HERACLITUS OF EPHESUS

by
1, GOMPERZ
University -of Southern California, T,os Angeles, U. 8, A.

I 15 'a pleasure to present to an outstanding scholar of
modern Greece a summary of investigations on the philosophy
of " Meraelitus that have now been carried on for almost thirty
years (). Unfortunately it will he but a very imcomplete sketch,
since time and gpace fail and much important material is not
available here,

It would be interesting to lenow wlien Heraclitus® book was
written—if, indeed, it was composed at any one time and does not
rather represent the result of a long and coutinuous elaboration.
At any rate, it contains, in a most condensed and even com-
pressed form, the result of life-long speculation and we may
perhaps assume that its author worked on it until he felt that
death was near. ‘Tradition will have it that le died at the age
of sixty and that le had «flourished» about H0OO B. C,, that is to
say, that he wasg someclhiow connected with some historical event
located at that date. If he was from 30 to HO then, his book
was probably completed at some time between 490 and 470.
I‘'rom the way in which he mentions Pythagoras, Xenophanes
and Hecataeus we may infer that the first of these was already
dead whereas the two others were still alive (*). But that does
ot solve our difficulty. T'here is a slight indication that the

(V) Zu Heraklit, Zeitsehrilt fiir die &sterreichischen Gymnasien,1910,
S, 61, Uber die urspriingliche Reihenfolge einiger Bruchstiicke Hera-
klits. IMermes, Band b8 (1928), S, 20 ff, «Heraklits Iinheitslehre» von
Alois Datin als Auspangspunkt zum Verstiindnis ITeraklits. Wiener Stu-
dien, Dand 413 (1924), 8. 116 ff, "B Enodiny épewvdy, Festschrift fir Julius
Sehlosser, Wien, Amalthea-Verlag, 19206, S, 1 1.

() Tlodupally viav fxery ob Siddones, TlatoBov yiko Gv 8(8ake nal ITuda-
vaony, abicle te ZEevopdved e xal ‘Krearaloy, {(Fry, 40 Diels-Kranz).
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book was not finished before 480 (%), and in that case Heracli-
tus® glorification of war as making «some slaves and others
freemen» (*) may not have lacked some significance from the
point of view of contemiporary history: perhaps he would not
have expressed himself in this way, if the barbarians had not
recently been defeated by the Hellenes (°).

What was his position with respect to the affairs of his
city ? Iirg., 121 reads: «It would Dbecome all the men of Hphe-
sus to hang themselves, one by one, and to abandon the city
to the no=adalt, having expelled Hermodorus, their ablest man,
for they said (i e. thought) : «among us there shall not be one
whois ablest; but if there is, let him stay elsewhere and among
othiers»{*). I wonder whether Heraclitus himself was dwelling
within his native city when he wrote these words, Is there
not a certain flavor of the refupee or emigrant mentality
about them? In this context it may be noted that some
ties seem to have conneeted him with JTtaly and Sicily: he
mentions Pythagoras and Xenophanes, but neither Anaximan-
der nor Anaximences; his docetrine of opposites scems to be
influenced by Pythagoras and Alcmacon; Aristotle and ‘T'heo-

B e i e R I

(M The words ®hdog dadvaov in g, 99 recall daédvadv te xdéog in Simo-
nides’ poem in honor of Ieonidas and his companions, If once of them
borroweaed from the other, itwas certainly the philosopher and not the poet.

() Hokepog. .. toug piv doddovg trolnoe, tovg &2 thevlddpovs, (Iirg. 63).

(%) If, a8 is currently asstumed, DParmenides referred to Ileraclitus
in I'ree. G, the date sugpested above would be too late, for Parmenides
must have been «very olds when Socrates was svery younge» (although
he looked as fresh as if he were but 65, lato, Parcm. 127 A): hence, he
was in all probability bhorn not Iater than 6806 and he cannof have been
more than b0 when he wrote Lhe poem in which the goddess addressed
him as xobgog (Fre, 1,210, But that assumption is absolutely untenable,
as Zeller and Reinbardt have shown long ago, PParmenides refers to
«crowds lacking judgments (dxprea @ila) that is, to the magses of ave-
rage men and most certaiuly not to an isolated thinker who could har-
dly be known and assuredly could not have ecrowds» of followers at
the time, Comp. Imago. Zeitschrift fiir Anwendung der Psychoanalyse
auf die Geisteswissenschaften, Dand X (1024), 8.2, Anun 1 and 8. 8,
Anm. 20,

