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How do we know that by «separated» Ieraclitus meant «distinets ?
In the first place, it is utterly inconceivable that the term could,
at that carly time, lhave been used in the technical sense in
which Aristotle employs it when discussing the «separation»
of the intelligible ideas from the objects of sense. In the second
place, we find that Anaxagoras uses the very same form of the
same word simply in the sense of «not mixed up with», T'hese
are his own words: «In this one world things are not separated
fromn ecach other, nor hewn asunder by a hatehet, neither the
Warm {rom the Cold nor the Cold from the warm» (¢). He then
goes on to explain that Thought, in a certain sense, is an
exception. It indeed, is not mixed up with all the other things,
bt is «all by itsell» (%), although, nevertheless, «in some things»,
¢namely i the beings capable of thought, «a shave of 1t» may yet
he found ("), and even in so far as it is «by itself», it yet is
«just where all other things are too», namely in undifferentiated
as also in differentiated matter (). In Anaxagoras, then, there
is, indeaed, a definite, but rather unsuccessful effort to work out
the concept of the «transcendent» whicl, however, Iie is, as yet,
unable  to  disentangle rom the more conerete and more
primitive notion of spatial separation, In MHeraclitus who doces
not admit any fundameoutal distinetion between different kinds
of matter, the ideas of their being «mixed up» or «not mixed
up» with each other must be disearded altogether and «sepa-
rated» can only mean «distinets, s discovery, then, was simply
this ¢ whereas his predecessors had distingraished but bhetween
«the Warm» and «the Cold», or «the Moist» and  «the Dry»,
Heraclitus contended that «the Wise» (Lhis, really, is the expres-
sion he uses) 1s something different from them all @ the thinker
who endeavours to analyze nature must take into account not
merely semi-uaterial factors like Ileat and Cold, Moisture amd

rrrrr

() O repdotozae dAMAoY v by i fvl xdopgp obdd drowdxontae welé-
xer ofee v Degpdy dred toh ugzeoil olce v Yogedy ard to deguoli, (Aun-
xagoras Frg, H).

(M) Annxaporas Fry, 12,

() *By seavel mavedg potpe Eveosiy hny voll, Bary olow 8¢ xol volig Eve.
(Anaxagoras I'rg, 11),

(4) ‘O 88 voilg. .. xal viv oy Tvae xal vd dAha ndvea ., .. (Anaxagorms
Frg. 14).
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Dryness, but also Wisdom, the power that orders them all and
makes them conform to a definite plan or schene.

It can hardly be doubted that he vested wisdom in fire and
assumed 1t to imthere in thiis universal element, stiece he pro-
nounced «the dry soul» to be «the wisest and the bests (Y),
and accounted for -the stultifying effects of drunkenness by
pointing out that ‘the drunken man’s soul «has got wet» (%),
But that does not dispose of the much more delieate question
whether, -or rather to what extent, he supposed wisdom to tmply
something Jlike mind, or conciousness, or ceven personality. On
the one hand, he secems to identify wisdom with «insight» (to
have understanding means «to understand the One which is
wise, sight that steers all things throughout») ("), On the other
hand, the fact that, in order to designate it, he makes wse of
the neutral gender («fie Wise») tells powerfully against any
personalistic interpretation. As if to add to onr embarrassment,
Frg., 32 reads thus: «I'he One which alone is wise does not
wish, and (pef) does wish, to be called by the name of Zeus» (1),
It is casy to see why Wisdom wishes to be called Zews, since
it «steers all things throughout», as Zeus is commonly sup-
posed to do. It is much less casy to sce why it objects to this
designation. Is it merely heecause no proper name is appropriate
to it? Indeed, in some important {ragments «CGod» is referred
to, but «Zeus» never is. Furthermore, in one passage where we
might expect a mention of Zeus, his symbol, the thunderbolt,
is named instead (*); and in another his epithets «father and
king of all things» is transferred to War (. But in one of the
two fragments in which «God» iy referred to in this specific
sense the philosopher is evidently not thinkiug of Wisdom, but
of Fire, or of the universe (7), and hence it is probable that the

(") Aim Yuyn copordin xal dploty. (Ileraclitus 1irg. 118).

