as the discoursing subject, butis not
named at all. To order to aseribe
this signification to the Adyes, we
must suppose that Tovde refers to
a-previous definition of the Adyos
as Adyes 775 ¢loews. That there
was any such previous definition,
is improbable, as this passage stood
at the commencement of Hera-
eleitus’s work : and even if its
first words (as Hippolytus states)
ran thus: et 8¢ Adyov Toile, we
need not refer the 8¢ to anything
besides the title of the writing (in
which Adyos wepi pvoios may have
ocenrred); we need nobt suppose
with Schuster, p. 13 sqq., that &
long introduction, and one, as it
seems to me, so little in harmony
with the tone of the rest, prccedch
what Heracleitus had said, aceord-

ing to Aristotle, év 7§ &px5 Toi
a'vyj«pu’.;.epmvs, aceording to Sextus
dvapydpevos Tav wepl dioews. I
80, however, the twice repeated Gde,
48 in the commencement of Hero-
dotus’s history, can only refer to
the Heracleitean work itself, Cf.
also Fr. 2, Clem. Sgrom. il. 362
A : ob yop gpovéous: TolabTa TOANGL
dicdoot {for which perhaps we should
read : oxdoous of. ols éykvgoio ap.

M. Aur. iv. 45} t*‘)’xupd’cfrovo‘w ahBe
pafivres  ywookour: fouroior Oe
Boréovsi. Fr. 1, Hippol. L e.:
G’ET’]'H'CET]]PTM oL ﬁvﬂpwi‘rol 'Irpbs T
yréaiy Tev davepmy, ete. M., Aurel.
v, 46 ; ael Tov ‘Hpaxherelov peurd-
obar Bt vijs Pdvaros FBwp yevéohar,
ete., peprfobar 8¢ kal Tov * émidar-
avopérov % 68bs Hyer™ wal Bri ¢ §
pdAirTe Dinreras OmiAabor Adye,”
76 T A Swucetivry, © TovTe Sapé-

povra, ical obs kal uépay Eyicupouas,

TavTa avTols Eéva alverar’” wal Gre
“ob B Gomep wobeidorTas woier
kal Aéyew” . . . kal 71 00 Oel
i watdas Tonéwy " [8e. Adyous Aéye
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for them does not exist.!

L

Truth seems to them in-

credible ;2 they are deaf to it, even when it reaches
their ears;® to the ass chaff is preferable to gold, and
the dog barks at everyone he does not, know.! Equally
ipzapable of hearing and speaking,® their best course

would be to coneceal their

ignorance.t Irrational -as”

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

or something of the kind], woo7
ZoTi mard YiAow kaddTe Tapeihauer,
The words marked as a quotation

I agree with Bernays, K& Mus.

vii. 107, in regarding as cited from
Heracleitus, but manifestly only
from memory, and thersfore nob
altogether literally. The words in
Hippoer, &. Buur. 1. 3 (if taken from
Heruacleitus) must belona; to the
same connection: wal Ta gty wpho-
covat obk otbaoiy, & [l olBas, To]
b& ob mphicaouae Boxfovowr eibévar,
Kl T8 uew Gp@aw ol ywdoKovely,

GAX Buws adrofor wdvta fylverar B

avdryicny Oelny kot & BotAowrar Kol &
uh Bovhorrar,

! In this sense, as blaming the
ordinary-mode of conception, I un-
derstand, at any rate conjecturally,
the fragmentary words in Theo-
phrast. ﬂ{a:f«aj;k. 314 (Fr. 12, 15,
Wimm.): domep gapk (for which
Wimmer conjectures cwpds, and
Bernays ap. Schuster, p. 390, cdpoy,
off-zeourings ; adpos, which signifies
the same, 1s still nearer) ei;tﬁ KEXu-
pévwy 6 wdAAtoTos, onoiv ‘Hpdrde-
Tos, KOTMOS, Schuster supposes this
to be Heracleitug’s own opinion;
but neither of the two explanations
hie proposes, is satisfactory to me.

¢ This at least may be the
meaningof Fr. 37 ; Clem. Sirom. v.
591 A : ameriy yap Sapvyydye pl
ywdoreedor, The preceding words
in Clemens I do not believe to be
from Heracleitus, partly because

Befn Tijs yrdoews is an expression
which reminds us so strongly of
Christian language (ef. 1 Cor. ii.
10 Rew.di. 24+ 1 Cor wiil. 1,05
2 Cor.x, 5, and other passages),
and partly becsuse for the reasons
already oven, supra, p. 6. 1 can-
nob agree with Schuster. who, p- 72,
finds in this fragment a recom-
mendation to guard againsh perse-
cution by means of mistrustful
precaution. :

¥ . 5; Theod. Cur, Gr. Af.
70, p. 13; Clem. Strom. v. 60+
A alvweror GrotoorTes Kwdols oi-
ko (GdTis ebToir: g.(c:prupf’é (the
proverb witnesses eoncerning them)
TapedyrTas ameival,

1 fr 28 Anst. Btk N x5,
1176-a, 6: ‘Hpdxherds gnow, dvor
oipuar’ by Exéoar piArey | xpuady.
Fr. 36; Plut. An Sent s, ger. vesp.
e. T, p. 787 : widves yip rad BanCovoty
b by uh ywdokest ke Hpdheiroy.
Lgive to these and similar sayings,
which have only reached usin frag-
ments, the signifieation which
seems to me the most probable,
without absolutely vouching forit,

3 fr. 82; Clem. Str. 11. 569 D:
Grobra: obk émioTducvor oUB elmei.

¢ Fr. 81; ap. Stob. Floril. 3,
$2: mpimrew dpainy wpéraor (1) és
Th méooy @dpewr) ; this addition
geems later. Plutarch differs some-
what in his interpretation, as we
find inseveral places ; cf. Schleierm.
p. 11 ; Dull. 315 ; Schuster, 71.



10 HERACLEITUS.

the opinions of the multitude 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 Hecatazus, but above all, on Homer, he passed the
severest judgments;® a few only of the so-called seven
wise men are breated by him with more respect.t How-

YW, 71, ns this is restored by
« Bernays, Heraol, 82 sq.; ef. Sehus-
ter, 68 wg. (in preferonco to Las-
salle, i, B808): from Procl. in
Aleih. p, 856 3 Crenz. i1i. 1135, Cous, ;
Clem. Strem, v. 576 A: ris yap
adray | ue, oy woAAwr | vdos ) dphy ;
Sy dodoior Grovrac ol Bibe-
ardAy (1 -Aaw) xpdovr i duirw, odx
eiddres dri woAol warol dAiyor BE
ayabol, alploprar yap & dvric ady-
Tar ol lipiorol whdos Givaoy Bunrév,
of Bt oAl rerdpmprar Srwomey
krfver. The remaninder is an ex-
plunatory addition of Clemens. In
my interpretation of the last pro-
position, I differ from Bernays,
Lassalle (il, 486 sq.) and Sehuster,
who make Ovgrdv dependent on
khéos. Bornays sees in the juxta-
position of the words, xAdes aévaow
Bmray, an ironieal allusion to the
worthlessness of that which even
the best desire. Lassulle finds in
them the thought that fame is the
realised infinity of finite man.

# Fr. 20, according to Bernays,
loe. eit. p. 36 ; ap. Theodor. Prodr.

(Laz. Miscel. p. 20); of Symma-
chus, Epis? ix. 115 Diog. ix. 162
o els uipor 7op’ ‘Hpowhelrw oy
Gpiaros 4. Olympiodor. in Gorg.
p. 87 (Jahn's Juakwh, Supplementt,
xiv. 287) pives: efs cuol awrl
moAAar. Similarly, Seneea, Ep. 7,
10, represents Demoeritus as sy
ing: Unus miki pro populo est e
populus pro wno, and it is possible
that Demoeritus, in whom we shall
find other echoes of Heracleitus,
may have taken this saying from
him.

® Cf on this point Fr. 22 sq.
(sup. vol.1. p. 836,5; 610,4); Fr.
25 (dnfra, p. 16, 1); Fr. 134 ; Dicg.

ix, 1: 7ov @ “Ounpor Epuskey Bfioy

e @y aydvey (which we must pri-
marily refer to the dyaves wouoticol)
2iBdAAetas kal pomiecbor xal’Ap-
Xihoxor duolws. Fr. 78 (vide inf
p. 32, 1). Heracleitus censures
Homer, because he wounld do away
with strife.

! Bias especially, Fr. 18 ; Diag,

1. 88. Also Thales, Fr.9; also 23.°
The Heraeleitus who is mentioned

N
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ever gronl then may be the differences between the
theory of Heracleitus and that of the Eleatics, they are _
both aqually opposed to the ordinary theory of the world. =
According to Heracleitus) the radieal error in the *
popnlir mode of presentation consists in its attribnting
1 :ﬁhings a permanence of Being which does not-belong
o them. The truth is that there is nothing fixed and
Vit tdnent in the world, but all is invelved in constant
ohange,! like a stream in which new waves are continu-

Ly Alemus, ap. Diog. i. 76, can
livedly be our philosopher.

1{’lato_. Theet, 160 D: watd
. .. ‘Hpdererror . . . olov feluara
wivelofar 6 wevia.  Jbid. 152 D
(inf. p. 18, 2); Crat. 401 D: kot
‘Hpdracrror by fiyotyTo T SuTe iévol
e whvra kal pévew obfév. Ihid.
402 A - Adyer wou ‘Hpdr., d7i wdrra
ywpel kel ovddy péver, kol woTapoD
poy GmeucdCwy Ta bvta Aéye bs dls
és T avrov woTapby obic by duBalns.
Thid, 412 D - 7b waw clvar év wopeia,
79 .. . TOAD abTol . . . TotoUTdY
71 elvar, ofor ovbér BANe 7 xwpeir.
Soph. 242 Ceqq.; vide inf. p. 38, 1;
Arist, Metaph, iv. 8, 1010 a, 13
(vide next note). J[bid. 1, 6, sub
init.: Tofs Hpwekereios ddfais, ks
Grdvray Tev wirbyTey el pedvraw
kol emiariuns wepl alr@y obi ofians.
Ihid. xiii. 4, 1078 b, 14: Tols ‘Hpa-
rheiTelois Adyors s whitor Tow
aigbnray el fedvrwr, Do dn 1.2,
405 a, 28 (after the guotation,
238, 2, 8): év wudoe ¥ elval Ta
Jrra wdkelvos dero wal of moA-
Ao, Top. 1. 11, 104 b, 21: Bre
wdpra kweitar kef  ‘HpdiAeTor.
Phys. viii. 3, 253 b, 9 (infra, p.
15.1): De Colo, iii. 1, 208 b, 29
(inf. p. 21, 1). Also later writers,
as Alex. in Top. p. 43; Schol. in

ully displacing their predecessors;* and this means not

Arist, 250 b, 9 ; in Metaph. iv. 8.
1. 298, 10 Bon,; Pseudo-Alex. in
Metapk, xiii. 4, 9, p. 717, 14, 765,
12 Bon.; Ammon. De Interpr. 9;
Schol. in Ar. 98 a, 37; Diog. ix.
§: Lucian, J. duct. 14; BSext.
Pyrrh. . 115; Plat. Piac. i. 23,
6: Stob. Fel, i. 398, 3i8. The
saroe theory is presupposed by
Epicharmus, vide supre, vol. 1
529 sq.

2 Plato, Crat, 402 A, vide pre-
vious note; Plut. de Ei ap. 1. c.
18 : woraud yip obk EoTiv euBirar
3is 7% abro ko ‘Hpdxdermov, ovde
Bymris ofoias dis dbarfor katd e,
AN $EUmyTe kol Tdyer perafoAis
 pulfrgrr kel mdke guvdye " . . .
s« wpéoact kot drert” 1 eonsider
that these words are from Hera-
eleitus, and Schleiermacher is also
of that opinion, vide p. 30. The
words in the sixth Heraclitean let—
ter (as Bernays rightly observes,
p- 83): [6 Beos]  qupdyel T OKLB-
pdpepa” point to this. On the other
hand. the words, ovdt . . . koTa
2w, appear to me to be an explana-
tory addition of Plutarch. Hera-
cleitus can searcely have spoken of
Gynry otiole; and we ean hardly help
seeing in woré €w (which Schus-
ter, p. 91, finds a diffienlty) the
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merely that' all individual
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

existences are fleeting) but

authorities from Plato and

Aristotle onwards.! , Nothing remains what it is, every-

Aristotelian Stoie form of expres-
sion.  The same expression s used
by Plut. de s. Num. Find, ¢. 15, end
p. 669 Qu. Nai. 2,3, p.012;
Simpl. Phys, 17 a, m, 308 h;
Plut, Qu. Nat adds, €repa yip
émegpel Blara; more fully Clean-
thes, ap. Eus. Pr. Ky xvi. 20, 1:
SHpdick, . . . Aéyaw alitws: worauoTot
oo avroieie deBalvovew Erepa ral
Erepa Uaara dmppel (the rest cannot
he regardod as Homeloitean). In
Hevacleitus, Allag, Hom, c. 24, p.
a1, Mohl, we find: morapols Tois
atroly duBalvopdy Ta kal otic éuBai-
poper, olpér re xal obr elpey, which
miy bo explained thus: * We only
suom to doseend into the same
viver, identienl with itself; in
truth, we do not descend inte the
sane, for duving our descent it is
changing ; and go we ourselves are
and are not, hecanse we ilso are
constantly chunging’ (Schuster's
interprotation, p. 88— we arein it,
and b the snme time no louger in
it,’ is less satisfactory to me). The
words, howover, lilkowise admit of
another interprotation: ‘In truth
we do not go down into the same
river, and we are not the same
(ufter elwer wo may supply of
aorol from the preceding eontext)
as before Arist, Metaph. iv. 5,
1010 a, 12, is in favour of this
interpretation: (KpartAos) ‘Hpe-
wAelTe éweriua ewdery, bru 6ls T
aitd worepd obk feriv duBfvay
abrds yap dieto 008 dwat; for if
Heracleitus bad also said this,
there was no reason for the censure,

Bo does Seneca, Kp. 58, 23: Hoe
sty guod @it Heraelitus @ fin ddem
Jmen bis descendimus et non de-
seendimys”  The latter passage
might be quoted in favour of
Schleiermacher’s conjecture, I c.
143, that in Heracleitus (Alleg.
Hom. 1.c.) % 8ls ™ should be inserted
after worapals Tois adreiv: but it
seems to me more probable that the
“his’ in Seneca is an explanatory
addition taken from the famous
propesition: “We cannot descend
twice intq the same xiver.) Schus-
ter’s restoration of the text of He-
racleitus from the above quotations
(p+ 86 sqq.) is mot at all clear to
me. All the expressions here cited
need not nocessarily be taken {rom
one and the same place.

1 Sehuster, p. 201 sq., has been at
much pains to prove that Heruelei-
tus, in the sentences quoted above,
merely intended teo express the
thenght ¢ that nothing in the world
egeapes the final destruction’ I
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 doe-
trine (as he believes, vide p. $6),
is (o be found in the words mdrra
Xwpet wal older wéver, 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 Heraeleitus : it is also
very improbable that, if they were,
he should not often have recurred
to his original view; and in that

-
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thing passes into its opposite, all comes out of all; all
in all, Whe day is sometimes longer, sometimes shorter ;

onin wo miglit conjectare that he
woild wot wlways bave employed
e widl the game formula, Why

wanion adduced by Schuster
Wl bo ore authentie than the

thit have been handed
W 6 ue; why the wdera peiv
li in mentioned by Aristotle
e times (De Celo, il 1, Metaph.
A, and De . i 2, vide, i?;g-a,

"-p. 9, 4); or the corresponding

plntage, ofoy peduare wiwveicfar T
wipra, which is quoted in Plato as
W saying of Heracleitus, Theet. 160
1), should not equally reproduee
his own words; why he should
have said wdvra ywper, and not
(nccording to Crat. 401 D) iévar
r& wdyre wal pévew obdew, 1t does
not appear. Whatever expression
Heracleitus may have employed,
the chief question is. what he
meant by it. And he himself leaves
no doubt wpon this point. The
river~which lobitur ef labetur in
omne velubilis evum, would bave
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-
cleitns as the point of comparison,
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, in reference to
this point, guite immaterial. Buf
even if the explanations of Hera-
cleitus had been less eguivoeal
than they are, the opinion of the
writers who were acguainted with
his works, not as we know them,
in small fragments, but in their
wkhcle counection, 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 aseribs this meaning to
mdpra ywpel—that Arvistotle fol-
lowed hiz example, but hetrayed
in Phys. viil. 3, that he had not
himself fonnd a definite explanation
of the wordsin Heracleitus's work.
For my part, T can charga neither
Plato nor Aristotle, nor even Plu-
tarch, nor Alexander, who were
equally in possession of this much
read book, with o caveless and
superficial an account; and I do not
see what can justify us, even irre-
spectively of Heracleitus's own
assertions, in opposing their nnani-
mons declarations with a theory
which cannot bring forward a
single witness in its defene. For
even Phys. viii. 3 proves nothing.
Aristotle here says, 258 b, 9 : ¢acl
Tiwes KiveloBar Ty dvrov o Th uEr
i & obf, GAAG wdvTa Kal Gel, GAAR
Aapfavelr Ty fuerépar ol
wpbs obis kalmep ob BiopllorTas wolay
kiynow Aéyovouw, § wagas, ob Yahe-
wop amavrican., He therefore ex-
pressly attributes to Heracleitus
(with whom this passage is prima-
rily concerned) the asserfion that
all things ave involyed in perpetual
change. He fails, however, to find
in Heraeleitus a distinet explana-
tion as to the kind of change that
is here meant; and he goes ou to
show in regard to all kinds of
change,—increase and diminution,
transformation and change of place
(cf. Part 11. 290, 8rd ed.), that they
cannet go on uninterruptedly.  But
what follows from this? What is
there to show that Aristotle’s ac-
count of the matter may not bave
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and so is the night; heat and moisture alternate ; the

sun'is at one period nearer

heen correct ; viz., that Heracleitus
distinetly maintained the perpstual
variation of things, and proved it
{as we shall find) by many ex-
amples, but that he did not, like
Avistotle, distinguish logieally the
various kinds of change, and there-
fore in places where he annonnced
his proposition in a general man-
ner, he held to the indeterminate
conception of the motion (or the
fiux) of all things, without explain-
ing wherein this motion consisted ;
whethér the place, or the size, or
1he material constitution of things,
or all thess at onee, wore constantly
changing. In Plato, also, Theet.
181 B sqq., tho proposition that,
acpording to the Heracleitean doe-
tring, where  aamey chmow  det
kweiras, avorything is perpetually
changing its place as well-as its
constitution (is subjeet to a con-
stant aAAolwois as well as a wepi-
popi), s indoeed declared to be the
proper sondp of the doetrine, but in
such & manner that we can plainly
see thut 1t wes Plato who first
diseriminated these two kinds of
mation, Scehuster is of opinion that
to assume the perpetual change
of individuals would lead to the
greatest diffienlties. If we suppose
that thewr shape is perpetually
changing (which no one, so far as
I know, ascribes to Heraeleitus),
this is eontradicted by the continu-
anee of the earth, sea, and sky, of
souls after death, ete. If they
are econstantly changing their
substanse 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 infra, Her. Cosm.), nor

to us and at another farther

even with the present cosmical
period ; it would only be in keep-
ing with the idea that everything
is, at, every moment, changing all
its old parts for new; that the
world is everymoment. as by magiz,
disappearing and reappearing—
which we ecan hardly suppose to
kave heen the opinion of Hera-
cleitus.  But in ovder 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 diffieulty. in them. And
neither of these two presupposi-
tions eansI admit. How do we
know that Heracleitus, if he held
tlie perpetnal transformation of
substances, regarded this transfor-
mabion 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 frue of the
smallest particles of matter 2’ How
again do we know that from his point
of view such an absolute transfor-
mation of substances would ssem
unthinkable? Even on this pre-
supposition, the apparent perma-
nence of particular things, even
their contirmance till the end of
the world, would be perfectly ex-
plicable, if we also suppose that
what they lose on one side would
be made up-to them on the other;
which, aceording to p. 539 sq., 3rvd

-ed., seems to have been actually

Heracleitus's opinion. Cf with
the preceding observations, Suse-
mihl, . e. 725 sq.; Siebeck, Zischr.
T Phil. 1xvii, 245 &q. ; Teichmiiller,
Newe Studien, 1. 118 sgq. The
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away. 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 iy nourished by the small, the small by the great.
Fxom man, too, nature takes some parts, while at the
same time she pgives him others; she makes him-
greater by giving to him, and less by taking away, and
both coincide.! Day and night are the same ; that is,

last-mentioned author helieves that
Heracleitus opposed his doetrine
of the flux of all things to the
assertion of Xenophanes that the
Deity is unmoved. I cannof agree
with this conjecture—for Xeno-
phanes denies motion only of the
Deity (vide supro, vol. 1. p. 343
566), whereas the proposition of
Heracleitus refers to things, and
not to the Deity as such.

i This is in the passage of the
Pseudo-Hippocrates, . Braitys, i
4 8qq.. which Barnays, Herael. 10
saq., supposes (irrespectively of
many - additions by Hippoerates
himself} to have been taken from
the work of Heracleitus, though
perhaps only the writing or the
information of spme diseiple of
Heraeloitus may have been made
nse of (further details, p. 570,
third edition). T take from 1t what
seems to me. at any rate, according
to the sense, to belong to Heraeclei-
tus ; where words are wauting in
our text, this is indicated ; &xe: 8¢
&de yeréghar wal amoécfo: TwoTh,
fupeyivar kol Saxpdivar  Twurd,
This latter word, however, is eer-
tainly not Heracleitean in this ae-
e.epta.vt'.ion; the reduction of gene-
ration and decay to the combination
and separation of matter rather
betrays (as will be shown, 7. ¢.) the
influence of Anazagoras: €kagTor

wpis wavra gel wdrre wpos ExacTor
TwuTd . . . Xwpei 0% marTa kol feia
ol arBpdmive Bve kol kdre GueiSs-
wever Hpépn kel eoppory dwi To pt-

kT kel EAdywTor . . . Tupds
ar oo o ;e | A

Epodos kol DBaros: fHAuos €L TO pa-
wpoTaTor kat Bpayiraror . . . ddos

Znpt  okéros Aldy, ¢dos Aldn

ardros Znve (vide snfra) ooird
[kal werakivelrar] keive @de ial
Tdfe kelre wdoyr dpny, Dampna-
Fouere Kewd Te TG TOWDE, TG 0
7' afl Ti kelvwr. (Here come the
words xal Ta pev mphoaoua, &e,
given supra. p. 7, 2, but which
do not apply here) ¢mredvrav 5
éxelvar GBe TRUSE Te Keloe CuMITYO-
pevay wpbs BAATAR, THY TeTpwuiiny
uolpny Exacroy dcaAnpol kal ént TH
u€Cny wal éml 1o pelov., GBoph B
waow e GAAAA@Y, To ueCovt Gwh
Tou pelovos ral T pelow amd Tod
péCovos. abidveral kol TH wélov b
Toi éidooovos . . . éoépmer BE &5
Grfpumor wépea uepéwr, GAa TAww
.« 7O pEv AmbbpevaTé B¢ Sdoovra
Kal To pey AauBirorTa wAeloy Toider,
T 8¢ Bbdvre pelor. mwplousur G-
Opwror Ekow, & pev EAxer, 6 BE bfder,
{Aristophanes uses the same fizure,
Wasps, 684) 70 3 adrd TovTo wot-
éovae (similarly c¢. 16} wefor 58
moiouTes whetoy woréourt (inmaking
the wood smaller, they make it
wAeioy ; i.6., they make more pieces
out of it) 70 & adrd xal Plous
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there iz one essence which is new light.! now dark ;2
beneficial and destructive,® upper and nnder,* beginning

avfpdmer: so it is with the na-
ture of man; 7o pir (nominative)
w0éer, T B& Eanel, H uiv Bdwor, Tb
B¢ AcuBdrer, xal T uty blowe:, To
|70l 8¢ AapBdrer, kai TE piv
8lbwere, Tocolry wAfor (and that to
which it gives, becomes more by so
much), 7o 8& AapBdrer, TogulTg
HEtOY,

! Frag. 25, Hippol. Reful. ix.
10: fpépa yap, ¢uol (sc. “Hpded.),
kol vt éaTiv Er, ANéywy GBE wws
Bibarwahos BE mAclorwr ‘Hoiodos
TotTor emloTavTar whelora eilévar,
Boris quépqe kal elgppdvmy Gik éyi-
veoKep, €0TL Yap €V,

2 8o Eorude is to be understood.
Sshuster, p. 67, explains it thus:
‘ Day and night are the same ; that
is to gay, o division of time'—a pro-
position, the profundity of which,
in my opinion, would better suit
the Platonie Dionysodorus ar some
Sophigt of the shme atamp, than
Hereloitus,  What  Heraeleitus
meant by the unity of day and
night is clonr from Fr, 67 (infra,
p- 17, 8).  His censure of Hesiod
refers to Theog, 124, where ‘Hudpa
is reprasentad as the daughter of
nét. If he also eonsured Hosiod
for belioving in lucky and unlucky
days, whereas one day is like ano-
ther (Plut, Com. 19 Sen. Ep. 12,
7), it mugt huve been in some other
passage, for there is no allusion to
it here.

3 Jir. 83 Hippol. L. ¢. : fdhacid
gnow, owp kafupdraro Kl peeod-
Taror (which, however, according
to Teichmiiller's just obgervation,
N. Stud. i. 29,18 not to be trans-
lated ‘troubled’ or ¢ dirty, as Schus-
ter has it, p. 249 ; 1t means impura,
and primarily refers to the bad taste
and undrinkableness of sea-water) :

ixflioe pev wéripoy kal cwThpior,
Grlpdwots Ot Gmoror wal éAdBpiov.
Here comes in the example of the
physicians (Fr. 81) who Téuvarres
keiovres mdyTy Bacarilortes Kaxds
Tovs dppweTolyTas EratidyTal undiy
Gktor  mefiy AwuBdrer wopk TEw
dppwaTolyTay TeiTa epyalducyvo: TE
éyaba kol Tds volaous, émuuTidrTal,
&ec., may be thus explained : © They
complain that they receive nothing
corresponding to the reward they
dessrve—nothing worthy of them,
as a reward ; they accordingly con-
sider the evils they inflict on men
as something very wvaluable—as
dryatd,” Wa get the same result
if, in sccordanes with the Gittin-
gen edition of Hippolytus and
Schuster,“p. 248, we substitute
purBoy for paey, Bernays (Rhain.
Mus, ix, 244; Heraclit. Br. 141)
proposes érarréorrar unber Efioc
wirday AauBdvew, &c., ¢ they ask,
little as they deserve a reward, pay-
mént from the sick.! Tn this case
it iz not Heraeleitus himself who
concludes from the conduct of the
physicians that good and evil are
identical ; but Hippolytus draws
this conclugsion, in taking the ironi-
cal dyafa of Heracleitus as earnest.
That he may be allowed the full
eredit of this I will not dispute.
The addition which Schuster, p.
47, is dispesed 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-
pele dnoty, 680s etlelo kal koA . . .
plo éorl, dmol, kal adri kal 70 lvw
il TU KdTw v i ket Thabrd. (The
upper, e.g. in the revolation of the
heavens and the transition of the
elements one into another, becomes
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and end.! Mortal and immortal ? are the same. Sickness
and health, hunger and satiefy, 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 versé; upper and
lower are conseguently the same
essence.  Meantimeit is a question
whether the words kal 70 @ver . . .
76 avrd belung to Heracleitus, or
merely contain an inference drawn
by the author from ¢ 63ds drve’ &c.)
&8hs Bvw wdTe pin kel iTh.  We
shall have more to say on this sub-
ject further on. ;

L Fr. 58; Porphyr. in Schol.
Ven. e Il xiv. 200: Luvdr épxh
ical wepas emi wixhou wepupepelas
kato ‘HopduleiTor.

2 Ct. Fr. 80, infra, chapter on
Her, Anthrop.

3 Fr. 84; ap. Stoh. Floril. iii.
84: voboos byeiyy emolyoer B Kal
aryafiby, Atpbs wdpov, xduaTes avi-
wavew. Fr. 67; Hippol. Refur,
ix. 10: & Bebsqucpn ebpdvy, xequby
Oépas, wohepos eiphpn, Kopos Aiids.
Philo. Ley. Alleg.ii. 62 A: ‘Hpa-
kAeiTelov Bofns eralpos, Képow Kal
xonounotyny (ef. énfra, chapter on
FHer. Cosim. last page) kai 2v 70 way
kol mdrTe Guotfl cimdywy,

1 Fr. 59; Plut. cons. ad. dpoil.
10, p. 106: mére yap & Fuiv abrois
obic €oTwr & OdvaTes; kai 7 ¢noir
‘HpduAeiros, Tabré 7 & (Schleier-
macher, p. 80, conjectures: Tabrd
7' &ore; Bernays, Rk. DMus. vil

YOL. IL.

(3}

108, Schuster, p. 174, &c.: Tabrd
7' €vi; the latter alteration seems
to me to lose the sense of the
passage; and in both I am dis-
satisfied with the ze: I should
therefore prefer “Tadrd 707) (Gv
wal TeBumkds wal 7o Sypryopds kel To
kafetdor, xal veor xat ynpeidy: Tdie
~op ueTnmeodyTa énelvd eoTt KakEiva
TOAY METGTEOONTE TalTa. G5 ip
éic Toil aliTod mA0l Blraral o5 wAdT-
7wy {Go cuyyey Kzl wEAW wAdT-
Tew ral auyxety kal TolTo &v wap’
&r wowely GlahciTTws ofitw kal 3
PUois kTS GUTHS UANS wdAGL uEy
Tobs wpoybvous fudy dvécyey, eita
cuvexeis abrols Eydvmoe Tols Ta-
Tépas, eltanpis, €ir’ EANovs én’ HAA-
015 APAKUEATIO€L, KAl & TH)S Yeréaeaws
mwoTauls ouTos dvledexds péwy obi-
moTe orhceTar, Kal wdkiy éf dvav-
rias aird & Tis @lopis eire Axépur
eire Kawiures wolobueves tmd tav
TonTEY. B wpdTn oby aitia 7
deitada nuiv 7o Toi HAlov @ds, §
abri) kol Thw (opepby dyer Gdnw.
I agree with Bernays (1. ¢) as
to the probability of Plutarch's
having taken not merely the words
Taird . . . ynpady  from Hera-
eleitus, but the whole drift of the
pussage ; and that the image espe-
cially of the clay and its moulding
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All life and consciousness of life! is founded om this
constant motion, which alone canstitutes the existence
of things ; nothing és 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

——in all probubility also that which
ig snid of the stream of Becoming
and deeay, of light and Hades—1s
chiofly borrowed from the same
soures. Asto the meaning of those
words, Plutarch says: ¢ Heracleitus
declares the living to be identieal
with the dead, the waking with the
sleeping, &c., becanse both pass
into one another (for as the living
hecomes dead when it dies, so the
dead becomes living when the
living feeds upon it; as the young
beeomes old through the lapse of
years, 8o the old becomes young by
the propagation of the  species).
and it cannot be urged that this
was too trivial for the profound
1::11ii::unphar (Lassalle, 1. 160); for
in the first place the thought that
i1 n cortain sense the dead again
batomes the living, and the old.
young, was sufficiently remote from
the ordinury presentation, - and
socondly, the inference would be
in any cage peculiar to Heracleitus,
that comsequently the living and
the dead are one and the same.
In themselves, however, the words
might likewise signify : the living
is al the same fime dead, and vice
versh, because the living only arose
from the destruction of a previous
existence ; and the dead is underge-
ing the transition to that existence;
waking is sleeping, and sleeping
waking ; becanse in waking all the
_powers are not in full aetivity, and
in sleep they are not all at rest;

vouth is age, beeause it only arises
from that which has long been in
existence ; and age is youth, be-
cause it only consigts in constant
renewal ; and even the more ab-
sfraet expressions that lifeis at the
same time death, &e., allow of jus-
tification (ef. Plut. De Ei ap, D
¢ 18, p. 392). The unity of death
and life is referred toin Fr. 139
(Etymol, Mogn. v. Pios; Eustath.
in di. p. B1,6): 74 obv Biw trous
uer Bios ¥pyoy de davaros,

! Hence the statements in Plae,
i, 23: ‘Hp. fipeutay roi ordow e
T@r Awpariper EoTe yip TolTo TEY
vepov, Tambl. ap. Stob. i. 906:
Th piy vals abrots émipdrey kduaTey
elvar 7T 8% ueraPdAkew pépety dvd-
aavoew, Numen. ap. Porph, wfadr,
Nyinph. c. 10 : 80er kol ‘Hpdrreros

(-ov) dwxfeor, gdvar Tépliy, ph

BdvaToy, irypiio: yeveéatar, that is to
say, the flery seeks to be trans-
formed into the maist (vide infra,
chapter on Her, dnthrop.)

2 Plato Theast. 152 D: éyd épo
Kok pdA’ o daddoy Adyow &s Hpa Er
ey adh wafl abth oidéy domir. old
fiv 71 wpogeimors opdRs obd émotopoily
71, GAN & bs pbya wpesayopelys,
kel ouikpby GoveiTar, kel e Bopt,
xolidoy, ElpmavTd Te oiiTws, ds unde-
¥bs ByTos Erus phTe Twds phTe dxoto-
vouiy® ek 5 BY ¢opas Te kol mpfireas
kol kpdoews wpds EAANAQ ylyrerar
marre & 8% doucy elvar ok opfas
TpacayopetovTes EoTi iy yap ovdés
wor! *obdey, ael e ylyverm. 136
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flux of phenomena by means of active forces; they
merely mark the points where the opposing streams of

natural life eross- 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

B: airduer kol adrd undey elvat , . .
€w B2 77 mpbs EAAmAw duikie wdvTa
wlyreotar kal wavrola amd THS Kw-
gews . . . obBtw elvai &v adTd Kaf’
auTh GAAE Tivt et yiyveofu, 70 8
v mavTay6fer dnperéoy, In tha
first of these passapes, this opinion
is generally ascribed to all the an-
eient philosophers, except Parme-
nides,and especially to Heracleitus,
Empedacles, and Protagoras; and
the Tivi is only applicable to Pro-
tagoras,  However, it has already
been proved, and we shall see, fur-
ther op, that the words guoted
enrrectly represent the doctrine of
Heraeleitug,

! Further details hereafter.

2 Pr. 85; Theophr. De Vertig.
9. p. 158; Wimm.: . 3¢ wh (this
is no doubt correct; Bemays,
Heracl, T, reads: el &%), afdrep
‘HpduherTds dpnoe, al & wvicedy Bilr-
Taror ul kivotperos (thus Wimmer
reads, following Usener and Bern. ;
the older editions leave ouf wh,
which, however, in spite of Las-
salle, 1. 74, 18 decidedly reguired
by the context, Cf. Luecian, Fii.
Auet. 14 Eumedor ovder, GAAL Kws
€5 Rukewra wdrTe ouvelhfoprar, rakb
Eomi TwuTh Tépus Greplln, yydois
Gyrwain. péye utrply, bve kAT Tepi-
xwpéopre kal Gueifduera éy Ti Tob

e

al@ves waubr. The ameedotein Plut,
Garrulit, e. 17, p. 511, can scaresly
have uny ecnnection with this doe-
trine. The wkekedwr of Heracleitus
is mentioned by Chrysippus, ap.
Philodem. Nat. De. Col. ¥i.; ae-
cording to Petersen's emendation,
to which, however, Sauppe prefers
another and simpler version. Epi-
eurus, ap. Diog. x. 8§, calls Hera-
cleitus a kvenTis.

3 Procl, 4n Tim. 101 F: &AAo
3¢ ral Tor Snpiovpybr &y TE KoouOUp-
ety mailew eipnrogt, xufdrep ‘Hpd-
wherros,  Clem. Paedog. 1. 90 C:
oty Tk Tallew woudy Ty
favrair Afa ‘Hpdiheitos Adyer.  Hir.
49 ; Hippol. Refut.1x.9: aidv mals
eori moilwe, werTelwy® wadds 7
Bagingin. Lue loe: Tt yap 6 aldy
éori; wois woilwr, weorstwr, Bia-
¢pepduevos (or better, as Bernays
reads): ocwhapep. = & 74 dw-
déperfo  cundepduevos, Bernavs
(Rhein. Mus. vii. 108 sqq.) illus-
trates these passapes excellenily
from Homer, -H. xv. 360 sqq.;
Philo. Incor. M. 950 B (500 M.}
Plut. De i, . 21, p. 393, where,
however, the game of draughts is
not specially mentioned. There is
probably an allusion to the wals
Tegmetwy in the werreurys, Plato,
Laws, x. 9058 D.

2

=5
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“Being that he may maintain in full force the law of
s Becoming 5 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
permanetit, Being ; while Parmenides regards the ordi-

nary mode of thought as erroneous in prineiple because

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
The living and moving element in
nature seems to him to be fire; if all things are eon-
ceived in perpetual motion and change, it follows that
all things are five. ‘This second proposition does mob
geem to have been developed from the first by conseious
reflection, but the law of change which he everywhere
perceives, prosents itself to him through the direct
action of the imagination under this symboelical
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 agsertion ! “hat Heracleitus held
v Apist. Do Ooelo, iii. 1, 208 b, do-Alex. on Mempk:xiiA 1, p. 643,

THE PRIMITIVE FIRE, 21

fire to be the first element, the principle or primitive
matter of all things.!'” ¢ This world,’ he says, ¢ the same
for all, has heen made neither by one of the gods nor
by any man ; but was, and is; and shall be, an ever living

29 of & T& uiv EAXa why7o yiver-
al vé duot kol pelv, evat 5t wayiws
obfky, & 8¢ T pbvoy Swouévew, &E
ob Taira wivra perarynperi(erfa
wedurer Gwep dolkamt BolhesBat Ag=
et EXNot Te meAAol kal ‘Hpdichet-
Tos & 'E@éowos. Metaph, i. 3, 38%
a, T: " lmmages 8¢ wop 6 Meramoy-
rivos kol ‘Hpdiheros & 'Egeoios
(&pxiv Tibéaoy). Ihid. iii. 4, 1001
a, 15: Erepos B¢ wip of § aépa paaiv
eivar b tw TobTo kal T bu, & of Td
$rra elval Te kai yeyousvar, FPseu-

18 Bon.: & utv yap ‘Hpdrhewos
obolay kel apxiw érifern Tb wup.
Diog. ix. 8: wip elvar groixsior,
Clemerns, Cohort. 43 A T wop &5
dpxéyoroy oéBovres. The same is
said in the verse, ap. Stob. Eel. i.
282 (cf. Plut. Plac. i. 3, 25) &
Tuphs yip wdvre kai els wip mivra
TeAevtd, which, however, in this
form is evidently spurious, and an
imitation of the well-known verse
of Xenophanes (sup. vol. 1. p. 567,
4), whick, Lowsver, as is proved

—r

+ by Simpl. Phys. 111 b, contains

much that is truly Heracleitean.
For, after Simplicius has given
as the doetrine of Heracleitus,
ék mupds wemepamuévoy wivra elvac
kal els wavTo wavTe Graidenfa,
he afterwards says: ‘HpdwAerros
i oBs wiip” Adywy ral éx mupds T&
wdrra.” As these words are made
into a hexameter in Stobaus, and
as we elsewhere (ap. Proe. in Tim.
36 C; Plut. Plac.1i. 21; Qu. Plat.
vilk. 4, 9, p. 1007 ; cf. also the
wuphs aumBiy, 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 Stoics.
Sehuster, p. 344, copjectures the
author of it to have been Seythi-
nus, whe, according to Hisronymus,
ap. Diog, ix, 16, rendered the work
of Heracleitus into verse; and re-
fers to versified fragments in Stob.
1. 26,

' On this Teichmiller remarks
(M. Stwd. i 118 sq., and simi-
larly, p. 135, 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
gufficiently clearly to have been
#afe from such a misrepresentation
of my opinion, Eyen the ‘ meta-
physieal * proposition is ebviously

not to be understood as an @ priori
one; I am spealking of the law of
change, which Heracleitus every-
where perecived, and 1 have shown,
p. 13 sq., on what kind of pereep-
tions the philosopher based his pro-
position. T derive the proposition .
from observation, and expressly
remark that it did =of precede the
assertion ‘ All is fire'in the con-
scionsness of Heracleitus. I cer-
tainly do not suppose, however, in
regard to this fire, that Heracleitus
was thinking merely of the actnal
fire that  we ses, and hear erack-
ling.’ ete. : nor that auy man ever
thonght, that the whole world had
been and would be again such a
visible craekling fire; nay more,
that it was so always. even at the
present time. Heraeleitus says of
the world, not only #» kel Errar, buf
Fiw &el kat fori ral Errar wip aetlwor.
Consequently, I cannot but think
that this view is symbolical. That
fire was to Heraeleitus < ondy a sym-
bol for the law of change,’ I never
suid, but it is imputed to me by
Teichmiiller, who naively guotes.
the very words which refute him
(* Heracleitus did ot separate the
more general meaning of this con-
ception from its sensible form'),
as uvidence. But if Heracleitug, in
asserting the world to be fire, did
not mean to assert the absurdity
that it was visible fire, the eon-
ception of fire must have had a
signification with him, transeend-
ing its directly sensible content;
that is to say, it was a symbolical
conception, :
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life of nature, and to make the restless alternation of
phenomena comprehensible. Fire is not to him an«_
uwnee, out of which things “derived J
were compounded, but which in this union remains

fire, kindled and extinguished in due measure:’! fire,
never resting, rules in all? “He thus indicates his
reason for calling the world afire ; it was, as Simplicius®
and Aristotle ¢ observe, in order to express the absolute

I Fr, 46 (Clemens Sirowm. v.
590 B. Plut. dn. Pr. 5, 2, p. 1014
Bimpl, fe¢ Calo 182 b, 31, 19
Sehol. in Arisi. 487 b, 46, 38):
Kdopor Tépde Thy adrdy amdrTwe
ofire Tis fedw ofire Gvbpdaay droi-
doers GAN Av el wal Eore, wip
deiCwoy, amréuevoy pérpe xal dmwo-
aBevviperor pérpa, To the lntter
definition I shall presently recur.
The words whr abedy andyrwy about
which Sehleiormucher (p. 91) is
uncertain, 1 considor genuine, on
account, of their very diffieulty,
though they are wauting in Plu-
tarchand Stmplicius ; the drdvroy,
1 rofoer, s maseuling, to the gods
and men, so that the words would
indicate tho renson why none of
these can have made the world ;
namely, beciugo they all, as parts
of tho world, are contained in it.
Lassalle, 10, 66 sq., says: “the one
and same out of nll things, that
which, springing from all, is in-
ternnlly Jdentical ;' but the force
of this explanation is not clear.
That the world iy the same for
all, Hervacleitus romarks also ap.
Plut. Do Superst, 5, vide iaf. chap-
tar on Her, dnthrep. We need not
enguire with Schuster (p. 128), whe
supposed the world to have been
created by o man, nor need we, with
Teichmiiller, N, Stud. i. 86, answer
the question by & reference to the
Oriental apothoosis of princes (they
were not so foolish in Egypt or
Persiz as to regard a favourite
prinee as the creator of the world).
“No god and no man’ means, us
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 i6. The
cternity here aseribed to the world
by Hevacleitus does not contradiet
the assertion of Aristotle that all
his predecessors eonsidered the
world as beecome, or ereated : this
hag already been pointed out, vol.
i. p. 440, 1; 870; cf. also infra,
Her, Cosim,

2 Fr 68; Hippol. Refud. ix. 10:
TH 8% wdrTe aiarcigz: kepavros. Hip-
poer. . duast. 1. 10, end (vide infre,
P. 27, note). We meet with the
same world-ruling five, also under
the name of wepavwds, in the hymn
of Cleanthes (Stob, Fel. 1.30), verse
7 8. where that Stoie, who we find
from other indieations especially
resembled Heracleitus, exalts Zeus
as ¢ He that holds in his hands the
del {ovrarepavwir (the wipdellwar) :
& ob kareuBivers rowby Aoyor, bs Sa
TdvTWY GOETE.

: Phys. 8 a: xal doox dc &
evro TO oToLXEOY . . . Kal ToUTWY
Exaoros eis TH BparTipoy Geide Kal
Th wphs yévery émrhdeior énelvov,
@aifjs pér, ete. ‘HpdeAeros 0¢ eis
b (woybrov ral dmuiovpyirdy Toi
wupds. thid. 6 a, m: Tb (woydvor
jeah Bpovpyiichy. kel memTikdy kal
Gedt mevrey xwpoiy kal wiT@y GA-
Adieor by Tiis OepuoTiros Geacduerol
Tatimy foxor Thy Bifay,

¢ Do dAn. i 2, 405 a, 25 wal
*Hpdiheiros B¢ thr apxiy bvol gmos
Yuxiy, eimep iy Gvabuplaciv, £Eqs

qgﬂitgtixfgly unchanged, like the elements of Empe-
docles or the primitive substances of Anaxagoras; 1t ig
the essence which ceaselessly passes into all elements, .
the universal nourishing matter which, in its eternal |
eirculation, nermeates all parts of the cosmos, assumes
sn 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

TaAhe gurloTnrw kel dowpeTdTe-
aép e (Torstrik has this, instead
of tha 8% of the Vulgate ; T prefer
3¢, in accordance with Cod, 5X 10},
wcab foy el 70 3¢ wwobperoy Kyov-
v ywidgreafar. Further details
concexning this passage, infra, p.
26, 1, and Her. Anthrop., note
Aristotle himself says in Heraelei-
tean language, Metcor, i3, 357 b,
39: b Tay pedvraw vddrev Kal T
wis hoyvs pevpa. De Viia eb i
¢ 5, 470 @, 3: 70 8¢ wip ae bia-
Tehel pvouevor Kal péov Bowep To-
rauds. Similarly Theophr. £r. 3
{ Lie Igne), 8. :

1 The kepavyds has already come
hefore us, p. 22, 2, 10 4 connection
in which it can only signify fire as
the creative principle of the world,
and not merely lightning in the
special sense, TpyoThp, however,
has doubtless the same general
significance in Fr. 47; Clemens,
Serom. v. 599 C: mupbs 7pomal
wparoy dAerra faAdgons 88 TO uiv

Husgu R, Tb B¢ Fuwov wpRoTip,
whether Heracleitus may have dis-
eriminated wpnoThp aceording to -
the most literal interpretation o
the word (as Stob, Eel. i. 594, as-
serts) from wepausds, or considersd
both alike as lightning., Lassalle,
ii. 76 sq. would distinouish mpg-
arip from wip by making wpnaTip
the cosmical elementary fire, the
bagis of all things, and at the same
time the visible fire; while he Te-
gards wip as the visible fire only.
But this theory finds no support
in the passage just quoted—the
only place where Heracleites names -
wpnorfip: nor in the fact that
apqorhp (a8 Lassulle says) °was
already the desigoation in use
among the Orphics for the impure,
i.e. matorial, sensible, fire ;' which
means that in an Orphie fragment
ap. Proe. sa Tim. 137 C, therefore
in a posm centuries later than He-
racleitus, these words oceur: mpn-
i Gpulped Tupls dvdos.
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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 +ruyn,? per-
haps alzo aether.” But it would imply a misconception

! When Aristotle f. e. (vide
previous note)saysthat Heraeleitns
sought the soul in the avafuulams,
€& 715 T&ANa quvloTnowy, it is plain
that this &rafvuiasis cannot be
separated from the wip which is
elsewhere declared to be Hera-
cleitug’s primitive matter, Sehnster
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,
s0 elear an expression. If, in one
place firo, and in anothor the ara-~
Buplas is designated as the prin-
ciple from whieh Heracleitus
thought all things arose, we enn
only suppose (unless wo charge
Aristotle with the most obvious
conteadietion) that ono and the
same thing i6 intended by loth
tormy,  Aristotle indeed says (ef,

. 26, 1) exaetly the swmo of the

rafuutams that Plato says of the
all-permentingossones. Philoponus
(@ ko L e 7), therefore, vightly
ingerprots Avistotle, when he seys:
xip G¢ [Hp. EAeyer| ob Thy pAdya
(ds yitp ' Apiororians pnale 5 GAbE
UrepBord} dami wupds) GANL wip
Exeye 7hw tnpde dvabuulemw. éx
Tabrys obv elvar wal why Yuxfe, The
expression dmepfors wupds for flame
is not to be regarded as Heraeloi-
tean; the quotation only refers to
what Aristotle said in his own
name ( Gen. et Corr. ii. 3,830 b, 25;
Meteor. 1. 8, 840 b, 21); not to an
utterance of his concerning IHera-
cleitus. Aloainst Lassalle's inter-
pretation of érafuplacis (i. 147
sqq.3 i, 328 sqq.), of. Part mn b,
23, 2nd ed.