(4) *ABwv "Epealowg finddv drdyEaalur ador xal tolg dviflowg wiv méhy
navodiely, olriveg ‘Bopddwoov, dvipa twve®@v dwviocoy ¢Edfladoy gaveeg fiéwy
pnde elg dwioteg dovw, el 8¢ py, dARY ve xal ped® dRAwy (Frg. 121).
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phrastus emphasize that he shared Hippasus® views about Fire;
and it was Empedocles who agreed with him in holding that
the world oscillates between two phases and that its present
phase is due to, and dominated by, Strife. Moreover, there was
a tradition to the effect that Hermodorus, too, went to Italy
and even played a part in the legislation of the Roman de-
cemviri. But who’ was this Hermodorus and what was the
cause for whicly he stood? Heraclitus, with remarkable empha-
sis, stressed the significance of ILaw. «The people must fight
for (heir) law as if for the walls (of their city)» ('), «All human
laws grow out of the divine One» (®). ‘I'he law, as it stood, was
probably aristocratic and the «people® were the nobility. But
if Hermodorus had been the head of an oligarchic faction, why
should Heraclitus have condemmned «all» his fellow-citizens ?
Was lhe, then, a «tyrant», or at least a would-be «tyrant», sup-
ported by the masses? Heraclitus certainly held that «to follow
the advice of one man is a law too», arguing that «to me one
man is worth ten thousand, if he be the best» (!) But that he
whom Timon justly termed «imob-abusing Heraclitus» should
have taken his stand by the side of the masses is hardly cre-
dible either. Perhaps the consideration of another fragment may
shed some light—or at least some twilight—on the problem. «In
Priene there lived Bias, the son of Teutames, who was more
considerable than the others (7. e. e other citizens). And indeed
the Prienecans dedicated a sanctuary to him, termed the Teu-
tameum» (), Now, Kphesus and Priene are very close to eaclh
other. A car takes you from one to other in about an hour.

(") MayeoDaur g tov Sfipov dmég tol vopov Guwonep teiyeog (Frg. 44).

(*) ... toéqpovean yap mavies ol dvirednewor vépor dnd évog ol drelov, ..
(Frg. 114), not to be understood as referring to the one divine law, of
which the philosoplier could not go an to say : xputel y&e rogotzov dxbgov
gdéher, since the law is not a thing possessed of desire or will.”Comp.
Wiener Studien 43, S. 129.

(" Népog nal Povrfi nelDeolor évidg (Frg. 83) and : elg &pol pdpror, éav
doplotoe 1) (FFrp. 49).

(4) 'Ev TTouwijvy DBlog éyévero 6 Tevtdpew ol mhelwv Adyog 1} wdv drlov,
Kol ol Ilpwmvelg 8¢ tépevog oadrd xadiufpwowv, vd Tevedapeiov Asydpavov.
(Tre. 89). That the second sentence probably forms part of the frag-
ment and is not due to a later scholar was first seen by Patin (not by
the writer, as Kranz puts it).

TEXEAPAKONTAETHFPIE OEC®IACY BOPEA 4
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May we not suppose that there was a certain rivality between
them ? And would it not seem as if Heraclitus had exalted the
latter in order to disparage the former? «T'he Prieneans knew
how to honor their greatest man, whereas the Iphesians did
not». A parallel was thus establislied between Hermodorus and
Bias. But Bias was neither an oligarchic leader nor a tyrant.
He was rather a sage, a statesman and perhaps a lawgiver,
of the type of Solon. Hence, Hermodorus may have heen a
man of the'same type. And indeed «Hermodorus, the Ionian»
had drafted” laws{'). Possibly he was a contemporary of Bias
and Heraclitus had not known him personally at all. ‘I'he phi-
losopher’s ire might have been kindled by the thought: the
Iphesians misjudge me just as they misjudged their greatest
maif. Bat if he did bappen to live in IHeraclitus time, may he
ot really have come to Rome and may not the Romans, after
all, have had good reasons for honoring his memory by the
statue mentioned by Pliny?

