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ON CERTAIN FRAGMENTS OF THE PRE-SOCRATICS :

CRITICAL NOTES AND ELUCIDATIONS.

By WiLniam ArTHUurR HEIDEL,

Presented April 9. Received February 28, 1913,

THE collection of notes here presented owes its origin to a request
for suggestions from Professor Hermann Diels when he was engaged
in revising Die Fragmente der Vorsokratiker for the third edition, since
published (1912). In response to his courteous invitation I sent,
together with a list of errors noted in the second edition, a number of
proposals for the emendation of texts and the interpretation of doubt-
ful passages. Had I then had the requisite leisure it would have been
my duty to explain and defend my suggestions; since that was im-
possible, the notes then submitted were in effect mere marginalia, to
notice which as fully as Professor Diels has done required uncommon
courtesy. To be permitted to contribute even in a small measure to
so excellent an instrument of scholarship is an honor not lightly to
be esteemed. The renewal of certain suggestions previously made
but not accepted by Professor Diels is due solely to the desire to enable
him and other scholars to judge of their merits when the case for them
is properly presented; others, in the correctness of which I still have
confidence, are here left unnoticed because, as referred to in the third
edition, they are already recorded and bear on their face such creden-
tials as are necessary for a proper estimate of their claims. But I here
present for the first time a considerable number of proposed readings
and interpretations, the importance of which, if approved by the
judgment of competent scholars, must be at once apparent to the
historian of Greek thought. If it were customary to dedicate such
studies, I should dedicate these notes to my honored teacher and
friend, Professor Diels, to whom I owe more for instruction and
inspiration during a quarter of a century than I can hope to repay.
In the following pages reference is made to chapter, page, and line
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of his second edition (V?), because the pages of this edition are noted
also in the margin of the third (V3).

c. 2. Anaximander.

V2 12, 28. Plin. N. H. 2. 31. Obliquitatem eius [sc. zodiaci]
intellexisse, hoc est rerum foris aperuisse, Anaximander Milesius
traditur primus.

Perhaps the full significance of the clause ‘hoc. . .aperuisse,” what-
ever the source of the sentiment, is hardly appreciated. The Delphin
edition refers to Plin. N. H. 35. 36 “artis foris apertas ab Apollodoro
Zeuxis intravit’; but that is not a real parallel. For such we turn
rather to Lucret. 1, 66 sq.

Graius homo [sc. Epicurus] .
. €0 magis acrem
irritat animi virtutem, effringere ut arta
naturae primus portarum claustra cupiret.
ergo vivida vis animi pervicit, et extra
processit longe flammantia moenia mundi
atque omne immensum peragravit mente animoque,
unde refert nobis victor quid possit oriri
quid nequeat, finita potestas denique cuique
quanam sit ratione atque alte terminus haerens.

The same conception recurs Lucret. 3, 14 sq.

nam simul ac ratio tua coepit vociferari
naturam rerum, divina mente coorta,
diffugiunt animi terrores, moenia mundi
discedunt, totum video per inane geri res.

For these passages I would refer the reader to my essay, Die Be-
kehrung im klassischen Altertum, mit besonderer Beriicksichtigung des
Lucretius, Zeitschrift fiir Religionspsychologie, Bd. III, Heft 11, p.
13 sq. Heinze’s parallels to Lucret. 3, 14 sq. ought to have made
clear to him that there is here an allusion to the ecstatic éromrreia of
the mysteries evoked, as I pointed out, by the pronouncement of the
{epds Noyos (ratio. . .divina mente coorta), coming as the climax of the
rites of initiation, when the mystae catch a vision and seize the
significance of the world (¢momrelew 8¢ xai mepwoelw v Te Pphaw kal
78 Tphyuara), according to Clem. Alex. Strom. 5.11. Miiller on Lucil.
30, 1 compared Lucret. 1, 66 sq., and the editors of Lucretius have
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copied the reference, although the resemblance is altogether superficial
and without significance. Recently Professor Reid, Lucretiana, Har-
vard Studies in Class. Philology, Vol. 22, p. 2, has once more drawn
attention to Sen. Dial. 8. 5. 6, Cogitatio nostra caeli munimenta per-
rumpit nec contenta est id, quod ostenditur, scire: illud, inquit, scru-
tor, quod ultra mundum iacet, utrumne profunda vastitas sit an et hoc
ipsum terminis suis cludatur, etc. 1 doubt, however, the correctness
of his statement that Seneca was here imitating Lucretius. It seems
to me more probable that both authors are reproducing with some
freedom the thought of an earlier, perhaps Stoic, writer, who may have
been Posidonius. Be that as it may, the thought common to Lucre-
tius, Seneca, and Pliny (and I may add, Bishop Dionysius, ap. Euseb.
P. E. 14. 27. 8) is that a great revelation has come, rending as it were
the curtain or outer confines of the world and permitting a glimpse
into the utmost secrets of nature. Such a revelation, according to
Pliny, ensued upon the discovery of the obliquity of the ecliptic; and
a study of early Greek cosmology clearly demonstrates the capital
importance attached to it. To some aspects of this question I drew
attention in my article, The Alvy in Anaximenes and Anaximander,
Class. Philol., Vol. 1, p. 279 sq. Very much more remains to be said,
but I shall have to reserve the matter for a future occasion.

V213, 2. ’Avatiuavdpos . . . dpxhy Te kal oroxeiov €lpnke TGV SvTay
70 &meLpov.

For the meaning of &pxf Diels refers in V?® to the preliminary
statement in my ITepl ®ioews, Proceed. of Amer. Acad. of Arts and Se.,
Vol. 45, p. 79, n. 3. The subject has now received a fuller treatment
in my essay On Anaximander, Class. Philol., Vol. 8 (1912), p. 212 sq.
To the statement there given, though much might be said by way of
enlargement and confirmation, I think it unnecessary to add anything,
except to say that the results of my investigations dovetail admirably
into certain other observations recently made by different scholars.
I refer among others to the views of Otto Gilbert as to the original
meaning of the ‘elements’ set forth in his Griech. Religionsphilosophie,
1911, which reached me at the same time with the off-prints of my
essay; and to Mr. Cornford’s conception of Molpa as developed in
From Religion to Philosophy, 1912. Unfortunately both these authors
accept the Peripatetic tradition regarding the meaning of Anaxi-
mander’s apx#; consequently their observations remain fruitless
when they proceed to interpret the early history of Greek philosophy.



684 PROCEEDINGS OF THE AMERICAN ACADEMY.

V2 13, 7. 6udbvar vép alrd Sikny kal tiow &NMois 7hs ddiklas kard
v 10D Xpodvov TaEw.

In his note on this passage (V3 15, 28) Diels repeats his former
explanation, “a&NMos:  dativus commodi: das Untergehende dem
Uberlebenden und dieses wieder untergehend dem kiinftig Entsteh-
enden. Vgl. Eur. Chrysipp. fr. 839, 13.” This interpretation, which
is that now currently accepted, rests obviously on the assumption
that the preceding sentence in Simplicius, & &v 6¢ 1) yéveols éore
T0ls olat, kal Ty Plopdv els Tabra yiveshar kard 70 Xpewv, preserves
the authentic words of Anaximander and that, in consequence, it is
individual things or objects (ra 8v7a) that mutually exact and pay the
penalty for injustice done to one another. On that view Diels’s elab-
oration of the implications of aAMNots is both obvious and necessary.
I believe, however, that in my essay On Anaxtmander, p. 233 sq., I
showed conclusively (1) that it is not individual objects but the
contraries, hot and cold, that encroach on one another and suffer
periodic punishment inflicted by each on the other (wherefore éA\\phois
is here to be interpreted as a strict reciprocal and not as Diels pro-
poses), and (2) that when this mutual xéAagis is said to recur xard
v T0D Xpbvov TaEw, reference is had to the seasonal excess of the hot
in summer and of the cold in winter. The strict limitations of space
imposed upon my essay led to the exclusion of many things which I
reluctantly omitted, and did not admit of a full statement of my views.
I propose, therefore, here to add a few points which may serve to
explain and confirm them. Zeller insists that for Anaximander one
pair of contraries only, the hot and the cold, existed, at least as prima-
rily proceeding from the dmepov; this would rule out the moist and
the dry, which are mentioned with the first pair by Simplicius, as due
to Aristotle. This may be true, but it is not necessarily so; for the
Empedoclean and Hippocratic group of four contraries is too well
attested, and if, as seems certain, Anaximander had in mind the sea-
sonal changes it is hard to conceive of him as overlooking the differ-
ences in drought and moisture which Simplicius mentions with those
of heat and cold. A passage strikingly illustrating and interpreting
that of Simplicius is found in Philo, De Anim. Sacrif. Idon. II. 242
Mang. 7 8¢ els ueNy 70d {@ov duavous) dnhot, fiToL ws &v 1o TwavTa 1) 8L EE
évos Te kal els & - 8mep ol wév xdpov kal xpnouoslvny ékdNecav, oi &
ekmhpwow kal Siakbounaw © EkTlpwow uév kard 7Y 10D feod duvacTelay
TGV &N\wv émikpaTioarTos, OLakdounoiy 8¢ KaTa TNV TV TETTG~
pwy grotxelwy Loovoulav, v avrididdéaoiy ¢ANHNoes. Philo
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is of course far from thinking of Anaximander and has in mind
Heraclitus and the Stoics only; but we know that the conception of
Heraclitus was older than the fifth century, being traceable to Alc-
maeon, a contemporary of Anaximander. The loovoula 7Gv Suvduewy
(Alemaeon, fr. 4), as the condition of health, and the érwpdrea and
wheovetia of the several constituents of the human body as the cause
of disease, are fixed factors of practically the whole medical tradition
of Greece. We may therefore confidently affirm that the ilosovouia
<7&v orouxelwy or rather 7&v &vavriorhTwr> v dvTibidbacy AANHAoLs,
which Philo attributes to Heraclitus and the Stoics, applies with equal
propriety to Anaximander, and explains his meaning. These different
factors, correlated also with the seasonal changes, are mentioned by
Plato, Legg. 906 C, pauév §" elval mov 76 viv dvouafoduevor dubpryua,
Ty Theoveklav, & uév capkivols cwuacty voonua kalobuevov, & 8¢ Hpais
&7y kal éviavTols Nowudy, &v Gé moONeow kal moMTelals TobTo ADTO, PHuaTL
pereaxnpariouévor, 4owkiav. The connection, here hardly more than
suggested, is clearly noted by Plato, Symp. 188 A, émwel kal % 7év
wp@y TOU EMiavTob glaTAOLS UETTN é0TY AupoTépwy TOUTWY, Kal Emedav
uév mpos aANIAa Tob kooulov TUXY épwTos & vuvdn Eyw ENeyov, T& Te Oepud.
kal Ta Yuxpo kal Enpa kal Uypé, kal dpuoviar kal kpdow Nefy oddpova,
fikeL pépovra ebernpiav Te kal Vyleav dvfpomois kal Tols dXNows {ois Te
Kkal ¢urols, kal obdéy Ndiknoey * Srav 8¢ 6 perd 7is Ufpews "Epws &ykparé-
agTepos mepl TAS TOU émavtob dpas YevnTai, Oéplepéy Te TOANNG Kkal
#oiknoer. On this passage cp. Hirzel, Themis, Dike und Verwandtes,
p- 220 sq. The medical doctrine expounded by Eryximachus in the
Symposium, although perhaps slightly colored with Heraclitean
thought, is that of the Hippocratic treatises, notably of ITepl ¢ioios
dvfpaymov, from which we may quote one passage, ¢ 7 (6.48 L.), kard
Plow yap adTéw TaVTA éaTL uANGTA TOD éviauToD . . . €xer uév odv Tadra
wavTa aiel 70 glpa TOV Gvlphmov, VT 8¢ Tijs TepuaTauérys Dpns ToTé
uév Thelw yiverar alra éwvr@y, moTé 0¢ ENdoow, ékaoTa KaTa uépos [= &v
uéper] kai kard pvow [sc. 7od Emavrod] . . . loxbe 8¢ &v 74 évavrd Toté
uév 0 xewuwy uaNioTa, TOoTé 8¢ 7O fp, TOTé 8¢ TO Bépos, ToTe 8¢ TO POWb-
wwpov * olrw §é kal &v 7§ avlphmyw ToTé UV TO PNéyua loxbel, ToTé 8¢ 16
alua, Toré 8¢ ) xoM), mpdTov uév 1§ Eavdy, Emerta 8 ) péNawa Kaleouévn.
Not to repeat what I have elsewhere said in regard to the doctrines
of Heraclitus and Empedocles, I refer the reader to my essay Qualitative
Change in Pre-Socratic Philosophy, Archiv fiir Gesch. der Philos.,
Vol. 19. pp. 360 sq. and 365. Since the 4dwia and the diky xal rious
of Anaximander refer not to the origin and destruction of individual
objects but to the successive encroachment of the elemental opposites
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one on another in the seasonal changes of the year, it follows that the
words of Anaximander cannot be used to support the interpretation
of his dmepor-apx” as a metaphysical world-ground in which the sin
of individual existence is punished by the reabsorption of the concrete
objects of experience. For this see On Anaazimander, p. 225, n. 3, and
my review of James Adam, The Vitality of Platonism and Other Essays,
Amer. Journ. of Philol., Vol. 33 (1912), p. 93 sq.

V? 13, 34. [Plut.] Strom. 2, ¢nol 8¢ 70 é& T0b ddiov Yoviuov Bepuod
T€ Kal Yyuxpol kaTa TiY Yéveawy Tobde ToD kOO oy dmokplfival kal Tva
&k To0TOU PNOYOS gdatpar Tepipuivar TG wepl THY Yy dépL ws TG
devdpw Plowr. foTwos &moppayelons kal €ls Twas dwoxNewclelans
KOkNous UmoaTivaL TOv Aoy kal Ty ceNqyny kal ToUs GoTépas.

The words 76. . . Yvxpod have been much discussed and variously
interpreted. Zeller, I* 220, n. 1, pronounces the text corrupt and
suggests ¢nal 8" é 70D Gudlov 70 yoviuov Bepudy Te kal Yuxpby, rejecting
Neuhiuser’s obviously correct proposal to take the genitives fepuod
and Yuxpod as depending on ~véwpov. Burnet, Early Greek Philo-
sophy? p. 66, retaining the traditional text, renders, “Something
capable of begetting hot and cold was separated off from the eternal.”
If we were dealing with a poet we might take such liberties, but we
may safely dismiss the interpretation as impossible for prose. Diels
gives no definite indication of his understanding of the words, but
claims yémuor as possibly belonging to Anaximander, certainly to
Theophrastus, referring in support of his contention to Porphyr. De
Abstin. 2. 5. The text of Porphyry, however, throws no light on ours,
and there is good reason to doubt whether we may attribute the word
to Theophrastus. In all probability we are dealing with a Stoic
source, however related to Theophrastus; for yéwuor seems to be
a congener to the Aoyos omepuarikés of the Stoics. Cp. Mare. Aurel.
9. 1.4, Neyw 8¢ 70 xpijofar TobTOLS Emwians TV Kowny GpUow 4Tl TOD OUU-
Baivew éwions kard 70 éEfis Tols ywouévols kal émvywopévols Opuil Twe
apxaia ths wpovolas, kal’ 7y awd Twos Gpxhs Gpunoev émwl TAvde THY
dakbounaw, aulafodad Twas Noyovs TRV égouévwy Kal Guvhuets yoviuovs
dgoptoaca brosThoeby Te kal ueraBoldv kai Swadox®v Towbrwy. It
seems fairly certain that 7o ... yoviuor fepuol 7e rai yYvxpod is the
Stoic dmowos UMy which contains duvduer the hot and the cold of the
cosmos. We thus find masked in Stoic phraseology the ¢tous dépioros
of Theophrastus. This yéwuov fepuod Te kal Yvxpod is, at least in
extent, not identical with the dmepov itself, but was “separated off”
from it at the origin of our cosmos. It must, thereéfore, be that por-
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tion of the &mewpov-apx”h which gave rise to the present world. Tan-
nery, Zeller, Burnet, and others regard éx 700 aiiov as referring to the
dmepov, thinking perhaps of certain passages referring to Xenophanes,
Melissus, and Anaxagoras; but Zeller at least perceived that this was
not to be accepted without considerable violence to the text. I main-
tain the correctness of my suggestion, On Anaximander, p. 229, n. 2,
that we are to supply amo 7ob amelpov with dmoxpiffvar, whether it
ever stood in the text or not, and that the phrase & 700 4:diov, which
stands just where it belongs, means “from eternity.” We are familiar
with & 4idov, “forever,” and Marc. Aurel. 2. 14; 4. 21; 10. 5 thrice
uses & awdlov in that sense, and numerous other instances might be
cited. It happens that I cannot point to another instance of é Tod
ddtov, but the analogy of parallel expressions occurring with and
without the article would render it not at all surprising if such should
be found in late authors. The expression under consideration may be
taken with confidence to mean “The eternal substratum capable by
dynamic evolution of producing hot and cold.”

The remainder of this interesting passage also deserves renewed
consideration. It speaks-of a ‘sphere of flame,” and this appears to be
generally accepted as establishing the sphericity of Anaximander’s
cosmos. Diels has not, to my knowledge, expressed himself in un-
mistakable terms; but his description of the ¢phoyds cpatpa as a “Wa-
berlohe”” would be best taken as applicable to a circle. A conclusion
so opposed to the apparent meaning of the word s¢atpa will surprise
no one who is familiar with the general ambiguity of words in Greek
meaning ‘round’ and the uncritical habit among later authors of
attributing Eudoxian notions to earlier cosmologists and astronomers,
provided that the remainder of the statement points to a circle rather
than a sphere. I have no intention of discussing here the whole
subject, which would require a connected examination of all the data
of early Greek cosmology, but propose to confine my attention to this
one passage. It is pertinent, however, to remark that on other
grounds I have elsewhere found reasons for doubting the correctness
of the Aristotelian account, which places the earth in Anaximander’s
scheme at the center of a sphere; for if Aristotle’s authority is accepted
as final, the interpretation here offered will be ruled out of court
without a hearing. See my essay, The Alvn in Anaximenes and
Anaximander, Class. Philol., Vol. 1, p. 279 sq., especially p. 281.

