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ERRATA.

Page 24, 3, line 6—for infra, p. 555, 3, 3rd ed. read infra, p. 46, 1.

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

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

59, 8——for p. 621, 2 read 57, 2.

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

70, line 12 (second column)—for 863, 5 read 368, 2.

80, note 1—omit i. 614 sq.

96, note 2, line 12—for p. 601 sq. 3rd ed. read inf. 118 sq.

196, 1, line 12—for p. 707, 1, 4 read 148, 4; 149, 8.

207, 1, line 13—omit sometimes.

810, 1, line 2—for 294, 2 read 294, 4.

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

412, line 6—for Leontium read Leontini.

458, 1—for p. 638, 1 read 630, 1.

453, 4, Tast line—for p. 638, 2 read 632, 2.
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- THE PHILOSOPHY OF THE GREEKS

IN ITS

HISTORICAL DEVELOPMENT.

THE PRE-SOCRATIC PHILOSOPHY.

§11. HERACLEITUS, EMPEDOCLES, THE ATOMISTS, ANAXAGORAS.

I. HERACLEITUS.?

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

WaiLe 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 Schleiermacher, Heralleitos
der Dunlkle, ete.; Mus. d. Alter-
thumsw. 1. 1807, p. 313 sqq. (now
in Schleiermacher’'s Werke, 3 Abth.
i. 1 sqq.); Bernays, Heraclitea,
Bonn, 1848; ibid. Rhein. Mus.
N. F. vii. 90 sqq., ix. 241 sqq. ; ibid.
Die Heraklitischen Briefe, Berl.
1869 ; Lassalle, Dic Philosophie
Herakleitos des Dunkeln, 1858,
2 vols. ; Gladisch, Herakleitos und
Zoroaster, 185%; Schuster, Hera-
Fleitos von Ephesus, 1878 ; Teich-
miller, Neue Stud. z. Gesch. d.
Begriffe. 1. H. Herakleitos, 1876.

2 In Diog. ix. 1, the prime of

VOL. II.

&

¥

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

B

www.holybooks.com



2 HERACLEITUS.

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

80th or 8ist Olympiad, and this
statement seems to derive confirma~
tion from the fact that, according
to Strabo, xiv. 1, 1. 25, p. 642 (in
comparison with his evidence no
weight can be attached to the 8th
of the so-called Heraclitean letters,
p. 82, Bern.), Hermodorus the Ephe-
sian, who, we are told by Pliny, H.
Net. xxxiv. 5, 21, and Pomponius,
Digest. 1. 1, tit. 2, L. 2, § 4, assisted
the Roman decemviri in their legis-
lation (Ol 81, 4; 452 B.C.), was no
other than the friend of Heraclei-
tus, whose banishment the philoso-
pher could not forgive his country-
., men. (Strabo /. ¢., Diog. ix. 2, &e.;
vide infra.) From this Hermann in-
ferred (De Philos. lowic. Alatt. p.
10, 22), and Schwegler agrees with
him (Rom. Gesch.in. 20 ; otherwise
in Gesch. d. Griech. Phil. 20, Kost-
lin’s edition, where also, p. 79, the
reference of Parmenides to Hera-
cleitus, which Bernays conjec-
tured, but which is irreconcile-
able with Hermann’s computation,
is admitsed) that Heracleitus was
born about Ol 67 (510 B.c.) and
died about Ol. 82 (450 B.c.). I
have shown, however, in my trea-
tise De Hermodoro IEphesio et
Hermod. Plat. (Marb. 1859), p. 9
5qq. that this opinion is not justi-
fiable. The statement of HEuse-
bius repeated by Syncellus is in
itself not nearly so trustworthy
as that of Diogenes, taken from
Apollodorus ; Hermann urges in
its favour that Eusebius determines
the date of Anaxagoras and Demo-
critus more 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 Eusebius found the state-
ment, and on what it is based, we
do not know ; but if we remember
that the prime of Heracleitus (not
his death, as Hermann says: the
words are clarus habebatur, cog-
noscebatwr, Hruale) is here made
to coincide almost exactly with the
legislation of the decemviri, it
appears probable that it arose from
the supposition that Hermodorus,
the friend of Heracleitus, entered
into connection with the decemviri
immediately after his banishment,
and that his banishment coincided
with the éruy of the philosopher.
Now the assertion of Diogenes can
hardly be founded upon any accu-
rate chronological tradition; it is
far more likely (as Diels acknow-
ledges, Bh. Mus. xxxi. 33 sq.) that
its author knew only of the gene-
ral statement that Heracleitus had
been a contemporary of Darius I,
and that in accordance with this, he
placed his prime in the 69th Olym-
piad; <.e. in the middle of Dariug’s
reign (Ol. 64, 3-73, 4). DBut that
this theory is at any rate approxi-
mately correct, and that the death
of Heracleitus “cannot be placed
later than 470-478 B.c., we find ex~
tremely likely for other reasons.
For though we may not lay much
stress on the circumstance that,
according to Sotion, ap. Diog. ix. 5,
Heracleitus was regarded by many
as a pupil of Xenophanes, the allu-
sion to him by Epicharmus, which
we have found probable vol.i.p. 532,
would imply that his doctrine was
known in Sicily as early as 470 B.c.;
and since he himself instances as
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HIS DATE AND LIFE, 3

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

and subject to perpetual change and separation.

The

author of this system is Heracleitus.

mern to whom varied knowledge has
not brought wisdom, only Xeno-
phanes, Pythacoras and Hecateus
in addition to Hesiod, this looks as
if the later philosopher, and espe-
cially his antipodes Parmenides,
were unknown to him. Moreover,
the statements about Hermodorus
do not by any means compel us to
regard Heracloitus as later. For
first, the theory that Hermodorus,
who took part in the decemvirs
legislation, was the same person
as the friend of Heracleitus is
not based even by Strabo (as I
have shown, . ¢. p. 15) on trust-
worthy tradition, but merely on a
probable conjecture ; and secondly,
we have no reason to assume that
Hermodorus was of the same age
as Heracleitus. Supposing him to
have Leen 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 cannot
place the banishment of Hermo-
dorus and the composition of Hera-
cleitus’ work earlier than 478 B.C.,
forthe rise of democraeyat Ephesus
would scarcely have been possible
before the deliverance from the
Persian dominion. On the other
hand this event may have given
rise to the deliverance. Both
theories are compatible with that
supposition : on the one hand, that
Heracleitus died in 475 B.C.; on
the other, that Hermodorus as-
sisted the decemviri in 462 B.c.

Aristotle fixes the age of Hera-
cleitus at 60, if the reading of the
manuscripts in Diog. viii. 562 be
correct: 'ApigToTéAns yap adriv
(Empedocles) &t 7e "HpdrAetroy
E¢frovTa @y ¢naL TeTeheurniéval,
Sturz, however, instead of ‘Hpdx-
Aevtov Teads ‘Hparheldns, and Cobet
has admitted this conjecture, which
is favourably regarded by many
authorities (more than a conjecture
he does not consider it), into the
text. It does not commend itself
to me as indispensable; for it is
perfectly conceivable that Aristotle
may have connected the two men
together in reference to their age,
and the biographer of Empedocles,
here referred to by Diogenes (that
these words, as well as the context,
are derived from Apollodorus seems
to me doubtful, in spite of the ob-
servations of Diels, R&. Mus. xxxiii,
38), may have also quoted what he
had taken the opportunity to say
about Heracleitus, in the same
way that in § 55 Philolaus is
mentioned with Heracleitus. On
the other hand it is very possible
that ‘HpdreAerror may have been a
mistake for ‘HparhelSns; and we
must therefore leave this question
undecided like many others respect~
ing the chronology of Heracleitus.

! The native city of Heraclei-
tus, aceording to the unanimous
testimony of the ancients, was
Ephesus. Metapontum is substi-
tuted by Justin, Cokort. c. 3, but
this is merely a hasty inference
from a passage in which Heraec-
leitus is named in connection with

B 2
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4 HERACLEITUS.

The doctrine of Heracleitus,! like that of the

Hippasus of Metapontum ; as was
customary, in accordance with
Arist. Metaph. 1. 3, 984 a, 7. His
father, according to Diog. ix. 1, &e.,
was called Blyson, but others name
him Heracion (whom Schuster, p.
362 sq.,conjectures to have been his
grandfather). That he belonged to
a family of position is evident from
the statement of Antisthenes, ap.
Diog. ix. 6, that he resigned the
dignity of Basireds to his younger
brother; for this was an office
hereditary in the family of An-
droclus, the Codrid, founder of
Ephesus (Strabo, xiv. 1, 3, p. 632;
Bernays, Heraclitea, 31 sq.). He
Leld decidedly aristocratic opinions
(vide infra), while his fellow-citi-
zens were democrats ; this explains
why his friend Hermodoras should
have been exiled (Diog. ix. 2)
and he himself regarded with little
favour (Demetr. #bid. 15). The
persecution for atheism, however,
which Christian authors infer from
this (Justin. 4pol. i. 46; Apol. ii.
8; Athenag. Supplic. 31, 27), is
perhaps wholly derived from the
fourth Heraclitean letter (cf. Ber-
nays, Herakl. Br. 35), and is ren-
dered improbable by the silence of
all ancient authorities. Concerning
the last illness and death of Hera-
cleitus all kinds of unauthenticated
and sometimes contradictory stories
are to be found in Diog. ix. 8 sqq.,
Tatian, C. Gree. c. 3,and elsewhere
(cf. Bernays, Heralkl. Brigfe, p. 55
sq.). If they have any historical
foundation (Schuster thinks, p.
247, they may have a good deal), we
cannot now discover it. Lassalle’s
opinion (i. 42), that they urase
merely from a mythical symbolising
of the doctrine of the passage of
opposites into one another, appears

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

1 Our 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 Jonic
prose, and aecording to Diog. ix. 5,
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HIS WORK. 5

“Eleatics, developed itself in express contradiction to

12; Clem. Strom. v. 571 C, bore
the title mepl ploews. We are told
in Diog. ix. 5 that it was divided
into three Adyet, s e Tov wepl Tob
wayrds kel TO¥ woliTucdy Kal Beo-
Aoywdy. 1t is guite possible (as
Schuster remarks, p. 48 sqq. in op-
position to Schleiermacher, Werke
z. Phil. 11, 26 sqq.) that the work
may have contained several sec-
tions, each devoted to a par-
ticular subject; and this may be
brought into eonnection with the
fact that, according to Diog. 12, it
also bore the title of Motoar; if,
like Schuster, p. 57, we think
of the three muses of the older
mythology. (On the other hand,
two more titles are given in Diog.
12, which are certainly spurious;
of. Bernays’ Heracleit. 8 sq.) But
there is no doubt that the Moo
originate with Plato, 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 described
the contents of the work is quite
uncertain, as is proved, among
other evidence, by the double titles
of the Platonic dialogues. The
fragments we possess contain very
little that could be assigned to the
second section, and still lessthatis
appropriate to the third, if the for-
mer were really devoted to politics
and the latter to theology; and it
is the samething, as we shall find,
with the othertraditions concerning
the doctrine of Heracleitus (cf.
Susemihl, Jakrb. f. Philol. 1873,
H. 10, 11, p. 714 5q.). I believe it
to be impossible to recover the plan
of the work, with any certainty,

from the fragments in existence ;
and Schuster’s attempt at such a
reconstruction is founded on sup-
positions that are generally doubt-
ful, and in some cases, it appears
to me, more than doubtful. That
this was the sole work of Hera~
cleitus is unquestionable, not only
because of the indirect testimony of
Aristotle, Rhet. iil. 5, 1407 b, 16;
Diog. ix. 7; and Clemens, Strom.
i. 332 B, where mention is made
of a adrypappa in the singular, and
not of guypduuara, but becanse no
other work was either quoted or
commentated on by the ancients. In
Plutarch, Adv. Col. 14, 2 ‘HpaxAel-
Tov 8¢ TOv ZwpodoTpny, we should
read, with Diibner, ‘HpoaxAeidov
(vide Bernays, Bh. Mus. vii. 93 sq.),
an amendment ‘which of itself set-
tles Schleiermacher’s doubt as to
the genuineness of this writing, and
the trustworthiness of Plutarch’s
statements concerning Heracleitus
(l.e). David, Schol.in Arist. 19 b,
7; Hesych. Vir. Ill. “HpduA. ; Schol.
Bekker, in Plat. p. 364, mention
Heracleitus’s ovyypdunara; but
this is only a proof of their care-
lessness. The Heracleitean letters
cannot possibly be considered genu-
ine. Concerning a metrical version
of the Heracleitean doctrine, vide
infra,p.21,1. Whether Heracleitus
really deposited his work in the
temple of Artemis, as is stated in
Diog. ix. 6 and elsewhere, cannot
be ascertained ; if he did, it could
not be for the sake of secrecy, as
Tatian, C. Gr. c. 3, suggests. Nor
can we suppose that his well-known
obscurity (cf. Lucret. i. 639), which
procured for him the title of oxo-
Tewds among later writers (suchas
Pseudo-Arist., De Mundo, ec. 5,
396 b, 20; Clem. Sirom. v. 571,
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6 HERACLEITUS.

the ordinary mode of thought.

C), proceeded from discontent and
misanthropy (vide Theophrastus,
ap. Diog. 6, and Lue. Vit. Auct.
14); or from a wish to conceal his
opinions (vide Diog. 6; Cic. N. D.
i, 26, 74 ; iii. 14, 35 ; Divin. ii. 64,
183, &ec.). Against the latter view,
vide Schleiermacher, p. 8 sqq.;
Krische, Forschumgen, p. 59.
Schuster says in its favour (p. 54,
72 sq., 76 sqq.) that Heracleitns
had everyreason to conceal opinions
which might have brought upon
him an indiectment for atheism;
but on the other hand it is notice-
able that in his fragments those
judgments on religious usages and
political conditions, which would
have given the most violent offence,
are enunciated in the plainest and
boldest manner possible (vide énfra,
opinions of Heracleitus on ethies
and politics), while those propo-
sitions which are difficult to under-
stand, on account of the obscurity
of the language, are precisely those
which could in no way have en-
dangered the philosopher, however
clearly he might have expressed
them, Not one of the ancients
asserts that Heracleitus was pur-
posely obscure in his writings, in
order to avoid persecution. The
cause of his obscurity seems to
have lain partly in the difficulty of
philosophie expositions at that
epoch, and partly in his own pecu-
liar charaeter. He clothed his
profound intuitions in the most
pregnant, solemn, and for the most
purt, symbolical expressions possi-
ble, because these suited him best,
and seemed hest to correspond with
the weight of his thoughts; and
he was too sparing of words and
too little practised in the art of
composition to escape the am-

Look where he will,

biguity of syntactical arrangement,
which was noticed by Aristotle
(Rher. 11, 5, 1407 b, 14; cf. De-
metr. De Elocut. ¢. 192). He him-
self characterises hislanguage as a
language adapted to the subject,
when in Fr. 39, 38 (ap. Plut. Pyth.
Orac. c. 6,21, p. 397, 404 ; Clemens,
Strom. i. 804 C. and pseudo-Iambl.
De Myster. iii. 8, refer to the first
of these fragments, and not to some
different utterance, and pseudo-
Tambl. De Myster. iii. 15 to the
second), according to the most pro-
bable acceptation of these frag-
ments (which Lucian, /. c., confirms),
ke compares his discourses to the
earnest and unadorned words of an
inspired sybil, the oracular sayings
of the Delphic god. This oracular
tone of the Heraclitean utterances
may be connected with the censure
of Aristotle (Fth. N.vii, 4,1146 b,
29 ; M. Mor. 1i. 6, 1201 b, 5j, who
says he had as much confidence in
his opinions as others had in their
knowledge. When results, merely,
without demonstration are to be
set forth in a statuesque style, the
distinetion bétween the several gra-
dations of certainty can neither be
felt nor represented. The counfi-
dence with which Heracleitus sta-
ted his convictions is seen, among
other examples, in the expression
(Fr. 187; Olympiod. in Gorg. 87
vide Jahn's Jakrb, Suppl. xiv. 267 ;
cf. Diog. ix. 16): Aéyw Tobro Kal
wapl Meprepbyy dv. Vide also infra,
where ‘ the one on whom he relies
more than on thousands,’ is pri-
marily himself. A remark attri-
buted to Socrates on the difficulty
of Heracleitus’s exposition is given
in Diog. ii. 22; ix. 11 sq. In Diog.
ix. 15 sq., mention is also made of
some ancient commentators of He-
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HIS

nowhere can our philosopher find true knowledge.! ~

WORK. 7

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

racleitus’s work. Brandis (Gr.
Réom. Phil. . 1564), with good rea-
son, on aceount of other passages,
Diog. vi. 19, and ix. 6, doubts
whether the Antisthenes here al-
1nded to is the Socratic philosopher
(vide Schleiermacher, p. 5), and
Lassalle makes the unfortunate
suggestion, i. 8, that in Eus. Pr. Ev.
xv. 18, 6, Antisthenes the Socratic
is not colled ‘HpawAewTikds, but
‘HpaxAelretds, Tis Gvip 1O ¢ppbrnua;
cf. part IL a, 261. 4. In my quo-
tation of the fragments, in the fol-
lowing pages, I use Schuster’s
enumeration, but at the same time
mention from whence the fragments
are taken.

! Frag. 13, ap. Stob. Floril. 3,
81: Subowy Adyous %rovsa obddels
apueveiTar (- éetar) & Tobro doTe
ywdokew, 1t copdy éoTi mdvTey
rexwpiopévoy,  After yryvdoxew
older editions have % ~&p feds )
6nploy ; this was repudiated by
Gaisford on the ground of the MSS.,
and was manifestly interpolated by
some commentator who referred
the copdy wdyTwy Kexwpiouévoy to
the seclusion of the wise, in mis-
taken allusion to Arist. Polé. i. 2,
1253 a, 29 ; cf. Lassalle, i. 844 sq.;
Schuster’s defence of the authen-
ticity of the words p. 44, does not
convince me. In the words 8t
dgopdy, ete., Lassalle refers copdv
to thedivine wisdom, and therefore
explains them thus: ‘That the

absolute is exempt from all sensible
existence, that 1t 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 eémeobar 74 fuvep, as
Schuster (p. 42) believes, for fvvoy
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 &wdv. In order to
decide with certainty as to the
sense of the words, we should know
the connection in which they stand.

2 Fr. 3, 4, ap. Arist. Rket. iil.
5, 1407 b, 16; Sext. Mathk. vii
132 (who both say that this was
the beginning of Heracleitus’s
work); Clem. Strom. v. 602 D;
Hippol. Refut. ix. 9: 700 Adyov
Tobd éoyros al.: Tob Byros or
Tov déovros; the latter, which is
the usual reading in our Aristote-
lian text, is inadmissible, if only
for the reason that in that case the
del cannot be connected 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 Toide Jvros, and Hera-
cleitus must have written: ro3d’
édvros or Tobde dyr. alel ddveror
Yivovrar #vfpwmor kol wpbober i
arovoal Kal GrelooyTes TO TpdTOY*
ywopévwy yip wdpTwY KATA TOV
Adyov Tévde émeipoioiv (so Bern.
Mull. Schust. read) éolkas: mweipd-
uevor éméwy Kkai Epywr ToWVTwY
brolwy &yl dupyetpar ratd ¢low
diaupéwy EraoTov kal Ppalwr Jrws
Exec: Tobs B¢ HAAovus dvfpémous
Aavfdver bxboa éyepBévres mowotot
(-éovor) Grwomep oOxdoa  efdovres
émAavbdroyrar. In this much dis-
puted fragment I think, with Heinze,
l. ¢. 10, and elsewhere, that &el is
to be connected with édvros; the
Adyes, in my opinion, refers indeed
primarily to the discourse, but also
to the contents of the discourse,
the truth expressed in it; a confu-
sion and identification of different
1deas, united and apparently in-
cluded in one word, which should
least of all surprise usin Heraclei-
tus. He says: ¢ This discourse (the
theory of the world laid down in
his work) is not recognised by men,
although it ever exists (i.. that
which always exists, contains the
eternal order of things, the eternal
truth), for although all happens ac-
cording to it (and thus its truth is
confirmed by all facts universally)
men behave as if they had never had
any experience of it, when words or
things present themselves to them,
as I here represent them’ (when
the views here brought forward are
shown them by instruetion or by
their own perceptions). Schuster,
18 sq., refers the Adyos to the
¢ revelation which nature offers us
in audible speech.’ But even if
we are to understand by 'ywo,u.euwu
wdvTwy, ete., and the Epywr TowotTwy,
ete., that all corresponds with the
Aé'yos of which Heracleitug is
speaking, the Adyos is not described

HERACLEITUS.

as the disecourse of nature; and
nature is not only not mertioned
as the discoursing subject, but is not
named at all. In order to ascribe
this signification to the Advyos, we
must suppose that rotde refers to
a previous definition of the Adyos
as Adyos s plrews. That there
was any such previous definition,
is improbable, as this passage stood
at the commencement of Hera-
cleitus’'s work; and even if its
first words (as Hippolytus states)
ran thus: Tob 3¢ Adyov Toide, we
need not refer the 8 to anything
besides the title of the writing (in
which Adyos wepi ¢pvoios may have
occurred); we need not suppose
with Schuster, p. 13 sqq., that a
long introduction, and one, as it
seems to me, so little in harmony
with the tone of the rest, preceded
what Heracleitus had said, aceord-
ing to Aristotle, &v 77 Gpx7 Tob
ouyypdpuaros, according to Sextus
évapxbuevos T@y wepl Ppioews. If
50, however, the twice repeated 6de,
as in the commencement of Hero-
dotus’s history, ean only refer to
the Heracleitean work itself. Cf.
also Fr. 2, Clem: Strom. ii. 362
A2 ob yap ppovéovst TotavTa moANOL
brdoor \for which perhaps we should
read: éudaoss ef. ofs e’ynvpoum ap.
M. Aur. iv. 46) éyrvpoedovoy, oddé
uafévres ywdokovot Eavroior B¢
doxéovor.  Fr. 1, Hippol. 4. c.:
éqwdrnrTar of &wlpwmor wpds THY
Yooy TEY avepdy, ete. M. Aurel.
iv. 46 : bel 70D “‘HparAeiTeiov wepvy-
bas 81 yiis Odvatos Ydwp yevéoou,
ete., ,ue‘u.vno‘em 3¢ Kkal 1'017 ¢ émihow-
Gauo,uevou 71 68ds Hyer” kal §Ti ¢
udAioTo dimrexds duholor Adye,”

T¢ TG OAa SiotkedvTi, © TobTY Biagé-
povras, Kol ofs kad Huépoy éyrupotot,
TauTe abTols Eéva ¢aiverar” kal ti
“ob Jei domep rabeddovras moiely
wal Aéyerr” . . |, kal &7t od det
“ waidas Toxéwy ” [sc. Adyous Aéyew
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for them does not exist.!

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

incapable of hearing and speaking,® their best course

would be to conceal their ignorance.®
they are, they abide by the sayings of the poets and

or something of the kind], Tod7’
Eori kard YOy kabdTi Tapeiripauer.
The words marked as a quotation
I agree with Bernays, RhA. Mus.
vii. 107, in regarding as cited from
Heracleitus, but manifestly only
from memory, and therefore mnot
altogether literally. The words in
Hippoer. . dier. 1. 5 (if taken from
Heracleitus) must belong to the
same connection: kal T& uév wpho-
aovat obk oldacty, & [l. ofdag:, T4]
3¢ ob mphooover Boxéovow eibéva,
wal 78 uty Gpdow ol ywdorovoty,
AN’ Buws abTolor wdyra ylverar 87
gvdyrny Belny kol & BodAovrar kal &
3 BolAorrar.

1 In this sense, ag blaming the
ordinary mode of conception, I un-
derstand, at any rate conjecturally,
the fragmentary words in Theo-
phrast. Metaph. 314 (Fr. 12, 15,
Wimm.): &orep oapf (for which
Wimmer conjectures owpds, and
Bernays ap. Schuster, p. 390, odpoy,
off-scourings ; odpos, which signifies
the same, 1s still neaver) eixi xexv-
puévwy 6 kdAAeTOS, Onoiy “Hpdret-
Tos, kbouos. Schuster supposes this
to be Heracleitus’s own opinion ;
but neither of the two explanations
he proposes, is satisfactory to me.

2 This at least may be the
meaningof Fr. 837 ; Clem. Strom. v.
591 A : amioriy yip Sadpuyydve py
ywdokesbar. The preceding words
in Clemens I do not believe to be
from Heracleitus, partly because

Irrational as

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

3 Fr.5; Theod. Cur. Gr. Aff.
70, p. 13; Clem. Strom. v. 604
A ativero: droboavres rwpols éoi-
kaor GdTis abroior paprupéer (the
proverb witnesses concerning them)
TapedyTas dmwetval.

4 Fp. 28; Arist. Eth. N. x, 5,
1176 a, 6: ‘HpdxAerrds ¢mow, dvov
abpuar’ v Exégfor uaAAow §) xpuody.
Fr. 86; Plut. 4n Sent s, ger. resp.
c. 7,p. 787 : wdves yap xal Babovow
by b pudy yivdokwot kaf ‘Hpdrreroy.
I give to these and similar sayings,
which have only reached us in frag-
ments, the signification which
seems to me the most probable,
without absolutely vouching forit,

5 Fp. 32; Clem. Str. ii. 369 D:
dxovoal obx émioTduevor obd eimely.

8 Fr. 31; ap. Stob. Floril. 3,
82: wpimrew duabiny kpéooov (4 és
T8 pécor épew) ; this addition
seems later. Plutarch differs some-
what in his interpretation, as we
find inseveral places ; of. Schleierm.
p. 11; Mull. 315 ; Schuster, 71.

www.holybooks.com



10 HERACLEITUS.

the opinions of the multitade without considering that
the good are always few in number; that the majority
live out their lives like the beasts, only the best among
mortals preferring one thing, namely undying glory, to
all besides ; ' and that one great man is worth more than
thousands of evil persons.? Even those who have earned
the fame of superior wisdom in most cases fare very
little better at the hands of Heracleitus. He sees in them
far more diversity of knowledge than real intelligence.
On Hesiod and Archilochus, on Pythagoras, Xenophanes
and Hecatzus, but above all, on Homer, he passed the
severest judgments;? a few only of the so-called seven
wise men are treated by him with more respect.* How-

v Fr, 71, as this is restored by
Bernays, Heracl. 82 sq.; cf. Schus-
ter, 68 sq. (in preference to Las-
salle, 1. 303): from Procl. in
Aleih.p. 255 ; Creuz. iii. 115, Cous.;
Clem. Strom. v. 576 A: is ’yap
adTdv | se. Téy woAA@Y ] vdos %) ppfy ;
duwy  GoiSolot EmorTar kal dida-
ordAg (L -Awv) xpéovTar duite, ok
€iddTes 87Tt woAAol kakol GAlyor 8¢
&yabol. alpéovrar ydp &v &vria mwdv-
Twy of dpioTor kAéos dévaoy OynTav,
of 8¢ mwoAhol kexdpnyrar Jrwomep
xrhvea. The remainder is an ex-
planatory addition of Olemens. In
my interpretation of the last pro-
position, I differ from Bernays,
Lassalle (ii. 436 sq.) and Schuster,
who make 6vyrdy dependent on
xAéos. Bernays sees in the juxta-
position of the words, kAéos aévaor
OvyTdv, an ironical allusion to the
worthlessness of that which even
the best desire. Lassalle finds in
them the thought that fame is the
realised infinity of finite man.

2 Fp. 30, according to Bernays,
loc. cit. p. 85 ; ap. Theodor. Prodr.

(Laz. Miscel. p. 20); of Symma-
chus, Epist. ix. 115; Diog. ix. 16
6 els ubpior wop’ Hpalc)\eww éow
#pioros 7. Olympiodor. in Gorg.
p. 87 (Jahn's Jakrb. Supp]ememb
xiv. 267) gives: efs éuol awvri
woANGy. Similarly, Seneca, Ep. 7,
10, represents Democritus as say-
ing: Unus mihi pro populo est et
populus pro uno, and it 1s possible
that Demoeritus, in whom we shail
find other echoes of Heracleitus,
may have taken this saying from
him.

# Cf. on this point Fr. 22 sq.
(sup. vol.i. p. 836,5; 510,4); Fr.
25 (infra, p. 16, 1); Fr.134; Diog.
ix. 1: 7év 0 “Ounpor Epackey &fiov
ek 1By dydywy (Which we must pri-
mamly refer to the drydoves ,u.owrmoz)
eKBa)\)\eo'qu ral pamifecfar wal *Ap-
xinoxoy bpolws. Fr. 76 (vide inf.
p. 32, 1). Heracleitus censures
Homer, because he would do away
with strife.

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

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

to them.

The truth is that there is nothing fixed and

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

by Aleeus, ap. Diog. 1.
hardly be our philosopher.

! Plato, Theet. 160 D: kard

. ‘HpdsAetroy . . . oloy peduara
wwelobou To wdvra,  Ibid. 152 D
(¢nf. p. 18, 2); Crat. 401 D: kaf’
‘Hpdicherroy b fryotvTo Td Svta lévar
76 wivra kol pévew oddév. Ibid.
402 A : Aéyer mov “HpdrA. Brimdyra
xwpel kal odd&y péver, kal woTauod
pont amewcdlwy T8 Bvra Aéyer is Bls
és Tdv abTov moramdy obk by éuBalns.
Ibid. 412 D : 7b wav elvou év mopela,
Td . . . WOAY adTOU . . . TowuTéy
7t elvar, olov 0ddéy UAAo 3 xwpely.
Soph. 242 Csqq. ; vide énf. p. 33, 1;
Arist. Metaph. iv. 5, 1010 a, 13
(vide next note). J&id. 1,6, sub
init.: Tals ‘HparAerrelots 86fais, &s
amdyTov T@v aigOnTdv del pedvrwy
kol émeThuns wepl abrdy odk ofigys.
14id. xiii. 4, 1078 b, 14 : Tols “Hpa-
xhewTelots Abyois &s mhvrwy TEY
alofnTdv det febvrov. De An. 1.2,
405 a, 28 (after the quotation,
538, 2, 3): év kuwfioa & ey T4
dyra waxelvos geto kal of woA-
Aol. Top, 1. 11, 104 b, 21: &rt
wdrra Kweitu kol ‘HpdxAerrov.
Phys. viii. 8, 253 b, 9 (infre, p.
15,1); De Celo, 1ii. 1, 298 D, 99
(inf. p. 21, 1). Also later writers,
as Alex. in Top. p. 48; Schol. in

76, can

Arist. 259 b, 9; in Metaph. iv. 8,
p. 298, 10 Bon.; Pseundo-Alex. in
Metapk, xiil. 4, 9, p. 717, 14, 765,
12 Bon.; Ammon. De Inferpr. 9;
Schol. in Ar. 98 a, 37; Diog. ix.
8; Luecian, V. Auct. 14; Sext.
Pyrrk. iit. 115; Plut. Piae. i. 23,
6; Stob. Fel. i. 396, 318. The
same theory is presupposed by
Epicharmus, vide supre, vol. 1.
529 sq.

2 Plato, Crat. 402 A, vide pre-
vious note; Plut. de Ei ap, D. ec.
i8: moTaud yap obr EoTiv éuBiva
8is 7@ adTg kad ‘HpdrAaroy, obdeé
Bunriis obolas dis Gacdar kard Etw,
AN SEbrnTe kol Tdxer peTafoAds
“ gridymor kal mdAw cvvdyer” | . .
“mpboege ral drewot.” 1 consider
that these words are from Hera-
cleitus, and Schleiermacher is also
of that opinion, vide p. 30. The
words in the sixth Heraclitean let-
ter (as Bernays rightly observes,
p. 55): [0 Beos) ““ quvdyer T& orid-
vdueva” point ta this. Onthe other
hand, the words, odd¢ . . . xard
€Lw, appear to me to be an explana-
tory addition of Plutarch. Hera-
cleitus can scarcely have spoken of
Ovnrh odola; and we can hardly help
seeing in ket €4y (which Schus-
ter, p. 91, finds a difficulty) the
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merely that all individual existences are fleeting, but
that any continuance in the state of a thing is a delu~
sion, as we are distinctly assured by Heracleitus himself,
as well as by all our other authorities from Plato and

Aristotle onwards.?

Aristotelian Stoic form of expres-
sion. The same expression is used
by Plut. de s. Num. Vind. c. 15, end
p. 859; Qu. Nat. 2, 3, p.912;
Simpl. Phys. 17 a, m, 308 b;
Plus. Qu. Nat. adds, &repa op
émippel ¥8ara; more fully Clean-
thes, ap. Eus. Pr. Ev. xvi. 20, 1:
“HpdkA. . . . ANéywr ofrws moTameloL
volgw abTolow éuBaivovew érepa ral
Erepa Udara émippel (the rest cannot
be regarded as Heracleitean). In
Heracleitus, 4lleg. Hom. c. 24, p.
51, Mehl. we find: moraunels Tots
adrols éubaivopéy Te kal ovk éuPal-
voper, eluéy e kai ok eluer, which
may be explained thus: ‘We only
seem to descend into the same
river, identical with itself; in
trath, we do mnot descend into the
same, for during our descent it is
changing ; and so we ourselves are
and are not, because we also are
eonstantly changing’ (Schuster’s
interpretation, p. 88— we arein it,
and at the same time no longer in
it,’ is less satisfactory to me). The
words, however, likewise admit of
another interpretation: ‘In truth
we do not go down into the same
river, and we are not the same
(after eluer we may supply of
adrol from the preceding context)
as before.” Arist. Metaph. iv. 5,
1010 a, 12, is in favour of this
interpretation: (KpardAos) ‘Hpa-
nAelty éweriua eimbyry, 811 Bls 7§
abTg woraud ovx Egrw éuBivar
abrds yap @ero 0Pd maf; for if
Heracleitus had also said this,
there was no reason for the censure.

Nothing remains what it is, every-

So does Seneca, Ep. 58, 23: Hoe
est, quod ait Heraclitus : “in idem
Humen bis descendimus et non de-
scendimus.”  The latter passage
might be quoted in favour of
Schleiermacher’s conjecture, 1. ¢.
143, that in Heracleitus (dAlleg.
Hom.1.¢.) % 8ls ” should be inserted
after morauois Tols adrols; but it
seems to me more probable that the
“bis’ in Seneca is an explanatory
addition taken from the famous
proposition: ‘We cannot descend
twice into the same river” Schus-
ter's restoration of the text of He-
racleitus from the above quotaticns
(p- 86 sqq.) is not at all clear to
me. All the expressions here cited
need not necessarily be taken from
one and the same place.

! Schuster, p. 201 sq., has been at
much pains to prove that Heraclei-
tus, in the sentences quoted above,
merely intended to express the
thought ¢ that nothing in the world
escapes the final destruction.” 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 doc-
trine (as he believes, vide p. 86),
is to be found in the words wdvra
xwpel kal oddev péver, Crat. 402 A
{vide the last note but one). It is
not altegether clear from this pas-
sage whether these were actually
the words of Heracleitus : it is also
very improbable that, if they were,
he should not often have recurred
to his original view; and in that

www.holybooks.com



FLUX OF ALL THINGS,

13

thing passes into its opposite, all comes out of all ; all
is all. The day is sometimes longer, sometimes shorter ;

case we might conjecture that he
would not always have employed
one and the same formula. Why
the expression adduced by Schuster
ghould be more authentic than the
others that have been handed
down to us; why the wdvra peiv
which is mentioned by Aristotle
three times (De Ceelo, iii. 1, Metaph.
1, 6, and De An. 1. 2, vide, infra,
p. 22, 4); or the corresponding
passage, olov peduata riveighar 74
wdyvra, which is guoted in Plato as
asaying of Heracleitus, Zhewt. 160
D, should not equally reproduce
his own words; why he should
have said wdvra xwper, and not
(according to Crat. 401 D) iévat
70 wdvra kel pévew obddtv, it 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 labitur et labetur in
omne velubilis @vwm, would have
been a very inappropriate illustra-
tion of the proposition that all
things in time come to an end;
but it is perfectly just in regard to
the constant change of things.
This is clearly marked by Hera-
cleitus as the point of 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, quite immaterial. But
even if the explanations of Hera-
cleitus had been less equivocal
than they are, the opinion of the
writers who were acquainted with
his works, not as we know them,
in small fragments, but in their
whole connection, would be decisive.

Theése writers are unanimously
agreed that he denied any perma-
nent state of things. Schuster says
(p. 207 sq.) that Plato was the
first to ascribe this meaning to
mdvra ywpei—that Aristotle fol-
lowed his example, but betrayed
in Phys. viii. 8, that he had not
himself found a definite explanation
of the words in Heracleitus’s work.
For my part, I can charge neither
Plato nor Aristotle, nor even Plu-
tarch, nor Alexander, who were
equally in possession of this much
read book, with 80 careless and
superficial an account; and I do not
see what can justify us, even irre-
spectively of Heracleitus’s own
assertions, in opposing their wnani-
mous declarations with a theory
which cannot bring forward a
single witness in its defence. For
even Phys. viil. 3 proves nothing.
Aristotle here says, 2563 b, 9: ¢act
Tiwes kweloBar ToY BvTwy ob Ta uiy
70, 8 ob, GAAL wdvTa Kal del, GAAG
Aavbdvewy Thy fuerépar alobnow.
s obs kalmwep od Swopilorras molay
klvgow Aéyovow, 1) mdoas, ob xahe-
aoy arevriica. He therefore ex-
pressly attributes to Heracleitus
(with whom this passage is prima-
rily concerned) the assertion that
all things are involved in perpetual
change. He fails, however, to find
in Heracleitus a distinet explana-~
tion as to the kind of change that
is here meant; and he goes on to
show in regard to all kinds of
change,—increase and diminution,
transformation ard change of place
(cf. Part 11, 290, 3rd ed.), that they
cannot go on uninterruptedly. But
what follows from this? What is
there to show that Aristotle's ac-
count of the matter may not have
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and so is the night; heat and moisture alternate ; the
sun is at one period nearer to us and at another farther

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

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

S PRil. 1xvii. 245 sq. ; Teichmiiller,

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

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

hoth coincide.?

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

' This is in the passage of the
Pseudo-Hippoerates, . dwdrys, i.
4 sqq., which Bernays, Heracl. 10
$9q., 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 some disciple of
Heracleitus may have been made
use of (further details, p. 570,
third edition). I takefrom it what
seems to me, at any rate, according
to the sense, to belong to Heraclei-
tus ; where words are wanting in
our text, this is indicated ; &xe: 8¢
&de* yevéolou kal Gmoréobar TwuTd,
Evppryfivar kol Siaxpfivar Twurd,
This latter word, however, is cer-
tainly not Heracleitean in this ac-
ceptation; the reduction of gene-
ration and decay to the combination
and separation of matter rather
betrays (as will be shown, /. ¢.) the
influence of Anaxagoras: €racrov

Day and night are the same ; that is,

wpds mdvra kal wdvra wpds EkacTov
Twvrd . . . xwpel 8¢ mdvra Kol Oy
kal dvfpdmva tvw kal kdTw GuetBd-
wevar nuépn kal edppdyn éml T -
kiorov Kkal éAdxiwoTor . . . wUpds
Epodos ral Udatos flAtos émi TO pa-

kpdratov kal BpaxlraTor . . . ¢dos
Znre  oxdros CAISp, Pdos 'Aldp

7 . . . ‘A
oibros imyi (vide infre) ¢ord

[wal petamivelror] ketva &8 kal
Tdde reélce whony &pyy. dampne-
cdueva wetvd Te T4 T@VdE, Ta 8¢
7 b 74 relvor. (Here come the
words kal T4 pév wpheoover, &c,
given supra, p. 7, 2, but which
do not apply here) ¢oredvror 5
exelvwr Gde TAVDE Te Keloe CuUMITYO-
pévoy mpbs BAANA G, THY mempwuévny
polpny Ekaoroy ekmAnpor wal émi Td
wéCoy ral éml TO uelov, Gfoph i
wagw en’ AAAFAwy, 7§ uélom &md
700 pelovos xal TG pelove &md 70D
wéCovos. adidverar kal Tb pélov &mwd
70D éndogovos . . . éoépmer 8 és
dvbpwmoy uépea upepéwr, Ao rwy

. 7o uev Apbdueva r& 8¢ Sdoovra
Kol 7O uév AauBdvovra wheloy morder,
Td 8¢ Jiddvra pelov. mwplovow &v-
Opwmor Edhoy, 6 pév Enner, 5 B¢ @béer,
{Aristophanes uses the same figure,
Wasps, 694) 70 & adrd Tobr0 moi-
éovor (similarly ec. 16) welor 8¢
motéovres wAeloy woréovot (in making
the wood smaller, they make it
wAeloy ; ie., they make more pieces
out of it) 7o & adrd xal ¢lous
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there is one essence which is now light,! now dark ;2
beneficial and destructive,® upper and under,* beginning’

avbpdmwy: so it 1s with the na-
ture of man; 7b uér (nominative)
&Béet, TO 3¢ Enrer, TO pey dMdwot, TO
3¢ AapBdver, kal 76 péy didwot, TG
Lot 8¢ AauBdver, kal 76 pév
3tdwat, TogobTy Aoy (and that to
which it gives, becomes more by so
much), 7ot 3¢ AauBdve, TogolTe
Hetoy,

! Frag. 25, Hippol. Refus. ix.
10: Huépa yop, ¢pnol (sc. “HpdkA.),
kal vl sy v, ANéywy 53¢ mws'
8:ddoraros 8¢ mAeloTwy ‘Halodos
TovTor émloravTor wAElsTO €idévat,
8oris Tuépny wal edpdvmy cik éyi-
vaokey, EaTL yap Ev.

2 8o Zg7i ey is to be understood.
Schuster, p. 67, explains it thus:
¢ Day and night are the same ; that
is to say, a division of time’—a pro-
position, the profundity of which,
1n my opinion, would better suit
the Platonic Dionysodorus or some
Sophist of the same stamp, than
Heracleitus. What Heracleitus
meant by the unity of day and
night is clear from Fp. 67 (infre,
p- 17, 8). His censure of Hesiod
refers to Theog. 124, where ‘Huépa
is represented as the daughter of
Nog, If he also censured Hesiod
for believing in lucky and unlucky
days. whereas one day is like ano-
ther (Plut. Cam. 19; Sen. Ep. 12,
7), it must have beenin some other
passage, for there is no allusion to
it here.

3 Fr. 83; Hippol. . c. : 8dAacod
¢mow, dwp kabapdTaToy Kal piapd-
Taroy (which, however, according
to Teichmiiller’s just observation,
N, Stud. 1. 29, is not to be trans-
lated ‘troubled’ or ‘dirty,’as Schus-
ter has it, p. 249 ; it means impure,
and primarily refers to the bad taste
and undrinkableness of sea-water) :

ix80or pév wérywoy kal cwripiov,
bvbpdmwois 3¢ Hmorov wal 6Aéfpiov.
Here comes in the example of the
physicians (Fr. 81) who véuvovres
walovres wdyry Bavavifovtes Kaxds
Tobs dppwoTobrTas Emarmi@yTar umdey
atoy wobdy AauBdrew wapd TEY
dppwoTobvTev Tabra épyalduevo. T
dryafd kol Tds voboovs, émauTi@vrai,
&e., may be thus explained : ¢ They
complain that they receive nothing
corresponding to the reward they
deserve—nothing worthy of them,
as areward ; they accordingly con-
sider the evils they inflict on men
as something very valuable—as
dryafd” We get the same result
if, in accordance with the Gottin-
gen edition of Hippolytus and
Schuster, p. 246, we substitute
w8y for wiebdéy. Bérnays (Rhein.
Mus. ix. 244; Heraclit. Br. 141)
proposes émarréoyrar undiv &lioe
wobady AauBdvewr, &e., ‘they ask,
little as they deserve a reward, pay-
ment from the sick.” Tn this case
it is not Heracleitus himself who
coneludes from the conduct of the
physicians that good and evil are
1dentical ; but Hippolytus draws
this conclusion, in taking the ironi-
cal aya6e of Heracleitus as earnest.
That he may be allowed. the full
credit of this I will not dispute.
The addition which Schuster, p.
247, is disposed to make to the
fragment, from Ep. Heracl. vi. 54,
does not seem to me to have origi-
nated with Heracleitus.

+ Fr. 82; Hippol. ix. 10: yra-
el pyoly, 63ds edfelo kal arorid . . .
plo éotl, pnol, kal adrh kal 7O drw
wal TO kdTw & éoTiral TdadTd. (The
upper, e.g. in the revolution of the
heavens and the transition of the
elements one into another, becomes
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and end.! Mortal and immortal 2 are the same. Sickness
and health, hunger and satiety, labour and refreshment
are alike ; the Deity is day and night, summer and
winter, war and peace, plenty and want ; all is one, all
becomes all.> From the living comes death, and from
the dead life, from the young old age, and from the old
youth ; from the waking, sleep, and from the sleeping,
wakefulness. The stream of generation and destruc-
tion never stands still; the clay out of which things
are made is for ever being moulded into new forms.*

under, and vice vers4 ; upper and 108, Schuster, p. 174, &e.: Tadrd
lower are consequently the same = &u; the latter alteration seems
essence. Meantimeit is aquestion to me to Jose the sense of the
whether the words kal 70 #»w . . . passage; and in both I am dis-
7d avrd belong to Heracleitus, or satisfied with the 7e; I should
merely contain an inference drawn therefore prefer ‘“radrd 167) (@v
by the author from * 63ds dww’ &e.) kal Tebrnrds kal Td Eypnyopds kal 7d
68bs Bvew xdrar pin kal dvrh. We wkabeddov, kal véoy kal ynpatby T43e
shall have more to say on this sub- Y& uetameodyra ércivd éome kdneiva
ject further on. wdAw perareddpra Tabra. s yop

U Fr, 58 ; Porphyr. in Schol. éx 7ob abrobwniod Sdvaral Tis wAdT-
Ven. in Il xiv. 200: fwwbv dpxh Tov (Pa ovyxely kal wdAw wAdr-
kol mépas el wixAou wepipepelas Tew kol cuyxelv kal ToUTo v wap’

kare ‘HpdrAeitov. &y mowely ddAelmTos offtw Kkal 7
. , - A e

2 Cf, Fr. 60, infra, chapter on ¢dois &k 1iis adrijs UAns wdAar pv

N - g

Her. Anthrop. _ Tobs wpoydrous Hudy dvésxer, elta

8 fr. 84; ap. Stob. Floril. iii, ouvvexes abrols &yévrmoe Tods wa-
84 : poboos dyelny emolnoev HY kal  7épus, elrauds, elr’ EANovs én’ dAA-
Gryabby, Aeuds wpov, kduaros évd- oisdvakvkAoer, kal 6 vis yevéoews
wavorw. Fr. 67; Hippol. Refut. morauds obros &ubenexids péwy oif-
ix. 10 : 6 Beds fuépn edppdvy, xeudy ToTe oThTeTOL, Kal whAw éE évav-
0épos, wéreos eipfivn, wbpos Nuds. Tias adrg & 7iis @plopas efre’Axépwy
Philo. Leg. Alleg. 1. 62 A: ‘Hpa- elre Kwnvrds wahoduevos omd mév
kevrelov dbkys éraipos, kbpor kal womyrdv. 7 wpdTn oy airla %
xonopoaivmy (cf. infra, chapter on Jelfaca fuiv Td Tob HAiov ¢ds, 7
Her. Cosm. last page) wal &v 16 waw  abry kal Tdv (opepby Hyer Gonw.
ral wdyTa duoBy elodywy. I agree with Bernays (/. ¢.) as

1 Fr. 59 ; Plut. cons. ad. Apoll. to. the probability of Plutarch’s
10, p. 106: wére ydp év Huiv abrois having taken, not merely the words
odk EoTiv & Odvaros; kai § ¢now Tadtd . . . ynpady from Hera-
‘Hpdrrewros, Tabrd 7 & (Schleier- cleitus, but the whole drift of the
macher, p. 80, conjectures: Tadrd passage; and that the image espe-
7 &ri; Bernays, Rh. Mus. vil. cially of the clay and its moulding

YOL. 1L ]
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HERACLEITUS.

of life! is founded on this

constant motion, which alone counstitutes the existence
of things ; nothing ¢s this or that, but becomes what-
ever it is, in the movement of the life of nature; things
are not to be conceived as permanent, and finished once
for all ; they are continually being reproduced 2 in the

—in all probability also that which
is said of the stream of Becoming
and decay, of light and Hades—is
chiefly borrowed from the same
source. Astothe meaning of those
words, Plutarch says: ¢ Heracleitus
declares the living to be identical
with the dead, the waking with the
sleeping, &e., because both pass
into one another (for as the living
becomes dead when it dies, so the
dead becomes living when the
living feeds upon it; as the young
becomes old through the lapse of
years, so the old becomes young by
the propagation of the species),
and it eacnot be urged that this
was too trivial for the profound
philosopher (Lassalle, 1. 160); for
in the first place the thought that
in a certain sense the dead again
becomes the living, and the old,
young, was sufficiently remote from
the ordinary presentation, and
secondly, the inference would be
in any case peculiar to Heracleitus,
that consequently the living and
the dead are one and the same,
In themselves, however, the words
might likewise signify: the living
is at the same time dead, and vice
versi, because the living only arose
from the destruction of a previous
existence ; and the dead is undergo-
jng the transition to that existence ;
waking is sleeping, and sleeping
waking ; because in waking all the
powers are not in full activity, and
in sleep they are not all at rest;

youth is age, because it only arises
from that which has long been in
existence ; and age is youth, be-
cause it only consists in comstant
renewal ; and even the more ab-
stract expressions that lifeis at the
same time death, &e., allow of jus-
tification (ef. Plut. De Ei, ap. D
c. 18, p. 392). The unity of death
and life is referred to in Fr, 139
(Etymol. Magn. v. Blos; Eustath.
in 1. p. 31,6): 7§ olv Plw roua
ptv Blos Epyov 8¢ Bavaros,

! Hence the statements in Plac.
1. 23: ‘Hp. fpepiar kal ordow éx
Tdy BAwy dmjper ¥oTi yap TobTo TEY
verpdr. Jambl. ap. Stob. i. 906:
70 wév Tois adrols émuéye nduatoy
elvau b B perafdarew pépew dvd-
mavoww., Numen. ap. Porph, dnir.
DNymph. c. 10 80er kol HpdrAerros
(-ov) Yuxiow, ¢dvar Tépluy, uy
Odvarov, brypfiot yevésbour, that is to
say, the fiery seeks to be trans-
formed into the moist (vide infra,
chapter on Her. dnthrop.)

* Plato Theact. 152 D : éydr épd
kol pdA’ od padroy Adyoyr bs Hpo &v
uey adrd kad adrd 00déy doTv, 00T
&y 71 wpooeimois Gpids oBd’ Swotovoiy
Ti, AN édv bs péya wpooayopedys,
kol ouikpby paveltar, kai édv Papd,
kovpoy, Evpmavrd Te olTws, ds unde-
vbs Bvros évbs pfiTe Tivds e bmoto-
voiy ér 8& Y Popis Te kal kiwhoews
kal xpdoews mpls ¥AAnAa ylyvetar
wdvra & 8 pauer elvar obk dpbds
wpogaryopebovTes: ErTL i yop ovdé-
wor obdep, ael 8¢ Ylyverar. 156

www .holybooks.com



FLUX OF ALL THINGS.

19

flux of phenomena by means of active forces; they
merely mark the points where the opposing streams of

natural life cross each other.!

Heracleitus therefore

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

draws his pebbles this way and that.®

While, there~

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

B: adrdpty xad adrd undév elvar . . .
év 8¢ 7§ mpds EANMAa Suinle wdvTa
YyiyveoOar kol wavrola &md THS Kiwh-
gews . . . ovd¢y elvar & adrd kol
adTd GAAG Tl del yiyveobau, Td ¥
elvau mavrax ey ékaperéoy. In the
first of these passages, this opinion
is generally ascribed to all the an-
cient philosophers, except Parme-
nides, and especially to Heracleitus.
Empedocles, and Protagoras; and
the 7wl is only applicable to Pro-
tagoras. However, it has already
been proved, and we shall see, fur-
ther on, that the words quoted
correctly represent the doctrine of
Heracleitus.

! Further details hereafter.

2 Fr. 85; Theophr. De Vertig.
9, p. 138; Wimm.: el 3¢ uy (this
is no doubt correct; Bernays,
Heracl. 7, reads: i &), kafdmwep
‘HpdrAeiTds oo, kol 6 wukedr dilo-
ToTar ud), kwobpevos (thus Wimmer
reads, following Usener and Bern. ;
the older editions leave out ud,
which, however, in spite of Las-
salle, i. 75, is decidedly required
by the context. Cf. Lucian, Vit
Auet. 14 : Eumedoy 008y, GBANL Kws
és kuke@va wdyta gvveiéovra, kol
éomi TwuTd Téplns &repdin, yvdais
dyvwoln, uéya ppdy, dvew kdTw mept-
xwpéovra kol dueiBbueva &y T Tob

aiévos waudij. The anecdoteinPlut.
Garrulit. ¢.17,p. 611, can scarcely
have any connection with this doe-
trine. The xvxedv of Heracleitus
is mentioned by Chrysippus, ap:
Philodem. Nat. De, Col. vii.; ac-
cording to Petersen’s emendation,
to which, however, Sauppe prefers
another and simpler version. Epi-
curus, ap. Diog. x. 8, calls Hera-
cleitus a kvknths.

3 Procl. in Tim. 101 F: &Arot
8¢ ral TOv Snpiovpydy €y T@ Koo OV~
yeiy naiew elphract, kafdrep ‘Hpd-
wrerros, Clem. Paedag. i. 90 C:
Towbrny Twe walley mwadidw Tdy
éavrod Ala ‘Hpdiheitos Aéyer.  Fr,
49 ; Hippol. Refut. ix.9: aldy mals
éori wal(wy, werTelwy: wadds %
Baoungin. Lue. L e.: 7l yép 6 aldy
éori; mals wallwr, mweocaebwy, dia-
¢epduevos (or better, as Bernays
reads): ovvdiagep. = év 73 dia-
¢épeabar  ovugepdueves. Bernays
(Rhein, Mus. vii. 108 sqq.) illus-
trates these passages excellently
from Homer, II. xv. 360 sqq.;
Philo. Incor. M. 950 B (600 M.) ;
Plut. De Ei. e. 21, p. 398, where,
however, the game of draughts is
not specially mentioned. There is
probably an allusion to the wals
meooebwy in the werrevrds, Plato,
Laws, x. 903 D.
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Being that he may maintain in full force the law of
Becoming ; while Parmenides declares that the notion
of change and of movement is merely a delusion of the
senses, Heracleitus asserts the same of the notion of
permanent Being ; while Parmenides regards the ordi-
nary mode of thought as erroneous in principle hecause
it assumes generation and destruction, Heracleitus comes
to a similar conclusion precisely for the opposite reason.

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

1 Arist. De Coelo, iii. 1, 298 b,
99: of 8¢ T4 uév HAA wdvTa ylves-
Qal Té paot kai pely, elvar 8¢ maytws
0b8t, &v 8¢ T wbvov tmouévew, &
0% Tabra wdvra perasynuoriferfas
wepurer Smep olrart BobAerbar Aé-
yew Aot Te moANol kal ‘HpdirAec-
Tos 6 *E¢péoos. Metaph. 1. 3, 384
a, 7: “Inmagos 8¢ wip & Meramor-
rives kal ‘HpdrAeiros 6 "E¢égios
(apxv Ti8éaot). Ibid. iii. 4, 1001
a, 15: E&repor 3¢ wip of & aépa pacly
elvas 7 v Toiro Kol Tb by, & of Té
Srra elval Te kal yeyovévai. Pseu-

do-Alex. on Metaph. xii. 1, p. 643,
18 Bon.: 6 pér ydp ‘HpdrAetros
odolay kal Gpxlv érifeto TO wip.
Diog. ix. 8: wip elvar oTorxelon.
Clemens, Cokort. 43 A: 16 wip @s
apxéyovor céBovres. The same is
said in the verse, ap. Stob. Ecl. i.
282 (cf. Plut. Plac. i. 3, 25) éx
wupds yap wdvra kel els wip wdvTa
TeAevrd, which, however, in this
form is evidently spurious, and an
imitation of the well-known verse
of Xenophanes (sup. vol. i. p. 567,
4), which, Lhowever, as is proved
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fire to be the first element, the principle or primitive

matter of all things.!

¢ This world,’ he says, ¢ the same

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

by Simpl. Phys. 111 b, contains
much that is truly Heracleitean.
For, after Simplicius has given
as the doctrine of Heracleitus,
éc wupds Wemepaduévov wdvTa elvar
kal eis ToiTo mdvTa &vaAlesda,
he afterwards says: ‘HpdxAeiros
“els wop” Aéyay “ral ic mupds T
wdyra.” As these words are made
into a hexameter in Stobzeus, and
as we elsewhere (ap. Proc. in Tim.
36 C; Plut. Plac. 11, 21; Qu. Plat.
viii. 4, 9, p. 1007 ; ef. also the
wupbs auoBiy, infra, p. 27, 1) meet
with fragments of verse bearing
Heracleitus’s name, we may sup-
pose that there was a version of
his doctrine, made in hexameters
to assist the memory, which pro-
bably emanated from the Stoies.
Schuster, p. 354, conjectures the
author of it to have been Scythi-
nus, who, according to Hieronymus,
ap. Diog. ix. 16, rendered the work
of Heracleitus into verse; and re-
fers to versified fragments in Stob.
i, 26.

! On this Teichmiiller remarks
(N. Stud. i. 118 sq., and simi-
larly, p. 185, 143 sq., although he
quotes my very words, from ‘ The
metaphysical proposition’): ¢Ae-
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 bad said the contrary
sufficiently clearly to have been
safe from such a misrepresentation
of my opinion, Even the ‘ meta-
physical’ proposition is obviously

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

never resting, rules in all.2

He thus indicates his

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

! Fr. 46 (Clemens Strom. v.
599 B. Plut. 4n. Pr. 5,2, p. 1014;
Simpl. De Crlo 132 b, 31, 19;
Schol. in Arist. 487 b, 46, 33):
kbopoy Tévde Tdy abrdv Gmdvrwy
ofite Tis Oedv obre avbpdmwy émol-
noer: AN Gy del kal forar, wip
aeflwor, amrdpevoy pérpa kal amo-
eBevviuevoy pérpa. To the latter
definition I shall presently recur.
The words rov abrdy wdyTwy about
which Schleiermacher (p. 91) is
uncertain, I consider genuine,-on
account of their very difficulty,
though they are wanting in Plu-
tarch and Simplicius ; the dndyrwy,
I refer, as masculine, to the gods
and men, so that the words would
indicate the reason why none of
these can have made the world;
namely, because they all, as parts
of the world, are contained in it.
Lassalle, ii. 56 sq., says: ‘the one
and same out of all things, that
which, springing from all, is in-
ternally identical;’ but the force
of this explanation is not clear.
That the world is the same for
all, Heracleitus remarks also ap.
Plut. De Superst. 3, vide inf. chap-~
ter on Her. Anthrop. We need not
enquire with Schuster (p. 128), who
supposed the world to have been
created by a man, nor need we, with
Teichmiiller, N. Stud. i. 86, answer
the question by a reference to the
Oriental apotheosis of princes (they
were not so foolish in Egypt or
Porsia as to regard a favourite
prince as the creator of the world).
¢No god and no man’ means, as
has already been observed, vol. i.,

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

? Fr, 68; Hippol. Refut.ix. 10:
T8 8¢ wdvra olakilet xepavrds. Hip-
poer. =, duut, 1, 10, end (vide infra,
p. 27, note). We meet with the
same world-ruling fire, also under
the name of Kkepavrds, in the hymn
of Cleanthes (Stob. E¢l. i.80), verse
7 sq. where that Stoic, who we find
from other indications especially
resembled Heracleitus, exalts Zeus
as ‘ He that holds in his hands the
del (dovrarepavvby (the wip del{wor):
& oV rarevfives kowdy Adyov, ds Sid
ndvTwy GoiTd.

3 Phys. 8 a: kal 8cor 8¢ &
evro TO grouxelov . . . kol TobTwy
&caotos eis TO SpacTipioy Gweibe ral
Ty mpds yéveow émrhdeov éxelvov,
Oalijs ut, ete.  ‘HpdiAerros 8¢ els
75 (woybvov kal Sqmiovpyikdy Tol
wupés. Ibid. 6 a, m: Tb (woydvor
kol Snuioupyikdy kol wewTkdy kal
3% wdyTwy Xwpoiy kai wdvTwr &A-
Aotwtucdy THs OepudrnTos Beacduevor
TobTy Eoxov THhy BbEav.

¢ De An. 1. 2, 405 a, 25: kal
‘Hpdraerros 8¢ Thw dpxhw elvai pnot
Yoy, rep Thy dvabuulaow, € Bs
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life of nature, and to make the restless alternation of
phenomena comprehensible. Fire is not to him an_
unvarying substance, out of which things derived
were compounded, but which in this union remains
qualitatively unchanged, like the elements of Empe-
docles or the primitive substances of Anaxagoras; it is
the essence which ceaselessly passes into all elements,
the universal nourishing matter which, in its eternal
circulation, nermeates all parts of the cosmos, assumes
in each a different constitution, produces individual
existences, and again resolves itself; and by its abso-
lute motion causes the restless beating of the pulse
of nature. By fire, the fire-flash or lightning,! Hera-
cleitus understood not merely visible fire, but heat in

TaANe guricTyow * kal GowuaTdTa-
7dv 7e (Torstrik has this, instead
of the 3% of the Vulgate ; I prefer
3¢, in accordance with Cod. SX 10),
wal péov del> T 88 Kivolpevor Kwov-
uéve ywdoxesfar, Further details
concerning this passage, infre, p.
26, 1, and Her. Anthrop., note 4.
Aristotle himself says in Heraclei-
tean language, Meteor, 1.3, 867 b,
32:7d Thv pebvrwy HddTwr kal TH
7iis @royds pebpa. De Vita et m.
e. 5, 470 a, 3: 70 8¢ whp del dia-
Tehel ywipevoy kal péov Gomep wo-
zauds. Similarly Theophr. Fr. §
(De Iyne), 3. '

! The xepavvds has already come
before us, p. 22, 2, in a connection
in which it can only signify fire as
the creative principle of the world,
and not merely lightning in the
special sense. wpyoTip, however,
has doubtless the same general
significance in Fr. 47; Clemens,
Strom. v. 599 C: mvpds 7pomal
wpdToy OdAacsa ardoons 3¢ 1O uéy

oy yH, T 3¢ Fmev wpyotip,
whether Heracleitus may have dis-
criminated wpne7hp according to
the most literal interpretation of
the word (as Stob. Eol, i. 594, as-
serts) from wepavrds, or considered
both alike as lightning. Lassalle,
ii, 75 sq. would distinguish mpn:
orhp from #dp by making wpnorhp

. the cosmical elementary fire, the

basis of all things, and at the same
time the visible fire; while he re-
gards wip as the visible fire only.
But this theory finds no support
in the passage just quoted—the
only place where Heracleitus names
wpneThp; nor in the fact that
mpyorhp (as Lassalle says) ‘was
already the designation in use
among the Orphies for the impure,
7.e. material, sensible, fire :” which
means that in an Orphic fragment
ap. Proc. in Tim. 137 C, therefore
in a poem centuries later than He-
racleitus, these words oceur: mpy-
aThp Guvdpod wupbs &vbos.
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general, the warm matter, or dry vapours, according to
the language of later writers;! and for this reason
he even substituted for fire the breath, the ruy7,? per-

haps also aether.?

! When Aristotle L ¢ (vide
previous note)says that;Heracleitus
sought the soul in the auaeu,u.mms,
eg 7s T@AAa a'vwa'-r'no'w it is pla1n
that this é&vabuuiasis cannot be
separated from the wfp which is
elsewhere declared to be Hera-
cleitus’s primitive matter. Schuster
thinks (p. 162) it is useless to en-
guire whether Aristotle meant the
same thing by the two words; to
me there seems no reason to doubt
so clear an expression. If, in one
place five, and in another the ava-
fuplagts is designated as the prin-
ciple from which Heracleitus
thought all things arose, we can
only suppose (unless we charge
Aristotle with the most obvious
contradiction) that one and the
same thing 1s intended by both
terms. Aristotle indeed says (cf.
p. 26, 1) exactly the same of the
avafuplagis that Plato says of the
all-permeating essence. Philoponus
(in k. I. e. 7), therefore, rightly
interprets Aristotle, when he says:
#op 8¢ [‘Hp. Eneyer] od Thy pAbya

. (s yap ApicroTénns ¢naly N GAGE
trepBord) éort wupds) - &ANG wip
Exeye Thw Enpov dvabvpiacw. ér
Tadrns ody elvar kal Ty Yuxdr. The
expression dwepBord wupds for flame
is not to be regarded as Heraclei-
tean ; the quotation only refers to
what Aristotle said in his own
name (Gen. et Corr.ii. 3,830 b, 25 ;
Meteor. i. 3, 340 b, 21); not to an
utterance of his concerning Hera-~
cleitus, Against Lassalle’s inter-
pretation of &vabuplacis (1. 147
sqq.; 1. 828 sqq.), ef. Part nw b,
23, 2nd ed.

But it would imply a misconception

2 Aristotle expressly says this
in the passage we have just been
discussing. Cf. also Fr. 89 ap.
Clem, Strom. vi. 624 D; Philo
Htern. Mundi, 958 C (cf. Procl.
in Tim. 86 ; Julian Orat. V.
165 D. Spanh.; Olympiodor. in
Gorg. Jahw's Jakrbb. Supplementb.
xiv. 367, 542): Yvxfio: Odvaros
#dwp (al. v'ypno't) 'yevs(réhu, BdaTe
3¢ Odraras yiv yevéebar éx vijs 82
Y8wp vyiveras, & Udaros 3¢ Yuxd.
Philo indeed explains yuxy as éip,
and Plutarch De Ei, 18, p. 392,
represents Heracleitus as saying
wupds Odvaros dépt yéveors kal &épos
Bdvatos Udati yéveais; that this is
incorrect is clear from our previous
quotations, and others which are
yet to come (chap. on Her. Cosm.).