Timon termed IHeraclitus not only emob-abusing», bhut a
«riddler» likewise (*). Indeed, his «obscurity» soon became pro-
verbial. Aristotle gives a somewhat superficial account of it,
complaining that it requires «an effort to punctuate Heraclitus»(®).
A good example of this is afforded by Frg. 87 usually supposed
to mean; «A dull man is apt to be frightened by every (new)
word (i, e. thought), but the point of which is ouly grasped
when it is punctuated thus: «Man is dull: lLe is apt to he
frightened by cevery new word» (4). This kind of obscurity is
simply the effect of a very compressed style and was certainly
not deliberately aimed at for its own sake. But another and a
much more significant sort of obscurity, or rather ambiguity,
was as certainly wiled. Indeed, obscurity was the fashion of
the age which felt that it was casy and even vulgar to write
in a way understandable to the average reader: it was only
by expressing yourself in a way intelligible but to the wisest
and most refined that you could prove you belonged to the
intellectual and cultural #ife just beginning to emerge, and

(1) A Ba Diels-Kranz.

(*) OyAoholBogog and alvixtvic.

("} A 4 Diels-Kranz.

(‘) BAGE dvlganog &xl wavel Adyp éncofjodar qihel,
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were not like those poets who just «sing to the vulgarsy — like
Homer or Hesiod (). There are many arrows in my quiver,
says Pindar toward the end of the second Olympic ode, but they
are meant but for those who have understanding: the others
may stare as the raven does when the eagle, the bird of Zeus,
soars high above him. Aeschylus, too, cannot have been unaware
of the obscurity of hiscanfica. And Heraclitus himself explicitly
extolled divine ambiguity: «T'he Lord whose is the oracle at
Delphi does not reveal (fiis meaning) nor does he conceal it;
he hints at it»(?). Heraclitcan obscurity is not quite the same,
however, as  oracular ambiguity. Usually the philosophet’s
pronouncements have, first of all, a literal and often somewhat
trivial meaning behind whicl, however, there looms an indefi-
nite iumber of more general and also more profound meanings.
Let us consider but two instances. «Way up — (way) down —
one and the same» (*). ‘[he foreground meaning of this would
seem to be the simple and unpretentious statement that we
oftenn descend a hill by the same path by which we ascended it
(although it might also mean that, given three paths on different
levels, the path on the middle level may be termed either «the
upper path» when cenvisaged from below, or the «lower path»
when beheld from above). But Theophrastus already appears to
have interpreted the words as referring to the transformation of
matter in a cosmic process: the stages remain the same whether
fire i1s transformed first into water and thence into earth, or
whether carth is retransformed first into water and thence into
fire. «But there’s need to know that warfare implies communion
and justice discord and that all things are generated by discord
and neediness» (*), Warfare implies communion, or rather, it is
«commony since, of course, both parties must be engaged in it.
But there certainly is an allusion to a Homeric plirase also,
pointing out that the risk, too, is shared by both {?). Did it

(1) ... .80pwv  Gotboion melloveon ol Subaonddp yoelwviue dulrg . . .
(IF'rg. 104).

(1) 'O dvuk o th paveelov fove td £v Ashpoig olve Adysr olive nQumrer,
GMG onpalver (IFre. 08).

(M "Obdg dven ndvew pla xal adwy. (Ifrg. GO).

(9) Bibdvar 88 %o thvy néhepov E6via Euvdy xal Sluny €Quv xal yiyvipeva
mavea xar' o xal yoedv, (Frg. 80).