Let us then address ourselves to the text: kal rwa & rolirov phoyos
odatpay Tepipuiivar TG wepl THY Yy dépt bs TG devdpw dhowdy * faoTwos
amoppayelons kal els Twas amokheaBelans kbkNovs drooTivar Tov foy kal
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Ty geMumy kal Tobs dorépas. The orthodox view appears to be that
a sphere of flame is somehow exploded and (rather curiously!) reduced
to a succession of circles of flame confined within an envelope of mist;
these circles being those which constitute sun, moon, and stars.
We have come to expect definite analogies and clear ‘ Anschauung’
among the early Greek philosophers; and the severe strain which the
current view puts on the imagination would of itself cast suspicion
on it. We might nevertheless feel compelled, however reluctantly,
to accept it, if the details of the account itself pointed to it or were
even consistent with it. It will probably be conceded that— the
term o¢alpa apart — it is vastly simpler to conceive of a wide annu-
lar mass breaking up into annular parts than to imagine the same
result ensuing from the destruction of a sphere. But as a matter of
fact our text says nothing that may fairly be interpreted as implying
the breaking or exploding of the sphere. The crucial words are
weppuijrar and dmoppayelons. Perhaps the real force of neither word
has been appreciated. Here mepipvfivar means that the “sphere” at
first “snugly fitted” or was “closely attached to” the “air” which
encircles the earth; whereas dmoppayelons states merely that subse-
quently it became detached, as even a superficial attention to the nor-
mal meaning of the terms will convince the reader. The contrast
may be illustrated by Arist. Hist. Animal. 5. 19. 55223, raira 6¢ xpbvov
MEV TLVO KLVELTAL TPOTTEPUKOTA, ETELT’ ATOPPATYEVTA DEPETAL KATA TO UdwWP,
al kahobuevar dokapides. Besides, amoppnyvivar is not the proper word
to use of the tearing of such an envelope as a sphere of flame; Greek
writers so use pnyvivar, Sappnyvivar, and wepippnyvivar, especially
the last-mentioned, as might be shown by a long list of examples
derived from Aristotle and other authors. The same general concep-
tion is implied in the simile &s 7§ §évdpw dprowdy. We may not press
similes beyond the immediate point of comparison, which in this
instance is the snugness of the fit; but if one is to press it, it is
obvious that the bark of a tree is annular rather than spherical. It
will hardly serve the interest of the objector to refer to Anaximander’s
notion of the prickly integument of the first animals, V217, 18, &
Vypd  yevnBivar T4 mpdra {Ga PMowls meptexdueva drkavfodest . . .
TepLppnyvupuévov Tod Phowod ; for there, as meptppnyvvuévov sufficiently
shows, the conception is altogether different. It is quite possible, as
later Greek thinkers prove, to conceive of the cosmos and the human
embryo as equally inclosed in a dufv without pressing the comparison
beyond reason. I have noted with some interest another passage in
which the meaning of amoppnyvivas has been similarly misconceived.
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Arist. Hist. Animal. 5.18. 549° 31 sq. the spawning of the octopus
and the development of its young are described. There we read
5502 3, 70 uév obv TV ToNuTOdwy ued’ Huepas udNoTA TEVTHKOVTA YiVETAL
&k TGV dmoppayEvTwy ToNUTOda, Kal éépmel, hamep T4 dakdyyia, TONNG
76 m™\Afos. Professor Thompson in his recent translation renders it
thus: “Some fifty days later, the eggs burst and the little polupuses
creep out”’ [italics mine]. In fact there is no reference to the bursting
of the eggs. Aristotle’s meaning is that that which develops into the
individual polyp becomes detached from the vine-like mass which he
has previously described, and that the young crawl forth (not from
the eggs, but) from the hole or vessel in which the spawn was deposited.

To return to the cosmology of Anaximander: the words ral €ls Twvas
amoxhewofelons kikhovs refer not specifically to opailpa but to @NOE.
The Waberlohe by some means, doubtless identical with that which
detached the envelope of flame from the envelope of “air” was segre-
gated into a number of annular masses, each like the earth inclosed
in an envelope of “air.” This segregation is not specifically mentioned
but must be inferred; and we can guess only at the immediate cause
of it. Now it is fairly certain that Anaximander knew the obliquity
of the ecliptic or, as the early Greeks seem regularly to have called it,
the inclination or dip of the zodiac or ecliptic. Pliny, as we have
seen, attached great significance to its discovery, and so far as we
know all the early Greek philosophers regarded it as an actual dipping
resulting from some cause subsequently to the origin of the cosmos.
Such an event would amply explain the initial break between the
respective envelopes of “air’” and flame; what caused the subsequent
disintegration of the circle of flame into separate rings we do not
know and perhaps it were idle further to speculate.

V217, 18. Aet. 5. 19. 4, *Ava&iuavdpos & vypd vernbivar Ta mpdTa
{Ga ¢Phowls meptexoueva dkavlwdest, mwpofaiwolons 8¢ Tis HAwkias
amofaivew éml 70 EnpbéTepov kal TepLppnyvuuévou TOoD @lowod ém’
ONiyov peralidvat.

In V1 2nd 2 the word xpévor was omitted by mistake after ér’ dNiyov;
his attention having been called to the omission by me, Diels has re-
stored it in V3. Ordinarily a fact of this sort would hardly deserve to
be noted; but since the false reading has found its way into Kranz’s
Wortindex, s. v. uerafiwoiv, and has been quoted without question by
various writers, as e. g. by Otto Gilbert, Die meteorol. Theorien des gr.
Altertums, p. 332, n. 1, and Kinkel, Gesch. der Philos., 1. p. 7%, it calls
for more than a tacit correction. This is the more necessary because
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the text has been very generally misunderstood and false conclusions
have been drawn from it. It is perhaps unnecessary to recount in
detail this chapter of curious errors. I have no means of knowing
what interpretation Diels now puts on the text; but in the absence
of any indication in his notes it seems reasonable to assume that he
still adheres to the view briefly set forth in the index to his Doxo-
graphi Graect, s. v. perafiody: ‘“mutare vitam [cf. peradiarrdav].” This
may be said to have been the common view of recent interpreters, until
Burnet, Early Greek Philosophy? p. 72 sq., correcting the version
of his first edition, returned to the correct rendering of Brucker,
“ruptoque cortice non multum temporis supervixisse,” which Teich-
miiller with characteristic ignorance of Greek sharply condemned,
Studien zur Gesch. der Begriffe, p. 64, n. Tannery, Pour I’histoire de
la science helléne, pp. 87 and 117, gives in effect two renderings, each
incorrect. The important point to note is that %\wia can refer to
nothing but the age of the individual; and that &’ é\iyov xpdvov can
have but one meaning, to wit, “for a short time only.” The force
of perafibvar must, therefore, be determined with reference to these
known quantities of the problem. This once granted, the decision
between the rival claims of wvitam mutasse and superviaisse is easy and
certain. To be sure, uerd in composition far more frequently implies
change than it denotes ‘after’; but uerademveiv is as well attested as
ueradwarrav. However if, as seemed plausible from Diels’s earlier
editions, it were possible to conceive that the correct text was én’
ONyov ueraBidvar, one might have inclined to take ér’ dAiyov in the
sense of “to a small extent,” as in Arist. Meteor. 350 28 and Mar-
cellinus, Vita Thucyd. 36, and to interpret peraB@var as referring to
a change in the mode of life. Another possibility, which I have con-
sidered, would be to take é&x’ 6Aiyov and uerafBidva: in the sense just
indicated and to read xpoévw for xpdvoy, thus obtaining the sense “they
changed their mode of life to a small extent in course of time.”” This
suggestion was very tempting to one who was prepared to find an
anticipation of Darwinism in Anaximander; but against all these
proposals fAwta stands with its inexorable veto. The sort of change
contemplated would require more than one life-time, and H\wia limits
the action of uerafiGvac to the life-period of the individual. We must
therefore content ourselves with the rendering “As they advanced
toward maturity the first animals proceeded from the wet on to the
drier ground and as their integument burst (and was sloughed off)
they survived but a little while.”” Perhaps this interpretation may
be further supported by a comparison of the view thus obtained with
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that of the origin of animal life attributed to Archelaus, V2 324, 18,

Tepl 0¢ {wwy Pnolv, 071 Bepuavoutvns Tis Yijs 70 TpdTOV €V TH KATW MEPEL,

dmov 76 Bepuov kal 16 Yuxpov Euioyero, avepaivero T4 Te ANNa {Ga TONNG

kal of &vfpwmot, amavra THv aldrny dlarTav éxovra ék Tis INVos Tpedpdueva
el \ ] ’ kA 1 3 P L 9 b A IA I

(fiv 8¢ ONtyoxpbdvia)* Dorepov 8¢ abTols 1) & GANGAwY Yéveats guvéaT.

c. 3. Anaximenes.

V2 17, 37. obros dpxiv dépa eimey kal TO EmeLpo.

In his note in V3 Diels says: “Missverstindnis oder Verderbnis
statt kal Tobrov dwewpor.” This suggestion is plausible, but far from
certain. As I showed in my study of é&px”, On Anaximander, various
vestiges of an earlier cosmological, non-metaphysical, sense of that
word survive in Aristotle; it can hardly be thought impossible that
the same should be true of Theophrastus, from whom this statement
of Diogenes ultimately derives. Indeed, as we shall see when we
discuss Diogenes’s account of the cosmology of Leucippus (cp. p. 732,
on V2 343, 1), there is at least one such vestige, though almost obliter-
ated by the unintelligence of excerptors or copyists. But, leaving
that for the present aside, we are credibly informed that Anaximenes
regarded the outer “air” as boundless, upon which fact Diels relies
for his proposed correction; and we know that Anaximenes held the
doctrine of the cosmic respiration, in accordance with which the
cosmos subsists, as it arises, by receiving its substance from the
encircling dmewpov in the form of mvebua or breath. This mvebua comes
from and returns to the dmepor, which is therefore nothing else but an
apxn kal wnyf, or reservoir, of mvebua. We thus have a complete
parallel, so far as concerns the wvefua-é7p, to the doctrine of the
early Pythagoreans reported by Aristotle. Cp. my Anitecedents of
Greel: Corpuscular Theories, p. 139 sq. In V3 1. 354, 16 sq. Diels has
corrected the text of Aristotle along the lines I suggested. I cannot,
however, approve of the bracketing of xpévov, ib. 22, as proposed by
Diels.

V? 18, 30 sq. Hippolytus, Ref. 1.7.

The corrupt state of the text of Hippolytus’s Philosophumena,
especially in the first book, is well known. With the aid of Cedrenus
Diels has been able to set many passages right; yet much remains
to be done. In 1. 7, the chapter devoted to Anaximenes, several
additions or interpolations which ought to be removed or bracketed
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still encumber the text, though we cannot determine to whom they
are due. Diels formerly bracketed mukvoraror (V2 18, 39), but now
contents himself with characterizing it as an inaccuracy of the late
compiler. There are, however, two larger additions which are false
and misleading. V2 18, 31, aépa amwepov édn v dpxay elvar, ¢£ ob
To Yyivoueva kal 74 yeyovota kal T7a écbdbueva kol Geols kal
feta yivesfar, Ta 8¢ Nowma & 7év TobTov [so Diels, following C:
rovtwy T] dmoyévwy. It is obvious that in the statement of Theoph-
rastus the éméyovor were those of the first generation, and not the
absurd list we here have presented to us. The primary forms of
existence are afterwards mentioned, V2 18, 35-40: the report of
Theophrastus is even better preserved by Cic. Acad. 2. 37. 118 (V2 19,
16), “ Anaximenes infinitum aéra, sed ea, quae ex eo orerentur, defi-
nita: gignt autem terram, aquam, ignem, tum ex iis omnia. The
variant readings above noted are probably due to the intrusion of the
impertinent clause, which clearly does not derive from Theophrastus.
Whether Hippolytus or some other made the addition I find it diffi-
cult to decide. A second instance of the same kind occurs V2 18, 35,
kwetofar 8¢ del+ ob yap weraBaNkew boa peraldNNe, e w1 kwolro.
This sentence is awkward and intervenes between two parts of the
exposition of the changes to which “air” is subject. What we expect
from Theophrastus is something about the kivyois 4idios, and doubt-
less he did refer to it here. The clause kwelofac 6¢ del in all probabil-
ity is sound and derives from him; but the sentence ob vap . . .
kwolro introduces a foreign element. Perhaps Hippolytus found it
in his immediate source.

I add here a note on V2 19, 2, where the MSS read avéuovs 6¢ yevva-
dBou, Srav ékmemukvwuévos 6 anp dpawwbels ¢epntar, and Diels prints
brav § memuvkvwuévos 6 dip kal dobels pépnrar.  This reading seems to
me to depart farther than necessary from the MS. text. I would
propose 8rav 4 m. 6 dip 7 dpaiwdels pépnrar. Though a greater degree
of rarefaction or condensation would, according to Anaximenes, re-
sult in fire or cloud respectively, it does not appear why he might
not have held that a more moderate change in either direction gave
rise to wind.

c. 11. Xenophanes.

V2 34, 16. Diog. L. 9.19, (¢nal) 7a védn owictaclar Tis 4p’ HAiov
aTuldos avadepouérns kal alpodans adTa els 70 weptéxov.

Diels still regards this doxography preserved by Diogenes as de-
rived from Theophrastus through the biographical line of tradition.
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The whole account is, as Diels, Doxographi Graect, p. 168, pointed out,
remarkable for its curious statements. I confess that, if it be really
derived from Theophrastus, it seems to me to have suffered changes
similar in character to those of the doxography of Hippolytus (V2 41,
25 sq.), which owes much of its data to the Pseudo-Aristotelian
treatise De Melisso, Xenophane, Gorgia. But first let us speak of
the passage transcribed above. What Xenophanes taught concerning
the origin of clouds is clearly stated by Aet. 3. 4. 4 (V2 43, 20),
aveNkouévov yap & Tis OaNdTTns 70D Uypod TO YAUKD SLd TV NemTouépeLay
OLakpouevoy vepn Te cUNOTAVEWw OuLxNobuevoy kal kaTagTalew SuSBpous
b mNMjoews kal diatuilew 1o Tvebuara. Cp. also fr. 30. It is clear
that Theophrastus simply stated the theory of the meteoric process, ac-
cording to which clouds originate from vapors rising under the action
of solar heat and lifting skyward. In the text of Diogenes we readily
note two inaccuracies. We should doubtless read ¢’ for a¢’, since
vapors rising from the sun are sheer nonsense. The other difficulty
is at first more puzzling; for a vapor lifting clouds skyward is non-
sense likewise. The vapor condensed to mist or fog (uuxNobuevor) is
cloud. I therefore suggested to Professor Diels that we bracket adrd
and take aipobons in its intransitive sense: he records, but does not
accept, the proposal in his third edition. It is at once clear that this
would remove all difficulties from the passage. Probably Professor
Diels was doubtful about the intransitive use of alpw, which the lexica
almost entirely ignore. Of that usage I gave examples in a Note on
Menander, Epitrepontes 103 sq., published in Berl. Philol. Wochenschr.,
1909, No. 16, col. 509 sq. I there cited Plato, Phaedr. 248 A, Arist.
Respir. 475* 8 and 479* 26, Sophocl. Philoct. 1330. To these in-
stances I would now add Sophocl. O. R. 914 and the Schol. to
Sophocl. ad loc. and p. 239, 4; Proclus in Tim. I. 78, 2 Diehl.
Other examples, concerning which there may be some doubt, I now
omit, but may recur to the subject another time. There can be no
question, therefore, that alpeww was used intransitively, and in our
passage the change appears to be demanded by the sense. Probably
some one not familiar with the usage added airé in order to supply
an object, but in so doing he gave us nonsense.