# Aether is not named in any
of the fragments of Heracleitus;
but that the conception was not
unknown to him appears probable
from the predicate aifpios, which
he gives to Zeus (Fr. 86, vide n-
fra, p. 685, 8, 8rd ed.} from the
Platonic derivation of acther from
Gel Béw, Crat. 410 B, and still more
from the fact that Pseudo-Hippoer.
De Carn. 1. 425 K, declares that
feppdy appears to him to be the
same as what was called by the
ancients aether; the Stoies, too,
identified the wupper fire with
aether {vide Part 1. 124, 4; 129,
2; 2nded.). It is not, however,
quite certain, for the Stoics may
have arrived at their conception
through the Aristotelian doectrine,
and thetreatise . caprdyis (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.
larger import of the word,

accordance with this

In

Heracleitus says of his fire, that it is never destroyed,?

tions) much later than Aristotle,
The farther supposition (Lass. ii.
89 sq.) that aether was the highest
creative prineiple of Heracleitus,
and that he held three stages of
fire, in which it manifested itself
more or less purely, viz. aether,
wop, and wpnoThp, has no real
foundation, though its author has
taken much pains to prove it.
Lassalle thinks that this theory
alone can explain the assertion of
Aenesidemus, that air is the first
principle of Heracleitus; but I
have shown (Part . b, 23 sq,
2nd ed.) that we do not require it
for this purpose. He also urges
that in Ambrosius Hexaem. i. 6 T.,
1, 8 Maur., and also in Ps.-Censo-
rinus Fr. 1, 4, in the enumeration
of the elements, air (which can only
have come there by a confusion
with aether), and not fire, takes
the highest place, as if that enu-
meration were necessarily accord-
ing to a striet order, and as if
Censorinus had not immediately
after remarked : the Stoics place
aether above air; and below air,
water. He lays great stress on
the quotation, {. ¢. [mundus con-
stat] quattuor elementis, terra, aqua,
igne, agre. cuyus principalem solem
quidam putant, ut Cleanthes; out
cujus does not refer, as Lassalle
supposes, to aér, but to mundus;
for Cleanthes regarded the sun as
the #fyeporvucdv Tob rdoumov (vide
Part 1. a, 125, 1, 2nd ed.). He
relies on the Stoical diserimination
of aethereal and common fire, in
regard to which it is a guestion
‘whether it was borrowed from

Heracleitus, and which (even in
Heracl. dileg. Hom. c. 26) does not
absolutely coincide with the dis-
tinction said to have been made by
our philosopher between aether and
fire. He thinks that the apathy of
aether (ps.-Censorinus, /. ¢.) which
contradicts the Stoie doctrine, must
have been taken from Heracleitus,
whereas it is far more likely that
its source is Aristotle’s Physics
(vide Part 1. b, 331, 2nd ed.) from
which we must also derive the
conceptions of Ocellus, 2, 23, and
the spurious fragments of Philolaus
(Lassalle, however, considers them
authentic), which were discussed
vol. 1. 899, 1; ef. L c. p. 358.

1 Ap. Sext. Math. x. 233; ix
360 ; cf. Tertull, De 4n.e. 9, 14;
Part . b, 23 sq.

2 Fr. 66, Clem. Paeala,g ii. 196
C: 70 uh dlwvoy wds & 7is Adbor;
that the subject of 8%vov ig nlp or
¢ids we see from the addition of
Clemens : Afoerar ptv ydp Yows
70 alobntdy Pds Tis, T 8¢ voyTdv
adtvaror éerTw. Schleiermacher’'s
emendations (p. 93 sq.) seem to
me unnecessary. Heracleitus may
very well have said—‘ No one can
hide himself from the divine fire,
even when the all-seeing Helios
has set.” The 7is is also defended
by Lassalle, ii. 28 (who pertinently
reminds us of Cornut. &, Deor. 11,
p. 85); Schuster, p. 184; and
Teichmiller, N. Stud. i. 184.
Schuster, however, refers it to
Helios, who obeys the laws which
are inherent in fire; but with this
I cannot agree.
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that it is not like sunlight connected with a particular
and therefore changing phenomenon, but is the univer-
sal essence, which is contained in all things as their
substance.! We must not, however, reduce it on that
account to a metaphysical abstraction, as Lassalle does.
When Heracleitus speaks of fire, he is not thinking
merely of ‘the idea of Becoming as such,’ ‘the unity
in process (processirende Einheit) of Being and non-
Being,” &c. ;% there is not a word to imply that he
means only the ¢ideal logical entity of fire,” and not the
definite substance perceived in the sensation of heat, or
that fire, as a principle, is absolute, immaterial, and

different from every kind of material fire.?

! Cf, Plato, Crat. 412 C sqq.,
who, in his playful etymology of
3ikaior, probably borrowed from
Heracleitus, proceeds quite in the
style of Heracleitus when he says,
doou 'yap 'n-yow'ral, 7 way elvar év
wopelg, Td ,ueu wa?\u adToi imoau-
Bdvover TowdTéY TL eluul, olov obder
a}\)\o A xwpetv, Bid Be 'rou'rov ravrbs
elval 7 Biekidy, 8 ob wdvra T&
yiyvdueva yiyveatar elvas 8¢ Tdxio-
Tov Tobro kal AewTéTarov. It must
be the subtlest in order to pene-
trate all thmgs, and also the
7axto"rou, BboTe xpna'ecu Honrep
éordoe Tols EANois (the same predi-
cates which Aristotle attributes to
the dvaBuutacts). This, the dlxaiow,
receives different explanations ; one
says: 6 utv ydp Tis pnot TodTo elvar
diatov, TOv fawov . . . another:
s’pw'rq?, el o0dey dlratoy oT,u.a.t elvar év
Tols avbpdmots éreldow 6 fwos diy
(perhaps a play on the words wj 39-
vov). Another understands by it
fire in the abstract: 6 8¢ odx ad >
wip ¢pnotv, GANG TO Bepudy 7o év
74 wupl évdéy, This seems to

His own

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

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

8 Ibid. ii. 18, 80. 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 process;’ from
which, however, even if the propo-
sition were more accurate than it is,
nothing would follow in regard to
Heracleitus's conception of fire.
He appeals to the above-mentioned

www.holybooks.com



THE PRIMITIVE FIRE.

27

utterances, on the contrary, as well as the statements of
ancient writers, leave no doubt that it was fire as a
definite substance in which he sought the principle and

essence of all things.

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

passages of the Cratylus; but the
Ocpudy év 7@ mupl évdy, even if it
really corresponds with Heraclei-
tus’s opinion, is not immaterial,
but only the same matter which
communicates its heating power to
fire; and if it be urged that some
explain 8lwaoy, like Anaxagoras,
from wobs, this explanation does
not relate to fire but to the dirouor,
and it is not derived from Heraclei~
tus but from Anaxagoras. Lassalle
further supports his view by refe-
Tence to two passages in Ps, Hip-
poer. . dwdr. i. 10, and De Carn.
1. 425 K. And the thoughts there
expressed have certainly a Hera-
cleitean stamp, for in the first pas-
sage, primarily in regard to man, it
is said of the fepudraTor kal ioxvpd-
raTov wip, Smwep wdvrwy éminparéerau
diémoy Gmavra kard ¢pbow, that wdy-
7o 8:& waytds KuBepyd ol Tdde ral
éxeiva, obdémore drpeuifor; and in
the second: doxéer 3¢ ot d karéo-
uer Bepudy dbdvardy Te elvar ral
voely wdvra kal 6pdv xal dxolew,
kol eldévar wdvra kol T4 HrTa Kol
76 péAdovra ¥oregba, What con-
clusion is to be drawn from this
against the identity of Heracleitus’s
fire with physical vital heat (the
wip Texvicdy of the Stoies) I do not
see. Diogenes (vide sup. 287, 7)
says precisely the same of air, as

these Heracleitean philosophers say
of 7ip or Bepudy. Lassalle, ii. 22,
thinks he has found the true doc-
trine of Heracleitus in Mare. Ca-
pella, vii. 738, although that writer
does not mention Heracleitus ; but
the materia informis and the four
elements in the passage might have
shown him that this is simply a
Stoie-Platonic exposition. In vol.
ii. 27, he also attempts to prove
the immateriality of the Heraclei-
tean primitive fire from Chaleid.
in Tim. c. 328, p. 423 M (fingamus
enim esse hunc ignem sing cerum €t
sine ullius materie permixtione ut
putat Heraclitus); here he has mis-
understood the words of this Neo-
Platonist (who is besides not a
very authentic source). An dgnis
sine materie permiztione is not an
jmmaterial fire (of which I never
remember to have -found a trace in
any of the ancient philosophers—
not even among the Neo-Plato-
nists), but a fire which is not adul-
terated by any admixturé of burn-
ing substances. The same may be
said of Lassalle’s statement (i. 360;
ii. 121) that Sext. Matk. x. 232,
asserts : ¢ Aceording to Heracleitus
the first principle wasnot a mate-
rial body.” I pass over some further
observations.

! Fr. 57 ; Plut. DeEi. e. 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 fondamental doc-
. trine of this philosopher concerning the flux of all
things. It is, therefore, decidedly untrue to assert, like’
some of our authorities, that, according to Heracleitus,’
things are formed by means of the union and separation
of substances,! if this is intended in the sense given to
‘such expressions by Empedocles, Anaxagoras, and De-
mocritus. But such language is also inaccurate and mis-

leading if we understand by it, as some have done,? that

p. 388: mupds T avraueiBeoba
wdrTa, ¢pyoiv 6 ‘HpdikAerros, xal wip
imdprwy, Howep xpvood xphuara kal
xpnudTwy xpvoés. Heracl. Alleg.
Homer. ¢, 43, p. 92, therefore says:
TUpds yap BN, Kard TV PuoLkOY
‘HpduAeiToy, duotff 70 wirta yive-
Tae. Similarly Simpl. Phys. 6 a,
and Diog. ix. 8; wvpds &uoiBhy 7o
wdvTa, also Eus., Pr. Fv. xiv. 8,6
&uoBiy yap (wupds) elvar T4 mdvra.

! Aristotle is not among these ;
he says indeed in Metaph. i. 8, 988
b, 84: 77 uév yap by déieie oo~
xewdéoraroy elvar wdvrwv éE ob
yiyvovrar cvyrpicer wpdTov, ToL0T-
Toy 8% TO purpouepéoTaTor kal Aem-
TéTarov dv €l TV cwudtwy, but he
_only here brings forward what may
from his own standpoint be urged
for the theory that fire is the pri-
mitive element; he does mnot say
that Heracleitus himself proved it
in this way. On the other band,
Hermias, Irris. c. 6, expounds the
doctrine of Ieracleitus (rather

confusedly) thus: épxd 7év Srwy
Td wip* ddo B¢ abrod wdbn, Gpwdbrys
kol wukpdTys, § pev mwolodoa, 7 8
wdoxovoa, 1 uty ovykplvovaa, 7 d&
Biakpivovea, and Simpl. Phys. 310
a, says of Heracleitus and other
physicists: 8 wukvdoews ral po-
véoews Tas yevéoes kal @fopis
dmodiddaot, olyrkpiois & Tis % mwh-
kvwals éore kai Sidrpiots 7 pdvwais.
The same origin of things from
fire is presupposed by Luecret. i.
645 sqq., in combating the Hera-
cleitean doctrine, but we cannot
infer anything from this as to the
doetrine itself. In the Plac. i. 183,
and Stob. i. 350, the theory of
atoms is aseribed to Heracleitus ;
apparently, if we may judge from
Stobseus, through a confusion with
Heracleides.

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

pavéryre (Anaximenes and Dioge-
nes) kal TE pdAAoy kal ATTOV
{Plato). It would, however,follow
not that Heracleitus regarded the
derived as arising from rarefaction
and condensation, but only from
the development of opposites from
the primitive matter; and this is
quite correct. Only the later
writers ascribe to him rarefaction
and condensation. Thus in Diog.
ix. § sq.: wupds &uotBhy T& mdvTa,
dpaidoes  kal Tukvdoe ywluera

. wukwobpevoy yap TO wip éLvy-
palvesla ovrigrduerdy Te ylvesbau
Fdwp, Tnyvipuevoy 3¢ T Ydwp els yijy
Tpémweabar, ete. Plut. Plac. i. 3,
25 (Stob. i. 304): ‘HpdrAertos . . .
apxhy Tév SAwv Tb TUp . TolTov
8¢ . karaoBevvuuévov koopomoieioar
70 wdvTa, TpdTov wiv ydp TO Ta-
xuucpéoraTory abrot els aiTd au-
oreAAduevoy iy ylvesbai, Emetra
avaxarwuévny Ty yiy Swd To¥ TUPdS
¢iae Gdwp amorTeAeiodar, dvalbuuid-

1 s /.

evoy 8¢ dépa yiveoar. Simpl. Phys.
6 a; Heracleitus and Hippasus
éx mupds wowdoL T& vTa TURVdOE
Kal pavdoet,

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

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

' duorBh (vide supra, p. 27, 1),
Tpomt) (Fr. 47, supra, 23, 1), cBév-
vughar and dmresbar (supra, p. 22,
1; cf. Plut. Plac. i. 3; supra, 28,
2) ¢én and dvaros (p. 24, 2).

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

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

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

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

sites midway between which it stands.?

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

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

Or, as this is ex-

ther sweet nor bitter, Heracleitus
that it is sweet and bitter at once.

2 Cf. Diog. ix. 7 8. wdvra Te
'ywso‘eat kaf elpapuérmy kai 81a 'rm
évavriorponis  fpubofar TE yra

. yiveabai Te wdvra Kot évay-
Tidryra.  Stob. Fel. i. 58 : ‘dex?\
7o WEPLOBLKbV wip &idiow, et,u.ap,ueuny
3¢ Adyov éx 'rns évavriodpoulas dnui-
ovpydy 7@v byrwr.  Philo. Qu. rer.
div. k. 510 B (503 M), after illus-
trating the proposition, #dv6 dou
& kbouw oxeddy évavria elvar wé-
¢ukev, by many examples: &
Yap TS €€ dudoty TV évavtiwy, of
Tunbévros yrdpua T8 dvavria, o
TovT s’a’rw, 8 ¢aa'w"EhhnI/es Tov
uéyay ral a0[3L[.LOV 7rap abrols ‘Hpd-
HAetToy Kerpa)\ouov THs avTob 7rpu-
zrrmmp.evov <pz?\aa'omas auxeu/ &s
edpéoer wawfs. Ihid. Qu. in Gen.
iii. 5, and p. 178, after a similar
explanation : kinc Heraclitus libros
conseripsit de natura, @ theologo
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ressed by Heracleitus: All arises from division ; strife
is the father and lord of all things, the law and order of
the world ;! the unlike is joined together,” high and deep

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

! Fr. 75; Hippol. Refut. ix.
9: wéreuos wdvTwy pév waThp éoTi
mdvrwy 8¢ PBoaotheds, kal Tobs piv
Bcovs Eeke ToYs 3¢ dwbpdmwous, Tods
ey SodAous émalnae Tovs 8¢ éneufé-
pouvs, Philodem. . EdoeBelas Col.
7. Chrysippus said, Zeus and the
wdAepos are the same, as Hera-
cleitus also taught, vide supra, p.
17, 2; Plut. De Is. c. 48, p. 870:
‘HpdiAeitos uéy Ydp &yrucpus wohe-
pov dvopd(er marépo kal Basinéa kol
ktpoy wdvrev. Procl. in Tim,
54 A: ‘Hp. ... &neye mwiheuos
wathp wdvrwy. Fr. 77: Orig. c.
Cels. vi. 42 €k 8& xph Tov worepov
édvra Fuvdv kol Alkny épelv, Kal
ywlueva mdvra ket Epw kal Xped-
peva, where Schleiermacher’s read-
ings, eidévar for el 8¢ and ¥pw for
épelv, are less bold than he himself
supposes. I am not more certain
than he is about beginning with
xpedueva, for Lassalle’s interpre-
tation (i. 115 sq.), ‘bestir them-
selves,” cannot be proved to be
Greek ; Brandis ocw(épeva does
not seem to me like Heracleitus.
Schuster’s conjecture, p. 199, ap-
pears preferable, Karaxpedueva,
‘applying themselves to.” Aristotle
(vide next note) confirms the
words yivdueva, &c. Hence the
censure of Homer, ap. Eudem, Eth.
vii. 1, 1235 a, 25 : «al ‘HpdxAeiros
émmipd T4 worioavte *és ¥pis ¥

7€ fedy kal dvlpdmwy dmdroire.” ob
i by elvou dpuoviav uy Svros dtéos
kal Bapéos, 00d¢ Ta (Fa Evev hAeos
wal Uppevos évavriwv ¥vrwy. The
same 1s related by Plutareh, I, e.
(on which cf. Schuster, p. 197 sq.) :
Chaleid. i Tim. c. 295; Schol.
Venet. z. Il. xviii. 107 ; Simpl. in
Categ. Schol. in Ar. 88 b, 30, who,
in making good this censure, oly-
oeobas ydp ¢t wdvra, perhaps has
taken some words from Heraclei-
tus’s book. This doetrine of wdAe-
uos is also referred to in Plut. De
Sol. Awim. 7, 4, p. 964 ; but it is
a mistake to represent the philoso-
pher as blaming Nature, because
she is wdAepos.

2 Arist. Eth. N. viii, 2, 1155 b,
4: wal ‘HpduAeiros 70 dwrikouw
ouupépoy ral B Tdv diagpepbvrwy
kaAAieTny Gppoviay kol wdvra kot
& vyiveoba. The érrizowr is to
be understood, in the spirit of the
figurative language of Heracleitus,
in the most literal sense, of two
pieces of weod, which are cut in an
opposite direction, in order to be
added to-one another, or propped
against each other: the ouugpépor
also, primarily denotes that which
reciprocally, or jJointly, bears
another. However, it would be
quite in the maunner of Heracleitus
if here again he included, under
the same idea, the different con-
ceptions designated by one word ;
and, therefore, meant by the ovugpé-
pov, the compatible, and by the
arrifovy, the hostile. But I can-
not, like Schuster, p. 227, limit
their meaning to this. Cf. on this
passage, Hippocr. . Siur, 1, 648 K.
oikodduor éx  Biapbpen adudopor
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must unite, in order that a concord, male and female,

a new life, may be produced.!

What separates, unites

with itself 2: the structure of the world rests upon

opposite tension, like that

épyafovTau, ete, and Alexander,
Aphrod. ap. David Schol. in Arist.
81 b, 83, who explains the nature
of the Grrwcelpeva in the AaBdoeds
EOAa Grwe petd avTiféceds Twos
odCel BAANAG. ‘

! Arist. in the two passages
Jjust quoted. The pseudo-Hippoer.
shows more at length, = Siarr. i
18, that every harmony consists of
bigh and low tones: & wAcioTa
dudpopa  udhora Lvudéper kal T4
endxioTa Sidpopa frioTa tupdépel,
ete. (Cf. the xaAAlory dpupovia in
the last note) He continues:
pdyetpor B orevdovoly dvfpdmoit
Siapdpwy ouupdpwy, Tavrodams Euy-
kplvovTes, ék TAy adTEY ob TR adTa,
Bpacw kal wow dvfpdmwwy, ete.,
which sounds somewhat like Hera-~
cleitus. The comparison, too, of
the opposites in the world with the
opposition of sounds in speech,
which is made by Hippoer. 1. 23 ;
Arist. De Mundo, ¢. 5, 396 b, 7
sqq.; Plat. Lrang. An. e. 15, p.
474 (the last in immediate connec-
tion with the example of high and
‘low tones), may have previously
been made by Heracleitus. That
he proved his doetrine of opposites
by numerous examples, we are told
by Philo (supra, p. 31, 2), and so
out of the many that are to be
found in Hippoer. 1. ¢. e. 15 sqq.;
Pseudo-Arist. I. ¢.; Philo, Qu. Rer.
Div. Her. 509 D sqq. ; Hosch ; and
others, here and there one may
have been derived from Heracleitus.

2 Fr. 80, Hippol. Ref. ix. 9: o
tuvlaot Bkws Biagpepbuevor Ewurd
Suohoyéer makivrpomos Gpuovin dxw-

VOL. IL

of the bow and the lyre;?

omep Tdtov kal Adpns. Plato, Sopk.
242 C sqq. Some make Being a
plurality, others, after the Eleatic
manner, a Unity. ’Iddes 8¢ ral
Sucehical Tives DoTepor Movoas
(Heracleitus  and  Empedocles)
tuvvevolraoy, 6Tt cvprhérey aopa-
AéoTepoy Gupdrepa kal Adyerr, bs
75 by moANd Te kol &y éoTw ¥xfpa
3¢ xal ¢pirlg ovvéxerar. Siapepdue-
voy wyhp &el Evupépera, dacly af
cuyTovdTepar TRV Movodw, af 8¢
uaraxdrepar TS ptv del Tabd ofrws
Exew exdraoav, év uéper B¢ ToTE
uty & elval pact T wav kal pilor
o’ ’Appodirys, ToTé 3¢ WOAAY kal
wohéutoy abdTd adr@ & velkds T
Zbid. Symp. 187 Az md & vdp pnot
(‘HpdrA.) diagpepbuervoy abrd abr@
Fvupépeaar Gomep appoviay Tdkou Te
kal AMpas. 1 assume, with Schuster,
p. 230, that the most authentic
text is that of Hippolytus; only
in regard to waAlrTpowes vide the
following note. The divergences
in the Platonic quotations show
that neither & nor d» was the sub-
Jjeet to Buxpepduevor; nor, of course,
the xéouos, so often mentioned by
Plutarch. It seems to me better
to understand Siapepduevor itself as
subject ; they do not comprehend
how that which separates comes
together: it is a apuovia waliv-
Tpowos (or, the harmony. ie., the
world, is waAivrpowos).

3 Vide previous note. Plut. De
Is. ¢. 45, p. 369: waAlyroves yap
Gpuovln kéopov Skwomep Adpns kal
Tdtov raf ‘Hpdurerror. Similarly,
without mention of Heracleitus,
but otherwise word for word the

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

same, De Tranqu. An. c. 15, p.
473, while on the other hand we
read, De An. Procr. 27,2, p. 1026:
‘HpdrAetros 8¢ maAivrpomov G&puo-
viny kbopov Brxwomep Alpms kol
Téfov. Simpl. Phys. 11 a: bs
‘HpdiAettos 70 Gyaboy kal TO Kaidy
els Tad1dy Néywy ocuviévou Steny TéE0v
kol Abpas. Porphyry, dntr. Nymph.
c. 29: kal S TovTo Warlvroves 7
apuovla rai (al. ) Tofeber 8 évav-
tiwr. The text, however, is here
no doubt corrupt; Lassalle (i. 96
sq., 112) takes ‘shoot through’ as
synonymous with * penetrate’; but
this seems to me impnssible, and 1
can eredit neither Porphyry nor
Heracleitus with so monstrous an
image as a harmony shooting with
a bow. Schleiermacher, p. 70, con-
jectures instead of Toéve: Tétov,
¢l ; so that the meaning would be :
< And therefore Harmony is called
a “strained back” harmony and a
harmony of the bow because it is
brought about by contradictions.’
In this case we should have ex-
pected, instead of el &’ év, 37 8.
7. ¢ Perhaps some words have
been lost, and Porphyry may have
written k. 8. 7. waAlyTpomes
Gpuovia kéomov ds Adpas kal TdZov,
811 3. év, or, as Schuster more
simply proposes (page 231) 7
apuovin Adpes kol Téiov elmep &
é&v. The meaning of this expres-
sion has always been a difficulty,
even in ancient times. If, accord-
ing to the precedent of Plato’s
Eryximachus and of Plutarch, the
&puovin Abpns were understood of
the harmony of tones, there would
be no corresponding meaning for
the &pumovin réfov, and if the
apporin Téou were referred to the

stretching of the bow, there would
be a difficulty about the apuovin
Avpys; and the predicate maAilvrovos
or waAivrpowos would suit neither
interpretation. Bernays seems to
have been the first to discover the
right meaning (RA. Mus. vil, 94)
in explaining apuovie by the eom-
bination or form of the lyre 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. Rhet.
ii. 11, 1412 b, 85, the 7dfov is
called @dpuryZ #xopdos. Schuster
also, p. 232, takes this view, only,
instead of the Scythian, he under-
stands the ordinary bow, which
appears to me less appropriate It
is this form which is designated by
the predicate waAivTpomos (bent
backwards) or moAirroves, which I
prefer; rdéfov warivrovor seems a
bow of the form alluded to, as
Wex shows, Zeitschr. fiur Alter-
thumsw. 1839, 1161 sqq. It is,
therefore, a similar image to the
one spoken of, supra, p. 32, 2.
The conjecture which Gladisch
tries to support, Zestschr. fiir Alt.
1846, 961 sqq.; 1848, 217 sqq.,
that in the above passages Bapéos
instead of Adpns, and 8feos instead
of Td¢ov, is to be read (according to
Bast, Krit. Vers. iiber den Text d.
Plat. Gastmahls, 1794, p. 41 sq.),
besides being unnecessary, is very
daring in the face of so many
and such trustworthy testimonies.
Bergk's slighter alteration (Zbid.
1847, 35) “7dkov kal webpns™ can
also be dispensed with. Rettig,
Ind. Lectl. Bern. 1865, agrees with
the interpretation of Bernays, only
he thinks the comparison of Hera-
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one may come, as all come from one.!

In a word, the

whole world is ruled by the law of opposition.

cleitus has reference not to the
form, but to the force of the bow
and of the lyre. ‘As the two con-
flieting momentsof the extinguished
and re-kindled fire condition the
phenomenon, so the straining
apart of the arms of the bow and
lyre conditions the tension’ (p.
16). This conception also is com-
patible with the words, and eon-
tains a suitable sense. Lassalle,
i. 105 sqq., opposes DBernays,
but the ground on which he does
s0 appears to me not very impor-
tant, and two of the passages to
which he refers, Apul. De Mundo,
c. 21, and Tambl. ap. Stob. Floril.
81, 17, have nothing to do with
the question. The statement of
Porphyry (noticed above), even
were the text of it in order, could
equally prove nothing. Synes; De
Insomn. 183 A, compares the har-
mony of the world with that of the
lyre,and explains the latter by the
harmony of tones : which makes it
probable, indeed, that in his ex-
planation of Heracleitus's words
he is following Plato, but cannot
affect our judgment concerning
Heracleitus’s own opinion. Las-
salle himgelf understands our view
as ‘a harmony of the lyre witk the
bow’ (p. 111). e observes
(p. 113), ‘Der Bogen sei die Seite
des Hervorfliessens der Einzelheit
und somit der Uniterschiede ; die
Leyer die sich zur Einheit ordnende
Bewequng derselben. The bow is
the side whence flows forth singu-
larity, and therefore differences,
the lyre is the movement which re-
duces them to order: an allegory
of which, indeed, no Neo-Platonist
need be ashamed, but which the

D

most skilful commentator would
find it impossible to harmonise
with 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 waAivroves or marly-
Tpowos ; but where is the mention
of a harmony of the lyre with the
bow ; and what, on the other hand,
are we to understand by the anti-
type—a harmony of differences,
changing into its opposite ?

Y Fr. 98 ; Arist, De Mundo. c.
5, 396 b, 19 : owwdyeas odra [rai]
obxi 0dAa, cvupepduerov [kal] Sua-
Sepduevoy, auvddov [kall Bigov: kal
€ wdvToy &v kal éf évds wdvra. The
words kal é mdwtwy, &ec., which
Schleiermacher, p. 79, separates
from the first quotation, appear to
me to belong to it. The odAa iyl
odAa (the kal in each case was most
likely wanting in Heracleitus, al-
though they mayhave been found in
the text of the work on the world) is
thus explained by Hippoerates : .
duaut. ¢. 17 & olkodbuor éx Biaddpwr
obupopoy épydlovrar, T8 udv Inpa
bypalvovres T& 8¢ Sypa Empalvovres,
Te p&v Bra Swupéoyres T4 BE dippn-
uéva ovvrévres, Schuster, p. 285,
gives to obAos the signification,
woolly, compact, 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
context of the passage, . kéouov ;
cvugpepdpevor and Siagepduevor con-
tain no special allusion to archi-
tecture, and the éx mdvrwv &, &e.,
would also contradiet this inter-

2

4
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On account of these statements Heracleitus is cen-
sured by Aristotle and his commentators for denying the
law of contradictories.” Later writers on the other hand -
maintain that it is his merit to have first recognised
the unity of opposites, the identity of Being and non-
Being, and to have made it the foundation of his sys-
tem.? Whether this be regarded as a merit or a defect,
neither view of it is absolutely true. Heracleitus could
only be said to deny the law of contradictories if he
maintained that opposite qualities could belong to the
same subject, not merely at the same time, but in the

same respect. But this he

pretation, and would seem to show
that the expressions should betaken
in a wider sense; as in all the arts,
one arises, éc woAA®v, and vice
versd, but not éx wdvTar,

U Arist. Metaph. iv. 3, 1005 b,
23 : 4ddvaroy yip éyvTwoly TabTdv
SrorauBdvery elvar kel ul) elva,
knfdmep Tives ofovrar (vide vol. i
553, 1) Aéyew ‘Hpdrderrov. Ibid.
c. 4, init., where Heracleitus is not
indeed named, but is evidently in-
tended ; ébid. ¢. 7, end: ¥ore 3’ &
ptv ‘Hparhetrov Adyos, Aéywy mdvra
elvar kal ph elvar, dmavra &An0H
mowety. Similarly c. 8, init.; 6id.
xi. 5, 1062 a, 31: Taxéws & &v Tis
sal abrdv Ty ‘HpdeAerroy . . . fvd-
yracey Obpohoyely, undémore Tas
syricepévas  pdoes Svrardy elva
kate TRV abT@y GAnbebeciur viy &
eb guvels éaurod Ti woTe Aéyer, Tab~
v EAaBe Thy S6tav. Ibid. c. 6,
1083 b, 24; Top. viii. 5, 155 b,
80 : dyafdv kal kaxdy elvar TadTdY,
wafdmep ‘HpdrAerrds pnow. Phys.
i. 2,185 b, 19: &AA& phy € 16
Aoyw & 78 Bvra wdvta . .. TOY
‘HpaxAelrov Ayoy ovuBatver Aéyey

does not say. He observes,

abrols Tabrdy yop ¥orar Gyabd ral
rard elvar kal ud) ayabd kol dyadd,
Bare Tavtdy Errar &yabdv kal ok
Gryalbdy kal Bvbpwmos xal trwoes. The
commentators express themselves
similarly. Alex. ad Metaph. 1110
a, 6; 1012 a, 21, 29; 1062 a, 25,
36 b, 2, p. 265, 17; 294, 30; 295,
19; 296, 1,624 sq. Bon.; Themist.
Phys. 16, b (118 Sp.); Simpl.
Phys. 11 a, unt. 18, a, m ; cf. Las-
salle, 1. 80. Asklepius, Sckol. in
Arist. 662, a, 11 sq. attributes to
Heracleitus the proposition, éva
Spioudy elvar mdvTwy 1V mparypdTwy,
but he only said this cvuBorwds
or yvuraoTikds., Simplicius and
Aristotle, however (vol. i. p. 553,
1), cannot help confessing that an
inference is here ascribed 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, ¢. sqq. calls this
assertion only a consequence of
Heracleitus’s view.

2 Hegel, Gesch. d. Phil.i. 805 ;
Lassalle, i. 81 sq.
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indeed, that one and the same essence assumes the
most opposite forms, and that in everything,the opposite
conditions and qualities between which, as subject to
Becoming, it fluctuates, are united. But that it unites
them in one and the same respect, he does not say—for
the reason, no doubt, that such a conception (which as
far as we know was first expressly noticed by Plato and
Aristotle ') never occurred to him. Nor on the other
hand has he spoken of the unity of opposites, the unity of
Being and non-Being, in so general a manner, and the
general view does not follow so absolutely from the ex-
pressions he uses. To say that ¢ One and the same essence
is light and dark, day and night ; one and the same pro-
cess is generation and destruction,” is one thing ; to say
that ¢there is no difference between day and night, be-
tween Being and non-Being as such,’” is quite another ;
to maintain the unity of opposites in the concrete is
not identical with maistaining 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 his
proposition meant no more than this: ¢Each thing
displays very different qualities, either simultaneously,
if it be suddenly brought into connection with several
other things, or successively, if it be opposed to one,
and that a variable thing ;’ in the language of Her-

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

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

ing of conflicting principles sustains all as one.!

1 Fr, 67; Hlppol Refut. ix.
10: 6 Beds n,uep-r; ebppdyn, Xel[.l.wll
Gepos‘, wOAEuos etpnvn, fcépns /\L,u.os
aAAoobTon 8¢ Brwamep STav cuppey
Ovdpace dvoudlerar kal’ HBoriw
éxdorov. Bernays, Rh. Mus. ix.
245, in the second clause of this
fragment where the text is evi-
dently defective, would substitute
Blwua for Oudpac:; Schuster, p.
188 would introduce oivos before
Gudpact. To me it seems still
simpler to read 8rws &7p instead of
Srwowep (afp in the old orthogra-
phy is very like wep). In the con-
clusion xa@ %orhy is not to be
translated, as by Schuster and
others, ‘at pleasure;’ for (even

In

irrespectively of Schuster's inter-
pretation, ¢ each one makes a label
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 mixed with perfumes ) is
named according 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 myrrh, &e.)
The Stoics (ap. Stob. kel i. 66)
express themselves similarly of the
wyebua, which penetrates all things:
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separating itself from itself, it unites itself with itself; !
out of strife comes emstenee, 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 thle; 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.*

Tas d¢ wpoonyoplas peTalau-
Bdvov di& Tas ths UAns, 8 s
rexdpnie, maparidiers. Here we
have nothing to do with appella-
tions at pleasure. Teichmiiller,
N. Stud. i. 66 sq., thinks the dis-
puted sentence can be explained
without altering thetext, by making
the subject to ovpueyi and dvoua-
(eray, 0eds, by which is meant fire.
For my part I cannot conceive, even
from Heracleitus’s point of viéw, a
god who becomes mixed with per-
fumes. Kaf #5doviy Teichmiller
likewise translates ‘at pleasure.

i Plato, Sopk. 1. c., vide supra,
p- 33, 2; cf. 252 B, where the dif-
forence between Heracleitus and
Empedocles is said to be that Em-
pedocles represents these states of
unionand separationas alternating,
and Heracleitus recognises in the
separation itself a continual and
contemporaneous union.

2 Cf p. 35, L.

8 Schol. Ven.ad I iv.4: wé-
Aepor kal pdyar Nuity dewd doxel TG
3¢ 0eg oDB¢ TalrTa dewd ovrTeAel
yap Gmavra 6 Oeds wpds apuoviay
Ty (BAAwy 7 kol evidently only a
different reading) 6)\(»11 oucouo,u.wu
T rru,uzpepoum, dmep Kal ‘Hpax)\en-os
Aéyer, bs T4 pev Oed koAs wdvTa Kal
dlrate, vbpwmor 3¢ & piv Educa dmrei-

This is the

Aigpao:, & 8¢ dikaua.  Cf. Hippocr.
m. Swir. ¢, 11: mwdyra vép Buowa,
avduote €bvrar xal clupopa wdyra,
Sidgopa édvrar Bareydupeva ob dia-
Aeybueva, yrduny Exovra, &ypduova
(speaking and not speaking, ra-
tional and irrational, as the two
main divisions of the mdvra), dme-
vavrios & Tpdémos é&xdaoTwy, GuoAo-
yobuevos . . . . & pév ofy vbpwmor
Eecav, obdéxoTe KaTh TwUTY Fxet
oiire Gpfids obire piy opfds: bxdoa 8¢
Ocol E0coav aiel opbos Exer Kal T
dpfa ral T& uh bpbk TocoiTov Bia-
péper.  (So  Littré; preferably,
Bernays, Heracl. 22: &e kol Td
opfds ral T& pi bpbas. Tos. diag.)
Cf. the quotations from Aristotle
and Simplicius, p. 32; 33, 3.

4 Plut. An Proc; 27, 5, .
1026 &puovin 'yap apavis qmuep-ns
erf'r'rwv kol ‘Hpa.lc)\erroy, év 5§ Tas
diapopls wal Tas érepdrnTas 6 pey-
viwy Oeds Expupe kal waréducer.
The first” part of this fragment is
also in Hippol. ix. 9: 8m 8¢ . . .
apavis 6 adpatos . . . év rodrois
Aéyer  apuovie  aparvhs  pavepiis
kpelrTwr. émavel kol mpofavud e:
wpd ToD ywwokouévov TY EyvwoToy
abrod kal adpaToy Tis Suvduews. Ere
3¢ éoTwv bpards dvbpdmors . . . év
TobTots” Aéyer dowy Blis éuod ud-
Onais, Tabra éyd mporiéw, ¢nol,
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TouTéaTi TG GpaTd TEY GopdTwy . . .
(c. 10) ofirws ‘HpdrAeitas év Yop
polpa TifeTar kal Twd TY éudavi
Tols dpavéaw . . . & yop, pyoly,
apuovin Apavhs oavepiis kpeiTTwy:
xal* Bowy ... wpotéw, ol Ti
apavij wporiufoas. On the ground
of this last quotation it is conjec-
tured by Schuster (p. 24 ; in oppo-
sition to him, vide Teichmiiller, V.
St. 1. 164 sqq.) that the words of
Heracleitus ran thus: és 7f yap
dpuovin adavis paveplis kpelrTwv;
¢ Why should an invisible harmony
be better than a visible?’ But
acute as this conjecture is, it can-
not be substantiated by the text of
Hippolytus, if we consider this in
its whole context. As the words
apuovin, &e., are quoted,e. 9, with~
out €o7e, and.as these words cannot
be taken to mesn that the invisible
is better than the visible, Hippo-
lytus cannot (as I wrongly admitted
to be possible in the Jenaer L. T.
1875, Art. 83) have had the inter-
rogative és «i, but merely &7t in
bis text of Heracleitus. Nor are
we forced by the passage in c. 10
to the theory of another text ; for
he ‘does not here conclude, as we
should expect from Schuster's
reading, that the visible was pre-
ferred by Heracleitus to the in-
visible, but that both are made
equal : since at one time he calls
the apuovin aparys the better, and
at another he gives the preference
to the Jowr Byis, &e. That this
conclusion is false is quite clear,
but we axe not justified in disallow-
ing the employment of the passage
in e. 9, because of the ¢ want of
understanding® that it evinces.
However Hippolytus may have
misinterpreted the words of Hera-
cleitus, the use which he makes of
them shows how he read the pas-
sage, and refutes the theory accord-

HERACLEITUS.

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 Plutarch en-
tirely agrees with the first citation
of Hippolytus, and with the read-
ing of &r: in the second. I cannot
endorse Schuster's judgment that
the ‘obscure account’ in Plut. /. ¢.
can have no weight in opposition
to the “clear testimony’ of Hippo-
lytus. The only thing that seems
to me clear in Hippolytus is that in
his quotation in c. 9, he coincides -
with Plutarch. That which Schus-
ter calls Hippolytus's clear testi-
mony which refutes Plutarch, is,
in fact, only his own conjecture,
which is supported neither by the
MS. of Hippolytus, nor by the con-
nection of the passage. On the
other hand, Plutarch’s statement
concerning what he had read in
Heracleitus (and nothing else is in
question here) is mnot in the least
obscure ; it is perfectly evident that
he only found in Heracleitus the
assertion that the invisible har-
mony is better than the visible;
and not the question, * Why should
the invisible harmony be better
than the visible?’ Plutarch fur-
ther says of the apuovia Qavepl,
that God has hidden in it the d:a-
popal and érepdryres; these ex-
pressions certainly do not belong
to Heracleitus, nor does Plutarch
cite them as belonging to him.
But that some Heracleitean sen-
tence was floating in Plutarch’s
mind (probably some words in
connection with the double har-
mony)-—we see from Philo, Qu. in
Gen. 1v. 1, p. 287 Auch. : arbor est
secundwm Heraclitum natura nes-
tra, que se obducere atque abscondere
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divine law to which all things are subject,’ the &iky
whose decrees nothing in the world can transgress;?

amat. ¢Thetree’ does not, indeed,
belong, as Schuster thinks (Fr. 74,
p. 193, Nature loves to hide her-
self, like a tree ;” Teichmiiller fol-
lows him, V. Stud.i. 183), to the
citation from Heracleitus ; it refers
to the tree previously mentioned
by Philo, the oak of Mamre, Gen.
xviii, 1, which is allegorised in
this way ; and if it appears other-
wise in our Latin text, the two
translators, or one of them, must
be answerable for it. (The
Armenjan text, as I am informed
by Petermann, stands literally
thus: <The tree, according to
Heracleitus our nature, loves to
conceal and to hide itself.’) The
proposition which is supported by
Themistocles, Or. v. 69 b (¢piois 3¢
kaf ‘HpdkA. xovmresbour ¢piAel, simi-
larly in the second recension of Or.
v. or xii. 159 b), and by Philo, De
Prof. 476 C; Julian, Or. vii. 216
C (Strabo x. 3, 9, p. 467, does not
belong to this) that nature kpdm-
Teabor ral xoradbesfar pirel. The
words added by Themistocles (in
both places) xal mwpd Tis poews d
Tijs ptoews Snuiovpyds, are evidently
not taken from Heracleitus (Las-
salle i. 24, is inclined to think
they are; so is Schuster, 316, 1,
but the passages he adduces in
support of this view from the
writings of the Stoie and Neo-
Platonic period are not convineing
to me). From all this it is clear
that the visible harmony can
neither, with Schleiermacher (p.
71), be considered to mean the ele-
meats (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
apuovia ¢avepd, not (as Lassalle
says) as hidden, but, on the con-
trary, as that in which the apuovia
agarys conceals itself. The dneisi-
ble harmony must be the same as
nature, who hides herself: the
inner regularity of Being and Be-
coming ; and by the wisible har-
mony must be meant either the
external phenomenon of this re-
gularity, or musieal harmony in
particular ; so that the sense wonld
then be: ¢The inner harmony of
the world is more glorious than
any concord of tones.” Schuster
connects into one fragment the
words on the visible and invisible
harmony with those which Hippo-
lytus further guotes, Swovew us,
&e.; but the manner in which
Hippolytus mentions the two state-
ments does not Justify this; and
the sense of the words (as we have
explained it above) makes sush a
connection impossible.

U Fr. 128; Stob. Floril. iii.
84 : Tpépovrar yap mdvres of arfpd-
mwor vépor 5w évbs Tob Belov, kpa-
Téet yip TooobTOY Skdoov d0éAer Kkal
&apréer TaoL kal TEprylveTa,

2 Fr. 64; Plut. De Exil. 11, p.
604: fxios yip odx brepBfioerar
uérpa, prigly 6 ‘Hpdxewros' el B¢ ud,
’Epwries wv Alkns émirovpor éieupt
covew, Somewhat differing from

.this, ibid. De Is. 48, p. 870: Hixwoy

8¢ [sc. ‘Hpducherros onalv] uy bmep~
Bhoeobar Tods wposhrovras Bpovs: €l
3¢ uh, yAdrras wy dikns éruolpous
éevphoerv. Instead of “Epwwies
and the unintelligible ~yAdTTa
Bernays (Heracl. 15 ; Rh. Mus. ix.
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the dependence or necessity by which all things are
ruled.! The same universal order, conceived as efficient ?

259, 3) conjectures Adooar to have
been the word used by Heracleitus.
Lassalle, i. 351 sqq., defends yAd7-
Ta, and supports his reading by
Philostratus, 4poll. i. 25, 2, who
mentions four images of birds
(fvyyes), reminding us of divine
retribution, named from the fewy
yAdrrar of the Magi; and he
thinks that he has hereby proved
a0t only that the handmaidens of
Dike were called ¢ tongues’ among
the Persians, but that Heracleitus
wasg acquainted with the religious
doctrines and symbols of the Magi.
This is certainly a mistake; for
even if pictures of the wryneck
as symbolieal of *respice finem’
were used by the Persians and
called the tongues of the gods, it
would not follow that the Erinnyes
were called tongues of the gods or
simply yAdrra.. But even Ber-
nays’s suggestive eonjecture has to
be given up ; for Schuster, p. 184,
and  previously Hubmann (cf.
Schuster, p. 357), propose kAd&bas
for yAdrras (the spinners, the
Moirae, who, as goddesses of Death,
know How to find the sun when it
‘would overstep the measure of
their life). Cf. further concerning
Biwen, Orig. 2. Cels. vi. 42 (vide sup,
p. 32, 1), and what is quoted p. 26,
1, from Cratylas. Clemens, Strom.
iv. 478 B, Alkys dvoun odk &y fde-
oav, does not seem to belong here,

! Plut. Plac. 1. 27: ‘HpdrA.
Térre kel eluappuévny, Thy 8¢ adthy
dmdpxew kal dvdykny. So Theodo-
ret, Cur. Gr. Aff. vi. 13, p. 87;
Diog. ix. 7; Stob. 1. 58; supra;
Stob, i. 178 (Plac. i. 28): ‘Hpd-
kAT, obolay eipapuévys amedaive-
70 Adyor TOv Six ovolas ToU wavTds

Sujrovra, abry & éorl T wifépiov
gépa, owépua THs T TarTdS Yevé-
oews Kal mepiodov uérpoy TeTayuérns.
wdvra 8¢ xa® eiumpuévmy, Ty ¥
adriy bwdpxew dvdykny ypdperyodv:
Erri yap eipapuéyn wdyrws. Here
there is a break in the text which
is the more to be regretted, as
Heracleitus’ own words are about
to follow, whereas what goes before
has such a Stoical sound that it is
of little consequence to us whether
the words from ality to yevéoews
are (according to Schleiermacher’s
conjecture, p. 74) an interpolation
relating to odola, or not. If the
text, as I believe, is in its right
order, the meaning wounld be this:
he explained the efpnapuérn as the
Adyos, which permeates the matter
of the world (the aifépiov gdpa), as
the omrépua, &ec. Simpl. Phys. 6,
a: ‘HpdrAerros 8¢ mwowel kal (cf. as
to this reading, Schleiermacher, p.
76) Td&w Twd kal xpdvor Gpiauévoy
Tis Tot kbouov ueraBorfs xord Twa
elpapuérny avdykny. Cf ap. Ps.
Hippocr. . diair. 1. 4 sq. (vide sup.
p. 7. 2; 15, 1, the expressions) 82
avdyxny  Belyy, THy mempwuévny
wolpny, and Plut. 4n. Procr. 27, 2.
p- 1026 %y elpapuévmy of moAhol
kahoiigr . . . ‘HpdikAeitos 8¢ waiv-
Tpowov apupoviny xkdouov, ete., ibid.
De Hi,c. 9, p. 388. But here we
cannot be certain how much is
taken from Heracleitus.

2 Fr. 24: Diog. ix. 1: e
vap & O dopdy, enleracfar yrduny
fire ol éyrxvBepvioe wdvta (Neut.
plur.) 3 wdrrwr. Instead of the
senseless of éyxvB. Schlelermacher
conjectures, p. 109 {cf. Lassalle, i.
334 sq.), ofn kvBeprioe, Bernays,
Rh. Mus. ix. 252 sq., olaki{e,
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force, is called the world-rnling wisdom, the \oyos,!

Schuster, p. 66, ofy Te kuBeprijoer,
or ofm (ofp Te) KuBeprijoa, and
rvBeprdy is often found in a similar
connection, with Heracleitus and
others, as Schuster and Lassalle
prove. Fr. 14; Orig. e, Cels. vi.
12 : f0os vip dwbpdreoy uév obi
Exet yvduny, feiov 8¢ Exer.  Plut.
De Is. 76: 5 3¢ (Goa . . . ¢plois
#AAws Te Eomarey dmoppody Kol woi-
pav ék Tob ppovotvros, §mws kvPBepra-
Tar 7o, obumwav, xkab ‘HpdrAeitov,
Instead of #AAws Te, Schleierma-
cher, p. 118, here reads #ANofev ;
Bernays, Rhein. Mus. ix. 255:
&uugri. Only the expression 7d
ppovoty dmws kuBepraTas TO obuway
is to be considered Heracleitean (it
appears to me too well attested to
be affected by the observations of
Heinze, which will be discussed
infra, p. 45; n.); the édwoppoy and
wotpe: have quite a Stoic sound.

! On the Logos of Heracleitus,
ef. Heinze, Die Lekre vom Logos in
d. Gr. Phil. 9 sqq.; Schuster, p.
18 sqq. Teichmiiller, N. Siud. i.
167. That Heracleitus designated
the reason that works in the world,
among other names by that of the
Logos, cannot be actually proved
from Fr. 3 (sup. p. 7, 2), but the
truth to which the whole world
bears witness, approximates to the
conception of reason inherent in
the world. Fr.7; Sext. Math.vii.
183, is less doubtful: d:d &e7
&regbau T6 Evvi. Tob Adyou 8¢ édvros
Evvod (dovaw ol maAlol &s iblav Exoy-
Tes ¢pbvnaw (as if in their opinions
they had a private reason of their
own). By the Adyos rowds, in
opposition to the idla ¢ppdryos, can
only be meant Reason as the com-
mon prineciple; and this it is, so
far as it makes laws that are bind-
ing onthe whole world. Schuster’s

explanation of the Adyos as the
¢speech of the visible world,” is
founded ontwo presuppositions,viz.,
that Fr. 7 stood in immediate con-
nection with the third fragment
discussed p. 7, 2, and that in that
fragment Adyos meant the ¢ speech
of Nature” Of these suppositions,
the former cannot be proved, and
the latter, as above remarked, is
very unlikely. The rowds Adyos
must surely mean essentially the
same with Heracleitus as with his
successors, the Stoies (ef. Part 1.
a, 126, 2, second edition), When,
therefore, Sexrus, /. ¢. and viii. 8
explains the kowds Adyos by means
of 7& kowf pavduera, he is rightly
opposed by Lassalle, ii. 284, and
wrongly defended by Schuster, p.
23. Sextus himself, vii. 133, had
previously explained the Adycs as
the felos Adyos. Reason appears as
something objective, and different
from the thought of the individual,
since we find in Fr. 79, Hippol.
ix. 9: ok &uol, &GAAG 70D Adyov (so
Bernays, Rk Mus. ix. 255, and
afterwards generally for 8éyuaros)
aroboarras 6uoroyéelr goddy éoTiv,
& wdvra eldévau (cf. p. 45, n.); but
the interpretation ‘not listening to
me, but to the speech as such, the
contents of the speech, the reasons’
(ef. Schuster, 83, 228) is also ad-
migsible. On the other hand, in the
definitions guoted in the previous
note and at p. 31, 2, from Stobeeus,
of the eluapuérn, the Adyos is no
doubt taken from the Stoic termi-
nology ; ap. Clem. Strom. v. 599 C,
the 8oy Adyos kal Beds is not
found, as Lassalle thinks (ii. 60),
in the eitation from Heracleitus,
but in the interpretation by the
Stoics of Heracleitus’s words ; this
interpretation itself is very inexact, -
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Zeus or the Deity !—and so far as it produces the end-
less series of cosmical periods, and of the varying con-
ditions dependent on them, the Aon.? All these concep-
tions signify with Heracleitus one and the same thing,?
and the world-forming force as active subject is not
here distinguished from the universe and the universal

order.*

and is expressly described by
Clemens as an addition of his own
(Buvdper vap Aéyer, ¢ the meaning of
his statement is’). Also in' Mar-
cus Aurelius, iv. 46 (vide sup. p.
8, ».), it is the Stoic who adds to
the words, ¢ udAwra dipvexds dui-
AcbaL Adyg, these: T¢ Té SAa Sio-
wovvri. Originally scarcely more
was intended by them than by the
parallel passage: ofs kab® Huépar
éyxupotat, that which is constantly
presented to the eyes of men. Las-
salle, ii, 68, thinks he has dis-
covered in Fr. 48, vide inf. p. 65,1,
the pre-existence of the Logos, but
we shall find that Adyos here means
nothing more than relation. To
sum up the results of the whole:
Heracleitus taught indeed that
Reason ruled in the world, and
called this universal Reason the
Adyos, but the concept of Adyos was
not nearly so prominent with him
as with the Stoics. Lassalle’s ex-
position requires to be essentially
limited in reference to this; his
conjectures as to the connection of
this doctrine with the Zoroastrian
dogma of the word of Creation and
of law, find no support (as Heinze,
p. 86, acknowledges) in the sayings
of Heracleitus ; for these presup-
pose nothing that transcends the
Greek language and the Greek
ideas.

! Besides what is quoted supra,

This foree, however, also coincides with the

p. 19, 3; 82,1; 38, 1, of. Fr. 140;
Clem. Sirom. v. 604 A: & b
copdy modrov Aéyesfur d0éher ral
odr €0énet (oder obx €6. k. é0.) Znvds
owvoua. I cannot here discuss the
interpretations of these words by
Bernays, Rh. Mus. ix. 256 ; Schus-
ter 345, and others, To me the
best interpretation seems to be
this: <One thing, the only wise,
wills and also wills not to be
named by the name of Zeus’ It
wills to be named so because in
truth it is that which we honour
under that name; but it also wills
not, because with this name pre-
sentations are connected which are
not consistent with that primitive
essence. That the form Znwds is
chosen instead of A:bs, to indicate
its derivation from (fv, I agree
with other writers in thinking
probable; but do not lay any great
stress upon it.

2 Cf. the quotations on p. 19, 3.
‘What Heracleitus says about the
ZEon, perhaps gave occasion to the
assertion of Anesidemus (or Sex-
tus), that the statement that time
is identical with the wpdtor sdua
(discussed in Part 1 b, 24)
emanated from Heracleitus.

? For example the wdAeuos is
called sometimes Zeus, sometimes
dixn, and the ZEon is explained as
Zeus, and Snutovpyds.

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

the Heracleitran philosophy are
not. quite agreed as to how Hera-
cleitus conceived the reason ruling
in the world. According to Ber-
nays, Rh. Mus. ix. 248 sqq., he
conceived it as conscious intelli-
gence. Lassalle (i. 325, 335 sqq.,
et passim) sees in it only the objec-
tive law of reason; and Heinze
(Lekre vom Logos, 28 sqq.), agree-
ing with Peipers (Die Erkenntniss-
theorie Plato’s, 1. 8 sq.) comes to
a similar conclusion.  Lastly,
Teichmiller (N. Studien, i. 181
5qq.), differing from both views, is
of opinion that self-consciousness
cannot be separated from Hera-
cleitus’s world-ruling wisdom ; but
Heracleitus, as I assume, not
only did not discriminate as yet
between subjective and objective
reason, but represented this reason
as subject to an alternation of
sleep and waking, of weaker and
stronger actuality ; as to any per-
gonality in regard to it, it never
oceurred to him at all. This last
proposition is certainly not com-
patible with the self-consciousness
which Teichmilller recognises in
Heracleitus’s world-ruling wisdom;
for where self-consciousness is, there
is also personality, whether the
word be used or not, and whether
the characteristics which belong to
the conception of personality be
present in more or less force. Nor
is there any proof of the theory
that Heracleitus believed the self-
consciousness of the divine Advyos
to be sometimes extinguished and
again revived; this follows as
little in the doctrine of Heracleitus
from the analogy of alternating
cosmical conditions, as in the doc-
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
deseribes it as the &el(wor (vide,
supra, p. 22, 1), the uh 8ovor (supra,
p. 25, 2), the all-governing power,
which even in the present state of
the world, despite the partial trans-
mutation of the primitive fire into
othersubstances,isnotextinguished.
That Heracleitus, however, defined
the world-ruling wisdom as self-
conscious, could only be affirmed
or denied if we were sure that he
had ever proposed to himself the
question of its self-consciousness,
But, this is highly improbable. He
speaks of the intelligence which
rules all things, of the divine
wisdom (vide supra, p. 42, 2), of the
uh dtwor from which mnothing is
hidden; he says in Fr. 79 (vide
supra,p. 43, n.) & wdvra eldévar ; weo
have no oceasion to change eiféva:
for elvau (as in the Oxford edition
of Hippolytus, Lassalle,. i. 339,
Heinze, p. 28 sq.); for «idépau in
this place expresses nothing more
than the other passages we have
just been considering, or than the
& copby, Fr. 140 (p. 44, 1). Bnt
though these conceptions, founded
on human self-consciousness,contain
implicitly the character of personal
self-conscious thought, it is not to
be supposed that Heracleitus saw
this clearly, or that he expressly
said to himself, the Reason that
rules the world must be conceived
as a personality ; had he said so,
he could not possibly have .con-
ceived it at the same time as the
substance through the transmuta-
tions of which all thingg come into
existence. The question, indeed, of
the personality of the primitive
essence in this sense was never
raised in the ancjent philosophy
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the universe is not separated from the primitive fire ;!
the primitive essence forms all things.out of itself, by
its own power, according to the law inherent in it.
Our philosopher’s theory of the universe is therefore the
most outspoken pantheism ;2 the divine essence by the

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

! Vide supra, p. 22,1,2; 31,2;
Clemens Cokh. 42 C: b wip Oedw

imenipaTor lrmacos . . . kal . . .
‘HpdreA. Hippol. Refus. ix.10: Adye
3¢ wal ppdyipoy TovT0 elvar TO wip Kal
s dwotkHioews TRV SAwv alTior: KaAe?
8¢ adTd xpnopocivyy kal képor xpyo-
ooty 8¢ éoTw 7 Siakbouneis ket
abrTdv, % 3¢ exmbpwois wbpos. Sext.
Math. vii. 127. Vide inf. p. 82, 1.
Heracleitus held the wepiéxor to
be rational, and thought the felos
Adyos came into man through the
breath. On account of thisidentity
of fire with the Deity, the sonth as -
the starting point of light and heat
is called the sphere of bright Zeus,
Fr. 86; Strabo i. 6, p. 3: febs yip
kal éomépas Tépuata % Upkros, Kai
drvrioy Ths ¥prTov obpos aibpiov
Aws. I cannot give any more
exact interpretation of these words.
Schuster, 257 sq., understands by
obpos aifplov Aws the south pole;
but Teichmiller rightly objects
that we cannot expect to find th's
conception with Heracleitus. He
himself thinks that by ofpos, Arc-
turus is meant; but odpos aifplov
Asds would be a strange designa~
tion in that case, and how far
Arcturus can be called one of the
boundary points between morning
and evening is not at all clear. . The
words assert mothing more than
that north and south lie between
east and west; and the odpos
aibplov Aws only signifies the re-
gion of light.

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

substance, cause and law of the world.

2. Cosmology.

Ir we enquire further how, in the beginning of our
world, the transition of the primitive essence into
derived existence was accomplished, we are told that,
according to Heracleitus, fire was first changed by the
Divine Creative Reason into air, and then into moisture,
which 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 Stoics, which, for the very reason that
it professed to be merely a reproduction and elucidation
of Heracleitus’s doctrine, has so greatly biassed and
confused the views of subsequent writers in regard -

to the latter.? So much,

called out to strangers who had
scruples about visiting him in his
kitchen: eloiévar Buppoivras, elvar
yap ral évrabba Beots. Cf. Diog.
ix. 7: wdvra Yuxdv elvos kol Satud-
vy TANP).

1 Clem. Strom. v. 599 sqq. D.
That Heracleitus held the world to
be underived is shown by Fr. 46
(p- 22, 1), that he held it also to be
derived by Fr. 47 : unwler Té éme-
-pepbueva (Fr. 47): < wvupdbs Tpowal
wpiroy GdAacocar BaAdoons 8¢ Td
ey fuiov ¥ T 8¢ Juiov wpnorhp.”
Suvduer yap Aéyer (vide p. 44, n.),
371 wop Gwd Tob BioucoDyTos Adyou
kai fcob T8 olumavTa 3 &épos Tpe-
werar eis Sypdy 70 bs omépua Tis

however, is certain: that,

Sianoguficews, & kakel Odracoav, éx
3¢ robrov adbis yiverar yH kai obpavds,
Kkal 78 éumwepiexdpeva. Concerning
wpnorhp, cf. p. 23, 1.

2 In Clemens's commentary on
the words of Heracleitus we must
refer the following expressions to
the doctrine and terminology of.
the Stoics: Adyos xal Oeds 78 olu-
wavre Siotedv, on which cf. p. 44, . ;
omépua Tis diaxocuficews ; also the
addition 8/ &épos, which is perpetu-
ally recurring in Stoie writings,
and was required by the Stoic
doctrine of the elements (cf.
Part 111, a, 136. 4, 137, 2, 169, I,
second edition), but has no place in
the language of Heracleitus, and
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according to Heracleitus, in the formation of the world,!
the primitive fire was first changed into water or sea;
and from this, by means of a second transformation
developing itself in opposite directions, came on the
one hand the solid element, the earth; and on the
other the warm and volatile element, the hot wind ;?
a theory which makes the relation between Heracleitus
and Thales the same as that between Thales and
Anaximander,® who was, of all the older Yonians, 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 presently be
shown) his theories on the transi-
tion of substances into one another.
Among the Stoies we find in the
Jormula Tpom} wupds B &épos eis
Bwp that 3¢ &épos always occurs
.as an interpolation; and in none
of our authorities is it said ¢ fire
is changed into air, and air into
water.” This circumstance seems
to indicate that an older exposi-
tion must have been in .use, in
which only the transition of fire
into water is spoken of, as in the
47th fragment of Heracleitus.

! T agree with Schuster (p. 148
8q.) that Fr, 47 treats of the ori-
gin of the world from the primitive
fire and not, as it hasbeen thought,
since Schleiermacher, of the trans-
mutation of the elements in the
world, For we have no reason to
mistrust the assertion of Clemens
that Fr. 47 referred to the forming
of the world, and was connected
with Fr. 46 (sup. p. 22, 1). (In
the émpepducva, however, there is
no ‘immediate’ connection with

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

? 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
fendoons 3¢, &e., assert only that
the sea includes (potentially) in
itself earth and fire in equal parts,
so that both might equally proceed
from it. Cf. Teichmiller, . Stud.
1. 54 sq.

# Cf. concerning him, vol. i. 250
8q. ; concerning the similar view of
Xenophanes, vol. i, p. 569,
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in the beginning are regarded by Heracleitus in the
present condition of the world as the limits between
which the alternation of substances, the rotation of Be-
coming and decay moves. He denominates the change
(as Diogenes says') as the way upwards and downwards,
and supposes the world to originate in this way. Fire,
he said, changes by condensation into water, and water
into earth ; earth on the other hand becomes fluid and
changes into water, from the evaporation of which
almost all other things are derived. The former of
these processes he called the way downwards, the latter
the way upwards. This exposition cannot,? like the
fragment in Clemens, apply to the genesis of the world,
but only to the transmutation of matter in the world at
the present time.®? This is what Plato means by the

1 ix. 8, according to the quota- passeson to anotherpoint. Nomore
tion on p. 78, 1: xal 7hv peraforhy  can be concluded from the words 7d»
680y Hvw ndrw Ty Te Kéa oy Yiverbu  kéouor yiverbau kors Tadryy. Forl,
kerd Tabrny. muivoluevoy 7ydp TO Kerd Tavrny refers not vouly to the
nip &Evypatvesdo guvoTdperdy Te  68bs kdTw but to the 63ds dve xdrw:
ylveaBar J3wp, myyvipevor 88 b Udwp  the previous context speaks of this
els yiv Tpémeofar wal tadrny 68by as one simple way, mnot of two
el b kdrw elvar Aéyer. wdAw T ways, 63bs #vw and 6dds kdrw; ac-
abrhw [1. ad] mhy yijy xelobar é @s  cording to Schuster, however, only
T Pwp vylveobar, ék 8¢ Todrov & what is said of the 68ds wdrw (wv-
Anwd, oxeddv wdvre éml Ty dva- rvobuevoy . . . Aéyer) applies to
Ouuiaoty Gvdyov v &md fs foAdr- the making of the world, and what
Tys.  abm ¥ oty H éml 7d $vw 686s.  follows applies to its destruction.
yivesBou & drafuuidoes,ete.(p. 562,2.) 2. The persistent use of the present
z As Schuster believes, 155 sq. forms, yivecOar, évypaiveafau, ete.,
. : shows decidedly that something
3 Schuster indeed thinks it is now going on is alluded to, not
clear from the connection that here something that formerly happened.
also the formation of the world is 8. The formation of the universe
intended. But Diogenes has al- would be very inadequately de-
ready completed his observations scribed in the words which Schus-
on Heracleitus’s doctrine of the ter points out, for nothing is said
origin and conflagration of the of the formation of the heavens
world in the previous words (p. (cf. p.47,1). 4. The words mdaw
77,1,2); with xal iy peraBordy he  7° ad Ty ¥iv, ete., cannot possibly

YOL. II. E
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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 ;
but water comes from éarth, 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 description of the éimd-
pwois, for it is said the rest came
out of the water, which is almost
entirely to be explained by the
evaporation of the earth and of the
water. Schuster therefore reads:
ek 3¢ rodrov Tb wip, Th Aoumd
oxeddy, ete. But this alteration of
the text would only be allowable,
if the received text would bear no
admissible construction. It makes,
however, very good sense, though
not the same that Schuster ascribes
to it; whereas in his reading, the
simple thought that fire arises from
water by the evaporation of the
water would be expressed by the
confused and obscure expression r&
Aomd oxeddy wdvra, ete. What
can be meant by Aomrd wdvra?
Fire is the only thing which, in the
conflagration of the world, still
continues to arise from water.

! Phileb. 43 A. The wise
maintain that our body can never
be in a state of rest. del ¥
dnavre Gvw Te kal kdrw pei. 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 AEtern. M.
958 A: 74 grouxela. Tob Kkdéouov
.o SoArxedoyra (traversing
a 8dAcxos, that is, a path returning
into itself) ael kal Thy adrhy 63w
dvw kal kdTw Guvexds duelBorra, as
Heracleitus expresses it (vide fol-
lowing note). Max. Tyr. 41, 4:
peTaBoriy Gpds cwudTev kal yevé-
ogews, GARayhy 63@y ve kol kdTw
katt Ty ‘HpdrAerrop.

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

+ Loo. cil. 268 sq., 157, 165.

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

those of Heracleitus.?

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

VOf p. 22,43 24, 1.

z Of. Plut. De Ei. e. 18, p. 892,
who thus gives the passage quoted
above from Fr. 89 mupds Odvaros
&épt yéveaus rat &épos fdvaros Bt
vyévesis. Also Philo, loc. cit., who
thus explains it: Yuxhw yap oldpevos
elvar Td Tredue THY pév &épos TeNev-
T yéveow Udatoes, 1hy & Uaros
s mdAw yéveow alvirrerar. - Max.
Tyr. 41, 4; Schl. p. 285 B: (Halp
Tov ~is Odvatov wkal &¥p CF Tov
wrupds OdvaToy: Ydwp (F by &épos Odva-
Tov, 7 Tov PBaros (which, however,

For the same reason little

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

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

E 2
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importance is fo be attached to the fact that some of
the later representations speak of a direct transmuta-
tion of fire into earth,! or of earth into fire.> Nor must

blage of diffsrent kinds of substan-
ces (vide ¢nf. 815, 8, 708, third
edition), so Heracleitus may have
seen in it something intermediate
hetween water and fire, a transi-
tional form, ora series of transitional
forms. The fact that Plutarch in.
troduces air into the passage from
Heracleitus, discussed supra, p. 24,
2; 51, 2, cannot weigh against the
clear meaning of Heracleitus’s own
words. If ZEnesidemus substi-
tuted air for fire as the primitive
matter of Heracleitus (vide Part
111, b, 23), this can be explained (as
shown, loc. ¢it.) without assuming
that Heracleitus aseribed to air a
similar part as to earth, water and
fire. The opinion of Ainesidemus
concerning Heracleitus's primitive
essence {which in any case is mis-
taken) cannot be brought forward
as a proof of this theory.

¥ Plut. Plas., loc. cit.