2 Aristotle expressly says this
in the passage we have just:been
discussing, Cf. also Fr. 80 ap.
Clem, Strom. vi. 624 D: Philo
Adtern. Mundi, 958 C (ef. Procl,
in Tom. 86 ; Julisn Orai. V.
1656 D. Spanh.; Olympiodor. in
Gorg, Jahn's Jakrbb, Swpplementh.
xiv. 367, 542): duxio. @dvaves
wp (al. dypfioe) yevéobai, iifare
¢ Odvaros iy yevéola ek yhs e
liwp vlverar, €& U8aros FE duyh.
Philo indeed explains duxh as aip,
and Plutarch De Ei, 18, p. 392,
represents Heracleitus as saying
wuphs Bhvaros Gépt yévears wal aépos,
fdvaros USars péreais; that this is
ineorreet is clear from our previcus
quotations, and others which are
veb to eome (chap. on Her. Cosm.).

# Aether iz not named in any
of the fragments of Heracleitus;
but that the conception was not
unknown to him appears probable
from the predieate aiBpios, which
he gives to Zens (Fr. 86, vide in-
fra, p. 535, 3, 3rd ed.] from the
Platonic derivation of aether from
del Béw, Crad. 410 B, and still more
from the faet that Psendo-Hippocr.
De Carn. 1..425 K, declares that
Bepuby appears to him to be the
same a3 what was called by the
ancients aether; the Stoles, too,
identifiod the upper five with
aether {vide Paxt 111. 124, 4 ; 129,
2 2nd ed.). It is not, however,
quife ecertain, for the Stoics may
hive arrived at their coneeption
through the Aristotelian doctrine,
and the treatise =, czpudvis (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 consist 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 prineiple of Heracleitus,
and that he held three stages of
fire, in which 1t manifested itself
more or less purely, viz. aether,
xop, and mpneThp, has no real
fonndation, though its author has
taken mugh pains to prove it.
Lassalle thioks that this theory
alona can explain the assertion of
Aenesidemus, that air is the first
principle of Heracleitus; but 1
have shown (Part 1. b, 23 sq.,
9nd ed.) that we do not require it
for this purpose. He also urges
that in Ambirosius Hexaem. 1. 6 T.,
1, § Maur., and also in Ps.-Censo-
rinus Fr. 1, 4, in the enumeration
of the elements, air (which ean 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 siriet order, and as if
Censorinns had not immediately
after remarked : the Stoies place
aqethar above air; and below air,
water. He lays great siress on
the quotation, I c¢. [mundus con-
stat] quattuor clementis, terra, agua,
iqne, aire. cujus prineipalem solem
quidam putant, ut Cloanthes; but
cijus does not refer, as Lassalle
supposes, to aén, bub to munrdus;
for Cleanthes regarded the sun as
the fvemorudy Toi kdopov (vide
Part nr'a, 125, 1, 2nd ed:). He
relies on the Stoieal diserimmation
of asthereal and common fire, in
regard to which it is a guestion

“shether it was borrowed from

Heracleitus, and which (even in
Herael. Alleg. Hom. ¢. 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 (pe.~Censorinus, [. ¢.) which
contradicts the Stoie doctrine. must
have been taken from Heracleitus,
whereas it is far more likely that
jts source is Aristotle’'s Physics
(vide Part 1. b, 331, 2nd ed.) from
which we must alse derive the
coneeptions of Ocellus, 2, 23, and
the spurious fragments of Philolaus
(Lassalle, however, considers them
authentic), which wers discussed
vol. 1. 899, 1; ef. L c. p. 3568.

1 Ap. Sext. Math. x. 283 ; ix.
360 of Tertull. De An.c. 9, 14
Part 111, b, 23 =q.

2 Fr. 66, Clem. Paedag. ii. 196
s b ph Sowey mids &y Tis Adfor; ©

that the subject of diwor is wupor .-

¢@s we ses from the addition of
Clemens : Aoerar udv yép Tows
Th aioclyriv ¢@s Tis, TO 88 wonTdy
adtwardy éorw, Schleiermacher’s
emendstions (p. 93 sq.) seem 10
me unnecessary. Heracleitus may
very well have said—*¢ No one can
hide himself from the divina fire,
even when the all-seeing Helios
has set.” The rus is also defended
by Lassalle, 1i. 28 (who pertinently
reminds us of Cornut. N. Dear, 11,
p. 35); Sechuster, 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.=



28 HERACLEITUS,

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 Einkeit) of Being and non-
Being,’ &e. ;? there is not a word to imply that he
means only the ¢ideal logical entity of fire,’ and not the
definite substanee perceived in the sensation of heat, or
that fire, as a principle, is absolute, immaterial, and
different from every kind of material fire.> His own
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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 p__i‘.inciplé_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,

-ﬂ_.f';‘

1

e

are exchanged for fire, and fire for all things, as wares
for gold, and gold for wares;* and herein he gives us to

L Of. Plato, Crats 412 C sqq.,
who, in bis playful etymology of
Bicauny, probably borrowed from
Heracloitus, procoeds quito in the
stylo of Horneloituy when ho says,
droe yip dryoivrn b wiw elva dv
wopelg, T pEr woAD atrol OmoAci-
Bwoure rowdrde 4 elvas, olor ovdis
dAAD ) xwpeiv, Bid 33 Tolrov wavTls
eival mo Biebthy, 8 ol wdvra Td
pyrbpeve ylyverdar elvar B¢ Tdxio-

rop robre kal Aewrdraror, It must

bae the subbtlest in order to pene-
trate all things, and also the
cdyurror, dare xphobar  Bomep
ordat Tols BAAws (the same predi-
cates which Avistotle attributes to
the avafuulams). This, the Sixaww,
receives difforent explanations; one
says: 6 pev ydp is pnor TodTe elvac
Sikator, The fiAwp , . . another:
2purd, e obdey Glkatoy oluas elvas v
Tois ayfpdmois dmediw b s 8im
(perhaps a play on the words u 89-
voy). Another understands by it
fire in the abstraet: 6 B¢ oin a% T
wGp puair, 6AAE b Beppuby 70 v

v wmupt épdr, This seems to

me one ofs the evidences for the
view taken of the Heracleitean five
in the text, which Schuster, p. 159,
has missed. Other evidences are to
be found in Aristotle’s reduction of
wip to the évafuuisers (supra 24,
1) and in Heraeleitus's own utter-
anees (20, 1;22, 1 22, 2), When
Sehuster observes : “ Fire is every-
thing in the world, but if 18 for
the most part extinguished,’ be in
fact asserts the same thing as the
words he censures (fire is the uni-
versal essence, &c.). Vide the ex-
planation of these words, p. 22 5q.

2 As Lassalle supposes, i 361 ;
i, 7, 10. .

3 Jbid. 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 it is
not Being but pure proeess;’ from
which, however, even if the propo-
sition were more arcurate thanitis,
nothing would follow 1a regard to
Hergeleitug's  coneeption of fire.
He appeals to the above-mentioned

passages of the Cralylus; but the
Bepubv év 7 wupl dvdw, even if it
really corresponds with Heraelei-
tus's opinion. is not immaterial,
but only the same matter which
communicates its heating power o
fire : and if it be urged that some
explain 8lxaror, like Anaxagoras,
from wobs, this explunation dees
not relate ta fire but to the dikator,
and it is not derived from Heraelei-
tus but from Anaxagoras. Lassalle
further supports his view by refe-
vence to two passages in Ps. Hip-
poer. . Sialr. i. 10, and De Carn.
i. 425 K. And the thonghts there
expressed have certainly a Hera-
cleitean stamyp, for in the fivst pas-
sage, primarily in rezard to man, it
is suid of the depudraror ral iryupi-
Tatoy Tip, brep mdyTwy ETIKPATEETAL
Biémoy Guavra Kate Gplaw, that wds-
T Bt warrhs KuBeprd kal Tdde wal
2icelva, obdémore arpeniCor; and in
the second: Bawder 5€ pot b Kaiéo-
pev Bepudy &fdvardy re elval wal
vosty wdvTe fal OpEy kel Grovew,
wal elfivar wdvre kel T dvTa Kol
T& péhopra Erecfor. What con-
¢lusion is to be drawn from this
against the identity of Horacleitus's
fire with physical vital heat (the
wBp Texwmirby of the Stoies) 1 do not

. see. Diogenes (vide sup. 287, 7)
* says precisely the same of air, as -

these Heracleitean philosophers say
of wip or 8epudv. Lassalle, il 23,
thinks he has found the true doe-
tring of Heracleitus in Mare. Ca-
pella, vii. 788, although that writer
daes ot mention Hevacleitus ; bus
the materie informis and the four
elements in the passage might bhave
shown him that this is simply a
Stoic-Platonie exposition.  In vol.
ii. 27, he also attempts to prove
the immateriality of the Heraclei-
tean primitive fire from Chaleid.

in Tim. c. 823, p. 423 M. (fingamus

enim esse hune ignem Sine CErim ek
sine wilius materie periirtiong
putat Heraolitus); herehe has mis-
understood the words of this Neo-
Platonist (who iz besides not &
very authentic source). An ignis
sine materie permastione 1S 0T an
immaterial fire (of which T never
remember to have found a trace in
any of the ancient philosophers—
not even umong the Neo-Plato-
nists), but a fire which is not adul-
terated by any admixzture of burn-
ing substances. The ssme may be
221d of Lassalle's statement (1. 360
i, 121) that Sext. Math. x. 232,
asserts : ¢ According to Heracleitus
the first prineiple was Dot a mate-
rial body.” I pass over some further
observations.

1 P, 57 ; Plut. Deli. o 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 nntrue to assert, like
some of our authorities, that, 'accordiﬁg 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-
moeritus. But such language is also inaceurate and mis-
leading if we understand by it, as some have done,® that
&
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Heracleitus believed things to arse 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, rarefaetion. “But from

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 j-and that couse-
quently in order to reproduce fire out of the other
substances, not merely a decomposition of their primi-

p- 888 : mwpds o' devapclBerbu
wdvra, Ppnoiy & Hpdiheiros, val rip
ardurwy, Dowep xpuaon xphuera ial
xpnpdrar xpurds,  Hernel, Alleg,
Howrer, e, 43, p. 92, thorefore says :
Tupds yap B, ward Thy  Quody
‘Hpduherrow, duoiflfi r& mavre yive-
Ty, Similaely Simpl, Phys. 6 a,
and Diog, ix. 81 mupbs apoiBhy T
adrrm, alup Mo Pro By, xiv, 8,6
auotBiy yip (mupds) elvar Té wdvra.

1 Aristotle is not among these ;
he says indeed in Mefaph. 1. 8, 988
b, 84y piy yip by ddfere aTor-
xewdéoraror elvar wdvrey & of
iyrovrar avykplre. wpdTov, Tolwy-
Toy B¢ Tb pikpoueploTaToy Kol Aew-
ThraTor by ey Tav cwpdrey, but he

only here brings forward what may

from his own standpoint be urged
forthe theory that five is the pri-
mitive slament ; he does not sa

that Heraeleitus himself proved it
in this way. On the other hand,
Hermias, Jrris, . 6, expounds the
doctrine of Heracleitus (rather

confusedly) thus: épxh Tav GAwr
7o wip: Bio Bk evrot wdfy, apadrys
kel mukedTys, 7 pEy wowboa, 9 G
wiEayoure, 1§ uir cuykpivovee, § G&
Bianptvovee, and Simpl. Phys. 310
a, says of Heracleitus and other
physicists: Bt murdrews wal pa-
paoews T4s yevégeas kab @fopis
arodiliant, olyipios 86 Tis 5 wi-
krwals €67t Kl DIAKRPLOLS T MAVWLS.
The same origin of things from

Jfire is. presupposed by Lueret. 1.

645 sqq., in combating the Hera-

eleitean doctrine, but we cannot

infer anything from this as to the
doetrine itself. Tn the Flae. 1. 13,
and Stob. 1. 350, the theory of
atoms is aseribed to Heracleitus ;
apparently, if we may judge from
Stobmeus, throngh a confusion with
Heracleides.

2 Arvistotle says (Phys. 1. 6,
189 b, 8) of the philosophers who
only assnme one primitive matter:

TAUTES Y€ TO € ToUTe Tots evgrTiols

oxnueriCovoiy, ofoy wusvéTnTi Kal

povdryr (Anaximenes and Dioge-
nes) wul TE pEkAoy Kol frTow
(Plato). 1t would, however, follow
not that Heracleitns regarded the
derived as arising from rarvefaction
and condensation, but only from
the development of opposites from
the primitive matter; and this is
quite correct. Only the later
writers aseribe to him rarvefaction
and condensation. Thus in Diog.
ix. 8 sq.: wupds apoBiy T& mdvra,
Gpasdoe  kal musedoer yuwduca

. wurzolyevoy yap TH wUp éfuy-
patverfar guristducvdy Te yivesbar
HBep, wyyvbuevoy de T0 Viwp els iy
rpéwecos, ete. Plut, Plae. i 5,
25 (Stob. i. 304): “HpdrAeiTos . . .
Gpyxhy T@y GAwr TO wIp . TovTov
3¢ karecBervupéyov KoouomoteiTdal
T& wdrTa, wpETOY pEv yip T ma-
svuepéararoy alTeb eis abTd ov-
oreAAdueroy iy ylvecbu, fruta
dvayaaémy Thy Yy T Tol wupbs
piiaes Ghwp roreAcivar, tvabupic-

pevoy 8t épe ylveofar, Simpl. Fhys,
6 a; Heracleitus and Hippasus
die mupbs Towolot T OPTA TUKVGTEL
Kal pavdoer,

I Which is manifastly the ‘cage .
in the first of the passages quoted
from Simplicing; Simplicius re-
duees eondensation and ravefaction
to obykpors and Sudepioes, in the
same manner that Aristotle had
already dome, 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-
gother, and rarefaction from their
keeping farther apart. He further
gays that the proper expression for
derivation from ene primitive mat-
ter would be condensation and
raxefaetion ; and from smore than
one, union and scparation; re-
marks which Schleiermacher (p.
39) has no ground for thinking
‘wunderlich.

5

ye

Heracleitus’ point of view, rarefaction and condensation™ ¢
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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 extinetion 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
‘partieular things, remains unchangeable; the fire of
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and only exists in this mutation, things are but a

~ middle-term between opposites ; and whatever point we

may seize in the flux of Becoming, we have only a
point of tramsition and limit, in which antazonistic
qualities and conditions enconnter one another. *While,
therefore, all things, according to Heracleitus, are per-

petually involved in transmutation, everything has at-

every moment opposite prineiples in itself; it is and it
is mot ; and we can predicate nothing of a thing the
opposite of which does not cqually and simultaneously
helong 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 whichit stands.® Or, as this is ex-

the previous state, hecanse & part ther sweet nor bitter, Heracleitus

Heracleitus is that which by means of constant trans-
mufation produces this change.?
, It follows then from the flux of all things that

*everything; without exception, unites in itself \.Qp'posife

qualities. /Bach change is a transition from one condi-

1 GparBy (vide supra, p. 27, 1),
Tpomh (I, 47, supra, 23, 1), apév-
pordar and drreoler (supra, p. 22,
1; of Plut. Plas, i, 8; supra, 28,
2) (bn and Odvares (p, 24, 2).

2 Why firo 16 subject to this
continual  transformation, Hera-
cleitug does nol smy; the ouly
theory that would correspond to
his doetrine is this, that it does so
hecanse thisisinherent inits nature
— because it is the del(wor, When,
however, Lassalle asgerts that the
physical, and net the logical, dia-

" tion to the opposite condition;? if everything changes

lectical nature of motion was He-
racleitus's principle of derivation,
he igin error; a logical prineiple
separate from a physical prineiple
was altogether unknown to him.
If we further enquire, how " he

‘knows that all things change, the

only answer is—heknows this from
experiende, as he apprehends expe-
rienee (vide supra, p. 21, 1).

3 ¢No," says Schuster, 241, 1.
‘gnly into 2 state that is different
from the previous state’. But the
subsequent state only differs from

of the previous characteristics have
heen exchanged for such as conld
not coexist in the same subject and
in the same relation: and such
characteristies we call opposites.
Every difference leads back to
partial opposition, and every
change flnctnates between two con-
ditions, which, when coneceived in
& perfectly definite manner, exelude
one another,

! Of. besides what is said en .
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 correspondink

statement of Sextus himself, ibid.
ji. 59, 63 : Goroias teaches pnher
elve - Heracleitus, wdvre elvae (that
is to say. everything is all); De-
moeritus beaches that honey is nei-

that it iz sweet and bitter at once.
2 Of, Diog. 1x. 7 sq.: wmavra 7¢

wireoar kol elpapudimy Kat 3 THs

varTioTpoTHS Soudofa: T& Dvra
. . . Ylvealai Te wdvTa Kat’ évay-
Tibrnra.  Stoh. Fel 1. 581 ‘Hpdwea,
Tb wepiodikby wip Elbiow, eluzpucrny
& Adyoy éc Tis cvarTroBpopias Bnpi-
aupyby Tév gerer.  Philo. Qu. rer.
div, k. 510 B (503 M), after illus-
trating the proposition. mavd doa
ev kdouse oyedhy érartia elvar me-
guker, by many examples: &
yip TH €L fpgoy Tay dravTiny, of
runBévros yrdpiun Tk dvavria. ol
Tobr dorw, § Gacw "EANgres Tor
wiyay ked Goldioy wag’ edrors ‘Hpd-
rAeiTor kendhawy THs abrol wpo-
TTHEARErOV gbt?\nc‘_osfas abysty s
edpéoer kawfis. IThid. Qu. in Gen.
iii. &, and p. 176, after & similir
explanation : hing Heraelitus libros

“conscripsic de nasure, o theologo

k
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pressed by Heracleitus: All arises from division ; strife

i

i« the father and lord of all things, the law and order of

the world ;! the unlike is joined together,? high and deep

nostro, muliatus sententias de con-
trarie, additis smensis atgue labo-
piosis argumentis. The last words
would imply that Heracleitus, like
the Pseudo-Hippoerates (vide si-
pra, pe 15, 1), had proved his
doctrine of oppesites by BUmMErous
examples. )
"\ P 75; Hippol. Reful, ix.
G« moAeuos mavTwy utv TETlp doTe
rdyray Be Pavikevs, wal Tobs piv
Beohs Eoerge Tobs Be duOpdmous, TS
ey Botnous drolyie robs Bt dAculid-
povs, Philodem. EooePelas Col,
7. Chrysippus said, Zous and the
wéxepas are the gamo, 88 Heru-
cleitus nlso taught, vide sepra, p.
17, 2; Plut. De Is. ¢, 48, p. 370
“Hpéinerros piw yip Erruipus ihe-
poy dvopdCar maTépo wad Burihda wal
wlpwoy  mAVTOY, Proel, in Tim.
54 Ar 'Hp. . .. TAeye arldhepos
warhp wdvran . I 770 Omg. o
Cols. vioA%: o BY xph TdV A0V
2ovra. fuby kol Aleny dpein, xal
qubpera wivra kar' fpw wal xpew-
peva, Where Sehloiermacher’s read-
ings, eiBlver for ¢ B0 und Epov for
Zpeiv, aro Losy bold than ho himself
gupposed, 1 am not more certain
+shan he is sbout beginning with
xpedwuera, for Lussalle’s interpre-
tation (i. 11 8q), @ bestir them-
solyes, cunnof be proved to be
Greek: Brandids cwllpera does
nat, seem to ma like Tleracleitus.
Sehuster'’s conjecture, p. 199, ap-
pears preforable, KT PEDUEVS,
<applying themselves to.! Aristotle
(vide next note) confirms  the
words ysrdueva, &c. Henee the
censure of Homer, ap. Eudem. Eih.
vii. 1, 1235 a, 26 - k) ‘HpdihetTos
erinipg t¢ Torhgavre Cés fpis B

e Qedw Kol Gvlpdmay ariloiTa.” ob
yip by elvar apuoviay uh dvres biéos
Kal Bapéos, olde T& (fa bvev BiAcos
ol dppevos evorTiay Svrwr. The
came is related by Plutareh, 7. e
(on which ef. Schuster, p. 197 50.):
Chaleid. in Thm. c. 2953 Seliol.
Venet. = D xviii. 107 ; Simpl. in
Categ. Schol. in Ar. 88 b, 30, who,
in making good this eensure, olxf-
eafas yap ot wdvra, perhaps has
taken some words from Heraclei-
tus's book. Thisdoctrine of ToAE-
pos 15 ulso veferred to in Plut. De
Sol, Anim. 7, 4, p. 96%; but it is
a mistake to represent the philoso-

pher as blaming Nature, beeauge

ghe is moAepos.

2 Arist, Eh. N. viil. 2, 1105 b,
4: kal ‘Hpdrreros i arrifouw
cuudepor kel & TaEw BrapeplvTay
KaANoTr Gpuoviay Kol wdvTa Kar
& yiveafar.  The arriouvr is to
1o understood, in the spirit of the
figurative language of Heracleitus,
in the most literal sense, of txo
pieces of wood, which are cut in an
opposite direetion, in order to he
added to one another, or propped
against each other: the cvudepor
also, primarily denotes that which
reciprocaliy, or jointly, bears
another. However, it would be
quite in the manner of Heracleitus
if heve again he included, under
the same idea, the different eon-
ceptions designated by one word ;
and, therefore, meant by the FuppE=

pow, the compatible, and hy the

avriovy, the hostile, But I can-
not, like Sechuster, p. 927, limit
+heir meaning to thiz, Cf on this
passace, Hippoer, 7. Bt i. 643 K.
oikobojpo: ek Oiedpldpmw  mdupopoy
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must tnite, in oxder that a concord, male and female,
o new life, may be produced.! What separates, unites
with itself?: the structure of the world rests upon

opposite tension, like that

dpyalovrat, ete., and Alexander,
Aphrod. ap. David Sechol. i Arist.
81 b, 33, who explains the nature
of the arrielpeva in the AcBBoeidT
{Aa Grwa uetd Gyriféaess TIvOS
Gler TAANAL.
! Arist in the two passages
just gquoted. The pseudo-Hippocr-
shows more at length, m. . 1.
18, that every harmony consists of
high and low fones: T& wAeirTa
Dudgope  pdioTe Evudépe kal T
iNdyinTa Biddopa FrioTa Fundepe,
ote. (Cf. the kaariorn &ppovia in
the last note.) He continues:
pdryerpor S crevdovay drlpdraat
Bladdpwy cupbipey, Taytodama. Euy-
Kplvoyres, ék Té¥ abTdy ob T& 4T
Bpéowy wal migw avbpdmev, ety
which gounds somewhat like Hera-
cleitus. The comparison, tool of
the opposites in the world with the
opposivion of sounds in speech,
which is made by Hippoer. i. 235
Avist. De Munds, v. &5, 396 b, T
wyq.; Plut. Trang. An. ¢ 15 p.
474 (the last in immediate connec-
tion with the example of high and
losw tones), may have previously
been made by Heracleitus. That
he proved his doetrine of apposites
by numerous examples, we are told
Ly Philo (supra, p. 31, 2), and so
out of the many that are to be
fonnd in Hippoer, I. e e 15 sq9.;
P'aendo-Arist. [ ¢.; Philo, Gu. Ier.
Div. Her. 509 D sqq. ; Hosch; and
others, here and there one may
have been derived from Heracleitus.
: Fy. 80, Hippol. Ref. ix. 9: ob
Pulaoe Sxws Biagepduevar fwurd
dpokoyéer matyrpomos dpuoyiy Bice-

YOL. II.

of the bow and the lyre;®

awep Tokov wal Adpys. Plato, Saph.
242 C sqq. Soms make Being a
plurality, others, after the Eleatic
manner, a Unity. 'Iddes 3¢ xal
Sucehucal  Twes  HoTepoy Motoar
(Heracleitus and  Empedocles)
Fupvevofraay, STt cupmAéie doda-
Aorepoy Gupbrepn kal Aeyew, @
=5 by moAAd Te kat & oTiw Exfpo
B¢ kcal dinle cuvéxeral. Biapepdpe-
yor yip Geb Iuupipera, pacly al
cuyTavdrepat T@y Movedw, ai 8¢
paraxdrepor TH uty del Taif olirws
Exew éxdhagay, év uipe 9% ToTE
uiv 2y elvel dooy 7b wiv kal Hikor
i’ ' Appodlrns, Tort BE ToAAG Kab
rordutoy abrh abT Sk velkds Ti
Ihid. Bymp. 187 A: 7b & ydp Dot
(‘Hpdrr.) Buadepducvor abrd aird
Fupipépeata bomep dpuoviay Tokov Te
ke Avpas, 1 assume, with Schuster,
p. 230, that the most authentic
text is that of Hippolytus; only
in regard to mahlyrpomos vide the
following note. The divergences
in the Platonie cuotations show
that neither & nor by was the sub-
Ject to Biadepduevor; oL, of eourse,
the kdouos, so often mentioned by
Plutarch. It seems to me beiter
to understand Sixpepduevor itself as
subject ; they do not comprehend
bow that whieh separates comes
together: it is a apuorie moAly-
roowos (o, the harmony, ie., the
world, is meAivrpomos),

3 Vide previous note. Plut De
T5. c. 45, p- 360 : wakivrores g
appovin xéouov Bkwomep Alipns Kal
7dfov ke ‘Hpduheror, Similarly,
without mention of Heracleitus,
hut 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, Do Trangu. Aw. ¢ 15, p.
478, while on the other hand we
read, Do dn. Proer, 27,2, p. 1026:
‘Hpdrhecros 8¢ malivTpomoy apuo-
vinw  wbopoy Brwomwep Alpns ral
wofor. Simpl. Phys. 11 a: s
‘Hpdrasiros b dyaboy kat T m{u’bxf
els raiin by Méyar cupévor Bl Togoy
wal Adpas. Porphyry, dntr, Nymph.
¢, 290 wcal Bil Tobre maAlvTovos 7
Gouovia ket (al. %) Toleder B dvar-
riwr. The text, however, 16 here
nn doubt corrupt; Lassalle (1. 96
8., 112) takes “shoot through' as
synonymous with * penotrate’; but,
this seems to me impaggible, and I
can eredit neithor Porphyry nor
Heracleitus with &0 monstrous an
image as a harmony shooting with
a bow. Schleiermuchor, p. 70, con-
*jeetures instead of Tobdves: rikou,
el ; so that the meaning would be :
¢« And therefore armony is ealled
a “srrainod back” harmony and a
harmony of the bow heenuse it is
brought about by contradictions.”
In this case wo should have ex-
peeted, instead of el &' dv, bre B,
r. ¢ Perhaps some words have
been lost, and Porphyry may have
written K. 7. waAlyrpowoes )
Gpuovia kbopou bs Adpas xal 7éEov,
g7 B, dv, or, as Schuster rr;ore
simpl, oposes (page 231) 7
c‘:p;.r-fvgz gﬁpﬁ:s weatl (1?6{0;- elmep 8
év. The meaning of this expres-
sion has always been a difficulty,
even in ancient times. If, aecord-
ing to the procedent of Plato's
Bryximachus and of Plutarch, the
apuovly Adpys were understood of
the harmeny of tones, there would
be no corresponding meaning for
the d&puorfn vdfov, and if the
dpporin TéEey were referred to the

stretehing of the bow, there would
be a difficulty about the &puowin
Adpns ; and the predieate woAlyroves
or waAirrTperos would suit neither
interpretation. Bernays seems to
have been the first to discover the
right meaning (8%, Mus, vii. 94)
in explaining apuovia by the com-
bination or torm of the Iyre and the
bow, i.e.of the Seythian and ancient
Greek bow, which being bent at the
two ends so greatly resembles a
lyre in shape that in Arist. Rjer.
i1, 11, 1412 b, 85, the «dfor is
called @dpuyt Gxopdor. Schuster
also, p. 232, takes this view, only,
instead of the Secythian, he under-
stands the ordinary bow, which
appears to me less appropriate. It
‘3sp:EhiS fnm%nwhich ispgesi%uattﬁ by
the predicate moirrpomes (bent
backwards) or morlproves, wineh T
prefer; Tofor wahipTovor seems a
bow of the form alluded to, as
Wex shows, Zeifschr. fir Alier-
thwmsw. 1839, 1161 sgq. It is,
therefore, a similar image to the
one spoken of, supre. p. 52, 2.
The eonjecturs which Gladisch
tries to support, Zeifschr. fir Ait.
1846, 961 sqy. 1848, 217 sqa.,
that in the above passages Bapéus
instead of Adpys. and #feos instead
of 7étov, is to be read (according to
Bast, Krit. Fers. diber den Text d.
Plat, Gastmahis, 1794, p. 41 sq.),
besides being unnecessary, is very,
daring in the face of so many
and sueh trustworthy testimonies.
Berplds slighter alteration (JZbid.
1847, 35) “rofov wal velpys™ ean
also be dispensed with. Rettig,
Ind. Lectl. Born.1865, agrees with
the interpretation of Bernays, only
he thinks the comparison of Hera-

. the guestion.
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one may come, as all come from one.! In a word, the

whole world is ruled by the

cleitus has reference not to the
form, but to the fores of the bow
and of the lyre. ‘As the two con-
flicting momentsof the extingnished
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 aleo is com-
patible with the words, and con-
tains a suitable sense. Tassalls,
i. 105 sgq.,. opposes Bernays,
but the ground on whieh he does
SO 4ppears to me not very impor-
tant, and two of the passages to
which he refers, Apul. De Mundo,
.21, and Tambl, ap. Stob. Bloril.
81, 17, have mothing to do with
The statement of
Porphyry (noticed above), even
warn the text of it in order. eould
equally prove nothing. Synes. De
Insoman. 183 A, compares the har-
mony of the world with that of the
lyre.and explains the Iatter by the
harmony of tones : which makes it
probable, indeed, that in his ex-
planation of Heracleitus’s words
be is following Plate, but cannot
affect our judgment econcerning
Heracleitus’s own opinion. Las-
salle himself understands our view
ag ‘a harmony of the lyre with the
bow' (p. 111). He ohserves
(p. 113), ‘ Der Bogen sei die Seifs
des  Hervorflisssens der Einzelheit
und somit der Unterschiede ; die
Leyer die sich zur Einfieit ordnende
Bewegung derselben. The bow is
the side whence flows forth singu-
larity, and therefore differences,

- the lyre is the movement which re-

duees them to order: an allegory
of which, indeed, no Neo-Platonist
need be ashamed, but which the

law of opposition.

most. sk_i].ful commentator would
find it impossible to harmonise
with Heracleitus’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 waXirrores or ariy-
Tpomos ; but, where is the mention
of a barmony 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 By, 985 Arvist, De Mundo, o
9, 306 b, 19 : ovwdeas obAe [Kai]
oyl 0BAe, cupgepdueyor [Kkai] Gia-
depdpevoy, qur@lov [rat] Bid5or kol
éi wupTwy v kal 2 Evds mdvra, The
words kal € wderwy, &c., which
Schleiermacher, p. 79, separates
from the first quotation, appear to
me to belong to it. The ovAa obyl
olAa (the kal in each case was most
likely wanting in Heracleitns, al-
though they may have been found in
the text of the work on the world) is
thus explained by Hippocrates : .
Btarr. ¢, 17 : oikodduor &ic diapdpey
aludopor épydlovrar, T& s Enpé
Iypalvorres 7o B¢ dypa Enpalvorres,
Té pty Oha Buwpéoyres T B¢ Seypn-
Héva cupniférres, Schuster, p. 283,
gives to oBies the signification,
woolly, compaet, sprightly; for
he says Heracleitus here gives ex-
amples taken from the three arts
of weaving, architecture and musie,
But this does not follow from the
eontext of the Sage, T KOOLOU ;
cupgepspevor and Srapepdpevoy con-
tain no special allusion to archi-
tecture, and the éx wdvrav &, &,
would also contradiet this inter-

v 2
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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 Sy~
tem.> 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 conld belong to the
same subject, not merely at the same time, but in the

pretation, and would geem to show
that the expressions should betaken
in a wider sense; as in all the arts,

#one arises, ¢ mwoAAdy, and vice
versd, but not die wedvrar,

Y Arvist, Metaph. iv. 8, 1005 b,
23 : abdwaror qdp dprwoiy Tabrby
dmoNopfdvew  clvar kel ph elvar,
waldrep aws ofovras (vide vol, i,
558, 1) Adyeawr ‘Hpdrreror. Iid,
¢. 4, init, whore Heracleitus is not

“indeed namod, but is evidently in-
tendad ;. ¢#hid, o 7, end: oice 5 &
pev ‘HparAelrov Adyos, Adywy mdrra
elvar wal ph elva, Eroarra GAn6H
motely, Himilarly c 8, init.; 1hid.
x1. 8, 1062 0, 81 : raxéuws 3 dr ris
kel abror Tov ‘HpdieAewroy . . . fyd-
yragey duodoyely, pndémore Tas
arriceipdvas  Gdoes Suwardy ey
kard Tov abréy dAnbedectar vDy &'
ov gupels favron [ wore Aéyer, Tai-
Ty Enafe Thy Bbkav. Ihid. c. 6,
1063 b, 24 ; Top. viil, 5, 135 b,
81 ayalir kal kaxby elva TadTop,
xabdmep ‘Hpdwerrds gmoww, Phys.
1.2, 185 b, 19: 4AA& phv e 74
Adyw v 78 dvra wdera ., . ThY
‘HpakAeirov Adyoy cvpBeiver Advyery

%t game respect. But this he does not say. He observes,
e : RS L

abTols: wabrby yap Forou Gyafd Ko
Kkakd elvar mod pi) ayadd Kol dyedd,
dore TalThy dorar dyalby xal odi
Gyafbr kat Evlpwros wal trros, The
commentators express themselves
similarly. Alex. ad Meéaph, 1010
2, 6 1012 a, 21, 29 1062 a, 25
86 b, 2, p. 265, 17; 294, 30; 295,
19 ; 296, 1. 624 2q. Bon.; Themist.
Phys. 16, b (113 Sp); Simpl.
Plys. 11 8, unt, 18, a, m ;oef Las-
salle, 1. 80. Askiepius, Sekol. in
Avist. 852, a, 11 sq. attributes to
Heracleitus the proposition, &m
dpirudy elve: wdyror Tav Tparyudroy,
but he only said this cupBonuas
or yuuraoTinds.  Simplicins 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 occasion to it.
Plato, Theet. 182, e. sqq. calls this
assertion only a consequence of
Heracleitus's view.:
* Hegel, Gesch. d. Phil 1z 305 -

Lassalle, 1. 81 sq.
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indeed, that ome and the same essence assumes the
most opposite forms, and that in everything, the opposite
conditions. and qualities between which, as subjeet 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.Z2 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-§
¢ess is generation and destruction;’ is one thing; to sayg
that ¢ there is no difference between day and night, be-§
tween Being and non-Being as such,’ is quite another ;'
to maintain the mity 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 logie, but with
physics. We must not, however, suppose® that lhis
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 it be opposed to one,
and that a variable thing;’ in the language of Her-

o

1 Of Part 1. &, 527, 1, third edition. -
sdition ; Part 11. b, 174, second 2 Schuster, p. 256 sqq.
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bart, that the co-existence of contraries is merely the

v/ mneither Heraeleitus® own
-

product of an aceidental opinion. Of sueh an idea

utterances nor the aneient

accounts of him bear any trace. On the contrary, he
says quife universally and with no limitation What:e’ver.
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 be ha¢ 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 tEings should be
- sundered into opposites, it is equally necessary that the
: jnpposites should again combine to form a unity ; for
that which is most opposed originates from one and the
same; it is one essence which, in the course of its
chal.nges, produces oppoesites and again cancels them
?Y]llch in all things produces itself, and in the work:
ing of conflicting principles sustains all as one.! In

! Fr, 67; Hippol, Refut. ix.
10: & Oeds fpépn eddpdva, yerpdy
?épos, méhepos elpfivm, répos Aiuds:
arrowoirat Bt Skwowep Grav cuupiyg
O;udmnwr dvopdlerar  wa®  §Borhy
éxdorov, Bernays, Rh. Mus. ix.
245, in the second clause of this
fragment where the text is evi-
dén_tly defective, would substitute
twpa for Ovdpar:; Schnster, p.
188 would introduce olvos befora
Beapast, To me it seems still
simpler to read Brws ahp instead of
ikarmep (dp in the old orthogra-
phy is very like mep). In the eon-
clusion wkef® #depiy is not to he
translated, as by Schuster and
others, ‘at pleasure;’ for (even

irrespectively of Schuster’s inter-
pretation, ‘ each one makes 2 lahel
for it 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 mized with perfumes ) is
named aceording to the smell (vide
vol. i, p. 291, 2) of any one of these
perfumes.  (We do not say we
smell air, but we smell mvrrh. &e)
The Stoies (ap. Stob. Fal. i 66)
express themselves similarly of the
wrevua, which penetrates all things:
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separating itself from itself, it 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 ;° and out of all things is produced -
that hidden harmony of the world with which the
beauty of the visible cannot compare.* This is the

Ths Bt wpoomyopias peTalau-
Bidvor & Tds Tis fAms, B Ay
kexdpnice, mapuihdless, Here we
have nothing to do with appella-
tions at pleasure. Teichmiiller,
N. Stud. i, 66 5., thinks the dis-
puted sentence can heexplained
without altering thetext, by making
the subject to cupmyh and dvous-
{eray, Deds, by which is meant fire.
For my part. T cannot eonceive, even
from Heracleitus's point of view. a
god who becomes mixed with per-
fumes, Kaf® Hiovhr Teichmiuller
likewise translates ‘at pleasure.’

i Plate, Saph. L. e., vide supra,
p- 33, 2; ef. 262 B, where the dif-
ference between Heracleitus and
Empedocles is said to be that Em-
pedoeles represents these states of
unionand separationas alternating,
and Heraeleitus recognises in the
separation itself a continual and
contemporanecus union,

Z Cf. p, 35. 1.

3 Sehol. Ven. ad Il iv. 4: wo-
Aewos ial udxot Huty Bewd Bower TH
3t Qed o0Be TavTa Gewd TUPTEAEL
wip EBmavra & Oeds mpbs apuoviay
v (EAAwr 4 wkal evidently only 2
different, reading) 8Awr oicoveudy
T8 cupdéporra. Bwep xai ‘HpdkAerros
Adyer, bs 7o piv fed kOAG TdvTa Kai
- Blwas, Bxfpwmor B & utv Bbia twer-

Afpact, & 8¢ dikara.  Cf. Hippoer.
7. Gabr. e 11: mwdrra yip Guow,
awduown ébvrar xal cippopa mivTa,
Bedgopa Evrar Saneydueva ob Bia-
Aeydueve, yrduny Ex0rTa, GypdLore
{speaking and not speaking, Ta-
tignal and jrrational, as the two
main divisions of the wdrra). dwe-
varrios 6 rpdmos ExdoTaw, dpodo-
YOUREVOS . . . . G pEF oby Evfipwmor
Heqar, obdéioTe raTd TwuTd Exel
otire apfas otire ph Spbds brdoa &
Geot femay alel dpbas Exer wal Ta
dpbe kol T& py opba TogoiTov Bia-
péper.  (So Littré; preferably,
Bernays, Heracl. 22 : &xet kol T
Spfas xal Th uh dpbas. Toa. Buad.)
Cf. the guotations from Aristotle
and Simplicius, p. 32; 33, 8.

+ Plut. An. Proer. 27, 5, p.
1026 apuopin yép dpavhs pavepns
wpelrrer ol ‘Hpdiheror, dv 5 7as
Suapopis kul Tas érepoTnras b piy-
plwy Bebs Exprpe kul xareduosp.
The first part of this fragment is
also in Hippol. ix. 9: dmbe . . .
&gavhs ¢ aopatos . . . &y TOUTOUS
Aéyer  Gpuovia hparis  gavepiis
kpelrewy, éwawel kol mpobavpaler
wpb Tob ywerkopévov Th ByrwaToy
atrob kel adparor THs Buvdpews, Lrt
3¢ éorv bparhs avBpdmors . . . &
Totitors Aéyer Gowy DYis Gaod) wd-
Bymis, Tatra éye wporiuém, ¢mal,
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TourdoTt T4 Gpard T dopdrey . ., .
{c. 10) ofirws ‘Hpdiheiros év Yoy
polpz 7iferar wol Tipd T dudary
Tols apavéry . . . toTi yap, ¢yoiv,
Gppoviy ddavis Gavepis KoeiTTaw
Kkai® Gowe .., wpoTiudw, Tod Td
apavy wporiphaas,  On the ground
of this last quotation it is conjee-
tured by Schuster (p. 24 ; in oppo-
sition to him, vide Teichmiiller, IV,
$¢, 1. 104 sgq.) that the words of
Hevicleitus ran thos: é =i yap
appovin aouns pavepiie Kpelrraw;
‘Why should an invisible harmony
be better than a visible?' But
acute as this conjecturs is, it can-
not be substantiared by the text of
Hippolytus, if we consider this in
its whole context, As tho words
apuorin, &e., are quoted, ¢, 9, with-
out Fore, and as these words eannot,
be taken to mean that the invisible
is better than the visille, Hippo-
Iytus cannot (s I wrongly admitted
to be possiblo in tho Jenaer L. 1.
1875, Art. 83) bove had the inter-
rogative ds o, but merely fore in
his toxt of Herncloitus,  Nor are
weo forced by the passage in e, 10
to the theory of another toxt ; for
he does not here coneludo, as wo
should expoct  from  Schuster's
reading, that tho visible was pre-
ferred by erncleitus to the in-
visible, but that both nre made
equal : sinco at one time he calls
the apuovly dparhs the better, and
at another ho gives the preference
to the Sowr Olis, &ec. Thal this
conelusion is false is quite clenr,
but we are not justified in disallow-
ing the employment of the passage
in c. 9, because of the ¢ want of
understanding’ that it evinces.
However Hippolytus may have
misintelg]rete' the words of Hera-
cleitus, the use which he makes of
them shows how he read the pas-
sage, and refutes the theory accord-

ing to which he makes the same
passage in one of the two quota-
tions, immediately succeeding one
another, express the contrary of
what it is said to express in the
other. This theory seems the more
inadmissible, since Plutareh en-
tirely agrees with the first citation
of Hippolytus, and with the read-
ing of &rrein the seeond. I cannot
endorse Schuster's judgment that
the ‘obseure account’ in Plut. I e
can have no weight in opposition
to the ‘elear testimony * of Hippo-
lytus. The only thing that seems
to me elear in Hippolytus is that in
his quotation in e. 9, he coincides
with Plutarch. That which Schus-
tor ealls Hippolytus's clear testi-
mony whieh refutes Plutarch, is,
in fact, only his own conjecture,
which is sup%ort_ed neither hy the
MS. of Hippolytus, nor by the con-
uection of the passage. On the
osher hand, Plutarch’s statement
concerning what he had read in
Heraeleitus (and nothing else is in
question here) is mot in the least
obisenre ; 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 invisible harmony be better
than the visible?' Plutarch fur-
ther says of the Gpuovia daveph,

that God has hidden in it the fig- -

dopel and érepdryres; these ex-
pressions certainly ~do et belong
to Heracleitus, nor does Plutarch
cite them as belonging to him.
But that some Heracleitean sen-
tenee was floating in Plutarch's
mind (probubly some words in
connection, with the double har-
mony)—we see from Phile, Q. @
Gen. iv. 1, p. 237 Auch. : arbor cst
socunduim Heraclitum nature nos-
tra, que se ebducere atque abscondere
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divine law to which all things are subject,’ the &ixny
whose decrees nothing in the world ean transgress;?

amat. < The tres’ does not, indead,
belong, as Schuster thinks (Fr. 74,
p. 193, Nature loves to hide her-
self, liken tree:’ Teichmiiller-fol-
lows him, N, Stad. i. 183), to the
citation from Heracleitus ; it refers
to the tree previously mentioned
by Philo, the pak of Mamre, Gen.
xviii. 1, which is allegorised in
this way ; and if it appears gther-
wizse in our Latin text, the two
translators, or one of them, must
he answerable for it. (The
Armenian text, as I am informed
by Petermann, stands literally
thus: *The tres, according fo
Heracleitus our nature, loves to
eonceal and to hide itself.”) The
proposition which is supported by
Themistocles, Or. v. 69 b (diais e
wef ‘Hpdwh. rovmrerfor GiAet, 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 =. 3, 9, p. 467, does not
belong to this) that nature wodm-
recbat ral noradvecfor diiel. The
words added by Themistocles (in
both places) ral wpb Tijs ploews é
Tijs iwews dntovpyds, are evidently
not taken from Heracleitus (Las-
salle i. 24, iz 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 BStoic and Neo-
Platonic period arva not convineing
to me). TFrom all thisitis clear
that the visible harmony ecan
neither, with Schleiermacher (p.
71), be considered to mean the ele-
ments (while theinvisible harmony
refers to organic beings); nor with
Lassalle (i. 97 sqq.), the * veiled
and internally hidden /harmony of

the universe,” which is not visible ;
still less, however, can we agree
with Plutarch, who describes the .
Gppovia govepd, not [as Lassalle
says) as hidden, but, on the con-
trary, as that ¢n whick the appovie
agerys conceals itself, The énpisi-
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
extornal phenomenon of this re-
gularity, or musieal harmony in
partienlar; sothat the sense would
then he: ¢The inner harmony of
the world is more glorious than
any concord of tones” Schuster
connects into one fraocment the
words on the visible and invisibla
harmony with those which Hippo-
Iytus further guotes. drorav ﬁqus‘
&e.: but the manner in which
Hippolytus mentions the two state-
menis does noy justify this; and
the sense of the words (as we have
explained it above) makes sush a
connection impossible,

v Fr. 123; Stob. Floril. iil.
84 : Tpépovrar yap wdvTes ol aripe-
wovor vduot Gmd évbs Tou Belov.  Kpa-
Téer yap TorovTov dxdoor EBéNel kal
éEapréer Taor kal weprylveTar.

2 Fy. 64; Plat. De Exil. 11, p.
604: HAres yap oby frepBfoerar
pérpa, dnrly 6 ‘Hpdaheiros' el 8¢ pi),
*Epwpdes pup Alnns éxiwoupor Eeuph
govriy, Somewhat differing from
this, #hid. De Is: 48. p. 370 : fikiow
B¢ [sc. ‘HpdxAerros onolv] wit bwep-
Bhaeobar Tobs mporrovras Bpovs: &
8 ph, yAdrras iy Sikgs émmotpous
étevpfiges,  Instend of ‘Epwyies
and the unintelligible yA@rrat
Bernays (Herccl. 15 ; B, 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 Adooasr to have
Leen the word used by Heracleitus.
Lassalle, 1. 351 sqq.. defends yAsr-
Tar, and supports his reading by
Philostratus, Apoll. i. 25, 2, who
mentions four images of birds
(fvyyes), reminding us of divine
retribution, named from the fedy
yAétrer of the Magi; and he
thinks that he has hersby proved
not only that the handmaidens of
Dike were called ‘ tongues ' among
the Persians, but that Heracleitus
was acquainted with the religions
doctrines and symbols of the Magi.
This is cortainly n mistake; for
even if pictures of the wryneck
as symbolical of *reapice finem’
were used by the Persians and
called tho tongues of the gods, it
would not follow that the Brinnyes
were eallod tongues of the gods or
simply wA@rra, Dot oven DBer-
nays’s suggestiva eonjocture has to
be given up s for Selivster, p, 184,
and  previously  Hubmann (ef.
Schuster, p, H."r'r'l]. propose wA@fas
for wAdrras (the epinners, the
Mairee, who, as goddesses of Deuth,
know how-to find the sun when it
would overstep the measure of
their life), Cf. further concorning
Sty Orig. o, Ols, vi, 42 (vide sup.
p- 32, 1), and whut is quoted p. 26,
1, from Cratylus, Clemens, Strom.
dv. 478 B, Alens Uvoua obk b jde-
oay, does not seem to belong here,

¥ Plat. Plae. 3. 27: “HpixA.
ThyTa ol eluapudimy, Ty 88 abriy
Urdgxew kol drayremr,  So Theodo-
ret, Cur. Gr. dff vi. 13, p. 87;
Diog. ix. 7; Stob, L. 08, supre;
Siob. i. 178 (Plac. 1. 28): ‘Hpd-
kher. obolay efpapuéems amedalye-
7o Adyov Thr Bk ofiolas Tob wavrrhs

Bujoyra, avry & éovl Th wmifépiew
T@U, OTEPRE THS TOD TarTDS Yevé-
TE@S el WEPIOBOY WETpoY TETaT LTS,
wdyra 8¢ kel eluapuivny, Thr o
alr iy dwdpXew dvaryny ppdieyoiv-
Eori yip elpopuévn wivrws, Here
there is a break in the text which
is the more to be regretted, as
Heracleitus! own worls are about
to follow, whereas what goes before
hasd such a Stoienl souni that it is
of little consequence to us whether
the words from affry to yevéoews
aro (according to Schleiermacher’s
conjecture, p. 74) an interpolation
reluting to ooid, or unot. If the
text, as I believe, is in its richt
order, the meaning would be this:
he éxplained the efwapuérn as the
Adyos, which permeates the matter
of the world (the al8épior oiun), as
the ewépua, &e.  Simpl. Phys. 6,
a: ‘HpdrxAeiros B¢ woiel wal (cf, as
to this reading, Schleiermacher, p.
T8Y Tafw mivd kel ypdroy dpicuévor
TS ToU kbopow peruBoid)s ward Tive
elpapuéimy apdyrnr. Cf ap. Pa.

Hippoer. o dir. 1. 4 sq. (vide sup.

