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PREFACE

This book is designed primarily for those who have more than a
casual interest in the history of early Greek thought; but by trans-
lating all Greek passages, and confining some of the more detailed
discussion to small-type notes at the end of paragraphs, we have
also aimed to make the book useful for those students of the history
of philosophy or science who have no previous acquaintance with
this important and fascinating field.

Twopointsshould be emphasized. First, wehhavelimited ourscope
to the chief Presocratic ‘physicists’ and their forerunners, whose
main preoccupation was with the nature (physis) and coherence
of things as a whole. More specialized scientific interests were
simultaneously developing throughout the sixth and fifth centuries
B.C., especially in mathematics, astronomy, geography, medicine
and biology; but for lack of space, and to some extent of evidence,
we have not pursued these topics beyond the interests of the chief
physicists. We have also excluded the Sophists, whose positive
philosophical contribution, often exaggerated, lay mainly in the
fields of epistemology and semantics. Secondly, we have not set
out to produce a necessarily orthodox exposition (if, indeed, such
a thing is conceivable in a field where opinion is changing so
rapidly), but have preferred in many places to put forward our
own interpretations. At the same time we have usually mentioned
other interpretations of disputed points, and have always tried to
present the reader with the main materials for the formation of his
own judgement.

The part of the book dealing with the Ionian tradition, in-
cluding its forerunners and also the atomists and Diogenes (i.e.
chapters 1-v1, xvit and xvir), with the note on the sources, is by
G. S. Kirk, while the part dealing with the Italian tradition, and
also the chapters on Anaxagoras and Archelaus (i.e. chapters vir-
xv1), are by J. E. Raven. The contributions of each author were of
course subjected to detailed criticism by the other,and the planning
of the book as a whole s by both.

The scale of different sections of the book is admittedly rather
variable. Where the evidence is fuller and clearer——particularly
where considerable fragments survive, as for example in the case
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of Parmenides—the commentary can naturally be shorter; where
the evidence is sparser and more confusing, as for example in the
case of Anaximander or the Pythagoreans, our own explanations
must be longer and more involved. Chapter 1 in particular, which
deals with a part of the subject which is often neglected, is perhaps
more detailed in parts than its ultimate importance demands, and
non-specialists are advised to leave it until last.

Only the most important texts have been quoted, and those in
an inevitably personal selection. For a nearly complete collection
of fragments and testimonies the reader should turn to . Diels,
Die Fragmente der Vorsokratiker (5th and later editions, Berlin,
193454, edited by W. Kranz). This fundamental work is referred
to by the abbreviation DK. Where a DK number (e.g. DK 28412}
is appended to the reference of a passage quoted in the present
work, this means that DK, in the section referred to, quotes more
of the passage in question than we do. DX references are omitted
where less, or no more, of the text is given, and also in the case of
fragments (where the fragment-number, always in Diels’ numera-
tion, is the same as the number in the relevant B-section in DK).
Where supplements occur in texts quoted, without further in-
formation, they are usually by Diels, and reference may be made
to the textual notes in DK.

We are obviously indebted to many friends for suggestions and
help; and also, as goes without saying, to previous writers like
Zeller, Burnet, Cornford, Ross and Cherniss. Many of these debts
are recorded in the text. For typographical advice and assistance
we are indebted to the printing staff of the Cambridge University
Press. H. Lloyd-Jones and I. R. DD, Mathewson read the proofs
and made many valuable suggestions. Another outstanding con-
tribution was made by F. H. Sandbach, whose numerous acute
and learned comments on the final draft were of the utmost value,

and to whom, as an unworthy offering, we should like to dedicate
this book.
G.S.K.

JER.

CAMBRIDGE
May 1957
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INTRODUCTORY NOTE

THE SOURCES FOR PRESOCRATIC
PHILOSOPHY

A, DIRECT QUOTATIONS

The actual fragments of the Presocratic thinkers are preserved as
quotations in subsequent ancient authors, from Plato in the fourth
century B.c. to Simplicius in the sixth century A.p., and even, in
rare cases, to late Byzantine writers like John Tzetzes. The date of
the source in which a quotation occurs is not, of course, a reliable
guide to its accuracy. Thus Plato is notoriously lax in his quota-
tions from all sources; he often mixes quotation with paraphrase,
and his attitude to his predecessors is frequently not objective but
humorous or ironical. The Neoplatonist Simplicius, on the other
hand, who lived a whole millennium after the Presocratics, made
long and evidently accurate quotations, in particular from
Parmenides, Empedocles, Anaxagoras and Diogenes of Apollonia;
not for the sake of literary embellishment, but because in his
commentaries on the Physics and de caelo of Aristotle he found it
necessary to expound Aristotle’s views on his predecessors by set-
ting down their actual words. At times Simplicius did this at
greater length than was essential because, as he tells us, a particular
ancient work had become so rare.

Aristotle, like Plato, gave comparatively few direct quotations,
and his main value is as a summarizer and critic of earlier thinkers.
Apart from Plato, Aristotle, and Simplicius, the following notable
sources of verbatim extracts may be singled out for special mention:

(i} Plutarch, the Academic philosopher, historian and essayist
of the second century A.p., in his extensive Moral Essays made
hundreds of quotations (often expanded, interpolated or partly re-
worded by himself) from the Presocratic thinkers.

(i) Sextus ‘Empiricus’, the Sceptic philosopher and physician
of the late second century A.p., expounded the theories of Aenesi-
demus, who lived some two centuries earlier and himself relied to
a great extent on Hellenistic sources. Sextus quotes many early
passages bearing on cognition and the reliability of the senses.

I
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(iii) Clement of Alexandria, thelearned head of the Catechetical
school, lived in the second half of the second century a.p. and the
early years of the third. A convert to Christianity, Clement
nevertheless maintained his interest in Greek literature of all
kinds, and used a wide knowledge and a remarkable memory
to point his comparisons between paganism and Christianity
with frequent quotations from the Greek poets and philosophers
(chiefty in his Protrepticus and the eight books of Stromateis or
Miscellanies).

{iv) Hippolytus, a theologian in Rome in the grd century A.p.,
wrote a Refutation of all Heresies in nine books, which attacked
Christian heresies by claiming them to be revivals of pagan philo-
sophy. For example, the Noetian heresy was a revival of Heraclitus’
theory of the coincidence of opposites—a contention which
Hippolytus attempted to substantiate by the quotation of no less
than seventeen sayings of Heraclitus, many of them otherwise
unknown.

(v) Diogenes Laertius compiled, probably in the third century
A.D., a trivial but from our point of view important Lives of
Famous Philosophers in ten books. In his biographical and doxo-
graphical notices, derived mainly from Hellenistic sources, he
included occasional short quotations.

(vi} John Stobaeus, the fifth-century a.p. anthologist, assembled
in his Anthologium educative extracts from the whole range of Greek
literature, but with special emphasis on ethical sayings. Many
Presocratic fragments (notably of Democritus) are preserved by
him, often in a somewhat impure form. Stobaeus’ main sources
were the handbooks and compendia which proliferated in the
Alexandrian period.

In addition to the main sources noted above, quotations from the
Presocratics occur sporadically elsewhere: in the Epicurean Philo-
demus; in Stoics like Marcus Aurelius and eclectics like Maximus
of Tyre; in Christian writers other than Clement and Hippolytus,
for example in Origen; occasionally in Aetius (see B, 4, &; direct
quotations in Aetius are rare); in technical authors like Galen the
doctor, Strabo the geographer and Athenaeus the anthologist of
food and drink; and, not least important, in Neoplatonic writers
from Numenius, Plotinus, Porphyry and Iamblichus (the last two
of whom wrote on Pythagoras) down to Proclus and, of course, the
invaluable Simplicius.
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To conclude these notes on the sources of direct quotations, it
must be emphasized that the author of a direct quotation need not
have seen the original work, since summaries, anthologies and
compendia of every kind, known as early as Hippias (p. 94 n. 2)
and produced in large numbers in the three centuries following the
foundation of Alexandria, were regarded as an adequate sub-
stitute for most prose originals of a technical nature.

B. TESTIMONIA

(1} pLaTO is the earliest commentator on the Presocratics
(though there were occasional references in Euripides and Aristo-
phanes). His comments, however, are for the most part only casual
ones, inspired, like many of his quotations, by irony or amusement.
Thus his references to Heraclitus, Parmenides and Empedocles are
more often than not light-hearted obiter dicta, and one-sided or exag-
gerated ones at that, rather than sober and objective historical
judgements. Provided this is recognized, Plato has much of value
to tell us. One passage, Phaedo g61L., gives a useful but briel survey
of fifth-century physical preoccupations.

{2) ARISTOTLE gave more serious attention to his philosophical
predecessors than Plato had done, and prefaced some of his
treatises with formal surveys of their opinions, notably in Meta-
physics A. However, his judgements are often distorted by his view
of earlier philosophy as a stumbling progress towards the truth
that Aristotle himself revealed in his physical doctrines, especially
those concerning causation. There are also, of course, many acute
and valuable criticisms, and a store of factual information.

(3) THEOPHRASTUS undertook the history of previous philo-
sophy, from Thales to Plato, as part of his contribution to the
encyclopaedic activity organized by his master Aristotle—just as
Eudemus undertook the history of theology, astronomy and mathe-
matics and Menon that of medicine. According to Diogenes
Laertius’ list of his works, Theophrastus wrote sixteen {or eighteen)
books of Physical Opinions (or Opinions of the Physicists; the Greek
genitive is Quowddv Bof&v); these were later epitomized in two
volumes. Only the last book, On sensation,is extant in itsgreater part;
but important extracts from the first book, On material principles,
werc copied down by Simplicius in his commentary on Aristotle’s
Physics. (Some of these extracts Simplicius derived from lost com-
mentaries by the important Peripatetic commentator Alexander
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of Aphrodisias.) In this first book Theophrastus treated the
different thinkers in roughly chronological order, adding their
city, patronymic, and sometimes date or mutual relationship. In
the remaining books the order was chronological only within the
main logical divisions. In addition to the general history Theo-
phrastus wrote special works on Anaximenes, Empedocles, Anaxa-
goras, Archelaus, and (in several volumes) Democritus. These
have unfortunately perished; presumably Theophrastus went to
greater pains to consult the original sources for these thinkers.
From the available evidence, however, his judgements even on
them were often derived directly from Aristotle, without much
attempt to apply a new and objective criticism.

{4) THE DOXOGRAPHICAL TRADITION. (a) Iis general nature.
Theophrastus’ great work became the standard authority for
the ancient world on Presocratic philosophy, and is the source
of most subsequent collections of ‘opinions’ (568, dpéoxovra
or placita). These collections took different forms. (i} In close
reproductions of Theophrastus’ arrangement each major topic
was considered in a separate section, the different thinkers
being treated successively within each section. This was the
method of Aetius and his source, the * Vetusta Placita® (see p. 5).
(ii) Biographical doxographers considered all the opinions of each
philosopher together, in company with details of his life—supplied,
to a large extent, by the febrile imaginations of Hellenistic bio-
graphers and historians like Hermippus of Smyrna, Hieronymus of
Rhodes and Neanthes of Cyzicus. The result is exemplified in the
biographical medley of Diogenes Laertius. (iii) Another type of
doxographical work is seen in the AiaxBoyai, or accounts of philo-
sophical successions. Its originator was the Peripatetic Sotion of
Alexandria, who around 200 B.c. wrote a survey of previous
philosophers arranged by schools. The known thinkers were
related to each other in a descending line of master and pupil (here
Sotion was extending and formalizing a process begun by Theo-
phrastus) ; in addition, the Ionian school was clearly distinguished
from the Italian. Many of the patristic doxographical summaries
{notably those in Eusebius, Irenaeus, Arnobius, Theodoretus—
who, however, also made direct use of Aetius—and St Augustine)
were based on the brief accounts in the Succession-writers.
(iv) The chronographer Apollodorus of Alexandria composed, in
the middle of the second century B.c., a metrical account of the
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dates and opinions of the philosophers. This rested partly on
Sotion’s division into schools and masters, partly on the chronology
of Eratosthenes, who had sensibly assigned dates to artists, philo-
sophers and writers as well as to political events. Apollodorus
filled in the gaps left by Eratosthenes, on very arbitrary principles:
a philosopher’s acme or period of chief activity was assumed to be
at the age of forty, and was made to coincide with the nearest of
a number of major chronological epochs, for example the capture
of Sardis in 546/5 B.c. or the foundation of Thurii in 444/3.
Further, a supposed pupil was always made forty years younger
than his supposed master.

(&) Aetius and the ‘ Vetusta Placita’. Two extant doxographical
summaries, closely resembling cach other, were independently
derived from a lost original—the collection of Opinions made by
Aetius, an otherwise unknown compilator, probably of the second
century A.p., whose name is known from a reference in Theo-
doretus. These extant summaries are the Epitome of physical opinions,
in five books, which falsely claims to be by Plutarch; and the
Physical extracts which appear in book 1 (for the most part} of
Stobaeus’ Anthologium. (From the former, which was widely read,
are derived notices in pseudo-Galen, Athenagoras, Achilles and
Cyril.} Diels in his great Doxographi Graeci arranged these two
sources in parallel columns as the Placita of Aetius. This forms our
most extensive, if not always our most accurate, doxographical
authority.

Aetius’ work was based, not directly on Theophrastus’ history,
but upon an intermediate summary of it produced, probably, in
the Posidonian school in the first century B.c. This lost work was
named by Diels the Vetusta Placita. In it Stoic, Epicurean and
Peripatetic opinions were added to those recorded by Theo-
phrastus, and much that was derived from Theophrastus was
subjected to Stoic re-formulation. Aetius himself added further
Stoic and Epicurean opinions, as well as a few definitions and
introductory comments. A direct use of the Vetusta Placita was
made by Varre (in Censorinus’ de die natalt), and is seen also in the
brief doxography in Cicero, Academica priora 1, 37, 118.

(¢) Other important doxegraphical sources. (i) Hippolytus. The first
book of his Refutation of all Heresies, the so-called Philosephoumena
once attributed to Origen, is a biographical doxography containing
separate accounts of the main philosophers. The sections on
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Thales, Pythagoras, Empedocles, Heraclitus, the Eleatics and the
Atomists come from a trifling biographical summary and are of
small value, unlike those on Anaximander, Anaximenes, Anaxa-
goras, Archelaus and Xenophanes, which come from a fuller and
much more valuable biographical source. At many points the
comments of the second group are more detailed, and less inac-
curate, than the corresponding ones in Aetius. (i) The pseudo-
Plutarchean Stromateis. These short ‘Miscellanies” {(which must be
distinguished from the Epilome, from Aetius, also ascribed to
Plutarch) are preserved by Eusebius; they come from a source
similar to that of the second group in Hippolytus. They differ in
that they concentrate on the subject-matter of the earlier books in
Theophrastus, those that dealt with the material principle, cosmo-
gony, and the heavenly bodies; and they contain much verbiage
and pretentious interpretation. However, some important details
are preserved which do not occur elsewhere. (iii} Diogenes
Laertius.  Apart from biographical details culled from many
sources, some useful chronological data from Apollodorus, and
deplorable epigrams from the pen of Diogenes himself, the opinions
of each thinker are usually set out in two distinct doxographical
notes: the first (what Diogenes called the xepahaicdng or sum-
mary account) from a worthless biographical source like that used
by Hippolytus in the first group, and the second {the émi pépous
or detailed account) from a fuller and more reliable epitome like
that used by Hippolytus for his second group.

{5) concruston. It must be remembered that many writers
who were independent of the direct Theophrastean tradition are
known to have devoted special works to the early philosophers. For
example the fourth~-century-n.c. Academic, Heraclides of Pontus,
wrote four books on Heraclitus, and so did the Stoic Cleanthes;
while Aristotle’s pupil Aristoxenus wrote biographies which
included one of Pythagoras. Allowance must be made, therefore,
for the possibility of isolated non-Theophrastean judgements
appearing in later eclectic sources like Plutarch or Clement;
though most such judgements that we can recognize show signs,
nevertheless, of Aristotelian, or of Stoic, Epicurean, or Sceptic,
influence. Theophrastus remains the main source of information,
and his work is known to us through the doxographers, through
the quotations by Simplicius, and through the extant de sensu.
From these it is evident that Theophrastus was strongly influenced
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by Aristotle—who, as has been stated, did not aim, as Theo-
phrastus should have done, at extreme historical objectivity.
Theophrastus was no more successful than is to be expected in
understanding the motives of an earlier period and a different
world of thought; a further defect was that, once having extracted
a general pattern of explanations, particularly for cosmological
events, he tended to impose it, perhaps too boldly, in cases where
he lacked full evidence—cases which seem to have been not
infrequent, Thus it is legitimate to feel complete confidence in our
understanding of a Presocratic thinker only when the Aristotelian
or Theophrastean interpretation, even if it can be accurately
reconstructed, is confirmed by relevant and well-authenticated
extracts from the philosopher himself.



CHAPTER I

THE FORERUNNERS OF
PHILOSOPHICAL COSMOGONY

In this long preliminary chapter certain ideas are examined which
are not truly ‘philosophical’; they are mythological rather than
rationalistic in context, but may nevertheless appear as significant
preludes to the truly rational attempts to explain the world, attempts
which began with Thales.

We are not concerned here with pure mythology, but with
concepts which, although expressed in the language and through
the personages of myth, are not mythopoeic in kind but are the
result of a direct, empirical, non-symbolical way of thinking. These
quasi-rationalistic views of the world are most frequently concerned
with its earliest history, starting from its actual birth or creation;
for this way of thinking was incidental to the attempt (made most
notably by Hesiod in the Theogony) to systematize the manifold
deities of legend by deriving them from a common ancestor or pair
of ancestors at the beginning of the world. Yet the active investiga-
tion of the world’s ancestry, whether mainly mythical as in Hesiod
or mainly rational as in the Milesian philosophers, must have been
carried on only by the few. The general structure of the present
world, the common environment of experience, was of wider
interest; and here a common, naive, extroverted but nevertheless
partly mythical outlook seems to have been widely accepted. It
appears from time to time in Homer and is briefly described in §1.
In §§2 and 3 two concepts are examined which were later credited
with cosmogonical importance by the Greeks themselves, those of
Okeanos and of Nyx (Night). §§4, 5 and 6 are concerned with
three special accounts, all of primarily non-philosophical character
but all treating of cosmogonical topics: first the Hesiodic Theogony,
then the various cosmogonical ideas associated with Orpheus,
finally (at greater and indeed somewhat disproportionate length)
the intriguing but fragmentary views of Pherecydes of Syros. In
the case of Night, and of Orphic cosmogony, the conclusions will
be largely negative: little of direct significance for the development
of Presocratic thought is revealed, although in view of constant
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assertions to the contrary it is as well to subject the evidence to a
careful scrutiny. Pherecydes may have written his book no earlier
than Anaximander, but its matter is likely to be in part traditional,
and therefore notirrelevant to the state of cosmogonical speculation
even before Thales. On some points reference will be made to the
comparative mythology of earlier near-eastern cultures, especially
Babylonian, Egyptian, and Hittite, There are strong similarities
between some of the Greek theogonical and cosmogonical stories
and the theogonical myths of the great river-civilizations and their
neighbours; these similarities help to explain some details of Greek
accounts down to and including Thales, Translations of the main
non-Greek texts are most conveniently to be found in Ancient
Near Eastern Texts relating to the Old Testament, ed. J. B. Pritchard
(Princeton, 2nd ed. 1955), which will be referred to as Pritchard
ANET. Useful summaries, both in the Pelican series, are H. Frank-
fort and others, Before Philosophy,* and O. R. Gurney, The Hittites.

Nothing will be said in this chapter about the development of
the concept of the soul. The Homeric idea of the psyche or breath-
soul as an insubstantial image of the body, giving it life and
surviving it in a wretched, bloodless existence in Hades, is too
familiar to need description here. Rohde’s Psyche, E. R. Dodds’
The Greeks and the Irrational (Berkeley, 1951), or chapter 5 of
Jaeger's Theology of the Early Greek Philosophers (Oxford, 1947), give
a good account of the popular, pre-philosophical idea of the soul.
Pythagoras was possibly the first Greek explicitly to treat the soul
as something of moral importance, and Heraclitus first clearly
indicated that knowledge of the soul was relevant to knowledge of
the structure of the cosmos. Yet the conception that the substance
of the soul was related to aither, or to the substance of the stars,
seems from fifth-century B.c. poetical contexts to haverexisted for
some time already as part of the complex body of popular beliefs,
alongside the distinct Homeric concept of a breath-soul. These
antecedents will be summarized in the chapters on Thales,
Anaximenes, Heraclitus and Empedocles {see pp. 951., 159, 200,
2051f., 360). The main object of the earliest deliberate efforts to
explain the world remained the description of its grewth from a
simple, and therefore fully comprehensible, beginning. Matters
concerned with human life seemed to belong to a different type of
enquiry, in which the old inherited assumptions, though sometimes

* American title: The Intellectual Adventure of Ancient Man.
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inconsistent, were stili valid. Itis with the derivation of the world as
a whole, then, regarded as external to its human centre, that the rest
of this chapter will be mainly concerned. It will nevertheless be
seen that the world’s original state, and the method by which it
diversified itself, were imagined anthropomorphicaily, in terms of
a parent or pair of parents. This genealogical approach persisted
even after the eventual abandonment by the Milesian philosophers
of the traditional mythological framework.

I. THE NAIVE VIEW OF THE WORLD

A popular conception of the nature of the world, which can be
traced mainly in scattered references in Homer, is roughly as
follows. The sky is a solid hemisphere like a bowl (Il. 17, 425
yd&hxeov oUpavéy, cf. Pindar N. 6, 3—4; oUpavdy & mohiyahkov at
Il. 5, 504, Od. 3, 2; o18fjpeov olpavév at Od. 15, 329 and 17, 565.
Solidity aswell asbrightnessis presumably conveyed by these metallic
epithets). It covers the round flat earth. The lower part of the gap
between earth and sky, up to and including the clouds, contains &fjp
or mist: the upper part (sometimes called the oUpavésitself) is alffp,
aither, the shining upper air, which is sometimes conceived as fiery.
At Il 14, 288 (8A&Tn) 8¢ fépos albép’ Tkavey, *the fir-tree reached
through the aer to the aither’. Below its surface, the earth stretches
far downwards, and has its roots in or above Tartarus:

x Homer II. 8, 13 (Zeus speaks)
) pw By piyo &5 TapTapov fepdevta
TiiAe pd, fyr Pdthorov Umd xBovds éoti Pépelpov,
Evba odnipeicd Te WUAG kad yShkeos oUbos,
Toooov fvepd’ "Atbew Soov olpavds tor’ &md yains.
2 Hesiod Theogony 726 (T&prapov)
Tov rEpL ydAkeov Epros EAfAactant Gugl B pv wof
TpioToryel kéxuTon Trepl Sefpnv - alrrap UrrepBey
yiis pizon mepUao: kat &rpuytroio Bahdoons.

The circuit of Tartarus is thus ‘brazen’ {and so firm, unyield-
ing) like the sky: the symmetry is reflected also in the equal

1 Or setzing him I will hurl him into misty Tartaros, very far, where is the deepest guif be-
low earth; there are iron gates and brazen threshold, as far beneath Hades as sky is from earth.

2 Around it [ Tartaros] a brazen fence is drawn; and all about it Night in three rows is
poured, around the throat; and above are the roots of earth and unharvested sea,
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distance between sky and earth’s surface, and earth’s surface and
its foundations—for ‘Hades’ in the last line of 1 seems to be an
illogical variant upon an original ‘earth’, as in Theogony 720
Téooov Evep®’ UTrd yiis doov oUpavos tot’ &Td yaing (“as far below,
under earth, as sky is distant from it’}. There was a certain vague-
ness about the relationships of Hades, Erebos, and Tartarus,
although Tartarus was certainly the lowest part of the underworld.
The symmetry between underworld and overworld was not
complete, of course: the shape of Tartarus was not normally con-
ceived as hemispherical. A variant conception made the earth
stretch downwards indefinitely:

3 Xenophanes fr. 28 {=183)

yoins wdv T68e Telpas &ves wapd ooaly dpdran

figpt TpooTidzov, T k&Tw § & &mrapov Ikveltal

(Cf. Strabo 1, p. 12 Cas.)

This is a later formulation, but again a popular rather than an
intellectual one. There is no great difference in the underlying
thought; the difference is mainly that the mythological geography
is not used here.

Round the edge of the earth-disc, according to the unsophisti-
cated view, flowed the vast river of Okeanos. This concept was of
considerable importance in pre-scientific Greek thought, and is
discussed in the section which follows.

2, OKEANOS

(1) As the river surrounding the earth, and source of all waters
4 Homer Il. 18, 607 (Hephaistos)

v 8¢ Tiber woTapoio péya ofivos "Wkeavoio

GUTUYd Trdp TFURKTTV COKEDS TRUKS TToHITYTolO,
5 Homer X, 21, 194 (Zeus)

16 0UbE Kpeicov “Ayehdros loopapizel

o0t Pabuppeitao péya obéves "Wkeavoio,

¢€ oU mep mévTes oTapol kal wloa SdAhavoa

kai wloo kpfiven kal pelara poxpd véouow.

3 Of earih this is the upper limit which we see by our feet, in contact with air; but its
underneath continues indefinitely.

4 Fle put on it the great might of river Okeanas, along the well-made shield’s outer rim.

& Him not even Lord Acheloos equals, nor the greal might of deep-flowing Okeanps,
Sfrom whom, indeed, oll rivers and all sea and all springs and deep wells flow.

Il



PRESOCRATIC PHILOSOPHERS

6 Herodotus 1v, 8 -év 5% 'Wxeavdy Adyw piv Adyovor (sc.
“EAAnves) dmo fjhiov dvorohéwy dp§duevov yiiv mepi Tloav Hier,
Epyw BE ok dmodaxvlor. (Cf. alsoid. 1, 21; 11, 23.)

That Okeanos surrounds the circular surface of the earth, though
not explicitly stated in the Homeric poems, is suggested in 4 (where
the shield made for Achilles is obviously thought of as round), in
9, and by some of the epithets applied to Okeanos—especially
&ydppoos,’ back-flowing’ (which probably means‘ flowing backinto
itself”). Passages in Euripides and others as well as in Herodotus (6}
show that the idea of a circular surrounding Okeanos was widely
accepted ; though occasionally in Homer, especially in the Odyssep,
a looser usage, as the broad outer sea, had already begun to
appear. 4 describes Okeanos as a river, and this too was a com-
monly accepted view: references are frequent to the streams, podad,
of Okeanos. As such, it was presumably composed of fresh water;
and § {of which 1. 195 was unwarrantably athetized by Zenodotus)
describes it as the source of all waters, whether fresh or salt,
which are enclosed within its orbit, on or under the earth. The
idea that salt water is simply fresh water somchow flavoured by
the earth was commonly held in the scientific period.

The earth-encircling river differs from other elements of the
popular world-picture in that it cannot be obviously based upon
experience. The sky looks hemispherical and, to some eyes, im-
penetrable; it is called ‘brazen’, therefore, and treated as ice-like
or solid even by Anaximenes and Empedocles. The earth appears
to be flat, and the horizon to be circular. Yet experience cannot so
easily suggest that the ultimate horizon is bounded by a fresh-
water river. Voyagers may have brought back reports of vast seas
beyond the Mediterranean, but these would be salt. Springs
bubbling up from the earth may suggest underground rivers, but
these need not entail a surrounding river. The possibility must be
considered, then, that this particular conception originated further
east, in the great river-civilizations of Egypt and Mesopotamia,
and was somehow introduced into Greece and given a specific
Hellenic form. It will be seen (pp. gof.) that Thales’ idea of the
earth floating on water was probably so borrowed; and the
coincidences in detail between Greek versions of certain myths,

6 They [the Greeks) affirm in words that Okeanos, beginning from the suw’s risings,
Slows round the whole earth, but they give no effective demonstration of this.

2
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and Babylonian or Hittite versions, prove that conceptions not
native either to the Aegean area, or to the proximate culture-
centres of the Greek-speaking peoples before their entry into
Greece, had embedded themselves in Greek thought even by the
time of Hesiod (which we guess to be the seventh century B.c.),
and probably much earlier. These coincidences are briefly dis-
cussed on pp. 33f. and 36f. In the second part of the present
section on Okeanos, pp. 18f, the isolated Homeric references to
Okeanos as origin of all things will also appear as a probable
allusion to non-Greek mythological ideas. In Babylonian accounts,
and in some Egyptian versions, the earth was regarded as drying
out, or thrusting itself up, in the midst of the primeval waters.?
The development of such an idea is not surprising in Mesopotamia,
where the land had indeed been formed from the marshlands
between the two rivers; nor in Egypt, where the fertile land
emerged each year as the Nile floods receded. The earth that
emerges from an indefinite expanse of primeval water will still be
surrounded by water. This does seem to provide a plausible, though
not a certain, motive for the formation of the Greek concept of
Okeanos. In this popular development of the primeval-water
motif the earth is regarded as being solidly rooted, once it has
emerged, and the indefinite waste of water (which seems always to
have been conceived as having an upper limit, a surface} is con-
tracted into a vast but not necessarily illimitable river.? Thales, on
the other hand, postulated a floating earth and so was not simply
rationalizing the quasi-mythological Okeanos-interpretation.3

¥ Cf. the Babylonian Creation-epic, which originated probably in the
2nd millennium s.c.: tablet I, 16 (Pritchard, Ancient Near Eastern Texts,
6of.), *When on high the heaven had not been named, Firm ground below
had not been called by name, Naught but primordial Apsu, their begetter,
{And) Mummu-Tiamat, she who bore them all, Their waters commingling
as a single body; No reed-hut had been matted, no marshland had
appeared....” {Trans. E. A, Speiser. Apsu and Tiamat were the male and
female principles of primeval water. Sometimes, but perhaps not here,
they represent fresh and salt water respectively.) For Egypt cf. e.g. the
24th-century B.c. text from Heliopolis, ANET p. 3: ‘O Atum-Kheprer,
thou wast on high on the (primeval) hill. ...” (The primeval hillock was
the first patch of land to rise above the boundless waters; it was located in
many different cult-centres, and is symbolized by the pyramid.} Also
another version, from the Bock of the Dead {in this form, latter part of
2nd millennium}: ‘1 am Atum when I was alone in Nun; I am Re in his
{first) appearances, when he began to rule that which he had made.’

13
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{Trans. J. A. Wilson. Atum was the creator-god worshipped at Heliopolis

and equated with the sun-god Re. Nun is the primeval expanse of waters.)

2 Okeanos has a further bank in the (probably late) underworld-episode
in the Odyssey, and in Hesiod.

3 In origin *lxeavds was perhaps a non-personal descriptive term, con-
ceivably related to Hittite ‘uginna’, meaning ‘circle’, or Sanskrit
‘a-gayana-h’, meaning ‘that which surrounds’. Its development as a
mythological figure, as sometimes in Homer and Hesiod, must have been
comparatively late; but for Thales it would represent the crude mytho-
logical past.

The encircling river was presupposed in the myth that the sun,
after crossing the sky with his horses and chariot, sails in a golden
bowl round the stream of Okeanos, to the north (as is probably
implied by ‘the depths of night’ in 8), and so arrives back in the
east just before dawn:

7 Mimnermus fr. 10 Dieh!
"Héhos utv ydp movov EAdayey flpora avry,
oubt kot Aumaveots ylyverar ouBepla
Irrrotoiv Te ke o, Emel poBoBdrTuhos "He
"Wkecvdy mpohrrolio” olpavdy eloavaPiy
oV utv y&p Sic xUpa péper rroAufipacros v
kotiAn ‘HealoTou xepoiv EAnAapévn
XpugoU Tiunevros, Undmrrepos, dxpov £’ UBwp
eUBovl” &prrahéws xwpou &’ ‘EorepiBov
yalav & Alidwv, va 87 fodv &pua kal Trrrror
tor&o’, Sep” "Hos fiprytveia poAn -
B0 EmePr(oed’ E)dv dyéwv “Yrepiovog vids.
8 Stesichorus fr. 6, 1—4 Diehl
"Athog B “YrreproviBos Bérras doxariPonve
Xpuosov, Sppa 8t "Wkeavoio Tepdoas
&oixko® teplis wotl Pévlea vukTds Epspvis
ol parépa kouptdiav T &hoyov Téudds Te ikous.

7 Helios gained a portion of toil for all his days, nor is there ever any rest for his horses
and himself, when rosy-fingered Dawn, leaving Okeanos, mounts the sky; for him does his
lovely bed bear across the wave, hollow and fashioned by the hands of Hephaestus out of
precious gold, and winged; swiftly does it bear him sleeping over the surface of the water,
Srom the dwelling of the Hesperides to the land of the Aithivpes, where his swift chariot
and his horses stand till early-born Dawn shall come; there does the sen of Hyperion
mount his car,

8 Helios son of Hyperton descended inlo his golden cup, that, having passed over Okeanos,
he might come to the depths of holy, dark night, to his mother and his wedded wife and his
dear children,
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This detail is not mentioned in Homer.* In Egypt the sun was
conceived as travelling from west to east in a ship, across the sub-
terranean waters. This may or may not have been the origin of
the Greek account; but the choice of a cup or bowl may be based
upon the round shape of the sun itself, and suggests a more
empirical and not wholly mythopoeic approach. In Heraclitus
(227) the sun itself is described as a hollow bowl! filled with fire,
and there may have been a popular account of this kind which
gave way to the more graphic conception of the sun as a
charioteer.
T The sun rises from Okeanos (e.g. fl. 7, 422), but there 1s no suggestion of
a vessel of any kind. Perhaps this was taken for granted; but it is also
possible that the idea of the sun sailing round Okeanos is post-Homeric.
At Od. 10, 191 the sun goes under the earth, but this is a unique occurrence
in a passage that bears signs of lateness. The stars in Homer bathe in
Okeanos (e.g. I1. 5, 6; 18, 489); they can hardly all have boats, and might

be conceived as going through Okeanos and passing under the earth,
though such details need not have been visualized.

(11} Okeanos as the source or origin of all things

9 Homer Il. 14, 200 (repeated at 14, 3o1. Hera speaks)
el y&p dyopéun TohugdpPou melparta yains,
"Wreavdy e Beddv yéveow kad pnrépa Tnfbv. | ..

10 Homer Il 14, 244 (Hypnos speaks)
&M hov pév kev Eywye Oedv aleryeverdoov
pela karrewvfioan, kal &v oTapolo péelpa
*kecvol, & mep yéueouws r&vreoot ThrukToe
Znvds & olk v Eyowye Kpoviovos dooov Ixoipnv
oUBt karreuvnooy’, &te piy oiTds ye xeAston.

The preceding section outlined the usual account of Okeanos in
Homer. In the present passages the description of Qkeanos as
origin of the gods (9) and of all things (¥0) is unique and un-
expected. Nowhere else in Homer is Okeanos mentioned in terms
remotely resembling these; and it is notable that outside the
particular episode in which these two passages occur, the Aidg
émérrr; or Deceptxon of Zeus by Hera (Il 14, 153—-360 and 15,

9 For I am going to see the limits 0f fert:le earth, Okeanos begetier of gods and mother
Tethys. .

X0 Armther of the everlasting gods rwould I easily send to sleep, even the streams of
river Qkeanos who is the begetter of all: but Zeus son of Kronos would I not approach, nor
send to sleep, except that he himself so bid me.
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init.), there is almost nothing in Homer that can reasonably be
construed as specifically cosmogonical or cosmological in content;
that is, as going beyond the accepted outline of what has been
termed the popular world-picture. Even in this episode there is
not very much.” Indeed, there is little which might not be
explained without introducing cosmological interpretations, if a
slight oddity of expression is allowed. This might apply even to
Okeanos: 9 and 10 could imply no more than that the river of
Okeanos is the source of all fresh water (as in 5) ; water is necessary
for life, therefore life must have originated, directly or indirectly,
from Okeanos. This would not explain his parenthood of the gods
in 9; but that could be a poetical extension. It would also involve
limiting the application of wé&vreoot in 10 to living creatures and
plant-life, but again the same kind of poetic looseness might be
presupposed. In any case the application of mé&vreoot is in doubt;
it might be taken to apply simply to the gods, as in g, though
without qualification its natural meaning is * all things absolutely’.
It must be admitted, however, that the references, il so understood,
would be pointlessly abbreviated and give a somewhat bizarre
effect.
¥ Namely 16 (Night); 18 {division of the world between Zeus, Poseidon,
Hades); Il 14, 2031, 274 (=15, 225}, 279 (the only Homeric references to
Kronos, the Titans and Tartarcs except for two important passages in
bk. 8, /1. 8, 131 and 478 8); 1. 14, 271; 15, 37L (two of the four references
in Homer to Styx as oath of the gods). The last two cases might be regarded

as intrusions with Heslodic affinities, though they are not derived from the
Hesiodic poems that we know.

To Plate and Aristotle, however, 9 and xo certainly seemed to
have some kind of cosmological relevance:

1X  Plato Theaetetus 152E ... Opnpos, (3¢) eimdv * Wxreavdy T¢
feddv yeveow wkal pnrépa Tnflv” wévra dpnrev Exyova pofis Te
kel xivnosws. (Cf also 14.)

12 Aristotle Met. A3, gB3b27 (following 87) elol 8¢ Tives ol kal
Tous topmodaious kot ol Trpd THs viv yevéorws kal mpwTOUg
georoynoavras oUtws olovran (se. like Thales) wepi s ploews

31X ...Homer, who by saying * Okeanos begetler of gods and mother Tethys’ deelared
all things to be offspring of flux and motion.

X2 There are some who think that the very ancient and indeed first speculators about the
gods, long before the present age, made the same supposition about nature (sc. as Thales);
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troAaBelv Wreavdy e ydp kad Tnblv Emoincav Tiis yevéoews
morépas kol v Sprov Tév Bty UBwp, THy kahouutvny Un’ orTdy
FrUya 6w oInTddy TimdTarov pv yép TO TpecPiTaToy, Spros
8¢ 16 TucoTarév dorv.  (Cf. also x7.)
Plato in x¥ and elsewhere is obviously not entirely serious in his
treatment of Homer as forerunner of the flux-idea assigned to
Heraclitus, so we cannot be sure of the precise value he attached to
the Homeric Okeanos-passage. Aristotle reports that it was
interpreted rationalistically, as a possible anticipation of Thales.
The form of the argument about the Styx in 12 reminds us not
always to accept Aristotle’s authority, as a historian of thought,
without question; but later antiquity was persuaded through him to
accept Okeanos and Tethys as representative of an early cosmo-
gonical theory, since Eudemus adduced the same passage (obvious-
ly following Aristotle in 12) in the Peripatetic history of theology.*
1 As we know from the disagreement of Damascius, the Neoplatonist
writer: 13 Damascius de principiis 124 .. .00 yGp &mwoBexriov EUSAuov
Ayovtos 8T &md ‘Wxeavol kal Tntlos dpxston (5. “Ounpos). (See 19.)
CI. also Philodemus de pietate 472 (DK 385) and Athenagoras 18, p. 20
Schwartz (DK 1B13).

It has often been assumed that there is another and earlier class
of testimony for the cosmogonical importance of Okeanos, namely
early Orphic poetry:

14 Plato Cratylus g4o28 .. .domep ab “Ounpos °Wxeavdv Te
Beddv yhueolv’ onow “kad pnrépa TnBlv’™ oluc 3¢ xal “HoloBos.
Mgy B¢ ou kad "Opeets &11

"Wreavds TpddTos xaAAippoos fpge yauolo,

8¢ pa xaoryviTnY Spouryropa Trduv dmruey.
15 PlatoTimaeus gon—£ ... meigréov B¢ Tols eipnréow Eurrpootey,
Eydvoig pév Beddv oloiv, &g Epaoav, caplds Bé Tov ToUs YE aurT@dv

Sor they wrote that Okeanos and Tethys were the parents of coming-to-be, and the vath of
the gods water—ithat which by the poets themselves s called Styx; for what is oldest is
tnost honourable, and the most honourable thing is used as an oath.

13 ... for we must nol accept it when Eudemus says that ke [ Homer} begins from Okeanos
and Tethys,

14 ...as Homer, again, says * Okeanos begetter of gods and mother Tethys'; and T
think Hestod too. Orpheus, too, says somewhere that * Fair-streamed Okeanos first began
the marriages, who wed Tethys, his sister by the same mother’.

15 .. .we must believe those who formerly gave utterance, those who were, as they said,
aoffspring of the gods, and must, I suppase, have truly known their own ancestors: . . . Okeanos
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trpoydvous elddow:-. . .Ifis e kal Olpavol maides "Wkeavds Te kal
Tn@ls tyeviolny, Toutwy 8 Odprus Kpdvag 1e xad “Péa kol doot
peTd ToUTWwY. , .,

But the Orphic verses of 14, though established by Plato’s time, are
not necessarily as early in origin as the seventh or even the
sixth century B.c. In any case, the view which they express does
not necessarily differ greatly from that of the Hesiodic Theogony—
as Plato may have perceived. There, Okeanos, Tethys and the
other Titans are born to Gaia and Ouranos at a comparatively
late stage from the point of view of cosmogonical production, but
it is in their generation that the regular reproduction, by bisexual
means, of fully personal figures (as opposed to world-constituents
like Tartaros or Pontos) begins. 15, in which ‘offspring of the
gods’ shows that Plato is describing an Orphic view, indicates that
according to one Orphic account Okeanos and Tethys were the
parents of the Titans (including the theogonically vital pair Kronos
and Rhea), and not their coevals as in the Theogony. That is
probably another reason for wpéros in the Orphic verses of 14:
Okeanos and Tethys are the first fully anthropomorphized couple
(though Okeanos, of course, is very much a border-line case), and
prior even to Kronos and Rhea. Hesiod had assigned less import-
ance to Okeanos than might reasonably have been expected,
especially in view of the well-known Homeric passages ¢ and xo;
so the Orphic versions presumably emended the Hesiodic account
to the extent of putting Okeanos and Tethys one generation
earlier than the Titans. Certainly there is no evidence here for
assuming a peculiarly Orphic attribution of cosmogonical import-
ance to Okeanos.

The evidence does not prove (or even, it might be felt, suggest)
that there existed in Greece at a comparatively early date a
systematic doctrine of the cosmogonical priority of Okeanos.
Hesiod gives no indication of it, and later suppositions seem to be
based on the two unusual Homeric passages, which are left as the
only direct evidence for any such cosmogonical theory. They might
have meant no more than that water is essential for life, though
this would be rather odd. It was seen under section (i} that the
idea of an encircling river Okeanos may well have been adapted

and Tethys were born as children of Ge [earth] and Guranos [sky}, and their children were
Phorkys, Kronos, Rhea and their companions. . ..

18
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from Egyptian or Babylonian beliefs. It was part of those beliefs,
too, that the world originated from primeval water (see n. 1 on
p- 13); the isolated Homeric passages could, then, be a reference
to that basic near-eastern assumption, as Plutarch assumed in 70.
The absence of any other such reference {at any rate until Thales)
suggests that the Homeric ones were idiosyncratic—even, perhaps,
pedantic; there are other indications that the composer of the
episode in which they occur had special cosmogonical and theo-
gonical interests. The concept of the encircling river had, of course,
become assimilated in Greece at a far earlier date.

3. NIGHT
(i} In Homer
16 Homer Il. 14, 258 (Hypnos speaks)
.. xal ké @ &orov &’ adBépos EuPoe VT (se. Zevs)
el phy NUE Bufreipa Beldv Eodwose kald &vBpdiv-
Thv lkopnv gelrywy, & 88 maloote ywouevds wep:
&zero yap uf Nuxrl fofj drrobiuma Epbor.

This is the only place in the Homeric poems where Night is fully
personified. Again, as with the two special Okeanos passages, it
occurs in the episode of the Deceit of Zeus; and again there is an
unusual implication of special power or priority among the gods.
Zeus’ respect for Night here is certainly strange, and quite un-
paralleled in Homer and Hesiod. In view of later interpretations
it might suggest that the poet of this episode knew some story about
Nyx as a cosmogonical figure. But the reference is an isolated one,
and could be no more than a poetical development of the idea
implicit in the phrase NU§ Sufteipa 6eddv, ‘Night subduer of the
gods’: even gods are overcome by sleep, hence even the virtually
all-powerful Zeus hesitates to offend Night, the mother of skeep,
lest she should subdue him on some unsuitable occasion. (It must
be remarked, however, that he evidently had no hesitation about
offending Hypnos himself, if he was prepared in the present
passage to fling him out of heaven.)

16 . ..and he [Jeust would have cast me from the aither into the sea, out of sight, had
not Night, subduer of gods and men, saved me; to her did I come in flight, and Jeus
ceased, angry though he was; for he was in awe of doing what would be displeasing to
swift Night.
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(ii) An archaic cosmogonical concept according to Aristotle

17 Aristotle Met. Ng, rogibg ...ol 8 mwoprai ol d&pxeio
TaUTr Spoiws, §f Paciietev ked Gpyawv poacly ol ToUs trpuyTous
olov Nixta kai OUpavdy fj Xdos fi *Wkeavdy, GAAE tov Ala. (Cf
Met. A6, 1071b27 ol Beohdyor ol &k Nuktds yevwdves: also 1hid.
1072a8.)
Aristotle thus accepted that there were poets and writers about the
gods who put Night *first’, or who generated from Night. He may
well have had the Homeric passage, ¥6, in mind; but this alone
would hardly motivate his inclusion of Night, and it seems probable
that he was thinking primarily of the post-Hesiodic cosmogonies,
compiled mainly in the sixth and fifth centuries, to be described
under (iii). Inthese, Night, which was produced at a very early stage
(though not the first) in the Hesiodic cosmogonical account (24),
and was classed with Gaia, Okeanos and Ouranos in other more
casual references in the Theogony {20 and 106f.), is elevated to the
first stage of all, either by herself or jointly with other substances,
Air or Tartaros. Itis natural that both Day and Night should come
into being as soon as Sky and Earth have separated, to occupy the
gap between the two.* It is clear from Met. A6, to71b27 that by
ToUs TpwTous in X7 Aristotle meant ‘absolutely first’, not simply
‘at an early stage’; though all the four figures mentioned are
important in the Hesiodic account, and we have no knowledge
of any cosmogony which gave absolute priority to Ouranos.
I Among the offspring of Night in a subsequent passage of Hesiod, Theog.
211 ff., are the Moipat and Néueons, This might seem to suggest that Night
had a primordial distributive capacity (since the idea of distribution under-
lies both these personifications), in a Sidra€is or assignment of parts of the
cosmos to different gods. Such a distribution is mentioned in Homer
(again associated with the Deceit of Zeus): I8 Homer M. 15, 189
Tpixbd 8¢ whvra SeSaoTon, Exaoros &' Eupope Tpdis
Aot Bydv {sc. Poseidon) Ehayov ol &ho vadpev alel
tradhopbvey, "Alns & Eharye 1690v fiepdevra,
Zeds 8 Aoy oupawdv elply év olfépt xal vepiAnot
yodo 8 £ Euvy mévToov kat porpds "Odvprros.

vy . ..the ancient poets similarly, inasmuch as they say that not the first figures have
rule and kingship (Night and Ouranos or Chaos or Qkeanos, for example), but Jeus,—
{...those writers about the gods who generate from Night.)

8 In three paris were all things divided, and each got his share of honour: I indeed
gained the grey sea to dwell in for ever, when the lots were shaken, and Hades gained misty
darkness, and Jeus the broad sky among aither and clonds; but earth and tall Olympus
belonged in common o all.
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So in Hesiod, Theog. 1121, and 881 fI. (the latter passage after the subjection
of the Titans and the probably interpolated Typhoeus; cf. the divisien of
the heavens by Marduk after the defeat of Tiamat in the Babylonian
Creation-epic, ANET 67). Yet this happens at a relatively late stage in
cosmogeny; and Meira and Nemesis are probably associated with Night
merely because, like her other children (Death, Grief, ete.), they can be
regarded as baleful and intractable powers,

{iii) Night in cosmogonies assigned to Orpheus, Musaeus, Epimenides
19 Damascius de principiis 124 (DK 1B12) 1) 8¢ mwap& T Hept-
TarnTIKG EUSAuw dvayeypapuévn s tol "Opgéws olica Beohoyia
&y 1o vonyrdy fowhmmoev. . &rd 5t rfis Nukrds BroijooaTto Thy
dpytyv, &9’ fis xal "Ounpos, & xal pfy ouvexfi wmeroinTon Thy
yeveohoylay, iornow: o¥ ydp &modexriov EUBfpouv Myovros &mi
&md "Wkeovel kal Tndlos &pyeta. . ..

20 Philodemus de pietate 47a (DK gB5) &v 8¢ Tois els "Emripevibny
(s¢. Gvepepopévots Ereotv) £§ "Afpos kal Nukrds & mrévTa ouoTiival,
{Gomep kal) "Ounpos (dmogalyver’ "Wrecwov &k Tnbuos ToUs Geolg
yewdv. ... (Cf. also 40.)

21 Philodemus de pietate 137, 5 ¢v pév miow dk Nuxrds kal
Taprdpou Ayeroan T& mévTa, &v 8¢ Tiow € "ABou kal AlBépos- & Bk
hv Trravopayiav ypéyas 6 Alfépos onoiy, Axouciloos 8¢ &
Xéous mpoytov T&AAa: &v 8¢ Toly dwvagpepopfvors els Movoaiov
ytypanrran Taprapov wpddtov (kal N)ixra.

19 (on which see also pp. 40ff.) shows that Eudemus did not
explain the priority of Night in the Orphic cosmogony as being
dependent on the Homeric passage, ¥6. This was because he
considered that Homer clearly assigned cosmogonical priority to
Okeanos and Tethys (9, 10). Damascius here goes counter to
Eudemus, and may mean to imply that the Orphic account was
to some extent indebted to Homer.* But the crux of the matter

19  The theology ascribed to Orpheus in Eudemus the Peripatetic kepit silence about the
whole intelligible realm. . . but he made the origin from Night, from whom Homer too
{even though he does not describe the succession of generations as continuous) establishes the
beginning of things; for we must not accept it when Eudemus says that Homer begins from
Okeanos and Tethys. . ..

20 In the verses ascribed to Epimenides all things are composed from Air and Night; as
Homer, also, declared that Okeanos begets the gods from Tethys. . ..

21 In some sources all things are said to come from Night and Tarlares, and in some
Srom Hades and Aither; the author of the Titanomachy says they came from Aither, and
Acusilaus says that the other things come from Chaos, which was the first; while in the
verses ascribed to Musaeus il is written that Tartaros and Night were first.
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is the interpretation of 20 and 21. These passages indicate that
there were poetical accounts, composed probably in the 7th or 6th
century B.c., which made Night (in association with Aer or
Tartaros, both conveying the idea of darkness) the origin of the
world. If there was an ancient, non-derivative theory of Night as
a genuine cosmogonical figure {as Aristotle in 17 suggests), as
opposed to post-Hesiodic learned variants, then these passages are
likely to be our surest evidence for it: but only if they themselves
appear to be non-Hesiodic in character. This, however, they do
not appear (to the present writer at least) to be. With the exception
of "Afip in ‘Epimenides’ the cosmic figures involved are all to be
found in the Hesiodic cosmogony proper (24) ; and "Afp, implying
mist and darkness rather than the transparent stuff that we call
‘air’, is an essential element of the Hesiodic description although
it does not happen to achieve personification—thus in the second
stage of production, before Night, comes ‘misty Tartaros’, Téprapk
1" fepdevra (but see p.25n.1). When we see from Damascius’
reference to ‘Epimenides’ in 40 that Night and "Anp produce
Tartaros, it begins to look as though this account is working strictly
within the limits of the Hesiodic formulation. In fact this is not
entirely true, because later in 40 an egg is produced-—a non-
Hesiodic and conceivably primitive device {see pp. 44-8). Never-
theless, the first stages do not appear to be unaflected by the
Hesiodic version; this impression is even stronger with ‘ Musaeus™
and the other accounts mentioned in2x. Tartaros and Night belong
to the second and third stages respectively of the Hesiodic cosmo-
gony; they seemed to share the qualities which were sometimes
assigned to Chaos itself, which was therefore suppressed-—although
Acusilaus of Argos (probably late sixth to early fifth century)
retained the genuine Hesiodic order.+

* Night is described in the Orphic Rhapsodies (see p. 40) as a figure of
great importance, the near-equal and successor of Phanes-Protogonos. So
22 Hermias in Plat. Phaedr. 247 ¢ (Kern Orphicorum Fragmenta fr. 86, 11.)
TTpawrdyovdy ye piv olimis kodbpaxey dpboRpoiow [/ el ufy NUE lephy polvn.
23 Proclus in Plat. Crat, 3968 (Kern fr. 101) (Phanes) oxfimrrpov 8
&piBeixerov elo xépeoow [ Ofixe Beds Nuwrds, (v Exn) Pocidniba Ty,

22 None gazed upon Protogonos [ Firsi-born'] with their eyes, except holy Night
alone.

23 (Phanes) placed his famous scepive in the hands of goddess Night, so that she might
have the prerogative of rulership.
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According to 33, q.v., Night gave birth to Ouranos and Gaia: this seems
to have been a secondary rebirth of some kind, see p. 40. The detail is not
stressed, and in fact Phanes is the real creator-god; the relation of Night
to sky and earth seems to be an incidental refinement. Another Orphic
succession (Kern fr. 107) is Chaos-Okeanos-Nyx-Ouranos-Zeus. This,
again, may merely imply a rearrangement of Hesied in the light of Homer.
Chrysippus, who is said to have ‘accommodated’ to Stoicism ideas
ascribed to Orpheus and Musaeus, described Night as the first goddess
{Chrys, ap. Philodemum piet. 13, 16; 14, 18, DK2n14).

2 On Epimenides see pp. 44 1.; the hexameter cosmogony and theogony to
which his name was later attached was probably not by him {as Philo-
demus evidently suspected), but it may nevertheless have originated in the
sixth century B.c. Damascius, too, stated that Aer and Night were
Epimenides’ first principles, and gave Eudemus as his source for this {40).
Philodemus, therefore, who must also have relied on Fudemus® standard
history of theology, provides in 20 an earlier confirmation of Damascius’
reliability.

3 The name of Musacus, the mythical disciple of Orpheus and eponymous
author of oracle-literature, tended to become attached to any kind of
other-worldly verses--including, evidently, a theogonical poem like that
assigned to Epimenides. The late sixth century B.C. is a plausible lerminus
ante quem for such a poem and ascription: compare the case of Onomacritus,
who according to Herodotus vii, 6 (DK 28204} was banished from Athens
by Hipparchuswhen, having been entrusted with the collection and arrange-
ment of Musaeus® oracles, he was found to have inserted a spurious one.

4 Acusilaus was a genealogist who might well have given a summary, and
of course unoriginal, account of the first ancestors; though some of the
material assigned to him was later suspected. According to Damascius
(DK.9B 1) he made a limited rearrangement of the Hesiodic figures which
came after Chaos; but he Is almost entirely irrelevant to the history of early
Greek philosophy, and scarcely deserves the space accorded him in DK.

A new and important consideration may be introduced here.
After the episode of the defeat of the Titans in the Theogony comes
a series of passages (726--81g) which have been widely recognized
as additions to the ‘original’ text; they are in fact short variant
descriptions of the underworld. These variants, or some of them,
may of course be no later than the rest of the poem, though not
composed for the place where they are now found. The probability
is, however, that most of them were specially composed to
‘improve’ on the integral references to the underworld. If this is
the case they belong to the later part of the seventh century at the
carliest, while the early sixth century seems a likelier period for
their composition. Now in most of these variants Night is, quite
naturally, given some prominence: see for example 2, where Night
surrounds the *throat’ of Tartaros, and above are the roots of the
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earth {in itself probably a genuinely primitive conception). Butin
27 {(q.v., with discussion on pp. gof.)} this conception is further
developed, and the sources and limits of all things are located in
the great windy gap which is probably a later specification of
Chaos in line 116 (24) ; the halis of dark night are said to be in or
around this ydopa. It is easy to see that this trend of thought
could lead to the elevation of Night to be representative of the
original, inchoate state of things. In the original cosmogonical
account (24) Night comes at an early and important stage; the
tendency to rearrange the Hesiodic figures is already indicated for
the sixth century (probably) ; Homer provided one piece of cryptic
encouragement for a further elevation of Night; and added elabo-
rations of the Hesiodic picture of the underworld tended to re-
interpret Tartaros and Night as local forms of an originative Xéos.
These factors provide motive enough for Aristotle’s judgement in
17; and there seems to be little indication at present that the idea
of an absolute priority of Night occurred early enough, or in a
sufficiently independent form, to have had any effect on scientific
cosmogonical thought. The isolated Homeric reference, 16, cannot
be assessed with any certainty: it may be simply a reference to the
power of sleep, or it may be derived from a lost myth in which a
personified Night had some special relationship to Zeus.

4. THE HESIODIC COSMOGONY, AND THE
SEPARATION OF SKY AND EARTH

24 Hesiod Theogony 116

"H o1 piv mpadrioTa X&os yéver’, alrrdp Emerra 116
Iai” elploTepvos, wévTwy EBos dopahds oel, 117
Taprapd *° Nigpdevra puydd YBovods edpuobeing,! 119
718" "Epos, &5 xdMoTos &v &bavdroiot Beoion, 120

Avaipehtis, éuTwv 8¢ feddv mévtwv T dvlplTwv
Bapvarrai dv orfiBecot véov kal Emrigpova Pouidy.
& Xéeos 8 "EpePds e pfAaavé T8 NUE Eyévovro:

x

Nuicrds 87 olr” AlOnp e kad "Hpépn Eeyévovro,

a4 Verily first of all did Chaos come into being, and then broad-bosomed Gaia [earth],
a firm seal of all things for ever, and misty Tartaros in a recess of broad-wayed earth, and
Eros, who is_fairest among immortal gods, looser of limbs, and subdues in their breasts the
mind and thoughtful counsel of all gods and all men. Out of Chaos, Erebos and black
Night came into being; and from Night, again, came Aither and Day, whom she conceived
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ols réie kuoapévny "EpéPer piddnTi wryeloa. 125

Faia 8¢ ro1 mwpdrov utv Eyelvaro Toov dauTi

Otbpaviv dorepdevll’, va miv Tepl rédvra xedTrTor,

Sop’ £in poxdpeoat Geols £8os &opads aodef.

yelverro 8 Olpea pokpd, Beddv Yaplevras dvabious

Nupgtwv, ol valourv &v' olpea Proonevra. 130

1} 8¢ kal drplryeTov wEAayos Tékev, oiSpom Buioy,

Ttovrov, &rep QIAGTITOS Epiuépov: alrrdp Emerta

Ovpavd edvnbelon i Wkeavdy Padubivny,

Koldv e Kpidy 8 “Yweplovd +° ’locerédy e, . . 2
I Line 118, dBavarwv ol Exouo: képn vigdsvros "OAGpTov, is inorganic and
quite inappropriate here, and has been omitted. It occurs in the medieval
mss,, but is absent from quotations by Plato (Symp. 1988) and ps.-
Aristotle (MXG 1, 9752 11), as well as by Sextus Empiricus and Stobaeus.
Line 119 was also omitted in these quotations (as, apparently, in the copy
used by Zeno of Citium: SVF 1, 104-5}, and a scholiast remarks &Bereiten
{‘it is marked as spurious ) ; yet it is quoted in its correct place by Chalcidius
(in Tim. 122), who omitted 118. Plato’s continuation of 117 by 120 is not
necessarily significant; he was solely interested in Eros, and quoted what
was relevant to Fros and no more. The scholiast’s doubt, and post-
Platonic omissions, may have originated in Plato’s omission; or the line
may have been felt to be incongruous, having been added at the time
when the variant descriptions of Hades accrued (p. 23).

2 The list of Titans is completed in the lines that follow; Gaia’s subsequent
offspring are patently non-cosmological. At ig4ff. comes the story of the
mutilation of Kronos (32). At 211fL there is a reversion to the production
of personified abstractions, e.g. by Night and Strife, but they have no
cosmological significance.
The author of the Theogony decided to trace back the ancestry of
the gods to the beginning of the world, and 24 is his account of the
earliest stages, in which the production of cosmic constituents like
Ouranos {sky) gradually leads to the generation of vague but fully
anthropomorphic mythical persons like the Titans. This poetical
cosmogony, composed presumably at some time during the seventh
century B.C., was not, however, invented by Hesiod: its occasional
1rrat10nahty and reduphcation of stages indicate that it is a

and bore aﬂer mmg.tmg in love with Erebos. And Earth first of all brought forth starry
Curanos [sky}, equal to herself, to cover her completely round about, to be a firm seat
Sor the blessed gods for ever. Then she brought forth tall Mountains, lovely haunts of the
divine Nymphs who dwell in the woody mountains. She also gave birth to the unharvested
sea, seething with its swell, Pontos, without delightful love; and then having lain with
Ouranos she bore decp-eddying Okeanos, and Koios and Krios and Hyperion and
Iapetos. . ..
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synthesis of at least two earlier variant accounts. For example,
Ercbos (which may be of Hittite etymology}, although there is
some vagueness about it in Homer, must be locally related to the
whole complex Gaia-Hades-Tartaros ("EpéPecgv Umd yBovéds at
Theogony 66g); yet it is produced a stage later than Gaia and
Tartaros. It might be explained as a local differentiation, as
Mountains and Sea {Pontos) are produced as local differentiations
from Earth; but in that case it should naturally originate from
Tartaros or Gaia and not from Chaos. It is grouped with Night,
no doubt, because it shares a major characteristic (darkness), as
Aither is grouped with Day. Generation is of opposites (e.g. of
Aither and Day by Erebos—whose neuter gender does not inhibit
parental activities—and Night), or of similars (Erebos and Night
from Chaos, see p. 31), or of local differentiations. Some births,
however, cannot be explained on any of these principles—notably
that of Ouranos from Gaia. Again, there is inconsistency over the
method of production. Eros is produced at the first stage of
differentiation, presumably to provide an anthropomorphic,
sexual explanation of subsequent differentiation. It is not, how-
ever, consistently used. Gala produces Pontos “without love’ at
132; Night mates with Erebos at 125 but produces again * without
steeping with anyone’ at 213; Chaos at 123, and Gaia again at
126, produce independently though Love is already in existence.
Immediately after producing Pontos independently at 132, Gaia
produces the more fully personalized Okeanos by mating with her
son and consort Quranos.?

T In view of his cosmological tmpertance as the surrounding river (§2)
one would expect Okeanos to occur earlier, rather than later, than Pontos,
which can properly be regarded as a detail of the earth. The production
of Okeanos by Gaia and Quranes may have a rationalistic motive, since the
surrounding stream forms the point of contact between earth and the
enclosing bowl of sky.

‘First of all Chaos came-to-be’: the primacy of Chaos is
remarkable, and a careful enquiry must be made into what Hesiod
is likely to have meant by Xé&os here. Three interpretations may be
rejected immediately: (i) Aristotle (Phys. A1, 208b2g) took it to
mean space. But this concept is much later than the Theogony,
occurring first, probably, in Pythagoras, then more clearly in Zeno
of Elea, and most clearly in Plato’s Timaeus. (ii) The Stoics
followed Zeno of Citium (e.g. SVF 1, 103), who perhaps took the
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idea from Pherecydes of Syros (DK 78 14), in deriving x&os from
xéeobar and therefore interpreting it as what is poured, i.e. water.
(iii) The common modern sense of chaos as disorder can be seen
e.g. in Lucian Amores 32, where Hesiod’s y&os is interpreted as
disordered, shapeless matter. This, again, may be Stoic in origin.

The noun is derived from 1/y«, meaning ‘gape, gap, yawn’, as
in yaivaw, yédoxewv, etc. ‘Of the certain uses of the word before
400 B.C., one group simply refers to the cosmogonic X&os of this
passage (so Acusilaus in 2x, Aristophanes Birds 693, Clouds 627);
the other group has the special meaning ‘air’, in the sense of the
region between sky and earth, the region in which birds fly (so
Bacchylides 5, 247, Euripides fr. 448 (Nauck?®), Aristophanes
Clouds 424, Birds 1218). One may suspect that Bacchylides’
poetical and perhaps original use of the highly individual phrase
&v &rpuTe X&er (as that in which the eagle flies—the free air, as
opposed to earth or sea) was consciously imitated by FEuripides and
Aristophanes, either lyrically (Birds 1218) or as a convenient
though not necessarily serious interpretation to be placed on the
cosmogonical chaos of Hesiod. The evidence, then, does not point
to an extensive use of y&os as the space between sky and earth,
though such a use was certainly known. Here we must consider
another instance of the word in the Theogony itself (in an episode
which is possibly an expansion or addition, but which, even so, can
hardly be later in date than the early sixth century}:

25 Hesiod Theogony 695 (Zeus hurls thunderbolts at the Titans)
#zee B¢ YOy mioa xal "Wkeowolo péelpx
wovres T &rplyeTos: ToUs 8" &upetre Sepuds duTtut
Titfjvos xBovious, pAdE & aifépa Siav Tkavev
Someros, ooe 8 &uepbe xad ipBipcwy Tep EovTwy
ey pappaipovea kepauvol te areporfis Te.
koo B¢ Beowiciov kortEyey Xaos: eloare & dvra 200
SgBapoior 18etv /15 olao Sooav drolom
adirrads &5 ef Toda xed Otpavds elpis Ureple
Tridvaro ‘ro:os yéxp Ke uéyas umrd Bowros Sdpwpel . .

25 Tke who!e earth bozlcd and the streams of Okeafw.s, and the unharvested sea;
and them, the earth-born Titans, did a warm blast surround, and flame unquenchable
reached the holy aither, and the darting gleam of thunderbolt and lightning blinded the eves
even of strong men. A marvellous burning look hold of Chaos; and it was the same lo
behold with the eyes or to hear the notse with the ears as if earth and broad heaven above
drew together; for just such a great din would have risen up. . ..
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There has been dispute about which region of the world is repre-
sented by Xd&os in line 700. Either (a) it represents the whole or
part of the underworld: there is a parallel for this usage at
Theogony B14 (28), in one of the added variants {(see pp. 23£); or
(b) it represents the region between earth and aither. But (a)
would be difficult: why should the Aeat penetrate to the underworld
(the concussion of missiles does so at 681 fI., but that is natural and
effective)? The Titans are not in the underworld, but on Mount
Othrys (632); we have been told that the flash reaches the
upper air, and it is relevant to add that the heat, also, filled
the whole intermediate region. The following lines imagine earth
and sky as clashing together—again, the emphasis is certainly
not on the underworld. An objective judge would surely con-
clude that X&os at line 700 describes the region between earth
and sky.