2 Max. Tyr.; ef. p. 51, 2. In
that sense we might understand
Diog. ix. 9: yiveoba dwvabvudoes
&mwé Te s kal OahdTrys, &s utv
Raumpas kai kaapls, s St ororewds:
abtesbo 88 T usv wip Hwd TEY Aau-
wp@y, TO 8¢ Dypdy Imd Tdv Erépwv.
But this is not necessary. For
even if Lassalle’s theory (il. 99)
that only the pure vapours rise
from the sea, and only the dark and
foggy vapours from the earth, as
well as the opposite theory that
the pure and clear vapours arise
from the earth, and the dark from
the sea, is contradicted by the fact
(which Teichmiiller points out, N.
Stud. 1.57) that the vapours arising
from earth and sea are alike ob-

scure, and though it might be more
correct on that account to represent
clear and dark vapours as rising
both from earth and sea, this is
not quite the point in question.
For, in the first place, Diogenes is
not saying that the earth, as this
elementary body, changes into flery
vapours; %7 here designates the
land in contradistinetion to sea,
with the exclusion of the water in
the lakes, rivers, marshes, and the
ground moist with rain. And
secondly, it is a question whether
the clear and dark vapours ascend
at the same time side by side, and
are not all at first dark and moist,
becoming afterwards bright. The
dark would then serve to feed the
clouds, the bright would go to
make the stars and the bright sky.
Schleiermacher, p. 49 sq., defends
the idea of a direct transformation
of earth into fire, on the ground
that Aristotle, whose meteorology
appears to be essentially dependent
on Heracleitus, speaks of a dry
evaporation side by side with a
moist; and, therefore, of a direct
transition of earth into fire. But
the dependence of Aristotle upon
Heracleitus cannot be proved either
in a general sense or in regard to
this particular point. There is
lastly not the smallest ground for
the conjecture of Ideler (4rist. Me-
teorol. 1. 351) that Heracleitus
may have borrowed the doctrine of
the double evaporation from the
Orphic poems; what is said by
Plato, Crat. 402 B, and by Clemens,
Strom. vi. 629, cannot be quoted in
support of it.
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we seek in Heracleitus a conception of the elements in
the Empedoclean or Aristotelian sense;' his meaning
is simply that the three kinds of matter mentioned
above are the first manifestations of the primitive
matter in its transformation—the first bodies, to which
all others may be reduced, and which are produced one
from the other in the given order;* and this regular

! Empedocles understands by
his so-calied 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. Aristotle
makes his elements pass over into
each other, but he does not derive
them from any matter preceding
them in time; for the mpdry fan
has never existed as such; it is
only the ideal presupposition of the
elements, thelr common essence,
that exists merely under these four
forms. Heracleitus, on the econ-
trary, represents fire as existing for
itself before the framing of the
world, and only changing in course
of time into water and earth.

2. The question whether Herac-
leitus, ‘in kindling wood for his
hearth-fire, always reflected that
this earth must change first into
sea and then into mpnerhp, 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 same
river as before, nor torment himself
at every draught of water as to
whether the dryness of his soul
would not suffer thereby. The
only question which concerns us is
this : how Heracleitus on his own

presuppositions explained common -

phenomena like the burning of

wood? If nothing has been told us
on this subject we have no right
therefore to disbelieve in those pre-
suppositions. We certainly do not
know how Heracleitus explained
the burning of wood, nor even that
he :ried to explain it. If he tried,
the answer was not far to seek.
He did not require (as Schuster
thinks) to regard the wood abso-
lutely as earth. He might consider
that earth and water were mingled
init: that when it is consumed,
the earth, so far as it does not
change into water, remains behind
as ashes. The remainder, together
with the water contained in the
wood, first changes into dark va-
pour, then into light vapour, first
into smoke, then into fire (which,
according to Theophrastus, De Ignr,
Hr, iil. 3, 1s burning smoke, and ac-
cording to Arist. Meteor. ii. 2, 355
a, 5,1s supposed by many physicists,
as Diogenes, supra, p. 295, to be
nourished by moisture). Here he
had an explanation, which was not
more inconsistent with appearances
than many others, and accommo-
dated itself admirably to his other
theories. Or he might regard the
burning as a coming forth of the
fire contained in the wepiéxor (vide
inf. p. 81 sq.), and as an escape of
the burning particles of wood into
the weptéxov. Definiteevidence con-
cerning the scientific theories of a
philosopher cannot be outweighed
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progression is equally maintained on both sides, as he

expresses in the sentence:

way downwards is the same.

the way upwards and the
This . expression also

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

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

! Fr, 82, ap. Hippocr. De Alim.
ii. 24 K; Tert. Adwv. Mare. ii. 28,
and more fully ap. Hippol. vide
sup. p. 49, 1; also p. 50, 1. Las-
salle (i. 128, 173 sqq.) is not eon-
tent with referring the upward and
downward way to the stages of the
elemental process, and the identity
of the two ways to the sameness of
these stages; he thinks the above
proposition also means that the
world is constant unity, constant
adjustment of the two contradictory
moments of Being and Nothing, of
the tendency to <yévesis and to
éemlpwais or negation. But this is
to make the dark philosopher
darker than he already is. There
is no passage, either from or about
Heracleitus, which warrants our
understanding the 68ds #vw and
kdrw as anything except the way
from earth to fire, and vice versd ;
even in Diog. ix. 8 it is only Las-
salle’s wrong translation (cf. the

words quoted, p. 49, 1), which ex-
plains peraBorn as the change info
one another of the woAeuwos and
Suoroyle, the moment that leads
from Being to non-Being, and from
non-Being to Being (vide also ii.
246, and with another combination
of the words, ii. 137). Diogenes
himself never leaves uws in any
doubt as to the meaning of the 680s
#vw and kdrw. 1t is a singular ob-
jection to make (J. c. 173 sq.) that
the quality of the elementary stages
of transmutation cannot be de-
scribed as 68bs uin. The way
from fire through water to earth is
the same as that from earth
through water to fire, although the
direction pursued in the one case
is different from that pursued in
the other.

2 That the way wpward and
downward does not involve any
change of place I cannot admit.
Lassalle attempts to prove this
very diffusely (ii. 241-260), and
Brandis (Gesch. d. Eniw. 1. 68)
agrees with him on the point.
Lassalle’s argument has little
force : ¢ Motion upward and down-
wards,” he says, ¢ is rectilinear : the
motion of Heracleitus is circular’
(this is only true so far as he re-
presents the transmutation of mat-
ters under the figure of a cirele);
¢ the sea lies deeper than the earth’
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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.
The uniformity and fixed order of this movement is the
one 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 parts, and

(that is, than the terra firma, not
deeper than the sea-bottom); ‘but
if we understand the 63ds #rw as
relating to place, it must be
higher’ (an argument by which we
might prove that Plato and Aris-
totle knew nothing of the natural
places of the elements); *in regard
-to place, the above and below, the
way upward and the way downward
are not identical’ (vide previous
note and p. 16, 4). ¢Plato and
Aristotle could not have been silent
about the 63bs ¥vw rdrw, 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 Herac-
leitus? Plato, bowever, does men-
tion, Phileb. 43 A, the doctrine that
everything constantly &ve Te «al
xdrow fet, and in Theet. 181 B, he
says that this doctrine makes every-
thing to be perpetually changing
its place as well as its nature);
¢ Diog. ix. 8 sq. does not speak of
any graduated motion in regard to
place ’ (see preceding note). ‘Aris-
totle, Phys. viii. 8, expressly denies
that #»w and wdrw are to beunder-

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

change of substances, and

! In favour of this acceptation
of Heracleitus’s doctrine, we cer-
tainly cannot adduce Fr. 48 (on
which, cf. p. 65, 1) as direct evi-
dence, supposing these words to
refer, not to the change of the
elements into one another, but to
the destruction of the world. But
from what we know of his theory
concerning the flux of all things,
it is difficult to see how be could
otherwise have explained the ecir-

the universal law of strife

cumstance that particular things
and the world as a whole seem to
continue for a longer or shorter
period unchanged. This theory is
established by the well-known ex-
ample of the river (p. 11, 2), which
Aristotle (Meteor, 1i. 8, 357 b, 30
5q.) uses 1n this sense; and also
by Aristotle’s own assertion (sup.
p. 18, .) that according to Heraclei-
tus all things were for ever chang-
ing, only we do not notice ir.
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from the opposition of the upward and downward
way. ,
If we imagine this theory logically applied to all
parts of the world, the result would be a natural scien-
tific system in which the different classes of the Real
would correspond to so many stages of the universal
process of transformation. Heracleitus, however, was
in all probability far from entertaining the idea of a
comprehensive description of nature; and the fact that
besides the anthropological theories presently to be con-
sidered, nothing remains to us of his natural philosophy
except a few astronomical and meteorological state-
ments,! is probably to be explained as much by the
incompleteness of his own exposition as by the de-
ficiencies in our information concerning it. The point
which is most commonly mentioned, and which stands
almost alone in this connection, is his well-known theory
of the daily renewal of thesun. 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

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

2 Arist. Meteor. ii. 2, 354 a,
33: 8id ral yeAoior wdvres oo TV
wpbrepoy tmérafor TOr HAwow Tpé-
¢pegba 75 fypg.  That Heracleitus
is classed among these, we see from
what follows. In Diog. ix., 9,
there is a full account of Heraclei-
tus’s theory of the stars: o 3¢

wepiéxoy 6moldy ot ob dnAol- elva:
wévror & abtg ordpas émesTpoyu-
uévas kati kothoy mwpds Huds, &v als
aBpoilopévas Tas Aoumpas drabuuid-
oels GmoTeAely QAdyas, bs elvar T
dorpa. Of these the sun diffuses
more hegt and warmth than the
rest, because the moon moves in an
atmosphere that is not so pure and
is nearer the earth, and the other
heavenly bodies are too distant:
éxhefmew 8 HAwor Kkal cerfpy dvew
oTpegouéyay TAY crapdv Tols Te
kaTd pive THs GeAfvys oxNUATL-
guods ylveaaur a'rps(po,uévns év adtyf
katd pupdy tis awxdgns.  What
Diogenes says is asserted in the
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a burning mass of vapour;'and as he supposed that
these vapours were consumed and burned up during the
day, and were produced afresh on the morrow, he arrived
at the proposition that the sun was new every day;? so

Plocita, 1i. 22, 27, 28, 29 ; Stob. i.
526, 560, 558; Schol. in Plat. p.
409 Bekk. of the sun and moon;
but Stobzeus speaks of the sunin
Stoic language as &vouua voepby éic
77is Bardoons.  The boat-shaped
form of the sun js likewise alluded
to by Ach., Tat. in Arat. p. 139 B.
Similarly Anaximander (whom
Heracleitus follows so much) re-
presents the fire of the heavenly
bodies as fed by vapours, and as
streaming out of the husky cover-
ings that surround it. Cf. vol. i.
p-251. The latter he conceivesina
different manner from Heracleitus,
who keeps to the old notion of the
ship of the sun and moon. Stob. i.
510, no doubt incorrectly, calls the
heavenly bodies mAfpara wupds.
In the Plac. ii. 25, 6: ‘HpdrAeiros
(thy cedfvw) iy SulxAp wepier-
Anuuéynp. Schleiermacher, p. 57,
rightly alters the name to ‘Hpak-
Aeldns.  According to Diog. ix.
7; Plac. ii. 21; Stob. 1. 526;
Theod. Cur. Gr. Aff. i. 97, p. 17,
Heracleitus ascribed to the sun the
diameter of a foot. Perhaps, how-
ever, this may be a misunderstand-
ing of a statement relating to this
apparent diameter, and not con-
cerned with the question of his real
magnitude. At any rate, it would
better accord with the importance
Heracleitus ascribes to the sun
(inf. p. 60, 2), if he supposed his
size to be sométhing commensurate.
But it is quite possible he may
have gaid, ‘ the sun is only a foot
broad, and yet his light fills the
whole world,’

U Arist. Probl. xxiii. 30, end:
31d kol pact Tives TdY HparAeii(dy-
Twv, ék utv 70t wortpov Enparvouévov
ral myvvpévov Alfovs ylvesOor xal
yiv, éx 8¢ THs BaAdrrys TV HAiov
avafvudaiar.

2 Plato, Rep. vi. 498 A : wpos
3¢ b yhpas &krds ¥ Twwy dAbywy
dmooBévpuyTar  TWOAD pAAAov ToD
‘HpaxAeirelov Hiiov, Soov adfis odk
ekdrrovTon.  Arist. Meteor. ii. 2,
3556 a, 12: éwel Tpedopévov ye {sc.
Tob AAlov] Tdv abTdy Tpbmov, dowep
éretvol pagi, dfrov dri kal 6 HAtos
od pbvoy, kabfdmep 6 ‘HpdiAerrds
¢nay, véos é’ huépy éoriy, 4AN del
véos guvex®s, which Alex, in 4. /.
rightly explains thus: ob udvor, és
‘HpdrAerds ¢not, véos €’ Huépy
by fiv, kel éxdoTny Huépav EANOS
&amwTbuevos, Tob mpdTov év TH dloer
oBevruuévov. The words, véos é¢’
fuépy firwos are quoted by Proclus,
in Tim. 334 D, from Heracleitns.
To these words (and not to some
other passage as Lagsalle, ii. 105,
thinks) allusion is doubtless made
by Plotinus, ii. 11, 2, p. 97 D:
‘HparAelTe, 0s Epn del xal Tdv oy
ylyveobar.  One of the scholiasts of
Plato represents the sun of He-
racleitus as going down into the
sea and being extinguished in it,
then moving under the earth to-
wards the east and being there re-
kindled. This may be brought
into connection with the quotation
from Diogenes (cf. preceding note)
in the following manner: After the
sun’s fire is burnt out, i.e., after it
has been changed into water (for
this we must in any case substitute
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that even the apparent permanence which the continuous
ebb and flow of matter lends to things belongs to the

sun only for this short time.!

Aristotle expressly

denies? that he applied this notion to the other heavenly
bodies: when, therefore, we are told that he supposed
the moon and the stars to be fed by exhalations—that
he regarded the moon, like the sun, as a cup filled with
fire,? and the stars as masses of fire, we must consider
the first assertion, at any rate, as an arbitrary extension

for the extinction in the sea), the
boat-shaped husk, in which it was
contained, goes in the way described
to the east, in order there to be
filled with burning vapours. Only
the sun’s fire would then be re-
newed every day, his envelope on
the other hand would eontinue;
but this makes no difference in
regard to the hypothesis ; for as the
fire is what alone is seen by us as
the sun, it might still be said that
the sun was every day renewed ;
and if Heracleitus really believed
in these reservoirs of fire of the
sun and stars (which the singular
explanation quoted from him of
eclipses and the phases of the moon
searcely allows us to doubt), it was
more natural that he should sup-
pose them solid and therefore
durable, than as corsisting of va-
pours, and passing away with their
content. Lassalle, ii. 117, thinks
that, according to Heracleitus, the
solar fire was not 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 Heracloitus is
concerned); and that this is the
foundation of the statement of the

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

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

2 Meteor. l. c. 355 a, 18: #7o-
wov B¢ Kkal Tb ubvov ¢povrioar Tod
frlov, v 8 EAAwy BoTpwr wapidely
abrods ThHy cwrnplav, Tosobrwy Kal
7y wAHos kal T4 uéyebos Jrrwy,
Also in Probl. loe. cit. it is only the
sun which is formed from the va-
pours of the sea.

3 Vide p. 641, 2; cf, Olymp. in
Meteor. £. 6 a, p, 149 Ideler. On
the other side, cf. Bernays, Heracl.
12 sq.
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of his actual words.! He appears to have thought little
of the stars, becuuse their influence on our world is

small.?

As to his explanations of other celestial phe-

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

! Still more may be said against
the theory that Heracleitus sup-
posed the sun to be nourished by
the evaporations of the sea, the
moon by those of the fresh waters,
and the stars by those of the earth
(Stob. Eel. i. 510 : cf. 524; Plut.
Plge. ii. 17). Here the theory of
the Stoics 1s most likely ascribed
to Heracleitus. This philosopher,
as we have shown, was silent as to
the nourishment of the stars, and
he could not have believed thatthe
earth was directly transmuted into
the same vapours from which the
fiery element was fed (cf. p. 52).
The Heracleiteans, who are spoken
of in the Aristotelian problems
(vide p. 68, 1), make quite another
application of the difference be-
tween salt water and frech,

2 Of. Fr. 50, ap. Plut. dgua an
dgn, wtil. 7, 3, p. 957 : el uiy Hrios
Wy, edppdyn by fw; or, as it is
expressed in Plut. De Fortuna,
c. 3, p. 98: GAlov uh drros Evexa
TAY EAAwy HoTpwy ebdplvmy by fryo-
wev. Cleanthes, who among the
Stoics seems most to have resem-
bled Heracleitus, ascribed such
importanee to the sun, that he de-
clared it to be the seat of Deity
(Part mr a, 125, 1), and this we
are told of the Heracleitean school
(Plat. Crat. 413 B; cf. sup. p. 26, 1:
TOv iAoy BwidvTa Kal rdovra émi-
Tpowevery T& Gvra. Heracleitus
himself, however, did not (ef. sup.
p. 25, 2) maintain this; had he

done 50, he could not have said that
the sun was extinguished daily. In
Plut. Qu. Plat. vii. 419 we have no
right (Schuster, p. 161, thinks the
contrary) to refer anything beyond
the words Bpas ai wdyra ¢pépovsi to
Heracleitus.

3 Afrer the words gquoted p. 52,
2; 67, 2, Diogenes thus continues :
Huépar Te kai vixra ylveobur kal
pivas kal Gpas éretovs xal éviavrobs,
DeTOvS Te Kal TyeduaTa kal T8 TOITOIS
Suoia kaTd Tas Siapdpous dvaldvuudaets.
THY &y yep Aepmpdy &vabuulacw
Proywleioay v T¢ rikhy Tob HAiou
npépay woiely, Thy 8¢ évavriov émi-
kpaTicacay vikTa droTehely: ral &k
wér ToD Aaumpod Td OBepudy abavd-
uevoy Bépos woeiv, ék B¢ Tob oro-
Tewod T bypdy mAeovdoy xeiudya
amepyd(eafar,  arorotfws 8¢ TodTois
xal wepl TR UAAwy alTioroyel. He-
racleisus, according to this, derived
the changs of day and night, as
well as that of the seasons, which
is cougled with it, in the fragment
quoted (p. 38, 1) from the alternate
preponderance of the fiery element
and the moist. That he mentioned
the seasons we know from Plutarch
(vide previous note). His expla-
nation of the other phenomena
mentioned above is referred to by
Stob. Eel. 1. 594 : ‘HpdeA. Bpoythy
pév Katd guoTpodhs Gvéuwy kal
vepdr xal éumrdoes TrevudTOY €is
T8 védm, doTpawds 3¢ Kare TAS TOY
Quuwuépoy étdes, wpnoTiipas B&

‘KaTd vepdy éumphoes kol oBégets,
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How Heracleitus conceived the form and struec-
ture of the universe we are not expressly told. As,
however, the transformation of matter has a limit in fire
above and in the earth beneath, and as this qualitative
change coincides in Heracleitus with ascent and descent,
in space, he must have conceived the universe as limited
above and below; whether he thought it spherical in
form we do not know,! and in respect of the earth the
contrary theory seems the more probable.? Nor can we
prove that he held the diurnal revolution of the heavens.?
But he must at any rate have regarded the world as a

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

! Hippokr. . Oiatr. (sup. p.
15, 1) says indeed: ¢dos Zywl,
ordros 'Aldy, ¢dos 'Afdy, owdTos
Zgvl,  Poird kelva &de ral 7dde
reloe maoay dpnv. But in the first
place, it would not certainly follow
from this that the world was sphe-
rical; for if the heavens turned
sideways around the earth, and the
earth were supposed eylindrical in
form, as we find among the earlier
and later Ionians (sup. vol.i. p. 275
8q.), the under world would still
be illuminated as soon as the sun
in conmsequence of this revolution
went, below the horizon. And
secondly, we do not know whether
tho author is correctly expressing
Heracleitus’s meaning ; his state-
ment is certainly quite incompati-
ble with that philosopher’s doctrine
of the daily extinetion of the sun.
Lussalle’s supposition that it is not

entirely ext’nguished cannot be ad-
mitted (ef. p. 58.2) as a solation of
the difficulty. Besides the same
light which illuminated the upper
world could not in that case be also
in Hades.

2 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 conceived it otherwise.
The theory of its beina a sphere
seems to have been confined to the
Pythagoreans and the adherents of
their astronomy, until towards the
end of the fifth century.

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

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

1 Fr 46, 98; supra, 35, 1.

2 Diog. ix. 8: wemrepaobor Te Td
wav kol €va elvor kdopoy. Theodo-
doret, Cur. Gr. Aff. iv. 12, p. 88 ;
Simpl. Phys. 6 a; Arist. Phys. iii.
5, 205 a, 26 ovfeis TO &v kai Hmwer-
pov wip émolnoer obd: iy Tov

puooAdywr is not counter to this,
for Heracleitug’s primitive matter
is not unlimited. Lassalle (il
154), who refers the passage to
Heracleitus, has overlooked the
additional words kal &wepoy.

2 Cf. p. 22, 1.
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future time be dissolved in fire, and that from the con-
flagration a new world will be produced, and so ad in-
finitwm. The history of the universe, therefore, moves
forward in a continuous alternation of reproduction and
destruction according to fixed periods of time.! This
theory, however, has recently been warmly disputed,
first by Schleiermacher? and afterwards by Lassalle.?
But Lassalle has not sufficiently distinguished between
two notions, which may certainly both be characterised
by the expressions, the ¢ burning up’ of the universe or
the ¢ destruction’ of the universe, but which in fact are
far removed from one another. The question is not
whether an amnihilation of the world in the strict

! Tor the destruction of the
world the Stoies always use the
expression éwmfpwois. It cannot
be proved to have been used by
Heracleitus. Clemens, Strom. v.
549, ii., says expressly, v oTepor
eknwipwow éxdhecay oi Srawwol.

2 Loe. cit.945qq. Likewise by
Hegel, Gesch. d. Pkil. i. 813 ; and
Marbach, Gesch. d. Phil. i. 68.
Neither of these authors. however,
enters into details with regard to it.

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

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

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

1 Such as the amréduevor pérpe mdyro b whp émeAbiv kpwel kal
kol GmocPBervipevoy pérpa; sup. p. rararfperar. Here the use of the
22, 1; the els wip Kal ék mupds 7& future tense (whieh is certified in
wdvra, p. 20, 1, and the quotation, the case of the first verb by the
p- 27, 1. second) makes it probable that it

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

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

! By, 48; Clem. Strom. v. 599
D (Bus. Pr. Ev. xiii. 13, 33): &mws
3¢ manw éverauBdverar (se. & wd-
opos, how the world will again be
taken back into the primitive es-
sence; the expression is Stoic, cf.
Part . a, 140, 6; and in respect
to the corresponding dvaxwpeiv, cf.
ibid. 180, 3) : kal éxmvpoiTar, capds
8y Tolrwy SnAeT ¢ OdAasoa Bio-
xéeTaur kol meTpéeTor eis TOY abTOV
Adyoy brotos wpdTov (Eus. wpdafer)
v B yevéobou i  That these
words really refer to the return of
the earth into the sea, from which
it arose when the cosmos was
formed (vide p. 47 sq.), the distinet
language of Clemens forbids us to
doubt. There is all the less reason
to cancel y#, with Lassalle (ii. 61),
or with Schuster (129, 3), to sub-
stitute y7». As the sea then be-
came in its greater part earth, so
now the earth must again become
sea, in accordance with the univer-
sal law of the transmutation of
matter (cf. p. 49 sq.). Diogenes also
uses xetofar (sup. p. 49, 1) to desig-
nate this transformation of the
earth into water. Lassalle, I c..
explains the words, eis Tdv ad7dv

VOL. IL.

Abyov ‘according to the same law.
But in this the meaning of els is too
little regarded. It signifies rather
‘to the same size,’ or more accu-
rately (since Adyos designates the
proportion, in this casea proportion
of magnitude), ‘so that its magni-
tude stands to that which it had as
earth, in the same proportion as
previously, before it became earth.’
(Vide also Peiper's Erkenntniss-
theorie Plato’s, 8.) I cannot admit,
with Heinze (Lekre v. Log. 25), that
in that case éxéoos must be substi-
tuted for ékofos. & abrds ofos signi-
fles the same as & adrds &s (the
same magnitude as that which was
previously). Heinze cancels 7 like
Lassalle, and explains the passage
thus : ¢ The seais changed nto the
same Adyos, that is, into the same
fire of the nature of which it was
previously before it arose indepen-
dently.” But even if it is the same
nature which is explained now as
primitive fire, and now as Adyes, it
does not follow that these concep-
tions are themselves interchange-
able, and that the same expression
which designates this essence on
the side of its intelligence, could
be used for a designation of the
material substratum as such. A
pantheist may say, ‘ God is spirit
and matter ;' he will not therefore
say, ‘the derived substances are
resolved into the primeval spirit,
but ‘they are resolved into the
primitive matter.)

r
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goes on withont ceasing.!
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Heracleitus (he observes

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

! De Celo, 1. 10, 279 b, 12:
yevbuevor utv oby Gmavtes eival po-
ow (sc. Tov obpavdy) GANG yevduevor
of utv Gidiov, of 8¢ PplapTdy Lomep
drioby EANO THY plost cuvioTauévwy,
of & vaAAGl &ré ulv obTws, 6Te 8¢
EAAws Exew ¢Bepduevov kal ToUTO
del Biaterely oUrws, bowep "Eumedo-
kAfs 6 'Arparyavrivos ral ‘HpdkAetros
6 'E¢éoros. Thewords 67¢ — #AAws
&xer may either be translated : < it
is now in this condition and now in
that,” or, ‘it is sometimes in the
same condition as now, and some-
times in another.” This does not
affect the present question; but
the use of ¢fepduevor seems to
favour the second rendering. As
Prantl rightly observes, this wnrd
can only be connected with &AAws
& ew, so that the sense is the same
as if it stood: éte 3¢, pBepduevor,
BAAws Exerv. But if #AAws Exew
describes the state of things after
the destruction of the world, effrws
Exerw must apply to -the oppo-
site of this, the world’s present
condition. In the Todro del diare-
Aety olrws, TovTo evidently refers
to the whole, 67¢ uév oitws é7¢ 3¢
EAAws Exew: ‘this, the alternation
of the world’s conditions, is always
going on” Lassalle, ii. 173, would
refer it exclusively to the ¢pfeipd-
pevov, and explains it thus: ¢ this
destruction is eternally fulfilling
itself;’ so that, as he says, an al-
ternation in time of the construction
and destruction of the world, as
part of Heracleitus’s doctrine (and
1n that case as part of Empedocles's
also) is positively excluded by this

passage. It is obvious, however,
that the words in themselves can-
not have this meaning. It may
seem strange that Aristotle should
ascribe to Heracleitus the opinion
that the world is derived, whereas
Heracleitus himself (sup. p. 22, 1)
so distinetly describes it as unde-
rived. But Aristotle is speaking
only of this present world, of the
framework of the sky (odpards); as
to the rest, he acknowledges, 280
a, 11: 7d évaAref cvnotdvar kol
Siantew abrdy (here also is a strik-
ing refutation of Lassalle’s emen-
dation) odd%r é&AMoudrepor motely
éorly, % TO karackevd(ew abTdy
&i8iov GANL peTaBdAAovTa THY pop-
¢fv. Alexander (ap. Simpl. De
Celo, 132 b, 32 sqq.; Schol. 487
b, 43) observes quite in accordance
with this: ¢ If Heracleitus calls the
xéopos eternal, he must understand
by the word: ob Thrde Thy Siaxd-
gunow, GANS kafbrov T4 BvTa Kol
Th TobTwy SidTakw, ko Ry eis Exd-
Tepoy &y péper B peraBory Tol
TavTds, moTé pév eis wip woré 8¢ els
Tov Totéyde kbopov. Also vol. i p.
570, 1.

2 Phys. ill. &, 205 a, 3: domep
‘Hpdireirds ¢moty dmavra yiveobal
wore wip. Meteor. i. 14, 342 a, 17
8q. is also applied by commentators
to Heracleitus; here there is men-
tion of the theory that the sea is
becoming smaller by drying wup.
But a reference is the more uncer-
tain, as a theory of this kind is
nowhere attributed to Heraclsitus,
though it 4s ascribed to Democritus.
Vide infra, chapter on Democritus.
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neously assumed the form of fire is elear from the
language used,’ and still more from the connection.
For Aristotle says, loc. cit., that it is impossible that
the world can consist of one single element, or pass
over into a single element, as would be the case if all,
according to Heracleitus’s theory, were to become fire.?
The Stoics from the first understood Heracleitus in no
other way;® 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 philosophet’s own

assertions.

There are many other testimonies to the

same effect,* and though much trouble has been taken to

! gravra, not wdvra merely.

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

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

second edition), there can be no
doubt of it. As I have shown in
the Hermes, xi. 4 H, the proofs,
which, according to Theophrastus,
Fr. 80 (Philo, HFtern. M. 959 C
sqq.. p- 810 sqq. Mang.), were even
in his time brought forward
against the Aristotelian eternity of
the world by the advocates of an
alternate formation and destruction
—are to be referred to the founder
of the Stoa. If they do not origi-
nate with him, they must be all the
more directly derived from the
Heracleitean school.

* Diog.ix.8 (p.77,1;78,1); M.
Aarel. iii. 8 (‘HpdkA. wepl Ths Tob
kdapov kmupdoews TooabTa dusio-
Aroyhoas); Plut. Plac. 1. 8, 26;
Alex. Meteorol. 90 a, m, p. 260
Id., where Lassalle’s attempt (ii.
170) to do away with the éxmipwois
is as impossible as in the passage
quoted p. 66, 2 (Lassalle, ii. 177
sq. in regard to him, Bernays
Heraklit. Briefe, 121 sq.). Also
Simpl. loe. ¢it. 132 b, 17 (487 b,
33), and Phys. 6 a, 111 b, 257 b
(where Lassalle indeed thinks no
writer could express himself more
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discover statements to the contrary, not one trustworthy
testimony has been found in all the post-Aristotelian
literature, to prove that the alternate formation of the
world and its destruction by fire was ever denied to
have been a doctrine of Heracleitus;! no such denial

clearly against the éxmbpwats, than
Slmphcms does in the words: oot
del uéy <pao'w elvar kbopov, ob udv
TOv abTdr del, GAAL BAAoTe UAAOY
ywdpevoy kord Tvas Xpbvey wepid-
dous &s 'Avatiuévns Te Kol ‘Hpd-
kAerros). Themist, Phys. 83 b, p.
231 Sp.; Olympiodorus, Meteorol.
32 a, p. 279 Id.; Euseb. Pr. Kv.
xiv. 3, 6; Philo, Etern. M. 940 B
(489 M) In this last passage
Heracleitus is not named, but he
is certainly intended. He is named
in the passage in Clemens, Strom.
v. 599 B, which is no doubt taken
from the same source, and is partly
similar in language (here again
Lassalle, ii. 159, seeks to explain
away the obvious meaning), Of.
Strom. v. 549 C. Lucian, V. auct.
14, Further details infra, p. 77, 1.

! Lassalle, ii. 127, after Schlei-
ermacher, appeals first to Max. Tyr.
xli. 4,end: peraBorhy 6pds cwudTwy
kol yevégews, GAAayly 008y dvw ral
kd7w kare Tov ‘Hpdrlerror . . . dia-
Boxhy dpds Biov kal peraBeryy cw-
pdrwy, kuvovpytar Tov dhov. ¢ This
writer, he concludes, ¢ was acquaint-
ed with no other renewal of the
world than the partial one which is
constantly occurring.” He bad no
occasion to speak of apy other in
this place : he is here simply men-
tioning the fact of experience that
the destruction of one thing is the
birth of another; but the érxmi-
pwats is not an object of experience,

of 6pgv. Lassalle further quotes,
M. Aurel. x. 7: &ore kal Tabra

dvaAnpBiivar eis TOv Tob BAov Adyoy,

3 / > Lo
elre kara weplodoy éxmupovuéyov elte

s s ~ s ;
&18lots auotBals avaveovpérov; and
asks, with Schleiermacher, *to

whom except Heracleitus can we
refer this latter theory of éxmd-
pwois which is opposed to that of
the Stoics ?’ It has already been
shown, in the previous note, that
Marcus Aurelius attributes éxmd-
pwois to Heracleitus ; when he
speaks of those who substitute a
perpetual for a periodical renova-
tion of the world, this must refer
to the Stoical opponents of the
destruction by fire (among whom
we may count Aristotle and his
school); and the same holds good
of Cic. N. De. ii. 33, 85; Ps.-
Censorin. Fr. 1, 8. A third citation
of Schleiermacher (p. 100), and
Lassalle (1. 236; ii. 128) is Plut.
Def. orac. 12, p. 415: kal 6 KAedu-
BpoTos® dkobw Tavr, ¥py, TOAAGY
kal 6p& Thy Srwikhy ékmbpwow,
&oweo T& ‘HpakAeiTou kal ‘Oppéws

émwenopérny Ery, oltw kal T4
‘Hoibdov kal ouvvelamardoav. But

though this seems to show that
certain opponents of the Stoic
éemipwots sought to withdraw from
it the support of Heracleitus as
well as of other authorities, the
passage does not inform us in the
least on what the attempt was
based, or whether the censure that
the Stoies misapplied the sayings
of Heracleitus had any foundation
in fact. Lassalle makes a still
greater mistake when he quotes
(i. 232) on his own behalf; Philo,
De Viet. 839 D (243 M) : 8mep of
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can be discovered even among those Stoics who were

pév kbpov Kal Xpnoporiyny éxdiesay,
of 8¢ érmbpwow kol Jaxdounoty,
and says that in this passage képos
and éxwdpwas, Xpnopmooivy and dia-
kéounots are synonymous. So also
the treatise of Philo on the im-
perishableness of the world, which
Lassalle also quotes, ascribes to
Heracleitus the relative destruction
of the world which was held by
the Stoies; cf. p. 67, 3. The same
is the case with Diog. ii. 8 (infra,
p. 77), whose words Lassalle (ii.
136) is obliged to twist into their
opposite, in order then to discover
in them an ‘¢ exceedingly important
argument ’ against the burning of
the world. Nor can we gather
much from Plotinus, v. 1, 9, p. 490 :
xal ‘HpdrAeiros 8¢ Td & oldev &idiov
«al vonréy, for the theory that the
Deity or the primitive fire is
eternal, was aslittle denied by the
Stoics, in spite of their éxmipwos,
as by Heracleitus. 1In Simpl.
De Calo, 182 b, 28 (Schol. 487 b,
43), we first meet with the asser-
tion that Heracleitus 8 alvey-
pdrwy Ty éavrol coglay érpépwy
o Taita, Gwep dowkel Tols woAAOLS,
anuaives, for he also writes rdouor
T6v8¢, &e. (supra, p. 22,1), and in
agreement with this we read, Stob.
Ecl. 1. 454 : ‘HpdrAeitos ob kard
Xpovoy elvar ryewrnrdy TOV KbopOV,
&AAG ket émivoiay. But what can
we infer from this? It is incon-
venient for the Neo-Platonists to
find in Heracleitus, in place of
their own doctrine of the eternity
of the world, an alternate genesis
and destruction, and so in his case,
as in others, they declare that this
is not to be understood chronologi-
cally, but ideally. But Simplicius
himself repeatedly says that Hera-
cleitus spoke of such an alternation

(vide previous note), and Stobsus
presupposes him to have done so.
Lassalle, ii, 142, thinks he has
found valuable evidence in favour
of his view in the treatise mepl
8uabrys of the Pseudo-Hippocrates,
where it is said, in the first book,
that all things consist of fire and
water ; that these are always in con-
flict with each other, but neither is
able entirely to overcome the other;
and therefore the world will always
be as it now is. But although the
first book of the work mepl Swalrns
may contain much that is Hera-
cleitean, it combines with it (as is
now generally admitted) such hete-
rogeneous elements that we are not
the least justified in regarding the
treatise as an authentic record of
the physics of Heracleitus. This
is evident when we consider the
doctrine which forms the corner
stone of 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 ecentury, if Teichmiller (NV.
Stud. i. 249 sqq.) could succeed
in proving that it falls between
Herucleitus and Anaxagoras. But
that is far too early a date. There
are no traces in it, certainly, of
the existence of the Platonic and
Aristotelian philosophy; nor ean we,
I admit, infer an acquaintance of
the author with Aristotle’s theory
of the elements from C, 4 sub
init., where fire is described as
warm and dry, and water as cold
and moist, especlally as, according
to Plato, Symp. 186 D; 188 A
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Soph. 242 D, and the quotation
concerning Alemeeon, vol. 1. 525, 1,
these four natural qualities had
previously been insisted on with
great emphasis by the physicians;
and as water seems to have been
called by Archelaus (infra, p. 847,
3, 3rd ed.) Td Yuxpdr as well as 70
Gypév. But though these considera-
tions might lead us (with Bernays,
Herakl. 3 sq., and Schuster, pp.
99, 110) to assign the treatise to
the Alexandrian period, everything
is against the theory that it belongs
to the second third of the fifth
century. An exposition so detailed,
entering into particulars of all
kinds with the unmistakeable aim
of empirical completeness, and in
many parts of the first book quite
overladen with such discussions,
is very far from the style of that
period, as it appears in all the
philosophical fragments of the fifth
century. Xven the fragments of
Diogenes and Democritus, and the
treatise of Polybus, found among
the works of Hippocrates (wepl ¢po-
oios &vbpdmov), are evidently much
more simple and ancient in expres-
sion. The author of the wepl Siairys
indeed tells us that he belongs to an
epoch advanced in literature, when
he speaks of the many (c. 1), who
have already written about the
diet most compatible with health,
and also ii. 39 of all those who
(6xdoor) have written on the effect
of what is sweet, fat, &e. That
there should have existed a whole
literature on these subjects before
the time of Hippocrates is highly
improbable. Teichmiiller, indeed,
reminds us that Heracleitus in #7.
13, wvide supra (p. 7. 1), appeals
to his study of the earlier litera-
ture; but this is irrelevant, 1st,
because Heracleitus is there speak-
ing only of Adyor which he has

HERACLEITUS.

heard, not of a literaturs which h2
has studied ; and 2nd, the question
is not whether there were any
writings at all at that time (in-
cluding the poems of Hesiod,
Homer, Xenophanes and others),
but whether there was an exten-
sive literature on these particular
subjects. For the above reasons,
we cannot build on the evidence of
Heracleitus's 22nd fragment (sup.
vol.i. p. 336,5; 363, 5). Another
argument is that the author of
the treatise does not know of the
doctrines of the Atomists, of Em-
pedocles and Anaxagoras. It
would be more exact to say that
he does not mention them; but
in the cage of a writer who never
mentions other opinions as such,
and only quotes from them what
he has himself adopted, this does
not prove that he was unacquainted
with them, and still less that they
were not in existence. But even
that cannot be said. C. 4 is ex-
plained by the author thus: ¢ No-
thing is generated or destroyed
absolutely, but everything changes
merely by combination and separa-
tion: when therefore he speaks of
generation he is only describing the
fvpuioyesfu, and when he speaks
of destruction, the diakplvesfar.’ It
seems to me clear that thisis not
Heracleitean ; and when Schuster
(p. 274) maintains that it is so
(withvut authority indeed from
any of the fragments or from other
evidence), I can only account for
it by his own denial (discussed
p. 12, 1) of the doctrine of the flux
of all things. We do not find this
identification of generation with
the union, and of destruction with
the separation of underived and
imperishable substances, before
Empedocles, Leucippus and Anax-
agoras; and when Teichmiiller,
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p. 262, asks why one author may
not have been allied on this point
with Xenophanes (Parmenides
must surely be intended; for
Xenophanes never formally denied
generation and destruction), and
Anaxagoras with our author, the
simple answer is this: because
Anaxagoras, Empedocles and Leu-
cippus were known to all antiquity
as the authors of systems which
have for their common foundation
the conception of generation and
destruction ; whereas nobody knows
anything of the treatise mepl diairys

obTw 8¢ TolTwy éxdrTwy mouA-

\ y Vo ORI 2
Aas kol worTodawas idéas dmorpi-
voyTar &m GAMAwr kol owepudTwy
teal {Bwv, oddty bpolwy dAAAOOLY.

AmdAAvTa. puév oddty Gmdrrov
xpnudToy oddE ylvera 8 1o uh ral
wpdoler Wy fvppioybueva 8¢ kol
Siakpwidpsva &ANowbTar  voui(eTar
8¢ mapd Ty avbpdimwy, ete.

voullerar 8¢ m. 7. &wlp. 7O pév &
“ Atdou és pdos adgnbey yevéaba.

otire el (@ov amobaveiy oiby -Te
. . . mob yop &wobaveiTal; ofite TO
wh by yevéobai, wélev vip ZoTas ;

8 7 & bty daAéywpar yevéobau
# amonéofar THY TOAAGY €lverer
épunvetw.

Tabra 3¢ (yevéobou &moléafar)
Evpupioyesbar kal Siaxplvesfar InAd
.. . yevéoBu Evppyfvar TwdTd, dmo-
AéoBar, perwbirar, Staxpidfjvor TwiTh,

from which Teichmiiller derives
this fundamental conception; be-
cause a compiler, like our author,
who is so entirely wanting in acute-
ness and logical perception as to
confuse Heracleitus’s wdrra xwpe?
with the above mentioned doctrine
based on the presuppositions,’
Parmenides,—can never have been
the diseoverer of that doctrine ; be-
cause lastly, as will appear from the
following comparison, the reminis-
cence of passages from Anaxagoras
and Empedocles is unmistakable.
Cf. wepl dualr. c. 4:—

Anazxagoras Fr. 3 (p. 798, 3rd
edit.): 7ovréwr 8¢ ofTws ExbrvTwv
xph doxéewy Evelvar mWoAAL Te kal
TavTolu év TAGL TOlS guyrpwouévors
kal owéppara whvter xprudTwy ral
i8éas wovrolas Exovra.

Fr. 6 (798,2): owepudrav . . .
0d3&r eoikdTwy GANAAOLS.

Fr, 8 (ibid.) &repov 3¢ obdéy
éoTw Buotov odbevl BAA.

Fr. 22 (798, 1) : 7d 8¢ yivesOau
wal &wéAAvobar ot dpbds voullovory
“EAAqes 003y yop xphua yivero
odd¢ dmbAAvrar GAN &n’ édvTwy
xpnudTwy cupuioyeral Te xai Sia-
kplverat

Anaz. ap. Arist. (p. 798,4): 7
ylyvesfar kal amwéarvedar TadrTdV
kaféarnre 1@ dANooDoGar.

Emped. v. 40 (611, 1, 8rd edit.) :
0i 8" 87e pév katd PdTA pryty ddos
albépos Ty . . . TéTe piv T80 paci
yevéafar.

Emp. 92 (609, 1): Totro 3
éravkfoee 7O wav T ke xal woOev
éNBdv; wij 8¢ ke kal dmoAolat’;

BEmp. 44 (611, 1): véue & éri-
dnue kal adrds (veferring to the use
of the word ~yiyvesfa ete.).

Anaz. Fr. 22 (793, 1): kol
obirws By Gplds kaholev 7O Te Yive-
oot cvppicyesfou kal vd wdAAvobor
danpivestou,
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6 vdpos yap T Ppdoer wep! Todrwy
&avrios, ¢. 11, vduos yap kal ¢iaus

. obx buoroyéerar buonoyedueva
véuoy ydp E0ecav Hvbpwmor abdrol
EwvTolow, ob ywdokovTes wepl Oy
Eecay phow B¢ mdyTwy eol Sicrdo-
unoav.

C. 28: duxh uiv odv alel bpoin
kal &v pélowt kal &v endaoopt.

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

HERACLEITUS.

Empedocles, v. 44, also Demo-
critus (énfra, 694, 4, 705, 2, 3rd
edit.) vdud yAvkd, véue wupdy ete.
érefj 8¢ droua kal xeydy (instead of
éren later accounts have ¢ioer).

Anaxag. Fr. 8 (804, 1): vdos
3¢ mas Buowds o kal & pélwy kal
6 edaowy.

those of Archelans, and next those
Heracleitean theories which had
there become known through Cra-
tylus. This circumstance makes
it probable that it was written in
Athens, though possibly by an
Tonian. The above theory of date
and place of composition agrees
with what is said in the work (ec.
23) : ypauuarich Todrde exNpdTwy
obvbeais, onufiia pwvils dvbpwmivys
... B0 émTh oxnudTwy B yvdos
rabTa mdrra dvbpwmos damphooeTal
(he speaks the sounds described by
the oxhuora) xal 6 émorduevos
ypdupato kal & piy emgrduevos: if
by the seven oxfiuara, which in
this connection can hardly mean
anything else than letters, the
seven vowels are meant, these as
pwrfievra might still be called in
preference onufiia ¢wris: for it
was only after the time of Euclides
(403 ®.c.) that there were seven in
use in Athens. A much more trust-
worthy mark of this later time is
to be found, however, in the way
our author opposes vduos to $vaes
(c. 11, vide supra). This oppo-
sition is unknown pricr 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 »épos and
¢vois were separately used 7 But
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opposed to the doctrine of the burning of the universe,!
as held by their own school. TFrom Aristotle onwards,
therefore, it has been the unanimous, or all but unani-
mous, tradition of ancient authors that Heracleitus
taught that the world would be destroyed by fire and
would then be formed anew.

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

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

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

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

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

! Aristotle, however, says, Phys.
viii. 8, 253 b, 9, in reference to
Heracleitus, although he distinetly
attributes to him the doctrine of
the conflagration of the world: ¢paci
Twes kwetclar TGV dvTwy ob T& uiy
70 & ob, GANG wdvra kal &el, while
he has previously (e. 1. 250 b, 26)
aseribed to Empedocles the propo-
sition: éx péper wwelofar ral wdaw

Tipepely.

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

! The Eleatics alone declared
Being to be underived; but Par-
menides and his followers do not un-
derstand by this Being the world
as such, for they deny multiplicity
and change. Xenophanes, on his

side, as has been shown (sup. vol.
i. 569 =sq.), held such changes
within the world itself, that his
theory likewise is far removed from
that of Aristotle.

www.holybooks.com



PERIODS OF THE WORLD. w7

the pre-supposition of an origin of the world with the
newly won perception of the impossibility of an absolute
beginning, by the theory that the world was indeed
eternal according to its essential nature, but that its
condition was subject from time to time to so complete
a change that a new formation of the world became
necessary. If this was not the most logical or the
most scientific theory, it was at any rate the theory
then most obvious to philosophy, and which Heracleitus
found in Anaximander and Anaximenus, his immediate
predecessors, in the ancient Ionian school, and this is
enough to silence all opposition to the unanimous
tradition of antiquity.

As every process in the world has its fixed measure,
so also the duration of the changing cosmical periods is
accurately defined;' and with this is probably con-
nected the statement (the correctness of which is not
thoroughly established) that Heracleitus believed in a
great year which, according to some, he reckoned at
10809, and according to others at 18000 solar years.?

! Diog.ix. 8: 'yswaof)ai'r adTdy
[bv wéouov] érx mupds kal wdlw
emrvpovo‘@cu kaTd  Twas Weptoﬂovs
raAArdl TOv gluwavTa aldre’ TovTo
3¢ yiveabas kad’ efuapuévnr. Simpl.
Phys. 6 a (sup. p. 42,1); similarly
257 b, u; De Cwlo, 132 b, 17
(8chol. 487 b, 83); Eus. Pr. Eo.
xiv. 8, 6: xpauov TE wpurecu 'rns
TRV ﬁaV’TCUV ELS 'Tb 7|"llp alla?xvo'ews Kou
Tis éx Tobrov yeréoews.

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

This year is fixed by Linus and
Heracleitus at 10800 solar years ;
others determine it differently. On
the other hand, Stobmus says, Fol.
. 264 (Plut. Plac ii. 32): ‘Hpd-
lc)\erros ['rbv wéyay eviavrdy TLGe'mL]
EK F.'UPL(IJV OKTIZKISX[AL(UV emau’rwu
Naxdv.  Bernays, Rhein. Mus.
N. F. vil. 108, thinks that this
number was deduced from Hesiod’s
verses, ap. Plut. Def. Orac. 11, p.
415 ; but it is not easy to see how
this could be done. Schuster, on
the other hand (p. 375 sq.), gives
the preference to the statement in
the Placita, for he conjectures that
Heracleitus may have assigned to
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78 HERACLEITUS.

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

the world (as he did Lo man, vide
inf. p. 87, 4) a period of 30 years,
and to each cosmical year twelve
centuries instead of twelve months ;
of the 36000 years which we get
in this way, the 68ds &vw and rdrw
would each occupy 18000. This
seems to me altogether too uncer-
tain, and the Placite also speak dif-
ferently: they must therefore, as
Schuster thinks, have confused the
duration of the dwxdounois with
that of the whole cosmical year.
Lussalle, ii. 191 sqq., advances the
opinion (corresponding with his
hvpothesis about the sun, sup. p.
58, 2) that Heracleitus's great year
is equivalent to the time which
elapses before all the atoms in the
universe have passed through the
circle of Being, and have arrived at
the form of fire. Not only is this
entirely different from what is said
by our authorities, but it is (even
irrespectively of the atoms which
are absolutely incompatible with
his physical theories) much too far-
fetched and subtle for Heracleitus;
indeed, in itself it is wholly un-
natural. Each year must have
some definite point where it begins
and ends; and so has the ‘great
year,’ if we understand by it what

is always understood in other pas-
sages. Lassalle’s ‘great year’
might equally well begin and end
at any moment. '

! Diog. according to the pre-
vious quotation: 7&v & évavriwy
T utv éwl Thy yéveow dyov keAeio-
Bar wéAepov ral Epw, TO & éml THy
éxwlpwey buodoylar kal elphumy.
Hippol. Refut.ix.10: sup. p. 17,3;
48, 1; Philo, Leg. Alleg. ii. 62 A ;
sup. p. 17, 8; De Vict. sup. p. 68 .
The rdpos and the xpnouostvy are
alluded to by Plutarch in the pas-
sage of De Fi.c. 9, discussed in vol.
iii. a, 140, 6, second edition. Hera-
cleitus, however, is not mentioned,
and the whole statement probably
refers to a Stoical interpretation
of myths. The Stoics had natu-
rally borrowed the expression xdpes
and xpnopootry from Heracleitus ;
but we have no right to take for
granted that what Plutarch here
says of the duration of both states
is also from Heracleitus, especially
as the Stoiecs themselves seem by
no means wunanimous about it.
Seneca, Ep. 9,16 (I. ¢. p. 131, 2),
expresses himself as if the éerfpwois
were merely a short episode be-
tween successive worlds.

2 Sup. pp. 17, 8; 88, 1; 46, 1.
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3. Man—his Knowledge and his Actions.

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

only an object of aversion.!

In the soul, on the other

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

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

2 Fr.90; Diog. ix. 7. Tert. De
An. 2; cf. Schuster, 270, 391 sq.,
Yuxs welpara odr by eelpoto waoay
émmopevbuevos 686y alirw  Babdy
Adyoy Exe. 1 agree in the main
with Schuster that wefpaTa refers to
the limit to which the soul goes, the
Iimit of its nature ; but it seems to
me the alteration which he proposes
in the text can be dispensed with.
Still less can Iendorse Lassalle’s
emendations (ii. 357).

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

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

ulaois means the same as what is
elsewhere called wijp. Although this
fireiscalled doouardraTor, we must
not conclude with Themistius (vide
inf.) that it was &odparov, or with
Lassalle, ii. 831, that it was some-
thing absolutely immaterial; the
meaning is that it was the rarest,
the least palpable substance, the
substance which comes nearest to
actual incorporeality. The reason
given for this definition, viz. that the
soul must be moved, in order that
it mayknow things that are moved,
is a conjecture of Avistotle, who
has already (De An. 404 b, 7 sq.)
stated the general presupposition
on which he bases it. Cf. also
Philop. De 4n. C, 7 (supra, p.
24, 1); Themist. D¢ dn. 67 a,
u (il. 24 Sp.): ral HpdrAerros Be
v apxhy Tilerau TOV dvrwy, TadTny
TiBerar kal duxhy wip yap xal obros:
Th vip Gvafuplaow € fis T& BAAa
cuvieTnow (so Arist.) odi aAhe 7t
7 wip Tmworymréoy, TobTo 8¢ kal
doduatov kal jéov del. Arius Did.
ap. Eus. Pr. Hv. xv. 20, 1: ava-
Buulaoiy péy odv dpolws 7¢ ‘Hpa-
kAebTy Ty Yuxiw Gmodaiver Zhvwy,
Tert. De An. ¢ b6: Hippasus et
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on that account are also called ¢soul.’!

HERACLEITUS.

The purer this

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

Heraclitus ex igni (animum effin-
gunt). Macrob. Somn. i.14: He-
raclitus physicus [animam dizit)
scintillam stellaris essentie (i.e., of
the heavenly fire), Nemes. Naa‘
Hom e 2, b 28 : ‘HodxA. 8& mhv
wév 705 mavrbs Yuxhp (this is not of
course Heracleitus’s expresslon )]
auaeu,u.taa‘w er Tav v'yp.m/ Thy 3¢ &y
TOTS gwots dmd Te Ths ekTds KAl THs

év abrols auaeu,u.ma'ews bpoyerd
(C.cﬂ T &wafupidoe, or better:
TH TOb mapTds) wezpunevat Simi-
larly Plut. Plac. iv. 3, 6. Accor-

ding to Sext. Matk. 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 1. b, 23, 26.

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

2 Fr. 54, 5. 'This proposition
is very commonly attributed to
Heracleitus, but the readings of
the MSS. are so various that it is
difficult to decide how it originally
stood. Stob. Floril. 5, 120, has
abn Yuxd) copwrdrn kai &plory.
Our MS. gives aip Inph, another
adyh Enph. In the fragment of
Musonius, bid. 17, 43, the read-
ings vary between afiy without
Enph, aiy Enph and ab ¥R Enph.
Instead of aty Porph. 4ntr. ’Vy/nplz
c. 11, has: fnpa duxd) codpwrdry |
sumlarly Glykas, dnnal. 74, 116
\%hlemrmaeher p. 130): duxy
Enporépn a'oqt)w'repn Sumlarlv Plut.
v. Rom.c. 28 uu'r'r] 'yap xpux'/; Enph
(al. atm 7. Y. kal §) apw'rn wafl’ ‘Hpd-
x)\et'rou, wo'7rep u.o"rpa‘lrn vépous Stam-
rapéury Tob odupates (that this
additionisalso taken from Heraclei-
tus seems probable, partly from the

connection in Plutarch, and partly
from the passage about to be
quoted from Clemens).  Plut.
Def. Orac. 41, p. 432: abry yap
tnpd Yuxh wab ‘HpdeAeror. On
the other hand we find in Pseudo-
Plut. De Esu Carn. i. 6, 4, p. 995
“ adyl Enph Yuxh cogwrdTn” KaTh
oy ‘HpdrAerroy Eowkey (sc. Aéyew);
or, according to another reading,
alyh Enpfi Yuxn cop «x. T. ‘Hp.
Zowkev. Similarly Galen. Qu. 4n.
Mores, ete. c. 5, vol. iv. 786 K, and
to the same effect Hermias dn
Phedr. p. 73: abyy Enoy x[tuxn
copardry, and Clemens Pedag. ii.
156 C, Wlthout mention of He-
mcleitus a.v'yn 8¢ Yvxh Inpa oo-
PwrdTn kal apwr'n ... 00d¢ doTe
kdBvypos Tals ek Tob ofvov avabupid-
geot, vepérns dixmy TWOUOTOMOLOL-
wévrn.  Philo, ap. Eus. Pr. Ev. viii.
14, 67 has: of 9% &np%, Yuxh oo-
pwrdTn Kol apw'rn, and that the
true reading in this pla.ce is not, as
in some texts, adyh or au'yn (one
text has Znpi Yuxf) but ob i, is
clear from the passage in Philv’s
De Provid. 1. 109: 4n lerra sicca
animus est sapiens ac virtutis amans
(for further details, ef. Schleierma-
cher, p. 129 sq.). Schleiermacher
supposes that there were three dif-
ferent expressions: of y7 Enph, buxd,
&e., aim Yuxd, &e., adyh Enph Yuxa,
&c. But this is very improbable ;
and even if the first of the three
fragments is distinet from the other
two, these latter seem to be origi-
nally identical. How the expres-
sion really stood, and how its dif-
ferent versions are to be explained,
cannot be positively determined.
I do pot think, however, that the
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ANTHROPOLOGY. 81
bodily veil like lightning through clouds.! Tf, on the
other hand, the soul-fire is polluted by moisture, reason
is lost;? and in this way Heracleitus explaing the
phenomena of intoxication; the drunken man is not
master of himself because his soul is moistened.? As,
however, everything is subject to perpetual change, and
is constantly being produced anew, so it is with the
soul: not only did its fire come from without into the
body, but it must be fed from the fire without in order
to sustain itself—a theory which was obviously sug-
gested by the process of breathing, if once the soul were

compared to the vital airt

proposition, “adyh Enph Yuxdh oo-
pwrdrn,” is Heracleitean. The
subject Yvxy as part of the predi-
cate has something very disturbing
in it, and adyh Enph would be a
singular pleonasm, for there is
no adydy vypd; the rise of mois-
ture is an extinetion of the beam.
If, therefore, the words were origi-
nally so written by Heracleitus
(as certainly seems probable from
the frequency with which they are
quoted), we must suppose that
there was some difference in the
punctuation. If Heracleitus wrote
that the moist soul was imprisoned
by the body, but that the dry soul
Sitwrarar Tob cduatos, Skws vépeos
abdyyr Enphy Yuxh copwrdrn ral dpi-
oy (and something of the kind
seems to be presupposed in Plut.
V. Rom. 28), everything would be
fully explained. Schuster, p. 140,
suggests that Plutarch’s dorpary
would be much more applicable
than adyh ; whereas Teichmiller,
N. Stud. i. 65, shows that adyn
stands also for lightning; ef. Il
xili. 244; Hes. Theog. 699;

VOL. II. [¢3

Heracleitus consequently

Sophocl. PAil. 1199 (Bpovris adyols
W eloe ¢royi{wr). Schuster's ex-
planation: “If the gasis dry, the
soul is wisest,” is (even irrespec-
tively of the gas) contradicted by
what is said above—-that it would
only be possible to speak of an ainy
Enpa, and to declare the dry advh to
be wise, supposing there were also
an avyh dypa. ‘Would anyone say:
“if the beam,’ or ‘if the flame, isdry ?*

! I doubt whether that which
is ascribed to Heracleitus by Ter-
tullian (De An. 14), as well as by
Ainesidemus and Strabo, is authen-
tie, viz., that the soul, in totum
corpus diffuse et ubique ipsa, velut
fatus in calamo per cavernas, ita
per sensualia varits modis emicet.

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

5 Jr. 53; Stob. Floril. 5, 120 :
dvhp Orbray uebuobi dyerar owd
wadds &vhBov opaAlduevos, odk
énalwy iy Baives, yphw Thy Juxhy
E&wr. COf. Plut. @Qu. Comw. iii.,
Progm. 2, and Stob, Floril, 18, 32.

* Cf. vol. L p. 485, 2.
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HERACLEITUS.

supposed ! that Reason or warm matter entered into us
_through the atmosphere,? partly through the breath,

partly through the organs of the senses.

When these

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

v Sup.p. 42,2; Sext. Math. vii.
127 sqq.: &péower yap 78 Puoikd
["HparAeiTe] Tb weptéxor fiuds Aoyi-
wby Te v kal ¢oevijpes . . . TolTOV
3% Tbv Oeloy Adyoy kab' ‘HpdrAeiToy
3 &vampedis omdoavrres voepol ywd-
ueba, kal év utv Gmyors Anbolor ko
8t Eyepow wdaw Eudpoves: & yap
Tols Prvois pvodvrwy TOY alednTikdy
mpwy xwpileTar Tis wpds TO wepLé-
xov ouuvlas & év Huiv vobs, udvys
Tis kard avemvoly wpooploews ow-
Copérms olovel Twos PHllns . . . &
3¢ eypyyopbot wdAw Bk TR aichy-
Tuedy whpwy Homep did Twy Bupldwr
wporlas Kal TG WEPIEXOVTL CUp-
BdAAwy Aoywhy Evdlerar dlvauw.
dvmep oy Tpdmov ol HvBpaxes wAN-
cidgavres T Tupl kAT &GAAolwow
diudmupor vylvovTal, xwpolévres 8¢
¢ Bévrurtal, oiTew Kkal ) émiterwicioa
7035 Tuerépots oduacty dwd Tob we-
piéxorTos polpa kard uly TO¥ Xwpi-
gudy axeddy ¥hoyos ylverar, rard
3¢ T 8id TEY TAeloTey Tpwy olu~
o Spoedls 7@ By kabioTaTar
The image of the embers is em-
ployed in another connection by
the pseudo-Hippocrates, m. dualr.
i. 29. That Sextus here repro-
duces the conception of Heracleitus
in his own words, or those of Aine-
sidemus, is plain. The assertion,
Sext. vil. 849 (cf. Tert. De 4n. 15),
that the soul, according to He-
racleitus, was outside the body, is
merely an inference. Jbid. M. viii.
286, according to Heracleitns’s ex-
press declaration : uh elvar Aoyucdy
Tov  Hvfpwmoy, pévov ¥ dwdoxew
ppeviipes Td mepiéxov. Similarly
the so-called Apollonius of Tyana,

Epist. 18 ‘HpdkA. . ., . &Aoyov elvai
kar& plow Epnoe Tov Evbpwroy.

2 That this is the meaning of
the mepiéxov is clear from the
words of Sextus; we are con-
nected with the air outside us by
means of our breath, and with the
light outside us by means of our
eyes. This mode of conception is
not strange in Heracleitus; if rea-
son is identical with fire, it is quite
natural that it should enter man
with the animating ard warming
breath, and be nourished by light
and air. Only if we refine away
Heracleitug’s primitive fire to a
metaphysical abstraction, as Las-
salle does, have we any right to
find fault with this sort of language
from him. ZTLassalle (i. 305 sqq.)
understands by the wepiéxor < the
universal and actual process of
becoming,’ or (ii. 270) the objective,
world-forming law, which is called
the wepiéxor, because it overcomes
all things. But wepiéxew does not
mean ‘overcoms’ (certainly not, as
Lass. 1. 308 represents it, with the
accusative of the object), and 7d
meptéxov never means anything else
than ¢the surrounding.’ In the
passage from Sextus no other
meaning can be thought of. More-
over it seems to me (as to Lassalle,
1. 307) improbable that Heracleitus
himself ever made use of the ex-
pression wepiéxov.

3 Whether Heracleitus ima-
gined that the soul was also de-
veloped from the blood, and was
sustained by it (ef. p. 79, 4), is not
quite clear,
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tinguished, and man is limited in his presentations to
his own world—to the subjective fancies of dreams,!
though in reality he still cannot withdraw himself from
the movement, of the universe.2 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 flux of natural life,
retains its personal identity so long as this production
proceeds in the same manner and in the same propor-
tion: that, on the contrary, it is destroyed, as an in-
dividual, when the formation of soul-substance ceases
at this definite point; and since soul-substance, accord-
ing to Heracleitus, consists in warm vapours which are
partly developed from the body and partly drawn in
with the breath, the soul cannot survive the body.
Heracleitus seems to have contented himself with the
vague notion that life continues so long as the divine
fire animates the man, and that it ceases when that fire

1 Plut. De Superst. c. 3, p. 166: 7év & 74 kdopp ywouéver.
6 ‘HpdrAetrds ¢pmot, Tois Eypyyopboy 3 Fr. 91, ap. Clem. Strom. iv.
&a kal kowby kbopov elvar, Tév 3¢ 530 D: &vbpwmes év edppdry ¢dos

rownwpévor Ekacrov eis diov émo-
arpépeatar.

2 M. Aurel. vi. 42: kal Tods
kafeddovras, oluai, 6 ‘HpdxAetros
épydras elvar Aéye kal ouvepyobs

G

amrel éavr* dmofavdy dmwocBealels.
Ay g ~ o

(@v 8¢ dmrerar TeBredTos eldwy dmo-

oBeclels IYes ypnyopds Emrerar

eidovTos,

2
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leaves him.

HERACLEITUS.

He personifies this divine element and

says that men are mortal gods and gods immortal men ;
our life is the death of the gods, and our death their

life.!

So long as man lives the divine part of his

nature is bound up with the baser substances, from

which in death he again becomes free.?

Souls, he says,

traverse the way upwards and the way downwards ; they
enter into bodies because they require change and

become weary of continuing in the same state.?

1 Fr. 60, the original form of
which is doubtless given by Hippol.
Refut. ix. 10, in the words : dfdva-
Tor Bvmrol, BvyTol abdvaror, (Gyres
Tov erelvav OdvaTor, TOv Bt érelvwy
Blov refvedres.,  Schleiermacher,
putting together the following pas-
sages: Heracl. dlleg. Hom. ¢ 24,
p. 61 Mehl. ; Max. Tyr. Diss. x. 4,
end (xli. 4 ad fin.); Clem. Pedag.
iii. 216 A ; Hievocl. i Carm. Aur.
p. 186 (258) ; Porph. Anir. Nympk.
c. 10, end ; Philo, Leg. Adlleg. i. p.
60 C (Qu. in Gen. iv. 152); cf.
Tue. V. Auct, 14, deduces from
them this view: &vfpwmoc feol
Ouqrol, feol T Hvfpwmor &bdvaror,
(ovres Tov érxelvwy Odvaror, Ovhio-
Kovres Ty ékelvay (why. Against
him and Lassalle, i. 186 sq., vide
Bernays, Heracleit. Briefe, 37 sq. ;
cf. also, p. 17, 4; and Clem. Strom.
iil. 484 C: odxl xal ‘HpdrAeiTos
OdvaTov THy yéveaw Kahel;

2 Heracleitus’s theory was con-
sequently expounded by Sext. Pyrrk.
iit. 230 ; Philo, L. 4lleg. 60 C, and
others, in similar language to that
of the Pythagoreans and Platonists.
‘Whether the passage in Sextus, L. ¢,
‘Hp. ¢moly, 6T kal 70 (v xal 7o
dmofavely kal & T¢ (fiv fuds éore
kol & T¢ Tefydvar, contains He-
racleitus’s own words, or is merely

He

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

3 Tambl. ap. Stob. Eel. i. 906:
‘HpdrAaiTos pév yip &uofas vay-
kalas Tilerar ée TéY dvavriwv 634y
Te dvw kol kdrw Sumopstesbu Ts
Yuxds dmeiAnee, kal TO péy Tols
abTols émpéver kdporoy elvar, Td 8¢
peraBdarew ¢pépery dvdwavaw, The
same, tbid. 896, in regard to the
different theories of the deteriora-
tion of the soul it is sald: «af’
‘HpduAetror 3¢ 7is & 7§ peTafdA-
Aeobor dvamadAys . . . aitlas yeyvo-
wévns TéY kaTaywydy EvepynudTwv.
These statements are illustrated
and confirmed by ZEn. Gaz.
Theophr. p 5, Botss.: 6 u&v yap
‘Hpdereros Sadoxhy dvayratoy Ti-
Qéuevos dvw kal kdTw ThHs Yuxis T
mopetay &pn yiveoOai, émel kdparos
abrfi 76 Onuiovpyd ovvémesfar kal
drw petd Tod Beod T63e TO TAY suuTe-
pumorety kol i éxelvy Terdxbar ral
#pxeobar, Bid Tobro TH TOD fpeuely
émuuia kal &pxfs (the dominion
over the body) éami{d: wdrw ¢mol
Thv Yuxhy ¢epecbai. Here, how-
ever, the Heracleitean doctrine is
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&5

applied also to individual souls that which could only
be said logically of the universal soul, or of the divine

animating fire.