(*) . .. OyoRv v Yuyny Exav. (Fre, 117).

(®) ... Ev vd cogiv éniovaathae, yvapuny duin éxuféovnes mdvea Sud mdy-
v, (Frg, 40/41), Comp. Zeitschrift £, d oesterr, Gymnasien, 1910, 8. 066,

() "Iliv xd gopdy podvov Aévealrar odx d0éker xal &rler Znvdg dvopge
(Ifrg, 82).

(") Td 88 maveo oluwiCer xepuuvdg. {Ifrg. G4),

(") Ilokepog mdviov pev mavio dot, waviov 8¢ umdede . .. (Frg BB).

() O ©edg fjpuéen elpedvyy, xewpoy fégog, ndlepog elpiwy, xdpog Mpds,
(Frpe. 67).
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other ought to be interpreted in the same way (*). In other
words, it would seem that it is «everliving Fire» that is termed
«God» when viewed as possessing, or being the vehicle of,
wisdom, whereas the neutral term Wisdom (or rather «the
Wise») is employed when the order, or plan, or scheme to
which the universe conforms is referred to. Heunce, Wisdom
probably objects to the name «Zeus» Dbecause it is conceived
rather as impersonal cosmic rationality than as a divine person.

What then is the nature of this cosmic schieme? Which
are the features of the universe that reveal it and which con-
vince us that its order and structure are planned by, and due
to wisdom? Here we are on safer ground andcan say with
reasonable cassurance that two such features may be distin-
guishied,calthough closely connected with each other.

2. In the first place, the world consists of pairs, or coup-
les,cof opposites and these opposites, in every single instance,
are, although contradictory, yet ultimately identical. As a first
approach to the understanding of this paradox, we might per-
haps say that, according to Heraclitus, the world is built upon
a symmetrical pattern (right and left, up and down; day and
night, summer and winter) and that these symmetrical counter-
parts conspire to produce an ceffect of order, regularity and
beauty, or, as the philosopher preferred to call i, farmony —a
term which, at that time, was still used in its original mea-
ning of mutual adjustment and attunement, «Running counter
to cach other they convene and it is from disagreciment that
the best agreement springs» ). «'I'hey do not understand how
what diverges may yet be in agreement with itself: reconver-
ging adjustment, as in (the shape of) the bow and the lyre» (*).
«Oceult attunement better than manifest» (*). «To be joined

(") T pev Ded nohd mdvea xal dyada xal Slxoie, Gvibpwmor S¢ G pév
Gk Omeigaor 4 66 Slxaea, (Frg. 102).

(®) 1S dvelbouy Bupgpipov xul fx drampsgdvrov xadlloty Gopovia. (Irg. 8).
In the case of Lhis fragment and of some of those that follow a literal
translation appeared to be still less practicable than in most other cases.
he term convene was used in order to render, ab least to some extent,
the double meaning of oupgégov (what meels and what is conveniend).

(1) OO Euvuiowy dxwg Swupepopevoy  E@uTd Opodoyéer madlvipomos Gppo-
vin Oxwoneg tokov nal Adeng. (Lirg, 61).

(1) Gopovin Gpuviic gavegils xpelviov. (Trg, 64).
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together: the entire and the fragmentary, the convening and
the diverging, the consonant and the dissonant, and out of all
(emerges) One and out of Omne they all (emerge)»(t). «Ifor
God all things are right, and good, and just; men however have
supposed sote to be just and others unjust (¥).