In this same paragraph occur the words (V2 34, 18) 8\ov 8¢ dpav kal
8\ov drobew, uf pévror avamvelv. I discussed this passage briefly
in Antecedents of Greek Corpuscular Theories, p. 137 sq., pointing out
its agreement with Plato, Tim. 32 C-33 C. I ought in justice to say
that the parallel had been previously noted by Tannery, Pour I’histoire
de la science helléne, p. 121, though the fact had slipped from my memory.
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Since my previous discussion I have come to doubt whether the words
of the Timaeus may be used to support the statement of Diogenes.
About the agreement itself there can be no question. Plato does not,
however, mention Xenophanes, and there is no indication in his text
that what he says is to be taken as a correct statement of his doctrine.
If we were quite sure that the report of Diogenes came materially
unchanged from Theophrastus, the parallel would unquestionably
prove that Xenophanes expressly denied the doctrine of the cosmic
respiration. Tannery would then be justified in holding, as he did,
that the brief notice of Diogenes was a precious document showing
beyond question that Xenophanes was engaged in a sharp polemic
against the Pythagoreans, whose doctrine, amply attested by Aristotle,
he emphatically denied. Tannery’s position would be untenable
except on the assumption that Pythagoras himself proposed the
theory of cosmic respiration: the testimony of Aristotle, however,
who refers (as always) not to Pythagoras but to the Pythagoreans,
is scarcely adequate to establish it.  On the other hand, as has already
been said, the accuracy and integrity of the account of Diogenes is
subject to grave suspicion. The statement with which it opens, that
Xenophanes held the doctrines of the four physical elements (orouxeta)
and of innumerable worlds, cannot be reconciled with other data
unquestionably derived from Theophrastus. Again, the sentence
V2 34, 19, wplTés Te amepnyvaro dri wav TO Ywouevor ¢apTéy égTi, In
which Otto Gilbert, Die meteorol. Theorien des gr. Altertums, p. 98,
n. 1, sees “nur ein ungenauer Ausdruck fiir die Riickbildung der
FElemente in den Urstoft”” (!), appears to be nothing but an echo of
the anecdote related by Arist. Rhet. 2.23 1399 6 (V2 35, 21), olov
Eevopbrns Eheyer dri “ duolws daefodaw ol yevésbar paokovTes Tols feovs
70%s drobavely Meyovaww,” and of De Melisso, Xenophane, Gorgia, 9772
14 sq., which latter passage in turn incorporates arguments derived
from Plato. This fact should give us pause, and suggests that
Diogenes’s account of the philosophy of Xenophanes is derived from
a source which, like that of Hippolytus (V241, 25 sq.) and Simplicius
(V240, 21 5q.), sought to eke out the scanty Theophrastean summary
with information coming from the spurious De Melisso, Xenophane,
Gorgia, and ultimately from the Timaeus and Parmenides of Plato.
I am therefore inclined to believe that the statement of Diogenes,
) pévror dvamvely, rests solely on the Timaeus, which the compiler
regarded as a trustworthy source for the philosophy of Xenophanes.

I may add a brief note on the word mpdros in the sentence just
quoted (V* 34, 19). Diels long ago observed that the claim of
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Xenophanes to be the originator of this doctrine is absurd and opposed
to statements of Aristotle and Theophrastus. How came the claim
to be made? During the sixth and fifth centuries B. C., as we well
know, much interest attached to the inventors of contrivances and
the first propounders of ideas, as was entirely natural in the fine burst
of individualism characteristic of the epoch. We commonly think of
the passionate quest for edpjuara during the Alexandrian Age, but
Herodotus (1.25; 1.171; 2.4; 2.24; 2.109; 3.131; 4.42; 4.44) and
the earlier logographers display the same interest. The exaggerations
to which claims of this nature led have been well illustrated by Pro-
fessor J. S. Reid, Lucretiana, Harvard Studies in Class. Philol.,
Vol. 22 (1911), p. 1 sq. in his note on Lucret. 1, 66 sq. Certain
peculiarities of phrase used in such connections deserve attention.
Thus Herod. 1.25 says, T'hadkov 700 Xiov, ds potivos &) mwéwrwy avfpdo-
Twy oubnpov kOANNpaw Eedpe, using upobvos, where we might have ex-
pected mp&ros, to denote the sole original authorship of Glaucus.
When data were collected for the later compilations such turns may
have given rise to errors. In some such way we may perhaps account
for the embarrassment of Simplicius (V2 18, 19) in regard to Anaxi-
menes: émi yap TobTov povov OedppacTos . . . THY uavwow elpnke kal
TOkvwow, 0 Aoy 0¢ ws kal ol &ANov T pavdTnTL kal TUkYOTRTL EXp&VTO.
Here Diels formerly accepted Usener’s suggestion of mwpdrov for uévov,
but has latterly with good reason returned to the MS. reading, which
the context requires.

V2 36. De Melisso, Xenophane, Gorgia 977° 18, rairé vap dravra
TOTs ye loots Kal Ouolws Vmapxew mpds dANyAa.

Here Diels follows the reading of L, except that he rightly changes
Tabra to Tabrd: R, which is second only to L, gives loots % duolos.
Probably neither reading is correct. Arist. De Gen. et Corr. 1. 7.
323% 5 has mévra vap dpolws Vmépxew TadTe Tols omolots. Both pas-
sages, however, rest upon Plato, Parm. 139 E-140 D, where the
implications of the duowor and avéuowov are first considered, then those
of the loov and &rgov. In view of this fact I think we should read
T0Ts ve loows kal <omolois™> Ouolws.

c. 12. Heraclitus.

V2?61, 85. Tr. 1, dxoiwr &yd dupyeduar Siaipéwr Ekacrov Kard dlow
kal Ppafwy dkws ExeL.

These words have been variously interpreted. So far as I am aware
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everybody has regarded ¢bois as meaning “nature” in some one of
its numerous acceptations and éaorov as being the immediate object
of dtapéwr. With respect to neither word, I believe, is the current
opinion correct. The phrase é&kagrov kard ¢pvow, which has been misin-
terpreted in various connections, means “each after its kind.” We
shall have to discuss a similar phrase in Empedocles, fr. 110, 5. The
object of dtapéwr, as of dupyeduar, is contained in dkolwr, which éaoror
distributes: “Making trial of such arguments and facts as I recount,
distinguishing them each after its own kind and declaring the nat-
ure of each.” T have rendered 8kws éxer ambiguously with “nature,”
for the phrase occurs frequently in Hippocrates where the ¢lois of
things is to be explained, when nothing but the context, and often
not even that, makes it possible to decide whether ¢tois has regard
primarily to the process of growth or to the constitution of the thing
in which the process eventuates. In this fragment the precise impli-
cation of dkws éxer cannot be determined; below (V2 91, 23) in Epi-
charmus, fr. 4, 6, we shall find an instance of &s éxe in which the
process is obviously intended. I referred briefly to this question in
my Ilepi PVoews, p. 126, n. 180 and p. 127, n. 185, and illustrated the
scientific ideal of dividing and simplifying complex problems by
distinguishing between classes and individuals, ibid. pp. 123-125.
Perhaps the most noteworthy text is the following, Hippocr. Iepl
Sualrys 0wy, 1 (2. 226 L.), arap oldé mepl dairns of dpxator fvveypayav
oldév dEov Noyou, kalror uéya 7obTO Tapikav. Tas wévToL TONUTpoTias
Tas &v ékdoTy TOV volowy kal THY woNvexdiny abTéwy ok fyvdeov évioL
ToUs 8¢ aptBuols éxdoTov TAY vouanudTwy oapa Gpalew edéNovTes, olk 6pBids
typayav . ug yap ok edaplBuntov €ln, el TovTéw Tis onuavelTaL THY TV
kauvdyTwy vodoov, T €repov érépov Siadépew Ti, kal, v un TwdTO vobonua
dokén elvat, un TwiTo obvoua Exew.

V2 65, 10. Fr. 18, éav u éAmnraL, avéNmiaTov ok Eéfevpraet, dvelepel-
ynToV &0V Kal dmopov.

Here, as in fr. 27, Diels and Nestle translate é\mopar with “hope.”
Burnet here renders the word with “expect,” there with “look for,”
in either case correctly. I am not sure, however, that he understands
our fragment as I do. Tt is well known that é\ris may signify any
degree of expectation ranging from vague surmise to lively hope or
fear. In reading this fragment I am constantly reminded of a story
which Tyndall tells of Faraday, who required to be told precisely
what to look for before observing an experiment which was in prep-
aration. All scientific observation, whether assisted or not assisted by
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carefully controlled experimentation, presupposes an é\ris — surmise
or clearly formulated anticipation — of that which observation will
show. To form such a conception is to exercise the scientific imagina-
tion, and the findings anticipated assume the shape of a theory or an
hypothesis. Early Greek philosophy was so prolific of nothing else
as of hypotheses, and the philosophy of Heraclitus in particular is
nothing but a bold hypothesis, whatever concrete observations may
have led him to propound it. Now, that is precisely what I conceive
our fragment to mean: ‘‘Except ¢ man venture a surmise, he will not
discover that which he has mot surmised; for it is undiscoverable and
baffling.” Fr. 123, ¢pvois kpbmrecfar ¢pulel, ‘the processes of nature
are not to be read by him who runs, for the true inwardness of things
does not appear on the surface’, is probably to be understood in the
same sense; for dpuovin dpavis pavepis kpelrrww (fr. 54).  So, too, fr. 86,
amioTiy diapuyydver uf yryveokeafar, probably refers not to faith in a
dogma or a revelation but to the scientific faith which is the evidence
of things not seen.

V%64,1. Fr. 10, owwijies 6ha kal obx 6Na, cuupepbuevor Siapepd-
uevov, ourgdov Guddov, kal ék TavTwy & kal é§ évos TavTa.

I do not recall seeing anywhere a reference to the evident reminis-
cence of this fragment in Seneca, De Otio, 5. 6, utrum contraria inter
se elementa sint, an non pugnent, sed per diversa conspirent.

V? 66, 13. Tr. 28, dokebvrwy yap 6 Sokiubraros ywhoke. puNdooew
kal pévTor kal Oikn kaTaljferar Yevddy TékTovas kal udprTupas, 6
"E¢éaids pnow.

The text of this fragment is regarded by all critics as desperate,
and desperate measures have been taken to restore it. I have no
desire to canvass them, but shall offer an interpretation which, with a
minimal alteration, appears to render it intelligible and quite as
defensible as the texts obtained by introducing more radical changes.
First of all, it seems clear that ydp is due to Clement, who quotes
the sentence, and must be set aside as not belonging to Heraclitus.
This is the view of Bywater, who omits the word. If that be true,
what is there to hinder our taking Sokebvrwv as an imperative? It
wants a subject, but that was doubtless supplied by the context from
which the sentence was obviously wrested. A plausible conjecture is
made possible by the reference in the last clause to the inventors and
supporters of lies, who are clearly contrasted with those who receive
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the philosopher’s scornful permission to hold an opinion. If doxedvrwy
has that meaning, it is transitive as in Herod. 9. 65, dokéw 8¢, €l 70
wepl 7OV Oelwy wpnyuaTwy dokeeww dei. Whether we shall read 6 for 6
or assume that 6 was omitted by haplography before 6 doxiudraros
is difficult to decide; for, as Diels has remarked, Heraclitus is spar-
ing in the use of the article. I incline to insert <6>, or possibly <a>,
the only change I consider necessary in the text. Critics appear to
consider ywhoker puvNdooeww impossible or unintelligible. It is well
known, however, that olda and éricrauar are used with the infinitive
in the sense of “knowing how” to do anything, and in some cases the
nuance given by these verbs is so slight as to be best disregarded
in translating the thought into English. It is difficult to see why
ywhokw should not be used in the same construction as ofda and
¢riorapar. In fact we have two passages which are calculated to
support the assumption that it was so used. Sophocl. Ant. 1087,

tva
1 \ T 2 A b ~
Tov Quuov olUTos € VewTEPOUS AP]
kal Yv@ Tpédew THY YNDToAY NIUXWTEPAY.

Eurip. Bacch. 1341,
€l 6¢ cwppovely
Eyvwd’, 81’ obk OENeTe, TOV Aws yovoy
€bOoLuovelT’ AV TOUUAXOV KEKTNUEVOL,

Goodwin, Greek: Moods and Tenses, 915, 3 (c), mentions the first
passage only and takes yvyvdokw (¢yvwr) in the sense of “learning.”
The ingressive aorist naturally bears this sense; but it does not ex-
clude the same construction with the present, as may be seen by
comparison with ériorapar, which shows the same meaning in the
ingressive aorist, Herod. 3. 15, €l 8¢ kal Amarhfn un mohumparyuovéew.
This line of argument would perhaps not suffice to justify a conjec-
tural introduction of ywdoker into the text, but it is an adequate
defense of a MS. reading. We have then to consider the meaning of
¢uNeooew. Here we are thrown upon the fragment itself as our only
resource, since the verb has a great variety of meanings. There seems
to be a slight clue in the last clause. Diels appears to be right in
assuming that Homer, Hesiod, and the like, are the Yevddv réxroves
xal ubprupes. If this conjecture be true, it is not difficult to see that
Yevddy rtéxrovas characterizes them as inventors of lies, and that
Yevddv ubprupas can hardly mean those who commit perjury, but
must rather refer to the witness they bear to falsehoods by recording
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them in their verse. In other words, the woe pronounced upon the
poets is for originating and perpetuating false views, whether they
relate to the gods, to the desirability of banishing discord, or what not.
But ¢uldooew does bear this precise sense of “ perpetuating,” and we
may be justified in accepting it as referring to the wapddoais of poetical
tradition. I think it probable that 6 dokiudraros refers to Homer as
the coryphaeus of the group of false teachers of the multitude whom
Heraclitus is denouncing, and that the epithet signifies nothing more
than that he is held in the highest esteem, although fr. 57 would per-
haps rather suggest Hesiod. The subject of dokedvrwy, then, is the
uncritical multitude, who live according to the tradition of the fathers
(fr. 74) and may be pardoned for what they do in ignorance, though
woe shall be unto those through whom offence cometh. Accordingly
I should translate the fragment rather freely somewhat after this
manner: “ Ay, let them think as he who is most highly esteemed among
them contrives to report; but verily, judgment shall overtake those who
invent and attest falsehoods.” It is hardly necessary to add that
Heraclitus was not threatening Homer with hell-fire, as Clement
would have us suppose.

V% 68, 11. Fr. 41, & 16 cogdy, émiorachar yrounp, otén Evféprmae
Tavra 6L TaYTwWY.

Here I accept the text, but not the interpretation of Diels, who
renders the fragment thus: “In Einem besteht die Weisheit, die
Vernunft zu erkennen, als welche alles und jedes zu lenken weiss.”
Nestle translates yvaouny with “Geist”’; and Burnet, with “thought.”
In order to arrive at the thought of Heraclitus, it is needful first of all
to note how in a number of his fragments, which are concerned with
his conception of true wisdom, he surcharges with meaning the terms
for knowledge in contradistinction to sense-perception or opinion.
Fr. 17, ob vap ¢povéovar Toradra moANol, 6xéoor [so Diels, V3] éykvpeiowy,
o06é uabovres ywhokovow, éwvrolat 8¢ Sokéovat, “ The majority of man-
kind [this, T think must be the meaning of woA\oi, whether or not with
Bergk we add oi], so far as they meet such problems, do not compre-
hend them even when instructed, though they think they do.” Fr. 34,
“They that lack understanding (4£0veroi) hear, but are like unto them
that are deaf.” Fr. 35, “Men who are lovers of wisdom must have
acquired true knowledge of full many matters” (eb wdNo TOANGY
toropas elvar). But Heraclitus is well aware that much instruction
(cp. mabbyres, fr. 17) does not impart understanding (fr. 40, mo\vuafin
véov éxeww ob bubdoker: ‘Holodov yap dv &didate kal Mubaybpny adris e
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Eevopaved e kal ‘Ekaralor), else would the champions of the new,
self-styled ioropin and Hesiod, their coryphaeus, have got under-
standing. The same pregnancy of meaning as in fr. 17 attaches to
ywaokew in fr. 108, to be discussed more at length below, and in fr. 57,
where Heraclitus says that Hesiod, whom men regard as most knowing,
did not really comprehend (oix ¢yivwokev) day and night; for, contrary
to his opinion, they are one. It is thus clearly shown that by under-
standing Heraclitus means a cognitive faculty or act which penetrates
beyond superficial differences and distinctions, present to sense and
uncritical fancy, to an inner core of truth, and is characterized by
the apprehension of a fundamental unity. Again, the same point of
view finds expression in fr. 56, where he likens mankind, readily duped
when it comes to a true understanding of the surface show of things
(egpmérmyraw of Gvfpwmor Tpos THY Yrdow TGV pavepdv), to Homer, who
could not read a foolish riddle propounded to him by gamins. Above,
in discussing fr. 18, I have already touched on fr. 86,4mo7iy Siaduyyare
w1y yryvworeofar, maintaining that Heraclitus meant to imply that the
true meaning of things is missed for want of a confident act of imagi-
native anticipation, whereby that which does not obtrude itself on our
senses is brought home to the understanding. It is perhaps not too
fanciful to detect the same distinction between sense and under-
standing, where understanding involves the synthesis of apperception,
in fr. 97, xives vap rarafBaifovaw &v dv un ywaokws.. Heraclitus
would thus be merely repeating the distinction of Alemaeon, fr. 1%
(V2 103, 25), &fpwmor yap ¢nor T@v &Nwv (sc. {Qwv) diagpépey 611
uoévov fuvinai, Ta 8 &NNa alofaverar uév, ol Euvvinol €.

Returning now to fr. 41 after a considerable détour, we naturally
pause again before the phrase émicracfor yvounv, which is the real
crux. Scholars appear to be fairly unanimous in holding that, whether
it means “ Vernunft,” “ Geist,” or “thought,” yvounv is an accusative
of the external object, being, in fact, the divine entity which rules
the world. Heraclitus 6 kvknrhs does not much encourage fine dis-
tinctions, but to me this interpretation seems to yield a Stoic rather
than a Heraclitean thought. In obvious reminiscence of our frag-
ment and of fr. 32, & 70 copov uodvor NeyesOor olk é0éNer kal éDéNe
Znvos dvoua, Cleanthes, H. in Iov. 30 could say,

80s 0¢ Kvprjoal
yvbouns, § wiovvos ab dikns pera wavra kuBeprds.

But Cleanthes was clearly writing from a different, and a later,
point of view, for which the ovk é0éNew of Heraclitus had no real
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significance. TFollowing him and having regard to Antipho Soph. fr. 1
(V2 591, 18, yvaup ywooke, and V2 592, 4, yvoup vdoa) one might
incline to propose to emend yvaunyand read yvébuy ériorasfar in Hera-
clitus. I should regard that, however, as an error; for I hold that
yvduny is an accusative of the inner object. In other words, émiora-
ofas yvduny is a periphrasis for ywdorew. In the time of Heraclitus
¢érioracfar had not yet acquired the technical sense which it later
bore in philosophical prose: in fr. 57, Tobrov ériocTarrar mheloTa eldévar,
it means to “fancy”; in fr. 19, axoloar ok émioTduevor 008’ elmwetw, to
“be skillful.” The latter sense is common from Homer onward, the
former in Herodotus. It is not surprising, therefore, that Heraclitus
should wish to reinforce it with a cognate substantive. A similar turn
recurs in Ion of Chios, fr. 4 (V2 222, 28 sq.),

s 0 uév Nvopén Te kekaouevos N0é kal aldot
kal ¢pBiuevos Yuxj Tepmvov €xer BloTov,

o kA 1] t \ 1 A

elmep Mvbayodpns érbuws 6 oopos wepl TavTwy
dvlpomwy yrouas féee kdEéualer.