We see from various traces that he

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

interpreted in a Platonic sense.
Heracleitus certainly never spoke
of the Demiourgos; and the other
similarities between this passage
and the Phedrus may be occa-
sioned (as Lassalle, 1i. 235 sq.,
seeks to prove), not so much by
the influence of Heracleitus’s
writings on Plate, as by that of
Plato’s on Aneas. Jneas, p. 7,
says of Heracleitus: ¢ Sowel 7dv
wéywy Ths Yuxds -Gwdmaviar elva
Thy els Tovde T Blov Puydy ; and
Numen. ap. Porph. De Auire
Nymph. e. 10 (sup. p. 18, 1), agrees
with this in the quotation: “Ju-
xhoe Tépder,” uiy Odvaror from He-
racleitus (this, as Schuster, p.
191, supposes, is an addition of
Numenius referring to the propo-
sition quoted p. 24, 2, and an ad-
dition that 1is contrary to the
" meaning of Heracleitus, who repre-
sents the T7épdus as consisting pre-
cisely in the transmutation, the
8dvates of the soul), “ Sypfioe yevé-
obas,” Tépuv 8¢ elvac adrals THY els
Ty vyéveew mvdow. The propo-
sitions of Heracleitus are, however,
most authentically given by Ploti-
nus in the passage (iv. 8, 1) pointed
out by Lassalle, 1. 181 : & uév yap
‘HpduAeiros . . . duotfds Te avory-
kolas 78uevos éx T@y dvovTioy,
630y Te Yrw kol kdrw elmwdy, xal
“ peTaBdARov dvaradeTar” kol * Kd-
patés oL Tols adTols moxfey kal
gpxeafar” (here Lassalle, following

.Creuzer, would substitute &yxeofa,

but, as he himself observes, the
passage from Zneas is in favour of
&pxeaor) elkdlerw Ewrer (as to the
reasons of the scul’s descent) duert-
aas cadi) Hulv wedfioar TO¥ Adyow.
‘When Plutarch, De Sol. Anim. 7,
4, p. 9664, says of Empedocles and
Heracleitus that they blame Nature
(ef. p.82,1): ds avdyrny kel wéAepoy
ebgev . . . Smov kal THv yéveow
abryy éf adwclas owwTuvyxdvew Aé-
youst 7@ Bvnrd ovvepxopévey ToD
&favdrov kol Tépmwesbar T yeviuevor
mapd PUow pédest 7ol yevvhoavros
amoomwuévocs, it is a question whe-
ther the latter part of this passage
from dmwov onwards is (as Schuster
supposes, 185, 1) really founded on
Heracleitean wutterances. It re-
minds us most obviously of Empe-
docles, @nf. p. 3, 666, 2, third edit.

! Fr. 69, ap. Clem. Strom, iv.
532 B; Cokort. 13 D; Theod.
Cur. Gr. Aff. viii. 41, p. 118;
Stob. Floril. 120, 28; dvbpdwous
uéver dmobavérras dooa obk EAmoy-
Toau 0bdé doréover. Perhaps there
is a reference to the same subject
in Fr, 17, ap. Clem. Strom. ii. 366
B; Theed. 1. 88, p. 15: &wv u}
ErTow dwékmoToy obk eevphoet,
dvelepedvyroy v kal Fwopov. In-
stead of Amprar and éfevphoe,
Theodoret has érnityre and edphi-
oere. Schuster, p. 45, conjectures
Exmnat
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those who have fallen gloriously;! in a third he speaks
of the condition of souls in Hades;? in two others he
makes mention of the deemons ? and heroes,* and assigns

1 Fp. 120, ap. Clem. Strom. iv.
494 B; Theod. Cur. Gr. Aff. ix.
39, p. 117 : pdpor yép uéoves uéo-
vas polpas Aayxdvovo:, cf. Fr. 119,
ap. Theod.: &pyigpdrovs of Geol
Tiudor kal of #vlpwmor, I cannot,
with Schuster, p. 304, regard these
passages as ironical.

2 fir. 70 Plut. Fae. Lun. 28,
end, p. 943: ‘HpduA. elmer b1 ai
Yoxal doudvtar xad® &dny. The
meaning of these words is obscure.
Schuster’s explanation : Souls scent
out Hades, reach after it greedily
as a restorative, is the less satis-
factory to me, as Plutarch gives
the sentence in proof that souls
in the other world can feed them-
selves on vapours. In this eon-
nection we might bring forward
what Aristotle quotes, De Sensu,
c. 5, 443 a, 23: &s e wdvTa TG
BvTa kamwyds yévorre, pives by Suoy-
volev. Bernays, Rh. Mus. ix. 265,
refers it, in a far-fetched manner,
as it seems to me, to the conflagra-
tion of the world. In these proposi-
tions we can hardly look for any
special reference.

8 Fr. 61, Hippol. Refut. ix. 10:
&fade 6vr: [Bern. éyras) émavi-
gragbu kol ¢pUAakas yivesfa: éyept!
(évrwv(soBern.instead of éyepri(dr-
Twr) kal vekpdv. I referthese words
to the demons assigned as the pro-
tectors of men, cf. Hes. 'E. kal Hu.
120 sqq., 2560 sqq. Lassalle i. 185
sees in them a resurrection of souls,
but this is a mistake, at any rate
in regard to the expression; for
émavigracfar does not here signify
to rise again, but to raise oneself,
namely, to be overseers of men. I
must express myself still more
decidedly against the idea that

Heracleitus enunciated the doc-
trine of the resurrection of the
body (Lassalle, ii. 204). Lassalle.
does not mean indeed by this re-
surrection the &vdeTagis caprds in
the Christian sense, which Hippo-
lytus, le., finds to be clearly taught
(pavepds must be substituted for
¢pavepds); he means only this:
that all the particles of matter
which had previously formed a
human body, find themselves again
united at a later period of the
world in a similar body. This
conception is not only much too
far-fetched for Heracleitus, and
entirely without support from any
of his writings, but it is quite
incompatible with his point of
view: these particles of matter do
not exist any longer in the later
period of the world ; they are as
these definite substances entirely
destroyed in the stream of Becom-
ing; they have become other
substances ; and if even they may
bave been partially changed again
into the constituents of human
bodies, there is no ground for the
supposition that from those par-
ticular substances which arosefrom
some particular body, and from no
nthers, a body will afterwards
again be formed. Schuster (p.
176) prefers this reading : [Safuwy
é0énet) dvbdde byt émiloTacdar kal
PvAakds (= ¢pUral) yiveobar éyepri
. k. v, DBut Hippolytus, as it
seems to be, would then have had
greater difficulties in finding the
resurrection of the flesh, than in the
ordinary text with its éravioTagtar.

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

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

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

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

? Of. the similar eschatology of
Pindar, supra, vol. 1. p. 70.

+ We find from Fr. 62 ap. Plut,
Def. Orac. e. 11; Plac. v. 24;
Philo, Qu. in Gen. ii. 5, end p. 82
Auch. ; Censorin, Di. Nat. C. 18, cf.
Bernays, Rk Mus. vii. 195 sq.,
that he reckoned the life of a man
_at thirty years, because a man in his
" thirtieth year might have a son
—who was himself a father, and
therefore human nature completes
its circnit in that time. Reference
is made to this cn'me in Fr. 78,
ap. Clem. Sérom. 1ii. 432 A.: “ émei-
Bor (. Ereira) 'yeva,usvot Cwsu é0¢-
Aovgr pdpovs T Exerw,” piAAoy 3
dvomabesfoar  (this, in spite of
Schuster’s representations, p. 193,

1, I consider to be an emendation of
Clemens, referring perhaps to the
view of the peraBoryn discussed

supra, p. 84, 3, or else a protest of

the Christian against the philoso~
pher who treats death simply as
the end of life ; it would not agree
with the nam{ew Ty yéveow whlch
Clemens finds in the passage) * xal
7rau5as‘ karaAelmovgt pdpous yevé-
oba” No great weight, however,
is to be attached to these observa-
tions. What is said in Hippoer.
w. Sur, 1. 28 end, on the seven
genges, and ¢bid. ¢ 10, on the
abdomen, and on the three revolu-
tions of fire in the human body,
can hardly be taken from Hera-
cleitus; the statement (of Joh.
Sicel, Walz, Rkeit. vi. 95, quoted
by DBernays, Heracl. 19), that
Heracleitus pursued anatomical
enquiries, is more than doubtful.
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In regard to cognition, he could only place its
highest problem in that which to him was the central
point of all his convictions, viz. in seizing the eternal
essence of things in the flux of the phenomenon, and in
freeing ourselves from the deceitful appearance which
presents to us a permanent Being of the changeable.
He therefore declares that wisdom consists in 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
only thing which is thus common is thought? Ouly
the rational cognition of the Universal can therefore
have any value for him : the sensual perception he must,
of course, regard with mistrust. What our senses
perceive is merely the fleeting phenomenon, not the
essence ; ¢ the eternally living fire is hidden from them

by a hundred veils;® they

! Supra, p. 42, 2. This know-
ledge, however, is itself according
to Lassalle, 1i. 344, conditional on
a ‘revelation to oneself of the
objective and absolute.” Lassalle
in support of this relies partly on
Sext. M. wvill, 8, Znesidemus
defined the aAnfés as the uh A7boy
Ty kowhy yvduny ; and partly on
the fragment quoted p. 25, 2.
Sextus, however, does not say that
Zresidemus had this definition
from Heracleitus, and if he did,
we could not conclude very much
from it. The fragment calls fire
the uh B3iwor, which is something
quite different from the pd Afdor.
Though it is very possible that
Heracleitus 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,—mno proof of it to
be discovered.

2. T; ef p. 43, 1.

3 Fr. 123 ; Stob. Floril. 8, 84 :
Ewvdy EoTi maoL TO Ppovely Ebv vie
Aéyovras loxvpileabas xph T4 Svrg
wdvTey, dxwomep véuw mwéAs Kab
woAd loxupoTépws Tpépovrar yap,
TN sup. p. 41, 1. On the mean-
ing of the words, ef. p. 43, 1.

t Arxist. Metaph. i. 6, sub init. :
Tais ‘Hparherrelots 8éfws, &s T1d»
algfnrdy del pedvrav kal émorhuns
wepl abrdv odk oloys.

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

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

1 Fr. 95, ap. Clem. Strom. iii.
434 D, where, according to Teich-
miiller’s just observation, N. S¢. i.
97 sq.. instead of TvBarydpas 3¢ kal
should be read: Mubaydpe kal:
Odvatds éoriv brcboa éyepdépres Spéo-
uev, 6kdaa B¢ elSovres Dmyos: ‘as
we see in sleep, dreams, so we see
in waking, death. The opening
words of this fragment are thus
interpreted by Lassalle, ii. 320:
‘What we see, being awake, and
hold to be life, is in truth the con-
stant passing away of itself! But
this constant passing away, in
which, according to Heracleitus,
the life of nature consists, he would
never have described by the sinister
word death. Schuster, 274 sq., in
order to avoid the degradation of
the sensuous perception, here gives,
as it appears to me, an interpreta-
tion very far-fetched and unlike
Heracleitus, which Teichmiiller
rightly discards.

2 Theophrast. De Semsu, 1. 1

sq.: of 8¢ mept ‘Avulaydpar kol
‘HpdrAerroy 76 évayrly (woiobor Thy
alobnow), which is afterwards thus
explained : of 8¢ Ty alobnow dmo-
AapBdvovtes v dANowboe vylveohar
kal 70 ply 8upotoy &wabés Imd Tob
duolov, 70 & évavriov wabyTicdy,
T0bTe Mpooébecay THY yvduny. émi-
paprupsty & olovrar kol T wepl THY
aphy ovuBaivor: Td yap buolws Th
capkl Bepudy 7 Yuxpdv od worely
aloOnaw. 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
Thewt. 156 A sqq.; Plato himself
refers us to them, 180 ec. sq. If
even the more definite development
of this theory was the work of
later philosophers such as Cratylus
and Protagoras, yet the fundamen-
tal idea in it, viz., that the sensible
perception is the product of the
concarrent motion of the object
and of the sense, and has conse-
quently no objective truth, belongs
to Heracleitus himself.

www.holybooks.com



90

HERACLEITUS.

in so far as this shows us many qualities of things;®.
although the two nobler senses, and especially the eye,
ought to be preferred to the rest,® in comparison with
the rational perception the sensible perception has little
worth ; eyes and ears are bad witnesses to men if they

have irrational souls.?

mony which the generality of men follow.

But it is precisely this testi-

Henee the

deep contempt for the mass of mankind, which we have
already seen in this philosopher; hence his hatred for

arbitrary opinion,* for the
perceive the voice of the

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

2 Fr. 8. Hippol. Refut. ix. 9:
bowy BYus kol pdbnois TavTa éyd
wporipéew ; on the sense of sight es-
pecially, Fr. 91. Fr. 9, Polyb. xii.
27 o¢Oaruol youp TRV BTy axpBé-
oTepor  udpTupes, which (notwith-
standing the different opinion of
Bernays, Rh. Mus.ix. 262 ; Lass. ii.
323 sq.; Schuster, 25, 1) seems to
me to contain nothing more than (for
example) what Herodotus says (i.
8), and what Polybius understands
by the passage, namely, that one can
better rely on one’s own sight than
on the assertion of others.

3 Fr. 11; Sext. Math. vil.
126: kakoi udprupes &vfpdmwoiow
SpBarpol kal &ta BapBdpovs Yuxbs
éxdvrwy (which is no doubt more
authentic than the version of it
ap. Stob. Floril. 4, 56). Instead
of the last three words, Bernays,
Rk, Mus. ix. 262 sqq., conjectures :
BopBdpov Yuxas Exovros, because in
the reading of Sextus, the genitive
éxdvrwy after &vbpdmois is very
strange, and because in the time of
Heracleitus, BdpBapos would not
have had the signification of rude.
It is not necessary to ascribe this

unreason which does not
Deity,® for the stupidity

signification to it, even if we adopt
the usual reading ; we get a better
meaning if the word be taken in
its original sense; one who does
not understand my language, and
whose langnage I do not under-
stand. Heracleitus says then in
his figurative mode of expression :
it is of no use to hear if the soul
does not comprehend the speech
which the ear receives; and the
strange genitive éxdvrwr seems to
have been used precisely because
the sentence relates primacily to
the ears (though it i3 also of course
applicable to the eyes). Cf. Schus-
ter, 26, 2.

* Diog. ix. 7: Thy olnow lepav
véoov Exeve, He was nevertheless
accused by Aristotle, Eth. N. vii.
4, 1146 b, 29 (M. Mor. ii. 6, 1201
b, 5). of an over-bearing confidence
in his own opinions, as hasalready
been mnoticed. Schleiermacher, p.
138, compares with the passage of
Diogenes the following words from
Avpoll. Tyan. Epist. 18: éyrxarvmréos
EkagTos 6 partaiws év 86&n yevbuevos ;
but this is not quoted by Apoll. as
Heracleitean.

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

ing from others to enquiring for itself.?

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: avip vhimos firovoe wpds dal-
povos Brwomwep wals wpds &vdpds.
The conjectural dafuovos for Oai-
povos (Bernays, Heracl. 15) seems
to me unnecessary. ForSchuster’s
view of this passage, cf. inf. 93, 2.

L Fr. 35; Plut. dud. Poét. c.
9, end, p. 28; De Aud. c. 7, p. 41:
BAaE @vfpwmos Owd mavrbs Adyov
emrofiofar iAel.

2 Clem. Strom. v. 549 C: do-
Kedyrwy yop 6 Sowudraros ywdoke
PuAdooew wal pévror ral dliey kara-
AMpyerar Yevddy TénTovas kal pdpTu-
pas. The first half of this fragment
I do not think to be satisfactorily
explained, either by Sehleierma-
cher, who would substitute Soxéorra
and yryvdoxew Puldoge, nor by
Lassalle, ii. 821. Even the pro-
posal of Schuster, 340, 1: dox. . ®
dokiudTaroy ylverar ywdoke pvAdo-
gew (‘50 a poet decides to adopt

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

3 In this sense, as has been
previously remarked, we must un-
derstand the sayings of Heracleitus
against Polymathy, supre, vol. i.
510, 4; 336, 5. The fragment on
this subject, ap. Stob. Floril. 34,

19, Gaisford, was rightly restored
to Anaxarchus.

4 Fr. 19 ap. Clem. Strom. iv.
476 A ; Theod. Cur. Gr. Aff 1. 88, p.
15 : xpvadr of dilfhpevor yijy moAARY
opbooovat wal ebplorovory SAlyoy.
How Heracleitus applied this il-
lustration we are not told ; but the
turn given to it in the text seems
to me the most natural. Cf. also
Fr. 24 and 140, sup. p. 42, 2; 44,
1,and the Fr. 21 pointed out by
Lassalle, ii. 312; Clem. Strom. v.
615 B: xph yop €0 pdAo moAAGY
{oTopas pihogdovs drdpas elvas ray’
‘HpdrAeiToy, where igropla, inde-
pendent enquiry, is to be distin-
guished from mere polymathy.

& According to Diog. ix. 73, he
is reported to have said: ud elk?)
wepl TAY peylorwy cuvuBaAidueda,
which does not sound like his usual
language.

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

stands the expression thus seems
doubtfel. In v. 9, 5, p. 559, he
follows the interpretation accord-
ing to which éuavrdy designates
the object that is sought or en-
quired for ; he says, in a discussion
concerning the unity of thought
and Being, 8pf@s #pa . . . T
EuavTdy Et(oduny ds &y TéY EvTww,
This is, of course, not conclusive
as to the original meaning of the
sentence ; but still less can I ad-
mit TLassalle’s theory that the
words &s & 7. §. also belong to
Heracleitus, and that the whole
proposition means, ‘ one must re-
gard oneself as one of the existent
things,’ i.e., as existing as little as
they do, and involved in the same
flux. How this can be deduced
from the words, I fail to see, and
it does mot seem to me probable
that Heracleitus should have spoken
of byra. ds & 7@y Jvrwy seems to
me an addition of Plotinus, in-
tended to justify his application of
Heracleitus’s saying to the question
in hand. The indecisive sentence
ap. Stob. Florid. 6, 119, uu@pmram't
TaoL ,U.ETEo"rL ywdokew Eavrods kal
cwppovely is rightly regarded by
Schleiermacher as spurious,

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

¢ Vide Fr. 123, sup. p. 41, 1.
This seems to have heen also the

original meaning of the proposi-
tions (F7r.15) quoted in the Greater
Hippias, 289 A sq. as Heraclei-
tean, though evidently not in the
words of the philosopher, ds &pa
mHmch 6 kdAMGTOS aloxpds Gvbpe-
welw yéva cuuPdArew, . . . 87¢
avbpdmewy 6 copdraTos wpds fedv
wifnros pavelrar kol copiq ol kdA-
Aet kal Tols #AAos maow. In Hip-
poc. wepl duur. 1. ¢. 12 sqq. many
examples, not always. happily
chosen, are brought forward to
show that- all human arts arose
from the imitation of nature,
thongh men are not conscious of it.
This thought seems to belong to
Heracleitus; but the development
of it, as it stands here, can be but
partially his. Cf. Bernays, Heracl.
23 8qq., Schuster, p. 286 sqq.

3 What Sext. Math. vii. 126,
131, says of Heracleitus is there-
fore substantially true: 7i» alo-
Onow . . . moror elvar vevduke,
Ty B¢ Adyov Dworiferar rpiriipiov
. . . T kowdv Abyoy ol Oeloy
el ob rward peToxhy yiwbueba Aoyicol
kpirfiptoy  dAnbelas  ¢nolv. Many
sceptics, on the other hand, reckon
him among their number; but
this only exemplifies the well-
known arbitrariness of the school,
Diog. ix. 75. Cf Sext. Pyrrh.
209 sqq. -

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

1 Cf. vol. 1. 591 sqq.

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

in Fr. 3 thereis not one word to show

that the Adyos &el dv is only per-
ceived 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
Schuster introduces what is irrele-
vant when he represents Heraclei-

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

be substantiated. I have also re-
marked, in the same place, that
we have no right to give the mean-
ing which Schuster adopts, to the
sentence about the unseen har-
mony, nor to bring into direct
conneetion with it the quotation on
p- 90, 2: 8owy ¥fis droh pdbnots
Tabro éyb mwporyéw. In itself,
however, it does not imply that the
udbnots results only from sight
and hearing, but merely that the
pleasures of knowledge are to be
preferred to all others: how much
is contributed to knowledge by
thought, how much by observa-
tion, the fragment does not say.
Further, in Fr. 7, the Euwdv or the
Adyos tuvds does mot mean the
¢ speech of the visible world ;” and
those are not censured who ¢in-
dulge their own thoughts,’ and
*seek in the invisible instead of
the visible, each one for himself, a
particular solution of the umiver-
sal riddle’ (Schuster 23 sq), cf. p.
43, 1: not to mention that Hera-
cleitus, with his €ls éuol udpior
(sup. p. 10, 2), eertainly did follow
his own thoughts; and the kowy
yvdun, to which Schuster with
Anesidemus (ap. Sext. Math. viil.
8) refers tuvdy, was, for him at
least, an authority. Schuster, p.
27 sq., lastly quotes Lucret. i. 690
$qq., who calls the senses that unde
ommia credita pendent, unde hic
cognitus est €psi quem mominat
ignem ; but he forgets that Lucre-
tius takes this observation, not
from Heracleitus, but from his
own presupposition against Hera-
cleitus. When he wants to give
the doctrine to Heracleitus, he says
(vide p. 90, 4) that among all the

sensuous perceptions, he ascribed
truth to that of fire only (not, as
Schuster says, to fire ‘under all
its disguises and changes,” but
simple visible fire). To withhold
credence from the second of these
statements because the first has
been misapprehended, is to invert
the order of things. This sup-
posed evidence i favour of Schus-
ter’s view thus turns out to be
distinet evidence against it; its
incorrectness, moreover, appears
from what is quoted, supra, p. 88,
5; 89, 1; 90, 3, and especially
from Aristotle’s assertion (88, 4):
that Plato followed Heracleitus
in his conviction—&s vév aicOy-
Tér del Pebyrov kal emoThuns
mwepl adrdy odk ofons. The con-
jecture that Aristotle is here
speaking only of Cratylus and the
Heracleiteans, who ¢on this point
thought very differently from their
master’ (Schuster 31), is wholly
inadmissible. Aristotle does not
say Tais v@v ‘HpaxAerefwy dbtais,
but Tals ‘HparAewrelos ddtars ; now
a ‘HpakAeireios 8dta is as certainly
an opinion of Heracleitus as the
‘HpakAeireios 0éois, Phys. i. 2, 185
a, 7,1s a proposition of Heracleitus,
and the ‘HpaxAeitetor Adyor in the
parallel passage to this Metaph.
xiil. 4 (sup. p. 11, 1) are statements
of Heracleitus. ‘HparAelretos sig-
nifies proceeding from Heracleitus ;
and if by an inaccurate use of
langunage it might be used in re-
gard to an opinion which had been
merely derived by his scholars
from his doctrine, it certainly
could not be used of any opinion
that contradicted his own. Schus-
ter, therefore, has recourse to
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proposed to himself the question from what sources his
convictions had arisen. When in this way he had arrived
at theories which contradicted the assertions of our
senses, he did not say, as a true empiricist must have
said, that the theories must be false: he said that
the senses were deceptive, and that rational knowledge
alone was trustworthy. But by what process we are to
attain this rational knowledge, neither Heracleitus nor
any of the pre-Socratic philosophers expressly enquired.
The principle ascribed to him by modern writers,!
that the names of things explain to us their essential

another theory, viz. that Aristotle
ascribes the conclusions which were
drawn by Plato from the doctrine
of Heracleitus to Heracleitus him-
self: a suspicion which would only
be justifiable if the assertions
of Aristotle contradicted other
trustworthy authorities ; where-
as, in truth, they coincide with
them all. But from the fact that
Protagoras united his sensualism
with the proposition about uni-
versal Becoming, we must not
conclude with Schuster (31 sq.)
that Heracleitus also attached
supreme importance to the sen-
suous perception; certainly not
if, like Schuster, we represent
Cratylus as opposed to Heracleitus
through his rejection of the testi-
mony of the senses. Why should
not the Sophist, who made no claim
to reproduce Heracleitus's doctrine
as such, diverge more easily from
it than (according to Schuster’s
theory) a philosopher who de-
cidedly professed that doctrine?
1t is not true, however, that Pro-
tagoras said ‘that there was an
émoThun, and that it was the
same as alobnois and opinion

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

! Lassalle, ii. 362 sqq. ; Schus-
ter, 318 sqq. Against Lassalle,
vide Steinthal Gesch. d. Sprack. i.
165 sqq.
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nature, cannot be proved by direct evidence,! nor with
certainty by induction, from the Cratylus of Plato ;2
and though it would harmonise well with Heracleitus’s
general modes of thought,® we have no right to con-

! Lassalle appeals to Procl. in
Parm. 1. p. 12 Cous.: (Socrates
admires) Toi ‘HpaxAerrelov (3da-
ocoelov) Thy dik 7@V droudTwy ém
Ty Tdy vrwy yréow 636év. But
this utterarice in which Heracleitus
himself is not mentioned, but only
his school, is entirely founded on
the Platonic Cratylus; and the
same holds good of the passages
of Ammon. De Interpr, 24 b, 30 b.
In the second of these it is said
expressly : ‘¢ Socrates shows in the
Cratylus that names are not ofrw
¢loer bs ‘Hpdrhearos Eneyer (So-
crates does not, however, name
Heracleitus). The first also un-
mistakably alludes to the Platonic
dialogue (428 E), as even Schus-
ter acknowledges, 319 sg.; in
the observation that many hold
names for ¢loews dnuovpyhuara,
kafdwep AElov KpardAos kal ‘Hpd-
KAELTOS.

2 Tn the Cratylus, it is said by
the Heracleitean of that name
ovbuaros bpBdTyTa elvar éxdoTe TV
byrwy ploer wepurviar (383 A, cf.
428 D sqq.), and that Cratylus
really maintained this is the more
likely, as the astounding inferences
which he draws (p. 884 B, 429
B sq., 436 B sq.) from his proposi-
tion are entirely consistent with
his other caricatures of she Hera-
cleitean doctrine (énfra, p. 601
sq., 3rd edit.). But it does not
follow from this that Heracleitus
himself set up such a principle.
Schuster thinks that a school,
which exaggerated the doctrine of
the flux of all things so greatly

as Cratylus did, could not at first
have hit upon it. I do not see
why, so long as they did not draw
from this doctrine the sceptical
consequences of Protagoras. But
if Cratylus was not the first to set
up this prineiple, it did not there-
fore necessarily - emanate from
Heracleitus ; between the death
of this philosopher and the epoch
when Plato heard the discourses
of Cratylus, there are more than
sixty years. Schuster seeks (p. 323
sq.) to prove that Protagoras
also held the above-mentioned
doetrine, which he could only
have derived from Heracleitus.
But the sole proof which is ad-
duced is the myth of the Prota-
goras, and in that the doctrine has
no place. Protagoras says, 322 A,
that man on account of his kinship
with the Deity early learnt the
art of speech; but it does mnot
follow from this that all linguistic
designations are accurate, Lastly
Schuster (p. 824 sq.) supposes
that Parmenides, in the verses
quoted vol. i. 604, 3, alludes
to Heracleitus’s occupation with
deseriptive names; but this con-
jecture, as it appears to me, is
groundless.

3 Schaarschmidt, Samml. d.
Plat. Schr. 258 sq. disputes this,
on the ground that a natural cor-
rectness and fixed character of
words would be incompatible with
the flux of all things ; and for the
same reason, Schuster p. 321, will
only admit it, if his interpretation
of wdyra pei, discussed sup. p. 12, 1,
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clude from the plays on words and etymologies ! which
oceur in his fragments that he sought to justify this use of
nomenclature theoretically in the manner of later writers.
What has been said of knowledge applies to action.
Heracleitus does not yet accurately separate the two
spheres, and has the same law for both. His judgment
as to the conduct of men in the one case is not more
Jenient than in the other. Most men live like beasts;?
they revel in mud. and feed upon earth like the worm.?
They are born, bring forth children, and die without
pursuing any higher end in life.* The wise man will’
despise that for which the masses strive, as a worthless
and perishable thing.” He will not take his own ca-
prices, but the common law, for his standard;® will

hold good. Bub the flux of all sense and connection of the words
things, even according to our ac- quoted in Athen. v. 178 sq. and
ceptation, does mnot exclude the Arist. De Mundo, c. 6, end: the
permanence of the universal law; first: pihte  BopBpg xalpew ” Kaf
it involves it; and as this is ap- ‘HpdrAerror; and the second: “ way
prehended by Heracleitus as the é&pmerdy Thw yiy véuerar” Bernays’
Logos, the thought that the human (Heracl. p. 25) conjecture that in-
logos (reason and speech being stead of these words there was
both included in this conception) originally something quite different
also has truth, as part of the in the text I cannot agree with.
Divine, is perfectly consistent with * Fr. 73 supra, p. 87, 4. On
his point of view. account of his contemptuous say-

1 glos and Bids, supra, p-17,4; ings about mankind in general,
where, however, the name is in Timon, ap. Diog. ix. 6, calls Hera-
opposition’ to the thing; Bapépe- cleitus kokkuoTns sxAorofSopos.
obor and Fopugépeaba, p. 33, 2; pdpor ® So much as this may perhaps
and poipat, p. 86.1; Eby vép and &vvd, be true of the saying which Lucian
p. 88, 3; perhaps also Znwds and V. Aduct. 14, puts into his mouth:
(v, p. 44, 1; aldoforgiy and dvadé-  qryéopar T8 Gvbpdmiva  wplrypara
orare,p. 103,2; onthe other hand, &iCupd kol Bawpuddea wai obdty
the comparison of c@paand ofiuais adréwy & T ph émuchpov. The
not Heracleitean, cf. §4,2. Stillmore statement that he wept over every-
unimportant is the use of §roua asa thing (supra, p. 4, #.) seems to show
periphrasis, p. 88, 3; 98, 5. that he gave utterance to senti-

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

* Such at any rate may be the ¢ Fr. 7,123, sup.p. 43,1; 88, 3,

VOL. II. H
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avoid nothing more than presumption, the over-stepping
of the bounds which are set for the individual and for
human nature;! and in thus subjecting himself to
the order of the whole, he will reach that satisfaction
which Heracleitus is said to have declared to be the
highest end of life.? It depends only upon man himself
whether he is happy. The world is always as it ought
to be ;3 it must be our part to accommodate ourselves'to
the universal order; the character of a man is his
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

cf, Stob. Floril. 3, 84 ; codppovely
Gpery pevioTn, Kol codin &GAnbén
Aéyery kol moetv koo plow émal-
ovras,

! Fr. 126 ap. Diog. ix. 2: #Bpw
xph oBevvbew parNov % wupralny.
References to a particular kind of
HBpts will be found in #r. 128 ap.
Arist. Polit. v. 11, 1815 a, 30;
Eth. N.ii. 2, 1105 a, 7; Eth. Hud.
i, 7, 1223 b, 22, ete.: xaAewdy
Buup udxesbou, Yoxiis ydp dvéera,
The emendations of this ap. Plut.
De ira 9, p. 4567; Coriol. 22;
Tambl. Cokort. p. 334 K, I do not
consider genuine. In regard to
the meaning, in spite of Eth. N.
i, 2, it seems true, from the addi-
tion of Yuxiis yap wréetas, to refer
not to a conflict with one’s own
passion, but with that of others.

2 Theod. Cur. Gr. Aff. xi. 6,
p- 152 : Epicurus regarded pleasure
as the highest good; Democritus
substituted émbuule (1. edBuuia),
Heracleitus dvri 7is Hdoriis ebape-

ornow Télewev. Fr. 84 ap. Stob.
Floril. 8, 83: évfpdmots ~yiveabas
éréoa Bénovow, obk Euewor (there
would be no happiness if all the
wishes of man were fulfilled).

# Cf. the words quoted on p. 89, 8.

t Fr. 92; ap. Alex. Aphr. De
Fato, c. 6, p. 16, Or.; Plut. Qu.
Plat.i. 1, 8, p. 999; Stob. Floril.
104, 23: #Hfos dvbpdmy daluwy.
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 Schuster, 272, 2, adverts,
nothing is said.

5 Fr.123, sup. 88,3; 41,1 Fr.
121; ap. Clem. Strom. iv. 478 B:
Slins Bvopo odie by fjdegar, €l TavTa
(the laws) uh fiv. The meaning of
the sentence is not clear; it might
possibly contain (as Schuster sup-
poses) a censure of the masses, who,
without positive laws,know ncthing
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must, therefore, fight for its laws as for its walls.!
This dominion of law is equally infringed, whether the
arbitrary will of an individual rules, or that of the

masses.

Heracleitus is indeed a friend to freedom,?

but he hates and despises democracy, which does not
understand how to obey the best, and cannot endure any
pre-eminent greatness.? He counsels concord, through

of right. Telchmiiller's explara-
tion, which refers Tatra to the un-
just acts of men, without which
there would be no law (N. Siud. i.
131 sq.), has a very uncertain sup-
port in the use of Heracleitean
words by Clemens, whose exegesis
is very arbitrary; and in itself it
seems to me improbable. If, how-
ever, 1t were correct, we must un-
derstand by 8len, retributive justice
especially, diky woAdmawos.

v Fr. 125; Diog. ix. 2: udxe-
obai xph TOy dfjpoy dmep véuov Srws
umép Teiyeos. Cf. also the sayings
quoted p. 86, 1, which, however,
primarily relate to death for one’s
fatherland.

2 According to Clem. Strom. i.
302 B, he moved a tyrant, Melan-
comas, to lay down his authority,
and refused an invitation of Darius
to his court. How much may be
true in these statements we cannot
tell; the letters from which Diog.
ix. 12 sqq. takes the second, show
that the writer of the letters was
acquainted with it, but nothing
more. The discussion of Bernays,
Heracl. Brigfe, 13 sqq., only proves
the possivility of the fact.

3 Pr. 40; ap. Strabo, xiv. I,
25, p. 642; Diog. ix. 2; Cie. Tusc.
v. 36, 105; cf. Tambl. V. Pyih.
173; Stob. Floril. 40, 9 (ii. 73
Mein.): #kwor ‘Edecios  57Byddy
éwdyacdu (Diog. evidently a mis-

o O

take . awobavelv) maor kai Tors dvd-
Bois Ty o kaTalmwely (that is to
say, they should hang themselves
and leave the city to minors. Cf.
Bernays, Heraclit. Briefe, 19, 129
s5q.) ofrwes ‘Epudduwpor Brdpa éwvrdy
ovhigTor éEéBarov, pdvres: Ruéwy
unde eis dvhicros Eorw, € 8& uh
(Diog. : el 8¢ 1is To10070s, originally
perhaps e 8¢ alone). #AAp Te kal
uer’ #AAwpr.  According to lam-
blichus this saying was an answer
to the request of the Hphesians,
that he would give them laws; a
request which, according to Dio-
genes (ix. 2) also, he declined. It
is not probable, considering his
pronounced political position, that
such a request should have been
preferred to him by the democratic
majority; and those words were to
be found in Heracleitus’s work.
Concerning Hermodorus, cf. m

dissertation De Hermodore (Marb.
1859). As to his judgment on de-
mocracy, see the aneedote, ap. Diog.
ix. 3, which can only be founded
on a saying of this philosopher,
that he took part in children’s
games, telling his fllow-citizens
that this was wiser than to engage
in politics with zhem; also Fr.
127; Clem. Strom. v. 604 A : vdues
ral BovAf wet@eabar évds, p. 589, 3,
and Theodorides, dnthol. Gr. vii.
479, who calls Heracleitus éelos
SharTyThs dApov Kbwy. '

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

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

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

2 Cf. p. 44, 1.

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

4 In the sayings before mention-
ed, p. 6, n.; Fr. 38 (Plut. Pyth. Orac.
21, p. 404): 6 dvaf, of TO mavreidy
éoTi T v AeApols, obre Aéyer ofiTe
kplmwret, GAAG onpaive, and Fr.
39 (4bid. ¢. 6, p. 397): ZPuAda B¢
pawouéve aréuary, kaf ‘Hpdiherrov,
dyéhaoTa ral draAAdTIOTA Kol Gul-
picTa. pheyyopérn xihwy érdv éfi-
kyetral T pwvf did Tdy Bedv.

5 Chalcid. in Tim. c. 249: He-
raclitus vero consentientibus Stoicis
rationem nostram cum divine ra-
tione comnectit regente ac moderante
mundana, propter inseparabilem co-
mitatum (on account of the insepa-
rable connection between them)
consciam decreti rationabilis foctam

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

§ Fr. 132 (inf. p. 103, 2): durds
8¢ ‘Aldns kal Aibrvoos. As one of
the gods of the lower world Diony-~
sus was worshipped in the mysteries,
especially the Orphico-Dionysiac
mysteries ; in the Orphic legends
he is called sometimes the son of
Zeus and Persephone, and some-
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in his utterances about immortality and the demons,!

times the son of Pluto and Perse-
phone. The idea, however, that
he was the same person as Pluto
cannot be discovered in the more
ancient theology, and it is a ques-
tion whether Heracleitus was not
the inventor of it. 'With him birth
and decay eoincide, as every birth
is a fresh destruction of what pre-
ceded it; hence arose Dionysus the
god of the luxuriant creative flow-
ing life of nature, and Hades, the
god of death. Teichmiiller (N.
Stud. 1. 25 sq.) interprets Dionysus
as 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
is indeed the region under the
earth, but not the earth itself, 2.
That Heracleitus does not represent
the sun as arising out of the earth,
but from moisture, from vapours,
and especially those of the sea (cf.
57,2; 58,1; 60,1). 3. That the
arising of the sun from the earth
and its transition into the earth is
something other than the identity
of the sun and the earth. 4. That
neither in Heracleitus nor in the
Orphics of his time is there any
proof that Dionysus meant the sun
(sup. vol. 1. p. 63 5q. 98 sq.). Teich-
miller moreover makes Hades into
vids aidods, that he may ultimately
extract this singular meaning from
our fragment ; the feast of Dionysus
would be shameless, if Dionysus
were not the son of shame and the
shameless and the befitting the
same; but this interpretation is
devoid, of all real foundation.
Teichmiller appeals to Plut. De Is.
29, p. 362: kal yop MAdTwr Tdv
“Adny bs aidods vidv Tols wap’ abTg
yevouévors rol mpoanyi Bedv wvoudo-

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

. ble meaning, that one cannot help

thinking there may have been some
seriptural error in a text in other
respects so corrupt. For aidois
vidv (according to an emendation of
Hercher’s, kindly communicated to
me, we should doubtless read mAod-
owy, which comes very near to it
in writing) is actually to be found
in the parallel passage, Plut. De
Superst. 13, p. 171, and refers to
Crat. 403 A, E(xard mhv 700 wA0d-
Tou ddoww émwroudotn . . .
ebepyérns @y wap’ adrg). Teich-
milller has not succeeded any better,
p. 32 sq., in establishing the theory
that Heracleitus alludes in this
fragment to the coarse Dionysiac
mythus in Clem. Cokori. 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
Heracleitns : the Heracleitean frag-
ment is in no way related to the
myth ; and if Clemens, at the end
of hisaccount, couples this fragment
with the mention of Phallic wor-
ship, it does not follow from this
that Heracleitus, in choosing his
words, was thinking of this par-
ticular myth, or spoke of Dionysus
in Hades in a manner for which
ev.n the myth furnishes no pre-
cedent.
b Supra, p. 85 sq.
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he shows great affinity with the Orphic doctrines.! Yet
there must have been many things objectionable te 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 view, that the Deity dispenses happiness or
misery to men as he wills, was not compatible with the
philosopher’s conception of the regularity of the course
of nature;? nor was this consistent with the distinetion

! TLassalle (i. 204-268) tries to
prove that there existed an inti-
mate relationship between Hera~
cleitus and the Orphies, and that
they exercised great influence over
him. But the passage on which
he chiefly relies, Plut. De Ei. c. 9,
p. 388, does mot give, as he be-
lieves, a representation of Hera-
cleitus's theology, but a Stoic in-
terpretation of Orphic myths.
Lassalle thinks that Plutarch
would not have given to the Stoics
the honourable designations of
Beondyor and ocopdrepor, but he
has overlooked, firstly, that by
copdrepor (which here signifies
rather shrewd than wise) are
meant, not the dnferprefers, but
the énventors of the mythus, conse-
quently the Orphices; secondly,
that 8eoAdyor s no title of honour,
and that Plutarch speaks elsewhere
of the Stoie theology ; and thirdly,
that the theory expounded in e¢. 9
is afterwards, c. 21, called mis-
chievous. It does mnot follow in
the least from Philo, De Vier.
839 D (supra, p. 63, ».), that the
expressions kdpos and xpnomosivy,
which Plutarch uses, were foreign
to the Stoics (as Lassalle says).
Even were the points of contact be-
tween Heracleitus and the Orphic

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

? Lassalle, ii. 455 sq., ingeni-
ously refers to this the remark
about Homer and Archilochus
(quoted supre, p. 10, 8, and dis-
cussed by Schuster, 338 sq.). He
supposes it to have been aimed at
the two verses similar in meaning,
Odyssey xviii. 135, and Archil. Fr.
72 (Bergk, Lyr. Gr. 551,701), and
connects it with the analogous con-
tradiction of Hesiod, vide following
note. It seems to me less probable
that Heracleitus (vide Schleier-
macher, 22 sq.; Lass. ii. 454)
should have accused Homer of
astrology, and consequently repu-
diated that art. The scholia on
. xviii. 251 (p. 495 b, 5, Bekk.)
says, indeed, that on account of
this verse, and //. vi. 488, Hera-
cleitus named Homer dorpordyos,
which in this connection can only
mean astrologer. But dorpordyos ix
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of lucky and unlucky days, so widely spread in the old
religions.! Heracleitus also expresses himself strongly
about the shamelessness of the Dionysiac orgies;? he
attacks, in the veneration paid to images, one of the
very pillars of the Greek religion;? he also passes severe
judgment on the existing system of sacrifices.* These
criticisms are very searching, but it does not appear that
Heracleitus wished to make any assault upon the popular

religion as a whole, or in its general constitution,

the older language was never used
for astrcloger in our sense of the
word, but always for an astronomer.
But neither of these verses gave
any opening for describing Homer
even ironically as sueh. Schuster
(839, 1), indeed, thinks that as, ac-
cording to Clemens (vide énf. note
2), Heracleitus was acquainted with
the Magi, and udyo:=&arpordyor,
he may have also called Homer an
astrologer. But even if Heracleitus
really nsed the names wvrrtirdAos,
pdyor, &e. (which is not quite cer-
tain), the later use of the words,
which made magician and astro-
loger synosymous, cannot prove
that Heracleitus might have spoken
of astrologers in this sense. It
seems to me more likely, either
that Heracleitus called Homer
agTpordyos in the sense of astro-
nomer and without any reference
to the verses quoted above, or that
some later writer of the same
name {perhaps the author of the
Homeric allegories) may have called
him &oTpéloyos in the sense of
astrologer.

! According to Plut. Cam. 19,
ef. Seneca, Ep. 12, 7, he censured
Hesiod for distinguishing #Huépa
Gyafal and PatAar bs dyvooryre
pbow amdons quépas play odoar.

2 Fr. 182, ap. Clem. Cokort. 22,
B. Plut. Is. et Os. 28, p. 362: €
i yop Awviee wopmiy émolodrTo
kol uveor Hopa aidoloww Gvaidé-
orata elpynorar witds (wir.) 8¢
'Atdns kal Awbvvoos, Tew ualvovra
kal Anval(ovew, The last words,
on which ef. p. 100, 6, are intended
probably to remind men of their
blindness in eelebrating their wan-
ton festival to the god of death.
Cf. Clemens, Cok. 13 D: Tict &%
pavrederar ‘HpdrAerros & "Egpéoios;
vvkTiméAocs, udyors, Bdrxots,
Advais, pdoTars. TobTois &mer-
AT T8 perd Odparov, Tolrois mow-
Tedetar TO wip* TG yap vourh-
peva kat avbpdwovs pvoTh-
pto dviepwoTi pvevvTar The
spaced words seem (as Schuster
387, 1, thinks, agreeing with Ber-
nays, Heracl. Br.134) to be taken
from Heracleitus. But H#r. 69
(vide supra, p. 85, 1, cf. Schuster,
P. 190) can scarcely have stood in
the connection with this passage in
which Clemens places it.

8 Fr. 129, ap. Clem. Cok. 33
B; Orig. ¢. Cels. vii. 62,1, 5: kai
&ydApac: Tovréotot efxovrar Sroiov
€l Tis dduotor Aeoynwebotro, obre
yeyvdokwy beods obre fpwas olrwés
€igr,

¢ Fr. 131, ap. Elias Cret. 4d
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4. Hustorical position and tmportance of Heracleitus.
The Heracleiteans.

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

Greg. Noz. or. xxiil. p. 836: pur-
gantur cum cruore polluwuntur non
secus ac st quis in lutum ingressus
luto se abluwat; so ap. Apollon,
Tyan. Ep. 27: u) wnAg wyAdv
kafaipew. That this censure is
directed not merely against trust
in the opus operatum of the offer-
ing is obvious. The offering itself
is called wqAds, which harmonisss
completely with Heracleitus’s say-
ing about corpses (supra, p. 79, 1).
If, therefore (Tambl. De Myster.

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

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

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

! Cf. with the above the obser- tion of Heracleitus to the Eleatics.

vations of Hegel, Gesch. d. Phil. ¢ Supra,Vol.1.9.336,5; 510, 4.
i. 300 sq. and Braniss, Gesch. d. 3 Supra, Vol. 1. p. 531.
Phil. s. Kant. 1. 184, on the rela- 4 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 themselves in these
theories showed much affinity with the Orphic doctrines ;
and if he resembles them in the tendency of his ethics
and politics, the resemblance is confined to general
points which are to be found elsewhere among the
friends of an aristocractic and conservative government,
and are not distinetive traits of Pythagoreanism. His
well-known doctrine of the daily extinetion of the sun
is too consistent with his other opinions to allow of our
attaching decisive importance to its affinity with the

multiplicity and variability of
things, but he decidedly excluded
both coneceptions from the primi-
tive essence or Deity; whereas
Heracleitus describes the Deity
as fire which restlessly passes into
the most various forms. Schuster
(p. 229, 1) thinks it probable, and
Teichmiiller (V. Stud. i. 127 sq.)
undeniable, that he said this ex-
pressly in opposition to Xeno-~
phanes. This appears to me
possible, but by no means certain;
for the proposition, ‘God is day
and night,” &e. (p. 38, 1) is not
such a direct and self-evident con-
tradiction to the “els @eds” of
Xenophanes; nor the statement

that God changes Himself into all
things, to the negation of the
movement of the Deity in regard
toplace (Vol. 1. 560, 8), that neither
can be explained except in relation
to the other. Still less, however,
can I agree with Schuster (229, 1)
that Xenophanes spoke of the har-
mony to be sought in the invisible,
and that Heracleitus opposed him
with the proposition about the
visible harmony, first because we
do not know -whether Xenophanes
said what Schuster supposes, and
secondly, because we do know that
Heracleitus did not say what is
here ascribed to him.
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notion of Xenophanes; though that affinity is certainly
remarkable. While, therefore, the historical connection
of Heracleitus with Pythagoras and Xenophanes seems
probable enough, it is difficult to make this probability
a certainty, Still more uncertain is the conjecture?
that Parmenides, in his polemic against ¢ the fools who
hold Being and non-Being to be same and at the same
time not the same,’? was alluding to Heracleitus. In
this case there are considerable difficulties as to the
chronology ; 2 besides, the Being of the non-existent was
first expressly enunciated, so far as we know, not by
Heracleitus, but by the Atomists; Parmenides must,
therefore, have borrowed the identity of Being and

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

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

3 It has been shown, p. 1, 2,
that Heracleitus's work was in all
probability mnot composed before
478 B.c. That of Parmenides can
scarcely be later; indeed, it is
most likely, rather earlier. Even
according to Plato’s reckoning,
Zeno, who in 454-2 B.c. was forty
years old, had in his youth (there-
fore probably about 470-465 B.c.)
defended his master wpds Tods émi-
xepovrras abrdv kwpedel ;
work of Parmenides must conse-
quently be placed some years
earlier; and as Plato certainly
does not represent Parmenides as
older,and most likely much younger
than he really was (ef. Vol. L. p. 581
sq.), we thus pproach very nearly
the date of Hexé)cleitus’s work. The

the”

same inference may be drawn from
the verses of Epicharmus, ap. Diog.
3ii. 9 (sup. Vol. I. p. 530, 1),in which
he makes the representative of the
Eleatic philosophy say : a,uaxowév
Y &r’ obrwos eluer 8 T mparoy
poror,  This argument againgt 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. Ip. 585, 8). If, then, Epichar-
mus borrowed it from Parmenides,
and consequently was In possession
of Parmenides’ poem, it is not ab-
solutely impossible, though not
very probable, that this poem it-
self may have contained allusions
to the work of Heracleitus, which
Epicharmus was using at the same
time. It is still more improbable,
however, that Parmenides should
have first formed his theory, the
premises of which had been fully
given him by Xenophanes, in his
maturity, under the influence of
Heracleitus's work.

www.holybooks.com



110

HERACLEITUS.

non-Being from his opponents ; his deseription of these
opponents, however, applies rather to the mass of man-
kind with their uncritical reliance on sensible appear-
ance, than to a philosopher who, in marked opposition to
them, denied the truth of sensuous perceptions.! If it

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

was included by Heracleitus among
those who do not understand what
is before their eyes (supra, p. 7, 2),
to whom the ever-living fire has
become dead and rigid (p. 89, 1),
but there is nothing to prove that
Parmenides, in what he said, spe-
cially alluded to Heracleitus. He
describes his adversaries (7. ¢.) as
&xpira pUAa, as people who lived as
if they were blind and deaf; and
warns them against trusting more
to their eyes and ears than to the
Adyos ; a description which indeed
applies to the sensualists, among
whom Schuster reckons Heracleitus,
but not to a philosopher who so
entirely agrees with Parmenides in
his depreciation of sense compared
with reason, and even expresses
this conviction in the same way as
Heracleitus actually did (supra,
p- 87 sq. ef. Vol. 1. 585, 591).
That Parmenides in the second
part of his poem represented ° fire
and night on earth as the ultimate
opposites exactly in the manner of
Heracleitus,” I cannot 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 essential. When Parmenides
therefore, in his exposition of the
d6tau Bpdretor (supra, Vol. I 592, 3 ;
595, 2), speaks only of two uepeal,
from which all things are to be ex-
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be supposed, on the other hand, that in this denial of
the knowledge derived from sense, Parmenides is fol-
lowing Heracleitus, we must remember that the polemic
of these two philosophers had an entirely different
significance. Parmenides mistrusts the senses because
they show us multiplicity and change; Heracleitus
mistrusts them because they show us permanence in
individual things. It is not probable, therefore, that
Parmenides was acquainted with the doctrine of Hera-

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

warlyrporos wéhevbos of Parm. (v.
51, Vol. 1. 584), and the waAivrpomos
appovia of Heracleitus (supra, p.
33, 3), even if the true reading of
the latter be not waiivrovss, de-
pends merely on the use in both
cases of the word waAivrpomos, an
expression that is not very uncom-
mon. The meaning, however, of
the expression is not in each case
the same; with Heracleitus ‘ bent
backwards’ or ¢ turning again’ de-
scribes that which returns out of
Opposition into Unity; with Par-
menides that which comes into op-
position with itself in passing from
its original direction into the con-
trary. Still less results from the
fact that Heracleitus once (p. 32, 1)
says : eidévar x ph TOV méAepor, &e.
and Parm. (v. 87, Vol. I. p. 584, 1)
&5 xpedv éori uh elvar (and v. 114,
Vol. L. 592, 3) 7dv ulaw ob xpedw
éo7e; for the assertion that thére
must be a non-Being is not iden-
tical with the assertion that there
must be strife; what Heracleitus
says is not alluded to in the turn
given to the thought by Parmenides,
and which is peculiar to himself;
and the use of so inevitable a word
as xph, for which Parmenides sub-
stitutes xpedv éori, cannot be said
to prove anything.
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cleitus or took account of it in the establishment of
his system.

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

! Striimpell, Gesch. d. Theor. that the transition was from him
Phil. d. Gr.p. 40, ioverts thisre- to them. Tlre changefulness of

lation ; he makes out that Hera- nature (he remarks) which He-
cleitus preceded the Eleatics, and racleitus had taught, compelled
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swered this question very incompletely. He shows,
indeed, that all things are involved in perpetual change;
he defines this change more accurately as a development
and union of opposites; he describes the elemental
forms which it assumes; but if we ask why everything
is subject to Becoming, and permanent Being is nowhere
to be found, his only answer is: because all is fire.
This, however, is in reality only another expression for
the absolute mutability of things; it does not explain
how it happens that fire changes into moisture, and
moisture into earth ; why the primitive matter exchanges
its originally fiery pature 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 Heracleitns 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 Tonia, and especially in Ephesus;! he him-
self had been instructed in Athens by Cratylus the
Heracleitean,? and a generation before, Pythagoras had

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

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

doned by the Eleatics as an object
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 since the Eleatic doc~
trine in its whole tendency appears
as the completion of the earlier
physies, and the doctrine of He-
racleitus as tbe commencement of
the later physics, which was chiefly

VOL. IL

! Thewt. 179 D (with reference
to the ¢pepouévn odola of Heraclei-
tus): mdxn 8 odv wepl adris ob
PavAn obd SAlyois yéyovey. OEOA.
woAN0D kal BT QpadAn elvai, AN
wepl uty T lovioy kal émididwot
wdumohv, of yip Tov ‘HparAetrou
éraipor xopyyoliot TobrTov ToD Adyou
udAa Eppwpéves. Cf. inf. p. 114, 3.

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

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

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

! Inf. chapter on the Sophistic
theory of knowledge.

? Besides the treatise . Salrys
spoken of, sup. p. 69 sq.; 15, 1,
we should mention repl Tpogis, cf.
Bernays, Heraclit. Br. 145 sq,

3 Theet. 179 E: kal 71}p e
wepl TodTwy Ty ‘HparAerrelwy . . .
abrols uty Tols wepl Thy *Edegoy
door mpooworolvrar Eumwerpor  elva
obdey uaAioy oiby Te diahexbivar §
Tols oloTp@oiv. drexV@s ydp KaTd T

svyypdupoara Qépovral, T & Emuel-
vat éml Adye kal dpwrhipar: kal Hou-
xlws & uéper bmorptvacfar ral
épéadar frTov adrors B f) Td undév
#aAAoy B¢ dwepBdAier TO 0d¥ oddev
wpds Td undE auukpdy Evelvar Tols
&vdpdor Houvxlas: GAN ¥r Twd Tt
Epy, Somep & Papérpns pyparicxia
alyryporédn GvaowdvTes dwotofetov-
a1, kK TobTov (MTHis Adyov AaBely,
7t elpyrey, érépy memMhfer kawds
peTwyounouéve, wepayels 8¢ oddémore
oddty wpds oldéva alrdue oldé e
éxetvor abrol wpds GAAANOVs, AN €F
wdyy PpuAdrTovst TO undiy BéBaiov
&Gy elvar i’ év Ay phe’ &y Tals
abTédy Yvxeis. And again: odde
yiyverar 1@y To0lTwy €Tepos E1épov
uebnrhs, GAN adréuaror dvaddorrar
éwdler by Tixp EkaoTos alrdv év-
Bovoidoas wal Tov Erepor 6 Erepos
otdty dryetrar eldévar. Cf. Crat.
384 A: T Kparlihov pavrelay,
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that Cratylus blamed Heracleitus for not having ex-
pressed with sufficient clearness the changeableness of
things; at last indeed, he did not venture to express
an opinion on any subject, because every proposition
contains an assertion concerning a Being.! If, never-
theless, the school of Heracleitus in the beginning of the
fourth century not only had adherents in its original
home, but also in other places, this is certainly a sign of
its historical importance; but the Heracleitean doctrine
itself does not, seem to have been further developed in
the school. The philosophers who had also learned
something from his contemporary, Parmenides, were the
first to attempt a more accurate explanation of Be-
coming, which Heracleitus had made the ground idea

of his system.

Those who must next be mentioned in

this connection are, as before observed, Empedocles and

the Atomists.?

1 Arist. Metaph. iv. 5, 1010 a,
10: éx yap Tabrys Ths tmoAfpews
exnylneer 5 drpordrn doka TEY elpn-
wévwy, f Tév dackéyTwy HparheTi-
Cew, xai ofav Kpardhos elxev, bs T
TeAevraloy odfev geto Jelv Aéyew,
3AAS TO¥ BdrTuroy ulver udvov, kal
‘HparAetry émeriua eimbyrs i1 dis 74
abrg motoud ovx Eomw éuBiyar
adrds vyap gero obd dwaf.  The
same is repeated without any ad-
dition in Alex. i A. I.; Philop.
Seckol. in Ar. 35, a, 83; Olympio-
«dorus, ibid.

2 We can only mention by way
of appendix (for it is scarcely in-
cluded in the subject matter of our
history) the opinion recently ex-
pressed by Gladisch (sup. Vol. 1. 84
sqq.), and previously by Creuzer
(Symbolik und Mythol. 1. 196, 198
sq. 2 ed. p. 595 sqq., 601 sqq. ed.

1840), that Heracleitus was a dis-
ciple of the Zoroastrian doctrine.
In my criticism I must confine my !
self to the principal points. Gla-
disch believes (Heracl. u. Zor. Rel.
u. Phil. p. 189 sqq.; ef. 23 sqq.)
that the systems of Heracleitus and
Zoroaster are one and the same.
But even in their fundamental eon-
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 evil; and
that this dualism arose at first
through a metamorphosis of the
primitive essence from its primitive
Being into the Being of another
(“eine Umwandlung des Urwesens
aus seinem Ursein in dAnderssein’)
is an assumption which econtra-
diets the most authentic accounts,

12
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and can only be supported, and
that but imperfectly, by some later
and untrustworthy indications.
Heracleitus, on the contrary, main-
tains the unity of the world, and
the power that moves the world,
as strongly as any of the philoso-
phers; the opposites with him
are not original and permanent,
but the original element is the
uniform essence which, in its de
velopment, puts forth the most op-
posite forms of Being, and again
receives them into 1tself.  The
Persian system remains fixed, even
in the opposition of ;good and evil,
of light and darkness, as a final
and absolute opposition; Ahriman
and his kingdom are simply that
which ought not to be, and which
(ef. Schuster, 225, 3) has only in
the process of time intermeddled
with the world: whereas with
Heracleitus strife is the necessary
condition of existence ; even evil is
a good for the Deity, and a world
of light alone, without shadows,
such as forms the beginning and
end of the Zoroastrian cosmology,
is entirely unthinkable; for this
very reason, however, the opposi-
tion is continually resolving itself
into the harmony of the universal
whole.
semblance to the Persian dualism
in that of Empedocles aund the Py-
thagoreans than in the system of
Heracleitns.  Heracleitus’s chief
doctrine of the flux of all things is
entirely absent from the Zoroas-
trian theology ; and, thevefore, the
worship of fire common to both has
in each case a different import.
The Persian religion in regard to
light and warmth dwells mostly on
their happy and beneficent influ-
ence on man; with Heracleitus,
fire is the cause and symbol of the
universal life of nature—of the

There 15 much more re-

HERACLEITUS AND ZOROASTER.

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

A. EMPEDOCLES.!

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

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

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

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

1838 ; Stein, Empedoclis Agr. Frag-
mente, Bonn, 1842 ; Steinhart, 1
FBrsch wnd ~Griibers Allg. Encykl.
sect. 1, vol. 34, p. 83 sqq.  Ritter,
on the philosophy of lmpedocles,
in Wolfs Literar. Analekten, B. ii.
(1820), H. 4, p. 411 sqq.; Krische,
Forsch. i. 116 sqq.; Panzerbieter,
Beitrige 2. Kritik w. BErliut. d.

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

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

Agrigentum, according to the
unanimous testimony of cur au-
thorities, was the native city of
Empedocles. The period of his
aetlvity coincides almost exactly
with the second year of the fifth
century, but the more particular
statements are uncertain and
various. Diog. viil. 74, places his
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middle course.

prime (according to Apollodorus)
in the 84th Olympiad (444140
B.0.), Euseb. Chron. in Ol 81, and
also in Ol. 86, therefore, either
456-452 B.c. or 436-432 B.C. Syn-
cellus, p. 254 C, adopts the earlier
date; Gellins, xvii. 21, 13 =q.,
mentions the date of the Roman
Decemviri (450 B.C.), but, at the
same time, that of the battle of
Cremera (476 B.c.). The state-
ment of Diogenes is doubtless
based (as Diels shows, Rhein. Mus.
xxxi. 37 sq.) on that of Glaucus,
which he quotes, viil. 82, from
Apollodorus, viz., that Empedocles
visited Thurii immediately after
the founding of that city (Ol 83-4),
which, however, leaves a wide
margin, as it is not stated how old
he was at the time. According to
Arist. Metaph. i. 8, 984 a, 11, he
was younger than Anaxagoras;
but on the other hand, Simplicius
says in Phys. 6 b, he was od moAd
korémw  Tob Avalaydpou yeyovds.

The statement that he joined in

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

EMPEDOCLES.

decay, motion and change; Empedocles strikes out a

He maintains, on the one hand with

therefore, fall between 484 and
424 m.c. if, with Diels, we follow
Apollodorus. But it seems to me
safer to place the beginning and
end of his existence 8 or 10 years
earlier, first because Empedocles,
according to Alcidamas ap. Diog.
viii, 56, attended the instructions
of Parmenides contemporaneously
with Zeno; next, because the ov
moAd of Simplicius can hardly
mean so long a period as 16 years ;
and lastly (cf. vol. i. 636 and inf.
Anaz.), because Empedocles seems
to have been already referred to
by Melissus and Anaxagoras. We
have little more certain informa-
tion concerning him. He came of
a rich and noble family (cf. Diog.
viil. 51-58; also Karsten, p. 5
sqq.). His grandfather of the
same name in the 71st Olympiad
had gained the prize at Olympia
with a four-horse chariot (Diog.
L. ¢. after Apollodorus, as Diels
shows), which is attributed to the
philosopher by Athen. i. 8 e, fol-
lowing Favorinus (ap. Diog. Z. ¢.),
and according to Diogenes, also by
Satyrus and his epitomiser, Hera-
cleides. His father Meton (so
almost all the accounts call him—
for other statements vide Karsten,
p- 3 sq.) seems to have assisted in
the ejection of the tyrant Thrasi-
deeus and- the introduction of a
democratic government, in the
year 470 B.c. (Diod. x1. §3), and to
have been subsequently one of the
most influential men in the city
(vide Diog. viii. 72). After Meton’s
death, when the'ancient aristocratic
institutions had been restored, and
there were attempts at a tyranny,
Empedocles; not without severity,
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Parmenides, that Becoming and Decay in. the strict
sense, and therefore qualitative change in the original

aseisted the democraey to gain the
vietory, showing himself in word
and deed a warm friend to the
people. The throne was offered to
him, but he refused it, as we are
told in Diog. viii. 63-67, 72 sq.;
Plut. Adv. Col. 82, 4, p. 1126. He
was destined, however, to experi-
ence the fickleness of popular fa-
vour, and left Agrigentum probably
against his will (Steinhart, 85,
thinks it was because he had parti-
cipated in the war between Syracuse
and Athens, but that participation,
as we have seen, is not to be con-
sidered historical) for the Pelo-
ponnesus. His enemies succeeded
in preventing his return, and he
consequently died there (Timeens
ap. Diog. 71 sq., 2bid. 67, where the
true reading for oikifouévov is
oikrifouévou, and not, as Steinhart
thinks, p. 84, alkrlopévov). The
statement that he died in Sicily
from the effects of a fall from a
chariot (Favorin. ap. Diog. 73) is
not so well authenticated. The
story of his disappearance after a
sacrificial feast (Heracleides ap.
Diog. 67 sq.) is no doubt, like the
similar story about Romulus, a
myth invented for the apotheosis
of the philosopher without any
definite foundation in history. A
naturalistic interpretation of this
myth for the opposite purpose of
representing him as a boasting im~
poster is the well-known anecdote
of his leap into Atna (Hippobotus
and Diodorus ap. Dicg. 69 sq.;
‘Horace, Ep. ad. Pis. 404 sq., and
many others, cf. Sturz, p. 128 sq.
and Karsten, p. 36), and also the
assertion of Demetrius ap. Diog.
74, that he hanged himself. Per-

haps in order to contradict this
evil report the so-called Telauges
ap. Diog. 74, cf. 53, asserts that he
fell into the sea from the weakness
of old age, and was drowned. The
personahity 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) ; his activity was noble
and all-embracing. His politieal
efficiency has already been men-
tioned. His power of language to
which he owed these successes
(Timon ap. Diog. viil. 67, calls him
dryopalwy AqemThs éméwy; Satyrus,
ibid. 58, phrwp Epioros), and which
is still perceptible in the richness
of imagery and the elevated ex-
pressions of his poems, he is said
to have strengthened by technieal
study. Aristotle designates him
as the person who first cultivated
rhetorie (Sext. Math. vii. 6; Diog.
viii. 67, cf. Quintilian iii. 1, 2);and
Gorgias is sald to have been his
diseiple in the art (Quintil. . c.
Satyrus ap. Diog. 58). His own
vocation, however, he seems to
have sought, like Pythagoras,
Epimenides, and others, in the
functions of a priest and prophet.
He himself, v. 24 sq. (422, 462
Mull.), declares that he possesses
the power to heal old age and sick-
ness, to raise and calm the winds,
to summon rain and drought, and
to recall the dead to life. In the
introduction to the xebapuof, he
boasts that he is honoured by all
men as a god, and’ that when he
enters a city adorned with fillets
and flowers, he is immediately sur-
rounded by those in need of help,
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substance, are unthinkable ;

EMPEDOCLES.

but, on the other hand, he

does not absolutely abandon this point of view; he allows

some soliciting prophecies, and
some healing of diseases. This
element comes out strongly in his
doctrines on anthropology and
ethics. Ancient writers speak not
only of the solemn state and dig-
nity with which he surrounded
himself (Diog. viii. 56, 70, 73;
Zlian. V, H. xil. 32; Tertull. De
Pall. C 4; Suid. ’EpmedokA.; Kar-
sten, p. 30 sq.), and of the great
reverence which was paid him
(Diog. viii. 66, 70), but also of
many wonders which, like another
Pythagoras, he wrought. He for-
bade injurious winds to enter
Agrigentum (Timeeus ap. Diog.
viil, 60 ; Plat, Curios. 1. p. 515
Adv. Col. 32, 4, p. 1126 ; Clemens,
Strom. vi. 630 C; Suid. 'Euwed.
dopd.; Hesyeh. kwAvoavéuas; cf.
Karsten, p. 21; cf. Philostr. V.
Apollon. vili. 7, 28), the circum-
stance iz differently related by
Timeeus and Plutarch; the origin
of it is no doubt the miraculous
account of Timeeus, according to
which the winds are imprisoned
by magie, in pipes like those of the
Homerlc Aolus. Plutarch gives a
naturalistic interpretation of the
miraele, which is even more absurd
thanthe suggestion of Lommatzsch,
p. 25, and Karsten, p. 21—that
Empedocles stopped up the hollow
through which the winds passed
by stretching asses’ skins across
it. We hear further that he de-
livered the Selinuntians from
pestilences by altering the course
of their river (Diog. viii. 70, and
Karsten; 21 sq.), brought an ap-
parently dead man to life after he
had long been stiff (Heracleid. ap.
Diog. viil. 61, 67, and others ; the

statement of Hermippus, ibid. 69,
sounds simpler. Turther 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
(Iambl. V. Pyth. 113, and others,
ap. Karsten, p. 26). How much
historical foundation exists for
these stories it is now, of course,
impossible to discover. The first
and third are suspicious, and seem
only to have emanated from the
verses of Empedocles; what is said
in the second, of the improvement
of the river, may possibly be an
allusion to the coin described by
Karsten, on which the river-god in
that case would merely represent
the city of Selinus. That Empe-
docles believed himself capable of
magical powers is proved by his
own writings ; according to Satyrus,
ap. Diog. viil. 59, Gorgias asserts
that he had been present when
Empedocles was practising them.
That he also practised medi-
cine, which was then eommonly
connected with magic and priest-
eraft, is clear from his own words,
quoted by Plin. H. N. xxxvi. 27,
202; Gualen. Therap, Meth. c. 1,
B. x. 6, Kuhn and others. The
traditions as to the teachers of
Empedocles will be mentioned
later on. The writings attributed
to him are very various in content,
but it is questionable in regard to
many whether they really belonged
to him. The statement ap. Diog.
viii. 57 sq., that he wrote tragedies,
and no fewer than 43, is doubt-
less founded on the evidence of
Hieronymus and Neanthes, and
not on that of Aristotle. Hera~
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not only that particular things as such arise, decay and
change, but also that the conditions of the world are sub-
jeet to perpetual change. Consequently he is obliged to
reduce these phenomena to movement in space, to the
combination and separation of underived, imperishable,
and 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

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

(For another opinion vide Mullach,
De Emped. Proemio, p. 21 sq.
Fragm. 1. xxv.) Two poems, one
a hymn to Apollo, and the other on
the army of Xerxes, are said
by Diog. viii. 57, following
Hieronymus or Aristotle, to have
been destroyed soon after his
death. That Empedocles wrote
down speeches or rhetorieal in-
structions, the ancient accounts of
him give us no reason to suppose,
vide Stein, 8, Karsten, 61 sq.
There remain, therefore, but two
undoubtedly genuine works which
have come down to modern times,
the ¢uowe and the xabapuol ; that
these are separate works, as Kar-
sten (p. 70) and others suppose,
has been conclusively proved by
Stein. The ¢uowkd 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 KEmpedocles, vide
Karsten, p. 74 sqq., 57 sq. Sturz,
Karsten, Mullach and Stein have
collected the fragments, and the
three first have commented on
them. (I quote from Stein, but
add the numbers of the verses as
given by Karsten and Mullach.)
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doctrine of Empedocles on the primitive causes, as we
gather partly from his own utterances and partly from
the statements of ancient writers.