In view of the basic meaning of x&os {(as a gap, i.e. a bounded
interval, not *void’ or anything like that),* and of one certain fifth-
century usage as the region between sky and earth, and of another
use of the word in the Theogony in which the meaning is probably
the same, serious attention must be paid to an interpretation pro-
pounded most notably by Cornford (e.g. Principium Sapientioe
194f.}, that Xdos yévet’ in the first line of 24 implies that the gap
between earth and sky came info being; that is, that the first stage of
cosmogony was the separation of earth and sky. This would not be
consistent with one existing and indubitable feature of the cosmo-
gony, the postponement of the birth of Ouranos until a second
stage, at lines 126f. (Production from Chaos, lines 123ff, and
from Gaia, 126ff, may take place simultaneously.) Apart from
this peculiarity, the other conditions fit the proposed interpreta-
tion: earth, with its appendage Tartaros, appears directly the gap
is made; so does Eros, which in its most concrete form as
rainfsemen exists between sky and earth according to poetical
references.® It seems not improbable that in the Hesiodic scheme
the explicit description of the formation of Ouranos has been
delayed through the confused use of two separate accounts (a con-
fusion which can be paralleled from other details of the scheme),
and that it is implied in line 116 at the very first stage of cosmogony.
The separation of sky and earth is certainly reduplicated in the
Theagony, in a fully mythopoeic form, in the story of the mutilation
of Kronos (32); though reduplication of accounts of a different
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logical character (quasi-rationalistic and mythopoeic) is easier to

accept than reduplication on the same, quasi-rationalistic level.
* A comparison has often been drawn between yéos and ginnunga-gap in
the Nordic cosmogony. This gap (which, however, preceded the creation
of the giant from whom earth and sky were made) has been taken to imply
simply an indefinite empty space: but it is important to cbserve that in
Snorri’s schematization it is conceived as being terminated by the realm
of ice {(Niflheim) to the north and that of fire {Muspellsheim) to the south,
This certainly does not invalidate the supposition that ydos implies
primarily a region of vast size, but secondarily and implicitly its boundaries.

2 Not in Homer or Hesiod; most notably in 26 Aeschylus fr. 44, 1—5 (from
the Danaids)

EpG piv dryvds olpovds Tpddoo xBdva,

Epoog B¢ yaiow AauPdver yduou TUyElv,

SuPpos 8 &’ edvarrfipos olpavol weadv

Exuoe yotav: 1 8¢ thereten PpoTols

ifhoov T Pooxds kol Plov AnurfiTpiov,

This idea of the rain actually fertilizing the earth may be of great antiquity.

Cornford’s interpretation may be helped by the verb used to
describe the first stage of cosmogony: not fjv but yéver’, perhaps
implying that X&og was not the eternal precondition of a differen-
tiated world, but a modification of that precondition. (It is out of
the question that Hesiod or his source was thinking of the originative
substance as coming into being out of nothing.) The conception
that earth and sky were originally one mass may have been so
common (see pp. 32-4) that Hesiod could take it for granted, and
begin his account of world-formation at the first stage of differen-
tiation. This would be, undoubtedly, a cryptic and laconic pro-
cedure; and it seems probable that something more complicated
was meant by X&os yévet” than, simply, “sky and earth separated’—
though I am inclined to accept that this was originally implicit
in the phrase. The nature of the gap between sky and earth, after
their first separation, may well have been somehow specified in the
popular traditions on which Hesiod was presumably drawing.
There was, conceivably, an attempt to imagine what would be the
appearance of things when there was simply dark sky, and earth,
and the gap between. Here we must turn for assistance to two of
the variants {(see p. 23) on the description of the underworld,
appended to the Tltanomachy in the Theogony

26 Holy sky pas:zonately longs to penetrate the carth, and deszre takes hold of earth to
achieve this union. Rain from her bedfellow sky falls and impregnates earth, and she
brings forth for mortals pasturage for flocks and Demeter’s livelihood,
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27 Hesiod Thesgony 736

fvla 8¢ yiis Svogepfis kad Taprdpou fiepdevros

mwovTov t” &Tpuyérolo kal oUpovol &orepdevtos

£€eing wavTwy Tnydal kal melpar’ Exow

&pyoht evpaevTa, T& Te oTuyfouot Beol Trep,

yaopa uéy’, oUbt ke whvta TeAecpopov- ElS EviauTov 740

oUbas fkort’, el mpddra wuMkwv fvroode yévorro.

&AAG kev Evfa kat EvBa pépot Trpd BUeAha BUENAT)

dpyahén - Beivdv 68 kal davdroiot deoiot

ToUTo Tépog' Nuktds 8 EpePevviis olkia Bevd

fornKev veQEAT)S KEKAAUPDEVS KUQVEDTIV. 745
28 Hesiod Theogony 811 (following a repetition of 1. 736-g,
vide 27)

fvla 8F poappdpeal e wUAat kal X&Akeos oUBog

&orepgns, piznot Sinvexéeomy &pnpws,

arropuis Tpdobev 5& Beddv ExTooley dmdvTwv

Trrijves vadouot, mépny Xdeos 3o0¢epoio.

Of these, 27 is evidently an attempt to improve 726-8 (2}, where
Tartaros (perhaps its upper part) is said to be surrounded by
Night, and above it are the roots of earth and sea. In melpat’ there
is a more exact reversion to the apparent source of 2, i.e. Il. 8,
4789, T& veiocra eipa®’. . . yains kad wévrolo: while mnyyad (there
is no reference, of course, to the ultimate originative sources of all
things, as certain ingenious men have thought) is introduced as
being especially appropriate to the sea. 740ff. are a special and
peculiar development of 720 f1. 28, on the other hand, which follows
a repetition of the first four lines of 27, begins with a slightly
altered line (/l. 8, 15) from the Homeric description of Tartaros
(1), then with the ‘roots’ of 2, quite vague this time, and ends with
the y&oua péy’ of 740 repeated as Xdeos. Both passages contain
inconsistencies and impossibilities, which indicate that they are
somewhat superficial expansions by composers who were either

27  There of murky carth and misty Tartaros and unharvested sea and starry sky, of all
of them, are the springs in a row and the gricvous, dank limits which even the gods detest;
a great pulf, nor would one reach the floor for the whole length of o fulfilling year, if one
were once within the gates. But hither and thither storm on grievous storm would carry one
on; dreadful is this portent even for immortal gods; and the dreadful halls of gloomy Night
stand covered with blue-black clouds.

28 There are gleaming gates, and brazen threshold unshaken, fixed with continuous rools,
self-grown; and in front, far from all the gods, dwell the Titans, across murky Chaos.
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careless or stupid; for example, it is difficult to be favourably
impressed by the alteration of the reasonable idea that the roots of
the earth are above Tartaros to the idea that the ‘sources and
boundaries’ of earth, sea, sky and Tartaros are in Tartaros (27).
What is interesting is the further description of Tartaros as a
x&oua péy’, a great gulf or chasm (cf. Euripides Phoen. 1605), full
of storms and containing the halls of Night. In 28 this gulf is
described as ‘gloomy Chaos’ (we need not concern ourselves with
its peculiar geography, except to note that Chaos is not absolutely
unbounded). This must contain a reference to the initial X&os of
line 116 (24), and it seems reasonable to suppose that the authors
of these two additions understood the initial Xé&os to be dark and
windy, like Tartaros. This interpretation gains some support from
the fact that in the original cosmogonical account Erebos and
Night (both, presumably, gloomy) are produced from Chaos at
the stage after the production of Gaia, Tartaros and Eros.

The evidence seems to point to the following conclusion. For
Hesiod’s source, at all events, the first stage in the formation of a
differentiated world was the production of a vast gap between sky
and earth. By Hesiod the emphasis is placed on the nature of the
gap itself, not on the act of separation which produced it. The gap
is conceived as dark and windy—dark, because aither and sun
had not yet come into being, and windy, because this is the natural
condition of the region (as can be perceived when oneis away from
shelter, e.g. on a high hillside). The same kind of description is
applied, quite naturally, to the lightless gulfs of Tartaros; and in
additions to the original poem Tartaros is considered in terms of|
or actually as a part of, the original gap.*

¥ G, Vlastos (Gnomon 27 (1955} 74~5} finds 27 significant for the origin of
Hesiod’s cosmogonical Xdos, and even suggests that it was from here that
Anaximander got the idea of & &mwepov. U. Halscher, too (Hermes 81
{1953} 3g1—401), has completely rejected the Cornford interpretation, and
takes Xé&os to be a dark and boundless waste. He supports this by the
assumption that a cosmogony, attributed to Sanchuniathon (a Phoenician
said to have lived before the Trojan war) by Philo of Byblus ap. Eusebium
P.E.1, 10, is really of great antiquity, much older than Hesiod. According
to the summary in Eusebius the first state of things was gloomy, boundless
air and wind (x&os BoAepdv, EpePidBes is one of its descriptions). When this
‘passionately desired its own dpyal’ {whatever that may mean) there was
intermixture. Mot (some kind of slime) was produced, and became the
sowing of creation. Now it is true that the discoveries at Ras Shamra and
elsewhere have shown () that some motifs in Greek mythology originated
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fong before Homer and Hesiod, and outside Greece; (b} that Phoenicia
had its own versions of myths about the early history of the gods, in the
second millennium B.c., and was a meeting-place of cultures, It is also
true that in the theogony attributed to Sanchuniathon, after the cosmeo-
gonical summary, there is one detail {a deity, Eliun, in the generation
before Ourancs) which does not correspond with Hesiod and does
correspond with the cognate Hittite account of the 2nd millennium {(see
pp. 36f.). But this may be a detail of the genuine and ancient local cosmo-
gonical tradition; which could be incorporated at any date: it does not
prove that every part of the whole farrago assigned to Sanchuniathon
{Hermes Trismegistus and all) has any claim to incorporate ancient
material. In particular, it does not even begin to suggest that the cosmo-
gonical account is anything but what it appears to be, i.e. a Hellenistic
eclectic pastiche of Hesiod and later cosmogonical sources (there is a
possible mention of an egg). To use it as a means of interpreting X&os in
the Theogeny, and of showing that the idea of an originative windy darkness
was already established for Hesiod to assimilate, must be considered
interesting rather than scientific.

THE SEPARATION OF EARTH AND SKY IN GREEK
LITERATURE

29 Euripides fr. 484 (from Melanippe the Wise)

KoUK Epog & piifos &AN Eufis pryrpds mépe,

s oUpavds e yaid T fiv popen uia:

grrel & &ywpiobnoav dAAAAwy Bixa.

tcrour mavra kdvibuwkav elg gdos,

BévBpn, weTewd, Hipas, ols 8 dAun Tpige,

yévos e Gvnyrddv,
30 Diodorusz, 7, 1 (DK68 8 5,1) xatd ydap v & &pyiis Téwv
Shwv ouoraow plav Exew [Béav oUpavédv e kal yijv, peperypévng
cdlrréov s pUoecs: petd 5 ralira Sxorrdvrov iV gwpdtwy &
&AMV TOV pdv koouov TEpIAaPeiv draoow Ty Gpwoptvny dv aUrd
owrabv, | .2
31 Apollonius Rhodius 1, 496

fieBev § Q¢ yala kal oupavds §5¢ ddacox

o mplv & dAMAACIoE [if} ouvapnpdTa Bopgi]

29 And the tale is not mine but from my mother, how sky and earth were one form; and
when they had been separated apart from each other they bring forth all things, and gave
them up inlo the light: trees, birds, beasts, the creatures nourished by the salt sea, and the
race of mortals.

30 For by the original composition of the universe sky and earth had one form, their
natures being mingled; after this their bodies parted from each other, and the world took on
the whole arrangement that we see in it. . ..

31 He sang how earth and sky and sea, being formerly connected with each other in one
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velkeos €6 Shoolo BitkpiBev dugls ExaoTa:
18" s Bumebov altv fv adfépr véxpop Exouow
&orpa oeAnvain Te xad figMoio kéheubor . . 3

t The cosmogony and anthropogony in this first book of Diodorus (who,
shortly after this passage, ¢uoted 29) were ascribed by Diels to Demo-
critus, There is no mention of atoms, as Cornford noted ; but some details
of later stages may nevertheless come from the Mixpos Bidxoopos {p. 403
and n.}. The development of society is similar to that deseribed by
Protagoras in the Platonic dialogue. The whole account is eclectic, but its
main features are of fifth-century origin and predominantly Ionian
character; as such it may well embody traditional cosmogonical ideas,

# Orpheus is the singer. The cosmogony has nothing in common with
special ‘Orphic’ accounts (§5): Apollonius would naturally put into
Orpheus’ mouth the most primitive-sounding version that he knew.

It has been suggested above that the implied, although not
emphasized, first stage of the Hesiodic cosmogony was the separa-
tion of sky and earth. That this idea was familiar enough in Greece
is shown by 29-31. Only 29, admittedly, is even as early as the
fifth century ; but itis particularly important as explicitly describing
the separation of sky and earth as being passed on from mother to
child, i.e. as a popular and traditional account. No scientific
parallel is known; though the idea may have been merged with
specialized Ionian theories as in 30 and its continuation.

SEPARATION IN NON-GREEK SOURCES

The splitting of earth from sky is a cosmogonical mechanism that
was widely used, long before the earliest known Greek cosmo-
gonical ideas, in the mythological accounts of the great near-eastern
cultures. (Itisin fact common to many different cultures: cf., most
notably, the Maori myth of the separation of Rangi (sky) and
Papa (earth) by their constricted offspring, a close parallel to 32.)
Thus a gloss from the end of the first millennium s.c. on the
Egyptian Book of the Dead explains that ‘Re began to appear as
a king, as one who was before the liftings of Shu had taken place,
when he was on the hill which is in Hermopolis’ (ANET 4). Shu
is the air-god which is sputtered out by Re and lifts the sky-goddess,
Nut, from the earth-god, Keb. In the Hurrian-Hittite ‘Song of
Ullikummi® {ANET 125; Gurney, The Hittites, 190—4) Upelluri,

form, through destructive strife separated apart each from the other; and how stars, moon
and the sun’s paths have forever in the aither ¢ firm boundary. . ..
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a counterpart of Atlas, says: ‘“When heaven and earth were built
upon me I knew nothing of it, and when they came and cut
heaven and carth asunder with a cleaver I knew nothing ofit.” In
the Babylonian Creation-epic (v, 137ff; ANET 67) Marduk
splits the body of the primeval water-goddess Tiamat and makes
one half of it into sky (containing the celestial waters) and the
other half into Apsu, the deep, and Esharra, the ‘great abode’ or
firmament of earth. This is the first stage in the composition of the
world as we know it, though a secondary stage in the far oider
history of the Babylonian pantheon. In another, later Semitic
version, Genesis i, the primeval waters are similarly divided: ‘And
God said, Let there be a firmament in the midst of the waters, and
let it divide the waters from the waters. And God made the
firmament, and divided the waters which were under the firma-
ment from the waters which were above the firmament; and it was
50. And God called the firmament Heaven.” {Gen. i, 6-8.)*

¥ The opening words of the first chapter of Genesis, ‘ In the beginning God
created the heaven and the earth. And the earth was without form, and
void’, are a confusing anticipation of what is to follow. The initial state is
boundless, dark water; the first stage of differentiation is the separation of
the waters into those of the sky and those of the earth, The anticipation in
the initial summary provides a parallel for the reduplication invelved in
the Hesiodic cosmogony {p. 28).

The separation of sky and earth was implied, therefore, in
various non-Greek mythological accounts older than Hesiod. It
will be seen in the next section that Hesiod’s description of the
earliest generations of gods is a version of a basic near-eastern
myth, which is also reproduced in an extant Hurrian-Hittite form.
There is nothing surprising, therefore, in the separation-motif
appearing in Hesiod—whether implicitly in the quasi-rationalistic
Xd&os yéver® of the formal cosmogony, or more explicitly, but in
fully mythopoeic guise, in the mutilation-story now to be
considered.

THE MUTILATION-MYTH IN THE THEOGONY
32 Hesiod Theogony 154
dooot yép Taing 1e kal OUpavol Eeytvovro,
BeivdrraTor Taibwy, ogeripw 5 fixBovro Toxiy

32 Al that came forth from Gaia and Guranos, the most dire of children, from the
beginning were hated by their own begelter; and just as svon as any of them came into
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&€ &pyfis: kol Tév pév dmws Tis TplTH YévorTo
rrévras &rrokpumrTaoxe, xal g5 pdog ol &vicoke,
Falng &v keuvBudw, kaxdd 8 Eneréprero fpyw
Olpavds® 1 8’ tvrds orovayizero Fota meAdpn

orevopévry - BoAinv 8¢ xaxiv T EppdocaTo TEVTYV. 160
. . .&loe 8¢ pv (se. Kpdvov) xplnpaoa Adyxe - vibnke 5 yepoly
&preny kapyapdbovra, 8Shov B Unebrikaro wdvTa. 175

fiA0e B2 NUkT’ Emdrycov péyas Oupavds, dugl 88 Nain

tueipwov @rAdTIyTOS EéoyETo Kad O Eroviobn

évrn - & & ik Aoyeolo s dpéfarto yeipl

oxaufy, Sebrrepfi 58 mwehdpiov EAMapPev &prny

pokpy, KapyapdBovra, gidov & &wd pnidex morrpods 180

toouptvos fipnoe, wéduv § Epprpe pépsaon

ttorriow. . ..
(The drops of blood fertilize Gaia and generate Furies, Giants
and Melian nymphs; the severed parts fall into the sea, and
from the foam Aphrodite is born.)

The details of the present version suggest that Quranos did separate
from Gaia, in the daytime at least: but why in this case could not
Gaia emit her offspring during his absence? Itis probable that in
other versions of the story Ouranos covered Gaia continuously (as
Rangi covers Papa in the Maori myth), so that in a manner of
speaking ‘sky and earth were one form’. There can be little doubt
that this crude sexual account envisages, on another and less
sophisticated plane, the same cosmogonical event that is implied
first by Xdog yéver’ and second by [aia. . .&yelvaro loov tourd)
OUpavdy in the deliberate cosmogony of 24.*

* The most obvious parallel for the repetition in mythopoeic form of an
event that has already been accounted for in a quasi-rationalistic and much
more sophisticated summary is seen in Genesis: the abstract Elohim of the
first chapter is replaced by the fully anthropomorphic and much cruder

being he hid them all away and did not let them into the light, in the inward places of
Gaia; and Ouranos rejoiced over the evil deed, And she, prodigious Gaia, groaned within,
Jor she was crowded out; and she contrived a crafly, evil device. . . she sent him { Kronos)
into a hidden place of ambush, placed in his hands a jagged-toothed sickle, and enjoined on
him the whole deceit. Great Ouranos came bringing Night with him, and over Guaig,
destring love, he stretched himself, and spread all over her; and he, his son, from his place
of ambush stretched out with his left hand, and with his right he grasped the monstrous
sickle, long and jagged-toothed, and swiftly sheared off the genitals of his dear father, and
flung them behind him to be carried away. . ..
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Jahweh of the second, and the vague*God created man in his own image’ of
chapter i is repeated in a far more graphic and more primitive form in the
second chapter, where Jahweh creates man ocut of dust and breathes life
into his nostrils. (For man formed from clay cf, e.g. the Qld Babylonian
text ANET gg col. b, as well as the Greek Prometheus-myth.)

That some of the contents of the Theogony are of non-Greek
origin and of a date far earlier than Hesiod’s immediate pre-
decessors is most strikingly shown by the parallelism between the
Hesiodic account of the succession of oldest gods and the Hittite
Kumarbi-tablet, of Hurrian origin and in its extant form dating
from around the middle of the second millennium 8.c.* In the
Hittite version the first king in heaven is Alalu, who is driven out
by the sky-god Anu (related to Sumerian AN =‘sky’); Anu is de-
posed by the father of the developed gods, Kumarbi (equivalent to
Kronos ‘father of the gods®). As Anu tries to escape into the sky
Kumarbi bites off, and swallows, his member. On being told that
he has become impregnated with the storm-god and two other
‘terrible gods’, Kumarbi spits out the member, which impregnates
the earth with the two other gods; Kumarbi cannot, however, rid
himself of the storm-god, and eventually gives birth to him. With
the help of Anu, it is evident, the storm-god (to whom the Greek
equivalent is obviously the thunder-and-lightning god Zeus)
deposes Kumarbi and becomes king in heaven. The similarities
to the Greek myth are obvious: the succession sky-god, father of
gods, storm-god is common to each; so is the emasculation of the
sky-god by Kumarbi/Kronos, and the impregnation of earth by
the rejected member. There are, of course, significant differences
too: the Hittite version (like other necar-eastern accounts) has a
god, Alalu, before the sky-god ; what Kronos swallows is a stone (by
mistake for the storm-god, Thesg. 468fL.); and it is Rhea, not he,
that bears the storm-god Zeus. It is thought that in the broken
part of the Hittite tablet there may have been some reference to
Kumarbi eating a stone, but this is uncertain. It should be noted
that in Hesiod, also, the sky-god (with Gaia) helps the storm-god
to survive. The Hittite version carries no implication that the
emasculation of the sky-god was concerned with the separation of
sky from earth; indeed, no earth-goddess is involved. This is an
important difference, but it suggests, not that the Greek separation-
motive had no 2nd-millennium archetype, but that the Greek
version Incorporates variants which do not happen to be found in
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the Hittite account. The Greek version was not derived specifically
from the Hittite, of course: there was a widely diffused common
account, with many local variants, of which the Hittite tablet
gives one version and Hesiod another-—a version, moreover,
which had suffered the vicissitudes of transmission to a younger
and very different culture.

I For the Kumarbi-tablet sce ANET 120-1; Gurney, The Hittites, 190-2;
R. D. Barnett, FHS 65 (1945} 100f.; H. G. Giiterbock, Kumarbi {Ziirich
1946), 100f.; AFA4 52 {1948) 23 . The *Song of Ullikummi’ {(see pp. 331}
records, on separate tablets, the further doings of Kumarbi while he is king
in heaven; that sky and carth had been separated is plainly implied there.

5. ORPHIC COSMOGONIES

Several variations in cosmogony were ascribed to *Opeixol,
‘Orphics’. These might be described as people who, uniting
elements from the cult of Apollo on the one hand (as Kaf&paios,
the purifier) and from Thracian reincarnation beliefs on the other,
thought that the soul could survive if it were kept pure, and
elaborated a partly individual mythology, with Dionysus as a
central figure, to illustrate this theory. The Thracian Orpheus,
with his sexual purity, his musical powers, and his power of
prophecy after death, represented the combination of the two
elements. Orphic beliefs were recorded in sacred accounts, iepoi
Adyor. Now this description would certainly be true, say, of the third
century B.C.; but there has been much controversy about how
early there appeared a distinct class of people with well-defined
and individual beliefs of this kind. W. K. C. Guthrie has a sober
discussion of the subject in chapter x1 of The Greeks and their Gods
{London, 1950): his view, which has many supporters, is that the
Orphic doctrine was already set out in sacred books in the sixth
century 8.c. 1. M. Linforth, however, in The Arts of Orpheus
(Berkeley, 1941), analysed all the extant texts mentioning Orpheus
and Orphics, and showed that, at any rate until goo B.c.,, the
description ‘Orphic’ was applied to all sorts of ideas connected
with practically every kind of rite {TeAetr)). There were writings
attributed to Orpheus, as indeed to Musaeus and Epimenides (see
pp. 21ff.), as early as the sixth century B.c.; Herodotus knew of
Orphics and Pythagoreans sharing a taboo in the fifth; Orphic
oracle- and dispensation-mongers were familiar to Plato, and ‘so-
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called Orphic accounts’ to Anstotle. But the corpus of individual
sectarian literature (of which descriptions of Hades, accounts of
theogony and cosmogony, hymns, etc., are known to us) cannot
for the most part be traced back earlier than the Hellenistic period,
and in its present form mostly belongs to the Roman period. The
inscribed metal sheets from graves in Magna Graecia and Crete,
with instructions of an Orphic character for the soul of the dead
man, again do not much precede Hellenistic times. The conclusion
to be drawn from the available evidence seems to the present
writer to be, as Linforth held, that there was no exclusively Orphic
body of belief in the archaic period. However, Orpheus was then
beginning to be treated as the patron saint of rites and ritual ways
of life; and his name, like that of his legendary disciple Musaeus,
became attached to theogonical literature of this period. Beliefs
about reincarnation were becoming current in the Greek world,
particularly in the west, and some adherents of these beliefs were
calling themselves *Opgikoi by the fifth century. The formation of
an exclusive sect with a definite body of relevant sacred literature
came later.

In the present context, however, it is not necessary to try to
establish a hypothesis on the Orphic question in general. The
problem is primarily whether the cosmogonical ideas ascribed to the
Orphics could have affected, or did affect, the development of
philosophical thought in the sixth and fifth centuries.

Some elements of Orphic cosmogony were obviously derived
from the Hesiodic Theogony, which influenced nearly all sub-
sequent mythological thought on the subject. Thus both Chaos
and Night will be seen to have had considerable importance in
Orphic contexts. These elements passed through the medium of
late archaic accounts like those of ‘Epimenides’, ‘Musaeus’ and
Acusilaus (p. 23 nn. 2—4), and became gradually embedded in an
individual Orphic mythological complex. Other elements are
almost certainly later in origin, and in some cases show awareness
of the details of oriental cult and iconography.* (This is a case of
a learned adaptation of specific foreign information, not of the
quite distinct process of the gradual assimilation of a widely-
diffused general idea.) There are many scholars, however {includ-
ing e.g. Gruppe, Mazon, Nestle}, who have nevertheless followed
an ancient tendency to regard all beliefs described as ‘Orphic’,
including these cosmogonical beliefs, as of great antiquity. The
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evidence set out below should demonstrate the subjective nature
of any such tendency. The one unusual idea is that of the egg as a
secondary theogonical mechanism.

¥ Most conspicuously, Time, Xpdvos, as a primary cosmogonical figure
may derive from the Iranian hypostatization Jvran Akarana {unending
time). But this Tranian concept finds its earliest testimony in a late 4th-
century B.C. Greek reference, by Eudemus as reported in Damascius, and
there is no reason to think that it was formulated as early as the Greek
archaic period. ‘Time’ is a sophisticated cosmogonical concept in Plato’s
Timaeus; it was also personified, probably as an etymology of Kronos, by
Pherecydes of Syros as early as the sixth century, though probably not with
a profound abstract significance (see n. 1 on p. 46 and n. 1 on p. 56). Its
oriental derivation in the Orphic accounts is indicated by its concrete
shape as a multi-headed winged snake. Such multipartite monsters, as
distinet from simpler fantasies like centaurs and perhaps gorgons, are
orientalizing in character, mainly Semitic in origin, and begin to appear
in Greek art around %oo B.c. They were, of course, extremely popular as
decoration during the seventh and the first quarter of the sixth centuries,
{Minoan art, too, had had its monsters, mainly dog-headed deities and
other relatively simple theriomorphic creations.} That the winged-snake
form of Time is much later, in its Greek appearances, than the Orientaliz-
ing period in art is chiefly suggested by the identification of an abstraction
with such a form. This shows an acquaintance with rather complex
oriental (especially Assyrian or Babylonian) modes of thought—something
very different from the mere borrowing of a pictorial motif, or even the
assimilation of a fully concrete myth-form. Such extravagances of the
imagination evoked little sympathy in the Greek mind before the Hellenistic
period. (It should be added, however, that some scholars see no objection
to taking the winged-snake Chronos as archaic in date.)

NEOPLATONIST ACCOUNTS OF ORPHIC COSMOGONIES

The later Neoplatonists (fourth to sixth centuries a.p.), and in
particular Damascius, with their long schematic allegorizations of
earlier mythological accounts, are the main source for Orphic
versions of the formation of the world. These writers are more
reliable than appears at first sight, since much of their information
was derived from summaries of Eudemus’ great Peripatetic
history of theology. In some cases fragments of late Orphic poetry
can be adduced to confirm details of the Neoplatonic descriptions,
which are tiresomely diffuse (and are therefore schematized in (ii)
and (iii) below) and are expressed in the peculiar terminology of
that school. Four different accounts of a cosmogony specifically
named as Orphic are extant.
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(i) Derivation from Night
Damascius in 19 (q.v.) stated that according to Eudemus ‘the
theology ascribed to Orpheus. . .made the origin of things from
Night’. According to the Rhapsodies,® Night was the daughter of
Phanes (see n. 1 on p. 22 and n. 3 on p. 41), himself descended
from Chronos. She was given prophetic powers by Phanes,
succeeded him as ruler, and seems somehow to have given birth
for a second time to Gaia and Ouranos? The secondary and
repetitive nature of this production of sky and earth, and the
obvious intention to make Phanes the ultimate creator of the world,
suggest that Night’s cosmogonical priority (as distinct from her
undoubted position as a venerable figure among the gods) is here
mainly the result of the derivative and syncretistic character of the
Orphic theogony. Eudemus’ judgement, however, is independent
of these later developments, and must clearly be assessed in the
light of Aristotle’s references (x7) to writers about the gods who
generated from Night. On pp. 20 and 24 itis conjectured that these
references are to sixth-century adaptations and elaborations of the
Hesiodic Theogony, and that no earlier, autonomous doctrine is
implied. Two such elaborations are ascribed to Epimenides and
Musaeus in 26 and 21 ; it was inevitable that similar systems should
be associated also with Orpheus, if not in the sixth century B.c.,
then in the fifth or fourth. It appears probable that it was to this
kind of derivative theogony that Eudemus referred.
I The so-called Orphic Rhapsodies {fepol Adyor dv papobiag B according
to the Suda s.v. *Opgels), of which many fragments survive (Kern,
frr. 59-235), mostly through quotation in Neoplatonist works, are a late
compilation of hexameter verses of varying date of composition. None of
them are certainly pre-Hellenistic and most are probably much later.
Their name indicates their heterogencous origin; it is significant that no
author before the full Christian period seems to have heard of these verses,
and it seemns highly probable that their elaboration into an Orphic Hiad
was not taken in hand until the third or fourth century A.p. Genuinely

archaic beliefs might, of course, be embedded in some of these verses, late
as they are in composition and collection.

2 33 Orph. Rhaps. fr. 109 Kern (from Hermias) (NUE) # 82 wédw oty
¢ kel Qupavov siplv EnikTe / BeTfév ' £§ dpaviiv pavepols of T elol yevifany,
But Phanes had already created Olympus, sun, moon and earth (frr. 8q,
g6, 913, 94 Kern, from the Rhapsodies), and sky is also presupposed.

33 And she [Night], again, bore Gaia and broad Ouranos, and revealed them as
manifest, from being unseen, and who they are by birth.
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(ii) * The usual Orphic theology’ in the Rhapsodies

34 Damascius de principits 123 (DK1B12) &v pév Tolvuv Tolg
gepoptvans Tarrals Poyepbicns "Opgikais 1y BeoAoyia 118 Tig Eorv
1 mepl 1d vorytdy, fiv kad of piadoogot Siepunvetouaty, vl pév THS
wds T6v dAwv &pyfis ToOv Xpbvov Tibévres. . . (the full description,
for which see DK, is long, and is expressed in difficult Neoplatonic
terms. The substance of it is here given schematically:

Ao
Xpovog Cme R VA fOT &pyhs YiTOV, - PdVNg3
N Xéos or vegéAn] [~ Mijris,

'Hpwemraios])
. .ToterTn pév 1) ouvhing "Opeixn Beoloyia.

¥ Cf. 3§ Orph. Rhaps. fr. 66 Kern (from Proclus) Alfipa udv Xpdvos
olrros &yfipaos &pbrrdunris [ yelvato, xal wéya yéoua meAdpiov fvla xad
&vfe. Syrianus (fr. 107 Kern) also gave Aither and Chaos as the second
stage, but after ‘one and the good” as first. The pbyx yd&oua is taken directly
from Hesiod Theogony 740 (27).

2 Cf. 36 Orph. Rhaps. fr. 70 Kern {from Damascius) Ewerra 8" #rsule
péyas Xpdvog albépr Blw [ dedv dpyUgiov,

3 Phanes, connected by the Orphics with galverv etc., is an exclusive
Orphic development, of a comparatively late date, of the Hesiodic
cosmogonical Eros (24). Winged, bisexual and self-fertilizing, bright and
aitherial, he gives birth to the first generations of gods and is the ultimate
creator of the cosmos.

(ili) The version of Hieronymus and Hellanicus

37 Damascius de principiis 123bis (DK1B13) # 88 xard Tov
‘lspcovupsov epoptun kol “EAAGvikov {sc. 'Opgixt) Beodoyia),? elmep pfy
xal & arrds o, oUTos e UBawp 7y, enoiv, € dpyfis xad UAn, &€

34 In these Orphic Rhapsodies, then, as they are known, this is the theology concerned
with the intelligible; which the philosophers, too, expound, putting Chrones in place of the
one origin of all. ..

/Aitim}

{Chronos - egg [or shining tunic, —» Phanes

“\ Chaos or cloud} [~ Meiis,
Erikepaios])

-« .Such is the usual Orphic theology.
35 This Chronos, unageing and of imperishable counsel, produced Aither, and a great,
mighty gulf here and there,

36 Then great Chronos made in divine aither a silvery egg.

37 The Orphic Theology which is said to be according to Hieronymus and Hellanicus
(if indeed he is not the same man) is as follows: water existed from the beginning, he says,
and maiter, from which earth was solidified. . ..
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fis &rdyn f yf.... See DK for full description, of which a
summary is given here:

UBwop Aldnp
Xpbvog &yrfpaos —> { X&os 12 >pdv - Beds doduaxto
UAn > ¥H (a winged, multi- "EpePos {having wings
headed, bisexual and animal
snake: also called heads)

Heracles, and
accompanied by
*Avdyxkn and
*ASpdorreic)

! These authors cannot be identified with certainty. Damascius evidently
suspected that they might be the same person, but more probably, for
example, one was the epitomizer of the other, Hieronymus may be the
auther of Phoenician antiquities mentioned at Josephus Ant. 1, 94; a winged
symbol for El-Kronos comes in ‘Sanchuniathon’, Euseb. P.E, 1, 10, 36 {sec
p- 31 ). Hellanicus may have been the father (2nd-1st cent. B.c.) of one
Sandon, probably of Tarsus, an Orphic writer mentioned in the Suda; this
is much more likely than that he was the 5th-century B.c. Lesbian logo-
grapher.

2 tv ToUrois & Xpdves Hov bylvvnoey, says Damascius—i.e. in Aither,
Chaos and Frebos. It is not explicitly stated that the ‘incorporeal god’
comes out of the egg, but he obviously does so: compare 38, and see next
note for domyaros.

(iv) Athenagoras’ variant of (i)

38 Athenagoras pro Christianis 18, p. 20 Schwartz (DK1n13)
... Hv yop UBwp &pyf) ko aUrrdv (sc. ‘Opgéa) Tols &rots, &rrd &¢
Tol Udarros 1A karréoTn, &k B8 Ekorrépoov Eyevviifn 3Gov, Spduwv
mpoomepukuloy Exwv kepoAty AfovTos, Bik pfoou B olrréiv Beoll
Tpéowtov, Gvoux ‘HpaxAfis xed Xpdvos. (So far this is almost
identical with the version of Hieronymus and Hellanicus.) olros 6
‘Hparhfis &ytvwnoey Umepuéyeles Gdv, & oupmAnpoiyevor Umd Plos
TOU ysyevwnkéros ik mapatpifiis els SUo fppdryn. Té piv olv xord

Unageing Chronos — | Aither

{...with Necessity {Ckaas }—> Egg - an incorporeal god
and Adrasteia) Erebos

38 ... for water was the origin for the totality of things, according to him [ Orpheus), and
Jrom water stime was established, and from both of them was generated a living creature,
a snake with a lion’s head growing on to it, and in the middle of them the face of a god,
Heracles and Chronos by name. This Heracles genevated a huge egg, which being completely
Silled by the force of its begetter burst into two through friction. Soits fop pari ended up as
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xopugny alrrol OUpavds elven ETehéobn, 1O B8 wérw dveybiv Iy
pofiAfe B¢ kad Beds 1ig Srodhparros.t QUpavds B2 M miylels yewi
fnheias piv KAwbor Adyeow "Atpomrov. .. (a theogony of the
Hesiodic type follows).

I yn 51& owpaTos ms.; em. Lobeck, accep. Diels, Kranz; tpltos 87
dowpares Th, Gomperz.—In any case Phanes is meant. Swdparos and
&odparros are easily confused, and we cannot be certain that instances of
the latter in the text of 37 are necessarily correct. Bioduarros implies
‘bisexual’ (which Phanes was): ‘incorporeal’, of a being described as
having more than its quota of bedily attributes, and those of a very
peculiar sort, is perhaps odd even in a Neoplatonist.

Of these four types of Orphic-denominated cosmogony, (i} men-
tions a first stage, Night, that does not occur in the others. Night’s
importance in the Orphic pantheon probably depended, directly
or indirectly, on modifications to the Hesiodic schema of cosmo-
gony and theogony. Eudemus may have known Orphic accounts
similar to the earlier versions associated with Epimenides and
Musaeus. Much later, in one part of the heterogeneous Rhap-
sodies, Night was given a specific cosmogonical function as a
secondary parent of Quranos and Gaia. This detail may be in-
directly developed from archaic cosmogonical motifs, but it cannot
be considered strong evidence for an archaic Orphic cosmogonical
Nyx. (ii) is termed the usual Orphic account presumably because
it more or less corresponded with the broad picture given in the
late Rhapsodies. (ii) is an elaboration of (ii). It cannot, as it
stands, be pre-Hellenistic: its fantastic concrete description of the
abstract Chronos is a sign of late origin, or at least of late re-
modelling. (iv) is quoted by a second-century Christian apologist
of Neoplatonic leanings; it gives one significant detail, the splitting
of the egg to form sky and earth, which is completely absent from
the later Neoplatonic accounts. (iii} and (iv) have a first stage,
shme in one form or another, which is no doubt an eclectic
philosophical-physical intrusion. It might conceivably be taken
directly from Ionian systems like that of Anaximander, but is much
more likely to have come from derivative Stoic cosmogony.

Curanos, and the undernsath part as Ge; and a certain double-bodied god also came forth.
And Ouranos having mingled with Ge begets, as female offspring, Clothe, Lachesis and
Atropos . . ..
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THE EGG IN EARLIER GREEK SOURCES, NOT SPECIFICALLY
CRPHIC

39 Aristophanes Birds 693 (the chorus of birds speak)
Xéos fiv kad NUE “EpePds e péhaw pdiTov kad Téprapos eldpus,
'R 8 ol "Anp o8’ Olpavos fiv- *EptPous & &v dmeipoct kOATro
TikTEt wpdaTioTov Utrnvéuiov NUE 1) peAavdmrrepos @by,
£§ oU mreprteAAopbvas Spais EBAaorey “Epws & mobewds,
oriAPwv véTov Trreplryoty Ypuaaly, elkams dvepaxeot dlveas.  6g7
olrrog 58 Xéder mrepoevtt wryels vyl xard Taptapov edply
dvedTTevoey yévos fiuétepov, xad pdiTov dviiyeryey s @ds.
TpdTepov §” ol fiv yévos &Bavérrwv mplv “Epws Euvépeifey &movra:
Suupryvuptveov 8 Erfpov Erépois yiver” Oupawds dxeavos Te
kol T} wévroov Te 8eddv poxdpoov yévoes &ebitov. e pév iopsy
TOAV TPECPUTATO! TAVTWY POKEPGV.
40 Damascius de principiis 124 (DR 385; from Eudemus) Tov 8¢
Emipevibny dUo mpaTas dpyds Umobéodon ‘Afpx kad NukTar. ..
E€ Gv yevwnBfivan Téprapov. . (2§ dv BUo Titdvas® . . . v pryBévrwy
SAAAROI DOV yevéoba. . .8 oU wohv &AAnv yevedy TrpoeAfeiv.

¥ The manuscript has 8%o tiwvds, but Kroll’s emendation to 8le Tirévas
(accepted by Kranz in DK) is indicated by the etymology implied in the
Neoplatonist parenthesis that follows the disputed word, Thyv vontiv
HegOTHTa olTw xahboovta, 1ot én' dpew “BiaTelves’ 16 Te &xpov xat
7d 1répas. The other omissions in the text as printed above are Neoplatonic
paraphrases which throw no light on the interpretation.

39 was written in 414 B.c. or shortly before. 40 lays claim to a still
carlier date, but Philodemus in 20 evidently suspected the authen-
ticity of the attribution of this verse theogony to Epimenides. There
was considerable doubt about Epimenides’ historical position,

39 First of all was Chaos and Night and black Erebos and wide Tartaros, and neither
Ge nor Aer nor Ouranos existed; in the boundless bosoms of Erebos black-winged Night
begeis, first, a wind-egg, from which in the fulfilment of the seasons ardeni Eros burgeoned
Jorth, his back gleaming with golden wings, like as ke was to the whirling winds. Eros,
mingling with winged, gloomy Chaos in broad Tartaros, haiched out our race and first
brought it into the light. There was no race of immortals before Fros mingled all things
together; but as one mingled with another Quranss came inte being, and Okeanos and Ge
and the unfading race of all the blessed gods. Thus we are by far the oldest of all the
blessed ones.

40 Epimentdes posited two first principles, Aer and Night. . . from which Tartaros was
produced. . . from all of which two Titans were produced. . . from whose mutual mingling
an egg came inlo being. ., from which, agatn, other offspring came forth,
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even in the fourth century B.c.: according to Plato he was active
around 500 B.c., but Aristotle and the later tradition put him a
century earlier {DK 34 1—5). His name became a focus for magical
and mystical anccdotes, and cosmogonical views might well have
been expected of him. The only thing we can say with certainty
about the date of 40 is that it is pre-Eudemian; but in view of the
proliferation of mythological accounts in hexameters, concerned
with genealogy and therefore liable to begin with a theogony,
probably towards the end of the sixth century B.c., its content
might be tentatively dated between then and the middle of the
fifth century (sce also nn. 13 on pp. 22f.). Thus an egg as an
element in cosmogony, which is a typical feature of later Orphic
accounts as recorded in the Neoplatonist tradition, is mentioned
certainly near the end of the fifth century and probably before
that. Were these earlier accounts specifically Orphic in character?

There are no necessarily significant differences in the manner of
production of the egg in the earlier and in the later {(definitely
Orphic) accounts. In the latter, Chronos (in a late and bizarre
form) begets the egg in Aither or in Aither-Chaos-Erebos (36, 37).
In 39 Night produccs the egg in Erebos; in 40 it is begotten by two
Titans—presumably Kronos (cf. 5§3?) and Rhea—who are them-
selves the product of Air-Night and Tartaros. There is no mention
of Chronos, of course, but Pherecydes of Syros (pp. 58f) had
probably already associated Kronos with Chronos, and there may
be a connexion here with the later accounts:® see also §3 and
discussion. There is a distinct similarity between what is produced
from the egg in the birds’ account and in the later Orphic ver-
sions: golden-winged Eros is an obvious prototype of the Orphic
Phanes.> Yet most of Aristophanes’ bird-cosmogony is indubitably
derived from the Hesiodic Theogony, with appropriate modifica-
tions.3 Chaos, Night, Erebos and Tartaros are involved in the first
stages of both accounts; only Earth is postponed in Aristophanes,
to be produced (in some ways more logically) simultaneously with
Sky. The egg is a ‘wind-egg’, of course, partly to make it more
bird-like, partly because of the traditional windiness of Tartaros
(27). So Night, Chaos and Eros are all winged, because this
is meant to be a birds’ cosmogony. It is a parody of a traditional
type of cosmogony; yet the original of a parody must be recogniz-
able, and while the Hesiodic elements are clear enough the egg is
non-Hesiodic. Eminently suvited to bird-generation as it is, the
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device is unlikely to have been invented by Aristophanes for that
reason. It must have been familiar as a means for producing, not
necessarily a cosmogonical figure, but at least an important deity
like Eros. Possibly the birth of Helen from an egg is significant
here: connected with a tree-cult perhaps of Mycenean origin
(M. Nilsson, Gesch. d. griech. Religiony, 211 and 315), she is a ward
and representative of Aphrodite-Eros in Homer.

I The Kronos-Chronos identification was also made in Orphic circles: of.
e.g. Proclus in Plat. Crat. 3968 (Kern fr. 68). This does not imply that
Pherecydes was an Orphic, or took his ideas from early Orphic sources
{though the Suda reports, probably on account of these similarities, that he
‘collected Orpheus’ writings’}; rather it implies that the later Orphic
eclectics used Pherecydes for source-material just as they used Heslod and
other early mythological writings.

% The language of the Rhapsodic account is indeed strongly reminiscent
of Aristophanes: compare ypuoeians Treplryeco1 popetpevos fvia xai fvla
{sc. ®avns), ‘Phanes...borne here and there by golden wings' (fr. 78
Kern), with line 697 of 39. #v0a kol &vda in the Orphic verse, as in 35,
recalls Hesiod Theogony 742 (27), part of the description of windy Tartarus;
Hesiod is the chief linguistic and formal model for the Rhapsodies,

3 So also in 40 the first stage, der and Night, is evolved from Hesiod: see
p. 17. Philedemus in 20 did not mention the egg in Epimenides.
TENTATIVE CONCLUSIONS

The evidence is too sparse to lead to a final decision whether there
existed specifically Orphic cosmogonical accounts early enough to
have affected Presocratic ideas. Yet it seems probable that dis-
tinctively Orphic versions are not particularly early—earlier, say,
than the fourth century 8.c.; though the name of Orpheus, like that
of Musaeus or Epimenides, may have been attached to fifth- or
sixth-century theogonies. The ideas inherent in extant reports are
eclectic in origin (Hesiod and the developments of Hesiod being
the chief source), but in their present formulation are Hellenistic
at the earliest. The one conceivably early characteristic is the use
of an egg formed in Erebos or Aither, from which comes a deity
who arranges the later stages of cosmic evolution. This device
occurs in an Aristophanic parody, also in a very vague summary of
verses ascribed to Epimenides and perhaps not later than the first
half of the fifth century. Yet there is no reason for considering the
device specifically Orphic, simply because it occurs in later Orphic
accounts which are demonstrably eclectic. Once the metaphor of
animal generation had been applied to cosmogony, as it certainly
was by the time of Hesiod, the egg became a plausible genetic
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device. It is surprising, indeed, that we do not hear more of it in
early Greek contexts: Nilsson (Gesch. 1, 648) noted that the cosmic
egg is a common feature in naive mythology in many parts of the
world (though it does not, as it happens, occur in near-eastern
contexts except occasionally in Egypt and in the later Phoenician
accounts). It could nevertheless have existed in Greece from quite
early times as a folk-lore concept, which was excluded from many
formal accounts because of its naive quality and finds its only
analogue in a tendency to treat the developing world embryonic-
ally. ‘Epimenides’ was attempting, without many natural ad-
vantages, to improve on Hesiod, and might well have welcomed
the device just because it was not Hesiodic; while Aristophanes
found it obviously appropriate for a comic bird-cosmogony. The
later Orphism did not shun orientalizing novelties like the
description of Time as a winged monster, and would certainly
have no inhibitions about the egg-motif. There is a serious possi-
bility that Aristophanes, far from depending on a hypothetical
early Orphic tradition, was himself used as a source by the founders
of a special Orphic literature.

One reason for doubting an early Orphic use of the egg-motif
has been generally overlooked. If there were any such early use,
one would expect later applications to be consistent with an
earlier tradition, which in a sacred-book sect would be regarded
as sacrosanct. Yet three quite different later uses are known. First,
the egg simply produces Phanes (34, 37). Secondly, in 38 the
upper part of the egg forms the sky, the lower part the earth; the
equivalent of Phanes emerges too, and sky and earth then mate as
in Hesiod or the popular tradition. The same interpretation is out-
lined in Apion {(early first century A.p.} ap. ps.-Clement Hom. vi
{Kern fr. 56). Here the egg has a true cosmogonical function
which can be paralleled from non-Greek myths. Thirdly, accord-
ing to one extant source the Orphics used the arrangement of shell
and skin (and presumably also of white and yolk) as an analogue for
the arrangement of sky (outer heaven), aither and so on:

41 Achilles fsag. 4 (DK 1812, Kern fr. 70) Thv 8 t&fw #iv
Bebaxoqey TG opaupauaTt ol "Opgikot Abyovor mapamAnciov elvea
T} &v Tolg Wols: dv ydap Eyel Adyov T Adtrupov v TH ©F, ToUrov &v

4% The arrangement which we have assigned to the celestial sphere the Orphics say is
similar to that in eggs: for the relation which the shell has in the egg, the outer heaven has
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T mavtt & oUpavds, kad di #Enprnron Tol olpoavol kuKAoTepds &
alip, olrres 1ol Aemipou & Upnv.

This is, admittedly, a simile and not a cosmogonical device; it
might be argued, also, that the formation of sky and earth from
parts of the egg was just overlooked by the later Neoplatonists.
Nevertheless it seems probable that there was considerable diver-
gence in the use of the egg-motif, and that this divergence implies
that no specific ancient Orphic tradition had been preserved.
However, this special argument is less important than the general
ones, from the eclectic nature of organized Orphism, which have
already been adduced.

Thus this inevitably complex survey reaches the negative conclu-
ston that there was probably no such thing as Orphic cosmogony
either before or during the Presocratic period. It has, however,
revealed birth from an egg as an archaic theogonical, not cosmo-
gonical, device (one which perhaps played some part in Pherecydes
too, see p. 59). The regular Orphic accounts kept this theogonical
function; although one probably late variant made the egg truly
cosmogonical, as the actual material of the cosmos.

6. PHERECYDES OF SYROS

This Pherecydes was a mythographer and theogonist, and must be
distinguished from the fifth-century Athenian genealogist of the
same name, also from a later and less important Lerian.* Accord-
ing to Aristotle he was not entirely mythological in his approach:

42 Aunstotle Met. Ng, 1091b8 .. .&mel ol ye peperypévor cirédv
(s¢. Téov Beohdyov) [kai] 16 pfy pubiréds &rravra Abyew, olov Qepexibng
xad Erepol rives, 16 yewiioav pditov &pioTov Tibaot, kal ol Mdayou.

1 F. Jacoby, Mnemosyne 13 (3rd series), 1947, 13fL, has finally discredited
Wilamowitz's theory that ‘ Pherecydes’ was a generic name attached to all
early Jonian prose writing not specifically ascribed, as ‘Hippocrates’
became attached to all medical literature. The man of Syros and the
Athenian were indeed carefully distinguished in many ancient sources,
though not in all.

in the universe, and as the aither depends in a circle from the outer heaven, 5o does the
membrane from the shell.

42 .. .since the ‘mixed” theologians, those who do not say everything in mythical form,
stuch as Pherecydes and certain of the others, and also the Magi, make the first gencrator
the best thing.
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DATE
Pherecydes was active in the sixth century B.c., perhaps around
the middle of it. Ancient authorities diverge: according to one
tradition he was roughly contemporary with the Lydian king
Alyattes (c. 6og-5608.¢.) and the Seven Sages (conventionally dated
around Thales’ eclipse, 585/4, or the archonship of Damasias,
582/1); according to another, dependent on Apollodorus, his acme
was in the 59th Olympiad, 544-541 B.c., and he was a contem-
porary of Cyrus.* The Apollodoran dating thus makes him a
generation younger than Thales and a younger contemporary of
Anaximander. It fits in with the later Pythagorean tradition
which made Pythagoras bury Pherecydes (p. 51), though this
event was itself probably fictitious. None of these chronological
traditions looks particularly historical, and we know that such
synchronisms were assigned by the Hellenistic chronographers
largely on a priori grounds. Yet interest in Pherecydes was certainly
alive in the fourth century B.c. {(a crucial era for the transmission
of information about the archaic period), and the broad limits of
dating, i.e. in the sixth century, are unlikely to be wrong.

¥ The early dating is seen e.g. in the Suda (DK 7a2) and in Diog. L. 1, 42

(DK ga1,after Hermippus). The later dating appears e.g. in Diog. L. 1, 118

(after Aristoxenus)andi, 121 {after Apollodorus)—see DK 74 1; alsoinCicero
Tusc. 1, 16, 38 (DK 7a5), Pliny N.H. vi, 205, Eusebius Chron. (DK 74 14).

PHERECYDES BOOK

43 Diogenes Laertius1, 119 ogzetan 58 7oU Zupiou 16 e BipAiov
& guvtypayev ol 1) &py - Zés udv xat Xpdvog foav el kad XBovin. ..
(for continuation see 50).

44 Suda s.v. Pherecydes fomi 8 &mavra & ouvéypaye Toalra:
‘Emrrdpuyos fitor Oeokpooia fi Ceoyovia. (Bort 3¢ Geohoyla &v
Pifhioig T Exovoa Beddv yéveaiv kad BiaBoxss.)

45 Diogenes Laertius 1, 116  ToUTév @not Osdrroutros mpddTov
mepl puoenxs xad Bedv ypdwen, Cf. Suda s.v. Pherecydes wp&dTov
¢ ouyypagtv Eeveyxeiv mezd Adyw Tvis loTopoliow.

43 There is preserved of the man of Syros the book which he wrote of which the beginning
is: “Zas and Chronos always existed and Chthonie. . .’.

44 Everything he wrote is as follows: Seven Recesses or Divine Mingling or Theogony.
{dAnd there is @ Theology in ten books containing the birth and successions of the gods.)
48  This man is said by Theopompus 1o have been the first to wrile on nature and the
gods.—Some relate that he was the first to bring out a book in prose.
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According to 43 Pherecydes’ book {or what was taken for it} sur-
vived in Diogenes’ time, the third century A.p. The opening words
might be known well enough from the entry in Callimachus’
catalogue of the Alexandrian library (the patronymic, omitted
here, was given shortly before as B&Puos, ‘son of Babys’). That the
book survived the burning of the Library in 47 8.c. may be con-
firmed by a longer quotation, §4; though this and other fragments
could have survived through the medium of handbooks or antho-
logies. The title is given in 44. ‘Emr&puyos, ‘(of) seven recesses’,
seems to be the book’s true title;! variants descriptive of the con-
tents are added, as often, but are probably of later origin. The
*ten-volume theology’ is probably a confusion with a ten-volume
work on Attic history (itself beginning, no doubt, from gods and
heroes} ascribed to the Athenian Pherecydes in the lines that
follow in the Suda. The precise reference of the cryptic and
unusual title ‘{of) seven recesses’ is very obscure: see p. 58. 45
exemplifies the widespread tradition that this was the earliest
prose book. What Theopompus (fourth century B.c.) must actually
have said is that Pherecydes first wrote about the gods in prose, as
opposed to e.g. Hesiod. Prose annals were presumably recorded
before Pherecydes, but he and Anaximander (whose book may
have been roughly contemporary, and might possibly be assigned
to 547/6 B.C., p. 101) might well have been the first substantial
prose writers to have survived; on the confusion over Thales as a

writer see pp. Bsf.
* Some incline to accept ‘five recesses’, from §I, as the title, with Diels
followed by Jaeger and others, on the sole strength of Damascius’ statement
there that the divine products of Chronos’ seed, when disposed in five
recesses, were called wevrépuyos. Even if this is intended to give the title
of the book, the five recesses mentioned just before provide a clear motive
for writing five and not seven,

HIS$ LIFE AND LEGEND

(i) The connexion with Pythagoras

Many miracles were attributed to Pherecydes, e.g. predictions of
an earthquake, a shipwreck, the capture of Messene. These were
variously located: in Sparta, near Ephesus, in Samos, in Syros, and
so on. The difficulty is that the same miracles were also attributed
to Pythagoras. Apollonius the paradoxographer, not certainly
using Aristotle, said that ‘Pythagoras afterwards indulged in the
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miracle-working, Tepoaromroifa, of Pherecydes’ (249); and it was
certainly accepted in the Peripatetic circle that when Pherecydes
fell ill of louse-disease in Delos his disciple Pythagoras came and
cared for him until his death (Diog. L. 1, 118, Diodorus x, 3, 4;
DK 741 and 4). So Aristoxenus asserted, and Dicaearchus too
according to Porphyry Vit. Pythag. 56. Porphyry also related (as
guoted by Eusebius, DK7a6) that according to the fourth-
century B.C. writer Andron of Ephesus the miracles belonged
properly to Pythagoras; but that Theopompus plagiarized the
miracle-stories from Andron and, to disguise his theft, assigned
them instead to Pherecydes and slightly altered the localities
involved. Andron was far from critical, however, since he invented
another Pherecydes of Syros, an astronomer (Diog. L. 1, 11g,
DK 7a1); and Porphyry’s explanation of the divergence is uncon-
vincing. The confusion and disagreement which patently existed
in the fourth century show that reliable details of the life of
Pherecydes were lacking. If Pherecydes had been a sage of the
type naturally to attract miracle-stories (as Pythagoras was), the
connexion between two similar contemporaries would have been
invented whether it existed or not; but apart from the feats other-
wise attributed to Pythagoras, Pherecydes seems to have had little
of the shaman or magician about him. It has been suggested that
the whole tissue of legend might have arisen from a well-known
fifth-century B.C. comment:

46 Ion of Chios ap. Diogenem Laertium 1, 120 “lawv 8§ 6 Xids
gnot mepl alrrol (sc. PepexiBou) -
(Fr. 4) & & udv fivopén Te kexaouévos A8 kad aidoi
ke pfiuevos wuyd TepTrvov Exel BioTov,
simep TTuBarydpns Emdpws & cogds wepl TrévTwov
&vBpudTreov yvopas lBe kol EGéuadey.

As H. Gomperz maintained (Wiener $t. 47 (1929) 14 n. 3), this prob-
ably means no more than ‘If Pythagoras is right about the survival
of the soul, then Pherecydes’ soul should be enjoying a blessed
existence’. It might have been misinterpreted, even in antiquity,
to imply a friendship between the two men, and have encouraged
the transference to Pherecydes of stories about Pythagoras

46 Jfon of Chios says about him [Phereqydes] ¢ Tku: d:d he excel in manhood and
honour, and now that he is dead he has a delighiful existence for his soul—if indeed
Pythagoras the wise learned and knew true opinions above all men.
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Elaborate biographical accounts were invented on the slightest
pretext, especially in the third and second centuries B.c. (see e.g.
p- 183); even so one hesitates to suppose that the fourth-century
controversy can have been founded on evidence so slight as Ion’s
little encomium. Yet none of the evidence on this point looks at all
convincing, and it is as well to preserve a certain scepticism about
the relationship between the two men.

(i) Alleged access to Phoenician secret books

47 Suda s.v. Pherecydes Si8ay8fjven 8¢ Um’ odrrol [TuBarydpoy
Adyos, abrdv 8t olk foynkéven ka@nynThv, &\ éovrdy doxfiom
Kkrnoduevor T Qowikwy dméxpuga PiPAa. (See also 61.)

The assertion that Pherecydes was self-taught probably means no
more than that no teacher could conveniently be supplied for him
when his complete biography came to be written. That he used
Phoenician secret books (an unlikely story indeed) is another
piece of speculation of the type beloved by the biographical
compilators. Yet it must have had some foundation, and may be
based on apparently oriental motifs in his thought: he was later
connected with Zoroastrianism {n. 2 on p. 65}, and the battle of
Kronos and Ophioneus, like that of Zeus and Typhoeus in Hestod,
had some Phoenician affinities (p. 68).

(iii} The solstice-marker
48 Diogenes Laertius 1, 119 og3etan 8 ToU Zuplov 16 T¢
Bipriov. . .(cf. 50). . .omd3eTon Bt kad fAloTpéTIOV BV ZUpw TH VoW,
49 Homer Od. 15, 403—4, with scholia

vijods s Zupln xuddfjokeTa, e wou Gxoves,

‘Opruying kabumepdev, &t TpoTrad fieAioso.
86 Tpomrad fiehiowo] EvBa paoiv elves NMou awrAaiov, 81 o onua-
olvtar 1&g ToU fAiov Tpomds (QV). olov dg mpds Tas Tpomds

47 There is a story that Pythagoras was taught by him; but that he himself had no
instrucior, bui trained himself afier obtaining the secret books of the Phoenicians.
48  There is preserved of the man of Syros the book. . .[cf. 50}. . . and there is preserved
also a solstice-marker in the island of Syros.
49 “ There is an island called Syrie—perkaps you have heard of it—above Ortygie, where
are the turnings of the sun.'

Where are the turnings of the sun] They say there is a cave of the sun there,
through which they mark the sun’s turnings (QV). As il were toward the turnings of the
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flou, & torv #ml T& Butikd uépn Umepdveolev Tiig Afdov (BHQ ).—
olroos "Apiotapyos kot “HpwSiavds (H).

The implication in 48 that a solstice-marker preserved in Syros in
Diogenes’ time had belonged to, or been used by, Pherecydes must
be approached with caution. (A solstice-marker is a device to
mark the point at which the sun ‘turns’ on the ecliptic, at mid-
summer or midwinter.) There seems to be some connexion with a
cryptic couplet in Homer, 49. The scholia show that two alter-
native interpretations of this couplet were known in Alexandria:
either (2) 881 Tporrat Aehioto describes Syrie (rather than Ortygie),
and means that there was there a bearing-marker in the form of a
cave; or (b) the meaning is that Syrie lies ‘above’, i.e. north of|
Ortygie, and also west of it, where the sun “turns’ in the sense of
setting.* Both (¢} and () improbably assume that Ortygie repre-
sents Delos, and Syrie Syros (which lies some twenty miles slightly
north of west from Delos).* Now whatever the intended meaning
of the Homeric phrase,3 there evidently was a sun-cave reported
from Syros in the Alexandrian period, and this is presumably the
form of marker that Diogenes referred to three or four centuries
later. We hear of another type of natural solstice-marker from
Itanos in Crete in the fourth century s.c., and such things must
have been relatively common for calendar purposes. The sun-cave
in Syros cannot, it seems, have been the original motive of the
Homeric reference, but it was nevertheless seized upon at a later
date {and certainly, one would think, later than Pherecydes) in an
attempt to explain the description in the Odyssey. Whatever its
antecedents, it would as a matter of course have become associated
with the island’s most notable inhabitant, Pherecydes. Although
there is no other evidence that he was a practical scientist, many
other sixth-century sages, especially the Milesians, were known to
have had applied as well as theoretical interests; and it would be
almost inevitable for an Alexandrian scholar, for instance, auto-
matically to provide a historical association between the only two
apparently scientific products of Syros—Pherecydes and the
solstice-marker. Reluctant as one is, therefore, to disconnect such
a pleasing device from such an intriguing man, extreme scepticism
again seems desirable.

sun, which is in the westward direction, above Delos (BHQ).~—So Aristarchus and
Herodan (H).
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* This sense of tpotwai is absolutely unparalleled and highly improbable,
especially since Tpomal figAloio are mentioned three times in the Hesiodic
Works and Days, always meaning solstice. But {a), as well as (5), is virtually
impossible: for even though -tpowal fighiow can, and indeed does, mean
‘solstice” or *solstices’, it cannot conceivably in any kind of Greek mean a
device (whether a cave or anything else} for marking or observing solstices.

2 There were other actual Ortygias as well as Delos {to which the name is
only applied in contexts which could have been affected by learned
speculation on 49}: notably the island forming part of Syracuse, and a
precinct near Ephesus. "OpTuyin means ‘of the quail’ (dprv), and might
be applied to any locality at which quails habitually rested in their
migrations between Egypt and the north. A difficulty in identifying
Ortygie with Delos is that the two places are distinguished in the Homeric
Hymn to Apollo {16); but the passage is suspect on other grounds. A far
more serious difficulty, and one that has been widely ignored, is that of
identifying Zupin, with a short upsilon, with ZUpos, which has a long
upsilon. The connexion of Syrie with Syracuse is also philologically
improbable. Miss H. L. Lorimer (Homer and the Monuments 8off.) argued
for Zupin referring to Syria (which, she maintained, might have been
naively taken for an island), and for Tpomal meaning *sunrise’, i.e. the
east. But it seems impossible that Syria should be termed an island; and
the Phoenicians would hardly have been conceived as spending a whole
year trading with a place so near their own country (cf. Od. 15, 455).

3 301 Tpomal AeMoe could describe cither Syrie or Ortygie. Here an
observation of Miss Lorimer’s is of great importance: the onlyother placein
Homer where Ortygie is mentioned is Od. 5, 123, where Orion, having been
carried off by Eos, is slain in Ortygie by Artemis. The implication is that
Ortygie was the dwelling-place of Eos, the dawn, and therefore that it lies
in the east. Miss Lorimer thought thatsolstices could not carry a directional
meaning. But, since solstices would normally be observed at sunrise (by the
bearing method), ‘where the summer solstice is” would signify the general
direction in which the sun rises at the summer solstice, namely north-east
by east; while ‘where the winter solstice is” would signify south-cast by
east. The summer solstice is the important one for record purposes, and
the mention of the solstice, by itself, might naturally bring to mind the
north-east by east direction. Thus the intention of the Homeric phrase is to
indicate the general direction of this probably mythical Ortygie. It is
worth adding that the dwelling-place of Fos was ofien conceived as being
Aia, and that Aia was commonty identified with Colchis; and Colchis does
in fact lie roughly north-east by east from the centre of the Ionian coast-
line.

THE CONTENTS OF PHERECYDES BOOK

(1) The primeval deities; initial creation by Chronos; the recesses

Diogenes Laertius 1, 119 o@zeTon 8¢ rol 2uplov 16 Te
PipAtov & ouvtypopev ol f dpxn - (Fr. 1) Zas uév ked Xpdvos fioav

50 There is preserved of the man of Syros the book which he wrote of which the begin-

54



FORERUNNERS OF PHILOSOPHICAL COSMOGONY

del xad XOovin- X@ovin 8¢ dvopa bybvero Iy, dwadd) olrrf) Zés yiiv
yépas BiBol.

st Damascius de principiis 124 bis ®epexidng &¢ & ZUprog ZvTa
pév elvon &el xod Xpdvov kot XBoviav 1as Tpeis wpdTas dpyds. . . tdv
8¢ Xpovov orfioan &k ToU yovou Eauroll lp kol Trvelipa kad U8wp . . .
B Qv tv mhvte puyois Sinpnpévaav ToAMy GAANY yevedy ouotijvad
Beddv, Thy Trevréuuyov kahoupdvny, Totrrdy 8t lows shrrelv revrékoopov.
52 Porphyrius de antro nymph. 31 . ..71oU Zupiou QepexiBou
puxols kat PoBpous xad &vrpa kad 8Upos kal wlAas Adyovros xal
S1x rovtwv alwTropdvou Tas TV Yy yevéoeis kad dmoyevéoss.

Zas and Chronos and Chthonie ‘always existed’: this resolves the
difficulty of creation ex mhilo. An analogous declaration is seen,
some two generations later, in Heraclitus® world-order, which no
god or man made, but always was, and is, and shall be (220); also
in Epicharmus fr. 1 (DK 23 B 1—probably genuine), where the
case is explicitly argued. But already in the sixth century s.c. the
divinity assigned to Anaximander’s &weipov and Anaximenes’ air
probably implies that these, too, had always existed. Itissurprising
to find this concept stated so explicitly, and in a theogonical
context, at this relatively early date. Yet the gods who always
existed are probably conceived as original forms {by etymology)
of conventional figures from the traditional theogony; and one of
them is ‘Time’, which might naturally be felt, without any deep
abstract reflexion, to have been unborn. Thus Pherecydes was
not trying to solve a logical difficulty about creation so much as to
substitute a new first stage, dependent on etymology and particu-
larly on a new understanding of Kronos the father of the gods, for
the imprecise, if more rationalistic, ‘Chaos came into being’ of
Hesiod.

The names are unusual, Zd&s (accusative ZévTa) is obviously an
etymologxcal form of Zelbs, and is perhaps intended to stress the

mﬂg is: *Zas and Chranos always existed and Chthonie; and Chthonie gat tke name qf Ge,
since Zas gave her Ge as a present [or prerogative].”

SI1  Pherecydes of Syros said that Zas always existed, and Chronos and Chthonie, as the
three first principles. . .and Chronos made out of his own seed fire and wind [or breath)
and water . . . from which, when they were disposed in five recesses, were composed numerous
other offspring of gods, what is called * of the five recesses’, which is perhaps the same as
saying “of five worlds’.