Here Diels, whose emendation, fidee for elde I heartily approve,
renders yvauas fidee kaféuader with “ Einsichten erworben und erforscht
hat.” I believe we have a sort of hysteron proteron, and that Ion
(for, herein differing from Diels, I believe the verses are his) meant
“if Pythagoras was well informed and really knew whereof he spoke.”
This interpretation of Ion’s phrase is proved correct beyond a doubt
by Theognis, 59,

&AM Novs 8 dmaT@ow €m’ &ANGNoLaL YeNGVTEs,
olTe kKakdv Yvouas €ddTes o1’ dyadiv.

The couplet was reproduced with slight modifications by an unintel-
ligent imitator, Theognis 1113,

4AMNovs &’ dmardvres e’ AANM)NoLaL YeNDTL,
ol7’ &yaldv uvpuny €lddTes olte kakdv.

Here we must without doubt adopt Hecker’s emendation yvdbunv for
whuny.  The imitator did not perceive the true significance of the
original, which sought to hold up to scorn the blissful Edenic ignor-
ance of good and evil characteristic of the new-made lords of Megara,
who but recently, clad in goat-skins, lived like pasturing deer in the
wilds without the city walls, but now in the city light-heartedly hood-
wink one another. Clearly yvouas eldévar is a mere periphrasis for
€ldévar. A similar reinforcement of eldévac occurs in the LXX. account
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of Eden, Gen. 2. 9, 76 £bhov 710D eldévar yvwoTov kalod kal wovnpod,
where, but for the confirmation of the MS. text by Philo Jud. 1. 55,
27, one might be inclined to suspect that yvworév was a corruption of
yv&ow or yvwuny. If lon’s phrase reminds us of such Homeric locu-
tions as vofuara 6y (B 121) and whdea olde (= 363), we find something
closely analogous to that of Heraclitus in Plato, Apol. 20 E, o0 vap &7
éywye abriy (sc. 9y goplav) émiorapar. In this last phrase, however,
the comparison with 20 D, «kwivvelw Tavrnv €lvar copds, may suggest
that Plato had in mind the old force of émisracfar, “be skillful.”
However, Theognis 564, copiny mdgav émorauevor, has the same
construction. Cp. ibid. 1157. If, then, we so interpret émrisracfac
yvwunr, we cannot take the relative 67én so closely with yvauny as the
ordinary view requires. I should rather say that érén was roughly
equivalent to % ve, quippe quae, as 8aris in fr. 57 means ut pote qui,
and render the fragment somewhat as follows: “One thing only s
wisdom: to get Understanding: she 1t is that pervades all things and
governs all.”

V? 69, 2. Fr. 48, 7¢ odv 76kw bvopa Bios, épyov 8¢ favaros.

Diels, Die Anfinge der Philologie bet den Griechen, Neue Jahrbiicher,
xxv (1910), I. Abteilung, p. 3, says, “Der Gleichklang der Worte
Biés (Pfeil) und Bios (Leben) war ihm ein dusseres Zeichen fiir seine
Lehre, dass die Gegensiitze Leben and Tod im Grunde eins seien.”
Zeller I, 640, n. 2, expresses himself in much the same way. I have
no desire to controvert this interpretation, so far as it goes; but it
seems to me that the words of Heraclitus imply much more. In V3
Diels properly refers to Hippocrates, Ilepl Tpogis, 2 (V2 86, 1 sq.), Tpodn
ob Tpog, fiv uy) SbvyTat, ob Tpop1) Tod, fv 0lby T€ § Tpépew * obvoua Tpod?,
Epyov 8¢ byl Epyov Tpogn, obwoua 8¢ obxi. With this passage of un-
doubtedly Heraclitean origin we should take fr. 37, sues caeno, cohor-
tales aves pulvere vel cinere lavari; for the thought apparently is
that mud and dust are not évéuar. water, but are épyw identical
withit. Fr. 13, 8t yap 76v xaplevra unre pumay unre abyxuety unre BopBopw
xaipew kaf’ ‘Hpérhewror, where BopBbépw xaipew alone seems to belong
to Heraclitus, may conceivably have reference to the same problem,
the philosopher meaning to imply that we should call things and men
by names conformable to their €pyor: by their fruits ye shall know
them! Plotinus Enn. 1. 6. 6, éorc yap &, ®s 6 malaws Noyos, kai 7
cwppoaivy kal 7 avdpela kal maoa dpern kdbapots kal 1§ Gpovnats abr)* 6uo
kol af TeNeral 6pb@s alvirrovrar Tov wy kekafapuévor kal els [an &?) géov
keloeaBar & BopBépw, drt 76 uf kabapdy BopPopw dud kékny Gidov: ola &7
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kol Des, ol kaBapal 70 odua, xaipovol 7@ TowobTw, obviously glancing at fr.
13, suggests the possibility that Heraclitus used the words in connec-
tion with a discussion of the mysteries, with the intent of which he
seems to have been satisfied, while he denounced their forms. Thus,
fr. 5, rkafaipovrar & &N\ws alpare utawduevor olov € Tis TNV éuBas
wTNG dwoviforro, we find a context in which he may have distin-
guished between the form and the substance, the éroua and the
Zpyov. Be that asit may, there is abundant evidence that Heraclitus
had grasped the fruitful principle that the true nature of a thing is
to be understood in relation to its function or épyor. We are familiar
enough with his interest in etymologies, which reveals the desire to
detect the true meaning of objects in the derivation of their names;
but the study of homonyms, which our fragment reveals, almost
necessarily involved a corresponding attention to synonyms, in which
words of very different origin and etymology are shown to have a
common meaning. The test of identity or difference of meaning
Heraclitus found in the éoyov of the thing. Plato, in a passage clearly
under the influence of Heraclitus, Crat. 394 A sq., develops this two-
fold principle, which underlies the study of homonyms and synonyms,
referring to the law of uniformity in nature, in accordance with which
like begets like, and concludes therefrom that, as the physician recog-
nizes drugs by their physiological action (sivaus = épyor), not allowing
himself to be deceived by their several disguises, so the philosopher
must apply the same name to parent and offspring, or at any rate he
must learn to detect the identity of concepts by whatever names they
may go. Plato is obviously developing ideas derived from Heraclitus,
partly such as are expressed in the fragments above cited, partly
those of fr. 67, which we shall presently discuss more at length. In
Tim. 50 A-51 B Plato combines in a highly suggestive way Heracli-
tean and FEleatic concepts, very much as he develops the law of
uniformity, mentioned in the Cratylus, into the principle of interac-
tion (wowely kal waoxew) in Gorg. 476 B sq. In the living tissue of so
vital a tradition as Greek philosophy presents we expect to find con-
tinuous developments of this kind. What is more difficult is the task
of discriminating the stages marked by the individuals who contributed
to the total result. In regard to the particular question with which
we are now concerned, it is clear that Heraclitus and the Heracliteans
laid the foundations for the Socratic procedure of definition by noting
the essential importance of the épyov in determining the meaning of
a concept. It was Socrates, however, who elaborated the method of
definition on the basis of dialectic, thus in turn laying the foundations
of the science of logic.
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V2 69, 10. Fr. 50, ‘Hpbxheiros uév odv <&> ¢dnow €ivar 76 wap
daiperov ddiaiperov, yernrov &yévnrov, Bynrov dfdvaror, Noyov aidva,
Tarépa vidw, Oeov Sikaiov: odk éuod, GANG ToD Aoyov dkoloavras Ouo-
NoYely godov éoTwv &v mwavra elvar 6 “Hpaxheirés ¢pnot.

It is agreed that the authentic words of Heraclitus begin with ot
¢éuol: what precedes we owe to Hippolytus, who obviously modeled
his introductory statement on fr. 67. The comparison of the two
passages shows that Bergk’s <&>, which Diels adopts, is unneces-
sary. The predicates of 76 wdv are, as one sees at a glance, arranged
in contrasted pairs. In the fourth pair, Aéyos is of course the intelli-
gible principle, virtually the kéouos vonrés, opposed to aidv which is
the kbouos aiobyrés. The next pair, rarépa vid, is of course of Chris-
tian origin. Apparently the last, fedv dixawov, has puzzled Professor
Diels; for he now (V?) proposes to insert [&dwov] after Sikatov. I
long ago saw that this pair was suggested to Hippolytus or his source
by Plato, Crat. 412 C—+413 D, but had taken for granted that this
was a matter of common knowledge and not worthy of special notice,
until Diels’s note undeceived me. I observe that Otto Gilbert, Griech.
Religionsphilosophie, p. 62, n. 1, also noticed the connection. He there
proposes a different interpretation of alov, but his suggestion I take
to be too clearly mistaken to require refutation. In reference to feov
dikawov, it ought to be said that Hippolytus possibly wrote diaidr (=
#Atov), and that dikaior may be due to the copyist; but there is no
sufficient justification for making a change in the text. Diels is
probably right in adopting Miller’s elvac for the eldévar of Par.; but
eldévar may possibly have been originally a gloss on éuoloyety; for if
ouoloyelv is sound it must be interpreted here, as in fr. 51, with
reference to Heraclitean etymology, as “sharing in the (a) common

Noyos.”

V2 71, 15,  Fr. 67, 6 Oeds Huépn ebppdvn, xeyuwy Bépos, moNeuos elphvn,
kbpos Awds (Tavavria dmavras obros 6 vobs), aNhowbrar ¢
Skwamep <wbp>, éméTav ovuuryq Ovduacw, dvoudferar ko’ Hooviy
€kd.aTov.

This is the text of Diels. I hope to make it clear that it is not
correct, and to show also what Heraclitus wrote and what he meant.
In order to understand and reconstruct this fragment we must com-
pare two passages from Plato, in which he obviously alludes to it.
Crat. 394 A, obxody rkal mepl Bacihéws 6 adros Noyos; €éoTaw yap mwoTe &k
BaoiNéws Bagikels, kal ¢ dyabod ayabos, kal ék kalob kaNds, kal TAANa
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wévra olrws, & ékdaTov yévous €repov ToloUTOV teyovov, Eow uy Tépas
yérars k\yréov 09 Tabra dvbpara. moikiNheww 6é €fegTi Tals
cuAhafBals, dore dofar Av 78 LdiwTikds éxorvT érepa elvat
AANAAwY Ta alTd Svra* bdomep Hulv TaTdv laTpdy dpapuaka
xpouaogiy kal dopals meTotki Nuéva 4ANa paiverar 7a adra
bvra, 7O O€évye latpd, dre THY Olvauiy TAY PapuaKkwy oKo-
Tovuévyw, T4 adTd Galverar, kal obk ExmAjrTETAL VWO TAWY
TpocbvTwy. obrw 6¢ lows kal 6 émioTduevos mepl dvoubTwy THY dhvauy
alr®y okomel, kal oDk ETA)TTETOL €L TL TPOOKELTAL YPAUMA T HeTAKETAL
% dénonrat,  kal & &N\ots Tavramaocty ypbuuacty éoTw § ToU dvduaTOS
Stvauts. domep & vuwdy E\éyouer, “’Aotvivat” Te kal “Bxrwp” obdéy
TV abrdv Ypauudrwy éxer TAGY 700 Tab, AN’ Suws TadTov gnuaivet.
kal “’ApxémoNis” ve 1@V uév ypauudrwy Ti émikowwwvel; dnhol 8¢ Suws
70 adr6" kal dNNa TOANG éoTw & obdéy AN 4 Baciléa onuaiver: kal
dN\a e ad orparnyév, olov “"Avyis” kal “IoNémapxos”’ kal “Edmée-
wos”. kal larpkd ve érepa, “"TarpoxMjs” kal “’AkeaiuBporos” * kal érepa
av lows ovxva ebpoiuer Tals uév ocvAhaBals kal 7ols Ypduuaot 6tagw-
vobvra, 7§ 8¢ Svuvduer TadTov pOeyybéueva. The general con-
nection of this passage with the Heraclitean doctrine of the &pyor
was noted above in the discussion of fr. 48. The 8twaus or specific
physiological action of the drug is compared to the dtwaus of a word,
its “force” or meaning. The identity of meaning in words that are
different (Siadwrobrra, ravarria dravra), and the methods employed
to produce variation (wowiM\ew, éMowdrar), — these are the themes
common to Heraclitus and Plato. We naturally think of Heraclitus,
fr. 15, dvrds 8¢ *Aldns kal Awbvvoos, and fr. 57, 8aris Nuépny kal ebppbyny
ok &ylvworer* Eori yap év. The second passage from Plato, to which
I referred above, is Tim. 49 sq., where the relation of the elements
to the defauer or the ékuayelov is under discussion. It will suffice
for our purpose to quote a sentence from 50 E, 616 kal wérrwy éxros
€l6dv elvar xpewr 7O TO TaYTA EKdeLduEvoy &y adTG yévy, Kabamep mepl T
dNelppara dméoa €bpdn Téxyp unxovdvrar wplTov TOUT abTd Vmapxov,
Towobow OrL ualioTa Gwdy To Oetdueva Uypd Tas douds® ool TE Ev TLow
TV palakdy oxNuaTe GTOuATTEW ETLX€ELpoDaL, TO Tapamway oxXiua obdéy
&vonhov Omapxeww o, mwpoouallvavres 8¢ 8L Newdratov dmwepyafovral.
Plato here employs two comparisons to illustrate the relation of the
substratum to the elemental forms, borrowing one from the manu-
facture of unguents, the other from the art of moulding figures in a
matrix. The first of these is obviously similar to that above quoted
from the Cratylus, and was repeated by Lucret. 2, 847 sq.
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sicut amaracini blandum stactaeque liquorem

et nardi florem, nectar qui naribus halat,

cum facere instituas, cum primis quaerere par est,
quoad licet ac possis reperire, inolentis olivi -
naturam, nullam quae mittat naribus auram,
quam minime ut possit mixtos in corpore odores
concoctosque suo contractans perdere viro,
propter eandem rem debent primordia rerum
non adhibere suum gignundis rebus odorem, etc.

Heeding the suggestions afforded by these passages from Plato and
Lucretius, which seem to me clearly to reproduce, however freely,
the thought of Heraclitus in our fragment, it should be possible with
considerable certainty to restore the text and to determine its meaning.
It is obvious that in the Cratylus Plato slightly changed the figure,
substituting drugs for unguents, because of the advantage of thus
being able to appeal to the expert knowledge of the physician. He
may have been influenced also by certain Heraclitean elements in
the medical literature, such as we find in Hippocrates Ilepi diairys
and Ilepl 7pogfis. At all events, it is clear that <x9p>, which Diels
has adopted from the conjecture of Dr. Thomas Davidson, and <olvos>,
which Bergk proposed, are alike inadmissible. The latter part of the
fragment and the use of §iwua, which Hesychius defines with uipov
and &pwua, point clearly to the conclusion that Heraclitus, as we
should infer from Plato and Lucretius, referred to an unguent. The
instances of fiwua (Herod. 2. 86; Lucian, De Dea Syra, S and 46)
refer to unguents. If one or the other of the passages in Lucian
should be doubtful, there can be no question in regard to Hippocr.
Tvvawkeiwr B, 209 (8,404 L.), &lely ra Qubuara d és 76 ubpov euBaNNerar,
with which compare ibid. 202 (8, 386 L.) and 206 (8, 39S L.) In the
making of unguents (see Bliimner, Technologie und Terminologie der
Gewerbe und Kiinste?, 1., 359 sq.), the neutral base, as well as the
product resulting from the union of aromatic substances with it, was
called uvpor or éawov. The finished product bore a variety of names
determined by the volatile ingredients. Theophrastus, Iepi daudv,
gives ample information, from which we may quote a few sentences.
V. 25, mpds éxaarov 8¢ @y ubpwy EuBdANovar Ta wpdbadopa TRV Gpwiub-
Twy, olov €ls uév TN Kimpov kapdduwuov, domdlafov dvaguphoavres
76 edwder. VI, 27, dmavra 0¢ cwriferrar 1o plpa Td péy am’ awbdv
70 8¢ 4mo PUNNwr Ta 8¢ amd xKNwvos T4 8 &4wd Pi{ns T4 & amd Ebwy
78 & 4o kapmol Td & &mwo dakplwy. uikTd 8¢ vl (s elmetv. In inten-
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tion, therefore, the conjecture of Bernays, cvuucyf <0bwua> vapast,
was better than either of those which we noticed above; but Diels is
right in assuming that the desiderated word is to be supplied after
ékwomep. 'The only point in favor of <mfp> is that its omission can
so easily be explained; but with almost equal ease we can account for
the loss of <utpov>, which is obviously required by the sense and by
the Platonic and Lucretian parallels.