(") Buvdg "Agns.
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occur to Heraclitus, morcover, that war brings the warring
peoples into contact and entails mutual influences? Or that it
is also «common» to all the warriors taking part in it on the
same side and thus proves a principle of unity and organiza-
tion? We can hardly decide., But we see from another frag-
ment (*) that an infinitely more gencral interpretation was cer-
tainly in his mind: every contrast is a kind of warfare and by
contrast costraries.are inseparably bound up with each other,
such as right and loft, up and down, sleeping and waking, life
and deatly, master and servant, gods aud men. Justice implies
discord,  Now, the term standing for justice also means judicial
procedure; lawsuit, litigation, and that litigation implies discord
is obvious and trivial, But evidently, an ifnsight by far more
profound is behind: if there were no injustiee, there wonld be
no need for justice (*): if there were no conflicting  interests,
there would be no need for law; law really /s a way ol set-
tling quarrels and disputes. All things are gencrated by discord
and neediness. T'he forepround meaning probably is that gence-
ration presupposes the contrast of Male and Female and that
men do not act when not prompted by some need. But in the
background the view secms to loom that there would be no
change whatsoever if the cquilibrium of contraries were never
disturbed ; that all Becoming serves the purpose of restoring
it: and is thus conditioned by some neediness, that is, sonie
deficiency or «hungers on the one hand, and, indeed, some cor-
responding excess or «satiety» on the other (% T'he danger of
reading such background meanings into the text where they
were not intended is, of course, as preat as that of overlooking
them where they may be clearly deseried and often we have
no means of guarding against either (Y).

(") Lirge, 063,

(?) Comp. Ifry, 28,

(*) EMenpig - Omepfod gonoposdvy or hpdg- xdpoc. (Frg. 61, 67).

(') Some instances may be piven of this, all referring to the con-
cept of Soul (Wuyh). Fragments 46 and 116 have generally been supposed
to e particularly profound and even mysterious. Wuygfie melpgaxa low
ouvx dv €Eedpowo miouy dmumogrudpevog G84v olitw altby Adyov Exee. (1.
4b), Since Ileraclitus clearly identified Soul with FFire or Heat and sinee
the terme Bodig originally refers to the soil and simply means Rich ¢r
Yertile, my guess is that by these words he wanted but to state that
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Heraclitus has often been termed a metaphysician, T'hat
may mean anything or nothing. But if it is understood to imply
that he aimed at transcending appearances and at discovering
entities or principles removed from sense-perception, then this
designation is certainly inappropriate. He tells us in so many
words that he «preferred what may be seen, or heard, or found
out;()» that itis what is «manifest» what men are mistaken
about (¥ and that error arises when people are unable to
understamnd the testimony of their eyes and cars Dbecause they
have «soulscof barbarians», that is, of such as are incapable of
understanding the language of these wituesses (7).

Fireoor ITeat pervades the entire universe and that its amount can
never he exhansted. T should, therefore, translate them thus: «You
cannot find oul the limits of Soul, whatever rond you may take; so
plentiful 18 its nadare». Similarly [ should discount excessive profund-
ity in interpreting and rendering the second: Wuyiis fovi Adyos foupdy
atibov (FFrg. 1I6), It would seem miinly to refer to physiology and to
menn : «The natwre of Soul is growth>, But perhaps there was an inkling
of meuntal developmient likewise, and of the mind’s natural capacity for
learning., On the other haud, the real point of the very fragment (Frp.
34G) whicl, when compared with Frg. 81 shows that ITevaelitus identified
Soul with Tire seems to have escaped all interpreters @ apoyfior ddvaxog
uthing yeviollat, (8awe 8¢ thavarog yijv yovéoday, éx y4fig 8¢ G8mg ylveron, €€
nourog G Pugr, «Por sonls it's death to hecome water, for waler it's
death to hecome earth, but from ecarth emerges water and from water
sotls, As may be seen from 1Peg, 76 some of the aucients already ipnoved
the fact that death is referved to bhut in the first half of the sentence
amd Faneied they were just consistently working out Lhe philosopher’s
Lhowght by inserling its mention into the second half Jikewise : And
it's death for earth to bheecome water, and for water to become soul.
Bul we kunow (Hernelitus A 6 Diels-Kranz) that Heranclitus held move-
ment to be characteristic of life, and vest of death, IIence, to pass from
a more fluid Lo a more solid state implies death in a very specific and
literal sense: but to pass from o more solid to a more fluid state
menns revival and was certainly termed «cmerging» or «being born»
(yivere) deliberately amd on purpose.

(Y} "Oawv dyng daxon pddyowg, tadva éym reovipéw, (IPrg. OD),

(%) 'EEnnaryvear ol dvlporol rwpog oy yvidow tdv qpavepdy, .. (e, 66).