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

V.91 (119 K; 166, 94 M):—
0%8é 71 Tob warrds wevedv méher

o1 wepLoody.

TovTo 8 émavifoete T way Ti ke Ko
w60ev ENBGY; :

w5 3¢ ke Kol amoAolar’; émel Tavd
oddev Epmuor

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

vimior — ob ydp ot Johixbpporés
elor pépyevar (they have no far-
reaching thoughts) -

of 8% yiyveobar wdpos ovx by éami-

Sovowr, GAN’ abr EoTw o th

,

§ 7t karabrhorew Te kal éEéAAvoOaL € Taira (they are
&amdvrn themselves, remain what they

are) 8 GAAfAwy 3¢ Géovta
yiyverar BEAAoBey EANa Sinpexes, alty
Spota.
V. 51 (850, 116 M) :—

ol &y dvip Towalra goPds Ppeal

2V, 48 (81, 102 M) :—
&k ToD vydp ui dvres duhxoavdy éom
~yevéoBau
76 7 v EéAAvoda arfvvoTor Kal

dmpnrroy (sc. éoTi). pavTevaairo,
alel y&p orThoovtar (se. bvra) Bmm  Gs Uppa uév ve Biodor, Td 8% Bloror
Ké Tis aity épeldy. kaAéovo,

V.90 (117, 93 M): —
elre yop épBelpovro diapmepts, od-
kér’ @y joay,

Téppa uiv odv eioly kal opw wdpa
BeINd kal é0OAd,

wply 8¢ wdyev 7e BpoTol Kal émel
Adbev, oddey #p’ eioly.
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What we call generation

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

1V.36 (77, 98 M):—
#ANo 3¢ Tor éplw lois odBevds
ot amdyTwy
Oy, 0ddé Tis obAouévov Bavdrelo

TENEUTT),

aAAd uérov uikls Te SidAAakls e
weyévray

éatl, ¢bais & éml rois ovoud(erar
avbpdwogw.  Cf. Arist. Me-

taph.i. 3, 981 a, 8: 'EumedorAils

3¢ & TérTapu . . . TabTa yop del
Bopévew kal ob ~ylyveshor AN 7
wAROer kal AryéTyTL Guyrpducra
kol Siakpwdueva eis &y Te xal €€ évds,
De Gen. et Corr. ii. 6; ibid. c. 7,
334 a, 26: The mixture of the
elements with Empedoeles is a
otvfeois kaldmep €& wAlybwy kal
AtBwr ToOTX0S.

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

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

70 M) —

ofrws § utv &y ér Thsbver uepddnwe
precbad,

#8¢ mdaw Bapiyres évds wAéoY
eereréovot,

TH kv ylyvorral Te kal ob oplow
Zumedos aidy (= kal dwéAAvY-
TaL)

3¢ Tdd dAAdooovTa Siapmeps od-
Boud Afyet,

rabry alty aow &kwnrl kKard K-
wAov (Grovnti I retain, agreeing

with Panzerbieter ; others read éwi-

vyra, 'which is a greater departure
from the MSS.; or éxiryror, which
for many reasonsseemsless probable;
it is a question whether axivyror,

the reading which stands in all the
MSS. of Aristotle and Simplicius,

'is not the true reading, and whe-

ther the masculine of 8sn7ol is not
to be supplied as subject of the
proposition, and corresponding to
Bporolin V. 54), Thisis confirmed
by the doctrime of Love and Hate
(vide infra), for Empedocles de-
rives birth or origination from
Love, the essential operation of
which consists in uniting matter ;
while from Hate he derives the
destruction of all things: as Aris-
totle-also says, Metaph. iii. 4, 1000,
a, 24 sqq. It can sczn'cely be
doubted therefore, that Empedo—
cles bxmply identified origination
with wikis, and decease or passing
away, with 8:dAAafis. In one pas-
sage, however, he seems to derive
both, yéveqis and amdrenus, from
each of these causes—from separa-
tion as well as from combmatxon
V.61 (87,62 M) sqq. :

3ixN épéer ToTt v ydp Ev mithon
wdvov elvau

€k TAedpwy, ToTe §' ad Siépu mAéow
& &ds elvar, (The verses are
repeated in V. 76 sq.)

Jouhy 8¢ Gvmraw yéveais, oy & &nd-
Aenfus.

Thy pév yip wdvrwy oilvodos Theter
T OMéker Te,

65. # 8¢ wdAw Blaguopévar Oped-
feiga BiéwTy.

Kal TabT GAAdGToyTa Siaumepes ob-
Saud Afyer,

EAroTe pév pIAdTnTL Cuvepxdpey €ls
&v dravra,

#AnoTe & ad 3iY EracTa Popedueva
veikeos €xBet Then follows V.,

69 sqq. vide supra. I cannot agree
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langnage it may bear the other name.!

EMPEDOGCLES.

Everything,

therefore, is subject to Becoming and Decay, only so

with Karsten who, in V. 63, substi-
tutes for douly 3¢, ““ Tornde;” for dAéke:,
“atiter;” and for Bpepbeloa, « Opugphel-
oa,” in accordance with our text of
Simplicius, for the changes are then
too great, and the pregnant mean-
ing of the whole verse 1s weakened.
But Panzerbieter, Beitr. 7 sq.;
Steinhart, p. 94; and Stein, ad 4. 7.,
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 comsequence of separation,
newcombinations appear; and simi-
larly things pass away, not merely
through their separation, but also
through their union ; because every
new combination of substances is
the destruction of the preceding
rombination. This in itself would
not be inconceivable, but it would
contradict the opinion of Empedo-
cles (so far as it has been hitherto
ascertained), who explains birth only
from the mixture of substances,
and decay only from their separa-
tion. Hewould, in the other case,
assert that every union is, at the
same time, a division, and vice
versé ; the dapepduevor adTé fvu-
¢éperar, which, according to Plato,
Soph. 242 D sq. (supra, p. 33, 2),
constituted the peculiarity of He-
racleitus’s doctrine as distinguished
from that of Empedocles, would
belong just. as much to Empedo-
cles; and tbe contradietion with
which Aristotlereproaches him (inf.
139, 1), that love while it unites,
also separates, and that hate which
separates also unites, would not
exist; for this would be in accor-
dance with the nature of love and
hate. The context of the verse

appears to demand some other
view; for as verses 60-62 and
66-68 do not immediately refer to
individuals, but to the universe and
its conditions, the intermediate
verses must have the same refer-
ence, The expression wdvrwy odvo-
dos is likewise in favour of this
rendering ; for it corresponds too
closely with ovrepxduer’ eis &
&mwavra, V. 87, cuvepxduer eis éva
wbopor, V. 116 (142, 151 M), wdvra
cuwépxetar &v pdvov elvas, V. 173
(169, 193 M), to allow of its being
interpreted in any other way.
The meaning of V. 63 sqq. is,
therefore : ‘The mortal is pro-
duced from immortal elements
(vide ¢nfra, V. 182), partly in the
issuing of things from the sphairos,
partly in their return to it; in
both cases, however, it is again
destroyed, here by the succeeding
union, and there by the succeeding
separation.” Cf. Sturz, p. 260 sqq.,
and Karsten, 403 sqq., for the re-
marks of later writers on Empe-
docles’s doctrine of mingling and
separation, which, however, tell
us nothing new.

! Vide p. 123, 1,and V. 40 (342,
108 M): of & bre utv katd pdTa
peydv pdos aibépos Tep (I follow
the emendation of the text in Plut.
Adv. Col.ii. 7, p. 1113 ; Panzer- .
bieter, Beitr. p. 16, and explain, if
a mixture appears in the form of a
man) i—
91t xar’ &rporépwy Onpdv yévos

woTd Qduvwr
R kot olwrdy, vére pév Tdde (Panz.

Téye) pagt yevéohar

edre & dworpbdot, T 3° ab Svodal-
pova, woT oY,
7 Oéuwis o¥f (so Wyttenb,: for other
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far as it becomes many out of one, or one out of many;
so far, on the contrary, as it maintains itself in this
change of place, in its existence and its own particular
nature, so far does it remain, even in the alternation,

unchanged.!

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

emendations of the corrupt text,
cf. the editions) xaréovoi, véug 3’
émipmue wal adrds.

1 V.69 sqq. p. 123,2. InV.72
the words admit of a double inter-
pretation. Either: <how far this
alternation never ceases,” or ‘how
far this never ceases to be in alter-
nation” The sense and context
seem to me in favour of the first
view. On account of this un-
changeableness of the primitive
matters, Aristotle, De Owlo, 1il. 7,
init. associates Kmpedocles with
Democritus in the censure: of uév
oD wept 'Epmedorrén kal AnudrpiToy
Aarbdvovaiv adToel atrods ob yévesw
&E AANAwY TotodvTes (sC. TGV OTOL-
xelwv), GANG pawopéimy yéveowr
evurdpxov yip Ekaoror éxkpiveqfal
pagw, Homep & dryyetovris yevéoews
offons GAN odk Ex Tiwos UAns, obdd
ylyveaor perafdrrovros. Cf. also
De Mel. c. 2, 975 a, 36 sqq., and
the quotations, sup.p.123,1. When
therefore, Simp. De Cwlo, 68 b,
Ald. attributes to Empedocles
the Heracleitean proposition: vy
kbopoy Tobrov obre Tis Oedv ofire
Tis dvlpdmwy emolnoey, AN v del,
the true text (first ap. Peyron,
Emp. et Parm. Fragm. ; now p. 132
b, 28 K.; Schol. in Arist. 487 b,
43) shows that in the re-translation
from the Latin, which we get in
. the text of Aldus, the names have
been confused.

2 V.33 (85, 159 M):—

Téooapa Tév wdvTwy pi{duara Tpi-
Tov dKove:

Zebs dpyhs “Hpn Te pepéaBios HE
*Aidwves

Nijoris 0 % darpdois Téyyer kpotvwpa
,deTELoV.

Many conjectures respecting
the text and meaning of this verse
are to be found in Karsten and
Mullach in 4. 1. ; Schneidewin, Philo-
logus, vi. 185 sqq.; Van Ten Brink,
ihid. 731 sqq. Fire is also called
“Hoataros ; Nestis is said to have
been a Sicilian water deity, believed
by Van Ten Brink, according to
Heyne, to be identical with Pro-
serpine (c¢f. however Krische,
Forsch. i. 128). It is clear that
Here does not mean the earth, as
(probably on account of ¢epéoBios)
is supposed by Diog. viii. 76 ; He-
racl., Pont. dlleg. Hom. 24, p. 82
Probus in Virg. Eel. vi. 8; Athen-
agoras, Suppl. c. 22; Hippol.
Refut. vii. 79, p. 384 (Stob. i. 288,
and Krische, i. 126, might have
escaped this error by a slight
change of the words). It means of
course the air; and it is not even
necessary, with Schneidewin to
refer ¢pepéoBios to *Aidwrels, as it
is perfectly applicable to air. Be-
sides the mythical designations we
find the following, V. 78 (105, 60
M), 333 (321, 378 M) nip, Gdep,
v, aléfp; V. 211 (151, 278 M)
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pedocles is expressly designated as the first who admitted
these four elements,! and all that we know of his pre-
decessors tends to confirm the statement. The earlier
philosophers, indeed, admitted primitive substances
from which all things avose, but these primitive sub-
stances- were wanting in the characteristic by which
alone they could become elements in the Empedoclean
sense of the term; viz., the qualitative unchangeable-
ness, which leaves only the possibility of a division
and combination in space. Similarly the earlier philo-
sophers are acquainted with all the substances which
Empedocles regards as elements, but they do not class
them together as fundamental substances and apart
from all others; the primitive substance is with most of
them One. Parmenides alone in the second part of his.
poem has two primitive substances, but none of these
philosophers has four ; and in respect to the first derived
substances, we find, besides the unmethodical enumera-

B3ap, ¥, aibhp, Finws; V. 215
(209, 282 M), 197 (270, 273 M),
xPav, EuBpos, aibnp, wip; V. 96
(124, 120 M) sqq. probably #Asos,
aifhp, SuBpos, ala; V. 377 (16, 32
M) aifhp, mvros, x0ew, fHrios; V.
187 (327, 263 M) Arékrwp, x0dv,
odpawds, fdAasoa; V. 198 (211,
211 M) x0dv, Nijaris, “Hpaoros;
V. 203°(215, 206 M) x0dv, “Hoat-
aTos, JuBpos, aifhp. I cannot agree
with Steinhart's conjecture (I. c.
93) that Empedocles by the variety
of names wished to mark the dif-
ference between the primitive
elements and those perceptible to
sense, V. 89 (116, 92 M), says
that the four primitive elements
contain in themselves all matter;

and this matter neither increases
nor diminishes, xkal wpds Tois ofiT’
Ao 7 (so Mull, but the text is
corrupt, and its restoration very
uncertain) ylyvera: 008 dmorfiyet.
U Arist. Metaph. i. 4, 985 a,
31, cf. e. 7,988 a, 20; De Gen. et
Corr. ii. 1, 328 b, 88 sqq. Cf.
Karsten, 334. The word orotxeior
is moreover not Empedoclean, as
it is almost needless to observe.
Plato is cited as the teacher who
first introduced it into scientific
language (Eudemus ap. Simpl.
Phys. 2, a, Favorin. ap. Diog. iii.
24). Aristotle found it already
in vogue, as we see from the ex-
pression T4 xaAoldueva GTOLXEl

(ef. Part, 1. b, 336, 2nd ed.)
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tion of Pherecydes and Anaximenes, only the triple
division of Heracleitus, the five-fold division of Philo-
laus (probably already connected with Empedocles),
and Anaximander’s two opposite categories of warm and -
cold. Why Empedocles fixed the number of his
elements at four, we cannot discover, either from his
own fragments, or from the accounts of the ancients.
At first sight it might seem that he arrived at his
theories in the same manner as other philosophers
arrived at theirs, viz., through observation and the
belief that phenomena were most easily to be explained
by this means. But in that case his doctrine was
anticipated in the previous philosophy. The high esti-
mation in which the number four was held by the Pytha-
goreans is well known. Yet we must not exaggerate
the influence this may have had on Empedocles, for in
his physics he adopted little from Pythagoreanism, and
the Pythagorean school, even in its doctrine of elemen-
tary bodies, followed other points of view. Of the
elements of Empedocles we find three in the primitive
substances of Thales, Anaximenes, and Heracleitus, and
the fourth in another connection, with Xenophanes and
Parmenides. Heracleitus speaks of three elementary
bodies; and the importance of this philosopher in re-
gard to Empedocles will presently be shown. The three
ground-forms of the corporeal admitted by Heracleitus
might easily be developed into the elements of Empe-
docles ; if the liquid fluid and the vaporous element,
water and air, were distinguished from each other in
the customary manmner, and if the dry vapours, which
Heracleitus had reckoned as part of the supreme
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element, were considered as air.! The three elemenis
of Heracleitus seem to have arisen from the doctrine
propounded by Anaximander and afterwards maintained
by Parmenides, viz., the fundamental opposition of the
warm and the cold, by the introduction of an inter-
mediate stage between them. On the other hand, the
five elementary bodies of Philolaus represent a develop-
ment, based on geometrical and cosmological concep-
tions, of the four elements of Empedocles. This doctrine,
therefore, appears to have been in a state of constant
progression, from Anaximanderto Philolans,and the num-
ber of the elements to have been always on the increase.
But though Empedocles declared the four elements to
be equally original, he, in fact, as Aristotle says, reduces
them to two; for he sets fire on one gide, and the three
remaining elements together on the other; so that his
four-fold division is seen to originate in the two-fold
division of Parmenides.? When, however, later writers
assert that his starting-point was the opposition of the

t Aristotle also mentions the
theory of three elements, fire, air,
and earth (Gen. et Corr. ii. 1, 329
a, 1). Philop. é» k. L. p. 46 b,
refers this statement to the poet
Ton: and in fact Isocrates does
say of him (w. &ymiddo. 268) Twy &
ob wAelw Tpiav [Epnoer elvar T
Jvra). Similarly Harpoerat. “lav.
This statement may be true of Ton,
even if (as Bonitz, Ind. Arist. 821
b, 40 and Prantl. drist. Werke, il.
505 remark) the passage in Aris-
totle may relate, not to Ion, but
to the Platonic ¢divisions’ (Part
11. 3, 380, 4, 3rd edition), in which
an 1Intermediary is at first dis-
tinouished from fire and earth,
and is then divided into water

and air. Ion may have borrowed
hie three elements from Hera~
cleitus; he ecan hardly have in-
fluenced Empedocles, as he seems
to have been younger.

2 Metaph. 1. 4, 985 a, 81: énu
3¢ T4 bs év UAns €lder Aeydueva
oToixela Térrape wpdTos elmwey: od
uhy xphiTal ve Térrapriy, AAN bs
duoly obor wdvois, mupl ply kad’ abrd
Tols & awTikeyuévors bs il Pboer,
vh Te kal &épe kal Bdari. AdBor ¥
v Tis alTd Bewpdy éx TEY endy. .
De Gen. et Corr. 1. 3,330 b, 19:
Zvior & edBYs TérTapa Aéyovew, ofop
’EumedokAfs. ovvdyer 8¢ kal obros
els T& db0* TH ydp wupl TAAA whyTaL
ayTiTifnow,

www.holybooks.com



THE FOUR ELEMENTS. 129

warm and the cold, or that of the rare and the dense,
or even of the dry and the moist,! this is doubtless an
inference of their own, uncountenanced by Empedocles,
either in these expressions or elsewhere with such dis-
tinctness in his writings; and the statement that in
the formation of the universe the two lower elements
are the matter, and the two higher the efficient instru-
ments,? is still farther from his opinion.

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

are brought by means of

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

2 Hippol. Refut. vil. 29, p. 384.
Empedocles assumed four elements
3d0 utv dAikd, Yiv kal UBwp, 800 8¢
Bpyowe ofs Td TAKE rooueiTar kal
perafdArerar, wip kal &épa, dvo
3¢ 70 épyalbueva . . . velkos wal
‘GuAiav, which 1is repeated after-
wards. The doctrine of this philo-
sopher is still more decidedly mis-
represented by the same author
i.'4 (repeated ap. Cedren. Synops.
i. 157 B), in the statement, prob-
ably taken from a Stoic or Neo-
Pythagorean source): Ti» Tob
wayrhs apxiw veikos kal giniay Epy
Kal TO Ths povddos voepdy wip THY
Oeby Kka) cuvesTdror ek wupds TA
wdvra kol els wip GraAvBfoectar,
On the other hand Karsten, p.
343, is incorrect in saying ‘that
Empedocles, according to Hippo-
Iytus, opposed fire and water one

VOL. II.

the variability of things.?

to the other, as the active and the
passive principle.
3 V.87 (114, 88 M) :—
Tabra yap lod Te wdvTa wal HAlka
Yévvay Eaot,
Tiwds & &AAns dAAo uéder mdpa
¥dfos éxdoTo,
V. 89, vide supra, p. 125, 2; V.
104 (132, 128) :—

ek Ty wdv® Boa v jy foa v ¥,

doa 7 &orat émlocw, Text
uncertain.

Bévdped 7 EBAATTNTE Kal dyépes HBE
yuvalikes,

Oiipés v olwvoi e ral 3arobpéuuoves
ix6vs,

Kkal Te eol Sohixalwyes Tyufor pépi-
aTot.

adrd yap Ty Tadra S AAAAwY
8¢ dovra

Yiyveraw &AAownd: Sudmrubts yap
aueiBec.

Cf. p. 122, 2. Also V. 90 s¢q.,

69 sqq. (supra, p. 122, 2; 123, 2);
Arist. Metaph. 1. 3 (supra, p.123,1),

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

iii. 4, 1000 b, 17 ; Gen. et Corr. il
1; ii. 6, ebid. i. 1, 314 a, 24 (cf.
De Celo, iii. 8, 802 a, 28, and
Simpl. De Calo, 269 b, 38; Schol.
513 b); De Cwlo, iii. 7 (supra, p.
125, 1); De Melisso, c. 2, 975 a,
and other passages ap. Sturz, 152
sqq., 176 sqq., 186 sqq., and Kar-
sten, 386, 403, 406 sq.

! This at any rate seems to be
asserted by the Ioa wdrra in the
verses just quoted, which gram-
matically may with #Afka also
relate to yéwwar (of like origin).
Arist. Gen et Cory. i1, 6 sub init.
enquires whether this equality is
an equality of magnitude or of
power 2 Empedocles doubtless
made no distinction between them.
He connects the word as little
with yévway as Simplicius does,
Phys. 34 a.

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

in a pieture: &puovip pltavre T&
uty TAéw #AAa & érdoow. Bran-
dis, p. 227, has been led, by an
error in the punctuation in V. 129,
corrected by later editors, to dis-
cover in these verses a meaning
alien alike to the works and the
standpoint of Empedocles, viz., that
all the perishable has its cause in
the Deity, as the work of art has
in the mind of the artist.

3 V. 96 (124, 120 M) sqq.,
which, however, are very corrupt
in the traditional texts. V. 99,
which has been restored, though
not satisfactorily, perhaps began
thus: ai@épa 6 ds xetras. From
this passage the statement of Aris-
totle is taken, Gen. et Corr.i. 815
b, 20 ; Plut. Prim. Frig. 9, 1, p.
948 ; but, on the other hand, Aris-
totle seems to refer in another
place, De Respir. c. 14, 477 b, 4
(Beppdy yop elvar 7 Srypdv fTTov TOU
aépos), to some subsequent passage
now lost from the poem.

1 Cf p. 144, 1.

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

observation.

Plato and Aristotle were the first to

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

natural place.

Even without the testimony of Aristotle ! it would

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

! Gen. et Corr,1. 8,326 b, 19:
"EpmedoxAel 3¢ T4 wév EAAQ davepov
871 péxpr Tdv ororxelwy Exer ThHy
yéveow kal THy ¢fophy, abrdy 5
TobTwy s ylverar ral ¢phelperar TO
cwpevduevoy uéyebos odire Sihor
otite évdéxerar Aéyey adrd pi Aé-
Yoy kal 70D wupds elvar oTorxeloy,
Suolws 8¢ kal rév UAAwy GmdyTov.
(In De Celo, iii. 6, 305 a, and Lu-
cretiug,i. 746 sqq., it is denied that
Empedocles held the theory of
atoms.) These distinet assertions
would be in direct opposition to
Aristotle himself, if he really said
what Ritter (Gesch. d. Pkil. 1. 533
eq.) finds in him, namely that all
four elements are properly devived
from cne nature, which underlies
all differences, avd is, more exactly,
¢irfa. This, however, isincorrect.
Aristotle says (Gen. et Corr.i. 1,
315 a, 3), that Empedocles contra-~
dicted himself: &dua uev yip off
dnow Erepoy éE érépov ylveshar Tip
oTorxelwy obdey, GANL THANG mdyvTa
éic TovTwy, Gua 8 §rav els & ocuva-
ydyn Ty &macar ¢bow TAYY Tod
velkaus, éi Tob Evbs ylyveobar wdAw

éxaorov. Butit is clear that this
only means: Empedocles himself
altogether denied that the four ele-
ments arose out of one another;
nevertheless in his doctrine of the
Sphairos, he indirectly admits,
without perceiving it, that they have
such an origin; for if the unity of
all things in the Sphairos be taken
in its striet acceptation, the quali-
tative differences of the elements
must disappear; and the elements
consequently, when they issue from
the Sphairos, must form themselves
anew out of a homogeneous sub-
stance. It is not that a statement
is here attributed by Aristotle to
Empedocles which contradiets the
rest of his theory; Empedocles is
refuted by aninference not derived
from himself. Nor can it be proved
from Metaph. iii. 1, 4, that Aris-
totle designated the uniform na-
ture, from which the elements are
said to procecd, as ¢urfa, In Me-
taph. iil. 1, 996 a, 4, he asks the
question : wérepor T & kal Td by,
rafdmep of Tlubarydpetor kai TIAdrey
Ereyer, obx Erepdy Ti o AAN
obole T@y Bvrwv, ) od, GAN’ Erepy
7170 mokelpevor, Gomep Epredokrss
PnoL pikiay, GAhos 3¢ Tis wip, § be
Udwp, 6 B¢ &épa. Here he does not
speak of the primary matter of the
four elements in reference to the
dunlo,butthe pirta (which Aristotle,
as the.uniting principle, calls the
One, in the same manner as, e.g.,
the principle of limitation is called

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

népas, and the formative principle
eldos) serves merely as an example,
to show that the concept of the
One is employed, not only as sub-
ject, as by Plato and the Pythago-
reans, but also as predicate; what
the passage asserts of the ¢iAfa is
merely this : the ¢piiais not Unity,
conceived as a subject ; but a sub-
ject to which Unity, as predicate,
belongs. This likewise holds good
of e. 4, whereit is said inthe same
sense and connection : Plato and
the Pythagoreans consider Unity
as the essence of the One, and
Being as the essence of the ex-
istent ; so that the existent is not
distinet from Being, nor the One
from Unity : of 8¢ mepl pioews ofoy
EumedokAfis &s els yrwpyuidTepoy
dwdywy Adyet 8 7o T & By doTiy &
W (so it must be written, if & by
be considered as one conception—
“that which is One;’ or else it
must be read as by Karsten Emp.
p. 318; Brandis, Bonitz, Schweg-

ler, and Bonghi i 4. I. adopt from
Cod. 4b. 8 vi wore 75 &v éoTiv) dbEete
vép by Aéyew vobTo THr Ginlav
elvar. The statements, therefore,
of Aristotle on this point do mnot
contradict each other; while, on
the other hand, most of the censures
which Ritter passes on his state-
ments respecting Empedocles, on
closer examination, appear to be
groundless.

! Plut. Plac. i. 13: 'E. wpd Ty
regodpwy aTorxelwy Opatauara éNd-
XtoTa, olovel oTorxeia mpd arorxelwy,
duotopept, omep éoTl oTpoyYIAa.
The same, with the exception of the
last words (on which cf. Sturz, 153
sq.) in Stob. Eel. 1. 841, Similarly
Plge. i. 17 (Stob. 368; Galen. c.
10, p. 258 X).

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

mixture with it.*> According to the theory of Empedo-

! According to later use of
words (vide Part 111, a, 115, 2, 2nd
ed.), all mixture is a wapdfesus;
there is no edyxveis, any more
than a kpiois 8 SAwy.

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

8 Arist. Gen. et Corr. 1. 8: 7ols
uéy oby doxel mdoxew ExaoTov did
Twwy wépwy eloiévros Tob ToolyTos
éoxdrov kal KupiwTdTov, Kol TODTOY
Tdv 7pdmov kal bpdv kal Grodew
fuds paol kel T4s BAAas alobhoers
aicBdvesfar wdoas, éri 8¢ Gpacfai
bid e &épos wal Udaros kal Tav
Siapaviy dia b wopovs Exew &opd-
Tous pdy Bid purpbrnTo, mukvods B¢
kal katd oTolxwY, Kai paAAoy Exew

7& diapavi} parAov, of utv odv éml
Twoy ofitw dibpiav, dowep 'Eume-
doxkAfs od ubvoy éml &y woslvTwr
Kol macxSvTwy GAAL Kal uiyvvafal
¢qow (in Cod. L, ¢pnow is substi-
tuted for paoiv) dowy of wipor oiu-
uetpol elow - 604 3¢ pdiigTa Kal
wepl whvTwy vl Adyp Siwplrast
Aebximmos  kal  Anudepiros  (for
they, as is afterwards said,
explained not merely individual
phenomena, but the formation and
change of bodies by reference to
empty interspaces). Philop. in
k. l.s8q. 35 b, and Gen. Anim. 59
a (both passages in Sturz, p. 344
sq.), gives nothing more, for the
statement in Gen. Aném. that Em-
pedocles called ‘the full’ vasrd,
confuses this philosopher with De-
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cles, this is pre-eminently the case when two bodies are
alike ; therefore, he says, the like in kind and easily
mingled are friendly to each other; like desires like;
whereas those which will not intermingle are hostile to

each other.!

moceritus (vide infra, the Atomists).

On the other hand, Aristotle’s ac-

count is confirmed in a remarkable

manner by Plato, Meno, 76 C:

Obroty Aéyere amoppods Twas T@dv

$rrav kar’ "Epmedoaiéo ; — Epodpa

~ve.—Kal wdpovs, eis obs kal 8 dv

af dmoppoat wopedoyrar; — Mdry ye.

—Kai 7@y &moppody Tas pey &pudT-

Tew viots Tév whowy, Tas 8¢ érdr-

Tous %) ueiovs elvar ; — EoTi TabTa.

Colour is then defined in accord-

ance with this: &mwoppol oxnudrwy

BYer obupetpos kal alobyrds. Cf.

Theophr. De Sensu, 12: ras yap

woel Thy ulkw «f ocvuperple 1@y

wépwy ibwep Enatoy weév kal Pwp

ob plyvuolar, 16 8 HAla dypd kal

wepl §owy 8N waTapifuetrar Tas {dlas

kpdoes.  Of our fragments, v. 189

- relates to this subject; also espe-

cially v. 281 (267, 337 M):—

Y@@ Srimdvrwy eloly &roppoal, oo’
&yévorro.

V. 267 (253, 323 M) :—

Tebs pév wip avémeun’ E0éhov mpds
duoloy ixéoba,

V. 282 (268, 338) :—

&s yAvrd udy yAukd udpwre, Tikpdy
& éml mucpdy Jpovoe,

o8y 8 ém’ ok €Bn, Sarepdy, Sarepd 3’
éméxevev,

V. 284 (272, 340 M):—

olvy wp uiv paAAov évdpbuiow,
alrép élaie oDk éBéher,

V. 286 (274, 342 M):—

Blooe 8¢ yAaukf; kdkrov kaTauloye-
Tar &wvfos.

This whole theory is closely allied to that

'V.186 (326, 262 M.):—
EpOuser ’,u,éu yap wdv® abrdy éyévorTo
pépeao,
HAéeTwp Te xBdy Te Kal odpavds HdE
fdAacaa,
Sooa vuv éy BunTotow dmomAoryxBévTa
wépurey,
bs ¥ alrws Soo kpRow émapréa
narrov Eaow,
aAANAois EoTeprrar, bpowwdéve’ TA-
ppodiTy.
éxfpa & &m aAMAAwy wAEloTOY Bié-
xovow durTa, ete,

Arist. Eth, N. viil. 2,1155 b, 7;
cf. preceding note: Td ~ydp duoior
Tod duolov éplecfaur ('Eum. ¢nor).
Eth. Eund. vii. 1, 1235 a, 9 (M.
Mor. ii. 11, 1208 b, 11): oi 8¢
dugoAdyor kol THY EAnr Phow
Siakoopotiow Gpxiy AaBdvres T
Buotoy ivar wpds TO Buowoy, dud
*EuwedokAis kal ™y kby’ Epn kabij-
oot éml 775 kepauidos diy TO Exew
wAetorov Suowr. Plato, Lys. 214
B: In the writings of the natural
philosophers we read &ri 7d Bpotor
¢ bpoly avdyrn del ¢pidov elvar
Empedocles found an example of
this elective affinity in the attrac-
tion of iron to the magnet. Xe
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. Nat. ii.
23.
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of the Atomists. The small invisible particles take
the place of the atoms, and pores the place of the
void. The Atomists see in bodies a mass of atoms
separated by empty interspaces; Empedocles sees in
them a mass of particles which have certain openings
between them.! The Atomists reduce the chemical
changes in bodies to the alternation of the atoms; Em-
pedocles reduces them to the alternation of particles of
matter which in their various combinations remain, as

to quality, as unchanged as the atoms.?

Empedocles

himself, however, admitted neither an empty space?

! Whether these openings are
themselves entirely empty, or are
filled with certain substances, espe-
cially with air, Empedocles never
seems to have enquired. Philoponus,
Gen. et Corr. 40 a, b, who aseribes
to him the second of these opinions,
incontradistinction to the Atomists,
is not a trustworthy authority.
According to Arist. Gen. et Corr.
i. 8, 826 b, 6, 15, we must conclude
(in spite of what is quoted above
as to the magnet) that Empedocles
never arrived at any general defi-
nition on this point ; for he refutes
the hypothesis of the pores on both
presuppositions.

2 Arist. Gen. et Corr. ii. 7,
334 a, 26: éxelvois ~yap T0Ts Adyou-
ow Gomep 'EumedoxAijs Tis foTar
Tpdmos (TAs yevéTews TV cwpdTwr);
dvdeyn yop odvBeciv elvar kefdwep
é¢ wAlyBuwy kal Afbwy Tolxos' kal Td
wiyua 3¢ rovto ék cwloudvwr uév
orar T@r oroixeloy, KaTd pikpd
3¢ map’ EAAmAa cvyreyévoy. De
Celo, iii. 7 (supre, p. 125, 1);
Galen in Hippocr. De Nat. Hom.
i. 2, end, T. xv. 32 K.: 'Euwr. é
GueTaBAfToy TAY TeTTdpwy OTOL-
xelwy dpyeiro ylyvesOar Thy Tav

swlérwy coudtar Plow, olirws
avapepuryuévoy GAANAOLS TRV wpd~
Ty, &s € Tis Aadoas ékpBds kal
xvoddn morhoas TYov xal XaAklTw
ral koduelay kal uiod plferer  &s
undtv & abriv dvvacbou peraxerpi-
cacfar  xwpls érépov. Ibid. e.
12, sub init. 49: According to
Empedocles, all things are formed
from the four elements, od uyv
kexpapéywy ye B GANAwr, GANG

kaTd  puepd pépla  wapaxeywévwy
7e kal Yovdvrwr. Hippocrates
first taught the mixing of
the elements. Aristotle, there-

fore, Gen. et Corr., uses this ex-
pression for the several elemental
bodies: abrév Tobrwy Td cwpevipue-
vov uéyebos,and in Plut. Plac. 1. 24
(Stob. i. 414), it is said of Empe-
docles, Anaxagoras, Democritus,
and Epicurus together: cvyxpices
uev ral Swanploes elodyovor, yevé-
ces 3¢ kal ¢pPopls ob kuplws. ob yp
KkaTd TO Totdy € G&AAoidoews,
ket 8¢ Td moodv ék cuvalbpor-
cpod rabras ylyvesbar

3 Of. v. 91, supra, p. 122, 2;
Arist. De Celo, iv. 2, 309 a, 19:
B pty ody rdv uh Packbvrwy
elvar Kkevdy obd&v Bidpioay mepl
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nor atoms,' though his doctrine 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 pores 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 no express utterance of this philosopher on
this point. We may therefore conjecture that he never
turned his attention to it, but was content with the
indeterminate notion of the pores, and the entrance of
substances into them, without any further investigation
of the causes in which the elective affinity of bodies
originates.

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

kobpov kal Bupéos olov ’'Avataydpas
rai 'EumwedoxAijs.  Theophr. De
Sensu, § 13 ; Lucretius, i. 742, not
to mention other later writers, such
as Plut. Plac. i. 18, who repeat
that verse.
' Cf. the passages quoted p.
133, 2. -

2 Cf. Arist. Gen. et Corr. 1. 1,
325 b, 5: oxeddyr 8¢ kal *Eumedo-
KA€L droykalov Aéyew, Gomep kal

Aevkirmds ¢mow. elvar yap Erra
orepea, adiwlpeTa B¢, €l uY wdvty
wdpor suvexels eiow. Ibid. 326 b, 6
sqq.

3 Arist, De Celo, iii. 6, 305 a,
1: el 8¢ orhoeral wov # didAvors
[rdy owpdrwy], AToc &Topor EoTar
Td odpa & & loTaral, 3) SialpeToy
utv ob uévror Supednoduevoy obdé-
wmore, kafdmep Zowcey ‘EumedorAils
Botreafar Aéyew,

www.holybooks.com



LOVE AND HATE. 137

comes it that they combine and separate? What is,
in other words, the moving cause? Empedocles cannot
evade this question, for his chief object is to make
Becoming and Change comprehensible. On the other
hand, he cannot seek the cause of motion in matter;
for having transferred the Parmenidean conception of
Being to the primary elements, he can only regard
these as unchangeable substances, which do not, like
the primitive matter of Heracleitus and Avaximenes,
change their form by their own inherent force.
Though he must necessarily allow to them movement.
in space, in order not to make all change in things
impossible, yet the impulse cannot lie in themselves
to move and to enter into combinations by which
they, in their being and nature, are untouched. Em-
pedocles never taught that the elements have souls,

though this doctrine has been aseribed to him.!

1 Arist. says, De 4n. i. 2, 404
b, 8: 800 & énl 7d ywdakew ral T
aloBdveaba 7@y Svrwy (&méPAelar),
obror 3& Aéyover T Yuxhy Tas
apxas, of pev whelovs woobvres ol
3¢ ulav Tabryy, domwep *Eumedorris
uty éx Toy oTorxelwy TdrTwy, elvar
8¢ xal Ecaorov Yuxy TovTwy, What
he here says of Empedocles, how-
ever, is merely his own inference
from the well-known verses; and
this Aristotle gives us clearly to
understand in the words which fol-
low, Aéywy ofitw “ yalp uéy yap
yatay émdmaper.” These verses, it
is clear, do not assert that the
various substances are themselves
animate, but only that they be-
come, in man, the cause of psychic
activity. If even, on closer en-
quiry, the former opinion be de-
ducible from the latter, we have

There

no right to suppose that Empedo-
cles himself drew the inference, or
to credit him with a theory which |
would alter the whole character of
his system, and make his two effi-
cient causes superfluous. Still less
can be gathered from Gen. et Corr.
il. 6, end, where Aristotle merely
observes in opposition to Empedo-
cles: dromoy 8¢ kal €l 9 Yvxy éx TEV
oToixelwr § & T adTRY |, . . € utv
wip @ Yuxh, T& wdby Smdpter abTh
doa mvpl 5 wipr €l B wkTdy, TG
cwuaTied. Nor can the quota-
tion, sup. p. 135, 1, prove anything
respecting the animate nature of
the elements. The fact that they
were also called gods (Arist. Gen.
et Corr, 1i. 6, 333 b, 21: Stob. Eel.
1. 60, sup. Vol. 1. 612, n.; Cie. N. D.
i. 12, sub init.) is unimportant ; as
the statement 1s no doubt founded
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remains then nothing but to separate moving forces
from matter, and Empedocles was the first among the
philosophers to adopt this course.! A single moving
force, however, does not suffice for him ; he feels obliged
to ‘reduce the two moments of Becoming—combina-
tion and separation, birth and decay—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 invaridble
nature. In his representation, Empedocles personifies
these two forces as Love and Hate; on the other hand,
he treats them as corporeal substances which are
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 discriminates it neither from the
personal beings of mythology, nor from the corporeal
elements. 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 combina-
tion of substances, Hate is that which causes their
separation.? In reality, as Aristotle rightly objects, the

merely on their mythical designa-
tions (sup. p. 125, 2), and the same

taught the duality of the efficient
causes is noticed by Aristotle,

may be said of the dalmwr, v. 254
(239, 310 M).

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

2 That he was the first who

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

wip wkal Hwp ral ryala xal aifépos
dimwioy Tjost

Nelids T obAbuevor dixa Tdv, d7d-
AavTov éxdoTey,

kol ®iAdrns perd Tolow, lom uikds
T€ TAdTOS TE. )

Of the last he goes on to say that
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two forces cannot be divided,! since every new combina-
tion of substances is the dissolution of a previous
combination ; and every separation of substances is the

introduction to a mew combination.

But it is certain

that Empedocles did not remark this, and that he
regarded Love exclusively as the cause of umion, and

Hate as the cause of division.

So far, then, as the

unity of the elements seemed to Empedocles the better

it is that which unites men in love,
and 1t is called ynboodry and *A¢po-
dirn. (Fmpedocles himself calls it
indifferently ¢:xdrns, oropyd, *A-
¢podiry, Kimpes, Gpuovin.) V. 66 sq.
sup.p.124. V.102 (130,126 M):—
éy 8¢ Kbty Sidpoppa kal Hrdixa
wdyTa méNovTa
oy & €Bn év giAbTNTL KAl GANTAGIGL
wobelTal.

V. 110 sqq. (#nf. p. 145) 169 (165,
189 M) sq. (infra, p. 152) 333
(321, 878 M) sq. (¢nf. p. 165, 3).
‘With this the accounts of our
other authorities agree; here we
shall only quote the two oldest and
best. Plato, Soph. 242 D (after
what is printed sup. p. 38, 2):
of 8¢ paraxdrepar (Emp.) 70 pev
Gel Tavl® obrws Exew éxdAagav, év
wuéper 88 Toté utv & elral pao Td
war kal Gpidov om’ ’AgpodiTys, Toré
3¢ moAAG kal moNéuior abTd adiTg
3i& velkds Ti. Arist. Gen. et Corr.
i, 6,835 b, 11: 7i odv TodTwy (the
regularity of natural phenomena)
alTiov ; ob yap 8% wip ye H yh. GARL
why obd % ¢Ala kal TY velxos:
ovyrploews yap pdvoy, T 8¢ diakpi-
cews alriov (infra, note 1). On
account, of its uniting nature, Aris-
totle even calls the ¢iAl. of Em-

pedocles, the One, Metaph. iii. 1,

4; cf. sup. p. 131 (Gen. et Corr. i.
1, end, has nothing to do with

this; for in that passage the &
means not the ¢:Afa but the Sphai-
ros, Karsten's objection to the
dentification of the & and the
obola évowods, 1. ¢ p. 318, is
founded on a misconception of
Aristotle’s views). Metuph. xii.
10, 1075 b, 1: &rémws 8¢ kal
EunedoxAdst Thy yap ¢iMay wowel
7d &yafbv: alrn & édpxH kal &s k-
voloa (curdyer op) kal ds Uny
ubptoy ~yép T plypares . . . #ro-
mov 8¢ kal TO Hdpbapror elvar T
veikos. The utterances of later
writers collected by Karsten, 846
8qq., and Sturz, 139 sqq., 214 sqq.,
are merely repetitions and expla-
nations 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 (ds well as Plato and all
subsequent authors) misunderstood
his real doctrine, and that love
and strife were not, in his opinion,
the causes of mixing and separa-
tion, but were merely used in the
passages we have quoted to describe
poetically the conditions of mixture
and separation (Thilo, Gesch. d.
Phil. 1. 45).

U Metaph. 1. 4, 585 a, 21: kal
EpmedokAds éml mwAéoy uév Tolrov
(Avakaybpov) xpiras 7ois airtos,
ot uyw obd ikavds ofir’ év ToldTais
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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 contradiction to the
most authentic ancient testimony and the whole doctrine
of Empedocles, that the opposition of L.ove and Hate

evplarer Tb Spuohoyolperoy. woahay oD
yoby abre 7 péy pinia Sakplve, 7O
8¢ yelcos cuyrpiver. Srav pev yap
els T& oToLxela diloTnTar T wav tmd
70D velkovs, 76 Te wip els & ovy-
npiverar kai TEY ¥AAwy ororyelwy
EnacToy. Grav 8¢ wdlw wdvra Swd
7Hs pirlas ovviwow els T &y, dvay-
ratoy € éxdoTov Ta udpia Siaxplve-
gbar wdAw. (Similarly the com-
mentators, of. Sturz, 219 ff.) Ibid.
il 4, 1000 a, 24: kal yap Svmwep
oinfein Aéyew 8y Tis panicra Suoro-
yovuévws adTd, 'EumedokAis, xal
otiros TabTdy wémovfev -+ Tibnor pev
yap Gpxhv Twe airiay TiHs ¢opds
7d veikos, d6feie & dv o8ty frTov
Kal TovTo yevvy Ew Tob évds Gmav-
Ta yap €k ToUTOV TAAAD EoTL AN
6 Oeds, ibid. b, 10: cuvuBaiver odrd
70 velkos unbev uaAror ¢opis 3 Tob
elvar a¥Tiov. Spofws & odd § pikdrys
ToD elvar cuvvdyovon vyip els Td &v
¢pOelper TéAAa. For the criticism
of Empedocles’s doctrine of Be-
coming, cf. Gen. et Corr.1.1; 1L 6.
! This is evident from the pre-
dicates assigned to Love and Strife ;
midppwr (V. 181) to Love; odAd-
wevar (V, 79); Avypdr (335); pai-
véuevor (382) to Strife; and will
appear still more clearly from what
will be said later on of the Sphai-
ros and the origin of the world.

2 Metaph.i. 4, 984 b, 32: émel
3¢ réavarrio Tols Gyafols évdvra
évedalvero év T Pploer, kol ob udvor
Tdés kal TO waAdy BAAG kal &Tofla
ral 0 aloxpdy . . . olrws #ANos TS
PiAlay elofveyke kol velkos érdrepoy
éxarépwy aiTioy TolTwy. €l ydp Tis
drodovfoln kai AauBdvor mwpds THw
Sudpotav kal uy wpds & YeAAileTar
Aéywy ‘BEumredorAis, ebpfoer 1y pty
Pithiay aitiav oboay Ty Gyabdv, TD
8¢ velkos TodV kakQy' GBor' € Tis
oain Tpémov Twh Kol Aéyey Kal

wp@dTov Aéyew TO Kakdy kal dyafdy

apxas 'Epwedorhéa, Tdy &v Aéyor
kaA@s, ete., thid. xii. 10 ; sup. p. 138,
3; cf. Plut. De Is. 48, p. 370.

3 Vide previous note, and Me-
taph.1. 7, 988 b, 6: 7d ¥ ob évera
of mwpdiers kal af peraforal wal ai
wwhoets Tpomoy uév Tiva Aéyoveiw
afTiov, orw (so expressly and de-
cidedly) 8¢ ot Adyovaw, obd Svwep
wépuney. of pev yép voiv Aéyovres 3
pirloy &s ayabdy uéy 11 TadTas Ths
airias TiBéaow od phy bs Evexd e
TobTwy %) v ) yryybuerdy T TV
SvTwy, AN’ s &md TolTwy TAS Kivh-
oeis obfoas AMyovow . . . oTe Néyew
re kal ul Aéyew mws cvuBalver adTols
Tayaldy wiTiov' od yop AmAdDS, GANL
kard cvuBeBnrds Aéyovory, Similar
utterances of later writers, ap.
Sturz, 232 sqq.
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coincides with the material distinction of the elements:!
that 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-
sible.t Still further departing from the real opinion of
Empedocles, Karsten supposes the six first principles to
have ‘been merely phenomenal forms of one uniform
primitive force, conceived pantheistically;® and other

! Simpl. Phys. 33 a: ’Epm.
yobv, kalror 800 &v Tols arorxelos
évayridoes tmoféuevos, Gepuot wal
Yuxpod kal Enpod, els plav Tas 8bo
gurekopipwae THY ToD velkovs xal ThS
¢irlas, Gomep kal TadTyy eis povdda
hv THs &udyrns.

2 Plut. Prim. Frig. e. 16, 8, p.
952, an utterance which Brandis
(Rhein. Mus. iii. 129; Gr. Rom.
Phil.i. 204) should not have treated
as historical evidence.

8 Tennemann, Gesch. d. Phil.
1. 250 ; Ritter, in Wolfe’s Analek-
ten, ii. 429 sq.; cf. Gesch. d. Phil.
i. 550, with which also our first
edition, p. 182, agreed. Wendt zu
Tennemann, 1. 286.

4 Ritter's reasons for this the-
ory are the following: Fizst, be-
cause Empedocles, according to
Aristotle (swp. p. 128, 2), opposed
fire to the three other elements in
common, 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, because
Empedocles, according to Hippoly-

tus, Refut. i. 8, held fire to be the
divine essence of things. Thirdly,
because Empedocles himself, v. 215
(209, 282 M), says that Cypris
gave fire the dominion. This last
statement is based on an oversight;
the words are x8éva fop muvpl ddre
kpatira, ‘she gave over earth to
fire to harden it.” The statement
of Hippolytus we shall refute later
on. In regard to Ritter’s first and
principal reason, Empedocles may
very well have considered fire as
more excellent than the other ele-
ments, and Love as preferable to
Hate, without therefore making
the former element the substratum
of the latter. He places Loveand
Hate as two independent prineiples
beside the four elements, and this
is required by his whole point of
view ; every combjnation of matter,
even if no fire contributes to it, is
the work of Love, and every sepa-
ration, even if it be effected by fire,
is the work of Hate.

5 P. 388: &% vero his tnvolucris
Empedoclis rationem exuamus, sen-
tentia huc fere redit: unam esse
vim eamque divinam mundum con-
tinentem ; hanc per quatuor ele-
menta quasi Dei membra, ut 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 imagination 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.

2

The reasons for this phenomenon have been already in-
dicated, and will appear more clearly later on.

ea appellat, sparsam esse, eamque
cerni potissimum in duplici actione,
distractione et contractinme,
quarum hane confjunctionis, ordinis,
omnis denmique boni, illam pugne,
perturbationis omnisque mali prin-
ciptum esse : harum mutua vi e
ordinem mundi et mutationes effict,
omnesque res tam divinas gquam
humanas perpetuo  gemerari, ali,
variari. Cf. Simpl. p. 700, 1.

! Ritter, Gesch. d. Phil. i. 544,
558. The statement just quoted
hardly agrees with this, The re-
futation of his theory, as well as
that of Karsten, is involved in the
whole of this exposition. Ritter
urges in defence of his view (1),
the utterance of Aristotle, Metaph.
ili. T and 2; and (2) that the power
of Hate only extends over that
part of existence which, through
its own fault, violently separates
jtself from the whole, and only
lasts as long as the fault continues.
The first argument has already
been refuted (p. 131, 1), and the
second is based on an improper
combination of two doetrines, which
Empedocles himself did not com-
bine. He refers the dividing of
the Sphairos, through Hate. to a
universal necessity, and not to the
guilt of individuals (vide infra);
and it is impossible he should

refer it to individuals; for before
Hate has separated the elements,
which were mingled togethér in
this primitive state, there were no
individual existences that could be
in fault. It is also quite incorrect
to say that Hate in the end
perishes, and is at last nothing
more than the limit of the whole;
for even if it is excluded from the
Sphairos, it has mnot therefore
ceasad to exist; it still continues,
but so long as the time of peace.
lasts, it cannot act, because its
union with the other elements is
interrupted. (Empedocles’s coneep-
tion of Hate during this period is
similar to that of Christianity in
reoard to the devil after the last
judgment, existing, but inactive.)
Later indeed it again attains to
power, and becomes strong enouzh
to destroy the unity of the Sphairos
as it did in the beginning of the
world’s development. This it
could not have done, if in the
opinion of Empedocles it were
something unreal. Cf. also Bran-
dis, Rhein. Mus.{edition of Niebuhr
and Brandis), iil. 125 sqq.

? The duality of the forces
acting in the universe is therefore
specified by Aristotle as the dis-
tinguishing doctrine of Empedocles.
Metaph. i. 4, sup. p. 140,2; 138, 2.
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Such statements then as the foregoing are certainly
far from satisfactory. These determinate things, formed
and changed with fixed regularity, could never result
from the combination and separation of substances unless
this alternation of matter proceeded according to fixed
laws to that effect.) Empedocles did so little to supply
this want that we can only suppose he was not conscious
of it. He calls, indeed, the uniting force harmony;?
but this does not imply?® that the admixture of sub-
stances takes place according to a definite measure, but
only 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.?

1 As Aristotle shows, Gen. of
Corr. i1, 6 (supra, p. 189 n.).

2 V. 202, 137, 394 (214 sq.,
26, ap. Mull. 214, 175, 23).

3 As Porphyry infers, doubtless
from V. 202, ap. Simpl. Cafeg.
Schol, in Arist. 69 b, 45: ’Eumwe-
BokAel . . . awd Ths évappoviov T@Y
oroixeiwy ulkews Tas mobTyras dva-
palvorte,

+V. 198 (211), on the forma-
tion of the hones :

<

5 0¢ xOov érinpos év edaTépyois
Xoavoiat

Botd T&v dkrd nepéwy Adxe NfjoTidos
alyAns,

réooapa & Healarow té 8 boréa
Aeviea yévorTo

&p,u,oz/fns M)\)\yaw &pnpéfa Oeome-

oinler,

V. 203 (215):

7 8¢ xbav Tobrowrw on cuvékvpoe
pryeiea

‘Hepalorey T BuBpe Te kal aifépt
TappavwrTy,

Aristotle believes® that

KimpiBos Spuiobeion TeAelots v
Apévecoty,

€lr’ dAlyor pelCwy efre wAloy eoriv
éndoowy,

ek 1év afud Te yévro kal dAAns
eldea oapids.

* Part. Anim. 1. 1, 642 a, 17:
éviaxod 8¢ mov abrh (4 dboer] xal
'EureBokAfjs mepiminTer, &ryduevos
om’ abThs Ths &Anfelas, kal Thy
oboiav wkal Thv ¢low avaryrdlero
pavar Toy Adyoy €ivay, ofov deroiy
anadidods i éoTw  ofire ydp & T
T&Y oot elwy Aéyer adrd otire Sto
A Tpia obre wdvre, GANG Adyor THs
pikews abrév. De An. i. 4, 408 a,
19: Ekaorov yop adTdv [T@Y penddv]
AMye rwl onow elvar [ *Epr.].
Metaph. i. 10. The earlier philo-
sophers had indeed derived all
things from four kinds of causes,
but only in an obscure and imper-
fect manner: Yeahilouéry yap &owcey
7 wpdTn Gihosopla wepl wdyrwy,
d7e véa Te kol Kar’ ApXos ofoa TO
wpiToy, émel kal 'EumedokAfs borody
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this involves the thought that the essence of things
lies in their form. If so, that thought, as even Aris-
totle admits, is not actually expressed by Empedocles :
it seems rather like an involuntary confession. He
appears never to have regarded it in the light of a uni-
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 eon~
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 fortuitons. He had not
arrived at the doctrine that all natural phenomena are
regulated by law.!

7% 7\67w onoty ewm, TovTo & EO'TL . B T 'rm/ A7y ofitw qbepea‘()at

Ty 7t Ay elvou kal ) obola Tob wpdy-
HaTOS.

1 Arist. Gen. et Corr. 6, after
the words quoted, p. 188, 3 : TotTo
& arly % odata § éxdaTov, GAN ol
wbpoy, < ulkis Te BidAAakls Te ,ul.'ysy-
Twr,” "o“lrep éxetvds pmowr Tixn &
énl Tobrwy ovop.a(e'rou (ef. Emp A
39, supra), AN ofr Adyost EoTi ydp
/.uxGnvcu ws Eruxev. Ibid. . p. 334
a, 1, sup. p 123, 1 (to which noth-
ing new is added by Phllop in k.l
59 b): Bze:cpwe 2% 'yap To veucos,
nvexen ¥ dvw b at@'))p obx Smd Tob
Veumvs GAN 6T¢ uéy Pnow wo'1rsp
amd ﬂ}xns, “obrw ydp ovrékvpoe
0éwy Tére, AANOOL & é)\)\ws,” 67¢ 8¢
oot wezpunevat Ty Thp drw ¢epeo‘9al.
(ef. De An. ii. 4, 415 b, 28 Em-
pedocles says plants grow KdTw iy

KarTo ¢vmv Bvw 8¢ ik TO wip wa‘au-
Tws) 6 § at@np, Pno, “p.mcpr/rrt raTd
x0dva Blero pilws” (The two
verses are v. 166 sq., St. 203 sq. K,
259 sq. M.) Phys. ii. 4, 196 a, 19:
Empedocles says : odx &el Tov &épa
owzu-rwrw dwokptveafar, AN Bmwws by
Toxp —for which the words ofirw
ovvékvpoe, ete., are then quoted.
Phys. viil, 1, 252 a, § (against
Plato) : kal yap Eowe 'rb otiTw Aéyew
W?\GO’M(M'L MaAAOY, ol.wu.vs d¢ kal T
Aéyew 8T rézpwcev ofTws Kal 'mv'rm/
det vouilew elvar apx-/]v Gmep ¥oucev
"EumedokAfs by elmely, bs Td wparely
Kal Kkwely &v p.e’pez 7";71/ q)t}\[av rcad
T() Ileucos UW&PXG( TO[S 7rpa’y/.tao'u/
¢ avdyrus, fpencly B¢ Tdy peTald

Xxpdvov. Similarly 1. 19 sqq. Cf.
Plato, Laws, x. 889. What Ritter
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II.—THE WORLD AND ITS PARTS.

THE four elements are underived and imperishable.

The efficient forces are also eternal.

Their relation,

however, is constantly altering, and so the universe is
subject to change, and our present world to generation

and destruction.

says in Wolf’s Analekten, ii. 4, 438
sq., in order to justify Empedocles
against the censure of, Aristotle, is
not sufficient for this purpose.
That Empedocles, V. 869 (1),
describes Transmigration as an
ordinance of necessity and as an
ancient decree of the gods, is of
little importance ; as also that he
represented, V. 139 (66, 177 M), the
alternating periods of Love and Hate
as determined by an irreversible
oath or covenant (wAards 8pkos).
That, no doubt, involves that every
period must follow an unchanging
order, but this order still appears
as an incomprehensible positive
ordinapee, and as such is only
maintained in regard to these indi-
vidual cases, not in the form of a
universal law of the world, as with
Heracleitus.  Cicero, De fato, c.
17, sub init., says that Empedocles
and others taught : Omnie ita fato
fieri, wt id fatwin vim necessitatis
afferret.  Simplictus, Phys. 106 a,
reckons &vdyxy with Love and Hate
among his efficient causes. Sto-
baeus, Eel. i. 60 (sup. vol.i. 612 n.),
says that according to the most pro-
bable reading and opinion, he held
dvdykn to be the uniform primi-
tive base which, in regard to sub-
stance, divides itself into the four
elements, and according to its form,
into Love and Hate. Stobaus (i.

VOL. II.

L

Love and Hate are equally original

160 ; Plut. Plac. i. 26) accordingly
defines the Empedoclean dvdyrn as
the essence which makes use of
the (material) elemeuts and of the
(moving) causes. Plutarch, An.
Procr. 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 dawdynn.
Themist. Phys. 27 b, p. 191 sq.
includes Empedocles among those
philosophers who spoke of dvdykn
in the sense of matter, These are
all later interpretations which ean
tell us nothing concerning what he
really taught, and which, therefore,
ought not to have found credence
with Ritter, Gesch. d. Phil. i. 544.
They no doubt proceed either from
V. 369 (1) sqq., or from the analogy
of Stoic, Platonic, and Pythagorean
doctrines, or still mors likely from
a desire to find in Empedocles a
uniform principle. Perhaps, in-
deed, Aristotle in the passage
quoted above, Phys. viii. 1, may
have given occasion to them. This
passage, however, only refers, as is
clear, to Emp. V. 139 sqq. (vide
infra). Aristotle’s cautious lan-
guage shows that he cannot be
alluding to any more definite ex~
planation.
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and equally powerful; but they are not always equally
balanced : each has dominion alternately.! At one time
the elements are brought together by Love, 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, according 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

1V, 110 (138, 145 M):—
Kal yip kal wdpos v Te kal EooeTa,
08¢ wor’, olw,
TobTwy dugorépwy kewdoeral owe-
705 qidy.
&y B¢ péper rpatéovar weparAopévoio
KbKAoto,
kal ¢pBiver els EAAYAQ Kai afiferar &y
uépet alons.
The subject, as is clear from duto-
Tépwy, is Love and Hate, cf. V. 89
8q.; supra, p. 125, 2 end.
2V. 61 sqq.; sup. p. 123, n,
where I give my reasons for dis-
agreeing with Karsten, p. 196 sq.,
and for altering my own previous
opinion in regard to this verse. I
nowreferit, not to individual things,
but with Plato, Sopk. 242 D sq.;
Arist. Phys. viil. 1, 250 b, 26, and
his commentators (vide Karsten,
197, 866 sq.) to the alternating
conditions of the world. V. 69
sqq. (sup. p. 123; 125, 1). V. 114
(140, 149 M):—
abrd yap Eorw ravra(the elements),
80 GAAfAwy B¢ BéovTa
Ylyvorr Hvbpemol Te Kal EAAwwy
Evea Oy v,
#AroTe utv PiAbTnTL ouvepxdues
els &va kéopov,

#AAote & ad Bix ExacTa Popedueva
vetieos Exbet,
s N , P
elodkey av ovuplyTa T Tay rdveple
yérnras.

Text and interpretation are here
equally uncertain; we might con-
jecture Swaglvra or Suapivr’ émd
wav, but this would only partially
mend the matter. Mullach trans-
lates the text as it stands: Domec
que concreta fuerunt penitus suc-
cubuerint ; but I cannot think that
Empeédocles could have expressed
this in so far-fetched a manner.

8 Plato, I. c.; sup. p. 188, 3;
Arist. 1. c.: ’E;ureBoac}\ﬁs & ,u.s'pst
rivelobor kol 1ra]\w nps;zsw (sc 70
dyra), wiweigbas ,usv, drav 7 ¢t}ua
& TOAADY woiff TO & %) T veikos
TOANS éE éubs, Qipepciy & év Tols
ueratd xpbvos, ANywy ofirws (V.
69-73); dbid. p. 262 a, & (sup.
144, 1); ibid. 1. 4,187 a, 24: &owep
*EuwedokAds ral ’Avatarydpas®
ubypatos y&p kal ovTor Ekxpivevet
'r&)\)\a. Siapépover § &,Mv/;)\wu ¢
70 utv meplodoy mowely Tobrwy TOV
8 &naf. De Calo, 1. 10; sup. p. 66,
1. Later testimony, ap. Sturz, p.
256 sqq.
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. CHANGES IN THE UNIVERSE. 147

movement stops, the elements cease to combine and to
separate, because they are absolutely intermingled or
separated ; and they will remain in this condition uuntil
it is changed by a new impulse in an opposite direction.
Thus the life of the world deseribes a circle: the abso-
lute unity of substances, the transition from this to their
separation, absolute separation, and return to unity, are
the four stages through which it is constantly passing
in endless reiteration. In the second and fourth stages,
it manifests itself in the separate existence of compo-
site beings: here alone is natural life possible ; in the
first stage, on the other hand, which admits of no sepa-
ration of the elementary substances, and in the third,
which does not admit of their combination, individual
existence is excluded. The periods of movement and
of natural life therefore alternate regularly with those
of rest and the cessation of natural life.! But how long
each of these periods is supposed to last, and whether

7 So Aristotle says in the pas-
sages quobed from Phys. viii. 1;
and the statement is confirmed by
V. 60 sqq. of Empedocles, accord-
ing to the sense given to this verse
supra, p. 124 ; not to mention later
writers dependent on Aristotle, as
Themist. Phys. 18 a, 58 a (124,
409 Sp.), and Simpl, Phys. 28 b,
272 b. Logical consisteney besides
would seem to require that Empe-
docles should admit on the ome
side a complete separation, if he
admitted on the other a complete
intermixture, of substances. When,
therefore, Eudemus, Phys. viil. 1,
refers the time of rest only to the
union of the elements in the Sphai-
ros (Simpl. 27 b: E¥dnpos 8¢ iy
axcomaiay év i THs PiAlas émipateia

ratd OV opaipov eudéxeTal, émeidoy
dmavra cuykpi0f—Brandis’s conjec-
ture, 1. 207, that we should read
’EuwedorAjs for E¥dnuos seems to
me erroneous); this must be con-
sidered one-sided; though Empe-
docles may himself have given
occasion 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-
pedocles 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,

L2
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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

described as spherical

and unmoved ;® and since perfect union excludes all
influence of the dividing principle, Empedocles says

that Hate was not present

! The only hint we have on the
subject is the statement, V. 369
(1) sqq., presently to be mentioned,
that sinful deemons are to wander
abogt in the world for 80,000 &pat.
But it is a question whether we
should infer (with Panzerbieter,
Beitr. p. 2) from this a similar du-
ration of the cosmical periods;
since the dseemons must have lived
before the commencement, of their
wanderings, and were to live after-
wards ; and the connéction of this
doctrine with the Empedoclean
physies is very slight. It is of
little consequence whether by the
Tpls pvplar dpar we wunderstand,
with Mullach (Emp. Proem. 13
54q.) 30,000 years, or with Bak-
huizen van den Brink, Var. Lect.
31 sqq., and Krische, i Plat.
Phed. p. 66, 30,000 seasons, i.e.
10,000 years. The latter opinion
is supported partly by the lan-
guage and partly by the analogy
of the Platonic dectrine. COf. Part
1. a, 684, 694 sq., third edition.