52 . ..when Pherecydes, the man of Syros, talks of recesses and pits and caves and doors
and gates, and through these speaks in riddles of the becomings and deceases of souls.
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element 30~ (an intensive prefix), as in 3&Beos, 3ams; though there
is some possibility that the form Zas is intended to link the sky-god
Zeus with the earth-goddess Ge, whose Cyprian form is 3&.
X8ovin, from x8cv, is presumably intended to represent Earth in
a primitive role, perhaps as the abode of chthonic daimons, and
at all events with stress on the underparts of the earth. As for
Xpbvos, it has been argued, notably by Wilamowitz, that the true
reading must be Kpdvos: Kronos played an important part in
Pherecydes’ theogony according to one extant fragment, 58, and
‘“Time’ is a surprisingly sophisticated cosmogonical concept for
the sixth century B.c. But Xpdvos, which is widely supported in
the sources, is almost certainly correct; the other two figures are
etymologizing variants of well-known theogonical figures, and we
naturally anticipate a similar case with the third figure. The
substitution of Xpdvos for Kpdvos is just what we should expect
here.* It appears likely that by the later stages of the theogony the
primeval trio assumed their familiar form as Zeus, Kronos and
Hera.? That Pherecydes was addicted to etymologies emerges
clearly from our scanty evidence: thus, in addition to the idio-
syncratic derivations of names already discussed, X&os was perhaps
connected by him (as later by the Stoics) with yéeoba {p. 59 n.),
and so interpreted as water; Rhea was called ‘Pfi (DK 739),
and perhaps connected with peiv etc.; Okeanos was called
Ogenos (54); the gods called a table Buwpds, ‘watcher over
offerings’ (DK 78 12).
¥ ‘Wilamowitz roundly declared that * Time’, as a cosmogonical god in the
sixth century, was impossible, Certainly the abstraction implied in the
xpévou Bixn (Solon, see 113), or 1w 1ol ypdvov t&fiv (Anaximander, see
x12), is less startling in its implications, as are the Xpdvog & wévroov watip
of Pindar Ol. 2, 17 and the hypostatized Time of tragedy; though the two
last instances provide some parallel. The Iranian cosmogonical Time,
Lvran Akarana, was introduced as a refinement of Mazdaism and cannot
be assumed earlier than the fourth century B.c. (n. on p. 39), though the
possibility of oriental influence in this respect cannot be entirely discounted.
The Chrones of the late Orphic cosmogonies was presented in a Hellenistic
shape, and cannot be taken as any kind of parallel or precedent for the
sixth century B.c. The connexion of Kronos with Chronos was certainly
made by later Orphics (cf. e.g. Kern Orph. Frag. fr. 68}, but according to
Plutarch (Is. Osir. 32} this was a common Greek identification: we cannot
say whether or not Pherecydes was the originator. That he did intend to
relate them is stated by Hermias and Probus (DK 7ag), probably after
Stoic sources. In any event one should not exaggerate (as Wilamowitz
did) the depth of abstraction, and of metaphysical content, implied by the
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presence of Chronos in §0. Pherecydes probably took the Kronos of
legend, asked himself what the etymology was, and arrived at the obvious
answer, Chronos or Time—a familiar and simple concept which is plainly
somehow involved in cosmogony.

2 Chthonie gets the name of Ge, Earth, at a subsequent stage, presumably
when Zas presents her with the cloth embroidered with earth in §4. But
at that point she apparently takes over the control and guardianship of
marriages; this was Hera's prerogative {as [NapnAla) according to the
general view, and in so far as Chthonie-Ge is the wife of Zas-Zeus she is also
thought of as becoming Hera. (Demeter, who is much closer to Ge, was in
charge of certain female activities, as Gsopogdpos, but not of marriage;
she may, however, provide a connecting link.) Hera was probably not an
earth-goddess in origin, but there are other isolated cases where she
replaces (Gaia; for example, she appears to be the mother of Typhaon in
the Homeric Hymn to Apollo, 3511, also in Stesichorus {Et. Magn. 772.
50); cf. §3, and Virgil Aden. 1v, 166,

Damascius in 3r is following Eudemus. Chronos makes fire,
wind and water out of his own seed,® and this is implied to take
place at an early stage. The episode cannot be invented, though it
would not be surprising if some details of it were distorted. One s
reminded of Egyptian cosmogonical accounts in which the first
world-constituents are produced by the onanism of a primeval
god, notably that of Atum-Re mentioned in the Memphis theology
{ANET 5); and also of the mutilation of Ouranos by Krongs in
32, where certain mythological figures are begotten by Ouranos’
member and the blood from it. The idea that the human seed is
creative, and therefore that a primary deity’s seed is cosmo-
gonically creative, is neither surprising nor illogical. What is sur-
prising here, however, is the things which are thus created: they
smack of fifth-century four-element theory, earth being omitted
because already accounted for in the very name of Chthonie-Ge.
mveUpe looks suspiciously anachronistic, even though Anaximenes
emphasized its importance at roughly this period (pp. 149ff.).
These substances cannot have formed the raw material of later
cosmic arrangement: for according to §1 what they produce is not
a world but deities of some kind. In fact, I would suggest that the
seed producing fire, wind (wuelina) and water is probably a later
rationalizing interpretation, perhaps Stoic in origin but based on
the Aristotelian concept (itself to some extent indebted to Diogenes
of Apollonia, cf. 619 fin.) that the human owéppa, seed, contains
oUpgutov Tvelpa, innate breath, which is also described as being
‘hot” and aitherial (cf. e.g. Generation of animals Bg, 736bggff.). In
accounts of early Stoic physiology, too, the seed is described as
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mvelpa ped” UypoU (*breath with moisture’, Arius Didymus on
Zeno) and is associated with Trvelpo vBepuov, “warm breath’. It
therefore seems probable that the three unexpected products o
Chronos’ seed—fire, wind and water-—-are an intrusive later
interpretation of the nature of the seed itself, and that originally it
was Chronos’ semen itsclf that was placed in the recesses. As for
these, the seven in the title as given in the Suda might be obtained
by adding to the five recesses connected with Chronos in §1 the
two other pre-existing deities Zas and Chthonie, the latter of
which, certainly, had a local and indeed a recess-like connotation.
Alternatively, all seven recesses could have been part of Chthonie:
it is notable that the Babylonian world of the dead was conceived
as having seven regions,? and in the myth of the Descent of Ishtar,
Ishtar has to pass through seven gates (ANET 107f); one thinks
(though perhaps not significantly) of the doors and gates that
Porphyry found in Pherecydes (§2).
* Or possibly, if Kern’s adrot for ms. fourotl is right, out of Zas’s. But there
is no essential conflict with4z, where td yewfioav wpéiTov must be Zas-Zeus:
for it is Zas who first creates the parts of the world {§4), while Chronos
produces theogonical, not cosmogonical, constituents,
2 In the first eleven chapters of the Hippocratic treatise TTepl épBopdSeov
the world is divided into seven parts to correspond with the seven parts of
the human body. Some scholars date this fragmentary and unattractive
work in the sixth century B.¢. There seem to be no strong grounds for such
ah early date, and stylistically a late Hellenistic origin is far more probable,
A possible clue to the production by Chronos from his own seed
appears in the following neglected passage:
53 X B in Homeri Ii. 2, 783 Tuopwéos] oacl thv My &ya-
varoboav &l 18 ove iy Nydvrwv SioPaielv Ala i "Hpg: Tiv
8¢ mpds Kpdvov dmeAbolioav tEermeiv: tov 8¢ Soliven olrri) Blo 4,
76 16l xploavra Bopl xal keAeUoovta kot yiis &robéobo, &g’
v duabolioera Balpwv & &roothowy Ala 1hs &pxfis. 1 Be, dos
elxev opyis, £0eTo olrrd Umd 16 "Apipov s Kikixlas. dvabobivros 8¢
Tolt Tugdvos "Hpa Brodharyeioa Aul 16 Tév ikpalver+ & B8 xepawioag
Aitvny 1O Spog dovdpacey.

%3 They say that Ge in anngyance at the slaughter of the Giants slandered Zeus to Hera,
and that Hera went off and told Kronos about this. He pave her two eggs, smearing them
with his own semen, and telling her to store them underground: from them, he said, a
daimon would be produced who would displace eus from power. And she in her anger
put them under Arimon in Cilicia. But when Typhon had been produced, Hera had
become reconciled to Zeus, and revealed everyihing; and Jeus blasted Typhon and named
the mountain Aetna.
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This has to be used with caution: it may originate from the
Pergamene editors of Homer (the first-hand scholia of B are anti-
Aristarchean) and be based upon a genuinely ancient version, bt
it is in part eclectic, adding a Homeric element (Arimon) to those
seen in sth-century poetry (Pi. P. 1, 16 ff,, Aesch. Pr. 351 ff). It
could therefore be distorted in places by later Orphic developments
(cf. 34, 37); although it is evidently not directly dependent on the
Rhapsedies, since the eggs are placed not in the windy wastes of
Aither or Erebos (an essential element of the Rhapsodic account)
but in Gaia. That Kronos not Chronos appears is not necessarily
important {see p. 56). The notable thing is that Kronos im-
pregnates two eggs (why two?) with his own seed, and that the eggs
have to be placed underground, xer& yfis, possibly in a recess of
some kind—here, under a mountain. From the eggs, when ferti-
lized by the seed, comes Typhon/Typhoeus, an analogue of
Pherecydes’ Ophioneus (pp. 66ff.). There doesseem to be astriking
parallel with the cryptic mention of Chronos” seed in §1; if so, it
provides some confirmation of the speculation that some kind of
theogonical figure or figures (*numerous other divine offspring’}
came directly from Chronos’ seed.* It makes a faint possibility,
too, that generation from an egg {but not of cosmological consti-
tuents) occurred in Pherecydes (see pp. 44—8)—though this device
became so popular in Hellenistic and later accounts that it might
well have been imposed on a simpler story.
* Porphyry (cf. DK 787%) mentioned people who tock what he called iy
tkpotyy, in Pherecydes, to refer to semen; though they applied the same
interpretation to Hesiod’s Styx and Plato’s Ameles. H. Gomperz { Wiener
St 47 (1929), 19 n. 10} suggested that Chronos produced a generation of
primeval deities from the &xpof), just as his later form Kronos did from
Rhea; this would in fact fit in with the suggestion made above, that fire,
wind and water are an intrusive gloss. The connexion of Rhea, called
‘Pfi by Pherecydes (DK 7rg), with fxpot] seems quite possible. A further
but more remote possibility is that Chronos’ semen became primeval water.
We are told in one source (Achilles Isag. 3, DX 7814} that Pherecydes,
like Thales, declared the element to be water, which he called ydos
(presumably deriving it from yeoBan, if the whole thing is not Stoic
accommodation). The Suda, too, says that ‘he imitated the opinion of
Thales’ {DK 7 A 2); though Sextus, on the other hand, said that his principle
was earth (DK yar1o). Great penetration is not to be sought in these
interpretations; but it does seem probable that Pherecydes understood
Hesiod"s Chaos in a special sense, perhaps because of a specious etymology.
The surviving fragments show that there was no guestion of water coming
first; but the special interpretation of Chaos may have been connected
with Chronos’ seed at a relatively early stage of cosmic development.
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The names listed by Porphyry in §2—doors and gates as well as
recesses, pits and caves—again suggest that something more
elaborate than mere depressions in the ecarth was in question;
though this may be just mythological decoration. Porphyry’s
interpretation, that these things were connected with the soul, is
purely Neoplatonic and comes in a treatise in which every detail
of the Cave of the Nymphs in the Odyssey is made to yield a similar
psychic meaning. There is no good evidence for attributing any
special interest in the soul to Pherecydes.”

¥ Cicero’s remark at Tuse. 1, 16, 38 (DK 743), that Pherecydes was the
first to call human souls eternal, is probably caused by the attribution of
Pythagoras’ ideas to his putative master; cf. the Suda, DK 742, A similar
statement occurs in Aponins (DK 745); the addition that Pherecydes
‘unum nobis de coelo spiritum, alterum credidit terrenis seminibus
comparatum’ seems to mean merely that the soul is aitherial, the body
terrestrial, and not (as M. Gomperz and others have imagined) that

Pherecydes postulated a double spiritus. That the soul is connected with
aither is a view he might conceivably have held: see p. 200 and note.

(i1} The wedding of Zas and Chthonie, and the embroidery of the cloth

54 Grenfell and Hunt Greek Papyri Ser. I, no. 11, p. 23 (3rd cent.
A.p.) (DK7B2) al)rd rooliow r& olkia mwoMd Te xai peydha.
frrel B¢ Tolra Eferihsoav Tévta kal ypipoTta kol Gepdrovras kal
Beporraivag kad TEAa Soa BT dvra, fmwel B9 whuTa Erolux yiyveran
TOV yapov olelow. k&metdf) Tpity fuépn yiyvetan 76 yduep, rore
Zdes rrotel p8pos plya e kol koddv xal dv alrr® (romdAder Mv) kad
Wyn{vov xal T "Wyynvol (Sopara *** [col. 2] Bovhduevos) yop
oto Tols yéuous elvar ToUTw ot Ti(uéd). oU 8¢ por yaipe kad cuviod.
TaUrd paow dvoxkoAumrmipia wplTov yevisBon' £k ToUrtou 8t &
vopos dydveto kol Beolon xai &vB{pamor)ow. i B8 p(v &uelPedtan
BeEaubvn e 1o) o&{pos. . ..}
! Fhe attribution to Pherecydes, and the supplements of {row(AAei. .. ) to
{Bwpara), are confirmed by Clement of Alexandria Strom. vi, 9, 4, ©. &
Z0pios Aeyer Zés ol glipos. . Wynvol Sopare, Other supplements by
Blass, Weil, Diels; text as in DK, except for alterations to the slighdy
erroneous record there of gaps in the papyrus.

54 His halls they make for kim, many and vast. And when they had accomplished all
these, and the furniture and manservants and maidservants and everything else necessary,
when everything was ready, they hold the wedding. And on the third day of the wedding
Zas makes a great and fair cloth and on it ke decorates Ge and Ogenos and the halls of
Ogenos ¥** for wishing [or some such word ] marriages to be yours, Ihonour you with this.
Hail to you, and be my consort.” And this they say was the first Anacalypteria: from this the
custom arose both for gods and for men. And she replies, receiving from him the cloth ***,
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The marriage is between Zas and Chthonie, as is confirmed by
57. Zas’ declaration ‘desiring {or some such word] marriages to
belong to you’ suggests strongly that Chthonie is here partially
equated with Hera, the goddess of marriage (n. 2 on p. 57). The
preparations are of a fairy-tale quality, and are carried out by
unspecified agents. On the third day of the wedding festivities®
Zas makes a great cloth, decorating it with Ge {earth) and Ogénos
(evidently Pherecydes’ name for Okeanos}.? He presents it to
Chthonie: the gift of this representation of Ge seems to be what
was referred to in 50, where Chthonie took the name Ge ‘since
Zas gave her earth as a gift [or prerogative]’. With the cloth he
also gives her Ogenos, which may be regarded as a part of the
earth’s surface in the broad sense but is not a prerogative of
Chthonie in the way that Ge is. Chthonie initially represents the
solid substructure of earth rather than its variegated surface, Ge
and Ogenos. Now the main question is whether the weaving or
embroidering of earth and Okeanos is an allegory of an actual
creation-act. It seems probable that it is; otherwise, what is the
point of Zas undertaking this odd and unmasculine task—one very
different, it may be noted, from Hephaestus’ decoration of the
shield of Achilles in Jliad book 18? Not simply to symbolize the gift
of Ge, and as a mythological precedent for the Anacalypteria, the
Unveiling of the bride; there is this aetiological element in the
story, as is explicitly stated, but the gift need not have been of this
bizarre kind ifit had no moressignificance than that of an Unveiling-
gift.? Amore positive indication isprovidedin the following passage:

55 Proclusin Tim., 1, p. 54 Diehl & Qepexidng EAeyev els "Epwta
peTaPePAfictar Tév Ao pEAAovra Snpioupyeiv, &1t 81 Tov kdouov i
v dvavticov ouvioTds els opohoyiav kad gratav fiyaye kad TauTo-
T r&ot Evéoreipe xod Evaov THY 81° SAwv Bifjkovoav.

The whole of this from &1 &1y onwards is palpably Stoic interpreta-
tion, with a slight Neoplatonic colouring, and tells us nothing
about Pherecydes. The first statement, however, that Zeus turned
into Eros when about to create, must be based on something in
Pherecydes. It suggests first that Zas did undertake some kind of
cosmogonical creation, and secondly that he did so as Eros, or at

85 Pherecydes used to say that Seus had changed into Eros when about to create, for the
reason that, having composed the world from the opposiies, he led it into agreement and
peace and sowed sameness in all things, and unity that interpeneirates the universe.
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least in some erotic situation. This need mean no more than the
laisons and births of the Theogony; but that some particular
description was envisaged is shown also by §7, in which a specific
Eros exists between Zas and Chthonie.# This tells us clearly that
Zas’ creation is concerned with an erotic situation between himself
and Chthonie: the wedding itself may, therefore, be meant, and
since we hear nothing of any offspring of cosmogonical relevance,
while the depiction of earth and Okeanos (whether surrounding
river, or sea in general) is the prelude to the consummation of the
marriage and could well represent a cosmogonical act, we may
provisionally accept that such is the case.

T The wedding ceremonies tock three days in all, the final unveiling

accompanied by gifts, and the consummation, taking place on the third:

so Hesychius s.v., who put the dvaxaAumipia on the third day, though all

other ancient authorities {none of them early) imply that the whole
ceremony took only one day.

2 Qgénos {Ogénos in Lycophron and Stephanus of Byzantium) is an odd
variant of "(xeavds, and is conceivably related to Akkadian uginna= circle.
Pherecydes’ use of it is another indication of his preference for archaizing
or etymological forms.

3 A méwdos was given to Harmonia by Cadmus at their wedding
{Apollodorus m1, 4, 2), but we are not told that it was decorated in any
particular way, and Cadmus did not make it. Nor does there seem to be
more than an adventitious connexion with the lepdg yépos at Plataea (cf.
Farnell, Cults, 1, 244), in which a statue carved from an ocak-tree was
dressed as a bride to represent Hera.

4 Cf. thegolden-winged Eros who is imagined as groomsman at the wedding
of Zeus and Hera in the hymeneal song in Aristophanes, Birds 1737 fT.

(i) The winged oak and the cloth

56 Isidorus (the Gnostic, 1st—2nd cent. A.p.) ap. Clement. Al
Strom. vi, 53, 5 (DK.782) .. .Wva udBwor Ti éomv | Gmdmrrepos
Bpls kot TO & oUrri} meETOKIAEVOY @&pos, TévTa Soa Peperubng
dhinyopiicas EBeoddynoey, AoPov dntd riis ToU Xow rrpognrelas
Thv Unéleaiv,

57 Maximus Tyrius 1v, 4 p. 45, 5 Hobein &\A& xai Tol Zuplou
Ty Troinow oxdmer kol rov Zfva xed thv Xfoviny xad Tov v
TouTols "Epowrra, kad ThY "Opiovéws yéveov kai Thv Beddv péyny kad
76 BévBpov kal TOV TETAOY.

&6 . ..that they may learn what is the winged oak and the decorated cloth upon it, all
that Pherecydes said in allegory about the gods, taking his idea from the prophecy of Ham.

57 Bui consider also the work of the man of Syros, and Sas and Chthonie and the Eros
between them, and the birth of Ophioneus and the battle of gods and the tree and the robe.
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We learn in §6 that the embroidered cloth (i.e. that given by Zas
to Chthonie in §4) was somehow on a winged oak: this must be
what ‘the tree and the robe’ refer to in §7. One modern sug-
gestion (by H. Gomperz, Wiener St. 47 (1929) 22) is that the oak
represents the frame of the loom on which Zas made the cloth.
This involves taking Umémrepos to mean simply ‘swift’, with total
suppression of the concrete wing-image; there is no parallel for
such a use with a concrete subject. More serious, a loom could
hardly be called an ocak-tree, simply, even in a fantastic context.
According to another interpretation (Diels, SB Ber. 1897, 147f.)
the oak resembles the mast on which Athene’s peplos was carried
in the Panathenaic procession. It is true that §7 uses the word
wémwhov, and ‘winged’ might be explained as describing the cross-
piece on which the robe was hung; but there is really no reason
whatever for thinking of the Panathenaia, and to refer to the mast
as an oak would be distinctly odd.* Both Diels and K. von Fritz
{author of the article on Pherecydes in Pauly-Wissowa) believed
that an allegorical version of Anaximander is also in question: the
earth is shaped like a tree-trunk because it is cylindrical as in
Anaximander (see 124); it is described as a tree because Anaxi-
mander said that a sphere of flame fitted round air and earth like
the bark round a tree (123); the earth is winged because it floats
free in space (125); the embroidering of its surface is reminiscent
of Anaximander’s map (pp. 103f.); and the treatment of Okeanos
as an integral part of the carth’s surface is a new development
found also in Anaximander. But none of these arguments is valid,
let alone cogent: the shape of the earth cannot be represented by
the shape of the trunk alone, which is not the only or even the
most conspicuous part of an oak-tree; Anaximander’s bark round
a tree is a simile; ‘winged’, if it is to be given an abstract connota-
tion at all, should mean ‘swift-moving’ and not ‘floating’;
Anaximander’s map had no known connexion with his cos-
mology; and the tendency to integrate Okeanos with the
inner seas is occasionally detectable even in Homer. Other
alleged borrowings from Anaximander (Time, and ydvos~
yévipov) are no more convincingly in favour of an inter-
pretation which von Fritz had the temerity to call *practically
certain’. Further, there is little probability that a scientific ac-
count should, in the archaic period, receive a nearly contemporary
allegorization.
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! Diels, followed by e.g. Jaeger, Mondolfo and von Fritz, was ground-
lessly impressed by the whole context (DK 7p5) of 60 below, where Origen
reports that Celsus interpreted certain rites and mythological incidents as
symbolizing the subjection of matter by god. Two passages in Homer, then
Pherecydes’ description of Tartaros (66), and finally the Panathenaic
peplos are so interpreted; the last is said to show “that a motherless and
immaculate deity prevails over the boastful Earthborn®’. Here the robe
represents Athene, the cart (later ship) in which the pole supporting it was
carried represents the Earthborn: such ancient speculations about this
particular ritual were rather common. The interpretation is quoted as a
separate instance, parallel of course 10 the Pherecydes extract because
adduced as another illustration of the same thesis; but there is nothing to
suggest that Pherecydes should be interpreted in terms of the Panathenaia.

The following interpretation is proposed as more probable than
any of those described above. The oak represents the solidly fixed
substructure and foundations of the earth (the ‘frame’ of the
earth, Zeller suggested). Its trunk and branches are the support
and roots of the earth. That the earth has roots is part of the
popular world-picture (pp. 10f.), and a tree’s branches, in winter,
appear as large inverted roots. That the roots of earth and sea were
sometimes conceived as being above Tartarus, and that Tartarus
itself could be imagined as a narrower pit beneath, is clearly
shown by the important description at Theogony 7261L., already
quoted as 2: ‘Around Tartarus a brazen fence is drawn; and all
about it Night in three rows is poured, around the throat; and
above are the roots of earth and unharvested sea.” The throat or
neck that is Tartarus (or a part of it) corresponds with the trunk
of the oak-tree, the roots which are above it correspond with the
branches.? The oak is ‘winged’ partly, at least, because of the
spreading, wing-like appearance of these same branches. On them
Zas has laid the cloth embroidered with Earth and Ogenos: these
represent the earth’s surface, flat or slightly convex, as indeed it
appears to be. We cannot say whether Ogenos is conceived as a
surrounding river or as the sea. The oak is specified because it is
associated more than any other tree with Zeus {cf. the prophetic
oaks in his shrine at Dodona, 0d. 14, 328), and because of its
notable strength and the great spread of its branches. Thus
according to the interpretation offered here Zas must have chosen,
or magically grown, a broad oak as the foundation of the earth; or
(following a suggestion by T. B. L. Webster} he summoned an oak
from afar which magically flies to him, using its branches as
wings. Zas then weaves a cloth, decorating it with earth and
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Okeanos, and lays the decorated cloth on the outspread branches
of the oak to form the earth’s surface?

I 60 mentions Tartaros below the earth, which suggests that Pherecydes
broadly accepted the popular world-picture, not the rationalized con-
struction of Anaximander. The kind of world-tree postulated above must
be distinguished from e.g. the Scandinavian world-tree ¥pgdrasif, whose
branches form the heavens, not the support for the earth’s surface; though
the roots of the tree are regarded as supporting the earth.

2 A clue to the meaning of the winged cak and the cloth is apparently
given by Isidorus’ comment in §6 that Pherecydes ‘took the supposition
from the prophecy of Ham’. Unfortunately, little can be determined about
this work. Harnack suggested that Ham in this context is a name for
Zoroaster (Bidez and Cumont, Les Mages Hellénisés 11, 62 n.); this identi-
fication was occasionally made, cf. 6p. cil. 1, 43; 1, 49-50. Zoroaster was
well established as a sage by the early Hellenistic period, and Aristoxenus
had stated that Pythagoras visited Zoroaster in Babylon (294). Of the
vast mass of pseudo-Zoroastrian literature produced in the Hellenistic
epoch, there was a work Or Nature in four books, and special accounts of
the magical properties of stones and plants, as well as deseriptions of
Hades, The book on nature seems to have contained nothing of cosmo-
gonical interest, but, like the rest, to have dealt with astrology, minerals
and so on. A second wave of Zoroastrian literature was produced in the
first two centuries A.p. by various Gnostic sects—in the Clementine
apocrypha, by the Sethians, by the disciples of Prodicus. More of genuine
Zoroastrianism (dualism of good and evil, importance of firc} was to be
found in these works than in the earlier group. It is a question to which
group Isidorus was referring; though the facts that Isidorus’ father
Basilides inclined to Iranian dualism, and that the Hamn-Zoroaster
identification is probably first found in a Gnostic source, suggest that it was
the later one. On the other hand Isidorus is less likely to have been taken
in by a product of his own age. But in neither group can we detect any-
thing which might have been regarded as a significant precedent for the
winged cak or the embroidered cloth; we cannot even assume that
Isidorus was struck by the oriental character of Pherecydes’ allegory,
since much of the Greek Zoroastrian literature was not oriental in origin
or colouring. One cannot be certain that Pherecydes’ allegory had not
itself been absorbed into some pseudo-Zoroastrian source, and so misied
Isidorus.

{iv} The fight between Kronos and Ophioneus

58 Celsus ap. Origen. ¢, Celsum vi, 42 (DK 784) Oepexubny 8¢
wohhG &pyondTepov yevdpevov ‘HpoxieiTov pulorrowiv orpoareiav
orporrelg rraparocrroptyny kad Tfis pev fysudva Kpovov (dmoyBiBdva,
Ths Erépag 8§ *Ogrovéa, rpokAfjosis Te xai &uiddas olreédv ioTopsiv,

58  Pherecydes, who lived much earlier than Heraclitus, related the myth that army was
drawn up against army, and he gave Kronos as leader of one, Ophioneus of the other, and
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ouvlikas Te adrrols yiyveoBou V' dmorepor aldTddv elg tov “Wynvov
tumiowoy, TouTous WEv elvan veviknuévous, Tous 8§ Edoovras Kol
vikfioowtas, TouTtous Exely TOV oupovdy.
59 Apollonius Rhodius 1, 503 (following 31)
("Opeis) fietdev 8 s pddTov "Opiwv Evpuvdun e

"Uikeovis vipoevTos Exov xpdros OuhduTrolo-

adg Te PBin kot yepoiv & ptv Kpbue eixode Tipfs,

7} 8¢ “Pén, Emreoov & vl xUpoow *Wxeavoio-

ol Bt thws paxdpeoo Beols TiTiiow &vaoooy,

Sppa Zeus £11 voUpos €11 ppeat viria eiBoog

Awroiov vedeoxey Urd omos. . ..
60 Celsus ap. Origen. ¢. Celsum vi, 42 (DK 7B5) ToUta 8¢ T&
‘Oufipov &y ot vonbévra tov QepexiBny enolv (sc. Kéroos)
elpnrévon 75 (Fr. 5) Keivng 8& Tiis uolfpas Evepbév fomwv /) TapTapin
poipa- guAidooouat & althv SuyaTtépes Bopéou "Apmuied Te xal
©UeM " vl Zeus ExPaiher Beddv STav Tis E§uPplon.

Pherecydes evidently described in some detail an encounter
between Kronos (probably derived from the primeval deity
Chronos: see p. 56) and Ophioneus, the preliminaries of which
appear in §8. This must form part, at least, of ‘the battle of gods’
in Maximus’ summary (§7). Ophioneus is obviously connected
with &¢i5, snake, and is a snake-like monster of the type of
Typhoeus in the Hesiodic Theogony (line 825, Typhoeus had a
hundred snake-heads). The battle with Kronos is otherwise known
from rare Hellenistic references, of which the description in §9 is
the most important. There, Ophion (as he is there called) has a
consort, the Oceanid Eurynome, while Kronos is helped by Rhea.
There are enough divergences to suggest that Apollonius is not
merely copying Pherecydes,* and it seems that there was an old

recounted their challenges and struggles, and that they made an agreement that whichever
of them fell into Ogenos, these were the vanquished, while those who thrust them out and
were viclorious were to possess the sky.

%9 He [Orpheus] sang how first of all Ophion and Eurynome, daughter of Okeanos, held
sway over snowy Olympus; and how by strength of hands the former yielded his lordship to
Kryonos, the latier to Rhea, and they fell in the waves of Okeanos; and the other tre mean-
time held sway over the blessed gods, the Titans, while Jeus, still a boy and still having
childish thoughts in his heart, dwelt by the Dictacan cave. ...

60 {Celsus) says that with this interprelation of these Homeric lines in mind Pherecydes
has said: * Below that portion is the portion of Tartaros; the daughters of Boreas, the
Harpies, and Storm, guard it; there Cens expels whosoever of the gods behaves insolenily.”
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story, not mentioned in Hesiod, which formed part of the manifold
lost mythology of Kronos and related his encounter with a
monster. In Pherecydes the victor is to have possession of the sky
{and so become, or remain, supreme god}; according to Apollonius
in 59 (supported by a scholion on Clouds 247) Ophion and
Eurynome had already ruled on Olympus and were trying to repel
a challenge. There may be a reference here to the concept of
Okeanos and Tethys as the first gods (9, 10): Eurynome was a
daughter of Okeanos,* and with Ophion may represent a second
generation replacing, somehow, that of OQuranos and Gaia. Yet in
Pherecydes there is nothing to suggest that Ophioneus had ever
ruled the sky; Maximus in §7 mentions ‘the birth of Ophioneus
and the battle of gods’, which may suggest that Ophioneus was,
like Typhoeus in Hesiod, an unsuccessful chalienger for power;
and Tertullian (de corona 7, DK 784) asserted that according to
Pherecydes Kronos was the first king of the gods. Further,
Pherecydes cannot have accepted the usual view, seen in Apollo-
nius, that Zeus was a child in Crete during part of the reign of
Kronos. The primeval Zas probably turned into Zeus (eus not
<as occurs in 60; though this could be due to carelessness in the
transmission), just as Chronos probably turned into Kronos, and
this would scarcely be by the medium of a birth. In Pherecydes,
as in the common version, Kronos-Chronos must have eventually
been deposed by Zas, to be despatched below the earth (as in
Homer, H. 14, 203f, and Hesiod). Unfortunately 60, which
locates the ‘portion’ of Tartaros below, presumably, that of Gaia
(rather than of Hades in the sense of /. 8, 16), does not mention
Kronos; it seems to come from a description of the assignment of
parts of the cosmos to different deities, which followed Zeus’ final
subjection of his adversaries in Homer and Hesiod also.

I Nor need we believe that Apollonius was reproducing an ancient Orphic

account. There is a great deal in this cosmogony and theogony as sung by
Orgpheus in the Argonautica that is not Orphic (see also 31 and n. 2 on

p- 33)
2 Also at . 18, 398.; Theog. 358. At Theog. 295 another Oceanid,
Callirhoe, produced the snake-woman Echidna, who mated with Typhaon.

The battle of Kronos against Ophion hasobvious correspondences
with that of Zeus against Typhoeus in the Theogony. The whole
Typhoeus episode seems to have been interpolated into the
Hesiodic poem; but this cannot have been long after the original
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composition, and is likely in any case to have been earlier than the
date of Pherecydes. The cosmic fight with a snake-god is not, of
course, exclusive to Greece, but is found all over the Near East
long before Hesiod, in both Semitic and Indo-European contexts.
Compare the fight of Marduk with the serpent-aided Tiamat in
the Babylonian creation-myth (ANET 621l.); the victory of the
storm-god over the dragon ITluyanka in the Hurrian-Hittite story
of that name (ANET 125f.; Gurney, The Hiftites, 181 11.}; and the
nightly overcoming of the dragon Apophis by the Egyptian sun-
god Re in his journey under the earth (ANET 6-7). The battle
between Zeus and Typhoeus-Typhon {who was equated with the
Egyptian Seth} was in later accounts, though not in Hesiod,
located in Cilicia, especially on Mount Casius near the proto-
Phoenician Minoan entrepét of Ras-Shamra/Ugarit. It clearly
coincided with a local version of the sky-god and snake-monster
motif, and this correspondence may have been the chief motive
for the assertion that Pherecydes borrowed from the Phoenicians:

61 Philo Byblius ap. Eusebium P.E. 1, 10, 50 mwopd Qowikwy Bt
kot Qepexirdng AaPoov Tas doopuds Edeordynoe mepl Tol wap’ ol
Aeyopévou "Opiovécws Beol kad Tév *OglomBéi .k
The earlier parallel of the Hesiodic Typhoeus makes it unnecessary
to suppose that Pherecydes was borrowing directly from an
oriental source, and one may wonder whether the reference in the
Suda (47) to his access to Phoenician secret books was based on
anything more than the Ophioneus-Typhon comparison.
P It is a question whether the *OgioviBar are literally *the children of
Ophioneus’, or simply his army or supporters, <f. §8. If the former, one

may compare the monsters born to Typhaon by Echidna at Theogony 306 ff.
—though these are not involved in the Typhoeus episode.

THE ORDER OF EVENTS IN PHERECYDES BOOK

The extant evidence, reviewed in the preceding pages, presents us
with a number of phases described by Pherecydes: {a) the three
pre-existing deities; () the making by Chronos out of his own seed
of things disposed in five recesses, which produce other generations
of gods; {¢) the making of the cloth by Zas, the depiction on it of
Earth and Ogenos, the wedding of Zas and Chthonie, and the

6X From the Phoenicians Pherecydes, too, look his impuise, when he wrote about him
whom he called the god Ophioneus, and the children of Ophioneus.
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presentation of the cloth, followed (?) by the spreading of it over
the winged oak; (4) the battle between Kronos and Ophioneus;
(¢) the assignment of portions to different deities, perhaps implhied
in 60.

Several incidents must have taken place about which we
possess no information: for example, Chronos;Kronos was pre-
sumably suppianted by Zas-Zeus, as in the common account, but
Pherecydes’ views here are unknown. Another problem is the
birth of Ophioneus mentioned in Maximus’ summary, §7: who
were the parents? It seems unlikely that Zas and Chthonie were
(although all mythological weddings have offspring, and we do
not know the offspring of this particular one), since it must be
assumed that the battle of Kronos and Ophioneus, the reward of
which is possession of the sky, takes place either during or as a
prelude to the rule of Chronos-Kronos, which seems to have pre-
ceded the wedding of Zas and Chthonie and the assumed creation
of earth and Okeanos. But a difficulty arises here. In the fight
between Ophioneus and Kronos the loser is to be he who falls
into Ogenos; but according to the creation-allegory interpretation
Ogenos is made at the wedding of Zas and Chthonie, which should
therefore precede and not follow the Ophioneus-fight. This diffi-
culty applies to all reconstructions that make the weaving of the
cloth a creation-allegory: for Chronos’ mastery of the sky is
suggested by all the other evidence (especially §1 and the analogy
of the Homeric-Hesiodic account) to have preceded the period of
Zas’ activity. Either, therefore, Pherecydes was inconsistent in
presupposing Ogenos before it had been formally created; or
Ogenos existed before it was woven into or embroidered on the
cloth; or Ogenos is not an original element in Celsus® account of
the Kronos-Ophioneus fight. The last of these hypotheses is not
impossible. A somewhat different version of this encounter is
known from the Hellenistic period, and is best seen in §9. There
Ophion and his bride Eurynome, the daughter of Okeanos, ruled
the sky, but were forcibly displaced by Kronos and Rhea and fell
into the waves of Okeanos. Falling into Okeanos makes sense for an
Oceanid and her consort; but in Pherecydes there seems to be no
place for a female consort of any kind, let alone an Oceanid. It is
possible, therefore, that Celsus or his source transferred into the
Pherccydes version a detail from a rather different Hellenistic
version, and adapted it to the known Pherecydean terminology.
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Yet if Zas and Chthonie cannot jointly have produced Ophioneus
after their wedding, it remains true that the earth-goddess
Chthonie-Ge is the obvious parent for a snake (whose home is
traditionally in the earth}, just as Gaia is normally the mother of
the snakeish Typhoeus. A liaison between Zas and Chthonie
before their marriage (as suggested by fl. 14, 296} would fit the
order of g7: the passion of Zas and Chthonie, the birth of
Ophioneus, the battle of gods, the tree and the robe (and, there-
fore, the marriage). But there is no strong reason for assuming
that Maximus set down these themes in the exact order in which
they occurred in Pherecydes’ book; and the dramatic force of the
description of the wedding, which has obvious literary pretensions,
would undoubtedly be weakened if Zas and Chthonie had been
living together for ages beforchand. It seems more probable that
if Ophioneus was the child of Chthonic the father, if any, was
other than Zas. Here Chronos springs to mind. His seed was
placed in ‘recesses’, presumably in the earth, according to §x; and
there was a story, known only from §3 and not connected there
with Pherecydes, that Kronos impregnated two eggs with his seed,
gave the eggs to Hera to place underground, and so produced the
snakish Typhoeus, to whom Ophioneus is similar. If this is the
case, Chronos with Chthonie would produce Ophioneus and,
perhaps, other monsters; Ophioneus would attack Chronos
(already perhaps called Kronos) and be defeated; Zas in his turn
would attack and overthrow Kronos, and would marry Chthonie,
now to be called Ge and in some ways to become equivalent to
Hera; in so doing he would create earth and sea as we know
them (the existence of sky being somehow presupposed, perhaps
implicit in Zas himself). How Zas subjected Kronos we do not
know; it might be thought that Ophioneus was acting as his
agent, but in view of 59 it must be assumed that Ophioneus was
defeated and that Kronos was deposed by some other means.
In this case the order of events might be: three pre-existing
deities; Chronos rules the sky, plants his seed in Chthonie;
birth of Ophioneus (with other chthonic creatures); Ophioneus
challenges Kronos, but fails; Kronos somehow subjected by
Zas; marriage of Zas and Chthonie-Ge-Hera, and creation of our
world; apportionment of spheres, Zeus’ enemies in Tartaros.
But it must be emphasized that most of this is very speculative
indeed.*
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! Plato probably had Pherecydes in mind in 62 Sopkist 242 c-p uii8év Twa
Ekaroros gafveral pot Sinyeiobat ooty &g oliotw fuiv, & wiv & Tpla T& Svra,
Trohepel 88 dAAfAots dvioTe alrrdv &rTa 1y, ToTd 5t xal lha yryvoueva
yépovs e kal toxous kal Tpogds TV fybvawv Trapéyxeral. ... We cannot
assume, however, that all the incidents mentioned here are conscicusly
derived from Pherecydes.

CONCLUSION

In spite of all uncertainties, Pherecydes is clearly a notable figure
in the history of Greek cosmogonical speculation. As Aristotle
implied (42), he combines the mythological approach with a more
objective one. The assertion that three deities always existed
implies a rational amendment to the traditional genealogical
pattern; yet the method of creation pursued by Chronos is as
crudely anthropomorphic as anything in Hesiod. The details of
the allegory of the decorated cloth, if correctly interpreted, are
part of the stock of pure myth; at the same time the allegory
itself, which is of the highest interest both for its originality and for
its beauty, shows that Pherecydes accepted the naive but not
unempirical view of the structure of the world which was outlined
in §1. His interest in etymology, and consequent handling of the
first gods, is the first clear manifestation of a way of thinking
conspicuous in Aeschylus and Heraclitus, and it evidently still
impressed the Orphic eclectics of three and more centuries later.
Pherecydes was an individualist both in his handling of the
traditional stories of the gods and in his use of uncommon motifs.
There is practically no indication of special near-eastern influence,
except conceivably in the seven recesses. There is, however, one
respect in which his narrative is closer to oriental accounts than
to Greck ones. It is evident that in his book many incidents con-
cerning the three pre-existing deities were related before the
cosmogony proper (that is, the formation of earth and Ogenos) was
reached. This may be compared with the Babylonian creation-
myth, for example, where the splitting of Tiamat to form sky and
carth comes only at the end of a long saga of the gods; and con-

62 FEach seems to me to tell us a kind of story, as though we were children, one saying that
existing things are three, and that certain of them in some way fight with each other at times,
and at times they become good friends and provide marriages and births and nurturings of

their offspring. . ..
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trasted with the Hesiodic Theogony, where the cosmic constituents
are produced almost immediately, and as the prelude to the
history of the gods. But this may be simply because Hesiod,
and not Pherecydes and the Babylonian cosmogony, is quasi-
rationalistic.

By no stretch of the imagination could the views of Pherecydes,
or any of those described earlier in this chapter, be termed philo-
sophical. They were, however, sometimes directed towards an
explanation of the world as a whole, especially of how it came to
be what it is; and they reveal on occasion a method not essentially
different from that of Thales and the first Ionian philosophers,
who are treated in the immediately following chapters. What gave
these the title of philosopher was their abandonment of mytho-
poeic forms of thought, of personification and anthropomorphic
theistic explanations, and their attempt to explain the seen world
in terms of its seen constituents.
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It was in Ionia that the first completely rationalistic attempts to
describe the nature of the world took place. There, material prosperity
and special opportunities for contact with other cultures—with Sardis,
for example, by land, and with the Pontus and Egypt by sea—were
allied, for a time at least, with a strong cultural and literary tradition
dating from the age of Homer. Within the space of a century Miletus
produced Thales, Anaximander, and Anaximenes, each dominated by
the assumption of a single primary material, the isolation of which was
the most important step in any systematic account of reality. This
attitude was clearly a development of the genetic or genealogical
approach to nature exemplified by the Hesiodic Theogony and de-
scribed in Chapter 1. After the great Milesians, however, the attitude
was moderated or abandoned. Xenophanes is here treated among the
Tonians {chapter v), but in fact he does not fit into any general
category. Born and brought up in Colophon, and strongly aware of
Tonian ideas (more so, apparently, than Pythagoras), he moved to
western Greece and was only incidentally interested in the details of
cosmoegony and cosmology. In Ephesus, meanwhile, the individual-
istic Heraclitus outstepped the limits of material monism, and, while
retaining the idea of a basic (though not a cosmogonic) substance,
discovered the most significant unity of things—a unity which he, too,
assumed without question—in their structure or arrangement. Here
there is a parallel with Pythagorean theories in the west of the Greek
world. Pythagorcanism produced the reaction of Parmenides, and for
a time the western schools were all-important; but the Ionian
materialistic monism re-asserted itself, to a certain extent, in the
compromises of some of the post-Parmenidean systems.
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CHAPTER II

THALES OF MILETUS

DATE

Traditionally the earliest Greek physicist, or enquirer into the
nature of things as a whole (87), Thales predicted an eclipse
which took place in 585 B.c. (76). He was presumably not active,
thercfore, much earlier than the beginning of the sixth century.r

I The eclipse took place in Ol. 48, 4 (585/4) according to Pliny, N.H. i,
53 {DK11a35), who presumably followed Apocliedorus; and a year or
more later according to the Fusebian scheme (DKiraz). Modern
calculations put it on 28 May 585 B.c., i.e. in Ol 48, 3. Tannery’s view
that the eclipse predicted by Thales was that of 610 is now rejected.
Apollodorus according to Diogenes Laertius 1, 37-8 (DK 11 a 1) put Thales’
birth in Ol. 35, 1 {640), his death in OL 58 {548-545) at the age of seventy-
cight. There is a fault in the mathematics here: probably Ol 35, 1 is a
mistake, by the common confusion of € and §, for OL 39, 1 (624). Apollo-
dorus, then, characteristically placed Thales* death around the epoch-year
of the capture of Sardis, his acme at the time of the eclipse, and his birth
the conventional forty years earlier. This accords approximately with a
different and slightly earlier dating authority: Demetrius of Phaleron,
according to Diog. L. 1, 22 (DK 11a1), placed the canonization of the
Seven Sages (of whom Thales was a universally accepted member) in the
archonship of Damasias at Athens, i.e. 582/t B.c.,, the epoch-year of the
first restored Pythian festival, ’

NATIONALITY

63 Diogenes Laertius 1, 22 (DK 1141 init.) fjv Tolvwv & Qahfs,
ds piv ‘HpoBoros xkal Aolpis xad Anudkpirds oo, woTpds piv
Efaplov pnTpds B8 KAsoPouiivng, & Tév EnAiddv, of elon Qolvixes,
ebyevéoTorol TG drd Kddpou xal *Ayfivopos. . . Emoltoypagridn
8t (s¢. "Aytiveop) v MidfiTw S1e AABe oUv Nefew txmreodvmi Qowlings.
&5 & ol whsious paoiv, iBayeviis Midfoiog fiv (sc. Oodis) kol yévous
Aapmpol.

63 Now Thales, as Herodotus and Douris and Democritus say, was the son of Examyes
as father and Cleobuling as mother, from the descendants of Theleus, who are Phoenicians,
nobles from the line of Cadmus and Agenor. . .and he {Agenor} was enrolled as a citizen
in Miletus when he came with Neileos, when the latter was exiled from Phoenicia. But
mast people say that Thales was a true Milesian by descent, and of high family.
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64 Herodotus 1, 170 (from 66) . ..QaMw &vbpds Midnoiov. . .
10 dvikabey yévos £dvtos Polvixes. . ..
The story of Thales’ Phoenician ancestry, barely mentioned by
Herodotus in 64 (though 63 makes it appear as though he had
said more; the references in Douris and Democritus are otherwise
unknown), was later much elaborated, partly, no doubt, to support
the common theory of the eastern origins of Greek science. If
Thales drew the attention of the Milesians to the navigational
value of the Little Bear, used earlier by Phoenician saifors {see 80},
this would add to the force of Herodotus’ comment. The probabi-
lity is that Thales was as Greek as most Milesians.?
I Cf. 65 Herodotus 1, 146 . .. Mwuen 58 *Opyopéviol ogu (se. the Fonian
colonists) dvapepelyarar kol Kabpeiot xai Aplotes.,..Thus Thales'
‘Phocenician' ancestors were probably Cadmeians from Boeotia and not
full-blocded Semites. His father, Examiyes, scems to have had a Carian

name. Herodotus went on to say that even the ostensibly purest Ionian
families were mixed by intermarriage with Carian women.

PRACTICAL ACTIVITIES

66 IHcrodotus1, 170 ypnoth 8t kad Tpiv ) Brxgbapfivar "lwviny
Oaréw &vdpos Midnoiov &ytuvero {sc. 1) yvoun), 10 dvikalev yévog
tovros Qoivikos, & Exéeue Bv Povhevrtipiov lwvas ixtRofia, 1o 58
glvan év Téw (Téwv yap péoov elvon 'lowving), ras 88 GMAos Tdhics
olkeouévas undiv flooov vouizeoton xard wep &l Bfiuot elev.

67 Herodotus 1, 75 dig 8¢ &wixero &wl Tov "AAvv moTaudv &
Kpoloos, 16 E&vBslmev, g utv dyd Myw, kotd T&s doUoos yepUpas
Biepipface TOV orpatdy, G5 68 & TroAAds Adyos ‘EAAfvev, Boiis
ol 6 Midfiotos BiePifaoe. dmopiovrtos yap Kpoloou Gxws of Bia-
BriceTon TOV WoTapOV O oTpatds (ob yap 81 elvad kw TolTov Tov
¥povov T&S YEQUPaS TaiTas) AéyeTon TapedvTa ToOV Qaiiiv dv T

64 .. .af Thales, a man of Miletus. .  being a Phoenician by ultimate descent. . ..

65 ... Minyans from Orchomenus are mixed with them [the lonian colonists], and
Cadmeians and Dryopes. . ..

66 Useful also was the opinion, before the destruction of Ionia, of Thales, a man of
Miletus, being a Phoenician by ultimate descent, who advised the fonians to have a single
deliberative chamber, saying that it should be in Teos, for this was in the middle of Tonia;
the other cities should continue to be inhabited but should be regarded as if they were demes.
67  When he came to the Halys river, Croesus then, as I say, put his army across by the
existing bridges; but, according to the common account of the Greeks, Thales the Milesian
transferred the army for him. For it is said that Croesus was af a loss how his army should
cross the river, since these bridges did not yel exist at this period; and that Thales, who was
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orpaTomide molfjoo aUTd Tov orapdv £ &ptoepiis xe1pds plovTa
ToU orporol kot #x SeCifis Py, worfjoo 8¢ &8 dvoalev ol
orpatomiBou dpLduevov Bipuya Pabiay Splooev &yovta prvoet-
Béa, Bres Gv TO oTparrdTedov 1Bpuuévov kard vartou AdBol, Toalry
kard THv Srdpuya EkTpamropevos gk Tév &pyalwv petlpa, xal alris
TrapopaBousvos 1o oTpatdmedov £ TG dpyoia toPdAior, QdoTe
emelte xad foyiodn Téyora & roTauds dupoTipy SixPatos EytveTo.

Herodotus provides important evidence for Thales’ activities as
statesman and engineer (also as astronomer, 76). Such versatility
seems to have been typical of the Milesian thinkers, whom it is
tempting to consider too exclusively as theoretical physicists.
Thales, especially, became a symbol for ingenuity of a mathe-
matical and geometrical kind: &v8pwmos ©arfis (‘the man’s a
Thales’), says a character in Aristophanes (Birds 1009} of Meton
the town-planner; and Plato (Kep. booa) coupled him with
Anacharsis. Herodotus, it is true, did not believe the story in 67
about Thales diverting the river Halys, but he did not deny that
this is the sort of thing Thales might have done. There probably
were crossings over the Halys, but Croesus’ army might not have
found them: Herodotus was rightly cautious, although the grounds
of his suspicion were not certainly correct. He went on to mention
a variant account by which the river was totally diverted into a
new bed; the story, therefore, may have been widespread. The
circumstantial and restrained nature of the version of 67 suggests
that it contained a kernel of truth.

TRADITION OF A VISIT TO EGYPT

68 Aectiusy, 3,1 OcAfis. .. prhccoprioas &8 dv Alydtrre AAlev &g
MiAnTov 1rpeoPirrepos.

69 Proclus in Euclidem p. 65 Friedl. (from Eudemus) (DK11a11)
OcAfis 8t wpddtov els Alyumrov EAGdw pethyoyey els thy "EAAGDx
Thv Becoplav Ty (se. Thyv yewpetpiav) . . ..

present in the army, made the river, which flowed on the left hand of the army, flow on the
right hand also. He did so in this way: beginning upstream of the army he dug a deep
channel, piving it a crescent shape, so that it should flow round the back of where the army
was encamped, being diverted in this way from its old course by the channel, and passing
the camp should flaw into its old course once more. The result was that as seon as the river
was divided it became fordable in both its parts.

68 Thales. . .having practised philosaphy in Egypt came to Miletus when he was older.

69  Thales, having first come to Egypt, transferred this study {geometry] to Greece. . ..
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70 Plutarch de Is. et Osir. 34, 364D olovrar 8¢ xai "Opnpov
aomep Scdfiv paldvra ap” Alyurrticov U8wp dpxfiv dmdvrwov kai
yéveow tifeobal,
It was the custom to credit the sixth-century sages (notably, for
example, Solon) with visits to Egypt, the traditional fountain-head
of Greek science. Thales as the earliest known Greek geometer had
a special reason for being associated with the home of land-
measurcment.' The implication of 68 that he spent a considerable
time there is unique and not persuasive. That he did visit Egypt,
however, is possible enough: several of his achievements are quite
plausibly located there (e.g. 81; see also p. 86), and Miletus’ rela-
tions with its colony Naucratis were so close as to make a visit by any
prominent citizen, trader or not, perfectly feasible. The reference
to Homer in 70 is, of course, to the Okeanos-passages 9 and 10:
Plutarch knew that in some Egyptian mythological cosmogonies
water played an essential part, and we shall in factsee (pp. gof.) that
Thales probably derived his idea that the earth floats on water from
earlier near-eastern, and possibly Egyptian, mythological accounts.

* Cf. 41 Herodotus 11, 109 Bokéer 8é pot dvbelmey (se. from re-measurement

of holdings after the annual flood of the Nile} yecopetpin ebpebeloa els T4y

EANGBa Erravedeiv.

Further, Thales appears in Aetius as the holder of a theory

about the flooding of the Nile which is one of three already
recorded by Herodotus:

72 Herodotus 11, 20 {there are two particularly improbable
theories about the cause of the flood) T&v 1} érépn utv Abyer Tols
¢moias dvépous elvan adtious TTARBUey TV ToTapdy, KwAUovTas £
fcdaooay Ekpterv TOv Neidow,

73 Aectius v, 1, I ©uchfis ToUs Ernoias dvipous oletan Trvéovras
T AlyUmre dvmimpoowmous émaipeiv Tol Nefhou Tdv Syxov Bk
TO Tés Ekpods auTol T mapodnoer Tol dvrrmaprixovros meAdyous
qvaxorrresBal.

70 They think that Homer also, like Thales, made water principle and birth of all
things through learning from the Egyptians.

7t It seems to me that geomelry was discovered from this source (sc. re-measurement of
holdings after the Nile flood) and so came to Greece.

72 Of these, one theory says that the Elesian winds are the cause of the river flooding,
by preventing the Nile from running out inte the sea.

73 Thales thinks that the Etesian winds, blowing straight on to Egypt, raise up the mass
of the Nile's water through cutting off its outflow by the swelling of the sea coming against it.
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Actius probably depends on a lost Peripatetic treatise, of which
traces have survived in other sources (Diels Doxographi Graeci 2261} :
therefore his information may be reliable and not, as is neverthe-
less possible, a purely speculative ascription. If Thales did advance
this theory then he may have seen the Nile himself; though it
should be remembered that he could easily have got the relevant
information (that the Etesian winds blow in Egypt too), and even
the idea, from Milesian traders.

ANECDOTES ABOUT THALES AS THE TYPICAL PHILOSOPHER

74 Plato Theaetetus 1744 . . .SoTep ket Gofiv &oTpovouolvra,
@ OedBoope, xal &vw PAémovra, Teodvra els ppiap, Bp&Trd TIS
fupehts xal yaplesoa Sepatranviy drookyaon Aéyetal, os T& piv v
oUpaved mpoluuoiTe elbivan, T& 8§ dmobev olirol kod Toapd mdbag
AavBdvor alrdv,

vg Aristotle Politics A11, 125929 dvaibizdvrov y&p aird Bik
Thy meviav o5 dvweelols 1fis ¢lhcvoglas olions, xarovoroorrd
paoty aUtdv EAaiddy gopdv fooptvny ik Tiis dorpohoyias, En
YEwddvos Gvros, elmopnoavTa XpnudTtwy SAfywv dppaPdvas Bia-
Bolvan Tév EAaoupyelov Ty T &v Midfre kad Xiw mrévawv, dAlyou
ulobwoduevoy &’ ouBevds EmiPdiiovros. émedl) 8 6 xoupds Fike,
ToAAGV gnToupdveov Gua kol EEalpuns, fxpioBolvra dv Tpdmrov
fiPoldeTo TOAAG yprinoTa oulAéovrra Emdelfon 4T pdbidy dom
whovtely Tols prhoodpos Qv PovdwvTar, EAN ol Tolt fori mepl &
amroubdgouov, (Cf. also Diog. L.1,26 (DK 11 A 1), from Hieronymus
of Rhodes, and Cicerc Div. 1, 49, 111.)

Neither of these stories is likely to be strictly historical, even though
they originated in the fourth century 8.c. at the latest, before the
great period of fictitious biography in the third and second

74 .. .just as, Theodorus, a witty and attractive Thracian servant-girl is said to have
mocked Thales for falling into a well while ke was observing the stars and gazing upwards;
declaring that he was eager to know the things in the sky, but that what was behind him
and just by his feet escaped his notice.

75 For when they reproached him because of his poverly, as though philosophy were no
use, it is said that, having observed through his study of the heavenly bodies that there would
be a large olive-crop, he raised a little capital while it was still winter, and paid deposits on
all the olive presses in Miletus and Chios, hiring them cheaply because no one bid against
him. When the appropriate lime came there was a sudden rush of requests for the presses;
ke then hired them out on his owon terms and so made a large profie, thus demonstrating that
it is easy for philosophers to be rich, if they wish, but that it is not in this that they are
interested.
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centuries. They well demonstrate how at a comparatively early
date Thales had become accepted as the typical philosopher:
though 74, one of the oldest versions of the absent-minded
professor theme, would have had more point if applied to someone
not so notoriously practical in his interests as Thales. The detail
of the witty slave-girl is added to make the whole situation more
piguant; possibly it is a vestige of a separate and mildly malicious
joke at the philosopher’s expense. Plato liked making fun of the
Presocratics, a truth frequently overlooked in the interpretation of
certain less obvious passages. The story in 7§ may have gained
currency, even before Aristotle, as a standard reply to the reproach
of unpracticality implied in 74. It might have had a slight basis
of truth {though Aristotle did not think so}: details like the
addition of Chios to Miletus are possibly too elaborate for the
wholly invented anecdote. At all events, anyone reading this
book might draw some consolation from such a clear and in-
fluential formulation of one of the classical defences of abstruse
studies.

THE PREDICTION OF THE ECLIPSE, AND OTHER ASTRO-
NOMICAL ACTIVITIES

76 Herodotus 1, 74 Biagépovot B¢ ot {sc. Medes and Lydians)
g fons Tov mohepov T fkTe ETEt cupPorfis YEVOREVNS Ouvniveike
@oTe Tiis pdyns ouvesTeaons Thy Nuépnv ESamivng wikra yevéolal.
Tty B peTodAayfv rolrry Tiis Auépns GaAfis & Midfjoios Tolot
"leoot Tponyopevoe EoecBat, olpov Trpofuevos Eviauroy Toltov Ev
16 By wat dyfveto f) peraPoid.

77 Diogenes Laertius 1, 23 Sokel 8¢ ka1 Tivas mp&tos &orpo-
oyfloon ked AMaxds Edefpels kal TPOT&S TWPoEITElY, K5 Qnow
EGBnuos év 1) wept TdV dorporoyovubvwv ioTopia- 68ev alrov kat
Zavopduns xad *HpdBoros Baupdzel. paprupel 8 airméd kal ‘Hpdueitos
rad Anpdrprros.

=6 In the sixth year of the war, which they [ Medes and Lydians} had carried on with
equal fortunes, an engagement took place in whick it turned out that when the battle was in
progress the day suddenly became night. This alteration of the day Thales the Milesian
JSoretold to the Tonians, seiting as its limit this year in which the change actually occurred.
w7 Some ihink he was the first to study the heavenly bodies and to foretell eclipses of the
sun and solstices, as Eudemus says in kis history of astromomy; for which reason both
Xenophanes and Herodotus express admiration; and both Heraclitus and Democrilus bear
witness for him.

79



PRESOCRATIC PHILOSOPHERS

78 Dercyllides ap. Theon. Smyrn. p. 198, 14 Hiller EUSnuos
foropei &v Tals *Actpohoylas &1t Olvorridng slipe mrpbrros Thy Tol
Bioxol Adfwow [Diels; Sidgworv ms.] xkod Thy Tol peyddov
tviauTtol meploracty, Oahfis 8¢ HMlov Edeiyw kal THY xord Tés
Tpomds atrol meplodov, s olx Ton &el oupPadvet.

The prediction of the eclipse must have been based on a long series
of empirical observations, not upon a scientific theory of the true
cause of eclipses. The cause was unknown to Thales’ immediate
successors in Miletus and therefore, presumably, to him. If the
contrary was implied by Eudemus in 78 (it is asserted by Aetius,
e.g. 1, 24, 1, DK 11A174), then Eudemus was guilty of drawing a
wrong conclusion from the undoubted fact of Thales’ prediction.
The Babylonian priests had made observations of eclipses of the
sun, both partial and total, for religious purposes, at any rate since
721 B.C.; and by the sixth century they had probably established
a cycle of solstices {or less plausibly of lunations) within which
eclipses might occur at certain points. It is overwhelmingly
probable that Thales’ feat depended on his access to these
Babylonian records; we know that many cultivated Greeks visited
Sardis at this period,* and relations with Ionia were naturally
particularly close. Some scholars have argued that Thales’
information more probably came from Egypt, with which he had
other contacts; but there is no evidence that sufficiently detailed
observations, over a long enough period, were made and recorded
by the Egyptian priests. Even on the Babylonian data it could not
be predicted that an eclipse would be visible at a particular point.
Priests were despatched to different parts of the Babylonian empire
when a possible eclipse was due, and even within this large area
the expected phenomenon was sometimes not visible. Further, no
precise date could be predicted, only broad limits of time. Thus
Thales appears to have said that an eclipse was likely to occur
within a certain year.? It was pure chance that it happened on
the day of the battie and so seemed especially remarkable, and to
some degree a matter of luck that it was visible near the lonian
area at all.

78 Eudemus relates in the Astronomy that Oenopides first discovered the obliquity of the
Lediac and the cycle of the Great Year, and Thales the eclipse of the sun and the variable
period of its solstices.
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¥ 79 Herodotus 1, 29 ...&mvéovton & Zdpdiy dxpagoloas wholTe
&Aror 1t ol révres Ex rig ‘EAMGBos coproTal . | Lxaid 8 kad ZéAwv. ...

2 Some scholars have felt a whole year to be too large a period, and have
tried to restrict the meaning of éwviaurédv in 76 to the summer solstice {(by
which the year-interval could be gauged); but there is no satisfactory
evidence for such a usage.

The information added by Eudemus in 77 and 78, that Thales
predicted solstices and noted that their cycle is not always equal
(by which is probably meant the slight variations in length of the
solar seasons, as divided by solstices and equinoxes), is more
straightforward. All that would be needed would be a rather long
series of observations with a solstice-marker, a fAoTpdmiov of
some kind, such as was connected with Pherecydes (48), to mark
the bearings of the sun at its most northerly and southerly points
in the year—that is, the summer and winter solstices. Alternatively
a gnomon or stable vertical rod, by which the length of the sun’s
shadow could be exactly recorded, would suffice. This was said by
Herodotus to be a Babylonian invention (99}, and its introduction
was credited to Anaximander and not to Thales (96). However,
measurement of shadows was certainly involved in the computation
of the height of pyramids ascribed to Thales (p. 83}, and one
cannot be completely confident that the observation of the sun’s
zenith by similar means was unknown te him. The technique
seems obvious to us now, and might be thought to have occurred
to anyone who had reached Thales’ by no means primitive stage
of celestial observation. Diogenes (1, 24, DK 1141) added that
Thales discovered the passage of the sun from soistice to solstice,
and the relation of the diameter of sun and moon to their orbits.
The former phrase is very vague, and might imply no more than
the knowledge that the sun moves between the tropics—which
Thales obviously possessed. But it perhaps refers to the discovery
of the inclination of the Zodiac, which Fudemus in 78 probably
ascribed to Oinopides of Chios, over a century later; the assign-
ment of detailed knowledge of the Zodiac to Thales and Pytha-
goras in Aetius (1, 12, 1, DK114A13¢) is also speculative (see also
p. togn.). Diogenes’ second piece of information is quite ana-
chronistic, for Thales cannot have thought that the heavenly
bodies had orbits, since they did not pass under the earth (which

79 . ..there arrived at Sardis in this bloom of iis wealth all the sages from Greece . . .among
whom came Solon. . ..
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was not made free-swinging until Anaximander); at the most they

had semi-orbits, and the ratio of diameter to celestial path would

be twice that given.?
* The determination of this ratio was a recurrent problem in Greek
astronomy, which might naturally come to be associated with the earliest
known astronomer, The ratio suggested in Diogenes, 1/720th, implies a
sexagesimal measurement of the circle of the ecliptic such as was adopted
by the Babylonians: so A. Wasserstein, 7HS g (1955) 114-16. Cf. Hdt. 1,
109 (99), also 1, 4.

One further observation is attributed to Thales, again with a
possible implication that he may be indebted to foreign sources:
80 Callimachus Jambus 1, 52, fr. 191 Pleiffer (DK 11434)

... Ty yép 1y vikn

Od&Anros, 85 1 fiv dAAa Belids yvduny

kad Ths "ApdEns EAdyero orabufioaoboa

ToUs dotsplokovs, §) TAtouot Qolvixss,
This is part of the apocryphal story of the cup (in some versions,
tripod) which had to be presented to the wisest man living: Thales
was the first, and in some versions also the final, choice, but he
modestly sent it on to Bias, and he to others of the Seven Sages.
The ‘little stars of the Wain’ are the Little Bear (cf. Aratus Phaen.
39, with scholium); this constellation, because its revolution is
smaller, provides a more accurate fixed point than the Great Bear
or Wain as a whole (as opposed to the Pole star itself). oroaBudofo
strictly means ‘to measure’, but sometimes, more vaguely, ‘to
mark out, define’ (Z on Pindar Ol. 10, 53). The probable meaning
is that Thales defined the Little Bear, and drew the attention of
Milesian sailors to its navigational usefulness. Diogenes Laertius, 1,
23, interpreted the lines of Callimachus as meaning simply that
Thales ‘discovered’ the Little Bear, Ionian sailors may previously
have neglected it, since for all except long open-sea crossings the
more conspicuous Great Bear was adequate.

Thus the dorpohoyia, the study of heavenly bodies, mentioned
as characteristic of Thales by Plato (74) and Aristotle (75),* seems
to have comprised these activities: the lucky prediction of an
eclipse, probably with the aid of Babylonian tables; the measure-
ment of solstices and their variations, possibly undertaken in part

80 ... for the victory belonged to Thales, whe was clever in judgement, not least because
he was said to have measured out the little stars of the Wain, by which the Phoenicians sail.
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for calendar-making purposes; and the study of star-groups,
perhaps mainly as a navigational aid.

I (¥, also 77, where nothing is otherwise known of the references to Thales
by Xenophanes, Heraclitus and Democritus.

MATHEMATICAL DISCOVERIES

81 Diogenes Laertius 1, 27 6 8¢ ‘lepdovupos xal ixpetpfioat priow
abrdv s TupopiBas ik Tiis owids, wopoTnphioovta &re fjuly
looueytting éoTiv.

82 Proclus in Euclidem p. 352 Friedl. (DK 11a20) EUSnuos &2
&v Tods [ecopeTpikads loTopiats els Gafiv TolTo &vdyer 1o Sedprpa
(sc. that triangles having one side and its adjacent angles equal are
themselves equal) - v y&p Ty dvBoddry mAclwy drdoraotv 51 ol
TpoTrOU paciv ertov Beikvivar ToUTw Tpooy plictai pnoiv &varyxaiov.