M Kuxol puigrugeg Gyvlpdmowoy SGqdadpol wel dew, PopPagovs puyis
egoveov, (Frg. 107), Comp, rg. T2 «They disagree wilth the statements
(referving (o (hings) with which they are most familiar and the facts
which confront them daily appear strange to thems, (@ padoza Hins
vex®g dpidolor Adygp, vodep Swedgovear xaul olg xud” fjpéguv  &yxnugoion,
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What is it, then, that this testimony reveals to those whose
«Hellenic» souls are able to understand it? Three tencts are
usually assumed to be most essential to the teaching of MHera-
clitus: 1. I'he ultimate reality is Hire: the world has emerpged
out of fire in the past and will be reabsorbed into it in the
future. 2. All things whatsoever are perpetually changing, a
universal state of flux-prevails; nothing endures, nor is any-
thing ever at rest; in truth, there iy no Betng, there is bhut
Becoming: 8 Change, however, thouph it i universal, strictly
conforms to air unchanging and eternal law, expressing  the
nature, or the decree, of the divine Logos, or world -reason, The
Firstoof these assumptions, stated by Aristotle and ‘I'‘heophra-
stus already, is certainly true in the main, but needs qualifica-
tion and clarification. The second, although it may be traced
bhack to Plato, or rather to his elder frtend Cratylus, 1s very
doubtful. I'he third, due to the Stoies, is certainly wrong if
expressed in the form indicated above, although a somewhat
similar statement would be correct.

Some of the words it which ITeraclitus expressed his doce-
trine regarding fire may be quoted: «T'o those awake there is
one common order of things, but of those asleep cach one turns
aside into an order of his own, But this world, (/ mean) the
same for all, was not made by any god nor by auny man, but
ever was, 18 and will be: everliving fire, kindled according to
measure and extinguished according to measure, (Bad) fire turns
first into ocean, but ocean (ggain) hall into carth, and half into
flame (1). By «flame» I render a Greek word which, according

vafiva advoig Edve palvera). One must not be misgled by statements such
ag «occult harmony better than manifest»  (dopoviy daqavig  avepiic
woelevay, e, BA) or: «Nature is apt to hide herselfs (gpoog xpdnzeattae
prhet, Trg. 128), or that there are things no one would he prepared for
since they are <sunlraceable and inaccessibles (bav ) dhxnrase avédriotoy,
oux BEevpiaar, dveBepedvitoy #hv xal drogov, 1rrp. 18). That konowledge is,
on principle, attained to by the use of the senses and by inlerpreting
their testimony in the right way does not, of course, imply that it may
not be muel more difficult to find out some things than otbers or that
therc mmay not be some which it is even very hard to discover.

(1) Tolg (név) &yenyopdor elg nal Euvdg dove xdopog, vodidviwmy 68 Exa-
orog ele Wwov aroavpidgpesad, (1rg, 89, Comp, Wiener Studien 48, S. 180%
#wOopov (88) wdvde, toy adrdv dndvioy, olite tig Dedv olive dvlpdnwy énolyoey,
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to its derivation, ought to mean something that burns or cre-
mates but which, in archaic meteorology, mostly stands for
sheet-lightning. Since this would not make sense here and since
the context cogently calls for a reference to those hot wvapors
that rise from the sea and which Heraclitus (as ‘Theophra-
stus tells us) believed to be gathered in, and to shine forth
from, the heavenly luminaries, we must suppose it to desi-
gnate the blazing flames visible in the sun and the other
celestial bodies. This is important because it suggest that
when Heraclitus spoke of «fire», he was thinking rather of
heat <than of  flame, the latter arising from the former but
by ca’ somewhat complex process of transformation.