Sometimes opposition and contradiction are personified and
termed War or Discord. 'T'hey arce thus hailed, not merely as
indispensable conditions of order and beauty, but also as gpo-
nistic principles -or, as we should say, as principles of com-
petition and ecven, to a certain extent, of natural selection.
«War s the father of the universe and its king: he has
revealed some as gods, others as men; of some he has made
slaves, and freemen of others» ("). Heraclitus inveighed against
Homer on account of the verse : «Oh, that Discord would disap-
pear from among gods as well as men», Mor there would be
no harmony without the contrast of High and Y,ow, nor living
beings without the contrast of Male and Ifemale; indeed, the
universe wotuld be exploded (Y). And such a wish was particu-
larly absurd and even nefarious in Iomer who, being a rha-
psodist, could hope to win fame solely by emerging triumphant
from the contests in poetry and musice. Cousequently, «he ought
to be banned from the games and {loggeds» (%), But his case is
a good illustration of the truth that «men would not be better
off if all their desires were fulfilled» (%),

As far as these considerations go, IHeraclitus might well
be said to have discoverd a law of universal polarity. But this
term does not cover his entire conception. Ile did not hold the
opposites to be merely symmetrical counterparts; he conceived
them, moreover, as fdenfical in a still stricter sense. For this
his favorite contention MHeraclitus gave a long list of illustra-

(') Zuvdarnes OAe xai oby OAa, oupgeedpevoy  Swawepegdpevov, ouvigbov
81 gbov, »ul &x mivrov Bv xal 88 fvde mdver. (g, 10).

(*) Irg. 102, comp. p. 61, note L

(") Tfrg. 68, Beginuniug in note 6, p, 60. Then: xal tolg pév feovg
Edeike, Tobg 8¢ Avlpdnovg, tovg piv Bovdhoug Eroinae, vole 82 dheviipoue.

(Y) Heraclitus A 22 Diels-Kranz,

(8} Loy e "Opnpov Epaoxe dEwyv &x @y dydvoy Exfaliecdor nal punl-
Ceallar, .. (Fry. 49).

(%) "Avlowoig ylvealar Oxdow Vdhovor odx dpewvov. (Lrg, 110).
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tions. ‘'hese secem to fall under different heads according to
the viewpoints adopted. But we must be careful to realize that
these viewpoints, familiar as they may be, and significant as
they may appear to us, evidently meant nothing to Heraclitus
by themselves: to him they were just different illustrations of
one and the same fact —the identity of opposites— and most likely
he was not even aware of their difference,

In one case a modern interpreter feels inclined to assume
that the philosopher simply made use of a pun., The Greek noun
bios means {ife when the accent is on the first vowel; when
it is on the second, its meaning 1s bow. Hence, «the bow’s
name is I.ife, but its effect is Death» (*). But I feel assured
tlhiat ¥eraclitus supposed this to be an entirely serious argu-
ment: in a certain sense Iife and Death coexist in the bow:
the former reveals its presence by the name, the latter by the
effect; how could this be, if both were not, at bottom, the same?

In many other cases we might feel tempted to assuime that
what Heraclitus presents as identity of opposites is simply re-
lativity of predicates: an object exhibits different properties
when counsidered in its relations to different other objects
because its effects on, or its response to these is different.
«Sea~-water is perfectly pure and delinitely sullied: to fishes it
is cdrinkable and life-preserving, whereas to men it is undrin-
kable and deadly» (*). Lo an ass chopped straw is preferable
to pold; pigs wusc filth for cleaning purposes and hens bathe
in dust or ashes ()., The most beautiful of apes appears ugly
when compared with the hwman race; and the wisest of men
will turn out to be but an ape by the side of a god with res-
pect to wisdom, beauty and everything else; indeed, a man
must be pronounced childish by the side of daemons, just as
a boy by the side of men (). In a circle the beginning coin-
cicles with the end; and the fuller’s screw moves in a circle and
in a straight line at the same time (*). T'he way up and the

(1Y Ty olv wékp dvopa Brox, foyov &t Davarog. (Frg. 48).
(*) ¥rg, 01,

(" Yrg., 9 and 87,

(4) Fr. 82, 83, 70.