In 8x Hieronymus of Rhodes attributes to Thales the simplest
possible method of measuring the height of a pyramid. Thales
might conceivably have learned this from the Egyptians; or it is
not impossible that the pyramids were merely local colour, to fit
the tradition of a visit to Egypt. Pliny (V. H. xxxv1, 82, DK 11A21)
gave the same account, but a more complex variant appears in
Plutarch, Sept. Sap. Conv. 2, 1474 (DK 11421), that the height of
a pyramid is related to the length of its shadow exactly as the
height of any mensurable vertical object is related to the length of
ius shadow at the same time of day. It is probable, though not
certain, that Hieronymus is here dependent on his near-contem-
porary Eudemus (whose book on the history of geometry and
mathematics, as opposed to his history of astronomy, Diogenes
himself does not appear to have used for Thales) ; if so, there is a
probability that Thales used the simpler method. On the other
hand, the more complex one is based on an argument from similar
triangles analogous to that ascribed to him by Eudemus in 82,
as a means of measuring the distance of ships out at sca. Provided
the height of the observer above sea level were known, this calcu-
lation could be made with the aid of a primitive theodolite, two
sticks (one as a sight-line, the other as an approximate level-line)

fx Hzemnymus says that he [ Thales} actually measured the pyramids by their shadow,
having observed the time when our own shadow is equal to our height.

82 Eudemus in the History of geometry refers this theorem to Thales; for the method
by which they say he demonstrated the distance of ships out at sea must, he says, have
entailed the use of this theorem.
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pivoting on a nail. Itis to be observed that Eudemus only credited
Thales with a knowledge of similar triangles on the a priori ground
that he could not otherwise have performed this kind of calcula-
don. Yet a man may make an empirical use of a rudimentary
angle-measurer without forming an explicit theory about the
principles involved, and certainly without stating those principles
as a geometer.” Three other theorems attributed to Thales
by Proclus following Eudemus, in the same commentary as
82 (DK 11a11),—circle bisected by diameter; angles at base of
isosceles triangle are equal; vertically opposed angles are equal-—
are, again, probably just the neatest abstract solutions of particular
practical problems associated with Thales. All this is very much a
matter for conjecture: my own guess would be that Thales did gain
a reputation with his contemporaries for carrying out various far
from straightforward empirical feats of mensuration, without
necessarily stating the geometry that lay behind them. This is
perhaps confirmed by the fact that Thales’ Milesian successors
seem to have paid little attention to mathematical theory.
¥ Burnet, EGP 451, observed that a knowledge of the Egyptian segf ratio
{a trigonometrical approximation) could have produced a solution of both
problems. In view of the possibility of Thales’ acquaintance with Egypt,
and his analogous use (it is assumed) of an empirical Babylonian formula,
this explanation can by no means be excluded.-~Pamphile’s report in

Diog. 1.. 1, 24 that Thales inscribed a right-angled triangle in a circle ‘and
sacrificed an ox” {cf. 281) is entertaining, if not convincing.

WRITINGS
83 Simplicius Phys. p. 23, 29 Diels Oofis 8¢ mpdros mapo-
Bédoren THy mepl uoews ioToplav Tois "EAANGIv ékefival, ToAAGV
uev kol GAAwv TrpoyeyovdTwv, G kol OcoppdoTry Soxel, alrrdg Bi
oAU Bieveykdov Ekelveov Qg &rrokpUwan m&vras Tous Trpd aToU.
Afyeton B¢ v ypagais undiv xoromrsiv ARV TRl KoAoupéung
Naurikiis doTpodoylas.

84 Diogenes Laertius 1, 23 ol xord mivas piv oUyypoupa
kaTéAmey oubty - f y&p el alrrdv dvagepoptvn Nowrikd &orpoioyia
Qoo Afyeran glven Tol Zaplow. Kadlipogyos 8§ olrev olBev

83 Thales is traditionally the first to have revealed the investigation of nature to the
Greeks; he had many predecessors, as also Theophrastus thinks, but so_fur surpassed them
as o blot out all who came before him. He is said to have left nothing in the form of
writings excepl the so-called Nautical star-guide,

84 And according to some he left no book behind; for the Nautical star-guide ascribed
to him is said to be by Phokos the Samian. Callimachus knew him as the discoverer of the
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eUperiv Tiis &prTov THiS mikpds Afywv év Tois 'léupoig olras. . .
{80, II. 3—4], kord Twvas 8 pdva BUo ouvéypoye Tlepl Tporwfis xal
“lonpepiog, T& EAN dxarédnrTa slval Boxipdioas.

85 Suda s.v. {from Hesychins) (DK1raz2) ...Eypaye mepl
petedpwy v Emeot, Trepl lonuepioas, xod GAAx TOAAS.

These passages show that there was profound doubt in antiquity
about Thales’ written works. It is plain, at all events, that there
was no work by him in the Alexandrian library, except the dubious
‘Nautical Star-guide”’ (cf. also 98). Aristotle appears not to have
seen any book by him, at least on cosmological matters; he was
extremely cautious in ascribing opinions to him, using the expres-
sions ‘deriving the supposition perhaps from...’, ‘the account
which they say Thales gave’ (87, 86), and ‘from what they relate’
{91). Aristotle was not necessarily conscientious in using original
sources; Theophrastus, as a professed historian of earlier philo-
sophy, should have been conscientious (though he was not always
50, in fact), but he evidently had little to add to Aristotle about
Thales (except for the minor amendment implied by the con-
jecture in 83 that Thales did have predecessors). Eudemus made
some positive assertions about Thales as geometer and astronomer
{77,882}, but we have seen on 82 that these were sometimes very
speculative; they were perhaps partly based on the quasi-legendary
biographical tradition, and do not imply that Eudemus had seen
written works by Thales.

Diogenes’ doubt in 84 about the ‘Nautical Star-guide’ was
shared by Plutarch, de Pyth. or. 18, 4028 (DK 1181), who added
that the work in question was in verse; we may thus conjecture that
this was the verse work described by Hesychius in 84 as mepi
perecopaov, Lobon of Argos (a disreputable stichometrist of the
second century B.C.), according to Diog. L. 1, 34, said that Thales
wrote 200 hexameters. Only mild suspicion is expressed in 83,
where any uncertainty implied by keAouuévns is perhaps restricted
to the nature of the title. But this last sentence almost certainly
contains Simplicius’ own judgement and not that of Theophrastus,
the paraphrase of whom seems to end before Adystan. Diogenes’

Litile Bear, and wrote as_follows in kis Tambs. . . [80, il. 3-4]; while according to seme
he wrole only two works, On the solstice and On the equinox, considering the rest to
be incomprehensible.

85 .. .ke wrole on celestial matlers in epic verse, on the equinox, and much else.
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information in 84, that the work was also ascribed to one Phokos of
Samos, almost settles the matter: any astronomical work of archaic
appearance might naturally be ascribed to Thales, but works
actually by Thales would not be alternatively ascribed to men of
comparative obscurity. Itis possible that the ‘Nautical star-guide’
was a genuine sixth-century work similar to the hexameter
*Actporoyia of Cleostratus of Tenedos (DK ch. 6) or the so-called
Hesiodic *Actpovouln (DK ch. 4): so Diels and others have
assumed. It is also possible that it was a Hellenistic forgery.
Diogenes in 84 is a little worried by Callimachus® mention in 8o
of a particular nautical star-aid ascribed to Thales; but this need
not have been described by Thales in writing. However, there is
nothing inherently improbable in Thales having recorded such
aids to navigation, a plausible enough activity for a practical sage
in a maritime centre: but it was probably not in the ‘Nautical
Star-guide’ known to the Hellenistic world that he did so. The
other works mentioned in 84, on the solstice and the equinox (only
the latter in 8g), are unlikely, from their similar contents, to have
been separate books. Simplicius in 83, and those recorded in 84
who thought that Thales left no book, evidently did not accept
this work as genuine. Thales studied the solstices according to
Eudemus in 77 and %8, and it would be on the ground of this
known interest that such a work would be ascribed to him. Once
again, however, it must be remembered that observations of
solstices and of star-risings and -settings were widely made in the
archaic period, and also set down in verse, partly in the attempt to
establish a satisfactory calendar: see Cleostratus fr. 4 (DK6B4)
and the Hesiodic Astronomy (DK 4B 1-5). Observations about the
Hyades and the setting of the Pleiades were also attributed to
Thales (2 on Aratus 172, Pliny V.M. xviy, 213; DK 1182, 11418);
the latter observation, incidentally, was accurate for the latitude of
Egypt, not that of Greece.

The evidence does not allow a certain conclusion, but the
probability is that Thales did not write a book; though the ancient
holders of this view might have been misled by the absence of a
genuine work from the Alexandrian library, and also by the
apophthegmatic nature of the wisdom assigned to the Seven Sages
in general.
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COSMOLOGY
(i) The earth floats on water, which is in some way the source of all things

86 Aristotle decaeloB13,204a28 of & &’ iBurros keioban (se. paoi
v yijv). Tolrov yap &pyodTorov mapeAieauey TOV Adyov, Sv
poow einelv Qaifiv Tov MiAnoiov, dog Bid 1o mAwThv elven pévouoav
domep EUdov fi Ti TooUTov ETepov (kal y&p ToUTwy B’ &épos piv
oty épuice péuely, GAN’ Ep” UBaros), datrep ou ToV alrrdv Adyov
Svra wepl THS yiis xal To¥ USarros Tol dyolvros Thy yijv.

81 Aristotle Met. Ag, 083b6 TGV &) TpdiTov grdcgognodvTwv
ol mhstoTor Tas év UAng eiBel udvas ahdnoav dpyxds elver mrévrav:
¢ ol yap forv &ravra & OvTy, xal €6 oU ylyveton wpatou Kad
el & ofelperan TeAeutalov, Ths piv oloios Urmopevovons Tols Si
wédeo1 ueraPoaliovons, ToUTo oroixeiov xal ToUTnv dpYfiv paoty
glvan T8 Svrwv, kot Sik Tolrro obre yiyveoBa oUbtv ofovtat ol
dréholal, o Tiis TowiTns Quoews el owzoubvns. . . Bel yap
elvad T puow fi plow i mAslous wds &€ Gv yiyvetar & Aa owio-
pévns dkefvns. o pévror TAfifos xad TO elog i TowiTns &pxfis
o Td aUrd Thvres Afyouow, &AAK Oahfis udv 6 Tiis TolodTng
dpynyds eriogopias Udwp elval pnowv (81 kai thy yiv ép” USarrog
&repadvero elvar), AaPdov fows Thy dmdinyiv ol & Tol rdvrwov
Sp&v ThHY Tpophv Uypdv ovoov kal owTd TO fepudv &k Toltou
yryvéuevov ked ToUTe 36V (1o & £§ ol yiyveTa, TolT doriv &pyh)
wavTwy), Sik e & ToUro Thv UmdAnyv AaPdv Ty kot Sid
TO TaVTWV TA oTréppaTa Ty QUot Uypdw Exevt 16 § U8wp &oxh
THig pUosws torl Tols Uypois.

86 Others sqythat the earth rests on water. For this is the most ancient account we have re-
ceived, which they say was given by Thales the Milesian, that it stays in place through floating
like a log or some other such thing ( for none of these rests by nature on air, but on water}—as
though the same argument did not apply to the water supporting the earth asto the earth itself.
87  Most of the first philosophers thought that principles in the form of matter were the only
principles of all things: for the original source of all existing things, that from whick a thing
Jirstcomes-into-being and into which it is finally destrayed, the substance persisting but changing
in its qualities, this they declare is the element and first principle of extsting things, and for this
reason they consider that there ts no absolute coming-to-be or passing away, on the ground that
such a nature is always preserved. . . for there must be some natural substance, either one or more
than one, from which the other things come-into-being, while it is preserved. Over the number,
however, and the form of this kind of principle they do not all agree; but Thales, the founder
of this type of philosephy, says that it is water (and therefore declared that the earth is on
water ), perhaps taking this supposition from seeing the nurture of all things to be moist, and
the warm itself coming-to-be from this and living by this (that from which they come-to-be
being the principle of all things)—taking the supposition both from this and from the seeds
of all things having a moist nature, water being the natural principle of moist things.
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Our knowledge of Thales’ cosmology depends virtually completely
on these two passages, with the cryptic addition of 91-93. Apart
from Aristotle’s own criticism and conjecture, they assign two
propositions to Thales: (1) the earth floats on water (like a piece
of wood or something of the sort}; (2) the ‘principle’ of all things
is water (in Aristotle’s sense of d&py1 as explained in the first half
of 87, i.e. the original constituent material of things, which persists
as a substratum and into which they will perish). (1) was profes-
sedly known to Aristotle only indirectly, on the information of
others; further, it is impossible to tell whether the supporting
argument (solid things do not rest on air, but they do on water,
therefore the earth floats on water) was also derived from the
reports of Thales, or whether it was entirely supplied by Aristotle.
His final objection, that Thales has solved nothing because he
would still have to find something to support the water that
supports the earth, shows how little Aristotle understood the
probable nature of Thales’ way of thinking: Thales would almost
certainly still accept the popular conception of the earth (or, in this
case, its immediate support) stretching down so far that the
problem almost disappeared, as in Homer (1} and long after Thales
in Xenophanes (3). The probable direct origin of Thales’ idea of the
earth floating on water was from non-Greek mythological accounts
(pp. gof.); the device might have attracted him in part because it
provided support for the earth, but it is by no means certain that
Thales felt this to be a serious problem, and most improbable in
any case that he worked out the theory for himself as a conscious
answer to that problem. As for proposition (2), Aristotle evidently
knew nothing beyond what he wrote, since the reasons given for
Thales’ choice of water are professedly conjectural (AapPdwv
fows. . .}. The first haif of 87 is quoted to show the kind of analysig
and terminology which Aristotle (and following him Theo-
phrastus? and thus the subsequent doxographical tradition)
applied to the early physicists or natural philosophers, the guoikot
—those who, according to Aristotle, posited solely, or primarily,
the first {material) of his four causes. His application of a single
rigid analysis to his predecessors, while justly and usefully empha-
sizing certain resembiances between them, is also a source of con-
fusion. Thus Thales’ ‘principle’ (in Aristotle’s sense) and Hera-
clitus’ ‘principle’ (fire according to Aristotle} were clearly, for
Thales and for Heraclitus themselves, very different kinds of thing.
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In fact, all we know about Thales’ views on water (apart from that
the earth floats on it) is that, in a hearsay and probably much
abbreviated and somewhat distorted form, they appeared to the
not over-discriminating Aristotle to fit his own idea of a material
&pyn. Yet it is possible, contrary to Aristotle’s automatic assump-
tion, that Thales declared earth to come from water {i.e. to be
solidified out of it in some way) without therefore thinking that the
earth and its contents are somehow water, that they have any
continuing relation to it (beyond the fact that the earth floats on
water) except that of a man to his remote ancestors: for Thales, we
may conjecture, was still to some extent influenced by the genea-
logical view of cosmogony best exemplified in Hesiod (24). See
further pp. g2f.

! Theophrastus’ abbreviated account of Thales' material principle is
given by Simplicius, Phys. p. 23, 21 Diels (=Theophr. Phys. Op. fr. 1),
DK 11413, Itis a close paraliel of Aristote in 87, using in many parts the
same phraseology. It adds one more conjectural reason for Thales’ choice
of water, that corpses dry up (r& vexpoUpeva Enpaiveran): this perhaps
came from Hippon (see next n.}, who is probably credited with a similar
argument in Anon, Lond. x5, 22 (DX 38a11), i.e. in a Peripatetic source.
The addition occurs also in Aetius,

The reasons conjectured by Aristotle in 87 for the importance
attached by Thales to water as a constituent of things are mainly
physiological.* From the analogy of his immediate successors we
might have expected Thales to have adduced meteorological
reasons, more conspicuously, in support of the cosmic importance
of water®* Yet we must beware of exaggerated generalizations like
that implied in Burnet’s view that sixth-century thinkers were
almost exclusively interested in meteorological (in the strict sense,
including astronomical) phenomena. It is undoubtedly true that
the scientific study of medicine began in the fifth century 8.c., and
that analogies between the world and details of human structure
become much commoner then. Yetchapter 1 has shown the strongly
genealogical colouring of much pre-philosophical Greek specula-
tion, and also the importance of the analogy of physiological
reproduction. In the case of Thales there are reasons for thinking
that his explanation of the world was influenced not only by this
variegated traditional background of earlier Greek quasi-mytho-
logical cosmogonical versions, but also by a specific cosmological
idea derived directly, perhaps, from further east.

89



PRESOCRATIC PHILOSOPHERS

* {t seems more probable than not that Aristotle took them from Hippon
of Samos {or of Rhegium, Croton, or Metapontium), who in the second
half of the fifth century s.c. revived and modified the idea of water as
constituent material of things. Hippon, whose intellect Aristotle did not
admire, evidently had strong physiological interests, Cf. in particular 88
Aristotle de an. Az, q03b1  Tiv B gopTkwTipwv kal TBwp Tivig
dmvepfivavre (so. thy Yuxfv), xabdmep “Irmrov: maofijver 8 tolkaoy ik
175 yovils, 6T wévrwv Uypd: wal yap EMdyys Tous olpx pdorovras Ty
wuyAy, &7 yovh oy odpe. Note that there is a good deal of conjecture
in this, too. Against the assumption that Aristotle’s conjectured reasons
for Thales’ choice of water were derived from Hippon is that the additional
reason given in Theophrastus (see previous note) probably did come from
Hippon, and might therefore have been expected to be included by
Aristotle,

2 As in 89 Heraclitus Homericus Queest. Fom. 22 1 yap {yp& gloss,
eUpapdds els ExaoTa peTamAaTTopévn, Tpds 1o Towliov elwle popeoliobar:
T Te ya&p tarmzépevov oUrfis depolray, kal Td Aemrdrarov dnd dépos
aoléfp avdnrrerar, ouvizdvor te 1d UBwp xad peraPadiduevov els [Adv
dmoyaoUtar 51d 61 Tijs Terpdbos Tév oronelwy Gomep admidTaTtoy &
Oarijs dmegfivarro aroryelov slvan 1o G8wp. These reasons certainly stem
from a Stoic source—there is much Stoic phraseology—and may well be
entirely conjectural. According to Theophrastus, evidently, Thales used
water and its products to explain earthquakes (9o: this depends on the
special conception that the earth rests on water), also winds and move-
ments of stars (Hippolytus Ref. 1, 1}; but these would scarcely provide the
reason for Thales adopting the theory in the first place,

The near-castern origin of part of Thales’ cosmology is indicated
by his conception that the earth floats or rests on water. In Egypt
the earth was commonly conceived as a flat, rimmed dish resting
upon water, which also filled the sky; the sun sailed cach day across
the sky in a boat, and also sailed under the earth each night {pot
round it, as in the Greek legend, e.g. 7). In the Babylonian
creation-epic Apsu and Tiamat represent the primeval waters, and
Apsu remains as the waters under the earth after Marduk has split
the body of Tiamat to form sky (with its waters) and earth. In the
story of Eridu (seventh century 8.c. in its youngest extant version),

88 Of the cruder thinkers some actually declared it (sc. the soul} to be waler, like
Hippon; they seem to have been persuaded by the seed of all things being moist. In fact he
refutes those who say that the soul is blood; becanse the seed is not blood.

80 For moist natural substance, since it is easily formed into each different thing, is
accustomed to undergo very various changes: that part of it whick is exhaled is made into
air, and the finest part is kindled from air into aither, while when water is compacted and
changes info slime it becomes earth. Therefore Thales declared that water, of the four
elements, was the most active, as it were, as a cause.
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in the beginning ‘all land was sea’; then Marduk built a raft on
the surface of the water, and on the raft a reed-hut which became
the earth. An analogous view is implied in the Psalms (where
also Leviathan is an analogue of Tiamat), where Jahweh ‘stretched
out the earth above the waters’ (136, 6}, ‘founded it upon the
seas, and established it upon the floods’ (24, 2). Similarly Tehom
is ‘the deep that licth under’ (Gen. xlix. 25}, ‘the deep that
coucheth beneath’ (Deut. xxxiii. 13).* Against this profusion of
parallel material, from the east and south-east, for the waters under
the earth, there is no comparable Greek material apart from
Thales. The naive Greek conception of a river Okeanos surrounding
the earth {(ch. 1 §2) is not strictly comparable {for it is clear that
there is no Okeanos under the earth), although it was probably a
much earlier development, in a different direction, of the widely-
diffused near-eastern gencric concept of the earth rising in the
midst of the primeval waters—a concept almost certainly not
native to the Greek-speaking peoples, whose home before the
migrations into the Greek peninsula lay far from the sea. Simi-
larly, although the isolated references in liad book 14 (9 and 1e)
to Okeanos as origin of all things were also probably based upon
the same near-eastern concept, from a slightly different aspect,
they contain no implication of the special idea that the earth floats
on water, and so are unlikely to have been the origin of Thales’
assertion of this idea. For any more general contention that the
earth came from, or is maintained by, water, Thales would no
doubt be encouraged and gratified to have the apparently native
Homeric precedents. Thus Thales’ view that the earth floats on
water seems to have been most probably based upon direct contact
with near-eastern mythological cosmology. We have aircady seen
that he had associations both with Babylonia and with Egypt. The
idea that the earth actually floats upon water was more clearly and
more widely held in the latter of these countries; and the con-
jecture might be hazarded that Thales was indebted to Egypt for
this element of his world-picture.?

¥ These instances are cited by U. Hélscher in his convincing discussion of
Thales, Hermes 81 {1953) 385-91. Some of the material is treated in
ch. 1, especially pp. 12ff. For the idea of Nun, the Egyptian primeval
ocean, supporting the earth, see also the remarks of J. A. Wilson, Before
Philosephy 5911., and H. Frankfort, Ancient Egyptian Religion (N.Y., 1048} 114.
% ‘This was, indeed, the opinion of later Greek critics about the origin of
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Thales’ ideas on water in general: cf. Plutarch in Jo (who was acquainted
with the Nun-myth}, and, less dogmatically, Simplicius de caels 522, 14
{DK 11 a14). Both, however, are conjectural judgements.

Thales evidently used the floating-earth idea to explain
earthquakes:

90 Seneca Qu. Nat.1n, 14 (presumably from Theophrastus, through
a Posidonian source}: ait enim {sc. Thales) terrarum orbem aqua
sustineri et vehi more navigii mobilitateque eius fluctuare tunc
cum dicitur tremere.

The cosmological scope of the idea is, however, limited; and it
seems reasonable to conclude from Aristotle’s information in 87
that Thales also thought that the world originated from water, since
this is implicit in the near-eastern mythologies and is stated in the
Homeric Okeanos-passages which are thought to be based on those
mythologies. Thales may have rationalized the idea from a Greek
mythological form like the Homeric one; he may also have been
directly influenced (as he scems to have been for the special detail
that the earth floats on water} by foreign, perhaps Egyptian
versions. Even more uncertainty attaches to a problem that has
already been foreshadowed: are we justified in inferring from the
Peripatetic identification of Thales’ water as ‘material principle’
that he believed the visible, developed world to be water in some
way? This is the normal interpretation of Thales; but it is im-
portant to realize that it rests ultimately on the Aristotelian
formulation, and that Aristotle, knowing little about Thales, and
that indirectly, would surely have found the mere information that
the world originated from water sufficient justification for saying
that water was Thales’ material principle or &pyn, with the
implication that water is a persistent substrate. It must be empha-
sized once more that no such development was necessary, and that
it was not implicit in the near-eastern concepts which were ulti-
mately Thales’ archetype. Thales might have held that the world
originated from an indefinite expanse? of primeval water, on which
it still floats and which is still responsible for certain natural
phenomena, without also believing that earth, rocks, trees or men
are in any way made of water or a form of water. There would be a
remote ancestral connexion, no more. On the other hand Thales

90  For he { Thales] said that the world is held up by water and rides like a ship, and
when it is said to * quake’ it is actually rocking because of the water’s movement.
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could have made the entirely new inference that water is the
continuing, hidden constituent of all things. Certainly his near
successor Anaximenes believed that all things were made of air
(but he had thought of a way in which this could be so: air takeson
different forms when compressed or rarefied), and it is invariably
assumed that he was extending and refining a line of thought
initiated by Thales. It would be imprudent entirely to reject this
assumption, which goes back to Theophrastus and Aristotle. The
physiological reasons instanced by Aristotle, that all living things
depend on water for nourishment, that the sperm is moist, and so
on, although conjectural, are of a kind that might well have struck
Thales. With other indications {e.g. the Homeric statement that
the surrounding Okeanos is the source of all springs and rivers, §)
they could have led him to the conclusion that water, as well as
being the cosmogonical source, is also involved in the very essence
of the developed world. On the other hand, one must remain
aware of the possibility that Aristotle was simply making his own
kind of inference, 1n the absence of other information, from Thales’
belief that the world originated from water and that water still
plays a major part in the cosmos by supporting the earth.

¥ Thales would have accepted Simplicius’ judgement (Phys. 458, 23,
DK 11a13) that water was, for him, &metpov; though for Thales this would
mean ‘limitless’, i.e. of indefinite extent, and not ‘infinite’, and be a
natural assumption rather than a conscicusly propounded theory.
Simplicius was more seriously misleading in asserting {Phys. 180, 14) that
Thales, like Anaximenes, generated by means of the condensation and
rarefaction of his material principle. This is a purely schematic judgement
based on an over-rigid dichotomy in Aristotle (106). Theophrastus only
found the device explicitly used in Anaximenes: see 144,

Two things, then, have emerged from the present discussion:
(i) “all things are water’ is not necessarily a reliable summary of
Thales’ cosmological views; and (ii) even if we do accept Aristotle’s
account (with some allowance, in any event, for his inevitably
altered viewpoint), we have little idea of kow things were felt to be

essentially related to water.

(1) Euven apparently inanimate things can be* alive’; the world is full of gods
91 Aristotle de an. A2, 4o5a1g fowe B¢ xoai Oahfjs, £ v
&ropvnuoveloust, KivnTikdy T1 THV Yuyxnv UmoiaPsiv, eimep THY
AMBov Epny Yyt Exev 8Tt TV oilnpov kel

91 Thales, too, seems, from what they relaie, to have supposed that the seul was something
kinetic, if he said that the (Magnesian) stone possesses soul because it moves iron.
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92 Diogenes Laertius 1, 24 ’Aptororédns 8¢ xai ‘Irmias gaciv
oalrrdv Kol Tols dyiyors petadiBovan yuyfs, Texpoipduevov i T
AMbov Tijs paryvATiSos xai Tol HAékTpou.

93 Aristotle de an. A5, 41127 kol Bv 16 SAeo 8 Tives ot (se.
THY Wuxiv) uepeixfai paow, 80ev fows kol Oodfis dhifn mévra
Afpn Bedv elven,

The two passages from Aristotle’s de anima allow us to conjecture,
but no more, about Thales’ vision of the whole world as somehow
alive and animated. Aristotle himself was reporting second-hand
evidence, and his statements are jejune and cautious {(although in
91 eiep need not, and probably docs not, express doubt, while
fows in 93 qualifies 8ev and not the assertion that follows). The
concluding words of 93, “all things are full of gods’, occur also
in Plato, in a probably conscious but unattributed quotation.r
92 cites the sophist and polymath Hippias as an earlier source than
Aristotle for Thales’ attribution of motive power to Magnesian
(magnetic) stone, to which is added amber, which becomes
magnetic when rubbed. Presumably the addition is from Hippias,
who may well have been Aristotle’s source here.?

¥ 94 Plato Laws 10, 8ggn 00" Somis ToUta dpchoyddv Urmropsvel ph
Bz6v elven Afpn wavra; The context deals with souls being called gods,
but contains no explicit reference to Thales. It is quite in Plato’s style to
introduce, rather laboriously, a familiar phrase to enlighten an unfamiliar
argument of his own, without naming the author, His use of the words in
question is important, in any case, because it shows that they are not
simply an Aristotelian summary. They could {in direct speech) be a
genuine quotation from Thales; they have a totally different appearance
from the banal apophthegms hopefully assigned to Thales in Demetrius of
Phaleron’s collection {ap. Stob. m, 1, 172, DK 10, 3). Aristotle repeated
them, with the substitution of wuyfis for 8:8v and without attribution, at
G.A. T, 762a21.

% Snell, in an important and elusive article, Philologus 96 {1944) 170-82,
shows that Hippias was quite possibly the source of Aristotle’s other remarks
on Thales, including the comparison with older ideas on Okeanos etc. (12,
cf. 14). The fragment of Hippias quoted by Clement, DK 8686, shows
that he made a collection of key passages on similar topics from Homer,
Hesiod, Orphic writings, and Greek and other prose-sources. He was
therefore the earliest systematic doxographer.

92 Aristotle and Hippias say that he gave a share of soul even to inanimate [1it, soulless}
objects, using Magnesian stone and amber as indications,

93  And some say that it [soul} is intermingled in the universe, for which reason, perhaps,
Thales also thought that all things are full of gods.

94 Is there anyone who will accept this and maintain that all things are not full of
gods? 94
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All that Aristotle seems to have known in 91 was that Thales
thought that magnetic stone possesses soul because it is able to
move iron; but the further inference, that for Thales the soul was
something motive, is clearly legitimate. Soul, whether it was
associated with breath, blood, or spinal fluid, was universally
regarded as the source of consciousness and life. A man is alive, he
can move his limbs and so move other things; if he faints, it means
that his soul has withdrawn or become incapacitated; if he dies, it
has become permanently so, and the ‘soul’ that goes squeaking
down to Hades in Homer is a mere shadow, because it is dissociated
{from the body and can no longer produce life and movement. Itis
a common primitive tendency to regard rivers, trees and so on as
somehow animated or inhabited by spirits: this is partly, though
not wholly, because they seem to possess the faculty of self-move-
ment and change, they differ from mere stocks and stones. Thales’
attitude was not primitive, of course, but there is a connexion with
that entirely unphilosophical animism. It should be noted, how-
ever, that his examples are of a different order: magnetic stone
looks as unalive as could be, and cannot move or change itself, only
a certain kind of external object. Thus Thales appears to have made
explicit, in an extreme form, a way of thinking that permeated
Greek mythology but whose ultimate origins were almost pre-
articulate. Now it is possible that our second picce of specific
information, 93, is a generalization based on this very conclusion
that certain kinds of apparently inanimate object are alive, possess
soul, because they have a limited power of movement. ‘Al things
are full of gods’:* the chief distinguishing marks of the gods are
that they are immortal, they enjoy perpetual life, and that their
power (their life-force, as it were} is unlimited, it extends both
over the animate and over the inanimate world. Thus the assertion
may well imply (since even apparently dead things like stone may
possess soul of a kind) that the world as a whole manifests a power
of change and motion which is certainly not even predominantly
human, and must, both because of its permanence and because of
its extent and variation, be regarded as divine, as due to the
inherence of some form of immortal yuyn.2

* Or of daimons, according to the paraphrase in Aetius after Theophrastus:
9§ Aetiust, 7, 11 Oaliis voliv Tol xdopou Tov Bedy, 10 B¢ wiw Euypuyov

95  Thales said that the mind of the world is god, and that the sum of things is besouled,
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dpo wxal Soapdvoov wAfipes Suikew B¢ xod Sk tol ororgeiddous Uypab
Suvogav Sefav kivnmikdy odrol. The juxtaposition of the two statements
from Aristotle is not significant. The last sentence is Stoic in form and
content; the first clause (Oahfjs. . . 8edv), too, is entirely anachronistic, and
probably due to Stoic reinterpretation. It was repeated by Cicero, N.D. 1,
10, 25, who added that god, as mind, made the world out of water.
A considerable number of recognizably fctitious opinions, like this one,
were attributed to Thales by puzzled or unscrupulous doxographers and
biographers. Compare, perhaps, the 30,000 daimons of Hesiod Erga 252 ff.

# The claim by Choerilus of Iasus (grd-2nd c¢. B.c.) and others, recorded
in Diog. L. 1, 24 (DK11a1), that according to Thales the soul was
immortal, obviously arcse as an illegitimate conclusion from this kind of
argument, and is again due to Stoic perversion (primarily) of the type of
95. Thales could have distinguished clearly between the human yuyf and
the divine life-force in the world as a whole, at the same time as implicitly
recognizing their underlying connexion.

The precise nature of Thales’ belief that all things are full of gods
is obviously not determinable. Even along the line of interpreta-
tion suggested above there is one notable uncertainty: did Thales
make the bold induction, from the observation about Magnesian
stone and amber, that all apparently inanimate things really
possess soul to some degree? Or was Burnet right in maintaining
(EGP 50) that “to say the magnet and amber are alive is to imply,
if anything, that other things are not’? Formally this is an
illegitimate contention (since only a part of what Thales said is
known), and in itself the fragmentary observation implies nothing
cither way. Nor does the assertion that all things are full of gods,
even if it is closely connected with the observation about magnetic
stone, necessarily imply that the universal induction was made;
for just as one can say in English this book is full of absurdities’
without meaning that every single thing in it is absurd, so wAnpns
in Greek could mean ‘containing a great number of’, as well as
‘absolutely filled out by’. A priors, it perhaps seems more probable
that Thales meant that all things in sum (rather than cach single
thing) were interpenetrated by some kind of life-principle ; although
there would be many kinds of matter from which this life-principle,
with its kinetic power, might be absent. The point was that the
range of soul, or of life, was much greater than it appeared to be.
Thales was giving an explicit and individual statement of a broad
presupposition common to all the early physicists, that the world

and full of daimons; right through the elemental moisture there penstrates a divine power
that moves it.

g6



THALES

was somehow alive, that it underwent spontancous change, and
(what irritated Aristotle) that there was therefore no need to give
any special account of natural change. This presupposition is still
sometimes called ‘hylozoism’; but this name implies too strongly
that it is something uniform, determinable, and conscious. In fact
the term applies to at least three possible and distinct attitudes of
mind: (a) the assumption (conscious or not) that all things
absolutely are in some way alive; {§) the belief that the world is
interpenetrated by life, that many of its parts which appear
inanimate are in fact animate; (¢) the tendency to treat the world
as a whole, whatever its detailed constitution, as a single living
organism. {a) is an extreme, but in view of the universalizing
tendency of Greek thought not an impossible, form of the general
presupposition; in a way it might be said to be exemplified by
Xenophanes. Thales’ belief, it has been suggested, approaches
closer to (b). (¢) is implicit in the old genealogical view of the
world’s history described in chapter 1, which still persisted to a
large extent under the new rationalized form of philosophical
cosmogony. Aristotle is seen at his most perspicuous in 118, where,
perhaps with Thales especially in mind, he shows himself aware of
the possibility of this kind of attitude.*
* The spears in the fad (11, 574 etc.) which are ‘eager to devour flesh’,
and other similar cases, are sometimes cited as an indication that the
animistic view was an old one. Animism is, of course, as old as man
himself, and it ariscs out of the failure to objectify one’s experience of the
outside world, a technique which requires some practice, The Homeric

expressions are better described as a literary conceit, like the pathetic
fallacy—a deliberate rejection of the technique.

CONCLUSION

‘Thales was chiefly known for his prowess as a practical astronomer,
geometer, and sage in general. His prediction of the eclipse was
probably made feasible by his use of Babylonian records, perhaps
obtained at Sardis; he also probably visited Egypt. His theory
that the earth floats on water seems to have been derived from
near-eastern cosmogonical myths, perhaps directly; water as the
origin of things was also a part of these myths, but had been men-
tioned in a Greek context long before Thales. His development of
this concept may in itself have secemed to Aristotle sufficient
warrant for saying that ‘Thales held water to be the &py#, in its
Peripatetic sense of a persisting substrate. Yet Thales could indeed
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have felt that since water is essential for the maintenance of plant
and animal life--we do not know what meteorological arguments
he used-~it remains still as the basic constituent of things. Although
these ideas were strongly affected, directly or indirectly, by mytho-
logical precedents, Thales evidently abandoned mythic formula-
tions: this alone justifies the claim that he was the first philosopher,
naive though his thought still was. Further, he noticed that even
certain kinds of stone could have a limited power of movement and
therefore, he thought, of life-giving soul; the world as a whole,
consequently, was somehow permeated {though probably not
completely) by a life-force which might naturally, because of its
extent and its persistence, be called divine. Whether he associated
this life-force with water, the origin and perhaps the essential
constituent of the world, we are not told. The concluding word
must be that the evidence for Thales’ cosmology is too slight and
too imprecise for any of this to be more than speculative; what has
been aimed at is reasonable speculation.

g8



CHAPTER IH
ANAXIMANDER OF MILETUS

DATE, BOOK, AND SCIENTIFIC ACTIVITIES

96 Diogenes Laertius n, 1~2 (DK124a1) ’AvaSipoavBpos TTpo-
§1é&Bou MiAfioi05 - oUTos Epaokev &pyiiv kol oTorysiov T &meipov, ol
Sropizeov &fpa Ty UBwp T} &AMo Ti. . .elpev Bt xal yvdpova pdTog
xed fornoey &l T owiofnpoov tv AoxeBatuovt, kafd pnot Gafwpivos
&v TlavroBarnd loropiq, Tpords te xal lonpepias onuaivovTa, kai
wpookomeia kaTeokeUooe. Kkal yiis kol Soddoons meplueTpov wpdiTos
Eyponyey, &AM kol GQaTpav KoTeoKeUaoe. TV 88 &peoxdvrwv oUTd
meTroinTal Kepohaiwdn Ty Exfeotv, ff Twou mrepiétuyey kol TATTOAAG-
Bopos & "Adnvalos &s kal pnow alrdy tv tols Xpovikois 16 Beutépe
Eter Tfis wevTnxooTHs &ydons SAupmidbos (547/6 B.c.) Erdv elven
tEnrovTa TeTTdpwv xal pet’ Shlyov Tehevtficon (Skpdoavtd T
uehioTa ket TToAukpdern Tov Zduou TUpavvov).

97 Suda s.v. "Avaginavbpos TTpagi&Bou MiAfioios prAdoogos ouy-
yevi)s wod pofnThs kad SidBoyos OdAnTos. TpldTos Bt ionuepiav
eUpe kal Tpotrds xal dpodoyeia, kal THv Yiiv &v peccutéTey kelobal.
yvipovd Te elonyyorye wod Shws yewuetplas Umorimwo EBeifev.
typaye Tepl @loeews, Tiis meploBov xal Tpi Tév &mhavév kol
Zgaipaw xod &AAa Tivd,

96 Anaximander son of Praxiades, of Miletus: he said that the principle and element is
the Indefinile, not distinguishing air or water or anything else. . he was the first to
discover a gnomon, and he set one up on the Sundials (7} in Sparta, according to Favorinus
in his Universal history, fo mark solstices and equinoxes; and ke also constructed hour-
indicators. He first drew an outline of earth and sea, but he also constructed a {celestial)
globe. Of his opinions he made a summary exposition, which I suppose Apollodorus the
Athenian, also, encountered. Apollodorus says in kis Chronicles that dnaximander was
sixty-four years old in the second year of the fifty-eighth Olympiad, and that he died shortly
afterwards {having been near his prime approximately during the time of Polycrates, tyrant
of Samos).

¢t Anaximander son of Praxiades, of Miletus, philosopher, was a kinsman, pupil and
successor of Thales. He first discovered the equinox and solstices and hour-indicators, and
that the earth lies in the centre. He introduced the gnomon and in general made known an
outline of geometry. He wrote On nature, Circuit of the earth and On the fixed
stars and a Celestial globe and some other works.
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(1) Date
If Thales earned the title of the first Greek philosopher mainly
because of his abandonment of mythological formulations, Anaxi-
mander is the first of whom we have concrete evidence that he
made a comprehensive and detailed attempt to explain all aspects
of the world of man’s experience. He was younger than Thales,
but probably not by much. Burnet (EGP 51) inferred from the
latter part of 96 that the chronographer Apollodorus found definite
evidence, perhaps in a summary version of his book, that Anaxi-
mander was sixty-four in 547/6 B.c.; and that his death ‘soon
afterwards’ was placed by Apollodorus in the next year, the epoch-
year of the capture of Sardis. {The last clause of 96 is presumably
a mistake: Polycrates did not come to power until ca. 540 B.C. and
died ca. 522.) If this is so, then Thales and Anaximander died in
the same Olympiad, and Anaximander was only fourteen years
younger than Thales (n. on p. 74).* Anaximander was called the
‘successor and pupil’ of Thales by Theophrastus (1034), also his
kinsman, companion, acquaintance or fellow-citizen in the Jater
doxographical tradition. In most cases this kind of statement need
only imply that the one was thought to come from the same city as,
and to be somewhat younger than, the other.? If there were fixed
dates both for Thales (the prediction of the eclipse in 585/4) and
for Anaximander (for the information that he was sixty-four in
547/6 was presumably available also to Theophrastus), the a priori
basis for Theophrastus’ conjecture would be a reasonable one.
! That Thales and Anaximander arc not separated by the conventional
Apollodoran 4o-year interval (see next note) is in favour of 547/6 being a
non-arbitrary date. It is true that, if Anaximander could be made the
master of Pythagoras, then his birth should be cighty years carlier than the
latter’s floruit (which Apollodorus placed in 332/1), and he would be very
close to 64 (in fact 65) in 547/6. According to the evidence of Hippolytus
{Ref 1,8, 7, DK 12a11) even Apollodorus was wrong by one year, since
Hippolytus gives the birth-year as Ol 42, 3 {610/g B.c.) instead of Ol. 42, 2.
What is significant, however, is that Anaximander’s age was known for a
particular year which was not his floruit and not necessarily that of his
death, although it was close to his death, Further, no connexion of
Pythagoras with Anaximander is known in the great majority of our
sources {only in Porphyry V.P. 2, after the imaginative grd-century B.C.
biographer Neanthes of Cyzicus, and in Apuleius, Florida 13, 20). Never-
theless, the possibility cannot be entirely excluded that Apollodorus’ dating
of Anaximander was arbitrarily hinged to his Polycrates-Pythagoras
system. This might help to account for the last clause of ¢6.
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2 The arrangement of the carly philosophers into ‘schools’, and into
masters and pupils within these schools, was initiated by Theophrastus and
systernatically applied in the Suecessions of Sotion, ¢a. 200 8.0, Apollodorus
used the latter work, and normally assumed 2 4o-year interval in age
between master and pupil.

{ii) Anaximander’s book

The book-titles ascribed to Anaximander in 947, presumably from
Hesychius, should be regarded with reserve. It was the custom
with Alexandrian writers to supply titles, in the absence of definite
evidence, to suit an early thinker’s known interests. ‘On nature’
was a standard comprchensive title which tended to be assigned to
all those whom Aristotle called guoikoi, that is, to almost all the
Presocratics.” That Anaximander certainly wrote a book of some
kind is shown both by Theophrastus’ incontrovertible quotation
in 103 A, and possibly by Diogenes’ information in 96 that there was
a ‘summary cxposition’, which he took to be by the philosopher
himself. What Diogenes knew of may have been a later summary
(produced either by a pupil or, more probably, in the fourth
century 8.¢. or Jater} ; or it may have been the original work, whose
short, perhaps discontinuous, and apophthegmatic nature was not
what was normally expected of a philosophical book.? Itis notclear
whether it was from this source that Apollodorus determined the
year in which Apaximander was sixty-four; it seemed probable
to Diogenes, though that age is considerably greater than the
average for authorship. The elder Pliny {N.H. u, 31, DK12a3)
stated that Anaximander discovered the obliquity of the Zodiac in
this same Olympiad, the fifty-cighth; but the ascription of this
discovery is probably falsc {p. 1o3n.), and Pliny perhaps merely
misapplied Apollodorus” dating. Diogenes’ term mepifruyev, ‘came
upon’, might imply that the so-called summary exposition was a
rarity in Apollodorus’ time. Theophrastus, almost two centuries
before, had access to at least one original sentence, but seems to
have lacked full information about Anaximander’s originative
substance. The possibility cannot be ignored that he, too, used a
summary or handbook, partly at least in the form of a collection
of excerpts, and one which concentrated on cosmology, anthro-
pology and so on rather than on the nature of the parent-material.
On the other hand, Anaximander himself might have offered little
information on the originative substance.
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* Cf. 98 Themistius Or. 26 p. 383 Dindorf ("AvagipavSpos) ddppnoe
Tp&iTos v Topev *EAMvav Adyov t§eveyxely mepl ploews auyyeypauutvov,
Thales was thought not to have written a book, at any rate one of a general
cosmological kind: see pp. 85ff. One of the objections to Tlepl puoews as
a genuine sixth-century book-title is that ¢Uoig is probably not used in the
collective sense, ‘Nature’, before about the middle of the fifth century
(cf. Kirk, Heraclitus, the Cosmic Fragments, 2271L). Gorgias’ sardonic title
Tlepl puoecws ) mrepl ToU ph Svroes implies that Tlepl gUocws was common in
his time, but no more than that. On the other hand, the addition of a word
like ypnudrwy or dwdvrwy to pUosws would make the usage possible. The
fact remains that Tiepl pUoews was indiscriminately applied to any work of
a vaguely physical nature: cf. e.g. pp. 1661, for Xenophanes’ poetry.

2 We do not know how many words a papyrus roll is likely to have held
in the sixth century .. The letters were probably large {papyrus should
have been relatively cheap in Miletus, from Naucratis), and the total
product quite short. See p. 266 for an estimate of the length of Parmenides’
poem; and p. 366 and n, 2 for Anaxagoras’ book.

(iii) Scientific activities: (a) the gnomon

Anaximander did not discover the gnomon, as 96 claims (the
gnomon is a set-square or any vertical rod whose shadow indicates
the sun’s direction and height) : compare

99 Herodotus i, 10g AoV ptv yop kal yvepova kal Té SumBeka
pépea TTis Nuépns Tapd BaPulwvicov Enefov ol "EAAnves.

97 may be correct, nevertheless, in suggesting that Anaximander
introduced the gnomon into Greece. We cannot be sure, however,
that Thales did not use some form of the instrument (p. 81), and itis
possible that Anaximander gained the credit by accident, or
because his use of the gnomon was more conspicuous. No special
discoveries involving its use were assigned to him which were not
also assigned to Thales; but he may have gained notoriety by the
incident referred to by Favorinus in 96. The statement that
Anaximander set up a gnomon in Sparta émt T&v oxiofrpowv is
mysterious. A oxidfnpov (or oxiofnpns) was a sun-dial, but the
prepositional phrase cannot mean anything like *for a sun-dial’ or
‘for the benefit of the sun-dials’, and the suggestion might be made
that there was a prominence in Sparta later known as ‘the sun-
dials’, from the gnomon or gnomons that existed there; éwi, then,
would be local. ®pooxoreia in 96 and dpoAoyelx in 97 imply that

98 (Anaximander) was the first of the Greeks whom we know who ventured to produce a
written account on nature.

99 The Greeks learned from the Babylonians of the celestial sphere and the gnomon and
the twelve parts of the day.
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the ground near the gnomon was calibrated so as to give the time
of day, as well as the position of the sun on the ecliptic and so the
season of the year. For another association of Anaximander with
Sparta sce n. on p. 104.
* Pliny, N.H. 1, 187 (DK 134 144), held that it was Anaximenes who first
demonstrated in Sparta the ‘horologium quod appellant sciothericon’,
and who discovered the use of the gnomon. This is probably a mistake by
Pliny, who tended to confound his facts in writing about early astronomy.
He attributed the discovery of the obliquity of the Zodiac to Anaximander
(p. ro1), but Eudemus in 78 probably assigned this to Oinopides. The fuil
comprehension of the ecliptic doubtless belonged to the fifth century; that
the sun moves from north to south and back was known much earlier—
and certainly, for example, by Thales.

(ii1) Scientific activities: (b) the map

100 Agathemerus 1, 1 ’Ava§ipavBpos & MiAfioios dxouoTis
Bohdeo TtpdiTos ErdAunge T olkoupbinv v ivasa ypdyatt ped’ Sv
‘Exarrados ¢ Midfiolos &vfp Todutthavnys Binkpifwoey, dorte Gov-
naofijvar T® Tpdypa.

101 Straboi, p. 7 Casaubon .. .Tous wpwTous ued’ "Opnpov Suo
gnaiv "Epacrootivng, "Avatipovbpdy Te Oodol yeyovdTa yviphiov
kad oAty xal ‘Exaraiov tov Midficiov. v piv olv &Bolvan
TpddToV Yewypogikov Trivake, Tov 8¢ ‘Exorraiov xarrahireiv ypdupa
Trio-rolpsvov Exetvou elvan &k Tiig dhing abrol ypagiis.

These passages are obviously based on the same one statement by
Eratosthenes, as is Diogenes’ remark in 96 that ‘ Anaximander first
drew an outline of land and sea’. Diogenes’ addition, *but he also
constructed a sphere’ (that is, a map of the hecaven), is unsub-
stantiated and, in the light of Anaximander’s theory of the
heavenly bodies (pp. 1351L), improbable. The general nature of
his map may perhaps be inferred from the following passage:

102 Herodotus 1v, 36 yeA&® B¢ opddv yfis mepiddous ypdyavTtas
ToARous i8N xal oUbiva vdov Eydurws EEnynoduevor: ol Wxeavdy

100  Anaximander the Milesian, a disciple of Thales, first daved to draw the inhabited
world on a tablet; after him Hecataeus the Milesian, a much-travelled man, made the map
more accurate, so that it became a source of wonder,

101 .. .Eralosthenes says that the first to follow Homer were two, Anaximander, who was
an acquaintance and fellow-citizen of” Thales, and Hecataeus the Milesian, The former
was the first to publish a geographical map, while Hecataeus left bekind a drawing belicved
to be his from the rest of his writings.

102 I smile when I see that many have drawn circuils of the earth, ufr to now, and none
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e plovra ypagouot TrEpf thy vy, folicav kudhotepta s dmd
Topvou, kol TNy "Aciny Ti Edpamy woiehvev fonv.
It is a reasonable assumption that the {probably Ionian) maps
referred to here resembled that of Anaximander as improved by
his fellow-citizen Hecataeus; and therefore that Anaximander
produced a circular plan in which the known regions of the world
formed roughly equal segments. His empirical knowledge of
geography was presumably based in part on seafarers’ reports,
which in Miletus, as a commercial centre and founder of colonies,
would be both accessible and varied. The philosopher himself was
said to have led a colonizing expedition to Apollonia (the city on
the Black Sea, presumably), cf. Aelian V.H. m, 17 (DK12a3).
Otherwise his only known foreign contacts are with Sparta.
T Apart from the sun-indicator story in g6, Cicero related {de divinat. 1, 50,
112, DK 12 a54a) that Anaximander warned the Spartans to move into the
fields when an earthquake was imminent. One is reminded of miraculous
predictions assigned to Pherecydes and Pythagoras {pp. 50f); but as a
citizen of Miletus, in the earthquake belt, Anaximander would have had
special experience. The modern Thessalians, for example, know that an
earthquake is imminent when the storks become agitated. At all events

Anaximander seems to have visited Sparta, otherwise two separate
anecdotes about him would hardly be located there.

THE NATURE OF ANAXIMANDER'S ORIGINATIVE SUBSTANCE,
14 &melpov (THE INDEFINITE)

Part of Theophrastus’ account of Anaximander’s originative
material is preserved by Simplicius. It is disputed whether
Simplicius derived this and similar doxographical extracts direct
from a version of Theophrastus, or by the medium of Alexander’s
lost commentary on the Physics; some extracts certainly came
from this source. A more important question is whether Simplicius,
or Alexander, was using the full edition of Theophrastus, or the
two-volume summary, or an even shorter compendious account.
The long surviving fragment on sensation, also in Simplicius, is on
a very much larger scale than the extremely cursory extracts on
the material principle, which suggests that they were derived from
different versions of Theophrastus; the latter probably do not
come from the complete edition. Hippolytus and the author of the
pseudo-Plutarchean Stromateis also have doxographical summaries

of them has explained the matler sensibly: they draw Okeanos running around the earth,
which is drawn as though with a compass, and make Asiz equal to Europe.
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of Anaximander; they follow Theophrastus less closely than does
Simplicius, but provide confirmation and expansion at certain
points. They also cover a greater range of subjects, some of which
(e.g. zoogony, astronomy) are dealt with at greater length than the
question of the &pyr). Simplicius’ extract is printed in the left-hand
column of 103, with the corresponding parts of the two subsidiary
versions alongside. Briefer and less accurate versions of this doxo-
graphy appear in 96 and in Actius (1, 3, 3, DK 124a14). Itshould
be remembered that the passages in 103 are versions of Theo-
plrastus’ view of Anaximander; it will be seen that, so far as the
material principle was concerned, he differed little from Aristotle,
from whom some of his phraseology is directly derived. He quoted
onc original sentence (bold type in 103 A; see pp. 117f.}; this need
not imply that he had seen the whole of Anaximander’s book, as
is almost invariably assumed. Ifhe did see the whole, either it was
very obscure about the originative stuff or he wasuntypically obtuse.

103 Versions of Theophrastus’ account of Anaximander’s
originative substance:

A, Simplicius Phys. 24, B. Hippolytus Ref. 1, C. Ps.-Plutarch Sirom.
13; DK 1249 6, 1~2; DKi12a11 2; DKi12a10

T Bt Bv wad kivoUpevoy  Ocoll Tolvuv "Avagl- .« JAvatipavBpoy
kol &mepov Asydvrwy  povbpos yivetan dkpo- ©dAntos Eroupov yevd-
*AvativovBpog piv Tipa-  amfis. A Tlpahidbou  pevov

fLidBou Midfioios Badoll MiAfioios:. . .

yevouevos BidBoyos wat

paBnyris
dpxfv e xal oUros ptv T0 Gmeipov gdwo
oToieiov elpnke TV doyfiy kol orotyefov  rfv wdoav alriav Exew
dvrwv o Emerpov, elpnke tév Svrev 16 Tiis rod tewrds yevd-
&rrepov, cews e Kot plopds,
A B c

Of those who say that it Now Anaximander was .« . Anaximander, who
is one, moving, and in- the disciple of Thales. was the companion of
[inite, Anaximander, son Anaximander, son  of Thales,
of Praxiades, a Milesian, Praxiades, of Miletus:
the successor and pupil of ...
Thales,

said that the prin- he satd that said that the
ciple and element of exist~  the principle and element  apeiron contained the
ing things was theapciron of existing things was the whole cause of the coming-
[indefinite, or infinite], apeiron, to-be and destruction of

the world,
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to3 (cont.)
npdTos TolTo Tolvopa
woploas Tis dpyis.

Abyet B onrriiy pfTe
UBcop ufyre &Ado 1 Tidv
rehoupdvev elvar oot
xelooy, AN Erépav Tvd
glow &meipov,

8 s
&rravros ylveoBon Tolg
oupawvols kol Tous v
alrrois Kdouous.

£ v B A yéveols
tom1 Tofs olot, kod THY

TpdTos {TolTo) Tolvo-
pa kohdaos Tiis dpyiis.
(wpds 8¢ Tourey Kvnow
&iBiov elvan, &v § oup-
Badver  ylveoBan  Tolg
olpavols.

.. . olrTos
&pxhv Epn TéV Svrwov
@Uow Twvd 1ol drrelpou,

i€ 5 ylveoBar rols
oUpavols xal oy v
airrois kbouov.

oy
8 &bwov  elven kol
dyfipow, fiv xod mwévros
wepiEyev Tous kbauous.
Adyet B ypovov dg dpio-
uévng TS yevéoews

¢ ol Bf) gno Tols TE
oUpavols dritokexpiofat
rad keBdou Tous dmay-
Tog drelpoug Svres koo
HOUS,

&megfivaro B¢ TV ¢do-
pdv ylueofon kol oAy

being the first to introduce
this name of the material
principle.

He says that
1t i5 neither water nor any
other  of the so-called
elements, but some other
apeiron nature,

Srom
which come into being all
the heavers and the worlds
in them.

And the source of
coming-to-be for existing

being the first to use this
name of the material
principle.

{In addition o
this he said that motion
was eternal, in which it
results that the heavens
come inlo being.}

.. . he said
that the material principle
of existing things was some
nature coming under the
heading of the apeiron,
Jromuwhick come into being
the heavens and the world
in them.

This nature is
eternal and unageing, and
it also surrounds all the
worlds.

He talks of Time
as though coming-to-be and

rob

Jrom which he says
that the heavens are sepa-
rated off, and in general
all the worlds, being
apeirous [innumerable].

He declared that destruc-
tion, and much earlier
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103 (conl.}

plopaw elg radra yiveo-  xal Tijg ololoas kad iy wpdrepov THY  yéveow

San uorrd vO Ypeww- ¢fopds. ¢€ &meipou adddvos dvo-
KukAoupfviay  TauTLv
alrrédv.

S1dbvat vip adrd
Slxny wal tlow &AA-
Aoig tiig dbirlag wavtd
Thy Tol xpdvou takLy, (Abyar B ypdvov...)
womTIKaTépors  oUTus
Ovbuxoty alrrd Afyww.
(Whatfollows is Simpl.,
not Theophrastus.)

(1) Did Anaximander call the originative substance &py#h?

Most modern critics think that Theophrastus named Anaximander
as the first to have used &pyx (literally ‘beginning’ or ‘source’) as
a special term for the originative substance. They infer this from
Tp&TOS ToUTo ToUvopn kouloas Tiis &pxfis in 103 A, its equivalent
in 1038, and one further context in Simplicius (Phys. 150, 23)
where Anaximander is described as mpdiros aUtds &pyfiv dvopdoag
To Urtrokeipevov. Burnet, however (EGP 54 n. 2), maintained that
what Theophrastus said was simply that Anaximander was the
first to call the material principle (&py in its normal Peripatetic
sense) by the name 1o &meipov, without further qualification. This,
indeed, is the obvious sense of the extract from Theophrastus,
103 A, while in 1038 Tolro has presumably dropped out by haplo-
graphy before Tolvopa. The other passage of Simplicius is more
difficult: its most obvious meaning is “being the first to call the
substratum of the opposites &py#’, but Burnet explained it as
meaning ‘being the first to name the substratum of the opposites
as the material cause’ {that is, because according to Aristotle the
opposites in Anaximander were specifically produced from the

things is that into which extslence and destruction coming-to-be, happen from

destruction, leo, happens were limited. infinite ages, since they
“according lo necessily; are all sccurring in cycles.
for they pay penalty

and retribution to each

other for their injustice

according to the assess-

ment of Time’, (He talks of Time...)
as he describes il in

these rather poetical terms.
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originative stuff). Burnet’s interpretation, while admittedly not
the most apparent meaning of the clause in isolation, is certainly
more relevant to the trend of Simplicius’ argument. Further,
Theophrastus had used the word &pyr in his remarks on Thales
as already reported by Simplicius (Phys. 23, 23, DK 11a13), with
no special note that Thales himself did not actually use this word—
a note that would perhaps have been natural if Theophrastus had
gone on to assert that Anaximander was its originator. It is
possible, of course, that Simplicius misunderstood Theophrastus’
comment about &py) and &meipov. The whole question is of minor
importance; it does seem, however, that no technical use of &pyf|
by Anaximander was implied by Theophrastus—the use he referred
to was of 16 &meipov.

(ii) What did Anaximander mean by v &meipov?

104 Aristotle Phys. T4, 203216 of 8¢ mepl qUosws mwévres
Urronifiaoiv Erépav Tvd @uowv T d&melpee TGV Aeyopdvwv oTor-
xelwv, olov UBwp fj &fpa fi 1O peTafl TodTewv.

First, it is advisable to isolate the Peripatetic, and so also the
doxographical, interpretation of Td &meaipov. Aristotle, curiously
enough, mentioned Anaximander by name only four times, but
made several probable references to his primary substance (c.g.
111 fin.). There is little doubt that he took &mweipov in Anaxi-
mander, and in the monists in general, to mean primarily
‘spatially infinite’. This is suggested in 110. In 104, part of his
discussion of the concept of infinity, Aristotle attributes some
specific quality, presumably that of the intermediate in the case of
Anaximander {pp. 110ff.), to the material principles of all the
puoixol who recognize the infinite. Theophrastus scems to have
felt that Anaximander had given his primary substance a name
which described its spatial property, but which said nothing
except by implication (that it was not identified with any of the
later ‘elements’) about its qualitative properties. Thusin 103al. 2,
and in other such classifications, &meipov means ‘infinite’; it is
‘neither water nor any other of the so-called elements, but some
other infinite nature from which come all the heavens. . .” (Anaxi-
mander’s heavens being infinite in number for Theophrastus).t

104 Al the physicisis make the infinite a properly of some other nature belonging to the
so~called elements, such as water or air or that which is intermediate betwween these.
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! The words étépav Tivd guoy &meipov seem to echo Aristotle’s radically
diflerent érépay Tvd guow TH dmelpe in 104; especially since the wider
contexts of the two phrases have much in common., This superficial
similarity of phraseology suggests that Theophrastus had made himself
familiar with his master’s discussion of infinity in the Physics before he set
about surmmarizing the theories of Anaximander.,

It is, however, uncertain that Anaximander himself intended
16 &meipov to mean precisely ‘the spatially infinite’. We may
legitimately doubt whether the concept of infinity was appre-
hended before questions of continuous extension and continuous
divisibility were raised by Melissus and Zeno. &mweipov means
‘without boundary, limit, definition’; this indefiniteness is spatial
in early usages, as in the &nelpova wévrov of Homer (Anaxi-
mander’s &meipov is presumably from &meaipos, of which &eipov
is a more poetical equivalent), and as in Xenophanes (3), who
said that the earth went down & &meipov, indefinitely, i.e. beyond
the imagination or the concern of men. Now Anaximander
certainly assumed the original stuff to have been indefinitely huge
in extent; but he perhaps gave formal expression to this idea by
saying that this stuff ‘surrounded all things’ (z10), and might not
have felt this characteristic {which must have been assumed as a
matter of course by Thales, see n. on p. g3) to be sufficiently
remarkable to be applied as sole description, that is as ‘the
spatially indcfinite’. We might expect any such single description
to refer first to the kind of substance, not to its commonly assumed
vastness of extent. Thus Cornford (e.g. C.4.H. 1v, 542) and others
have argued that to &mweipov meant ‘that which is internally
unbounded, without internal distinctions’, i.e. that which is
indistinct, indefinite in kind. There is no need to stress fnfernal
divisions,” but the general point seems not improbable: for
Anaximander the original world-forming stuff was indefinite, it
rescmbled no one kind of matter in the developed world. Yet
no parallel early use of &meipos in a certainly non-spatial sense
can be cited, and this is in favour of retaining the interpretation
‘spatially indefinite’. In any case the lack of positive identification
was conspicuously implied. Either 16 &weipov meant ‘the spatially
indefinite’, and was implied to be indefinite in kind because it was
not formally identified as fire, air, water or earth {to use Theo-
phrastus’ terms of 1034); or Anaximander intended it to mean
primarily ‘that which is indefinite in kind’, but naturally assumed
it also to be of unlimited extent and duration——propertics which,
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when expressed, would be expressed in terms of all-inclusiveness
and divine immortality.2

T Nor is it easy to accept Diels” and Cornford's view that the &weipov was
conceived as circular or spherical, cf. &metpov dugliPAnoTpov at Acschylus
Ag. 1382, &mepos of a ring in Aristophanes and Aristotle, etc. It is
impossible to prove that any particular application of the word that was
feasible in the archaic period was entirely absent from Anaximander’s
mind; but the intention seems to have been to deny any fixed determination.

2 Cherniss, Arisiotle’s Criticism of Presocratic Philosophy §771., maintained that
Anaximander meant neapov {Td wARBos), Le. ‘with an indeterminate
number of internal divisions’. But in this case &meipov would have to be
expressly qualified by a word implying number, as in Anaxagoras frr, i

and 2 (495, §1%).

(i) The Indgfinite as an intermediate substance in Aristotle

105 Adristotle de gen. et corr. By, 332219 . . .ol foTv &v ToUTOOV
(sc. fire, air, water, earth) &€ oU T& wévro- ol punv oUd” &\Ao T ye
Trapd Tabry, ofov péoov 11 &pos kal USaros ) &épos kai mupds,
&pos pév rayUrepov Kol mupds, Tév 8¢ Aerrrérepov: Eoren yap dnp
xai TOp fxkeivo per dvavmdTnrost &AAG oTépnois TO ETepov TGV
tvavtiev: Got’ olx vbéyxeTon povoliobon ixelvo oUBémore, domep
paol Tives 1o &weipov kal o mrepiéyov.

106 Aristotle Phys. A4, 187a12 &5 8 ol guoikel Afyouss, Blo
Tpomo: gioiv. ol pév yép v worfjoavTes TO gdua 1o Urrokelpevoy, f
T&Y TEIGY T1 i &Ako 8 o Trupds piv mukvdTepov &épos B Aetrrd-
“repov, TEAAS Yevwddat TTUkvSTNTI Kad powdTnTE TOAAG Trowolvres. . . .
ol & &k ToU évds dvolUoas Tds dvevmdmmras éxxpiveobar, damep
*AvagiuavBpds pnot xad door 8 Bv kad ToAAG ooy elves, Gorep
*EumeBoxhfis xad "AvoBorydpast & ToU ufyporos ydap xad ool
txxpivouot T&AAx,

%05 ... There is no one of these things { fire, air, water, earth) from whick come all
things; and certainly nothing else beside these, such as something half-way between air and
waler, or air and fire, being thicker than atr and fire and finer than the others: for that will be
air and fire, simply, logether with contrariety; but one of the two opposites is a privation—so
that it is impossible for the intermediate ever lo exist in isolation, as some say the infinite
{apeiron] and the surrounding does.

106 Twe types of explanation are given by the physicisis, Those who have made the
subsisting body one, either one of the three or something else which is thicker than fire and
Sfiner than air, genmerate the rest by condensation and rargfaction, making it into many.. . .
But the others say that the opposites are separated out from the One, being present in it as
Anaximander says and all who say there are one and many, like Empedocles and Anaxagoras;
Jor these, loo, separale out the rest from the mixture.
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Aristotle, when listing various monistic theories of the guowol,
on a number of occasions speaks of a substance befween the
elements—normally between fire and air or between air and
water.* In three or four of these passages it looks as though
Anaximander is meant as the proponent of an intermediate sub-
stance, not because he is directly named but because the substance
is implied to have been called simply b &meipov. In 105 the
people who said that ‘the &meipov and the surrounding’ existed on
its own, in isolation from the elements, appear from the termino-
logy (cf. ¥10) to be Anaximander and followers; sece also 11,
where the intermediate between water and air is said to ‘surround
all the heavens, being boundless’. Now Aristotle in 104 declared
that all the guoiko{ who envisaged it gave some specific description
of the infinite (70 &mweipov): we may ask what description Anaxi-
mander was deemed by Aristotle, when he wrote those words, to
have given, if not as an intermediate—which is, indeed, actually
mentioned in that passage as a typical description. Were it not for
one passage, namely 106, there would be no difficulty in accepting
that Aristotle had Anaximander in mind in most, at any rate, of
his references to an intermediate material principle. One of
Aristotle’s most acute ancient commentators, Alexander of Aphro-
disias, did in fact accept this; so, usually, did Simplicius. Yet in
106, on the only possible interpretation, Aristotle placed the
intermediate substance and Anaximander in opposed groups.?
Various uncnlightening guesses have been made about the
historical author of the intermediate-substance theory; but a care-
ful study of all Aristotle’s references indicates that Anaximander
was, after all, in his mind—although Anaximander in fact held no
such theory. Aristotle evidently felt that Anaximander’s (for
Aristotle) ‘infinite’ &py1 must have had some expressible relation-
ship to the so-called elements; and there are some passages (e.g.
107) in which he wrote simply of 76 rap& T& oToiyela, ‘that which
is beside the elements’, not identifiable with any one of them, and
not of 70 peTafl or TO péoov. By this formulation one possibility
was that it was intermediate between two clements; another, that
it was a mixture of them all. In 106 Aristotle seems to take the
latter view ;3 but he elsewhere considered the former possibility,
and had arrived at the theoretical hypothesis of an intermediate
{a hypothesis which he himself, of course, regarded as untenable:
cf. ¥05) as a by-product of his reflexions on Anaximander. That he
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had no explicit historical example in mind, however, is shown by
his variation of the elements between which theintermediate came.
My suggestion is, then, that Aristotle, puzzled about the nature of
Anaximander’s &meipov, thought that, if not an element, it must
be either an intermediate or a mixture. Usually when he men-
tioned an intermediate in lists of possible primary substances he had
Anaximander in mind, though he also tended to add the inter-
mediate indiscriminately to anysuch list for the sake of exhaustivity.
Itisso addedin 106, where, as the result of adifferent type of critique,
he applies the mixture-interpretation to Anaximander by name.