Hence, even viewed as a theory of primeval matter, Hera-~
clitus® “doectrine, when compared with that of T'hales, Anaxi-
mander and Anaximenes, reveals a progress in the direction
of the less councrete and tangible and commes near the more
modern ideas of Iorce and Hnergy. Nor is it difficult to under-
stand that he identified Fire and Soul, since the latter was,
for all the Presocratics, mainly the principle of life and since
«the Warm» (!) was by so many ancient thinkers supposed to
distinguish the living from the dead and was, even by Ari-
stotle, held te be an indispensable prerequisite of animation.
The question has lately been much discussed whether the phi-
lopher’s description of the process by which fire «turns» into
water and thence into carth and flame, then to be reversed
till it returns to its starting point referred to the gradual for-
mation and, again, to the dissolution of the universe or rather
to the every-day plienomena of rain, sedimentation, evapora-
tion, and so forth. Ieraclitus himself was evidently not explicit
on the point. But since Greek philosophy originated in mytho-
logy (merely substituting, e g, Water or Air to Farth, and the
Unlimited to Chaos) and since all the DPresocratics (with the
exception, of course, of some of the Eleaties, but not of Par-
menides himself), down to Demoecritus (and even to Plato),
presented their cosmology in the form of cosmogony, it can

aAr’ v ael kol forr xal forvor =nbp delbwov dmrropevov pétpo xul anoofev-
vopevoy picpa. (e, 80). xupdg (B8) tporcal mpdcov ddlaocow, Deddoong &
tO piv fjutov yij, o 88 fpiov mpnore. (Mrg, 81),

(" To Deppdv.
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hardly be supposed that Heraclitus should have departed from
this viewpoint altogether. On the other hand, [or Anaximences
already (and, as Aristotle guessed, even for “I'hales) the every-
day phenomena had evidently been the model on which they
had worked out their cosmogony, and surely IHeraclitus did not
differ from his predecessors in this respect. He would not, [or
instance, have assumed that the earth Tuud emerged from water,
if he had not known that a process of this sort goes on even
now in the estuaries of great streams,

‘The theory of universal flux is explicitly attribuated to
Heraelitus by Dlato, who, however, al onee goes on o sy
¢amdd;Vlikening  things to the flux of a river, he savs that one
annotenter the same river twice» (). T'his  wonld, by ibself,
suggest that this interpretation of Heraclitus was basied solely
on” his pronouncements about the mmpossibility of enterims the
same river twiee, But these pronouncomenls have come down
to us amd so we may judge for ourselves whether they jastify
Plato™s interpretation. Now, Aristotle tetls us that  Phao had
been familiar, since early nmanhood, ewith Cratvius amd the
IHeraclitean views» concerning  the universal flux @), and  in
another passage that Cratylus was one of those ewho elaimed
to «heraeliticize», but objected that Heraclitus had not careied
his theory of the flux far cnough ("), The words abont &not
entering  the same stream twice» are thus gquoted  aprain and
again. It is highly improbable that there was anything olse
to quote. If the philosopher had propounded the theary expli-
citly, the passage would almost certainly have heen prescerved.
Hetice, we have a fair chance to evaluate the signtficanee of
his statement ourselves. [t ran thus: «We enter the sane rivers
and we do not; we are (e same) and we are not. (Jor-even)
when we cuter the saune rivers, the waters that follow  each

(") Aéyar mov "Hodxheirog Gre mavre zogel xal otdey péver xad socajaii
ofl drewdlov vd Ovie Aéyer dig dlg el dhv adedy rorapdy odx gy fpflaing.
(Cratylus 408q).

(*) "Ex véou... ouvijikng yevopevog. .. Kootk sal  vuty Howsheeeeiow
Sokutg. . . {Metaph, I 4).

() «os Aoe. BOEa. .. ) vV puoxdvioy fouxheiltryy wal olpy Kpuridog
elxe, Og... "Hoouxhelvgy &mevlpa elmdve G S8lg ) adep WOTILD  oue Harey
Euflijvae’ avedg yae devo obd’ drak (Metaph, 1V 0),
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other are others amd others; and the souls, too, stream up from
the moisture fas ofhers and others)» (). T'he Toreground meaning
s quite clear: vesterday’s river and today’s river are the same,
inasmuch as their channels are; but they are not, since the
waters are different; and so we too are the same today as we
were vesterday, since our bodies are, yet not the same, since
our soul, or vital heat, has been renewed, What about the less
obvious meaning 2 That the passape was intended to illustrate
the unceasine change of all things, 18 possible, Bat even in
that caseowesowrht to refrain from exageeration. In Heraeli-
tus™ thne shere was no atomie theory, Consequently, imperee-
plible, or microscopic, chaonges were mast likely out of the
question. Our body changes in so far as we eat and exerete,
That 1s what IEpicliemus had in mind when he made one of
liis characters say: A yvard does not remain a yard when you
addd something to it, or take something away. Idven so with
man: «one grows, another dwindles, and so we arve changing
all the tune,..» (?), Really all the time? Are there no phases
of stability ? Dovs the water not remain water for some time,
after it has emerged from heat and before it evaporates into
flame? We possess a tiny  little fragment that would sceem to
answer the question tn the affirmative : «It rests from change» (7).
But that is not all. Again and apain Heraclitus emphasizes
the identity of opposites: what is good, is bhad also; what is
useful, is detrimental toos life is death amd  death s life, and
so ot and on. Are onr fragments not simply meant to explain
Lthat the wdentienl 1s non-identieal as owell and that what 1s the
same 18 yel, at the siape timme, not the saane? I they are, then
the doctrine of universal flux evaporates into nothing, or rather,
turns out to be just the interpretation of such as «clammed to
heraelittetze»,