() ¥rg. 108 and 0O,
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way down are one and the same. When we enter o river
twice, it is the same and not the same, and so are we ('), «(Good
and Bad are the same. Thus surpcons who cut and burn the
patients and torment them badly in every way (pef) complain
not to receive adequate payment [roms thent for acting in this
way» (). But surcly, Heraclitus was not interested in relati-
vity as such: he 8 fuoTrom saying that the surgical opera-
tion is bad fn one respect and good e anotiier, s conclusion,
and, indeed; his point, is that Good and Dad are e sqme. 11e
does not - distinguish between an object and its properties in
the way we do. Where there is gooduess, there must be o good
thing;-andoa bad (hing where there s bhaudness. Now, in all
the above instances, goodness and badaess could be traced in
one ad the same thing; conscquently, the good thing and the
bad “thing were ideuntical; henee, Good and  Bid themselves
were identical likewise, T'hat is not onr logice, but it was the
logic of the carly fifth century. Or rather, thinking, at that
time, was cowditioned by another set of categories. Then, as
now, 4 properly was assumed to inhere in the object: but
whereas we consider it as something variable and comparati-
vely short-lived, it was Dby those early thinkers felt to be an
clement of its unchanging essence,

In another group of cases the opposites are presented as
mutually conditioning cach other—either subjectively, inasniuch

e

(®) OU yoiv lacpol wépvovieg, x=ufoveeg, miven (acaviCovies nundg tolg
GoOmototveag dratti@veay pndiv doy puodtdy Aapflavely Tapd tdy dogwotoldy-
tov tolra mownodpevor (frg. O8), This i the reading of the manuseripls
and there is no copent reason for departing from it. Lvidently, if the
surgeony hold the payment they mostly receive to be inadequate, they
must be couvineced that, by illtreating the patient, they have, at the
same time, conferred a great boon upon him which is just what had to
be proved. If, however, we alter one letter (reading &Ewe for agwy), we
get o simpler and therefore still more satisfactory meaning ... yet are
nol rebuked and (even) held to deserve payment. . » (Emarcid@vear pydey,
dErou puotkhy Aapfidvery). Ulterior alterations that have been proposed ad
penerally accepted and which make the author say that the surgeons
do nol deserve payment (pyoev e puaddy dapflavewy) appear to be ab-
surd, sinee this would disprove what oupght to he proved, namely that
their treatment is at the same time an evil and a good, Comp., Zeit-
scheift £, d, Osterr. Gymnasien 1910, 5, 970,
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as one cannot be felt to be what it is but by its contrast to
the other; or objectively since the essence of each, or at least
of one, is just to be the negation of the other. «They would
not have known (or ratfier come to fear) the name of Justice,
if this (namely injustice) did not existy» (‘). «Sickness makes
health enjoyable and good, hunger satiety, strain rest» (?).

When we generalize the law of polarity and apply it to
the universe, we shall see that its bi-polar structure really
points to-a fundamiental unity: siunce all opposites are essen-
tially one, the universe comprizing them all must ultimately
be one“too. But whence does the appearance of difference and
plurality, whence does the fact of polarity itself arise? In a
fatnous passage Heraclitus strove to clarify this point. But the
solution was hardly satisfactory and unfortunately even the
wording is somewhat doubtful. But the philosopher’s main
thought would appear to have been that all things are sub-
stantially one and that all apparent differences, or even contra-
dictions, are but of a secondary and perhaps even arbitrary
nature, «God i1s day and night, winter and summer, war and
peace, satiety and hunger, But he is differentiated (just) as,
when he(?) is mixed up with (different kinds of) incense, he
may be named according to each man’s pleasure(?)» (°). It is

(M) Alxng Ovope obx dv pdeoay {or rather ederoovy which is nearer to
the manuscript-reading £inonv), el Totico piy fijv. (Lrg. 23),

{*) Noloog dyrelny énolnoey fty xat ayelddv, Ayadg »bpov, nidpavog avi-
mavowy. (L'rg. 111).