! Apart from 104, 105, 106, IXX, cf. Mei. A7y, 988a30; 9Bgaig;

Phys. A6, 18gb1; T4, 203218; GCB 1, 328b3s.

2 It might be argued that T6 év, the One, is common to both groups,

therefore that Anaximander might occur in each. But the contrast is really

between those who retain the One as a substratum, and those who (like
Anaximander) do not.

3 That Aristotle could regard Anaximander’s &mweipov as a mixture is
shown for certain in ¥22. For a fuller discussion of the whole topic sce
Kirk, ‘Some problems in Anaximander’, CQ N.S. 5 (19535) 24f%

(iv) Why “the Indefinite’ and not a specific originative substance?

107 Aristotle Phys. T'5, 204b22 &AA& pfyy oU8E Bv xad &rrholv
elvon BvbéyeTon TO &msipov odua, olre ds Adyousi Tives TO TTapd T
oroixeia, £§ ol Tobra yevwdow, ol &mAds. elol yédp Tives ol
ToUro rrololor o &reipov, GAAT olx &fpa f) UBwp, o5 uh TEAAx
plelpnron Umd Tol &msipov alrrddv- Eyouot yap mpds &AAnAa
tvavtiwow, olov & ptv dnp wuypds, T & WBwp Uypdy, 1o 8 wip
Bepudv- Gv el fiv &v &meipov EplapTto &v fi8n T&AAa. viv & Erepov
elved poot 8§ o0 radira.

108 Aristotle Phys. 4, 203bi1s 710U & dval 1 &maipov ) miomis
B mévre pduot’ &v ovpPalvol oxomolow. . &1t T olrws &v
ubveas pfy Umolsimewv yéveow xal gfopav, el dweipov ein OSfev
dpoupeiTan TO yryvdusvov.

107  Bul yet, nor can the infinite body be one and simple, whether it be, as some say, that
which is beside the elements, from which they generate the elements, or whether it be
expressed simply. For there are some people who make what is beside the elements the
infinite, and not air or water, so that the rest be not destroved by their infinite subsiance;
Jor the elements are opposed to each other {_for example, air is cold, water moist, and fire hot},
and if one of those were infinite the rest would already have been destroyed. But, as it is,
they say that the infinite is different from these, and that they come inlo being from it
Y08  Belief in infinity would resuit, for those who consider the maltter, for the most part
JSrom five factors. . . further, because only so would generation and destruction not fail, if
there were an infinile source from whick that whick is coming-to-be is derived.
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These passages present two possible motives for the postulation of
the Indefinite as primary substance. The reason in 107—that the
infinite primary substance, if identified with a specific world-
constituent, would swamp the other world-constituents and never
allow them to develop—is assigned to those who posited an
&meipov substance ‘beside the elements’, i.e. not identical with
any of them. When Aristotle used this formulation he usually,
though not necessarily invariably, had Anaximander in mind
{pp. 11011}, and Simplicius in his comment on the passage (Phys.
479, 33) ascribed this reason to Anaximander. On the other
hand the totally different reason suggested in x08--that an
infinite source-material ensures that coming-to-be within the
world shall not fail for want of material—is given as Anaximander’s
by Aetius (1, 3, 3, DK 1244} and by Simplicius in one passage
{de caelo 615, 15, DK124a17). Aetius’ attribution suggests that
Theophrastus applied the motive of 108 to Anaximander; but
we cannot be sure that he did not apply that of 107 also, and
in either case he was probably working from what Aristotle
had said.

Most modern critics have accepted 108 as giving Anaximander’s
true motive, and many have rejected 107 as not (in spite of
appearances) applying to Anaximander. Thus Cherniss called the
argument in 107 ‘the peculiarly Aristotelian argument of the
necessary equilibrium of contrary forces’. It is true that it is
expressed, naturally enough, in an Aristotelian form. But Anaxi-
mander had postulated a comprehensive balance between opposed
substances (see 112 with discussion), and might well have reasoned
in some such way as this: ‘Thales said that all things originated
from water; but water (which we see in the form of rain, sea and
rivers) is opposed to fire (the sun, the fiery aither, volcanoes etc.),
and these things are mutually destructive. How then can fire
have become such a prominent part of our world, if it were from
the beginning constantly opposed by the whole indefinitely-
extended mass of its very opposite? How, indeed, can it have
appeared at all, for a single moment? The warring constituents of
our world, then, must have developed from a substance different
from any of them--something indefinite or indeterminable.’
(Aristotle’s interpretation of &meipov as ‘infinite’ does not affect
this issue.)

As for 108, Aristotle himself pointed out its fallacy:
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109 Aristotle Phys. '8, 208a8 olre y&p, va 7 yéueots u
gmidettrn, dvaykodov fvepysiq &melpov elvan oddpa olofinTdy: Evdé-
¥eten yap thy farépou ¢lopdy Goarrépou elvan yéveow, memepacuévou
Svros ol TravTds.

But this was precisely Anaximander’s view of physical change—
that there is no wastage: opposed substances make retribution to
each other for their encroachments {pp. 118fL), and provided the
balance is maintained all change in the developed world takes
place between the same original quantity of separate, opposed
substances. {It may be noted that 107 gives a reason for postu-
lating a gqualitatively indefinite primary substance, while 108 gives
one for postulating a spatially indefinite, or infinite, substance;
cf. pp. 108f1)

(v} The Indefinite is all-enfolding and all-controlling(?), divine and
tmmortal

110 Aristotle Phys. T4, 203b7 .. .7ToU 8¢ dmelpov olx foTiv
&oxf. . . GAN ol Tév &M elven Sokel, kad mepiéyev Sravra kal
révra xuPepudv, dg paov Scol ptfy woloUot Trapd Td &mreipov Ghhas
adtios olov volv fi gikiav: ked ToUr elven T Befov: &Bbweorrov yép
xal &vodebpov, womep enoiv & "AvagipavBpos kal of Asiorol Ty
puaioAdyww.

1xx  Aristotle decaelo 5, 303 b 10 #vion yap Ev pdvov Urrorifevran,
kad Tolro of piv UBwp, of & &fpo, of 8t wip, ol & UBorros udv
AemrroTepov &fpos 8¢ ruxvdrepov: & mepifyetv gool mévras Tols
oUpavous &relpov dv.

The assertion in 110 that the primary substance ‘enfolds all and
steers all’ is assigned to those physicists who according to Aristotle
postulated an infinite primary stuff but no separate cause of

109 Nor, in order that generation may not fuil, is it necessary for perceplible body to be
actually infiniter for it is possible for the destruction of one thing to be the generation of
the other, the sum of things being limited.

1X0 .. .0f the infinite there is no beginning. . . but this seems to be the beginning of the
other things, and to surround all things and sieer all, as all those say who do not postulate
other causes, such as mind or love, above and beyond the infinite. And this is the divine;
Jor it is immortal and indestructible, as Anaximander says and most of the physical
speculators.

IXX  For some posit one substance only, and this some posit as waier, some as air, some
as fire, some as finer than water and thicker than air; which they say surrounds all the
heavens, being infinite.
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motion—certainly, therefore, to the Milesians, Heraclitus, and
Diogenes of Apollonia. ‘Steers all’ obviously reproduces Pre-
socratic terminology, and the whole phrase ‘enfolds all things and
steers all’ may form a single rhythmical unit. Anaximander, who
is mentioned below in connexion with another phrase describing
the same subject, and who is probably referred to in 111 in con-
nexion with mepiéyev, could have been its author.?

T mepiéyel is presumably genuine in Anaximenes fr. 2 {163), even if some
of its context is re-worded; Anaxagoras (who is not in question in the
Aristotelian passage) certainly used o memifyov in fr. 2 (515). wuPepvdy,
of the steering of cosmic constituents or events, occurs in Heraclitus fr. 41
(230), Parmenides fr. 12, 3 (358), Diogenes of Apolionia fr. 5 (606). The
two words could, of course, have been combined by Aristotle from
different sources.

It is not easy, however, to see what manner of control could be
exercised on all things by Anaximander’s Indefinite. The Greek
does not necessarily mean that the steering is due to the enfolding
-~both properties independently are natural ones for something
conceived as divine—but it probably implies it. Again, the meta-~
phor of steering does not necessarily entail a conscious and intelli-
gent agent, for the steering of a ship can be regarded as a purely
mechanical process, with reference to changes of dircction im-
posed by the steering mechanism and not to the intentions of the
navigator. Yet the archaic theomorphic, and thus to some extent
anthropomorphic, conception of the primary stufl favours the
assumption of purposeful action. Possible methods of control are
the following: (1) by means of surrounding or enfolding: either
(a) by preventing the further expansion of the differentiated world
(“all things™), or {#) by making good the waste involved in change
in the world; (2) by being immanent in all things, or some things,
and providing either (@) motive power or life-force, or (4) a prin-
ciple or rule or law of change; (3) by having initiated the world
in such a way as to provide a continuing rule or law of change.—
{1, b) was implied in 108, but it was argued on pp. 1:13f that this
is unlikely to be valid for Anaximander; the same argument
applies to {1,a). (2, a) would perhaps apply to Thales; (2, ), rather
than (3), to Heraclitus {pp. 188, 200). (2), as well as (1), seems
unlikely for Anaximander, for the Indefinite clearly cannot have
been imagined as smmanent in the developed world, even in the
way that Thales’ world was somehow interpenetrated with a divine
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life-substance: the Indefinite was probably so named because i
was not identical with anything in nature. {3), however, coul
apply to Anaximander: it is feasible that the control exercised o
all things was through the law of retribution between opposites,
law (or manner of behaviour} which was initiated when the firs
opposed substances appeared within the Indefinite and which stil
governs all change in the world. Nevertheless, it remains true tha
Aristotle could have had in mind someone other than Anaxi
mander—Heraclitus, perhaps, or Diogencs of Apolionia—in th
first part of 110, and particularly, perhaps, in the phrase ‘steers al'
things’.

The ascription of the idea of wepifxeiv to the monists is repeated
in 111; here again the infinite material suggests Anaximander,
though it surrounds not “all things’ but ‘all the heavens’. This
statement seems to have been taken up by Theophrastus (103),
who evidently thought that it implied separate first heavens, cach
enclosing a separate world: see pp. 121 ff. for the idea of innumer-
able worlds. But Aristotle’s phrasc could be due to his using
oUpavol in a special sense, as the spheres of the sun, moon and stars
(cf. de caele Ag, 278b0) ; he might naturally apply his own analysis
of the cosmos (based on the Eudoxan-Callippean scheme) to
Anaximander, with his separate circles for the heavenly bodices
(pp- 1351f.), and intend nothing more than one complex world.

In the latter part of 1310 we are told that the enfolding stuff ‘is
the divine; for it is immortal and indestructible, as Anaximander
says and most of the physicists’. It is legitimate to suppose that
the words ‘immortal and indestructible’ were intended to belong
to Anaximander himself, though others said something similar.
According to Theophrastus as reported in 1038, however, the
phrase was &{8iov xai &yfipw. There is a Homeric formula used of
gods or their appurtenances, ‘immortal and free from old age’: so at
0d. 5, 218 (to Calypso), | pdv yap Ppords o1, oU & &bdvarros ko
Synpws (cf. also Jl. 2, 447). Short cpic formulas often found their
way into archaic prose, and it seems likely that this, rather than
the somewhat repetitive equivalent in Aristotle, was the original
form.* At all events Anaximander seems to have applied to the
Indefinite the chief attributes of the Homeric gods, immortality
and boundless power {(connected in his case with boundless
extent) ; it seems not improbable that he actually called it “divine’,
and in this he was typical of the Presocratic thinkers in general.
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¥ Especially since the two words are applied to the structure of the natural
world, in a description of philosophical contemplation, by Euripides
{fr. g10 Nauck®): ‘observing the unageing structure of immortal Nature’,
dloavérov kafopidv QUoEWS KOoUOV &ytipw.

(vi) The Indefinite is not in eternal motion, nor is it a mixture

{These further points concerning the Indefinite are discussed
under ‘Cosmogony’, pp. 12611.)

THE EXTANT FRAGMENT OF ANAXIMANDER

112 Simplicius Phys. 24, 17 (repeated from 103a) .. .&répav
Tivd gUotv &meipov, E§ fis SmavTas yiveoban Tous oUpavols kol Tols
&v olrrols kbopous. £§ v Bt 1y yéveols Eomi Tols olioy, kot THYV gfopdy
els Talira yiveoBan “koard 1o yxpecov SiBdvon yép oUtd Siknv ked
Tiow &AAYhois Ths dbikias xord T ToU ypdvou TdEw’, moinTi-
rerrépols olrres Svopaoiv olrrd Adywv.

(i) Extent

Simplicius is undoubtedly quoting from a version of Theophrastus’
history of earlier philosophy, and from the section on the material
principle, epi &pyfis. The concluding clause, a judgement on
Anaximander’s style, shows that what immediately precedes is still
a direct quotation. Thus ker& THv ToU xpdvou &, which many
have held to be a Theophrastean paraphrase of kar& 16 ypécwv,
should provisionally be accepted as original.* Bi8éven — &Bixiag is
certainly original, and well exemplifies the poetical style noted by
Theophrastus. ko 16 ypecov, too, should probably be accepted
as by Anaximander: ypewv retained a marked poetical colouring
{except in the special usage xpecwv forr) until the expression to
xpewv became popular in the Hellenistic period as a circum-
locution for death. It is the most plausible restoration in Heraclitus
fr. 8o, koer” Epav kad ypewv {for ypewpeva), to give a similar phrase
to the one under discussion. The preceding words, 8§ &v el
TaUTa yiveolou, have been much disputed. The use of the
abstracts yéveois and ¢Bopa, well established in Peripatetic but not
{from the other extant evidence) in Presocratic vocabulary,

112 .. . some other apeiron nalture, from whick come into being all the heavens and the
worlds in them. And the source of coming-to-be for existing things is thal tnto which
destruction, leo, happens, * according to necessity; for they pay penalty and retribution to
each other for their injustice according to the assessment of Time’, as he describes it in these
1ather poetical terms.
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suggests that these belong to Theophrastus. The sentiment, too,
looks Peripatetic: it is a close restatement of one of Aristotle’s basic
dogmas about the primary substance of the physical monists, ‘all
things are destroyed into that from which they came-to-be’
(Phys. I'5, 204b34; cf. also 87 Line 3). Theophrastus was given to
quoting single words or phrases; thus he could have quoted the
concluding phrase of a sentence, the rest of which he had para-
phrased, in order to emphasize the connexion with the following
sentence which he quotes in full. See further under §v.

* Theophrastus certainly used similar phraseclogy himself, notably v&fiv
Tivd xed ypdvov Gpropdvov (of Heraclitus). But this is very different from
the bold personification of iy Tol ypdvov Tabw.

(i) The meaning of the main assertion

The context shows that Theophrastus regarded the quotation as
appropriate to the view he had just attributed to Anaximander,
that ‘all the heavens and the worlds in them’ came from the
Indefinite. &€ dv. . .(the plural is generic) adds that, since they
came from the Indefinite, they will also return to it “of necessity;
for they pay penalty and retribution to each other. ..’. Itappears
from the version of ps.-Plutarch, 103¢, that by ‘the heavens and
the worlds in them’ Theophrastus was referring to &weipon
kéouoi, innumerable worlds. But there is a very strong objection
to understanding the words quoted from Anaximander to refer to
innumerable worlds coming-to-be from, and being destroyed into,
the Indefinite. &\AfjAois shows that retribution is made mutually
between the parties who are the subject of the sentence. Can we
really believe that the divine Indefinite commits injustice on its
own products, and has to pay them recompense? This, surely, is
intolerable; but if so, then Theophrastus {(who was not infallible
in such matters of interpretation, any more than Aristotle) mistook
the proper application of Anaximander’s dictum. It has long been
observed that the things which commit injustice on each other
must be equals, different but correlative; and that these are most
likely to be the opposed substances which make up the differentiated
world.*

T G. Viastos, CP 42 (1947) 171f, following Cherniss, tried to show how
the ultimate balance between opposites could be reconciled with the
reabsorption of the world into the Indefinite: when this happens, he said,
the opposites finally settle up accounts with each other (not with the
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Indefinite). But if the principle of justice applies in the present world, it
is not easy to see how such a drastic change, affecting all its constituents,
as the return of the world to the Indefinite could ever come about.

(iit) The opposttes

1t will be seen later (120, 123} that the production of opposites was
an essential stage of cosmogony for Anaximander; it is therefore
reasonable to assume that they played an important part in the
developed world. The interplay of opposites is basic in Heraclitus,
who seems to have deliberately corrected Anaximander by his
paradox ‘strife is justice’ (fr. 8o, 214). Anaximander is the first in
whom the concept of opposed natural substances {which recurs in
Heraclitus, Parmenides, Empedocles, Anaxagoras, and in the
Pythagoreans certainly as early as Alcmacon) clearly appears.
Doubtless he was influenced by observation of the main seasonal
changes, in which heat and drought in summer seem to be pitted
against cold and rain in winter. The constant interchange between
opposed substances is explained by Anaximander in a legalistic
metaphor derived from human society: the prevalence of one
substance at the expense of its contrary is ‘injustice’, and a reaction
takes place through the infliction of punishment by the restoration
of equality-——of more than equality, since the wrong-doer is
deprived of part of his original substance, too. This is given to the
victim in addition to what was his own, and in turn leads (it might
be inferred) to kdpos, surfeit, on the part of the former victim, who
now commits injustice on the former aggressor. Thus both the
continuity and the stability of natural change were motivated, for
Anaximander, by means of this anthropomorphic metaphor. The
main opposites in cosmogony were the hot substance and the cold
substance—~{lame or fire and mist or air. These, with which are
associated dryness and moisture, are also the main cosmological
opposites, most notably involved in the large-scale changes in the
natural world. They were probably isolated by Heraclitus (fr. 126)
before ever they were elevated to the form of standard irreducible
clements by Empedocles. Caution must be shown, to be sure,
about the opposites in Anaximander: it is possible, for example,
that the Peripatetics substituted their own more abstract formula-
tions, the hot and the cold and so on, for much more concrete
expressions by Anaximander himself. For him, the world may
have been made up of substances which, while they each possessed
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individual tendencies contrary to those of some of the others, need
not have been formally described as opposites, that is, for example,
as the hard and the soft; but simply as fire, wind, iron, water, man,
woman and 50 on.

(iv) * The assessment of Time’

The concluding phrase of the quotation, ‘according to the assess-
ment of Time’, elaborates the injustice-metaphor. What kind of
assessment does Time make? The word &8s suggests the ordaining
of punishment by a judge or, more aptly, the assessment of tribute
(as in the Athenian tribute-lists). In these cases what is ordained
or assessed is the amount of the punishment or payment; this can
hardly be the primary purpose of Time’s assessment. Time must
presumably control the time-limit for payment; the amount would
be fixed, as total restitution plus a proportionate amende. The idea
of a time-limit is appropriate: the injustice of summer has to be
made good within the roughly equal period of winter, that of night
during the period of day, and so on. No uniform period can be
meant: Time makes the assessment to meet the particular case.
That the additional idea of inevitability is implicit in the remark-
able personification of Time here may be indicated by the strikingly
similar ‘trial conducted by Time’ in Solon, roughly a gencration
before Anaximander:

113 Solon fr. 24 Diehl, kines 1-7
Eyw 8¢ T&OV pév olvexa Suvijyayov
Sfipov, Tl roUrTwv Tplv Tuysiv Eravoduny;
ouppaprupoln Talrr” &v By Blxn Xpdvou
s e peylorn Soapdveov "Ohuprioy
GpoTe, [T péhove, T vy moTe
Spous &ueThov molhay i} memnydras:
Tpdolev 8t Sovhelouaa, viv EAsubipa.

Here Earth justifies Solon’s claim because with the lapse of time she
has become free; that is what Time’s trial signifies. No pre-
determined time-limit is intended here, Elsewhere in Solon, too,
it is the inevitability of retribution that is stressed again and again;

113 Why did I cease before 1 gained the objects for whose sake [ brought together the
people? The great mother of the Olympian deities would be my best supporiing witness for
this in the court of Time—black Earth, whose boundary-stones, fixed in many places, I
once removed; formerly was she enslaved, now is she free.
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so in Anaximander, we may infer, injustice must inevitably be
punished, sooner or later in time—but here the periods, since they
are those of the great secasonal changes, as well as other less
important ones, must be supervised and assessed appropriately to
cach case.

(v) The original of Theophrastus’ paraphrase

It has been suggested on pp. 11 7f. that*from what things coming-to-
be is for the things that are, destruction also takes place into these’
may be a paraphrase by Theophrastus of something in Anaxi-
mander which Theophrastus thought could be recast into the
common Aristotelian formula. If that statement in Anaximander
immediately preceded his dictum about the retribution of oppo-
sites {as the transitional phrase kard 10 ypecov may suggest), then
it too was presumably concerned with the behaviour of opposites
in the developed world. One sentiment, I suggest, which Anaxi-
mander might have expressed in this context, and which could
have deceived Theophrastus in the way indicated, was that
opposite substances pay recompense each to its own opposite and
to no other; for example the hot substance to the cold, and not to
the heavy or the hard. This is a necessary hypothesis for Anaxi-
mander’s theory of cosmic stability, obvious to us but not so obvious
then, since Heraclitus also emphasized it for his own special
purposes. The axiom may have been stated in terms so general,
and possibly in a context so isolated, that Theophrastus was able
to mistake its proper reference.

INNUMERABLE WORLDS
(1) Successive rather than coexistent

Plural worlds of some kind were attributed to Anaximander by
Theophrastus: . . .some other substance of infinite spatial extent,
from which come into being all the heavens and the worlds in
them’ (xo3a). The fragment, about things paying to each other
the penalty for injustice, was adduced as somehow relevant to this
process; in this Theophrastus seems to have been mistaken
{pp. 118L}. In the doxographical versions of Theophrastus we
Jearn that these plural worlds were &meipoy, i.e. infinite or in-
numerable. There has been much controversy as to whether these
innumerable worlds were successive in time (so that our world will
eventually pass away, to be succeeded by another, and so on), or
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coexistent. Zeller supported the former interpretation, Burnet the
latter; Cornford demonstrated the fallacy of many of Burnet’s
arguments and reinstated the Zellerian interpretation in general
favour (see CQ 28 (1g934) 1 1., and Principium Sapientiac 17711). It
may be accepted that if Anaximander believed in innumerable
worlds it was in a series of successive single worlds and not in any
form of coexistent worlds: as Cornford argued, there is “nothing
in the appearance of nature’ to suggest the latter (except the
heavenly bodies, which, however, were described by Anaxi-
mander not as worlds but simply as gaps in fire-filled circles of air:
see pp. 135fL.). Nor, it may be added, was there any mythological
or other conceivable motive or precedent which might have
persuaded him to elaborate here an anti-empirical theory.

(if) But are cven successive worlds plausible in Anaximander?

I have elsewhere suggested (CQ N.S. 5 (1955) 281f.) that Anaxi-
mander may in reality have believed in no type of innumerable
worlds; and this suggestion is further argued here. The reader
should be aware that the gencrally accepted view is that he
belicved in a succession of single worlds, cach being produced by
and destroyed into the Indefinite. This is not unlike what Theo-
phrastus believed, and it possesses a grima facie credibility. Ifit is
true, it is still worth emphasizing what a remarkable idea this was.

If coexistent worlds might be suggested to some people {though
not, as it happens, to Anaximander) by the heavenly bodies, there is
nothing whatever in ‘the appearance of nature’ to suggest successive
worlds—successive separate worlds, that is (for such are clearly
meant by both Theophrastus and his modern followers), as
distinct from successive changes in the state of the one continuing
world. These last are envisaged in the mythical catastrophes by
fire and flood described in Plato’s Timaeus, 22c-E, and were to
some extent suggested by natural phenomena; cf. pp. 139f. We
may take it that the Milesians were trying to account for the
world as they experienced it; their explanations were often fanciful
and dogmatic, but were none the less attempts to account for
observed phenomena. Now there was no reason whatever to
assume that the world was going to be destroyed, or that if
destroyed it would be succeeded by another—an idea equally
foreign to the naive mythopoeic view (it was not suggested in any
Greek mythological source) and to the empirical analytic view.
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It is true that the world may at times have been treated as a kind
of living organism—but the life was the immortal life of the gods,
who are born, as the world was born, but who live for ever. It
would be entirely contrary to the whole mythical background of
Greck thought, and to the dictates of common sense, to believe in
a cycle of separate worlds; and their appearance in Anaximander
is extraordinary. But to anyone already familiar with Empe-
docles’ radical changes of the ogaipos (pp. 326ff.) and with the
atomist theory of Leucippus and Democritus, of innumerable
worlds coming-to-be and passing away throughout infinite space
{pp.409fl.), and already perhaps prone to misinterpret Heraclitus as
having postulated a succession of worlds {p. 202 n.}, the oddity would
not be conspicuous. Given a specific motive Theophrastus might,
therefore, have made a false and anachronistic attribution. Such
a motive, it is suggested, was provided by the atomists’ arguments
for innumerable worlds, as succinctly and influentially re-stated
by Aristotle.

(iti) Atomist arguments applied by Theophrastus to Anaximander?

114 Aristotle Phys. T4, 203b2g .. .5k ydp 10 &v 1§ vofioe pn
UrroReimey kol & &piluds Bokel &merpos elvan kal & podnporikd
peyEdn kal 1O E§w ToU olpavol - &reipou 8 dvros Tol Efw, kal odux
&meipov elvan Bokel xal kdouot™ T y&p udhrov Tol kevol Evrolfa
tvrafa;

This passage gives the fifth and most important motive, according
to Aristotle, for the development of a concept of infinity. The
argument that if what is outside the heaven is infinite then body is
infinite, and that if body is infinite then worlds are infinite, is
derived from the atomists, of whom Aristotle was undoubtedly
thinking here. But the infinite worlds are necessitated by the
postulate of infinite body, whether or not this is in turn argued (as
by the atomists} from infinite void. On this reasoning Theo-
phrastus might have been impelled to assume that the first and
most notable believer in infinite body (as he thought)—namely
Anaximander—also posited infinite worlds. These worlds would

134 .. .through not giving out in our thought, both number seems o be infinite and
mathematical magnitudes and what lies outside the heaven. Bul if what les outside is infinite,
bodv also seems to be infinite, and worlds too: for why should they exist more in one part
of the void than in another?

125



PRESOCRATIC PHILOSOPHERS

behave like the atomists’ in that they would be coexistent and also
successive—that is, coming-to-be and passing away continually.
The assumption that all innumerable worlds are of this kind
appears to be made by Aristotle in the latter part of 118. If we find
evidence that Theophrastus treated Anaximander’s worlds as both
coexistent and successive, this will suggest strongly that he was
applying atomistic reasoning to Anaximander.

(iv) The doxographical evidence may suggest that Theophrastus applied
atomist-type worlds to Anaximander

If one turns to the doxographical sources for further elucidation of
Theophrastus’ views, the evidence is found to be confused and to
some extent corrupt. Thus one of our twin sources for Aetius
(ps.-Plutarch; cf. Aetius mn, 1, 3, DK 12A17) assigns innumerable
worlds only to the atomists, while the other {Stobaeus) assigns
thern in addition to Anaximander, Anaximenes, Archelaus,
Xenophanes(!), and Diogenes of Apollonia. Neither version can
correctly represent Theophrastus: but both could have arisen from
a generalization of the atomistic arguments. There was a further
confusion in Aetius {1, 7, 12, DK 124 17) between the innumerable-
world hypothesis and the common opinion that the stars were gods.
These confusions {which are seen also in Cicero} are unlikely to
have been caused by a simple statement in Theophrastus that
Anaximander postulated successive worlds. Two important wit-
nesses had quite definite views:

115 Simplicius Phys. 1121, 5 ol pév yap &meipous TG TAnea
Tous Kdopous Urrobipsvol, s of rrepl “AvaipoavBpov kal Asbxirrrov
xad Anpdkprrov kat UoTepov of Trept “Errikoupov, yivouévous clrrous
ki pleipouévous Umélevto &’ &meipov, GAARwv pdv del ywopévewv
&Arcwv B¢ pleipoutveov, kad THY kivnow &idiov BAeyov. . ..

This comment on 1x4 is probably Simplicius’ own, and does not
directly reproduce Theophrastus. Simplicius might, however, be
expected to be influenced by the Theophrastean interpretation;
though we cannot be sure that ke was not misapplying the atomist
arguments, as Comford thought. Yet the same interpretation

115 For those who supposed the worlds to be infinite in number, like the associates of
Anaximander and Leucippus and Democritus and afterwards those of Epicurus, supposed
them to be coming-lo-be and passing away for an infinite time, with some of them always
coming-lo-be and others passing mway; and they said that motion was eternal. . ..
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appears in a source carlier than Simplicius, and one which is
dependent on the Theophrastean tradition through a different
channel (there is a confusion with Anaxagoras in the first part):

116 Augustinus ¢.D. vii, 2 non enim ex una re sicut Thales
ex umore, sed ex suis propriis principiis quasque res nasci putavit
{se. Anaximander). quae rerum principia singularum esse credidit
infinita, et innumerabiles mundos gignere et quaecumque in eis
oriuntur; eosque mundos modo dissolvi modo iterum gigni
existimavit, quanta quisquc actate sua manere potuerit.

Worlds coming-to-be and passing away throughout space (or the
Indefinite) arc surely intended here; ‘quanta. . . potuerit’ suggests
an irregularity which is foreign to the idea of a sequence of single
worlds, but which is cssential to the atomistic conception.
T A passage in Cicero (N.D. 1, 10, 25, DK 12417) which ascribes to
Anaximander worlds rising and sctting ‘longis intervallis’ might point in

the same direction, though certainty is impossible because of the ambiguity
of “intervallis’ (spatial or temporal?).

Thus two sources independent of each other, the one indirectly
{(here) and the other directly influenced by the tradition from
Theophrastus, assigned atomistic worlds to Anaximander. Further,
such an ascription by Theophrastus himself, of worlds both
cocxistent and successive, would at least provide a possible motive
for the confusion between the two in some parts of the dependent
doxographical tradition on Anaximander.

(v) Further considerations against and for the hypothesis

Two difficultics of this interpretation must be mentioned.

{a) It is possible from 111 that Aristotle meant to attribute
plural worlds to the monistic physicists in general: the infinite
primary substance, they said, ‘surrounds all the heavens (oUpa-
vous)’. To meet this, it was proposed on p. 116 that Aristotle was
using oUpavol in his special sense of ‘celestial spheres’: he meant
‘everything encloscd by the first heaven’ and (perhaps because of
the analogy of Anaximander’s circles) expressed this concept in
Ianguagc appropriate to his own cosmology Certamly in 110 the

116 I‘or ke [Anaximander| thought that things were born not from one substance, as
Thales thought from water, but each from ils own particular principles. These principles
of individual things he believed lo be infinite, and to give birth to innumerable worlds and
whaisoever arises in them; and those weorlds, he thought, are now dissolved, now born again,
according lo the age to which each is able to survive.
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infinite primary substance is said to enclose simply ‘all things’, and
there is no suggestion elsewhere in Aristotle of innumerable
separate worlds before the atomists.

(6y If Theophrastus thought that anyone who postulated
infinite material should also postulate innumerable worlds like the
atomists, why did Simplicius write in 150 {the continuation of 115)
that Anaximenes, whose primary substance was described as
infinite by Theophrastus and Simplicius, believed in successive
stngle worlds? The distinction from Apaximander is puzzling on
any interpretation. But Heraclitus and Diogenes are mentioned
as sharing the belief; Simplicius certainly ascribed successive
worlds to Heraclitus, and he may have thought that Anaximenes
should be classed with him, as a believer in a specific primary
substance, rather than with Anaximander and the atomists, whose
dpy was undifferentiated. There is also a possibility that Anaxi-
menes does not belong here at all: see n. on p. 151. Nevertheless
these two pieces of cvidence, puzzling as they are, cannot be
regarded as neutralized. On the other side there were three special
characteristics of Anaximander’s cosmology which might well have
encouraged an innumerable-world interpretation: (1) the theory
that the earth was surrounded by a number—perhaps an in-
definite number—of rings of the celestial bodies (pp. 1356,
{2) the theory that the earth was drying up, which was probably
part of a wider theory of cycles of change on the earth’s surface—
a succession of kéopol in the sense of local arrangements (pp. 139f.);
{3) the potential ambiguity of the fragment known to Theo-
phrastus. This fragment seems properly to have described the
interaction of substances within the world, but Theophrastus mis-
applied it to interaction between the world and the Indefinite.
Thus (1) might help to suggest coexistent worlds, (2) and (3)
successive ones. Theophrastus may have applied atomistic argu-
ments and imposed upon Anaximander worlds that were both.

GOSMOGONY
(1) °Eternal motion’ and vortex: are they relevant to Anaximander?

117 Hippolytus Ref. 1, 6, 2 (from 1038} . . .xivaow &iSiov elvo,
&v ) ovpPaiver yiveolal Tous oUpavols.

XX7 ...motion was eternal, in which it results that the heavens come into being.
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118 Aristotle Phys. @1, 250b11 TldTepov yéyové mwore xivhois. . .
fi ol &ytvero olrre ¢lelperan &AN Gel fiv kod del oton, kol Tolr’
Gfdvarov xal dmoauoTov Udpye Tols oloty, olov 3w Tis oUoa Tols
QuUoEL oUVESTEOL Ta&oWw; . . .GAN Soor piv &mreipous Te kdopous
elval paol, kat ToUs pév yiyveoBou tous 8¢ ¢lelpeaton TV kbopwy,
del gaow elvan kivnow. . . door 8 dva, () &el) ff iy del, xad wepl Ts
Kimoeos Umotifevtar kard Adyov.t

119 Aristotle de caelo B1g, 20527 &AA& ufyv el ye Eomi xlvnols 115
xard guot, oUx &v ) Plaios £in popd pdvov oUB’ fpéunois: o’ &
Bla viv 1y yi pével, kad ouviiABev émi 1O péoov gepopévny Bik Thy
Slvnow. Todrrny yép v altlay wévres Abyouowv & T@Y dv Tolg
Uypols xal mepl rov &fpa cupPaivovrwv: by Tolrros yap el plperan
& pelze kat & Paplrrepa rpds 1o péoov Tiis Slvns. Bid 81 Ty yijv
Tréves So01 TOV oUpavoy yevwdoiy &rl 16 uéoov ouvelBelv gaciv.

T (f &el) (Ross) is supported by the comments of both Themistius and

Simplicius. The sense is that those who postulate one eternal world also

postulate eternal motion; those who postulate one non-eternal world do

not. Note that successive single worlds (which would require eternal
motion) are not included in this analysis.

Theophrastus evidently stated that the Indefinite was characterized
by an eternal motion, which was somehow responsible for the
innumerable worlds. He likewise attributed eternal motion to
Anaximenes, presumably because, like Anpaximander, Anaxi-
menes did not specify anything that could obviously act as a cause
of change. Aristotle frequently rebuked the monists for this very
fault; but 118 shows that he could on occasion understand their
ways of thinking better than his pupil Theophrastus. There he
considers an ungenerated motion which is ‘deathless’, which
inheres in things as a kind of life. He was thinking of Thales,

158 Did motion come inlo being at some time. . .or did it neither come-to-be nor is il
destroyed, but did it always exist and will it go on for ever, and is it immortal and un-
ceasing for existing things, being like o kind of life for all natural objects? . . . But all who
say that there are infintte worlds, and that some of them are coming-to-be and others passing
away, say that motion always extsts. . .while all who say that there is one world, whether
eternal or not, make an analogous supposition about motion.

119  Yel if indeed there is some kind of natural motion, there would not be enforced
motion enly, or enforced rest; so that if the earth now stays in place by force, it also came
together to the centre by being carried there because of the vortex. {For this is the cause that
everyone gives, through what happens in water and in air: for in these the larger and
heavier objects are always carried toward the centre of the vortex.) Therefore all who
generate the heaven say that the earth came logether to the centre,
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perhaps (p. g7); but the phrase ‘immortal and unccasing’
reminds one of the phraseology which he attributed to Anaxi-
mander, among others, in 110: he probably realized, then, that
for Anaximander change in the cosmos was bound up with the
divinity, the power of life and movement, of the Indefinite. What
Theophrastus had in mind as Anaximander’s ‘eternal motion’
was probably some more explicit, mechanical kind of motion like
that of the atomists, who arc mentioned indirectly in the latter
part of 118; we have seen (pp. 123ff) that Theophrastus may well
have grouped Anaximander with the atomists over the qucstion of
innumerable worlds. Some modern scholars (e.g. Burnct) have
held that Anaximander postulated a confused agitation like the
winnowing motion in Plato’s Timaeus; others (e.g. Tannery) have
assigned a circular motion to the Indefinite. Both are equally
unlikely. It is highly improbable that Anaximander himself ever
isolated this question of motion; the Indefinite was divine, and
naturally possessed the power to move what and where it willed.
To define its properties further would defeat Anaximander’s
purpose.

One often reads of a vortex or vortices in Anaximander. There
is in fact no evidence for this apart from Aristotle in 1x9, a highly
involved piece of @ priori reasoning in which the reference of
‘therefore” at the beginning of the last sentence is unclear. Butin
any case Anaximander was certainly not in Aristotle’s mind when
he wrote this passage; for shortly afterwards (125) Anaximander
is distinguished from the majority of the physicists on the ground
that his earth remained at the centre by equilibrium and not by
conventional kinds of ‘force’. This distinction and the sub-
sequent discussion come as an appendix to the discussion of vortex-
action, which is no longer under consideration; thus it may be
accepted that Aristotle was talking loosely in saying in 1xg that
‘all who generate the heaven say that the carth came together to the
centre’, if this implics more than accretion. Vortices are not asso-
ciated in our doxographical sources with anyonc before Empe-
docles, though Aristotle’s generalization in 1¥9 would surely have
led Theophrastus to mention earlier occurrences, had he been able
to find them. It is, nevertheless, just possible that what was
separated off from the Indefinite in the {irst stage of Anaximander’s
cosmogony was a vortex, see p. 132; what is quite out of the ques-
tion is either that the whole Indefinite was in vortex-motion, or
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that the diurnal movement of the heavenly bodies is due to this
cause (which would not suit the earth’s equilibrium in 125). The
tendency of heavy bodies to the centre is assumed in most early
cosmogonies. This may have been due in part, as implied in 119,
to the observation of vortex-action in everyday experience; but in
part it simply reflected the obvious arrangement of the components
of the visible cosmos.

(it} How did the opposites come from the Indefinite?

120 Aristotle Phys. A4, 18y7a20 {from 106) ol 8 &k ToU évds
evouoas Tas EvavmidrnTas Ekkpiveston, domep "AvatiuavBpds gnol
kal Sool 8 Bv kal moAA& gaow elven, Domep “EpmeSoxAfis xkal
"Avalaydpas- &k Tol plyparos yop xal olror éxxpivouot TéAAa.

121 Simplicius Phys. 24, 21 {continuing 1034) B5fidov 5¢ &1 Tiv
gls dAATAG peraBoriv T&Y TerTdpov oroiyeinv odTtos Beaodusvog
oux fificooey v 11 ToUTwy Unrokelpevov Trotfioan, dAAG 11 SAAo Trapd
ToUTa: oUros 88 oUk &AAolovpévou Tol oToixeiou THY yévesty o,
AN Eroxpivopéveow TGV Evaviov Bid T1is dadiov Kivfiosms.

It is almost certain from the first sentence of 12¥ that Simplicius
is no longer quoting Theophrastus, but giving his own paraphrase
of what he has just quoted. In the second sentence he partly
depends on the analysis by Aristotle in 106. There are two notable
differences between his comment and the Aristotelian original:
(a) the opposites are scparated out (ExxpivecBon) in Aristotle,
separated off (&mokpivopéveov) in Simplicius; (4) Simplicius, but
not Aristotle, said that the separation was due to the eternal motion.
Now it has been argued by U. Hoélscher (Hermes 81 (1953) 258f1.)
that Simplicius in the second sentence of 121 (as at Phys. 150, 22)
is simply and solely enlarging on Aristotle, and reproduces no
Theophrastean interpretation whatever; this passage, thercfore, is
not good evidence for Anaximander unless Aristotle is reliable in
120. But, the argument continues, Aristotle was prone to read his

X20 But the others say thatl the opposifes are separated out from the One, being present in
it, as Anaximander says and all who say there are one and many, like Empedocles and
Anaxagoras; for these, too, separate oul the rest from the mixture.

12¥  Itisclear that he {Anaximander], seeing the changing of the four elements inio each
other, thought it right to make none of these the subsiratum, but something else beside these;
and he produces coming-lo-be not through the alteration of the element, but by the separation
off of the opposites through the eternal motion.
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own simple bodies, and two pairs of basic opposites, into every-
thing, and he perverted Anaximander by substituting separating
out for separating off from the Indefinite, thus making this into a
mixture of opposites. Theophrastus attributed separating off to
Anaximander, but of the innumerable worlds and not of opposites
(&rrokexpioBaa in 103 C); and this, according to Holscher, was the
proper application of the word. Against this ingenious theory the
following points may be made. The mention of the eternal motion
by Simplicius is Theophrastean and not Aristotelian in source
(see 117); so, apparently, is his use of the verb for separating off.
Therefore, while it is agreed that he was not here quoting Theo-
phrastus, he probably did have Theophrastus’ assessment of
Anaximander in mind. Further, Halscher has not succeeded in
convincingly destroying a most damaging picce of evidence,
passage ¥23. This continuation of Ps.-Plutarch’s doxography in
103 C states that ‘the productive from the eternal of hot and cold
was separated off at the beginning of this world’, and continues
with details of the cosmogony. This, though garbled, represents
Theophrastus, and shows that Theophrastus accepted scparation
off from the Indefinite, and opposites, asinvolved in Anaximander’s
cosmogony. Since the extant fragment (112} suggests that the
world is still composed of opposites, it seems legitimate to accept
from both Theophrastus and Aristotle that opposites were involved
in cosmogony.

Nevertheless, we may accept the warning about ékxpiveoe in
Aristotle: it seems quite likely that this is a distortion of &mo-
xplvegfar. And according to ¥23 what was separated off was not
opposite substances (flame and mist) but something that produced
them. This might have been a kind of seed, it might have been a
vortex; there was perhaps a confusion in the tradition {see p. 133).
At all events we have no right to assume with Aristotle that the
opposites were in (fvouoas) the Indefinite, and were separated out
of it; still less may we define the Indefinite as a mixture, as Aristotle
undoubtedly did.* The Indefinite was not clearly defined and
analysed by Anaximander; but this does not mean, of course, that
he might not have been making it behave, in respect of its pro-
ducts, in some way like a compound—either a mechanical
mixture or a fusion.? If the opposites arose directly from the
Indefinite by being separated off, as Simplicius states in 1213, then
the Indefinite was being unconsciously treated as unhomogeneous;
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for separation off cannot simply imply the isolation of one part of
the Indefinite, that part which becomes the world: it implies this
and some change in the isolated part. If this change was not the
appearance of opposites, but of something productive of them,
then one might infer that the Indefinite was the kind of thing that
contained, for example, sperms or embryos: but that still does not
mean that Anaximander thought of it as being of a specific
character.

* Cf. 122 Aristotle Met. A1, 106gb2o .. .xal 1007 torl 6 "Avafaydpou
Bv {Péhriov yap 1} dpol mdvra) kal “EumsSoxkhious To plyux kal "Avabie
udvBpov, kal dx Anpdkpités enow. If 120 is doubtful, this passage
certainly seems to attribute a mixture to Anaximander. This used to be
thought very scandalous. G, Calogero suggests " Avafipavlpoy {1d &rraipov).

® As suggested by Cornford and by Viastos (CP 42 (1947) 1y0-2).
Theophrastus is guoted by Simplicius (§07) as saying that the mixture of
all things in Anaxagoras could be regarded as ‘one substance indefinite
both in kind and in size’, and that he would resemble Anaximander—
but whether in the idea of mixture is not clear.

(ii1) The actual formation of the cosmos

123 Ps.-Plutarch Strom. 2 (continuing 103 cand 124A; DK 12a10)
onoi 8t 1o &k ToU &ibiov yowpov Oepuol e xad yuypoU kard ThHv
yéveov ToU8e ol kéouou &moxpiffivan kad Tivd & ToUTou Qhoyos
opaipav weptguiival T¢ wepl ThHY yiiv &épr &g T8 Bévbpw phoidy:
forvos dmoppayeions kol els Tvag droxheiobeions kikhous Uro-
oriiver oV Aoy ket v oeAfivav kai Tous doTipas. {Continues
at 137.)

This passage (supplemented, for the heavenly bodies, by Hippo-
Iytus in ¥27)} is virtually our only authority for Theophrastus’
report of the details of the cosmogonical process in Anaximander.
The Stromateis are usually Iess accurate than either Simplicius or
Hippolytus in reproducing Theophrastus (cf. 103); but it cannot
be doubted that the present passage is based on him, and the
citation of the bark-simile, which looks as though it is derived

122 .. .and this is the One of Anaxagoras (for this is a betier description than ‘all
things together’) and the mixture of Empedocles and of Anaximander, and what Democritus
describes.

123 Hesays that that which is productive from the eternal of hot and cold was separated off
at the coming-to-be of this world, and that a kind of sphere of flame from this was formed
round the air surrounding the earth, like bark round a tree. When this was broken off and
shut off in certain circles, the sun and the moon and the stars were formed.
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from Anaximander himself, suggests that in places, at least, the
passage follows Theophrastus fairly closely.

Theophrastus had previously stated (1034, B, ¢) that innumer-
able worlds came out of the Indefinite; the present passage
describes the emergence of our world, and is unaffected by
whether or not Anaximander accepted successive worlds. The
phrase & Tol &ibiov, ‘from the eternal’, perhaps means “from the
Indefinite’, which was described as immortal.* *The productive
from the eternal of hot and cold. . .was separated off” is still
difficult. ydvipos (productive) was a favourite Peripatetic word,
which usually retained some flavour, if only a slight one, of
biological generation. In the fifth century, on the other hand,
yéviuos only occurs twice, in Euripides and Aristophanes—the
latter use being a weakened metaphor—except for a special
medical-technical use (of critical periods in disease; the biological
meaning is almost suppressed) in the Hippocratic Visifs. It seems
unlikely, therefore, that it is an Anaximandrean word; and in view
of occurrences of the word, especially in Phatarch, as a dead
metaphor with no biological implications we cannot be sure that
it was here intended to represent generation of a biological kind,
however remotely. This must be emphasized because of the
popularity of Cornford’s suggestion that this stage in Anaximander
corresponds with the production of a cosmogonical egg in *Orphic’
accounts (on which see pp. 41-8). It would not be surprising to
find that Anaximander resorted to the old mythological medium
of sexual generation to account for the most difficult stage in
world-formation—the production of heterogeneous plurality out
of a single source, and that, here, an Indefinite one. One would
not, however, expect a crude and explicit device like the egg; and
the evidence is not certainly in favour of any such sexual device,
however metaphorical. A completely different suggestion was
made by Vlastos {CP 42 (1947) 171 n. 140), that 10 ydvipov was
not a thing so much as a process. A vortex, for instance, might
well account for the appearance of opposites; for the phraseology
we may compare Democritus fr. 167, 8ivov &mwd ol mwovtds
arroxpifijvat (“a vortex was separated off from the whole’).? Yet
why did Theophrastus not simply use the word 8ivos or 8ivn to
describe a process completely familiar to him, and one which
would further have emphasized the resemblance of Anaximander
and Anaxagoras (n. 2 on p. 131}? If he had used the word, we
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should not have this vague circumlocution in ps.-Plutarch. It is
at least a possibility that Theophrastus himself was in doubt about
this first stage, perhaps through lack of full information, and used
a vague expression to cover himself; but he would not have
invented an intermediary between the Indefinite and the opposites
{(which could have been more casily produced, as in 120, directly),
and judgement must be reserved on its character.

' Another possibility is that the whole phrase means ‘that which was
capable from all time of producing...”. In this case we should expect
EE dublov, without the article. But the insertion of ix 1ol diblov between
16 and yévipov, on the other interpretation, is almost as strange. In any
case, the tortuosity of expression is not immediately due to Anaximander,
and the obscure meaning is not greatly affected either way.,

2 That ‘separating off” can be applied to the products of a vortex, as well
as to the vortex itself, is demonstrated by Anaxagoras fr. g imt., olTw
ToUTV mepiypoUvTwy Te kel &woxpivopévwy Utd Ping Te xal Tayu-
TH70s. . . (“these things thus revolving and being separated off by force
and speed...’).

The nature of the hot {substance) and cold (substance) thus
cryptically produced appears from what follows: they are flame
and air-mist {the inner part of which is assumed to have condensed
into earth). The ball of flame fits closely round the air, as closely
as bark grows round a tree; this can be the point of the simile,
which does not necessarily suggest that the flame is annular (though
the eventual shape of the carth is cylindrical, seec 124). So far,
then, something has been isolated in the Indefinite which produces
flame and air-mist; earth condenses at the core, flame fits closely
round the air. Now the ball of flame bursts, breaks up into circles
which are enclosed by mist which has also expanded {cf. 127), and
forms the heavenly bodies. From 134 and 135 we learn that the
moist earth is dried by the sun, the remnants of the moisture being
sea.’

T It is possible that 123 contains other signs of biological-embryological
language, apart from the dubious yéwipov. H. C. Baldry {CQ 26 (1932)
27ff.) pointed out that dwdkpiors was used in embryological treatises to
describe the separation of the seed from the parent; pAoids could be used of
a caul, and was perhaps used in a similar sense by Anaximander—see 136;
&rroppfiyvuoBot is sometimes used of a new growth detaching itself from
the parent body (which it can hardly mean here, contra Heidel and Baldry).
But none of these words has an exclusively embryological sense; they are

common terms (except ¢Actds, which most frequently means ‘bark’)
which would naturally be applied to both embryology and cosmogony.
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COSMOLOGY: THE PRESENT STRUCTURE OF THE WORLD
(i) The earth
124 (A) Ps.-Plutarch Strom. 2 (B) Hippolytus Ref. 1, 6, 3
Urtdpyeiv 8¢ onoy T uév oxh- | 1o 8 oyfiua olrriis (se. T yiis)
port  THY  yiiv  kuhvBpouiBf, | yupdy, orpoyyUhav, xiovos Afw
Exew 8¢ Tdooutov Pdfos Soov | mopanAfoiov? T&V B Em
&v eln TpiTov wpos TO TAGTOS. weSeov & pév dmPePrikapey, & Bt
&vtieTov Urdpysr.
125 Aristotle de caelo B13, 295b1o  elot 8 Twes of Bix Ty
dpoidtnTd paoiv oy (se. THY yiiv) péveiv, Gomrep Tév dpyaiwv
"AvaginavBpos. pdAAov pev yap olftv dve 1) kdre f els Té Ay 1
pépeation Trpootiker TG Emrl Tol péoou 1Bpupévov kol Suolws Tpds T&
foyora Eyov: dua §' &Sdvarrov els Tdvavria ToisioBar Ty kivnow,
Qo1 8§ &vdryrng pévelv.
126 Hippolytus Ref. 1, 6, 3 (preceding x24B) Thv 8¢ yiiv evan
peTécopov Umd pundevds xparoupdvny, péivousav Bt Bid iy Spolav
TévTwv ATOCTAC V.
I Gypdv, xiovi mss.; xiovt Aetius 1, 10, 2 (DK t2A25) Yupév (Roeper) is
plausible for the 1mpossﬂ)!e ypdv: originally meaning ‘curved’ (e.g. of a
hook, or of hunched shoulders), it came to mean also “round’. oTpoyyiiov,
then, may be an interpolated gloss. 1 have emended yiow to xiovos,
exempli gratia; the sense is not in doubt,
The earth is shaped like a column-drum; men live on its upper
surface. It is three times as wide as it is deep—a ratio which is
analogous to the distances of the heavenly bodies (pp. 136f.). Its
evident stability is explained in a new way which represents a
radical advance on Thales’ idea that it floated on water (an idea
revived and modified by Anaximenes, p. 153). What the carth is
at the centre of, presumably, is the rings of the heavenly bodies, of

124 (A) He says that the earth is cplindrical in shape, and that its depth is a third of
its width, (B) Its shape is curved, round, similar lo the drum of a column; of its flat
strfaces we walk on one, and the other is on the opposile side.

X25 There are some who say, like Anaximander among the ancients, that it {the earth}
stays still because of its equilibrium. For il behoves that which is established at the centre,
and is equally related to the extremes, not to be borne one whit more either up or down or o
the sides; and it is impossible for il to move simultaneously in opposile directions, so that i
stays fixed by necessity.

¥26 The earth is on high, held up by nothing, but remaining on account of its similar
distance from all things.
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which the sun’s is the largest (x27). Anaximander was not talking
of the world as a whole, or saying that if was at the centre of the
Indefinite, though he would doubtless have accepted this if the
idea were put to him. At all events he completely broke away
from the popular idea that the earth must be supported by some-
thing concrete, that it must have ‘roots’; his theory of equilibrium
was a brilliant leap into the realms of the a priori—one which he
would not have been tempted to take, it might be suggested, if
vortex-action had been applied in his cosmogony and was at hand,
as it were, to explain the stability of the earth.

(i1} The keavenly bodies

127 Hippolytus Ref 1, 6, 4-5 & 8 dorpa yivesbo kikAov Trupds
&rroxpibtvta ToU KeTd TOV Koouov Wupds, mepiAngfivra 5§ Urmrd
&épos (cf. 123). Ekmvods & Umdpfo, moépous Tivds alAdBes, kad’
obs padveran T& &orpa 816 xad fmppacooptvey TGV tkrvoddy T&s
txhehpeis yiveoBar, Thy 8¢ oedfviy woTE ptv TATpounéviy gaivectc
ToTt 8¢ petoupévny mapd THY TV épwy Emippabiv §i &voiiv. elvea
8¢ Tov xixdov Tol fidlov ErrakaeikosamAasiova {Ths yiis, dxTo-
keubexamAaciova 88 TOV) This oEANvns, xal dveordrw piv elven TOV
Mo, kerreotdres Bt Tous TGV &mAavidv &aTépov kUKAOUS.

128 Aectius 11, 20, 1 “AvagipavBpos (sc. TOV fiAidv not) kikAov
glvar dxTexceikooarAagiova riis yiis, dpuoteie Tpoxd mapaTAn-
ciov, TV GyiBa Exovta xofAny, TAfpn Tupds, kard TI pépos
txpadvougav Bi& orTopiou TO mlp Gomep SiX WpRoTHpos oAU
(Cf. Aetius 11, 25, 1, DK 12422, for the moon.)

129 Aectius i, 21, 1 "AvagiuavBpos (sc. pnoi) Tév udv fjAlov foov
glvan T8 ¥, TOv B¢ kixkdov &’ o ThHv Exmvoty Eyel xad UgT oF
nepipbpeTan EMTaKAIEIKOTaTAQTiw TS Yiis.

127 The heavenly bodies come into being as a circle of fire separated off from the fire in
the world, and enclosed by air. There are breathing-holes, certain pipe-like passages, at
whick the heavenly bodies show themselves; accordingly eclipses occur when the breathing-
holes are blocked up. The moon is seen notw waxing, now waning according to the blocking
or opening of the channels. The cirele of the sun is 27 times the size of {the earth, that of )
the moon {18 times); the sun is highest, and the circles of the fixed stars are lowest.

128 Anaximander says the sun is a circle 28 times the size of the earth, like a chariot
wheel, with its felloe hollow and full of fire, and showing the fire al a certain point through
an aperture as though through the nozzle of a bellows.

129 Anaximander says that the sun s equal to the earth, but that the circle from whick it
has iis breathing-hole and by which it is carried round is 27 times the size of the earth.
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130 Actius 11, 16, 5 AvaEluavBpos Gmd ThY kiKhwy kol TV
opoupidv £p” Gv EkaoTos Péfnke pépeoton {se. Tous doTipas gnoiv).

The sun and moon are each an aperture in separate solid rings
like the felloes of cartwheels. These rings consist of fire surrounded
by air {regarded as concealing mist), and out of the single
aperture in each of them fire emerges like air from the nozzle of a
bellows; the similes of the cartwheels and the bellows perhaps
derive from Anaximander himself. Eclipses, and phases of the
moon, are duc to a total or partial blocking of the aperture;
typically, no motive is given for this blockage. The aperture of the
sun is the same size as the surface (presumably) of the earth (129)—
a remarkable view contradicted by Heraclitusin fr. 3; the diameter
of its wheel is twenty-seven times as great as this (twenty-eight
times in 128). The moon-wheel is nineteen earth-diameters (or
cighteen, presumably) across; the obvious lacuna in ¥27 has been
filled after Aetius 11, 25, 1, which gives the corresponding informa-
tion to 128 for the moon, only adding that the circles of sun and
moon lie obliquely. The star-wheels (on which see below),
although we are not told so, were presumably of nine (or ten)
earth-diameters, being nearest to the earth (127 fn.}). Thus
Anaximander gave the structure of the world a mathematical
basis, developing the assumption (seen already in Homer and
Hesiod, cf. 1 with comment) that it is orderly and determinable.
His proportionate distances may have influenced Pythagoras.
! This larger figure (28x) cannot represent the distance from the outer, as
opposed to the inner, edges of the celestial circle if diameters are meant;
for 2, not i, should then be added to the multiple, to give 29x. If the
radius and not the diameter were intended the figures given would hold:
but ‘the circle of the sun is twenty-seven times that of the earth’ {127,
128)—the carth whose ‘breadth’ is specified in r24—implies clearly
enough that the diameter is really meant. In that case the larger figure
might represent the diameter from outer edge to outer edge, the smaller
one that from points half-way between the outer and inner edges of the

actual felloe of air-—assuming, what seems reasonable, that the felloe is one
earth-diameter thick.

The stars present certain difficulties. (a4) 127 fin. mentions the
fixed stars as closest to the earth. Possibly, as Diels thought, there
is another lacuna here and the planets were mentioned too. That

x30 Anaximander says that the heavenly bodies are carried by the circles and spheres on
which each one goes.
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the fixed stars and the planets were at the same distance from the
earth is perhaps implied by Aetius 11, 15, 6 {DK12418), and is
suggested by the series of proportionate distances: 1 {diameter of
earth)—x—18 (moon-ring)--27 (sun-ring). Here x, the missing
distance, must be that of the stars and planets: it must be g, to fit
into the series, and there is no vacant number to allow a different
distance for stars and planets. (b) 130 mentions both circles and
spheres of the stars (while 127 has a circle of stars at the beginning,
circles at the end). The two are incompatible; possibly a sphere
for the fixed stars, rings for the planets were meant. But this is
inconsistent with the argument that fixed stars and planets must
be at the same distance from the earth; there would not be room
for both a sphere and rings. Indeed a sphere, although the
simplest explanation of the fixed stars, is impossible: the cosmo-
gonical account (123) showed that a ball of flame broke up, or
broke away from the mist round the earth, and was then shut into
circles (obviously of air-mist) which composed sun, moon and
stars. There is no possibility, let alone any mention, of part of the
sphere of flame remaining as a sphere after it had broken away.
Thus it must be assumed that each star, including the planets, has
its own wheel; these wheels are equal in diameter and are inclined
on countless different planes. They do not obscure the sun and
moon (cf. e.g. Homer Il. 20, 4441.; 21, 549). If their centre is the
same as the centre of the earth, the circum-polar stars {which do
not set) are unexplained-—as they would be even by a sphere; and
yet if their centres were at different distances up and down the
earth’s axis, which could account for some stars not setting, they
would be likely to infringe the equilibrium described in 125 and
126. Probably Anaximander did not think of these difficulties. The
movement of the sun on the ecliptic, the declination of the moon,
and the wanderings of the planets were probably explained as due
to wind (see 134 and 135); the cast-to-west movements were due
to rotation of the wheels (cf. pépecbon in 130} in the planes of their
circumferences.

(i) Meteorological phenomena
131 Hippolytus Ref. 1, 6, 7 &vépous BE yiveoBon T7év AemrroTdTwv
&tudov 1ol dépos drroxpvopéveov xal &tav dBpoiofdor kivouptvoy,

131 Winds cccur when the finest vapours of the air are separated off and when they are
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Uetous 8¢ &k Tiis druibog Tiis ik T8V U’ fhiov &vadiBopéung dorrpatds
B¢ drav Guepos fkmimToov SuoTd Tds vepbhos.t
132 Aectiusnrn 3, 1-2 {mepi BpovTddv &orparrdv Kepauvddy pnoTH-
poov Te Kal Tupvwv.) "AvagipavSpos éx Tol Tvelparros TauTi ThvTa
oupPaive - dtav yap TepiAn@div véper Tayel Praodusvoy éxmréon i
Aemrropepeiq xod xougdTnTy, TéTE 1y pév PRGs TOV wogov, f) B
SiaoToAny Tapd THY wedaviay Tol vépous Tév Siavyaopdy doTeAd.
133 Seneca Qu. Natf. m, 18 Anaximandrus omnia ad spiritum
rettulit: tonitrua, inquit, sunt nubisictae sonus. .. (see DK 12a23).
T & Tfis &rulSos—avaBiBoptvns Cedrenus; the mss. give an obviously
corruptreading (DK 1 p. 84 n,) which implies if anything that the exhalation
is from the earth. A dual exhalation was imposed also on Heraclitus
(p. 204 n. 1); it was probably a refinement by Aristotle. Cedrenus (11th

cent. A.p.) is sometimes correct: e.g. his dxm{mrwv in 131 is shown by 132
to be correct against mss. #urimrav,

These passages suggest that Anaximander shared in, and perhaps
to a large degree originated, a more or less standard Ionian way of
accounting for meteorological (in our sense) events. The chief
elements of this scheme are wind, the evaporation from the sea,
and the condensed masses of vapour which form the clouds. All
testimonies on the subject are, of course, based on Theophrastus,
whom we may suspect of not always resisting the temptation to
supply ‘appropriate’ explanations, where none existed, of certain
natural phenomena which he thought interested all Presocratics.
The explanation of wind in 13¥ (cf. also Aetius i, 7, 1, DK 124 24)
is very involved ; note that it is somehow due to ‘separation off” of
the finest part of air. Rain is caused by the condensation {presum-
ably)} of moist vapours evaporated by the sun; wind causes most
other phenomena (132, £33}, including, probably, the movements
north and south of sun and moon (see 134, 135). The emphasis on
wind, a product of air, might suggest partial conflation with
Anaximenes; he gave the same explanation of lightning as

set in motion by congregation; rain occurs from the exhalation that issues upwards from the
things beneath the sun, and Lghining whenever wind breaks out and cleaves the clouds.
132 (On thunder, lightning, thunderbolts, whirlwinds and typhoons.) Anaximander says
that all these things ocour as a result of wind: for whenever it is shut up in a thick cloud
and then bursts out forcibly, through its fineness and lightness, then the bursting makes the
noise, while the rift against the blackness of the clond makes the flash.

133  Anaximander referred everything to wind: thunder, he said, is the noise of smilten
cloud. . ..
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Anaximander, but in an appendix to 132 is distinguished as having
cited a special parallel (oars flash in water; see ¥61).

{iv) The earth is drying up

134 Aristotle Meteor. B1, 353b6 elvan y&p 16 mpddrov Gypdv
Gmavra ToV epl THY YV Tdrov, Umd 88 Tol filou Enpoavdpevor T
utv Srerrpioow vebpara kal Tpotrds fiAlov kad oeAfvns poot Troisiv,
T 8¢ Aerpev Bdharrrav elvan - 816 kot EAdTTw Yiveobm Enpaivoudvny
olovran xod éhos Eoeofal TroTe wloav Enpdv.

135 Alexander in Meteor. p. 67, 11 (DK 12A27) (commenting on
134) ...7totns s 86Ens Eybuvero, o ioTopsl OedppaoTos,
AvaipovBpds e xat Awoyévns.

Alexander in 135 must mean the attribution by Theophrastus to
apply to the whole of 134, not merely to the last sentence, since a
little later (commenting on Meteor. 355a22) he associates Anaxi-
mander and Diogenes again with the idea that winds cause the
turnings of the sun. (In paraphrasing 134 he had become confused
and described another theory.) Itishelpful to have Theophrastus’
attribution, although it must be noted that the only name men-
tioned by Aristotle in connexion with the drying up of the sea is that
of Democritus (Meteor. B3, 356b 1o, DK684100). Aristotle had
previously mentioned (Meteor. A14, 352a17) that those who
believed the sea to be drying up were influenced by local examples
of this process (which, we may note, was conspicuous around sixth-
century Miletus) ; he himself rebuked them for their false inference,
and pointed out that in other places the sea was gaining; also,
there were long-term periods of comparative drought and flood
which Aristotle called the ‘great summer’ and ‘great winter’ in a
‘great year’ .}

t Here Aristotle may be aiming particularly at Democritus, who thought

that the sea was drying up and that the world would come to an end. Anaxi-

mander need not have thought this any more than Xenophanes did; in

fact Aristotle might have been rebuking Democritus in terms of the
earlier cyclical theory.—There may well be a special reference to Anaxi-

134 For first of all the whole area round the earth is moist, but being dried by the sun the
part that is exhaled makes winds and turnings of the sun and moon, they say, while that
which is left is sea; therefore they think that the sea is actually becoming less through
being dried up, and that some time it will end up by all being dry.

135 ...of this opinion, as Theophrastus relales, were Anaximander and Diogenes.
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mander in Aristotle’s words (Meteor. B2, g55a22) *those who say. . .that
when the world around the earth was heated by the sun, air came into
being and the whole heaven expanded. ..’ {cf. 123).

It is clear that if Anaximander thought that the sea would dry
up once and for all this would be a serious betrayal of the principle
enunciated in the extant fragment (1x2), that things are punished
for their injustice: for land would have encroached on sea without
suffering retribution. Further, although only the sea is mentioned,
it is reasonable to conclude that, since rain was explained as due
to the condensation of evaporation (x31), the drying up of the sea
would Iead to the drying up of the whole earth. But could our
whole interpretation of the fragment as an assertion of cosmic
stability be wrong; could the drying up of the earth be the prelude
to re-absorption into the Indefinite? This it could not be, since if
the earth were destroyed by drought that would implicitly qualify
the Indefinite itself as dry and fiery, thus contradicting its very
nature; and, in addition, the arguments from the form of the
fragment still stand. The principle of the fragment could, however,
be preserved if the diminution of the sea were only one part of a
cyclical process: when the sea is dry a ‘great winter’ {to use
Aristotle’s term, which may well be derived from earlier theories)
begins, and eventually the other extreme is reached when all the
earth is overrun by sea and turns, perhaps, into slime. That this
is what Anaximander thought is made more probable by the fact
that Xenophanes, another Ionian of a generation just after Anaxi-
mander’s, postulated cycles of the earth drying out and turning
into slime: see pp. 177f. Xenophanes was impressed by fossils of
plant and animal life embedded in rocks far from the present sea,
and deduced that the earth was once mud. But he argued, not that
the sea will dry up even more, but that everything will turn back
into mud; men will be destroyed, but then the cycle will continue,
the land will dry out, and men will be produced anew. For
Anaximander, too, men were born ultimately from mud (136, 138).
The parallelism is not complete, but it is extremely close: Xeno-
phanes may have been correcting or modifying Anaximander.
Anaximander, too, was familiar with the great legendary periods
of fire and flood, in the ages of Phaethon and Deucalion; impressed
by the recession of the sea from the Ionian coast-line he might well
have applied such periods to the whole history of the earth.
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ZOOGONY AND ANTHROPOGONY

136 Aectius v, 19, 4 ‘AvatipavBpos &v Uypd yevwnbfivan Ta
TpGTa 36 phoiois mepieyOueva dxavladest, wpoPaivouans Bt Tiig
fawdas &moPaiveiv éml 1o Enpdrepov xal Trepippryvupévoy Tol
Aol e’ SAiyov Ypovov uetafidhvar.