The concept ol a divine Lopas 1s simply a Stoie Tabrication,
Neither Plato nor Aristotle say o word abouat it Yet both were

(1) Tocweoig i witolg fpflulvopey te el o épflaivopey, eljey o
wut one elpeeve (Fr, 400). movgpoloe rolowy adtolowy ipflalvouot éeego zal
Prepan vhave Haooel xal apugar O qoed way iyeamy dvedouaiveat. (g, 14).

() ovuvu. O iy yie atiBe’, & 8¢ yoo v gpidvey, Gy pecadlayd OE mdveeg
fvel mdveow vov gzodvay, (e 2 Diels-Kranz).

(") MecafhtAhwy avanadecae, (Mg, Bda).
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extremely interested in the notion of cosmic reason. They extol
Anaxagoras for having accounted for cosmic order by referring
it to Thought (}). Aristotle even says that in so far as he held
this doctrine, Anaxagoras was like a sober man among drunk-
ards. How could he have failed to note a substantially iden-
tical doctrine, if he had found it in Heraclitus? Furthermore,
T.ogos, in fifth-centtiry Greek, never means Reason (*). It means
any kind of linguistic expression and is used wherever we,
nowadays, would point to the thoughts expressed by the words.
Hence, it - may also stancd for any discourse, as well as for the
doctrine expressed by it: and if, as is now almost universally
admitted, - Heraclitus® book began thus: «'I'his is the Logoes of
Heraclitus, son of Bloson, of lphesus, But although this Logos
is eternal (i.e. cternally true or valid), men do not listen to
it.o» ("), is it not evident that we must interpret the term in
the way just indicated? If, now, we discard the interpretations
of ancient thinkers and modern scholars and turn to the remaing
of Ieraclitus® hook, as far as kunown to us, three other trains
of thought appear to be much more essential to his thought
than those just discussed.,

1. Alois Patin was the first to see that the philosopher
himself had clearly pointed out one discovery as being lhis
most important and most original contribution: «OQf all whose
discourses I heard not one attained to the knowledge of wisdom

(as being) separated (7, e. dinstinct) from cvery other thing» (4),

(1)} Nofg,

(*) Comip. Wiener Studien 43, 8. 12b,

(") (Abyog ‘Ipuxdhelrov Brbowvog vlot "Egeolov). Tol & Adyou rotde
govrog ael akdveror yivovrar dvdowmror. ... (Frg. 1),

(‘) "Oxdowv Adyoug fixovonm, olvdelc dquxveital &g Todto, dote yivdoxely
[67] cogpbv [éori] mdvewv xexwoiopdvov. (Frg. 108). Whether we strike
out the two bracketed words, does not make much difference to the
meaning., But it is amusing to note why we must hold them to have
been inserted later. In one of the manuseripts a marginal note has
slipped into the text: since (lic would he) either a god or a heast (3
yae Oedg §) dmoelov). This is a reminiscence from Aristotle’s Politics : man
is a social being; an absolutely isolated man would have to be either
superhuman or subhuman, <«either god or beasts. Ienee, the aathor
of the marginal note fancied Ieraclitus was referving to «a wise man
separated from all (other men)>. But this misunderstanding wag pos-
sible only if the text he copied read: copdy mdvewy xexwpiopévoy,
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