E. ¥, 2; 15, 1, the expressions) &
viyrmy  Gebay, miw  werpuupéimu
wolpny, and Plut, dn. Procr. 27, 2,
p- 1026 %y elfapuévmpy of moAdol
raAoba . . . ‘Hpdiherros B¢ wakiv-
Tpumoy appovine kdopop, ete., ibid.
D¢ Ei e. 9, p. 388. But here we
cannot be certain how much is
taken from Heracleitus.

2 Pr. 24: Diog ix. 1: erar
Yo € Y codby, EnloTaolar yv@une
Hire ol éyruBeprfice wivTa (Neut.
plur.) %i& wdrrewr, Instead of the
senseless of éyxuB. Schleiermacher
conjectures, p. 109 {ef. Lassalle, i.
384 5q.), ofy kvBeprioer, Bearnays,

Rh. Mus. ix. 252 sq, olaxiCe,
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force, is called the world-ruling wisdom, the Xoyos,!

Schuster, p. 66, ofy 7e kvBeprioe,
or oin (ofn Te) wueprioa, and
wuBepriy is often found in a similar
connection, with Heracleitns and
nthers, as Schuster and Lassalle
prove. Fr. 14; Orig. c. Cels. vi.
12 - ffas yop avlpdmeior ey oK
ExeL yrdpny, Betoy B Eye.  Plut,
Pe Is. 76: % 8 (Gow . . . ¢pims
EAAws Te EoTaKey Gwoppoly Kai pLol-
par éic Tol dpavoyros, Imws kuPepra-
Tai Td chumar, wad ‘HpdxAeTov,
Instead of #AAws Te, Schleierma-
cher, p. 118, here reads éanofer ;
Bernays, Rhein. Mus, ix. 255:
gpurri.  Only the expression Tt
dporoty brws kuBepyirar th cluway
is to be considered Heracleitean (it
appears to me too well attested to
be affeeted by the observations of
Heinze, which will be discussed
infra, p. 45, n.); the daropfoy and
polpe have quite a Stoic sound,

! On the Logos of Heracleitus,
ef. Heinze, Die Lekve vom Logos in
do Gr. Phil. 9 squ.; Schuster, p.
18 sqq. Teichmuller, . Stud. i.
167. That Heracleitus designated
the reason that works in the world,
among other names by that of the
Logos, eannot be actually proved
from Fr. 8- (sup. p. 7, 2), but tha
truth to which the whole world
bears witness, approximates to the
coneeption of veason inherent in
the world. Fr. 7: Sext. Maih. vii.
133, is less doubtful: B8 &t
Eregfar T3 Fuwd. Toi Adyou 8¢ dvros
Evwov (dovew oi moANol s iBiav Exop-
Tes ¢pdrmriv(as if in their opinions
they had a privafe veason of their
own). By the Adyos rowds, in
opposition to the tia dpimais, can
only be meant Reason as the com-
mon prineiple; and this it is, so
far as it makes laws that are bind-
ing onthe whole world. Schuster's

explanation of the Adyos as tha
¢ speech of the visible world is
fonnded on two presuppositions, viz.,

_that Fr. 7 stood in immediate con-

nection with the third fragment
diseussed p, 7, 2, and that in that
fragment Adyos meant the * speech
of Nature, Of these suppositions,
the former cannpt be proved, and
the latter, as above remarked, is
very unlikely. The rewds Adyos
mugt surely mean essentially the
same with Heracleitus as with his
suecessors, the Stoies (of. Pars .
a, 126, 2, second edition). When,
therefore, Sextus, L e. and wiii 8
explains the xowbds Adyos by means
of T8 kowd Gavduere. he is Tightly
opposed by Lassalle, ii. 284, and
wrongly defended by Schuster. p.
23. Bextus himself, vii. 133, had
previously explained the Adyesas
the Oeios Adyos. Reason appears as
something ohjective. and different
from the thought of the individual,
since we find in Fr. 79. Hippol.
ix. 91 abr éuol, GAME T Adyov (S0
Bernays, KA. Mus. ix. 255, and
afterwards generally for Séquerss)
axoboarTas GuoNoyéely Todiv éaTiy,
&y wdvra elbévos (ef. p. 45, n.); but
the interpretation ‘not listening to
me, but to the speeeh as such, the
contents of the speech, the reasons’
{cf. Schuster, 83, 228) is alsg ad-
missible. On the other hard, in the
definitions guoted in the pravious
note and at p. 31, 2, from Stobeus,
of the eipapuévn, the Adyos is no
donbt taken from the Stoic termi-
nology; ap. Clem. Sirom. v, 599 C,
the Guoucar Adyos xai febs is not
found, as Lassalle thinks (it 60),
in the ecitation from Heracleitus,
but in the interpretation by the
Stotes of Heracleitng's words ,-’r.h_is
interpretation tself is very inexact,
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Zeus or the Deity '—and so far as it produces the end-

IP:S% series of cosmical periods, and of the varying con-
ditions dependent on them, the Eon.? All these coneep-

tions signify with Heracleitus one and the same thing,?

] 43 tg'a.nd the world-forming force as active subject is not
| here distinguished from the universe and- ths unjyersal
iorder.! “This force, however, also coincides with the

and is expressly deseribed b .19, 8; 32, 1:
Cl‘emrens as an addition of his owﬂ I(}Iumz S'{fof;a.l ’vssbolf c{i Fre: {-Og
(Burdust yip Aéyel, * the meaning of cogdy woirow Aéyeola 2énet xT‘
his statement is 7). Also in Mar-  ebk dBéhes (oder ot 20. e, €6.) Z rs:
cus .:é.u_ral‘wa, u-..—if:i (vide sup. P ofivopa. T cannot here (.iisclussnthe
8, m.), it is ?che Stoie who adds to intorpretations of these words hy
LJ.LE words, & pdAwre digrerds dwe-  Bornuys, Ith. Mus. ix. 256 « Seh >
Aoims .»\d-yq:,_tl}ese: T T8 BNa Bior-  ter 815, and oth.ers.' :I‘ojné'tl]:-
wovpre.  Originally searcely more  best interpretation seems ‘to .bz
was intended by them than by the this: : Ope ghing, the only wise
parallel passage: olr kel fuéper wills and also wills not to be
é‘jfx_ypoum, that which is constantly named by the name of Zeus? Tt
-g;-ﬁsenlgr_ed I;:; thclal .uyl:m ulf min. Luns-  wills to be named so bec:u:ie in
~ale, 1, 09, thinks he has dis- truth it is th i .
covered in . 46, vide dnf. p. 65,1, under that D{Lg:e ?Vlllzo‘glitw :lsﬁox?'?llg
the lﬂre-u:‘uutmlcu of the Logos, but not, because with this name -
we shall find that Adyos hereweans  sentations are connected whichpg
uothing more than relation, To not consistent with that riniitive
sumup the results of the whole: essence. That the formpz s -
Heracleitus tuught indeed that chosen instead of Ads. 1o i::diea;:
Reason ruled dn the world, and its devivation from {:”iv I apre
called this universul Reason the with other writers in thinki t:
Adyos, but tho concept of Adyos was probable; but do not lay any H&I‘:
not nearly 8o prominent with him  stress upon it. Seihe
as with the Stoles.  Lassulle’s ex- * Cf. the quotations on p. 19, 3
ﬁiz;a&n g'eqmtl:us to be essentiully What Heracleitus says abg;lt the
ited in reforence to this; his Hon, per 6 oeeasion to t]
conjectures as to the connection of u,aser;:igu }-;af'psﬁ;s?d{gf; 0(:;1-10823:
this doetrine with the Zoroastrian tus), that the statement that time
dogma. of the word of Creation and s identical with the mparor oa, :
of law, find no support (as Heinze, (discnssed in  Part m. b '21;)
P. 56, acknowledges) in the sayings  emanated from Heracleitns,
of Hergcl@ltqa; for these presup- * For example the riAeuos is
puse nothing that transcends the called sometimes Zeus, sum;;imes
_Greek language and the Greek' Blicn, and the Eon is explained as
nleals. . . Zaus, and Snutovpyds.
EBesides what is quoted supra, 4 The modern commentators on
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primitive -ma.t-te;:’lof the world ; the Deity or the law of

the Heradeitaan. philosophy are

not guite agreed as to how Hera-

cleitus conceived the reason ruling

in the world. Acecording to Ber-

nays, Fh. Mus. ix. 248 sgqq., he

coneeived if as eomseious intelli-

gence. Lassalle (i. 325, 335 =qq.,

ef passin) sees in 1t only the objee-

tive law of reason; and Hemze

(Lekre vom Loges, 28 sqq.), agree-

ing with Peipers (Die Frkenmtniss-

theorie Plate’s, 1. 8 sq.) comes to
a similar conclusion. Lastly,

Teichmiiller (N. Sfudien, 1. 181

sqq.), differing from both views, is
ot opinion that self-consciousness
eannot bie separated from Hera-
cleitus’s world-ruling wisdom ; but
Heracleitus, as I dssume, not
only did not diseriminate as yet
between subjective and objective
reason, but represented this reason
as subject to an alternation of
sleep and waking, of weaker and
stronger actuslity ; as to any per-
sonality in regard to it, it mever
oceurred to him at all, This last
proposition is ecertainly not com-
patible with the self-consciousness
which Teichmiller recognises in
Heracleitus’s world-ruling wisdom;
for where self-conseionsness s, thers
is also personality, whether the
word be used or not, and whether
the eharacteristies which belong to
the conception of persomality be
present in more or less foree,  Nor
is there any proof of the theory
that Heracleitus believed the self-
consciousness of the divine Adyes
to be sometimes extinguished and
again revived ; this. follows as
Tittle in the doctrine of Heracleitus
from the analogy of alternating

epsmical conditions, as in the doe-

trine of the Stoics. If he conceived
the divine wisdom as a self-con-

scious thinking, he must have sup-

.posed it always to be such; for he

describes it as the ael{wor (vide,
supra, p. 22, 1), the g divoy (supra,
p. 24, 2), the all-governing power,
which even in the present. state of
the world, despite the partial trans-
mutation of the primitive fire into
othersubstances.isnotextinguished.,
That Heracleitus, however, defined
the world-roling wisdom as self-
conseious, comld only be affirmed
or denied if we were sure that he
had ever proposed to himself the
question of its self-conseiousness,
But this is highly improbable. Ha
speaks of the intelligence which
rules all things, of the divime
wigdom (vide supre, p. 42, 2), of the
uh Bbwor from which nothing is
hidden; he says in Fr. 79 (vide
supra, p. 43, 1) v wdvra elbéyo ; we
have no oceasion to change eldévar
for elwa (as in the Oxford edition
of Hippolytus, Tassalls, i. 339,
Heinze, p. 28 sq.); for eldéva in
this place expresses mothing more
than the other passages we have
just been considering, or than the
& oopiw, Fr. 140 (p. 44, 1). Bat
thongh these conceptions, founded
on human self-conseionsuess,eontain
implicitly the character of personal
self-conscious thought, it iz not to
be supposed that Heracleitus saw
this clearly. or that bhe 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 eun-
ceived it at the same time as the
substance through the transmuta-
tions of which all things come info
existerice. The question, indeed, of
the personality of the primitive
essence in this sense was never
raised in the aneient 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
#Our philosopher’s theory of
g archep Pl

(which has not even a word to
express ‘ personality )—npor in the
other sense, until the time of Car-
neades and Plotinus: and conse-
quently we find not unfrequently
thatthonght, knowledge, reason,and
80 furth, are attributed to natures
which we from our point of view
conld 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 aseribes predicates
to this reason which we could
only aseribe to a personal being ;
but he is wanting, not merely in
the faore definite concaption of
personality, but even in the dis-
crimination of reason from matter.
Anaxagoras was tho first to sepa-
rate them dofinitely and on prin-
ciple ) and to thig the celebruted
passage’ relates in Motaph. 1. 8,
984 b, 16, where Aristotle says
that Annxagoras first perceived in
voiis the cause of tho order in
nature, which (as Teichmiiller, 189
sq., vightly obsorves in opposition
to Heinzo, f.e. 85 8q.) cannot serve
as a proof that Horacleitus did
not aseribe knowledge to the Deity.
As in this passage, the God of
Kenophanes 18 not alluded to, be-
cause he is not introduced as a
principle that expluins nature
(atrios 7ol wbopov), so the wdpn
of Heracleitus is passed over, be-
causs it is not opposed to matter
as an independent prineiple.

1 Vide supra, p.22,1,2; 31, 2;
Clemens €k 42 C: 70 wip Gedw

to the law inherent in it.
the universe is therefore the

13 2°the divine essence by the

iweAfiparor ‘Irracos . . . wal . . |
‘Hpdieh, Hippol. Refut. ix.10: Aéye:
& kal dpdrepoy rovro elvar Th wip Kl
Tis Blowchrews Tav Shwr ot cop- coAel
8¢ alirh ypno oo v kel #wdpor: ypna-
poatum 8¢ domiw §) Siandounois war
airov, ) 8¢ ékmipwais idpos. Sext,
Math. vii. 127. Vide iaf. pi 82, 1.
Heracleitus held the wepréxor to
be rational, and thought the feios
Adyos came into man through the
breath. On account of this identity
of fire with the Deity, the south as
the starting point of light and heat
is called the sphere of bright Zeus,
Fr 86 ; Strabo 1. 6, p. 8: heds yap
ral écmépus TépuaTa i Hpietos, kel
aurlov 7is HEpeTov ofpos albplov
Aws, I cannot give any more
exact interpretation of these wards,
Schuster, 257 sq., understands by
otipos alfiplov Asds the south pole;
but Teichmiller rightly objeets
that we cannot expect to find this
conception with Heracleitus. He
himself thinks that by ofpos, Are-
turus is meant; but edpos aiffpiou
Awbs would be a strange designa~
tion in that case, and how far
Arcturus éan be called one of the
boundary points between morning
and eveningis not at all clear. The
words assert nothing more than
that north and south lie between
onst and west; and the ofpos:
aifplov Aiws only signifies the re-
gion of light.

* In this pantheistic sense we

must understand the aneedote re-

lated by Aristotle, Pars. dn.i. 5,
645 a, 16, namely, that Heracleitus

* seruples about visiting him in his

THE FORMATION OF THE WORLD. . 47 -

necessity of its mature is constantly passing over into
the changing forms of the finite, and the finite abides
only.in the divine, which in_ undivided.nuity.is the
substance, cause and law of the world. . » s

2. Cosmology.

Ir we enquire further how, in the beginning of our
world, the tramsition of the primitive essence into

~ derived existence was accomplished, we are told that,
aceording to Heracleitus, fire was first changed by the..

Divine Creative Reason into air, and then into moigture,
which is 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 Stoies, 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,

Braroruhaews,  kohel dAnorar, &k
B¢ rovrov atlis yiverar yi kal odpavis,
Kifchen : elmiévar Oupfoivras, elvar kat v& éurepiexdpera.  Concerning:
vip xal eyradfa Beots. Cf Diog. ' mpyorhp, cf. p. 23', 1,
ix. 7: whvra Luydy elvar kol Saqud-  In Clemens's commentary on
vy TAAP, the words of Heracleitus wo must
! Clom, Strom. v. 599 sqo. D. - refer the following expressions to
That Heracleitus held the world to° the doctrine and terminology rof'
be underived is shown by Fr. 46 the Stoics:_?\o"yos xgl Bty Ta oip-
(p- 22, 1), that he held it also to be . wavra Buowcioy, on which cf. p. 44, 4.5
derived by Fr. 47: pywie Th émi- omépue 'rﬁf ’Simmo';.rh_c_rsm' ¢ also the
pepoueva (Fr, 47): ¢ wupbs rporal addition 8¢ dépos, which is perpetu-
Tp@ror fdAasoa BaAdrogs B¢ 7b ally recurring in Stoie writings,
iy gy i T 58 oy wpnorhp” and was required by the Stoie
urduer vip Aéyer (vide p. 44, n.), doctrine of the slements  (ef.
§7: wbp b Tov Bwirobrros Adyow Part mi a, 136, 4, 137, 2,169, 1,
kel Beod & odumavra §¢ &épos Tpe- second edition), but has no place in
merar eis ypby Tb &s orépua Tis the language of Heracleitus, and

%

ealled out to strangers who had

—_
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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 ;2
= a theory which makes the relation between Heracleitus

and Thales the same as

that between Thales and

Anaximander,® who was, of all the older Tonians, 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

contradicts (as will prosently he
shown) his theories on the transi-
tion of substancesinto one another,
Amgng the Stoies we find in the
Tformula rpordy wupbs 8 ddpos els
Lowp that 8¢ dépos nlways occurs
as an interpolaticn ; and in nons
of our anthorities is it said  fire
ig changed into air, and air into
water. This eircumstance seems
to indicate that an older exposi-
tion must huve boen in use, in
which only the transition of fire
into water is spoken of, as in the
47th fragment of Heracleitus,

U I agroe with Schuster (p. 148
sq.) that #, 47 treats of the ori-
gin of the world from the primitive

“fire and not, as it has been thonght,
since Schleiermacher, of the trans-
‘mutation of the elements in the
world, Tor we have no reason to
mistrast the assortion of Clemens
that, Fr, 47 referred to the forming
of the world, and was connected
with Fr. 46 (sup. p. 22, 1), (In
the émpepdueva, however, there is
no ‘immediate’ eonnsetion with

fr, 46.) The Placita alse, in the
prasage quotgd f) 28, 2, refer to a
deseription by Heracleitus of the
formation of the world, though
they contain a wrong aecount of it,
viz., that through the separation of
the grossest portions from fire,
carth was first formed ; from earth
water. and from water air. The
second part of this exposition is
derived from the Stoie doctrine of
the elements (Part nr a, 169, 1),
but that earth should proceed im-
mediately from fire is  contrary
even to the theory of the Stoics.

? 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
fahaoons Be, &e., assert only that
ihe sea includes (potentially) in
itself earth and fire in equal parts,
50 that both might equally proceed
from it. Cf. Teichmiiller, N Stud.
i 54 sq. i

3 CE. eoncerning him, vol. i. 250
s, ; concerning the similar view of
Kenophanes, vol. 1, 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 deeay 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 fthings are derived. The former of
these processeshe called the way downwards, the latter 5
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

! ix. 8, according to the quota-
tion on p. 78, 1: kai vhe peraBordy
88by Brw kdTw Tor Te kbopoy yiveafat
KOTS TOUTHY. TUKMODMEYOr Yap TO
mhp ébvypalvesfon ecvmordueviy Te
~yivero TBwp, mpyvigevor bt 70 Bowp
eis yiy Tpewechar rat Tatrgy 050y
ért T mdrw elvor Aéyen mddir T
avriy [L. ab] tiw yiiv x<lobar éf fs
T {ibwp ylvecBm, érx & Tolrov i
Aorrd, oyedby wdvTa €ml THY dvo-
Bvulagiy Grdywy why dxd 75 feAdr-
s, woTy O éaTiv T €mt TO Hyw 680s,
yiverla B draduymdaes,ote.(p. 52,2:)

2 Ag Schuster believes, 155 sq.
144,

$ Sehuster indeed thinks it is
clear from the connection that hera
also the formation of the world is
intended, But Diogenes has al-
ready completed his observations
on Heracleitus’s doetrine of the
origin and conflagration of the
world in the previous words (p.

77,1,2) ; with xat 7ipy uerafohip ho

¥OL. IL

passeson to another point. No more
can be coneluded from the words ziw
rdopov yiveoBu kare Tadrny. For 1,
Kori TavTay refers not only to the
&8s idTw but to the 68bs by xdrw :
the previous context speaks of this
as one simple way, not of two-
ways, 68os Evew and 68bs kdTw; ac-
cording to Schuster, however, only
what is said of the 88bs kdre (ru-
kvolueyoy . . . Aéyer) applies to
the making of the world, and what
follows applies to its destruetion.
2. .The persistent use of the present
forms, yivecBar, efvypaiverfo, oto.,
shows deeidedly that something
now going on is alluded to, not
something that formerly happened,
3. The formation of the universe
would be very inadequately de-
seribed in the words which Schus-
ter points out, for nothing is said
of the formation of the heavens
(cf. Ep 47, 1). 4. The words many
7 ab Thv i, ete., canndt possibly

3
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way downward and the way upward,' and later writers
without exception ? 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. <For souls, he says, ¢it is death to be-
come water, and for water it is death to become earth ,
hut water comes from earth, and souls from water.’?
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 denpuon of the éemi- ! Phileh. 43 A. The wise

1'HE - L'TE'J Ai"»b.r’

we are told by Arl:,totle that Hemcleluua
five, which constitutes the substance of
soul.) We are, therefore, fu]]} Justified - ﬁmﬁ%ammd i
that Heracleitus considered ﬁy;e, water, and earth, as fhe
fundamental forms which matter: agsumed in its trans
formation. Some of the later authom “indeed try Teér
to introduce four elements by mter‘pre <t -
of Heracleitus as air, or regarding it as nfermedlate
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 eneouraged by the Stoic commentators, who
could not resist identifying their own conceptions with
those of Heracleitus.? For the same reason little

on the rotation of the elements, and is no longer attributed expressly
Clemens, Sfrore. vi. 624 A, thinks to Heracleitus). Plut. Plac. i. 3;
that Heracleitus is here imitating vide sup. p- 28, 2; Max. Tyr. Le.
some Orphic verseswhichhequotes, The last writer does not aseribe

puais, for 1t 18 said the rest eame
out of the water, which is almost
entirely to be explained by the
evaporation of the earth and of the
WLET, ‘:chustur therefore reads :
&k B¢ motmov TY Tipy T4 Aowwhk
axedbr, ete. But this alteration of
the text wonld only be allowable,
if the received text would bear no
admissible construetion. It makes,
however, very good sense, though
not the same that Sehuster aseribes
to it ; whereas in his reading, the
simple thought that, five arises from
" water by the evaporation of the
water would be expressed by the
confused and obscure expression 76
Aomé oxebdy mdera, ete. What
can be meant by Aome wdvra?
Fire is the only thing which, in tha
conflagration of ths world, still
continues to arise from water.

maintain that our body ean never
be in a state of rest. del yap
drarra fvw 7e kol kdtw i, There
is no question here of the origin
and destruction of the world, but
simply of the mutation of things
in the world.
2 E. g Philo. De Etern. M.
958 A: 7a ororgein Tov Koopou
BoAcxeboyra (traversing
a Edhcxos, that s, a path returning
into itself) del wkal Thy adrhy §85br
drw kel kidTw cuwexws auetBorra, as
Heracleitus expresses it (vide foi-

lowing note). Max. Tyr. 41, 4:

peraBoiny bpds coudrey xul yeré-
rews, aAAayTy 6dwr Ere kel kdTw
waTée 7oy “Hpdaierror,

3 Pr. 89; sup. p. 24, 2.

* Loe. cit. 268 sq., 157, 165.

5 Philo, lpe. eit. 958 C, adduces

this passags in proof of his remark .

but which in truth rather imitate the four elements to Heracleitus, ©

the langnage of Heracleitus in as-
geriing that from the uxd) comes
water, from water earth, and wice
versd. See the authors quoted in
note 2, infra, whe aleo rvefer the
passage to the elements penerally.

10fp. 22 47 24 1.

# Cf. Plut. De EE, c. 18, p. 302,
who thus gives the passage quoted
above from Fr. 89 : wupds Odvaros
Gept yépeots wal Gepos Bdvaros Hhar.
yévems, Also Phile, loe, ¢it, who
thus explains it: uxiy yap aldperos
elvar T wretpo THY pEw Gépos TeAer-
'r'?;v ')rtfvsrrw tfates, Thy & UBaros
iis weAL yéveaiy alvitrerar,  Max.
Tyr. 41, 4; Schl. P 285 R: g‘;;:rup
Tov yiis Bdvaror kal adp (§ o
wupys BdraToy: Hwp (7 Toy &E’pug fdva-
Tor, ¥il Tov tdares (which, howey e:r,

but says in his own name that fire
passes into air, air into water, water -
into earth, and earth again into
fLre. ;

Schuster, 157 sq., indeed be-
llewr: and Teichmiller (V. Stud.
i. 62 sqq.) partly agrees with lim,
that Heracleitus in his doctrine of
the elemants did not omit the air.
It seems to me, however, that there
is 1o adequate proof of this. He-
racleitusmay very well have spoken
when he had oceasion to do sg, 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 agsem-

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

hlage of different kinds of substan-
ces (vide inf. 813, 3, 708, third
edition), so Heracleitus may have
seen in it something intermediate
between water and five, a transi-
tional form. oraseriesoftransitional
forms.  The fact that Plutarch in-
troduces air into the passage from
Heracleitus, discussed supra, p. 24,
*2: 51,2, cannot weigh ngainah the
“claar meaning of Heracleitus's own
words. If Ainesidemus substi-
tuted air for fire as the primitive
matter of Heracleitus (vide Puart
1t b, 23), this ean be explained (as
shown, loc. cid.) withont assuming
that Heraeleitus aseribed to air a
similar part as to earth, water and
fire, The opinion of Anesidemus
coneerning Iier:uriuimﬂ’s primitive
esgenco (which in any eose is mis-
taken) eannot be brought forward
as a proof of this theory.

1 Plut, Plew., los, cif.

2 Max. Tyr.: of. p. 61, 2. In
that sense we might anderstand
Diog. ix. 0 ylveolou dvabyudoes
ard e yhs kol Oahdrrns, & uév
Agrpds ial kalapds, by 8t axorewds:
afiteafar Bt v piv wip Srd T@v Aaw-
apay, Th Bk Gypdy md 1&v érépwy.
But this is not necessary. For
even if Lassalle’s theory (ii. 99)
that only the pure vapours rise
from the sea, and only the dark and
fogey vapours from the earth, as
woéjﬁ as the opposite theory that
the pura and clear vapours arise
from the earth, and the dark from
the sea, is contradicted Ly the fact
(which Teichmuller points out, N,
Stud. 1.57) that the vapours arising
from earth snd sea are alike ob-

. «tion of fire into earth,! or of earth into fire.? Nor must

seurs, and though it might be more
correct on that aecount to represent
clear and dark vapours as rising
both from earth and sea, this is
not quite the point in questiomn.
For, in the first place. Dicgenes is
not saying that the earth, as this
clementary body, changes into fiery
vapours; 77 here designates the
Iand in contradistinetion to sea,
with the exelusion 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 sume time side by side, and
are not all %t first dark and moist,
becoming afterwards bright. The
dark would then serve to feed the
clonds, the bright would go to
make the stars and the bright sky.
Sehleiermacher. p. 49 sq., defends
the idea of a direet 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 divect

tramsition of earth into fire. But *

the dependence of Aristotle upon
Heracleitus cannot he proved either
in a general sense or in regard to
this particular point. Thers 'is

lastly not the smallest ground for
the conjecture of Ideler (Arist. Me- -
teorol. 1. 851) that Heracleitus .

may have borrowed the doetrine of
the double evaporation from the
Orphic poems; what is said by
Plato, Crat. 402 B, and by Clemens,

Strom. vi. 29, cannot be quoted in

support of it
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we seek in Heraecleitus 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;? and this regnlar -

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

* The guestion whether Herse-
leitus, ‘in kindling wood for his
hearth-fire, always reflected that
this earth must change first into
sex and then into wpyorip, 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 it was not the sams
river as before, nor torment himself
at every draught of water as to
whether the dryness of his scul
would not suffer thereby. The
only question which concerns us is
this: how Heraeleitus on his own
presuppositions explained common
phenomena like the burning of

wood? If nothing has been told ns
on this subject we have no right
therefore to dishelieve in those pre-
suppositions, We certainly do not
know how Heracleitus explained
the burning of wood, nor even that
he rried to explain it. If he tried,
the answer was not far to seek.
He did not reguire (as Schuster
thinks) to regard the wood abso-
Iutely as earth. He might consider
that earth and water were mingled
in it: that when it is consunred,
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 wva-
pour, then inte light vapour, first
into smoke, then into fire (whieh,
according to Theophrastus, De Iyswr,
Fr. iii. 3, is burning smoke, and ac-
cording to Arist. Mefeor. ii. 2, 855
4, a,is supposed by many physicists,
as Diogenes, supra, p. 295, to he
nourished by moisture). Here he
had an explanation, which was not
more inconsistent with appearanges
than many others, and accommo-
dated itself admirably to his other
theories. Or he might regard the
Turning as a coming forch of the
fire contained in the wepiéxow (vide
inf. p. 81 sq.), and as an escape of
the burning particles of wood into
the wepiéyor. Definiteavidence con-
cerning the seientifie theories of a
philosopher cannot be outweighed
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progression is equally maintained on both'sides, as he

expresses in the sentence:
L4
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 longias we are in ignorance
whether and in what way the phi-
losopher himself tried to reconcile
them. Did Demoeritus and Plato
regard wood as ineombustible, be-
cause according to their theory
earth cannot be converted into five?
vide dnfra, p. 708, 2, third edition,
Part 11, 0, 676, 2,
e 82, ap, Hippoer, De dlin,
i 24 K; Tert, Adv, Maro, ii. 28,
and more fully wp. Hippol, vide
sup, p. 49, 1; nlso p. 40, 1. Las-
sulle (1, 128, 178 wgq.) is not con-
teut with voforeing tho upward and
downward way to the stages of the
elemental procoss, and bhe identity
of the two ways to the sameness of
these stages; ho thinks the above
proposition aldo means that the
world is eonstant unity, constant
adjustment of the two contradictory
moments of Being and Nothing, of
the tendency to  sgeévesss and to
éemdpunis or nogation, But this is
to make tho dwrk philosopher
darker than he alvoady . There
is no passage, either from or about
Heracleitus, which warrants our
understanding the a8bs &me and
sdrw as anything except the way
from earth to five, and vice worsd ;
even in Diog, ix. 8 it is only Las-
salle’s wrong translation (cf. the

words quoted, p. 49, 1), which ex-
plaing mraﬁohg as the change info
one another of the mdAepos and
dporpyla, the moment that leads
from Being to non-Being, and from
non-Being to Being (vide also ii.
2406, and with another combination
of the words, ii. 137). Diogenes
himself never leaves us in any
doubt as to the meaning of the é5bs
liww and wdrew. It isa singular ob-
Jjection to make (1. ¢, 173 sq.) that
the guality of the elementary stages
of transmutation cannot be de-
scribed as 6Bbs pin.  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 cass
is different from that pursued in
the other. I

% That the way wpward and
downward does mot involve any
change of place I eannot admit,
Lassalle attempts to prove this
very diffusely (ii. 241-260), and
Brandis (Gesch. d. Emiw. i. 68)
agrees with him on the point.
Lassalle’s argument has little
foree : < Motion upward and down-

wards, he says, *is rectilinear : the =

motion of Heracleitus is cireular’
(this is only true so far as he re-
presents the transmutation of mat-
ters under the figure of a eirele) ;
‘ the sea lies deeper than the earth’

CIRCULAR MOVEMENT
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The transformation of matter moves therefore in a
cirele; when its elementary nature has attained in
earth its greatest distance from its primitive form, it
returns through the earlier stages to its commencement.

A The uniformity and fixed order of this movement is the »

ne thing that is permanent in the flux of the world’s
life. - Matter is 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 pdrts, and

(that is, than the terra firma, not
deeper than the sea-bottom): * but
if we understand the S8bs Evw as
relating to place, it must be
higher’ (an argnment 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 helow, the
way upward and the way downward
are not identical’ (vide previous
pote and p. 16, 4). ‘Plato and
Amvistotle could not have been silent
about the d8bs Grw kdre, if 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 Herae-
Cleitus?  Plato, however, does men-
tion, Phileb. £3 A, the doctrine that
everything constantly dve Te kai
kdTw per, and in Thkeet. 181 B, he
says that thisdoctrine makes every-
thing to be perpetually changing
its place #s well ae ifs mature);
¢ Diog, ix. 8 sq. does not speak of
any gradusted motion in regard to
place ' (see preceding note). ‘Aris-
totle, Phys. vili. 3, expressly denies
that drw and xdrw are to beunder-

stood in regard to place’ (this is

not the case: if it were so he wonld

also expressly deny that Heraclei-

tus taught the perpetual trinsmu-

tation of mutter); ¢ Ocellus (1. 12}

places the diékodos rkatd Tlmor and

pard perafBoddp in opposition to
each other” Howweare to under-
stand by &@vw anything except up-
wards with reference to space; or
by kdre anything but downwards,
Lassalle does nof, explain, It is
obvions that the ancient writers,
one and all, who mention the doe-
trine of Heruacleitus, understood it
in the way that has hitherto beex
customary. Lassalle (i, 251) him-
self indeed finds himself obliged to
admit that Heracleitus may also
bave employed the expression 6dbs
v for the procession of the ele-
ments, and in that there must be a
change of place. As fire ooenpies
the upper portion of the world,
Stob. el 500, reckons Heraelei-
tus among those who regard the
sky as wipwos ; this is not incom-
patible with the statement in Diog.
ix. 9, that he never precisely ex-
plained the nature of the meptéxov.
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downwards, into its place and into its nature.
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this loss must perpetually be compensated by the influx
of other parts passing on the way upwards, or the way
' The
appearance of permanent Being then can only arise
from this: that the parts which flow off on the one
sidé 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;

vthe 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 g0 long as the same equality in change of matter
takes place in this partienlar place in the world. Each
thing is consequently that which it is, only because the
opposite streans 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 Herncleitus calls by the e of Har-
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from the opposition of the upward and downward
way.

v If we imagine this theory logieally applied to all
parts of the world, the result would be a natural scien-
tifie 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
comprehensgive deseription of nature; and the fact that
besides the anthropological theories presently to be con-
sidered, nothing remains to ns 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. He not only thought,
as some other philosophers did, that the fire of the sun
is fed by ascending vapours,® but that the sun itself is

1@_{_)_1;3@&91 Fate, world-ruling wisdom, &c,,whﬂe, on

the other hand, the flux of all things arises from the

change of substances, and

! In favour of this accoptation
of Hepacleitun's doctrine, we cer-
tainly eannot adduce Fr. 48 (on
whieh, ef. p. 66, 1) a8 direct ovi-
denee, supposing these words to
refer, not to the change of .the
elements into one ancther, but Lo
the destruction of the world. But

the universal law of strife

cumstance that partienlar things
and the world as a whole seem to
continme for a longer or shorter
period unchanged. This theory is
ostablished by the well-known ex-
ample of the river (p. 11, 2), which
Avistotle (Meieor, 1. 3, 357 b, 30
§0.) usges in this sense; and aleo

from what we know of his thesze. Ly Avistotle’s own assertion (sup.
concerning the flux of all things, p.13, %) that according to Heraclei-

it is difficult to see how he eold
otherwise have explained the eir-

tus all things were for ever chang-
ing, only we do not notiee it.

! ¥rom the niterance of Philo.
G, . Gep, 111, 5, quoted p. 81, 2,
we can only conclude that Herac-
leitus proved hiz doetrine of the
oppositions of Being by a number
of examples. There 18 no question
of the detailed system of physies
to which Lassalle (11, 98) finds al-
lusion here.

2 Arist, Meteor. ii. 2, 854 a,
83: G wal wyeroior wévres Hoor Toy
wpdTepoy EmeAufor THv oy TpL
gerbor v iypi.  That Heracleitus

-1s 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¢

wepi€xor bwoldy éoTew ob GnAol: elvat
uerToL €v bty oRAdas EmETTpau-
pEvas KaTa kolAoy Tpos Tus, & ais
afpoilopévas Tas Aoumpts dvabupid-
Teis dmworeheir Abyes, s elvar T
ZoTpe. Of these the sun diffuses
more heat and warmth than the
rest, beeause the moon moves in an
atmiosphere that is not so pure and
is nearer the earth, and the other
heavenly bodies are too distant:
ihelmewr 87 fhovr kel cenfiny drw
TTpEQouSrRY TRY TRAGEY ToUS TE
koTé pAve Ty ceAfns oX AT
opobs yiveofu orpedoudis € abTh
kot purpbe THs exdgms.  What
Diogenes says is asserted in the

b

X
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53 HERACLEITUS,

a burning mass of vapour;Vand 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

Placifa, 11, 92, 27. 28, 29 ; Stob. 1.
526, 560, 558 ; Schol, in Dlat. p.
409 Bekk, of the sun and moon;
but Stobseus speaks of the sun in
Htoie la_n}guage as &waupe poephy di
7ijs faAdoens. The boat-shapod
form of the sun i3 likewise alluded
to by Ach. Tat. & dref. p. 189 B,
Similarly Anaximander (whom
Heracleitus follows so much) ro-
presents the fire of tho heavenly
bodies as fed by vapours, and as
streaming out of the huely covers
ings that sureound it.  Cf vol, i
g. 261, The Intter ho coneaivos in o
different. manner from Horaeloitus,
who keeps to the old notion of the
ship of the sun and moon,  Stab, 1,
10, no doubt ineorroetly, enlls the
heavenly badion widuera  wupdy,
In the Plae, il 26, 61 "HpdeAerros
(i aenfiogy) viw dulxap meprei
Aquaedege,  Sehlolormacher, po 57,
rightly altery the namo to Hpeice
Aeldys,  Aceording to Diog, ix,
7 Plae. 1. 21:° Stoeb. §. H2a:
Theod, Cur, b, Affl 1, 97, p. 17,
Heracleitus aseribed to the sun the
diasmeter of o foot,  Porhups, hows
ever, this may Lo n misundorstand-
ingof w statement roluting to this
apparent diumeter, and not eon-
cerned with the question of his real
magnitude, At any rute, it would
better accord with the importance
Heracleitus ascribos to the Hun
(inf. p. 60, 2), if ho supposed bis
size to be something commonsurate.
But it is guite possible he may
have said, ‘the sun is only a foot
broad, and yet his light fills'the
whole world.’

1 Arvist, Probl. xxziii. 80, end :
Bib ial paal rwes &y fpaxieriliv-
Twv, ¢k utv 7o worluow Enpeivoudvay
el wyprupadvov Movs yiveofar kai
~yiw, & Bé s Gahdrrygs THY fhoy
avallyuiria,

* Plato, Rep, vio 498 A: mpbs
Bt ab ipas derds O Twwr ohyay
oo filvouprar  woAld  pEANay Tob
Hpaderrelow filoy, broy adles obe
dbdmrovran,  Arvist. Meteor. ii. 2,
400w, 12 direl rpeopévov ye [sc.

7ol fialop] vy alr by Tpdror, Bamep

dieeivol quor, diAov re xol 6 HAces
o pdrov, wafidmrep 0 ‘Hpdiherrds
dmiry, vdos & Hudpn doTly, @A Gel
yios ouwexis, which Alex. in A& L.
rightly explaing thus: ob pévor, ds
‘HpduAerrds ¢not, véos €' fuéon
v v, kel EedoTny Huépmy BAADS
dbanrdpevos, Tob mpdrov dv TH Bloe
ofevpuuévon. The words, wées é¢
fuwdpy fiaos are quoted by Proclus,
in Lim, 384 D, from Heracleitus.
Ty these words (and not to some
other passage as Lassalle, ii. 109,
thinks) allusion is donbfless made
by Plotinus, i1, 11, 2, p. 97 D:
‘Hparhelre, bs Edy Gel xal Tov fAwy
wiywpeotia.  One of the scholiasts of
Plato represents the sun of He-
racleitus as going down into the
seq, nnd being extinguished in it,
then moving under the ecarth to-
wards the east and being there re-
kindled, This may be brought
into connection with the gquotation
from Diogenes (cf. preceding note)
in the following magner: After the
sun's five is burnt oft, 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.!

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, goesin 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 is what alons is seen by us as
the sun, it might still be said that
the sun wads every day renewed ;
and if Heracleitus really believed
in these reservoirs of fire of the
sun and stars {which the singular
explanation guoted from him of
eelipses and the phases of the moon
scarcely allows us to doubt), it was
more natural that he should sap-
ose them solid and therefore
durable, than as consisting of va-
pours, and passing away with their
eontent. Lassalle, 11. 117, thinks
that, according to Heracleitus, the
solar firs was mot  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

_eoncerned); and that this is the

foundation of the statement of the

Platonie scholiast. But such is
obviously not his opinion, nor can
those writers have enfertained it,
who simply attribute to this philo-
sopher the statement that the sun
was extinguished at his setling.
Sehuster’s vemark {p. 209} that if
Heracleitus regarded Helios as a
god. he would not have supposed
him to be generated afresh every

diy, 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 tothe boun-
daries of its course, for the daily
life of the sun would have a longer
duration if it pursued ifs course
farther. The measurements of time
and space here coinecide.

2 Meteor, Lo¢. 355 a, 18: Hro-
oy §& kal TO pbrer @povriTw TOU
finfow, Tav §° drAer GoTpay Topely
abTols Ty GwTnplar, TooolTwy Kal
7o wARfos kol Td péyebos bGyvraw.

Also in Probl. loc. cif. it is only the

sun which 1s formed from the va-
pours of the sea.

S Vide p. 621, 2 ; of, Olymp. in
Meteor. £. 6 a, p, 149 Ideler. On
the other side, of. Bernays, Heracl.
12 sq,

Aristotle expressly

)
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How Heracleitns conceived the form and strue-»
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 |

of his actual words.! He appears to have thonght little
of the stars, because their influence on our world is
small.? As to his explanations of other celestial phe-
nomena, the statements that have eome down to us are
so fragmentary that we can glean hardly anything from
them as to his real doetrine.?

pow—

! 8till more roay be said against
the theory that Heracleitus sup-
posed the sun to be nourished by
the evaporations of the sen, the
moon by those of the fresh wators,
and the stars by those of the enrth
(Stob, Eef. 1. 510: cf. 524; Plut.
Plac. ii. 17), Here the theory of
the Stoies is most likely nserbed
to Heruelpitus. This philesopher,
as we have shown, was silent as to
the nourishment of tho stars, and
he could not have belioyed that the
earth wis divoetly transmutod into
the same vapours from which the
flery elemont was fod (ef, p 62),
The Haracletteans, whi wre ppoleen
of in the Avistotolinn  problems
(vide p. 68, 1), maks quite another
application of the differance ho-
tween salt wator and froch,

* Of, B, 50, np, Plub, dgue en
dgn. wdll, 7, 8, po UBT ¢ el uhy YAios
Ay, ebppdrn Be v or, e it is
expressed in Plul, D¢ Fortuna,
¢ & p. 98: dalov wh Uwros dvexa
T@v dAAwy Garpwy eppdvny b fyo-
pev,  Clennthes, who among the
Stoles spems most Lo lwve reseme
bled Heracleitus, aseribed such
importance to the sun, that he do-
clared it to bo tho sent of Deity
(Part 1. a, 120, 1), and this we
are told of the Heracleitean school
(Plat. Crat. 413 B of, sup, p. 26, 1:
by Hawow Switvra Kl kdorre émi-
TEoTEvEw  Ta  byTa. eracleitns
himszelf, however, did not (cf. sup.
p. 25, 2) maintain this; had he

done g0, heeould not have said that
the sun was extinguished daily. In
Plut, Qu. Pled, vii. 419 we have no
right (Schuster, p. 161, thinks the
contrary) to refer anything heyond
the words dpas al wavra pepoves to
Horneloitus,

* Afier the words quoted p. 42,
25 07, 2, Diogenes thus continues :
fudpar Te el vixre yiverfar kat
Jiivas ral dpas érelovs kel dmavrobs,
derons Te wal Tyelpara kgl T TodTos
Bpowe iard vas Bladdpovs dvabupdrets.
T i e Aeprpey  dvefvuicr
dhoywbeioay dv TE Kikhg Tob Hrioy
Npépoy worely, Ty bt lvavriay émi-
Kparficacay vikre drorehelr kol éx
ity Tou Aapmpob Th Beppdy ablavi-
pevoy Oépos mwouety, ék fe TOU oro-
Tewol Th Hypdy wheoudlor yeuiva
Gmrepydlesfar.  droRovdws 58 TovTois
wal wepl Tar Eaiwy aiTiohoyel. He-
racleisus, according to this, derived
the changs of day and night. as
will as that of the seasons, which
i8 coupled with it, in the fragment
quotedl (p. 38, 1) from the alternate
preponderance of the flery element
and themoist. That he mentioned
the seusons we know from Plutarch
(vide previous note). His expla-
nation of the other phenomena
mentioned above is referred to by
Stob. Eel. i. 594 : Hpaxa. Bpovrhp
pty koTe  cueTpogdits Gréusy wal
veb@y Kol EuTTdTes TrevudTey eis
Ta védn, boTpamis 8 kT TOS TR
Qupiwpevay ékdbets, wpnoThpas &
KaTé peddy Sumphioas kal cBége.

above and below ; whether he thought it spherical in
form we do not know,! and in regpect of the earth the
contrary theory seems the more probable.? Nor can we
prove that he held the diurnal revolution of the heavens.?

In the statement of Olympiodorus
(Metesrol. 33 a; 1. 284 Id.), that
Heracleitus believed the sea to be
a trapspiration from the earth,
there seems to be (as Ideler rightly
eonjectures) some confusion with
Empedocles, 1o which Fr.48. quoted
p- 6a. 1. may have given rise.

! Hippokr. m. 8wur, (sup. D
15, 1) says indeed: ¢dos Zywl,
ordTos AWy, ¢dos 'Alby, owdros
Zovi. qorrd kelve @B mal Tdde
keire maoer donr.  But in the first
place, it would not certainly follow
trom this that the world was sphe-
rical; for if the hesvens turned
sideways around the eaxth, and the
earth were supposed eylindrical in
form, as we find among the earlier
and later Tonians (sup. vol. 1. p. 275
sq.), the under world would still
be illuminated as soon as the sun
in consequence of this revelution
went below the horizon. And
secondly.- we do not know whether
the author is correctly expressing
Heracleitng's meaning ; his state-
ment is eertainly quite incompati-
ble with that philosopher’s doctrine
of the daily extinction of the sun.
Lassalle’s supposition that 1tis not

‘But he must at any rate have regarded the world as a

entirely ext'nguished eanmat be ad-
mitted (ef. p. 58. 2) as a solution of
the diffieulty. Besides the same
light which illuminated the upper
world eculd not in that case be also
in Hades.

* As not only Anaximander and
Anaximenes, but also Anaxagoras,
Demoeritus, and doubtless also
Diogenes, ascribed to the earth the
form of a eylinder or plate, it is
very unlikely that Heracleitus
should have coneeived it otherwise.
The theory of its beinz 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-
tinetion 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.
i. p. 275 =q.). Heracleitus, who
tronbled himself little ahout the
stars and astronomy, never seems
to have reflected that the daily
rising and setting of all the
heavenly bodies presnpposed some
COmMmOn Causs.

B



62 HERACLEITUS,

coherent whole, as indeed he clearly éays,‘ for only in

that case would the circular movement he 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 tanght

| 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 ereative fire ean 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 universé; such a theory
might rather seem to he required by the fundamental

. Jaw 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 oi
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 j‘r. 46, 98, supra, 35, 1. puawAdywy is not eonnter to this,

* Diog. 1x. 8: memepdofou v¢ vb ' for Heracleitus's primitive matter

wv kol €va elvac kéopor. Theodo- is not unlimited. Tassalle (ii.
doret, Cur. Gr. Aff. iv. 12, p. 58; 154), who refers the passage to
Simpl. Phys. 6 a; Arist. Phys. iii.  Heracleitus, has overlooked the

9, 204 8, 26 obbels b e kal dre  additional words xal Eretpor,
por wihp Emoinaer obEE R Thw 3 CE .22, 1.

¢ ONFLA GRATION OF THE UNIVERSE. G3

future time be dissolved in fire, and that from the eon- /[ (2

flagration a new world will be produced, and so ad in-
finitum. The history of the universe, therefore, moves
forward in a continuons alternation of reproduction and ©
destruction according to fised 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 ¢ destruetion’ 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 Stoies ulways vse the
expression ekmipweois. It cannot
be proved £o have been used by
Heracleitus, Clemens, Stromi. v.
549, ii., says exprossly, fy borepor
enmlipweiy Ekgheaar o ZTwikot.

2 [oe. ¢if.9450q. Likewise by
Hegel, Gesch. d. Phil. i. 513 ; and
Marbach, Gesch. d. Phil. 1. 88.
Neither of these anthors. however,
enters into details with regard to it.

3 31, 196, 240. Brandis, who
had strongly maintained the He-
racleitean destruetion of the world
by fire against Schleiermacher (G7.
Rom. PRil. i. 177 sq.), seems. to
have besn persuaded by Lassalle
to abandon this theory (Gesch. d.
Enfw. i. 69 sq.). In order to ex-
plain the statements of the ancients,
he puis forward the conjecture
that Heracleitus held a dounble
kind of motion ; onewhich is with-
out, opposite, and whieh he charae-
‘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 himeelf might have so
apprehended them. The latter
theory virtually reasserts the He-
racleitean conflagration of the
world ; for if a period of opposi-
tionless metion follows a perod of
motion involving oppositions, this
is as much as tosay the Sxdopnes
is followed by an ékadpwois. We
can hardly, however, attribute to
Heracleitus 4 merely ideal separa-
tion of these two motions. and to
me it is still mors inconeeivahle
that ha should have spoken of an
oppositionless motion (in itself a
confradictio in adjeefo). As this
view will be refuted in the follow-
ing pages, I need not. here enter into
it more particularly. TLassalle’s
lengthy disenssion ean of eourse 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 dwme fire, and the divine fire is

consequently the substanee-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 scems to be proved

by his own statements.