137 Ps.-Plutarch Strom. 2 &11 pnoiv &1 xar’ &pyds & &hhoabdv
wwv & &vipwmos Eyevwnfn, &k ToU T& piv GAAa B fouTdv Tayl
vipeofo, povov B8 Tov Gvlipwtrov oduypoviov Beiohon Tinvoews-
810 ot xeer” dpyds oUk &v oTe TowolTov dvta Sixowdijval.

138 Censorinus de die nat. 4, 7 Anaximander Milesius videri sibi
ex aqua terraque calefactis exortos esse sive pisces seu piscibus
simillima animalia; in his homines concrevisse fetusque ad puber-
tatem intus retentos; tunc demum ruptis illis viros mulieresque
qui iam se alere possent processisse.

139 Hippolytus Ref. 1, 6, 6 1& 8 3Pa yiveoBou (8§ Uypol)
gatpzoptvov [ Diels, -dpeva mss. ] U ol fidiov. Tov B¢ &vlpawrov
Erépoo 30w yeyovival, Tovrior IxBi, mapanifoiov ke’ dpyds.
140 Plutarch Symp. vin, 730 (DK 12a30) 810 xai offovran (sc.
Zupot) Tov ixBUv ds dpoyevi] kai oUvrpogov, EmeikéoTepov "Avabi-
udvBpov @rAccogolvTes: ov ydp &v Tolg aUrols fxeivos ixBls xal
dvlpadrrrous, AN dv ixBuow dyyevioBon o mrpdiTov dvBpltrous
drrogaiveron kol Tpagévras, omep of yoheol,' xai yevouévous
ikavous éoutois Ponfeiv xPiivan Tnvikadra kot yfis AaPéota.

136 Anaximander said that the first living creatures were born in moistire, enclosed in
thorny barks; and that as their age increased they came forth on to the drier part and, when
the bark had broken off, they lived a different kind of life for a short time.

137 Further he says that in the beginning man was born from creatures of a different
kind; because other creatures are soon selfesupporting, but man alone needs prolonged
nursing. For this reason he would not have survived if this had been his original form.

138 Anaximander of Miletus conceived that there arose from heated water and earth
etther fish or creatures very like fish; in these man grew, in the form of embryos retained
within until puberty; then at last the fish-like creatures burst and men and women who were
already able to nourish themselves stepped forth.

139 Living creatures came into being from moisture evaporated by the sun. Man was
originally similar to another creature—that is, to a fish.

140 Thergfore they [the Syrians) actually revere the fish as being of similar race and
nurturing. In this they philosophize more suitably than Anaximander; for he declares, not
that fishes and men came into being in the same parents, but that originally men came into
being inside fishes, and that having been nurtured there—like sharks—and having become
adequate to look after themselves, they then came forth and took to the land,
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¥ Emperius’ yoheol for the impossible mss. maAaiof is a brilliant emenda-
tion based on another passage in Plutarch, de soll. an. 33, 982 A, where the
shark is said to produce an egg, then to nurture the young inside itself uatil
it is bigger; Aristotle had noted this at H4. Zio, 565b1. But ‘like
sharks® may well be a parenthetical remark by Plutarch {note the case:
nominative not accusative), who knew about them indirectly from
Aristotle; he would naturally quote them as an illustration of Anaxi-
mander’s idea.

This is virtually all the information we have about Anaximander’s
brilliant conjectures on the origins of animal and human lfe.
The first living creatures are generated from slime (clsewhere
called IAUs) by the heat of the sun: this became a standard account,
and even Aristotle accepted spontaneous generation in such cases.
The observation behind the theory was perhaps that of mud-flies
and sand-worms which abound in the hotsand at the edge of the sea.
Yet the first creatures were not of that kind, but were surrounded by
prickly barks—Ilike sea-urchins, Cornford suggested. Aetius (136)
seems to preserve special information about these first creatures,
which presumably were prior to the fish-like creatures inwhich men
were reared. The use of phoids here reminds one of the bark-simile
in the cosmogonical account (123) ; both ball of flame and prickly
shell broke away from round thecore (here epi- not &wopptyyvucton).

The meaning of the concluding words of 136 isdisputed ; but psva-
in new late-Greek compounds usually implies change rather than
succession, and thesense is probably that the creatures, emerged from
their husks, lived a differentlife (i.e. onland) for a short time longer.
Possibly Anaximanderhadsomeconceptionofthedifficultiesofadap-
tation toenvironment. Thiswould benomorestartling than hisintelli-
gent observation that man (with nine months’ gestation and many
years’ helplessness) could not have survived in primitive conditions
without protection of some kind. This consideration led to the con-
jecture that man was reared in a kind of fish-—presumably because
the earth was originally moist, and the first creatures were of the sea.

Anaximander’s is the first attempt of which we know to explain
the origin of man, as well as of the world, rationally. Not all his
successors concerned themselves with man’s history (they were
more interested in his present condition), and none surpassed him
in the thoughtful ingenuity of his theories. Incomplete and some-
times inconsistent as our sources are, they show that Anaximander’s
account of Nature, though among the earliest, was one of the
broadest in scope and most imaginative of all.
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CHAPTER 1V
ANAXIMENES OF MILETUS

HIS DATE, LIFE AND BOOK
141 Diogenes Laertius 11, 3 “Avaipévns Edpuorpdrou Mikfioiog
fixovgey "AvabipudvBpou, Ewnior 8t xal Toppevidou ooty dxoloai
cUrdv. olrog Gpynv &pa elme kol T Gmeapov. wivelodon B 1o
&oTpa ol Umrd yijy &AAG epl yiiv. xéxpnral Te Aéer ladi &mAf)
ol drepiTTey. xal yeyévnrar pév, kabd enow "AmoAAdBwpos, Trepl
v Zdpbecov SAwoy, Erehetrrioe 8¢ T EEnkooTil TpiTh Shupmidd:
(528-525 B.C.).
1t may be doubted whether the chronographical tradition knew
1 ore about Anaximenes’ date than the statement of Theophrastus
(143) that he was an associate of Anaximander. The Succession-
-riters would establish him in the next philosophical generation
o Anaximander, and Eratosthenes, followed by Apoliodorus,
ould choose a suitable epoch-year for his acme, 1.e. the age of
orty. The obvious epoch-year was that of the capture of Sardis by
Cyrus, 546/5 B.c. (=Ol. 58, 3; Hippolytus Ref. 1, 7, 9, DK 1347,
ave OL 58, 1, complicated in the Suda, 13a2}. This puts his birth
«round the acme of Thales, his death around the commonly-chosen
age of sixty, and makes him twenty-four years younger than
naximander. This is all quite hypothetical; but we may accept
hat seems likely from his thought, that he was younger than
naximander; while his active life can scarcely have continued
ar into the fifth century {Miletus was destroyed in 494 B.C.).?
¥ The mss. of Diogencs in 141 reverse the position of mepl thv TépBecwov
Gawow and Ti Enxootd Tpity Shupmabi Diels emended (as printed
here). G. B. Kerferd points out (Mus. Flelvet. 11 (1954) 117fL.) that if the
capture of Sardis were that of 408 B.c., and yeyévnron meant (as it

certainly can, and perhaps should) ‘was born’ rather than ‘flourished’,
then the ms. text could be correct {f Anaximenes died at the age of 30 or

141  Anaximenes son of Eurystratus, of Miletus, was a pupil of Anaximander; some say
he was also a pupil of Parmenides. He said that the material principle was air and the
infinite; and that the stars move, not under the earth, but round it. He used simple and
economical lonic speech. He was active, according to what Apollodorus says, around
the time of the capture of Sardis, and died in the 63rd Olympiad.
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less. This seemns unlikely in itself and, if true, would probably have earned
comment in our sources. Further, it 15 unhkely that Apollodorus would
have ignored Theophrastus’ connexion of Anaximenes with Anaximander
{who according to Apollodorus was dead by 528); or that he would have
used two separate captures of Sardis as epochs (he certainly uses that of
546/5). Further, Hippolytus (DK 13A7) supports a floruit at or near 546/5.

About Anaximenes’ life, and his practical activities, we know
nothing (cf. n. on p. 103). From the stylistic judgement in 141,
however, it is known that he wrote a book, a part of which at least
must have been known to Theophrastus, from whom the criticism
presumably emanates. The ‘simple and unsuperfluous’ Jonic may
be contrasted with the ‘rather poetical terminology’ of Anaxi-
mander (r12).

AIR IN ANAXIMENES

(1) Air is the originative substance and basic_form of matier; it changes by
condensation and rarefaction

142 Aristotle Met. A3, 9Bsan “Avafiptvng 8¢ &épa xai Aioyévng
Tpdrepov UBaros kal pddot’ &pyfiv Tibéaot Tév dnAdv cwpdrwv,

143 Theophrastus ap. Simplicium Phys. 24, 26 "AvaGipévng 8¢
Edpuorpdrou Midfiowos, troipos yeyovws “Avafmdvbpov, plav
piv kol alrds THY Umroxeipévny uow kol dmeipdv oo Gomep
ExeTvos, oux GoproTov B Horep EkeTvos &AM dpropévmy, dfpa Afywv
oy Swpepeiv St povdmmt kal TuxkvéTnT Korrd s odoios. xal
&potioUpsvoy pév Trilp yiveoBon, ukvoupevor B¢ dvepov, elta vigos,
11 B& p&Ahov UBwp, elra yiiy, elra AMBous, T 88 SAA éx TouTwv.
kivnomv 88 kol obros &iSiov moied, 81" fiv xad Ty petaPorfy yiveoto,
144 Hippolytus Ref. 1, 7, 1 "Avainévns. . . &épa &meipov Epn Ty
&pynv elvan, &8 o 1 yvdpeve kol T YeyovoTa xod T fodpeva kal
BeoUs kol Bela yiveoBo, T& 88 Aorrd &k Tév roUrou dmoydvwy. (2) 10

142 Anaximenes and Diogenes make air, rather than waler, the material principle
above the other simple bodies.

143 Anaximenes son of Eurystratus, of Miletus, a companion of Anaximander, also
says that the underlying nature is one and infinite like him, but not undefined as Anaxi-
mander said but definite, for he identifies it a5 air; and it differs in its substantial nature by
rarity and density. Being made finer it becomes fire, being made thicker it becomes wind,
then cloud, then (when thickened still more) waler, then earth, then stones; and the rest
come into being from these. He, too, makes motion eternal, and says that change, alse,
comes about through it.

144 Anaximenes. . .said that infinite air was the principle, from which the things that
are becoming, and that are, and that shall be, and gods and things divine, all come into
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Bt £l8os ToU &épos ToroUTov: Srav piv dpcdrrartos f, Swer &inAov,
SnholioBon 8t 16 Wuypd xal T Bepud xad TG votepd xal TH
xivouptved. KiveioBon B8 del- ob yap petaPddhev Soo peTafddAs, el
A Kvoiro. (3) Tukvoupevoy yap xal dpanoupevoy Sidpopov paiveaton *
&rav yop els 1O &pondrepov Sroyubiy, lp yiveoda, dvépous Bt éhy
glvan &épa rukvoupevoy, E§ &épos (88) vipos droTteheicbar kord THY
widnow, & B¢ pdidov G8wp, &wl whslov muxvewdévra yiiv xad el
76 pdhioTa rukvdraTov Alfous. dore T xupiwTata tfis yevéoews
évavria elven, Beppdv Te xal yuypdv.

142, together with ¥§3 and 162, is all that Aristotle had to say
about Anaximenes by name, and our tradition depends on Theo-
phrastus, who according to Diogenes Laertius v, 42 wrote a special
monograph on him (sce p. 4). A short version of Theophrastus’
account of the material principle is preserved by Simplicius in 143.
In the present case Hippolytus’ version is longer than Simplicius’;
but an inspection of 144 shows that this is mainly due to wordy
expansion and additional {sometimes non-Theophrastean) inter-
pretation. However, the expression wiknows (mAsiofo}, ‘felting’,
for the condensation of air, is found also in Ps.-Plutarch’s sum-
mary (15¥) and was probably used by Theophrastus; it was a
common fourth-century term and need not have been used in this
form by Anaximenes himself, contrary to what Diels and others
say.

For Anaximenes the originative stuff was explicitly the basic form
of material in the differentiated world, since he had thought of
a way in which it could become other components of the world,
like sea or earth, without losing its own nature. It was simply
condensed or rarefied—that is, it altered its appearance according
to how much there was of it in a particular place. This met the
objection which Anaximander may well have felt against Thales’
water (pp. 112fl), and which encouraged him to postulate an

being, and the rest from its products. The form of air is of this kind: whenever it is most
equable it is invisible to sight, bul is revealed by the cold and the hot and the damp and by
movement. It is always in motion: for things that change do not change unless there be
movement. Through becoming denser or finer it has different appearances; for when it is
dissolved into what is finer it becomes fire, while winds, again, are air that is becoming
condensed, and cloud is produced from air by felting. When it is condensed still more, water
is produced; with a further degree of condensation earth is produced, and when condensed as
Jfar as possible, stones, The result is that the most influential components of generation are
opposites, kot and cold.
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indefinite originative material. Anaximenes’ air, too, was in-
definitely vast in extent--it surrounded all things (110 and 163),
and was thus described as &mweipov, infinite, by Theophrastus. Itis
questionable exactly what he meant by air. &dp in Homer and
sometimes in later Jonic prose meant ‘mist’, something visible and
obscuring; if Anaximander really talked of ‘the cold’ in cosmo-
gony he probably meant a damp mist, part of which congealed to
form a slimy kind of earth. Anaximenes probably said (163) that
all things were surrounded by mvelux kod dnp, ‘wind (or breath)
and air’, and that the soul is related to this air; which suggests that
for him &f\p was not mist but, as Hippolytus in 144 assumed, the
invisible atmospheric air. This is confirmed by the fact that he
evidently described winds as a slightly condensed form of air (143,
144). Now atmospheric air was certainly not included as a
world-component by Heraclitus (e.g. 221}, and its substantiality—
that is, corporeality—needed to be emphasized by Empedocles
(453). It looks, then, as though Anaximenes simply assumed that
some part, at least, of the atmospheric air was substantial, and
indeed the basic form of substance; although he did not offer any
notable demonstration of its substantiality and so convince his
immediate successors. This assumption would be a very remark-
able one; though it must be remembered that velpa in the sense
of breath was certainly regarded as existing, and yet it was
invisible. It was not, however, totally insensible; its presence was
revealed by tangible properties—in Hippolytus’ terms by ‘the cold
and the hot and the moist and the moving’. Atmospheric air, on
occasions, makes itself known by none of these things; probably
in that state Anaximenes would not recognize it as air, or as
existing at all.

The main forms assumed by air as a result of condensation and
rarefaction were outlined by Theophrastus. They are obvious
enough, and were clearly based on observation of natural pro-
cesses—rain coming from clouds, water apparently condensing
into earth, evaporation, and so on. Such changes were accepted
by all the Presocratics; it was only Anaximenes who explained
them solely in terms of the density of a single material.! It may be
asked why air was specified as the normal or basic form of matter;
from the point of view of natural change within the world, water,
equally, might be basic, with air as a rarefied variant. In view of
163 (pp. 1581F), where cosmic air is compared with the Trvelpa or
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breath which is traditionally conceived as the breath-soul or life-
giving wuy, it seems that Anaximenes regarded air as the breath
of the world, and so as its ever-living, and therefore divine, source;
see also p. 161. Further, air might have seemed to possess some of
the indefinite qualities of Anaximander’s originative stuff (not being
naturally characterized by any particular opposite) ; in addition it
had the advantage of occupying a large region of the developed
world. Anaximenes seems at first sight to have abandoned the
principle of general opposition in the world {it was shortly to be
revived in a more Anaximandrean form, though with some modi-
fication, by Heraclitus), and so to have lost even the metaphorical
motives of injustice and retribution, for natural change. Yet one
pair of opposites, the rare and the dense, took on a new and special
significance, and it could legitimately be argued that all changes
are due to the reaction of these two: see further p. 149. In
addition, no doubt, Anaximenes shared Thales’” assumption that
matter was somehow alive, which would be confirmed by the
constant mobility of air—especially if this was only accepted as
being air when it was perceptible. Theophrastus, as usual, reduced
these assumptions to the formula of ‘eternal motion’, adding that
all change would depend on this motion.
* Cf 145 Simplicius Phys, 149, 32 &wl ydp Tolrov (sc. Anaximenes)
pdvou BedppacTos dv Ti “loToply THy kdvwow elpnre kxd rivwoty, Bfjov
B dx kad of &AAot 1) povdrnm kol mukvodTnTi Expdvro. There is no
difficulty here (and no need for drastic expedients like the supposition that
udvou means wpotov): ‘the others’ (e.g. Hippasus and Heraclitus in
DK 225) were loosely described by Theophrastus as using condensation,
but only Anaximenes explicitly used the rare and the dense as an essential

part of his theory. Simplicius then slightly misunderstood Theophrastus’
comment on Anaximenes, which may indeed have been carelessly phrased.

It appears that according to Theophrastus (‘the other things,
from these’ in 143 fin., also in a vague and inaccurate paraphrase
in 144 init.; cf. Cicero Acad. 1, 37, 118, DK 13A9) Anaximenes did
not think that every kind of natural substance could be explained
as a direct form of air, but that there were certain basic forms (fire,
air, wind, cloud, water, earth, stone) of which other kinds were
compounds. If true, this is important, since it makes Anaximencs
the pioneer of the idea that there are elements from which other

145 For in the case of him [ Anaximenes| alone did Theophrastus in the History speak
of rarefaction and condensation, but it is plain that the others, also, used rarity and density.
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objects are compounded—an idea first formally worked out by
Empedocles. Yet it seems questionable whether this interpretation
is justified. There is no other evidence that anyone before
Empedocles tried to give a detailed account of any but the main
cosmic substances; having invented a device to explain diversity,
it would be more in the Milesian character for Anaximenes to have
adhered to it; and Theophrastus was prone to add just such
generalizing summaries, often slightly misleading, to a specific list.
* Another probably false interpretation is that which makes Anaximenes
the forerunner of atomism. He cannot have conceived of matter as
continuous, it is argued; therefore, since there can be more or less of it in
the same space, it must have been composed of particles which can be
more or less heavily concentrated. But it seems unlikely that anyone
before Pythagoras or Heraclitus bothered about the formal constitution of

matter, or about precisely what was invelved in condensation, which
could be simply an objective description of certain observed processes.

(i) Hot and cold are due to rarefaction and condensation

146 Plutarch de prim. frig. 4, 947F (DK1381) ... xofdmep
"Avaipdvris & Tohonds deto, pnTe TO Yuyxpdy Ev oloig phiTe TO
Bepudv dmoheimwpev, SAAG Téln kowd tfis Uhns Emryryvépeva Tais
peTaPorals: TO y&p ovoTeAASpuevoy alriis Kot TrukvoUuevoy yuypdv
elval gnot, 16 & &pondv xal 1o *xohapdy’ (olre Tws dvopdoos
xai 16 priuatt) Bepudy. Sfev oUk dreikéTws Aéyeoton 1 xal fepuck
Tév dvBpwirov &k ToU aTduaros kol wuypd pebitven yiyerar yép )
rvol] wieobeloa kel Tukvefeloa Tols yefAeow, dvelpbvou B ol
orduaros ExmittTovon yiyverar Bepudv Umd pavdtnTos. Tolro pév
oliv &yvénua Toeitan Tol &vbpds & "Apiorotédng. . .. (Cf. Proble-
mata 34, 7, 964a10.)

Plutarch seems to have had access to a genuine citation from
Anaximenes: the word xoAapés, ‘slack’, if no more, is definitely
said to be his, and there is no reason to doubt it. Conceivably
Plutarch depends on a lost passage of Aristotle; the passage from

46 .. .or as Anaximenes thought of old, let us leave neither the cold nor the hot as belong-
ing to substance, but as common dispositions of matier that supervene on changes; for he says
that matler which is compressed and condensed is cold, while that which is fine and
“relaxed’ (using this very word) is hot. Therefore, he said, the dictum is not an unreason-
able one, that man releases both warmth and cold from his mouth: for the breath is chilled
by being compressed and condensed with the lips, but when the mouth is loosened the breath
escapes and becomes warm through its rarity. This theory Arisiotle claims to be due to the
man’s {se. Anaximenes’} ignorance. . ..
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the Aristotelian Problems discusses the phenomenon in the manner
suggested in the continuation of 146, but without naming Anaxi-
menes. The example of breath was evidently cited by Anaximenes
as showing that rarefaction and condensation of air can produce,
not merely obvious variations like those of hardness and softness,
thickness and thinness, but a variation of the hot and the cold
which seems to have little directly to do with density. On this
evidence alone one would expect the instance to be part of an
argument that condensation and rarefaction can produce quite
unexpected alterations, and so could be responsible for every kind
of diversity. Hippolytus in 144, however, suggests that hot and
cold play a vital part in coming-to-be: in other words Anaximenes
still attributed special importance to the chief cosmogonical sub-
stances in Anaximander, the hot stuff and the cold stuff. There is
no mention of this in Simplicius’ extract from Theophrastus (143),
but Hippolytus or his immediate source is unlikely to be entirely
responsible for it. It is, however, difficult to see how these opposed
substances could be basic in Anaximenes’ scheme of things, and it
seems highly probable that Theophrastus, seeing that some promi-
nence was given to hot and cold in Anaximenes, suggested that
they were for him, as they were for Aristotle and for Theophrastus
himself, one of the essential elements of ytveois. (The Peripatetic
simple bodies were composed of prime matter informed by either
hot or cold and either wet or dry.) This interpretation is anachro-
nistic, and leaves us free to accept the natural one suggested by
Plutarch himself, expressed though it still is in Peripatetic terms.
But can even Anaximenes have thought that temperature varied
directly with density? There is such a thing, for example, as hot
stone or cold air. This difficulty might not have occurred to him,
since in general it is true that the ascending scale of density repre-
sents also a descending scale of temperature, from fire down to
stones; air itself normally not striking one {at any rate in the
Mediterranean) as consistently either hot or cold. Alternatively,
the instance of breath compressed by the lips might seem to illu-
strate that density can affect temperature, without implying that it
always does so to the same degree.?

* The instance of the breath is one of the first recorded Greek uses of a
detailed observation to support a physical theory. Note, however, {i) that
it is not strictly an ‘experiment’, i.e. the deliberate production of a chain
of events the unknown conclusion of which will either confirm or deny a
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prior hypothesis; (ii) that because of lack of control and of thoroughness
the conclusion drawn from the observation is the exact opposite of the
truth; {iii) that the word Aéyeoboy may suggest that the observation wasa
common one, not made for the first time by Anaximenes,

(i) Air is divine

147 Cicero N.D. 1, 10, 26 post Anaximenes aera deum statuit
cumque gigni esseque immensum et infinitum et semper in motu,
quasi aut aer sine ulla forma deus esse possit. . . aut nonomne quod
ortum sit mortalitas consequatur.

148 Aetiusy, 7, 13 "AvaGipéuns TovV dépa (sc. Bedv elvad gnion) - Bel
§ Umwoxovmv &mi TV oUrtws Aeyoptvwv Tds SvBinkovoos Tols
oToyeiow T} Tols owuact duvdyuss.

149 Augustinus C.D. vimn, 2 iste {s. Anaximander) Anaximenen
discipulum et successorem reliquit, qui omnes rerum causas aeri
infinito dedit, nec deos negavit aut tacuit; non tamen ab ipsis
aerem factum, sed ipsos ex aere ortos credidit.

The first and third of these passages assert that according to
Anaximenes a god or gods came into being from the primal air;
Hippolytus also, in the first sentence of 144, wrote that ‘gods and
things divine’ arose from air. Theophrastus, therefore, probably
said more than that Anaximenes’ primal air itself was divine (cf.
Aristotle’s assertion in 1re that Anaximander and most of the
physicists considered their originative stuff to be divine). It is
probable, then, that Anaximenes himself said something about
gods: it may be reasonably inferred that this was to the effect that
such gods as there were in the world were themselves derived from
the all-encompassing air, which was truly divine. If so, Anaxi-
menes might be a precursor of Xenophanes and Heraclitus in their
criticisms of the deities of conventional religion; though there is no
evidence that Anaximenes went so far as actually to deny their
existence, any more than Heraclitus did. That air itself was divine

147 Afterwards, Anaximenes determined that air is a god, and that it comes into being,
and is measureless and infinite and always in motion; as though either formless air could be
a god. . .or mortality did not attend upon everything that has come into being.

48 Anaximenes (says that) the air {is god): one must understand, in the case of such
descriptions, the powers which interpenetrate the elements ar bodies.

149 He [Anaximander) left Anaximenes as his disciple and successor, who attributed all
the causes of things to infinite air, and did not deny that there were gods, or pass them over
in silence; yet he believed not that air was made by them, but that they arose from air.
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is implied both by Aristotle’s generalization and by Aetius in 248,
who gives a Stoicizing description of the kind of divinity involved
as ‘powers permeating elements or bodies’, i.e. a motive and
organizing capacity that inheres in varying degrees in the consti-
tuents of the world.?

¥ It has sometimes been maintained in the past (e.g. by Burnet, EGP 78)
that Anaximenes’ gods are innumerable worlds, Thig is because according
to Aetius 1, 7, 12 and Cicero N.D. 1, 10, 25 Anaximander’s innumerable
worlds were called gods {DKi2a17). These statements seem to have
arisen from a confusion of the innumerable worlds with the stars; and
Cicero cannot possibly have had the same kind of evidence for Anaxi-
menes, since in the very next sentence, XI47, he only mentions one god as
coming into being (and confusedly describes it as infinite, ie. as primal
air). There are in fact only two doxographical indications that Anaximenes
postulated innumerable worlds: Aectius 11, 1, g (Stob. only; see p. 124)
and ¥50 Simplicius Phys, 1121, 12 yevyrdy Bt xat pBapTdv Tov Ever kdoHov
wowodow Soor del pév goaow elvan kéopov, ol pfv Tov alrdv del, dAhd
&MoTe EAAov yivduevoy katd Tivag Xpovey tepidBous, &bs "Avafipbvng Te
kot *HpdrAerros xat Atoyévng kal Gorepov of &md THs Zrods. Here Simplicius
appears to assign successive worlds to Anaximenes. One possible reason for
this 18 given on p. 126; but Simplicius’ passage is very closely based on
Aristotle de caelo Ato, 27gbr2 (DKaza10), in which Empedocles, not
Anaximenes, precedes Heraclitus; and the possibility of contamination
cannot be excluded. There is far less reason to assign innumerable worlds
to Anaximenes than to Anaximander, from the state of the doxographical
evidence; though something was probably said on the subject by Theo-
phrastus, on the grounds that Anaximenes, too, postulated what Theo-
phrastus considered to be an infinite originative stuff (see pp. 123).

COSMOGONY

151  Ps.-Plutarch Strom. § (cf. DK 13A6) .. .yew&obai Te wévra
Kot Tive TUKveotv TouToy {sec. &épos) kal éAiv &paiwov. Ty ye
pfv xivnotv 8 aldvos Unrdpyev: midovpévou Bt Tol &épos mpdrtny
yeysviioBan Ayer Thy yiiv mhareiav pdhar 516 kat xard Adyov ol
Eroyelofon 16 &épt- kad Tov flAov kad THY ceAnvnv kad T& Ao
Gorpo THY Gpyhv tiis yevioews &k yfis Exev. dmogaiveron yoUv

150 Al those make the one world born and destructible who say that there is always a
world, yel it is not always the same but becoming different at different times according to
certain periods of time, as Anaximenes and Heraclitus and Disgenes said, and later the
Stoics.

151 .. .and all things are produced by a kind of condensation, and again rarefaction, of
this [sc. air]. Motion, indeed, exists from everlasting; he says that when the air felts,
there first of all comes into being the earth, quite flai—therefore it accordingly rides on the
air; and sun and moon and the remaining heavenly bodies have their source of generation
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Tov fiMov yijv, Bik Bt THY OfeTow kivnoiv xal pdd’ tkavdds SepudTnra
AcPeiv [Zeller; fepuoTérny xiviow AaPeiv codd. plurimil.
152 Hippolytus Ref. 1, 7, 5 yeyovévon 88 & &orrpa ék yiis Si&k 1o
v IxpdBa k Tadns dvioTaoba, fis dporounévng O TUp yiveota,
&k B¢ ToU Trupds peTewpizopévou Tols doTépas ouvioraodc.

Anaximenes presumably gave an account of the development of
the world from undifferentiated air; as with Anaximander, only
ps.-Plutarch summarizes the subject in general, and he does little
more than apply the obvious changes of air (outlined by Theo-
phrastus with reference to continuing natural processes, cf. the
present tense of yiveoBon in 143) to what could be an a priors
cosmogonical pattern. Only in the case of the formation of the
heavenly bodies is there detailed information; here Hippolytus in
152 is almost certainly right as against the last sentence of I§I,
which seems to impose on Anaximenes ideas from Xenophanes
(ignition through motion) and Anaxagoras (the same, and sun
made of earth; cf. pp. 155 L. for another confusion). The heavenly
bodies {&opa)} certainly originate from the earth, but only in
that moist vapour is exhaled or evaporated from (the moist parts
of) earth; this is further rarefied and so becomes fire, of which
the heavenly bodies are composed. The formation of the earth had
occurred by the condensation of a part of the indefinitely-extended
primal air. No reason is even suggested for this initial condensa-
tion, except possibly the ‘eternal motion’; as with Anaximander,
this was Theophrastus’ way of expressing the capacity of the divine
originative stuff to initiate change and motion where it willed: see
p. 1287

¥ As with Anaximander, there is no ground for postulating a vortex in
Anaximenes except Aristotle’s generalization in X19; in Anaximenes’ case
there is not even the mysterious ‘ producer of the hot and the cold’ to be
accounted for. Yet Anaximenes was not implicitly excepted from the
generalization, as Anaximander may have been (p. 128). However,
Aristotle had reason a few lines carlier, 153, to class Anaximenes with
Anaxagoras and Democritus {they all assumed that the earth remains
stable because of its breadth); the two others certainly postulated a

JSrom earth, At least, he declares the sun to be earth, but that through the rapid motion it
obtains heat in great sufficiency.

x52  The heavenly bodies have come into being from earth through the exhalation arising
Srom it; when the exhalation is rarefied fire comes into being, and from fire raised on high
the stars are composed.
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vortex, and so Aristotle might have been content to class Anaximenes with
them in this respect too—if he was not simply being careless in his use of
‘all’, mévres, in 139, Of course, as Zeller pointed out, vortex-action
would produce the variations of pressure required for a cosmos; though
Anaximenes did not in fact explain the heavenly bodies by direct rare-
faction of the extremities.

COSMOLOGY

(1) The earth is flat and rides on air

153 Aristotle de caelo B1g, 294b13 (DK 13A20) ’Avabipévng B&
ke "Avafaydpas kel Anudkprros 16 wAdros aitiov elved poat ol
péverv ooty (se. THV yiv) * o y&p Téuvelv AN EmrriraoporTizey ToV
dépor TOV kérwdey, dmep padveran & mAdTos Exovta TEHY swpdrwy
Troiv: Tabra yé&p kal wpds Tous dvéuous Eyer SuokwvnTs Bid iy
QUTEPEITIV.

Anaximenes seems to have consolidated the conception of the earth
as broad, flat and shallow in depth—‘table-like’ according to
Aetius 11, 10, 3 (DK 134 20)and as being supported by air. This
idea was closely followed by Anaxagoras and the atomists {529 init.
and p. 412), who in details of cosmology conservatively selected
from the Ionian tradition. That the earth was supported by air was
obviously an adaptation, encouraged no doubt by the observation
ofleaves floating in the air, of Thales’ idea that the earth floated on
water. Aristotle in the continuation of 153 was wrong in suggesting
that support is provided because the air underneath is trapped
and cannot withdraw: for Anaximenes the surrounding air was
unbounded in any way, and was doubtless unthinkingly supposed
to support the earth because of its indefinite depth—and because
leaves do float on air. Theophrastus, judging from 151, 154, and
Actius 11, 15, 8 (DK 134 20), wrote that according to Anaximenes
the earth rides, EroyeioBon, on air: the verb occurs in Homer and
could well have been used by Anaximenes. Aristotle’s ‘covers the
air below like a lid’ is probably his own expression, an improve-
ment perhaps on Plato’s reference {(Phaedo gg8) to an unnamed
physicist—Anaximenes or Anaxagoras or the atomists or all of
them-—who ‘puts air underneath as a support for the earth, which
is like a broad kneading-trough’.

153  Anaximenes and Anaxagoras and Democritus say that its [the earth’s] flatness is
responsible for it staying still: for it does not cut the air beneath but covers it like a lid,
which flat bodies evidently do; for they are hard to move even for the winds, on accound
of their resistance.
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(it) The heavenly bodies

154 Hippolytus Ref. 1, 7, 4 THv 8¢ yfiv whorreiav elven &’ &épos
Sdyouptvriy, Spolews Bt kai fjAtov kol oeMpumy xal & &\ dotpa
évra Trupiva Svta EroxeioBon TG &fpr ik wAdTes.

155 Actius 1, 13, 10 ‘Avafipébvns muplvny pev iy @low Tddv
&orpwv, Tepiéyely B¢ Twva wxol yEDST) ohuaTa TUNTIEPIQEPSLEV
ToUTels &dparra.

156 Aetius 1, 23, 1 "Avafipbvng Omd meTukveopévou &fpos xal
Gvririrrov Efwfolpeva Ta &orpa Tés TpoTras Tolsiabal.

157  Actius 11, 14, 34 "Avafipévrs AAwv Sikny korameThyivan
T& doTpa 16 kpyoTahhoeidelr Eviol B¢ mérada elvar ipwa damrep
WY PAPTIHOTL,

158 Aetius 11, 22, T Ava§ipéung TAotiv &g trétodov oV filiov.
159 Hippolytus Ref. 1, 7, 6 o0 xveiofon 8¢ Umd yfiv 1& &orpa
Abyel, xafos Etepor Umreidfipaoy, &AL mrepl yiiv, dorrepel mepl thy
fiueTépoy kepofy orpépeTan O Triklov. xpUtrrecfal e OV flAov
oy Umd yiiv yewduevov AN Umd v tiis Yiis Wymiotépeov uepddv
oxemrdpevov kal Sid v mhslova fudv alrroll yevopduny dmdoraov,
160 Aristotle Meteor. B, g54a28 moAdoUs teiobijven Tdv
dpyaicv peTewpordywv ToOV Moy uny pépeaton Umd yiiv ARG mepl
THY Yiijv xad TOv TdTOV ToUrov, deavizecton B¢ xal oy wikTa S1
& Uyniny elven pds &prrov Ty yiiv.

354 The carth is flat, being borne upon air, and similarly sun, moon and the other
heavenly bodies, whick are all fiery, ride upon the air through their flatness.

1§5 Anaximenes says that the nature of the heavenly bodies is fiery, and that they have
among them certain earthy bodies that are carried round with them, being invisible.

156 Anaximenes says that the heavenly bodies make their turnings through being pushed
out by condensed and opposing air.

157 Anaximenes says that the stars are implanted like nails in the crystalline; but some
say they are fiery leaves like paintings.

158  Anaximenes says the sun is flat like a leaf.

159 He says that the heavenly bodies do not move under the earth, as others have supposed,
but round it, just as if a felt cap turns round our head; and that the sun is hidden not by
being under the earth, bul through being covered by the higher paris of the earth and
through its increased distance from us.

160 Many of the old astronomers were convinced that the sun is not carried under the
earth, but round the earth and this region; and that it is obscured, and makes night,
through the earth being high towards the north.
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That the heavenly bodies were created by the rarefaction into fire
of vapour from the earth was asserted in 1§2. Like the earth, they
ride on air (154); though since they are made of fire, as 154 and
155 confirm, and since fire is more diffuse than air, there is a
difficulty which Anaximenes may not have seen in making them
rest on air in the same way as the denser earth does. That the
movements of the sun on the ecliptic, of the moon in declination,
and perhaps of the planets, are caused by winds (which are slightly
condensed air, cf. 143) is suggested by 156; Aristotle had referred
at Meteor. B1, 353b5and B2, 355a21 (6¥2) to old writers who had
explained the first two of these three celestial motions in just this
way. 187 creates a difficulty, however, in stating that the &orpa
(which can mean all the heavenly bodies, or the fixed stars and the
planets, or just the fixed stars) are attached like studs to the ice-
like outer heaven {which according to 159 would be hemi-
spherical), and not floating free. This could only apply to the fixed
stars; but we hear nothing more about the ‘ice-like’, and indeed
the concept of a solid outer heaven is foreign to the little that is
known of Anaximenes’ cosmogony and to the other details of
cosmology. The same term was applied three times by Aetius to
Empedocles’ heaven (which would be spherical), and at 1, 13, 11
(437) he said that Empedocles’ fixed stars were bound to the
ice-like, while the planets were free. It appears that this con-
cept may have been mistakenly transferred to Anaximenes. The
second part of x§7 is introduced as an opinion held by ‘some
people’; but since Anaximenes certainly held the heavenly bodies
to be fiery, and since 158 compares the sun to a leaf, it looks as
though he is the author of the opinion that they were fiery leaves,
and as if the text is astray. What the comparison to paintings
implies is quite uncertain. If Anaximenes is meant, the &orpx in
question could be the heavenly bodies in general, or (if the first part
is accepted) they could be the planets, which would be distin-
guished, as by Empedocles, from the fixed stars on the ‘ice-like’.
Presumably this last term refers to the apparent transparency of
the sky; it represents an improvement, from the empirical point of
view, on the Homeric solid metal bowl {p. 10). Such an improve-
ment would not be uncharacteristic of Anaximenes; but the attri-
bution of this view to him remains very doubtful.* The inaccuracy
of doxographical attributions, particularly in Aetius, is probably
demonstrated by the second part of ¥§5. It is usually assumed that
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Anaximenes postulated these invisible celestial bodies in order to
explain eclipses; but according to Hippolytus 1, 8, 6 (DK 5ga 42)
Anaxagoras, too, believed in them. Yet Anaxagoras knew the true
cause of eclipses, therefore he cannot have postulated the invisible
bodies for this purpose. The previous sentence in Aetius explains
all: Diogenes of Apollonia postulated these bodies to explain
meteorites like the famous one which fell at Aegospotami in
467 B.C. (611). Anaxagoras, too, had probably been persuaded by
this notable event t0 account for meteorites; but Anaximenes had
no such good reason, and the theory was probably projected on to
him from his assumed follower Diogenes. In any case the theory
concerned meteorites and not eclipses.?

I W. K. C. Guthrie (CQ N.S. 6 {1956) 40fl.) suggests that the simile might
conceivably be a physiclogical one, since in Galen’s time, at least, fiAos could
be used for a spot or lump growing on the pupil of the eye, while the cornea
itself was sometimes described as ‘ the ice-like membrane’. This membrane
was regarded as viscous, not as solid; which removes one difficulty of the
attribution to Anaximenes. The date of such terminology is not known;
the simile might poessibly have been supplied by Aetius or his immediate
source, though this seems unlikely.

2 Eudermus(?) in the sequel to 48 (DK 134 16) assigns to Anaximenes the
discovery that the moon shines by reflected light, This is incompatible with
the belief that the moon is fiery, and is probably due to another backward
projection, this time of a belief common to Parmenides (DK28a42),
Empedocles (43%), and Anaxagoras (§27).

The heavenly bodies do not pass under the earth, but (as in the
pre-philosophical world-picture, where the sum, at least, floats
round river Okeanos to the north: see pp. 14f) they move round it,
like a cap revolving round our head as Hippolytus adds in 159.
This image is scarcely likely to have been invented by anyone
except Anaximenes. The cap in question is a close-fitting, roughly
hemispherical felt cap; conceivably it supports the dubious impli-
cation of ¥§7 that the heaven can be regarded as a definite (though
perhaps a viscous) hemisphere, carrying the fixed stars. As has
been remarked, this is merely a refinement of the naive view of the
sky as a metal bowl. The second part of 159 adds that the sun is
hidden (that is, in its passage from the west back again to the east)
by the higher parts of the earth’ (also by its greater distance; this
may be a doxographical addition). If the sun does not go under
the earth, some explanation has to be given of why it is not visible
at night. But do the “higher parts’ refer to high mountains in the
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north—the mythical Rhipaean mountains, that is—or to the actual
tilting of the flat earth on its horizontal axis? The latter explana-
tion was certainly ascribed to Anaxagoras, Leucippus, and
Diogenes, who were strongly influenced by Anaximenes in cosmo-
logical matters. This tilting would explain how the stars could set,
supposing that they are somehow fixed in the heaven: they rotate
on the hemisphere (whose pole is the Wain) and pass below the
upper, northern edge of the earth but not below its mean horizontal
axis. Yet attractive as thisinterpretation is, it is made very doubtful
by x60: here Aristotle refers to the theory of ‘higher parts’ (again,
in ambiguous terms) as being held by many of the old astronomers.
But his context, which is concerned with showing that the greatest
rivers flow from the greatest mountains, in the north, makes it quite
tlear that he understands ‘the earth being high to the north’ to
refer to its northern mountain ranges. It must be assumed that
Aristotle was thinking in part of Anaximenes, details of whose
cosmological views were known to him (cf. 153, 162); Anaxagoras
and Leucippus, then, either made an advance on Anaximenes here
or were themselves misinterpreted later. A serious difficulty in the
tilted-earth hypothesis is that the earth would not thus float on air,
but would slip downwards as leaves do; this applies also to
Leucippus® earth. The cap-image must illustrate the hemi-
spherical shape of the sky, not its obliquity; it is difficult, indeed,
to see why the cap should be imagined as being tilted on the
head. Thus Anaximenes appears to have accepted the broad
structure of the naive world-picture, but to have purged it
of its more obviously mythological details like the sun’s golden
bowl (which presumably helped to conceal its light during the
voyage north).

(i) Meteorological phenomena

X6  Aetiusn, 8,2 Avabiptvng TalTd TouTw (st "Ava§ipdvBpow),
mpooTifels 10 émt iy Ochdoons, fiTis oyigouvn Tols KoTOUS
Topaotinfer. 1, 4, 1 "Avabipdvns vien piv yivesBon moyuvbévros
Errl rhefov Tol &fpos, uddhov 8 EmouveryBivros EkBhipeston Tous

X631  Anaximenes said the same as he [Anaximander), adding whatl happens in the case
of sea, which flashes when cleft by oars.—Anaximenes said that clouds occur when the air
is further thickened; when it is compressed further rain is squeezed out, and hail occurs
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SuPpovs, YdAazav 82 dreibdv 1o raTapepouevov UBwp oy, xidva
3" drav oupmepiAneff T TG Uypdd Trveuporikdv.

162 Aristotle Meteor. B, 365 b6 "Avaiuévng 8¢ prion Ppeyoutvny
Ty yiiv kal Enpouvopdvny diiyvwodon kat Umd ToUTwy TV &rop-
pPYVWHéVGY oAV furtitrTovroov oeleoBort 816 xal yiyveoBo “Tous
oaopous v Te Tolg oyuois kod Ty &v tols UmepopPplotst v e
yop Tols alyuols, domrep eipnTa, Enpoivopévny priyvuolon kat Umrd
Tév Ud&Twv Urrepuypaivopdvny Siatritrreiv.

Anaximenes is said to have given the same explanation of thunder
and lightning, in terms of wind, as Anaximander: see ¥32 and
comment. The oar-image may be original. Clouds, rain, hail and
snow are mainly due to the condensation of air, as one would
expect; this was indicated by Theophrastus in 143, and Aetius
(also Hippolytus, Ref. 1, 7, 7-8, DK13A7) adds further details.
Winds, too, are slightly condensed air (143}, and according to
Hippolytus the rainbow was due to the reflexion of different sun-
beams by air. Aristotle in ¥62 gives a relatively full account of
Anaximenes’ explanation of earthquakes: note that air plays no
part in this whatever.

THE COMPARISON BETWEEN COSMIC AIR AND THE BREATH-
SOUL

163 Aectiusy, 3,4 "AvaSipévns Ebpuorpdrov Midfioios &py fiv 16V

Svtwv d&épa dmeprivare: gk ydp ToUTou mavta ylyvesbon xad eig

alrrév MY dvadbeabon. olov § yuyd, enoty, f) fiuetépa dfp olioa

Aéyetan B¢ ouveovipws &ip Ked Trvelc. GpopTéver Bt kol obTog &€
arrhol kal povoelBols &épos kad mrvelporos Soxkdv ovvesrdvan &
3&a. ... {For continuation see DK 1382.)

when the descending water coalesces, snow when some windy portion is included together
with the motsture.

X6z  Anaximenes says that the earth, through being drenched and dried off, breaks asunder,
and is shaken by the peaks that are thus broken off and fall in. Therefore earthquakes
happen in periods both of drought and again of excessive rains; for in droughts, as has been
said, it dries up and cracks, and being made over-moist by the waters it crumbles apart,
163 Anaximenes son of Eurystratus, of Miletus, declared that air is the principle of
existing things; for from it all things come-to-be and into it they are again dissolved. As
otir soul, he says, being air holds us together and controls us, so does wind {or breath} and air
enclose the whole world. (Air and wind are synonymous here.) He, too, is in error in
thinking that living creatures consist of simple and homogeneous air and wind. . ..
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The underlined words here are commonly accepted as a direct
quotation from Anaximenes. There must, however, have been
some alteration and some re-wording: for the sentence is not in
Ionic (cf. 141), and it contains one word, ovyxperel, which could
not possibly have been used by Anaximenes, and another, xdopov,
which is unlikely to have been used by him in precisely this sense.*
That the sentence does, however, represent some kind of reproduc-
tion of a statement by Anaximenes is shown by Aetius’ comment
that ‘air’ and “breath [or wind]’ have the same meaning here, and
also by the fact that the comparison with the soul complicates the
simple Aristotelian criticism which Aetius is reproducing, that
Anaximenes did not specify a moving cause. On the other hand
the use of pnoi, “he says’, does not guarantee a direct guotation in
this kind of writing. Tepiéye, of air enfolding all things, is quite
likely to be Anaximenean, cf. 110; while the concept of the soul as
breath (one suspects that nvelipa, not &fp, originally stood in the
first clause) is certainly an archaic one—compare the Homeric
distinction between the life-soul, which normally seems to be
identified with the breath, and the sensory and intellectual soul
normally called fupéds. 1ov xdopov could have replaced e.g. simply
&rrovra, “all things’. The degree of re-wording, then, probably is not
very great; unfortunately we cannot determine whether, or how
far, 1t affected the exact point and degree of comparison.

I suykpaTelv is otherwise first used in Plutarch (twice), then in 2nd-cent.
A.D. medical writers and Diog. L. {of restraining the breath etc.); also in
the Geoponica and the Christian fathers. It is an unnatural compound
which could only have occurred in the Kowi; it is really a compendium for
owviyew xai xporrely, This is illustrated in Plut. Vit. Phoc. 12, ouvekpdre
6 pepueTaToV Tiis Suvduews: he kept control of his troops by keeping
them together (on a hill-top). kdopos originally means ‘order’, and it is
probably not established in the meaning ‘world-order’ until the second
half of the fifth century B.c. It must have been used in descriptions of the
order apparent in nature much before then, and probably by early
Pythagoreans; Pythagoras himself is credited with using xéopos = olpavés,
but this is perhaps an over-simplification (Diog. L. vin, 48). Heraclitus®
kbouov TévwBe (220) is probably transitional to the later and widely
accepted usage, which appears unequivocally for the first time in
Empedocles fr. 134, 5. (This passage was omitted by an oversight from the
discussion in Kirk, Heraclitus, the Cosmic Fragments 312~14, and the conclu-
sions there should be modified accordingly.)

As it stands the comparison is not very clear: ‘Breath and air
enclose (surround) the whole world in the way that our soul, being

159



PRESOCRATIC PHILOSOPHERS

breath, holds us {i.e. our bodies) together and controls us.” The
similarity in the two cases cannot just be that of the subject, air,
without further implication; it would be pointless to say, for
example, ‘just as air dries moisture, so does it fill balloons’. Four
possibilities, out of many, may be mentioned: {1} ouyxkporsi in
Aetius has replaced a simple notion like ouvéyei, and the meaning
is ‘air holds us together, from inside, and the world together, from
outside, (and therefore man and the world are more alike than at
first appears), or {and therefore air is operative in the most diverse
kinds of object)’. (ii) wepiéxer carries with it the implication of xad
xuPepv, cf. x30. The meaning would then be ‘as our soul holds
the body together and so controls it, so the originative substance
(which is basically the same stuff as soul) holds the world together
and so controls i’, supporting the inference ‘holds together there-
fore controls’. (iii) ‘ The soul, which is breath, holds together and
controls man; therefore what holds together and controls the
world must also be breath or air, because the world is like a large-
scale man or animal.’ (iv) ‘The life-principle and motive force of
man is, traditionally, vebpa or the breath-soul; (rrvedpa is seen in
the outside world, as wind;) therefore the life-principle of the out-
side world is wvelper; (therefore wind, breath, or air is the life and
substance of all things).”—Now it has been seen that the form
ouykpaTel is impossible for Anaximenes, but the question also
arises whether even a verb like ouvixer could, for him, have
described the relation of the soul to the body. The fact is that the
idea of the soul holding together the body has no other parallel in a
Presocratic source, or indeed in any Greek source earlier than
Stoic ones and some of the later Hippocratic works. The concept
involved is admittedly not a complex one: for when the life-soul
departs, the body, or most of it, obviously disintegrates, it is no
longer held together. Nevertheless the absence of parallels, together
with the knowledge that Anaximenes’ terminology has certainly
been tampered with at this point, makes it unwise to accept the
sense even of ouvéyer here. This damages (ii}, but not (i) and (iii};
their main arguments can be re-stated with the substitution of
‘possess’, for example, in place of ‘hold together {and control}’:
for Anaximenes could certainly have held that the soul pessesses,
Exe1, the body, meaning that it permeates the whole of it (cf. e.g.
Heraclitus fr. 674); and possibly, even, that it controls it. (iv)
avoids emphasizing ovyxparel, and depends in part on the fact
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that Anaximenes’ is the first extant use of the word mvebua, which
became common (both for breath and for gust of wind) with the
tragedians; its possible dual application could have led Anaximenes
to the paralielism of man and the world. Indeed all three remain-
ing interpretations, (iv} and the revised forms of (i) and (i),
express this parallelism in one form or another: it is the essence of
the statement to be interpreted. Beyond that, to the particular
form of the inference that must have been based upon it, we can
hardly hope to penetrate with certainty. Yet the fully developed
and clear-cut use of the inference from the known microcosm, man,
to the unknown macrocosm, the world as a whole, does not other-
wise appear until the latter part of the fifth century, under the
influence, it is thought, of the new interest in theoretical medicine
at that time; it is perhaps unlikely to occur in such a plain form as
(iii) so early as Apaximenes. It is possible, moreover, that he did
not argue so logically as even (i} or (iv) suggest; rather that a con-
Jecture about the world was illustraied by reference to man and the
soul, just as a dogma about the cause of lightning was illustrated
by the example of the oar-blade, or that about the heavenly bodies
by that of the cap on the head. This would be more plausible as
the first stage in the development of the man-world argument, and
accords with Anaximenes’ known use of imagery.

All this is necessarily very conjectural. It remains uncertain to
what extent Anaximenes was tending to treat the world itself as
alive, as a kind of huge animal organism; it has been noticed that,
although he introduced a thoroughly rational description of
change, Anaximenes in some respects clung to the framework of
the popular, non-philosophical world-construction, and so might
retain more of the old anthropomorphic attitude than at first sight
seems probable. However, his perception that air is the cosmic
equivalent of the life-soul in man goes far beyond that attitude;
it must, in fact, have been an important motive for his choice of air
as the originative substance.* The mention of soul is important in
itself; apart from 91 it is the first Presocratic psychological state-
ment to survive—though the actual structure of the soul envisaged,
as breath, belonged to an age-old popular tradition. Another con-
ception of the soul, as made of the fiery aither which also filis the
outer sky, was accepted from another channel of the popular
tradition by Heraclitus, who was also to develop the as-
sumption, probably implicit in Anaximenes, that man and the
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outside world are made of the same material and behave ac-
cording to similar rules.

* It is perhaps odd that Aristotle did not name Anaximenes at de an. A2,
4o5a21, where ‘Diogenes and some others’ are named as holding the view
that the soul is air: Aristotle is arguing that the Presocratics made the soul
out of their &pyf. Plato, Phaedo 968 {what we think with is air), was
probably referring to Diogenes of Apollonia (ef. pp. 437f.), who held that
soul was warm air, thus perhaps conjoining the view of soul as aither or
fire. There is no reason to think with Vlastos (47P 76 {1955) 364 and
n. 56) that Diogenes was here exclusively indebted to Anaximenes.

CONCLUSION

Anaximenes is the last of the great Milesian thinkers. He was
obviously indebted to Anaximander, but also probably to Thales,
to whose concept of the originative stuff as an actual component of
the world he was enabled to return by his great idea of condensa-
tion and rarefaction—an observable means of change by which
quantity controls kind. This idea was probably accepted by Hera-
clitus and submerged in a system of a rather different nature: for
after the Milesians the old cosmogonical approach, according to
which the most important object was to name a single kind of
material from which the whole differentiated world could have
grown, was enlarged and moderated. New problems, of theology
and of unity in the arrangement, rather than the material, of
things, exercised Anaximenes’ successors Xenophanes and Hera-
clitus—although they too (even though the former migrated) were
Ionians; still more basic departures from the Milesian tradition
were made in the west. But when the fifth-century thinkers of the
east and the mainland {Anaxagoras, Diogenes, Leucippus and
Democritus) had recovered from the western elenchus of the
Eleatics, it was to the Milesians, and particularly to Anaximenes,
that they chiefly turned for details of cosmology; doubtless because
those details had been in part adapted from, and were still pro-
tected by, the popular, non-scientific tradition.
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CHAPTER V
XENOPHANES OF COLOPHON

DATE AND LIFE

164 Diogenes Laertius 1x, 18 (DK21a1) Zevopdvns Aefiov fj,
o "AmorMdBwpos, "Opbopévous Kohopowviog. . .oUTos éxtreoty Tig
TeeTpidos év ZoyxAn Tiig ZikeAiag SirpiPe xad Ev Katdv. . . . yéypage
Bt &v Erreor xkal EAeyelas kal l&ppous ko’ ‘Howdbouv kad *Ouripov,
EmixdTrTey avrtdy T Tepl Beddv elpriudva. AN kol alTés EpponyhBer
T& fovtol. dvriBofdoa Te AMyeron Qo) kad Muborydpg, keBénpaobon
8¢ kal “ErripeviBou.  poxpoPiirraTos e ykyovey, s Trov kod onrrds
pnow:
(Fr. 8) #i8n &8 twrd 1° ooy xad E€fxovy” tviautol
BAnorplzovres dufiv ppovTi8’ &v' "EAMGSa yiv-
&k yeverfis B¢ 1o1” fioav Eelkoot TrévTe Te Trpds Tols,

eftrep Eyc mepl TAOVE” olba Afyewv ErUuws.
.. .(20) xad fjxpoge keerd THY E§nrooThv SAupmdde.
165 Clement Strom. 1,64, 2 Tfis 8¢ "EAeomikfis &ywyfis Zevogpdvng
& Kohogowvios kardpyer, 8v onot Tipoos korrd “tépwver rov Zikehiag
Buvdatnv kol “Evriyapuov tov oty yeyovévay, TAtroAAdBuwpos
8¢ xorrd TV TegoopoxooThY SAvpmdSa yevouevov TroparreTaKEval
&ypr Acpetov e kal Kipou ypdvov.

Xenophanes, as opposed to the Milesians, wrote in verse; and a
number of fragments of his work have survived. If we assume that

164 Xenophanes son of Dexios or, according lo Apolloderus, of Orthomenes, of
Colophon. . .he, being expelled from his native land, passed his time in Zancle in Sicily
and in Catana. . . .He wrote in epic metre, also elegiacs and iambics, against Hestod and
Homer, reproving them for what they said about the gods. But he himself also recited
his own original poems. He is said to have held contrary opinions to Thales and Pytha-
goras, and to have rebuked Epimenides too. He had an extremely long life, as he himself
somewhere says: * Already there are seven and sixty years tossing my thought up and down
the land of Greece; and from my birth there were another twenty-five to add to these, if 1
know how to speak truly about these things.'...And he was at his prime in the Goth
Olympiad.

165 Of the Eleatic school Xenophanes the Colophonian is the pioncer, who Timasus says
lived in the time of Flieron, tyrant of Sicily, and the poet Epicharmus, while Apollodorus
says that he was born in the qoth Olympiad and lasted until the times of Darius and
Cyrus.
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he left Colophon in Ionia about the time of its capture by the
Medes in 546/5 B.c. {he certainly knew it before this time, since in
fr. 3, DK 2183, he referred to the corruption of the Colophonians
by Lydian luxury), then from his own words in 164 he would have
been born around 570 B.c., twenty-five years earlier. Even if this
assumption is made, his great age-—at least g2 from his words
in 164——makes it impossible to assign his extant poetry to any
narrow period. He referred to Pythagoras (268) and Simonides
(DK 21821}, as well as to Thales and Epimenides—no more is
known than the bare fact of his reference to the last three—and
was himself referred to by Heraclitus (193); and Parmenides was
later supposed to be his pupil. All this is possible enough if he
lived from ca. 570 to ca. 475 B.c. The statement of Timaeus {the
4th/grd century B.c. historian of Sicily} in 165 is compatible with
this assumption, since Hiero reigned from 478 to 467 B.c. and
Epicharmus was at Syracuse during this time. Apollodorus is
perhaps wrongly reported in 165: Ol 40 {620-617 B.C.) i5 1m-
probably carly for Xenophanes’ birth, and ‘until the times of
Cyrus and Darius’ is curious, since Cyrus died in 529 and Darius
gained power in 521. Yet there is no absolutely positive evidence
that Xenophanes died later than e.g. 525, when Pythagoras had
not been long in Italy. However, Diogenes in 164, after men-
tioning Apollodorus, put Xenophanes’ floruit in Ol 60 (540-
537 B.C.); this seems to be the true Apollodoran dating, based on
the epoch-year of the foundation of Elea (on which Xenophanes
was said to have written a poem) in 34o0.

The details of Xenophanes’ life are even more uncertain. Born
and brought up in Ionia, and obviously acquainted with the
trends of Ionian thought, he was compelled to leave when a young
man, and from then on lived a wandering life, chiefly perhaps in
Sicily; his connexion with Elea may have been a later invention
(see pp. 165f.). He was a poet and sage, a singer of his own songs
rather than those of others: he was certainly not, as some have
mistakenly assumed from 164, a Homeric rhapsode. In the longest
of his extant elegies (fr. 1, which has no immediate philosophical
relevance) he has authority enough to outline the rules of behaviour
for the symposium that is to follow ; he seems therefore to have been
honourably received in aristocratic households.
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THE ASSOCIATION OF XENOPHANES WITH ELEA

166 Plato Sophist 2420 (DK21a29) 6 88 map’ fuiv "Ereccrixdv
gvog, ad Zevogpdvous Te xad 11 wpdoley dpEduevov, dg vds Svtog
iy Tdvrwy kahovptvewy olrw Bielipyetat Tois pudos.

167 Aristotle Met. Asg, g86b18 Tloppevidng utv ydap fowe Tol
kot Tov Adyov Evds &rrreofon, Médiooos 8 tol kord thy TAny: Bid
ket & pgv TeTrepacpévoy, & 8 Gmeipdv gno slvar alTéd: Zevopdvns
Bt wpdros ToUtwv dvicas (& ydp Tlopuevidng Toutou Adyetan
yevéaBan pafinThs) oUbtv Sioaghvioey. . .. (For continuation see
177.)

It is commonly assumed in the doxographers that Xenophanes
spent a part at least of his life in Elea, and that he was the founder
of the Eleatic school of philosophy. This is exemplified in 165. That
he was Parmenides’ master stems from Aristotle in 267, and was
categorically asserted by Theophrastus according to Simplicius
(x68). Yet Aristotle’s judgement possibly arises from Plato’s
remark in 366. This remark was not necessarily intended as a
serious historical judgement (one may compare the statements in
the Theaetetus (152 p-E, 160D) that Homer and Epicharmus were
the founders of the Heraclitean tradition), as is confirmed by the
addition of the words xal 11 wpdobey, ‘and even before’. The con-
nexion between Xenophanes and Parmenides obviously depends
on the superficial similarity between the motionless one deity of
the former and the motionless sphere of Being in the latter—
although it will be seen that Parmenides’ theoretical construction
was reached in a quite different way from Xenophanes’, a way
which is in fact incompatible. The extreme example of the treat-
ment of Xenophanes as an Eleatic is scen in the pseudo-Aristo-
telian de Melisso Xenophane Gorgia (DK 21428), a treatise written
probably about the time of Christ in which Xenophanes’ god is
explained in fully Eleatic terms, and the inference is drawn from
Aristotle’s judgement in ¥67 that it was neither limited as in

X66 Our Eleatic tribe, beginning from Xenophanes and even before, explains in its
myihs that what we cail all things are actually one.

167 For Parmenides seems to fasten on that whick is one in definition, Melissus on that
which is one wn malerial; therefore the former says that it is limited, the lalter that it is
unlimited. But Xenophanes, the first of these to postulate a unity (for Parmenides is said
to have been his pupil), made nothing clear. . ..
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Parmenides nor unlimited as in Melissus. Unfortunately Simplicius,
who could not find at least some physical paris of Xenophanes’
poetry (de caelo 522, 7, DK 21447), relied on this treatise and
quoted far less than usual from Theophrastus. Other evidence
connecting Xenophanes with Elea is slight: he is said by Diogenes
Laertius (mx, 20, DK214a1) to have written 2000 lines on the
foundation of Colophon and the colonization of Elea, but this
probably comes from the stichometrist and forger Lobon of Argos
and is unreliable; while Aristotle (Rhet. B23, 1400b5, DK214a13)
told an anecdote of some advice of his to the Eleans—but this was
a ‘floating’ anecdote also connected with Heraclitus and others.
It is not improbable that Xenophanes visited Elea; that was
perhaps the extent of his connexion with it. He was not in any
way typical of the new western trend in philosophy initiated by
Pythagoras; nor was he typically Ionian, but since his ideas were
a direct reaction from Ionian theories and from the originally
Ionian Homer he is placed in this book with the Ionians, and not
in his probable chronoclogical place after Pythagoras—Ilike him an
emigrant from eastern to western Greece.

HIS POEMS

Some of Xenophanes’ extant fragments are in elegiac metre, some
are hexameters; while 170 consists of an iambic trimeter followed
by a hexameter. This accords with Diogenes’ mention of these three
metres in I64. Some at any rate of his poems were called ZiAhoy,
‘squints’ or satires, and the third-century s.c. “sillographer’ Timon
of Phlius is said by Sextus (DK 214 35) to have dedicated his own
ZiAkot to Xenophanes, about whom he certainly wrote; see also
DK 21 a20-23. According to three late sources, Stobaeus (from an
allegorizing author), the Geneva scholiast on the Iliad, and Pollux
(DK 214A36, 21 B30, 21 B3g), there was a physical work by Xeno-
phanes called Tiepl pUoews, ‘On nature’. The value of this title has
already been discussed (p. 101 and n. 1 on p. 102}, and it is only
to be expected that at least some later references to physical
opinions in Xenophanes should occur in this form. It is notable
that Aetius, who also quoted the passages cited in the first two
cases above, said nothing about aTlepi guoews (DK 21 4 36 and 46).
That Xenophanes wrote a formal work on physical matters seems
questionable—though not so impossible as Burnet would have us
believe (EGPrigf.). Theophrastus, we may observe, said that
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Xenophanes’” monistic conception was not ‘ physical’ in the normal
sense.’ Xenophanes was not, like Anaximcenes or Heraclitus,
primarily engaged in giving a comprehensive explanation of the
natural world. He was interested, without doubt, particularly in
theology, and many of his remarks on physical topics are connected
with that; others may have been ironical rejections of previous
theories, and others again would naturally reflect the interest
which many educated Greeks must have felt about natural
problems at this time. Such remarks, together with comments on
particular poets and thinkers {(e.g. 169; cf. also DK 21a22), could
have been expressed in separate poems in a variety of metres—
though the extant theological and physical fragments are nearly
all in hexameters. There may have been a separate collection of
convivial songs in elegiacs.
* Cf. 168 Simplicius Phys. 22, 26 plov Bt T dpydv fitor Bv 10 dv xat
wiv (ko obte TeTepaoptvov olte &maipov olTe kivolpevov olTe Aipepolv)
Zevogdwny 1oV Kohogdviov v Tappevibou Sidokarov imotifsctal enaw
& SedopaoTos, duoloyddv éTépas elven udAlov 7y THs Wepl lorws loTopiog
ThHy pvipny tfis ToUTov 5&Ens. Theophrastus is here misled by Aristotle in
177 into thinking that Xenophanes’ one god is definitely non-physical,
and is the whole of existence like the Parmenidean Being. But he can

hardly have thought this if there was a poem which in any way resembled
the works of the Milesians.

HIS IMPORTANGE
Widely different views have been held on the intellectual import-
ance of Xenophanes. Thus Jaeger (Theology 52) writes of his
‘enormous influence on later religious development’, while Burnet
(EGP129) maintained that ‘he would have smiled if he had known
that one day he was to be regarded as a theologian®’. Burnet’s
depreciation is certainly much exaggerated. Yet it is plain that
Xenophanes differed considerably from the Milesians or Heraclitus
or Parmenides. He was a poet with thoughtful interests, especially
about religion and the gods, which led him to react against the
archetype of poets and the mainstay of contemporary education,
Homer. His attacks on Homeric theology must have had a deep
influence both on ordinary men who heard his poems and on other

168 Theophrastus sqys that Xenophanes the Colophonian, the teacher of Parmenides,
supposed the principle to be single, or that the whole of existence was one (and neither
limited nor unlimited, neither in motion nor al rest); and Theophrastus agrees that the
record of Xenophanes® opinion belongs to another studyrather than that of natural philosophy.
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thinkers; Heraclitus’ attack on blood-purification and images
(244), for example, was presumably influenced by him. His
positive description of deity conceivably lay behind Aeschylus’
description of divine power in the Supplices (x76). The assessment
of the true relative merits of poets and athletes (fr. 2) wasdeveloped
by Euripides in the Autolycus (fr. 282 Nauck, DK 21c2); thisisa
less specialized instance of Xenophanes’ rational intellectualism.
Nor is it safe to exaggerate his non-scientific character on the
grounds of his theological interest; the study of gods was not
divorced from that of nature, and the deduction from fossils
(pp. 1771.), whether or not it reflects original observation, shows
careful and by no means implausible argument from observed fact
to general hypothesis—a procedure notoriously rare among the
Presocratics. Some of his other physical statements are unutter-
ably bizarre, but we cannot tell how serious they were meant to be.
He was a critic rather than an original dogmatic, not a specialist
but a true oogiorhs or sage, prepared to turn his intelligence upon
almost any problem {though as it happens we know of no political
pronouncements)—which is why Heraclitus attacked him in 193.
His opinions on almost all subjects deserve careful attention.