But we must now return to the earlier part of the fragment. The
words révavria dmavra- obros 6 vobs have been a stumbling-block.
Bywater and Diels bracket them, since they can make nothing of
them. Mullach accomplished the same result by making two frag-
ments instead of one, and omitting the troublesome words. But a
reference to the passage from the Cratylus should prove beyond
question that they belong just where they stand; only one slight
change is required, viz, dvros for olros, as Bergk perceived. He says,
Kleine Philol. Schriften, II. 86, n. 4, “Ceterum etiam verba illa
ravavria &mwavra, obros 6 vobs non interpretis, sed ipsius Heracliti esse
existimo, quae ita videntur corrigenda: ¢ @eds . .. kbpos, Taravria
dravra* wiTds vbos* GANowodrat 6¢, Skwamep oivos k7\.”  Unfortunately
Bergk did not interpret his proposed text; but judging by his punc-
tuation and the absence of any remark about the force of wéos, I
venture to suggest that what he had in mind was something like this:
“Gott ist... Uberfluss und Hunger, mit einem Worte, alle Gegen-
sitze. Es ist derselbe Geist,” usw. If this suggestion does him
justice, it will be seen that he did not really anticipate my proposal
except in regard to the change of ofiros into wirés; and working with
the text of Diels, who did not even record the proposal, I did not
come upon his emendation until I had reached the same conclusion
independently and by a different route. As a matter of fact, it was
the passage from the Cratylus which disclosed the connection of
ideas and led me to the obviously correct text and interpretation;
for I saw at once that vobs had no reference whatever to feés and
did not mean “Geist,” but, as in Herod. 7. 162, obros 8¢ 6 vdos Tov
pAuatos, signified “sense’ or “meaning.” But, this point once cleared
up, it followed at once that we must read dvros for obros, and that
ravarria dravra did not merely add a generalization to sum up the
bill of particulars which precedes. In short, révarria dravra is the
plural form of robwavriov éwav, which occurs, Plato, Polit. 310 D, as a

“variant for the more usual phrase wav robvavriov; cp. Xen. Mem,
3. 12. 4 and (for the adverbial force of was or aras) Plato. Protag.
317 B.
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Restoring to Heraclitus what rightfully belongs to him, we should
therefore write the fragment thus: 6 feds Huépn edppdvy, xewwwy Gépos,
wONeuos €lpNvn, kOpos Auds * Tavavria Amavra, wurds 6 vobs® dANotolTatl é
Skwamep <ubpov>, dworTay auuuryf Guduaow, dvoudlerar kad’ Ndoviy éxd-
agrov. “God s day and night, winter and summer, war and peace, satiety
and hunger,— opposites quite, but the sense is the same; he changes,
however, just as the neutral base employed in making unguents, when tt
18 mixed with volatile essences, recetves a name in accordance with the odor
of each.”

In regard to the philosophical interpretation of the fragment, which
thus assumes a rank of capital importance for the thought of Heracli-
tus, it is hardly necessary to say more at present, than that we must
henceforth build upon the foundations laid by Plato, Tim. 48 E-52 C.
Plato and Lucretius prove that the same thought lay at the core of the
atomic theory, and it is evident that Heraclitus here touched one of
the basic conceptions of metaphysics in so far as it is concerned with
the relation of the One and the Many. We are therefore called upon
to consider the questions which crowd upon us with sobriety and
careful discrimination, unless we are to efface the mile-stones that
mark the progress of speculation. Such an inquiry is, however, too
far-reaching to admit of discussion in this connection.

V272,18, Fr. 71, ueuviiofar 8¢ kal Tod emhavfavouévov § % 680s &yet.

The meaning, apparently missed by some scholars, is made clear
by fr. 117, ok ématwy 8kp Baiver. He forgets whither he is going.

V273, 14. Fr. 77, Yvxfior . . . répYw % Oévaror ypfiot yevéolar.

It seems very probable that we are here dealing, if one may so
express it, with a conflate text; that is to say, two utterances of
Heraclitus, otherwise essentially identical, but differing in this, that
one related to répyus, the other to favaros, appear to have been merged
in one. Either statement, taken by itself, is entirely intelligible;
but it is improbable that Heraclitus combined them in the manner of
this ‘fragment.’

V2 73, 19. Fr. 78, #00s vop &vfpimeor uév olk €xer yvduas, Oetoy
O¢ €xet.

The word #fos is difficult and improbable. I suspect that we should
write &vos; cp. Eurip. Orest. 976,
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lw lo, mavdakpur’ Eépauepwy
&vn moNimova.

The iambic movement of the fragment is obvious, and the position of
uév appears somewhat forced. One is tempted to write the sentence
as verse,

€vos uév avbfpomeiov ob yvauas ExeL,

Oetov & éxel.

This may, of course, be nothing more than the work of chance; but
the entire cast of the sentence suggests that we are dealing with verse
converted into prose. Now we know that there were those who
versified the philosophy of Heraclitus. One of their number, Scythi-
nus, a writer of the fourth century, is known by name; and one of the
fragments of Scythinus (fr. 2, V2 86, 22 sq.) has come down to us
reconverted into prose, which Wilamowitz has again rendered in
verse. I do not suggest, though it is possible, that we have before us
another reconverted version of Heraclitus by Scythinus; for the cases
of Cleanthes, whose Stoic verses are in part little more than para-
phrases of Heraclitus, and of ‘ Epicharmus,” among whose fragments
there are some which reproduce the thought of Heraclitus as others
do that of Plato, caution us to avoid hasty conclusions. Neverthe-
less, I incline to think that fr. 78 is in fact a thinly disguised prose
rendering of a verse original; for there are at least two other ‘frag-
ments’ of Heraclitus (80 and 100) whose form suggests a versified
original. As it is best to discuss them separately, I will add only
that one of them, like fr. 78, is quoted by Origen Against Celsus. If
my suggestion be approved by scholars, an interesting question
arises, to wit, how accurately the versifier, if he was actually trying
to reproduce the thought of Heraclitus, as Celsus or his source sup-
posed, succeeded in rendering it. In the case of fr. 78, it is a nice
question whether Heraclitus would have said what is here imputed
to him. Origen seems to be clearly right in interpreting yrouas with
oopia; but Heraclitus, whose doctrine of 76 cogpér we considered above
in the note on fr. 41, although unsparing in his denunciation of the
stupidity of the crowd, clearly believed that he had attained to
wisdom. We naturally think of him as declaring with the Hebrew
prophet that he alone was left.

We may note that fr. 78 seems to have served as a model for the
spurious fragment of Epicharmus, 57, 7, which Diels (V2 99, 4) writes
thus:

ol yap dvbpwmos Téxvay T’ ebpev, & 8¢ eds o
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In the same way Epicharmus, fr. 64 (V2 100, 5 sq.), likewise spurious,

H 1 I3 \ \ 4 ~ e ’ 3 14
elul vekpos* vekpos 0€é kOTpos, Y1 6 1 KOwpos éoTiv®
el 0’ 1) y7 Oeds éaT’, ob vekpds, GANG Beds,

glances at Heraclitus, fr. 96, vékves yap kompiwv éxB\yrérepor, and also at
the anecdotes relative to the manner of his death, V? 54, 29 sq., and
to the anecdote about the oven, where also there were gods (V2 58,
36 sq.). It seems altogether likely that the case of Heraclitus is in
this a close parallel to that of Pythagoras, that myth soon began to
weave legends about his name, and that forgeries sprang up which were
supported by other forgeries. For the relation of the late Pytha-
goreans to Heraclitus, see Norden, Agnostos Theos, p. 345, n. 1. The
examples given above and to be discussed presently make it extremely
probable that some of these were written in verse and current as
adespota, becoming in time attached to various names, such as Epi-
charmus. Others went under the name of Heraclitus, and it is
probably to them that the Vita in Suidas refers (V2 56, 46), éypaye
TONNG TOLTLKES.

V2 73, 23. Fr. 80, eldévar 8¢ xp) 7ov woheuov ébvra Evvdw, kal Siknw
€ow, Kal Ywoueva wayTo kar’ €pwv Kal XpEDUEVQ.

This fragment has been discussed times innumerable, more particu-
larly with reference to the last word, which is conceded to be im-
possible. If the sentence be regarded as an authentic prose fragment
of Heraclitus, we probably cannot do better than accept Schuster’s
conjecture, karaxpewueva for ypewueva, and take it as complementary to
ywéueva. Diels, however, has rightly refused to adinit into his text
any of the numerous substitutes proposed for xpevueva. First of all
it should be noted that kai ywoéueva mévra kar’ épw does not look so
much like an utterance of Heraclitus as like an attempt to summarize
details; this impression is confirmed by fr. 8, Arist. Eth. Nic. 1155 4,
‘HpakNewros 70 dvrifovr ouupépor kal éx TV SiadepdvTwy KaANLoTYY dpuo-
viay kal wavra kat’ €ow yivesBar, which is itself quite obviously not a
verbatim quotation but a summary. Long ago I was struck by the
similarity in thought between xai ikny €ow, xal ywbueva wavra kar’
¢ow and Cleanthes, H. in Tov. 36,

®

80s 8¢ kupfioal Yvwuns, § wiauvos o Oikns uéTa wavTa KuPepvds,

and in a letter to Professor Diels I proposed instead of xpedueva to
read xpewv péra, after Eurip. Here. F. 20,
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€i6’ "Hpas vmo
kévtpous dauaclels €lTe ToU X pewy uéra.

He replied that the anastrophe of péra was impossible in prose.
This is of course true, as I well knew, assuming that we are dealing
with real prose. At that time, having nothing more definite than the
vague impression that the diction and movement of certain fragments
of Heraclitus were distinctly poetic, and the statement in the Vita of
Suidas, which I then interpreted as referring in a general way to
poetic diction, I dropped the matter, though I still felt that ypewv péra
was probably the true reading. Recently Dr. Bruno Jordan, Archiv
fiir Gesch. der Philos., 24 (1911), p. 480, has independently made the
same suggestion. In view of the probability that in this ‘fragment,’
as in fr. 78, we have a versified version of Heraclitus reconverted into
prose, I regard my emendation as all but certain. I do not think it
feasible to recover the verse original throughout, because, as I indi-
cated above, kal ywoueva Tavra kar’ épw appears to be a summarizing
formula; but it is easy to pick out parts of the sentence which fall
almost without change into iambic verse:

eldevar 8¢ xpn
\ J4 4 J4
TOV TONepoy vra Evvby . . . . . .
......... kal btkny épww
........ <T0U> XPEWY META.

It must be said that the text of the fragment is not absolutely certain,
as the Mss. of Origen Against Celsus read e 8¢ xpn and Sikny épetv;
but the emendations adopted by Diels and reproduced above are so
obvious that we may with confidence make his text the basis of our
study. Regarded in the light of the poetic tags which have just been
noted, we have again a close parallel to the prose paraphrase of
Scythinus, fr. 2; but I hazard no guess as to the author of the versi-
fied version.

V276, 12. Fr. 100, dpas ai mévra pépovat.

This fragment is preserved by Plutarch, who again alludes to it.
The movement is clearly dactylic, and one may suspect that it formed
part of an hexameter, though its brevity forbids dogmatic conclusions.
In view of the experiments of Cleanthes it is not improbable that there
were versions of certain Heraclitean sayings in heroic verse. It is, of
course, possible that this fragment owes its rhythmical or metrical
form to chance or to unconscious poetical influences not unnatural



712 PROCEEDINGS OF THE AMERICAN ACADEMY.

in the early stages of prose when verse was still the prevailing medium
of artistic expression. This is perhaps the most probable explanation
of the hexameter ending of fr. 5, feods 008’ #pdas olrivés elor, which I
noted long ago and find referred to Homeric influence by Norden,
Agnostos Theos, p. 88, n. 1. Dactylic movement, due to epic models,
is much more easily thus accounted for than iambic or trochaic, such
as have been noted above in fragments 78 and 80. Of the latter sort
there is perhaps another example in fr. 120, quoted by Strabo, #obs
kal éomépas Tépuara N &pkTos Kal avriov Ths &pxTov obpos alfiplov Aubs.
The general trochaic or iambic rhythm is at once apparent, and the
close at least is faultless and strikingly suggestive of a trochaic verse.
See infra, p. 714 sq. One may recast it into trochaics quite as easily
as Wilamowitz did the second fragment of Scythinus, —

Hobs [possibly éw 8¢] xaomépas
Téppar’ dpkros kvl &pkTov olpos albpiov Awbs.

V2 77, 11. Fr. 108, dkbowy Noyous fikovoa, obdels adukveiTar és Tobro,
BaTE YIWOOKEW BTL TOPOV é0TL TAVTWY KEXWPLO UEVOV.

This fragment has been much discussed; cp. Schuster, pp. 42, 44;
Zeller, 1. 629, n. 1. Gomperz proposed to bracket 87t gogor kr\. as an
interpolation. All those who retain the words regard them as an
object clause, whatever interpretation they may put upon it. Diels
identifies (70) oogér with God, and understands the fragment as de-
claring the divine transcendence. This view has naturally provoked
vigorous protests; for it is incompatible with all that we otherwise
know of the thought of Heraclitus. I think Noyous is here used as
Heraclitus uses Aoyos of his own philosophic message or gospel: it
refers to the Weltanschauungen of the great teachers and philoso-
phers; for #ixovoa does not necessarily refer to actual hearing of the
person who sets forth his views, but includes the reading (by himself
or by a slave) of written records. The pregnant force of ywdbokew was
sufficiently explained above in the discussion of fr. 41. Heraclitus,
then, says: “Of all those whose message regarding the nature of things
it has been my fortune to learn about, not one has attained to the point
of true knowledge.” So much seems to be clear from a survey of the
conception of knowledge which he is continually proclaiming. But,
once we seize the import of his use of ywookew, it is equally clear that
ér. is not “that”; itis causal, and the obvious conclusion to his
sentence follows: “for wisdom s far removed from all” (“men” or
“of them”). One may illustrate this use of kexwpiouévor by a pas-
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sage from Cleanthes quoted by Sext. Empir. 9. 90, dore ob Télewov
{Gov & 4vfpwmos, 4reNds 8¢ kal woNY kexwpiouévoy To0 Tehelov. The
questionable fragment of Philolaus, quoted by Diels, and the quotation
from Philostratus ap. Euseb. P. E. 4. 13, évi 7e vm kal rkexwpiouévy
wévrwy, made by Norden, Agnostos Theos, 39, n. 3, afford but weak
‘support for so unlikely a theory as that of Diels. In printing the
fragment, I should place a colon between ywdaokew and é7.. The sen-
tence thus furnishes a new illustration of the difficulty, noted by
Aristotle, of phrasing Heraclitus. Diels mentions, but does not adopt,
my interpretation in V2.

V2 77,19. Fr. 112, cwdpovely dpery ueylor, kal copin dAnféa Néyew
kal ToETy kaTd Pplow émalovras.

The Mss. here, as in fr. 116, show cwegpovetv. Diels here substitutes
70 ¢ppovely, there ¢ppovely, in order to adapt the diction to that of He-
raclitus. He renders: “Das Denken ist der grosste Vorzug, und die
Weisheit besteht darin, die Wahrheit zu sagen und nach der Natur zu
handeln, auf sie hinhorend.” Besides changing cwdpovety to 76 ¢ppovety,
he gives a forced rendering of dperp and éralovras which serves to
-conceal the obvious Stoic character of the saying. Again, there is no
‘other instance of gopin in the supposedly genuine fragments of
Heraclitus, who seems to have used () cogoér instead: it does recur
in fr. 129, which Diels reckons doubtful or spurious but others accept
as genuine. Yet, granting that it is genuine, cogpin there means some-
thing very different: it is, like wohvuafein and kakorexvin, a term
-of reproach. One who reads the sentence without bias will readily
.admit that dpery) means an ethical virtue. As for a\n0éa Aéyew, one
may perhaps defend it by citing the denunciation of the Yevd&v réxrovas
.kal paprvpas in fr. 28; but it is doubtful whether so obviously an
.ethical virtue would have counted as a mark of copin in the days
of Heraclitus. In opposition to this it may be said that *AMfeca was
the ideal of the Greek philosophers from the beginning. True; but it
was objective Truth which they sought, and not the virtue of truth-
fulness. The juxtaposition of &Anféa Néeyvew and woiwelv kara piow
does not suggest a reference to abstract or objective truth. Finally,
wowely katd plow ématovras bears all the marks of Stoic doctrine; for
it is hardly defensible to render ératorras with “auf sie hinhérend.”
‘The word has here, as in fr. 117, ol ératlwy 8ky Baiver, the sense which
it regulaily bears in Plato, to wit, “knowing”’; cp. Xen. Mem. 1. 1.9,
Oowpovay 8¢ kal Tols mavrevouévous & Tols dvfpamois of feol uabodor
Swakpivew. The words then clearly mean “to act in accordance with
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nature consciously and with full knowledge.” This thought is, however,
in substance and in form entirely Stoic, corresponding in the ethical
sphere to the injunction to submit willingly to Fate, in the religious
sphere, as expressed in Cleanthes’s lines to Fate. One may, of course,
discover the germs of this view in genuine fragments of Heraclitus;
but Diels’s alterations in the text and his interpretation do not meet-
the reasonable objections long since urged by others to the genuine-
ness of this fragment.

V% 78, 8. Fr. 116, avfpdrowse maoL METEGTL YWwwoKkew éwvTods Kal
gweppovely.

This fragment, like the preceding, is derived from Stobaeus, and
like it, too, has been by many regarded as spurious. As I have al-
ready stated, Diels writes ¢povetv for owppoveiv, in order to meet an
obvious criticism. This procedure would be justifiable, however, only
if the passage as a whole created a presumption in favor of Heracli-
tean authorship, which is supported solely by the lemma of Stobaeus.
In fact all indications point to the period after Socrates. Whoever
attributed the saying to Heraclitus doubtless did so in view of fr. 101,
el neauny éuecuror, but the interpretation of the Delphic yv&f oavrév
as an injunction to recognize one’s limitations and to occupy oneself
with that which lies within one’s proper scope and power,— this is,
so far as we know, Socratic: he who would claim it for Heraclitus
must assume the burden of proof. But no unbiased reader of our
fragment will doubt that ywaokew éwvrods kal cwpporvely was intended
to express that precise thought. I cannot justify the changing of
owppovely to ¢povely, and cannot accept the fragment as genuine.
Bywater was clearly right in marking both 112 and 116 as doubtful.
Since they come to us from Stobaeus, who quotes them under widely
different heads, it is plain that their assignment to Socrates is not
due to a mere mistake in the lemmata of his-text, but the error
must be charged to his sources.