It is true that some of these

leave us uncertain whether he meant a eontinunal produc-
tion of individual things from fire, and a corresponding
yeturn 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-

1 Buch as the awq‘dps#ov péTpn
Kol mror}‘ﬂewup.ewv pérpas; SUp. P
29, 1; the eis wip Kkal &k mupds @
:n-'dwa, p. 20, 1, and the quotation,
P L

z Fr. 68, ap. Hippol. ix. 10:

wayTa T wip émehddv wpwel wet
raTaniberar.  Here the use of the
future tense (which is certified in
the case of the first verb by the
second) makes it probable that it
is not & continunous transformation
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ment he deseribed, as Clemens informs us, the new forma-
tion of the earth in the sea ! which preceded the burning
of the world. Aristotle says still rore unequivocally :
Heracleitus and Empedocles are of opinion that the
world is sometimes in its present state, and then again
is destroved and enters upon a new state, and that this

of all things into fire wnich is
spoken of, as in the pref-mt TdvTa
odakci et repavwos (sup, p. 22, 2) ; but
W trsnsformation of this kind at
some definite future time ; and that
Hippolytus is therefore justified in

- quoting the words as an authority

for the éemdpuats.

! Fr. 48; Clem. Strom. v. 599 °

D (Zus. Pr. By, xiil. 13, 33} : fwws
8¢ méAw GrahopBdverar (se. 6 wd-
cuos, how the world will again Le

taken back into the primitive es-

sence; the expression is Steie, cf.
Part rir. a, 1440, 6; and in respect

to the corresnondmn Guex wpelr, cf.
1%.3 130, 8) : - jeal (—’mrupov'rm Fagas
B Todrwy Bnhol ¢ @diacca Fra-
xéerar kal perpéerar els Tov abTow
Adyoy drutos wparor (Eus, mpdober)
A H yeréobar "  That these
words ceally refer to the return of
the earth into the sea, from which
it aross when the cosmos was
formed (vide p. 47 sq.), the distinet
langnage of Clemens forbids us to
doubt. There iz all'the less reason

* to cancel 47, with Lassalle (il. 61},

or with Schuster (129, 3), to sub-
stitute yfr. As the sea then be-
came in its greater part earth, so
now the earth must again becoms
sea, in aceordanece with the univer-
sal law of the transmutstion of
matter (et p. 49 8q.). Diogenes alsp
uses xerrfa (sup. p. 48, 1) to desig-
nate this transformation of the
earth into water. Lassalle, I, ¢,
explains the words, eis iy abriz

VOIL. II.

Adyor faccording to the same law.
But in this the meaning of els is too
little regarded. It signifies rather
‘to the samp size! or more aceil-
rately (since Adyos desiznates the
proportion, in this casea proportion
of magnitude), ‘so that its magni-
tude stunds to that whichit had as
earth, in the same proportion as
previcusly, before it beeame éarth.
(Vide also Peiper's Frkenntniss-
thiorie Pleta's, 8.) 1 eannotadmit,
with Heinze (Lehre v Log. 23), that
in that case drxdoos must be substi-
tuted for drofos. & adTds ofos sirni-
fies the same as & abrds &s (the
same magnitude as that which was
geriuﬂsky). Heinze cancels y7 like

issalle, and explains the passage
thus :  The seais changed mto the
same Adyos, that is, into the same
fire of the nature of which it was
previeusly before it avese 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-
tione are themselyes interchange-
able, and that the same expression
which designates this essenee on
the side of its intelligence, could
be used for a designation of the
material substratum as such. A
pantheist may say, “God is spirit
and mattér;* he will not therefore
say, “the derived substances are
resolved into the primeval spirdt,
but “they ars resclved into the
primitive mefter.
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goes on without ceasing.!

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 individdal bodies into fire, but to a state

in which the collective totality of things has simulia-

! De Celo, 1. 10, 279 B; 12
yevdpevor uew oy dravres elval pa-
au (sc. Thy olipavby) GANG yevdueror
of uey &ibior, ol 8t ¢plapriv damep
drinty EANe TOY (iTet cvvioTand voy,
ol & &ahAGE b7e piv obfrws, 67i O
darws Exew ¢lepduevor ral roito
aet Bizrereir oifrws, drmep 'Eumredo-
kAFs 6 'Arparyavrivas cal Hpdichetros
¢ Epémos. Thewords dré — GAhas
&y et may either be translated : ¢ it
ig mow in this eondition and now in
that) or, “it is somelimes in the
sama condition a8 now, and some-
times in another, This does not
affect the presant question; but
the nse of (lapdpevor seoms to
favour the second rendering, A=
Prantl vightly observos, this word
ean only b connectod with 8AAws
Exeir, 5o that the monge is thoe game
as if it stood; drd B, plepduoroy,
aXAws Exar. But if #AAws Exew
deseribos the stato of things after
the degtruetion of the world, effres
e must apply to the oppo-
gite of this, the world’s present
condition, In the raire &e& Biare-
Aeiv offrws, zovro evidently rofers
to the whole, 78 udv obbrws dré ¢
aAAws Eyew: ‘this, the alternation
of the world's conditions, is always
going on.' Lassalle, §i. 173, would
refer it exelusively to the gpfepd-
wevoy, and  explaing it thus : * this
destruetion is eternally fulfilling
itselfs’ so that, as he says, an al-
ternation in time of the construetion
and destruction of the world, as
yart of Heracleitus’s doctrine (and
in that case as part of Empedocles’s
also) is positively excluded by this

passage. It 1s obvious, however,
that the words ip themselves can-
not have this mesning. It may
seom strange that Avistotle shonld
aseribe to Heracleitus the opinion
that the world is derived. whereas
Heracloitus himself (swp. p. 22, 1)
s0 distinetly deseribies it as unde-
rived, But Aristotle i3 speaking
ouly of this present world, of the
framework of the sky (ebparss): as
to the rest, he acknowledges, 280
a, 11: 7b évadAéf cumerdrar kal
tueAdew abror (here also is a sirik-
ing refutation of Lassalle’s emen-
dation) odféy dAAowdrepor woely
érrly, 3 Tb Kerackevdlety abriy
dibroy EANG peraBdAiovTa Thy fap-
¢ir.  Alexander (ap. Simpl. De
Cwlo, 132 b, 82 sqg.; Schol. 487
b, 43) observes quite in accordance
with this : ¢If Heracleituscalls the
wdouos eternal, he must understand
by the word: ot Thue hw Band-
gunoiy, GAre kelddov To vt wal
Ty TobTwy Sidraky, kel Ry els éxd-
Tepov ér péper W peteBody Tab

TUVTYS, TOTE pev eis whp wOTE B¢ els

Thy Towdvde whopov.  Also vol. i p.
670, 1,

2 Phjs, ii. 4, 206 a, 8: dowep
‘Hpdkheirds ¢noip drorre yivesfal
wote wip. Meferr. 1. 14, 342 a, 17
sq. 18 also applied by commentators
to Heracleitus ; here there is men-
tion of the theory that the sea is
becoming smaller by drying nup.
But a reference is the more uncer-
tain, as a theory of this kind is
nowhere attributed to Heracleitus,
though it 7s ascribed to Democritus.
Vide infra, chapter on Demoeritus.
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neously assumed the form of fire is clear from the
language used,! and still more from the conueetion.

Tor 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 ease if all,
according to Heracleitus’s theory, were to become fire.2
The Stoics from the first understood Heracleitus in no
other way ;# 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 thongh much trouble has been taken to

! mavra, not wavre mercly.

? Lassalle (ii. 165). who is de-
termined to banish the Heracleitean
conflagration of the world, even ont
of Aristotle, simply ignores this
context; yet he seems to have a
misgiving on the subject, and so
vesorts to the followine desperatp
expedient. In the passage of the
Physics, which™ at a later date

‘passed into the second half of the

cleventh book of the Melaphysics
(which book was compiled, as is
well known, from the Physies), the
proposition from which the words
in guestion are taken (Phys. 208,
a, 1-4: Metaph. 1067 a, 2-1)
may first hayve been transferred
from the Metaphysies.

# There is no direct evidence
of this, but, as the first teachers
amonyg the Stoics attached them-
selves in their physics to Herae-
leitus, whose doctrines were ex-
plained by Cleanthes and Sphserns
(Diog. ix. 15; vil. 174, 178), and
a8 the theory of the ékaipwois was
taught in the Stoie school from its
commencemsnt, and espeeially by
Cleanthes (vide Part nir. a, 182 #q.

second- edition), thers ean be no
doubt of it. As I have shown in
the Hermes, xi. 4 H, ths proofs,
which, aceording to Theophrastus;
Fr. 30 (Philo, FBiern. M. 959 C
&§q9.. p. 510 sqq. Mang.), were even
in his time brought forward
against the Aristotelian eternity of
the world by the advoeates of an
alternate formation and destruetion
—are to be referred to the founder
of the Stoa. If they do not origi-

- nats with him, they must be all the

more directly derived from the
Heragleitean school.

$ Diog.ix.8 (p.77,1:78,1) : M.
Anrel. iti. 3 (‘HpaxA. wept hs 7ob
Kooy Skmupdoens Toraite durta-
Aoyneas): Plut. Plae. 1. 3, 265;
Alex. Meieorol. 890 a, m, p. 260
I, where Lassalle’s attempt (ii.
170) to do away with the éemlipmats
is as impossible as in the passage
quot»_ed p. 66, 2 (Lassalle, ii. 177
sq. in regard to him, Bernays'
Herakifit. Brigfe, 121 sg).  Also
Simpl. loc. cif. 152 b, 17 (487 b,
339, and Phys. 6 a, 111 b, 257 b
(where Lassalle indeed thinks no
writer conld express himself more

¥ 2
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discover statements to the contrary, not one trustworthy
testimony bhas been found in all the post-Aristotelian
litexature, to prove that the alternate formation of the
world and its destruction by fire was _ever_denied to
have been a doectrine 'ef Heraeleitus: ! no sueh denial

clearly against the demipwats. than
Simplicius does in the words : oo
Gel uey daoy elvar KOTuov, oU ey
oy alThy Gel, GANG EAAoTe HAMNoy
ywdusvoy kaTd Tivas Xpovwy wepil-
Sous G5 'Avafiuévns e kal 'Hpd-
kAerros). Themist, Phys. 33 1, p.
231 Sp.: Olympiodorns, Meteorol.
32 a, p. 279 Id.; Euseh, Pr. fu.
xiv. 3, 6 ; Philo, Altern, M. 940 B
(489 M). In this last pussage
Heracleitus is not named, but he
is certainly intended,  Ha is named
.in the passage in Clomens, Strom.
v. 599 B, which is no doubl taken
from the same sourco, and is partly
similar in longusgo (here again
Lassalle, ii, 149, sooks fo explain
away tho obvious monning), CL
Strom. v. 549 €, Lucian, V. auei.
14, TFurther dotnils énfia, p. 77, 1.
! Lassalle, ii. 127, aftor Schlei-
ermachor, apponly fiest bo Max. Tyr,
xli. 4, end: peraBorin dpds owpdray
real yevéocws, EANeyhr didy drw ol
sdrw werd oy "Hpdkaeroy . . . G-
Joxhw dpay Blov ral weraforiy cw-
Ty, kewoupyioy oi fAow, *This
writer, he coneludes, ‘ was acquaint-
ed with no other renewal of the
world than the partial one which is
eonstantly oceurring. Ile had no
occasion to spenk of any other in
this place : he is here simply men-
tioning the fuel of eaperisnce that
-the destruetion of one thing is the
birth of anothev; but the dcri-
pwrts is not an object of experience,
of dpdr. Lassalle further quotes,
M. Aurel. = 7: dore wal Tabra
sraAndbisat eis Top Tob BAou Adyow,

elte kaTh wepiobop exTupoupévoy elTe

&iftues duotBais droveovucrou; and

asks, with™ Schleiermacher, “to
whom except Heracleitus can we
vefer this latter theory of éxwi-
pwoes which s opposed to that of

the Stoies 2’ It has already been

shown, in the previous note, that
Marcus Aurvelius attributes éwxaéi-
pwris to IHeracleitus ; when he
spoaks of thoss who substitute a
perpetual for a periodical renova-
tion of the world, this must refer
to the Btpical opponents of the
destruetion by fire (among whom

we may count Aristotle and his -

sehool); and the same holds good
of Cie, N, De. 1. 33, 856; Fs.-
Censorin. Fr. 1,3, A third citation
of Schleiermacher (p. 100), and
Lussalle (i 236: ii. 128)is Plut.
Def. orge. 12, p. 415 xat 6 Khedu-
Bporos: diotw Tabs, Edn, woAAGy
kol Gp@ Thv Sreichy ecEvpwiy,
domeo T "HpakAeiroy kat "Oppéws
emiveuopcvny  €mn. obTw Kol T

"Howhov kai curefarardear. Bub -

though this serms to show that

certain opponents of the Stoic °

diewtiprorres sought to withdraw from

it the support of Heracleitus as -

well as of other suthorities, the
iassage does not inform us in the

ast on what the attempt was
based, or whether the censure that
the Stoies misapplied the sayings
of Heracleitus had any foundation
in fact. Lassalle makes a still
greater mistake when he guotes
(i. 232) on his own behalf, Philo,
De Vit 839 D (243 M) : baep of
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can be discovered even among those Stoies who were

iy Kbpay ket Xpnouomrtviy éxdieray,
of 8! lemlpwowy xai - Daxdopnor,
and says that in this passage rdpos
and demipwats, xpnouoaien and Sic-
’dounets are synonymons. So also
the treatise of Philo on the im-
perishableness of the world, which
Lassalle also quotes, ascribes to
Heracleitus the relative destruetion
of the world which was held by

the Stoies; of. p. 67, 3. The same

is the case with Diog. il. 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. 480
el ‘Hpdicherros 38 7o & oldey aifioy
wal yoyrow, for the theory that the
Deity or the primitive five is
eternal. was aslittle denied by-the
Stoies, in spite of their écmipwois,
as by Heracleitus.~ In Simpl.
De Calo, 132 b, 28 (Schol. 487 b,
43), we first mest with the asser-
tion that Heracleitus 8¢ aiviy-
pdTwy THY Eouroel codloy frpepwy
oi Talrta, Grep Boiel Tois welAhais,
aquaiver, for he also writes kéauoy
Toube, &, (suprn, p. 22,1), and in
agresment with this we read, Stob.
Bl i, 454 : ‘HpdrAetos o xaté
ypduoy clvar yerrqTOy ThY KbTUoY,
&AA: ket érivoww. But what can
we infer from this? It is incon-
venient for the Neo-Platonists to

‘- fird in Heracleitus, in place of

their own doetrine of the eternity
of the world, an alternate genesis
and destruction, and so in Lis case,
as in others, they declare that this

, is not to be understood chronolagi-

eally, but ideally., But Simplicius
himself repeatedly says that Hera-
cleitus spoke of such an alternation

(vide previous note), and Stobzus
presupposes him to have done s0.
Tassalle, ii. 142, thinks he has
found valuable evidence in fayour
of his view in the trestise wept
Biairys of the Psendo-Hippocrates,
where it is =aid, 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
ahle entirely to overcome the other;
and therefore the world will always
be as it now is. But although the
first book of the work wepl iairas
may econtain much that is Hera-
cleitean, it eombines with it (as is
now generally admitted) sueh hete-
rogeneous elements that we are not
the least justified in regarding the
treatise as an aunthentie record of
the physics of Heracleitns. This
is evident when we consider the
doetrine which forms the cornsr .
stone of its whole physiology and
psychology : that all things are
composed of fire and water. The
question as to the date of this
treatise is 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 Teichmiller (V.
Stud. 1. 249 sqq.) could succeed
in proving that it falls between
Herucleitus and Anaxagoras. But
that is far too early a date, There
are mo traces in if, certainly, of
the existence of the Platonie and
Axvistotelian philosophy; nor can we,
I admit, infer an aequaintance of
the autkor with Aristotle’s theory
of the elements from €, 4 sub
init., where fire is described as
warm and dry, and water as cold
and moist, especially as, aceording
to Plato, Symp, 186 D; 188 A ;
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Seph. 242 D, and the quotation
concerning Alemeeon, vol. 1. 5243, 1,
these four natural gualities had
previously been insisted on with
great emphasis by the physicians;
and ag water seems to have been
called by Archelaus (infra, p. 847,
3, ard ed.) T Puxpdr as well as 7d
vypir. But though these considera-
tions might lead us (with Bernays,
Herghl. 3 sq., and Schuster, pp.
99, 110) to assign the treatise to
the Alexandrian period, everything
is apainst the theory that it llaiungs
to the second third of the fifth
century. Anexposition so detailed,
entering into particulars of all
kinds with the unmistakeable aim
of empirical completeness, and in
many parts of the fivst book quite
overladen with such discussions,
is very far from the style of that
period, a8 it appears in all the
philosophical fragments of the Atk
century,  Evon the fragmonts of
Diogenss and Donseritug, aod the
trentise of Polybus, found ulnung
the works of Hippoerates (wept po-
awos dulpdmov), e oyidently much
wore simple and aneient in expros-
sion. The wuthior of the wepl Stalrys
indeed tells us thiot he belongs to an
epoch advanced in literaturo, when
he spenks of the many (e, 1), who
haye already written about the
diet most compatible with health,
and also il. 39 of all those who
(Brdaor) huve writton on the effect
of what is sweet, fat, &e. That
there should huve existed a whole
literature on thess subjects before
the time of Hippocrates is highly
improbable. Teichmiiller, indoed,
reminds us that Hevaeleitus in /.
13, wide supre (p. 7. 1), appeals
to his study of the earlier litora-
ture; but this is irrelevant, 1st,
because Heracleitus is there spenI:-
ing only of Adyor which he has

heard. not of a literaturs whieh ha
has studied ; and 2nd, the guestion
is mnot whether there were any
writings at all at that time (in-
cluding the poems of THesiod,
Homer, Xenophanes and others),
but whether there was an exten-
sive literature on these particular
subjects. For the above reasons,
wo cannot build on the evidence of
Heracleitus's 22nd fragment (sup.
vol. 1. p. 336, 5; 363, 5). Another
argument is that the wuthor of
the treatise does not know of the
doctrines of the Atomists, of Em-
pedocles and Anaxagoras. It
would be more exact to ssy that
he does not mention them-: but
in the case of a writer who never
mentions other opinions as such,
and only gquotes from them what
he has himself adopted, this does
not prove tlat he was unacquainted
with them, and still less that they
were not in existence. Bub even
that cannot be said. C. 4 is ex-
plained by the author thus: ‘ No-
thing is generated or destroyed
absolutely, but evervthng changes
merely by combination and separa-
tion: when therefore he speaks of
generation he is only describing the
foppioyerdm, and when he speaks
of destruetion, the Swkplveatar.’ It
seems to me clear that this is not
Heracleitean ; and when Sehuster
(p. 274) maintains that it 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 fiux
of all things. We do not find this
identification of geperation with
the union, and of destruetion with
the separation of underived and
imperishable substaneces, before

Empedoeles, Leucippus and Anax- -

agoras; and when Teichmuller,
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p. 262, asks why one author may
Hiot 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 is this: beeause
Anaxagoras, Empedocles and Len-
cippus wers known to all antiquity
as the aunthors of systems which
have for their eommon foundation
the conception of generation and
destrnetion ; whereas nobody knows
anything of the treatise wept Sialrys

obrw 8e TovTwr dxdrToy mwouA-
Aés wal morrobamds iéas amowpl-
vurTar GF GAAIA@Y Kol oTeprdTwY
il (Prow, 0BBEr dpelwy AN AoiTLy.

GTOANUTG: MEV OUBEY OGmdrTmY
Xpnudray ovdE ylverar & T uh wal
wpdofer R Evupoyiuera SE wal
Siaxpduera aAAwedTar  voumi(erar
8¢ Taph 7@y arfpemwy, cte.

voullerar 8t w. 7. dwellp. Th pew EE

Y AtBov €5 ddos atfnfiy yevéo o,

atfre ei (Wov amofavely oidy T

. mob ap amobaveiTal; olite TO
iy by yevéatlar, wifler yap foroe ;

§ 71 8 by Soddywum yeregla
‘H amohérfm TEY WoAADr efveres
epp‘-nv-euw

Tapra, B (yevénBar AmoAinfar)
fvupioyerfor xal Biokpivesfor SyAe

. yevéofor EvupnyTivar TabTh, dmwo-
Aéallar, peiwbirer, Siaxpibijrar TwiTd.
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from which Teichmiiller derives
this fundamental conception; be-
canse a compiler, like our author,
who is s0 entirely wanting in acute-
ness and logieal perception as to
confuse Heracleitus's wdrra xwpsi
with the above mentioned doetrine
baged on the presuppositions,’
Parmenides,—can never have been
the diseoverer of that doctrine ; be-
cause lastly, as will appear from the
following eomparison, the reminis-
cenee of passages from Anaxagoras
and Empedoeles is unmistakable.
Of. wept Buair. ¢, 41—

Anardgoras Fr. 3 (p. 798, 3rd
edit.): TovTéwy B ofres éxdrrov
xph doxéeww dvetvar woAAG Te Kal
warTale, €p WATL TOLS uvyupwrme”irms
Kkal gmépuara mavTwy XpUMETEY Kol
iBéas mavralas Eyovra,

Fr. 6 (798,2): omeppoTar .-\ ..
olbey éotdTwy GAAANOLS,

Fr. 8 (ibid) Erepoy 8¢ uidew ,

oty Buotoy obfert AN, ;

Fr; 92 (793, 1) : 70 8¢ yiverDac
kol GméAAvefor ol Bp6ds voul(ovoir
“EAAnres obBty yap xpnpe yivera:
obBe GmdAAvTar QAN aw  éduTwy
Xpnudrey cupployeral Te wot Bea-
KpiveTat,

Anax. ap, Arist, (p- 793, 4): 7>
ylyveobome wal dmiAdvefor TalThy
rabérTyie To aAaotisfar

Emped. v. 40 (611, 1, 3vd edit.):

0f & Gre piv katé GETA pUYEY oo

alfépos liey . . . TdTe uiv Tide Gaot
~evéadal,

Emp. 92 (609, 1): 7ToiTe ¥
émauificee w0 war 7L ke xal wotler
EABdr; a7 BE ke wal dmoAniar’;

Egip, 44 (611, 1): vduew & érl-
dmut kal abros (reforring to the use
of the word piyveafal ete.).

Anqz. Fr, 22 (793, 1)@
olrws Gv dplas wadoiey 70 7€ 717!—
clar gupplayeaar kol b ardAhvmios
ﬁmupf‘weo'em_ :
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& viuosyap 7 plioer wep! TodTar
évavrios, e. 11. vdpos yap ral ¢ios
. obry duodoyéerar duohoyedusva
viuoy nip eray Hyfperor afiral
Ewurolow, ol yirdakovres wepl dv

Empedocles, v. 44, also Demo-
critus (infra, 694, 4 705, 2, 3rd
edit.) wépy yhved, vdup mirpdy ele.
ere 8 &roue kol werdr (instead of
érer later accounts have gdret),
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opposed to the doctrine of the burning of the universe,!

a8 held by their own school.

From Aristotle onwards,~

therefore, it has been the unanimous, or all but tmani-

mous, tradition of ancient authors that Heracleitus | 2
tanghtithat the world would be destroyed by fire and e
would then be formed anew. ¥

Eeaay @plaw B¢ wivrwy feol Derda-
uncay. . H

C. 28: uxd pév oby aiet duoln
feat v weéCovs wal €y éAdoowi.

Anaxrag. Fr. § (804, 1): wdos
B¢ mas buowds Tt wal b péley kul
& éndooar. :

*

T know not whether Teichmiller
would represent Anaxaporas in the
last guotation as plagiarising from
the author of wept Sairys. It seems
to me guite unmistakablke that the
latrer has here adopted a proposi-
tion which was necessary to Anax-
agoras on account of his main
point of view, but which is not
atall compatiblo with the theory
of souls being compounded from
fire and water. I think it has
been sufficiontly shown that this
writer wis ?mncdud by all the
physicists of the {fifth eentury
down to Demoeritug; but thers
is yet another proof from another
side.  TEven the discovery on whicl
he most prides himsolf, that living
natures, the human soul and all
things, are compounded out of five
and water (e, 4-6, 35 of pass.) is

" .mut his own, but is borrowed from
Archelaus the physicist (infra, p.-

847, 3rd edir.), and when (. 3) he
attribptes to fire the power of
moving all things, and to water
that of nourishing all things,
searcely half the iden is originil;
for Archelaus had ropresented 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 eentury,

_ who, in writing it. made use of the

physieal 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 eircumstance makes
it probabile that it was written in
Athens, though possibly by an
lonian.  The above theory of date
and place of composition agrees
with what is said in the werk (e

23) 1 ypupuaTieh Tordele oxnudTay

oiplents, oyuiia pwris arlpeivgs
.. . OF érTa oymudTey i Yéeis

TaiTa wdrTa Grfperos Sampiroetar -

(he speaks the sounds described by
the oxspere) kel 6 émerdpevas
ypdpuaTe kol 6 uh émordueros : it
by the seven oxspere, which in
this conne¢tion ean hardly mean
anything else than letters, the
seven vowels are meant, these as
gwrfievre. might still be ealled in
preference onuiia garis: for it
was only after the time of Huclides
(403 B.c.) that there were soven in
use in Athens. A mueh more trust-
worthy mark of this later times is
to be found, however, in the way
our author opposes véuos to olrs
(¢. 11, vide suprz). This oppo-
sition is upknown 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 wdues and

odois were separately used ?  But

Some have attempted. to refute this theory by older A

and more authentic evidence.

Plato distinguishes

the opinion of Heracleitus from that of Empedocles X
thus: * Heracleitus, he says, ¢ held that the existent
was continually coming. together, even in scparating
itself ; whereas Empedocles, instead of a continual
concomitance of union and separation, maintained a
periodic alternation of these two conditions.”? How
could this langunage 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 eondition 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 destruetion all opposition
and all movement would be for a time extinct as in the
Sphairos of Empedocles : he might have thought that; in
accordance with the living nature of fire, a new appear-
anee of the elemental contradictories, a new creation of

can we prove that they were op-
posed to each other formally and
on principle in the language and
thought of the earlier period?
With Heracleitus human laws
derive their sapport from the

‘divine law (supre, p. 41,1). With

this anthor they stand in a natural
contradietion.

1 ¢f. Part mi. a, 142, second
edition.

* Sup. p. 33, 2.
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the world was beginning. "If even he aseribed to the
state in which all was resolved into fire a longer

*\ duration, he need not have considered it a state of

. absolute oppositiontess 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 be 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 aceount
have refrained from comparing him with Empedocles in
the manner quoted above. I‘or the two philosophers
are in fact opposed Lo each other in their prineiples, 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
in and with separation: that every sundering is at
the same time a coalition, and viee versa. He did
not intend to retract this principle in his doctrine of a
periodie 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-

. mical conditions was

CONFLAGRATION OF THE WORLD. 75

totle and all his suceessors so grossly misunderstood the

system of Heracleituz, as we must suppose, if we rejeet

their evidence as to the conflagration of the universe 7
Now, as already obser\ied, the alternation of cos-
not invelved in Heraeleitus's

doctrine of the flux of all things; and if he really

vimagined 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 wounld be
nbsolutely cancelled, such a doctrine wonld 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
(uestion here is not what might be deduced from the
Heracleitean principles, but to what extent the philo-
gopher 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
glash 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. 5. 253 b, 9, in reference to

. Heracleitus, althongh he distinetly

pbiributes to him the doetriue of
the conflagration of the world: gast
qives wiveirar TRY SrTwy oV TE wEw
wek & ob. axAG wdvra wol éel, while
he has previously (e. 1. 250 b, 26)
wserived to Empedocles the propo-
pition ; fr peper wwelobm wal whho

pEpeiy,

2 If all the elementary sub-
stances are involved in perpetual
transmutation according to o fixed
sueeession, and herein, a like guan-
tity of one substance 1s constantly
arising out of alike quantity of the
other (vide supra, p. 58), it neces-
sarily follows that the collective
amount must remain the same.

g
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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, strictl§ speaking, be brought into conmection
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
is so far in advance of ordinary epinion that even'
philosophy was long in attaining to it.! Not ome 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 exposition ean

dispense with this form. In comparison with the
prevailing notions, it was ruch 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

! The Fleatics alone declared side, as has been shown (sup. vol,

‘Being to be underived; but Par- i. 569 sq.), held such changes

menides and his followers donotun-  within the world itself, that his
derstand by this Being the world theory likewise i3 far removed from
as such, for they deny multiplieity that of Aristotle.

zod change. Xenophanes, on his

PERIODS OF THE WORLD. i

the pre-supposition of an origin of the world with the
newly won perception of the impossibility of an.absolute
begi@lag, by the theory that the. world was indeed
eternal according to its essential mature, but that its
condition was subject from time to time ta so complete
4 change that a new formation .of the world became
necessary. If this was not the most logical or the
most seientific theory, it was at any rate the theory
then most obvious to philosophy, and which Heracleitns
found in Anaximander and Anaximenus, his immediate
predecessors, in the ancient Tonian school, and this is
enough to silence all oppoesition 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 cou-
nected the statement (the correctuess of whieh 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 yewvdobair abrdy This year is fixed by Linus and

[7de mogpor] éc muphs ka wehr  Heraeleitus at 10500 solar years;

derupoiofar  KoTd Twas wepiddous

eraAAGE Tor clumarTa cidvas TolTo |

B yiveator kel elucppérnyr,  Simpl.
Phys. 6 a (sup. p.42,1); similarly
957 b, w; De Celo, 132 b, 17

. (Schol. 487 b, 83); Eus. Pr. Ev

xiv. 8, B: xpdvoy Te dpicfar Ths
rav wdvrey sis 7O Tip GraAlrews kol
Ths i TobTov yevéoews.

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

others determine it differently. On
the other hand, Stoheus says, Hol.
i, 264 (Plut. Plog. il 32): ‘Hpd-
wAetTos [Tow péyar emaurby rifleral]
E’K #UP[@V {’.lff'rﬂ?flj‘xlhfﬂﬂf gpm.m"ﬁy
fAtoxdv. Dernays, Rhein. Mus.
N. F vii. 108, thinks that this
number was deduced from Hesiod's
verseg, ap. Plut, Def. Orac. 11, p.
415 ; but it is not easy to see how
this ecould be done. Schuster, on
the other hand (p. 373 sq.), gives
the preference to the statement in
tha Plarite, for he eonjectures 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 comradiction 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 twolve
centuriesinstead of twelve months ;
of the 36000 years which wo pot
in this way, the #8bs fre and rdrw
would each occupy 18000, This
seems to mo allogether too uncer-
tain, and the Placdta wlso spoak dif-
forently : thoy must therefore, as
Schuster thinks, have confused the
duration of the Swrdopnors with
that of the whole cosmieal yenr,
Lassalle, i1, 101 #gq., advanees the
opinion (corvenponding  with s
hypothesia nhout the sgun, sup, p.
58, 2) that Meraeleitus's grent year
is equivalent to the time which
elapses hofors all the atoms in the
universe have passed through the
eivele of Boing, and have arvived at
the form of fire. Not anly is this
entirely diffarant from what is said
by our authoritics, but it is (even
icrespectively of thy atoms which
are absolutely incompatible with
Lis physical theories) mueh too fur-
fetehed and subitle for Heracloitue ;
indeed, in itself it is wholly un-
natural, Each year must have
some definite point whers it beginz
and ends; and so has the ¢ great
year,' if we understand by it what

L]

i8 alwiys understood in other pas-
sagos.  Lassalle's ‘great year’
might equally well begin and end
ab any moment.

! Diog. according to the pre-
vious quotation: ter & dvap-iew
Th iy éml The yéveaw Byor roheio-
Oar wiAeuor kol Eow, Th B erl vhy
diemiparw  duooyiar wal elpfimy.
Hippol. Rafur.ix 10 : sip. p. 17,35
46, 1 Philo, Leg. Affley ii. 62 A ;
$up. p. 17, 3; Da Fict, sup. p. 68 2,

The rdoos and the ypyepesden are |

alluded to by Plutarch in the pés-
sage of De Fi. c. 9, diseussed in vol.
iil. o, 140, 8, second edition. Hora-
cleitus, however, is not mentioned,
anid the whole stutement prohably
rafers to a Stoical interpretation
of myths. The Stoies had natu-
rally borrowed the expression xéoos
and xpnopesiieyn from Heracleitns ;
but we have no right to take for
granted that what Plutarch here
siys of the duration of hoth states
is lso from Heracleibus, especinlly
a8 the Stoies themselves sesm by
no  means unanimous ahout it
Seneca, Bp. 9,16 (L e p. 131,:2),
expresses himself asif the derdpmors
were merely a shert ‘episode Dbe-
tween successive worlds.
* Sup. pp. 17, 3; 38, 1; 46, 1.

' Fr, 91, vide énf. p. 83, 3; I,
b1 (ap. Flut. G, Conu. iv. 4, 3,6
Ohvie. c. Oels. v. 14, 24 ; of. Schleier-
macher, 106): wéwves womploy éx-
Hxnrdrepor,

2 Fr. 90 Diog. ix. 7. Tert. Je
. 2; of Schuster. 270, 391 sq.,
fuxﬁs welpara ol By éfevpoto wacay
Amimopevoueros obor  olrw Babie
Advyoy Exer. I 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
1o the alteration which he proposes
i the text can be dispensed with,
Bhill less can I endorse Lassalle's
wmendations (ii: 857).

. * It is sofarnot without reason
thot Chaleid. @ Thn. c. 249 (as
whown by Lassalle,ii. 341) ascribes
Ao Heracleitus the Stoie doetring so
miliar to the ancients generally,
ul the constant interdependence
Diotween the human spirit and the

wnd how definitely he brought for-

wurd this doetrine, we ¢innot learn
m this late testimony.

4 The best authority for this is

o passage from Aristotle discussed

ivine. In what form however,

g 92, 4: 23, 1; where the dvafu-

s
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3. Man—17is Knowledge and lis Aetions.

~ Man, like everything else in the world, in the last resort
originates from fire. But in this respect there are great
(lifferences 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 18 to Heracleitus
only an object of aversion.! v 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-
#ists of fire, of warm and dry vapours,’ which consequently

placis means the same as what is
elsewhere called wip. Although this
fireiscalled dowuererarer, we must
not eonelude with Themistins (vide
inf.) that it was Goduaroy, or with
Lassalle, i1, 831, that it wag 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 may know things that are moved,
is a comjecture of Aristotle, who
has already (De An. 404 b, 7 sq.)
stated the general presupposition
on which he bases it. Cf. also
Philop. De dn. C, T (supra, p.
24, 1}; Themist. D¢ An. 67 =7,
u (ii. 2¢ Sp.): xei ‘Hpdiierros 3¢
B apxp TileTor @y dvraw, TavTny
Tifleran wal Yuxhr wip yip kal 0bTos”
T yap Grelvuleoy €€ s TG BAAG
aguwrlernow (so Arist.) ovx &ANe 71
A wip fweAnwréov, TobTo BE kel
Goduaror kal péor del,  Arvius Did.
ap. Eus. Pr. o xv. 20,1 dve-
Bvuiaoy pév otw dpolws 7@ ‘Hpea-
wAelre mhw duxiy amopalver Zvwy,
Tert. De An. ¢ 5. Hippasus et




)

4

‘wf Tol mwayTls) wedukérat

80 HERACLEITUS.

on that account are also called ¢soul.’!

The purer this

fire is, the more perfect is the soul: “the driest soul is
the wisest and best ;° 2 it strikes, we are told, through the

Horaelitus ex igni (entmum effin-
gunt). Maerob, Somn. i.14: He-
paclitus ohysicus [animamn dizit)
sc‘i?bma’aisfeﬂam's eseentie (e, of
the heavenly fire). Nemes. Nuz.
Hom, c. 2, p. 28: "HodrA, 88 v
péy Tov mavros Yuxdw (this is not of
course Heracleitus's ‘expression)
avabuulomiy éx 1@y Sypav, T B¢ dv
Tois Edois awd Te THs énrds wal vy
v abrois  avabvudgews dpoyerd
{scil. 74 cvefumdrer, or better:
i Simi-
larly Plut. Plae, iv. 3, 6, Aeccor-
ding to Sext. Madh. ix. 363 ; Tert.
De An. 9, 14, it was said by some
that Heracleitus held the soul to
be air. For the explanation of
this, ef. Part o, b, 23, 26.

VOB 80 sup. . 24, 25 50 8q.;
i. 814 g,

2 [y, 64, bb,  This proposition
is yery commonly attributed to
Heraeleitus, hut the rendings of
the MSR arve 8o varioud that it is
diffienlt, to decide how it originally
gtoad,  Btob, Mordl, 5, 120, has
et doxn sodwrirn cal aploTy,
Our MBS, gives alm Enph, another
oyl Eqph. In the feagmoent of
Musonius, thid, 17, 48, the read-

ings vary between et without

Enph, abyh Enph and o o7 Enpd.
Instead of atiy Porph. dwtr, Nywph.
e. 11, has: &npe doxi copurdry;
similarly Glykns, dnwel. 74, 116
(Schlgiermacher, p. 1307 : duxh
Enporépn mopwripy. Similarly Plnt.
v, Bom. . 28 : alrrn yi&p Yuxy tnph
(al. atimy. b wcal £) dplorn wab' ‘Hpd-
wAerTov, domep GoTpairy védous Biar-
Tauéyn Tob wdueros (that this
additionisalso taken from Heraclei-

tus seems probable, partly from the

connection in Plutarch, and partly
from the passage about to be
gquoted from Clemens).
Defs Orac. 41, p 432: abry yap
Enpe Yoxh xad HpaxAeTor. On
the other hand we find in Pseudo-
Plut, De Esi Corn. 1. 6, 4, p. 995
S avyh Enph Yuxh coperdry | Ko
Ty "Hpdrderor Eoer (He. Aéyew)
or, according to another reading,
abyfi Enpi Yvxh oop . T. ‘Hp.
€oucev.  Similarly Galen. Q. dn.
Moves, ete. e. 5, vol. iv. 786 K, and
to the same effect Hermias in
Phadr. p. 73: aimy Eqon duxh
gopwrdry, and Clemens Pedeg. L
156 €, withont mention of He-
racleitus thavym de Juxh Enpx co-
¢uwrdrn mat aploTy . . . obdé domt
kebuypos Tais Sk ol olvov draluuid-
FEdL, VEHEATS Dlny CHUBTOTOLGU-
pém. Philo, ap. Eus. Pr. £, viii.
14, 67 has: ob +% Enph. duxd co-
pwrdrn &kl apiory, and that the
true reading in this plaee is not. as
in some texts, adph or atyn (one
text has Inpfi duxg) but ov 44, 13
clear from the passage in Phily's
De Provid. 11, 109: i terra sicca
QRTINS 5T SOPRENS G0 VIrTITES anns
(for further details, ef. Schleierma-
cher, p. 129 sq.). Schleiermacher

supposes that there were three dif- -

ferant expressions: ob 35 Egpi. buxir,
&G., “ﬁ’? ’1;""7(.51, &0-1 ah’.’ E’mﬁ “;“"X‘l?v
&e.  But this is very improbable ;
and even if the first of the three
fragmients is distinet from the other
two, these latter seem to be origi-
nally identical. How the expres-
sion really stood, and how itsdif-
ferent versions are to be explained,
cannot be posifively determined.
I do not think, however, that-the

Plat. -

hodily veil like lightning through clouds.!
* other hand, the soul-fire is polluted by moisture, reason
4 lost;® and in this way Heracleitus explains the
- phenomena of intoxication ; the drunken man is not o
master of himself because his soul is moistened,?
however, everything is subject to perpetual change, and
A4 constantly being produced anew, so it is with the

ANTHROPOLOGY. a1

As,

*joul : not only did its fire come from without into the

Juoposition, “adyd) Enph duxd oo-
wrdrn,” is Heracleitean. The
Mubject duxi as part of the predi-
ite has something very disturbing
I ity and adyn Epph would be a
pngular pleonasm, for there is
o atmph Bypd ; the rise of mois-
fire is an extinction of the beam.
I, therefore, the words were origi-
Clinlly so written by Heracleitus
‘{is certainly seems probable from
e frequency with which they are
(juoted), we must suppose that
Ahore was some difference m the
punectuation. If Heracleitus wrote
“hit the moist soul was impriconed
Ly the body, but that the dry soul
Wilrrara: 65 oduuros, Brws vépeos
Y Eaph Yuxh coperdrn kal dpi-
i (and something of the Kind
Houms to be presupposed in Plut.

Milly explained. Schuster, p. 140,
ts that Plutarch’s arrpand)
ould be much more applicable
Ahiin adyd 3 whereas -Teichmiiller,
N, Stud. 1. 65, shows that aiyy
unds also for lightning; ef. 71
i, 244; Hes, Theog. 699;

YOL. IL.

", Rom. 28), everything would be °

body, but it must be fed from the fire without in order
to sustain itself—a theory which was obviously sne-
- gested by the process of breathing, if once the soul were
tompared to the vital air* Heracleitus consequently

Sophoel. Phil, 1199 (Bporras airyats
w eloe proyiCer). Sehuster's ex-
planation: “ If the gasis dry, the
soul is wisest, is (even irrespec-
fively of the pas) contradicted by
what is said above—that it would
only be possible to speak of an atn
&npé, and to declare the dry abys to
be wise, supposing there were also
an adyh dypd, Would anyone say :
fif the beam,’ or ‘if theflame, isdry ?’

! I doubt whether that which
is aseribed to Heracleitus by Ter-
tullian (De An. 14), as well as by

If, on the «

&

Znesidemus and Strabo, is authen-

tie, viz, that the sounl, i fofum
corpus diffusa ef wbigue ipsa, velut-
Hatus in ecalamo per covernas. ita
per sénsualia variis modis emicer.

2 Cf. the proposition gquoted
sup. p. 24, 2, which primarily has a
more general meaning. .

3 By, 53; Stob. Floril. 5, 120 :
Gyip Oxbror uebuoB Eyeror Hmd
woudds arfifov  oparldueres, obk
ératwy bien Balver, fyphy Tiw duyip
Exwr.” Cf. Plut. Quw. Comp. iil.,
Proem. 2, and Stob, Filoril, 18, 32.

4 Of. vol. 1. p. 485, 2.
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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 resson is ex-

1 Sup.p. 42, 2; Sext. Moth. vii.
1%? 8qq.: dpéowet yip TE puoing
[‘HparAeira] v mepiexoy fuds Aoyi-
by e by kal doeviipes . . . TobTOM
3% Top Betoy Adyor rad’ “Hpdrheirow
8. dvemvors oxdoavTes voepol yiwd-
weba, kal &y piy farvaws Anfaior Kard
3¢ Eyepowy mdAw Eugppovest v yip
Tufs fryols wvoderey Tey alo i@y
mhpwy xwpilerar Tis wphs T wepid-
xov cvudulas & v quiv vois, pdims
THs kaTh Gvamveny TPOTDHleees Tw-
Copduns olovel mwos plins . . . &
B dypryopdat wdAw Sk rdy aloln-
iy whpay Gorep Sid Ty Buptiuy
mpoicipas wal 1@ mepidyorrt oup-
Bdarwy Ao dublerar Blvaur.
Bumep ol Tptwoy ol bvlpares wAn-
adoayres o wupl kar' dAAolwow
Sigmupot  ylvovral, xepadivres 3k
aBdvpupran, olire wal §) émiterwlcisa
wois puerdpos odpuow dnb Tal we-
préxovros poipe Katd piv The xwpes
auby oy ebby Ehoyos ylvera, word
ot T Bk Tar wAeloTar whpwr olu-
duaiw duoedis 7§ g rablorarar
The image of the embers is em-
ployed in ancther connection by
the peeudo-Hippocrates, . Sialr,
i. 29. That Sexins hers repro-
duces the concoption of Heracleitus
in his own words, or those of ne-
sidemus, is plain. The assertion,
Sext, vii. 349 (ef. Tert, Do dn, 15),
that the soul, aceording to He-
racleitus, was outdide the body, is
merely an inferonce. Ihid, M. viii.
986, according to Heracloitus's ex-
press declaration | ph elvac Aoyucby
Ty Hwfpumoy, pbrov 8 dmwdpyew
gpeviipes TO wepiéyov. Similarly
the so-called Apollonius of Tyana,

Epist. 18 HpdrX. . . . Bhoyov elvod
kard Qlow Epnae Thy Erfpurov.

2 That this is the meaning of
the wepiéxor is eclear from the
words of Sextus; we are econ-
nected with the air ountside us by
means of our breath, and with the
light eutside us by means of our
eyes, This mode of conception iz
not steange in Heracleitus ; if rea-
don is identical witit fire, it is qnite
nutural that it should enter man
with the animating and warming
breath, and be nourished by light
and air.e Only if we refine awdy
Heraelsitns’s primitive fire to a
metaphysical abstraction, as Las-
salle does, have we any vight, to
find faunlt with this sort of language
from him. Tassalle (i. 305 sqq.)
understands by the wepiéxor < the
universal and actual process of
beeoming, or (i, 270 the objective,
world-forming law, which is eallad
the mepiexor, hoeanse it overcomes
all things,  But wepiéyer does not
mean ‘overenme’ (certainly not, as
Liass. 1. 308 represents it. with the
acensative of the object), and 7d
wepiéxnp never msans anything else
thap ‘the surrounding” In the
passape from Sextus no other
meaning can be thonght of, More-
over it seems to me (as to Lassalle,
i. 207) improbatle that Heracleitus
himself ever Miade use of the ex-
pression weptéyoy. :

3 Whether Heracleitus ima-
gined that the soml was alse de-
veloped from the blood, and wwas
sustained by it (¢f p. 79. 4, is not
quite clear.

..rJ
e
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tinguished, and man is limited in his presentations to

" his own world—to the subjective fancies of dreams,!

thaugh 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. From these presuppositions
we could only deduce that the soul, like everything else
perpetually reproducing itself in the fux of natural life,
retaing 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 cammot 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. 186: Ty & 7d kiope Yo évey,
& “HpdxAeiTds ¢pnot, ToLs Eypryyopooiy 2 Fr. 91, ap. Clem. Strom. iv.
Sa kab wowdy wbopoy elwar, Tov 88 530 D: Hrpawos &v eippdvy ¢dos
Kowwpévoy ExnoTov els 1oy amo- Gwret devte’ amobarey arooBeobeis.
orpédectnt, (@v 5t Gmreral TeByedros elBwy Mmo-
2 M. Aurel. vi 42: kei 7obs oBerbels dles Eypnyopls dmTeTar
wabegdorras, olpar, & ‘Hpduherros elbovios.
dpydras elvome Aéye wal auvepyobs

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
' _whigh 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
become weary of continuing in the same state? He

! Fr. 60, the original form of
which is doubtless given by Hi p}lol.
Fefut, ix, 10, in the words : dddve-
Tar Bumrol, Brnrol afdvaror, (Drres
Tov delvwy Odvaroy, Tov &8 dxelvwr
Bloy relvedres.  Sehlviermachor,
putting together the following pas-
sages s Hevael, Alleg, Hom, ¢ 24,
p. 61 Maohl. ; Max, Tvy, Diss, x, 4,
end (xli. 4 nd fin); Clem, Padag.
iii. 216 A ; Hiwvool, i Carn, ddur,
p. 186 (268) ; Porph, Antr, Nipnph.
e 10, ond 5 Philo, Leg, Alleg. i, p.
60 C (Qe. in Gon, iy, 1.’;‘; or
Tme. ¥, duot, 14; doduces from
them this wview: dvllpwroe Oeol
Bumrol, Beol o fvlpawwor aldvaror,
(wores rhy énelvwy Odvaroy, Ovio-
wovres Ty dicdvar Cofy,  Agninst
him and Lngsnlle, i 186 8q., vide
Bornays, Hevaoleit, Briofe, 87 sq.:
cf, also, p, 17, 4; and Clom, Strom.
il 434 C: oyl wal ‘Hpdederos
Bdvaror Th ylveow nahed;

2 Herneloitug's theory was con-
sequently expounded by Sext. Pyrrh,
i, 230 ; Philo, L, Alfeg. 60 C, and
others, in similar langnage to that

* of the Pythagoroans and Platonists,
Wheather the pussagre in Sextus, /. ¢,
‘Hp. ¢moly, Bri kal =b (v xad 1d
arobovely wal év g (hv fuas dore
ial ép 7 Tebvdval, contains He-
racleitus's own words, or is merely

an inference from the utterance
quoted above, is doubtful. Still
legs can we be save from the pas-
suge 1 Philo that Heracleitus him-
solf employed the eomparison of

the edua with the ofue (sup. vol. i,

T
* Tambl, ap. Stob. Fel i. 906 :
'Hp:‘.{d\.e_ﬂos pey vyap GuolBds @vay-

rates Tiletar éx Tav Eymprlov 54y .