2 Cf. inf. p. 150 sq.

3V, 134 sqq. (64, 72 sq., 59
sq. K. 170 sqq. M): o¢alpor Enp.
&0 o¥r feMlow Bedlorerar (=3ei-

KyuTan) dryhady eldos,
obdE utv ob® alns Mooy pévos 0ddE
fdraooa,

in it He calls the world

oliTws apuovins wucwd rirer (Stein,
K kpdgpe, Simpl. Phys. 272,
b kpdpa) éorhpueras,

apaipos kvkAoTepls poviy mepm-
éi (the repose which spread
throughout the whole circle)
yalwy,

The Sphairos is deseribed as at

rest by Aristotle and Eudemus,

i c. Philop. Gen. et Corr. 5 a,

calls it ¥mosos, in reference to the

verse quoted above.

1 V.175 (171, 162 M): 7w 3¢
cuvepxouévwy €t Eoxarov YoTaro
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 begins with the
dispossession of Hate, when unity
ig 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 Sphairos : dwavra
Yap éx Todrov TEAAD éoTi WARY 6
Beds Aévyer yovw (V. 104 sqq. ; sup.
130, 1) . .. kol xwpls 8¢ Tolrwy
dfiaor: el yap ph Gv 70 veikos évrols
wpdypacy, v by Gy Eravra, bs ¢n-
oly Brav yap ovvénby, Tére B, ¢ Eo-
xorov loTaro vetkos” b kal, con~
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in this state of intermixture, because of its spherical
form, Sphairos, its usual designation among later

writers. Aristotle uses instead the expressions uiyua'!
and &.2 It is also called Deity,® but not in a manner

that justifies our considering it as a personal being.
Empedocles gave this name to the elements also, and
Plato to the visible world.,* Later writers adopt various
interpretations of the Sphairos: formless matter,’®
efficient cause,® the primeval fire of the Stoies,’

tinues Aristotle, ovuBalve: adrd
7dy eddarpovéoTaroy Gedby ATTOv Ppd-
vipoy elvar Tév BAAwY' o yap yrwpl-
(et TO oTOLXEl WhYTA® TO YOp VEIKOS
odx Exet, §) 8¢ yvdous Tod épolov TG
éuotp. Cf. xiv, 5, 1092 b, 6;
Gen. et Corr.i. 1 (sup. p. 181, 1).
The theory of Simpl. De Celo, 236
b, 22; Schol. in Arist. 507 a, 2;
of. Phys. 7 b, that Hate also has
part in the Sphairos, is founded on
a wrong interpretation. Cf. on
this point and with Brandis, Rhein.
Mus. ii. 131; Ritter, Gesch. d.
Phil. 1. 546.

¥ Metaph. xii. 2, 1069 b, 21
e, 10, 1075 b, 4; xiv. 5, 1092 b,
6; Phys.i. 4, 187 a, 22.

2 Metaph. i. 4, 985 a, 27; iii.
4, 1000 a, 28 b, 11; Gen. et Corr.
i. 1, 315 a, 6, 20; Phys. i. 4, sub
init.

3 Vide sup. 148, 4, and Emp. v.
142 (70, 180 M): wdyra yap éielys
wreheullero yuia Beoto,

4 Tt is, therefore, strange that
Gladisch should say (Emped. u. d.
Aeg. 33; cf. Anarag. w. d. Isr.
xx1i.): ‘Empedocles could not have
called a mere mixture of the ele-
ments the Deity” The whole
world is, according to Empedocles,
a mere mixture of the elements,
and so also are human souls and

the gods. Besides, Empedocles
never characterised the Sphairos
as ‘the Deity,” but only as Deity.
The well-known verses on the
spirituality of God, as we shall
presently see, do not refer to the
Sphairos. Aristotle first called the
Sphairos ¢ feds, but it does not fol-
low that Empedocles called it so.

5 Philop. Gen. et Corr.p. 5 a;
but this 18 only, strictly speaking,
a development of the consequences
by means of which Arist. Gen. et
Corr. i. 1, 315 a, had already re-
futed XEmpedocles. In Phys. H.
13 (ap. Karsten, 323; Sturz, 374
sq.) he acknowledges that the sub-
gtances are actually mingled in the
Sphairos. A similar inference is
deduced by Arist. Mefapk. xii. 6,
1072 a, 4, and subsequently by
Alex. in k. . from the doctrine of
the efficient forces, viz., that Em-
pedocles supposed the Actual to
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 much im-
portance (i. 295), and which betrays
great ignorance of the Empedoclean
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the intelligible world of Plato,! are all misapprehen-
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 discrimination between the
ideal essence of things and their phenomenon tran-
scends the general standpoint of the pre-Socratic

physics.

A world ¢ could only arise when the primitive sub-
stances separated, or, in the language of Empedocles,

when the Sphairos became divided by Hate.®

doctrine, cannot be considered as
historical evidence. Its only foun-
dation is probably the analogy be-
tween the doctrines of Empedocles
and Heracleitus on the changing
conditions of the cosmos, on the
strength of which, Clemens, Strom.
v. 699 B, attributes to Empedocles
the opinion that the world will be
destroyed by fire.

! The Neo-Platonists concern-
ing whom Karsten, p. 369 sqq.,
cf. 826, gives us many particulars;
cf. inf. note 4. We read in Theol.
Arithm. p. 8 8q., that Empedocles,
Parmenides, &c., taught like the
Pythagoreans : hw povadichy ¢pdaw
‘Eorias Tpémoy &y uéoy Bplobar kal
S 7d iodppowor PuAdooew Tiw
abrhy €pav; but this seems to re-
fer, not to the Sphairos, but to
Love. which is in the centre of the
rotating cosmical matter (V. 172;
vide inf. p. 152, 1.

He tells

? Steinhart, I. . p. 91 sqq.;
similarly Fries, i. 188.

3 Cf. inf. 1561, 1.

4 A kdopos, in contradistinction
to the opaipos—a distinetion which,
according to Simplicius, Empedo-
cles himself had explicitly intro-
duced. Cf. De Cwlo, 189 b, 16
(Schol. in Ar. 489 b, 22): "Euw.
Sidpopa Ty wap' adTd Kdopwy T&
€3y (supra, note 1) E\eyer, os Kkai
ovépaot xpiobar Siapdpois, TV uiv
apalpoy Tov 8¢ kbopoy Kupiws kady.

5 Plato (sup. p. 138, 3) therefore
derives the multiplicity of things
from Hate, and Aristotle still more
decidedly characterises the present
period of the world as the one in
which Hate reigns. Gen. et Corr,
ii. 6, 334 a, 5: Gua 3¢ kal TO¥ Kdo-
pov uolws Exew ¢nolv éni Te oD
velkous viv kal wpbrepoy émi Tis
¢intas. De Celo, 1ii. 2, 301 a, 14:
if we wish to expound the origin of
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us, therefore, that in course of time Hate grew up in
the Sphairos and sundered the elements;! when the
separation was fully aceomplished, Love came in among

the world, we must begin with that
state which preceded the division
and separation of matter—its pre-
sent state: éx SeordTwr & Kal
wwovuéray obic ebheyor elvar THy
syéveaiv; because in this case, as it
is sald on p. 300 b, 19, there
would have been a world artece-
dens to the world: 31 kal ’Eume-
bokAfs mopakeiwer Thy ém  Ths
PNTyTOS (SC. yéveaw) o yop by
édlvato ovoTicar TOv obpavdy, éx
wexwpiopévoy  pév  kerackeudlwy
gbykpiay 8¢ w01y Sid hy pirbTyTar
&k diaxexpiuéyowr yop cvréoTnrey
& kdopos TdVY oTorxelwy, &oT’ dvary-
wotoy yivegOar & évds wal ouyke-
apwévov. Following this precedent,
Alexander regards Hate absolutely
as the author of the world (Simpl.
De Celo, 286 b, 9, 20; Schol. in
Arist. 507 a, 1), or at any rate of
the present world. InPhilop. Gen.
&t Corr. 59 b, he observes on Arist.
Gen. et Corr. ii. 6 if by the xdo-
aos we understand the condition
in which the elements were sepa-
sated by Hate, or were aguin
brought together by Love, Hate
and Love would be theonly moving
forees in the kdomos; if, on the
other hand, we understand by the
wéouos the corporeal mass which
underlies the Sphairos as well as
the present world, we must attri-
bute to it 4 movement of its cwn:
9 buotws, onol, Kboues kal Tabrdy
éoTi Kkal mweiral émi Te ToD velkovs
ooy kal éml Tis Ppihlas mpbrepov: év
BE Tols perald daAelppaoct Tov vw’
Skelvwy ywoudvwy rwhoewy, TpbTe-
pby 1€ B1e éx Tob velrous émenpdrn-
oev 7 Piria, xal yiy bre éx Tis

¢irlas 0 veikos, Kéopos éoriy, EAANY
Twd wwoduevos klvnow weal obx s
7 pihia kal Td veikos kivovow. This
interpretation is fourd even earlier,
for Hermias, who certainly must
have taken it from others, repre-
sents (Irris. o. 4) Empedocles as
saying: 70 velros rosel Tdvra. With
the later Neo-Platonists, according
to Simp. Pkys. 7 b, the prevailing
opinion was that the Sphairos was
produced by Love alone, and this
world by Hate alone. Mowre pre-
cisely, Simpl. De Cwlo, 1. ¢. (cf.
ibid. 263 b, T; Schol. 512 b, 14):
uimere B¢, wdy émupary év Tolrw
7> velkos GHomep v T¢ opalpp
Pirfa, GAN dupew o1 Gupoiy Aéyor-
Tat yivesfar ; this is only untrue in
respect to the Sphairos. Theodor.
Prodr. De Amic. v. 82, calls Hate
the creator of the terrestrial world
in contradistinction to the Sphai-
res, but this is unimportant.
1 V. 139 (66, 177 M):—

abrép émel wéya Nelkes év) peréeo-

gw 0pépn
és Tiuds T awdpevoe Teheiopéroio

xpévoto,
8s oy duoeBalos mAaTéos wdp’ énd-

Aatae (al. ~1o) 8prov

wdp’ éx. instead of waperfiraTas
seems to me necessary in spite of
Mullach’s contradiction, Emp. Pr.
p.7; Fragm. 1. 43; cf. Bonitz and
Schwegler, in Metaph. iii. 4, who
also defend this emendation, V.142
(sup. p. 149, 3); Plut. Fac. Lun. 12,
5 sq., p. 926, where it is quite pos-
sible that the words xwpls 70 Bapd
way kol Xwpis TO KoUgov may con-
tain Empedoclean expressions.
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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 extended more and
more, and Hate was forced further and further away,
the substances yet unmingled were drawn into the
mass, and from their combination sprang the present
world and mortal creatures.! But as 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 Sphaires.? The as-
sertion that this destruction of the world would be by

! Thus we must understand the
following verses, 171 (167, 181
M):—

érel Neiwos utyv évéprarov Ykero
Bévbos

Bluys, v 8¢ péop BAdrns oTpopd-
AvyyL vévnrar,

o’ %3y Tdde mdvra cuvépxeTar &
pévoy elva,

obic Bpap, GAN eAnud cuvioTduey’
#AAobey HANa.

175. Tav 3¢ quvepyouévwy €& Eoxa-
Tov {oraro Nelkos.

WOANG & ii,utx@’ éornre Kepatopuévor-
ow Evu}\}\ag,

8o &ri Neixos epuice perdpaoy” od
Yop a,uep.cpews

T — egeo"r-nkev er’ Eoxara Tép-
paro kdKAOY,

GAAE T8 péy T évéuiuve ueréwy, TO
8¢ 7 éteBeBhier.

180. 8ooov & aity twexmwpobéor, Téaoy
alty émje

Imibppwy BiNdTys Te Kal Eumegey
&pBporos dput

alfe. 8¢ Byh7’ Epbovro T4 wply MGO!-
&fdvat® elvai,

(wpd Te T& wplv Grpyre dAAdiorTa
keAebfous*

TRy 8¢ Te pioyopévwy xeir' ¥Wyea
uvpla Gvnréw,

185. wavrolys WBénow &pmpdra, Gav-
o i8éofar.

The 8vyr& are not only living erea-
tures, but, generally speaking, all
that is subject to generation and
decay.

2 Authorities for this have al-
ready been given at the commence-
ment of this section. Cf. also
Arist. Metaph. iii. 4, 1000 b, 17:
AN Buws ToooTdy ye Aéyer buoro-
yovuévews (6 "Eum) od yap T& piv
¢laprie T8 5¢ Upbapra moel TdY
Uvrwy, GANG mdvTa GpOupTd WANY TEY
aroixelwy. Empedocles, therefore,
as Karsten, p. 378, rightly observes,
never calls the gods aity édyres, as
Homer does, but only Sonrxalwres,
V. 107, 126, 373 (135, 161, 4 K;
131,141, 5 M). The destruction
of all things puts an end even to
the existence of the gods.
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fire ! is doubtless founded on a confusion of the doctrine
of Empedocles with that of Heracleitus.?

In this cosmogony there is a striking lacuna. If
all individual existence depends upon a partial union of
the elements, and ceases when they are wholly mingled
or wholly separated, particular existenees must come
into being as much when the Sphairos dissolves into
the elements as when the separated elements return to
unity. In the one case a world is formed by the sepa-
ration of the mingled, on the other by the union of
the separated. Aristotle 3 actually aseribes this opinion
to Empedocles, as has been shown, and that philosopher
expresses himself, generally speaking, in the same sense.
In the more precise development of the eosmogony,
however, he seems to speak only of that formation of the
world which follows the division of the elements through
Hate. To this all the fragments and accounts which we
possess relate;* and the verses quoted above (V. 171
8qq.) appear to leave no room for a more detailed expo-
sition of what occurred and resulted when the elements

1 Vide supra, 149, 7.

2 Such evidence as we possess
ig very inadequate : the most trust-
worthy writers are entirely silent
on this point. Besides, it seems
inconceivable that the unity of all
elements should be brought about
by their conflagration, 1» which
Empedocles could only have seen
a transformation into one element,
which, according to his prineiples,
“was impossible.

8 Similarly Alexander,
supra, p. 150, 5.

4 Brandis, . ¢ 201, remarks
that Empedocles seems to have

vide

derived the formation of the greater
masses, as the sky and the sea,
primarily from the eperation of
Strife ; and that of organic beings
from the operation of Love. This
view must be greatly modified by
the evidence quoted above (cf.
Arist. De Owlo, iii. 2), and by the
nature of the case. Love forms
both; but in combining the ele-
ments which had been separated
by strife, it mecessarily first pro-
duced the great masses, com-
pounded in a simpler. manuer, and
organic beings only in the sequel.
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were separated out of the midst of the Sphairos. It
would seem that Empedocles 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
elements had been shaken together by Love, the air first
separated itself, and condensing on the outermost rim,
surrounded the whole like a hollow sphere.? After this
fire broke forth, and occupied the upper space, next to
the outermost concave, while the air was forced under

! Cf. Plut. ap. Eus. Prep. 1. 8,
10: ék mpdtns pnal THs TdY OTOL-
xetwy kpdoews aroxpldévra Tov 4épa
Tepixubivas Kbk merd 3¢ TOv &dépa
Td wip kdpaudy kal odk Exov érépay
Xdpav, dvw éxtpéxew Smd Tob wepl
Tov dépa wdyov. Plac. ii. 6, 4: 'E.
TOr pev aifépa wpdroy diaxplbijval,
Sebrepov Ot Td wip, €’ G Thy ¥iw,
¢t fis tryav wepopryyouévms Th poun
Ths Tepupopiis araBAvoar T UBwp, éE
o Ouumabijvar Tdv dépar kal yevéobor
TOv v obpavdy &k Tob albépos, Tov
3¢ fjAtor €k Tob wupds, mAndra 8 ek
TEY ¥ANwy TO wepiyewn, Arist
Gen. et Corr.ii 6 (sup. p. 144, 1).
Emp. V. 130 (182, 233 M) :—
el & Hye viv 1ot éyd Aétw wpol
Antov apxhv,

& dv 3% éyévovte T& viv éropduera
wdvTa,

vaid Te kal wévros woAvkduwy 93’
brypds éhp

Turdw 79" aibp oplyywy wept (1. wépe)
kixAov ETavra.

TiTdy, the outspread, is here most
likely not a designation of the sun,
but a name for the eether; and
aifhp, elsewhere with Empedocles
synonymous with &#p, means the
upper air, without implying any
elementary difference between the

upper air and the lower. Accord-
ing to Eustath, ¢z Od. 1. 320, Em-
pedocles called fire kaprariuws dvd-
waiov, the swiftly aspiring, perhaps
in the connection spoken of by
Aristotle, loc. cit.

? According to Stob. FEel. i.
566, egg-shaped, or rather lentil-
shaped. His words are: "Eum. 70D
fous ToD &wd THs ¥is €ws odpavod

. wAelova elvar THy roTd T TAD-
Tos SidoTacy, kard TolTe TOD 0b-
pavod puaANor dvamewtauévov, dik O
&F waparAnclws OV wéouoy Keloba,
This opinion might commend itself
to sensible observation; and there
would be no proof against it in the
fact that it is unnoticed both by
Aristotle, De COwlo, ii. 4, and his
commentators, for Aristotle is not
alluding in that place to the views
of his predecessors. But as Emp.
(vide p. 1558, 2) represents that at
night the light hemisphere goes
under the earth, and not that the
sky moves sideways round the
earth, there arises this difficulty:
that the space taken up by the sky
is not sufficient for the sky to turn
round in, a point to which Aris-
totle afterwards attaches some im-
portance.
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the earth.! Thus there arose two hemispheres, which
together form the concave sphere of heaven : the one
is bright, and consists entirely of fire; the other is
dark, and consists of air with isolated masses of fire
sprinkled in it. Through the pressure of the fire the
sphere of the heavens acquires a rotatory motion;
when its fiery half is over us we have day; when the
dark half is over us, and the fiery half is hidden by the
body of the earth, we have night.? The earth® was
formed from the remaining elements and was at first
moist and miry. The force of the rotation drove oui
the water from it; and the evaporations of the water

! Arist, and Plut. 7. c.

z Plut. ap. Eus. /. c. continues.
elvar 8¢ rbahgp wepl THy iy depd-
ueva 8vo fuoaipta, TS uer kabérov
wupds, 78 8¢ uikTdv é &épos kal
dAbyov wupds, dmwep oleTar THY virTa
elvar. Empedocles himself, V. 160
(197, 251 M), explains night as
the interposition of the earth,
which may be eonnected with Plu-
tarch’s statement in the manner in-
dicated above: Thv 8 apxhr Ths
kufioews cuuBiivar xatd TOv &fpor-
audy émPplaavros Tob wupds. The
last sentence, the text of which,

however, 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). Plaec.
il. 11 (Stob. 1. 500): 'Eum. oTepé-
uvioy elvar Tdv obpavdy éf &épos
guumayérros Hmd Tupds KpUTTAAAOEL-
das (this is confirmed by Diog. viii.
77; Ach. Tat. in drat. c. 5, p. 128
Pet.; Lact. Opif. Dei, c. 17) 7o
wupddes ral bepides v éxatépw Thv
Auapaiplwy mwepiéxorra. In Plut.
Plac. ii1. 8, parall., the alternation

of the seasons, as well as that of
day and mnight, is explained in
reference to the relation of the two
hemispheres.

2 Vide sup. p. 154, 1. Accord-
ing to this it is quite legitimate to
reckon Empedocles among those
who held one world only of limited
extent (Simpl. Phys. 38 b; De Ceelo,
229 a, 12; Schol. in Arist. 505 a,
15; Stob. Eel. i. 494, 496; Plut.
Plae. 1. 5, 2) ; but it 1s not probable
that he himself definitely expressed
such an opinion. (V. 173, supra,
152, 1, has nothing to do with this.)
The assertion (Plac. . ¢. parall.)
that he regarded the world as only
a small part of the whole (wav),
and the rest as formless matter, 1s
doubtless merely a misunderstand-
ing of verses 176 sq. (sup. l. 2.) re-
lating to an earlier stage of the
world. At any rate it furnishes
no ground for supposing (Ritter in
Wolf’'s Anal. 1. 415 sqq.; Gesch.
d. Phil. i. 556 sq.; cf. Brandis,
Bh. Mus. iii. 180; Gr. Eom. Phil.
i. 209) that the Sphairos, or a pars
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 earth, which, like & burning glass,
collects and reflects the rays of fire from the bright
hemisphere surrounding it :® the moon, he thought, is
made of hardened erystalline air;® its shape is that
of a dise,” its light is derived from the sun,® and its

the present world ; for the blessed
Sphairos could not be described as
&pyh Uan. Nor does this follow,
as we shall presently show, from
his doctrine of the life after death,
for the abode of the blessed cannot
be identified with the Sphairos in
which no individual life is possible.
Ritter believes that beside the
world of strife there must be 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.

2 Arist. De Celo, ii. 18, 295 a.
16; Simpl. ad & 1. 235 b, 40.

3 Arnist. L ¢ ii. 1, 284 a, 24,

4 Vide vol. i. 456, 1.

5 Plut. ap, Bus. /. ¢. § 8¢ #Atos
™ ¢low ovk &rTi whp GAAL Tob
wupds GuTavdrlacts, dpcla TH &g’
H8araes ywouévn., Pyth. orac. c. 12,
p- 400: ’EuwedokAéovs . . . ¢pdo-
KovTos Tbv Aoy wepLavyd dakhdoet
Pwtds ovpaviov vevduevov, abfs
“&yravyely wpds “OAvumoy arapBh-

Toot wpoodwors” (V, 151 St. 188
K, 242 M). This may be connected
with the statement of Diog. viii.
77, that the sun, according to Em-
pedocles, was wupds #fpoioua uéya,
supposing that Diogenes, or his
authority, meant by this expression
the assembling of rays into one
focus. On the other hand it is
manifestly & mistake (Plac. ii. 20,
8; Stob. i. 530 parall.) to attri-
bute to Empedocles two suns—a
primitive sun in the hemisphere
beyond, and a visible one in our
hemisphere. Vide Karsten, 428 5q.

.and supra, Vol. 1. 450, 1. For the

statement as to the size of the sun,
ef. Stob. I, ¢.

¢ Plut. ap. Bus. I ¢. De Fac.
Lun. 5, 6,p. 922 ; Stob. Eel. i. 552.
Tt seems strange that this conden-
sation of the air should be effected
by fire, while at the same time the
moon is compared to hail or a
frozen cloud. .

7 Stob. l. ¢.; Plut. Qu. Rom.101,
end, p. 288 ; Plac. ii. 27 parall.;
Diog. {. c.

5 V. 152-156 (189 sq., 243 sqq.
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distance from the earth amounts te a third of its dis-
tance from the sun.! The spaee beneath the moon, in
opposition to the upper region, Empedocles is said to
have regarded, like the Pythagoreans, as the theatre
of all evil? The fixed stars, he thought, are fastened
to the vault of the sky; the planets, on the contrary,
move freely : in respect to their substance, he believed
that they were fires which have separated themselves
from theair.? Solar eclipsesare caused by the interposi-
tion of the body of the moon;* the inclination of the
earth’s axis towards the path of the sun is the result of
the pressure of the air, which is forced by the sun to-
wards the north.? The course of the sun itself Em-
pedocles seems to have conceived as confined within

fixed limits.®

- M); Plut. Fac. Lun. 16, 13, p. 929;
Ach. Tat. in drat. ¢. 16,21, p. 185;
E, 141 A. When the latter says
that Empedoeles calls the moon an
dméoragua Hxiov he merely means,
as the quotation from Empedacles,
V. 154, shows, that her light is an
emanation of the solar light.

! Plut. Plac. il. 31. According
to this, the text ap. Stob. i. 566
should be corrected ; but it seems
unnecessary to introduce into the
passage of the Placita, as Karsten
proposes,dimAdaiov dréxew oy firior
amd ws s fmwep vhy cenfygy. Ae~
cording to Plas. ii. 1, parolt. Em~
pedocles supposed the sun’s course
to be the limit of the universe,
which however must not be taken
too literally. In our fragments it
is only said, V. 1560, 154 sq. (187,
159 K, 241, 245 M), that the sun
traverses the sky and the moon re-
volves neater the earth,

The daily revolution of the sun was

? Hippol. Refut. i. 4. He
however, 1s probably alluding only
to the complaints of Empedocles
about the tervestrial life, which
will be noticed later on; the notion
that the terrestrial region extends
to the moon, he seems to have
adopted himself, merely from its
similarity with kindred doctrines.

? Plac.ii. 18,2, 5, parall. ; Ach.
Tat. in Ar. c.ii.; of. sup, p. 155, 2.

1 V. 187 (194, 248 M) sqq.;
Stob. i. 530,

¢ Plut. Plac. ii. 8 parall. and
Karsten 425, who plaees in con-
nection with this the observation,
Plac. ii. 10 par, that Empedocles,
in aecordance with the common
usage of antiquity, called the north
side of the world the right. Itis
not clear, however, what was his
theory in regard to this,

§ Plae. i1. 23 par.: Euw. dmé
Tiis mepiexovons avrdv [Ty fAiov]
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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 inor-

ganic productions of the earth.?

ocoalpas kwhvpevor Hxpi warTds
ebfumopely kal Iwd TEY Tpomikdy
KlrKAwy.

! Plac.v.18,1; cf. Sturz, p. 328.

z Philop. De 4n. K, 16 : 'Eum.
ds Eneyer, &moppéov TO Ppis odua
by &k Tob poriovros oduaros, &e.;
cf. p. 133, 2.

3 Arist. De An. ii. 6, 418 b,
20; De Sensu, c. 6, 446 a, 26, who
combats this opinion; Philop. I e.
and other commentators of Arist.;
vide Karsten, 431.

4+ How Empedocles explained
the change of the seasons has
already been shown, supra, p. 155,
2, from Eus. Prep. i. 8, 10. He
thought hail was frozen air (frozen
vapours), sup. p. 156, 6. He spoke
of the origin of winds: their ob-
lique direction from the north-east
and south-west he aseribed, ac-
eording to Olympiodorus in Meteor.
22 b,1.245 Id.; of 21 b, i. 239 Id,,
to the circumstance that the as-
cending vapours are partly of a
fiery, and partly of a terrestrial,
nature, and that their opposite
motion finds its adjustment in an
oblique tendency. His theory of
rain and lightning, according to
Philop. Phys. c. 2 (ap. Karsten,
404), cf. Axist. De Celo, iii. 7 (sup.

p. 125, 1), was that, in the conden-
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, Meteor.ii. 9,369 b, 11; Alex.
ad h.l. p. 111 b; ef. Stob. Fel. i.
592, fire entered by means of the
sun’s rays into the clouds, and was
then struck out with a ecrash,
This was probably based upon the
observation that thunder clouds
generally arise at times when the
sun is very powerful.

5 Especially the sea, which he
supposed to be exuded from the
earth by means of solar heat.
(Arist. Meteor. ii. 8, 357 a, 24;
Alex. Meteor. 91 b, i. 268 Id. 26
a; Plut. Plae, iii. 16, 8, where Eus.
Prep. xv. 59, 2, has the right read-
ing.) From this origin of the sea
he derived its salt taste (Arist. L. e.
c. 1. 358 b, 11; Alex, . ¢.); salt,
he thinks, is everywhere formed by
the sun’s heat (Emp. v. 164, 206
K, 257 M) ; but sweet water must
also have been mingled with it, by
which the fish live (Alian. Hist.
An. ix. 64). Fire, the presence of
which in the subterranean parts of
the earth. seems especially to have
attracted his attention, he supposed

www.holybooks.com



PLANTS AND ANIMALS. 159

Among organic beings, on which he seems to have
bestowed special attention,® plants? appear to have first
come forth from the earth, before it was enlightened by
the sun,® and afterwards animals. Both are nearly
allied in their nature ; and we shall presently find that
Empedocles not only considered that plants had souls,
but souls of the same kind as animals and men.* He
also observed that the fructification of plants corresponds
with the generation of animals, though the sexes are
not separated in them :5 he compares the leaves of trees
with the hair, feathers and scales of animals.® Their
growth is explained by the warmth of the earth, which
drives the branches upward, while their terrestrial ingre-
dients impel the roots downward.” In accordance with
bis general theory of the combination of the elements,

not only to have heated the warm
springs, but also to have hardened
stones. (Emp. v. 162, 207 K, 255
M; Arvist. Probl. xxiv. 11; Sen.
Quest. Nat. iii. 24.) The same
fire, surging in the interior of the
earth, keeps the rocks and moun-
tains upright (Plut. Prim. Frig.
19, 4, p. 963). We have already
spoken of the magnet, p. 134, 1.

1 Cf. Hippoer. &px. iap. c. 20,
1. 620 Littré: xabdmep "EumedokAils
% #AAot o} wepl Pploios yeypdpaciy é¢
apxiis 8 71 dotly @vfpwmos kol Smws
éyévero mpdTov kal dwws Fvvewdyn.

2 The Empedoclean doctrine of
plants is discussed by Meyer, Gesch.
d. Botamik, 1. 46 sq.; but, as he
says himself, only according to the
references given by Sturz.

8 Plut. Plac.v.286, 4; ef. Pseudo-
Arist. De Plant, i. 2, 817 b, 35;
Lucret. Nat. Rer. v. 780 sqq.;
Karsten, 441 sq.; Flac. v. 19, 5.
There_ it is expressly said that
plants, like animals, first came forth

from the earth part by part.

+ The Placita, therefore, rightly
call them (Ho, Ps.-Arist. De Pl.
i. 1, 815 a, 15 b, 16, says that
Anaxagoras, Democritus, and Em-
pedocles attributed to them sensa-
tion, desire, perception, and intel- :
ligence; and Simpl. De 4n. 19 b,
observes that he endowed even
plants with rational souls.

5 Arist. Gen. Anim. i. 28, in
reference to Emp. v. 219 (245,
286 M): ofirew & dorokel parpa dév-
dpea mpiroy éalas. De Plant. i.
2, 817 a, 1, 86, c. 1, 815 a, 20,
where, however, the doetrine of
Empedocles is not accurately re-
presented. Plac. v. 26, 4.

s 936 (223, 216 M) sq.

7 Arist. De An. ii. 4, 415 b,
28, and his commentators in A. I
According to Theophrastus, Caus.
Plant. i. 12, 5, the roots of plants
(probably only for the most part)
consist of earth, and the leaves of
wther (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 to 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 Love. But since pure chance ruled 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.?

1 V. 282 (268, 838) sqq.; cf.
Plat. Qu. Com. iv. 1, 3, 12,
where 1t is immaterial whether
the words primarily refer to the
nourishment of animals or not,
since the same holds good of
plants : ¢f. next note and Plut. {.c.
vi. 2, 2, 6.

2 Plut. Qu. Com. iii. 2, 2, 8,
through which the statement in the
Plac. v. 26, 5, receives it§ more
precise determination.

3 Plac. v. 26, 5 sq.; Galen c.
38, p 341; Emp. v. 221 (247,
288 M).

+ V. 244 (232, 307 M) :—

§ woAAal mév wdpoar dvavyéyes
éBAdoTnoaY,

~yupvol B émAd{ovre PBpaxioves eb-
vides duwy,

Supara § ol émhavaTe mevyredovra

HeTdmwy,

Mankind also sprang

Aristotle says, De Cwls, ii1. 2, 300
b, 29 (where he quotes this pas-
sage), that this happened éml 7¥s
¢iAdryTos ; but that does not mean
in the kingdom of Love, in the Sphai-
ros, but under the influence of Love.
(Similarly ¢bid. 401 a, 15: =iw
énl Tis punbraros yévesw.) Tt is
more clearly expressed 1n Gen.
Awim.1.18, 722b,19: kabamep Eur.
yervd, éml Tijs GuihdrnTos Aéywy.

5 Arist. De An. iil. 6. sub init.:
wafdmep *Eum. &by <9 moAR&Y” ete.,
Ereta owrrifecbou T iria.  Phys.
ii. 8, 198 b, 29 (ef. Karsten, p.
244), is it not possible that that
which seems to us to be formed
according to design may have hap-
pened by chance? Smov uév ovv
dravre cuvéBn Homep Kby el Evend
Tov éylvero, TavTa uév éodby &wd
70D abToudTov oveTdrTe émiTydetws
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from the earth. First, shapeless Iumps, formed of earth
and water, were thrown up by the subterranean fire,
and these afterwards shaped themselves into human

members.!

8oa 8¢ uh oliTws, dmdAero kal &wdA-
Avrat, kafdmep “Eum, Aéyew Té Bov-
yevi) dvdpémwpwpa. Ibid. ii. 4, 296
a, 23.

Emp. V. 254 (235, 310 M):—
abdTdp émel ward peifov éuiovero
datuort daluwr (the elements),
TodTd Te ovumimTeokov, Gwy cuvé-
KVpGEY ExaoTa,
¥AAa Te mpds Tols WOAAG dineni]
(-&s) éteyévorro.

An example of the way in which
Empedocles explained the origin
of the present organic beings from
these first productions, is given by
Arist. Pari. Anim. 1. 1, 640 a, 19:
Sibwep "EumedorAijs odi dpids elpnre
Aéywy bmdpxew ToAAS Tols (Pous Bik
b ovuBivar ofirws &v TH vyevéoel,
ooy xal Thy pdyw Towbrny Exew,
871 orpupévros kaTaxffvar curéBn.
(The verses to which this refers,
with some others on the formation
of the stomach and the organs
of respiration, have been identified
by Stein, Philol. xv. 143 sq. ap.
Cramer, dAnecd. Ozon. iil. 184.
V. 257 (238, 313 M): -
TOANL uiyv dudumpiocwra kal Gupi-
aTepy’ épiovro,
Bovyery) avdpdrpwpa, To 8 Euwalw
&avéTerroy
ardpodui} Bodrpava, weuryuévo TR
utv &m’ &vdpdy,
TH 8¢ yuvaucopui}, diepois Hornuéva
yviais.
In this manver no doubt Empedo-
cles interpreted the myths of the

Centaurs, Chimeras, Hermaphro-
dites, &e. Philop. Phys. H. 13,

VOL. IT.

In this Empedocles only developes what

says that these deformities avose
év 77 wpdry Swakploer Tob odalpov
kal T &pxf Tis woouowoitas, wpiv
Td veikos Tehelws & GAANAwY Si-
akplvar 6 €8y, From the verses
quoted, however, it appears that
Empedocles rather derived them
from the union of the elements
that had been separated by Hate ;
and this is confirmed by the texts
quoted supra, p. 150, 5; 160, 4 from
Aristotle.

U CE V. 267 (251, 321 M) on
the origin of human beings :—
obhopuels uiv wpdTa Thwor (in re-

gard to this expression ef.
Sturz 370, Karsten and Mul-
lach in h. 1) xBovds éfavé-

TEAAOY,
auporépor Udards Te kal ofideos

aloay Exovres.
Tobs uiv wip dvémepn’ é9énov mpos
Spotoy iéabar,
offre Tl ww meAdwy épatdv déuas
éugaivovras
ofir’ &vomly ol ab émixdipiov dv-
dpdot yuloy.
Censorin. Di Nat. 4, 8, improperly
connects this representation with
the one previously referred to, and
gives the doetrine of Empedocles
thus: primo membra sinyula ex
terra quasi pregaante passim edita
deinde coisse et effecisse solidi ho-
minis materiam igni simul et wmore
permiztam. Thereal opinion of the
philosopher is also misrepresented
n the Plac. v. 19, 5, through the
wrong connection into which his
various utterances on the origin
of living beings are brought.

M
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Parmenides,! in connection with the ancient myths of
the Autochthones and giants,? had already taught con-
cerning the origin of men. He likewise follows Par-
menides in the theory that the sexes are distinguished
from each other by their greater or less warmth; but
whereas Parmenides ascribes the warmer nature to
women, Empedocles ascribes it to men,? and accordingly
supposes (herein again differing from Parmenides) that
in the first creation of the human race men arose in the
southern regions and women in the north;* and that in
the ordinary process of generation, males are formed in
the warmer part of the uterus, and females in the colder.’
He further supposed, in regard to this matter, that cer-
tain parts of the body of the child are derived from the
father and certain parts from the mother, and that the
generative impulse arises from the striving towards each
other of these divided elements.® His conjectures as to

V' Supra, Vol. 1. 601.

2 Giants also seem to be al-
luded to inthe Plac.v. 27, where it
is said that the present races of men
are, as compared with the earlier,
as little children; but this may
possibly refer only to the golden
age (vide nfra).

s Arist. Part. Awim. ii. 2, 648
a, 26 sqq.

¢ Plut. Plaec. v. 7.

5 Emp. V. 273-278 (259, 329
M) sqq.; Arist. Gem. dnim. iv.
1,764 a, 1; cf. 1. 18, 723 a, 23;
Galen in Hippoer. Epidem. vi. 2,
t. xvil. a, 1002, Kuhn. The ac-
counts are not quite consistent:
Empedocles himself speaks of dif-
ferent localities in the uterus
(Galen says still more distinctly
that he agreed with Parmenides in

assigning boys to the right side;
but this verse is the only authority
given for the statement). Aris-
totle gives quite another explana-
tion of the difference of sexes.
The assertion of Censorinus, 1%
Nat. 6, 7, that male children pro-
ceed from the right side of the male
organs and females from the left,
contradicts what he afterwards says
of the manner in which Empedocles
explained sexual differences and the
likeness of children to their parents.
But we cannot rely muchupon this;
vide Karsten, 472.

6 Arist. 1. ¢.1.18,722 b, 8; iv.
1, 764 b, 15; Galen, De Sem. ii. 3,
t. iv. 616, with reference to Emp.
v. 270 (227, 326 M). His more
definite notions on this subject, if
he formed any, cannot be ascer-
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the development of the feetus were various.!

163

In some

cases he sought to explain the origin and material
composition of corporeal parts? by an uncertain and

arbitrary arrangement.?

tained. What Philop. De Gen. An.
16 a, 81 b (ap. Sturz, 392 sq.,
Karsten, 466 sq.) says is contra-
dictory, and evidently a mere con-
Jjeeture, cf. p. 17 a.  What is said
ap. Plut. Qu. Nat. 21, 3, p. 917
(Emp. v. 272, 256, 328 M); Plac.
v. 19,5; 12, 2; 10, 1; Cens. 6, 10,
we may here pass over. Vide
Karsten, 464, 471 sq.; Sturz, 401
sq. In sccordance with his gene-
ral principle of the combination of
matter, Empedocles supposed that
for fruitful seminal combination
there must be a certain symmetry
of pores in the male and female.
When, however, this is excessive,
it may have an opposite result, as
in the case of mules. Vide Arist.
Gen. An. ii. 8; cf. Philop. in 4. L
p. 59, a (ap. Karsten, p. 468, where
the statement of the Placita, v. 14,
on this subject is corrected).

! The feetus is formed during
the first seven weeks, or more ac-
curately, in the sixth and seventh
weeks (Plut. Plac. v. 21, 1; Theo.
Math. p. 162); birth takes place
between the seventh and tenth
month (Plac. v. 18, 1; Censorin,
7, 8): first the heart is formed
(Cens. 6, 1), and the nails last;
they consist of hardened sinews
(Arist. De Spir. c. 6, 484 a, 38;
Plae. v. 22, and Karsten, 476).
The comparison with the curdling of
milk in the manufacture of cheese,
v. 279 (265 K, 215 M) may relate
to the first beginnings of the em-
bryo, of. Arist. Gen. An.iv. 4,771 b,
18 sqq. Perhaps, however, it may
also refer to the separation of tears

The abode and manner of life

from the blood, of which Empedo-
cles, according to Plut. Qu. Nat.
20, 2, said: Somep ydAaxTos dpsdw
Tob aluaros Tapaxfévros (fermented)
éickpovecbor Td ddipvor. Empedo-
cles also treated of abortions ; vide
Piac. v. 8, and Sturz, 878.

2 In the bones two parts of
water and four parts of fire are
added to two parts of earth; in
flesh and blood the four elements
are mingled in equal or nearly
equal parts, v. 198 sqq., vide sup.
143, 4; in the sinews, according to
Plac. v. 22, there are two parts of
water to one part of earth and
one of fire. In the Placita the
composition of the bones is dif-
ferent from that given by Empedo-
cles himself’; and in "Philop. De
An. E, 16, and Simpl. De 4n. p. 18
b, one part of water and one of air
are substituted for the two parts
of water; but these divergences
are not worth considering. Kar-
sten’s attempt to reconcile them
contradicts the tenor of the verses
quoted.

? Thuas he supposed (vide Plac.
{. c. according to the more perfect
text ap. Galen, H. Pkil. c. 36, p.
338 Kihn; Plut. Qu. Nat. ef.
note 1) that tears and perspira-
tion arise from a dissolution (74~
kedfar) of the blood, and according
to v. 280 (266, 336 M) he seems to
have similarly regarded the milk
of females, the appearance of
which, in his ustal manner, he as-
signed to a given day. In v.215
(209, 282 M) he describes more
particularly the forming of a part

M 2
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‘of the different animals were determined, he thought,
by the substances of which the animals consist ; for each
substanee, according to the universal law, seeks its like.!
From the same eause he derived the position of the
various parts in the body.? Animals, like plants, are
nourished by the assimilation of kindred substances ;?®
growth he deduces from warmth, sleep and the decay of
old age from the decrease of warmth, death from its
entire cessation.*

As to the opinions of Empedocles about the other
bodily activities, the points on which tradition tells us
most are the process of respiration and the sensuous
perception. The expiration and inspiration of the air

of the body (we do not know exactly
which part 1s meant), comparing it,
as it seems, with the preparation of
pottery.

v Plac. v. 19, 6 (where, how-
ever, the text is corrupt. ITustead
of eis aépa dvamvely shouid be read
els &épa dvw BAémav, &e. The
coneluding words, however, wéo:
Tols Oibpakt wepwymrévar, I know not
how to emend. Karsten is per-
haps right in his suggestion of
wepuévar  for wepwrmieévar, but
hardly in that of wepl for wio:;
and he is-wrong in referring the
passage to particular members).
Empedocles was not always true
to this principle; for he says that
aquatic animals seek the moist
element because of their warm
nature, Arist. De Respir. e. 14;
Theophr. Caus. Plant. i. 21, 5.
The previous quotations from v.
288-239 (220 sqq., 300 sqq. M)
and v. 163 (205, 256 M) seem to
show that he treated minutely of
the different species of animals.

2 Philop. Gen. dn. 49 a. Kar-
sten, 448 sq., conjectures that this
is merely an arbitrary extension of
what he says (vide sup. p. 159, 7)
about plants. The verses, how-
ever, which are quoted by Plut. Qu.
Com. 1. 2, 5, 6 (233 sqq., 220 K,
300 M), prove nothing against it,
and Arist. Gen. dn. 1i. 4, 740 D,
12, is in its favour.

3 Plut. Qu. Conv. iv. 1, 3,12,
which appeals to v. 282 (268, 338
M) sqq.; Plac. v. 27.

4+ Plac. v. 27, 23, 2, 25, 5;
Karsten, 500 sq. It has already
been remarked, and Empedocles
himself repeats it, in v. 247 (335,

182 M) sqq. respacting living crea-

tures, that all destruction consists
in the separation of the substanees
of which a thing is composed.
This may be brought into connec-
tion with the statements in the
Placita through the theory that
Empedocles regarded the decay of
the body as a consequence of the
failure of vital heat.
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takes place, on his theory, not merely through the
windpipe, but through the whole body, in ecnsequence
of the movement of the blood. When the blood, in
its backward and forward course, withdraws from the
external parts, the air penetrates through the fine pores
of the skin ; when the blood again flows into those parts,
the air is expelled.! He explained sensation also by
reference to the pores and emanations. To produce
sensation, it is necessary that the particles detaching
themselves from the objects should be in eontact with
the homogeneous elements of the organs of sense, either
by the entrance of the particles of the object through
the pores, or (as in the case of sight) by the exit of
the elements of the organ in the same manner.? For,
according to the doctrine first enunciated as a principle
by Empedocles, things are known to us only through the
elements of like kind in us: earth through earth, water
through water,® &o. This theory is most easily carried
out in regard to the senses of taste and smell. Both,
according to Empedocles, result from the taking up of

minute particles of matter

1 V. 287 (275, 343 M) sqq. ; ef.
Karsten, Arist. Respir. ¢. 7; Scho-
liastsin %. I (on Simpl. De Animd, p.
167 b, sq.); Plac. iv. 22, v. 15, 8.

2 Vide supra, p. 182 sq.; Theo-
phrast. De Sensu, § 7: "Eur. ¢pnol,
T¢ évopubrrew [Tas dmoppods] eis
Tobs wépous Tobs ékdoTns [alcfi-
oews] aicfdvesfou, the diversity of
the pores occasions the specific
differences of sensations: each
sense perceives that which is so
symmetrical with its pores that it
penetrates into them,and so affects
the organ; while everything else
‘either does not enter it, or passes

into the nose or mouth, in

through without producing a sen-
sation. Similarly Plac. iv. 9, 3;
cf. Hoper, Zur Lekre won der
Sinneswakrnehmung  d.  Lucrez.
Stendal, 1872, p. 5.
3 V. 333 (321, 378 M.):—
yalp uév yap yaloy dwdmauey, Hdart
’ Uduwp, .
albépt 8 aifépo Biov, drdp mupl mip
aidniov,
aropyi 8¢ oTopyhy, velkos §é e
velkel Avypg
ek TolTwy Yhp wdyTa wemhyagiy

&puoctévra
kai Tobrots dpovéovat kal Hdoyr 7Y
amdrTaL,

www.holybooks.com



166 EMPEDOCLES.

the one case from the air, in the other from the moisture
with which they are mingled.! In the sense of hearing
he thought the sounds were formed by the entrance and
agitation of the air in the passage of the ear as in a
trumpet.? In the sense of sight, on the contrary, the
seeing body was supposed to issue forth from the eye
in order to come in contact with the emanations of the
object. Empedocles thus conceived the eye as a kind
of lantern : in the apple of the eye fire and water are
enclosed in skins, the pores of which, arranged in alter-
nate rows for each substance, allow passage to the emana-
tions of each: fire causes the perception of that which
is bright, and water of that which is dark, When,
therefore, emanations of visible things reach the eye,
the emanations of the internal fire and water pass out
of the eye through the pores, and from the meeting of

these two arises vision.?

! Plac. iv. 17 ; Arist. De Sensu,
c. 4, 441 a, 4; Alex. De Sensu,
105 b ; ef. Empedocles, v. 312 (300,
465) f.

2 Theoph. De Sensu, 9; Plut.
Plae. iv. 16, where, however, the
kddwr with which Empedocles (also
aocording to Theophrastus) had
compared the interior of the ears
is improperly taken to mean a bell
instead of a trumpet.

3 V. 316 (302,220 M) sqq.; cf.
240 (227, 218 M) sq.; Theoph. /. c.
§ 85q.; Arist. De Sensu, c. 2, 437
b, 10 sqq., 28 sqq. ; Alex.dn &.1. p.
43, 48; Thurot. Philop. Gen.
Awim, 105 b (ap. Sturz, 419;
Karsten, 485); Plut. Plae. iv. 18,
2 ; Joh. Damase. Parall. p. i. 17,
11 (Stob. Floril. ed. Mein. iv. 173).
According to Theophr. and Philop.

l.c.; Arist. Probl. xiv. 14; Gen.
Anim. v. 1. 779 b, 15, Empedocles
thought that light eyes were fiery
and dark eyes moist; that light
eyes see more clearly by night,
and dark eyes by day (the reason
of this is characteristically ex-
plained in Theophrastus); but the
best eyes are those in which fire and
water are mingled in equal parts.
Hofer, . ¢., opposes the notion that
Empedocles supposed the inner fire
toissue forth from the eyes ; but he
has not considered Empedocles’s
own declarations concerning the
¢is EEw Sabpdokor, nor Aristotle’s
repeated expression, éfibvros Tob
@wtds, in reference to this; nor
Alexander's comments on the verse
of Empedocles, which are entirely
on the same side. Plato gives the
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Thought has a similar origin. Intelligence and the
power of thought are ascribed by Empedocles to all
things,! without distinction of corporeal and spiritual ;
thought therefore, like all other vital activities, arises
and depends upon the admixture of substances in the
body.? We form a conception of each element by
means of the corresponding element in our body. It
is in the blood especially, because there the elements
are most completely mingled, that thought and econ-
sciousness bave their chief seat (this was a common
opinion among the ancients), and particularly the blood

I\

of the heart.?

same explanation of sight. Cf.
Part 1. a, 727, 3 (English Trans-
lation, p. 428). In agreement
with the above quotations, we have
also the definition of ecolour as
amwdppoa (Arist. De Sensu, c. 3, 440
a, 15; Stob. Hel. i. 364, where
four principal colours are named,
corresponding to the four elements;
cf. sup. p. 133, 2; 168, 2); and the
theory of Empedocles on transparent
bodies (Arist. sup. p. 133, 2), and
the images of the mirror. These
last he explained on thetheory that
the effluences of objects cleaving
to the surface of the mirror were
sent back by the fire streaming
out at its pores.

1V, 231 (313, 298 M): mdvra
yap {of ppbrmory Exew kal vduaraes
aloay. Sext. Math. viil. 286 ; Stob.
Eel. 1. 790; Simpl. De 4An. 19 b,

2V, 333 sqq. sup. p. 165, 8.
Arist, De An. 1. 2, 404 b, 8 sqq.
concludes in his wususl manner,
from this verse, that according to
Empedocles the soul is composed
of all the four elements, an asser-
tion which is then repeated by his

But Empedocles, in accordance with

commentators. Vide Sturz, 443
8qq., 205 sq.; Karsten, 494. It is,
however, incorreet. Empedocles
did not hold that the soul is com-
posed of the elements; but what
we call the activity of the soul he

explained by the elementary com- !
position of the body ; a soul distinet |

from the body he did not assume. ;

i

Theodoretus’s assertion (Cur. Gr. !

Aff. v. 18, p. 72), that Empedocles
regarded the soul as a ulyua &
aifepddovs kol &epddous obolas, is
still more incorrect; and it is evi-
dent that the inference of Sextus,
Math. vii. 115, 120, that Empedo-
cles believed there were six criteria
of truth belongs only to himself
and his authorities.

3 Thephr. De Sensu, § 10, after
stating Empedocles’s doctrine of
the senses: doadrws 8¢ Aéyer kal
wepl Pppovhigens xal &dyvolas: Td uiy
Yap ¢ppovety elvar Tols Spolots, TS &
dryvoety Tots Gvomoiois, &s 3 TadTdy
A mapamAfigior by TH alobhoe THy
¢pévmay.  Bapdunaduevos yap bs
ExacTov éxdate yrwpiloper, éml
Téher wpooéOnrey ©s “ ek Tobrwy,”
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his own theories, could not and did not exclude other
parts of the body from participation in thought.! The
more homogeneous is the mixture of the elements, the
more acute are the senses and intelligence generally;
when the elementary particles are combined with each
other in a loose and slack manner,? the mental faculty
moves more slowly; when they are small and tightly
compressed, it moves more quickly; in the one case
there is permanence, in the other instability.? If the
right admixture of the elements is limited to certain
parts of the body, it produces the eorresponding special
endowment.* Empedoeles therefore supposes, like Par-
&e. (v. 336 sq. sup. p. 85, 1). 3

! Notice the udAtora, v. 828, and
kal 76 olpart pdAioTa ¢povew* év

the conclusion of the passage in

TobTe yap pdAisTe kexpaofal éoTi
Td oToixelo Ty uepdv. Emp. v.
327 (315, 372 M) =—
aluaros v mwehdyeoor Tebpapuén
ayTibopduos,
TH Te vénua uIAwTTe KuKATKETOL
avbpdworow:
aluo yip &yfpdmrors mepindpdidy éore
vénua.
This verse is to be received as
Empedoclean: though it seems, ac-
cording to Tert. De 4n. 15, to have
been found in an Orphic poem, it
doubtless came in the first instance
- from Empedocles. Philep. De 4n.
C, a, ascribes it to Critias; but
this is evidently a mistake. TLater
writers repeat or misinterpret this
definition sometimes in the sense
of subsequent enquiries concerning
the seat of the #yemoricdy = vide
Cie. Tuse. 1. 9, 19; 17, 41; Plut.
ap. Hus. Prep. i. 8, 10; Galen,
De Hipp. et Plat, ii. extr. T.V.
283 K ; Sturz, 439 sqq.; Karsten,
495, 498. Cf. also p. 163, 1, and
Plato, Phedo, 96 B.

Theophrastus to be quoted imme-
diately.

2 Or according to the Interpr.
Cruqu. on Horace, Ep. ad Pis. 465
(ap. Sturz 447, Karsten 496),
where the blood is cold : this, how-
ever, was probably regarded by
Empedocles as a consequence of
the loose combination of its parts.

# This is the first germ of the
doctrine of temperaments.

¢ Theophr l.e. §11: doos pev
ody Toa kal waparAfote wéuikTat, kal
wi i woAAoD [here the text seems
corrupt. I should conjeeture Alay
TOARR ,u178 ad pupd ,u.nB trepBdA-
Aovra TE p.e’ye@q, TobToUs (Ppo-
vipwrdrovs elvar kal katd TAS ai-
oOnoes drpiBegTdTous* kaTd Adyov
8¢ kal Tods dyyvrdTw TodTwy. oors
8 édvavrlws, dppovesrdrovs. kal Gv
utv pavd kal dpoud ketral T8 oToLY e,
vwbpods kal émumdvovs, Gy 8¢ mukpd
ral watd uucpd TeBpavouéva, Tods 3¢
TowodTovs dféws (so Wimmer reads
for 8tels ial) pepouérovs, kal ToARS
émiBaAlopévovs GAlyo émiTerely Bud
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menides,! that the quality of thought is regulated ac-
cording to the constitution of the body, and changes
with it.2 - Aristotle infers from this that he must have
sought truth in the sensible-phenomenon ;® but such a
conclusion Empedocles would have repudiated, as much:
as his Eleatic predecessor,* whether rightly or wrongly
it is not our purpose to enquire. For he is so far from
placing absolute trust in perception, that he exhorts us
to give no credence to it at all, but to acquaint our-
selves instead with the nature of things by reflection ; ®

Thy dtbrTa Ths Tob diuares Popas.
ofs 8¢ wal & T pépov 7 péen
kpaots éori, Tabry oopods éxdoTous
€lvas, 81d Tods pév phTopas dryabods,
rods 3¢ TexviTas bs Tois udv év Tals
xepol Tois & v ThH YAdTTH THY
kpacw odcar, Ouotws & Ixew kal
kard Tas BARas duvdpets. This last
is thus expressed in Plut. ap. Euis.
Preep. i. 8,710: 7d 8¢ fryeporicdy
otiTe év edpafi obr’ év Odpani, GAN
& ofpaTr 80ev kol 8 Ti Gy pépos
Tob adparos wAeloy § wapeomapuivoy
Td dyyeuovikdy, oletar war’ éieilvo
mpoTepely Tavs dvfpdmous.

t Supra, vol. i. 602.

2 V. 330 (318, 376 M): mpds
wapedy yap pimis &ékeTar dvfpd-
mowgw. In support of this propo-
sition Empedocles also adduces the
phenomenon of dreaming. Accord-
g to Philop. De 4n. P. 3, and
Simp. De 4n. 56 b, the words in
v. 331 (319, 3876 M) likewise
relate to it : Socor 7° dANelor peTé-
ouv, Téoov Bp opiow aiel kol ¢po-
véewy &AAoia wapioTare. . He also
remarked that madness arises from
corporeal causes, though he after-
wards speaks of a madness pro-
duced by guilt, and, side by side
with this diseased madness, of the

higher madness of religious en-
thusiasm. C6l. Aurel. De Morb.
Chron. 1. 5, 145,

¢ Metaph. iv. 5, 1009 b, 12, .
where it is said of Democritus and
Empedocles (of the latter on the
strength of the verse just quoted):
OAews 8¢ B 70 OmohauBdvew ¢pé-
vnow uéy Ty alobnow, ravrigy 8
elvar dAarolwow, T Pawdperoy rore
™y alobnow & dwvdyxns GAnfés
elvat paow. The words & dudyrys
are to be connected with ¢acew :
they are constrained to maintain.

+ For Ritter's suggestion (cf.
Wolf's dnal. i1, 458 sq.; cf. Gesch.
d. Phil. i. 541) that, aceording to
Empedocles, the Sphairos can only
be known by reason, and the present
world by the senses, has no war-

.rant in his own utteranees: the

verses quoted below (19 sqq.) are
of universal application: there is
no trace of any restiiction to the
Sphaitros, cf. note 4.
5 V., 19 (49, 53 M):—
GAN @y #0per wdop wandum, wH
S%irov EkaoTov,
phre T’ B Exwr wloTer mhéov, %)
Kot Gxovie,
AT Gkolw Eptdovmey Smwép Tpavde
poTa YAGaons,
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EMPEDOCLES.

and though he keenly deplores, with Xenophanes, the
limitations of human knowledge,! yet in regard to the
knowledge granted to mortals, he expects far more from

reason than from the senses.

It need hardly be said,

however, that he set up no theory of knowledge in the
later sense of the term;2 nor ought we on aceount of the
comion accusations from men of all parties to consider

him an ally of the sceptics.?

whre T TéVY BAAwy, éwéowr mopos

' éoTl vofioal,

yviay wloTiw Euke, véa & §
Sihov ExagTov.

V. 81 (108, 82 M) of the pddrys:

why oY vbe Séprev und Pupaoy foe

Tefnmds. Later writers, such as

Lact. Imst. ili. 28 ; Tert. De An.

17, I pass over.
V.2 (32,36 M) :—

oTewwwol u&y yap waAduar KaTd
i kéyvyTar

ToAAG B¢ JelX’ Eumaue, Td T GuBAYD-
vovat ueptuves.

wadpoy 3¢ (wiis &Blov uépos &bph-

OQVTES.

8. @xvpbpor kamvelo dlxyy &pbéiTes
aménTay,

abrd pbvoy wewbévres, bre wpoo-
érupoev ExaaTas

wapréa’ éNavvbuevas, TO 8 BAov ud
edixeTar ebpety -

ofrws o¥r’ emleprrd TdY &vipdrw
oir’ erasovoTd

obre véy mepiAynTd.
émel $0° éMidafns,

weboear ot wrdoy fiE Bporeln ufiTis
Epuper.

This passage, the strongest which

is found in Empedocles, in truth

only asserts this: considering the

limitations of human knowledge

and the shortness of human life,

we cannot suppose we have em-

braced the whole with a fortuitous

ob & ody,

What made him mis-

and one-sided experience ; it is 1m-
possible in this way to attain to a
real knowledge of the truth (v. 8
8q.); we must therefore content
ourselves with that whieh man is
in a position to attain. Similarly,
v. 11 (41, 45 M) sq., Empedocles
entreats the gods to preserve him
from the presumptuous spirit which
would utter more than is per-
mitred to mortals, and to reveal to
him &y 84us éorly épnueplowory
droderv. A third passage, v. 85
(112, 86 M) sq., does not belong
to this connection; for when he
there says of love,—7hv ofimis ped’
8roow (as Panzerbieter and Srein
rightly read) énwoouérmy dedafice
OvqTds avvp, this according to the
context only means; in its appear-
ance as sexual love, this foree
indeed is known to everyone; but
its universal cosmical jmport has
been as yet unknown, and is to be
first revealed by him (ob & &xove
Abywy oTéAov ok dmaTnAdy).

? The following is attributed
to him by Sextus, Math.vii. 122, but
evidently with no other founda-
tion than the verse first quoted :
not the senses, but the pfbs Adyos -
is the criterion of truth; this is
partly divine and partly human;
the human part only can be com-
municated in speech. )

3 The sceptics ap. Diog. ix. 73;
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SENSE AND THOUGHT. 171
trustful of the senses our fragments do not expressly
state ; but a comparison of the analogous opinions of
Parmenides, Democritus and other physicists leaves
little doubt that the cause, in his case as in theirs, lay
in the countradiction between the sensible phenomenon
and his physical theory, and more especially in the diffi-
culties with which the conceptions of Becoming, Decay
and qualitative Change are beset; so that here also the
propositions of the theory of knowledge appear not as
the basis, but as the fruit of objective enquiry.

Feelings too, according to Empedocles, originate in
the same manner and under the same conditions as
opinions. That which is akin to the constituent parts
of each human being begets in him, together with the
knowledge of it, the sensation of pleasure; that which
is opposed to those constituents begets the feeling of
aversion.! Desire consists in the striving after kindred
elements, of which each individual is in want; and it
is ultimately the result of a mixture of substances
adapted to the nature of the individual.?

1IL.—THE RELIGIOUS DOCTRINES OF EMPEDOCLES.

Hireerto we have been occupied with the physical

theories of Empedocles.
with these start from the

Cic. dead. i. 12,44, In Acad. pri.
ii., 5, 14, this statement is contra-
dicted.

! Emp. v. 336 sq., 189 sqq. (sup.
p. 165, 8; 134, 1). Theophr. De
Sensu, 16, with veference to this
verse: &AAG udw obde THy Hoviw
Kkal Adany bpodoyevuérws modidwaw,

All the doctrines connected

same presuppositions, and

f8eafar uév wordy Tols buolots Avrei-
oo 8¢ Tols évavriois. Joh. Damasc.
Parall. 8. ii. 25, 30, 35 (Stob.
Floril. ed. Mein. iv. 285 sq.); ef.
Plut. Plac. v. 28 and Karsten,
461. . o
2 Plut. Plae. I c.; cf. Quast.
Conv. vi. 2, 6.
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- no connection with his scientific principles.

172 EMPEDOCLES,

though, in regard to particular details, we may dis-
cover much that is arbitrary, yet on the whole there
is evidently an attempt to explain all things in reference
to the same principles and the same primitive canses.
The physical conceptions of Empedocles appear, there-
fore, as parts of a system of natural philosophy which,
though not complete on all sides, is yet carried out in
accordance with one plan. It is otherwise with his
religions doctrines and prescripts, which are taken
partly from the the third book of the poem on physics,
but especially from the xafapuol, and apparently have
In these

- propositions we see only articles of faith which were

superadded to his philosophic system from quite another
quarter. 'We cannot, however, entirely pass them over.

We will take first the conceptions of Transmigra-
tion and life after death. Empedocles tells us that it
is the immutable decree of fate that the dsemons who
have sinned by murder or perjury should be banished
for 30,000 seasons from among the Blessed, and tra-
verse the painful paths of life in the various forms of
mortal existence.! He presupposes, therefore, a prim-
eval state of bliss, the theatre of which must have been

1V.3869 (1):— Tpls wy pvplas Gpas dwd pardpey
EoTiy Gvdryrns Xpiipa, Oedv Yhpirua dAdAnebat,

maAaiby, Pubuevoy mavrola Bia xpbvov elden
&iBi0v, whaTéeaot KaTeappnyiouévoy 97;71’1‘&31’,

Bprots - dpyaréas Piubrois  peTarrdocorra
ebTé Tis dumhakipor Gdvov Pira xeAedBovs,

yula pefivy The statements of later autherities
aiuaros, ) érloprov duaprioas émo- I pass over here, and in what fol-

uéoop lows, as they only reiterate and
Bafpwy, oire parpalwyos Aehdxaoc: distort what Empedocles himself

Bloto, says. They are to be found in

Sturz, 448 sqq.
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TRANSMIGRATION OF SOULS, 173

heaven ; for he complains that he has been cast out
from the abode of the gods upon the earth, into this
cavern,’ and a return to the gods is promised to the
pious.? The poet deseribes in forcible verses, ostensibly
from his own recollection,® the wretchedness of guilt-
laden spirits who are tossed about in restless flight
through all parts of the world ;* the pain and sorrow of
the soul which, having entered the place of oppositions
and of strife, of sickness and of transitoriness,® finds
itself clothed in the garment of the flesh,® and trans-

ferred from life into the kingdom of death.”

V. 881 (7, 9 M)—
TGy kal éyd viv elpl, pvyds fedber
ral GAfTYS,
velkel pawopévey wicuvvos.
V. 390 (11, 15 M) :—
¢ oins Tiufs Te Kal Gooov ufkeos
EABou
&de meady rard yalay dvasTpépouat
et Opyrods. (Text of this
verse is very uncertain.)
392 (81, 29 M) :—
INbBopey 748 6 Gvrpor ImbaTeyor.
2 V. 449 sq.; vide inf. p. 174, 5.
3 V. 383 (380, 11 M)
#3n ydp wor’ ey yevbumy rotpds Te
Kdpn Te
fduvos T olwrds Te Kal elv GAl
ENomos ix00s.
5 V. 377 (16, 32 M) :—
alféplov uty ydp ade pévos wéyrovde
Dbk,
wvras & &s xOovds ofdas dmémTuoe,
yoia 8 s atyas
Nerbov duduavros, 6 & aibépos EuPare
dlvaus
#AAos & € dANov BéxeTar oTuyé-
ovos de mdyTes.

V. 400 (14, 30 M) scems to refer

The

to the same condition.
5 V. 385 (18, 17 M) :—
kRafod Te ral kdrvoa, By dovyd-
Bea x@pov,

386 (21,19 M) &0a ddvos T Kéros
T€ Kal dAAwy EBrea Kknpdy,
avxunpal Te véoor kal ohijues pya

7e pevord. Cf. v. 398 (24,
22 M) for the desecription of the
opposites in the terrestrial world,
of X0ovin and ‘HAiéwy (earth and
fire), of Afjpis and ‘Apuorin (hate
and love), dvod and ®0iuéry (birth
and deeay), beauty and ugliness,
greatness and littleness, sleep and
waking, &c. (We need not, with
Plat. Trangu. dn., 15, p. 474, ic-
terpret this to mean that Empedo-
cles assigned to everyone through
life a good and an evil genius.)
Cf. 157, 2.

5 V. 402 (879, 414 M) :—
oapriy  GANoyY&TE mepleTéAovoa

XIT@VL,
According to Stob. Fel. i. 1048,
the subject of the proposition is #
Baluwy.

7 V. 404 (378, 416 M) (—
& ptv vap (duv eridet vexpoedé

duetBuv.
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174 EZMPEDOCLES.

exiled demons in the course of their wanderings enter
not only into human and animal bodies, but also into
the forms of plants;! but in each of these classes the
noblest dwellings are appropriated to the worthiest of the
demons.? The intermediate state, after the departure
of the soul from the body, seems to have been con-
ceived by Empedocles in aceordance with the prevailing
notions of Hades® Whether he supposed that the
term of wandering was the same for all souls, and what
duration he assigned to it, we cannot be certain.* The
best rise at last to the dignity of soothsayers, poets,
physicians, and princes, and from thence return as gods
to the gods.®

This belief is connected by Empedocles with certain
purifications of which we find traces in his writings,®
and also with the prohibition of flesh 7 and the slaying

L Cf p. 173, 2; 169, 3.