V2 78, 16. Fr. 120, fols kal éomépas Tépuara % dpkros kal dvriov THs
dpkTov odpos aiflpiov Aubs.

In V3 Diels briefly notes my interpretation of olpos aifipiov Aws as
“wind of heaven,” which was proposed in my review of his Herakleitos
von Ephesos?, in Class. Philol., 5. p. 247; but he appears still to prefer
his own suggestion that Heraclitus referred to Mt. Olympus. As I
regard my proposal as almost certainly right, I offer here a few addi-



HEIDEL.— ON FRAGMENTS OF THE PRE-SOCRATICS. 715

tional observations to supplement my former statement, which exi-
gencies of space then compelled me to omit. For the meaning of
obpos, “wind,” I would refer to Schmidt’s Synonymik. See also
Bonitz, Index Aristotelicus, s. v. &pkros. It was common to say
kal wpos dpkrov kal wpos vorov. The phrases employed by Herodotus
in speaking of the cardinal points are especially interesting; I have
made a complete list of them, and they seem to me to be decisive.
I will refer, however, to but a few by way of illustration: 1. 148,
wPOs APKTOV TETPAUMEVOS . . . Tpos (Epupoy dveuov; 2. 8, ¢épov am’ dpkrov
wpos uegeuPpins 7€ kal vorov; 3. 102, wpds &pkrov Te kal Bopéov dvéuov.
Cp. Hesiod, Theog. 378-82.

Though I do not accept the suggestion of Diels that the odpos Aubs
is Mt. Olympus, I will refer to a passage which might possibly be
used to support it, to wit, Hippocr. Ilepi éBdouddwr, 48 (9. 462 L.),
Definitio autem superiorum partium et infertorum corporis umbilicus.
It would be interesting to know the Greek text: perhaps Helmreich
or some other ransacker of medical manuscripts may yet recover
it! It occurs in a part of the treatise much discussed of late; see
Roscher, Uber Alter, Ursprung und Bedeutung der hippokr. Schrift
von der Stebenzahl, p. 37, n. 67, who of course, in relating this to his
“Weltkarte,” refers to the dugpalos vijs or faldrrys, and believes that
the writer had in mind (not Delphi, but) Delos or Teos. Mt. Olympus
might well serve as a landmark to divide the “upper” or northern
parts of the earth from the “lower” or southern; but it does not
seem so suitable for a zero meridian. I doubt, moreover, whether Hera-
clitus had any “Greenwich” in mind: what he seems to have meant
is merely this, that “east” and “west” are relative terms and are
delimited by a north and south line drawn through any point that
may be in question. Various special meridians, useful to the geog-
rapher and mariner, were recognized at a comparatively early date,
as may be seen from Herodotus; but a zero meridian, so far as I
know, was not thought of before the time of the Alexandrian geogra-
phers. For the suggestion of a possible verse original for the fragment,
see above on fr. 100. This would readily account for the use of ofpos
in the sense of wind.

V2 80, 10. Fr. 128, Sawubvwr &ybhuacwy ebxorrar ok dkobovawy, Gomep
axobotey, obk dmrodibolow, Hamep obK amaiToley.

In regard to the text of this spurious fragment I agree with Diels,
except that I would set a colon after éxolower; from his interpreta-
tion I dissent, because it seems to me obviously at fault. In some
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unaccountable way he appears to have overlooked my note in Class.
Philol. 5. p. 247, for he renders the text thus: “Sie beten zu den Got-
terbildern, die nicht héren, als ob sie Gehér hatten, die nichts zuriick-
geben, wie sie ja auch nichts fordern kénnten,” The saying is a close
parallel to fr. 127, likewise spurioys, in that it charges men with in-
consistency in their dealings with the gods. Hence ok &mwodidobow
(= dmodibbaciv; not the partic.!) answers to ebxorrac as dorep odk dmai-
Totey answers to &omep droloev, and the meaning, as I said in my
former note, is: “ They make vows to the tmages of the gods, that hear
not, as if they heard; they pay not their vows, as if they (the gods)
required it not.”  Everyone can supply the necessary classical examples
for ebxovrai, amodidobo, and amwarroter. I will quote one from the
LXX., Deuter. 23. 21, &éav 6¢ ebxn ebxnv kvplw 76 0eid oov, ol xpoviels
arodobvar abriv, 81t Ex{nTdY Ex{nThoeL Kbplos 6 Oeds oov, kal €oTar &v gol
auapTia.
[Hippocrates.]

V? 81, 36—82, 16. For this passage, see my Antecedents of Greek
Corpuscular Theories, Harvard Studies in Class. Philol., 22 (1911),
p. 148 sq. It is to this article, and not to “Class. Philol. 22.
158,” that Diels should have referred V3 166, 16, note.

c. 13. Epicharmus.
V291, 23. Fr. 4.6,

70 8¢ copov & Plais 766” oldev ts Exer
uova - weraldevrar yap abrabras Umo.

Diels renders, “Doch wie sich’s mit dieser Weisheit verhilt, das
weiss die Natur allein. Denn sie hat’s ganz von selbst gelernt.””
It is, perhaps, a matter of no great consequence, but I believe his
translation rests on a misconception of 76 goddr 765 and ws éxer. As
to the former, it has little in common with (70) oopéy of Heraclitus,
but, like the familiar phrase oddév wowiNov oddé copdr, denotes some-
thing recondite or cunningly devised. In regard to &s éxet, I remarked
above, in my note on Heraclitus, fr. 1, that it here refers to the process
of becoming, “how it comes about.” The words of the fragment
mean, “Nature alone knows the secret of this cunning device, or
the way in which this mysterious result is brought about.” This use
of &s ¢xer and related phrases appears to have escaped many scholars.
Possibly it baffled the copyists also in certain instances. Thus Xen.
Mem. 1. 1. 11, obdé yop mepl 7is 7@V TavTwy Ploews, fmep 7&Y ENNwr
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ol wAeloTol, OleNéYeTo oKOT@Y, dTws 0 Kalobuevos VIO TRV GoPpLoTdY
kbauos €xe€L, kal Tlow vdykais ékaora Yiveralr T&v obpaviwy kTN. Here
the Mss. are divided between éxer and é¢v, and the editors find it dif-
ficult to decide. I believe that éxe:, which has the better credentials,
is the true reading, though one may question whether the unfamiliar
force of €xer or the similarity of sound led to the substitution of &pv.
As T pointed out in my study Ilepi Pioews, the same duplicity as
appears in the force of ds €xet occurs also in the use of ¢iois, which
predominantly signifies that which a thing is, but, pursuant to a
constant habit of the human mind, is most frequently and naturally
defined by recounting the story of its birth.

c. 18, Parmenides.

V? 105, 34. Diog. L. 9. 22, véveow avpdomwy &£ H\iov Tpdrov Yevé-
glar: al7ov 8¢ Vmapxey 70 Oepuov kal 16 Yuxpdv, €& Qv T
TAVTA GUVECTAVOL.

Various proposals have been made for the emendation of #Aiov, of
which {Nos is the most probable. It is obvious, however, that &¢
Nhiov, or whatever we may substitute for it, was not intended to
denote the elemental constituents of man, since they are expressly
mentioned later in the sentence. If the writer had in mind merely
the source of the force which led to the origin of man, & H\iov,
however singular, may be allowed to stand. But Diels is quite right
in regarding adréov as corrupt. The language of Aristotle and his
commentators suggests the obvious correction, ad7o%s 8’ évvmdpxerr,
referring to the orouxela &vvmapxovra.

V2 115, 10. Fr. 1, 28,
Xpew 0é o€ wavTa wubédhar
Nuév "ANnbeins edkvkNéos &Tpeués fTop
76é Bpor@dy 66Eas, Tals odk évt wioTis dAnds.

Something depends upon the precise meaning of wioris éAyffs; for it
must to a considerable extent determine our conception of the attitude
of Parmenides toward the Bpor&v 66¢ar, which seem to have occu-
pied his thought in much the larger part of his philosophical poem.
The phrase recurs, fr. 8, 26 sq.,

alrap dkivnrov ueydlwy & melpaot deouldv
EoTw dvapxov &ravaTov, émel Yéveois kal SAefpos
THNE udN’ érhaxOnoav, drdoe dé wioTis aNyO9s.
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Diels renders it with “verlissliche Wahrheit” and “wahre Uberzeu-
gung”’; Burnet and Nestle do not vary the phrase but give “true
belief” and “des Wahren Gewissheit” in both cases. Two other
passages of the poem ought to be compared, to wit, fr. 8, 12,

3 r L) AN A 3 A ’ 9 7
o0d€ woT’ €k 7 EovTos EPfoel wiaTios Loxis
yiyvealal Tv wap’ alrd,

and fr. 8, 17,
ob yap a\nbns
éoTwv 600s.
In the passage last mentioned d\nf#s 666s is clearly equivalent to

"ANnfeins 666s, as in fr. 4, 4 we have Iefols &sri kéhevfos. So in
Sophocl. O. R. 500,

avbpldv 8 8L pavris wNEov ) "y® Ppéperar,
kplois ok éaTwv dAnbys,

where the meaning obviously is that “there is no proving the truth
of the contention that a seer outstrips me.” This use of kpiois calls
to mind the fact that Parmenides employs the same word, fr. 8, 15,

7 8¢ kplows mwepl TobTwy & TGS EaTiw
éoTw 1) obk éoTw * kéxpirar & odv, Hamep avayxy,
Y uév &8y avomrov aviwuuoy (ol yap aAnds -
ot 000s), Ty & dore mENew kal érfTuuov elvad.

Here the context appears to me to furnish the clue to the meaning of
wioris; for Parmenides clearly has in mind an action at law in which
the issue is sharply drawn and judgment is rendered. So fr. 8, 27 sq.
the wioris dAnfns sends ~yéveois and 8N\efpos into banishment. The
juxtaposition of kpiois and wioris shows that wioris means such evi-
dence or proof as may be adduced in court, a meaning which the
word quite regularly bore in legal argumentation. Aristotle, the logi-
cian, feeling that forensic oratory employed the enthymeme rather
than the syllogism, and that in consequence its deductions were
less cogent, continued to use wioris for rhetorical proof in contradis-
tinction to dmoédeiéis, the stricter proof of logic or science. Thus wiors
is for him wefods kelevfos, the method proper to a procedure which,
like the plea of the rhetor, has for its object the establishment of the
elkos. In much the same way the ofuara of Parmenides, fr. 8, 2,
are the onuela of forensic argumentation, which Aristotle in like
manner and for the same reason distinguished from the more certain
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rekpfpia.  Thus we see that the dialectic of Parmenides, which
eventuated in the Aristotelian logic, employed the forms and termi-
nology of forensic rhetoric, though with an evident effort to reduce
argumentation to the exactitude of demonstration; and wioris dAnf9s is
just this demonstration of truth. When, therefore, Parmenides objects
to the Bpordv 86fau, it is because they do not carry the force of logical
or dialectic evidence, or that such evidence is against them.

V2115, 19. Fr. 1, 37,
uovos 8 €t Gvuos o6doto
Nelmerat.

V2118, 38. Fr. 8, 1,
uobtvos 8 ére uifos ddoto
Nelmeral, os €0Tiy.

It appears to be generally conceded that fvués and wifos are cor-
ruptions of one and the same word; fuubs, at any rate, is unintelligible.
Of the numerous emendations proposed Platt’s ofuos is doubtless the
best, though Diels seems to prefer puuds; but puués does not so well
explain the corruption as ofuos. I am about to propose a correction,
which seems to me all but certain. The stress on uévos and Aelmerar
suggests that we are reduced to a way that barely remains. Similarly
Plato, Symp. 184 B, uia 8¢ Nelmerar 7§ Huerépw vbuw 6dés, reinforced by
184 E, povaxol é&vraifa ... &\hof 8¢ oddauod, like the Aristotelian
dictum, 76 dpapravewy moAax@s éori, 70 karopfoby povaxds, calls to
mind the Gospel saying, orev § T0Ny kal TefNipuéry § 686s % dmréyovoa
els Ty {whv. 1 take it for granted that Parmenides regarded and
characterized the way of Truth as a strait and narrow path, just as,
fr. 6, 2 sq., he obviously thinks of the way of Error as broad, since
“mortals, knowing nought, stagger (wNarrovrar) along it with un-
steady minds.” I can think of nothing so suitable for his purpose,
or so likely to give rise to the corruptions fuués and udfos, as the
word i{gfués. Plato, Tim. 69 E, uses it of the human neck, Emped.
fr. 100, 19, of the narrow orifice of the clepsydra, and Hom., o 300,
uses lofuov of anecklace. The Homeric scholiast says that the throat
is called lofuds, amd Tob eioiévar THv Tpoghy 6. abrod. The correspond-
ing use of abyfy (Herod. 7. 223) and of fauces in Latin in speaking
of a narrow defile or ‘isthmus’ is sufficiently well known. Now it
happens that in Emped. fr. 100, 19, is6ués has become corrupted in
a part of the MS. tradition, and in Sophocl., fr. 145,
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a 6é uvaoris
Ovatols edmoTudTaTA MENEWY
37 7 A} H 4
avéxovaa Slov Bpaxiv loBudv,

where {ofuds refers to “the narrow span of life,” modern scholars
have ignorantly sought to substitute something else. Nauck here
proposed ofuov, as Platt does for Parmenides. But the MS. reading
is confimed by Aelian, V. H. 2. 41, 87e¢ ad7d 76 & Bovrods mavrelor
dolkero TpoNéyov Ty Tod Blov orevoxwplav, and by Cicero’s use of
angustiae temporis.

I should therefore read {cOuds 65070 in both fragments. Lest
anyone be disturbed by the hiatus between ér. and i{gfués, I remark
that we find another instance of it in fr. 4, 6,

v 89 ToL Pppafw mwavamevhéa Euuer aTapmov,

in each case in the bucolic diaeresis. Diels, Parmenides Lehrgedicht,
p- 67, in his note on the latter passage, well says: “Der Hiat in der
bukolischen Diiirese nicht anzutasten!” Indeed, the collision of
words ending and beginning with the same vowel was even regarded
by ancient grammarians as peculiarly justifiable. See Christ, Metrik
der Griechen and Romer?, p. 41, §55, and the remarks of ancient
grammarians on Hom. Od. N 595, Verg. Georg. 1, 281, and Hor. C.
1. 28, 24. Herwerden, Lexicon Gr. Suppletorium, p. 400, suggests
that {ofués may have had the digamma, referring to Pindar, Isth.
1. 10, 32 and Bacchyl. 2, 7 Blass., but continues, “Sed fortasse hiatus
nominum propriorum licentiae tribuendus. Cf. O. Schroeder, Prol.
Pind. I1. p. 14 et p. 17. Nec sane digamma habere potuit, si des-
scendit a verbo ilévar.” I do not believe it had the digamma.

V2117, 7. Fr. 5, 76 vap abrd voelv éoriv 7€ kal elvac.
’ 5 P

The construction of this sentence has occasioned difficulties. It is
obvious, however, that it is identical in meaning with fr. 8, 34, to be
discussed below. I think we have here a case of brachylogy, and that
we must supply voelv before elvar from the preceding voetv. “ For
it 1s one and the same thing to think and to think that 1t is.” See
the examples cited by Kiihner-Gerth, II. p. 565, § 597, h. Burnet,
Early Greel: Philosophy?, p. 198, notes 1 and 3, propounds syntactical
doctrines and puzzles which one ought in kindness to ignore. Any
good grammar will supply abundant examples of the substantive
use of the infinitive, with or without the article, earlier than the date
of Parmenides. For Greek lyric poets, see Smyth, Greek Melic Poets,
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note on Aleman, fr. XII. For the articular infinitive in general,
consult the articles of Professor Gildersleeve in Amer. Journ. of
Philol.

V%117, 14. Fr. 6, 1,
X0 TO Neyew Te voety T  &0v Euuevar® éoTL yap elvar,
undév 8’ obk EoTiv.

The view of Diels and Burnet, which takes 7. and érw as
equivalent to &eori, appears to me to be unsatisfactory; for the
sentence thus becomes weak and out of character. Parmenides says:
“For existence exists, and nought is not.”” The absence of the article
with elvar and undér makes no difference. In regard to the first sen-
tence, we must, perhaps, acquiesce in the view of Diels, who regards
76 as the epic pronoun, and renders: “Dies ust ndtig zu sagen und
zu denken, das nur das Seiende existiert’”; but this use of 76 would be
unique in Parmenides, in whom we expect the articular infinitive.
It is possible that he meant “Speech and thought must be real”; for,
though we do not otherwise find the recognition of the corporeal
existence of thought and speech clearly expressed before the Stoics
and Epicureans, it is by no means certain that Parmenides would not
be called upon to defend his ‘materialistic’ doctrines by asserting the
corporeality of thought and speech, since he expressly concerned
himself with predication, fr. 8, 35 sq.

V2117, 21. Fr. 6, 8,

ois 70 méNew Te kal obk elvar TabTOY vevduLoTAL
kol TalTov.