Te Gvw kol kdTw Bomopeleslar Tas
Yuxas UImeiknde, kol Th uiv Tois
airols émyrévew rduaTor elvar, TH BE
perafdihew deper dvdravaw. The
game, thid, §96, iz repard to the
different theories of the deteriora-
tion of the soul it is said: wa#
‘HpdeAerror 82 745 ér T4 peraBda-
Aealai avamavdns . . . airies yeyvo-
[€uns TEY kaTaywyEy EvepynudToy.
These statements ave illustrated
and econfirmed by Ep, Gaz

Theophr, p 5, Boiss.: 6 ple yip

'Hpdicherros BaBoxhy dvayrolar Ti-
Oéneros brw kal wdrw 7is Yuxis The
wopelay Edn ylvecBai, éwei rduaros
abr] 7@ Symiovpyd ocwvérerfar wal
v preTie Tl Beot TO8e TH A cupTe-
pimoleiy kol 07 érelyve TerdyBa rkal
bpxeoar, 81 Tobro T TOb Apeuciy
émifuuig xal épx7s (tha dominion
over the body) éamidi wdrw Paol
whe Yoy dépeoac. Here, how-
ever, the Heracleitean doctrine is
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upplied also to individual souls that which could only
bie said logically of the universal soul, or of the divine
nnimating fire. We see from various traces that he

ubtributed a further existence to souls escaped from

their bodies. In one of his fragments he says that there
Iwaits man after his death that which he now neither
liopes nor believes ; ! in another he promises a reward to

{ilerpreted in a Platonic sense.,
Hpracleitus certainly never spoke
ol the Demiourges; and the otler
similarities between this passage
wnd the Pheedrus may be oecca-
ploned (s Tassalle, ii. 235 sq.,
weeks to prove), mot so much by
the influence of Heracleituss
Writings on Plato, as by that of

" Plato’s on Eneas. AEneas, p. 7,

fuye of Heracleitus: ¢ Sower 7w
wdvwy Ths Yuxis ovdravher elvas
W eis Tovde Tor Blor duyhy ; and
Numen. ap. Porph. De dniro
WNywmpl. 0. 10 (sup.p. 18, 1), agrees
with this in the quotation: *du-
xioe Tépler,” i Gevatow from He-
teleitns  (this, as Schuster, p.
191, supposes, is an addition of

' Numenius referring to the propo-

Mition quoted p. 24, 2, and an ad-

* dition  that is contrary to the

meaning of Heracleitus, who repre-
pents the 7épdes as consisting pre-
figely in the transmutation, the
{duaros of the soul), ** iypfioe yevé-
lar,” Téplny 8% elvar adreds Ty els
'ﬂ;v fyévicrw avaoiv, The Propo-
sitions of Heracleitus are, however,
most authentically given by Ploti-
nus in the passage (1v. 8, 1) pointed
out by Lassalle, 1. 131 : & per vip
‘Hpdwhstros . . . duoifids Te dway-
walas Tléusras &k Tay dravriwe,
OBdy Te Hye kal ghrw eimdy, kol
“ perafdAdoy dvaraverar” kol ks
pards 0Tt Tois abrofs poxfely el
¥pxsofar” (here Lassalle, following

Creuzer, would snbstitute #yyeoba:,
but, as he himself observes, the
passage from Hneas is in favour of
Gpxectar) einaler ewker (as To the
reasons of the soul's descent) uehd-
cas cadd huiv worfoar TO¥ Adyor.
When Pluterch, De Sol. dwim. 7,
4. 1. 9664, says of Empedocles and
Heracleitus that they blame Nature
(ef. p. 32, 1): ds Grayrny kal woAepor
eloav . . . dwou wal Tiv yéveqw
abriy € abiklas gurTUpxdvels Ae-
youge T8 BmTd cuyEpYOUErSY TUD
afavdTov kol Tépmeolfar T yeroueror
Taps i uéhest Tob yewfioarTos
amogmeueros, it i3 a question whe-
ther the latter part of this passage
from Gwov onwards is (as Schuster
supposes, 183, 1) really founded on
Heraeleitean uttersnees. It re-
minds us most obviously of Empe-
docles, inf. p. 3, 656, 2, third edit.

L Fr. 69, ap. Clem. Strom. iv.
532 B; Cohort. 18 D; Theod.
Cur. Gv. A viii. 41, p. 118;
Stob. Floril. 120, 28; dvfpdwous
uéver emollavdvras Gooa obk SAmow-
Tou 00Bé Jowdovor. Perhaps there
is a reference to the same subjeet
in. Fr. 17, ap. Clem. Strom. ii. 366
B:; Theod. i. 88, p. 15: éaw uj
EAmnTar GyéAmioTor obk efevpiioet,
avelepetyyToy eov kol Emepow, In-
stead of ¥Amnrer and éfevphoer,
Theoderet has érmityre and edpf-
eere. Schuster, p. 45, conjectures
e
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those who have fallen gloi‘iously ;! in a third he speaks
of the condition of souls in Hades;? in two others he

makes mention of the deemons ? and heroes,* and assigus,

U Fy, 120, ap. Clem. Strom. iv.
494 B; Theod. Cur. Ge. 4ff. ix.
39, p. 117 1 pdpo: yip uéloves péfo-
vas polpas Aayxdvovoy, of. Ir. 114,
ap. Theod.: eapyipdrovs ol Geol
Tipdal kal of BxBpwmor, 1 cannot,
with Sehuster, p. 304, regard these
passages as ironieal,

z Fp. 70 Plut. Fae. Lun. 28,

“end, p. 943: ‘Hpdeh, elwev 71 al
Yoxai dopavra kel &nr.  The
meaning of these words is obseure,
Schuster’s explanation : Souls geont
out Hades, reach after it greedily
as g restorative, 16 tho loss sntis-
factory to me, as Plutaveh pives
the sentence in proof that souls
in the other world ean food them-
selves on- vapours, In this eon-
noction wo might bring forward
what Arvisgtotle quotes, Do Sensu,
o B, ddd n, 28: dy el mdvra Td
Bura wamwsbs spévorro, pives by G-
voler. Dornays, Bh. Mua. ix. 2605,
rofers it, in n fuvfotehod manber,
as it seoms to me, to the conllagea-
tion of the world, In theso proposi-
tions we con hardly look for any
special rpforence.

3 [y, 61, Hippol, Bifuf, ix, 10:
&0abe dduri | Burn, ddvras]| émavi-
araala kol prAaras ylveobo dyeprl
g‘aiﬂwv(mlinm.inutml.ﬂ.ofé?:p-ngi’:-
Tewy) wal yexparv, 1 vefer these words

. to the dremons assigned as the pro-
tecvors of men, ef, Hos. 'E, xal fu.
120 sqq., 260 8qq. Lassalle i. 185
sees in them a resurrection of souls,
but this is a mistake, ot any rato

-l regard to the expression; for

éxaviorasfu 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 doe-
trine of the resurrection of the
Lody (Lassalle, i, 204). Lassalle
does not mean indeed by this re-
surrection the dvdoracts gaprbs in
the Christian sense, which Hippo-
lytus, Le., finds tobe elearly taught
{¢parvepis must be substitnted for
pavepis); he means only this:
that ull the particles of matter
which had previously formed 2
Luman body, find themgelves again
united at a later period of the
world in 2 similar body. This
conception is not only much too
fur-fetehed for Heraeleitus, and
entirely without support from any
of his writihgs, but it is quite
incompatible with his peint of
view : these particles of matter do
not exist any longer in the later
period of the world; they axe as
these definite substances entirely
destroyed in the stream of Becom-
ing; they bave become other
substanees ; and if even they may
have been partially changed again
into the constituents of human
Lodies, there is no ground for the
supposition that from those par-
ticular substances which arese from
some particnlar body, and from no
others, a body will aftersards
aguin be formed. Schuster (p.
176) prefers this reading : [Bafpwy
0éne| évbdie édvr: dmcloracto: kal
vhaids (= ¢vAak) yiveabar éyepri
E #. ». But Hippolytus, as it
speme to be, would then have had
greater difficulties in finding ths
resarrection of the flesh, than in the
ordinary text with its émaviorasba:.
t Fr. 130, Orig. ¢. Cels. vii, 62:
olite yyprdoxwy Beods olire fpwos
olrines elot.
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the demons as guardians, not only to the living, but to
{he dead ; and he is said to have taught that all things
wre full of sonls and demons.' It is doubtless, there-
fore, his opinion that souls enter the body from a higher
uxistence, and after death, when they have proved
themselves worthy of this privilege, they ‘return as
demons into a purer life;? in regard to details, how-
over, he seems to have retained the ordinary notions
voncerning Hades.®

Whether Heracleitus enguired more particularly
concerning the corporeal life of man cannot be dis-

covered -with certainty! from the very little that has [J

heen handed down to us by tradition on this subjeet.
Ou ibe other hand, there are many passages quoted
from him in which he applies his standpoint to the

cognitive faculty and moral action of man.

1 Dieg. ix. 7, cf. p. 46, 2.

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

* CF. the similar eschatology of
Pindar, sepra, vol. 1. p. 70,

+ We find from Fr. 62 ap. Plut.
Def. Orac. e 11; Plae. w. 24
Philo, Qu. tn Gen. ii. 5, end p. 82
Auch. ; Cemsorin, Di. Nat. C. 18, ¢f,
Bernays, £k Mus, vii. 115 =q.,
that ke reckoned the life of a man

"t thirty years, becanse a man in his

thirtieth year might have a son
~—who was himself a father, and
therefore human nature eomplates
its circuit in that time. Reference
is made to this cirele in Fr. 73,
ap. Clem. Strom. iil. 432 A: * émee-
Jav (L Ererra) yevlusvor (dewr &d¢-
Auvoe plpovs T Exew,” paAror Bt
drvamateodor  (this, in spite of
Sehuster'’s representations, p. 193,

1. Iconsider to be an emendation of
Clemens, referring perhaps to the
view of the perafody disenssed
sumra, p. 84, 3, or else a protest of
the Christian against the phileso-
pher who treats death simply us
the end of life ; it would not agree
with the kari(ew iy yéveaiy which
Clemens finds in the passage) © kai
maibas rarehelwovet pdpivs yevé-
Pz’ No pgreat weisht, however,
is to be attached to these observa-
tions. What is said in Hippoer.
«. B, 1. 23 end, on the sewen
senses, and dhid. e, 10, on the
abdomen, and on the three revolu-
tigns of fire in the human body,
can hardly be taken from Heri-
cleitus; the statement (of Joh.
Sicel, Walz, Rhett. vi. 95, quoted
by Bernays, Herael. 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 one 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
ouly thing which is thus common is thought.? . Ouly
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nnd dead what is really the most movable and living of
ull things.!  Or, as the later theory of the Heracleitean
nehool 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
notivity of the organ which receives this influence in its
own peculiar manner into itself. “Sensation, therefore,
ghows us nothing permanent and absoclute, but only a
fingle phenomenon as this presents itself in the given
ciise and to some definite pereeption. Although, there-
fore, we may certainly learn from sensible observation,

' jthe 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 meroly the fleeting phemomenon, not the
essence ; * the eternally living fire is hidden from them

by a hundred veils;® they

b Supra, p.o42, 2. This know-
ledge, howover, in itsolf according
to Lassalle, i, 444, conditional on
a ‘rovolation to oneself of the
objective and nbrolute,” Lassalle
in support of this rolics partly on
Sext. M, wiil. 8, Anesidemus
defined tho dAndis as the wh Aq6oy
T koudy prduny s and partly on
the fragment quoted p. 25, 2.
Sextus, howevar, does not say that
Anesidemuy  had this definition
from Heracloitus, and if he did,
we could not conclude very mueh
from it. The fragment calls fire
the pf Sivor, which is something
quite tifferent from the wh Affor,
Though it is wery possille that
Heraeleitus may have said that
the Divine or Reason was know-

show us as something stiff

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

S Prids ef pids T

4 Fr. 123 ; Stob. Floril. 3, 84 ¢
fovdy éomimaot 5b gpoveir Fuy vl
J'Lé;yuwas ioxvpiCeabar xph 76 fuve’
mopTwy, GkeoTep vdpe wéMs Kab
oA loxuporépws Tpépovrar yip,
kAl sup. po41. 1. On the mean-
ing of the words, ef. p. 43, 1.

¢ Avist. Mefuph. 1. 6, sub init, :
-rf:i‘s ‘HpaxAsireiots ddfoss, bs Top
airlpTey det fedprwy kol émiorfiune
mepl avTdw ebr alions.

S Diog. ix, 7: vhw dpaoiy Yeb-
decfo: (Eeye). Lueret. Rer. Nat,
i 696 : eredit enim (Horaclitus}
SEMSIS UPNEM COGUOSPErE Werd, velira

won credit, fire being the only sen-
sible phenomenon in which the
* ubstance of things displays itself
necording to its true nature.

! Fr. 95, ap. Clem. Strom. iii.
441 D, where, according to Teich-
wiiller’s just observation, N, Sf. i
17 sq., instead of Mufaydpas ¢ rai
phonld be read: TIwfeydpa xal:
Udvards 2oy bidan dyeplerTes Gpéo-
Moy, éxéoa B¢ eldoytes imvos: ‘as
wo see in sleep, dreams, 50 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-

slant passing away of itself’ DBut
~ this constant . passing away, in
which, according to Heracleitus,
the life of nature consists, he would
noever have described by the sinister
word death. Schuster, 274 sq., in
order to aveid the degradation of
the sensnons perception, here gives,
"8 1t appears to me, an interpreta-
on very far-fetehed and unlike
- Huracleitus, which Teichmiiller
rightly discards.
* Theophrast. De Semsu, i1

sq.: of Be wepl “Avafaydpar xol
‘HpdxAeiror 7¢ Svaprie (wowbos 1y
algtnaw), which is afterwards thuos
explained : of 8¢ Tir aludnow dwo-
AapBdvoyres év aAhoudoer yiveshar
kal To pep Guoter awabis {wo Tol
dpolov, 7o & évovriow wolnrirby,
Tolry wpocelerar Ty yrduny. em-
waprupety 8 ofopron kat T6 Tepl Thy
apiy cupBaivoy: TH pép duoiws TF
caprl Bepudy 9 Yuxpbv ob moielr
alofqow. 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. 156 A sqq.; Plato himself
refers us to them, 180 e sg. 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 in it, viz., that the sensible
perception is the product of the
coneurrent motion of the object
and wf the senve, and has conse-
quently no ebjective 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 pereeption 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

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

: v, 8. Hippol. Reful, ix. 9:
Sowy s drod pdbneis tabTa dyd
aporipém 5 on the sonso of sight es-
pecially, Fr. 91, Fr 9, Polyb, xii,
271 a@ﬂﬂwl pip Tav btwy aupifié-
arepor  paprupes, whioh (notwith-
standing tho different, opinion of
Bornays, ik, Mus. ix. 262 ; Lass. ii,
323 &q. ; Sehuster, 26, 1) seoms to
moto eontiin nothing more than (for
oxumple) what Herodotus says (i.
8), and what Polybius understands
by the passage, namely, that one enn
Lettor rely on one's own sight than
on the assortion of others,

3 pp, 11 Sext. Math, vii
1263 karol pdprupes avlpdmirw
dpbarpuol wal dra PapBdpovs buyas
éxdrrwy (which is no doublt more
authentie than the version of it
ap. Stob. Flerl. 4, 56). Tustead
of the last three words, Bernays,
Bh. Mus. ix. 262 gqq., conjectures :
BopBipou Yuxas Exorros, because in
the reading of Sextus. the genitive
exdvrar after dlpdmrors is very
srrange, and beeause in the time of
Heracleitus, BdpBapos would not
have had the signification of rude.
It is not meecessary to ascribe this

gignifieation o 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 nse to hear if the soul
does not comprehend the speech
which the ear receives; and the
strange genrtive éxdrrew seems to
have been used precisely because
the sentence relates primasily to
the ears (thongh it is also of course

applicable to'the eyes). Cf Sehus- .

ter, 26, 2.

1+ Diog. ix. 7: 7hw olqmw iepiy
vdooy Eheve. He was nevertheless
accused by Aristotle, ik N. vii
4, 1146 b, 29 (M. Mor, i. 6, 1201
b, #), of an over-bearing confidence
in his own opinions, as hasalready
heen noticed. Schleicrmacher, p.
158, compares with the passage of
Diogenes the followmg words from
Apoll, Tyan. Epist, 18: éyxahvmreos
ExaaTos 6 puTalws v 5oky yevbpevos ;

but this is not qnoted by Apoll, as®

Heraeleitean, -
5 Fr, 138 ; ap. Onig. e, C¥ls. 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’ He himself
will be content after much labour te 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; arip vimos frovse mpds Geei-
poves brwgwep wols wpos awdpds.
The conjectural Saduavos for dal-
povos (Bernays, Heracl. 15) seems
to me unnecessary. ForSchuster's
view of this passage, of. @nf. 93, 2.

1 e 55 Plot, Aud. Fodf, c.
9, end, p. 28; Do dud, c. 7, p. 41 ¢
BAGE Gvbpwmos Umd mwavtds Adyov
érrofjofor Gihel.

2 Clem. Strom. v. 549 C: do-
kedurwy pip O BokpudTaTos yEoKE
uidooen kol werror kel By Kata-
Adiperar Yevbay TéToves Kal udpTu-
pas. The first half of this fragment
I do not think to be satisfactorily
explained, either by ochleierma-
cher, who would substitute doxéorra
and yyvdorey ¢uldoos, nor by
Lassalle, ii. 321. Even the pro-
posal of Schuster, 340, 1: dox. 7. &
SoxiudraToy yiverar ywdore Guido-
cear (‘5o 8 post decides to adopt
from that which passes for eredible
the most eredible’), does not en-
tirely satisfy me. Lassalle, by the
Yevddy téwrores understands the
senses. 1 agres with Schuster in
shinking the allusion to the posts
fiur more probable {¢f p. 10, 3).

3 In this sense, as has been
previously remarked, we must un-
derstand the sayings of Heracleitus
sgainst Polymathy, supre, vol. i.
510, 4; 836, 5. The fragment on
this subject, ap. Stob. Flord. 34,

19, Gaisford, was rightly restoved
to Apaxarchus. :

! Fr. 19 ap. Clem. Strom. iv.
476 A; Theod. Cur. Gr. Aff. 1. 88, p.
15 : xpuotr o Silfuevos yir woAAny
dpdrovar kel edplowovow dhiyov,
How Heracleitus applied this il-
Instration 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 F7. 21 peinted out by
Tassalle, 11. 312 ; Clem. Strom. v.
615 B: xph yip el pdie moAA@y
foropes Gihaaigovs Evipas elvar ke
‘HpdrAeror, where iocropia, inde-
pendent enquiry, is to be distin-
guished from mere polymathy.

5 Aceording to Diog. ix. 73, he
is reported to have said: wh eixh
repl iy peyloTwy qupBaiidueta,
which does not sound like his nsual
langnage.

& Fr. 20 (ap. Plut. adv. Cal. 20,
2, p. 1118; Suid. Mocroiges. Cf.
Lassalle 1. 301 sq.): éhi(noduny
Suewbrdr. The right. interprotu-
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 Diot
fenes, 1x. 5 éavTow Epy diu(foacta-
ral uabety wdvra wap’ favron.  (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 soems
doubtful. In v. 9, 5, p. 559, ho
follows the interpretation aceord-
ing to which éduavrdy designuton
the object that is sought or en-
quired for ; he says, in a diseursion
concerning the unity of thought
and DBeing, dplas Hpe . . . 7h
cuavrby et(naduny by ‘,If Tép byra,
This is, of coursy, nol eonclusive
a8 to the original menning of the
sentenco; but atill lesy ean | ad-
mit  Lossalle’s theory that the
words ds & 7, 5, aleo belong to
Herweleitug, nnd that the whole
proposition mennd, oo musl ro-
gard oneself ad one of the oxistent
things," e, ns existing we little ng
they do, and invelved in the pemo
flux,  How thiv enn be deduesd
from the words, 1 fail to see, and
it does mot mesm to moe probable
that Heracleitus shonld havespolen
of Gera, by tv rdv Svrwy sooms 1o
me an addition of Plotinuy, in-
tended to justify his application of
Heracleitus's suying to the question
in hand. The indecisive sentenco
ap. Stob. Florl. 5, 119, avfpdnoe
magt uéreori ywdvicar daurods ral
cwpporeiv is rightly regarded by
Schleiermacher as spurious,

o Fr. 14, 138, sup. p. 42,°2;
90, 5.
% Vide Fr. 128, sup. p. 41, 1,
This seems to have Leen also the

original moenning of the proposi-
tions (/. 16) quoted in the Graater
Hippins, 280 A sq., as Hersclei-
toun, though ovidently net in the
words of' the philosopher, &s oo
willfjicwy b kdANoTos aloyphs drbpo-
welw ydver ovuBdArew, . . . i
allpdmar & copdrares wpbs Geby
wilnicos daveitar kel cople kol kdA-
Aet il rols EANots waow. In Hip-

poe. mwepl Gaer. i, e. 12 sqq. many

examples,  not Mways  happily
chosnn, are brought forward to
show that all human arts arose
from the imitation of nature,
theugh men are not conscions of it.
This thonght seems to belong to
Heraeleitus ; but the development
of it, as it stands here, can be but
partially his. Cf. Bernays, Herael,
28 sqq., Schuster, p. 286%=qq.

* What Sext. Maih. vii. 126,
181, says of Heracleitus is there-
fore substantially troe: Thy aio-
Oaorwy , . . dmiocTor elvar perouke,
Th¥ B¢ Ridyov fmoriferme rpiriiproy
" . To kowdy Advyor kai felow
Kal o) naré et oxhy ywipeba Noyucol
kpirfipior aAnbelas ¢nolr. Many
scaptics, on ghe other hand, recken
him among their number; bus
this only exemplifics the well-
known arbitrariness of the school,
Diog. ix; 75, Cf Sest, Pyrrk.
209 sqq.
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filt the want of such a theory, or clearly saw the neces-
pity of giving an account to himself, before any enguiry
concerning thingg, of the conditions of knowledge and

method of * investigation.

The propositions quoted

ubove, as was the case with the kindred theories of : his-
contemporary Parmenides,! were escentiaily deductions
from a physical theory which brought him into such ab-
yupt antagonism to sensible appearance, that he thought
limself obliged to mistrust the evidence of the senses.

L 1t does nob follow from “this that he purposed to form =

his system independently of experience, and 'by means
of an & priori construction s for such a design would
have presupposed enquiries into the theory and method
of l&nowledge_ 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, o ’n?y
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.? Iis reflection was concerned!
with the objective in nature; like every other philo--

1 Of. vol. i. 591 sqq.

2 Schuster (p. 19 sqq.) supports
this statement mainly on the frag-
ments (2, 3), disenssed p. 7, 2. Bat
in fr. 3 thereis not one word to show
that the Adyos ael & is only per-
opived through the senses; thatwe
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
Hehuster introduees 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
tc know, they do nob enter upon
the way of observation), whereas
Heracleitus blames them ° because
they do mot understand (or con-
sider, ¢povéovss) that on which
they stumble every day;’ and da
not (in what way is not stated)
instruet themselves about 1.
Schuster likewise refers to Fr. 7;
but T havs 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
cannaction with it the quotation on
p- 90, 2: Sowy Gdis Grof pabyois
TabTa éyd wporwéw. In - itself,
however, it does not imply that the
udfnmis 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 knowledpe by
thought, how mueh by observa-
tion, the fragment does not say.
Further, in Fr. 7, the fwbde or the
Adyos twwbs dovs not mean the
< gpoech of the vikible world ;” and
those are not censured who *in-
dulge their own thoughts, and
“genk in the invisible instead of
the vigible, ench one for himself, a
partieulnr solution of the univer-
sal riddle ' (Sehuster 23 sq), of. p.
48, 1: not to mention that Hera-
cloitug, with his «ly duod pdpot
(sup. p. 10, 2), eortainly did follow
his own thoughts ; and the kowh
prduy, to which Schuster with
JEnesidemus (ap. Sext. Math, viii.
8) vefors Fuwde, was, for him at
leagr, an authority. Schuster, p,
27 sq., Instly quotes Lueret. i. 690
8qq., who calls the seuses that wnde
ommia evedita  pendent, unde hic
cognitus est dipsi guem  pominat
dgnem : but he forgets that Lucre-
tius takes this observation, not
from Heraeleibug, but from his
own presupposition against Hera-
cleitus. When he wants to give
the doetrine to Heracleitus, he says
(vide p. 90, 4) that among all the

sensuous pereeptions, he aseribed

truth to that of fire only (not, as
Schuster says, to fire ‘under all-

its disgnises and changes,! but
timple visible fire), To withhold
credence from the second of thess
statements because the firet has
Leen misapprebended, is to invert
the order of things. This sup-
posed evidence i fatour of Schus-
ter's view thus turns out to be
distinet evidence against it irs
}ncorra?l;nsgs, morad?ver, appears
rom what 1s quoted, supra, p. 88,
5; 89, 1; 90 8, and espeially
from Aristotle’s assertion (88, 4):

that Plato fo}lowed Heracleitus -

in hig convietion—ds 1@y aloly-
Tav. &el fedvrwy kol Emorhuns
wepl aitdy odk ofiows. The con-
Jeeture that Arjstotle is  here
speaking only of Cratylus and. the
Heracleiteans, who ‘on this point
thonght very differently from their
master’ (Schuster 31), is wholly
inadmissible. Aristotle doss not
say Tais 7éy ‘Hpmkerelwy Bépous,
but rals ‘Hpaxerrefors §dtais ; now
# ‘Hpareireros 8dka is ag certainly
an opinion of Heracleitus ns the
‘Hparelreos Ooes, Phys, 1. 2, 185
4, 7,18 a proposition of Heracleitus,
and the ‘HpaxAcirein Advor in the
parallel passage to this Metaph.
xill. 4 (sup. p. 11, 1) are statements
of Heracleitus. “HpasAeireios sio-
nifies proceeding from Heracleitus ;
and if by an inaccurate wse of
Janguage 1t might be used in re-
gard to an opinion which had been
merely derived by his scholars
from his doctrine, it certuinly
could 1ot be used of any epinion
that eontradicted his own. Schus-
ter, therefore, has recourse fo
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propozed to himself the question from what sources his
convictions had arisen.” When in this way he had arrived
ut theories which contradicted the assertions of owr

penses, he did not say, as a

trie empiricist must have

said, that the theories must be false: he said that-2 0
the senses were deceptive, and that rational knowledge --

1;1'0_1_19 was trustworthy. v

But by what process we are to

attain this rational knowledge, neither Heracleitus nor
any of the pre-Socratic philosophers expressly enquired.

The principle aseribed to

unother theory, viz. that Aristotle
aseribes the conclusions which were
drawn by Plato from the doctrine
of Heracleitus to Heracleitus him-
wolf: a suspicion which wonld-only
be justifiable if the ® assertions
of Arvistotle contradicted other
trustworthy  authorities ; where-
s, in truth, they coineide with

" them all. But from the faet that

Protagofas united his sensualism
with the proposition about uni-

. versal Becoming, we must nob

conclude with Schuster (31 =q.)
that Heracleitus also attuched
supreme importance to the sen-
suons perception; certainly mot
if, like Schuster, we represent
Cratylus as opposed to Heracleitus
through his rejection of the testi-
mony of the senses. Why shoq}.d
not the Sophist, who made no claim
to reproduee Heracleitus's doetrine
as -such, diverze more easily from
it than (according to Schuster’s
theory) a philosopher who de-
idedly professed that doctrine?
It is not true, however, that Pro-
tagoras said “that there was an
“migrhun, and that it was the
game as algfpees and  opinion

him by modern writers,'

' that the names of things explain to ns their essential

founded upon elgfyeis! On ae-
count of the relativity of percep-
tions, he rather denied the possi-
bility of knowledze (ef. p. 896 squ.,
3rd ed.). But if in this there lics
also the presupposition that know-
ledee, if knowledge were possible,
could only arise from perception,
the hypothesis here admitted, via
that there is a knowledge, is im-
mediately opposed, and opposed
for the very reason that pereeption
cannot gnarantee knowledme. So
far as we ean argue from Protago-
ras to Heracleitus, the only result
is that Heracleitus, as little as
Protagoras, aseribed objective trath
to sensible perception. Arcesilaus
the Apademician, ¢ 9, proved the
impossibility of knowledge simply
from the uncertainty of percep-
tions (ef. Pt. 111, &, 448 5., 2nd ed.),
but no one coneludes from this that
Plato, whose track Le follows in
his polemic against sense-know-

ledge. admitted no other kind of

knowledge. L

1 Lassalle, ii. 362 sqq. ; Schus-

ter. 818 sgqg. Apainst Lassalle,

vide Steinthal Geseh. d. Sprach. i,

1645 sqq.
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nature, cannot be proved by direct evidence,' nor with
" certainty by induction, from the Crafylus of Plato;?
and though it wounld harmonise well with Heracleitus’s

general modes of thought,® we have no right to con-

1 Tassalle appeals to Procl. in
Parm. i. p. 12 Cous.: (Socrates
admires) Tod ‘Hpakhereioy {Bifa-
Tahetor) Thy ik TEY byoudTwy ETL
Thy roy burap yréow &bdy. Bub
this utterance in which Heracleitus
himself i not mentionad, but only
Fis school, is entively founded on
the Platonic Craiylus; and the
same holds good of the passages
of Ammon. De Interpr. 24 b, 30 b,
Tn the second of these it is said
expressly : ¢ Socrates ghows in the
Craiylus that names are not ollre
oboe: ds ‘Hpdkheros EXeyey (So-
orates does not, however, name
Heracleitus). The first also un-
mistakably alludes to the Plutonic
dialogun (428 1), as oven Sehus-
ter acknowledges, 319 8q.; 10
the observation that many hold
named for gicess BnuoupyipeTa,
wabdmep MElov KpariAos wal “Hpd-
HAEITOS, ]

2 Ty the Cratylus, it is said by
the Hepaeloitean of that name
swduaros dpdrnra elva ko TV
brwy dloe mepuvior (383 A, of.
428 D sqq.), and that Cratylus
really maintuined this i the more
likely, as the astounding inferences
which he draws (p. 384 B, 429
B sg., 436 B uq.? from his proposi-
Hon are ontirely consistent with
his other caricatures of the Hera-
“eleitean dostrine (#fra, p. 601
sq.. svd edit). :
follow from this that Herncleitus
himself set up such a principle:
Schuster thinks that a school,
which exaggerated the doctrine of
he fiux of all things so greatly

But it does not-

as Cratylus did, could not at first
have hit upon it. I do not sea
why, s0 long as they did not draw
from this doetrine the sceptical
consequences of - Protagoras. But

if Cratylus was not the first to sst.

up this principle, it did not. there-
fore mnecessarily emanate from
Heraeleitus ; between the death
of this philosopher and the epech
when Plato heard the discourses
of Cratylus, there are more than
sixty years. Schuster seeks (p. 323
) to prove that Protagoras
alko 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 doetrine has
no place. Protagoras says, 822 A,
that man on account of his Kinship
with the Deity early learat the
art of speech; but it does not
follow from this that all linguistic
designations are accurate. Lastly
Schuster  (p. 324 sq.) supposes
that Parmenides, in the verses
quoted vol. i. 604, 3, alludes

to Heracleitus's ocenpation with .

descriptive names; but this con-
jecture, as it appears to me, is
groundless. 3

3 Sohaarschmids, Samml.  d.
Plar. Schr. 208 sq. disputes this,
on the ground that a natural cor-
reciness and fixed character of
words would be incompatible with
the fiux of all things: and for the
same reason, Schuster p. 321, will
only admit it, if his interpretation
of wdpra pei, discussed sup. p. 12, 1,

5
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wlude from the plays on words and etyr:lnologies‘ which
“eeur in his fraginents that he sought to justif"y this use of
~ nomenclature theoretically in the manner of later writers.

: What has been said of knowledge applies to action-
Heracleitns does not yet accurately separate the twt; -
 Wpheres, and has the same law for both. His judgment

lespise that for which the

lold good. But the flux of all
Mhings, even according to our ac-
tion, does not exelude the
Jibrmanence of the universal law ;
I involves it; and as this is ap-
ptohended by Heracleitus ns the
Liogos, the thomght that the human
005 (reason and speech being

0 has truth, as part of the
Divine, is perfectly consistent with
int of view.
| Bios and Bubs, supra. p. 17, 4;
‘Whore, however, the name is in
position to the thing; Buagépe-
nn-d Evpdépeatiar, p. 33, 2; uipor
Wi poipas, p. 86.1 ; & vhy and fuvd,
88, 3; perhaps also Zmrds and
y P 44, 1; eibofoger and ayvaidé
irare, p. 103, 2 5 onthe other hand,
i comparison of c@ue and ofipe is
it Heracleitean, of. 84, 2. Still more
rtant is the use of vopa asa
eriphrasis, p. 88, 3; 98, 5.
* Supra, p. 10, 1.
* Buch at any rate may be the

fath ineluded in this conception) -

YOL. II. H

EO the eonduct of men in the one case is not more |

: nient than in the other. Most men live like heasts: 2
. by : i 2

they revel in mud and feed upon earth like the worm.?

-hey'are born, bring forth children, and fie without
pursuing any higher end in life.*

The wise man will
masses strive, as a worthless

d perishable thing.® ‘He will not take his own ca-
prices, but the common law, for his standard;® will

sense and connection of the words
quoted in Athen, v. 178 sni. and
Arist, J?e Mundo, e. 6, end: the
'ﬁ.rst: piiTe © BopBdpe xalpew ™ naf’
‘Hpérr;en'av; and the second: “ xéy
spmeTdy The iy véperar” Bernavs'
(Herael. p. 25) conjecture that 1{?-
stead of these words there was
originally something quite different
in the text I cannot agree with,

* Fr. 73 supra, p. 87, 4. On
account of his contemptuous say-
ings about mankind in general
Tnpcm, ap. Diog. ix. 6, calls Hera:
eleitus xokivoris dxAoAoldopos,

* So much as this may perhaps
be true of the saying which Lucian |
ﬁl;(:l:sct. 1§, puts info his mouth: <
Tycopar T avfpdiriva
m(ve& kel Sexpudden m:rh:;;::
abrewy & 7i ph émkhpwy, Tha
statement that he wept over every-
thing (supra, p. 4, ».) seems to show
that he gave utterance to senti-
ments of this kind,

& Fr. 7,128, sup.p. 43,1; 88, 3,
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avoid nothing more than presumption, the over-stepping
of the bounds which are set for the individual and for
buman nature;'vand 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.? * It depends only upon man himself
whether he is happy. The world is always as it ought |
to be;? it must be our part, to accommodate ourselves to -
the umiversal order; the character of a man is his

must, therefore; fight for its laws as for its walle} 5 Vr
This dominion of-law is equally infringed, whether the
irbitrary will of an individual rules, or that of the
tnasses. Heracleitus is indeed a friend to freedom,?
but he hates and despises demoeraey,. which does not
understand how to obey the best, and cannot endure any
pre-eminent greatness? He counsels eoncord, through

ol right. Teichmitller'’s explans.

take: amofavelv) mact kal Tols dwy)-
o, which refers rabra to the un-

Py

deemon.*

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

ef. Stob. Flowil, 8, 84 ; awppovelr
aperd gueylory, mal goply dandle
Adyety wal moiely gard e dral-
ovTas,

Y By 126 ap, Diog. ix. 21 08puw
xph oBewbay piAror A wupratyy,
Reforancon to a particulnr kind of
“Bpis will be found in Flr. 128 ap.
Avist, Polit. v. 11, 1315 a, 30;
Eih, N i, 2, 1108w, 7 Kth, Fud.
i1, 7, 1298 b, 22, ete.: xaremdy
Ovugp pdyeoas, Joysis yip bvrderar,
The emendations of this sp. Plat.
De ira 9, p. 4b7; Coriol. 23;
Tambl. Cohort. p. 334 K, I do not
consider genuine, In regard to
the meaning, in spite of Ath, N,
ii. 2, it seems true, from the addi-
tion of Yuxiis vap drderar, to refer
not to a conflict with one's own
passion, buv with that of others.

2 Theod. Cur. Gr. Aff. xi. 86,
p. 162 : Epicuras ragarded pleasure
as the highest good; Demoeritus
substitu érbvula (1. etOuula),
Heracleitus évrl 7is A8ovijs evapé-

ornow Téfemer, I'r. 84 ap. Stob.
Floril. 8, 83 : dvBpdmoss ~ylvechou
drdoa Bérovgir, oln Eueror (there
would be no happiness if all the
wishes of man were fulfilled).

* Cf. the words quated on p. 39, 3.

t Fr. 92; ap, Alex. Aphr. De
Faio, c. 8, p. 18, Or.; Plut. Qu.
Plas, i. 1, 3, p. 999; Stob. Flord.
104, 23:
This only expresses the sentiment
of the corresponding words in Epi-
charmus (sup. vol. i. p. 531, 3), that
the happiness of man depends upon
his internal condition. As to the
question of necessity and freedom
to which Sehuster, 272, 2, adverts.
nothing is said,

S Fr.123, sup. 88,3 ; 41,1 ; Fr,
121; ap. Clem: Sirom, iv. 478 B:

Sluns dvopa o by fdecar, si Taira .

(the laws) u¥ #v. The meaning of
the sentence is not clear; il might
possibly contain (as Schuster sup-
poses) a censure of the masses, who,
without positive laws, know ncthing

Aos  avfpdme Baiuwr,

Just acts of men, without which
there wonld be no law (N, Séud, i.
- 181 sq.), has a very uncertain sup-
Jort in the use of Heracleitean
words by Clemens, whose exegesis
il very rbitrary ; and in itself it
(hoems to me improbable.  If how-
L Wver, it were correct, we must nn-
tlorstantd by Siicn, retributive justics
uipecially, Bikn woAdmowes,

Y Er 125 Diog. ix. 21 pdye
Ul xph by Bfpoy trip véuou Skws
Uirdp 7eixeos. Cf. aleo the sayings
fuoted p. 86, 1, which, however,
imarily relate to death for one's

Itherland.

2 According to Clem. Strom, i.
402 B, he maved a tyrant, Melan-
fomas, to lay down his authority,
~iiid refused an invitation of Darius
1o bis cowrt. How much may be
Ll in these statements we cannot
tell; the letters from which Diog.
1% 12 sqq. takes the second, show
thiat the writer of the letters was
licquainted with it, but nothing
miore.  The discussion of Bernayes,
Heracl. Briefe, 13 sqq., only proves
he possivility of the fact,

. Fr, 40; ap. Strabn, xiv, 1,
40, p. 642 ; Diog, ix. 2; Cie. Tuse.
W, 36, 105; of Iambl. J~ Pyih.
AT, Stob. Floril. 40, 9 (ii. 73
Moin.): 8hor Edectors 587360
Andytactar (Diog. evidently a mig-

Baus iy midw kareArelv (that is to
say, they should Lang themselves
and leave the city to minors. Cf,
Bernays, Heraclit. Briefe, 19, 129
8q.) dirwes ‘Epudbwpor tirbpe Ewvray
driiicTor ¢EéBadov, ¢duTes Hucwy
unBE els évficros Porw, e 8&
(Diog. : ei 8¢ mis Toroiivos, originally
perhaps e 8¢ alone). #AAn 7e pal
per’ BAAwy,  According to Tam-
blichus this saying was an answer
to the request of the Epbesians,
that he would give them laws; a
request which, according to Dio-
genes (ix, 2) also, he declined. It
is mot probuble, considering his
Yromounced politieal pesition, that
such a request should have been
preferved to him by the demoeratic
majority; and those words were to
be found in Heracleitus's work.
Concerning  Hermodorus, of my
dissertation De. Hersnodoro (Marb.
1858). Asto his judgment on de-
mocraey, see the aneedate, ap, Ding.
ix. 3, which ean only be founded
on a saying of this philosophar,
that he took part in children's
games, telling his fellow-citizens
that this was wiser than to engage
in politics with tkem; also Fr.
127 ; Clem, Strom. v. 604 A : véuos

kal Boug melfeqfau évds, p. 589, 3,

and Theodorides, Anthel. Gr. vii.
479, who calls Heracleitus Beioe
BAGETTTS Fhuoy kiwy,

H2
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which alone the state can subsist.! There are no traces,

of

~

¢ 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
ag&iﬁst these, such as we find in Xenophanes, was not,
however, his purpose. ¥ He not only employs the name
of Zens? 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

' Plut. Gareul. e 17, p. 571
(also Sehleiermacher, p, 82) relates
of him a gymbolieal act which had
this meaning,

2 Cf. p. 44, 1,

# Tor example, the HErinnyes
and Dike, p. 41, 2.

1 In the sayings bofore mention-
ed, p. 6, m.; Fir. 38 (Plut, Pyth, Orac.
21, p. 404): & dwval, ob 7 pavreiby
2omi Th dv Achdiols, ofite Adya ofire
kphmres, dAAL ompalver, and
39 (bid. e. 6, p. 397): ZPvAra e
uriroudre oripart, wal’ "HpdrAeToy,
dyéraara wal dreAAdmioTa Kal -
pirra leyyopén xidlwy éraw éfi-
kpeirar T povf B toy fedy.

s> Chaleid. in Zim- ¢ 249 : He-
vaclitus vero consentientibus Stoicis
padionem noStram o divtng va-
tione conmectis regente ac moderante
mumdana, proper inseparalilem co-
mitafwm (on sceount of the insepa-
rable conmection between them)
consciam decreti rationabilis factom

quiesceniibus enimis ope sonsuum
Sutura denuniiare. ex quo fierd, ul
appareant tnagines ignoterim loco-
. simulacragie Bominum  lam
viventium quaim mortuorum idemgue
qsserit divinoitonis wsum €4 preEmo=
neri meritos imstrucntibus  divinis
potestatibus. This is in the first
instange Stoical, but the general
thought at any rate, that the soul

by wirtue of its kinship to God ean °

divines the future, may have been
enunciated in some form by Hera-
cleitus. From the Pseudo-Hippoe.
w. duabr. 1. 12 (Schuster, 287 sq.) no
safe conclusion can be drawn, on
geconnt of the nature of the work.

& Fp. 182 (inf. p. 103, 2): durds
5 *Atins kal Awrvoos. As one of
the zods of the lower world Diony-
suswas worehipped 1n 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 demons,!

times the son of Pluto and Perse-
].\hone. The idea, howsver, that
i6 wus the same person as Pluto
gannot be discovered in the more
wneient theology, and it is a ques-
tion whether Heracleitus was not
the inventor of it.  With him birth
wnd decay eoincide, as every birth
i a fresh destruction of what pre-
ceded it; hence arose Dionysus the
god of the luzuriant ereative flow-
ing life of nature, and Hades, the
od of death, Teichmiller (I

tud. 1. 25 sq.) interprets Dionysus

~ s the sun, which is 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
i8 indeed the region under the
earth, but not the earth itself, 2.
‘I'hat Heracleitus does not represent

. Lhe sun as arising out of the earth,

but from moisture, from vapours,

" iind especially those of the sea (cf.

87,2: 58, 1; 60, 1). 3. That the
urising of the sun from the earth
and its transition into the earth is

~ gomething other than the identity

of the sun and the earth. 4. That
peither in Heracleitus nor in the
Orphics of his time is there any
proof that Dionysus meant the sun
}mp. vol.i. p. 63 8q. 98 sq.). Teich-
miiller moreover makes Hades into
ulbs aibods, that he may ultimately
oxtraet this singular meaning from
our fragment ; the feast of Dionysus
would be shameless, if Dionysus
were not the son of shame and the
whameless and the befitting the
sime ; but this interpretation is
devoid of all real foundation.
Teichmiillar appeals to Plut. De Zs.
20, p. 362: wal yép Mhdrwy THy

"My &s atdots vibe Tols wap' abrd

Yevouérots Kkal mpognpd Oeby wyouda-

S et It iz diffieult tosee what
would follow in regard to Heraelel-

“tus if Plato Aed said this, But

Plato said nothing of the kind. Of
the aidots vibs 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 admigsi-
ble meaning, that one cannot help
thinking there may have been some
seriptural error in a text in other
respects so corrupt. For aidoiis
vidy (according to an emendation of
Hercher's, kindly communicated to
me, we should dounbtless read whot-
oy, which comes very near fo it
in writing) is actually to be found
in the parallel passage, Plut. De
Superst. 18, p. 171, and refers to
Crat. 403 A, E(kard vhy Tol wAad-
oy Do . erwvoudoby . . .
ebepyérns @y wap abre). Teich-
miiller has not snceeeded 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
Heruacleitus : the Heracleitean frag-
ment is in no way related to the
myth ; and if Clemens, at the eud -
of hisaecount, couples this fragment
with the mention of Phallic wor-
ship, it does not follow from this
that Heracleitus, in ehoosing his
words, was thinking of this par-
ticular myth, or spoke of IHonysus
in Hades in a manner for which
even the myth furnishes no pre-
cadent.
v Supra, p. 85 4.
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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 consonant with the ordinary
point of viewj 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

L Lassulle (i. 204-268) tries to
prove that there existed an inti-
mate relationship between Hera-
cleftus and the Orphics, and that
they exercised great influence over
him, DBubt the prssage on which
he chiefly relies, Plut, De Ei. c. 9,

. 388, dovs mot give, as he be-
ioves, a ropresentation of Hora-
cleitus's theology, but u Steice in-
terprotation of Orphie myths,
Lassallo thinks that Plutarch
would not have given to the Stoics
the honourable designations of
Geondyar and ooparepit, but he
has overlooked, firstly, that by
aopdrepor (which here siguifies
rather shrewd than wise) are
meant, not the interpreters, but
the inwantors of the mythus, conse-
quently the Orphies socondly,
that @eoAdyor i no title of honour,
and that Plutarch gponks elsowhero
of the Stoin theolegy ; and thirdly,
that the theory expounded in e 9
is afterwards, c. 21, ealled mis-
chigvons. It does not follow in
the least from Philo, D¢ Flet.
830 D (supra, p. 63, n.), that the
expressions wdpos and Xpnopoos T,
which Plutarch uses, wera foreign
to the Stoics (as Lassalle says).
Even were the points of contaet be-
tween Heracleitus and the Orphic

fragmonts (which Lassalle seeks to
ghow, 246 8gq.) much more nume-
rous than ean sctually be admitted.
we could enly conclude, considering
the late origin of the poems trom
which these fragments are taken
(vide Vol. I. p. 104 sq.), that they
werp under the influence of Stoic-
Heracleitean views, not that He-
pacleitus was influenced by the
Orphics.

2 Lassalle, ii. 455 sq., ingeni-
ously refers to this the remark

about Homer and Archilochus .

(quoted supra, p. 10. 3, and dis-
cussed hy Schuster, 338 sq.). Ha
supposes it to have been aimed at
the two verses similar in meaning,
Odyssoy xviit. 186, and Avehil. Fr.
72 (Bergk, Lyr. Gr. 551, 701), and
connecis it with the analozous con-
tradiction of Hesiod, vide following
note. It seems to me less probable
that Heracleins (vide Schleier-
macher, 22 sq.; Lass. i. 454)
chould have aceused Homier of
astrology, and consequently repi-
diated that art. The scholia on
I, xviii. 231 (p. 495 b, 5, Bekk.)
says, indeed, that on aceount of
this verse, and [i. vi. 488, Hera-

cleitus named Homer dorpoidyas, -
which in this connection can only -

mean astrologer. But dorpoddyos ix

~ Hosiod for

#ltacks, in the veneration

the older language was never used

~ lur astrcloger in our sense of the

“word, but always for an astronomer.
lbub neither of these verses gave
wiy opening for deseribing Homer
uven ironically as such. Schuster
{#39, 1), indeed, thinks that as, ac-
sording to Clemens (vide inf. note
~ ), Heracleitus was acquainted with

* (lie Magi, and pdyor = dorpoAdyor,

s may have also called Homer an
~itrologer. Buteven if Heracleitus
ronlly u5!§ the names sverardAoe
Jideyor, &zef (which is not quite cer-
{ain), the later mse of the words,
which made magician and astro-

. loger synonymous, cannot prove

that Heracleitus might have spoken
of astrologers in this sense. It
woems to me more likely, either
thut Heracleitus called Homer
doTpoddyos in the sensa of astro-
nomer and without any reference
o the verses quoted above, or that
home later writer of the same
- hme {perhaps the author of the
Homeric allegories) may have called
lim éos7poheyos in the sense of
itrologer. :
! According to Plut. Cam. 19,
of. Seneca, Eg‘ 12, 7. he censured
istinguishing fuépee
dyabal and ¢abra és D&gw?;t;f'n

- low awdors fuepas play odoay,

-
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of -lu-cky and unlucky days, so widely spread in the old
religions.! Heracleitus also expresses himself strongly . -
about the shamelessness of the Dionysiac orgies;?® he g

paid to images, one of-the

very pillars of the Greek religion;® he also passes severe
Judgment, on the existing system of saerifices.* These
priticisms are very searching, but it does not appear that
Heracleitus wished to make any assault upon the popular ,
teligion as a whole, or in its general constitution. =

2 Fr. 132, ap. Clem. Cokort, 22,
B. Plut. fs. ¢ Os. 28, p. 362: &
B0 pap Awrdoe mopmyy EmorebyTo
kal Huveoy Gopa aiboloocw avaibé-
grare elpyosrar wiTds (wit.) BE
"Atns kel Awdvuces, Brew palvoyTar
wwt AgveiCovrw. 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, Cok. 13 D: vio: 3%
parTeteral ‘HpduAerros 6 'Egéaios;
YuKTITOAOLS, uadyoLs, Bdrxots,
Afiyais, ploTais. TolTols Gme-
Ael 76 pere OdpaTor, TOUTOIS Mar-
Teberar TH wip: T yap vour(o-
peva kar arfpédwovs puaTh-
pta eyiepworTi pvevrrar, The
spaced words seem (as Schuster
8817, 1, thinks, agresing with Ber-
nays, Heracl. Br.134) to be taken
from Heracleitus. But Fr. 69
(vide supre, p. 83, 1, ef. Schuster,
p. 190) can scarcely have stood in
the connection with this passage in
which Clemens places iz.