2V, 438 (382, 448 M):—

&v Bfpeaor Novres dpethexées xa-
poelvar

vyiyvovrar ddgvar 8 &l Béudpecwy
fixduotow.

3 This is alluded to in v. 389
(23, 21 M); the immediate refo-
rence is unknown : #rs by Aeudra
Kkard ordros HAdorovaiy.

1 The Tpioudpror dpar, v. 374,
are of uncertain meaning (vide
sup. p. 148, 1), and we find on the
other hand, in v. 445 (420, 455
M) sq. a threat, which doubtless
refers to transmigration :—
TowydpTor xaAewfiow dAbovTes koid-

oW
ofimore Senalwy axéwy Awphioere
Quudy.

5 V. 447 (387, 457 M) :—
els 8¢ Téhos pdvTets Te.kal uvo-

wéror kal inTpol

xal wpduor &vbpdmotow EmexBovioot

wérovras,

&lev bdvaBracToiict feol Timfjor
Pépioror,

&favdrots AAawww SuéoTiol, adTo-
Tpdmelor,

eiivies ardpetwy axéwy, dmlrmpor,

drepets.  Of. what is quoted
from Pindar, Vol. L. p. 70, note 4.
In the introduction to the kabapuol,
v. 855 (392, 400 M), Empedocles
says of his present life, éye &
Yty Beds EuBporos, odréTt BvyTds.
o V. 442 (4292, 452 M) :—
amoppinTeste wpnrdwy &mwo wéyr’
GripdyTes drelpel XoAkg. ‘
7 V. 430 (410, 442 M) :—
wopdhy & &AAdEarTa moathp Piroy
vidy aelpas
omdlet émeuxduevos, uéya vhmwios -
os 8¢ mopevTar,
Agodueves lovTos: 6 & dwnrol-
aToey GpuorAéwy
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of animals. Both necessarily appear to him in the
light of crimes, as flagrant as the murder of human
beings and cannibalism. In the bodies of animals are
human souls; why then should not the same general
law apply to animals as to our fellow-creatures?! In
order to be quite consistent, Empedocles should have
extended these principles to the vegetable world;* but
this was, of course, impossible : so he contented himself
with prohibiting the use or abuse of a few plants,? on
account of their religious significance.

However important this doetrine and these pre-
scripts may have been to him personally,® they have
only a partial connection with his system, and on one
side, indeed, are unmistakeably opposed to it. When
Empedocles looks back with longing from the world
of strife and of oppositions towards the hlessedness of
a primeval state in which all was peace and harmony,
we recognise in this the same temper and point of view
as applied to human life, which asserts itself in regard
to the universe in the doctrine of the vicissitude of its

apdas & év peydooiat Kariy dre- GAAY TO piv mdvrwv véuipor 8id v

ybvaro ddiTa.
&5 8 abrws marép’ vids EAdw kal
unTépa waLdes
Bupdy dmoppaloavTe pidas kKaTd gdp-
ras Eovow.
V. 436 (9, 13 M) i—
ofuor, 81 ob wpbofer me didhege
vnAets fuap,
mply axérad Epya Bopés mepl xeirea:
wnricacba. V. 428 (416, 440
M) f.
1 Avist. Rhet.i.18,1878b,14:—
&s "Eumedorrils Adyer wepl Tob pY
erelyew 7 Euduxoy . ToUTO uév Yap
ot 7wl ptv Slkatoy Tiol ¥ od
dikatov,

edpvuédovros

aifépos hyenéws Térorar Sid T G-
Aérov adyis (V. 425, 4038 K,
437 M).

? As Karsten well observes, p.
513.

3 The laurel and the bean, v.
440 (418, 450 M) sq., if indeed
the second of these verses (Serdol
wdvBehot kuduwy Emo xeipas Exeate)
is really Empedoclean, and has
this signification ; for it may pos-
sibly refer to the voting in the
popular assemblies.

+ Vide p. 173.
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176 - EMPEDOCLES.
conditions. In both cases the state of unity is con-

sidered the better and the earlier; division, opposition,
and the strife of particular existences is looked on as a
misfortune, as something which arose through a distur-
bance of the original order, through the abandonment
of the blessed primitive state. But if his religious
and bis physical theories lie in the same direction,
Empedocles never attempted to connect them scientifi-
cally, or even to prove their compatibility. For though
" mental life is only a consequence of the combination
of corporeal substances, yet as individual life it is con-
ditioned by this definite combination; the soul, there-
fore, can neither have existed before the formation of
the body, nor can it outlast the body. This difficulty
seems to have been so completely overlooked by Em-
pedocles, that, as far as we know, he made not the
slightest attempt to solve it, or to combine the doctrine
of transmigration with his other theories. What he
says of the movement of the primitive elements, which
wander through all forms in changing combinations,!
has only a distant analogy and no actual connection ?
with the wandering of deemons through terrestrial
bodies ; and though the elements themselves are desig-
nated by the names of gods,® and called demons)* it

1 Vide supra,p.180, 1; 122, 8.
Karsten, p. 511, and Gladisch, Enp.
u. d. Aeg. 61, suppose that verses
51 sqq. (quoted sup. p. 122, 8) refer
to the pre-existence and immortality
of this soul. This is an error; the
reference is to the imperishable-
ness of the primitive elements of
which the perishable beings (Bpo7ol)
consist.

2 A1l individual existences,
even the gods and deemons, accord-

ing to Empedocles, first spring
from the combination of elemen-
tary substances, and perish when
this combination ceages. The per-
manence of the primitive sub-
stances is therefore quite different
from the continuance of the indi-
viduals—of that which is com-
pounded of those substances.

2 Vide supra, p. 125, 2; 187, 1.

¢ V. 264, vide supra, 160, 5.
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TRANSMIGRATION OF SOULS. 177

does not follow that Empedocles really identified two
such distinet things as the transmigration of souls and
the circulation of the elements; or intended what he
said of the first to apply to the second.! Nor are we
justified in thinking that Metempsychosis is with him
a mere symbol for the vitality of nature, and the gra-
duated development of natural life.? He himself ad-
vanced this doctrine in its literal sense with the greatest
earnestness and precision, and founded on it prescripts
which may perhaps appear to us trivial, but which
possessed in his eyes undeniable importance. There
remains, therefore, only the supposition that he adopted
the doctrine of Metempsychosis and all depending on
it, from the Orphico-Pythagorean tradition, without
combining it scientifically with his philosophic con-
victions advanced in another place and in another
connection.?

The same may be said of the mythus of the golden
age, which Empedocles sets forth in a special manner,

1 As is maintained by Sturz,
471 5qq. ; Ritter (Wolf’s Anal. ii.
453 sq., Gesch. d. Phil. i. 563 sq.);
Schleiermacher, Gesch. d. Phil. 41
sq. ; Wendt on Tennemann, i. 312,
&e., after the precedent of Irhov,
De  Palingenesia  Veterum (Am-
sterd, 1783), p. 233 sqq. &e. (vide
Sturz, 1. ¢.).

2 Steinhart, 7. ¢. p. 103 sq.
Sext. Mathk. ix. 127 sqq. cannot be
quoted in support of this; for he,
or rather the Stoic whom he tran-
scribes, attributes to Empedocles
and the Pythagoreans Metempsy-
chosis in the literal sense, and
founds it upon the Stoical doctrine
of the world spirit.

YOL. II. N

3 That it is quite possible to
entertain ideas that are mutually
incompatible is shown in numerous
instances. How many theological
doctrines, for example, have been
believed by Christian philogophers
whose philosophy would logically
contradict them !

* In the verses which seem to
be alluded to by Arist. Gen. et Corr.
ii. 6, 334 a, 5, viz. V. 405 (368,
417 M) sqq. :—

008¢é Tis Ty xelvorow Y Apys Bebs oddE
Kuvdowuds

098¢ Zebs Bacireds oddE Kpdvos onde
Hooediy

N et

dAAL Kimpis Bagidew. Cf. V. 421
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178 EMPEDOCLES.

though we cannot find any point of connection in
it with his other doctrines. It cannot have belonged
to the imagery of the Sphairos,! for in the Sphairos
were no individual existences ; nor to the description of
the heavenly primeval state, for those who lived in the
golden age are expressly said to have been human
beings, and all their surroundings appear to be terres-
trial. Some would conclude from the passages just
quoted from Aristotle, that the golden age must be
assigned to the period in which the separation of the
different elements from the Sphairos first began. But
this view has little to urge in its behalf, for, as we have
already seen, Empedocles gives no particulars about
that form of the universe, which contrasted so entirely
with the present.?2 It seems, then, that he employed
the myths of the golden age to enforce his principles
respecting the sacredness of animal life, without trou-
bling himsef to consider whether there was room in his
system for such a theory.

Side by side with these myths and doctrines the
theological opinions of Empedocles now claim our

(364,433 M)sqq. Inthe following
verses we are then told how these
gods were worshipped by the former
race of men with unbloody sacrifices
and gifts, for all animals lived in
friendship with men, and the plants
furnished fruits in abundance. (As
to this interpretation of &yarua, cf.
Bernays, Theoplr.v. d. Frommigkett,
179. Bernays conjectures, in the
preceding verses, oTaxTois (wpoiot
instead of ypamwrois (@owr This
does not commend itself to me.
Empedocles may very well have
maintained that painted (o were

offered in the place of real ani-
mals; just as the offering of a bull
of baked flour was ascribed to the
philosopher himself by Favorinus
ap. Diog. viii. 53, and to Pythagoras
by Porph.V. P.36.) Cf.sup.p.162,
2. The notion of Stein and Mullach,
that the verses (Vol. I. 511, 1) attri-
buted in antiquity to Pythagoras or
Parmenides really belonged to this
section seems to me doubtful.

! To which they are referred
by Ritter, Gesch. d. Phil. i. 543,
546, and Krische, Forsch. 1. 123,

2 Supra, p. 153,
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THEOLOGY. 179

attention. He speaks of the Gods in many different
ways In the first place, he mentions among the beings
who arose out of the combination of primitive substances,
the gods, the long-living, the revered of all.' These
gods are manifestly not distinet from the divinities of
the polytheistic popular faith, except that, according to
the cosmology of Empedocles, their existence is limited
to a particular space of time.2 The dzmons also, some
of whom maintain themselves from the beginning in
the abodes of the Blest, while others return thither
after the wanderings of Metempsychosis,® belong to the
popular faith. Secondly, Empedocles allies himself with
the same popular faith when he calls the elements and
the moving forces demons, and gives them the names
of gods;* but the mythical veil is here so transparent
that we may consider this use of the divine names as
purely allegorical. According to his own opinion, the six
primitive essences are indeed absolute and eternal exis-
tences, to whom, therefore, the predicate divine belongs
in a more original sense than to the created gods, but
the poet only occasionally ascribes a personality to these
essences. Thirdly,the same may be said of the divinity
of the Sphairos. This mixture of all substances is di-
vine only in the sense in which antiquity regarded the
world as the totality of divine forces and essences.®

1 V. 104 sqq. (sup. 180, 1); cf. is said of the divinity of the

119 (154, 134 M) sqq. Sphairos (vide sup. p. 141, 4) with
2 Vide sup. p. 152, 2. the doctrine of Love, and both with

3 Vide sup. p. 172, 1; 172 sq.  the Empedoclean verses immedi-
4 Sup.137,1,end;125,2;138,3. ately to be quoted, and so attains
5 The contrary is maintained this conception: God is an intelli-
by Wirth, d. Idee Goites, 172 sqq. gent subject, his essence is ¢inia,
(cf. Gladisch, Emp. u. d. deg. 31 his primitive existence the Sphai-
sq., 69 sqq.). He connects what ros, which is therefore itself de-

N 2
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Lastly, we possess verses of Empedocles in which he
describes the Deity in the manner and almost in the very

scribed in verse 138 (swp. 147, 1)
as something personal. This com-
bination, however, cannot be es-
tablished on historical testimony,
nor is it compatible with the most
certain definitions of Empedocles’s
doctrine. Wirth’s main argument
is the observation of Aristotle
(sup. p. 148, 4), that the eddouové-
aratos febs of Empedocles is more
ignorant than any other creature;
for it has no Hate in itself, and
consequently cannot know it. But
it shows little acquaintance with
Aristotle’s usual manner of literally
interpreting his predecessors, to
infer from this that Empedocles
considered the Sphairos as an in-
telligent subject, exempt from the
process of the Finite. His obser-
vation is perfectly explicable, sup-
posing he was merely alluding to
verses 138, 142 (sup. p. 147,1; 149,
3), where the Sphairos is described
ag god and as a blessed Being.
Aristotle seizes on these defi-
nitions, and combining them with
the farther proposition that like is
known by like, is able to conviet
Empedocles of an absurdity. But
as it does not follow that Empedo-
cles himself said the Sphairos does
not know Hate, neither does it fol-
low that he spoke of it as possess-
ing any faculty of knowledge. It
is quite possible that this assertion
is only an inference drawn by
Aristotle; even the superlative
ebdaupovéorTaros febs need not ne-
cessarily have been found in Em-
pedoeles (who on metrical grounds
could not have employed it as it
stands). Aristotle himself may
have originated it, either ironically,

or because he concluded that Unity-

being the most desirable condition,

and Strife the most baneful (Emyp.
v. 79 sqq., 405 sqq.; St. 106 sqq.,
368 sqq., K. 80 sqq., 416 sqq.;
M, &ec.), the most blessed existence
must be that in which there is no
strite but only Unity and Love.
All that can be proved is that the
Sphairos of Empedocles is de-
seribed as Divinity and a blessed
essence. But (as Avistotle himself
remarks, Gen. e¢ Corr. ii, 6, 338 b,
20) he also calls thé elements and
the beings derived from the ele-
ments—men as well as deemons-—
gods; and he had the same right
to deseribe his Sphairos as blessed,
that Plato had to apply the word
to our visible world, even if he
did not conceive it as a personal
being. Supposing, however, he
did conceive it as such, or in the
dubious manner of the early phi-
losophers, in spite of its imper-
sonal nature, ascribed to it eertain
personal attributes, for example
knowledge—this would by mno
means prove that it was god in
the monotheistic sense, the highest
existence, not subjeet to the pro-
cess of the Finite. In the first
place we do not know that Em-
pedocles entertained the mono-
theistic idea of God; since the
verse in which it is supposed to be
found refers, Ammonius thinks, to
Apollo; and in the second place,
if he did entertain it, he could
not possibly have identified this
supreme God with the Sphairos.
For according to Wirth, the su-
preme God is withdrawn from the
process of the Kinite; but the
Sphairos is so completely involved
in this process that it is itself in
its whole integrity (vide sup. p.
149, 3) split up by Hate, and re-
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words of Xenophanes, as invisible and unapproachable,
and exalted above human form and limitation, as pure

spirit ruling the whole world.!

This utterance indeed

immediately relates to one of the popular deities,? and

solved into the divided world; in
these verses the Deity is described
as pure spirit; the Sphairos, on
the contrary, as the mixture of all
corporeal substances. To prove
the compatibility of these concep-
tions, it 18 not enough to observe
that, from the realistie point of
view of the ancients, God might
be conceived as tife unity of the
elements; and that a conception
of Deity similar to this was held
by Diogenes and the Eleatics. [he
question is not whether the Deity
might be conceived as the unity of
the elements (this we find among
the earlier Joniar hylozoistic phi-
losophers and others), nor whether,
in that case, reason and thought
could be aseribed to a primitive
essence materially conceived (this
is done by many philosophers—
Diogenes and Heracleitus for in-
stance—and by all the Stoies);
but whether one and the same
philosopher has ever conceived the
Divinity simultaneously as pure
spirit (¢pphr ieph kal &Béoparos
Ewaero potvor) and as a mixture of
all corporeal elements, Tor this
there 1s no analogy. Wirth’s
theories are altogether opposed to
the fundamental conceptions of
Empedocles’s system. Aceording
to his representation, and also ac-
cording to Gladisch, . ¢., the first
to exist was the unity of all Being,
the Divinity, which is at the same
time all elementary matter; and
from this uniform essence only,
could particular substances have
developed themselves. Thus we

should arrive at a theory of the
world resembling Heracleitean pan-
theism. But Empedocles himself
declares the four elements, and the
two moving forces, to be the First
and uncreated, The mixture of
these elements, on the other hand,
the Sphairos, he repeatedly and
explicitly describes as something
derived, and arising out of the
combination of the original prin-
ciples. The Sphairos, therefore
(notwithstanding the Aristotelian
6 febs), cannot possibly have been
considered by him as the Divinity
in the absolute sense, but only as
@ divinity ; ef. p. 149, 4.
1 V. 344 (356, 389 M) :—
obr EoTiw wendowsld obr dpOuA-
HOLOLY EPLrTdY
fuerépois ) xepol AuBely, fimep Te
ueylorn
weovs dvbpdmooy aualirds els
Ppéra wimTerL, .
ob wév yap Bporéy (al. obre yap
avdpouén) reporfl xatd yvia

kéraorar,

ob uey amal vérowo dbo kAddo: dlo-
govTal,

ob wédes, ob Bod yoiy ob phdea
Aaxrierra,

GAAL Qo leph kal dBéopaTus

¥, A
ETAETO pOvVeY,

¢povrior wbopov Hmwavta Katalo-
govoa Bofjotw.

2 Ammon, De Interpret. 199,
ap. Schol. in Arist. 135 a, 21:
84 Tadra 8¢ 6 Arpayarrives codds
emippani{wy Tobs wepl Oedv bs dv-
Opwmoeddy rTwy wapd Tols TOMTALS
Aeyouévovs piovs émfryarye wpon-
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even were it otherwise, we could not imagine that Em-
pedocles, who everywhere presupposes a plurality of gods,
and whose whole character is that of priest and prophet,
would have assumed so hostile an attitude towards the
popular religion as his Eleatic predecessors. To con-
sider these verses, therefore, as is often done, a confession
of pure monotheism is a mistake; nor cught they to be
interpreted in the semse of a philosophic pantheism ;
for of this there is no trace in Empedocles: ! indeed, it
would be wholly incompatible with one fundamental
prineciple of his system, the original plurality of the
elements and efficient forces. But the design of a
purification of the popular faith is notwithstanding
discernible in it, and he himself clearly avows this de-
sign when, in the intraduction to the third book of his
physical poem, he extols the value of the true know-
ledge of God, deplores the false notions concerning the
gods,? and calls on the muse to help? him to make a
good discourse about the blessed gods. Even this purer
faith, however, stands in no scientific connection with

his philosophic theories. An indirect connection there

yovpévws uéy wepl *AmdAAwros, mepl
o v adT@ wpogexhs & Ayos, kard
3¢ 1oy abrdv Tpbmov ral wepl Tob
felov warTds amAds dropawduevos,
“ otire yap,” &e. According to Diog.
viil. 57 (vide sup. 121, ».) Empedo-
cles composed a wpooipioy eis *AmwdA-
Awve, which, however, was burned
after his death. Is it likely that it
survived in a transeript ?

1 We have already (Vol. I. 446
sq.) noticed the passage of Sextus
which ascribes to him, as well as
to the Pythagoreans, the Stoieal
doetrine of the world-spirit.

2 V. 342 (854, 387 M) :—
IABros bs Beiwy mwpamidwy éxThoaTo
TAOUTOY,
Badds 8 & ewordecoa Gewv wépe
ddta péunier.

3 V. 338 (383 M) :—

el yap Epmueplwr Evenédy Tt oo,
#uBpore Moloa,

Aperépns Eueher peréras did gpov-
Tidos énbely,

ebxouévy viv adte waploTare, Kai~
Admen,

dupl Gedv pandpey dyaldy Adyov
Supalvors,

www.holybooks.com



THEOLOGY. 183

certainly is: the anthropomorphism of the popular
religion could not be altogether congenial to a philoso-
pher in whom a taste for the knowledge of natural
causes was so highly developed. But these theological
conceptions themselves belong neither to the foundation,
nor to the development, of Empedocles’s system. . The
god who pervades the universe with his thought is
neither its ereator nor its former, for the cause of the ,
world is to be found ounly in the four elements and the
two motive forces. Nor, according to the presapposi-
tions of the system, can the government of the universe
belong to him ; for the course of the world, as far as we
can learn from the fragmentary utterances of Empedo-
cles, is dependent equally upon the admixture of the
elements and the alternate action of Hate and Love,
which again follow an irreversible law of nature. No
room is left in his doctrine for the personal activity of
God: even Necessity, in which Ritter! recognises the
one efficient cause, the Unity of Love and Hate, has not
this meaning with Empedocles.? Nor ean we suppose’
that the Deity to which the above description relates is:
conceived .as Love; for Love is only one of the two
efficient powers to which the other iz diametrically
opposed ; and it is treated by Empedocles, not as a
spirit ruling absolutely over the world, but as one of
the six elements bound up in all things.} The more
spiritual notion of God which we find in his writings
is, therefore, as little in harmony with his philosophic
theories as the popular religion, to which it is primarily

U Gesch. d. Phil. i. 544. 3 Vide supra, p. 138, 3.
2 Vide supra, p. 142, 1.
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related ; we cannot in consequence derive it immediately
from those theories, but must trace it to some other
antecedents, such ag, on the one hand, the precedent
of Xenophanes, whose influence is so clearly betrayed !
in the language of the passage quoted from Empedocles ;
and on the other, the moral and religious interest, which
we recognise in his reforming attitude in regard to the
bloody sacrifices of the ruling faith. But though these
traits are very important if our object is to attain a
complete picture of the personality and influence of
Empedocles, or to determine his actual position in
regard to religion in its details, their connection with
his philosophic convictions is too slight to allow of our
attaching any great importance to them in the history
of philosophy.

IV.—THE SCIENTIFIC CHARACITER AND HISTORICAL
POSITION OF THE DOCTRINE OF EMPEDOCLES.

Evex in antiquity philosophers were greatly divided in
respect to the value of the doctrine of Empedocles and
its relation to earlier and contemporaneous systems;
and this dissimilarity of opinion has since rather
" increased than diminished. While, among his con-
temporaries, Empedocles enjoyed a high degree of
veneration, which, however, seems to have been accorded
to him less as a philosopher than as a prophet and man
of the people;? and while later writers from the most
opposite points of view mention him with the greatest

1 Cf. with the verses quoted 560 sq.
what is said of Xenophanes, Vol. I. 2 Vide supra, p. 119,
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respect,! Plato? and Aristotle ® seem to rank his philo-

sophic merit less highly ;

and in modern times the

enthusiastic praise given to him by some writers* is
counterbalanced by more than one depreciatory judg-
ment.” Still greater is the difference of opinion respect-
ing the relation of Empedocies to the earlier schools.
Plato ({. ¢.) places him with Heracleitus, Aristotle usually

! On the one hand, as is well
known, the neo-Platonists, whose
distortion of Empedocles’s doctrines
has been already spoken of; and
on the other, Lucretius, on aceount
of his greatness as a poet, and his
physical tendencies, which were
Atomistic. Lucret. N. R. I, 716
5Gq. *—
quorum Acragantinus cum primis
Empedocles est,

insula quem triquelris terrarum
gessit in oris, . . .

que cum magna modis multis mi-
rande videtur, . . .

nil tamen hoc habuisse viro precla-
rius in se

nec sanclum magis et mirum ca-
rumque videtur.

carming quin etiam diving pectoris

gjus

vociferantur et exponunt preclora
reperta,

ut wviz humane videatur stirpe
creatus,

2 Soph. 242 E, where Empedo-
cles, as compared with Heracleitus,
is characterised as peAakdTepos.

3 Aristotle, indeed, never passes
formal judgment on Empedocles ;
but the remarks he lets fall upon
oceasions would lead us to suppuse
that he does mnot consider him
equal, as a naturalist, toDemocritus,
or as a philosopher to Parmenides
and Anaxagoras. The manner in
which he refutes many Empedoc-

lean doctrines (e.g. Metaph. i. 4,
985 a, 21; iii. 4,1000 a, 24 sqq.;
xii. 10, 1075 b; the definitions of
Love and Hate, ébid. 1. 8, 989 b,
19; Gen. et Corr. i. 1, 314 b, 15
sqq.; ii. 6, the doctrine of the
elements, Phys. viii. 1, 252; the
theories on the cosmical periods,
Meteor. ii. 9, 369 b, 11 sqq. ; the
explanation of lightning) is not
more severe than is usual with
Aristotle. In Meteor. 1i. 8, 357 a,
24, the conception of the sea as
exuded from the earth is spoken
of as absurd: but that is not of
much importance ; and the censure
as to the expression and poetry of
Empedocles (Rhet. iii. 5, 1407 a,
84; Poét. i. 1447 b, 17), which,
however, is counterbalanced by
some prajse (ap. Diog. viii. §7),
does not affect his philosophy as
such. But the comparison with
Anaxagoras (Metaph. 1. 3, 984 a,
11) is decidedly unfavourable to
Empedocles, and the word yen-
MCeaQar, ibid. 4, 985 a, 4, if even
it be extended (ibid. i. 10) to the
whole of the earlier philosophy,
gives us the impression that Km-~
pedocles was especially wanting in
clear conceptions.

¢ Lommatzsch in the treatise
mentioned, p. 117, 1.

5 Of. Hegel. Gesch. d. Pkil. 1.
337; Marbach, Gesch. d. Phil. i.
75 ; Fries, Gesch.d. Phil. i. 188,

www.holybooks.com



186 EMPEDOCLES.

with Anaxagoras, Leucippus and Democritus, and even
with the earlier Jonians ;! since the epoch of the Alexan-
drians, however, he has generally been classed with the
Pythagoreans. Modern writers have almost without ex-
ception departed from this tradition,? without arriving
in other respects at any unanimous theory, Some reckon
him among the Ionians, and admit, side by side with
the Tonic nucleus of his doctrine, only a small admixture
of Pythagorean and Eleatic elements.> Others, on the
contrary, consider him an Eleatic,* and a third party®
p'aces him as a dualist beside Anaxagoras. The ma-
jority, however, seem more and more inclined to agree
that in the doctrine of Empedocles there is a mixture
of various elements—Pythagorean, Eleatic, and Ionie,
but especially Eleatic and Ionic: ¢ in what relation, and
according to what points of view they are combined, or
whether they are ranged side by side in a merely eclectic
fashion, is still a matter of controversy.

In order to arrive at a decision, it would seem the
Fril. 1. 188; Rhein. Mus. iii.

sq.; Marbach, 1. c.
* Ritter, {. ¢.; Braniss, sup. Vol.

b Metaph. i. 3, 984 a, §, ¢, 4,
e, 6 end, ¢, 7, 988 a, 82; Phys.
i 4; viii. 1; Gen. et Corr.1. 1, 8;

123

De Curlo, iii. 7 et pass.

2 Lommatzsch alone follows it
anconditionally. Wirth (Idee der
Gotik. 175) says that the whole
system of Empedocles was pene-
trated with the spirit of Pytha-
goreanism. Ast. Gesch. d. Phil,
1 A, p. 86, restricts the Pythago-
rean element to the speculative
philosophy of Empedocles, while
his natural philosophy is referred
to the Jonians.

3 Tennemann, Gesch. d. Phil. 1.
241 sq.; Schleiermacher, Gesch. d.
Fhil. 87 sq.; Brandis, Gr.-rom.

I p.166 sq.; Petersen, sup. p. 194
Sq. ; Grladlsch in Noack's Jahrb. f.
spek Phil. 1847, 697 sq

5 Striimpell, Gesc}z a. theoret.
Phil. d. Griechen, 55 sq.

§ Hegel, . ¢. 321 ; Wendt zu
Tenneman, i. 277 sq.; K. F. Her-
mann, Gesch. w. Syst. d. Plat. i.
150 ; Karsten, p. 54,517 ; Krische,
Forschungen, i. 116 ; Steinhart, l.c.
p. 105; cf. 92 ; Schwegler, Gesch.
d. Phil. p. 15; Haym. 4llg. Enc.
8te. Sect. xxiv. 36 sq.; Sigwart,
Gesch. d. Phil. 1. 75; Ueberweg,
Grund. 1. § 22.
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most obvious course to consult the statements of the
ancients as to the teachers of Empedocles. But they
afford us no certain foothold. Alcidamas is said to
have described him as a disciple of Parmenides, who
afterwards separated himself from his master to follow
Anaxagoras and Pythagoras.! The last assertion sounds
so strange that we can hardly believe it was ever made
by the celebrated disciple of Gorgias. Either some later
namesake of his must have said so, or his real words
must have been misunderstood by the superficial com-
piler from whom we have received them.? Supposing,
however, that Alcidamas did make the assertion, it
would only prove that he inferred a personal relation
between these philosophers from the similarity of their
doctrines, without himself having any knowledge of the
matter. Timseus likewise says that Empedocles was a
disciple of Pythagoras.® He adds that this philosopher
was excluded from the Pythagorean school for stealing
speeches (Aoyoxhomeia); and the same is said by Nean-
thes, whose testimony does not strengthen the cre-
dibility of the story. On the other hand, we must

! Diog. vill. 56: *Arkidduas &
&v 16 Ppuok@ Pnot kaTd Tods adTods
xpdvous Zhvwya kol 'EumwedoxAén
akovoar Tlapuevidov, €8 Uorepoy
dmoxwpiioar kal TOv pév Zhvwve
kot iBlav girocodpioal, Tov 8 Ava-
farybpov Bwaxovoar kal Tvbaydpow
ral TOU py THY oeuvdTnTa (MAdear
Toi Te Blov kal 7o oxAuaros, Tob
8¢ Ty puoiooyiay.

2 So Karsten suggests (p. 49),
and to me also it seems the most
probable. Whether Alcidamus, as
Karsten conjectures, may have
spoken only of certain Pythago-

reans, whose disciple Empedocles
became ; or merely of an affinity
with the-doctrine of Pythagoras and
Anaxagoras, without any persounal
discipleship. In the one case, the
expression of &upl Mubaydpev, in
the other &xoXovfelv, or some simi-
lar word, may have given rise to
the misunderstanding.

? Diog. viil. 54¢. Later writers,
such as Tzetzes and Hippolytus, I
pass over. Cf. Sturz, p. 14, and
Karsten, p. 50.

+ Ap. Diog. viil. 55.
Vol. L. 315, n.

Vide
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remember that these statements are based on unhistorical
presuppositions as to the esoteric school of the Pytha-
goreans. Others prefer to consider Empedocles as an
indirect follower of Pythagoras;! their assertions, how-
ever, are so contradictory, many of them so manifestly
false, and all so meagrely attested, that we cannot rely
upon them. ILastly, Empedocles is by many writers
generally described as a Pythagorean,® without any
further particulars about his doetrines or his relation to
the Pythagorean school; but whether this description is
founded on some definite historical tradition, or only on
conjecture, we cannot tell. He is also said to have been
personally connected with the Eleatic school, and this
would seem more probable; for though it may have
been impossible for him to have known Xenophanes,
whose disciple Hermippus calls him,® yet there is no
historical probability against the theory that he may
have had personal intercourse with Parmenides.* Dio-

! Tn a letter to Pythagoras’s
son Telauges, the authenticity of
which is suspected by Neanthes,
and on which Diog. viii. 53, 74,
also seems to throw doubt, Em-
pedocles was described as a dis-
ciple of Hippasus and Broutinus
(Diog. viii. 55). From this letter,
no doubt, comes the verse with
the address to Telauges, which is
quoted in Diog, viil. 43, after Hip-
pobotus; and it may also have
given occasion to the idea (rwis
ap. Diog. [. e.; Eus. Prep. x. 14,
9, and, after him, Theodoretus,
Cur. Gr. 4ff. ii. 23, p. 24; Suid,
’EpwedokAjs) that Telauges him-
self (or, as Tzetz. Chil. iii. 902,
says, Pythagoras and Telauges)
had instructed him. Suidas (Ap-

x¥ras) even mentions Archytas as
the teacher of Empedocles.

? Examples are given by Sturz,
13 sq.; Karsten, p. 53. Cf. also
the following mnote, and Philop.
De An. C, i. (where "EumeSoxAds is
to be substituted for Tiuacos), ébid.
D, 1s.

¢ Diog. viil. 56: “Epumrmos &
ob Tlepueridov, Eevopdvovs B¢ yeyo-
vévar (nAwTiy, & kai gurdaTpifar
Ty éwomorlay * YoTepoy 8¢ Tols Tlv-
Garyopureols éyruyetv. Cf. in Diog.
ix. 20, the supposed reply of Xeno-
phanes to Empedocles.

* Simpl. Phys. 6 b: Tapuevidov
wANClacTys kol nAwTys kol ETe
puaAoy Tvbayopeiwy, Olympiodo-
rus, in Gorg. Proem. end (Jahn's
Jakrb., Supplementd, ziv. 112);
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genes does not distinetly say! whether Theophrastus
represents him as a personal disciple of Parmenides, or
only asserts that he was acquainted with Parmenides’s
work. We must, therefore, consider it as an unsettled
point whether Empedocles was actually instructed by
Parmenides, or merely used his poems. He has also
been called a disciple of Anaxagoras,® but this is highly
improbable on historical and chronological grounds;3
Karsten’s attempt fo prove the external possibility of
their relation by conjectures, which in themselves are
most hazardous, must therefore be considered a failure.*
It is still more unwarrantable to ascribe to him journeys
in the East,® which were unknown even to Diogenes:
the sole foundation for this statement lies doubtless in
Empedocles’s reputation for magic, as clearly appears

from our authorities themselves.b

Suidas, "Euwedoxrfls, and Porphr.
bid. Porphyry no doubt, however,
confuses him with Zeno when he
says he was beloved by Parmenides.
Alcidamas, vide sup. p. 188, 3. -

! Diog. 55: & 3¢ @cbppacros
Tapueridov @nol (nAwrhy adrdv
yevéaBar kal wipmTiy év Tols wouf-
uact kal ydp éxelvoy &y Eweat TOV
Tept Pphoews Adyov éfeveyrely.

2 Vide sup. p. 188, 8.

8 This will be shown in the
section on Anaxagoras.

¢ Karsten (p. 49) supposes
that Empedocles may have come
to Athens contemporaneously with
Parmenides, about Ol. 81, and
may here have heard Anaxagoras.
But all that we are told of his first
journey to Greece points to a time
when Empedocles was already at
the highest point of his fame, and
had doubtless long ago attained

Thus, while part of

his philosophic standpoint. Cf.
Diog. viii. 66, 53, 63. Athen, I. 3,
e. xiv. 620 d. Suidas, *Axpwy,

® Pliny, H. Not.xxx.1,9,speaks
indeed of distant journeys which
had been undertaken by Empedo-
cles, as by Pythagoras, Democritus
and Plato, to learn magic. He can
only, however, be thinking of travels
in the East (which seem to be as-
ceribed to him also by Philostr. V.
Apoll. i. 2, p. 8) when he classes
him among those who had had in-
tercourse with the Magi.

¢ This alone would make it
very improbable that the system
of Empedocles should have stood
in such a relation to the Egyptian
thevlogy as Gladisch (Empedocl. 1.
d. Aeg. and other works of his
mentioned, Vol. I p. 35, 1) sup-
poses. For such accurate know-
ledge and complete appropriation
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what we know respecting the teachers of Em'pedoeles
is manifestly legendary, we have no security that the

of Egyptian ideas would be incon-
ceivable, unless Empedocles had
long resided in Egypt. That no
tradition of such a residence
should have been preserved, either
by Diogenes, who relates so much
concerning him from Alexandrian
sources, and who has carefully
collected all information respecting
his teachers, nor by any other
writer, seems the more Incredible
if we consider how zealously the
Greeks, after the time of Herodo-
tus, sought out and propagated
everything, even the most fabulous
statements, tending to comnect
their wise men with the East, and
especially with Hgypt. The in-
ternal affinity, therefore, between
the system of Empedocles and the
Egyptian doctrines must be very
clearly manifested to justify the
conjecture of any historical con-
nection. Of this Gladisch, in
spite of all the labour and acute-
ness he has devoted to the subject,
has failed to convince me. If we
put aside the doctrine of Metem-
psychosis and tie asceticism bound
up in it, which were naturalised
in Greece long before the time of
Empedocles, and which he brings
forward in an essentially different
form from the Egyptian; if we
further put aside all that is as-
cribed to the Egyptians solely on
the authority of the Hermetic
writings and other untrustworthy
sources, or that is in itself too
little characteristic to allow of our
deducing any inference from it,
there still remain, among the pa-
rallels drawn by Gladisch, three im-
portant points of comparison, viz.,
the Empedoclean doctrines of the

Sphairos, the Elements, and Love
and Hate. As to the Sphairos, it
has already been shown (p. 179
sq.) that it is not the primitive
essence out of which all things
are developed, but something de-
rived and compounded of the ori-
ginal essences; if, therefore, it is
true (in regard to the ancient
Egyptian and pre-Alexandrian phi-
losophy, this must be greatly
qualified) that the Egyptians re-
garded the Supreme Deity as one
with the world, and the world as
the body of the Deity; even if it
can be proved that they held the
development of the world from
the Deity, the affinity of their
system with that of Empedocles
would not be established, because
these theories are absent in the
latter.. As to the four elements
not only is it evident that Em-
pedocles’s conception of the ele-
ments is derived from the physics
of Parmenides; but the doctrine
of these four primitive substances
(which would not of itself be de-
cisive) (tladisch has only been
able to find in Manetho and later
accounts for the most part taken
from him ; in the Egyptian expo-
sitions, as Lepsins has proved
{ Udber die Gotter d. vier Elemente
bei d. Aegyptern, Abh. d. Berl.
Akademie, 1866. Hist. Phil. KI.
p. 181 sqq.), and Brugsch (ap.
Gladisch, Bmp. u. d. deg. 144) has
confirmed, the four pairs of ele-
mental gods are not found prior
to the Ptolemies, and for the first
time in the reign of Ptolemy IV.
(222-204 B.c.). The four elements
consequently must have come, not
from the Egyptians to the Greeks,
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more probable statement really comes from historical
tradition. We therefore get from this source no in-
formation respecting his relations to his predecessors,
which the study of his doctrine could not more satis-
factorily and certainly afford.

We can distinguish in this doctrine constituent
elements of three kinds, connected respectively with the
Pythagorean, Eleatic, and Heracleitean points of view.
These different elements, however, have not an equal
importance in regard to the philosophic system of
Empedocles. The influence of Pythagoreanism appears
decidedly only in the mythical part of his doctrine, in
the statements concerning Transmigration and the
damons, and in the practical prescripts connected there-
with ; in his physics it is either not felt at all, or only
in reference to particular and secondary points. In
regard to these doctrines there can scarcely be a doubt
that Empedocles primarily derived them from the
Pythagoreans ; though the Pythagoreans may have
originally adopted them from the Orphic mysteries, and
Empedocles, in his ordinances respecting the slaying of
animals and the eating of flesh, may have given them a
more strict application than the early Pythagoreans,

but from the Greeks to the Egyp-

trine is clearly evident, If, lastly,
tians. Manetho himself has un-

Isis and Typhon are the prototypes

mistakeably borrowed them from
the Greeks; as he everywhere,
with the same freedom as the
later writers, introduces Greek
conceptions into the Egyptian
philosophy. Even in what is
quoted, Eus. Pr. Ev. III. 2, §, and
Diog.*Proem. 10, from him and his
contemporary Hecatzeus concern-
ing the elements, the Stoical doc-

of ¢inia and weiros, the parallel is
so far-fetched, and the import of
these Egyptian divinities is so
different from that of the two
natural forces of Empedocles, that
we might as reasonably derive
them from many other mythologi-
cal forms, and from some (e.g.
Ormuzd and Ahriman) far more
reasonably.
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Tt is likewise probable that, in his personal bearing, he
may have kept in view the example of Pythagoras. He
may also have adopted here and there certain religious
notions from the Pythagoreans, but we have now no
means of proving this, for it is very uncertain whether
or not the prohibition of beans emanated from the early
Pythagoreans.! Whatever he may have borrowed from
them on this side of his doectrine, it would be rash to
infer that he was in all respects a Pythagorean, or
belonged to the Pythagorean Society. His political
character would of itself refute such an inference. As
a Pythagorean, he must have been an adherent of the
ancient Doric aristocracy, whereas he occupies a position
diametrically opposite, at the head of the Agrigentine
democracy. Thus,in spite of the Pythagorean tendency
of his theology, in his politics he differs entirely from
the Pythagoreans, and so it may have been in regard to
his philosophy. The religious doctrines and preseripts
which he took from the Pythagoreans are not only, as
we have already seen, devoid of any internal connection
with his physical theories, but are actually opposed to
them. To place him, on the strength of those doctrines,
among the Pythagorean philosophers, would be as great
a mistake as to place Descartes, because of his Catho-
licism, among the Scholastics. 1In his philosophy itself,
in his physics, Pythagoreanism is little apparent.
There is no trace of the fundamental conception of the
system—viz., that numbers are the essence of things;
the arithmetical construction of figures and of bodies,

) Cf. Vol. 1. 845, 5. It has that thisisalso uncertain in regard
already been observed, p. 175, 3, to Empedocles.
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and the geometrical derivation of the elements lie quite
out of his path; the Pythagorean number-symbolism
is wholly unknown to him, in spite of his usual pre-
dilection for figurative and symbolical expression. In
particular cases he does indeed attempt to determine
according to numbers the proportion in which the ele-
ments are mixed ; but this is something quite different
from the procedure of the Pythagoreans, who directly
declared things to be numbers. In regard to his doe-
trine of the elements also, we have already seen?! that
it is improbable that it should have been influenced to
any considerable extent by Pythagoreanism. Moreover,
the more precise conception of an element, according
to which it is a particular substance, unchangeable in
its qualitative determinateness, was entirely unknown
to the Pythagoreans, and was first introduced by Em-
pedocles. Before him it could not have existed, because
it is wholly based upon the enquiries of Parmenides
concerning Becoming. The influence of the' Pythagorean
number-theory upon the Empedoclean system, if there
were any such influence at all, cannot be considered
very important. Similarly we are superficially reminded
of the Pythagorean musical theory which was so closely
connected with their theory of numbers, by the name
of Harmony, which Empedocles ascribes, among other
names, to Love ; but in no place where he speaks of the
operation of this Harmony do we find it compared with
the concord of tones: nowhere is there a trace of any
knowledge of the harmonical system, or a mention of
the harmonic fundamental proportions, so familiar to
! Vide supra, p. 125; of. Vol. L. p. 436 sq.
VOL. 1L 0
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the Pythagoreans: and since Empedocles expressly
maintains that none of his predecessors were acquainted
with Love as a universal force of nature,' it seems very
doubtful whether he calls Love Harmony in the sense
in which the Pythagoreans said all is Harmony, and
whether like them he used the expression in a musical,
and not rather in an ethical sénse. Again, the Pytha-
goreans brought their astronomical system into connec-
tion with their arithmetical and musical theory, and
this is also alien to Empedocles. He knows nothing of
the central fire and of the movement of the earth, of
the harmony of the spheres, of the distinction of Uranus,
Kosmos, and Olympus,? of the Unlimited outside the
universe, and of empty space within it. The only thing
that he has here borrowed from the Pythagoreans is the
opinion that the sun and moon are bodies like glass,
and that even the sun reflects fire not his own. He is
said to have considered the north as the right side; but
that is of no importance, since the theory did not exclu-
sively belong to the Pythagoreans. These few analogies
are all that can be traced between the Empedoclean and
Pythagorean physics; and they do not prove that the
former were influenced by the latter to any considerable
extent. Although Empedocles may have borrowed the
dogma of Transmigration and the propositions connected

! Vide supra, p. 170, 1.

2 The only statement which
might contain a reminiscence of
this, viz., that the sphere beneath
the moon was considered by Em-
pedocles as the theatre of evil, is
uncertain (vide supra, p. 157, 2),
and would, even if proved, show a
very distant similarity; for the

opposition of the earthly and
heavenly, the boundary of which
is the moon—the lowest heavenly
body—is patent to ordinary obser-
vation ; the definite diserimination
of the three regions is wanting in
Empedocles, v. 160 (187, 241 M)
sq.; he uses odpards and Srvumos
synonymously.
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with it mainly from the Pythagoreans, his scientific-
theory of the world was formed, in all its chief points,
independently of them: a few statements of minor im-
portance constituted his whole debt to Pythagoreanism.
The philosophy of Empedocles owes far more to the
Eleatics, and particularly to Parmenides. From Par-
menides it derives its first principle, which determined
its whole subsequent development: viz., the denial of
Becoming and Decay. Empedocles remaoves all doubts
as to the origin of ihis principle by proving it with
the same arguments, and in part even with the same
words, as his predecessor.)! Parmenides disputes the
truth of the sensuous perception on the ground that it
shows us a non-Being in origination and decay; Empe-
docles does the same, and the expressions he uses are the
same as those of Parmenides.? Parmenides concludes
that because all is Being, therefore all is One, and the
plurality of things is merely a delusion of the senses.
Empedocles cannot admit this in reference to the
present state of the world, yet he camnot altogether
avoid the conclusion of Parmenides. He therefore
adopts another expedient : he regards the two worlds of
the Parmenidean poem, the world of truth and that of
opinion, as two different states of the world, attributes
full reality to both, but limits their duration to definite
periods. In the deseription of the two worlds also he
follows the precedent of Parmenides. The Sphairos is
v Cf. with v. 48 sqq. 90, 92 sq. the €os woAdweipor of Parm. v. 54
of Empedocles (supre, p. 122,1,2); (Vol. 1. p. 585).
Parm. v. 47, 62-64, 67, 69 sq. 76 % Cf. Emp. v. 45 sqq. 19 sqq.

(Vol. L. p.585) ; and with the »éup 81 (p. 122, 1); Parm. v. 46 sqq.,
of Empedocles, v. 44 (p. 124, 1), 53 sqq. (Vol. L p. 585).

[}
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spherical, homogeneous and unmoved, like the Being of
Parmenides ;! the present world, like Parmenides’ world

‘of delusive opinion, is compounded of opposite elements.

The fourfold number of these elements Empedocles
ultimately derived from the duality of Parmenides;?
and things arise from them because Love (eorrespending
with Eros and the world-ruling goddess 3 of Parmenides)
combines what is different in kind. In his cosmology
Empedocles approximates to his predecessor, both in
his conception of the shape of the universe, and in the
statement that there is no empty space. For the rest,
it is rather in his organic physics that he adopts the
opinions of Parmenides. What Empedocles says of the
genesis of man from terrestrial slime, of the origin of
the sexes, of the influence of heat and cold on deter-
mining sex, in spite of many additions and divergences,
is most closely related to him.> The most striking point
of similarity, however, between the two philosophers is

1 To convinee ourselves of the
similarity of the two descriptions,
even in expression, we have ouly
to compare Emp. v. 134 sqq., espe-
cially v. 138 (supra, p. 148, 3), with
Parm. v. 102 sqq..(Vol. I. p. 587, 2).
We need not attach much weight
to the fact that Aristotle called
the Sphairos the One (supra, p. 149,
2), for this designation certainly
does not originate with Empedo-
cles; nor to the divinity (p. 707,
1, 4) ascribed to it; for the
Sphairos of Empedocles was not
in any case named God in the
absolute sense in which the One
universe was thus named by
Xenophanes.

2 Supra, p. 128, 2.

2 Who like the ¢irfe in the
formation of the world has her
seat in the centre of the whole,
and is also called—at any rate by
Plutarch—Aphrodite (supra, Vol.
I p. 596, 1; 600).

* Vide supra, p. 185, 3, Vol. I.
586, 1. Concerning the moon, cf.
Parm. v. 144, with Emped. v. 154
(190 K, 245 M). Apelt, Parm. et
Emp. Doctrina de Mundi Structura
(Jena, 1857), p. 10 sqq., finds
much harmony between the astro-
nomical systems of Parmenides and
Empedocles. To me this is not
80 apparent,

3 Vide p. 160 sqq.; cf. Vol. I,
p. 601 sq.
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their theory of the intellectual faculty, which they both
derive from the mixture of eorporeal constituents: each
element, according to this theory, perceives which is
akin to it.! THere Empedocles, irrespectively of his
different definition of the elements, is only to be dis-
tinguished from the Eleatic philosopher by his more
precise development of their common presuppositions.

There is a reminiscence of Xenophanes in his com-~
plaints of the limitations of human knowledge,? and
especially in the verses in which Empedocles attempts
a purification of the antbropomorphie notion of God.?
But even this purer idea of God stands in no scientific
connection with his philosophic theories.

But, however undeniable and important the influ-
ence of the Eleatics npon Empedocles may have been,
I cannot agree with Ritter in classing him altogether
among the Eleatics. Ritter thinks that Empedocles
places physics in the same relation to true knowledge as
Parmenides did, and that he too is inclined to consider
much of our supposed knowledge as delusion of the
senses, nay, even to treat the whole doctrine of nature in
that light. If, notwithstanding he applied himself chiefly
to this subject, and spoke of the One Being in a mérely
mythical manner in his description of the Sphairos—
the reason of this may lie purtly in the negative cha-
racter of the Eleatic metaphysics, and partly in his
conviction, that divine truth is unspeakable and unat-
tainable for human intelligence.t Empedocles himself,

! Vide Vol. I. 602; sup. p. 164, ¢ In Wolf’s Analekien, ii. 423
2 Supra, p.170,1; ¢f. Vol. 1. p. sqq.; 458 sqq.; Gesch. d. Phil. 1.;
575, 2. 514 5qq.; 551 sqq.

# Supra, p. 181, L.
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however, so far from betraying by a single word that his
purpose in his physics is to report uncertain opinions,
expressly repudiates such a view. He distinguishes
indeed the sensible from the rational perception; but
other physicists do this, for example, Heracleitus,
Democritus and Anaxagoras; he contrasts the perfect
divine wisdom with imperfect human wisdom, but
herein Xenophanes and Heracleitus preceded him,
although they did not therefore deny the truth of
divided and changing Being, nor did they, on the other
hand, limit their investigations to the illusive phe-
nomenon.! The physics of Empedocles could only be
regarded from the same point of view as those of Par-
menides if he had explicitly declared that in them he
intended to set forth only the erroneous opinions of
mankind. Far from doing so, he assures us (with an
unmistakeable reference to this interpretation of Par-
‘menides) that his representation is mol to contain de-
ceiving words.? We have no right then to doubt that
his physical doctrines are seriously meant, and we can
only regard what he says of the original plurality of
matter and of moving forces, of the alternation of cos-
mical periods, of the Becoming and passing away of
individuals—as his own conviction.? It would be against
all internal probability and all historical analogy that a

! Vide supra, Vol. L. 575 ; Vol.
IIL. 91,

2 V. 86 (113, 87 M): ob ¥
#rove Adywy oTérov oli dmaTnAdy,
cf. Parm.v. 111: 86kas &' énd Tovde
Bporelas pdvlave, kéopov éudy éméwy
drariAdy  akotwr. Vide supra,
Vol. 1. 605,3. HEmpedocles asserts
this in immediate reference to the

doctrine of Love, but as that doc-
trine is intimately connected with
his other physical theories, and
especially with the doctrine of
Hate and of the elements, the
words must apply to his Physics
generally.
3 Cf.p. 147, 1.
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philosopher should have applied his whole activity not
only to expound opinions that he held to be false from
their foundation, side by side with the true view, and
in contrast with it; but actually to develope these
opinions in complete detail, in his own name and with-
out an allusion to the right standpoint. The physical
doctrines of Empedocles are, however, far removed from
the Eleatic doctrine of Being. Parmenides recognises
only One Being, without movement, change or division :
Empedocles has six original essences which do not
indeed change qualitatively, but are divided and moved
in space, enter into the most various proportions of ad-
mixture, combine and separate in endless alternation,
bécome united in individuals, and again issue from
them ; form a moved and divided world, and again
cancel it. To reduce this Empedoclean theory of
the universe to the Parmenidean theory, by asserting
that the prineiple of separation and movement in the
former is something unreal and existing only in imagi-
nation, is an uanwarrantable attempt, as we have
previously seen.! The truth probably is that Empedo-
cles really borrowed a good deal from the Eleatics, and
that in his principles as well in the development of his
system he was especially influenced by Parmenides;
but that the main tendenecy of his thought nevertheless
pursues another direction. Whatever else he may con-
cede to Parmenides, he disagrees with him on the chief
point : the reality of motion and of divided Being is
as decidedly presupposed by him as it is denied by
Parmenides, Parmenides cancels the whole multiplicity
' P.142, 1.
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of phenomena in the thought of the One substance ;
Empedocles seeks to show how this multiplicity was de-
veloped from the original unity: all his efforts are
directed to the explanation of that which Parmenides
had declared to be unthinkable, viz., multiplicity and
change. These two, in the theories of all the early
philosophers, are connected in the closest manmer;
and as the Eleatics were compelled by their doctrine of
the unity of all Being to deny Becoming and motion,
so, on the opposite side, both were simultaneously main-
tained ; whether, as in the case of Heracleitus, the
multiplicity of things was supposed to be developed by
the eternal movement of the primitive essence, or, on
the other hand, Becoming and change were supposed to
be conditioned by the multiplicity of the original sub-
stances and forces. The systein of Empedocles is only
comprehensible as a design to save the reality of phe-
nomena which Parmenides had called in question. He
knows not how to contradict the assertion that no
absolute Becoming and Decay are possible; at the same
time he cannot resolve to renounce the plurality of
things, the genesis, mutation, and destruction of in-
dividuals. He, therefore, adopts the expedient of re-
ducing all these phenomena to the combination and
separation of qualitatively unchangeable substances, of
which, however, several must be of an opposite nature
if the multiplicity of things is in this way to be ex-
plained. But if the primitive elements were in them-
selves unchangeable, they would not strive to quit the
condition in which they are originally found ; the cause
of their movement cannot therefore lie in themselves,
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but in the motive forces which must, as particular sub-
stances, be discriminated from them : and as all change
and motion, according to Empedocles, consists in the
combination and separation of matter, and as, on the
other hand, according to the general principles respect-
ing the impossibility of Becoming, it might seem inad-
missible to suppose that the combining force was also
at another time the separating force, and vice versa,' it
is necessary to admit, so Empedocles believes, two motive
forces of contrary nature and influence, Love and Hate.
In the operation of the primitive forces and primitive
substances, Unity and Multiplicity, Best and Motion
are apportioned to different conditions of the universe:
the complete union and complete separation of sub-
stances are the two poles between which the life of the
world circulates ; at these poles its motion ceases, under
the exclusive dominion of Love or Hate ; between them
lie conditions of partial union and partial separation, of
individual existence and of change, of origination and
decay. Although the unity of things is here recog-
nised as the higher and happier state, it is at the same
time acknowledged that opposition and division are
equally original with unity, and that in the world as it
is, Hate and Love, Plurality and Unity, Motion and Rest,
counterbalance one another; indeed, the present uni-
verse in comparison with the Sphairos is considered as
pre-eminently the world of oppositions and of change,
the earth as the theatre of conflict and of suffering,
and terrestrial life as the period of a restless motion,
of a miserable wandering for fallen spirits, The Unity
! Supra, p. 188.
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of all Being, which the Eleatics maintained as present
and actual, lies for Empedocles in the past; and, how-
ever much he may long for that Unity, our world in
his opinion is wholly subject to the change and division
which Parmenides had declared to be a mere delusion
of the senses.

In all these traits we recognise a mode of thought
which, in proportion as it diverges from that of Parme-
nides, approximates to that of Heracleitus; and the
affinity is really so great that we are compelled to sup-
pose that the doctrine of Heracleitus had a decided
influence on Empedocles and his system. The whole
tendency of the Empedoclean physics reminds us of
the Ephesian philosopher. As he sees in the universe
everywhere opposition and change, so Empedocles,
however earnestly he deplores i, finds on all sides in
the present world strife and alternation, and his whole
system aims at the explanation of this phenomenon.
The unmoved Unity of all Being is indeed the presup-
position from which he starts, and the ideal which is
before him in the distance, but the essential interest of
his enquiry is bestowed upon the moved and divided
world, and its leading thought lies in the attempt to
gain a view of existence which shall render comprehen-
sible the multiplicity and change of phenomena. In
resorting for this purpose to his four elements, and the
two motive forces, he is guided on the one hand indeed
by the enquiries of Parmenides, but on two points the
influence of Heracleitus is clearly to be traced : the four
elements are an extension of the Heracleitean three ;!

P Cf p. 126 sq. Empedocles resembles Heracleitus in his very
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and the two moving forces correspond still more exactly
with the two prineiples in which Heracleitus recognises
the essential moments of Becoming, and which, as
Empedocles did subsequently, he designated as Strife
and Harmony. Both philosophers see in the separation
of the combined, and the combination of the separated,
the two poles of natural life; both suppose opposition
and separation to be the primal conditions. Empedocles,
indeed, detests strife which Heracleitus had extolled as
‘the father of all things; but the genesis of individual
existences he can ouly derive from the entrance of Strife
into the Sphairos, and he does so, for the same reason
essentially, as Heracleitus. It would be impossible that
specific and separate phenomena should emanate from
Heracleitus’s one primitive matter, if this did not
change into opposite elements; and it would be equally
impossible that they should emanate from the four ele-
ments of Empedocles, if these elements remained ina con-
dition of complete admixture. Empedocles differs from
his predecessor, as Plato correctly observes,! only herein
that he separates the moments, which Heracleitus had
conceived as contemporaneous, into two distinct trans-
actions ; and, in conmection with this, derives from two
motive forces what Heracleitus had regarded merely as
the two sides of one and the same influence, inherent
in the living primitive matter, The theories of Herac-
leitus on the alternate formation and destruction of the
world, are also modified by Empedocles, for he supposes
the flux of Becoming which, according to Heracleitus,

words; for he calls the a¥Opios Zeds p. 125, 2; 46, 1.
of Heracleitus Zebs dpyns. Supra, v Vide supra,p. 33,2; p. 138, 3.
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never stands still, to be interrupted by periods of rest ;!
but this doctrine he probably owes, notwithstanding, to
the Ephesian philosopher. The relative ages of the two
men favour the supposition that Empedocles was ac-
quainted with Heracleitus’s work ; even before the date
of Empedocles, his compatriot Epicharmus had alluded
to the Heracleitean doctrines;? we have, therefore, the
less reason to doubt that there existed between the views
of the two philosophers, not only an internal affinity, but
an external connection : that he reached all those impor-
tant doetrines in which he agrees with Heracleitus,® not
through Parmenides mevrely, but probably borrowed that
side of his system actually from his Ephesian predecessor.
Whether he was acquainted with the earlier Ionians,and
if so, to what extent, cannot be ascertained.

The result, then, of our discussion is as follows: the
philosophic system of Empedocles, in its general ten-
dency, is an attempt to explain the plurality and muta-
bility of things from the original constitution of Being;
all the fundamental ideas of this system arose from a
combination of Parmenidean and Heracleitean theories,
but in this combination the Eleatic element is subordi-
nate to the Heracleitean, and the essential interest of
the system is concerned, not with the metaphysical
enquiry into the eoncept of Being, but with the phy-
sical investigation of natural phenomena and their
causes. The leading point of view is to be found in
the proposition that the fundamental constituents of
things are as little capable of qualitative change as of

! Vide supra, 145 sqq. 8 As Gladisch thinks, Emped.
2 Videsupra, Vol. 1. 530, 532,3. wund die deg. 19 sq.
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generation and decay; but that, on the contrary, they
may be combined and separated in the most various
ways, and that, in consequence of this, that which
is compounded from the primitive elements arises and
decays, and changes its form and its constituents.
From this point of view, Empedocles has attempted a
logical explanation of natural phenomena as a whole,
having defined his primitive substances and set beside
them the moving cause in the double form of a com-
bining and a separating force ; all else is derived from
the working of these forces upon the primitive sub-
stances—from the mixture and separation of the ele-
ments ; and Empedocles, like Diogenes and Democritus
after him, aimed at reaching the particular of phe-
nomena, without losing sight of his universal princi-
ples. If, therefore, we understand by Eclecticism a
method by which heterogeneous elements are combined
without fixed scientific points of view, according to
subjective temper and inclination, Empedocles in regard
to the essential content of his physical doctrine cannot
be considered as an KEclectic, and we must be careful
not to underrate his scientific merit. While he used
the definitions of Parmenides concerning Being for the
explanation of Becoming, he struck out a path on
which physics bas ever since followed him ; he not only
fixed the number of the elements at four, which for so
long almost passed for an axiom, but introduced the
very conception of the elements into natural science,
and thus became with Leucippus the founder of the
mechanical explanation of nature. Lastly, from the
standpoint of his own presuppositions, he made an
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attempt which, considering the then state of knowledge,
was most praiseworthy, to explain the actual in the
individual ; for us it is specially interesting to observe
the manner in which he, the earliest precursor of Darwin,
tries to make comprehensible the origin of organisms
framed teleologically, and capable of life.! His system,
however, even irrespectively of such failings as it shares
with its whole epoch, is not without lacunz. The
theory of unchangeable primitive elements is indeed
established scientifically, but their fourfold mumber is
not further accounted for. The moving forces ap-
proach the substances from without, and no sufficient
,reason is given why they are not inherent in them, and
why one and the same foree should not be at work,
combining and separating; for the qualitative un-
changeableness of substances did not exclude a natural
striving after change of place, to which even Empe-
docles represents them as subject ; and he himself can-~
not stringently carry out the distinction between the
combining and dividing force.? Accordingly, the opera-
tion of these forces, as Aristotle remarked,? appears
to be more or less fortuitous; and it is not explained
why their simultaneous operation in the present world
should be preceded and followed by conditions in which
they separately produce, in the one case a complete
mixture,in the other a complete division of the elements.*
Lastly, in his doctrine of transmigration and pre-exist-
ence, and the prohibition of animal food founded upon

1 Cf. p. 160. + Of. the judgment of Plato
2 Vide p. 138. quoted p. 83, 2.
3 Vide p. 144, 1.

www.holybooks.com



THE ATOMISTS. 207

the latter, Empedocles has combined with his physical
system elements which not only have no scientific con-
nection with that system, but absolutely contradiet it.
However great, therefore, may be his importance in
the history of Greek physics, in regard to science his
philosophy has unmistakeable defects, and even in the
ground-work of his system, the mechanical explanation
of nature, which is its purpose, is confused by mythical
forms and the unaccountable workings of Love and Hate.
This mechanical explanation of mnature, based upon
the same general presuppositions, is carried ont more
strictly and logically in the Atomistic philosophy.

'
|

B. THE ATOMISTS.

1. Physical bases of their system. Atoms and the void.

TrE founder of the Atomistic philosophy is Leucippus.!

! The personal history of Leu-
cippus is almost unknown to wus.
As to his date, we can only say
that he must have been older
than his disciple Democritus, and
younger than Parmenides, whom
he himself follows ; he must there-
fore have been a contemporary
of Anaxagoras and Empedocles:
other conjectures will be con-
sidered later on. His home is
sometimes stated to have been
sometimes in Abdera, sometimes in
Miletus, sometimes in Elea (Diog.
ix. 80, where for M#Aws read
Mirfigios, Simpl. Phys. 7 a, Clem.
Protr. 48 D; Galen., H. Ph.c. 2,
p. 229; Epiph. Exp. Fid. 1087
D); but it 1s a question whether
any one of these statements is

founded upon historical tradition.
Simpl. 7. ¢., doubtless after Theo-
phrastus, names Parmenides as
the teacher of Leucippus, but most
writers, that they may retain the
accustomed order of succession,
name Zeno (Diog. Proem. 15, ix.
30; Galen. and Suid. 4 ¢. Clem.
Strom. i. 301 D; Hippol. Refut.
i. 12), or Melissus (Tzetz. Chil.
ii. 980; also Epiph. I. ¢. places
him after Zeno and Melissus, but
describes him generally as an
Eristic, ¢. e. an Eleatic), Iambl.
V. Pyth. 104, has Pythagoras.
Nor are we certainly informed
whether Leucippus committed his
doctrines to writing, nor of what
kind these writings were. In
Avristotle, De Melisso, c¢. 6, 980 a,

www.holybooks.com



208

LEUCIPPUS. DEMOCRITUS.

His opinions, however, in their details, have been so
imperfectly transmitted to us, that it is impossible in
our exposition to separate them from those of his

celebrated disciple Demoeritus.!

7, we find the expression, év rois
Acvlmmov kahouplyors Adyors, which
seems to point to some writing of
uncertain origin, or some exposi-
tion of the doctrine of Leucippus
by a third person. It is question-
able, however, what may be in-
ferred from this: the amthor of
the book, De Melisso, may have
used a secondary source, even if
an original source existed. Stob.
Ecl. i. 160, quotes,some words
from a treatise wepl vot ; but there
may be some confusion here (as
Mullach, Democr. 357, after Heeren
in h. l. supposes) with Democritus.
Theophrastus, following Diog. ix.
46, attributes the work uéyas did-
woopos, which is found among
Democritug's writings, to Leucip-
pus; his statement, however, could
only have related originally to the
opiniong contained in this work,
But if these statements are not
absolutely certain, the language of
Aristotle and of others concerning
Leucippus proves that some work
of this philosopher was known to
later writers. The passage quoted
(infra, p. 215, 1) from Aristotle,
Gen. et Corr. 1. 8, shows, by the
word ¢noly, that it was taken from
a work of Leucippus. It willhere-
after be shown by many references
" that Aristotle, Theophrastus, Dio-
genes and Hippolytus also employ
the present tense in their quota-~
tions. Cf. likewise what is said
(Vol. I. p. 293, 4) on the use made
of Leucippus by Diogenes of Apol-
lonia. But the work, and even the
name of Leucippus, seems to have

Yet we shall find, as

been pretty early forgotten by most
writers in comparison with the
riper and more exhaustive achieve-
ments of his disciple. The persis-
tence with which he is ignored by
Epicurus, the reviver of the Atomis-
tic philosophy, and by most of the
Epicureans, may have contributed
tothis (see chap. iv. of this section).

* For the life, writings, and
doctrine of Democritus cf. Mul-
lach, Democriti Abderite Operum
Fragmenta,&e., Berl., 1843 (Fragm.
Philos. Gr. i. 330 sqq.). In ad-
dition to other more general works,
vide also Ritter, in Ersch. und
Gruber's Encykl., Art. Democ. ;
Geffers, Questiones Democritee,
Gott. 1829; Papencordt, De Atomi-
corwm Doctrina Spec. i., Berl. 1832;
Burchard in his valuable treatises,
Democriti Philosophie de Sensibus
Fragmenta, Mind., 1830; Frag-
mente d. Moral. d. Democritus, ihid.
1834 ; Heimsoth, Democriti de
anima Doctrina, Bonn, 1835 ; B.
Ten. Brinck, Anecdota Epicharmi,
Democrati Rel. in Schneidewin’s
Philologus, vi. 577 sqq.; Demoeriti
de se ipso Testimomia, ibid. 589
sqq.; vil. 8354 sqq.; Democriti
liber, m. avépdmov Gihaios, ibid. viii.
414 sqq.; Johnson, Der Sensualis-
mus d. Demokr., &c., Plauen, 1868 ;
Lortzing, Ueb. die Ethischen Frag-
mente Demokrit’s, Berlin, 1873 ;
Lange, Geschichte d. Materialismus,
i. 9 sqq.