THEOLOGY
(i) Attacks on (&) the immorality, (b) the anthropomorphic nature, of the
gods of the conventional religion
169 Fr. 11, Sextus adv. math. 1%, 193
mrévra Beols dvibnxov "Ounpods 6° “HoloBds Te
oo map” dvliporoiow dvelbex kol woyos toriv,
KAérre poryeve Te kol GAATAOUS drarevev.
r70  Fr. 14, Clement Strom. v, 10g, 2
&N of PpoTol Boxéoua yevvlolon Becis,
Ty ogerépry § EobfiTa Exeiv poovny Te Séuas Te.
171 Fr. 16, Clement Strom. v, 22, 1
Alblomés Te (Beols opetépous) opolUs phavds Te
Opfixés e yAaukous kai TTuppols (paot TréAectan).

x69 Homer and Hesiod have attributed to the gods everything that is a shame and
reproach among men, stealing and committing adultery and deceiving each other.

¥70  But mortals consider that the gods are born, and that they have clothes and speech
and bodies like their own.

171 The Ethiopians say that their gods are snub-nosed and black, the Thracians that
theirs have light blue eyes and red hair,
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172 Fr. 15, Clement Strom. v, 109, 3
AN €l yelpas Exov Poes (Trrrror 1°) fi Adovres,
fi Ypdyou yelpeoo: kol Epya Tekeiv Gmep &vbpss,
Trerror pév ©° Trrroio Poss BE e Pouciv dpolas
xad (ke) Beddv idbas Eypagov xal oopor’ Emolouy
Tolai®” oldv rep kadrrol Sépas elyov (Bxaxarol).”
1 yux is convincingly reconstructed by Diels from an unmetrical quota-
tion in Clement. The supplements in 172 are respectively by Diels,

Sylburg and Herwerden; the text as in DK, Line 1 of 17e is an iambic
trimeter,

Xenophanes’ criticisms are clear enough: first, the gods of Homer
and Hesiod are often immoral—this is patently true; second, and
more fundamental, there is no good reason for thinking that the
godsare anthropomorphic at all. Xenophanes brilliantly perceives,
first that different races credit the gods with their own particular
characteristics (this is an early example of the new anthropological
approach which is seen in Herodotus and culminated in the pUoig—
vépos distinction) ; second, as a reductio ad absurdum, that animals
would also do the same. The conclusion is that such assessments
are subjective and without value, and that the established picture
in Homer (‘according to whom all have learned’, fr. 10} of gods as
men and women must be abandoned.

(it} Constructive theology: there is a single non-anthropomorphic deity
173 Fr. 23, Clement Strom. v, 109, 1

els Geds, &v Te Deolon kot dvlpdrroiot néyioros,

olrr1 Bépas Gunroiow dpofios oUdt vénpa.
174 Fr. 26 +25, Simplicius Phys. 23, 11 +23, 20

alel & &v rodrrdd plpver xivolpevos oUdiy

oUBt petépyeotad wv Eryrpérrer dAAoTe GAAT),

SN &réveulie Tovoto vdou @pevi TrdvTa Kpadaivel.

192 But {f catile and horses or lions had hands, or were able to draw with their hands
and do the works that men can do, horses would draw the forms of the gods like horses, and
cattle like cattle, and they would make their bodies such as they each had themselves.
173 One god, greatest among gods and men, in no way similar to mortals gither in body
or in thought.

174 Always he remains in the same place, moving not at all; nor is it filting for him to
g0 to different places at different times, but without toil he shakes all things by the thought
of kis mind.
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175 Fr. 24, Sextus adv. math. 1X, 144
oUAog Opd, olhos B8 voei, olhos 8¢ T &wover.”

t Diog. L. 1x, 19 {DK 21 A 1) implies that the words o pévtor dvamvel, *but
does not breathe’, formed part of the quetation. This is probably a later
version: by someone interested in Pythagorean cosmology.

‘Greatest among gods and men’ in 173 should not be taken
literally; men are mentioned by a ‘polar’ usage, as in Heraclitus
fr. 30 (220), where this world-order was made by ‘none of gods or
men’. This is simply an emphatic device, and for the same reason
the plural of ‘gods’ need not be intended literally. In fact Xeno-
phanes wrote of ‘gods’ in other places also, e.g. in 191; partly, no
doubt, this was a concession, perhaps not a fully conscious one, to
popular religious terminology. It seems very doubtful whether
Xenophanes would have recognized other, minor deities as being
in any way related to the ‘one god’, except as dim human pro-
jections of it. The one god is unlike men in body and thought-—it
has, therefore (and also in view of 17§), a body; but it is motion-
less,? for the interesting reason that it is “not fitting’ for it to move
around. Xenophanes thus accepts the well-established Greek
criterion of seemliness. Not only is it unfitting for the god to move,
but movement is actually unnecessary, for the god ‘shakes all things
by the active will proceeding from hisinsight’.* Thisinsight is related
to seeing and hearing, but like them is accomplished not by special
organs but by the god’s whole unmoving body. This remarkable
description was reached, probably, by taking the very antithesis of
the characteristics of a Homeric god. That thought or intelligence
can affect things outside the thinker, without the agency of limbs,
is a development—but a very bold one—of the Homeric idea that
a god can accomplish his end merely by implaating, for example,
Infatuation ("A+tn) in a mortal. That it was nevertheless a possible
idea is shown by its acceptance and expansion by Aeschylus.3
¥ 1t was probably because of its motionless unity that Xenophanes® god
was identified with Parmenides’ Being, and later absorbed some of its
properties. As early as Timon of Phlius it is called ‘equal in every way’
{loov amwévry, of. pecodBev loomads wavry in Parmenides, 351), and so
becomes credited with spherical shape, Xenophanes may have described
it as ‘all alike’ (6polnv in Timon fr. 59, DK 21 A 43), since this is implicit

in the whole of it functioning in a particular way as in 175; its sphericity
goes beyond the fragments and is perhaps debatable,

195 All of him sees, all thinks, and all hears.
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2 This translation is based on K. von Fritz, CP 40 (1945) 230, who has a
good discussion of the sense of véos and ¢pAv. The phrase véov epevi looks
more curious than it is: it is obviously based on vée1 gpeo! and vodew ppeot
at fliad 9, 6oo and 22, 235 respectively. Further, xpaBaiver can only mean
*shakes’, which suggests that Xenophanes had in mind Il 1, 590, where
Zeus shakes great Olympus with a nod of his head. These are other
indications that Xenophanes’ god is more Homeric (in a negative direction)
than it seems,

3 X176  Aeschylus Supplices g6-103 (Zels) [ lémma 8 EAwiBev | &g’
Uynrrbpywy roavades [/ Bpotods, Blav § olrv’ EomAizen. [ wdv &movor
Sonpovicov. [ fuevos Sv ppévnpd o [ almdlev Eénpabey Bu-/rras iBpbvowv
&g’ &yvédv. In some ways this reminds one of Solon; we cannot be quite
sure that Xcnophanes® view of deity was as original as it now seems to be,

(iil} Is the one god coextensive with the world?

177 Aristotle Met. As, g86bz2:1 (for what precedes see 167)
.. . Zevogdns Bt pddTos TouTwy Evioas (& yap TTapueviSng TouTou
AbyeTon yevéoBan pabnrrs) oUbév Sieoagrivicey, oUdt Tfis pUosws
ToUTwv oUBetépas (sc. formal or material unity) foike Bryelv, AN
els TOv hov olpavdy droPibyas T Bu elval pnot Tév Gedv.

Xenophanes arrived at the concept of one god by reaction from
Homeric anthropomorphic polytheism; Parmenides arrived at the
sphere of Being by logical inference from a purely existential
axiom. The processes are absolutely different, and, as has already
been emphasized, Parmenides is unlikely to have been a pupil of
Xenophanes, even though he might have noted the older poet’s
view with some interest. Aristotle obviously could not understand
what Xenophanes meant by his one motionless god, but com-
plained that he ‘made nothing clear’ and went on to dismiss both
him and Melissus as being ‘rather too uncouth’ {(sixpdv &ypoikd-
Tepoi}. This puzzlement of Aristotle’s suggests that Xenophanes
did not produce a discursive elaboration of his theological views,
which might not, indeed, have gone very far beyond the extant
fragments on the subject. Aristotle’s implication that the one god
was neither immaterial (as he thought Parmenides’ One to be} nor

276 (Jeus) hurls mortals in destruction from thelr high-towered expectations, but puts
Jorth no force: everything of gods is without torl. Sitting, he nevertheless at once accom-
Plishes his thought, samehow, from his holy resting-place.

1Yr ... but Xenophanes, the first of these to postulate a unity ( for Parmenides is said to have
been his pupil), made nothing clear, nor does he seem to have touched the nature of either of
these [sc. Parmenides® formal unity or Melissus® material unity); but with his eve on the
whole heaven he says that the One is god.
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material like Melissus’ One (cf. 167) was due to the presence of
both corporeal and apparently non-corporeal elements in Xeno-
phanes’ description~-the body, Béuas, on the one hand (173), and
the shaking of all things by intellect on the other (x74). It is
significant here that Aristotle did not adduce Anaxagoras’ Nous
{which was the ultimate source of movement and the finest kind of
body, and which permeated some but not all things) in illustration
of Xenophanes’ deity. Instead he made the cryptic remark that
Xenophanes ‘with his eye on the whole world said that the One was
god’ (for oUpavéds can hardly mean ‘first heaven’ here). This
clearly implies that god is identical with the world, which is what
Theophrastus seems to have assumed (168). But Aristotle must be
wrong here: how could the god be motionless if it is identical with
a world which is itself implied to move (x74)? It is probable,
indeed, that although Xenophanes’ god is not a direct develop-
ment from the cosmogonical tradition, yet it is to some extent
based upon the Milesian idea of a divine substance which, in the
case of Thales and Anaximenes, was regarded as somechow per-
meating objects in the world and giving them life and movement.
Yet Xenophanes cannot have precisely worked out the local re-
lationship of the god on the one hand and the manifold world (which
he cannot haveintended to reject) on theother. Aristotle, by treating
him as a primitive Eleatic, misled the whole ancient tradition on this
point. If Xenophanes had even implied that the god lay outside the
world, then Aristotle or his elaborators could have seized upon
this as an anticipation of the Prime Mover, The conclusion seems
to be that Xenophanes’ god was conceived as the negation of
Homeric divine properties, and was not precisely located—any
more than the old Homeric gods were thought by Xenophanes’
contemporaries to be necessarily located on Olympus. Ithad a body
of sorts because totally incorporeal existence was inconceivable,
but that body, apart from its perceptual-intellectual activity, was
of secondary importance, and so perhaps was its location.

PHYSICAL IDEAS

(i} The heavenly bodies

178 Hippolytus Ref. 1, 14, 3 v 58 fjhiov &k pixpédv mupibicwy
Ghporzopdveoy yivesBon xod’ Exdornv Auépay, iy 8 yiiv &wepov

178 The sun comes into being each day from little pieces of fire that are collected, and the
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elvon kot pfyre U’ &épos pre Umd roll oUpavel mepiéyeofon. kol
dmeipous fiAlous elvon kel oehfvas, T& 8¢ wdvra elven £ yis.
179 Ps.-Plutarch Strom. 4 (DK214a32) Tév 8 fildv pnot kol &
&orpa K TRV vepdv yiveobai.
180 Aectius 11, 20, 3 Zevopdns & vepddv mremupwpéveov glvon ToV
fidov. OedppaoTos Ev Tols Quoikols yéypagey & upiBiwy pév TV
cuvaBpoizopéveov Bk THg Uypds dvoBunidosws, cuvalpoizdvrwy Bt
oV fAov.
18x  Fr. 32, 2 BLT in fliadem 11, 27

fiv T "lpw xoéouot, vipos kal rolito mépuke,

TroppUpsov Kad powikeov kal yhwpov i8tobar.

182 Actius 1, 24, 9 Zsvoedvns worhous elvan fidtous kel oeAfvas
xoerd KA fporTe THg yiis kol &mroropds kal 0vas, kord 8 Tive Konpdy
exmiTrreiv Tov Slokov els Tva dmoTouny Tiis yfis olk olkouvutvny Ug’
fmdv xal olrws domep xeveuPorolivra Exhenyiv Uropalivev: & &
auTds Tov fdtov elg &meipov uév poitvan, Soxeiv Bt kuikAelofou Sik
THY drdoTaciv.

There is a divergence in the doxographical accounts of the consti-
tution of the heavenly bodies: were they a concentration of fiery
particles as the sun is said to be in 178, the second part of 180, and
ps.-Plutarch a few sentences before 179; or ignited clouds as is said
of sun and stars in 179, of the sun in x80, and of the stars, which
are said to re-kindle at night like embers, in Aetius 11, 13, 14,
DK 214387 Theophrastus is named in 180 as supporting the
former view, but the latter also, which is widely represented in the

earth is infinite and enclosed neither by air nor by the heaven. There are innumerable suns
and moons, and all things are made of earth.

X179 He says that the sun and the stars come from clouds.

180 Xemophanes says that the sun is made of ignited clouds. Theophrastus in the
Physical philosophers wrofe that it is made of little pieces of fire collected together from
the moist exhalation, and themselves collecting together the sun,

18y What they call Iris [rainbow), this too is cloud, purple and red and yellow to
behold.

182 Aenophanes said there are many suns and moons according to regions, sections and
zongs of the earth, and that at a certain time the disc is banished into some section of the
earth not inhabited by us, and so treading on nothing, as it were, produces the phenomenon
of an eclipse. The same man says that the sun goes onwards ad infinitum, but seems to
move in a circle because of the distance.
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doxographers, must somehow stem from him. Itseems possible that
the idea of the sun, at least, as a concentration of fire, which arose
from the exhalation from the sea, is in part due to a conflation of
Xenophanes with Heraclitus, who probably thought that the bowls
of the heavenly bodies were filled with fire nourished in their
courses by the exhalation (227). Heraclitus also thought that the
sun was new every day, which accords with Xenophanes in 178.
But Heraclitus was certainly influenced in other respects by Xeno-
phanes, and the similarity here might be so caused. Yet are the
two theories as different as they appear to be at first sight? It is
conceivable that the concentrations of fire resemble fiery clouds, and
that some such statement in Theophrastus became dissected in
the epitomes. Alternatively, the sun alone, because of its special
brightness, might be a ‘concentration’ of fire, the other heavenly
bodies being merely ignited clouds. That Xenophanes explained
the rainbow as a cloud (a development, perhaps, of Anaximenes,
cf. p. 158} is demonstrated by 181; according to Aetius 11, 18, 1
{DK21439) what we term St Elmo’s fire was due to little clouds
ignited by motion, and perhaps this explains the kadin 181 1. 1. Itis
not safe to deduce from this particle that some heavenly bodies were
clouds; though it seems possible that this was in fact Xenophanes’
view. Itisnotable that this (as opposed to some of his other ideas)
is an entirely reasonable physical theory, which proves that
Xenophanes cannot be classified solely as a theologian; though it
is possible enough that his motive for giving physical explanations
of the heavenly bodies was to disprove the popular conception of
them as gods. This is certainly implied by the phrase ‘what men
call Iris’ in 181,

Hippolytus’ statement in 178 that there are ‘innumerable suns
and moons’ seems to refer to the re-kindling of the sun {and
presumably also of the moon) each day; but in 182 a completely
different and much more bizarre explanation is given. There are
many suns and moons in different regions, zones, or segments of
the earth; eclipses of the sun are caused by our sun as it were
treading on nothing and being forced into another segment not
inhabited by ‘us’. The concluding sentence of x82, however,
accords with the view of 178 that the sun is new every day. There
is certainly a confusion here by Aetius or his source. It seems
probable that the plurality of suns and moons is simply due to their
being renewed each day; that Xenophanes explained eclipses as
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caused by the sun withdrawing to another region of the earth; and
that the two ideas became confused. That the sun continues west-
ward indefinitely looks like a deliberately naive statement of the
anti-scientific viewpoint (Heraclitus perhaps reacted in a similar
way to excessive dogmatism about astronomy, cf. fr. g). It is
possible that the segments of the earth were regarded as hollow
depressions, as in the Phaedo myth; this might seem to account for
the sun’s apparent rising and setting, though not its disappearance
at eclipses. Whatever is the true explanation, it is clear that
Xenophanes permitted himselfa certain degree of fantasy here {and
possibly, judging by the expression ‘treading on nothing’, of
humour). Perhaps there was some kind of irony; at any rate the
explanation of eclipses must be plainly distinguished from his more
empirical, if not necessarily original, views on the actual consti-
tution of the heavenly bodies.*

I The same combination of a bizarre original statement by Xenophanes
and misunderstanding by the doxographers probably accounts for Aetius’
mention (11, 24, 4, DK 21 A 41) of a month-long, and a continuous, eclipse.

(if) The earth’s roots

183 Fr. 28, Achilles Isag. 4, p. 34, 11 Maass
yaing pév 1é8e relpas v Trapd mooolv dp&ran
fifp1 pooAdgov, To kéTw § &5 &mepov ixveiTont

¥ fépr Diels, olfépr Karsten, xal pei mss. Both suggested emendations are
possible, but the former is in every respect preferable: -e1 was written
for -t by a common mis-spelling, and then xal was substituted for what
appeared to be an impossible disjunctive At

Here Xenophanes gives an extreme kind of common-sense account,
based upon the Hesiodic description of Tartarus as being as far
below the earth as sky is above it (Theog. 720, cf. Il. 8, 16 and sec
p- 11). At Theogony 726f. (2} the roots of earth and unharvested sea
are above Tartarus. Thus in the Hesiodic picture the earth
stretched a defined distance downwards, butin reality this distance
was obviously thought of as indefinitely vast—the height of the sky,
in fact. Xenophanes was not seriously emending it in calling it
‘indefinite’. That the earth does stretch downwards indefinitely is

I8y Of earth this is the upper limit which we see by our feet, in contact with air; but its
underneath continues indefinitely.
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a naive but understandable view which Xenophanes probably
intended as an implied criticism of the dogmatic theories of the
Milesians on this subject. Aristotle (de caelo Big, 204a21,
DK 2rag4y) criticized Xenophanes and others for holding this
view, on the grounds that they were being idle in not seeking a
proper explanation. The first part of 183 is such an obvious state-
ment of fact that it cannot have been intended as anything else;
which confirms our interpretation of the second part. Ps.-Platarch
{Strom. 4, DK 2132} and Hippolytus in 178 state that the earth
is not totally enclosed (mepiyecfan) by air. This is presumably
a further deduction from 183.

(iti) Waler, or sea, and earth
184 Fr. 2g, Simplicius Phys. 189, 1
vii kol UBwp vt Eof’ doa yivovt 8¢ puovTal.
185 Fr. 33, Sextus adv. math. X, 34
Trévres ydp yaing Te xal Udaros ixyevopeota.
186 Fr. g0, Z Genav. in lliadem 21, 196
Tyl 8 torl 8dhaoo” UBartos, Tyt 8 dvéuoio-
olrre y&p &v vigeotv (ylvorto ke is avépolo
Exrrveiovros) Eowlev Guev TovTOV pEydhoio
oUre poal TroTapdv obt” ai{Bépos) SuPpiov I8wp,
SAAG péyas TrovTos YevETop VeQéwv GvEuwY TE
Kkl TroTapdv.

The idea that everything, men included, is composed of and
originates from water and earth is a naive popular one: flesh and
bone may be compared with earth and stone, blood with water.
Compare our burial service, “earth to earth, ashes to ashes, dust to
dust’; and Hiad 7, gg, “but may you all become earth and water’.
Further, the surface of the earth, that which lies by our feet (183),
is obviously broadly composed of earth and sea. Xenophanes takes
this simple apprehension and develops it into a rudimentary

184 All things that come-to-be and grow are earth and water.
185  For we all came forth from earth and water.

I86  Seais the source of water, and source of wind; for neither {woould there be the force of
wind blowing forth from) instde clonds without the great ocean, nor river-streams nor the
showery waler from the upper air: but the great ecean is begetter of clouds and winds and
rivers.
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physical theory in 186 (where the main supplementis by Diels) : sea,
which is the most extensive form of water, is noted as the source of
all rivers as in Homer (see §)—but also of rain and of clouds (which
Anaximander had assumed to be condensations of the exhalation
from the sea) and of the winds which appear to issue from clouds.
This importance attached to the sea gains significance from the
observation and deduction to be described in the next section, that
the earth’s surface in its present form must have developed from sea.

(iv) The earth’s surface becomes sea once again

187 Hippolytus Ref. 1, 14, 5 & 8 Zevopdwvns pifwv T yfis Tpos
Th 8&Aaooay yiveobon Soxel xad TG Xpove Umd Tol Uypol Avesban,
pdoxwv roixiras Exelv &modeifes, &1 dv péon yii ol Speow
guplokovTen kéyyat, kal dv Zupaxoloais 8 &v Tals AaTopixs Afyet
gupficfon TUmov ixdUes kal pukdv [Gomperz; gokdyv mss.], &v 8
T&pw Timrov 8&ovns év 18 Péder Tol AMBou, &v 88 Meritn mAdxas
ouptrdvrTwy T&Y fohaoaiwv. (6) talra 8¢ gno yevéobon &te avTa
grrnacfnoav wélaa, Tov B2 Tinmov &v TG TRAGD EnpovBiiven. dvon-
peiofon B2 rToUg dvBprmrous rdvtas Stav fy v xarevexBeioa els iy
fddaooav TAGs yevnTad, ehra wdAw Gpyeofon tiis yevboews, wed
TaUTny Trdol Tols kéouols yiveoBan karaPornv [H. Lloyd-Jones;
karaPdAre mss., peraporfv Diels, DK].

188 Fr. 37, Herodian . pov. Aé. 30, 30

xad pgv Evi omedrresol Teows xaraeiPeTon USwp.

The deduction based upon fossils is a remarkable and impressive
one. The enumeration of different occurrences is in itself unusually
scientific; the assertion ascribed to Xenophanes in the Aristotelian
Mirabilia (DK 21448), that Stromboli tended to erupt in the
seventeenth year, shows a similar method. Not that the poet him-
self need have observed fossils in all three places—fossil-impressions

187 Xenophanes thinks that a mixture of the earth with the sea is going on, and that in
time the earth is dissolved by the moist. He says that he has demonstrations of the following
kind: shells are found inland, and in the mountains, and in the quarries in Syracuse he says
that an impression of a fish and of seaweed has been found, while an impression of a bay~
leaf was found in Paros in the depth of the rock, and in Malta flat shapes of all marine
objects. These, he says, were produced when everything was long ago covered with mud, and
the impression was dried in the mud. All mankind is destroyed whensver the earth is
carried down into the sea and becomes mud; then there is another beginning of coming-to-be,
and this foundation happens for all the worlds.

I88 And in some caves water drips down.
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might naturally arouse popular curiosity, and so become known;
though it is notable that two of the three places were in Xeno-
phanes’ Sicilian orbit. (Paros has been doubted on geological
grounds; but its north-eastern part is neither marble nor schist,
and could have contained fossils. The Director of the Institute for
Geology, Athens, confirms that plant fossils have recently been
found there.) We cannot even be sure that the observations were
first made in Xenophanes® lifetime; they might conceivably have
been available to Anaximander. However, Xenophanes may
reasonably be accepted as the first to draw attention to their real
significance. The conjecture that the earth’s surface had once been
mud or slime was again not new; this was a Milesian theory
possibly originating with Thales and certainly held by Anaxi-
mander, who believed that life started from mud. The fossils,
however, seemed to be positive proof. It has been seen (pp. 139f.)
that Alexander attributed to Anaximander (as well as to Diogenes)
the belief that the sea is diminishing and will eventually dry up.
In Anaximander, however, there is no positive information that the
process is a cyclical one. Hippolytus in 187 ad fin. definitely
ascribes a cyclical theory to Xenophanes: the earth mustonce have
been mud because plants once existed in what is now rock, fishes
in what is now dry land, and men are destroyed when it turns back
to mud; then they are produced anew, and this happens for all the
arrangements of the earth’s surface. Thus Xenophanes accepted
that living creatures come from mud, after Anaximander; but
while Anaximander seems to have seen their destruction as arising
from extreme drought, for Xenophanes it was due to flood; it has
already been suggested that myths of great catastrophes, notably
the flood of Deucalion and Pyrrha and the earth-scorching of
Phaethon, may have provided a precedent for this kind of theory.
This divergence between the two thinkers was connected with
divergent interpretations of the present trend of change in the
earth’s surface: for Anaximander it was drying up, for Xenophanes
it was already turning back into sea or mud. This might have been
a conscious correction on the part of the latter; it may not be
coincidence that the sea was receding round Miletus, but in Sicily
was supposed to have engulfed the land-bridge which became the
Messina strait.

The cyclical transformations between earth and sea—neither of
which, however, can have been completely eliminated-—were
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clearly related to the assertions in 184 and 184 that things come
from earth and sea; while the products of sea in 186 showed that
sea is surprisingly potent. 188, fragmentary as it is, may be
intended to illustrate the passage between the two basic materials:
Diels and others have thought of stalactitic caves, i.e. of water
turning to earth (rock not being clearly differentiated), while
Deichgraber (Rh. M. 87 (1938) 16) thought that both this and the
reverse process might be meant; certainly, damp caves can appear
to produce moisture from earth. This, like much else, remains
uncertain (for example, at what stage is the drying-up of the sea
reversed?). The clear exposition of a cyclical theory supported by
concrete evidence is indisputable, and once again shows that
Xenophanes must be seriously reckoned with. The way in which
such a cyclical theory could encourage the doxographers in an
innumerable-world interpretation is demonstrated by the ambi-
guous use of kboupos in 187 (there properly ‘world-arrangements’,
i.e. of the earth’s surface, but appearing to mean °‘separate
worlds’).

XENOPHANES EMPHASIS ON THE LIMITATIONS OF HUMAN
KNOWLEDGE

180 Fr. g4, Sextus adv. math. vii, 49 and 110, cf. Plutarch aud. poet.

2, 17E
» 17 kat T pdv olv gagés olris dvhip 8ev oUBE 115 Eoren

eldcos dugl Beddv Te xal Gooa Myw mepl TTévToov

& yop xad & pdhiora TUy o1 TeTeheopevoy simodv,

atrds Sueos oux olbe: Bdkos § Errl nedon Thrukran.
190 Fr. g5, Plutarch Symp. 1x, 7, 7468

Todta Sebofdofw piv dodTa Tois Erdpoiol. . ..
191 Fr. 18, Stobaeus Anth. 1, 8, 2

olrror &m’ dpxfis wavra feol Sunroly’ Umébeafay,

&AL Y pove 3ryTolivres Epeupiorouoty Guetvov.

189  No man knows, or ever will know, the truth about the gods and about everything I
speak of: for even if ome chanced to say the complete truth, yet oneself knows it not; but
seeming is wrought over all things [or fancy is wrought in the case of all men].

190 Let these things be opined as resembling the truth. . ..

191 Yot the gods have not revealed all things to men from the beginning; but by seeking
men find out better in time.
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192 Fr. 38, Herodian . pov. M. 41, 5
el uf) xAwpov Epuoe Beds iEM, TTOAAOY Epaockov
yMooova alUke TEAeabal,

It has been suggested by K. Deichgraber (Rh. M. 87 (1938) 231L.)
that Xenophanes in his utterances on the shortcomings of human
knowledge is developing a common poetical contrast between the
comparative ignorance of the poet and the all-knowledge of the
Muse whom he calls on to assist him: ¢f. e.g. Homer Il. 2, 4851,
Pindar Paean 6, 51 fI. Yet this contrast is merely a special form of
that between the capacity of the gods in general and the limitations
of men, which is re-stated, after Xenophanes, by Heraclitus in
fr. 78 (208) and by Alcmaeon in fr. 1 (285). In Xenophanes him-
self it is implicit, too, in the assertion of ¥73 that the one god is
unlike men either in body or in thought. Parmenides, when he
came to propose dogmatic views which could not be corroborated
from human experience, gave them the form of a divine revelation.
Yet there is no indication that Xenophanes claimed anything like
a revelation; 191 suggests that arduous investigation is rewarded,
and the probability is that he, like Heraclitus, felt himself to be in
a special state of knowledge for this reason. Deichgriaber also
thought that 189 was intended as the prooemium of the physical
doctrine, not of the constructive theology; but it seems most
unlikely that the plural of &uel 8eédv should be taken literally to
mean ‘about the gods of conventional religion’; the phrase means
simply ‘about theology’. The assumption of two distinct poerns is,
it has been suggested, a dubious one; and this is confirmed by the
linking of “theology’ and ‘what I say about all things’. The con-
structive description of the one god must ultimately have come
within the scope of 18¢: it was the antithesis of the mistaken
Homeric concept, but, though it might be ‘like the truth’, in the
words of 190, it could not be taken as absolutely certain. Even
Xenophanes’ special position as one who had given much attention
to the subject could not ensure that. However, Xenophanes did
not suggest that one could not be certain that a belief was wrong;
and his destructive criticism of the Homeric gods, based as it was
on a demonstrated subjectivity, might be accepted as true.

192 shows that Xenophanes thought about problems of rela-
tionship, which were to be especially significant for Heraclitus

192 If god had not made yellow honey, men would consider figs far sweeter.
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(pp- 189f.). For Xenophanes the observation about honey (which
may have been proverbial) presumably confirmed his beliefs about
the limitation of knowledge-—again the contrast between god, or
gods, and men is perhaps present. Once again Xenophanes was
developing an idea already implicit in popular literature and giving
it a special philosophical significance. After the dogmatism of the
Milesians (and also of Pythagoras, mocked by Xenophanes in 268
for his extravagant theory of metempsychosis) an appeal to caution
was salutary, and from this time on there was certainly more verbal
reference to the broadest aspects of epistemology. Unfortunately
Xenophanes’ revival of the traditional doctrine of human limita-
tions, this time in a partly philosophical context, did little else that
is noticeable to curb the naturally over-dogmatic tendency of
Greek philosophy in its first buoyant stages.
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CHAPTER VI
HERACLITUS OF EPHESUS

DATE AND LIFE

193 Diogenes Laertius 1x, 1 (DK22a1) ‘Hpdeiros Bhéowvos
fi, &s nives, ‘Hpdewvros ‘Epéorcs. olros fikpoze utv xard iy
fvdormy kol E§nkooTiv SAvpmidBa.  peyahdgppwv Bt yeyove map’
Svtwvaolv kol Umepdrrtns, o5 kot &k Tol ouyypduuatos alrtol
Sfidov, &v & onov (Fr. 40) TioAupadin véov Eyewv ol Bibdower-
‘Holobov y&p &v £8iBate kad TTuBorydpny obfris Te Zevopdved T Kal
*Exaraiov. . . .(3). . .xod TéAog moavBpwmmoas kal koo év Totg
Spean Biprdro, Woos orrolpevos kol Pordvas. xal pévror kal Bik
TotUrro mepitparels els UBepov worrfirbev el Soru kal Tév latpddv
alviyuaTwdos fmnvidvero & Buvatvro & EropPplas alyudy wofjoom -
& 8¢ 1y ouvibrTov aiTov els PoloTao katopuges i) TGV PoAftwv
&hfcx fhmioey Eformpiobnoesbon. o0btv BE vy olb’ olrws frehelra

Plous ETn EEnxovTa.

The information that Heraclitus was at his acme, i.e. aged forty, in
OLl. 6g (504~501 B.C.) was doubtless taken from the chronographer
Apollodorus: Heraclitus’ middle age is placed about forty years
after Anaximenes’ assumed acme and Xenophanes’ departure from
Colophon. {According to Sotion (Diog. L. 1x, 5, DK224a1) some
people said that Heraclitus ‘heard’ Xenophanes. That there was
some influence is probable enough, but the critical tone of fr. 40,
quoted in 193, does not suggest a formal master-pupil relationship.)
There is no need seriously to doubt Apollodorus’ dating here, since
Heraclitus mentioned Pythagoras and Hecataeus as well as Xeno-

193 Heraclitus son of Bloson (or, according to some, of Herakon) of Ephesus. This man
was at his prime in the 6gth Olympiad. He grew up to be exceptionally haughty and
supercilious, as is clear also from his book, in which he says: * Learning of many things does
not teach intelligence; if so it would have taught Hesiod and Pythagoras, and again
Xenophanes and Hecatasus’. . . Finally he became a misanthrope, withdrew from the
world, and lived in the mountains feeding on grasses and plants. However, having fallen
in this way into a dropsy he came down to town and asked the doctors in a riddle if they
could make a drought out of rainy weather. When they did not understand he buried himself
in a cow-stall, expecting that the dropsy would be evaporated off by the heat of the manure;
but even so he failed to effect anything, and ended his life at the age of sixty.
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phanes,® and was perhaps indirectly referred to by Parmenides
{345, cf. p. 272; also fr. 8, 5511, 353}). Attempts have sometimes
been made to place Heraclitus’ philosophical activity later than
the Apollodoran dating would reasonably suggest, after 478 g.c.
{and even, most improbably, after Parmenides}; but they have not
won acceptance, and rest on implausible hypotheses such as that
no trace of self-government (suggested by the information of fr. 121
that the Ephesians had exiled Heraclitus’ friend Hermodorus)
would be possible in Ephesus until after its liberation from Persia
around 478. Heraclitus might have lived longer than Apollodorus’
sixty years (at which age Anaximenes also, and Empedocles
according to Aristotle, were said to die) ; but we may nevertheless
provisionally accept that he was in his middle years at the end of
the sixth century and that his main philosophical activity had
ended by about 48o.

* The past tense in fr. 40, “would have taught’, need not mean that all
those mentioned were dead {Xenophanes at any rate lived until after 478),
but it implies that they were all widely known at the time of writing.
Another fragment, 129 {261 ; it may be to some extent re-worded but is not
spurious, see p. 2ign.}, implies that Pythagoras was already dead; he is
said to have ‘flourished’ in 532/t B.¢. (p. 219}, and perhaps died between
510 and 505, The Suda places Hecataeus' birth as late as 520-516 B.C.

The rest of 193 is quoted as a sample of the kind of biographical
fiction that proliferated round the name of Heraclitus. We are also
told by Diogenes that he refused to make laws for the Ephesians
but preferred playing with children in the temple of Artemis.
Most of these stories are based on well-known sayings of Heraclitus;
many were intended to make him look ridiculous, and were
invented with malicious intent by Hellenistic pedants who resented
his superior tone. For example, extreme misanthropy is deduced
from his criticisms of the majority of men {e.g. 197), vegetarianism
from a mention of blood-pollution in 244, the fatal dropsy from his
assertion ‘it is death for souls to become water’ in 232. He was
known as an obscure propounder of riddles, and this is made out to
have cost him his life: the doctors, whom he appeared to criticize
in fr. 58 {p. 190}, do nothing to save him. He is said to have buried
himself in dung because he had said in fr. g6 that corpses are more
worthless than dung; ‘being exhaled’ refers to his theory of
exhalations from the sea. The only details about HMeraclitus’ life
which it might be safe to accept as true are that he spent it in
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Ephesus, that he came of an old aristocratic family,* and that he

was on bad terms with his fellow-citizens.
* Cf. 194 Diog. L. ™, 6 onpetov § olmol THs seyohogpooivig
*Avrigbivns enoiv v MaBoyals: dkywpficat y&p Té8ehed ThS Paoihelas.
There is no apparent reason why this information should be fictitious.
Strabo, 14, p. 633 Cas. (DK 2242}, said that the descendants of Androclus
founder of Ephesus were still called ‘kings’, and had certain privileges like
that of front seats at the games.

‘“YHE OBSCURE’

Timon of Phlius, the third-century B.c. satirist, called Heraclitus
advixrrs, ‘riddler’ (Diog. L. 1x, 6). This legitimate criticism of his
style later gave rise to the almost invariable epithet axorevds,
obscurus in Latin (Cicero de finthus 11, 5, 15, etc.}, Another common
description in the Roman period was ‘the weeping philosopher’.
This latter judgement is entirely trivial, being founded partly on
humorous references to the idea that all things flow like rivers (cf.
e.g. Plato Crat. 4400, believers in flux are like people with catarrh),
and partly on Theophrastus’ well-known attribution to Heraclitus
of peAaryyorla {Dicg. L. 1x, 6), by which, however, he meant
‘impulsiveness’ (see Aristotle’s descriptionat Eth. Nic. H8,1150b25)
and not ‘melancholy’ in its later and its modern sense.

HERACLITUS BOOK

195 Diogenes Laertius ix, 5 1o 5¢ pepduevov arrol PifAlov éoi
utv &mrd Tol ouvyovros Tlepl guoews, BifprTar 8¢ els Tpels Adyous,
gls Te OV Tepl ToU TavTds kal oAtk Kot BecAoyikdy. (6) &vébnke
8" alrrd elg 10 Tijs "Apréudos lepdy, G5 pév Tives, mitnBelions doa-
pécTeEpOV ypdapon &reos of Buvdpevor Tpoaioiey arrdd xad pfy & ToU
dnuddous elkatagpdévnrov f.. . .tooolmv B¢ B6fov foye T
oUyypoupa g xai alpemioTds &’ avrol yevéoBan Tols xAnbévrag
‘Hpoxherreious.

Ancient biographers and historians of philosophy assumed that all
the Presocratics wrote one or more books (though there was doubt

194 Anfisthenes in his Successions guotes as a sign of his [Heraclitus’} arrogance that
he resigred the hereditary kingship® to his brother.

195  The book said to be his is called * On Nature®, from its chief content, and is divided
into three discourses: On the Universe, Politics, Theology. He dedicated it and placed it in the
temple of Artemis, as some say, having purposely written it rather ebscurely so that only
those of rank and influence should have access to it, and it should not be easily despised by
the populace.. . . The work had so great a reputation that from it arese disciples, these
called Heracliteans.
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over Thales, see pp. 841ff.). They certainly assumed that Heraclitus
wrote one, and Diogenes tells us that its title was ‘On nature’. This
title was regularly assigned to works by those whom Aristotle and
the Peripatetics called ‘natural philosophers’, and cannot be
regarded as necessarily authentic in all cases: see n. on p. 102,
The division into three sections is unlikely to have been original,
and suggests that Diogenes or his source was thinking of an edition
or collection of sayings, probably made in Alexandria, which
followed a Stoic analysis of the parts of philosophy. Diels main-
tained that Heraclitus wrote no consecutive book, but merely gave
repeated utterance to a series of carefully-formulated opinions or
yvéuat. This view has found few supporters, but could be correct.
The surviving fragments have very much the appearance of oral
pronouncements put into a concise and striking, and therefore
easily memorable, form; they do not resemble extracts from a
continuous written work. The obstacle to this view is fr. 1 {197),
a structurally complicated sentence which looks very like a written
introduction to a book. Possibly when Heraclitus achieved fame
as a sage a collection of his most famous utterances was made, for
which a special prologue was composed. In any event the frag-
ments we possess (and not all those in DK are fully authentic) were
for the most part obviously framed as oral apophthegms rather than
as parts of a discursive treatise; this was in keeping with Hera-
clitus’ oracular intentions (see p. 212). The suggestion in 194 that
the ‘Heracliteans’, also mentioned by Plato and Aristotle, were
devotees of the book is almost certainly guesswork; its importance
lies in its implication that there was no ‘school’ of direct followers
at Ephesus.* No follower of note is known until Cratylus, an older
contemporary (probably) of Plato, who developed a debased form
of Heracliteanism by exaggerating, and combining together, the
Ephesian’s belief in the inevitability of change and his belief {quite
a common one in his time) in the significance of names.

I In spite of 196 Plato Theaet. 1750 mwoAhoU xad Bel pavdn dven {sc. 4

payn), AA& mepl piv Thy Cloviay xal EmBiSonor whumodv. ol yép tol

‘Hpardetrov fraipor yopryolor tovrov Tol Adyou pdAc Eppwpbvess.

(Cf. ibid. 179E, .. .oUTols pév Tois wept Thy “Egecov.) This whole passage
is intentionally humorous, as indeed are most of Plato’s remarks about

196 (The battle) is far from being a slight one, but in the region of Ionia it is even
greatly increasing. For the companions of Heraclitus minister to this argument with might
and main. {Cf. .. . to those around Ephesus.}
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Heraclitus, and the local references need not be intended literally; anyone
using what Plato would consider to be a Heraclitean type of argument
might be ironically associated with Ephesus. Plato’s most extreme
Heraclitean acquaintance, at any rate, namely Cratylus, was neither an
Ephesian nor from Ionia.

SPECIAL DIFFICULTIES OF INTERPRETATION

As has been seen, Heraclitus was renowned in antiquity for his
obscurity: his pronouncements were undeniably often cryptic,
probably intentionally so, and little serious attempt seems to have
been made by Plato and Aristotle to penetrate to his real meaning.
Theophrastus, on whom the later doxographical tradition depends,
unfortunately based his interpretation on Aristotle’s. He does not
appear to have had access to a complete book by Heraclitus, or
even (to judge, for example, from the omission of all but the barest
reference to Heraclitus in Theophrastus’ de sensu) to a fully repre-
sentative collection of separate ntterances; in fact he complained
that Heraclitus” pronouncements were either unfinished or incon-
sistent. 'The Stoics further distorted the account. They adopted
Heraclitus as their ancient authority, chiefly on physical matters,
and in some respects produced an accurate development of his
ideas; for example in their ideal of duoAoyouptvws 3y, living in
accord with Nature {cf. e.g. 198). In other respects, however, they
radically re-adapted his views to meet special requirements of their
own——for example in their attribution to him of the idea of
ecpyrosis, the periodical consumption of the whole world by fire.
Our sources subsequent to the founder of Stoicism, Zeno of Citium,
accepted this particular interpretation of Heraclitus, which can be
reconciled with some of the extant sayings and may have been
encouraged by Theophrastus, but is incompatible with others and
wholly at variance with the basic Heraclitean concept of measure
in natural change: see further pp. 196-9 and n. on p. 202.

As for Plato and Aristotle, there is little verbatim quotation of
Heraclitus in either, nor were they really interested in the accurate
objective assessment of early predecessors. Plato occasionally men-
tions him, mainly in a humorous or ironical way and with emphasis
on a view freely attributed to him in the dialogues, that ‘all things
are in flux’—mdvra pel or rwdvra xwpel. According to Aristotle at
Met. AB, gB7ag2, Plato was influenced in youth by the emphasis
laid by Cratylus on this kind of view. But all Presocratic thinkers
were struck by the dominance of change in the world of our
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experience. Heraclitus was obviously no exception, indeed he
probably expressed the universality of change more clearly than
his predecessors; but for him it was the obverse idea of the measure
inhering in change, the stability that persists through it, that was
of vital importance. Plato may have been genuinely misled,
especially by fifth-century sophistic exaggerations, in his distortion
of Heraclitus’ emphasis here; and Aristotle accepted the Platonic
flux-interpretation and carried it still further. Other references to
Heraclitus in Aristotle attack him for denying the law of contra-
diction in his assertions that opposites are ‘the same’. Again, this
is a misinterpretation by Aristotle, who applied his own high
logical standards anachromnistically: by ‘the same’ Heraclitus
evidently meant not ‘identical’ so much as ‘not essentially
separate’, or ‘belonging to one single complex’.

In view of these defects in the authors of the ancient assessment
it is safer to attempt the reconstitution of Heraclitus’ thought, in
the first instance, on the basis of the extant genuine fragments.
Even so one cannot hope for more than a very limited under-
standing, partly because Heraclitus, as Aristotle found, did not
use the categories of formal logic, and tended to describe the same
thing (or roughly the same thing) now 3s a god, now as a form of
matter, now as a rule of behaviour or principle which was never-
theless a physical constituent of things.

HERACLITUS THOUGHT

(1) Men should try to comprehend the underlying coherence of things: it is ex-
pressedin the Logos, the formulaor element of arrangement common to all things

197 Fr. 1, Sextus adv. math. vii, 132 ToT B¢ Adyou ToU8’ Ebvros
&et &Elveror yivovron dvlpwrror kal 1rpdofev §) dxolom kad biol-
oavTes TO TPETOV" Yivopdvey yap TaVTwY KoTd ToV Adyov TovBe
&meipoiow Eolkaol, mepwpevor kol éméwv kol Epywv ToloUrwy
Srofowv &yw Simyelum kord puow Sixipéwv ExaoTov kol @pdgwv
Sroos Exerr ToUs 82 Ghhous Svbpdotrous hovbdver dxdoar EyepBévTes
Trowoliow Oxwotep dkdoa ed8ovres Ermhavidvovro,

x9v  Of the Logos which is as I describe it men always prove to be uncomprehending, both
before they have heard it and when once they have heard it. For although all things happen
according to this Logos men are like people of no experience, even when they experience such
words and deeds as I explain, when I distinguish each thing according to ils constitution and
declare how it is; but the rest of men fail to notice what they do after they wake up just as
they forget what they do when asleep.
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198 Fr. 2, Sextus adv. math. vi, 133 510 Bei Erreoban 16> (fuvid)-
Toll Adyou & Edvtos fuvoll zwouaw ol oMol ds 1Blav Eyovres
ppdvnow.*
199 Fr. 50, Hippolytus Ref. 1%, 9, 1 ol &poU &AAX Tol Adyou
&rovooavras dpooyelv copdv doriv Bv révra elvan.
1 51d Bel Emeobot TH wowd ' Euvds ydp & xowdst Toli. .. mss. §uvds and
xotvés are different words for the same idea, the former being the normal
epic and lopic form and that used by Heraclitus, The later form was

evidently given in a gloss, and then this gloss replaced the original word,
though the appended explanation remained.

These sayings make it plain that Heraclitus regarded himself as
having access to, and trying vainly to propagate, an all-important
truth about the constitution of the world of which men are a part.
Thegreatmajority fail to recognize this truth,* which is‘ common’—
that is, both valid for all things and accessible for all men, if only
they use their observation and their understanding? and do not
fabricate a private and deceptive intelligence. What they should
recognize is the Legos, which is perhaps to be interpreted as the
unifying formula or proportionate method of arrangement of
things, what might almost be termed the structural plan of things
both individual and in sum. The technical sense of Adyos in
Heraclitus is probably related to the general meaning ‘measure’,
‘reckoning’ or ‘proportion’; it cannot be simply Heraclitus’ own
‘account’ that is in question (otherwise the distinction in 199
between &uol and ol Adyov is meaningless), although the Logos
was revealed in that account. The effect of arrangement according
to a cominon plan or measure is that all things, although apparently
plural and totally discrete, are really united in a coherent complex
{(x99) of which men themselves are a part, and the comprehension
of which is therefore logically necessary for the adequate enact-
ment of their own lives. Yet ‘formula’, ‘proportionate arrange-
ment’ and so on are misleadingly abstract as translations of this
technical sense of Adyos: the Logos was probably conceived by
Heraclitus as an actual constituent of things, and in many respects
it is co-extensive with the primary cosmic constituent, fire (see
p- 200). It must constantly be remembered that no firm distinc-

198  Therefore it is necessary to follow the common; but although the Logos is common
the many live as though they had a private understanding.

%99 Listening not to me but 1o the Logos it is wise lo agree that all things are one.
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tion between different modcs of existence had yet been envisaged,
and that what to us is obviously non-concrete and immaterial, like
an arrangement, might be regarded before Plato as possessing the
assumed ultimate characteristic of ‘being’, that is, concrete bulk.
To put it in another way, the arrangement would not be fully
distinguished from the thing arranged, but would be felt to possess
the same concreteness and reality as the thing itself.
! Men are attacked for this failure in many other extant fragments: see
frr. 17, 19, 28, 34, 56, 72. But nothing substantial is added there to the
content of 197, 198, 199. Analogous rebukes are also hurled at indivi-
duals—Homer, Hesied, Xenophanes, Hecataeus, Archilochus and Pytha.
goras: see e.g. 193, where the ground of criticism is that such men (of
whom Pythagoras comes in for special attack elsewhere, cf. e.g. 261}

pursued the wrong kind of knowledge, wohuuadin or the mere collection
of disparate and unrelated facts.

2 (Cf. 200 Fr. 55, Hippolytus Ref. 1x, 9, 5 &owv Syis dwofy pddnots,
Talra fyoy wpoTiwéw. But observation must be checked by understanding,
opévnoig: this is shown by 20X Fr. 107, Sextus adv. math. vo, 126 kaxol
udiprupes dvlparroisy dpdaipel kad G PapPdpous yuxds tydvruv. Here
“barbarian souls’ are those that cannot understand the language of, cannot
correctly interpret, the senses, but are misled by superficial appearances.
An analogous distinction between mere sensation and the intelligent
interpretation of sense-data was later made by Democritus (pp. 423f.}.

(2) Different types of example of the essential unity of opposites

202 Tr. 01, HippolytusRef 1x,10,5 8dAacoa UBwp kabapoTaTov
xad piapdrraroy, X800 pév mémpov xad cwThpiov, dvbpwTorg B
&motov xai OALBpiov,

203 Fr. 6o, Hippolytus Ref. 1x, 10, 4 0805 &vw x&re pfa ked
Suth.

204 Fr. 111, Stobaeus Anth. 1, 1, 177 voloos Uyiiny Eroinoey
718U kal dyabBdv, Apds kdpov, k&paros dvirravoiv.

205 Fr. 88, [Plutarch] Cons. ad Apoll. 10, 1068 Talitd 1° w1 36V
xed eBunkds kad 1o Eypriyopds kad 1o kofelBov xal viov kal ynpaidy-

200 The things of which there is seeing and hearing and perception, these do I prefer.
201 Euil witnesses are gyes and ears for men, if they have souls that do not understand
their language.

202 Seais the most pure and the most polluted water; for fishes it is drinkable and salutary,
but for men it is undrinkable and deleterious.

203 The path up and down is one and the same.
204 Disease makes health pleasant and good, hunger satiety, weariness rest.
205 And as the same thing there exists in us living and dead and the waking and the
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T&Be ydp ueramecdvra ixelvd fomi xdkeiva [méav] peromesdyTa
ToTex.

These fragments exemplify four different kinds of connexion
between evident opposites:

(i} In 202 the same thing produces opposite effects upon
different classes of animate object; so also fr. 13 {pigs like mud
{but men do not)) and fr. g (donkeys prefer rubbish to gold, {men
gold to rubbish)).

(if) In 203" different aspects of the same thing may justily
opposite descriptions; so also fr. 58 (cutting and burning {(which
are normally bad) call for a fee when done by a surgeon) and
fr. 59 (the act of writing combines straight, in the whole line, and
crooked, in the shape of each letter).

(i) In 204 good and desirable things like health or rest are
seen to be possible only if we recognize their opposites, sickness or
weariness; so probably fr. 23 (there would be no right without
wrong).

(iv) In 205 certain opposites are said to be essentially connected
(literally, to be ‘the same’, a pregnant expression) because they
succeed, and are succeeded by, each other and nothing else. Soin
fr. 126 the hot substance and the cold form what we might call
a hot-cold continuum, a single entity (i.e. temperature). So also
fr. 57: night and day, which Hesiod had made parent and child,
are, and must always have been, essentially connected and co-
existent.

These four kinds of connexion between opposites can be further
classed under two main headings: (a) i-iii, opposites which inhere
in, or are simultaneously produced by, a single subject; (b} iv,
opposites which are not susceptible of simultaneous distinction
in relation to different objects, or parts of the subject, but are con-
nected through being different stages in a single invariable process.
* This seems the most probable interpretation of ‘ the road up and down’.
Theophrastus and a few of his followers applied the phrase to the inter-
changes between world-masses in the cosmic process, and most modern
scholars have done the same. But the same words ‘one and the same® are

used of evident opposites in the formally similar fr. 59; and Hippolytus,
a reliable source of verbatim quotations from Heraclitus who seems to have

sleeping and young and old: for these things having changed round are those, and those
having changed round are these.
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used a good handbook in which sayings of Heraclitus were grouped by
subject, certainly took ‘the road up and down’ as another illustration of
the unity of opposites and not as a cosmological metaphor, to which indeed
it is not completely appropriate. We should think of an actual road or
path, which is called ‘the road up’® by those who live at the bottom, ‘the
road down' by those at the top. Viastos, A 7P 76 {1955) 349 n. 26, objects
to this interpretation on the grounds of its *banality’; but it only appears
banal to us because of its familiarity, and fr. 59, for example, undoubtedly
has precisely the same quality.

These and similar reflexions {cf. also frr. 103, 48, 126, g9), on
objects conventionally treated as entirely separate from and
opposed to each other, evidently persuaded Heraclitus that there
is never any real absolute division of opposite from opposite. (For
a re-statement of this view by Anaxagoras see p. 381.)

(3) Each pair of opposites thus forms both a unity and a plurality.
Different pairs are also _found to be inter-connected
206 Fr. 10, [Aristotle] de mundo 5, 396b2o oulAGyes SAa xal
ouy, Gha, ovupepduevoy Biagepdusvoy, ouv@Bov BiBov- &k mrdvrwv
v xal &€ dvdg mavrat
207 Fr. 67, Hippolytus Ref. 1x, 10, 8 & Beds Aipépn eboppdvn,
yewiov Opos, mdhepos elprivn, kdpos Awds [Tdvevria &mavre, olros
& volis] - &Aholobron 8t Sxwotrep (TUp) dmdTav ouppyf Suduaotv
ovopdeTal ko A8oviy tkdarov. [mlp suppl. Diels.]
t ovAAdyies is textually slightly preferable to ouvdytes, which would mean
‘things in contact’. A more important question is whether the word is
subject or predicate. Snell showed that it is subject, contrary to the
common view] neither ‘wholes’ and ‘not wholes’ nor ‘in tune’ and ‘out

of tune’ are typical pairs of Heraclitean opposites, nor indeed are they
connected by Heraclitus’ regular principles.

In 206 ‘things taken together’ must be, primarily, opposites: what
one takes together with night, for example, is day. (Here we may
note that Heraclitus expresses what we should call ‘quality’
always in terms of simple extremes, which he can then classify as
opposites; so that all change can thus be regarded as that between

206 Things laken together are whole and not whole, something whick is being brought
together and brought apart, which is in tune and out of tune; out of all things there comes
a urity, and out of a unity all things.

207 God is day night, winter summer, war peace, satiety hunger [all the opposites, this
is the meaning]; he undergoes alteration in the way that fire, when it is mixed with spices,
is named according to the scent of each of them.

191



PRESOQCRATIC PHILOSOPHERS

opposites.) Such ‘things taken together’ are truly described in one
sense as ‘whole’, that is, forming one continuum, or in another
sense as ‘not whole’, that is, when acting as single components.
Applying these alternative analyses to the conglomeration of
‘things taken together’, we can see that ‘from all things a unity
is formed’, and also that from this unity (é§ évds) there can
be separated the superficial, discrete, plural aspect of things
(Tavra).

207 asserts a relationship between god and a number of pairs of
opposites, each pair separately connected by automatic succession;
these, as the glossator saw, probably stand for all pairs of opposites
however connected. The relationship in question is a loose pre-
dicative one; and Heraclitus, perhaps enlarging on Xenophanes,
seems to have regarded ‘god’ as in some probably undefined way
immanent in things, or as the sum total of things.* One recalls the
Milesian view that the originative material, which may still be
represented in the world, is divine. Heraclitus, although not so
explicitly corporealistic in his conception of divinity, was little
more ‘religious’ than the Milesians in that he did not associate
‘god’ with the need for cult and worship (although he did not
utterly reject all cult, see p. 212}, The particular point of 207 is
that every opposite can be expressed in terms of god : because peace
is divine it does not follow that war is not equally divine, is not
equally permeated by the directive and formulaic constituent
which is on occasions equated with the whole ordered cosmos
(pp- 188,200)}. God cannot here be essentially different from Logos;
and the Logos is the constituent of things which makes them
opposed, and which ensures that change between opposites will be
proportional and balanced overall. God, then, is said to be the
common connecting element in all extremes, just as fire is the
common element of different vapours (because these were con-
ceived as a compound of fire with different kinds of incense};
change from one to another brings about a total change of name,
which is misleading, because only a superficial component has
altered and the most important constituent remains. This difficult
saying implies that, while each separate pair of contraries forms a
single continuum, the several continua, also, are connected with
each other, though in a different manner. Thus the total plurality
of things forms a single, coherent, determinable complex-what
Heraclitus called ‘unity’.
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I The superiority of god to man, and of the divine ‘synthetic’ view of
things to the human chaotic view, is heavily stressed by Heraclitus: e.g.
208 Fr. 78, Origen ¢. Celsum vi, 12 §005 yép dvBpdrmeioy piv olx By
yveuas, Bzlov 8 Eyel. See also frr. 79, 82-3, and compare the Hebrew
concept: ‘ As the heavens are higher than the earth, so are my ways higher
than your ways, and my thoughts than your thoughts’—Isaiah lv. 8f. One
saying specificaily asserts that for god the separateness implied by opposites
does not exist: 209 Fr. 102, Porphyrius in Hiadem 4, 4 78 piv 866 xodd
wavrta xal &yadd xal Slkaia, &vlpwmot 88 & pdv &Sika Umetifipaow & 5t
Bikoa,

(4) The unity of things lies beneath the surface; it depends upon a balanced
reaction between opposites

210 Fr. 54, Hippolytus Ref. 1%, 9, 5 &puovin &pavhs pavepfis

xpefTTWV.
2xx  Fr. 123, Themistius Or. 5, p. 69 D.  @Uo1s xpUmrreoticn gihel.

212 Fr. 51, Hippolytus Ref. 1x, g, 1 oU Suwdow Ok Sia-
pepopevoy Ewutd SupeépeTan- makivroves &puovin Skwotrep TéSou
xat Apng.t

T Hippolytus, the fullest source here, and usually a reliable one, has
Sdpohoyiav {for dpodoyén} and maMvtpomos. Suupépetan is a probable
restoration from Plato's version, Symp. 1874, and avoids a difficult use of
bduohoyeiv—a verb which could easily have been repeated accidentally,
since Hippolytus used it twice in the infinitive just before he quoted the
fragment. wodvrovos has as much support as traivrpotros in the versions
(of the second part only} by Plutarch and Porphyry, and is preferred
because it gives a fully intelligible sense, G. Viastos, 4 7P 76 (1955) 348 1L,
defends wolvtpoTros: his strongest point is that Diog. L. 1%, 7, a summary
and often imprecise version of Theophrastus, has the phrase &i& Tfis
tvavriorpomiis fipudobat. This certainly appears at first sight to be based
upon TaAlvTpoTes dppovin; yet the dvavriotpom {which would have to
be tvavriorporia if derived from an adjectival form -Tpomwos) probably
refers to the Tpowal of 221, combined (as they certainly were by Theo-
phrastus, cf. the fuller account of him in Diog. L. 1%, 8) with the ‘way up
and down’ interpreted as change between opposites. Hippdodas could be a
general application of the concept of &ppovin, cf. 2x0. It is also possible

208 Human disposition does not have true judgement, but divine disposition does.

209 To god all things are beautiful and good and just, but men have supposed some
things to be unjust, others just,

210 Ar unapparent connexion is stronger than an apparent one,

211 The real constitution of things is accustomed to hide itself.

212 They do not apprehend how being at variance it agrees with iiself [literally, how
being brought apart it is brought together with itself |: there is a back-stretched connexion,
as in the bow and the lyre.
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that there was doubt about the form of the epithet as early as Theophrastus,
as there certainly was later. Objections to wolvteewos are (i) can ‘a
turning-back connexion’ really be said, even by Heraclitus, for ‘a con-
nexion achieved by contrary changes’? Perhaps it can-—it would be possible,
certainly, in Aeschylus. If this is accepted, the meaning given fits in well
enough with Heraclitus’ theory of natural change. Unfortunately (ii} it
does not make any intelligible sense when applied, as it is, to the bow and
the lyre. Vlastos suggests that the sequence of tension and relaxation of
the string, which discharges the arrow or makes the note, is meant: but
this sequence cannot be described as an “adjustment’ or ‘connexion’, in
any kind of Greek. The melvrporos kéhewBos in Parmenides fr. 6 (345) is,
of course, perfectly intefligible, and does not necessarily contain a reference
to Heraclitus {cf. p. 272), or at any rate to this fragment.
What is stated in 210 is a general rule; comparison with 211
(where @Uois probably means not ‘Nature’ but ‘a thing’s true
constitution’), and also with 212, suggests that the rule is intended
to apply to the working of the world as a whole, as a sum of
constituent parts whose connexion is not apparent at first sight.
The unseen connexion of opposites is in fact stronger than other,
more obvious types of connexion.” 2x2, one of Heraclitus’ most
familiar sayings, contains a characteristic looseness in predication:
the subject of Supeéperon is probably not {Té) Sixgepdpevoy, i.e.
another example of a specific opposite, but a generalizing Six-
@epduevoy (1), where ‘anything being carried apart’ means
something like ‘any discrete pair of opposites’. Thus the sense
given is similar to that implicit in oupgepduevov Siagepdievoy in
206: any pair, or sum of pairs, can be regarded either (a} as
heterogeneous and analysable in terms of separate extremes, or
(b} as tending together with itself to form a unity. Now comes an
important addition: there is (sc. in it, i.e. it exemplifies} a con-
nexion or means of joining (the literal sense of &puovin) through
opposite tensions,®> which ensures this coherence—just as the
tension in the string of bow or lyre, being exactly balanced by the
outward tension exerted by the arms of the instrument, produces
a coherent, unified, stable and efficient complex. We may infer
that if the balance between opposites were nof maintained, for
example if “the hot’ (i.e. the sum of hot substances) began seriously
to outweigh the cold, or night day, then the unity and coherence
of the world would cease, just as, if the tension in the bow-string
exceeds the tension in the arms, the whole complex is destroyed.

* A number of fragments imply that it needs both faith and persistence to
find the underlying truth. So e.g. 2X3 Fr. 18, Clement Sirom. 1, 17, 4
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tdv uly Bamnran &viAmoTov olk Efevptfice, dvefepelvnrov tdv xal &mropov,

See also 247, and frr. 22, 86; compare Xenophanes (191).

2 mahlvTovoss= ‘ counter-stretched’, i.e. tending equally in opposite direc-
tions. A tension in one direction automatically produces an equivalent
tension in the other; if not, the system collapses.

(5) The total balance 1n the cosmos can only be maintained if change in one
direction eventually leads to change in the other, that is, if there is unending
‘strife’ between opposites

214 Fr. 8o, Origen ¢. Celsum vi, 42 ¢€lbévon xpty TOV mwoAsuov
govta §uvdy, wal Blknv Epw, xad ywdueva mévta kot Epwv kal
¥ pesov.t
215 Fr. 53, Hippolytus Ref. 1x, 9, 4 TdAepos wévrwv v mathp
tom1, wavTwv B Paciiels, kal Tous udv Beols ESe1le Tous 82 dvBpcatrous,
Tous piv Solhous Errolnoe Tous 8¢ EAeubépous.
T ypecov Diels, pecopeva ms. The emendation is not certain, but is hard to
improve; the three extra letters may be connected with the omission of

three letters just before, where the unique Vatican ms. has ¢l 5¢ for the
obvious original el&éven.

Strife or war is Heraclitus’ metaphor for the dominance of change
in the world. It is obviously related to the reaction between
opposites; most kinds of change {except for e.g. growth, which is
the accretion of like to like), it may be inferred, could be resolved
into change between opposites. At all events, change from one
extreme to the other might seem to be the most radical possible.
The ‘war’ which underlies all events, and is responsible for
different and indeed opposed conditions of men and for their fate
after death (cf. 239 and 242 for the difficult assertion about men
and gods), is called &ikn, the ‘indicated way’ (from the same root
as Beikvupi), or the normal rule of behaviour. This must be a
deliberate amendment of Anaximander’s dictum (112} that things
pay retribution to each other for the injustice of their alternate
encroachments in the processes of natural change. Heraclitus
points out that if strife-—that is, the action and reaction between

2%3  If one does not expect the unexpected one will not find it out, since it is not to be
searched out, and difficult to compass.

2314 It is necessary to know that war is common and right is strife and that all things
happen by strife and necessity,

215 War is the father of all and king of all, and some he shows as gods, others as men;
some he makes slaves, others free.
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opposed substances—were to cease, then the victor in every
contest of extremes would establish a permanent domination, and
the world as such would be destroyed.” Yet just as in a battle there
are temporary local stoppages, or deadlocks produced by the exact
balance of opposing forces, so Heraclitus must have allowed that
temporary stability is to be found here and there in the cosmic
battlefield, so long as it is only temporary and is balanced by
a corresponding state elsewhere. This would not diminish the
validity of the domination of strife (which, as for Anaximander,
provides a metaphorical motive for change}, but it allows the
principle to be applied to the world of our actual experience, in
which all things must eventually change but some things are for
the time being obviously stable.

I Cf. 216 Aristotle Eth. Eudem. H1, 1235225 ot “Hpdxhetos dmmipd

1§ worfjoavT: "Wy Epis fk Te Bedv kal dvbpoaov dmohorto {=11. 18, 107)"

oU y&p &v elvon dppoviay uhy Svros &fos kal Papios oUbé 1& 3o &veu

BhAeos kel dppeves dvavtieov Svreov, Here &puovie has its special sense of
‘musical scale’.

(6) The river-image illustrates the kind of unity that depends on the
preservation of measure and balance in change

217 Fr. 12, Arius Didymus ap. Eusebium P.E. xv, 20, +1{r. 91,
Plutarch de £ 18, 3628 woTapolor Toiow alrolow éuPaivoucv
Erepa xal ETepa UBorra &mippel (=fr. 12}.t. .. oxibvnot kai. . .guy-
&yst. . .owioToTo kad &rrohsier . . . wpdoeiot kad &meiot ( ={r. g1).

* The words kod ywyad B8 &mwd 1év bypdv dvabumdvtal, which follow
Uborrax dmippel in Arius, are counted as part of fr. t2 by most editors; but
they are out of place here and are almost certainly part of an attempt by
Cleanthes to find an exhalation of soul in Heraclitus as in Zeno: see Kirk,
Heraclitus, the Cosmic Fragmenis 567 8. The pairs of verbs which form fr. g1
occur in Plutarch immediately after a summary by him (in Platonic
terms) of the main river-statement; see further p. 198,

According to the Platonic interpretation, accepted and expanded
by Aristotle, Theophrastus, and the doxographers, this river-
image was cited by Heraclitus to emphasize the absolute con-

206  Heraclitus rebukes the author of the line * Would that strife might be destroyed
Jfrom among gods and men’: for there would be no musical scale unless high and low
existed, nor living creatures without female and male, which are opposites.