Burnet, Early Greek Philosophy?, p. 198, n. 3, tortures this passage
in order to eliminate the articular infinitives and the solecism 70 . . .
obx elvar; but his interpretation is impossible, and, as we have seen,
his reluctance to admit the articular infinitive is indefensible. As
to 70 . . . obk elvar, others before him have found in it a rock of offence;
but the responsibility rests with Parmenides. If he could say, oirws
f mhurav mwehévar xpewr éori f obxi (fr. 8, 11) alongside % 6’ ws odx
éoTw 7e Kkal ws xpeww éati u1 evar (fr. 4, 5) it is difficult to see why
he should not have said 76 oix elvas instead of 76 u# elvad.

v?119,6. Fr.§,9,
7L 8 &y wv kal xpéos Dpoev
Vorepov ) wpbalev, ToD undevds apéduevo, pov.
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Diels renders torepov 4 mpéoher with “friither oder spiiter”; Burnet,
correctly I believe, with “later rather than sooner”; for I regard the
phrase as a sort of comparatio compendiaria. The question was
repeated and amplified by later philosophers; cp. Lucret. 5, 165-180;
Cic. N. D. 1. 9. 21; V2305, 16 sq.; Diels, Dox. Gr., p. 301, 2, kal olire
kata 70 Tp@TOY Makdpids éaTwy O Oebs, TO Yap ENNelmov els ebdaiuoviay ob
pakapiov, obTe kard TO O€UTEPOY * undév Yap ENNELTwY kevals EueNhey
tmuxewety mpafeow. In the last passage I think we should clearly
read kawals for kevals; cp. Lucret. 5, 168 sq.,

Quidve novi potuit tanto post ante quietos

inlicere ut cuperent vitam mutare priorem?

nam gaudere novis rebus debere videtur

cui veteres obsunt; sed cui nil accidit aegri
tempore in anteacto, cum pulchre degeret aevum,
quid potuit novitatis amorem accendere tali?

I may add that Parmenides, fr. 8, 7, 7§ wdfev abénfév, and 8, 32 sq.,

o 3 3 7 A ’ ol
obvexev obk dTeNedTNTOV TO €OV Béuts elvar
o \ 3 3 1 I\ N \ 2 ~
€0TL Yap oUk émidevés, eov 6 &y mavTos €decTo,

is expanded by Plato, Tim. 32 C-34 A, with an obvious addition 33 A,
which is apparently drawn from the Atomists. Cp. V2343,4sq., and
my Antecedents of Greel: Corpuscular Theories, Harvard Studies in
Class. Philol.,, 22 (1910), p. 139. See also the discussion ahove
(p. 693 sq.) of V234, 18.

V2120, 13. Tr. 8, 34, radrov & éorl voelv 1€ kal obvekéy éo 71 vénua.

So far as I am aware, all interpreters of Parmenides have taken
olvexey in the sense of “that for the sake of which.” This is, of
course, quite possible; but we thus obtain no satisfactory sense unless
we are to adopt the Neo-Platonic conceptions which obviously sug-
gested the accepted rendering. Probably no student of ancient
philosophy who has learned the rudiments of historical interpretation
-would go so far afield. Only the natural obsession that we must take
our cue from the ancients, whose incapacity in this regard should no
longer be a secret, can account for the failure of some one to make the
obvious suggestion that we take obvexev as &ri, and read éort; for it
seems clear that Parmenides meant, “ Thinking and the thought that
the object of thought exists, are one and the same.”” Kiihner-Gerth, II.
p. 356, and the lexicons give the examples for this use of ovexa; for
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the dependence of a substantive clause on a verbal substantive,
Stahl, Krit.-histor. Syntax des gr. Verbums der klass. Zeit, p. 546, § 2,
gives abundant examples, to which a careful reader will be able to
add largely in a week. The parallelism of infinitive and substantive
is no closer than Mimnermus, 2, 10,

alrika Tefvauevar BéNTiov 4 BloTos.

If the inverted order of words should cause any one to hesitate, let
him recall Xenophanes, fr. 34, 2,

kal dooa Neyw mepl mAVTWY,

and Sophocl. O. R. 500 sq., quoted above, p. 718, on fr. 1, 28 sq.
I regard this construction as of especial importance, because the
frank equivalence of the infinitive with the substantive would seem
to render for all time impossible the strange acrobatic feats performed
by Burnet in his endeavor to eliminate the substantival infinitive,
with or without the article, from the text of Parmenides.

c. 19. Zeno.

V2133,8. Fr. 1, kal mepl 70D mwpobxovros & alrds Noyos. kai vap
éxeTvo €éfer uéyebos kal wpoéfer adrol Ti. Ouowov 6 Tobro Amaf Te
elely kal del Neéyew. obdév yap alTol TowolTov éoxarov €oTar ovTe
érepov Tpos €repov olk €aTar. olTws € WONNG éoTw, Avdykn alTad
MKpG Te elvar kal peydha*® wkpd uey dare un éxew ueyedos, ueydla
0é tore Amepa elvar.

The question discussed in the portion of the fragment here repro-
duced concerns the second alternative, ueydla 8¢ dore dmrepa efvac.
There is some difference of opinion among scholars regarding the
precise conception of 76 wpoixov. For some years I have been accus-
tomed to think of the mpolixov éoxarov of Zeno as the catremum quodque
cacumen of Lucretius 1, 599; or, more exactly, I have held and still
hold that the Epicurean doctrine of the partes minimae, of which the
definition of the eatremum cacumen is a part, owed its origin in part
to this argument of Zeno’s. The discussion of the partes minimae by
Giussani had never satisfied me; the view of Pascal, Studiz Critict
sul Poema di Lucrezio (1903), p. 49 sq., seemed to me essentially
sound (see Amer. Journ. of Philol., 24, p. 332). He drew attention
to Aristotle’s arguments (De Anim. 409* 13 sq., De Gen. et Corr.
326 1 sq., Phys. 240P 8 sq.) to prove that the duepés cannot have
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motion, or at most can have motion xarda cvuBeBnkés only, which
would be fatal to the older Atomism. Pascal himself did not see that
Aristotle (and MXG. 9772 11 sq.) derived his arguments from Plato,
Parm. 138 BC. With these we must clearly associate the questions
touching the rotation of a circle or a sphere, Arist. Phys. 240* 29 sq.,
265° 7; Simpl. Phys. 1022; [Arist.] Qu. Mech. c. 1; Plotin. Ennead.
2.2.1. But Plato clearly had in mind positions taken by the younger
Eleatics, which he was developing. What these were in detail I am
unable to say; but the argument of Zeno which we are considering
seems to me to present the same problem from another angle; if the
criticisms of Plato and Aristotle, applied to the atom, as an duepés,
rendered motion, which the Atomists regarded as inherent in it,
apparently impossible, the criticism of Zeno made it necessary that
there should be a limit to the number and the divisibility of the parts
of which a revised atomism might concede that it was composed.
In fr. 1, therefore, I regard adrod in wpoéfer alrod 7v as a partitive
genitive, and accept the emendation of Gomperz, dore érepov mpd érépov
for olre érepov wpods érepov. As I conceive the matter, Zeno does not
think of a cacumen as being added; but, since every extended part is
susceptible of division, that which we regard as the mpotxor must
always have an outer and an inner half, and so by the division ad
anfinttum of the wpodxor itself there is crowded between it and the
next inward ‘unit’ an infinitude of parts which, from Zeno’s point of
view, must in effect advance the wpolxov or cacumen outward ad
anfinttum. Consequently things become ueyaha dorte dmepa elvar.

c. 20. Melissus.

V2 145, 10. Fr. 7. 3, &A\N’ o06¢ uerakoounfijvar avvardy* & yap ké-
ouos 0 wpooley &y obkx dmdNNuTaL olTe & w1 Ewy yiverar. &re 8¢ ufre
Tpogylverar undév unre amONNUTaL uiTe érepoobTal, Tds &V peTa-
xoounlév TOv EbvTwy €ln; € pév yap 1L Eyivero érepoiov, o &v
Kal uerarrooundeln.

A careful reading of this passage will convince any scholar that there
is something wrong with it. The difficulty, however, lies entirely in
the clause 7ds . . . €in, where the MSS. read perakoounbévrwy &bvrwy
7t #. Mullach and Ritter-Preller present the same text as Diels,
except that they read 7¢ ely. Diels renders the clause thus: “wie
sollte es nach der Umgestaltung noch zu dem Seienden zihlen?”
Burnet, apparently accepting the text of Mullach and Ritter-Preller,
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translates “how can any real thing have had its order changed?”
I do not believe this rendering, which agrees with that of Mullach, is
possible, for I know of no such periphrastic form as ueraxoocunfév ein
(arapvybeis, Plato, Soph. 217 C, is aor. pass. in form only); that of
Diels, on the other hand, though clearly necessary if one adopts his
text, does not yield the thought required in the context. I incline to
think that ¢ and 4 are marginal corrections which have been misread
and misplaced, and that we should read 7#@s dv uerakoounfeln v &Y
vrwr; “ How should anything real suffer change of order?”

V2149, 1. Fr. 9, e uév odv €ln, 66t abrd &v elvar: &v 8¢ 8y abdrd
oghua p) Exewv. €l 0é éxoL wdxos, éxor v udpia, kal obkéTt €v €ln.

Although Simplicius twice so quotes Melissus, and we cannot
therefore doubt that his text so read, I cannot believe that Melissus
wrote oc@uo uy éxew. That the Neo-Platonists understood him as
holding that the existent is incorporeal is of course well known, but
is insufficient warrant for attributing the doctrine to him. Zeller
and Burnet seek to obviate the difficulty by referring the fragment,
not to the Eleatic One, but to the Pythagorean Unit. Against this
view there are two objections which appear to me to be fatal to it:
first, we should have to suppose that Simplicius, who read this passage
in its context, did not grasp its import, which must have been fairly
clear; second, even if Simplicius should have erred in this respect,
the argument of Melissus must have been applicable to the Eleatic
One, and so Simplicius would be substantially right in quoting the
words in order to prove that the Eleatic One was incorporeal. This
very conception of Eleatic doctrine, however, would sufficiently
account for a corruption of the text, such as reading éxew for elvac.
That is what I conceive to have occurred. Melissus, understanding
o&ua as an &bpowgua of parts which, because divisible ad infinitum,
must be tridimensional or “have thickness,” says that a true Unit
(whether Eleatic or Pythagorean) cannot be conceived as a oc@ua or
&fpowocpa. See Amer. Journ. of Philol., Vol. 28, p. 79. At the begin-
ning of the same clause the MS. tradition clearly points to the read-
ing & & & rather than & 8¢ 6v. This correction, which I had noted
several years ago, has now been made by Diels in V3.

c. 21. Empedocles.

V2203, 13 sq. Arist. De Anima 1. 2. 404" 8 sq., asserts that Em-
pedocles regarded the soul (Yvxf) as compounded of all the elements,



726 PROCEEDINGS OF THE AMERICAN ACADEMY.

and quotes fr. 109 to prove it. So far as I can recall, all scholars
have been content to accept this deduction of Aristotle, although
the words quoted offer not the slightest confirmation of it and the
doctrine thus ascribed to Empedocles is diametrically opposed to his
conception of yvxf in matters of religion. This conflict has been
often noted, but no one seems to have seen that the solution of the
difficulty lies in the simple fact that Empedocles did not connect
these functions with the ywvx#®, which he, like many other early
Greeks, thought of as the entity only which escapes from man at the
moment of death and survives the body. Fr. 110, 10,

wévra yap Lofe ppdvnoww Exew kal vouaros aloav,

shows what language Empedocles used: everything has ¢péryots and
vénua, but not Yvxd. See my remarks in Amer. Journ. of Philol.,
33, p. 94 sq., and Journ. of Philos., Psychol. and Scient. Methods,
10, p. 107.

V2 203, 34. Fr. 110,
s P , ,
el yap kév 0@’ ddwijow Umo Tpamideaow épeloas
ebuevews kabapijoy émomrrebons ueNérnow,
TabTd 7€ oot naha wavra 8 aldvos wapéoovral,
A\ e TONN' amo TAYS EkThoea * alra yap abfer
5 7ab7’ els nlos ékaoTov, 8wy Plois éoTly ékdoTw.
€l 8¢ ob v’ aMholwy émopéfeat, oia kar’ &vdpas
uupta delha méNovtar & 77 dufBNbvoval uepiuvas,
7 o ddap ékhelyovor mepLTNopévoLo X pdvoLo
~ 9 ~ ’ 7 3 \ ’ e 7
TPV alTdy wolféovTa GiAny éml yévvay ikéabal -
10 wévra yop Lo ppdvnow éxew kal vouaros aloav.

The text of this fragment as given by Hippolytus is extremely
corrupt; but I accept the text given by Diels everywhere except in
verses 4 and 5. Here the MSS. read abfe and €fos: Diels retains the
former and adopts Miller’s suggestion of #fos for the latter. This
text I think is clearly wrong, as the difficulties experienced by Diels
in rendering the passage ought to convince any reader. But v. 8 sq.
seem to me to show what we require; for they obviously contain the
converse of the statement which the poet made in the sentence we
are considering. I am convinced that Empedocles wrote &fet, not
abger; with regard to €os, one may hesitate before deciding between the
claims of ¢0vos and #fos. In favor of édrvos one may quote Hippocr.
Iept Témwy 76y kard &vfpwmov, 1 (6, 278 L.), rolto 6’ 6mwotov &v T wady,
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70 ouLkpdTaTOoY ETavapéper Tpds THY duoedviny ékaoTov wpos THY éwvrol, v
T€ Kakov v Te &yabdv § * kal dua Tabra kal ANyée kal fderar Vo éveos Tob
OMKPOTGTOY TO o&ua, OTL & TQ gukpoTaTw TavT € T uépea, kal TalTa
travagépovow & T4 oY alTdy ékaoTa, kal éayyéNovar mavra. Other
passages which may be compared are the following. Hippocr. ITepl
Pbotos avbpimov, 3 (6, 38 L.), kal wahw ve dvdykn dmoxwpéew & THv
€wvutod plowy ékaoTov, TENeUTAVTOS TOD gwuaTos ToU avfpwmov, T6 Te Vypov
wpos 70 Uypov kal 70 Enpdv wpds 70 Enpdv kal 76 Oepuov wpds TO Oepuodv kal
70 Yuxpov Tpeos TO Yyuxpdv. Toralrn 0¢ kal T@Y {@wy éoTiv 1) Pplats kal 7@V
aN\wy Tavrwy* yiveral Te duolws wavTa kal TENeUTQ Ouolws wavTa * Euvi-
gratal 7€ Yap alréwy 1) PUoLs ATO TOUTEWY TV TPOELPNUEVWY TaVTWY, Kal
TeNeUTq KaTd T4 €elpnuéva és TwiTo 80ev Tep Euvéorn ékacTov, EvTabfa oy
kal amexdpnoer. Ilepl piaios madiov 17 (7, 496 L.), 0 6¢ gdpé adéo-
uévn Vo Tod wrebmaros apfpodral, kal EpxeTar év albrén ékaoTov TO Suoov
ws 7O duoLov, TO TUKVOY WS TO WUKVOY, TO dpaldy Ws TO Gpatdy, TO VYpov ws
70 Uypov * kal ékaoTov épxeTal & xwpny Ldiny katd TO Euyyevés, 4d’ o
kal &yévero. Plato, Tim. 63 E, % mpos 70 ovyyevés 666s. Ibid. 90 A,
Tpos TIY & olpavd cuvyyéveeav. Herod. 4. 147, arorheboeshar & Tols
ovyveveas. Plotin. Ennead. 4. 3. 24, els 70v wpoofkovra abdrd Témov.
Hermias, Irris. 7 (V219, 14), els 6¢ v abrod ¢pbow tmaview dfpp. Me-
nand. Epitrep. 105,
els 0¢ Tv alrob ¢plow
dpas ENelBepby TL TONUNTEL TOELY.

Lucret. 2, 1112,

nam sua cuique locis ex omnibus omnia plagis
corpora distribuuntur et ad sua saecla recedunt.

These examples sufficiently prove that one can draw no inference from
els which would serve to decide the respective claims of %6os and €dvos;
besides, the epic use of els with reference to persons as well as places
(I1. 7, 312; 15, 402; Od. 14, 126 sq.), which would obtain in Empedo-
cles, leaves the question open. The poet means to say that Pausanias,
to whom he addresses his poem as Lucretius addressed his to Mem-
mius, if he gives heed to the instruction of his master, will find that it
will lead him into all truth, since each truth will seek its fellows, each
after its own kind; but if he deserts the living truth, it will in turn
desert him, each truth, as before, longing to join its kindred. There
are two passages in which Lucretius has plainly derived inspiration
and suggestion from these words of Empedocles.
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1,400 Multaque praeterea tibi possum commemorando
argumenta fidem dictis corradere nostris.
verum animo satis haec vestigia parva sagaci
sunt per quae possis cognoscere cetera tute.
namque canes ut montivagae persaepe ferarum .

405 naribus inveniunt intectas fronde quietes,

cum semel institerunt vestigia certa viai,
sic alid ex alio per te tute ipse videre
talibus in rebus poteris caecasque latebras
insinuare omnis et verum protrahere inde.

1, 1114 Haec sei pernosces parva perductus opella
namque alid ex alio clarescet nec tibi caeca
nox iter eripiet quin ultima naturai
pervideas: ita res accendent lumina rebus.