(M) O Dedg Hprépn edepodvy, yewpdv Ddpog, mdhepog elpiivr, xdooe Apde
arototvar 8¢ Oumanep Omdravy ouppyil Tuopaowy, dvopdCecar xad” fjBoviy
éxigotov. (Itrg. 67), After Owworep the word nlp is now mostly inserted,
It is doubtful whether. that is indispensable, for to Heraclitus God and
ire ultimately meant the same and even aldototivae (<is differentinteds)
eould hardly be predicated of God in the striet sense of the term, But it
is more important to determine the precise meaning of the simile. It
is usually supposed that the philosopher is referring to the fact that fire,
or rather smoke, 18 designated differently according to the kind of
incense burned and hence the words »od fifovy éxdorov are assumed to
mean : according to the odor of each kind (although there is no other
instnnce of ffovn being used in the sense of seent instead of that of
flavor). But it is not easy to understand how, if this were correct, the
simile eould apply to the cosmos, The incense is different from aud
independent of the fire ; hence, it makes sense to say that the latler is

TEXXAPAKONTARTHPIZ Q@EO®IAQY BOPEA b
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not really surprising that this should sound unsatisiactory, for,
after all, every monist must feel some embarrassment when
called upon to explain why there is any difference at all to be
overcome and accounted for by monism. But at least we know,
to some extent, what, to Heraclitus, appeared to be the ulti-
mate essence and nature of differentiation,

8. «T'here is one atid the same within: living and dead, and
awake and-asleep, and young and old : for the latter are turned
into the former and these, again, into the latter» (Y). Identity,
then, is altimately deducible from the phenomenon of nutund
convertibility s the living could mnot Hecome the dead, nor the
waking man a sleeper, or the young man old, if all these were
not; after all, the same since, as was shown already, according
to thie categories implicitly adopted at the time, propertios were
supposed to be as unchanging as substances were later on.

This fact of convertibility, as proof of identity, is tllustrated
hy some other fragments also. «(/7 fs)» cold things that hecome
wari, the warm becomes cold; the wet becomes dry and the
arid moist» (*), Ileraclitus [urther assumed that huaman souls
wlhen rising upward and thus becoming hotter are turned into
gods and that, conversely, dacmons when dropping down on
carth and therehy becoming cooler are again turned into human
souls, and in this sense he said: «Immortals are mortals, mor-
tals immortals: our life {implies) the death of gods, our death

designated by different names according to the different kindyg of the
former., But what is there, according to Ileraclitusg, in the universe
different from aund independent of God ¢t ‘T'herefore, it would secm more
likely that he had in mind the care of fire consuming different kinds of
incense at one and the same time, In this ease, he would then have
meant to say, it is arbitrary by which of the corresponding names to
designate the fire: each of them may be used «according to cach man's
pleasure» (xud’ f8oviy &xdorov). And in the same way we may apply
to God the names Day or Night ; Winter or Summer: War or Deice ;
satiety or IHunger «as we pleases : all are equally justified because,
after all, there is no real difference in God corvesponding to this
difference of nanes.

(1) Taded " éve Lov xal selhvnds xal dypnyopds xal xaledBov 2al véov
ol ynowdy' wdde yho pesameodvia Enelvd ot xdxelva mdhy petasteodvio
tulsa, (I'rg. 88),

() L& ypuxod Doevar, Deppdv apiyest, Hypdy adalveras, xoppulioy voii-
Cetute (Ifrg, 186),
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(implies) their life» ('). Tesiod whom most people acknowledge
as their teacher did not even know the nature of day and
night, since he distinguished them : «for they are one» (%), most
likely because they too turn into each other. And even so with
winter and summer, war and peace, hunger and satiety. In
short, change, everywhere, expresses convertibility, and conver-
tibility presupposes identity.

Iurthermore, the basic nature of change is clearly set forth
in a fragment already alluded to: «'T'his order of things...
was made neither by any god nor by any man, but cever was,
is and willohe: everliving fire, kindled according to unicasure
and extinguished according to measure»(*). All changes what-
soever, then, move, as it were, in one and the same dimension
or, we might say, have 2 common denominator; they represent
cither an intensification or a relaxation of cosmic heat. In day,
i1 swmmer, in war, in hunger, in life, in waking, in youth, in
gods it 1s intensified : fire blazes forth ; in uight, in winter, in
peace, in satiety, in death, in sleep, in old age, in men it
relaxes: fire burns down. All change means a transition from
the blazing flame to the glimmering embers, or vice versa,

But here we are confronted with yet another and perhaps
an even more significant conception: intensification and rela-
xation of Ifre are said to take place according fo measure ('),
that is, in conformity with certain definitive numnbers or ratios.
Awd we may wdd at once that these «measures» were, in all
probability, by ITeraclitus declared to he «ordaineds, i. e. deter-
mined once for all (%), IMere, a certain influence emanating [rom
the Pythagoreans may perhaps be traced. At any rate, IHera-

(1) 'Addvator dvgrof, Ovyrol dddvator, Chveeg tov  exeivov ddavatov,
v 0 fuslvoy [Hov wedvedoee. (Itrg, 062).