* Fr. 129, ap. Clem. Cok. 33
253; Orig. ¢. Cels. vil. 62,1. 5: kai
&ydAuac: TouTéotat ellxovTar Grotoy
€ Tz Jouoter Aecxnuetorro, obre
x&yycé:rmr beobs afite fpwas olrivés
elot,

+ Fr. 131, ap. Elias Cret. 4d
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4. Historical position and tmportance of Heraclettus.
The Heracleiteans.

Heracrerros 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 bhave prineipally 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 diseoveries of
the Pythagoreans, or with the physical enquiries of
Democritus and Diogenes; and his ethical doctrines,

~ though they are logieally 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-
Ganiur cum cruore polluuntur non
Secys ao s quis in lufwin ingressus
liwto se abluat; so ap. Apollon.
Tyan. Ep. 27: ph wnAg wydbv
kafoipew. That this censure is
directed not merely against trust
in the opus operatum of the offer-
mg is obvious. The offering itself
18 ealled mwyadbs, which harmonisss
completely with Heracleituss gay-
ing about corpses (supra, p. ;@,A)
If, thorefors (lambl. De Myster,

i, 11, end), he also named them
drea, this must be intended ironi-
cally.

! He is often called gugueds:
the absurd statement of Dwdo'rus
the grammarian, ap. Diog. ix. 13,
that his work was not really about
nature, but abont the state, and
that the physical was only an
example for the politieal, stands
quite alone,

2 Cf. the weritingds 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 tramsi-
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 Ionic school.
v 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 Apanmandcr and Anaximenes the theory of a
Egnodlc.il destructlon and construetion 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

v

L5 08

dgstrucﬁlon 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

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

N

nothing in the world has permanence, and that all’

I
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all is harmony. ™
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only thing that remains in the mutation of things; mnot
one has reduced this law to the sundering and coaleseing
of oppesites, 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 Tonic pre-

decessors, so does he approach the Pythagoreans and
Xenophanes.

“And as Heracleitus reeognises 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

S O

form as their substantial essence. Xenophanes is the

« first philosophical representative of the Pa,rsthm:;s:ﬂ_J i

which also underlies the system of Heracleitns; “and in
connection with this his propositions in recrard to the

- thinking nature of Deity, which is at the same time
* unjform natural force, prepared the way for the Hera-

cleitean doctrine of the reason of the world. We are
further reminded of the Pythagoreans by Heracleitns’s
theories on the life of the soul apart from the body,
and by his ethical and political prineiples; his opinion

L 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 supenorlty of - rational

corrmtxon Over-sensuous perceﬂtmn #Zeno overthrows

The Pythagoreans maintain, as he does, .
“ # that all things consist of oppomtes, and that, therefore,

i

~ Phil. s. Kant, i. 184, on the rela-
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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 substanees the original
unity re-establighes itself out of plurality as unceasingly,
n8 it is constantly separating into plurality.! Con-
gidering 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 chronolegy be correet,
Parmenides may likewise have been acquainted with it,
there is ground for the conjecture that Heracleitus may j;

- 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 elear,
cannot have bLeen taken from them, and the proposi-
fions 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 actnal ¢
dependence of his philosophy on theirs. ¥The unity of

Being which, with the Eleatics, excludes all multiplicity

Y

and change, maintains itself, according to Heracleitus,

precisely in the ceaseless change and constant formation
of the m'my out of the ome;* the divine reason eoin-

& Cf mth t]le above the obser- tion of Heracleitus to the Eleatics,
vabions of Hegel, Gesch. d. Phil. 2 Supra, Vol.1.p.336,5; 510, L.
I, 300 sq. and Braniss, Gesch. d. 3 Supra, Vol. 1. p. 531.

* Xenophanes did not.deny the
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- 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 themselyes in these
‘theories showed much affinity with the Orphic doectrines;
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
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fiotion of Xenophanes; though that affinity is certainly
potnarkable.n While, therefore, the historical connection
of Heracleitus with Pythagoras and Xenophanes seems
probable enough, it is difficult to make this probability -
W certainty. Still more uncertain is the conjecture !
that Parmenides, in his polexmc aga.msb ¢ the fools who
liold Being and non-Being to be same and at the same
Lime not the same,’? was alluding to Heraeleitus. In
{his case there arve considerable difficulties as to the
uhronology ; * besides, the Being of the non-existent was
lirst expressly enunciated, so far as we know, not by
Heracleitus, but by the Atomists; Parmenides must,
therefore, have borrowed the identity of Being and

multiplicity and variability of
things, but he decidedly excluded
both coneeptions from the primi-
tive essence or Deity; whereas
Heracleitus deseribes the Deity
“as fire which restlessly passes into
the most varions forms.  Schuster
(p. 229, 1) thinks it probabls, and
Teichmiller (N Stad. i. 127 sq.)
undeniable, that he said this ex-
pressly in opposition to Xeno-
phanes, This appears to me
possible, but Ly no means certain;
for the propesition, ‘ God is day
and night’ &e. (p. 88, 1) is not
such a direct, and self-evident con-
tradiction to the “els Beds” of
Xenophanes; nor the statement

that God changes Himself into all
thines, to the negation of the
movement of the Deity in regard
toplace (Vol. T. 560, 8], that veither
can be explained exeept in relation
to the other. Still less, however,

ean T agree with Schuster (229, ).

that Xenophanes spoke of the har-
mony to be soucht in the invisible,
and that Heracleitus opposed him
with the proposition about the
visible harmony, first because we
do not know whether Xenophanes
said what Schuster supposes, and
secondly, becanse we do know that
Heracleitus did not say what is
here ascribed to him.

V Bernays, Rkein. Mus. vii. 114
. and Steinhart, Holl. 4. Litera-
fiirz. 1848, Noybr. p. 892 sq.;
Platorw’'s Werke, iii. 394, 8; Kern,
Nenoph. 14 ; Schuster] p. 34 80q.
246,

z V, 46 sqy. supra, Vol. 1. 589.

3ot has been shown, p. 1, 2,
that Heracleitus's work was in all
probability not eomposed before

479 B.c. That of Parmenides can

searcely be Iater; indeed, it is
mest likely, rather earlier, Even
neeording to Plato's  reckoning,
Zeno, who in 4542 B.c. was forty
yoars old, had in his youth (there-
fore probably about 470465 r.c.)
defended his master wpbs Tobs émi-
XepolrTas abTdr Kepeder; ' the
work of Parmenides must conse-
guently be placed some years
carlier; and as Plato eertainly
doss not represent Parmenides as
older, snd most likely much younger
than he really was(ef Volal. p. 581

#q.), we thus approach very nearly

'the date of Heracleitus'swork. The

same inference may be drawn from
the verses of Epicharmus, ap. Diog.
ii1. 9 (sup. Vol. I. p. 539, 1),in which
he makes the representative of the
Eleatic philosophy say: dudxavdy
¥ & olfrwos elpey ¥ T wpaTov
woAor. This argnment against ab-
solute Becoming is not mentioned
by Xenophanes; on the . other
hand, it is expressly brought for-
ward by Parmenides, v. 62 sq. (sup.
Vol. I.p. 485, 8). If then, Epichar-
mus borrowed 1t from Parmenides,
and consequently wasin 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 Heraeleitus, which
Epicharmus was using at the same
time. It is still more improbable,
‘thowever, that Parmenides should
have first formed his theory, the
premizes 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 philesopher who, in marked opposition to

them, denied the truth of sensuous perceptions.! I;’ it

' 1 have retsined the above
from the previous edition, essen-
tially unaltered, because Schuster
has not convinced me of the oppo-
site theory by his defencs, which
has meanwhile appeared. Ior we
find, it seems to me, neither in the
opinions nor expressions of Par-
menides sueh points of eontact
with Heracleitus as would warrant
our supposing that he refers to
this latter philosopher. TParmeni-
des opposes those ols vb mékew Te
el bk elvat ralrdy verduorar.  But
Heraeleitus, as has beon already
shown, never said that Being and
 Non-Being wera the same; even
his eludr e kal obie eluev has not
this sense (ef. po 11, 2), nor is it
contained in the Avistotelian asser-
tion that he held good and evil to
be the sama (quoted by Schuster).
Setting agide the question of the
acenrncy of this assertion (ef p.
36 8q.), it 18 quite different whether
wo say @ood and ovil (both of which
belong to Being) are the same;
and Being and Nou-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 wo enguire what
this mode of conception wis, he
points himselé' (}v] 37, 45 sqq., 7-?
8q., ef. supra, Vol. I, 584, 1; H85,4
:&Ethnse who held (1) a Non-Being,
and (2} a genesis and deeay. Par-
menides might certainly have ex-
tended his censure to Heracleitug's
doctrine, as, on the other hand, he

was included by Heracleitus among
those who do not understand what
is before their eyes (supra. p. 7. 2),

to whom the ever-living five has:

bocome dead and rigid (p. 89, 1),
but there is nothing to prove that
Parmenides, in what he said, spe-
cially alluded to Heracleitus. He
deseribes his adversaries (I ¢) as
tkpere: piAa, 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
Advyos ; a deseription which indesd
applies to the sensualists, among
whom Schuster reckons Heracleitus,
but not to a philosopher who se
entirely acrees with Parmenides in
his depreciation of sense compared
with reason, and even expresses
this conviction in the same way as
Heracleitus actnally did (supra,
. 87 sq. ¢f Vol. 1. 585 591
That Parmenides in the seeond
part of his poem represented * fira
and night on earth as the ultimate
opposites exactly in the manner of
Heraelsitus,” 1 eannot  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, is not

less essentisl. When Parmenides
therefore, in his exposition of the
Sokar Bpdresot (supra, Vol. 1. 582 8
595, 2). speaks only of two peptal,
from which sll things are to be ex-
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lie supposed, on the other hand, that in thi¥ denial of

the knowledge derived from sense, Parmenides is fol-

lowing Heracleitus, we must remember that the polemie

of these two philosophers had an entirely different
' ignificance. } Parmenides mistfists the senses because

they show us multiplicity and change; Heracleitus"
mistrusts them becanse they show us permanence in
individual things. Tt is not probable, therefore, that
Parmenides was acquainted with the doctrine of Hera-

plvined, withont ever mentioning a
third; and when, moreover, he de-

plgnates these in the first series, not ~

i fire and earth, but as light and
tirk, this does not warrant the
Mupposition that he was thinking
ehpecially of Heracleitus’s three

* glemental forms. If he alluded
lo any particular system, it is

flir more likely to have been that
of the Pythagoreans, traces of
which (Vol. L p. 897, 2) so elearly
nppear in his cosmology, and to
w]]j.lich, even before the table of
tho ten contradictions was framed,
the cbviouns contrast of lizght and
dirkness was not unknown. From
this system alone is derived thé
Bafuwy %) warra wuBepyd (of. Vol, I p.
005, 2 ; 600 8q.); Schuster reminds
g instead of Heracleitus's yrdpn,
fire oln kuBepsiioat wdrTa (supra, p.

- 42, 2); but the similarity here lies

only in the words wdrra kvBepray,
und proves very little, as we find the
fme expression in Apaximander

wupree, Vol I, 248, 1), and later in

iogenes (Vol. I 287, 7), whereas.

Lho most charaeteristic trait of Par-
menides’s representation, that the
falpey, like the Pythagorean éoria
fw];m, Vol. 1. 450, 1), 1s enthroned

in the centre of all the spheres,

lns no parallel in Heraeleitus.

I'he resemblance also between the

mehipTpomos wéhevBos of Parm. (v.
51, Vol. L. 584), and the maAlvrporss
zppovie of Heracleitns (supra, p.
33, 3), even if the true readine of
the latter be not waifyroves, de-
pends merely on the use in both
cazes of the word meirrpowos, an
expression that is not very uncem-
mon. The meaning, however, of
the expression is not in each case
the same ;with Heracleitus ¢ bent
backwards® or ¢ turning again * de-
seribes that which returns out of
Opposition into Unity; with Par-
memides that which comes into op-
position with itself in passing from .
its original direction info the con-
trary. Still less results from the
fuet that Heracleitus onee (p. 82, 1)
says : eibévar x pd) by méreuor, &eo.
and Parm. (v. 37, Vol. I. p. 584, 1)
@s xpewv éore ph elvar (and v. 114,
Vol. L. 592, 8) vow piay ob xpedw
égTe; for the assertion that there
must be a non-Being is not iden-
tical with the agsertion that thers
must be strifs; what Heracleitus
says is not alluded to in the turn

_giventothe thought by Parmenides,

and which is peculiar t@ himself;
and the uss of so inevitabla a word
as xph, for which Parmenides sul-
stitutes xpedr Zory, cannot be said
to prove anything,
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cleitns or took account of it in the establishment of
i g;te::en if it be impossible to prove with certainty :
the immediate relation of Heracl'eimfs to th‘e‘Pytha‘;
sorean and Eleatic schools, the historical position an 3
?mportance of his doctrine remain unalteret.i, whether .
he was moved by his predecessors to oppose their thelznes,
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 Elea__tic B}'Stf.im
was expressly denied. “Whereas in _the Eleat‘m doct-m;e
of the One, the ancient enquiry dxreclted chiefly to t-'te‘
pfimitive substantial ground of things reac}:u%c:t1 i} 8
climax, in Heracleitus this tendency was Qpposet. by
the decided convietion of the absoh.xte vitality of Bah‘:ui, .
and the continual change of material substance, w 1f: "
as the world-forming power and the law of ..formatzmz
inherent in it, seems to constitute the on‘lly pel_'mane_.n_
*element in the mutability of phel?omena. “But if eyery-
thing is subject to Beconfing, pkfﬂﬂﬁﬂphy cannot ?sgagi
the obligation to explain Becoming and change. * ha; 1
sequently, Heracleitus Proposes a new Iz:robk;m ‘mb .Pta; 2
sophy. “Instead of the question concerning the substanc

i i is gi o the
c&of which things consist, prominence 1s given to t
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swered this question very_incolnpletély. He shows,
indeed, that all things are involved in perpetual change;
he defines this change more a
and union of opposites ; he
forms which it assumes ¥ but if

re ask why everything

is subject to Becorhing, 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 into 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; L/he him-
self had been instructed in Athens by Cratylus the
Heracleitean,? and a generation before, Pythagoras had

thought to say of every individual

concerned with the explanation of
thing that it was not ; this change-

Becoming, T considerthis exposition

eXen

e
o

| decay, and ¢

! Sertmpell, Goseh. d. Theor.
Phil. d G'r,Pp, 40, ioverts this re-
fation : he makes ont that Hera-
cleibus preceded the Eleaties, and

guiry as to the causes. from which .a_ri_s,e 'gene_rat_‘i_gp,
hange, and in devoting s_u}‘j»reme af:tept_lgn
“It5 this enquiry, the pre-Socratic ph}?}qal l?hlizigp \y
lchanges its whole character.! Heracleitus himself an-

that the transition was from him
to them. The changefulness of
nature (he remarks) whleh_B_Le-
racleitns had tanght, compelled

ful nature then was entirely apan-
doned by the Eleaties as an ohject
of knowledge, and knowledge was
exclusively directed to the exis-
tent. But since the founder of the
Eleatic school is older than He-
racleitus, and sinee the Eleatic doc-
trine in its whole tendency appears
a3 the completion of the earlier
physics, and the doctrine of He-
racleitus as the commencement of
the later physics, which was chiefly

. YOL. II

as incorrect, *

! Thewt. 179 D (with reference
to the depoudrm obale of Heraele:.
tus): pdxn 8 oby wepl airis ob

pavAn 008 SAlyois yévorey, BEOA.

TOMAOD Kol Bl guiny dvar, dAnd
mepl pdv iy “loviar xed emidiswmt
mapmolu. of vEp Top ‘Hparhelrow
ETaipoe xopnyoist TotrToy Tob Adyou
i fuudvms, (F, nfop. 114, 8.

* Arist. Meraph. i, 5: of. Part,
it 8, 344, 5. According to Plato,

urately as a development.
scribes the elemental -
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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 Hippoerates.* But
the little that we know of these later Heracleiteans is

not caleulated to give us

scientific attainments. Plato, ind

a very high, idea of their
, cannot find words

" to describe their fanatical unmethodical procedure, and
the restless haste with which they hurried from' one
thing to 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 degeribed (ibid. 429 E; ef. 440
E) as an Athenian, and his futher's
name is said to have been Smik-
yipn. 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.ix. 15); butwe
J¥now nothing further about him.

! fuf. chapter on the Sophistic
theory of knowledge.

_ * Besides the treatise 7. SwiTys
spoken of, sup. p. 69 sq.; 15, 1,
we should mention wepl Tpogis, ef.
Bernays, Heraelit. Br. 145 &q.

3 Theet. 179 E: wal vip . . .
wepl Todrwy Tay “HpaxAerreiwy . . .
abrols wer Tols mept Ty “Edesoy
Soor wposmaoivTar cparetpor el
offity paihow oiéy Te Biohexfiyar §
Tols GloTpdOLY, BTEXYES Yip KATR T

!

suyypdppaTe deporral, 70 8 empel-
yat erl Adye wal épariuart kol qov-
xiws & pépe  Gmonplvasfor Kol
epérbfor Arror abrols Fr ) TO pmder
uaAhoy BE bmepBdAier Tb pid obder
Tpbs TO uWdE GpuKpOr evElvaL TOlS
arSpdow Hovxlas AN Gy Twd Tt
Ey, Somep én papsTpns fuparloni
alviyuaTddy Gregr@vres dwoToteton-
o1, kby Tolrou (yris Adyor AaBeiy,
Tt elonrer, érépn memAfiier Kaw@s
LETWYIMOOEVE, TEpUVELs DE oUBEmoTE
otBty mpbs oidéva abrdv obBE e
exetvit adrol wpbs GAAAAoUs, GAA] €l
xdoy puAdrrovel Th pmbey BéBuiow
&hy elvar T &v Adyw pAT €y Tals
abray Juxals. And again: oddE
Ylywerar @y TowiTwy ETepos ETEpoy
uabnris, GAN ebréparar Gyaglovrar
émifler by Tiyn ExasTos aiTdy ev-
fovotdoas kal Tor Erepoy & Erepos
odby drycirar eibévar. Cf. Crat.
384 A: vh Bperlov uarrelap,

i 8 ed. p. 595 sqq., 601 sqq. ed.
A 12

ing, which Heracleitus

Atomiste.®

4 Avist. Metaph. iv. 5, 1610 a,
I ik yap TalTys Tis dmoAdlews
Wy er 7 axpordry 66t T@v elpy-
\ i Tdv dackdyTer Hoakheri-
kal olay Kporilos elyew, b5 7o
aioy 0By dero Belr Adyew,
W orow ddcTuer exiver wovoy, Kul
Nelry émeripn elmdyrt Bru fis 76
roTeue olk Eorwr duBiroc
ya4p Geto o0d amet.  The
i iy repeated without any ad-
0 in Alex, 2 A (.: Philop.
Wl in Ar. 35, a, 33; Olympio-
We can only mention by way
encliz (for it is scareely in-
in the subject matter of cur
) the opinion recently ex-
il by Gladiseh (sup, Vol T. 34
and previcusly by Crenzer
halil: wad Myihol. i1 196, 198
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Il Cratylus blamed Heracleitus for not having ex-
saned with sufficient clearness the changeableness of'
go; at last indeed, he did not venture to express
#l Opinion -on any subject, because every proposition
Wlilning an assertion concerning a Being.! If, never-
leus, the school of Heracleitus in the béginning of the
Wliith century not only had adherents in its original
i, but also in other places, this is certainly a sign of
historical importance ; but the Heracleitean doctrine
all' does not seem to have
#ichool. [The philosophers who had also learned
snething from his contemporary, Parmenides, were the
8l to attempt a more accurate explanation of Be-

been further developed in

had made the ground idea

s system. Those who must next be mentioned in
Il conneetion are, as before observed, Empedocles and

1840). that Heracleitus was a dis-
ciple of the Zoroastrian doctrine.
In my eriticism I must confine my
self to the prineipal points. Gla-
disch believes (Heracl. w. Zor, Rel.
w. Phil. p. 139 sqq.; of. 23 =qq.)
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 is pure dualism, the other
hylozoistic Pantheism; the Persian
doctrine has two original beings,
one good and the other svil; and
that this' dualism arose at first
throngh a metamorphosis of the
primitive essence from its primitive
Being into the Being of another
( eine. Umwandlung des Urwesens
avs seinem. Ursetn in Andarssein )
is an assumption which eontra-
diets the most authentic accounts,

k.

o
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and can only be supported, and
that but imperfectly, by some later
and untrustworthy indications.
Heraeleitus, on the contrary, main-

‘tains the unity of the world, and

the power that moves the world,

a3 stropgly as any of the philoso-
phers; the opposites  with him
are not original and permanent,

but the original element is the

amiform essenes which, in its de:

velopment, puts forth the most op-
posite forms of Being, and again
veppivas them into 1tself. The
Persian gystem ramains fixed, even
in the opposition of good and evil,
of light and darkness, as @ final
nil absolute opposition ; Ahriman
and his kingdom are simply that
which onght not to be, and which
(of. Sehuster, 925, 3) has only in
the process of time intermeddled
with the world: whereas with
Heracloitus strife is the necessary
condition of existence ; even evil is
a good for the Deity, and a world
of light alone, withont shadows,
guch 48 forms the beginning and
end of the Zoronstxian cosmology,
is entirely unthinkable ; for this
vary reason, lowever, the opposi-
tion i comtinually resolving itself
iato the harmony of the unversal
whole, There 15 much more Te-
samblanee to the Persian dnalism
in that of Bmpedocles and the Py-
thagoreans than in the system of
Hevaeleitns,  Heracleitus's chief
dootrine of the flux of all things is

" entirely abgent from the Zoroas-

<rian theology ; and, thersfore, the
worship of fire common to both has
in oach case a different import.
The Persian religion in regard to
licht and warmth dwells mostly on
{Heir happy and beueficent influ-
ence on man: with Heracleitus,
firo is the canse and symbol of the
| universal life of pature—of the

change to which all things are sub-

jeet; it is the natural foree which

produces what is destructive, as
well as what is beneficial to man.
The Persian doctrine confaing no-
thing of the transmutation of the
clernents, nor of the alternate for-
mation and destrnetion of tMe
world ; for what Gladisch quotes
(Rel. w. Phil. 27; Her. o Zor. 38
aq.) from Dio Chrysost. Or. XXXV
p. 92 sqq- R. is evidently a later
interpretation, by which an in-
gipid allegorical representation: of
the Stoie cosmology is made oub
of the ancient Persian chatiot of
Opmuzd (on which ef. Herod. vii.
40), and the steed of the sum.
Noither is thers any rmention of
Heracleitus's v of the sun.
which, though &6 ‘eharacteristic 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 hardly even a distant analogy
with it. Tt has already been said,

p-6, that thera is no reason for bring- |/ &

ing the Logos of Heracleitug into
econnection with the word Honover,
a5 Lassalle does, That Heraclei-
tus, “as to his politieal opinions, was
o Zoroastrian monarchist® is amore
than hazardous assertion : his own
utterances show him to have been

aristoeratic and sonservative, ‘hut £

at the same time thoroughly Greek
in his temperament, and he is ex-
pressly said to have declined an
invitation to the Persian court.
Trnder these eircumstaness, it isjof
no avail to prove that Heracleitus

enlled strife the father of - all A8

things, when we Lknow that strifa
with him had guite another mean-
ing from the confliet of good and
evil in the Zoroastrian religion;
hat he made fire the primitive

essence, when by fire he did mot

~ docisive influence on his system.
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1. EMPEDOCLES AND THE ATOMISTS.
A. EMPEDOCLES.!

: ’ . ~ . y ;
| Whe undversal bases of the Physics of Empedocles—Generation
and Decay— Primative Substances and Moving Forces.

unacLerros had deprived substance of all permanence;
1! . 3 5 g :
Purmenides, on the contrary, had denied generation and

tond to express what the Persians - 1838 ; Stei 1
: xp: L L 1 Stein, Empedoe -
' | In sseribing the natire of light seente, Bonn lgi.‘?. 3 E;;::igniaf:a‘ig
+ p.urc spirits ; that he had a horror  Ersch wad év*j&bzrs,_ﬂfg Fney 3:!!1
i ;:);f)stsw(at f;;ali_ng x:earj;)natural seet. 1. vol. 34, p. 83 sqq ; Rit?{.er.
; that he is said by a tra-- on the hilosophy n ’
tlon to have been torn to pi S e ey o
: ve b pieces in Wolfs Literar. dnalek
(logs, which is something qui et meic s
. 4 h is g0 _ quite (1820), H. 4, p. 411 .; Krische
: f:hrt'lf.t. froud having & Persian Forsch. i. llﬁpsqq.'s%’%t;zeﬂl:]z‘?;;’
]l\’:;“ }ﬁs;gg:(itohqu, v;hmhcouid Beitriige z. Kritik w. Erldut. d.
QG o1c o ST out in & Hmp. Mein. 1 . Zoirsche. f.
ﬂﬂns lifetime ; that he blames the Akﬁﬂfka;sl;. f;ii; %%ﬁwéﬂ j:
oration of images, which is cen- Bergk, De Proain. . Em edj:q;ll‘-:
i \'lud by Xenophanes and others, Berl. 1839; Mullaéh .ZI';E&7 Eﬂ:b’
il was unknown to thf ancient  Proemio, Berl. 1840 'meat E?i-'
ur;m;'sf émd to the Germans; pedoclearum Spec. Secund. " Ibid,
i 13,]1& c¢manded knowledge of 1852; Philosoph. (Gr. Fragm. 3.
th, and was an enemy ot false- xiv.sqq.,1ds .+ Lomr je
Iﬁ;ﬁﬂgﬁhx;éﬂg?lézs?pher cfertainly Wez’skqe%t d. E?;;J‘.Berngn;;;znsch,&:
iy : T eart from fo- last must be used with .
-ﬁﬁ?tﬁrl::i Even su};posuig there tion: Raynand, Btz Eg;e,j:;éﬁ:;?
- axlste y more of such simi- Strassh 1848, o iv is
latities, we could not infe ke e
# L not er from well known; even the K
}hl:]l:lta oy Ireall _historiesl interde- Gladisch mentioned Vol. I.-‘;.J%'} ?nf
Ii:quainnctz : :ﬁ?ﬁlfﬂf{ara}?h‘ltus ‘;’a.s regard to Empedocles, keeps almost
Lk ith the religions doc- entirely to Karsten. Th
:fsq of the Persians (which in it- also some dissertations iIJ.eife’.l.lal.éi
il quite credible). there are no  weg, Grundr. 1. § 23 Y
“kigns of its bhaving exercised any Aprigentum, acc;ording to the
: : 8 5 unanimous testimony of cur au-
-'ductri(;g E?eEllg';; d;vﬁ:l:;ngs% aﬁled tﬁhori;(ijes, was the ga.tive Eft—yagf
d les, of. be- Empedocles. The period of hi
pides the more comprehensive activity coineides &EI)IHOZE- :xac:}tll]E
fift

. works :— Sturz, Empedocles dgri i

. : B - Agrig.  with the second, year of tha

3 I:»pz 1804, where the materia'ls are century, but the‘morre“ particular
ory carefully collected; Karsten, statements are uncertain and

Hpedoclis Agr. Cars. Rel, Amst. * various. Diog. viil. 74, places his
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decay, motion and change; Empedocles strikes out a
- middle course. He maintains, on the one hand with

prime (according to Apolloderus)
in the 84th Olympiad (444—140
8.0}, Euseb. Chron. in Ol 81, and
also in Ol 86, therefore, either
456-452 B.c. or 436-432 B.c. Syn-
eellus, p. 254 C, adopts the earlier
date; Gellins, xvil. 21, 13 s,
mentions the date of the Roman
Decemviri (450 B.c.), but, at the
same time, that of the battla of
Cremera (476 m.c.). The state-
ment of Diogenes is doubtless
based (as Thiels shows, Rhein, Mus,
- xxxi. 87 5q.) on that of Glaucus,
which he quotes, wiii. 62, from
Apolledorus, viz., that Empedocles
visited Thuril immediately after
the founding of that city (0L 83-4),
which, however, leaves a wide
margin, as it is not stated how old
ha was at the time, Aceording to
‘Arist. Metapk. 1. 8, 98¢ a, 11, he
was . younger than Anaxagoras;
but on the other hand, Simplicius
says in Phys. 6 b, he was o moAd
karémiw  Tui 'Avalaydpou ~eyovds.
The statement that he joined in
the war of the Syracusans against
Athens (415 m.c.) is contradieted
* by Apoll. loc cif. (Steinhary, p. 85,
and Diels thinks it must be the
war of 425 B.c., to which, however,
aecording to Apollodorns’s ealenla-
tion, the objection that he must
then have been dead, or drepyeyy-
parcivs. is less applicable), His age
at his death is given by Aristotle
ap Diog. viil. 52, 78 (and perhaps
also by Heracloides, ef p. 3, n.), a8
60 ; Favorinus gp. Diog. viii. 73,
‘who Eives it as 77. is a much
less trustworthy testimomy. The
statement (dhid. 74) that he lived
to the ape of 109, confuses him
with Gorgias. His life would,

therefore, fall between 484 and
424 po if, with Diels, wa follow
Apolledorus.  But it seems to me
safer to place the beginning and
end of his existence 8 or 10 vears
earlier, first because Empedocles,
according to Aleidamas ap. Diog.
viil. 6, atrended the instructions
of Parmenides contemporaneously
with Zeno; next, heeatuse the oo

moAd of Simplicius ean hardly -

mean 50 long & period as 16 years ;
and lastly (¢t vol. i. 636 and in/
Anaz.), becanse Empedocles seems
fo have heen already referred to
by Melissus and Annxagoras. We
have little more cartain informa-
tion concerning him. He eame of
a rich and*noble family (ef. Diog,
vill, 51-53; also Karsten, p. 5
sqq ). His grandfather of the
same name in the 71st Olympiad
had gained the prize at Olympin
with a four-horse chariot {Dioe.
i, e after Apollodorus, as Diels
shows), swhich is attributed to the
phil‘o:-:opher by Athen. i. 8 e, fol-
lowing Favorinus (ap. Diog. /. ¢.).
and aceording to Diogenes, algo by
Satyrus and his epitomiser, Hera-
cleides. Mis father Meton (so
almost all the aceounts call him—
for other statements vide Karsten,
Pp- 8 £q.) seems to have assisted in
the ejeetion of the tyrant Thrasi-
dwus and the introduction of a
demacratic 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 THog. viii. 72). After Maton's
death, when the ancient aristocratic
institutions had been restored, and
there were attempts at a fyranny,
Empedocles, not without severity,

'T;ludid.ml the democraey to gain the
Wlstory, showing himself in word
il deed a warm friend to the
eople. The throne was offered to
}‘Jz'lm. but he refused it, as we are
Juld in Diog. viii. 63-67, 72 sq.;
Plut. Adv. Col, 32, 4. p. 1126. He
eny destined, howsver, to experi-
enen the fickleness of popular fa-
Vur, and left Agrigentum probably
Jlginst his will (Steinhart, 85,
‘thinks it was beeause he had parti-

il Athens, but that partieipation,
Wu we have seen, is not to be con-
Wldlered historical) for the Pelo-
ponnesus.  His enemies succeeded
?"Fn preventing his return, and he
Wonsequently died there (Timzus
. Diog. 71 sq., ibid. 87, where the
frie reading for eikeloucvov s
ulieriousvon, and not, as Steinhart
Ahinks, p. 84, aicifopévov). The
Wliatement that ke died jn Sicily
fpom the effeets of a fall from a
thuriot. (Favorin. ap. Dieg. 73) is
not so well authenticated. The
wlory of his disappearance after a
" wnerificial feast (Heracleides ap.

similar story about Romulus, a
myth invented for the apotheosis
of the philosopher without any
tefinite foundation in history. A
paturalistic interprefation of this

pepresenting him as a boasting im-
poster is the well-known anecdote
of his leap 1nto Etna (Hippobotus
and DHodorus ap. Diog. 69 sq.;
- Horace, Ep. ad. Pis. 404 sq., and
many others, ef. Sturz. p. 123 =q.
und Karsten, p. 36), and also the
negertion of Demetrinsg ap Diog.
74, that he hanged himself.  Per-

HIS LIFE.

Aipated in the war between Syracuse '

" Ding. 67 sq.) is no doubt; like the-

myth for the opposite purpose of®
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Purmenides, that Becoming and Decay in the striet
Honise, and therefore qualitative change in the or.igi_nal

haps in order to eontradiet this
evil report the so-called Telauges
ap. Diog. 74, ¢f. 53, asserts that he
fell into the seafrom the weakness
of ald 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.
xxxi. 953 a, 26, deseribes him as
melancholic) ; hisaetivity wasnoble
and all-embracing. His political
effieiency has already been men-
tioned. His power of language to
which he owed these suecesses
(Timon ap. Diog. viil. 67, ealls him
ayopatwy AnknTis éméwy: Satyrus,
ihid. 58, phirwp Epiwrros), and which
is still pereeptible in the richness
of imagery and the elavated ex-
pressions of his poems, he is said
to have strengthened by technieal
study, Aristotle desionates him
as the person who first eultivated
rhetorie (Sext. Math. vii. 6, Diog.
viil. 57, ¢f. Quintilian ii. 1, 2), and
Gorgias is said to have heen his
diseiple in the art (Quintil. L ¢
Satyrus ap. Diog. 58). His own
voeation, however, he szeems fo
have sought, like Pythagoras,
Epimenides, and others, in the
fonctions of a priest and prophet.
He himeelf, v. 24 sq. (422, 462
Mull.), declares that he possesses
the power to heal old age and sigk-
ness, to raise and ealm the winds,
to summon rain and dronght, and -
to recall'the dead to life. II’D.E}JB
introduction to the safapuol, he
boasts that he is honoured by all
mien 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 ;

but, on the other hand, he

does not absolutely abandon this poiut of view; he allows

some soliciting prophecies, and
some healing of diseases. This
element comes out stropgly in his
doctrines on  anthropology and
ethics. Ancient writers speak not
only of the solemn state and dig-
mity with which he surrounded
himself (Diog. wiii. 56, 70, 73
Hlian. V. H, xii. 32 ; Tertull, De
Poll. C 4; Suid. ‘EpwedoxA.; Kar-
sten, p. 30 eq.), and of the preat
reverence which was paid him
(Dioz. wviii. 66, 70). but also of
many wonders which, like another
Pythaporas, he wrought. He for-
bade injurious winds to enter
Apgricentum (Timmus ap. Dieg.
yhoi. 60; Plut, Curics. 1. p. 615 ;
Adv. Col. 32, 4, p. 1126 ; Clemens,
Strom. vi. 630 C; Suid, 'Epmes.
Sopd.; Hesyeh. wwhvoravépas; ef.
Earsten, p. 21; eof. Philostr. 7
Apolloa, %iii. 7, 28), the eireum-
stance is differently related by
Timwmus and Plutarch; the origin
of it is mo doubt the miraeulons
aceount of Timgmeus, sceording to
which the winds are imprisoned
by magie, in pipes like those of the
Homeric Holus, Plutarch gives a
naturalistic interpretation of the
miracle, which is even more absurd
than the suggestion of Lommatzsch,
p. 25, and Karsten, p. 21—that
Empedocles stopped up the hollow
through which thoe winds passed
by stretching asses’ sking across
“it. We hear further that he de-
-livered the Selinuntinng from
pestilences by altering the course
of their river (Diog. viil. 70, and
Karsten, 21 sq.), brought an ap-
parently dead man to life after he
had longz been stiff (Heracleid, ap.
Diog. viii. 61, 67, and others; tha

statement of Hermippus, ibid. 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 musie
(Tambl. 7. Pyik. 113, and others,
ap. Karsten, p. 26). How much
historieal foundation exists for
these stories it is now, of conrse,
impossible to discover. The first
and third are suspieious, and sesm
only to have emanated from the
verges of Empedoeles; what is said
imthe second, of the improvement

-of the river, may possibly be an

allusien to the coin described by
Karsten, on which the river-god in
that case would merely represent
the ecity of Selinus. That Empe-
docles believed himself eapable of
magical powers is proved by his
own writings ; according to Satyrus,
ap. Diog. vifi. 59, Gorgias asserts
that he had been present when
Empedocles was practising them.
That he also practised medi-
cine, which was then commoznly
connected with magic and priest-
eraft, is clear from his own words,
quoted by Plin. A N. xxxvi. 27,
202 : Galen. Therap. Meth. c. 1,
B. =. 6, Kuhn and cthers. The
traditions as to the teachers of
Empedocles will be mentioned
later on. The writings attributed
to him are very various in content,
but it is questionable in Tegard to
many whether they really belonged
to him, The statement ap. Diog.
viil, 57 sq., that he wrote tragedies,

and no fewer than 43, is doubt-

less founded on the evidence of
Hieronymus and Neanthes, and
net on that of Aristotle, Hera-
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net 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 -

yeduce these phenomena to movement in space, to the
combination and separation of underived, imperishable,
und qualitatively unchangeable 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

eloides thinks the tragedies were
the work of snother person, who,
wecording to Suid. Epwed. was,
perhaps, bis grandfather of the
game nume; and this comjecture
lias great probability, vide Stein,
- 5 5q., against Karsten, 63 sqq.
§19. He justly considers that the
two epizrams, 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 Tolauges, son of Pytha-
goras (ibid. p. 17).  The molirua,
which Diog. 37 aseribes to him,
togather 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, theretors, be genmine, but
must be placed in the sume cate-
gory as the so-called political part
of Heracleitug’s work., The state-
ment (Diog. 77, Suid. Diog. 60, 1s
not eonnected with this) that Em-
pedocles wrote iaTpicd, in prose,
aeeording to Suidas (xaTeroeyddny),
may probably be aceounted for
pither 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. T sqg.

(For another opinion vide Mullach,
D¢ Emped. Prowmio, p. 21 sg.
Fragm. 1, =xv.) Two poems, one
a hymn to Apollo, and the other on
the army of Xerzes, are said
by Diog. viii. a7, following
Hieronymns or Aristotle, to have
been destroved scon after his
death. That Empedocles wrote
down speeches or rhetorical in-
structions, the ancient accounts of
him give us no resson to suppose,
vide Stein, &, Karsten, 61 sg.
There remain, therefore, but two
undoubtedly genuine works which
have come down to modern times,
the ¢uoirs and the keflappoi ; that
these are separate works, as Kar-
sten (p. 70) and others suppose,
has been conclusively proved by
Stein, The guowd 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 Bmpedocles, vide
Karsten, p. 74 sqq., 57 sq. Sturz,
Karsten, Mullach and Stein have
colleeted the fragments, and the
three first have commented on
them. (I guote from Stein, but
add the numbers of the verses us
given by Kavsten and Mullach.)

Ea)
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doetrine of Empeciocles on the primitive causes, as we
gather partly from his own utterances and partly from
the statements of ancient writers.

-~

DENIAL OF BECOMING. 1235

mingling and separation.! What we-call generation
4 the combination of substances; what we call decay

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 whenee, he asks with his predecessor, could any-

thing be added te-the totality of the Real, and what
should become of that which is? There is nowhere
any void in which it might he 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

DV, 40 (842, 108 M) sq.; ef
especially V. 45 sqq, :—

vijmion — ob ydp oy SoAxddporés
ot péprran (they have no far-
reaching thonghts)
ot 84 ylyverlal wdpus ouk fby érmi-
DUTIYy
it koraluficrer o kol dEdANUrOm
&w&w»j,

2 V. 48 (81, 102 M) :—

it Tob yap ui drros aunxavdy Go"n
~sevéofat

E 76 7 v bANvalal drivueToy Kal

dmpicroy (se. €oTe).
aiel Yip orhoorTar (sc. édvra) bay
K€ Tis aitv épelbyn.
V.90 (117, 93 M): —

elre yip épbeiporro Giaumepts, ob-
ker’ By foay,

V.91 (119 K ; 166,94 M):—
ouBé Ti Tob wayThs Keveby ws.\el.
obde TeproTay.

TouTo 8 éravifcee To wir i ke wal
wdler EABdy:

w7 G€ ke Kal amwodoiar’; dwel Tavd
“obBey Epmuov:

AN ovr’ Eomir sedta (they are
themselves, remain what they
are) 81 @AMy Bt GdorTa

-ya-yve-rm EXdofler BAna Gqueres, mev
duola,

V. 51 (350,116 M) :—

ok by bvip Towdie cegbs @prot
payTEdGHUITO,

ws bppa wer e Brovot, T 5% BloToy
KaAéquat,

Togpr ey 0w eloly ral o Tdpa
Berha kai eoBid,

wpiy be mdyer Te Bporol kal dmwel
Adfer, oidey Ep’ eicty. .

is the separation of substances,’ though in ordinary

1V, 36 (77, 98 M):—
lizhe 8¢ 7ot épéwr giiors ovlerds
ot aTdiTwy
Oynr@v, 005¢ Tis obXogévoy BavdTote
TENEUT T,
@ALG p.dvm-' utkls 7 BigAAekis Te
Iuryev—av

dorl, ¢uﬂts & &mi Tols ovounlerar

avfpdrocy,  Cf. Arist. Mo
taph. i 3, 084 a, 8: ’E,mre&ox?xﬁs
B¢ o Jewapa ca . TOUTE 'yap el
Utapévery xai ab yiyveofar GAN 7
wANbe Kai ohl-_;d-rn'n crwxpudyeva
el Bierpiviucra eis Ev Te rai ¢F éxds.
De. Gen. et Corr.ii. 6; ibid. e. 7,
B34 a, 26: The mixture of the
elements with Empedocles is a
givbecis rofidmep €2 wAivfwy wal
Alfewy 'roaxos
> That ‘hirth’ is nothing else
than the combination, and. deeec\se
than the separation of the sub-
stances of which each thing con-
#ists, is often asserted, not only by
Empedoeles himself, but by many
of onr anthorities. Cf. V. 69 (96,
70 M) —
otfrws § piv iy &x TAsdvay pepdinie
:pvea'ﬂcu
HBt wdAw BupirTes Erds mwAoy
exrerébovat,
TH pEv ‘yrwowm Te kal ob opiTy
Epnrzﬁos aiiy (= kol awoAdu-
Tay
Ot TG aANATTONTE Sm;.:repss o=
Sa.;m h'n-ye:,

TaiTy aicy Eagw GrirnTl koTé K-

waop (@i D ratain, asreeing
swith Panzerbister ; others read dxi-
vre, wWhich 1s = g:ueatar departure
from the MSS.; or axfmror, which

for many reasonsseems less pmbu'blp:

it is a question whether arirgroz,

the reading which stands in all the
MSS. of Aristotle and Simplicius,
is not the true reading, and whe-
ther the masenline of Gimroi is not
to be supplied as subject of the
proposition, and eorresponding to
Bporotin V. 54). Thisis confirmed

by the doctrine of Love and Hate

(vide énfra), for Empedocles de-

_rives birth or origination from
Tove, the essential operation of

swhich consists in uniting matter ;
while from Hate he derives the
destruetion of all things: ss Aris-
totle-also says, Medeph. iil. 4, 1000,
a, 24 sqq. It can scarcely be
donbtad, therefore, that Empedo-
cles simply identified - origination

with pifis, and decense or passing.

away, with SdXdates. In one pas-

sage, however, he seems to derive

both, véveris and amdaedlus, from

each of these cunsea—from separa-

tion as well as from combination.

V.61 (87, 62 M) sqq.:—

Blwk’ épéw more udv yap Ev quiiin
wovor sivas

&k mAsdvwy, Tort § ob By whéow
¢k évbs elvou.  (The verses are
repeated in V. 76 8g.)

Bouly Be Bumraw yeveas, Bory 3 amd-
Aenlis,

THY pEV Ydp T¥TwY oUeodoS TIKTEL
T dhéxer Te,

65, 0 Ok wdAw Gwduopiray Opep-
Betoa 8:5’1.-1'17.

kel TaiT AAAdoooyTe SapTepss ol-
Buu.ﬁ Afiyet,

EANore ,ucv diAdTYTL crmrspxéf.:sa- €is
ty drayra,

#aroTe 8 ob 8ly’ Exarra gopelpere
veiwens Exber Then follows V.

69 sqq. vide supra. 1 cannot agree
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langnage it may bear the

other name.! “Everything,

therefore, is subject to Becoming and Deeay, only so

with Karsten who, in V. 83, substi-
tutes for o B, ““ roihide; ” for oAérer,
“abites; " and for Bpetbeloa, < fpudfer-
aa,” in gecordance with our text of
Simplicius, for the changes are then
too great, and the pregnant mean-
ing of the whola verse is weakened.
But Panzerbieter, Beitr. 7 sq.;
Steinhart, p. 94 ; and Stein, ad 5. (.,
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 ; becaunse every
new combination of substances is
the destruetion of the preceding
rombination. This in itself would
not. be ineonceivible, but it would
contradict the opinion of Hmpedo-
cles (so far as it has heen hitherto
ascertained),who expluing birth only
from the mixture of gubstances,
and deeay only from their sepiru-
tion.  Howounld, in the other ease,
agsert that overy union is, ut the
same time, a division, and vice
versh ; the Swpepdpevoy atr Fuu-
deperar, which, according to Plato,
Soph. 242 D sq. (supra, p. 33, 2),
constituted the peculiarity of He-
racleitus’s doebring as distinguished
from that of Empedoeles, would
belong just as much to Empedo-

. cles; and the contradiction with

which Aristotle reproaches 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 aceor-
dance with the nature of love and
hate. The context of the verse

appears to demand some other
view; for as verses 50-62 and
66-65 do not immediately refer to
individuals, but to the universe and
its conditions, the intermediate
verses must have the same refor-
ence. The expression rdvrwr oivo-
Bos is likewise in faveur of this
rendering ; for it corresponds too
closely with euwepyduer’ els &
amavra, V. 67, cuvepxiusy’ eis éva
fedapor, V. 116 (142, 151 M), wdvra
sLvEpxeTaL Ev udvor elvar, V. 173
(169, 198 M), to allow of its being
interpreted In  any other way.
The meaning of V. 83 sqq. is,
therefore ; *The mortal is pro-
duced from immertal elements
(vide #nfra, V. 182), partly in the
issuing of things from the sphairos,
partly in their return fo it; in
both cases, however, it is again
destroyed, here by the succeeding
union, and there by the succeeding
separation,” Cf. Sturz, p. 260 =qq.,
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.

t Videp.123,1,and V. 40 (342,
168 M): of 8 Gre piv kard odTa
giyer gdos aibeépos Tap (I follow
the emendation of the text in Plut.
Adv. Col.1i. 7, p. 1118 ; Panzer-
bieter, Beitr. p. 16, and explain, if
a mixture appears in the form of a
man) —
7E kot Geporépwy PBypy yévos @

rkara Bduvay
W¢ kar’ olwvdy, Tére uiv T45e (Panz,

Tiye) pacl yevéolar
ebre ¥ anoxpulo:, h 8 b Suabal-

pova oTiLow,

71 B&us 0¥ (so Wyttenb.: for other

(OMBINATION AND SEPARATION OF MATTER. 125

fir as it becomes many out of one, or one out of many;
wo far, on the contrary, as it maintains itself in this
thange of place, in its existence and its own particular
nabure, so far does it remain, even in the alternation,

unchanged.!

There are four different substances of which all =

things are composed : earth,

gmondations of the corrupt text,
of, the edjtionag rakéoury, viue &
drldmpr kot abrés.