According to the almost unani-
meus testinlony of antiquity (vide
Mullach p. 1 sq.), Democritus’s
native city was Abdera, a colony
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we proceed, that the main features of the system belong

to its founder.

of Thrace, at that time remark-
able for its prosperityand culture,
but which afterwards (vide Mul-
lach, 82 sqq.) acquired a reputa-
tion for stupidity. According to
Diog. ix. 34, Miletus is substituted
by some writers; and the scholiast
of Juvenal on Sut. x. 50 substi-
tutes Megara ; but neither sugges-
tion merits any attention. His
father is sometimes called Hegesis-
tratus, sometimes Damasippus,
sometimes  Athenocritus (Diog.
l. ¢.). For further details, cf.
Mullach, /. e. The year of his
birth can only be ascertained with
approximate certainty. He him-
self, according to Diog. ix. 41,
says he was forty years younger
than Anaxagoras, and as Anaxa-
goras was born about 500 B.c.,
those who place his birth in the
80th Olympiad (460 sqq. Apoll.
ap. Diog. loc. cit.) cannot be far
wrong. This agrees with the
assertion that Democritus (ap.
Diog. l. ¢.) counted 730 years from
the conquest of Troy to the com-
position of his puxpds Bidroouos,
if his Trojan era (as B.Ten Brinck,
Phil. vi. 589 sq., and Diels, RA.
Mus. xxxi. 30, suppose) dates from
1150 (Misller, Fr. Hist. ii. 24;
1154-1144), but this is not quite
certain. When Thrasyllus, ap.
Diog. 41, places his birth in Ol
77, 8 and says that he was a year
older than Socrates, and Eusebius
accordingly in his chronicle as-
signs Ol. 86 as the period of his
flourishing, they were perhaps in-
fluenced, as Diels conjectures, by

this Trojan era, which 1s clearly in-’

applicable here, and differs by ten
years from the usual one given by

VOL. II.

P

u

Eratosthenes. Eusebius, it is true,
places the acme of Democritus in
0l. 69 and again in Ol 69, 3, and,
in seeming agreement with this,
asserts that the philosopher died
in Ol. 94, 4 (or 94, 2), in his 100th
year ; Diodorus xiv. 11 says that
he died at the age of 90, in Ol 94,
1(401-3 ».c.); Cyril . Julian.i. 13
A, states in one breath that he was
born in the 70th and in the 86th
Olympiad; the Passah Chronicle
(p. 274, Dind.) places his aecme
in Ol 67, whiie the same chronicle
(p- 317) afterwards, following
Apollodorus, says that he died,
being 100 years old, in Ol 104, 4
(ap. Dind. 105, 2); but these are
only so many proofs of the uncer-
tainty and carelessness of later
writers in their computations.
Further details in the next sec-
tion (on Anaxagoras). Statements
like that of Gellius, NV, 4. xvii. 2%,
18 and Pliny, A N. xxx. 1,10,
that Democritus flourished during
the first part of the Peloponnesian
war, give no definite information,
nor can we gather any from the
fact that he never mentions
Anaxagoras, Archelaus, (BEnopides,
Parmenides, Zeno, or Protagoras
in his writings (Diog. ix. 41, &c.).
When Gellius says that Socrates
was congiderably younger than
Democritus, he is referring to the
caleculation which Diodorus fol-
lows and which will presently be
discussed; on the other hand, we
must not conclude from Arist.,
Part. Anim. i. 1 (sup. Vol. L. p.
185, 3), that Democritus was older
than Socrates, but only that he
came forward as an author before
Socrates had commenced his career
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The origin and general standpoint of the Atomistic

doctrine is described by Aristotle as follows.

as a philosopher. Socrates, no
doubt, however, was chiefly known
‘to Aristotle, as he is to us, in con-
nection with the last decade of
his life, as the teacher of Plato
and Xenophon and of the phi-
losophers who propagated his phi-
losophy in the Socratic schools.
The birth of Democritus must
therefore be placed about 460 B.c.
or perhaps even earlier; we cannot
fix it with certainty. Still more
uncertainty is there with respect
to his age and the year of his
death. That he had reached a great
age (matwra wvetustas, Lueret. iii.
1037) we are constantly assured,
but the more detailed statements
vary considerably. Diodorus I e.
has “90 years, Eusebius and the
Passak Chronicle 1. ¢. 100, Antis-
‘thenes (who, however, is erro-
neously considered by Mullach, p.
20, 40, 47, to be older than Aris-
totle, of. the list of authors
and their works) ap. Diog. ix. 39,
more than 100; Lucian, Macrob.
18, and Phlegon, Longevi, c. 2,104 ;
Hipparchus ap. Diog. ix. 43, 109 ;
Censorin. Di. Nat. 15, 10 says he
was nearly as old as Gorgias,
whose life extended to 108 years.
(The statements of the pseudo-
Soranus 1n the life of Hippocrates,
Hippocr. Opp., ed. Kiihn, iii. 850,
that Hippocrates was born in Ol
80, 1, and according to some was
90 years old, according to others,
95, 104, and 109 years old, are
very similar ; and B. Ten Brinck
Phalol. vi. 591 is probably right in
conjecturing that they were trans-
ferred to him from Democritus.)
As to the year of Democritus’
death, vide supra.

The

That our philosopher displayed
remarkable zeal for knowledge
will readily be believed even irre-
spectively of the anecdote in Diog.
ix. 36. But what we are told
about the instructions which even
as a boy he had received from the
Magi, not to mention the fable in
Valer. Max, viii. 7, ext. 4, that
the father of Democritus enter-
tained as a host the army of
Xerxes, has little evidence in its
favour (Diog. ix. 34, appealing to
Herodotus, who mneither in vii.
109, nor viii. 120, nor anywhere
else, ever mentions such a thing),
and is chronologically impossible.
Lange, however, Gesch. d. Mater.
i. 128, endeavours to save the in-
credible tradition by reducing the
regular instruction in the course
of which Democritus, according to
Diogenes, had learned 7d Te mepi
Beoloylos kal GoTporoylas to an
exciting influence upon the mind
of an intelligent boy; and Lewes
(Hist. of Phil. i. 95 sq.) relates in
one breath that Democritus was
born in 460 B.c., and that Xerxes
(twenty years before) had left
some Magi in Abdera as his in-
structors. This whole combina-~
tion probably dates from the epoch
in which Democritus was regarded
by the Greeks as a sorcerer and
father of magic. Philostr. v. Soph.
X. p. 494, relates the same of
Protagoras. The acquaintance of
Democritus with Greek philoso-
phersis far better attested. Plut.
adv. Col. 29, 3, p. 1124, says in a
general’ manner, that he contra-
dicted his predecessors; among
those whom he mentioned some-
times to praise, and sometimes to

www.holybooks.com



ITS PRINCIPLE AND GENERAL BASIS, 211

Eleatics, be says, denied the multiplicity of things and

motion, because these are

oppose them, we find the names of
Parmenides and Zeno (Diog. ix.
42), whose influence notwithstand-
ing upon the Atomistic philosophy
is  unmistakeable ; Pythagoras
(¢bid. 38, 46), Anaxagoras (ibid.
34 sq.; Sext. Math. vi1. 140), and
Protagoras (Diog. ix. 42; Sext.
Meth. vil. 389; Plut. Col. 4, 2,
p. 1109). In all probability his
only teacher was Leucippus: but
even this is not quite certain, for
the evidence of writers like Diog.
ix. 84; Clem. Sirom. i. 301 D;
Hippol. Refut. 12, taken alone, is
not conclusive; and though Aris-
totle (Metaph. i. 4, 985 D, 4, and
after him, Simpl. Phys. 7 a) calls
Democritus the comrade (éraZpos)
.of Leucippus, it is not clear
whether a personal relation be-
tween the two men (éraipos often
stands for a disciple, vide Mul-
lach, p. 9, ete.), or only a simi-
larity of their doctrines is intended.
The former, however, is the most
likely interpretation. On the
other hand, the assertion (ap.
Diog. I. ¢., and after him Swid.)
that Democritus had personal in-
tercourse with Anaxagoras is quite
untrustworthy, even if the state-
ment of Favorinus that Democritus
was hostile to Anaxagoras because
he would not admit him among
his disciples be considered too self-
evident an invention to be worth
© quoting as an argument against
it. (Cf. also Sext. Math. vii. 140.)
Moreover, Diog. ii. 14, says that
it was Anaxagoras who was hostile
to Democritus; but this we must
set down to the thoughtless care-
lessness of this author. We are
also frequently told that he was

P

inconceivable without the

connected with the Pythagoreans ;
not only does Thrasyllus ap. Diog.
ix. 88, call him (yAwrys 76y Muvba-
yopudv, but, according to the same
text, Glaucus the contemporary of
Democritus had already majin-
tained: wdyrws TdY Mobaryopuciy
Tivos Groboal abTdy ; and according
to Porph. V. P. 3, Duris had
named Arimnestus, son of Pytha-
goras,as the teacher of Democritus.
He himself, according to Thra-
syllus ap. Diog. L. ¢. had entitled
one of his writings ‘Pythagoras,’
and had spoken in it with admira-
tion of the Samian philosopher ;
according to Apollodorus ap. Diog,
l. c., he also came in contact with
Philolaus. But the authenticity
of the Democritean IMvfaydpys is
(as Lortzing, p. 4, rightly observes)
very questionable, and he could
have adopted nothing from the
Pythagorean science, excepting in
regard to mathematics; his own
philosophy having no affinity with
that of the Pythagoreans. In
order to accumulate wisdom, De-
mocritus visited the countries of
the east and south. He himself in
the fragment ap. Clemens, Strom. i.
304 A (on which ef. Geffers, p. 23;
Mullach, p. 3 sqq., 18 5qq. ; B. Ten
Brinck, Philol. vii. 855 sqq.), cf.
Theophrast. ap. Alian, V. H. iv.
20, boasts of having taken more
distant journeys than any of hig
contemporaries ; he particularly
mentions Egypt as a country where
he had remained some time. As
to the duration of these jour-
neys, we can only form conjec-
tures, as the eighty years spoken
of by Clemens must clearly be
based on some gross misapprehen-

2
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Void, and the Void is nothing. Leucippus conceded to
them that without the Void no motion is possible, and

sion or clerical error. (Papen-
cordt, Afom. Doctr, 10, and Mul-
lach, Demoer. 19, Fr. Phil. 1. 330,
suppose that =, which signifies
wéyre, may have been mistaken for
=/, the cipher for 80; and Diod.
i. 98, does in fact say that Demo-
critus remained five years in
Egypt.) Later writers relate more
particularly that he spent the
whole of his large inheritance in
travelling, that he visited the
Egyptian priests, the Chaldeans,
the Persians, some say even the
Indians and Ethiopians (Diog. ix.
35; after him Suldas Anudrp.
Hesych. Anudrp. from the same
source, Atlian, [ c.; Clemens, [. ¢.
speaks only of Babylon, Persia and
Egypt; Diodorus,i. 98, of five years’
sojourn in Egypt; Strabo, xv.1,38,
- 703, of journeys through a great
part of Asia; Cie. Fin. v. 19, 50,
more generally, of distant journeys
for the “acquisition of knowledge).
How much of all thisis true, we can
only partiallydiscover. Democritus
certainly went to Egypt, Hither
Asia and Persia ; but not to India,
as asserted by Strabo and Clemens,
1. c.; cf. Gefters, 22 sqq. The aim
and result of these journeys, how-
ever, must be sought, not so much
in the scientific instruction he re-
ceived from the Orientals, as in
his own observation of men and
of nature. The assertion of De-
moeritus ap. Clem., that no one,
not even the Egyptian mathe-
maticians, excelled him in geo-
metry (concerning his mathema-
tical knowledge, cf. also Cic. Fin.
i. 6, 20; Plut. ¢. not. 39, 3, p.
1079), implies scientific inter-
course, but at the same time

favours the conjecture that Demo-
critus could not have learned much
in this respect from foreigners.
‘What Pliny says (H. N. xxv. 2,
183; xxx. 1, 9 sq.; x. 49, 137;
xxix. 4, 72; xxviil. 8, 112 sqq.;
cf. Philoste. V. 4poll. i. 1) of the
magic arts which Democritus
learned on his travels is based
upon forged writings, acknow-
ledged as such even by Gellius,
N. 4. X. 12 ; ef. Burchard, Fragm.
d. Mor. d. Dem. 17 ; Mullach, 72
sqq., 156 sqq. What is said of
his connection with Darius (Julian,
Epist. 37, p. 413, Spanh.; ef. Plin.
H. N. vii. 55,189 ; further details,
infra, chap. iii., and ap. Mullach,
45, 49), though it sounds more
natural, is quite as legendary.
The same may be said of the
statement (Posidonins ap. Strabo
xvi. 2, 25, p. 767, and Sext. Math.
xi. 863), that Democritus derived
his doctrine of the atoms from
Mochus, a very ancient Phenician
philosopher. That there existed
a work under the name of this
Mochus is proved by Joseph.
Antiquit. 1. 8, 9; Athen. il 126
a; Damasc. De Prine. p. 385,
Kopp.; cf. Tambl. V. Pyth. 14;
Diog. Progm. 1; but if it econ-
tained an atomistic theory similar
to that of Demoeritus, this would
only prove that the author had
copied the philosopher of Abdera,
not that the philosopher of Abdera
had copied him; and not only
Democritus, but Leucippus also
must in that case have done so.
The germs of the Atomistic theory
are too apparent in the earlier
Greek philosophy to leave room
for supposing it to have had a
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that the Void must be regarded as non-existent ; but he
thought he could nevertheless retain the reality of phe-

foreign origin. That the work of
Mochus was not in existence in
the time of Eudemus seems prob-
able from the passage in Damascius.
After his return, Democritus ap-
pears to have remained in his
native eity; but a visit to Athens
(Diog. ix. 36 sq.; Cie. Tusec. v. 36,
104; Valer. Max. viil. 7, ext. 4)
may perhaps be assigned to this
later epoch, in regerd to which
we possess hardly any trustworthy
information. Having impoverished
himself by his journeys, he is said
to have avoided the fate of the
improvident by giving readings of
some of his own works (Philo,
Provid. ii. 18, p. 52, Auch.; Diog.
ix. 89 sq.; Dio Chrys. Or. 64, 2, p.
280 R ; Atken, iv. 168 b; Interpr.
Horat. on Epist. 1. 12, 12); others
relate that he neglected his pro-
perty (a story which is also told of
Anaxagoras and Thales); but si-
lenced those who censured him by
his speculations with oil presses
(Cic. Fin.v.29, 87; Horat. Ep.1.12,
12, and the seholia on these texts,
Plin. H. N. xviii. 28, 273 ; Philo,
Vit. Contempl. 891 C, Hisch. and
after him Lactant, Inst. iii. 23).
Valer. l. . says he gave the greater
part of his countless riches to the
state, that he might live more
undisturbedly for wisdom. It is
questionable, however, whether
there is any foundation even for
the first of these assertions; or
for the statement (Antisth. ap.
Diog. ix. 88, where the suggestion
of Mullach, p. 64, to substitute
Tdpgest for Tdgois seems to me a
mistake ; Lucian, Philopsend. c.
32) that he lived among tombs
and desert places ; not to mention

the story of his voluntary blind-
ness (Gell. N. 4. X. 17 ; Cie. Fin,
l. ¢. Tuse. v. 39, 114; Tertull.
Apologet. e. 46, Cf. on the other
hand Plut. Curiosit. e. 12, p. 521
sq.), which was perhaps occasioned
by his observations on the untrust-
worthiness of the senses (cf. Cie.
dead. ii. 23, 74, where the expres-
sion excecare, semsibus orbare is
employed for this view). The
assertion of Petronius, Saf, c. 88,
p. 424, Burm., that he spent his
life in enquiries into natural
seience, sounds more credible;
with this is connected the aneedote
ap. Plut. Qu. Conv. 1. 10,2, 2, It
may also be true that he was re-
garded with great veneration by
his countrymen, and received from
them the surname of gogpia (Clem.
Strom. vi. 631 D; Alian, V. H.
iv. 20); that the dominicn over
his native city was given to him
is, onthe contrary, mostimprobable
(Buid. Anudrp.). Whether he wag
married we do not know; one
anecdote, which seems to imply
that he was so, has little evidence
in its favour (Antonius, Mel. 609 ;
Mullach, Fr. Mor. 180); but the
contrary is certainly not deducible
from his ntterances about marriage
(vide nfra). The widespread
statement that he laughed at
everything (Sotion ap. Stob. Floril.
20, 53; Hor. Ep. ii. 1, 194 sqq.;
Juvenal, Sef. x. 33 sqq. ; Sen. De
Ira, ii. 10; Luecian, Vit. Auct. c.
13 ; Hippol. Refwt. i. 12; Alian,
V. H. iv. 20, 295 Snid. Anudkp. ;
see, on the contrary, Democr. Fr.
Mor. 167) proclaims itself at once
as an idle fabrication; what ws
are told of the magie and prognos-
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nomena, of birth and decay, of motion and multiplicity,
by admitting that side by side with Being, or the Plenum,

tications of this philosopher, is
equally absurd (vide supra, and
Plin. A. N. xviii. 28, 273, 85, 341
Clem. Strom. vi. 631 D; Diog. ix.
42 ; Philostr. Apoll. viii. 7, 28).
His supposed connection with
Hippocrates has likewise given
rise to many inventions; accord-
ing to Cels. De Medic. Pref. Ps.-
Soran.; v. Hgppoer. (Opp. ed.
Kiikn,iii. 850), Hippocrates was re-
presented by many as his disciple.
Already even in Diog.ix. 42 ; Alian,
V. H. 1v. 20; Athenag. Suppl. c. 27
—-we can trace the beginning of
the legend which subsequently, in
the supposed letters of the two
men, was carried out into the
wildest extravagances: vide Mul-
tach, 74 sqq. Lastly, the various
statements as to the end of Demo-
critus—ap. Diog. ix. 43 ; Athen. ii.
46 o; Lmeian, Macrob. c. 18; M.
Aurel. iii. 3, &ec. {vide Mullach,
89 sqy.)—are also untrustworthy.
Even the more general assertion of
Lucretius, iii. 1037 sqq., that feel-
ing the weakness of old age. he
voluntarily put an end to his life,
is far from certain.

Surpassing all his predecessors
and contemporaries in wealth of
knowledge, and most of them in
acuteness and consecutiveness of
thought, Democritus, by the com-
bination of these excellences, be-
came the direct precursor of Aris-
totle, who frequently quotes and
makes use of him, and speaks of
him with unmistakeable approval.
(Authorities will be given later on.
Theophrastus and Eudemus like-
wise paid much attention to De-
mocritus, as Papencordt shows, 7.
e. p. 21.) His multifarious writ-

ings, Judging from the titles and
fragments that have come down to
us, must have embraced mathe-
matical, physical, ethical, gram-
matical and technical subjects.
Diogenes, i. 16, mentions him as
one of the most prolific of philo-
sophic anthors; and we have no
right to substitute for his name,
in this text, the name of Demetriug
(Phalereus), as Nietzsche, RA. Mus.
xxv. 220 sq., does; for the same
Diogenes, ix. 45 sqq., after Thra-
syllus, specifies no fewer than fif-
teen Tetralogies of Democritus’s
writings, among which physical
subjects oceupy the largest space.
Besides these,a number of spurious
writings are mentioned; and most
likely there are many such, even
among those reputed genuine (Suid.
Anudrp. only allows the authen-
ticity of two). At any rate, the
name of Thrasyllus is no more a
guarantes for, the contrary, in the
case of Democritus, than in that
of Plato. Cf. Burchard, Fragm. d.
Mor.d. Dem. 16 sq. Rose, De Arist.
lib. ord. 6 sq., believes that forgeries
of writings under the name of De-
mocritus began at a very early date,
and declares the whole of the ethi-
cal writings to be spurious. Lortz-
ing, I. ¢., more cautiously, decides
thattwo ethical treatises, n. edfuvuins
and fmobfjrau, are genuine, and the
source of most of our moral frag-
ments; the rest he either rejects
or mistrusts. The statements of
the ancients as to particular works
will be found in HeimsGth, p. 41
sq. ; Mullach, 93 sqq.; concerning
the catalogue of Diogenes, cf.
also Schleiermacher's Abkandlung
v. J. 1815 ; Werke, 3te. Abth. iii.
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there was also the non-Being or the Void. Being in:
fact on this theory is not merely one, but consists of
‘an infinite number of small invisible bodies which move
in the Void. On the combination and separation of
these bodies, are founded Becoming and Decay, change,,

and the reciprocal action of things.!

198 sqq. The fragments-of these
works (of which the greater num-
ber, many of them doubtful or
spurious, belong to the ethical
writings) are to be found ap. Mul-
lach. Cf. Burchard and Lortzing
in the works quoted ; B. Ten Brinci
in the Philol. vi. 577 sqq. ; viii. 414
sqq. On account of his elevated
and often poetical languzge, Demo-
critus is compared by Cicero, Orat.
20, 67; De Orat. i. 11, 49, with
Plato. He also, Divin. ii. 64, 133,
praises the clearness of his exposi-
tion; while Plut. Qu. Conv.v. 7, 6,
2, admires its lofty flight. Even
Timon, ap. Diog. ix. 40, speaks of
him with respect ; and Dionys. De

Compos. Verb. c. 24, places him be-

side Plato and Axistotle as a pat-
tern philosophical writer (cf. also
Papencordt, p. 19 sq.; Burchard,
Fragm. d. Moral. d. Dem. b sqq.).
His writings, which Sextus still
possessed, were no longer in exist-
ence when Simplicius wrote (vide
Papencordt, p. 22). The extracts
of Stobwus are certainly taken
from older collections.

¥ De Gen. et Corr. 1. 8 (supre, p.
133, 8), 605 8¢ pdhiora wal mwept
wdvtov &l Adyp Swpleas: Aedkim-
wos xal Aqudkpiros (this, however,
does not mean that Leucippus and
Democritus agree in every respect
with each other, but that they ex-
plained all phenomena in a strictly
scientific manner from the same
prineiples) dpxhr woumoduevor Kard,

Leucippus and.
Ptow fmep doriv. éviots yap ThY
apyolwy Eoke TO by & dwdyins &
evar kal dxivyror ete. (Vol. 1.
632, 2) ... Aebmwmos & Exew
@hly Adyovs of rwes wpds Thy al-
oOnaw Sporoyotueva Aéyovres odk
dvaipfoovay  ofire yéveow obTe
plopay ofite rivnay kal & wAfbos.
7@y SyTwy. Odpoloyhoas 8¢ TaiTa.
ey Tols powoudvois, Tois 8¢ T4 &
roTackevdovsiy, s obre by rivmow
odgay Hvev kevob T6 Te Kevdy
wy by, kal ToV Svros ovféy ph
v pnowr elvar: v yap rvplws b
waurAndés Sy AN elvar TO TolodTow
odx &y, GAN Hmwepe 1O wAGOos kal
dbparo Bit opupbryTa TdY Gykwy,
TobTe 8 & 7@ Kevd pépeabar (kevdy
yap elvar), kal cuvieTduera updv
Yéveaw woiely, Sralviueva 3¢ popdy.
wowely 8¢ kal mdoxew §i Toyydrovow
bmrdueva © TadTy yap oby v elvou.
Kol cuprifépeva 8¢ kal wepimaerdueva
yevvay éx 8¢ Tob ket dAhOeiow évds
o by yeréadbur wARbos, 0dd ek TRV
dAn0&s moANGY &y, GAXN’ elvar ToiT
&ddvaToy, AN &omwep ’EumedorAils
kol TGy GAAwY Twés Puot wdoxew
Ji mépwy, obrw wacar dAholwow
wol way TO wdoxew Tobrov ~yivesban
Tby Tpbmow, Bi1b 10D Kevod ywouévns
Tijs Siahboews kal Tijs phopis, Suotws.
3¢ ral Tis abffoews dmerosvomérwy-
orepedv. Instead of the words in:
spaced type, I formerly conjectured
wal To dyros Raoy 7O uN Hv Ppnow
elvar, Although we might appeal in
support of this reading to the pro-
bable sense, and to the passages
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Democritus therefore agree with Parmenides and Em-
pedocles, that neither Becoming mnor Decay, in the
strict sense of the words, is possible;! they also allow
(what indeed is the direct consequence of this),? that
many cannot arise from One, nor One from many ;3
and that things can-only be many if Being is divided
by means of the non-existent or the Void:* finally,
they assert that motion would be inconceivable® with-

quoted infra, p-217:1, fromAristotle
and Simplicius, yet the traditional
reading appears to me equally ad-
missible if we interpret the words
ral—eivar, ‘he allows that nothing
existent ecan be non-existent.” It
is still simpler to read (with Codex
E), in the immediately preceding
context, &s odk &y xiv. ods, &e., then
the apodosis beging with 76 e kevby,
and the explanation presents no
difficulty. Prantl, in his edition,
introduces woiel kevdv ph dv after
“xd Te kevdv pY bv,” which seems
to me too great a departure from
the MS., and also to have liftle
resemblance with the style of
Aristotle. Cf. Simpl. 1. ¢., who in
his account probably follows Theo-
phrastus. Philop.a % L p. 35 b
8q., gives us nothing new.

b Arist. Phys. iil. 4, 203 a, 33
Anudrpiros ¥ 00y Erepov éf érépou
ylyveabar T&v mpdrey ¢pnoly, Alex,
in Metaph. iv. 5, 1009 a, 26, p.
260, 24, Bon. of Democritus : #yed-
pevos 3¢ undéy vivesbour ek Tob ud
dvros. Diog. ix. 44: undév 7 éx
700 ui Bvros vylvealou kal eis TO ud)
by ¢belpecbar. Stob. Hel. i. 414:
Anubrpitos, &c., cvyrpioets utv ol
dwploers elodryovo, yevéoeis 8¢ kal
Phopis ob ruplws. ol ~yap kard TO
aodv 8 GAAodoews, kaTa BETd moody
&k suvabpoicpod TatTas ylyvesfar

2 Cf. Vol. 1. p..586, 2; 587, 2.

3 Vide p. 215, 1, and Arist.
De Celo, iii. 4, 303 a, 5: paci yip
(Aedk. kal Amidrp.) elvar T8 wpdTa
peyétn mAhfe v Emepa weyéfer 5
adialpera, kal obr’ & évds mwOAAL
viyvesbu o¥ite ék mOAAGY &y, GANG
T TobTwr cuuTAok] kal mepimAétes
wdvra yevvaobar, Metaph. vil. 13,
1039 a, 9: &dvaTov yip elval pnow
(Democritas) éx 8fo & 3) €k évds 8do
yevéofar: T ydp ueyébn T& BToua
Tas obolas wowel, Pseudo-Alex. in
k. I 495, 4 Bon.: 6 Anubrprros
neyey 11 &dlvaror éx dbo dTdpwy
ulay yevécbar (Smabels ~yop odris
twerifero) § éx wids 8o (aruhTovs
yop adras  EAeyey),  Similarly,
Simpl. De Cwlo, 271 a, 43 f, 133 1,
18 £ (Sckol. 511 u, 4, 488 a, 26).

4 Arist. Gen. et Corr. . c.;
Phys. 1.8, vide sup. Vol. L. p. 618, 1;
Phys. iv. 6, 213 a, 31 (against the
attempts made by Anaxagoras to
confute the theory of empty space):
oticovy TobTo Gt dercyivar, 8Ti T TL
S &hp, aAN B odk ¥omi SidoTnuc
Erepor TV cwudTwy, olTe XwpLoTOY
ofite évepyelg by, b BiahauBdver Tb
way cdua bor elvar pui) cvvex s, cabd-
wep Adyovor Aqudrpiros kol Aebrir-
Tos xal &repor mOAAOL TV GUELOAS-
yev. Compare what is quoted from
Parmenides, Vol. I.p. 586,1; 587, 2.

5 Arist. Gen. et Corr. 1. c.;
Phys. I. ¢. 218 b, 4: Adyovor & &
wér:(in the first place) b7 klvyory
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out the supposition of an empty space. DBut instead of
inferring from thenee, like the Eleaties, that multiplieity
and change are merely appearance, they draw this
opposite conclusion : as there are in truth many things
which arise and decay, change and move, and as all
this would be impossible without the suppesition of the
non-existent, a Being must likewise belong to the non-
existent. They oppose the main principle of Parme-
nides that ¢ Non-Being is not,” with the bold statement
that ¢ Being is in no respect more real than Non-Being,”"
that something (70 62v), as Democritus says, is in no-
wise more real than nothing.? Being is conceived by
them as by the Eleatics,? as the Plenum, Non-Being
as the Void.* This propositioh therefore asserts that

7 kard Téwov odbk by eln (alry ¥
éorl popd kal aBinois): ob yap B
dokely elva klvmow, el uh € rkevdp.
(* It appears that no mntion would
be possible;’ not as Grote, Plalo i.
70, understands it : ‘motion could
not seem to be present.’) Demo-
critus’s argument for this proposi-
tion will immediately be examined ;
and the relation of the Atomistic
theories of the Void to those of
Melissus later on.

v Arist. Metaph. i. 4,985 b, 4:
Aebrimmos 3¢ wal 6 értaipas abToD
AnudrpiTos oTotxeta udy TO wATjpes
kol T kevdy elval gaot, Aéyovres Td
uew ov, 7O 3¢ u v, TodTwy 8E T
uév TATipes Kol oTepedy TO Dy, TO B
kevdy ye kal pavdy 10 uh dv (id kai
" obBéy parioy Td by Tob uYy dvros
elval ¢acr §7i 0¥t T& kevdv TOD
aduaros), [Schwegler in 4. I sug-
gests ToU kevol TO odua, O TQ
oduara, which perhaps is better]
altia 8¢ T&y Byrwy Tavra &s DA,

Simpl. Phys. 7 a (no doubt after

B¢ Tévavrio dpxos moolow . .

Theophrast.) : 7w yop 7@y drdpwy
obglay vaoryy kol TANPY tworifine-
vos by Eneyer elvar kal év 16 wevi'
pépeaar, dmep uh by ekdrer ral ovic
Enatroy ToD Uvros elvar ol
Leucippus is the subject of the
sentence,

2 Plut. Adv. Col. 4, 2, p. 1109 :
(Anudrpiros) BiopifeTar ph) pdAAow
7d d&v N 7o pmdéy elvar- By pév
dvopd(or Td odue undly 3¢ T
kevby, &s kal TolTov ¢low Tud Kkal
imdoTagw idlar Exovres. The word
dtv, which subsequently became
obsolete (as the German Ichts is

‘now), 1s also found in Alcaus, Fr.

76, Bergk. In Galen’s account,
De Elem. See, Hipp. 1. 2, t. 1. 418
Kithn, it is supposed, with some
probability, that & should be re-~
placed by 3év,

3 Supra, Vol. 1. 588 sq.

* Sup.notes 1 and 2 and p. 215,
1; Arist. Phys. i. 5 init.: wdvres
. kod
Anpdrperos T0 aTepedy Kol kevdy, Gy
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218 THE ATOMISTIC PHILOSOPHY.

all things cousist of the matter which fills space, and
empty space itself.! These two cannot, however, be
merely side by side, if phenomena are to be explained
by reference to them; they are necessarily in one
another, so that the Plenum is divided by the Vacuum,
and Being by non-Being, and through the changing
relation of their parts, the multiplicity and change of
things is made possible.? That this division cannot go
on to infinity, and that consequently indivisible atorns
must be supposed to be the ultimate constituents of
all things, Democritus proved with the observation

> udr &s by, 0 8 bs odr Dy elval
onow. Metaph.iv.5,1009 a,26: xal
*Avakarybpas peutxbar wav v wovri
oo kol AnudkpiTos © kal yap obTos
Td xevby Kal TO wARpes Suolws wafl
SrioDw dmdpxew uépos, kalror vd pév
dv TobTov elvar TO 8¢ ud dv, not to
mention later writers. According
to Theophrastus (sup. p. 217, 1),
Leucippus used the word racriv
(=oTepebr) for the Void. Simpl.
De Celo, 133 a, 8, Schol. 488 a, 18,
asserts this still more distinctly of
Democritns :. Aqudkp. wyeitar Thy
Ty &idlwy plow elvar pikpds obolas,
wAfifos &welpovs, TavTars 8¢ TimOV
Aoy dmoTiOnow Emeipoy TG ueyébe,
wpocaryopebe 8¢ Tdy pev Téwor Tolade
T0ls dvduact, TG Te kevP rai TG obdert
kol T@ amelpy, T@ 8¢ obaidy Exdo rny
76 T$d¢ kol TG vasTd kol T vri
Ihid. 271 a, 43; Schol. 514 a, 4,
and inf. p. 220, 3 ; Alex. ad Metaph.
985 b, 4, p. 27, 3 Bon.: wAjpes 8¢
Deyor TO ahpa T TEY ATdpwy Bid
vagTbérnTd Te rtal duikiay ToU Kevod.
According to Theod. Cur. Gr. Aff.
iv. 9, p. 57, Democritus used vaord
to express the atoms, Metrodorus
a3walpera, Eplcurus #ropa; we
shall find, however, infra, p. 219,

3, that droua is used likewise by
Demneritus. Stobeeus, Zel.i. 306:
Aubrp. T8 vaoTd kal keyd; similarly
i 348. Cf. Mullach, p. 142.

' According to Arist. Phys. iv.
6, 213 b, the arguments of Demo-
critus in favour. of empty space
were as follows: (1) Movement
can take place only in the Void ; for
the Full cannot admit anything else
into itself (this is further supported
by the observation that if two
bodies could be in the same space,
innumerable bodies would neces-
sarily be there, and the smallest
body would be able to include the
greatest); (2) Rarefaction and
condensation can only be explained
by empty space (cf. c. 9 init.); (3)
The only explanation of growth is
that nourishment penetrates into
the empty spaces of the body; (4)
Lastly, Democritus thought he had
observed that a vessel filled with

‘ashes holds as much water as when

it is empty, so that the ashes must
disappear into the empty inter-
spaces of the water.

2 Cf. Arist. Metaph. iv. 5 (sup.
217, 4); Phys.iv. 6; Themist. Phys.
40 b, p. 284 Sp.
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already supplied to him by Zeno,' that an absolute
division would leave no magnitude remaining, and
therefore nothing at all.?2 Irrespectively of this, how-
ever, the hypothesis was required by the coneept of
Being which the Atomists had borrowed from the
Eleatics; for, according to this eoncept, Being can
only be defined as indivisible unity. Leucippus and
Demoeritus accordingly suppose the corporeal to be
composed of parts incapable of further division; all

consists, they say, of Atoms and the Void.3
All the properties which the Eleatics ascribed to

Being are then transferred to the Atoms.

v Supra, Vol. 1. p. 614 sq.

2 Amst. Phys. 1. 8 (cf. Vol. L.
618, 1); Gen. et Corr. i. 2, 316 a,
13 sqq.; where the fandamental
thought of the argument given
in the text undoubtedly belongs to
Democritus, even if the dialectical
development of it may partly ori-
ginate with Aristotle. In the
previous context Aristotle says,
and this deserves to be quoted
in proof of his respect for Demo-
eritus, that the Atomistic doctrine
of Democritus and Leucippus has
much more in it¢ favour than that
of the Timaeus of Plato: afriov 8¢
Tob ér’ EAarTov Stvacler To GuoAo-
yobueva guvopiy (sc. Tov MAdTwra)
7 dwepla. 810 Goor dvpnficact udA Aor
év Tols Quouols wAAAer dlvavrar
dmorifedbar TowdTas Gpxks af éml
wold dlvavTar guvelpew: of 3’ éx TRV
TOAABY Abywy &fedpnTor TEY Hrap.
xdvrawy Byres, wpbs oAlye PAébavres
amopaivorTar pGov. 1501 8’ dw Tis kal &k
TolTwy, a0y Siapépovey of puoikds
kal Noyir@®s GromolyTes' wepl Yop TOU
Hroua elvar peyédn of péy pagw 8ri1d
adTorplywvoy woAAS EoTar, Anubrpt-
Tos & b gaveln olkelows wol puaikols

They are

Adyois wemeiofa:.  Philop., Gen. ef
Corr. 7 a, 8 b, seems to have no
other authority than Aristotle.

¢ Demoer. Fr. Phys. 1{ap. Sext.
Math. vii. 185; Pyrrh. i. 218 sq.;
Flut. Adv. Col. 8, 2; Galen, De
Elem. See. Hipp.i. 2; 1. 417 K):
véue yAved rzal (kal should no doubt
be omitted) »dpyp mwpdy, véuew
Sepuby, vduw Yuxpdy. véue xporh)
ére 8¢ Broua kal kevdy, fmep voul-
Cerar piyv elvar kol Soid{erawr T&
alofnTd, obk EoTi 8¢ KkaTd AAHBetay
TadTa, GAAG T4 Hropa mévev Kad

wevdy. Further references are un-
necessary. That the term &droua

ox dropor (odola) was used by De-
mocritus, and even by Leucippus,
is clear from this fragment, and
also from Simpl. Phys. 7 a, 8 a;
Cic. Fin. 3. 6, 17; Plut. 4dv. Col.
8, 4 sq. (vide p. 220, 4). Else-
where they are also called 1déa: or
oxfpare (vide inf. 220, 4), in oppo-
sition to the Void, vaerd (p. 223, 3),
and as the primitive substances,
according to Simp. Phys. 310 a,
apparently also ¢dous; the latter,
however, seems to be a miscon~
ception,

www.holybooks.com



220 THE ATOMISTIC PHILOSOPHY.

underived and imperishable, for the primitive con-
stituents of all things cannot have arisen from anything
else, and nothing can resolve itself into nothing.! They
are completely filled, and contain no empty space;?
and are consequently indivisible; for division and
plurality are only possible where Being or the Plenum
is divided by Non-Being or the Vacuum; in a body
which has absolutely no empty space, nothing can pene-
trate by which its parts can be divided.® For the same
reason in their internal constitution and nature they
are subject to no change, for Being as such is unchange-
able ; that which contains no kind of Non-Being must
theretore remain always the same. Where there are no
parts, and no empty interspaces, no displacement of
parts can occur; that which allows nothing to penetrate

into it can be effected by no external influence and

experience no change of substance.t

¥ Vide p. 216, 1; Plut. Plac.i. 3,
28. To prove that all things are
not derived, Democritus appeals to
the fact that time is without begin-
ning, Arist. Phys. viii. 1, 251 b, 15.

2 Arist. Gen. et Corr. i. 8 (sup.
p- 2156, 1): 7d yap kvpiws dy waurin-
f&s v. Philop. in k. 1. 36 a: the
indivisibility of the atoms was thus
proved by Leucippus: ékacroy Tiy
Brrwy o wvplws Byt &y 8% 76 Uyt
o00déy éoTiv ol Dy, GoTe 0ddE Kevéy.
£l 8¢ 008y wevdy év abrols, Tiv 8¢
Biaipeoy Bvev kevod &BbvaTov yeré-
o, &d0vaTey bpa abrd Suupebiver,

8 Arist. Metaph. vii. 13; De
Celo, iil. 4; sup. p. 216,3; Gen.
et Corr. 1. 8, 325 b, 5: oxeddv 8¢
Kol 'EuredorAel Gvaykaior Aéyew
bomwep ral Aebrirmds ¢now elvas
e BTTa oTeped, dialpera 3, el uh
FayTy Bopos ouvexels eioiw. Philop. ;

The Atoms are

vide previous note. His statement,
however, is not to be regarded as
independent historical evidence, but
merely as his own emendation of
that of Aristotle (vide Vol. I. p.
632,2). Simpl. De Clo,109 b, 43;
Schol. in Arist. 184 a, 24 &neyor
vap ovrur (Leucipp. and Demoerit.)
amelpovs elvar 76 wAROeL Tds Gpxas,
&s kal &Tdépovs kol &diapéTous évdui-
Cow kal &mwafels 310 TO vasTos elvoal
Kkal guolpovs 700 xevod. Cle. Fin. 1.
6,17 : corpora individua propter soli-
ditatem,cf. p. 216,45 217,1. Asindi-
visible magnitude unbroken by no
interspace, every atom is & fuvexds,
as the Being of the Eleatics, the
indivisibility of which Parmenides
had also proved from its absolute
homogeneousness, vide Vol. I. 585,
1; 585, 2.

4 Vide sup. p. 215, 1; 216, 3;
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lastly, according to their substance, absolutely simple

and homogeneous;*

for, in the first place, on this

condition only, as Democritus believes, could they work
upon each other;* and secondly, as Parmenides had

Arist. De Celo, iil. 7 (sup. p. 125,
1; Gen. et Corr. 1. 8, 325 a, 36:
aua‘y.‘cawz/ amabdés Te Exarr'rou )\e'yew
Twl/ aﬁtmpe'rwll OU 'yap OIOV TE 7'ra—
oxew AN %) 8i& Tob kevod. Plut.
Adv. Col. 8, 4: 7l 'yap Aéyer Anud-
kpiros; obolas &mwelpovs 70 wAGfos
&rd‘uaus Te gal &biagpdpovs ¥ &
&wolovs kal &mrabels év 7§ kevy
¢pépecbor  Bdicomapuévas: 8rav 8&
TeAdowot &)\)\ﬁAms, # ovuméowoy
A wepimAakdot, gatvesfar TV &b-
poiloudvwr 70 piv Y8wp, Td 8¢ wip,
q'b 3¢ 4>u7b1/ 70 3’ Gwbpwmov elvar B¢
wdvra Tds drduovs idéas (al. iBiws)
' adrod keovuévas, Erepov Be
‘undév ér utv yap Tod uh drros obr
elvar yéverw, éx 8¢ Tov dyTwy undiy
by yevéobos T¢ uhTe whoxew phTe
weraBdArew Tés &rduous Hmd aTeppl-
Tyros, E0ev oliTe xpdav & axpdoTwy,
otire ¢pvow ¥ Yuxhy & Gmolwv kal
[&yixwv] dwdpxew (and, therefore,
since they are colourless, no colour
can arise from them, and since they
are without properties and without
life, no ¢dots or soul; so far, that
is, as we haverespect to the essence
of things, and not merely to the
phenomenon). Galen. De Elern. Sec.
Hipp. 1. 2, t. 1. 418 sq. K a‘rra@n
& vrroTzeeV'rat T8 chpare lva 'ra
TPBTA . 0bd dArowbobar katd
T Eum,u.em Tabras 8% Tds GAAoid-
ces, bs Gravres b'wﬂpanrm TEMOTED-
kaow elvar . . . ofov obre fepualve-
aglal i pac exelvwy oVire zpvxeaem
X2 ’sup p. 220, 1) whr’ EANqy

Ty SAws émdéxegfu moidThTa
kot undeplay weraBoAfy. Diog.
ix. 44 : € &répwr . . dmep

a ~ \
elvar amabi) kal dvarrolwTa Bt THy

oreppoTyTa.
note.

! Arist. Phys. iii. 4; Philop. u.
Simpl. in A. I cf. infra, p. 224, 2
Avist. De Cewlo, 1.7, 276, 29: €
8¢ uh owvexds 7O wav, AN Somep
Aéyer Anudrpiros kal Aebrirmos
Siwpicuéva ¢ kevd, ulav dvoryraior
elvay mdvTwy Ty kbymow., BidpoTa
Wév yap Tols oxhpaTw Thy 8¢ ¢plow
elval paow adrév plav, Sorep v el
Xpuods Exacrov by kexwpiopévor.
Aristotle consequently calls the
Atoms (Phys. i. 2. 184 b, 21): 7b
vévos &y, oxfpat 8¢ B elbet diage-
podeas % kal évarrlus. Simpl. in
hol. 10 a, 1: bduoyevels xal éx Tis
avriis obolas. 1d. ihid. 85 b, m:
7Y €los adrdv Kal THhy obelay & kol
dprouévor. Id. De Czlo, 111 a, 5;
Schol. in Arist. 484 a, 84 : &rduovs
uolas Thy ¢piow (éuotopuels Karst.).

2 Arist. Gen. et Corr. i / 323
b, 10: Anudrpiros B¢ wepd Tods
aAAovs Blws Erete pdvos (on the
mowly and wdoxew). ¢nol yap T
abrd kol Guotoy elvar 76 Te mwoloby
Kal rdcrxou' o vyap e”yxwpe?v O
érepa Kal Swzq)epwra 7ra,a'Xew om’
aA)\'f]AwV, GANG Kby & E’repa Svra wou)
Ti €ls éi)\/\n)\a, oux 7 ETepa, AN 9
Tabrdy Tt uwapxel Tabry TobTO
ocvuBalvey abrols. Theophr. De
Sensu, 49 : &ddvarov 8é ¢not [An,u.o-
Kp] Td [l 'raJ Ul TadTd ruaxsw,
AN mu E'T'Epa dvramowty oty e7epa
(L m)X 7 ér. ], AN 3) (L %) rabrdr
T¢ wdoxe Tors buolos, That De-
moeritus applied this principle in
the manner mentioned above is not
stated expressly, but is in itself
probable. Wefound the same with

Simpl. ; vide previous

ok
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already shown,! this dissimilarity of one from another is
a consequence of Non-Being; where pure Being with-
out Non-Being is, there only one and the same consti-
tution of this Being is possible. Our senses alone show
us things qualitatively defined and distinct; to the
primitive bodies themselves, the atoms, we must not
ascribe any of these particular qualities, but merely
that without which an existence, or a body, would not
be thinkable.? In other words, Being is only the sub-
stance that fills space, matter as such, not matter de-
fined in any particular manner; for all definition is
exclusion, each determinate substance is not that which
others are: it is, therefore, not merely a Being but a
Non-Being. The Atomistic doctrine of Being in all these
respects differs only from the Eleatic in transferring to
the many particular substances that which Parmenides
had said of the one universal substance or the universe.

But the homogeneousness and unchangeableness
of the atoms must not be carried so far as to render
the multiplicity and change of derived things impos-
sible. If, therefore, our philosophers can admit no
qualitative differences among the atoms, they must all
the more insist that quantitatively, in regard to their
form, their magnitude, and their reciprocal relations

Diogenes (Vol. I. 286, 2); and as terial alone as a real 8id b undér

Diogenes (according to Vol. I. 800,
2) borrowed from Leucippus, it is
certainly possible that this weighty
observation may have originally
belonged to Leucippus.

! Vide Vol. I p. 886, 1; cf.
supra, 216, 4.

2 Cf. p. 219, 8; Sext. Mazh. viii.
6. Democritus regards the imma-

fmorelobur pdoer alobyrdy, Tér Ta
ndvra Guykpwovedy dtduwy wdons
aloByriis worbryros Epnuov Exovodv
¢voiy. Plutarch and Galen, L c.,
with less exactitude, calls the
atoms &wrora. Further details will
presently be given as to the quali-
ties predicated or denied in regard
to them.

www.holybooks.com



THE ATOMS: THEIR FORM AND SIZE 223

in space, these atoms must be conceived as infinitely
various. Democritus therefore declared that the atoms
are distinguished from each other in regard to their
shape, their order and their position:! differences of
.size and weight are likewise mentioned. The main
distinction is that of shape, which, on that account, is
often brought forward alone? and from which the
atoms themselves are named forms.®> The Atomistic
philosophy goes on to maintain that not only the atoms
but the differences of shape among the atoms must be
infinite in number, partly because there is no reason
why one shape should belong to them more than
another ; and partly because only on this supposition

¥ Arist. Metaph. i. 4, after the
Words quoted, » 217, 1: fcaeoi-/rep of
GV ﬂOlOUV’TGS ’T'f]l/ UWOKELFEV?’]V UUO—LGV
T4AAa Tols wdfeoty auq-ns 'yewwm

. 1OV abrdy Tpo1rou kal obToL TOS
Buxq)opas aitias TGy EAAwy elval po-
ow. Ta,zﬂ'ras,u.éyfot'rpefs elvau Aéyovai,
a‘xn,u.a Te kal TDLELV kal 8éay. Buagpé-
pew ydp ¢oao'L 7o by pua’,ucp Kal BLaQL'yn
kal Tpomwq] ,u.dx/m/ TobTwy 3¢ 6 uty
pvo‘,u.bs oxiud sa"rn/, 5 O& 6ta0L'y71
’raﬁu, 7 8¢ ’rpo7r71 Oéats ELazpepst yap
b uév A Tod N oxfuari, Td 8¢ AN
700 NA rdfer, 70 8¢ Z 70D N féoey.
The same is stated more briefly,
ibid. viii. 2, init. The same differ-
ences among the atoms are men-
tioned by Arist. Phys. i. 5, init.;
Gen. et Corr. 1. 1,-314 a, 21 ¢, 2
315 b, 38 ¢, 9, 327 a, 18. These
statements are then repeated by his
commentators: Alex. Metaph. 538
b, 15 Bekk. 27, 7 Bon.; Simpl
Phys. 7 a, 8 a, 68 b(Sckol 488 a,
18; Phﬂop De 4n. B, 14 ; Phys. C,
14; Gen. et Corr.3 b, 7a. ‘Puoubds,
characterised by Philop. and Suid.
as an expression peculiar to Abdera,

is only another pronunciation of
pubuds. Diog. ix. 47 speaks of
writings m. 7&v SiagepbrTar puoudy
and 7. quedippuopidr,

? For example, by Aristotle,
Phys. i. 2; De Cwlo, 1. 7 (vide p.
221, 1); Gen. et Corr.i. 8, 8256 b,
17 1 7ols uéy ydp oTw &dimipeTa T4
Tpdra TV cwudTwy, exhuaT: dlupé-
povTo, udvor, and afterwards, 326 a,
14: GANG piy Bromoy kal el unbiv
Imdpxet GAN %) pdvoy a‘xﬁ,u.a.

8 Plut. Adw. Col. (. c.; Arist.
P}st i1, 4,203 a, 21 : (An/.wlcpz'rus)
El{ 77]5‘ TQVUTEP/LLQS TGOV O‘X?’]/La-’rwl/
(mrapa wolel 76 aToixela); Gen. et
Corr. 1. 2, see following note, and
inf. p. 229, 4; De An.i.2; cfp
226,n.; De Respw e 4,472 a,4 15;
Sm*pl Pﬁys 7 a, vide p. 224, 1.
Democritns had himself composed
a work wepl idedv (Sext. Math. vii.
1387), which, no doubt, treated of the
form of the atom, or of the atoms
generally. Hesychius says i6éa, no
doubt after Democritus, and that it
meant also 7o érdxioror eduo, cf.
Mullach, 135. .
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ean it be explained that things are so infinitely diverse,
are subject to so many changes and appear so differently

to different people.!

Further, the atoms are distin-

guished from each other as to size,2 but it is not clear

1 Arist. Gen. et Corr.i. 2, 815
b, 9: émel B Jovro TaAnlEs év T
dalvesdar, évavria 8¢ ral dwepa To
daduera, To oxApaTa Grepa éxoln-
cav, Hare Tais peraforals ToU ouy-
wewévoutd abtd dvavrior doxely AN
sl BN kal peTanyelofor puepod éu-
wryvupévou kal Srws ETepoy palveatar
Evbs peraxwnfévros éx TV abTdy
yap Tpaywdia ral rwuedle vyiverar
ypupudrov. Ibid. e, 1, 314 a, 21 :
Anpdrpiros 8¢ kal Aedximmwos <k
coudrey &diapérwr TEAAR oUyiel-
abal oo, TabTa § dwepo xal TO
wAHos elva kal Tds popgis, abTd 8
7pds adrd Sadépew (here TAAAR is
again the subject) Tobrets & G elow
(the atoms of which they consist)
kal 8érer kal Tdter Tebrwy. Ibid.
e, 8,325b, 27 : (Aeduiamos) dmelpors
dplafar oxhusot TRy &diupérwy
oTepedv éxacrov. De Celo, iii. 4,
303 a. 5, p. 216, 3; ¢bid. line 10 : xal
wpds Tobrois émel Bragpéper & odpa-
7o o xhuaoty (this is repeated at line
30), drewpa B¢ T& oxhuaTe, Gmepa
kol T& GUAR odpard ¢acwy elvar
De An. i. 2, 404 a, 1. The infinite
number of the atoms is very often
mentioned, e.g. Arist. Phys. iii. 4,
203 a, 19; Gen. et Corr.1i. 8, 325
a, 30; Simpl. Phys. 7 a; Plut.
Adv. Col. 8, 4; Diog. ix. 44 (who,
however, clumsily adds that the
atoms are also unlimited in size),
Concerning their innumerable and
manifold forms, crarknre, &yxioTpd-
37, kotha, rvpra, &e., cf. Theophr.
De Sensu, 65 sq.; 1d. Metaph.
(Fr. 34) 12, where he censures De-
mocritus for the irregularity of the
forms of his atoms; Cie. N, D. 1.

24, 66; Alexander, ap. Philop.
Gen. et Corr. 3 b; Plut. Plac. i. 3,
30 (the two last also remark the
divergence of Epicurus on this
point); ef. Part 1. a, 375, second
edition ; Themist. Phys. 32 a (222
sp.) ; Philop. De 4n. B, 14; Simpl.
Phys. 7 a, who gives as a reason
for this definition, appealing to the
utterances of the Atomists them-
selves: T@dv év Tals dréuois oxnud-
Ty Gmeipoy 7O TAGHEs pact did TO
Emd%r wiEAdoy Towdror A Totobroy
elvas (ef. Plut. Col. 4, 1: according
to Colotes, Demoeritus maintained :
T8Oy Tpaypdrwr ExacTov ob uaA\oy
Totoy % Toloy elvar), and previously,
with Aristotle : r@r oxnudrwy &ka-
orov els érépay éxxoouobuevoy oiy-
xpioy ANy woiely didfeqy ¢ BoTe
eDAbyws Gmelpwy ododv TEv dpxidv
wdvra To wdOn Kol Tas odolas dwodd-
oew émnyyéArovTo O oD Te yiveTar
kal wds. 8b kal ¢act pdvois Tols
dmepa wooBaL T8 oToLxelw wdvra
quuBalvety kard Adyor. Id. De Celo,
183 a, 24, 271 a, 438 (Schol. 488 a,
32, 514 a, 4); cf. infra, p. 282sq.;
245, 1.

2 Arist. Phys. ili. 4, 203 a, 33 :
Anudrpiros 8 ovdéy Erepow & Erépov
ylyveoBar Ty mpdTwy ¢naiv: GAN
Buws ve adTd TO KOWdY CAMA TAYTWY
éorly dpxh, ueyéber koard udpia ral
oxhuart Buapépor, which is repeated
by Philoponus, Simplicius, i 4. 1.,
and others (Schol. in Arist. 362 b,
22 sq.}; Simpl. De Cwlo, 110 a, 1;
183 a, 13 (ibid. 484 a, 27; 488 a,
22); Gen. et Corr. 1. 8 (inf. p. 227,
1). Theophr. De Sensu, 60 : Anudrp:i-
Tos . . . TQ udv Tois ueyéfeot, T4 8¢
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how this distinction is related to the distinction of form.!
For as the atoms are indivisible only because there is
no vacuum in them, they are not mathematical points,
but bodies of a certain magnitude,? and in this respect

they may be as different as they are in form.

Demo-

critus, however, supposed that all atoms are too small
to be perceived by our senses ;* this he was compelled to

~ oxhuaow, i déTdie kal féoe
+ e, Ibid. 61, vide infra 226,
.. Plut. Plac. 1. 3, 29; 4, 1.

! On the one hand, as has just
been shown, the form only is usually
mentioned as that by which the
atoms are distinguished from one
another, and so we might suppose
that a certain size was connected
with each form (thus Philop. De
An. c. 6, conjectures that Demo-
critus regarded the spherical atoms
as the smallest; because, among
bodies of equal mass, those that
are spherical have the smallest ex-
tent). On the other hand, among
the atoms of like form, greater
and smaller are distinguished, as
we shall presently find, in respect
to the round atoms ; and conversely
atoms of various forms are, on
account of their agreement. in size,
included i one element. Arist.
De Cwlo, 1ii. 4, 303 a, 12 (after the
quotation on p. 224, 1) : wolor 3¢ kai
7! &xdoTov T axiiue TOY gToIXelwy
000y emidubpiony, GANE udvoy TG
mupl THry o¢aipay dmédwkay * bépa
3¢ kol PBwp xal TEAAG peyéfer kal
wikpdrnTe diethov, bs oloay adrdv
Ty ¢pvow eloy wavomepulay mavTwy
Tov oroixelwy; for they suppose
that in them atoms of the most
various forms are mingled.

2 Galen (De Elem. sec. Hipp. i.
2 T. 1. 418 X)) says that Epicurus
regarded the atoms as &6pavora

VOL. IL.

dwd  oxAnpdraros, Leucippus as
&daupera wd opkpdryros. Sim-
plicius, Phys. 216 a, says that
Leucippus and Democritus con-
sidered that the indivisibility of
primitive bodies arose not merely
from their éndfeic, but also from
the cuirpdy xal duepés ; Epicurus, on
the contrary, did not hold them to
be dueph, but &roua dix THy amd-
ferav. Similarly, in De Celo, 271
b, 1, Schol. 514 a, 14, they are
spoken of as & omwkpéryTa Kal
vagTérnra dropor. This is a mis-
take (perhaps of the Epicureans);
Aristotle’s polemic against the
atoms is directed against the ma-
thematical atom as well (De Celo,
iii. 4, 308 a, 20), but Democritus
and Leucippus, as Simpl. Phys. 18
a, acknowledges, supposed, not
that the atoms were mathematically
indivisible, but, like Epicurus, that
they were physically indivisible.

3 Sext. Mark. vil. 189: Aéyer
O kard Aétw “ryvduns 8t Sbo eloly
Béar, 7 pev ywmely o 3¢ oxorin-
kal okoTins py Tdde Furavra, s,
aroh, Odud, yevots, Yavois: 7 &
yvnoly  Gwoxexpvupévn [dmoxerpr-
wévm] 8¢ (?) Tabrys”  elra wporpl-
vov Ths oxorins 7y yrnoiny émpépe
Aywy* “fray 9 ororin pnxére
dtvyrar e bpfiv én’ EnaTrov (see
what is still smaller), ufite aroderr,
ufTe ddudcou, uhire yebeabar, ufiTe
év 7 Yaboer alobdvesfar, GAA’ éml

Q %
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assume because every substance perceptible to sense is
divisible, changeable, and of determinate quality. But
magnitude directly involves weight, for weight belongs
to every body as such, and as all matter is homogeneous,
it must equally belong to all bodies; so that all bodies
of the same mass are of the same weight: the propor-
tion of weight of particular bodies is therefore exclu-
sively conditioned by the proportion of their masses,
and corresponds entirely with this, and when a larger
body appears to be lighter than a smaller one, this is
only because it contains in it more empty space, and
therefore its mass is really less than that of the other.!

AemTdrepov,” there (the meaning
must be) true knowledge enters:
Arist. Gen. et Corr. 1. 8 (sup. p.
215, 1); Simpl. De Calo, 133 a, 13
(Schol. 488 a, 22), &e. The atoms
there are rightly called, in Plut.
. Plac. i. 3, 28, Stob, Eel. i. 796,
Abyew Bewpnrd, though the expres-
sion may originally belong to Epi-
eurus; and Aristotle, Gen. et Corr.
i. 8, 326 a, 24, censures the Ato-
mistic doetrine thus: #rowor kal 70
piepl iy dlalpera elyar peydia 5&
wh.  When Dionysius ap. Eus. Pr.
Bw. xiv. 23, 3, says that Epicurus
believed all atoms to be absolutely
small and imperceptible to sense ;
whereas Democritus supposed some
to be large; and Stob. Fcl. i. 348,
asserts that Democritus thought it
possible that an atom may be as
large as a world—this is certainly
erroneous. It would be more
reasonable to infer from Arist. De
An. 1. 2, 404 a, 1, that the atoms
were under certain circumstances
visible. Aristotle here says of
Democritus: amelpwv yap Jvrwy
axnudrev kal &réuwy T8 gpaipoetdi

wip wal Yuxhy Aéyer, ofov &y 7§ dép
T8 Kahobueva Ebouara, & daivera
év Tals 8i T@v Gupidwy Grtiow, and
these words are too explicit to
justify Philoponus (De An. B 14
Gen. et Corr. 9 b) in citing the
motes of the sunbeam as an ex-
ample of bodies which usually
escape our senses. But if Demo-
critus, in connection with a Pytha-
gorean theory {sup. Vol. L. p. 476,
2), supposed that these motes con-
sisted of similar atoms to the soul,
he might still consider them as
aggregations of those atoms, the
particular constituents of whick
we cannot distinguish.

! These propositions, so impor-
tant in regard to the subsequent
theory of Nature, are an immediate
consequence of the qualitative
homogeneousness of all matter.
The Atomists were aware of these
consequences, as Aristotle shows
(De Celo, iv. 2, 808 b, 35): ra 8&
wpdTa, kal AToua Tois mév émimeda
Aéyovow E& Gy oguvéeTnre T4 Bdpos
Exorra Tédy cwudTov (Plato) drowoy
Ty Pdvar, Tols 8¢ oTepea udAAor
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Thus the Atoms must have weight, and the same speci-
fic weight; but at the same time they must differ in

weight quite as much as in magnitude.!

This doetrine

is of great importance for the Atomistic system : texts
which maintain the contrary? are to be considered

udéyerar Aéyerw 7O peifov elvar
BapiTepoy-adrdy: (Democritus does
not say this, vide following note) :
TGy 8¢ qubétwy, éradimep ob Pai-
verar TovToy Exew ExagToy TOY
Tpémwov, &ANG ToAAL BaplTepa dpd-
ey éxdrTw TO¥ dyrov BvTa, kabdmep
épiov  xoAkby, Erepov Td alTiov
olovral Te kal Aéyovow Eviot (Ato-
mists, no doubt Democritus) 7d
Yap kevdy éumwepilauBavdpevor kou-
pilew T4 chduard Pact kal motely
ot 87e 7o pelw kovpdrepa, mAeToy
" ydp Exew kevdy. Bid TodTO Yip Kal
Tov Uyrov elvar peiCw ocuyreipeva
woAAdiis éf Yowy oTepedy 7 kKal

rarTévwy. Brws 8¢ kal mavrds
alTiov  elvar  T0D rovporépov T

wAetor épumdpyew Kevby Bedy
yip TodTo KAl TO wip e€lval ¢act
kovodTaToy, §Ti wASToTOY EXEL KeViY.
Theophr. De Sensu, 61: Baph uév
oby kal rolpor T@ peyéler diarpel
Anudrpiros, € ~yap Sarpifely v
&kaoroy (the individual atoms), e
kal kard oxiua dapépor (so that
they cannot therefore be measured
by one another), oraBuds &y énxl
weyéber mhy kplow [so I read with
Preller, H:. Phil. Gr.~rom. § 84 for
dlow] Exerv. ob phy &AN & ye Tols
HikTOls KoupdTepoy by elvar 7O wAéoy
Exov Kevdy, Baprepov 3¢ T4 ¥rat-
Tov. @&y &vlois piy obrws elpyrev:
év #AAois B¢ kobpor elval ¢mow
awAds 70 Aemrdv. The words el
vép diakpif. —orafudy are parily
based on my own conjecture, and
partly on Mullach, p. 214, 346 sq.
Various conjectural readings have
been suggested to complete the

text, by Schneider and Wimmer in
their editions; Burchard, Democr.
Phil. de Sens. 15 ; Philippson, YAz
avbpwmivy, 135; Papencordt, déom.
Dactr. 53 ; and Preller, . ¢. The
text itself stands thus: el ~dp
Sianpiff Evbev EracToy, el Kol kaTd
oxfua Bapépor, dapéper oTabude,
eic. Cf. also Simpl. De Cwlo, 302
b, 85 (Schol. 516 b, 1); Alex. ap.
Simpl. bid. 306 b, 28 sq. (Schol.
517 a. 3).

! Vide previous note and Arist.
Gen. et Corr.i. 8, 526 a, 9 : ralro:
Baptrepdy ye katd Thy dmwepoxhr
onow elvau Anudrpiros ExacToy TEn
adiaupérwv. Simpl. De Celo, 264
b. 27; Schol. in Arist. 510 b, 30 ;
vide infra. Further details, p. 241.

2 8o Plut. Plac. i. 3, 29. Epi-
curns ascribed form, magnitude,
and weight to the atoms: Anué-
kpiros pev ydp Eneye Blo, uéyebds
Te kal oxfua & & *Emirovpos Tod-
Tois kal TpiTov, Td Pdpos, éwébn-
key, Stob. i. 348 (cf. p. 225, 8):
Anpdrp. T84 WpBTE ¢Pnot chuata,
radra 8 v T8 vaoTd, Bdpos uév ovk
Exew, kvelofar 8¢ kat’ BAANAoTUT OV
v 7§ ametpp. Cic. De Fato, 20,
46.  Epicurus represented the
atoms as moved by their weight,
Democritus by impact. Alex. on
Metaph. i. 4, 885 b, 4: odd¢ ~ip
wé0ev # Bapirys év Tals &-duois
Aéyovor To ydp Gueph) T émwood-
neva Tals &rduots wkal wépn dvra
abTdv aBaph pacw elvue,  Alexan=
der here appeals to the third book
of Aristotle. =. odpavel ; but seems
to refer what is said in the first

..oe2
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228 THE ATOMISTIC PHILOSOPHY.

erroneous. Concerning the differences of the atoms as
to place and order, Democritus seems to have given no
farther or more general definitions ; at any rate, tradition
has preserved nothing beyond what we have already
quoted.!

The Void was conceived by the Atomists as un-
limited; this was required, not only by the infinite
number of the atoms, but also by the idea of empty
space.? The atoms are comprehended by the Void,?
and by it are separated from each other;? wherever
therefore there is a combination of atoms, there neces-
sarily is the Void ; it is, like the Plenum, in all things.?
This definition, however, was not so rigorously carried
out by the founders of the Atomistic philosophy that
they admitted no direct contact of the atoms with

chapter against the Platonic con-
struction of the elements, wrongly,
to Leucippus and Democritus, who
admifted no parts in the atoms.

! The differences of place and
form, which Aristotle enumerates
(Phys. i. 5), he gives not in the
name of Democritus, but in his
own.

2 Arist. De Cwlo, iii. 2, 300 b,
8: Aevklmmey kal AnuoxpitTe Tols
Adyovow el wiveloBar T& wpdTO
cduare év TG Kevd Kkal TG amelpw,
Aextéoy Tiva wlvyew kol 7is %) kord
Qiow adriv kivnois, Cie. Fin. 1. 6
(inf.); Simpl. Phys. 144 b; De
Celo, 91 b, 36, 300 b, 1 (Schol.
480 a, 88, 516 a, 37); Stob. £l i,
380; Plut. Plac. i. 3, 28. Ac-
cording to Simpl. Phys. 133 a, De-
mocritus distinguished from the
Void, Space (réwos), by which, like
Epicurus after him (Part mr a,
373, second edition), he understood

the distance between the ends of
what surrounds a body (70 didornua
7Y peTafd TOY éoxdTwy ToU mepré~
xovros), a distance which is some-
times filled with a body and
sometimes empty. But it is quite
possible that Demoeritus, whose
d