(") .., for. yip v, (Fre, 6T),

(M g, 30, Comp. p. B, note 1,

(4) ... Gredpevoy pécpa xal drooflevvipevov pécea (IPrg, 90).

(5) “Koee yoap elpeppéve miveog, (1fvg, 187). That the term oceurred
in o discussion of pécge appears from Aclius (eraclitus A 8 Diels-
IKranz), Nor is Lthere any reason for suspecling the authentiecity of the
quotation, eljpappéve is the manuseript reading in Acschylus, Agamemnon
918, That it was not arhitrarily inserted hy a Stoie author is shown by
the consensus of pre=Stoie evidenee (Diogenes Taerling TX 8 ITeraclitus
A D and A 8 Dicls-Kranz: comp. Iermes 68, 5. 01 sqa.). And ICranz’
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clitus indulged in some quaint numerical speculations centering,
as it would seem, mainly around the number Seven which he
held to be of paramount significance not only in the rcalm of
the heavenly bodies, but no less in human life, admitting,
however, that it does not always reveal itself in its own guise,
but is to a large extent represented by the number Thirty-—this
being, as he contended, derivable, in a way as artificial as it
was ingenious, from Seven (). But Dby the <«nicasures» domi-
nating the cosmic process he appears to have meant something
more tangible and less fantastic, From one fragment it is evi-
denit that «measure» sometimes stood for a definite quantitative
ratio. When, in the process of gradual «extinction», fire has
heen turned into ocean, then half of ocean turns into carth and
the other half into flame: and when, in a subsequent process

arpument that «there are no quotations from ITeraclitus in Acetivs»(who
quotes the sentetiee) is o curious one, since here we have such a quo-
tation (yodpee yoiv)., A unique phenomenon must never be denied just
hecause it is unigque.

(1} According to I'rg. 126a Seven «is divided»> among the Greater
and the Lesser DBear (each consisting of 7 stars) bhut may also be
«figured outs with respect to the moon enccording: to the ratio of
periodss (ot Adyov 8 Goéov cupfdriecon Ei8opdg xaxd aehivrny, Sumgelrat
8t wmaed tag dpnvoug...). How did he «figures that <out» ? I'he lunar
period covers B0 days. Now we learn that ITeraclitus (A 19 Diels-Kranz)
determined a «peneration» as consisting of B0 years, using the curiouy
argument (comp, II. Fraenkel, Am. Journal of Philology Jan, 1338) that
within such period a man may become o grandfather, or rather as he
is said to lhave expressed himself, <«complete a circle of gencerations,
inasmuch as his son might possibly in his turn become a father. And
this argument he developed by pointing out that a mau might beget
a son at the ape of 14 so that he would be 106 when the son was born ;
and it would then take this son another 10 years to hecome a father,
Hence, the 80 years of a <generations are «figured out» (o he oqual
to 2. (2.7 + 1), Now, applying this strange ealeulus to the moon Ile-
raclitus probably «figured out> that the $30 days of her period were
equal to 2.7 days of waxing plus 1 day for the full moon plus 2.7 days
of waning plus 1 day for the new moon, so that the «ratio of periodss,
may here too be expressed by the formula: BO =2, (2.7 4 1), - Moreover,
Heraclitus also aseribed cosmic significance to an astronomic period (hy
many termed the «Great Years) which he supposed to consist of 10, B(K)
golar years — which means after all, that it would comprise 860 months
(or periods of 80 days cach), just as the solar year comprizes 360 days
(IIeraclitus A 18 Diels-Kranz).
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of gradual «kindling», earthh is reconverted into ocean, then
this is «measured» so as to conforin to «the same ratio that
had obtained before it became earth» (). But another impli-
cation of the concept of «measure» was probably still more
important:

«The sun will not overstep his measure. Jf he did, the
Furies, the hailiffs of Justice, will find him out» (3, It is unli-
kely that this referred mainly to the sun’s orhit. The job of the
Furies is, after all, to avenge murder, Why should they inter-
fere, if 'the sun merely deviated from the road prescribed to
him? Another interpretation is called for. According to Hera-
clitus -it is «the periods that bring everything abouts (°) Surely,
it did not escape him that the opposites, such as day and night,
winter and summer, waking and sleeping, youth and old age,
do 1ot alternate irregularly and without any regard to definite
measures of time. ‘I'here is then, a definite time allotted to
night as well as to day. But if the sun «overstepped his mea-
sure», that is, if he unduly prolonged day, he would, thereby,
cut short the time to which night is entitled, just as the mur-
derer cuts short the lifetime of his victim, This, evidently, is
why Justice would have to interfere and to call upon the
I[Furies to avenge his misdeed. T'he «laws» of nature in the
physical sense are at the same time <«laws» in the political
sense, But what is here explicitly said about day and night,
must have referred to winter and summer, youth and old age,
and, indeed, to all pairs of opposites as well. Although every
one of them is inseparably bound up with its counterpart, yet
they do not simply coexist; they allernate, or rather they ppe-
vail alfernately, according to definite ratios of time. ‘This is
why fire may be said to be kindled and extinguished according
to measure, ‘I'he cosmic process conforms to a definite rhyffim

I ] oy ] - ey ol ol PR - by S B Py Ly B

() ... Dokdoong 8 vd pév fjjuou v, ©d 62 jpow mpnowe ... Pdhaooa
Suageevon xal pecgéecwn elg thy avrdv hoyov Oxolog wpooley v | yevéadar vij,
(Frg. 81).—Why should just half the ocean be turned into carth? DPer-
haps for no other reason than that evaporation had also to be accounted
for and that both processes appeared to be equally siguaifieant,
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as essential to the world-scheme of wisdom as the bi-polar
structure of the universe.

The preceding sketch has left some important and, in part,
obscuire sections of HMeraclitus® system out of account, such as
his epistemology ('), his theology and his eschatology. What
has been said may be summed up in the following theses:
1. "'he substance underlying the universe was conceived hy
Hernelitus to e fire, but fire rather in the sense of heat than
in that-of fIune and held to be, at the same time, identicad
witliosoul, namely, with the principle of life amd thonght,
2. hat he taneht universal «flux» is true only in the sense
that he-defined the cosmic process as a continnous «hlazing
forth» and eburning down» of fire. 3. That he proclaimed a
divine TLogos, or Reason, as presiding over all change and
Becoming is a Stoic mis-interpretation, <L What he did assert
was that in order to account for the structure wnd the phises
of the universe we mnst agstime there is wisdom vested in fire and
expressing itself in a universal world -scheme, two features of
whiclht e emphasized. b, ‘Ihe Tirst is the bi-polar stroctuce of
the cosmos ;s it consists of pairs of opposites mutually  condi-
tioning each other which, since cach of them is always con-
vertible into the other, must be seen to he ulttmately identical.
6. ‘I'hie second is the fact that these opposites prevadl alternae
tely, according to delinite ratios of time, thereby imposing upon
‘the universe a definite periodicity or ehythm. Thus it is mainly
by polarity and chythm that the wisdom inherent in the uni-
verse expresses itsell, 70 IMeraclitus was not a metaphysician,
il by a metaphysician we mean a thinker wha feels he is reveas
ling entitics and conditions removed from inmmediate experi-
ence: he contended, on the contrary, that they were all «mani-
fest« —if only a man had an «ITellenic soul» eapable of pro-
perly interpreting the data of seunse-~perception.

(Y Amply diseussed by the writer, Wiener Studien U3, S, 115 5¢q,
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