After 1, 1114, with Munro, I assume a lacuna; for it appears obvious
that the sentence is incomplete. But in the absence of more certain
indications I refrain from speculating as to what and how much may
have perished in the breach. Yet perductus, which is clearly right
and ought not to be changed to perdoctus, and iter, like the words of
Empedocles, suggest guidance on the way of truth: it is possible that
Lucretius may have taken a hint, as 2, 75 sq., from ancient relay
torch races, in which one runner handed over his torch or ignited that
of his team-mate, to illustrate the way in which a truth once known
flashes light far along paths hitherto shrouded in night. 1In 1, 400 sq.
Lucretius cleverly adapts a conception to his own uses. As he did
not accept the doctrine of the ubiquity of intelligence in nature,
which underlies the thought of Empedocles, he was obliged to intro-
duce a simile in lieu of the bold personification of facts and truths .
which renders memorable the passage of his predecessor. We natur-
ally ask whether there was anything in his model to suggest the
particular simile which he chose. Now, it must be confessed that
there is a possible point of contact, if Empedocles wrote #iflos rather
than vos; for in that case #fos would certainly not mean “charac-
ter” or “heart,” as has been supposed, but “haunts” or “lair,”
according to a usage familiar in Greek. In that event we should
have to think of facts or truths as having, like mountain-ranging
beasts, their lairs where they hide their young and to which they
themselves return and guide the man who follows them. If Empedo-
cles used the word #6os, one might see in v. 4, &\\a e w6\ 4o TGS’
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kToear, a reference to tékos, usury; for, as one may perceive by
Aeschin. 8. 35, davelouara olk ONiya, dp’ v éxelvos Tokous ENduBave, the
phraseology suggests it. Ancient writers, however, were fully aware
of the metapher, which was still alive, and played on the word,
as Ar. Thesmoph. 842 sq., Plato, Repub. 555 E, Arist. Pol. 1. 10. 1258
55q.. This metaphor would well lead up to that of 4fos, as the lair
of wild beasts. From this too, it would be easy to explain the figure
of Lucretius, who substitutes mountain-ranging hounds tracking the
beasts to their lairs (quaetes, 1, 405, and caecas latebras, 408). Indeed,
it is possible that Empedocles may have used the simile of the hound
in this very connection, fr. 101,

képuata Onpeiwy ueNéwy uvkTipoLy épevyly
<baudl’> doa’ dmwéNeure TodGY awalf wepl mwoly.

But the context in which the fragment is quoted by our ancient
authorities, as well as Lucret. 4, 680 sq., suggest rather that Empedocles
was there illustrating his doctrine of universal amropporai. I find it
difficult, therefore, to decide between the claims of &€vos and #6os; but
incline on the whole to favor the former because of v. 9,

wobéovra pilny érl yévvav ikéabar.

I may add that Mr. Cornford, From Religion to Philosophy, p. 64,
makes an interesting suggestion in regard to Emped. fr. 17, 28,

Tiuils 8 aNNps aMNo uéder, mapa & Hfos éxdoTw,

where he renders wapa . . . ékdorw, ‘each has its wonted range.” See
ibid., p. 34.

Now that the general sense of Emped. fr. 110 is clear, there can
be no doubt about the meaning of v. 5, 8y ¢lais éoriv ékdorw. It is
prout cuique natura est, “each after its kind.”

c. 32. Philolaus.
V2239, 381. Fr. 1, & ¢bows & & 73 kéouw.

In V2 Diels adopts certain suggestions made in my Notes on Philo-
laus, Amer. Journ. of Philol., 28, p. 79, to which he refers, but rightly
retains &’ & 74 Kkéouw instead of 8¢ 7& kéouw, which I formerly pro-
posed; but in sense 7& kéouw was more nearly right than his rendering
“bei der Weltordnung.” In the notes he now cites parallels, which
I furnished, for ¢iois & 74 réouw. They sufficiently explain the



730 PROCEEDINGS OF THE AMERICAN ACADEMY.

phrase and fix its meaning. I will now add another, Plotin. Ennead.
3. 8. 1, waifovres on v wpawrny wplv Emixelpely omovdalew el Néyoiuey
wavra fewplas épleadar kal els TéNos TobTo BNETE, oD ubvov ENNoYa GANG
kal aNhoya {Go kal 7Hv év Tols PuTols ploty kal Tv Tadra yer-
vogay iy kA, Thus % & 78 kéouw dlows = % Tod kbéouov ¢vows. In
Plotinus there is probably a suggestion of the common, universal
¢lows as manifesting itself in plant-life; but all these passages alike
prove that the phrase does not mean “bei der Weltordnung.”

V2 240, 5. Fr. 2, 6y\ol 8¢ kal 76 &v Tols €pyous.

Since Diels has now (V?) adopted my interpretation of these words,
I might allow the matter to rest there; but the observation that this
and similar phrases have been unduly pressed in other contexts leads
me to illustrate it further. Nestle, in Philol,, 67, 544, writing as it
seems in ignorance both of Newbold’s article and of mine, arrived at
substantially the same conclusion with myself. It would carry us
too far afield to consider in detail the passages which I have studied;
hence I will give a list of those only which serve to illustrate Greek
usage. It will be seen that é& rols épyos and éri 7év €pywv are gen-
erally used when appeal is made to facts of common observation or
knowledge, as opposed to theory, argument, or unsupported statement.
As a matter of fact, these references are usually so general that they
amount to nothing but the bald assertion that observation or knowl-
edge confirms or contradicts the proposition in question. In very
few cases which I have noted does the context suffice to enable one
to specify the particular facts to which the writer affects to appeal:
many passages are open to different interpretations and competent
scholars find it difficult to agree about them. They are therefore
especially valuable for our purposes. See Plato, Protag. 352 A, Soph.
234 E, Gorg. 461 D, Repub. 396 A, 599 B, Phaedo 110 A, Tim. 19 E,
Legg. 679 D, Axiochus 369 A\ ; Xenoph. Hiero 9. 3; Bonitz, Index Arist.
2862 27 sq., 40 sq.; Bywater, on Arist. Poet. 1453 17. Cp. Arist. De
Gen. Animal. 3. 11. 7622 15, olfév yap &k mavros yiverat, kafamep obd’ év
70ls OO Ths Téxvns dnuwovpyovuévors. Meteor. 4. 3. 381% 10, kal obdéy
Suagéper &v dpydvoLs TeXVkOLs T PUGLKOLS, v YiyynTaL® OLa TV alThy Yap
alriay wdvra éorar.  Such general references to the similarity of prod-
ucts of art and of nature abound in certain works of the Corpus
Hippocrateum. See also Hippocr. Ilepl ¢pvaéwr, 5 (where, after stating
his theory, the writer says), mepl uév ol 6hov 70D mpfiyuaros Gokel po
Tabra - pera 8¢ Tabra wpos alra Ta épya 176 alrd Noyw wopevfels émidelfw
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76 voohuara TobTov €kyova Tavra ébvta. In this instance the particular
“facts” to which he appeals are mentioned. It is interesting to hear
his conclusion, c. 15, dreoxouny 6é 7@y volowy 70 alTiov Ppdoew * émé-
Setfa 0¢ 70 Tveua kal év Tols ONots TpNYpagL SuvagTeboy Kal év TOls CWUATL
TGV {pwv * fryayor 8¢ Tov Noyov éml Ta Yvdpiua TEV dppwaTnubTwy, &V ois
aAnfns 7§ dwéoxeats (v. 1. vmdbeais) épavy - €l yap mepl TavTWY TGV dppw-
TTNUATWY NéyoLul, MaKkpOTEPos ey O NOYos Qv 7yévoito, 4TpexéaTEPOS O¢
olbdaudds obdé mLoToTEPOS.

V? 241, 12. Fr. 6, looray?.

Diels has now adopted my emendation igorayf for MS. ilooraxi.
When I proposed it, I ventured the suggestion relying on the analogy
of ouorayfs, not knowing that igorayys itself was attested. I now
observe, however, that Sophocles, Greek Lexicon, s. v. cites it from
Nicom. 51.

c. 46. Anaxagoras.

V? 319, 19. Fr. 13, xai éwel pfato 6 vobs kively, &md 70D Kivovuévov
TavTos Qmekpilvero, kal Ooov ékivnoey O voUs, way TouTO OLekpifn *
Kivovpévwy O¢ Kal SLakpvouévwy 7 mTepLXwpnots TOANG uadANov émoiet

duakpivesBad.

It seems to me clear that 6 »obs is the subject of amexpivero in the
second clause. “After the vols gave the initial impulse to the
motion of the world, it began to withdraw from all that was set in
motion; and all that to which the movement initiated by the »obs
extended, was segregated. As this motion and segregation con-
tinued, the revolution greatly increased the segregation.” The vobs
gives the first impulse only, then withdraws to its condition of isola-
tion; the revolution, once started, of itself accelerates and its effects
in the segregation of like to like in the wdvra duod increase. Cp.
7 Tepuxwpnots abry, fr. 12, V2 319, 4 sq.

c. 51. Diogenes of Apollonia.

V2 334, 2. Fr. 1, Noyou wavrds dpxoduevor Sokel mot Xpewv elvar TV
apxnY dvaupLoBnryrov wapéxeshal.

With this statement compare Hippocr. Ilepi gapxav, 1 (8. 584 L.),
'Eyw 70 péxpt 700 Noyov Tolrov kowfor yvwupor xpéouar érépwv T TOV
éumpoclev, &Tap kal éuewvtod - dvaykalws Yap éxer kowqy dpxdv Vmobéshal
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oL yvaupor Povhouevov Euvbelvar Tov Noyov Tovde mepl tijs Téxvns Ths
inrpusis. Tlepl Téxvms, 4 (6. 6 L.), éori uév odbv wor dpxn 700 Noyov, #
kal duohoynfjoerar wape waow. Ilepl Témwy TGV kara &vBpwmov, 2 (6.
278 L.), pbais 100 cwuaros, apxn Tob & inTpikfi Noyov. Ion of Chios,
fr. 1 (V2222, 1 sq.), dpxn 8é pot 70D Noyov mavra Tpla kal obdéy mwhéov
7 €Nacgov TolTwy TAY TPLAY * €vos €xkdaTov GpeTr) Tplas® olvesis Kal
kpatos kal TOXM.

c. 64, Leucippus.

V2343, 1. 76 uév mav dmepdy ¢now, ds mpoelpnTaL: Tobrov 8¢ TO
uév mTAijpes elvai, 7O 8¢ kevdy, <d> kal oTOLXELG PnaL, KOTUOUS TE €K
ToUTWY Gmelpous elvar kal Sualleafal els Tabra.

For some time I have felt that there was some confusion and
corruption in the text, and that the last sentence must refer to the
rise of the worlds out of the dweipor and their return into it at dissolu-
tion. The well-known difficulties of the text of Diogenes alone
deterred me from proposing a change. Now Diels, apparently from
the MSS., restores & 7obrov for & tovTwv. That is obviously the
correct reading, whatever its source; but with it should of course go
the complementary reading eis 7otro for eis rabra. The preceding
sentence, however, has likewise suffered. The dwepor is clearly
conceived as the Aristotelian épx? xal oroixelov by the interpolator
or epitomator who supplied the clause <a> kal oroixetd ¢not; for to
his mind the words rolTov 76 wév wAijpes, 76 8¢ kevéy do not suggest
spatial regions of the extended- dmeipov, but ontological vyévn of the
metaphysical 4px#. His addition was absurdly misplaced, as were
many in the text of Diogenes; but once there, it corrupted the
following sentence. See above, p. 691, on V217, 37.

V2 344, 14. Arist. De Gen. et Corr. 1. 8. 324> 35, 666 8¢ péhora

Kkal mepl wavTwy évi Noyw Suwplkagt Aebkirmos kal Anuodkpiros.

The meaning of the phrase évl Aoye has here been strangely
misconceived. Prantl renders it “in einer Begriindung”; Zeller,
1P 847, n. 1, “aus den gleichen Principien”; Déring, Gesch. der gr.
Philos., I. 238, “die von einem Princip ausgehende Losung”’; Burnet,
Early Greel: Philosophy?, 385, “on the same theory.” I have failed
to find this passage noted in Kranz’s Wortindex, but in a similar one
(V2 83, 8, évi 8¢ Noyw wéwra k7\.), omitting to quote rdvra, he gives
the meaning of Aéyos as “ Vernunft” (V2 II. 2, 357, 30)! Similarly
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Burnet, in his note on Plato, Phaedo 65 D, gives a false emphasis
and in effect a false interpretation, because he overlooks, what is
obvious, that in the phrase kal 7&v &MN\wv évi Noyw amdvrwy, the
phrase évi Noyw is to be taken as emphasizing ardrrwr; and Capps,
on Menander, Epitrep. 197 sq.

KOT OLUEVE,
abpiov 67w Loihedd’ émirpémew évi Noyw
€roLuos,

wrongly takes évi Noyw with érowuos instead of 87w Boihesd’. Curios-
ity, awakened by the false points made by scholars in connection
with the Aristotelian passage we are considering, led me to make
a collection of cases of évi Aoyw, which grew to considerable propor-
tions. I will not print. a list here, since such collections possess no
value in my sight except as an examination of the context serves to
determine the sense of the locution in question. Suffice it to say that
in almost every instance the immediate context contained a compre-
hensive or universal expression, such as wdv, oldév, uvpla, etc. But
évl Noyw does not stand alone, for there is a considerable number of
phrases similarly used; of these I give a few which should serve to
illustrate the construction. Aeschyl. P. V. 46, ds amAd Aoy .
otdev; ibid. 505, Bpaxerl 6¢ ut by wavra auAMBny wale; ibid. 975, amhd
Aoyw wavras éxfaipw Oeots; Herod. 2. 24, s uev vov & E\axlorw dnphad-
ogat, mav elpnrac; ibid. 225, bs §¢ & wAéove Noyvw dnAQdoar, Gde Exel;
ibid. 2. 37, puplas &s elmety Noyw; ibid. 3. 6, & kepauiov olvnpov Gpfud
kewoy olk €aTi s Noyw elmely l6écbar; 1bid. 3. 82, évi 8¢ émel mwavra
avA\aBovra elmety; Plato Apol. 22 B, s €mwos elmelv dNiyov alrdv drav-
Tas; Xenoph. Mem. 4. 3. 7, s yap ocvveNovT elmelv, obdév kTN.; Amphis,
fr. 30, 7 Kock, dravres avdpopévor vap elow évi Noyw. Adverbs like
éuBaxv are similarly employed. After reciting this list of passages I
think we may be sure that in the passage we are considering Aristotle
merely meant to say that the procedure of Leucippus and Democritus
was not only exceedingly methodical (66 paNiora), but also com-
prehensive (mepi wavTwy évl Noyw). Possibly those who have been
reading something more into Aristotle’s words might receive some
comfort from Hippocr. ITepl érraufrov, 3 (7. 438 L.), xpdvrar 8¢ maoar
él Noyw wepl TouTéov* ¢acl vap kTA. But the context shows that
évl Moyw means “one formula of expression.” Even if one should
insist on taking Aristotle’s words as a parallel to this, it would greatly
affect the traditional interpretations of the passage.
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V2 344, 21. Arist. De Gen. et Corr. 1. 8. 3252 25, duoloyhoas 8¢
Tabra uév Tols ¢atvouévols, Tols 8¢ TO &v KaTaokevd{ovay (s olk &v
klvnow oboav &vev kevod, TO Te kevov un Ov kal Tod dvTos olfév w7y Sv
onow elvar. 70 Yap Kvplws Oy TaumThijpes bv.

I cannot understand how scholars have been so long content to
retain this text, which yields no sense and so clearly suggests the true
reading. With it we must compare other passages in which the same
matter is under consideration. Arist. Met. 1. 4. 985 4 (V2 343, 44),
Aevkiurmos 8é kal 6 éralpos alTol Anudkpitos oToLxela uév TO TAfpes kal
TO Kevov elval ¢acgi, Neyovres 7O uév Ov 70 0¢ u7 6v, TolTwy 8¢ TO uév
TNGpes Kol oTepedv TO By, TO 8¢ Kkevdv kal mavov 7o un 8y (dva kal
o0fév wdAhov 76 dv TobD un dvros elval ¢aocw, 6re o0ldé TO
kevor <éhattov Diels> 700 chuaros), airia §¢ Ty bvrwy Talra
&s UAr.  Whether Diels was right in proposing to insert é\arror we
shall have presently to inquire. Simpl. Phys. 28, 11 (V2 345, 5), éru
0¢ o08ér maANov 76 Ov % TO 7y Ov Umapxew, kal alTia Ouoiws
elvaL Tols Ywouévols dupw. TNV uev Yap T&Y aTéuwy olalav vacTiy Kal
TApn Omobeuevos Ov Eneyer elvar kal & 7 kevd ¢épeclal, Emep un bv
éxdNer kal obk ENarTov Tod Bvros elval ¢no. We are familiar
with the pun which Democritus employed to enforce this point of
doctrine, fr. 156 (V2413, 11), u% ud@AXov 70 8év 9 70 undév elva
It seems to me obvious that in the passage under consideration uz 6v
is a corruption by itacism for petér. Indeed, I am inclined to think
that the pun 76 7€ kevov w7 6v kal Tob dvros olfév petov derives from
the same fertile brain as us ua@A\\ov 7 8é&v 4 70 undév, and that we have
thus found another fragment of Democritus partially converted into
the Attic dialect. If this be conceded, it seems more probable that
we should supply uelov than &arrov (with Diels) in Met. 985" 9.
Aristotle used the word, Eth. Nic. 5. 1. 1129° 8, doxel ral 70 uelov
Kkaxdy dyadby mws elvar, where the true reading, corrupted in the MSS.,
had to be recovered from the commentaries and versions. Cp.
Aeschyl. P. V. 508, s &y | ebehmis eiut T@vde o & beapdv éru | Ndévra
undéy uetov Loxboew Awss; Xenoph. Ages. 6. 3, Tpéraia ujv "Ayesihdov
obx 8oa toThoaro AN boa éoTparelaaro dikaov vouilew. juetov uév yap
otdey tkpérer k7A.; Herondas 3, 59, €kec yap oldév pelov; ibid. 15, 2, 8s
8" Exew petov | TovTou TL.

MmbpLETOWN, CONN.,
Fes. 25, 1913.
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