?ﬂ\%'.ﬁg #qq.p- 123, 2. InV.72
the words admit of a double inter-
pretation. Either: “how far this
allernation never ceases,” or ‘how
fiir this never caases to be in alter-
pution. The sense and context
seem to me in fivour of the first
view. On account of this un-
changeableness of the primitive
matters, Aristotle, De Calo, itl. 7,
init. associates Empedocles with
Democritus in the censure: of uev
ally wepl 'Eumedorhéa ical Aqudrpiros
Aapldvousiv airol aiTovs ol yéuegiy
df MA@y TowolivTes (se. TAY oToL-
yelwr), &ANE dovopcmy  yevew
dvumdpxov yip Ekaorov ékxpivectal
gy, domep eE dyyelovTis yevérews
olios GAN obk Sk Tives UAyws, ovbE
ylayveabar peraBdiiovros. Cf also
De Ml e 2, 975 a, 36 sqq.._and.
the quotations, sup. p. 123,1. When
therefors, Simp. De Czlo, 68 b,
Ald. attributes to Empedocles
the Heracleitean proposition: zhe
Kkbowoy ToiToy olfre Tis Bedv ofite
715 Grlpdwwr Eroinoer, GAX N asl,
the true text (first ap. Peyrom,
Emp. ¢t Parm. Fragm. ; nowp. 132
b, 28 K.; Schol. wn Arisi. 487 b,
43) shows that in the re-translation
from the Latin, which we get in
the text of Aldus, the names have
Lsen confused.

water, air, and fire.? Em-

2 V.33 (55, 159 M):—

TégTupn TRy ThrTWy fL{dpaTe TpD-
Tor Hiouer
Zebs &pyhs “Hpny 7€ gepérBios 75
‘Albwvels
Nijoris 0 4 Soxpdots Téyye kpodvwuan
Bpdrewov, 4

Many -conjectures respecting
the text and meaning of this verse
are to be fonnd in Karsten and
Mullach én &. /. ; Schoeidewin, Phifo-
logus, ¥1. 135 sqq. ; Van Ten Brink,
ihid. 731 sgq. [Fire is also called
"HipauoTos ; Nestis 1s said to have
been a Sicilian water deity, believed
by Van Ten Brink, aceording to
Heyne, to be identical with Pro-
serpine (ef. however Krische,
Forsch. 1. 128). It is clear that
Here does not mean the earth, as
(probably on account of gepéaBios)
is supposed by Diog. viil. 76 ; He-
rael,, Pont. dlleq. Hom. 24, p. 53 ;
Probus in Firg. Eel. vi. &; Athen-
agoras, Swppl. e. 22 ; Hippal,
Refut, vil. 79, p. 884 (Stob. 1. 288,
and Krische, 1. 125, might have
escaped this error by a slight
change of the words). It means of
course the air; and it is not even
neeessary, with Schneidewin to
refer gepéafros to AiBwrebs, as it
is perfectly applicable to air. DBe-
sides the mythical defignations we
find the following, N. 78 (104, 60
M), 383 (321, 378 M) wip, Ubwp,
i, alffps V. 211 (161, 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-
stantes were wanting in the characteristic by which
alone they could become elements in the Empedoclean

7 - 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 hig
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- |

PBap, h, althp, HAws; V. 215 und this matter neither increases
(909, 282 M), 197 (270 278 MY, nor diminishes, kal wpds Tofs ofir’
o, ﬂ_u.ﬂqos, aillip, wip; V. 06 EAo 7 (so Mull, but the text is
(124, 120 A1) r}q, probobly #iAws, eorrupt, and its Testoration very
aibhp, dufpos, ala; V, 877 (16, 32 uncertain) yiyverac 008’ dmordyer.

M) aibhp, whwros, xlay, fros; V. v Armist. Mefaph. 1. 4, 985 a,
187 (327, 268 M) HAérrap, x@wv. 81, ef. e. 7, 988 a, 20; De Gen. ¢
olpaybs, OdXarga; V, 108 (211, Corr. ii. 1, 338 h, 33 sq.  CfL

Ts 211 M) xBdw, Nno"m. “Hepmaros :
V. 903 (215, 206 M) x0dw, “Hepar-
aTos, inBpos, albip. [ cannobagree

- with Steinharl's conjeeture (L e
93} that Empedocelss by the varicty
of names wished to mark the dif-
ference between the primitive
clements and those perceptille to
sense. V. B9 (116, 92 D), says
that the fonr primitive elements
contain in themselves all matter;

Karsten, 334, The word orouxetor
is moreover not Empedoclean, as
it is almost meediess to observe.
Plato is cited as the teacher who
first introdueed it into scientifie
language (Eudemus ap. bzm})l
Phys. 2, a, Favorin, ap. Diog. iii.
24). Aristotle found it already
in vogue, as we see from the ex-
pression T& ralovuers TTOLYETL
(ef. Part, 11, b, 336, 20d ed.)
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f{lon of Pherecydes and Anaximenes, ounly the triple
(livision of Heracleitus, the five-fold division of Phile-
laus (probably already conmected with Empedocles),
und Anaximander’s two opposite categories of yarm and
told. Why Empedocles fixed the number of his
ploments at four, we cannot discover, either from. his
own fragments, or from the accounts of the ancients.
Ab first sight it might seem that he arrived at his
theories in the same manner as other philosophers
nrrived at theirs, viz., through observation and the
lelief that phenomena were most easily to be explained
by this means. But in that case his- dectrine was

| Wnticipated 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 physics he adopted little from Pythagoreanism, and
the Pythagorean school, even in its doctrine of elemen-
tary bodies, followed other points of view. +7Of the
elements of Empedocles we find three in the primitive

" aubstances of Thales, Anaximenes, and Heracleitus, and
the fourth in another connection, with Xenophanes and

Parmenides. Heracleitus speaks of three elementary
hodies ; and the fmportance 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-
docles ; if the liquid fluid and the vaporpus element,

* water and air, were distinguished from each other in

the customary manner, and if the dry vapours, which
Heraeleitus 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 stfig;e between them. On the other hand, the
five elementary bodies of Philolaus represent a develop-
ment, based on geometrical and cosmological concep-
tious, of the four elements of Empedocles. This doctrine,
therefore, appears to have been in a state of constant
progression, from Anaximanderto Philolans,and the num-
ber of the elements to have been always on the increase.
“Rut though Empedocles declared the four elements to
. be equally original, he, in fact, as Aristotle says, rednees
them to twos-for he sets fire onone side, and the three
remaining elements toge-ther on the other; so that his
four-fold division is seen to originate in the two-fold
division of Parmenides. When, however, later writers
assert that his starting-point was the opposition of the

! Arigtotle. nlso mentions the
theory of throa eloments, fire, air,
and earth (Gon. ef Corr, ii. 1, 329
a, 1). Philop. i & L p. 46 b,
refers this statement to the post
Ton: and in fact Isocrates does
say of im (w, dyrdde. 268) Tor &
obr wleiw i [‘I[ pmoer elva T
gvra]. Similarly Harpoerat. Tws.
Thig stateraont may be true of Ion,
even if (a8 Bonitz, Ind. Arist, 821
b. 40 and Prantl. Arést. Werke, i i.
505 remark) the pasgage in Aris-
* totle may relate, not to Ton, but
to the Platonie ‘divisions’ (Part
1. 8,980, 4, 3rd edition), in which
an mbermadmrv is at first dis-
tinguished from fire and earth,
and ie then divided into water

and air. Ion may have borrowed
his thres elements from Hera-
cléitns; he ean hardly have in-

6 h«n e been younger.

;Uefrzp?e i 4, 985 a, 81; ére
BE T ws v v?uis et ?Ls'yﬁ;.LGJ:z
oro e 'rf'rmpa. wpras elmer. ol
uhy ypaTal e Ter'rapfrw EAN dox
Buoty obar povars, Tup wey kel abTo
Tois B avnﬂ:ea,usva;s- ws g dlcer,
vh Te kol Gépr kal Bharc. J\&Bm &
dr mis abTh Oewpdy ek TRY émiy.
De Gen. et C‘ow i, 3. 330 b, 19:
Loar B etifils -rer‘mpa Adyoumiy. afw
Emreﬁoka crwwyea Bt kol obTos
els 7o Bl 76 yip wupl TAARe mdyTE
arriTifnTor.
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wiem and the cold, or that of the rare and the dense,
Ut oven of the dry and the moist,! this is doubtless an
Infbrence of their own, uncountenanced by Empedoeles,
ither in these expressions or elsewhere with such dis-
Huetness in his writings; and the statement that in
Yl formation of the universe the two lower elements
o the matter, and the two higher the efficient instru-
ents,” is still farther from his opinion.

JThe four fundamental substaneces then, being ele-
Mients, are necessarily primitive ; they are all underived

4¢ brought by means of the variability of things.?
I (f. the passges from Alex-
ulor, Themistius, Philoponus,
plicius and Stobeens, ap. Kars-
Wi, 340 sgq.

f (] Hippol. Fefut. vii. 29, p 384.
M pedoeles a.saumed four elements

to the other, as the active and the
passive principle.
* V.87 (114, 88 M) i—
TavTa yap lod Te wdyta el HAica
yevvar Eat,

fluenced Empedocles, as he seems .

o e ek, Yy Kal uﬁo:p, Goo B
\yeve ofs T BALKS WO{TJ.LGLTR.I Kab
uﬁi&?\wm wip Kal &epa Bio
T e’p-yag‘dpem . .. veikos Kal
iAoy, which is repeated after-
ile, The doctrine of this philo-
lor is still more decidedly mis-
posented by the same author
(' [mpestad ap. Cedren. Synops.
! 157 1), in the statement, prob-
abh Evl taken from a Stoic or Neo-
\igorean source): . Thy ToU
by &pxﬁr veikos Kat $ikioy o’
wh Tiis poyddos vusp?:v TUp THY
kil ouverTdvat €k TUPDS To
@ kel eis mip GvahuBiseotac
the other hand Karsten, -
J, 1§ incorrect in saying thab
sdocles, according to Hippo-
, opposed fire and water one

. voL. IL E

Tinds & #AAns #AXo péer wdpa
3 f60s txdore.
V. 89, vide supre, p. 125, 2; V.
104 (132, 128) :—
& Taw mwﬁ" boa ﬁy Gra T em‘?’

doa T Eora dwicow. Text
uneertain.

SépBped T ¢BNdoTioe Kal dyépes 7BE
'yuvmxis,

Ofipés T oiwwol Te wal Uﬁ'araﬂpey,unvss
ix8is,

wal e Beot oAyalwres Tyufot pépr-
GTOL

GUTE YAp EOTW TAUTO 5{ GANA @Y
8¢ déovra

yiyperar dAAowwwd: Bdmrults Yap
GutetSei
Cf. p. 122, 2. Also V. 90 sq.,
69 sqq. (supra, p. 122, 2; 123, 2);
Arist. Metoph. 1. S(W%p 123,1),

-

Wil imperishable. Each counsists of qualitatively homo-| |
Juneous parts, and withoat changing their nature they
B through the various combinations into which they
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v 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 deseribes firc as warm

and glittering ;

air as fuid 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-

i, 4, 1000 b, 17; Gen. &l Corr. il
1; ii. B, tbid. 1. 1, 314 a, 24 (ef.
Te Ceelo, it 3, 302 a, 28, and
Simpl. De Oalo, 260 b, 88 ; Bchol.
518 b); De Culo, iil. T (suprc, p.
126, 1); De Meligso, e 2, 976 a,
and other passages Hp. Sture, _152
sqq., 176 84q., 186.8q0. and Kar-
sien, 946, 408, 406 #q.

1 Phis at any rate sesms o be
asserted by the foa wdrra in the
yerses just quoted, which pram-
matically may with Ahike also
velute to yéway (of like origin).
Avist. Gen ef Corr, ii. 6 sub init.
enguires whether this equality 1s
an equality of magnitude or of
Bmpedocles  doubtless
made no distinetion between them.
He conneets the word as little
with pévway as Simplicius does,
Pliys. 54 a. A -

2 Of. (bosides what will pre-
senfly be said as to the proportions
of the primitive elements in vhis
admixture) V. 119 (154, 13¢ M)
sqq., where the mixture of matter
in varions things is compared with
the mising of colours by which
the painter reproduces these things

in o pictore: apuoyly plfmvre 78

by TAEw BAAe & fAdoow. DBran-

dis, p. 297, has been led, by an
error in the puznciuation in V. 129,
corrected by later editors, to dis-
cover in these verses a meaning
alien alike to the werks and the
standpoint of Empedacles, viz,, that
all the perishable has its eause in
the Deity, as the work of art has
in the mind of the artist.

sV, 96 (124, 120 M) sgg.
which, however, are very corrupt
in the traditional texts. V. 99,
which has been restored, though
not satisfactorily, perhaps bezan
thus: «ifépa € &s yeira. From
this pussage the statement of Aris-
totle is taken, Gem. d¢ Corr.i. 815

‘b, 20 Plut. Prim. Frig. 9, 1, p.

948 ; but, on the other and, Aris-
totle sesms to refer in another
place, De Respir. . 14, 477 b, 4
gﬂt*p_uby ~ép elvas 7O Uypby Rrrov TOD

aépos), to some subsequent passage

now lost from the poem.

O p 144, 1. et

5 We shall find later examples
of this. Of. Plut. Plac. ii. 7. 6;

and Ach, Tat. oe raf. ¢ 4, end;

ulural place.

Wi, following perhaps the same
Ui, assert that Empedoeles as-
il no definite place to the ele-
Wi, but supposed each element
spihle of occupying the place of
W0 Poat.  Aristotle says, De Celo,
4, 809 a. 19: Empedocles, like
filtigoras, gave no explanation
:lu heaviness and lightness of
LICEN
8 flen. of Corr 1.8, 325 b, 19:
N elnichel B T uty EAAG pavepiv
fxpr mav aroiyelwy Exer T
Wi kal Ty Plophw, alrdv Be
p wiis ylveror wal glecipeTar 7o
Wikidpevoy uéyelos ofire Gfiov
W0 dpbéxerar Aéyew altg pi Aé-
Wil ial To wupds elvar gToielor,
il B8 kot T@v BAAwy GadrTew.
W De Cielo, it 6. 305 a, and Lo-
Willus, i, 746 sqq.. it is denied that
fMpodocles held the theory of
Win.) These distingt assertions
nld be in direct oppesition to
Wwlotle himself, if he really said
Ritter (Gesch. d. Phil. 1. 533
finde in him, namely that all
i loments are properly derived
(ne natnre, which underlies
differences, and is. more exactly,
(it This, however, isincorrect.
Wlotle says (Gen. ef Core i 1,
i, 3), that Empedocles contra-
i himself: &uc upiv yip off
W érepoy €& Evepov yivesbat Taw
elwy ofBéy, GALE TEAMG mdrTR
{yeon, Epo ' Brar eis & cora-
iy Emacar @low wARY Tov
s, i Tof vds ylyvecar wdAi

MIXTURE OF THE FOUR ELEMENTS,

151

Wor, there is nothing that transcends the simplest
servation, Plato and Aristotle were the first to
Wilince the gualities of elements to fixed fundamental
#lorminations, and to assign.each element to its

Iven without the .testifnony of Aristotle! it would

-&kaoroy. Butit is clear that this
only means: Empedoeles himself
altogether denied that the four ele-
ments arose ont of one another:
nevertheless in his doctrine of the
Sphaircs, he indirsetly  admits,
without pereeiving in, that they have
such an orvigin; for if the unity of
all things in the Sphairos he taken
in it5 striet acceptation, the guali-
tative differences of the elements
must dissappear; and the elements
congequently, 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 Avistotle to
Empedocles which contradicts the
rest of his theory; Empedocles is
refuted by aninference not derived
from himself. Nor ean it be proved
from Metaph. iii. 1, 4, that Aris-
totle designated the uniform na-
=ture, from which the elements are
said to proceed, as ¢mde. In Me-
taph, i 1, 996 a, 4, he asks the .
qzmﬂt-ian: wdrepoy T B wzl Th be,
kabdirep of Mufaydpeios wat TAdrow
Eneyer, oby Erepdyr T doTiv HAN
oboia Tapy brrwy, § ob), GAR’ Erepir
Tera drokelueror, Gomep Euredoraris
pnoe piklay, BXAes §¢ mis wip, 6 BE
fiwp, & 8¢ dépe, Hers he does not
speak of the primary matter of the
four elements in reference to the
duile but the dehie (which Arvistotle,
as the uniting principle, calls the
Omne, in the same manner ds, e.g.,
the principle of limitation is called

x 2
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be obvions that the four elements of Empedocles could 1

not be derived from any other more primitive element,
Tt 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
reduced to such as are mechanieal, *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. The most perfect combination,

[

wépas, and the formative principle ler, and Bonghi a %, L. adopt from

clfos) sarves meroly as an exwmple,
to show that the concept of the
One is employed, not only as sub-
joet, ag by Plato and the Pythago-
veany, but also as predicate ; what
the passage asserts of the ¢iie is
merely tlis : the pidlais not Unity,
conceived o8 o subject ; but a sub-
jeet to which Unity, as predicate,
belongs. This likewise holds good
of e. 4, whevs it is said inthe same
sense and connection : Plato and
the Pythagoreans consider Unity
as tho cssence of the One, and
Being as tho essence of the ex-
istent ; so that the existent is not
distinet from Being, nor the One
from Unity : of 8¢ mepl plcews oloy
‘EuweBorrils ©s els yrwpiudrepoy
Gydywy Myer B 11 7b v Dy éoTiv &
or (so it must be written, if & by
be considered as one conception—
‘that which 18 One;’ or else it
must be read as by Karsten Emp.
p. 318 ; Brandis, Bonitz, Schweg-

Cod, Ab. 8 vl more td & orwy) Sdkere
vap Gy Aéyew TobTa THr irlar
eivar.  The statements, therefore,
of Aristotle on this point do not
contradict each other;  while, on
the other hand, most of the censures
wihich Ritter passes on his state-
ments respeeting Empedocles, on
closer examination, appear to be
groundless,

! Plut. Plac. i.153: 'E. wpd vy
reaadpar oToryelwy dpadouare éxd-
Xi0Ta, olovel gToux Ele TPb oT oLy Elwy,
dyotopepsi, Omep éoTl oTpoYYUAa.
The same, with the exception of the
last words (on which cf. Sturz, 153
sq.) in Stob. el 1. 341, Similarly
Plae, 1. 17 (Stob. 368 ; Galen. c.
10, p. 258 K). i

2 It is equally improper, ac-
cording to what we have just been
saying, to suppose with. Petersen,
Philol.-Hist. Siud. 26, that the
Sphairos as Unity was first, and
that the four elements arose from it.

.IN.?'ER.'HINGLING‘ OF SUBSTANCES. 133
prafore, of several substances is only an assemblage =
Afoms, the elementary naturs of which is not altered
this process : it is not an actnal fusing of the atorns
il o new snbstance.! And when one body arises out
unother, one is ngt changed into the other, but the
Wiilers which already existed as these definite suh-
tices merely cease-to be intermingled with others.?
Wl s all changes consist in mingling and unmingling,«
when two bodies are apparently separated by the
Iillerent nature of their substance, the operation of one
ipon the other can only be explained on the hypothesis
finl invisible particles segregate themselves from the
fo and penetrate into the apertures of the other. “The
llore complete is the corresponrdence between the aper-
Wies in one body and the emanations and small
Wrticles of another, the more susceptible is the former
0 the influence of the latter, and the more capable of
Mixture with it.> According to the theory of Empede-

ri Saperfi pErhov.of pty obr éml
1 by oire hidpioar, SoTEp ’I?luwe-
) all misture is a mapdecis; BowAdis ob wdvow éml ey ToloByTLY
W i 10 slyxves, any more. kal maoxdvrey aANG wal plyvuofa
W & kpaots 3¢ dAwy. - omow (in Cod. L; ¢row 15 substi-
Y Apist. De Cirlo, i1, 7 (supra, tuted for daoiv) Bowy of mépot ot
|l 140, 1), to which the commenta~ ;.Ls-rfmi g éﬁ? 5t pdAioTe Kol
i (ap. Earsten, 404 sq.) add wepl mhvrwy vl Adyp Swplioo

Aocording to later use of
side Part mir. 4, 115, 2, 2nd

ing of importance. Acdrimmas  kai  Anpdepiros (10T
W Arist. Gen. e Corr. 1, 81 wols they, was 1s a.fterwarc}s - said,
V oby Boxe: wdoxew EkuoToy did explained not merely individual

phenomena. but the formation and
_change of*bodies by reference to
empty interspaces). Fhilop.
k.t 5g. 85 b,and Gen Anim. 59
a (both passages in Sturz, p. 344
£q.), gives nothing more, for the
statement in Gan. Anii. that Em-
pedocles called ‘the full” varré
¢onfuses this philosopher with De~

y Topwy, elgtbuTos 700 To0rTos
dirou kol kvpiwrdrov, kai TeDTOY
apdwey wal fpiy Kal aredew
W basl xel Tas GAAas aloffioe:s
Udveadar mooas, Ers B¢ OpiEofai
W re alpos xul UBaros Kal Taw
Biapir B Tb wdpovs Exew Gopd-
§ iy Bra pukpdTnTe TuRvols BE
| tard oroiyer, Kol pEANOY Sxew
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cles, this is pre-eminently the case when two bodies are °
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_ealike; 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.! This whole theory is closely allied to that

wmocrizus (vide infra, the Atomists).

On the other hand, Aristotle’s ae-

eount is confirmed in a remarkable

manner by Plato, Mens, 76 C:

Oty Adyere Gmoppods Tivas Tar

Jvray rar’ 'EpmelocAin ; — Zgodpa

~e.—Kal wdpovs, €is obs kai 31 av

ai groppoal wopedoyrar; — Tldvy ye.

—Kat Tov drogiody Tis wEw Gpudr-

cer evlows Tdy mipwy, Tas Be NdT-

xous 7 petlovs elvat ; — "Eori Tabra,

Colour is then defined in aecord-

anee with this: areppei o xnudrey

et olpperpos wal alcbyris. Cf

Theophr, De Sensu, 12: Aws yop

wowel Thy wibw T oupperple Ta@v

mdpwy Bidwep Ecuow iy wol Uwp

ob uiyrvefos, 788 BAAa Dypa ral

wepl Dmey 8% xarapilpdros Tas idlas

wpdeeas.  Of our fragments, v. 189

relutes to this subject; also espe-

cially v. 281 (267, 487 M):—

@’ briwdyray eloly aroppoal, foo’
Eycvarro,

V. 267 (263, 325 M):—

woby udy wip Guéweum é8éNov mpbs
dpeotov iréatar,

V. 282 (268, 338) 1—

s yAukd pty yAurl pdpwre, mkpdy
8 dwl wucpby Dpovoer,

OED B én' OEU EBy, Bakepby, Sarepe &
eméxever.

V. 984 (272, 840 M)~

oive Wwp pér uaAror épdpbuior,
abrap haly ok 0éner,

V. 286 (274, 342 M):—

Blore 8¢ yAauny xbikov Kareuioye-
T dvdos,

' V. 186 (326, 262 ML) :—
Bpfuta pEv yap wavl abT@y éyévorto
;Lépeﬂ'& L, <
HAdrep Te @y Te Kal obpaubs f6E
fdAnaoa, : 7
Booa vy &y Bpnrolow arorhoy xfévTa
wéqufv.

bs ¥ wites bre kplow éropréa
uEANov Enmiy,

dARDAors EgTeprTor, OmowwddnT TA-
PpodiTn,

Exﬁp&. 5 ax' arAfAwy wAstoTor Sié-
xoury dukta, efe,

Avist. Eep. N. viti. 2,1155 b, T;
cf. preceding note: Tb yap Buoww
7o duofoy épiector ('Euw. ¢not).
Eth. Eud. vi. 1, 1235 a, 9 (M
Moy, 1i.
SuoioAdyor kei Ty dAmp glow
Biakocuoiow apxhy AaBivres TH
Guotoy ivar wpbs TO duewor, Bd
*EpmelorAdis kel thy kby’ Edm xadi-
olae éml 775 Kepauidos B TU Exey
wAelgTor Spopy. Plate, Lys. 314
B: In the writings of the natural
philosophers we read fre vb Sposer
Te Ouolw Gwdyky Gel gilor elvor
Empedocles found an example of
this elective affinity in the attrae-
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 from
the iron pass into the symmetri-
cal pores of the magnet, which
draw the iron itself and hold it
fast. Alex. Aphr. Quest. Naf. ii.
23. e

11, 1208 b, 11): of 3% -

| Whether these openings are
homselves entirely empty, or are
ud with eertain & ances, espe-
ly with zir, Empedteles never
ti# to have enquired. Philoponus,
W, et Corr, 40 a, b, who aseribes
liim the second of these opinions,
1 pontradistinetion to the Atomists,
W0 ot a trustworthy autherity.
Woeording to Arist. Gen. ef Clore,
A f, 526 b. 6,15, we must eonclode
(1l spits of what is quoted abowe
48 o the magnet) that Empedacles
Jivor arrived at any general defi-
ition on this point ; for he refutes
liypothesis of the pores on both
Wuppositions. :
W Avist. Gen. et Corrs i1 7,
§ o, 26 éwelvors ~vap Tols Adyou-
W torep ‘EuredokAis 7is éoTo
inos (Ths yevérews Ty gwpdTer);
Wy yop airfeqir elvar kabdmep
WAlufuy kal Aifwy Tolxos wal TO
pe B¢ Toiro ék cwlopévay ptv
W Tar crevyelwr, kaTh pikpk
ap' BAARAa guykemevwr. De
fo, iil. 7 (swpre, p. 125, 1);
lon in Hippoor. De Nat. Houm.
end, T. =v. 32 K.: 'Epr. <&
aPMiTay Tov TerTdpwy CTOL-
yilwy fyeiro ~lyvesbar Thy Tiw

PORES AND EMANATIONS.
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parated by empty interspaces; Empedocles sees in
{ it a-mass of particles.which have certain openings
litween them.' vThe Atomists reduce the chemical
whanges in bodies to the alternation of theatoms; Em-
nedocles reduces them to the alternation of particles of

mntter which in their various combinations remain, as
Lo quality, as unchanged as the atoms.? “Empedocles
\{mself, however, admitted neither an empty space? /

curféray owudter olowy, obTws
dvapeprypévwy GAAHA0S TEX Tpi-
Twy, &5 e Tis Aedoas dkpiBas ral
xroddn woficas Tov wkbi XoAkiTL
kel wedusior kai ot plicey &s
pndér & abridr Bivaclu weTaxepi-
coasfor  xwpls €répov. Ibid. e.
12, sub init. 4%9: Aeccording to
Empedoeles, all things are formed
from the four eledfnts, eb wiy
rexpapiyvwy ye B GAANAey, GAAG

KOTR  Wipd  pOple  THpPONELLEWY
re kol davivrwr. Hippocrates
first -taught the migng of
the elements. Aristotle, there-

fore, Gen. et Corr., uses this ex-
pression for the several elemental
bodies: abréy TedTwy TO cupeudue-

vow wéyefos, and in Plut. Plac. i. 24

(Stob. 1. 414), it is said of Empe-
doeles, . Anaxagoras, Democritus,
and Epieurus together: cvyspires
wiv wal Suokploes eladyoves, yevé-

ul the Atomists. *The small invisible particles take
‘e place of the atoms, and pores the place of the
yoid. YThe Atomists see in bodies a mass of atoms

-

mees 8¢ wal piopis ob kuplos. ob yap

katd TO Tordy € BAAdi@OEws,
kary 88 7O wooby dk curalpor-
om0l TatTas yiyresfar

3O v. 91, supra, p. 122, 23
Arist. De Crlo, iv. 2,300 a, 18:
fwor ply obv T@v pi) puskdvrav
elvar kevdy obdey Sidpioav  mepl
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por atoms,! though his doetrine must logically lead to

! both.? Nor can we certainly attribute to him the con-
. ception that the primitive substances are composed of
very small particles, which in themselves are capable of
. farther subdivision, but are never really divided.? This
definition seems, indeed, to be required by what is said
of the symmetry of the pores; for if these substances
are infinitely divisible, there can be no peres too small
to allow a given substance to enter. All substances,
therefore, must be able to mingle with all. But, as
Empedocles was inconsistent in regard to the void, he
may likewise have been so in regard to the smallest

" particles. Aristotle himself gives us to understand that

he knew of mo express utterance of, this philosopher on
this point. We may therefore conjecture that he never

-

TOVE AND HATE ~ 137

smes it that they combine and separate? What is,* .." .;'I.:

{1 other words, the moving cause ? “Empedocles cannot

wyade this question, for his chief object is to make
Becoming and Change com rehensible. ¥ On the other«
hand, he eannot seek the c&e of motion in matter s
for having transferred the Parmenicean conception of
Jeing to_the primary clements,“he can only regard _

{hose as unchangeable substances, which do not, like
{he primitive matter of Heracleitus and Avpaximenes,
ghange their form by their own inherent force.
Ihough he must necessarily allow to them movement
in space, in order mot to make all change in things
fmpossible, yet the fmpulse cannot lie in themselves

o

Yo move and to enter into combinations .by which
{hey, in their being and nature, are untouched. Em-

turned his attention to it,"but was content with the

A ; SR never tanght that the elements have souls e
indeterminate notion of the pores, and the entrance of B ol soyer anghlodhab e COREN Seans,

though this doctrine has been ascribed to him.! “There = '

substances into them, without any further investigation

of the causes in which the elective_affinity of bodies

originates.

i

But it is only on one side that things can be ex-
plained by corporeal elements. Thesedefinite phenomena
are produced when substances combine in this particular
manner and in this particular proportion; but whence

wolipov il Baplos ofoy *Avatarydpas
kol 'Epmedonrfis, Theophr. De
Sensir, § 13 5 Luereting, i. 742, not
' 'to mention other later writers,such
as Plut. Plac. i, 18, who repeat
that verse.

t Of. the passages quoted p.
133, 2. e
2 Cf. Arvist. Gen. et Corr.i. 1,
325 b, 51 axedow 3¢ kel ‘Eumebo-
KAel dvayeator Aéyew, Gorep Kol

Aetiermds omow. elvme yap Erra
oTepeq, abwipeTa B8, el ph wdvTy
wépor cuvexeis elowy, Ihnd. 326 b, 6
s

8 Arist. De Celo, 111, 6, 805 a,
1: el 3¢ grfigeral wov § SidAvors
[rév owpdrav], frow drapoy EoTac
TO oeue &y @ toTarw, fi Oixiperor
pty ob pérror Buupelnoduevor aidé-
wore, xobdmep Fowcew "EpmebokAils
Bothegfar Aéyer. b

~ ubtne, in
-~ netivity. Tf even, on closer en-

i v Arist. says, De An. 1.2, 404

|y, 8 fooe® éwl T yvddken Kal 7h

1
ulrbdvector Tav Byrey (GméBAcbar),
ulror Bt Adyourt Thp Yuxdy Tas
Wpxds, of piy whelous mawyTes ol
0 ploy TabTyr, domep TEumrsdoriis
Uip ¢ Téy oToiyelwy rdvrwy, Eval
B el Exarroy Juxhy TovTav, What
i here says of Empedocles, how-
‘yyer, is merely his own inference
ftom the well-known verses: and
{his Aristotle gives ns elearly 1o
wnderstand in the words which fol-

low, Aéyer obTe © ~aly wer yop
| oy ordmaper”  These verses, 1t

4 clear, do not assert that the
various substances are theniselves!
hnimate, but only That they be-
ythan, the cause of psychic

ﬂmry., the former opinion be de-
ueible from the latter, we have

no right to suppose that Empedo-
cles himself drew the inference, or
4o eredit him with s theory which
would alter the whole character of
his system, and make his two effi-
clent canses superfluous. Still less
ean be gathered Irom Gen. et Corr.
ii. G, end, where Aristotle merely
ohserves in opposition to Binpede-
cles: fromay Bt ol i 6 YuxT éx Taw
arotyetwr 4 & T abray , . . el piv
wip 7 Yuxi, Ta mdln rdpter T
Goa mupi 7 wopt € BE uKTON, TG
cwuarid. Nor can the guota-
tion, sup. p. 135, 1, prove anything
respoeting the animate nature of
the elements. The fact that.they
were also called gods (Arist. G
G Cirr. 1. 6, 355 b, 21 Stoh, Jel.
i, 60, sup. Yol I 812, 2. ; Cic. N.D.
5. 12, sub init.) is unimpostant ; a8
the statement 1S no doubt founded
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Awo forces cannot be divided,! since every new combina—;l v G
Alon of substances is the dissolution of a previous
wombination ; and every separation of substances is the |
introduction to a new combination. But it is certain :
that Empedocles did not remark this, and that he
tegarded Love exclusively as the cause of union, and
Hate as the cause of division. So far, then, as the
unity of the elements seemed to Empedocles the better

- remains then nothing but to separate fnoy‘ing forces

9 | from matter, and Empedocles was the first among the
philosophers to adopt this course.) A single moving

« foree, however, does not suffice for him ; he feels obliged

to reduce the two moments of Becoming—combina-

. tion and separation, birth and deecay—to two different

~ forces.® Here again, as in the doctrine of the primitive
substances, he derives the various qualities and con-

ditions of things from so many substances originally
distinet, of which each one, according to the Parmenidean
concept of Being, has one and the same invariable
nature. In his representation, Empedocles personifies
“ these two forces as Love and Hate;ion the other hand,
he treats them as corporeal substances which are
5 . mingled in things: they do not belong merely to the
~ form of his exposition,"but the idea of force is as yet
not clear to him ; he diseriminates it neither from the
personal beings of mythology, nor from the corporeal
clements. Its specific import lies only in explaining
the cause of the changes to which things are subject.'
- Love is that which effects the mingling and eombina-
-tion of substances, Hate is that which causes their
separation.’ In reality, as Aristotle rightly objects, the

merely on their mythical desiona-
tions (sup. p. 125, 2), and the same
may be said of the Saipwe, v. 254
{239, 310 M).

! That is if we leave out of our
account the mythieal figures of the
ancient cosmogonies and of the
poem of Parmenides, and suppose
Anaxagoras with his conception of
#obs to have been later than Em-
pedocles.

2 That he was the first who

taught the duality of the efficient

ennses is noticed by Aristotle,

Metaph. 1. 4, 985 a, 29. -
3 V. 78 (105, 79 M):—

wip wal H8wp wal yofa xal aifiépos
Himioy Ubos ;

Neikds ' odAduevoy Biya T&v, drd-
Aaprov éxdoTw,

ok BAdTnS perd Tolow, lom uikes’
7€ TAATOS TE. :

Of the last he goes on to say that

{l 14 that which unites men in love,
wud it is called ynlagirn and “Adpo-
Blry. (Empedocles himself calls it
indifferently @indrys, aropyy, A~
podiry, Kimpes, apuovin.) V. 66 sq.
sup, p. 124, V.102 (130,126 M):—
dv Be kitw Biduoppm xel E¥dixa
TEPTE TEAOPTOL
qly B E8n ev peddraTe kel GAATA0O:
ToblerTat.

V. 110 sqq. (inf. p. 145) 169 (165,
189 M) sq. (amfra, p. 152) 333
(821, 378 M) sq. (inf. p. 185, 8).
With this the accounts of our
other authorities agree; here we
ghall only quote the two oldest and
best. Plato, Sephk. 242 D (after
what is printed sup. p. 83, 2):
ai 0¢ poraxdrepar (Emp.) 7o pér
ael Tobl offrws Exew ExdAacay, év
uépes 3 ToTE mEw fv elpai ¢ogL-TO
war kol oidor tn’ AgpodiTys, ToTE
Ot WoAAL Kai TOAfpioy aUTL abTd
Bi veikds T Arist. Gen. e Corr.
il. 6,833 b, 11: 7i odw Tovrwr (the
regularity of patnral phenomena)
alrwoy ; obt yap &) wip e § yh. GAAG
php ol8 4 uAle kal T wvelkos
ovykploews yop wivoy, tb 8¢ Siakpi-
gews airior (infro, note 1). OUn
aceount of its uniting nature, Aris-
totle even calls the diAfls of Em-
pedocles, the One, Metaph, iii. 1,
4; ef. sup. p. 131 (Gen. ef Corr. i
1, end, bhas nothing to do with

this; for in that passage the &
means not the iic but the Sphai-
ros. Karsten's objection to the
wlentification of the e and the
evcia évomods, L c. p. 318, is
founded on a misconception of
Aristotle’s views). Metaph. xii
i, 1075 b, 1: dromws 8¢ kat
*EumeborAfis: Thy yop pikioy woiel
ob dyofde: airn & apxi Keb bs K-
volga (oupdyer 7op) kel ds A
pdpioy yép Tov wiyperos . . . Hro-
mop B¢ kol Tb HpPaprov elvo TH
veiros. The utterances of later
writers collected by Karsten, 346
8qq., and Sturz, 139 sqq., 214 sqq.,
are merely rTepetitions and expla-
naticns of Aristotle’s words. The
unanimity of all our witnesses and
the clearness with which Empedo-
cles expresses himself, make it
impossible to suppose that Aris-
totle (as well as Plato and all
subsequent authors) misunderstood
his real doctrine, and that love
and strife were not, in his opinion,
tha eauses of smixing and sepaza-
tion, but were merely used in the
passages wehavequoted to describe
poetically the conditions of mixture
and separation (Thilo, Gesch. d.
Phil. 1. 45).

1 Metaph. i. 4, 85 a, 21 : kel
'EpwedokAss éml wAéoy wév Tolmou
((Avaloydpov) xpimm Tois alrios,
o i 0B ixapds ofiT év TolTois
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and more perfect state,! Aristotle is justified in saying
~ > that he makes, in a certain way, the Good and the Evil
- into principles.? Aristotle, however, does not conceal
|that this is merely an inference, never explicitly drawn
‘by Empedocles, whose original design extended no
farther than to represent Love and Hate as the moving
causes. Later writers assert, in contradietion to the
_ most anthentic ancient testimony and the whole doctrine
~of Empedocles, that the opposition of Love and Hate

etipiice Th Buodoyotueror. morhay ol
7our ante n wer dikin Supiver, T
€ vetwos ovyrpiver, Gray ulv yip
eis 76 oroiyera bifoTyTal TH wav brh
7ot welitous, 6 Te wip els 8 Tuyp-
KpiveTm Kkar TGy AWy oToryelwy
exarroy. Brov &% wdAw wdvra bro
745 Pehlas cwviwor els th by, avay-
kesioy € éndarou r& pdpra Stanpive-
gbar mdAw. (Similarly the com-
mentators, of. Sturg, 219 1) Ihid.
iil. 4, 1000 a, 24 xal yip Gvrep
ainfeln Adyew Hr 7is uaklora duoho-
yovadvws  abrg, 'EumeBokAis, al
odros Tadrby wéwovller © Tilnoe wev
yap Gpxfv Tive airtiay Tis ¢plopas
70 veios, Sdbeie &' hr obdér fHrrov
_kalroiro yongy fw Tol dvbst trav-
Ta yap e TovTov TAAAL doTt TN
& Beds, dbid, b, 10: ovuPalver abre
70 veikos umity waddoy glopis 3 Tob
eiven alrioy, dpolws 8 008 4 diddrys
ToU €lvar ourdyovon yop els Th ér
deiper réAAa, For the criticism
of Empedocled's doetrine of Be-
coming, ¢f. Gen. of Core. i, 15 i1 6.
! This i evident from the pre-
dieates assioned to Love and Strife ;
qmispper (V. 181) to Love; odad-
pevor (V. 79); Avypby (335); par-
viuevor (382) to Strife; and will
appear still more clearly from what
will be said luter on of the Sphai-
10s and the origin of the world,

2 Metaph.i. 4, 984 b, 321 émel
6¢ Tavarrie Tols ayafols évdvra
dvedalvero év ) dioer, kol ob phvor
Tdiis kal T moAby EAAE wal dTalin

wal 70 aigxphy . . . offrws BAAos Tis

pirlar elchreyre Rai velkos éxdrepor
exaTepay aivioy TolTwy. el yEp Tis
frcorovfoln kal "Jmlu,Boiym TpLS THE,
Sidvotar kol wi wobs & PeAAileror
Aéyey Epmed niifs, ebpfioe: 73 uey
deAier aitloy ofoay Tdv Gyafor, 7h
8¢ peikos Ty kewdy Gor € Tis
dain Tpdwor Tigh kel Adyelr ral
mp@TON Néyeir TO Kawbr kel dryabiy -
&pxas ‘Euwebouhén, Tdy & Adyor
roA@s, ete., 1hid. xii. 10 sup. p. 138,
3; cf Plut. De s, 48, p. 370.

$ Vide previous note. and Me-
taph. 1. 7, 088 b, 6: rb & of Evexa
af mpdfers wal ol peraforal ol af
HIvHoels TPOTWOY péy Tive. Aéyougw
airiow, offrw (g0 expressly and de-
cidedly) 8¢ o0 Aéyouriy, 003 drwep
wedurer. of pty yop vovy Adyorres 9
Pihioy s ayalby wép T TabTas Tas
cirias mifdnow ob py by Evewd ve
TovTwr B by fi yrypduendr T Taw
frrwr, G b5 amh TolTey Tis K-
Teis obiras Aéyovaw . . . daoTe Néyear
Te kel uh héyerw wws cuuBaiver alirals
Tayafby aiTior ol yap GrA@s, aAAa
sord oupfeBneds Aéyovaw. Similar
utterances of later writers, ap.
Sturz, 232 =qq. ,

-
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(uincides with the material distinction of the elements:!
{hat by Hate we must understand the fiery, and by
Love the moist element.? Modern writers,? with more
probability, assign fire to Love, and the other elements
for the most part to Hate, but do not identify Hate and
love with the elements. This again is scarcely admis-
pible.t Still further departing from the real opinion of
Kmpedocles, Karsten supposes the six first principles to
lhave been merely phenomenal forms of one uniform
primitive force, conceived pantheistically;® and other

| Simpl. Phys. 33 a: ‘Epm.
yoiiv, kalror Bt év Tois oTaixeloss
dvayridoes Smobeueros, Oepuol kal
fuxpoii wat Enpoti, els play Tis dto
ruperaplpwore Thy Tob veikovs wal THS
Pinlas, demep ol rabTny eis poyida
wije THE Grdyns.

2 Plat. Prim. Frig. c. 16, 8, p.
052, an utterance which Brandis
(Rhein. Mus, iil. 129: Gr. Rom.
Phil.i. 204) should not have treated
1§ historical evidence.

2 Tenpemann, Gesch. d. Phil.
i, 250 ; Ritter, in Wolfe's Analek-
fen, ii. 429 sq. 3 of. Gesch. d. Phil.
i. 530, with which also ounr firs
edition, p. 182, agreed, Wendt zu
Tennemann, i, 286.

*+ Ritter's reasons for this the-
ory are the following: Fizst, be-
cause Empedocles, according to
Aristotls (sup. p. 128, 2), opposed
fire to the three other elements in
eommon, and in so doing appears
to have regarded it as superior to
them ; for he considers the male
sex as the warmer, refers want

of intelligence to coldness of blood,

and represents death and sleep as
caused by the wasting of the fire
(vide infra). Secondly, hecause
HEmpedocles, according 'to Hippoly-

tus; Refut. 1. 3, held fire to be the
divine essence of things, Thirdly,
beesuse Empedocles himself, v. 215
(209, 282 D). says that Cypris
gave fire the dominion, This last
statement is based on an oversicht;
the words are xfive fof wupl Déwe
kpaTivat, ‘she gave over earth to
fire to harden it The statement
of Hippolytus we shall refute later
on. In regard to Ritter's firstand

- principal reason, Empedocles may

very well have comsidered fire 43
more excellent than the other ele-
ments, and Love as preferable to
Hate, without therefore malking
the former element the substratum
of the litter. He places Loveand
Hate as two independent principles
beside the four elements, and this
ie required by his whole point of
Fiew; every combination of matter,
even if no firs eontributes to it, 1s
the work of Love, and every sepa-
ration, even if it beeffected by fire,
is the work of Hate.

. ® P. 388: & vero ks involucris
Empedoclis vationem eruamus, son-
tentin hue fere redit: wnmam osse
vim eqmyue divinam munduin oon-
tinentem ; hane per quatiwor ele-
mente guasi Del membra, wh ipse
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modern writers represent Love as the sole basis of all
things and the sole reality; and Hate as something
which lies only in the imaginatien -of mortal beings:?
whereas the whole procedure of Empedocles shows that
_he never attempted to reduce the various primitive
’ forces and primitive substances to one primitive essence.?
The reasons for this phenomenon have been already in-

dicated, and will appear more clearly later on.

am appellar, sparscm esse, eqmimgue
cerni pofissimenm in duplici eclione,
disiraciione ¢ contractinme,
quarum hane conjunctionts, ordinis,
amnis denigie boni, sllam pugne,
perturbationis owmnisque mald prin-
cipiinm esse. harwm mutne Vi ef
ordiner mundi ef mudelionss cffivi,
omnpesgue  res tam divinas quan
humanas  perpetuo  generari, ali,
sarigri. CF Simpl. p. 700, 1.

v Rittery, Geseh. d. Phil. i. 544,
558. The etatement just quoted
hardly agrees with this. The re-
fatation of his theory, as well as
that of Kavsten, is involved in the
whole of this exposition. Rifter
urges in defence of his view (1),
the utterance of Aristotle, Metaph.
iti. 1 and 2 ; and (2) that the power
of Hate only extends over that
part of existence which, through
ite pwn fault, violently separates
itself from the whale, and only
lasrs as long as the fault conbinues.
The first areument has already
been refuted (p. 131, 1), and the
second is based on an improper
combination of two doetrines, which
Emperdocles himself did not com-
bine, He refers the dividing of
the Sphairos, through Hate, to a

. universal necessity, and not to tha
guilt of individnals (vide infra);
and it iz impossible he should

refer if to individuals ; for before -

Hate has separated the elements,
which wera minglad together in
this primitive state, therg were no
individual existences that eould be
in fault, It iz also guite incorrect

to suy that Hate in the end

perishes, apd is at last nothing
more than the limit of ths whole;
for even if it is excluded from the
Sphairos, it has mnot therefors
ceasad o exist; it sfill continmes,
but so long as the time of peace
Tasts, it cannot aet, because its
union with the other elaments is
interrupted. (Empedocles’sconcep-
tion of Hate during this period is
similar to that of Christianity in
recard to the devil after the last
judement, existing, but inactive.)
Later indeed it again attains to
power, and hecomes strong enongh
to destror the unity of the Sphairos
as it did in the heginning of the
world's development. This it
conld not have dome, if 1 the
opinion of Empedocles it were
something unreal. CF also Bran-
dis, Rhein. Mus. (edition of Niebuhr
and Brandis), i1l 125 sqq.

2 The duality of the forces
acting in the universe is therefore
specified Dy Aristotle as the dis-
tinguishing doctrineof Empedoeles.
Metaph. 1. 4, sup, p. 140.2; 138, 2.

LOVE AND HATE, 143

Buch statements then as the foregoing are certainly
fiis from satisfactory. These determinate things, formed .
mid changed with fixed regularity, could never result
i the combination and separation of substaneces unless
;_fhiu alternation of matter proceeded aceording to fixed .
iuWﬁ to that effeet.!
18 want that we ean only suppose he was not conscious _
f it. “"He calls, indeed, the uniting force harmony; 2.
Bl this does not imply? that the admixture of sub-
slunces takes place aceording to a definite measure, but
‘uily that the substances are combined by Love. ~He
gives, in regard to certain objects, the proportions in
which the different substances of which they are com-
posed are mingled in them.* *Aristotle believes * that

| As Aristotle shows, Gen. ef KimpBos Gpuiofeica Tereioss &

Llorr, i3, 6 (supra, p. 139 n.). Aucrveaaty,
2V, 202, 137, 89% (214 sq., €7 dAiyor peifwr elze mAcor EoTiv
b, ap. Mull. 214, 175, 23). EAdrawy,

¢k TEY afud Te Jérto kai GAATS
clicn ooprds.

¥ Pargy, Avime 1. 1, 842 8,17 ;
évtaxol &€ wov abvrh [ dvoe ] kal
*Euredoichijs wepiminTer, dydusves
S e , R

um’ avris Ths aindeias, gt Ty
obatay kal Thy ¢row aveyrd(erm
ddval TOr Adyov sivei, olor doToDy
amabibovs vi éoTw - ofite yop & 1o

4" As Porphyry infers; doubtless
fpom V. 202, ap. Simpl. Categ.
Soliol, in Arist. 59 b, 45: Epme
NikAeZ . . . dwd THs evapporiov TE¥
Wroixelwy pifews tis ToldryTas dvo-
alvoyre,

+ V. 198 (211), on the forma-
tion of the bones :

W) B xbhr éminpos & eloTéprois

. x?éL:O(m‘ : ; : T@&Y oronelwy Aéyel alro oifre o
Buids v orTd wepewy Adxe NioTidos ) wpla ofire wdvra, GAAE Adyow Tis
alyans, fikews avror, Do An i, 4, 408 &,

péroape 8 Healrrow & 8 doréa
Aevka yévarTo
lppovins kAAApTw aprpiTa Beome-

19: Eragroy yap adTéy [Tdr ueAay
Adyw Tk onow shva [ 'Ewr].
Metaph. 1. 10.  The earlier phile-

olnfer, sophers had Jndeed derived all

- thipgs from four kinds of canses

V. 208 (215): but only in an obseure and impelr'-II

i) 8¢ x0ow TolTowww Yon cuvénvpoe feel mannce: YeAke(ousen yap foicer
prysioo 71 wpdTn Pikosopia wepl mdrTwr,
Hoaiore T buBpe 7¢ kol wifépr Ere vén Te kal kor’ dpxas oboe Th
reupardwyTs, mpiToy, érel val "EumedorAis dorony

Empedecles did so little to supply - > *

/
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this involves the thought that the essence of things

lies in their form.

totle admits, is not actually
it seems rather like an involuntary confession.
‘appears never to have regarded it in the light of a uni-

If so, that thought, as even Aris-

expressed by Empedocles:
He

versal principle, as is clear from the evidence adduced
by Aristotle, for in the various passages in which the
subject is mentioned, he refers solely to the verse on
the formation of the bones. He can have found in
Empedocles nothing approaching to any universal law
such as Heracleitus enunciates in his propositions con-
_ cerning the Reason of the world and the gradations of
the elementary changes.’ Empedocles further derives
much from a movement of-the elements, which is not

farther explained, and is so far fortuitous. / He had nof

arrived at the doctrine that all natural phenomena are

regulated by law.!

7% Adyg enoly elvay, TovTo ' doTi
b 7 A elvar wal 7 ovola 7ol wpdy-
BaTos. !

1 Avist. Gen. ot Corr. 6, after
the words quoted, p. 138, 3: raiTo
8 ey 4 olala f éxdoTov, &X' ob
wudvoy, © piks Te BudAhatls Te piyer-
raor! Gorep diccives pmowr Tixn &
dnt rodrwp dyouderar (ef. Emp. v.
30, supra), GAN ob Adyos' EoTe yap
pixbipar s ETvxer. I&iqﬂ. p. 384
w0, 1, sup. p. 128, 1 (to which noth-
ing new is ndded by Philop. in B 1.
59 b): Sukpe pey yiEp TO wewos,
fwéxln B tww o albhp obx bmwh TOL
velkous, GAN O7¢ pév g :\’erép
ard Thxms, “olre q&p evwikupre
Blwy Thre, BAN0BL B ﬁhé;ms,” 61'%935'

¢ weduiedvar 7o wOp dvw Pépertor
?eg D:tin. il. 4, 415 b, 28: En}-
padacles says plants grow karw pev

. Bk Th Thy iy olitw geperar
ars :pnfmv,ﬂ?«_w B Bk T wip @oal-
Tws) 6 8 wiffp, oo,  paxpnet kard
xBve Sbero piCus” (The two
verses are v. 168 sq., St. 203 sq. K,
259 sq. M) Phys. ii. 4, 196 a, 19:
Empedocles says: otk del 7oy 2épa
gvwrdre aworcpiverBa, GAN Grws &
rixn—for which the words ofirw
quvérupoe, ebe., are then guoted.

Phys. witl. 1, 252 a, o (against

Plato) : wal yap fowce 7b oliTw Aéyer
wAdouar: pEARoy, dpolws 8% wal T
Adwer Bri médurey olTws kal TavTIY
5t vonlCew eivar dpyhr. fmen Zoer
"EurcBoiiijs by eiweiy, &5 7O KpaTely
fcad wiveiv ey uéper Thy dulay ral
7h weiwos drdpxer Tols wpaymacLy
2L Gpdykns, Mpeuely B Thy petakd
xpéroy. Similarly 1. 19 sqq. Cf.

Plato, Laws, x. 889. What Ritter

Typ four elements are u

pithject to change, and onr

Wys in Wolf's Analelien, ii. 4, 438
W, in order to justify Empedocles
Ngninst the censure of Aristotle, is
hot, sufficient for this purpose.
Pt Empedocles, V. 389 (1),
iseribes Transmigration as an
urdinance of necessity and as an
Miciont decree of the gods, 18 of
ittle importance ; as also that he
popresented, V. 139 (66, 177 M). the
ltornating periods of Loveand Hate
ut determined by an irreversible
unth or covenant (mAards Gpios).
That, no doubf, inyolves that every

“urder, but this order still appears
"W an incomprehensible positive
ordinance, and as such is only
mnintained in regard to these indi-
vidual cases, not in the form of a
Wniversal law of the world, as with
Heraeleitus.  Cicero, De fato, c.
17, sub init., says that Empedocles
nnd others taught : Omaiw ite fato
,ﬁdﬂi, wi ud faiwm vim necessiialis
Cuflerret.  Simplicius, Phys. 106 a,

vockons drdyin with Love and Hate
mong his efficient causes. Sto-
bieus, Ecl. it 60 (sup. vol.i. 612 =.),
~ Hys that according to the most pro-
Inble reading and opinion, he held
Ardyrn to be the uniform primi-
live base which, in regard to sub-
#tance, divides itself into the four
ulements, and aceording to its form,
~into Love and Hate. ~Stobeeus (i.

. YOL. IL

CHANGES IN THE UNIVERSE,

'he efficient forces are also eternal.
however, is constantly altering, and so the universe is

Juriod must follow an unchanging -

145

IL—THE WORLD AND ITS PARTS.

nderived and imperishable.
Their relation,

present world to generation

ind destruetion. Love and Hate are equally original

160 ; Plut. Plac. i, 26) accordingly
defines the Empedoclean avdyin as
the essence which malkes use of
the (material) elements and of the
(moving) causes, Pluatareh, dn.
Proer. 27, 2, p. 1026, sees in Love
and Hate what is elsewhere called
destiny ; and Simplicius (sup. p.
141, 1) maintains more explicitly
that Empedocles reduced the ele-
mental opposites to Love and Hate,
and Tove and Hate to évdykn.
Themist. Phys. 27 b, p. 191 =q.
includes Empedocles among those
philesophers who spoke of avdyrn
in the sense of matter. These are
all later interpretations which ean
tell us nothing concerning what he
really tanght, and whieh, therafors,
ought not to have found credence
with Ritter, Gesch. d. Phil. 1. 544,
They no doubt proceed either from’
V. 389 (1) sqq., or from the analogy
of Stoic, Platonic, and Pythagorean
doetrines, or still more likely from
a desire to find in Empedocles a
unifarm principle. i
deed, Aristotle in the passage
quoted above, Phys. vili. 1, may
have given oceasion to them. This
passage, bowever, only refers, as is
clear, to Emp. V. 139 sqq. (vide
infra). Aristotle’s eantious lan-
puage shows that he cannot be
alluding to any more definite ex-
planation. '

L

L

)] ‘\J G

Perhaps, in-.



b

-

146

EMPEDOCLES.

and equally powerful ; but they are not always equally
balanced : each has dominion alternately.) At one ti_rhe
the elements are brought together by TLove, and at

“another they are torn asunder # by Hate.* Now the world

is combined into a unity, and again it is split up into

plurality and oppositions.

Each process, acecording to

Empedocles, goes on until on the one hand complete
union, or on the other complete separation, of the ele-
ments is effected ; and equally long: does the movement
of natural life continue, and individual existences arise
and pass away ; but as soon as the goal is reached this

1Y 110 (188, 145 M) :—
xal ~yap kal wepos fv TE wal EqaeTan,

olbé wor’, olw,

TobTar GupoTépEy KewdoeTar Eome
Tos aldy,

&y B¢ péper kparéovor mepirAouévoto
rlicAoto,

wal gblver els BAAyAe iol aliferar év
péper aloms.

The gubjeet, as is clear from éuto-

zépup, is Loye and Hate, cf. V. 89

8.3 n:;pm, Po 126, 2 end.

V. 61 sqq.; sup. p. 128, m.,
where 1 give my reasons for dis-
agreving with Karsten, p. 196 sq.,
and for altering my own previous
opinion in regurd to this verse. I
nowreferil, not to individual things,
Tut with Plato, Soph, 242 D sq.;
Axist. Phys. viii, 1, 250 b, 26, and
his ecommentators (vide Karsien,
197, 866 sq.) to the alternating
conditions of the werld. V. 69
sqq. (swp. p. 1285 125, 1), V. 114
(140, 149 M) :—
abré yaptorw Tabre(the elements),

5 aAAnAwr B¢ féovro
yiyworr’ Epbpewol Te wal BAAwY
EOpea Gvnriie,
BAAoTe uir GuAdTaTe ouvepxdper’
eis &va wdruoy, :

EANote & abl iy ExvoTa pepeiuern
veliceas ExPer,
elobrer by cupdlyvre 5 iy ndvepte
yErnTaL.
Text and interpretation are here
equally uneertain; we might con-
jecture Swalpra or Bwgipr’ dmd
waiy, bat this would only partially
mend the matter. DMullach trans-
lates the text as it stands: Donec
que concréta fuerunt penitus swue-
cubuering ; but I eannot think that
Empedocles could have expressed
this in so far-fetched a manner.

3 Plato, 1. e.; sup. p. 138, 3;
Avist. [ e.: ‘Epmedoxifis ér péper
rireinfar kal wéAy Gpeueir (se. T
bvra), Kweiotol uéy, rav 9 giria
ex TOAAEY woi] T € § TH weikus
woAAL €f fvls, dpeuelr & v Tols
peTakd xpovois, Aéywy obres (V.
69-73); ibid. p. 252 a, & (sup.
144, 1) ; thid. 1. 4, 187 a, 24 : Gowep
*EumedoxAns kol *Avataydpast ék Tob
piyparos yap kal obTor fkkplvovs:
TUAAG, Diagepours § GAAAGY TE
Thv pty weplodoy worelr TolTwr TOv
& amak, De Culo, 1. 10; sup. p. 66,
1. Later testimony, ap. Sturz, p.
256 eqq. 3

nrate, because they are

! Bo Aristotle says in the pas-
Wiges guoted from Phys. viil. 1;
il the statement is confirmed by
V. 60 2qq. of Empedoeles, accord-
i to the sense given to this verse
lipre, o124 5 not to mention later
‘writers dependent on Aristotle, as
Mhemist. Phys. 18 4, 58 a (124,
09 Sp.), and Simpl. Phys. 258 D,
272 b, Logical consisteney besides
“would seem to require that Empe-
‘ducles should admit on the one
witle & complete separation, if he
dmitted on the other a complete
ntermixture, of substances. When,
Aherefore, Eudemus, Phys. viil. 1,
pefers the time of rest only to the
Jinion of the elements in the Sphai-
ton (Simpl. 27 b Ebdppes 8c 1w
imolay év T TS @riics dmpat el

1
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fovement stops, the elements cease to combine and to

absolutely intermingled or

i pumted_; and they will remain in this condition until
il In changed by a new impulse in an opposite direetion. £
'hus the life of the world describes a circle : “the abso- »
luite unity of substances, the transition from this to their -
iﬁpur&tion,absolﬁ@_e separation, and return to unity, are
the four stages through which it is constantly passing
i endless reiteration. In the second and fourth stages,
Il manifests itself in the separate existence of compo-
‘Bite beings: here alone is natural life possible ; in the
Hlist stage, on the other hand, which admits of no sepa-
tition of the elementary substanc’es, and in the third,
which does not admit of their combination, individual
xistence is excluded. The periods of movement and«
Of natural life therefore alternate regularly with those
‘f rest and the cessation of natural life.! But how long
Wiich of these periods is supposed to last, and whether

Kara T odalpor exiixeTar, éradip
gravra cvyrpii—Brandis’s conjec-
ture, i. 207, that we shonld rend
*EpmeborAfis for Eddnpues seems to
me erroneous), this must be con--
sidered one-sided; though Empe-
docles may himself have given
oeeasion to such a view by having .
described the Sphairos alone with
any exactitude, and having passed
over without mention, or with very
cursory mention, the opposite con-
dition of absolute separation. Rit-
ter's doubt (i. 551) whether Em-
pedoeles was in earnest as to the
doctrine of the changing cosmical
periods is sanetioned as little by
his own utterances as by the tes-
timony of others,

9

&

-
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their duration was ever precisely determined by Em-
pedocles, there is no certain evidence to show.!
In the intermixture of all substances, with ° the
description of which the cosmogony of our philosopher
( began,® none of the four elements appeared separately.
¢

» This medley is afterwards

deseribed as spherical

and unmoved ;® and since perfect union excludes all
influence of the dividing principle, Empedocles says

./ that Hate was not, present in it.!

! The only hint we bave on the
subject is the statement, V. 369
(1) sqq., presently to be mentioned,
that ‘sinful demons are to wander
about in the world for 30,000 @pat.
But it is a question whether we
should infer (with Panzerbieter,
Begtr. p. 9) from this a gimilar du-
ration of the cosmical periods;
sines the demons must have lived
before the commencement of their
wanderings, and were to live after-
wards : and the connection of this
doetrine with the Empedoclean
physics is vory slight. It is of
little consequence whether by the
Tpis puplal dpar we understand,
with Mullach (Emp. Proem. 13
8qi.) 80,000 yoars, or with Buk-
hutzen van den Brink, Far, Lect.
31 sgy., and Krische, i Plef.
Phed. p, 66, 80,000 seasons, i.n.
10,000 years, The lafter opinion
is supported partly by the lan-
guage and partly by the analogy
of the Platonie doetring. Cf Part
1L a, 684, 694 sq., third edition.

* Cf. inf. p. 150 sq.

-2 V. 184 sqq. (64, 72 sq., 59
sq. K. 170 s5qq. M): o¢aipor &,
&0 ot feNloio Gedlowerar (= Bel-

ruTar) ayhaby elbos,
obdE ptv 008 alns Adoioy wévos o0dds

fdhacae. ]

He e¢alls the world

olitws Gpuorlys wukwd kel (Stein,
K epidw, Simpl. Phys. 272,

12 kpiga) eoTiipTar,

apaipos  wuxhoTepns povly mepn-
7€i (the repase which spread
throughout the whole circle)
yalwy.

The Sphairos is described as at

rest by Aristotle and Eundemus,

i c. Philop. Gen. e Corr. 5 a,

calls it dworws, in reference to the

verse gquoted above.

+ V. 175 (171, 162 M) : 7av Be
ovvepyoudvwy €t Erxatov loTarto
Netkos. This verse relates imme-
diately indeed, not to the state of
unity as completed, but only as
commencing ; but it may easily be
applied to the former; if the pro-
cess of combination beging with the
dispossession of Hate, when unity
is completed Hate must be wholly
cast out.  Aristotle, therefore
(Metaph iii. 4; vide sup. 139, 1),
may have quoted this verse to
prove that Hate has part in every-
thing outside the Sphaires : @rayre
yap €k Totrou TEAAD EoTi wARE &
Beds: Aéyer yovy SV. 104 sqq.; sup.
130, 1) . . . kal xwpls 8¢ Todrwy
Sfinow- €l yitp udt v TO vetkos v Tols
wpdyuacty, tv by Gy Brarre, bs on-
civ Brav yip cvverly, TdTe 8, ¢ Eo-
xaroy forare veikos™ Gid kal, con-

y Sphairos, its usual

Wines  Aristotle, ovpBeiver oiTd
b ebBatpovésTaray Bedv HTTov Ppi-
Wity elvar Tey BAAwy ob yap yrepl-

% Tt eroryeln wdvTar T yap veikos
Wlie Excer, f B8 qragis Tob buolov T
polp. Cf xiv. 5, 1082 b, 6;
ulﬁm. ¢ Corr 1. 1 (sup. p. 181, 1).
Mo theory of Simpl. De Calo, 236
W, 22 Schol. dn Arist, 507 a, 2;
“ul. Phys. T b, that Hate also has
et in the Sphaivos, is founded on
"\ wrong interprotation. CfL on
thiig point and with Brandis, Rkein.
S M. 3. 131; Ritter, Gesoh. d.
Phil. 3. 546.

\ Meraph. xii. 9, 1069 b, 21
W, 10,1075 b, 4; xiv. 9, 1092 b,
Nl Phys. 3.4, 187 a, 22.
2 Metaph, 1. 4, 985 a, 27; 1L
. 4, 1000 a, 28 b, 11; Gen. et Corr.
S 1,315 a, 6, 20; Phys. 1.4, sub
init.

* Vide sup. 148, 4, and Emp. v.
142 (70, 180 M); wdvre yép ékeins
sreeuilero yule Beoto,

4 1t is, therefore, strange that
Gladisch should suy (Emped. w. d.

. 38; cof. dnaxeg. w. d. Ler.
~ xxii.): ¢ Empedoeles conld not have

walled & mere mixture of the ele-
ments the Deity” The whole
world is, aecording to Empedocles,
4 mere mixture of the clements,
and so also are human souls and

THE SPHAIROS.
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this state of intermixture, because of its spherieal

designation among later

ferg.  Aristotle uses instead the expressions uiypa’
#p.2 It is also called Deity,® but not in a manner
I justifies our considering it as a 'p'ersgnal_ being.
Ympedocles gave this name to the elements also, and
Pluto to the visible world,* Later writers adopt various
\irpretations of the Sphairos: formless matter,”
flicient cousef the primeval fire-—of the Stoies)’

the gods. Besides, Em cdoples
never chuaracterised the Sphairos

as “ the Deity,’ but only as Deity.

The well-known verses on the
spiritdality of God, as we shall
presently see, do not refer to the
Sphaires. Aristotle first called the
Sphairos 4 feds, but it doss not fol-
low that Empedocles ealled it so.
3 Philop. Gew. ¢t Corr.p.oa;
but this is only, strictly speaking,
a development of the consequences
by means of which Arist. Gen. ¢
Coarr: 1. 1, 315 3, had already re-
futed Empedocles. In Phys. H.
13 (ap. Karsten, 323 ; Sturz, 574
8q.) he acknowledges that the sub-

stances are actually mingled in the |

Sphairos. A similar inference is
dedueed by Arist. Mefaph. xii. 6,

1072 a, 4, and subsequently by -

Alex, in k. I from the doctrine of
the efficient forees, viz., that Em-
pedoeles supposed the Actual te
have preceded the Possible.

& Themist. Phys. 18 a, 124 sq.
probably a careless use of the in-
terpretation mentioned by Simpl.
Phys. 33 a.

7 Hippol. Refut. vii. 29 (sup.
129, 2). This statement, to which
Brandis attaches far too mueh im-
portance (1. 295), and which betrays
great ignorance of the Empedoclean



150 - EMPEDOCLES,

the intelligible world of Plato,! are all misapprelien-
sions, which-we may spare ourselves the trouble of re-
futing. The opinion that the Sphairos has only an
ideal_ existence, and is merely a figurative expression
for the unity and harmony underlying the changeful
«phenomenon,® is equally erroneous. This theory is
contradicted by the explicit declarations of Plato and
Aristotle, and by the explanations of Empedocles him-
self.? “Moreover, such a diserimination between the
ideal. essence of things and their phenomenon tran-
scends the general standpoint of the pre-Socratic

physies.

A world * eould only arise when the primitive sub-
stances separated, or, in the langunage of Empedocles,

when the Sphaires became

doetrine, cannot be considered as
historieal evidence. Its only foun-
dation is probubly the analogy be-
tween the doctrines of Iimpedocles
and Herucleitns on the changing
conditions of tho cosmos, on the
strength of which, Clomens, Strom.
v. 499 B, attributes to Empedocles
the opinion that the world will be
destroyed by firo,

! Tha Neo-Platonists concern-
ing whom Kursten, p. 369 sqq.,
¢f, 326, gives us many particulars:
cf. onfl note 4, Wa read in Thesl.
Arithm. p. 8 8q., that Empedocles,
Parmenides, &e,, tanght like the

* Pythagorcans : o poveduchy ¢pidow
‘Eorlas rpdmow v péog Bplola xal
G Ty amdgpomor guidrrew Thy
abriy Epaw; but this seems to re-
fer, not to the Sphairos, but to
Love. which is in the centre of the
rotating cosmieal matter (V. 172 ;
vide nf p. 152, 1.

divided by Hate® He tells

 Bieinhart, L ¢ p. 91 sqq. ;
similarly Fries, i. 188, & s

* Of. anf. 151, 1.

4 A kdopos, in contradistinetion
to the epaipos—a distinetion which,
according to Simplicins, Empedo-
cles himself had explicitly intro-
duced. CE De' Cwlo, 139 b, 16
(Schol. in Ar. 489 b, 22): Eur.
dudipope Tay wap abTd wioper T&
iy (supra, note 1) Eheyew, s xal
ovipart xpiofu Biaddpos, Thy uty
epaipor TO¥ B koo pay Kuplws kohdy.

5 Plato (sup. p. 138, 3) therefore
derives the multiplicity of things
from Hate, and Aristotle still more
decidedly characterises the presens
period of the world as the one in
which Hate reions.  Gen, o Corr.
ii. 6, 334 a, 5 &pa 8% kal zv Kdo-
por buolws Exew @ualy éxt ve Tol
velkows viv kel mpérepor émi Tis
punbes, De Cwlo il 2, 301 4, 14
if we wish to expound the origin of

i world, we must begin with that
Wlibe which preceded the division
Wil soparation of matter—its pre-

Nt state: &k dwoTeTey 8¢ kal

Riroupdywy olk efiioyoy elrar Thy

rnmv; becanse in this case, as it
i

soid on p. 300 b, 19, there
svould have been a world antece-
tont to the world: 8w xel "Epme-
BokAfs moparelmer Thy éml Tis
\hdTyTos {se. yévesw)t ob yap G
Bivaro cvoTicar Thy obparbw, ek
Wexupirpdvor Gty xorackevdop
wlyicpio iy B8 motey Bl Thy GLAGTYTE"

e Biakckpiyévwy yip TUNETTRREY

A kdopos Taw ororyetwy, boT avay-
watoy ylveoBur €E évbs ral ouyke-
Kpipévov, Following this precedent,
Alexander regards Hate absolutely
w6 the author of the world (Simpl
De Calo, 236 b, 9, 20; Schol. in
Arist. 507 a, 1), or at any rate of
tho present warld. In Philop. Gen.
¢/ Copr. 59 b, he observes on Arist.
Lien. et Corr. ii. 8: if by the xdo-
gios we understand the condision
in which the elements were sepa-
wated by Hate, or wWere aguin
brought together by Love, Hate
snd Love would be the coly moving
forces in the xdopos; if, on the

kbowes the corporeal mass which
nnderlies she Sphairos as well as
the present world, we must attr-
liute to it 2 movement of its gwn:
B dpolws, dmot, kbguss kol TabToy
dory wal wwebrar €riTe Tob peikous
vy wal &ri Ths ilas TpiTepoy: v
B¢ rois peraly Bohelppacs TE¥ T
dicelywy ywoucrwr Kuhoewy, TpoTE
pby Te bre @ rob veliovs EmenpdTi-
gev 7§ Qinie, wal iy bre de THS

FORMATION OF

therefore, that in cours%-ﬁ of fime Hat
the Sphairos and sundered: the elemen
weparation was fully accompl-_ished, Love

other hand, we undezstand by the

-E ’_‘.6 ;
£ % B

7 “2: /';;’ORTD

4z ..

N ¥
dukiasTh vekos, kdauos EoTiv, BAAGY e
Tivd_fivolyeros wlmow -:cfal,fo!l?xx 3
7 e il 7p yeikos enoigw (S This”
interpretation is foundeven earliér,
frr Hermias ~whiu-certainly must
have taken it from others, repre-
gents (frris. e. 4) Empedocles as
saying: b velicos moces wdvra, With
the later Neo-Platonists, according
to Simp. Phys. 7 b, the prevailing
opinien was that the Sphairos was
produced by Love alone, and this
world by Hate alorie. More pre-
cisely, Simpl. De Calo, L. e (of.
ibid. 263 b, T; S%ol. 512 b, 14):
ufmere 88, KA dmupary v TovTw
b veikos Gowep & Te opalpy B
dinia, GAN Hudpw bT Gpooiy Aeyor-
rou ylveafoi ; this is only untrue in
respect o the Sphairos. Theodor.,
Prodr. De dmie. v. 52, calls Hate
the creator of the terrestrial world
in contradistinction to the Sphal-
163, bub this iz unimportant.

1V, 139 (66, 177 M)i—.
abrip éwel péyo Neikos evl peréed-

aw 0pepln !
&5 Tiuds T Grdpovee TEAElOpEpOLd
Grous,
8¢ mp)fg &pratBatos wAardos wép’ IAde
Agrar (al. -ro) prov

1'1:5.,9' en. instead of 'nqpe.’\.‘ﬁ.z\a'rai
seems o me necessary in spite of
Mullach's contradiction, Ei‘?}p. Pr.
p.1; Fraogm.i. 43 cf. ]_3_?mm and
Schwegler, in Metaph. il 4, who
also defend this emendation. V.142
(sup.p. 149, 3); Plut. Fae: Lup, 12,
5 4., p- 920, where it is guite pus-
sible that the words xwpls 70 Bapy
Fay kal xwpls TO KoUpoy MAY CON=
tain Empedocliun expressions.
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I i3 doubtless founded on a confusion of the Yoctrine

{ Empedocles with that of Heracleitus.?

In this cosmogony there is a striking lacnna. If
Wil individual existence depends upon a partial union of
{he elements, and eeases when they are whelly mingled f
or wholly separated/particular existences must come
futo being as much when the Sphairos dissolves into
1l elements as when the separa,ted elements return to
Mity. In the one case a world s formed by the sepa-
mation of the mingled, on the other by the union of
{he separated. Aristotle® actually aseribes this opinion
o Empedocles, as has been shown, and that philosopher
pxpresses himself, generally speaking, in the same sense.
In the more precise development of the eosmogony,
;h'owe\-'er,!’%e seems to speak only of that formation of the
\world which follows the division of the elements through
Ylate. To this all the fragments and accounts which we
Jossess relate;* and the verses quoted above (V. 171

J’the divided masses, and produced at one point a whirl-
ing motion, by which part of the substances was
mingled, and Hate (this is merely another expression
for the same process) was excluded from the circle that
was forming itself. As this motion extendad more and
more, and Hate was forced further and further away.
the substances yet unmingled were drawn into tﬁe’
mags, and from their combination sprang the present
world and mortal ecreatures.? But az the world had
a beginning, so it will also have an end, when all
things, through continued unity, shall have returned
to the primitive condition of the Sphairos.2 ¥’ The as-
sertion that this destruction of the world would be by

& 'Fhus we must understand the
%l)lomng verses, 171 (167, 191 .

Cupd Te Té wply dxpyra SwAAEiaiTa
wedetfous

Téy 06 Te oyoudray xer Evea
pupta Bugriy,

185. warroins idégow apnpiTa, dni-
po ibéatar. =

dwel Newos uiv dvéprarov ?.nero
Bévlos
dlwms, év 8¢ plop Pirdrys orpodd-

Aty yéimra,
tv' 4By rdie wdvra ovwdpxerar &
pdvoy elva,
" ot bpap, GAN dBeAnud ovmorduer’
EaNalloy AAa. ¥ :
175. =iy 68 ovrepyoudvey e Eoxa-
Tov {oraro Neieos,

woAAG 8" Upux0' Eornxe kepatopévoi-
aiv EvaAAdE,

doa’ Ere Neikos ¥pure perdpeior ob
yip dueudios

weiyTws ébdornier én' Eoxara 7ép-
HETR KUKAOD,

ARG T8 uéy v dvdpiure pedéwy, Th
8¢ 7 eEeBefiicer.

180, 8agop 8 aity birermpobior, Tdoor
aity dmiel

fimibppar BiAdTys Te kal Tumeoer
FuBporos dpud

alfiee 8¢ Oufia” éptovro T mply pdfor
&bdvar elvar,

The Bwmré are not only livine erea-
tures, -but, generally speaking, all
that is subject to meneration and
deeay.

# Authorities for this have al-
ready been given at the commence-
ment. of this section. Cf also
,:511'1'[3'0. Metaph. iii. 4, 1000 b, 17:
&AN Buws TaoobTdr ye Adyer dpono-
yovuevws (0 'Epm) ob yap T pbv
?Buprft T 8¢ dpbapra worel Tav
ivrwy, GANG Tdvra dbopre TARY Téy
croixetwr. Empedocles, therefore,
as Karsten, p. 378, rightly observes,
never calls the zods ity efvres, as
I;Iamer does, but only BoAsxaleves,
V. 107, 126, 373 (134, 161. 4 K
181,141, 5 M) The destruction
of all things puts an end even to
the existence of the zods

1 Vide supra, 149, 7.
2 Such evidence as Wwe pOESess
l very inadequate : the most trust-
worthy writers are entirely silont
o this point. Besides, it seems
| inconceivable that the unity of all
wements shomld be brought about
t l:?' their confiagration, 1n which
Kmpedocles could only have seen
1 transformation inte one element,
which, according to his prineiples,
. wis impossible.
t Similarly Alexander, vide
sipra, p- 154, 5.
4 Brandis, & e 201, remarks
{hat Empedocles seems to have

W|q.) appear to leave no room for a more detailed expo-
Jition of what oceurred and resulted when the elements

derived the formation of the greater
masses, as the sky and the sea,
primarily from the operation of
Strife; and that of organic beings
from the operation of Love. This
view must be greatly modified by
the evidence gquoted above (ef

Asist, De Owlo, 3. 2), and by the

psture of the ease. Love forms
both; but in eombining the ele-
ments which had been separated
by strife, it necessarily first pre-
duced the great masses,

£om-

pounded in & simplerimanner, and

organic beings only in the sequel,
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ik ; elements had been shaken together by Love, the air first
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were separated out of the midst of the Sphairos. It

/ would seem that Empedoecles did not himself notice
this deficiency in his exposition: :

» The process of the world’s formation he conceived

as follows.! Out of the whirling mass in which all the

separated itself, and condensing on the outermost rim,
surronnded the whole like a hollow sphere.?  After this
2. fire gt_)z'g]_{_@_ forth, and occupied the upper space, next to

.~ the outermost coneave, while the air was forced under
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giirth.!  Thus there arose two hemisphetes, which
wther form the concave sphere of heaven : the one
bright, and consists entirely of fire; the other is
durle, and consists of air with isolated masses of fire
prinkled in it. ¥ Through the pressure of the fire the
were of the heavens acquires a rotatory motion ;
When its fiery half is over us we have day; when the
“Hirk half is over us, and the fiery half is hidden by the
hady of the earth, we have night.? The earth® was
formed from the remaining elements and was at first.

L CE Plut. ap. Eus. Prep. 1. 8,
10 : éx mpdrys gmol ThHs TAY TTOL-
Xelwy wpamews arorpilévra Thy dépa
Tepiyuliral kduhg' netd 8t Thy dépa
Th wip didpoudy kal ok Exov érépay
Xwpay, bvw CkTpéxew Bmd Tou wepl
Tov depa wdyov. Pluc, i1 6, 4 'E.
Tor piv ailépa mpwrov Biakpibivo,
Seirepor B¢ 70 wip, €’ & iy i,
ek i byay weptaeyyopdons 77 Mg
Tiis Tepipopds drafadaar T Bhwp, ek
¥ Guialiijvas oy adpar wal yevéaba
riv wle ovpardy e roi albépos, Tov
BE fAaow die wob muphs, wiAgdTval 8 éx
Tou BNAwy 7d meplyem,  Arvist
G, of Corr, i1 6 (sup, p. 144, 1),
Emp. V. 130 (182, 233 M) :—
el & lye viv rou dyd Aékw Tpald

HAtov tpxiv, !

E Gy B dydvovro & viv doopducya
wdvTa,

yoid e wal whvros molvkduwy 75
irypbs alp

Brdav 93’ aithp oplyywe mepl (1 wépr)
kiiehoy Gravra, f

riraw, the outepread, is here most
likely not a dosignation of the sun,
but agname for the mther; and
aiffip, elsewhere with Empedocles
syponymous with anp, means the
npper air, without implying any
elementary difference between the

upper air and the lower.  Aecord-
ing to Eustath, i2 Od. i, 520, Em-
pedocles called fire sapraiipews drd-
matoy, the swiftly aspiring, pethaps
in the conneetion spoken of by
Aristotle, loe. cif.

? Aceording to Slob. Eel. i
566, egg-shaped, or rather lentil-
shaped. Tlis words are: ‘Eur, To0
ilious ToU dmd Tis yis fws obpavon

. whelove elvar THY kord Th whd-
Tos Bidoraciy, kerd TolTe ToOD 0b-
parol piiAoy dvarenTouniron, Bk TH
we weparAneies THY KiTwowy cirar,
This opinion might commend itself
to sensible observation; and there.
would be no proof apainst it in the
fact that it 1s wnnoticed both by
Aristotle, De Cwls, 1. 4, and his
commentators, for Aristotle is not
alluding in that place to the views
of his predecessors. But as Emp.
(vide p. 155, 2) represents that at
night the light hemisphera goes
under the earth, and not that the
slty moves sideways round the
carth, there arises this diffienlty:
that the spaee taken up by the sky
is not suthicient for the sky to turn
round 'in, a point to which Aris-
totle afterwards attaches some im-
portangs,

| Arist. and Plut. L c.

2 Plut. ap. Eus. L . continues .
elval Bt xdahw wepl The Yiv Gepd-
Jeve B fuiadaipia, 7b utr kafiiov
Wipbs, 7o & ukTdr & &épos wal
(A lyou wupbs, bwep oferor Ty vieTa
wlvae, Empedocles himself, V. 160
(107, 251 M), expliins night as
flie interposttion of the earth,
~which may be connected with Plu-
Lureh’s statement inthe manner in-
dicated above: =iw 8¢ dpxhr Ths
- Wificews cupBhivar kaTa Tov alpoi-
Wiy dmPploarTos Tob wupds, The
. lust sentence, the text of which,
lowever, is somewhat uncertain,
must not be referred (as by Kar-
sten, p. 331, and Steinhart, p. 95,
to the first separation of the ele-
ments from the Sphairos). Plae.
ii, 11 (Stob. i. 500): 'Eqw. aTepé-
vy elvar Thr obpavdr €E ddpos
FupTayErTos Trh TUphs KpuTTAAADEL-
Bas (this is confirmed by Diog. viii:
77 ; Ach, Tat, én Adrat. e, 5, p. 128
Pet.; Laet. Opif. Dei, ¢ 1T) 7d

Hpuopaiplwy wspiexorra.  In Plut,
Ploe, ii1. 8, porall., the alternation

wypwbies xal kep@bes v Exarépy TRV

Woist and miry. The force of the rotation drove ous” <
lio water. from it; and the evaporations of the water

of the seasons, as well as that of
day and night, is explained in
reference to the relation of the two
hemispheres.

3 Vide sup. p. 154, 1. ~Accord-
ing to this it is guite legitimate to
reckon Empedoeles among those
who held oneworld only of Limited
extent (Simpl. Phys. 38 b De Clo,
229 a, 19; Sehol. i Arist, 505 a,
15; Stob. Eof. i. 494, 496;-Flut,
Plae 1. 8, 2) ; but it 1s not probable
that he himself definitely expressed
such an opinton. (V. 178, supra,
152, 1, has nothing to do with this.)
The assertion (Plac. 1. o paralf)
that he regarded the world as only
a small part of the whols (méy),
and the rest as formless matter, 13
doubtless merely a misnnderstand-
ing of verses 176 sq. Gsup. £ 2.) re-
luting to an earlier stage of the
world: At any rate it furnishes
1o ground for suppbsing (Ritter in
Wolfs Anal. ii. 415 sqq.; Gesch.
d. Phil. 1. 556 sq.; ef. Brandis,
BE. Mus. 1. 180 ; Gr. Rom. Phil.
1. 209) that the Sphaixves, or a part
of it, continues side by side with
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immediately filled the lower aérial space.! The earth
is able to maintain itself in supension upon. the air,
./ because of the rapid revolution of the heavens, which
hinders it from falling ;2 and it is for the same reason,
Empedocles tells us, that the whole universe remains
in its place* He agreed with the Pythagoreans* in
/ & supposing the sun to be a body of a vitreous nature, pro-
~ bably as large as the carthy which, like a bumning glass,
, collects and reflects the rays of fire from the bright
hemisphere surrounding it : ® the moon, he thought, is
made of hardened crystalline air;® its shape is that
of a dise, ifs light is derived from the sun,® and its
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atunce from the earth amounts to a t-l_ajrd of its di‘s-
funce from the sun,! The space beneath the.moo'n,, in
Jpposition to the upper region, Empedacie{ is said f?o
vo regarded, like the Pythagoreans, as the theatre
ol all evil? The fixed stars, he thought, are fastered
o the vault-of the_sky; the planets, on the cant‘ra:y,
ove freely : in respect to their substance, he believed
(hint they were fires which have separated tlilemselvsfs
from the air.? Solar eclipses are caused by_the_mt@rpom-v
lon of the body of the moon;* the inc}.ma,tmn of thg
Burtl’s axis towards the path of the sun is the result of
the pressure of the air, which is forced by the sun to-

the present world ; for the blessed
Sphairos conld not be deseribed as
Gpyh an.  Nor does this follow,
as we shall presently show, from
his doetrine of the lifo after death,
for the abode of the blessed cannof,
be identified with the Sphairos in
which no individual life is possible.
Ritier believes that beside the
world of strife there must he ano-
ther sphere in which Love rules
alone: but this is incorrect : accor-
ding to Empedocles they rule, not
side by side, but after one another,

. Even in the present world, Love
works together with Hate,

! Vide supra, p. 154, 1.

? Arist. De Cglo, ii. 13, 295 a,
16; Simpl. ad k. 1. 235 b, 10,

3 Arisk. L. e, 31, 1, 284 ), 24,

* Vide vol. i. 456. 1.

* Plut. ap. Eus. /. ¢. § 8% Hasos
Ty ¢law ole Eore 7lp GANR Tob
wupbs drrapdidaots, duole 15 g
#Bazos yiwouerm.  Pyth. orae. . 12,
Pp. 400: “EuredokAcous , . . $do-

- #opTOS Thy ALy Tepovy drarhdre
Detds  ovpariov vevduevor, abis
“évrayyely wpos “Ohvumor drapBhe

Toioe wpoowrms” (V. 151 St. ‘188

K, 242 M)." This may be econnected
with the statement of Diog. viid.
77, that the sun, according to Em-
pedocles, was wupds tlpotrua péya,
supposing that Diogenes, or his
authority, meant by this expression
the assembling of rays into ome
foeus. On the other hand it is
manifestly a mistake (Plac. ii. 20,
8; Stob. i, 530 parall) to attri-
bute to Empedocles two suns—a
primitive sun.in the hemispheres
beyond, and a visible one in our
hemisphere. Vide Karsten, 428 5q.
and swpra, Vol. 1. 450, 1. For the
stabemagf as to the size of the sun,
of. Stob. L o,

® Plut. ap. Bus, L ¢, De Fae,
Lun. 5,6,p. 992 ; Stob. A, 3. 552,
Tt secms strange that this conden-
sation of the air should be effected
by fire, while at the same tims the
moon i8 eompared to hail or a
frozen eloud.

? Btob.l. .3 Plut. Qu. Bom. 101,
end, p. 288; Plog, il. 27 parall. ;
Diog. L. e.

V. 152_158 (189 59., 243 sqq.

M): Plut. Fac. Lun. 16,13, p. 829
3 c?ki.Ta-t. in drat. ¢.16,21, p. 135 ;
Ji, 141 A. When the latter says
Wit Empedoeles ealls the moon an
Awbomaopa fatou he merely means,
Wit the quotation from Empedocles.
W, 154, shows, that her !1ght is an
mianation of the solar light.
| Plut. Plac. il. 31. According
{4 this, the text ap. Stob. i. 266
‘Wliould be corrected ; hut it seems
innecessary to in'm_;duce into the
. pissage of the Placite, as Karsten
mposea\,&':r}\dmw an éxsa:r Thy fjAioy
rd Tiis s Hrep Ty oehdyar, Ac
wording to Ploe, 3i. 1, parall. Bm-
~ pudocies supposed the sun'’s eourse
Lo be the limit of the umiverse,
* which however must not be taken
too literally. In our fragmeuts 1t
iy only said, V. 180, 154 aq. (187,
150 I, 241, 245 M), that the sun
{yaverses the sky and the moon re-
yolves nearer the earth.

wiards the north.> The course:of the sun itself Fm-
’edocles seems to have conceived as confined w;thl_rs
fixed limits.® The daily revolution of the sOn was

* Hippol. FEefut. i. 4. He
however, is probably alluding only
to the complaints of Empedocles
about the ferrestrial life, which
will be noriced later on; the netion
that the terrestrial region exfends
to the moon, he seems to ha.‘ve
adopted himself. merely from its
gimilarity with kindred doctrines.

s Pige. ii. 13, 2, 5, paratl.;. Ach.
Tat. in dr. e ii.; cf. sup. p. 124, 2.

4 V. 157 (194, 248 M) sqq.;
Stob. 1. 580,

5 Plut. Plac. ii. 8 pakall. and
Karsten 425, who plaees in con-
nection with this the observation,
Plae. ii. 1D par., that Empedoeles,
in accordance with the common
usage of antiquity, ealled the north
side of the world the right. Itis
not clear, however, what was his
theory in regard to this,

¢ Plae. 1i. 23 par.: 'Epm, ixb
Ths weprexolons atrby [Thr fhwr]
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much slower at first than it is now,—a day was origin~

ally nine months, and afterwards seven.,!

He explained

/the light of the heavenly bodies by his theory of ema-
nations, and accordingly maintained that light requires

a certain time to traverse

the space between the sun

and the earth.* In the very scanty details known to
us of his opinions respecting meteorological phenomena,
traces can also be found of his peculiar doctrine,* and

the same may be said of his ideas respecting the
ganic productions ef the earth.?

ogaipas kwAvdperor Bypr wavrhs
ebfurapely kel bwd Thvr Tpomikaw
KiKAw,

! Plae.v.18,1; of. Sturg, p. 328,

2 Philop: De An. K, 16 : 'Eur,
os Ehevey, dwopjéor tb dds copa
bu &k Tob gwri(orros adparos, &e.;
cf p. 183, 2.

! Avist, De An. 1. 6, 418 b,
20; De Sensw, c. 6, 446 a, 26, who
combats this opinion; Philop. 7. c.
and other commentators of Arist.;
vide Kavston, 431,

4 How Empedocles explained
the change of the seasons has
already been shown, supra, p. 155,
2, from Hus, Prep.i. 8, 10. He
thought hail was frozen air (frozen
vapours), svp, p. 156, 6.  He spoke
of the origin of winds: their ob-
Ligue direction from the north-east
and south-west he ascribed, ac-
cording to Olympiodorus in Mefeor.
22 b, 1. 245 Id. ; of. 21 b, 1. 239 Id,,
to the cireumstance that the as-
cending vapours are partly of a
fiery, and gartly of a terrestrial.
nature, and that their opposite
motion finds its adjustment in an
obligue tendency. His theory of
rain and lightning, aceording to
Philop, Phys. ¢. 2 (ap. Karsten,
404), of. Arist. Do Cwlo, 1. 7 (sup.

inor-

p- 125, 1), was that, in the econden-
sation of the air. the water con-
tained in it was pressed forth, and
that in its rarefaction fire obtained
room to get out. According to
Arist. Meeor. i1, 9, 369 b, 11; Alex.
ad k. i. p. 111 b; cf. Stob. Fel. i
092, fire entered by means of the
sun’s rays into the clouds, and was
then struck out with a crash.
This was probably based upon the
observation that thunder clonds
gene__rally arise at times when tha
sun 1s very powerful. :

3 E:émeially the sea, which he
supposed: to be exuded from the
earth by, means of solar heat,
(Arist, Mefeor. ii, 3, 357 a, 24;-
Alex. Befeor. 91 b, 1. 268 Id. 26
a; Plut. Plac. iii. 16, 3, where Fus.
_P-mep. 1. 69, 2, has the richt read-
ing.) From this origin of the sea "
he derived its salt taste (Aziét. [. ¢
¢. 1. 3535 b, 11; Alex. [ e.); salt,
he thinks, is everywhere formed by
the sun’s heat (Emp. v. 162, 208
I, 267 M); but sweet water must
also have been mingled with it, by
which the fish live (FEhan, Hist,
An. ix. 64). TFire, the presence of
which in the subterrancan parts of
the earth seems especially to have
attracted his attention, he supposed

&
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Among organic beings, on which he seems to have
patowed special attention,! plants? appear to have first * , ~
bime forth from the earth, before it was enlightened by
Hio sun,® and afterwards animals.
llled in their nature ; and we shall presently find that

Both are nearfy

nts had souls, s

e same kind as animals and men.* He

Whio observed that the fructification of plants corresponds

Wil the generation of animals though-the sexes are

Wit only to have heated the warm
ings, but also to have hardened
ones. (Emp. v. 162, 207 K, 255
Arist. Probl. zxiv. 11; Sen.
st. Net. iii. 24.) The same
, surging in the interior of the
rih, keeps the rocks and moun-
ins upright (Plut. Prim. Frig.
1), 4, p. 953). We have already
Wpoken of the magnet, p. 134, 1.
1 Cf Hippocr. apy. iavp. ¢, 20,
|, 620 Littré: rafdmep ‘EumedorAi)s
) Bado of wepl Ppiotos yeypdpaoiy €
oxd@is 8 T dotiy EvBpumos xal Tmws
dyivere wpaToy xal Grws Suwemdyy.
# The Empedoelean doctrine of
. plants is diseussed by Meyer, Gesch.
E. Botanik, 1. 46 sq.; but, as he
_pnys himself, only according to the
yoferences given by Sturz. .
. * Plut. Plue.v.26, 4; of. Pseudo-
" Avist. De Plant, i. 2, 817 b, 85;
Jmeret. Nat. Rer. v. 780 sqq.;
Karsten, 441 sq.; Plac. v. 19, 5.
There it is expressly said that
plants, like animals, first came forth

iy

geparated in them :° he compares the lgaves of tr

i the hair, feathers and scales of ani
towih i cxplained by the warmth of the earth, which
ives the branches upward, while their terrestrial ingre-
nts impel the roots downward.” In accordance with
general theory of the combination of the elements,

5% Their

from the earth part by part.
4+ The Placita, theretore, Tightly
eall them (Go, Ps.-Arist. De Pl
i. 1, 813 a, 15 b, 16, says that
Anaxagoras, Demaocritus, and Hp-
1 d 1o them sensa-

tlbu, desire, }-:ercegtlog. intel-
1 impl. D2 An, 18 b,

_l_gacz.an
Ghserves that he endowed even

Jants wibh rational souls.
E“mmi. 28, in
roference to Emp. v. 219 (245,
286 M) : ofirew 8 @ororel porpe Bév—
Spea wpwror eAmius. De Plani. i.
2, B17 a, 1, 86, e. 1, 815 a; 20,
where, however, the doctrine of
Empedocles is not accurately re-
presented. Ploe. v. 26, 4. .

5 936 (223, 216 M) sq.

7 Arist. De dn il 4, 415 b,
28, and his commentators in A I,
Aceording to Theophrastus, Cawus,
Plant. i. 12, 5, the roots of plants
(probably only for the most part)
consist of earth, and the leaves of
sther (Luft).
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he supposed that their nourishment was conditioned
by the attraction of kindred substances, and effected by
means of the pores.! He explained the fact of some
plants remaining always green by reference to the sym-
metry of their pores, together with their material com-

position.* The elements which are superfluous for the
nourishment of plants go to form the fruit; the taste of

which is therefore regulated according o the sustenance

of each plant.®

¢ In the first beginning of animals and men, their
different parts, Empedocles supposed, grew up separately
from the ground,*and were then brought together by

the action of lLoye.

But since pure chance rnled in

this process, there resulted at first all kinds of strange
forms, which were soon again destroyed, until at last
things were so ordered as to produce beings harmoni-

ously shaped and capabie of life.”

1V, 982 (268, 238) sqq.; of.
Plut, Q. Com. iv. 1, 8, 12,
whera it is immaterial whether
the words primarily refer to the
nourishment of animals or nok,
gineo the same holds good of
plants : of, next note and Plut. L.e.
vi. 2, 2, 8,

2 Plut, Q. Com. jil. 2, 2, 8,
through which the statement in the
Plae. v. 26, b, receives its more
precigo determination.

3 Plae. v. 26, § sq.; Galen e,

38, p. 841; Bmp. v. 221 (247,

288 M), _
1V, 244 (232, 307 M) = —

7 woAAal pepy Kdpoar dvavxéves

: éBNdaTnuar,

yupvol 8 émhd(ovro PBpeyioves efi-
welies dper,

Suparae & of érhavaTe mwevyrelovra
HET@TWF,

Mankind also sprang
Aristotle says, De Cals, iii. 2, 300

‘b, 29 (where he guoles this pas-

sage), that this happened éwl 79s
duhdrnTos ; but that does not mean
inthe kingdomof Love,in the Sphai-
ros, but under the infiuence of Love.
(Similarly hid. 401 a, 15: s
éni THs QukoTHTes yeévesw.) It is
more clearly expressed .in  Gen.
Anim.i. 18, 722 0,19 rafdwse Epr.
yerrd, éxl Ths gidrrTos J\f'}rwv.

5 Arist. De An. iii. 6. sub init.:
safdwep *Epm. Epy “ 1 morAwy” ete.,
Erara overtferfar 7H gihia.  Phys.
ii. 8, 195 b, 29 (cf Karsten, p.

244),is it not possible that that

which seems to us to be formed
according to desion may have hag-
pened by chunce? dmov piv avv
Gmavra ouveBy Gomep by el everd
Tou &yivero, Talre péy éedin dmd
70U aiTopdToy cuaTdrTe EmiTndeles

petbers.! In this Empe
B olires, ardiero kal aaoA-
b, kaddaep “Ewm. Aéyer 7o Bou-
0 dubpdmpwpa. dbid. it 4, 206

Bmp. V. 254 (235, 310 M) :—

\p dmet ke peilov éulovero

Balyove Snipwr (the elements),

alird Te copmimTesicoy, by curés
RUpTEY EXOTTE,

Mo e mwpbs 7Tois woAAL Oureri

(+ts) dteyevorro.

sxample of the way in which
\potocles explained ‘the origin
\o present organie beings from
first productions, is given by
WL, Part. Anim. 1.1, 640 a, 19:
Bilitep "Epredordfis ol opdds elpyre
v Emdpy sty MoARE Tois Ciows Bia
CunBtvar oitwes v T yevéoer
Kal T pdxw TowtTgy Exew,
\ ompudivros KoTaxnva TuveS.
verses to which this rvefers,
il scme others on the formation
the stomach and the orgaus
peepira