2x7 Upon those that siep into the same rivers different and different waters flow.. . . dt
scatters and . . . gathers. . it comes logether and flows away. . .approackes and departs,
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tinuity of change in every single thing: everything is in perpetual
flux like a river. So 218 Plato Cratylus 4024 Abyer mou *Hpdachsrrog
&1 mévTa Ywpel kod oUbtv péver, kad mortapol poff dmeixdrwov T
Svra Adyer dos 8ig &5 ToOV ooy TroTomdy oUk &v dpPaing. It is to this
interpretation that Aristotle refers in 219 Aristotle Phys. 93,
253bg wof @aol Tives xiveloBon TGV SvTwv ol T& piv t& 8 oY,
SAAG mévra kail def, A& Aavbbvav Tolro v fueTépay alobnoiv.
Aristotle here makes explicit what is implicit in Plato, that many
things (those that appear to be stable} must be undergoing invisible
or unnoticed changes. Can Heraclitus really have thought that a
rock or a bronze cauldron, for example, was invariably under-
going invisible changes of material? Perhaps so; but nothingin the
extant fragments suggests that he did, and his clearly-expressed
reliance on the senses, provided they be interpreted intelligently,
suggests that he did not.* It cannot be too strongly emphasized
that before Parmenides and his apparent proof that the senses
were completely fallacious—a proof that was clearly a tremendous
shock to his contemporaries—gross departures from common sense
must only be accepted when the evidence for them is extremely
strong. In the present case it is quite conceivable that Plato was
misled by post-Heraclitean exaggerations and distortions of
Heraclitus’ emphasis on eventual change; in particular, perhaps,
by Cratylus, who thought that you could not step even once into
the same river {Aristotle Met. T'5, 1010a13), and who is said by
Aristotle to have influenced Plato as a young man (Met. A6,

987a32).2

¥ See 200, 201. It is true that Melissus in fr. 8 {392) drew attention to the
appearance that some ‘stable’ things do change: iron is worn away by the
finger, and so on. This observation occurs in a context which perhaps has
verbal references to Heraclitus (e.g. 76 Te Sepudv yuypdv yiveolon xai 1o
wuypdv Beppdy, cf, fr. 126). Yet there is no reason whatever to think that
Melissus meant that change must in this case be continuous, even though it
can be invisible. Every time the finger rubs, it rubs off an invisible portion
of iron; yet when it does not rub, what reason is there to think that the
iron is still changing? Melissus’ point is rather that appearances show that

218 Heraclitus somewhere says that all things are in process and nothing stays still, and
likening existing things to the stream of a river he says that you would not step twice into
the same river.

2x9  And some say not that some existing things are moving, and not others, but that
all things are in motion all the time, but that this escapes our perception.
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everything, even the apparently stable, is subject to change. This is precisely
what Heraclitus must have thought; he may or may not have mentioned
infra-visible changes, but in any case would only accept them when they
were deducible—and continuous change is not deducible in many appa-
rently stable objects. Melissus’ argument, of course, was that the senses
must be fallacious; for between Heraclitus and himself had come
Parmenides. With Empedoclean effluences {p. 343) the situation changes.

2 Viastos, AFP 76 {1955) 938fL, argues that Cratylus’ rejomder as
reported by Aristotle implies a previous statement _mst like that in Plato
{218}, that you could not step twice into the same river; in fact what
Heraclitus said was not fr. 12 (237) but something very like Plato’s
version, and the Platonic interpretation of universal flux is correct.—But
(i} Aristotle’s formulation of Cratylus’ emendation of Heraclitus is likely
enough to be based on Plato’s summary, rather than on the exact form of
statements by Cratylus or Heraclitus; and (i1} in any case, the river-
statement could have been slightly distorted by other sophists even before
Cratylus; or he {who certainly grossly exaggerated Heraclitus’ belief
about names) could have altered its formal expression himself. As for the
question of which is the more original form of the river-statement, fr. 12
or Plato’s version, the former has every appearance of belonging to
Heraclitus, being in natural and unforced Ionic and having the charac-
teristic thythm of archaic prose; while the latter looks Platonic, and could
more easily be a misunderstanding of fr. 12 than vice versa, See further
Kirk, Heraclitus, the Cosmic Fragments 967 &, as well as Vlastos, loc. cit.
Cratylus’ ‘improvement’ of Heraclitus is implicit in a saying ascribed,
as I consider wrongly, to Heraclitus, ft. 494 in DK: ‘We step and do
not step into the same rivers; we are and are not.” This last existential
aphorism is particularly improbable, and the whole sentence can be
explained as a development of fr. 12, where the mention of the human
standard (‘those who step...’) probably has as its chiel purpose the
provision of an animate point by which the flow can be gauged.

In 2x7 the tentative addition to fr. 12 of the verbs which compose
fr. g1 (which the context, and their own nature, seem to indicate
as describing the flow of water, with special attention to the
regularity of its replacement) brings out what is implicit in fr. 12:
that the umiy of the river as a whole is dependent upon the
regularity (also perhaps suggested by the repetition E&Tepa xkai
érepa) of the flux of its constituent waters. The river provides an
image of the balance of constituents in the world. The river-
statement does not suggest for one moment that everything singly
behaves like a river. Obviously, a rock or a mountain or a table is
temporarily static, and will remain so, perhaps, for a long time:
what matters for Heraclitus’ theory of balanced reaction and strife
is that eventually it should change and so help to maintain the process
of world-constituents. Meanwhile the stability of a mountain, for
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example, is balanced by a corresponding stability elsewhere of
corresponding masses of sea, and of fire or aither (the mountain
being mostly earth}; on which see the next section.

(7) The world is an ever-living fire, parts of whick are always extinguished
to form the two other main world-masses, sea and earth. Changes between
Jire, sea and earth balance each other; pure, or aitherial, fire has a directive
capacity

220 Fr. go, Clement Strom. v, 104, 1 xdopov Tévde {Tdv adTdv
&rrévrwv]® olUre Tig eddv olrre &vBpadTroov Erroinoey, AN fiv &el kad
foTwv kad foron - lp defgwov, drrdpevov pETpa kal &rrooPevvipevoy
péTpor.

221 Fr. g1, Clement Strom. v, 104, § Tupds Tpomal: mpdytov
ddhaocoa, Bahdoong B8 O wiv Awou yii 1o B¢ fjou TproTip. . .
(yii) Bdhacoa Biayterat, kal perpieren els ToOV alrrdv Adyov dxolog
mpdoley fiv fi yevéoban yii.

222 Fr.go, Plutarchde £8,388p mupds Te &dvtapoipf) T& mévta
kel wlp dmdrrwv OKwoTep XPVoOU XPARATX Kol XPTIETwY X puods.

223 Fr. 64, Hippolytus Ref. 1x, 10, 6 71& 8¢ wévra oloxizal
KEPOUVES.

I Viastos, op. cit. 344, argues that ‘the same of all’ is original, and
contrasts the real physical world of common experience with the deceptive
private imaginings of men who do not follow the Logos (cf. 198 ete.).
This would be possible enough if (what does not seem particularly
probable) fr. g0 followed directly upon a reference to men’s delusions;
but neither Plutarch nor Simplicius, who also quote the first part of the
fragment, gives the debated phrase. More important, Viastos does not
mention that Clement in the context of the quotation is following some
Stoic source in endeavouring to explain away this fragment’s incon-
sistency with the Stoic egpyrosis-interpretation, by arguing that “this
world-order® in Heraclitus is the allsinclusive, eternal system, tdv &
dnr&ong Tiis obolag 18iws ro1dv kdopov as Clement had just said, and not
this particular world. Thus the interpolation is very strongly motivated;
see further Kirk, Heraclitus, the Cosmic Fragments g0 L.

220 This world-order [the same of all} did none of gods or men make, but it always was
and is and shall be: an everliving fire, kindling in measures and going out in measures.

22X Fire’s turnings: first sea, and of sea the half is earth, the half  burner’ [i.c., lightning
or fire} . . .{earthy is dispersed as sea, and is measured so as to form the same proportion
as existed before it became earth,

222 All things are an equal exchange for fire and fire for all things, as goods are for gold
and gold for goods.

223  Thunderbolt steers all things.
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Fire is the archetypal form of matter. The world-order as a whole
can be described as a fire of which measures are being extinguished,
corresponding measures being re-kindled; not all of it is burning
at the same time. It always has been, and always will be, in this
condition (220). Cosmogony in the Milesian sense is therefore not
to be found in Heraclitus. Fire cannot be an originative stuff in
the way that water or air was for Thales or Anaximenes, and
according to Aristotle and his followers it is no longer indefinite or
infinite (cf. Theophrastus ap. Simpl. Phys. 24, 1, DK 224a5); it is
nevertheless the continuing source of the natural processes in 221.
Regarded as a part of the cosmos, fire is on a par with sea (presum-
ably representing water in general, as in Xenophanes) and earth,
as one of the three obvious world-masses. The pure cosmic fire was
probably identified by Heraclitus with «iffp (aither), the
brilliant fiery stuff which fills the shining sky and surrounds the
world: this aither was widely regarded both as divine and as a
place of souls.* The apprehension that the soul may be fire or
aither, not breath as Anaximenes had thought, must have helped
to determine the choice of fire as the controlling form of matter
(cf. p. 161). 223 shows that Heraclitus® fire—the purest and
brightest sort, that is, as of the aitherial and divine thunder-
bolt—has a directive capacity. In part this reflects the divinity
assigned to aither in the popular conception; more important,
perhaps, is the fact that all fire {(even the lower, mundane sort), by
the regularity with which it absorbs fuel and emits smoke, while
maintaining a kind of stability between them, patently embodies
the rule of measure in change which inheres in the world process,
and of which the Logos is an expression {pp. 188f.). Thus it is
naturally conceived as the very constituent of things which
actively determines their structure and behaviour—which ensures
not only the opposition of opposites, but also their unity through
“strife’.

I Cf. e.g. 224 Aristotle de caelo B1, 284a11 tdv 8 olpavdy kal 1dv dvw

Tomov ol pév &pyodor Tols feoly dméverav &5 SvTa udvov &Bdvarov....

225 Inscriptiones Graecae® 1, 945, 6 (Athens, 5th ¢. 8.c.} ciffp piv Yuyds
trmedéEarro, odufata B xoaw]. 226 [Hippocrates] de carnibus 2 Sokées Bé

224 The ancients assigned to the gods the heaven and the upper region as being the only
immortal place. . . .

225 Aither received their souls, earth their bodies.
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uot & xoddopey Beppodv &bdvarov e elvar kol voleiv wévta kal dpfiv kal
drovgiv kol elbbven mhvra, vty Te xal Eodpsva, Tolrro olv o wAsloTOY,
&re Erapydn &mwavTa, exdpnoey els THy dverdTe wepigopty, kal alté
uot Boxéer alffpa roly wohaions elpfiofai. Cf also Euripides fr. 83g, off,
fr. g41 (Nauck?), Helen 1014 fI.; Aristophanes Peace 832f. None of these
passages, of course, is as early as Heraclitus, and 226 clearly shows the
influence of Anaxagoras and Diogenes of Apollonia. But the belief is
described as ancient in 224 and 226, and is so widely represented in fifth-
century poetry that it must have been well established and widely known
by then. It is comparable with the belief in the divinity of the sun, which
must be of great antiquity.

The cosmos consists, broadly, of the masses of earth (inter-
penetrated with secondary fire, as in volcanos) and sea, surrounded
by the bright integument of fire or aither. This fire, we may
conjecture on the basis of 221, was regarded by Heraclitus as the
motive point of the cosmological processes: from its region appears
to come rain, which ultimately nourishes the sea, and it ig itself
replenished (for fire ‘ consumes’ moisture} by the moist evaporation
ascending from the sea. Sea, as Xenophanes had shown, turns
into earth, and earth at other times and places changes to water.
Thus sea and earth are what cosmic or aitherial fire ‘turns to’
(221).* Changes between the three world-masses are going on
simultaneously in such a way that the total of each always remains
the same. If a quantity of earth dissolves into sea, an equivalent
quantity of sea in other parts is condensing into earth, and so with
changes between sea and ‘burner’ (fire) : this seems to be the sense
of 221. The Adyos or proportion remains the same—again it is the
measure and regularity of change, this time of large-scale cosmo-
logical change, that is stressed. The only surprising thing about this
cosmology is its apparent avoidance of analysis into opposites and
of the relation of opposites to fire-sea-earth. The probable expla-
nation is that the opposites are invoked in the logical examination
of change, but that in the examination of large-scale changes a
more empirical description can be retained, particularly as the
Logos is closely related to fire. The connexion between the two
types of analysis is the underlying concept of measure and
proportion.

226 What we call *hot’ seems to me to be immortal and to apprehend all things and to
see and hear and know all things, both present and future. This, then, the most of all, when
all things became confused, went out to the furthermost revolution, and seems to me fo have
been what was called aither by the men of old.
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* Or ‘is exchanged for' in the phrase of 222. Note that 220 and 222
both tend to invalidate the Stoic ascription to Heraclitus of a periodic
txmipwots or consumption of the world by fire. The world-order is and shall
be an ever-living fire kindling and going ocut in measures (simultaneously,
that is) : and in the trade-image of goods and gold the situation could not
arise that all the goods (the manifold world) are simultanecusly absorbed
into gold (fire), so that there is all gold and no goods. Theophrastus, after
referring to this image, added ‘He makes an order and a definite time of
the change of the world according to some destined necessity’ (Simpl.
Phys. 24, 41, DK 2245}, It seems probable that Theophrastus was here
misapplying Aristotle’s dictum that ‘things are destroyed into that from
which they came’; influenced in addition, perhaps, by Aristotle’s curious
remark {de caelo A1o, 279b14, DK 22 4 10) that Empedocles and Heraclitus
made the world fluctuate between its present condition and destruction.
Aristotle may have been thinking of a great-year cycle of 10,800 years
apparently mentioned by Heraclitus (DK 224 14); this may have applied
to a cycle of favoured souls, or conceivably to the time taken for a single
portion of fire to pass through all its stages, and in either case could have
been misleading if presented incompletely. Plato {Soph. 242, DK 22410}
clearly distinguished between Heraclitus” simultoneous unity and plurality
of the cosmos and Empedocles’ separate periods of Love and Strife. At the
same time, they are mentioned together as both alike believing in the unity
and plurality of the cosmos; and Aristotle’s coupling of the two might
conceivably have been motivated by the Platonic comparison, the
important distinction between them being overlooked.

(8) Astronomy. The heavenly bodies are bowls of fire, nourished by
exhalations from the sea; astronomical events, too, have their measures
227 Diogenes Laertius 1x, g—10 (DK22a1) 710 8¢ mepibyov
omoldy toriv o Brjhol elvon pévron bv ard oxdgos dmsoTpappivas
KarTé KoTAov Trpds Tipds, v als &Bporzopévas Tds Aaumpds dvabuptdoets
&rroTeAely pAdYas, &g elvon 1 &orpa. (10) Aaurmrpotdrny 8 elvan
Thv 1ol fjAlov gAdya xal Bepuordrnv.. . .#kkeimav e fhov xad
oeAfiviiv & oTpepoptuey TV okapdy: Tols T kord ufjva Tiis
oeAVNS oXnHaTIonoUs yiveoton orpepopévns dv olrri] Ko pixpov
THis oxdong.

228 Fr. 6, Aristotle Meigor. B2, 355213 & fjAios. . .vios &’
fiudpn foriv.

2277 He does not reveal the nature of the surrounding; it contains, however, bowls
turned with their hollow side towards us, in which the bright exhalations are collected and
Jorm flames, which are the heavenly bodies. Brightest and hottest is the flame of the sun.. . .
And sun and moon are eclipsed when the bowls turn upwards; and the monthly phases of the
moon occur as its bow! is gradually turned.

228 The sun. . .is new each day.
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229 Fr. 94, Plutarch de exil. 11, 6o4a "HAios oly UmepPrioera
uéTpa ef B2 pry, “Epvies wv Alkng &mikoupor Eeupficovay.

No extant fragment clearly reveals Heraclitus’ ideas on the nature
of the heavenly bodies; but Theophrastus evidently gave a
moderately detailed if subjective account of his views, the non-
Peripatetic parts of which there is no reason to disbelieve.
Diogenes preserves the fullest version of this account, of which 227
is a part; for the rest (the stars are further from the earth than the
sun, the moon nearer) see DK22a1. The heavenly bodies are
solid bowls filled with fire. This fire is maintained by moist
exhalations or evaporations from the sea, which are somehow
collected in them and burned as fuel.* This is presumably the way
in which water changes into fire in the balanced interaction
between world-masses described in 221, The idea that, since
moisture is evaporated by fire, fire is physically nourished by it
is a naive and popular one. Similarly the solid celestial bowls are
probably a quasi-scientific elaboration of the popular myth that
the sun each night sails from west to cast in a golden bow! round the
northern stream of Okeanos (see 7, 8). Eclipses and phases of the
moon were explained by the turning away of the bowls: but no
true cause (as opposed to a mere mechanism) was given, and
Diogenes (1%, 11, DK224a1), presumably still following Theo-
phrastus, stated that Heraclitus said nothing about the constitu-
tion of the bowls. Heraclitus was probably not interested in
astronomy for its own sake, and seems to have been content with
adaptations of popular accounts so long as his general theory of
cosmological change was preserved. 228 is consonant with
Theophrastus’ account of the celestial bowls: the sun is ‘new’
every day in the sense that its fire is replenished each night with
entirely fresh exhalations. Naturally, this replenishment and
consumption form a regular cycle, though one which could admit
slight variations. The principle of measure in natural change is
illustrated also in 229, where the sun is restrained by Dike, the
personification of normality and therefore regularity, from exceed-
ing its measures—for example from coming too close to the earth
or shining beyond its proper time.

229 Sun will not overstep his measures; otherwise the Erinyes, ministers of Fustice, will

Sind him out.
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T Theophrastus and his followers usually attributed fwo exhalations, a
moist and a dry one, to Heraclitus: this is most probably a misunder.
standing based upon Aristotle’s own dual-exhalation explanation of
meteorclogical (as opposed, in his case, to astronomical) events. Aristotle
seems to have elaborated this theory out of Heraclitus’ ideas on the
importance of the exhalation from the sea and other terrestrial waters; but
it appears from passages in his Meleorologica that Aristotle considered the
dry exhalation from the earth to be his own discovery {Kirk, Heraclitus, the
Cosmic Fragments 293 f1.). Yet, because it is kindled, he can treat Heraclitus’
exhalation as fiery: see p. 207 n. 1. The explanation of night and day (as
well as winter and summer) as due to the alternating prevalence of the
dark and bright exhalations, ascribed to Heraclitus in Diogenes’ Theo-

phrastean account, is suspect: Heraclitus knew as well as anyone that day
is due to the sun, and declared in fr. gg that “if there were no sun, it would
be night’.

(9) Wisdom consists in understanding the way the world works

230 Fr. 41, Diogenes Laertius 1x, 1 &v 10 oogév- dmicTaofa
ywounv, okn kuPspydmon méuTa Bid m&vTwow .k

231 Fr. 32, Clement Strom. v, 115, 1 &v 1O cogdv polvov
Atyeoton olx 288\e xod £6EAe Znvds Svopc.

T &vén kufepvijoa PPB, 61 bywuPepviioan F; &tin dxuPlpynoe Diels, DK,
ot} xuPepvdren Gigon, Walzer, drény kuBepyviror Viastos, dxry xuPepvdran
scripst. The feminine form &7én is not, in fact, found; &kn is one obvious
source of corruption. This involves taking yveopnv as internal accusative
with émiorraodan, after Heidel: “to be acquainted with true judgement how
all things are steered through all’. This would be a development of Solon
fr. 16 Diehl: yvwupooluvng § deavis yorewdrardy tont vofioa [ pétpov, 8
&1y wavrww welpora polivow Eyer (* Most hard is it to apprehend the un-
apparent measure of judgement, which alone holds the limits of all things ).
On the other hand the Stoics took yviuny in Heraclitus® saying as direct
object of EwloTacton {cf. Cleanthes Hymn to Jeus 341.), as representing their
own familiar idea of divine Reason; that they should place this interpreta-
tion on the dictum Is not surprising, in any case. But that Heraclitus should
have used yvdun by itself, with no definite article and no possessor
expressed, to stand for Fire or Logos (¢f. 223), has seemed improbable to
some. Each of the two alternative interpretations has its difficulties, but
the resulting sense in each case is not very different: wisdom consists in
understanding how the world works—which in any event involves under-
standing the divine Logos.

230 gives the real motive of Heraclitus’ philosophy: not mere
curiosity about nature (although this was doubtless present too)

230 The wise is one thing, to be acquainted with true judgement, how all things are
steered through all,

23Y  One thing, the only truly wise, does not and does consent to be called by the name of
Jeus.
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but the belief that man’s very life is indissociably bound up with
his whole surroundings. Wisdom—and therefore, it might be
inferred, satisfactory living—consists in understanding the Logos,
the analogous structure or common element of arrangement in
things, embodying the péTpov or measure which ensures that change
does not produce disconnected, chaotic plurality. Absolute under-
standing here can only be achieved by god (231; cf. also 209), who
in some respects, therefore (but not of course in anthropomorphism
and in the demand for cult), resembles the Zeus of the conven-
tional religion. God, with his synoptic view, is thus ‘ the only thing
that is (completely) wise’. Fire {223) and the Logos itself (199)
are to a large degree co-extensive with, or different aspects of] this
completely wise thing.

It remains to describe Heraclitus’ views about men—their soul,
institutions and ideas. But for Heraclitus this subject was in no
way separate from the study of the outside world; the same
materials and the same laws are found in each sphere. 230 clearly
depends upon this assumption, which is implicit also in 197 (fr. 1).

(10} The soul is composed of fire; it comes from, and turns inte, moisture,
total absorption by which is death for it. The soul-fire is related to the
world-fire

232 Fr. 36, Clement Strom. v1, 17, 2 wyuyijow 8&varos Ubwp
yevéoBon, UBam B B&varos yHv yevéobar- & yiis Bt U8wp yivetan,
€€ Uborros Be yuy.

233 Fr. 118, Stobaeus Anth. m1, 5, 8 oln wuyf gopwTdTn Kal
&piorn.

234 Fr. 117, Stobaeus Anth. 11, 5,7  dviip Sxdrav uebuodij dyetm
Umrd moadds aviPou, opadAduevos, olx Emradeov dxn Paivel, Uyphv THY
Puxhv v,

235 Fr. 45, Diogenes Laertius 1x, 7 wuxfis nelpoara idov obk &v
EEeUpoio, mloav Emtopeudpevos 686v- ol Padiv Adyov By

232 For souls it is death to become waier, for waler it is death to become earth; from
earth water comes-to-be, and from waier, soul.

233 A dry soul is wisest and best.

234 A man when he is drunk is led by an unfledged boy, stumbling and not knowing
where he goes, having his soul moist.

235  You would not find out the boundaries of soul, even by travelling along every path:
0 deep a measure does it have.
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Anaximenes had probably drawn cosmological conclusions from
the nature of the soul, which, following the Homeric view, he
envisaged as breath. Heraclitus abandoned this idea in favour o
another popular conception of the soul, that it was made of fiery
aither. On this foundation he built up a rationalistic psychological
theory, in which for the first time {unless Pythagoras himself went
further in this direction than we suspect) the structure of the soul
is related not only to that of the body, but also to that of the world
as a whole.

The soul in its true and effective state is made of fire: in 232
soul replaces fire in a list of what might otherwise be taken for the
main interactions of the world-masses (cf. 221). The implication
is not only that soul is fiery, but also that it plays some part in the
great cycle of natural change. It comes into being from moisture
{and, if it is analogous to cosmic fire, 15 maintained, at least in
part, by some kind of moisture—see p. 203), and is destroyed
when it turns entirely into water.” The efficient soul is dry (233),
that is, fiery. A soul that is moistened, for example by excessive
drinking as in 234 (which well illustrates the still naive character
of Heraclitus’ psychology), is diminished in capacity and makes
its owner behave childishly, without either wits or physical
strength. Thus intellect is explicitly placed in the soul. The soul,
which can move to all parts of the body at need,? has limits that
cannot be reached (235) ; probably the thought here is not so much
of the problem of self-consciousness as of the soul being a repre-
sentative portion of the cosmic fire--which, compared with the
individual, is obviously of vast extent. Thus it could be conceived
as an adulterated fragment of the surrounding cosmic fire,> and
so as the possessor in some degree of that fire’s directive power
(223). All this, as has been indicated, is a development of what
may be reasonably taken as a popular conception of the nature of
aither (cf. n. 1 on p. 200); but a simpler and more empirical
indication of the fiery nature of soul was at hand, since it must
have been commonly observed that warmth is associated with the
living body and that the dead, soulless body is cold (so Vlastos,

op. cit. 3641.).

1 A Stoic re-formulation of 232, in which air is characteristically added
to the three genuinely Heraclitean world-masses (to produce the four
‘elements’ of post-Empedeclean speculation), gives “the death of fire i
the birth of air’, etc.; this appears as fr. 76 in DK, but is totally misleading
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for Heraclitus. He appears to have ignored air as a major cosmic consti-
tuent, in spite of Anaximenes; though the exhalation from the sea, by
which sea turns to fire, might have been termed &fp. Aristotle {de an. A2,
4o05a24, DK 22a15) wrote that Heraclitus made soul the same as the
material principle, namely ‘the exhalation from which he compounds
the other things’. Aristotle himself accepted two kinds of exhalation, one
being fiery, so that the ‘exhalation’ here represents fire,

* According to the scholiast on Chalcidius (fr. 67a in DK} Heraclitus
compared the soul to a spider which rushes to any part of its web which is
damaged. The soul is described as ‘firme et proportionaliter luncta’ to
the body; the idea of proportion is appropriate to Heraclitus. Cf. on
Anaximenes, pp. 1581%

3 So Macrobius S. Seip. 14, 19 (DK 224 15), “Heraclitus said that the soul
is a spark of the essential substance of the stars® (scintillam stellaris essentiae)—
the stars being no doubt conceived as concentrations of aither.

(x1) Waking, sleeping and death are related to the degree of fieriness in the
soul. In sleep the soul is partly cut off from the world-fire, and so decreases
in activity

236 Fr. 26, Clement Strom. v, 141, 2 &vlpowmos &v slopdvn
péos &rrreton foutd [rofaviov] dmooPectels Syes, 36w 8¢ GmreTan
TeBueddros e08wv [&mooPeolels Syeig], bypryopds &rreron sdSovTos.
(Text as in DK, after Wilamowitz.)

237 Sextus adv. math. v, 129 (DK22416) 7olmov olv Tov
Belov Adyov xof “HpdxAerrov 51° &vomvofis omwdoovtes voepol
yivoueba, kai dv ptv Irrvors Analot, xerrd 88 Byepotv rahiv Euppoves®
& yép rois Urvors puodvtoey Tév alolnTikéy mopwy yoopizeTarl Tiis
Tpds TO Trepiéyov oupgeuiags & &v Auiv vols, udung Tiis kard dverrrvony
1pocPUotws ouzoutvns olovel Tos plzns, Xwpiobels Te dmoPdiier
fiv rpdrepov elye pvnuovikiy Slvav. {150) &v 8t ypnydpoer &y
B1éx 1édv adofnTikGy Trépwy datrep Bidk Tveov Bupldwv Tpoxihpas kad
TG meptyovTt oupPaAcoy Aoyikiy dvbleTan Suva. . ..

236 A4 man in the night kindles a light for himself when his vision is extinguished ;
living, he is in contact with the dead, when asleep, and with the sleper, when awake,
237 According to Heraclitus we become intelligent by drawing in this divine reason
flogos] through breathing, and forgetfl when asleep, but we regain our senses when
we wake up again. For in sleep, when the channels of perception are shut, our mind is
sundered from its kinship with the surrounding, and breathing is the only foint of attach-
ment to be preserved, like a kind of root; being sundered, our mind casis off its former power
of memory. But in the waking state it again peeps out through the channels of perceplion
as though through a kind of window, and meeting with the surrounding it puts on its power
of reason. . ..
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The light kindled at night in 236 must be what a man sees in
dreaming, when the actual darkness seems to be illuminated; we
are also told that ‘sleepers are workers’ (fr. 75) and that ‘what
we see when asleep is sleep’ (fr. 21). Naturally this light is
deceptive: see the last sentence of fr. 1 (197). It is an individual,
private illumination which supplants the real illumination of the
Logos which is common to all (198). In sleep a man is ‘in contact
with’ death (there is a typical Heraclitean word-play in 236
between the two senses of &mreafon, ‘kindle’ and ‘touch’): his
soul-fire is burning low, is almost extinguished, and in most
respects he resembles a dead man. Sleep, then, is a medial state
between waking life and death.

Sextus’ information in 237 is obviously important, but must be
treated with caution: he naturally imposed Sceptic epistemo-
logical interpretations upon Heraclitus, for whom his sources were,
in addition, Stoic-influenced. Yet he goes on to make clearly
accurate quotations of the long fr. 1 and of fr. 2 (x97 and 198). It
is to be expected from 232 that the soul-fire has some kind of
physical affinity, and therefore connexion, with the cosmic fire
outside. Sextus tells us that in the waking state the connexion is
provided by a direct contact through the senses with the external
fire—with the ‘surrounding’, in his own terminology, by which it
may be inferred that the surrounding aither is meant; or rather the
Logos-element in things, which may be envisaged as a direct off-
shoot of the pure aitherial fire. Sight is presumably of particular
importance among the senses, since it receives and absorbs the
fiery impressions of light. In sleep the only possible contact is
provided by breathing; it may be wondered whether this draws in
fire so much as moisture (though of. n. 3 on p. 211), since ‘souls
come from water’ (232) and should draw nourishment from
moisture. According to Aetius 1v, 3, 12, DK 224 15 (where there
is some Stoic influence), souls are nourished by both external and
internal exhalations: the internal exhalations, if they exist, would
be from blood and other bodily liquids; the external ones would
be those absorbed by breathing, and likewise moist. Unfortunately
the extant fragments are no help here.* It is possible that in sleep
the moist nourishment of the soul-fire, no longer balanced by the
direct fiery accretions received in waking through the senses,
subdues the soul and brings it into a death-like state. It may be
noted that the intelligent condition consequent upon the appre-
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hension of the Logos (see fr. 1, 197) would mean in psychological
terms that the active, fiery part of the soul has made contact with
the fiery Logos-constituent of the objective situation, and has been
increased by it.?
¥ Sextus went on to compare the resuscitation of the soul-fire by restored
contact with the universal Logoes (here expressed in Stoic-Sceptic terms)
with the way in which embers glow again when brought near to a live fire,
‘Fhis image, already perhaps used by Xenophanes (p. 173), may well have
been re-used by Heraclitus, Conceivably the word &yyipacin, ‘going
near to’, which Heraclitus used (fr. 122) according to the Suda, belonged
to the same image.

2 Chalcidius, probably after Posidonius, ascribed to Heraclitus a view
quite different from Sextus’, according to which the soul only has contact
with the cosmic reason when free in sleep from the interruption of the
senses (in Tim. ch. 251, DK 22A20). The  costaic reason’ is Stoic, and the
rest Is quite obviously {pace A. Delatte) Platonic; though of, Pi. fr, 131 b,

(12} Virtuous souls do not become water on the death of the body, but
survive to join, eventually, the cosmic fire
238 Fr. 25, Clement Strom. 1v, 40, 3 uopot yd&p uézoves pézovag
noipas Acyydvouo: kad® *HpduAertov.
239 Fr. 63, Hippolytus Ref. 1x, 10, 6 t1#vba 8" &vnit éravior-
aofar kad pUAaxkas yiveobon dyeprl 30vrwv kal vexpédv.
240 (Fr. 136), Z Bodl. ad Epictetum, p. Ixxxiii Schenk!

wuxad dpnipaTol xefapwTepon § vl vovooig,

The ‘better portions’ which are won in 238 must belong to the
soul alone, since after death the body is *more fit to be cast out
than dung’ (fr. gb). Therefore not all souls can equally undergo
the ‘death’ (232) of becoming water, that is, of ceasing to be soul,
which is essentially fiery. 239 (whose first words are probably
corrupt) seems to suggest that certain souls survive death and
become daimons; this is manifestly developed from a famous
passage in Hesiod.* The key to Heraclitus’ belief here is, I think,
provided by 240, which is clearly not a verbatim quotation but a
verse summary of perhaps considerably later date than Heraclitus
himself {although we know from Diogenes Laertius 1x, 16,

238  For better deaths gain better portions according to Heraclitus.
239 7o kim {or it], being there,} they rize up and become guardians, wakefully, of
living and dead.

240 Souls slain in war are purer than those (that perish) in diseases.
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DK 2241, that Scythinus made a metrical version of Heraclitus in
the late fourth or third century B.c.). It probably owes something
to fr. 24, ‘Gods and men honour those slain in battle’, but the
comparison with those who die from illness is quite new, and is
unlikely to have been simply invented gfter Heraclitus. How can
the souls of those dying in battle, it may be asked, be ‘purer’ than
the souls of those dying from disease? The answer I suggest is that
the latter are moistened and inefficient, and their possessors are in
a semi-conscious and sleep-like condition; those slain in battle, on
the contrary, are cut off at their most active, when their souls are
fiery from virtuous and courageous activity.? At the moment of
death the enfeebled souls of the sick lose their last residue of
fieriness and become completely watery, so that they cease to
exist as souls; while the souls of those slain in battle (almost
instantaneously, for the most part) are predominantly fiery. It
seems plausible, then, that the latter avoid the soul-death of
becoming water.3 They leave the body and, we may guess, are
re-united with the aitherial fire. Before this happens they probably
remain for a time as disembodied daimons, after the Hesiodic
pattern. But there can be no idea of individual survival apart from
this, or indeed of perpetual survival as aitherial fire: for measures
of that fire are constantly being drawn into the cosmological
process, and undergo the changes of 221 (see n. on p. 202 for a
possible soul-period of some kind). Thus Heraclitus does not
appear to be indebted here to Pythagoras.

* 24% Hesiod Erga 121 ff. {of the golden race) obrdp éwel 81 voUro yévos
watd yoi' tkdAuvye [ rol pév Batuovés eloy Jids peydiou Bid Poulds / Eodio,
Emy8dviot plhaxes Buntdv &vlpdmrewv. See also ibid, 2s52fl. Another
saying of Heraclitus preserved by Hippolytus is very obscure: it evidently
has some connexion with the doctrine of opposites, but also suggests the
deification of some souls (cf. 216): 242 Fr. 62, Hippolytus Ref. 1x, 10, 6
dBdvorror Bvnytol, Bvryol &Bdvarror, 38vres Tov Exefvoow Bdvarrov rov B dxelvoov
Plov reBuedie.

% Though it has been ingeniously suggested by W, J. Verdenius that one
saying implies that Bupds, anger or emotion, entails a fiery expenditure or
decrease of the soul-fire {compare ‘flashing eyes’, ‘breathing fire’, ete. in

24T But when the earth hid this race, they are noble daimons through the counsels
of great Zeus, guardians on earth of mortal man.

242 Immortal mortals, mortal immortals [or mortal immortals, immortal mortals; or
immortals are mortal, morials are immortal; or immortals are mortals, mortals are
immortals, etc.), living their death and dying their life.
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our own idiom): 243 Fr. 85, Plutarch Coriol. 22 Bupd péyeoba yahemwdy-
& yap &v BEAY wuyRs dveiten. It is difficult to control anger because the
soul-fire (which presumably does the controlling) has been diminished by
anger. This i probably correct: but in virtuous anger or emotion (as in
the heroic conception of battle) this loss might be more than made up by
an increase of fire.

3 Fr. 98 describes souls as ‘using smell in Hades': this, too, suggests that
some souls, at least, exist after the death of the body. ‘Hades’ should not
be taken too literally. The point of this cryptic saying is perhaps that those
souls which survive death are surrounded by dry matter (in other words,
fire); for it was a common view that the sense of smell operates on objects
drier than the smelling organ (de carnibus 16; Aristotle de sensu 5, 444a22).
It is possible, however, that the fragment is quite naive in implication:
simply that soul is {according to one popular view) breath, that smell is
inhaled with the breath, and therefore that smell is the sense used by the
soul when the other organs have perished with the body, If this is so the
saying could be ironic, or an attack on the idea of the breath-soul.

(13) The uses of conventional religion are foolish and illogical, although
on geeasion they accidentally point to the truth

244 Fr. 5, Aristocritus Theosophia 68 xaBalpovran 8§ &AAws
(odpe) aiport moavdpsvor ofov & Tig els TNAOY duPds TS drovi-
zorto. podveoton &' &v Boxoln, el Tig alrrdv dvBpaomraov EmigpdociTo
oUrw mordovra. xal Tols &ydhpaot 5 Touréotow elyovTal, dkolov
g Tig Bduowot Asoynvelorto, ol T ywwokwv feovs oUd fipwoag
oftivés elot.  [{adpa) D. S. Robertson.]

245 Fr. 14, Clement Protrepticus 22 & vouzopeva xat’ dvip-
TIOUS MUTTT|PI SVIEPGOTL puelvral.

246 Fr. 15, Clement Protrepticus 34 eb ufy yép Arovbow mouty
gotolivro kot Upveov Joua aiboloiow, dvabéotara spyast’ &v:
duTds 8¢ "Albng kat Advuoos, dtip palvovran kad Anvatzousiv,

247 Fr. g3, Plutarch de Pyth. or. 21, 404 E & &vag o0 1o povreidy
o TO &v Aedgois olTe Ayer olre kpUrre: dAAG onpalver,

243 It is hard to fight with anger; for what it wants it buys at the price of soul.
244 They vainly purify themselves of blood-guilt by defiling themselves with blood, as
though one who had stepped inte mud were to wash with mud; he would seem to be mad,
if any of men noticed him doing this. Further, they pray lo these statues, as if one were o
carry on a conversation with houses, not recognizing the true nature of gods or demi-gods.
245 The secret rites practised among men are celebrated in an unholy manner,

246 For if it were not to Dionysus that they made the procession and sung the hymn lo
the shameful parts, the deed would be most shameless; but Hades and Dionysus, for whom
they rave and celebrate Lenaean rites, are the same,

247 The lord whose oracle is in Delphi neither speaks out nor conceals, but gives a sign.
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Heraclitus followed Xenophanes in ridiculing the anthropo-
morphism and idolatry of the contemporary Olympian religion.
Yet the last words of 244 (and also, e.g., 207 and 239) show that he
did not reject the idea of divinity altogether, or even some con-
ventional descriptions of it. 245 implies that mysteries would not
be utterly worthless if they were correctly celebrated. 246 suggests
how this is so: such rituals can possess (and sometimes accidentally
do possess) a positive value, because they guide men indirectly to
the apprehension of the Logos. The precise grounds on which
Hades and Dionysus are here identified are not known, but pre-
sumably the former represents death, the latter exuberant life; and
it is the implied identification of these especially significant
opposites (cf. 205, 242) that prevents the cult from being utterly
shameful. It may be observed that the participants themselves
could hardly be expected to see the significance of what they do,
at least before Heraclitus revealed it—or rather hinted at it: the
method adopted by Apollo in his Delphic pronouncements is
praised in 247, because a sign may accord better than a mis-
leadingly explicit statement with the nature of the underlying truth,
that of the Logos (cf. 210-212). Probably Heraclitus intended by
this kind of parallel to justify his own oracular and obscure style.r
¥ Cf. 248 Fr. ga, Plutarch de Pyth. or. 6, 3974 ZIPuRda 58 ponvoubve
oréucers xa® “Hpdxherrov &yfhaoTta wol dxodhdmiore kol dpipiora
pleyyoudvry yidicov Erédv Evelrar T poovit 51t tov Bedv. It is impossible
to determine precisely how much of this is a verbatim quotation; H. Friinkel,
for example, thinks that only down to oTéucr: is. I would conjecture that
down to pfeyyoutvn (with the possible exception of kol dkodAdmorta kel
dutprora) is by Heraclitus, the rest is a very loose paraphrase by Plutarch.
The saying looks like a justification of the unadorned oracular method of
exegesis; but precise interpretation is impossible, Heraclitus himself
certainly combined the terseness of the gnomic style with the obscurity of
the related oracular style; his underlying meaning was sometimes rein-
forced by word-plays (e.g. §iv vo-Euvd in 243) and etymological peri-
phrases. A similar use is seen in Aeschylus, whose choral style, especially
in the Oresteia, has some affinities with Heraclitus.

(14) Ethical and political advice; self-knowledge, common sense and
moderation are ideals which for Heraclitus had a special grounding in his
account of the world as a whole

249 Fr. 101, Plutarch ads. Colot. 20, 1118¢  EBiznoduny tuewuTtdy.

248 The Sibyl with raving mouth, according to Heraclitus, uttering things mirthless,
unadorned and unperfumed, reaches over « thousand years with her voice through the god.

249 [ searched out myself.
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250 Fr. 119, Stobaeus Anth. 1v, 40, 23 Hifos &vbpdome Saducov.
251 Fr. 49, Diogenes Laertius x, 2 UBpiv xpty oPevvivon pdihov
i mupkainv.

252 Fr. 44, Diogenes Laertius X, 2 udysofon ypfy tov Sfjpov
Umép Tol vopou SkwoTrep Telyeos.

253 Fr. 114, Stobaecus 4nth. m, 1, 179 §iv vée AMyovTas foyu-
pizecBor xpfy T® Suvl TavTwv, Gkwoep vopg TroMS xad oAy
{oyvpoTépows® Tpépovren yép mvres ol dvBpomeior vopot Urd Evdg
ol fefov Kpatel yap ToooUrov drdoov 0 kol ESoapkel Tl kal
TEpLYiveTXL.

Heraclitus’ ethical advice is gnomic in form, and for the most part
similar in general content to that of his predecessors and con-
temporaries; sometimes it is expressed more graphically and often
more savagely.® It stresses the importance of moderation, which
itself depends upon a correct assessment of one’s capacities. But this
kind of advice (with which one naturally compares the Delphic
maxims ‘Know thyself” and ‘Nothing too much’) has a deeper
significance in Heraclitus because of its grounding (not explicitly
stated but clearly implied in 197 ctc.) in his physical theories, and
because of his belief that only by understanding the central pattern
of things can a man become wise and fully effective: see 197, 199,
230, 237. That is the real moral of Heraclitus’ philosophy, in
which ethics is for the first time formally interwoven with physics.

¥ Heraclitus was undoubtedly of a strongly critical temperament, and his
abuse can hardly have made him popular with his unfortunate fellow-
citizens: cf. e.g. 254 Fr. 29, Clement Sirom. v, 59, 5 alpelivron yap Bv
Tl dmrdvroov ol apiorol, kKidog dbvaov Bunprdive o Bt mroddol kexdprvral
Srwonep kTvea. His political ideas seem to have been anti-democratic,
though perhaps from empirical rather than ideological motives: ‘ One man
is as ten thousand for me, if he is best’, he said {fr. 49), and abused the

250 Man’s character is his daimon.
28X Insolence is more to be extinguished than a conflagration.
252  The people must fight on behalf of the law as though for the city wall,

253  Those who speak with sense must rely on what is common to all, as a city must rely
on its law, and with much greater reliance. For all the laws of men are nourished by one
law, the divine law; for it has as much potver as it wishes and ts sufficient for all and is
sl left over,

§4 The best choose one thing in place of all else, “everlasting’ glory among mortals;
but the majority are glutted like cattle.
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Ephesians for exiling his friend Hermodorus on the ground of his excep-
tional ability (fr. 121). Himself of noble birth, he refused his traditional
privileges (194).

Thus ‘searching out oneself” in 249 leads, it may be inferred, to
the discovery that the soul ranges outside oneself (see 235, 237).
250 is a denial of the view, common in Homer, that the individual
often cannot be held responsible for what he does. Sadpcov here
means simply a man’s personal destiny; this is determined by his
own character, over which he has some control, and not by
external and often capricious powers acting perhaps through a
‘genius’ allotted to each individual by chance or Fate. Helen
blamed Aphrodite for her own weakness; but for Heraclitus (as
indeed for Solon, who had already reacted against the moral
helplessness of the heroic mentality) there was a real point in
intelligent and prudent behaviour. 251 has no special overtones:
it shows how conventional the practical side of Heraclitus’ ethics
often was, and also that he did not always think of human behaviour
in terms of the flery nature of the soul (for Oppis should involve a
moistening of the soul, not its conflagration). By contrast, the
insistence on respect for law in 252, though again expressed in
conventional terms, takes on a far deeper significance, and is given
a profound justification, in the light of 253 (which should be
compared with 197, 198 and 199}). Human laws are nourished by
the divine universal law ; they accord with the Logos, the formulaic
constituent of the cosmos. ‘Nourished’ is mainly, but not
completely, metaphorical: the contact between human laws and
the Logos is indirect, though not without material basis, since good
laws are the product of wise men with fiery souls (233) who thereby
understood, as Heraclitus himself does, the proper relation of men
with the world.

CONCLUSION

In spite of much obscurity and uncertainty of interpretation, it
does appear that Heraclitus’ thought possessed a comprehensive
unity which (conceivably because of the lack of information about
Anaximander and Pythagoras) seems completely new. Practically
all aspects of the world are explained systematically, in relation
to a central discovery—that natural changes of all kinds are
regular and balanced, and that the cause of this balance is fire,
the common constituent of things that was also termed their
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Logos. Human behaviour, as much as changes in the external
world, is governed by the same Logos: the soul is made of fire, part
of which (like part of the whole world-order) is extinguished.
Understanding of the Logos, of the true constitution of things, is
necessary if our souls are not to be excessively moistened and
rendered ineffective by private folly. Heraclitus® relation of the
soul to the world was more credible than that of Pythagoras,
since it was more rational; it pointed a direction which was not,
on the whole, followed until the atomists and, later, Aristotle; in
the intervals a new tendency, towards the rejection of Nature,
flourished with the Eleatics, Socrates and Plato.
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The second main stage in the history of Presocratic speculation con-
sists of the two great Halian schools, the Pythagorean and the Fleatic,
The original motive and character of Italian thought differ widely
from those of the Milesians. Whereas the Milesians were impelled by
innate intellectual curiosity and dissatisfaction with the old mytho-
logical accounts to attempt a rational explanation of physical pheno-
mena, the impulse underlying Pythagoreanism seems to have been a
religious or emotional one. Plato himself refers to Pythagoras (Republic
Goo a-B, DK 14, 10} as ‘presiding over a band of intimate disciples
who loved him for the inspiration of his society and handed down a
way of life which to this day distinguishes the Pythagoreans from the
rest of the world”. Such a eulogy would be scarcely appropriate to the
Milesians. Again, while the Milesians sought a purely naturalistic
explanation of the world, and Heraclitus represents an intermediate
stage, the Pythagoreans, this time in the words of Aristotle { Meiaphysics
AB, 98gbag, DK 58822), ‘employ stranger principles and elements
than the physicists, the reason being that they tock them from non-
sensible things’. The Pythagorean cosmology is concerned, at the out-
set at any rate, more with the form or structure of the world than with
its mere matter.

But, as Aristotle adds in the next breath, having chosen their appa-
rently abstract principles, ‘they still concern themselves wholly with
nature; they generate the universe and watch what happens to its
various parts and affections and activities; and they use up their first
principles and causes on these things, as if they agreed with the other
physicists that Being is just so much as is sensible and is embraced
within what they call the universe. And vyet, as I said, they maintain
causes and first principles that are adequate to lead up to the higher
kinds of reality-—that are indeed better fitted to them than to discus-
sions about nature.” These sentences state very clearly what is probably
the most important of all facts about the Italian schools. While the
Pythagoreans were only secondarily, and the Eleatics hardly at all,
interested in the material aspect of the world, and while both groups
therefore start from first principles which in these days would be called
abstract, both groups of thinkers alike, thanks merely to the date at
which they lived, were so subject to the universal preconception that
‘Being is just so much as is sensible’ that they end in a corporealism
hardly less total, if much more difficult to understand, than that of the
Milesians. Many modern scholars find this conclusion so repugnant
that they read into the Italian philosophers’ theories philosophical
distinctions of which all the evidence, including sometimes the actual
words of the philosopher in question, seems to show that they were
unaware. In the opinion of the present writer, it is only on the sup-
position that the only form of existence recognized by the Presocratics
was existence in space, and that consequently the distinction between
the corporeal and the incorporeal had not yet been clearly and
explicitly drawn, that it is possible to understand what the early
Italian philosophers meant.
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CHAPTER VI
PYTHAGORAS OF SAMOS

LIFE AND DATE

While the developments already described were taking place in
Ionia, an independent movement, initiated by Pythagoras, was
gaining strength in southern Italy. Of the life of Pythagoras him-
self, though there are several late and unreliable works on the
subject, we can be said to know very little indeed. He passed his
early life in the island of Samos,® flourishing, according to
Apollodorus, in 532/1 8.¢., during the reign of the tyrant Poly-
crates. He is said to have left Samos to escape from the tyranny?®
and to have settled at Croton in southern Italy, where he appears
to have risen to a position of great authority.3 Eventually, how-
ever, the Crotoniates rose in revolt against him and he withdrew
to the neighbouring city of Metapontium, where he died.4

t Cf. 245 Herodotus v, g5 (DK 14, 2) &g B 2yds mruvBduopon tév 1o

‘EAAAorrovToy olkedvrwy ‘EAAfviov kol TTdvroy, 1ov EdApofiv rolitov Edvra

&vBpcotrov Sovheloo &v Zdue, SouvkeUoar 8¢ ThuBlerydpn 18 Mynodpyou. . .
Boktoo Bt TrohAoior Eveat Trpdrepoy ToOv ZdApofiv TotTov yevéao Muorydpsco,

* 256 Porphyrius V.P. g (DK 14, 8) yeyovéra B trlv Tecoapikovta
prow & *Apotofevos xod dpdwra TH Tol TTohukpdrous Tupeawviba ouvtover
Tépav olioav. . .olrws Bh Ty s “lvodday &rapow mormooofa.

3 287 Diog. L. vin, 3 ... &fipev els KpdTtova Tis "lrarlas, kéuxel vépous
Geis oig “Frodrcorans $Boldofn ouv rols poalnrals, of wpds ol Tpiaxooioug
Svres rovépow Epiota & Tortike, GaTe oxebdv dpioToxpatiav elvan Thy
ToMTelaw,

4 248 Iamblichus V.P. 249 (DK14, 16} & piv olv Mubaydpos Sid

Tadrav.ThY adtiav driddey els 1o MeTamévTiov kékel Myetan karacrTpéyal
Tov Blov. Cf. Diog. L. vin, 15.

255 According to my information from the Greeks who live beside the Hellespont and
Pontus, this Salmoxis, a real man, was a slave in Samos to Pythagoras son of Mnesarchus
« o but I believe that this Salmoxis lived many years before Pythagoras.

286  Aristoxenus says that at the age of forty, seeing that the tyranny of Polycrates had
grown more inlense, . .  he eventually emigrated to Ttaly.

2§87 . ..He emigrated to Croton in Italy and there, by legislating for the Italians, won
renown fogether with his pupils. They numbered nearly 300, and they administered the
affairs of siate so well that the constitution was virtually an aristocracy.

258  For this reason Pythagoras deparied to Metapontium, where he is said to have died.
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OBSCURITY OF THE TRADITION

Both Plato and Aristotle are remarkably chary of mentioning
Pythagoras by name,* and neither tells us, in the extant works,
anything of the slightest value about him. Moreover, from the way
in which they speak of later Pythagorean doctrine,® it would
appear that they are both alike sceptical about the historical
origins of Pythagoreanism. Probably the name of Pythagoras
was already, as it certainly was later, enveloped in a mist of
legend.3

¥ Plato mentions him once only, at Rep. 600a-8, Aristotle in his extant
works (but cf. note 2 below) only twice, at Met. A5, 986a 30 {where, how-
ever, the name of Pythagoras is probably only a later addition: <f. Ross,
note ad loc.} and Rhet. B2g, 1398b14.

2 Plato uses the word MuBaydpeios with equal reserve: it occurs only at
Rep. 5301, Elsewhere he cites what we know to be Pythagorean doctrine
anonymously. Aristotle, though he is not so shy of the word ThuBayépeios,
frequently prefers to describe the Pythagoreans as either ol “lrouxot, ol
mepl “lrediav or {as at Met. 9B5b23, g8gbeg etc.) of xaroupsvor Thbayo-
petol. Aristotle, however, was sufficiently interested in Pythagoreanism to
write a treatise, which is unfortunately lost, entitled Mepl Tév HuBaryopeiwv,
3 Certainly the surviving fragments of Aristotle’s lost work on the Pytha-
goreans already incorporate several miraculous tales; cf. also 249
Apollonius Hist. Mir. 6 (DK 14, 7} Tuloydpos Mvnodpyov ulds 1o
udty mpddtov Biemoveito mepl T& padfuora kod Tols dpiBuous, UoTepov
5¢ ote kel THs Pepexibou Teparomoias ok &méorr. This is probably not
a quotation from Aristotle {=={r. 191 Rose), as Heidel showed {4FP 61
{tg40) 8f); but it may be based on Aristotle. For Pherecydes cf.
pp- soff.

EARLY EVIDENCE ABOUT PYTHAGORAS

260 Heraclitus fr. 40, Diogenes Laertius 1x, 1 woAuuadin voov
Exev oU B1bdoxet ‘Holobov yap &v £5iBade xai TTubarydpry adris Te
Zevopdved Te ke “Exacraiov.

261 Heraclitus fr. 129, Diogenes Laertius vur, 6 Tluaydpns
Mvnodpyov loropiny fioxnosy dvlporwv pdhota TévTwv Kol

269 Pythagoras son of Mnesarchus al first worked stremuously al mathematics and
numbers, but later conld not resist the miracle-mongering of Pherecydes.

260 The learning of many things does not teach intelligence; if so it would have taught
Hesiod and Pythagoras, and again Xenophanes and Hecataeus.

261 Pythagoras, son of Mnesarchus, practised scientific enquiry beyond all other men
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Exhe§hpevos TaUTas TS ovyypagds (sc. e.g. Hesiod?) dmofioaro
torrol copin, Trohuvpadiny, koxoTeyviny.k
262 Herodotus 1v, 95 (DK 14, 2} ...7dv Z&Apofiv Tolrov. . .
“EMno! e dmikfioavTa kal ‘EAAvev ol 78 &obeveordmw gopioTi
Tuboydpn. . ..
263 Porphyrius Vita Pythagorae 30 (DK 318B12g) (= Empedocles
fr. 129} TouTois kot 'EpmweSorAfis poprupel Adywv mepl altol
(sc. Pythagoras)
fiv 8¢ 115 &v keivoiow &viip Treprdota eldad,
&g By prxtoTov wpamiBuv kmhoaro AcTTov
Tavroiwy Te pdAiota copdv (17) Emfpavos Epywv-
omrmédre yap mwéonow dptfarro mrpamiBesoty,
pel” & ye T4 Srrwv mévrwy Aelooeokey EKaoToy
xalf e 86k’ dvlpdoTaov xal 1 gikooy aidvesow.
¥ The authenticity of this fragment has been long doubted, and it was
regarded by Diels {though not by Kranz) as spurious; but since the case
against it rests on a misunderstanding of the word ExAeE&uevos, which was

taken to imply that Pythagoras wrote rather than read books, there is no
good reason why it should not be substantially genuine,

Despite the silence of Plato and Aristotle these fifth-century
passages, to which should be added also 268 and 269, amply
suffice to prove that Pythagoras was in fact a historical, not merely
a legendary, figure. The difficulty lies in establishing anything
more than his bare existence; but we shall find that on the basis of
what little contemporary or early evidence survives it is possible
to reconstruct at least the rough outlines of his system.

THE EARLY PYTHAGOREAN COMMUNITY

Little as we know of Pythagoras himself, of his immediate followers
we know even less. There can be no doubt that Pythagoras
founded in Croton a sort of religious fraternity or order;* but there

and, making a selection of these writings, claimed for his own a wisdom whick was really
dilettantism and malpraclice.

262 ... This Salmoxis...who had associated with the Greeks, and especially with
Pythagoras, who wwas not the weakest sage among the Greeks. . ..

263 Empedocles too bears wilness to this, wriling of him: * And there was among them
& man of rare knowledge, most skilled in all manner of wise works, a man who had won
the utmost wealth of wisdom; for whensoever he strained with all his mind, he easily saw
everything of all the things that are, in ten, yea, twenly lifetimes of men. (Empedocles
trans. Burnet)
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is no good evidence for the widely held view that it was modelled
on Orphic cult-societies. It is true that Orphic and Pythagorean
doctrines and practices are often compared, as they are first in the
following passage:

264 Herodotus m, 81 oU pévror & ye 1& ipd topépeTon elplvea
oubt ouyxaraB&mrreral ot (s, the Egyptians): ot ydp Sorov.
Spoloytouo Bt ralta Tolor "Opgikoio: kaheoptvorot kai Boxyixoiot,
tolo1 B¢ Alyumrriow, xol [TuBayopeiow: s oUSt yap ToUrwy THY
dpyiwy peréyovra So1ov tomi v elpvioion eipaot Soapbfjvan. Eor Bk
Tepl orrddv ipds Adyos Aeyduevos. (Cf. also 270.)

Even such a relatively early passage cannot, however, be safely
taken as evidence for the existence of the Orphics (or of the
Pythagoreans) before, say, the middle of the fifth century B.c., and
it throws no light on the question which of the two communities, if
either, was indebted to the other. Of Pythagoras’ earliest adherents
very few are even known to us by name—a state of affairs which
seems to have come about from two main reasons. In the first
place, there was apparently a rule of secrecy in the community,?
by which the offence of divulging Pythagorean doctrine to the
uninitiated is said by later authorities to have been severely
punished—with the result that there were evidently no Pytha-
gorean writings before, at earliest, the time of Philolaus? (i.e. the
end of the fifth century B.c.). And second, even within the school
itself, such was the respect paid to its founder that later dis-
coveries made by members of the fraternity seem not to have been
claimed as individual achievements but rather attributed indis-
criminately to Pythagoras himself4—with the result that much
that can hardly have been the work of Pythagoras, especially in
the mathematical field, must remain anonymous. The most, there-
fore, that can be even attempted in the case of the Pythagoreans is
to divide their doctrine into three sections, two of which cover the
period from the founder to Parmenides, while the third is concerned
with the generation of Pythagoreans which flourished, under the
leadership of Philolaus, at the end of the fifth century.s

264 But woollen articles are never taken into temples, nor are they buried with them;
that is not lawful. They agree in this with the so-called Orphic and Bacchic practices,
which are really Egyptian, and with the Pythagorean; for it is not lawful for one who
partakes in these rites to be buried in woollen clothes, There is a sacred account given
an this subject.
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¥ We hear much of the rules of the society in late and (except when
quoting from a reputable source) unreliable authors (cf. e.g. Diog. L. vin,
10; JTambl. ¥.P. 81), but such evidence should be treated with reserve. It
will, however, become clear from what follows that the society must have
been, in part at least, a religious fraternity.

% 268 Porphyrius Vita Pythagorae 1g (DK 14, Bay yevopéveow 5 Todrwy
ueydAn mepl ool (sc. Pythagoras) niEhon 848, xal wordols utv BAaPev
£ olrriis Tiis woAscs {sc. Croton) duAnrtds, ol poévov &vbpas dArd wal
yuvaikas, ©v pids ye Ozavols ked SiePofifin Tolvopa, wordots & &wd +iis
olveyyvs BapPdpou xopas Baothels Te kai BuvdoTas. & kév obv EAeye Tols
awvolow, oUbt els Byer ppboos BePalws: xat yap o8 § Tuyxoloa fiv wap’
olrols auwanf). {See 271 for continuation.) This passage derives from
Dicaearchus of Messene, a pupil of Aristotle. There seem to have been two
motives for silence: first (see Jambl. V.P. g4}, to insure that initiates could
‘hold their peace’ (fyepuleiv); and second (see Diog. L. vim, 15}, to
discourage “the utterance of all things to all men’. Diogenes is here
quoting Aristoxenus of Tarentum, another pupil of Aristotle, of whose
book on Pythagoreanism relatively substantial fragments are preserved by
later writers, especially JTamblichus.

3 266 Iambl. V.P. 19g (DK 14, 17) Baupdgetar 58 kol # THs quicxiis
drpifeiat v ydp Togaltrals yeveal Erddv olbels oUBevi gaiveton TéwW
Mufayopeitov Urropvnpdrov meprTeTeuyes mpd tfis Ohoddov Aukias, dAN
oUTos wpddTos EfNveyke T& Bpuiolneva Talta Tpia PifAla, & Abyeten Afwy
& ZupakoUoios ixatdy pvév wplactou MAidrwvos keAstoavros.. .. (For the
story of Plato’s plagiarism, see p. 308.) Cf. 267 Plutarch Alex. fort. 1, 4,
328: olbt Mubaydpus fypoayev oUBiv olbé Zwkpdrns oUbt “Apxeciloos
oubt Kapveddngs.

4 Hence arose, presumably, the favourite Pythagorean expression alrds
f9c, “he himself said s0’; see Diog. L. v, 46.

5 Iambl, V.P. 267 (DK 584} gives us, it is true, a long list of the names of
Pythagoreans, some few of whom are probably early; but the failure to
distinguish between different generations of the school, illustrated by the
inclusion in the same list of, for instance, Alcmaeon {(see p. 232) and
Plato’s contemporary, Archytas, renders it almost worthless.

265  After this his fame grew great, and he won many followers from the city itself {nol
only men but women also, one of whom, Theano, became very well known iso) and many
princes and chieflains from the barbarian territory around. What he said to his associates,
nobody can say for certain; for silence with them was of no ordinary kind.

266  The strictness of their secrecy is astonishing; for in so many generations evidently
nobody ever encountered any Pythagorean notes before the time of Philolaus; he first
published those three notorious books, which Dion of Syracuse is satd to have bought, at
Plato’s request, for 100 minae. . ..

267 Pythagoras wrote nothing, nor did Socrates nor Arcesilaus nor Carneades.
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THE MYSTICAL SIDE OF PYTHAGORAS TEACHING
(v) Transmugration of souls

268 Diogenes Laertius vin, 46 (= Xenophanes fr. 7} mepl 8¢ To0
&Aoo’ EAAov yeyeviioon Zevopdyns tv Eheyeiqrpoouaprupet, s doyt,

viv ot &\hov Eenu Adyov, Bel€oo B xéAeubov.
& Bt mept alrro¥ (se. Pythagoras) enov oo yet:

ked oté v orugelizopdvou okUAoxog TapovTe

paciy EmowTipon kol ToBe pdobo Ewos:

Moo undt pamiz’, dnet ) pidov dvépos Eoriv

wuxn, T Eyvov efeyfapévns diwv.
269 Diogenes Laertius 1, 120 (=Ton fr. 4) “lwv & & Xids enot
wepi arol (se. Pherecydes) -

dxs & pev fjvopén Te kexaopfvos A58 kad aibol

xad pBipevos yux i TepTvdv Exa PioTov,

gimep ITullaydpns Erduws 6 ocopds mepl TrdvTwy

dvbpwtrev yvewuas elde kal iGtuadev. . . (=46).
270 Herodotus 11, 123 1rpdrol B¢ kai Tdvbe TOV Adyov AlyUmrriol
elaw ol elmdvres dog dvBparrou yaryh) &BGvartds Eort, Tol odparos 5t
varagivovTtos & &AAc 30ov afel yivopevov EoBueTean, fredy 8¢ mévra
mepEADT TG yepoofa ked ré& Boddoola kal T& TETEwd alris &
dvlpwmou odua yivduevov EoBlivey, THy mepriivoty B ol
yiveoBon &v TpioyiAlowot Erect. ToUTw TG Adyw elol of “EAMvev
ExpfioavTo, ol pév TrpdTepov of B2 Uorepov, s Bl Ewutdv ddvri:
TV Eyw eibos Td obvbpora ob ypagew.,

268 On the subject of reincarnation Xenophanes bears witness in an elegy which begins:
“Now I will turn to another tale and show the way.” What ke says about Pythagoras runs
thus: * Once they say that he was passing by when a puppy was being whibped, and he took
pity and said: ** Stop, do not beat it; for it is the soul of a friend that I recognized when
I heard it giving tongue”’

269 fon of Chios says about him (Pherecydes): * Thus did he excel in manhood and
honour, and now that he is dead he has a delighiful existence for his soul—if indeed
Pythagoras the wise learned and knew true opinions above all men.’

290 Moreover, the Egyptians are the first to have maintained the doctrine that the soul of
man is immortal, and that, when the body perishes, it enters inte another animal that is
being born at the time, and when it has been the complete round of the creatures of the dry
land and of the sea and of the air it enters again inio the body of a man at birth; and its
cycle is compleled in 3000 years. There are some Greeks who have adopted this doctrine,
some in former times, and some in later, as if it were their own invention; their names |
know but refrain_from writing down.
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Herodotus’ refusal to mention names in 270 has been taken to
indicate that he is speaking not of Pythagoras himself but of
contemporaries of his own; Stein suggested Empedocles, but it
seems more plausible to suppose that it was people in Athens whom
Herodotus preferred not to name. 1t is, however, likely that the
phrase of pév 1rpdTepov, ‘some in former times’, was intended to em-
brace both Pythagoras and certain others who were already known
as Orphics (cf. 264). That Pythagoras himself did indeed believe
in the transmigration of souls is anyhow pretty conclusively proved
by 268. He is even said by Diogenes Laertius (v, 4-5, DK 14, 8)
to have claimed to remember his own four previous incarnations.

(2) Kinship of all living things
The fragment of Xenophanes {268} shows that souls could be
reincarnated in the form of other living things than man, and this
in turn suggests the kinship of all living things.

265, where Porphyry is drawing on Aristotle’s follower
Dicaearchus, continues as follows:

271 Porphyrius, Vita Pythagorae 19 {DK 14, 8a) pdhiora pévror
yvapua Tapd Tiow Eyéveto TrpdiTov pdv a5 dBdvaov elval enon
(sc. Pythagoras) Thv wuyfy, elta petapddiovoav els SAAa yévn
kv, Tpts 82 ToUTols 6T kaTd TreptdBous Tivds T yevdpevd TroTe
waAw ylveran, viov & oUBiv &Ads Eom,* kod &1 Tévre T& yivdpsve
Euyuya dpoyevii Bel voplzew. oafvetan y&p s TV ‘EAA&Sa &
Séypara piTos koplow Tadra Nubaydpos.
Y It was presumably in connexion with the cycle of reincarnation that the
Pythagoreans held the remaining doctrine here attributed to them, that of
the periodic recurrence of events, The most reliable statement of this belief
is in the following fragment of Eudemus: 272 Eudemus ap. Simplic. Phys.
732, 30 (DK 588134) e 8¢ 15 mioTedoee Tols MuBayopeion, dore wdhiv &
abrd dpibudd, kéyd puloioyhon 1o dabblov Eywv Uulv kalnuivor otre,
wed Té EAda mévra duocles Efer, kad ToOv ypdvov eldoydy tort Tdv alrdv

27Y  None the less the following became universally known: first, that he maintains that
the soul is immortal; next, that it changes into other kinds of living things; also that events
recur in certain cycles, and that nothing is ever absolutely new; and finally, that all living
things should be regarded as akin. Pythagoras seems lo have been the first to bring these
belizfs into Greece.

272 If one were to belicve the Pythagoreans, with the result that the same individual
things will recur, then I shall be talking to you again sitting as you are now, with this
pointer in my hand, and everything else will be just as it is now, and it is reasonable
to suppose that the time then is the same as now.
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glva, A passage in the Theologumena Arithmeticae (p. 52, 8de Falco; DK 14, 8)
tells us that certain later Pythagoreans, working on the basis of the intervals
between Pythagoras’ own earlier incarnations, believed that the human
soul was reincarnated every 216 years—the precise number 216 being
characteristically chosen as the cube of 6. Though such embellishments of
the doctrine are doubtless late, it is not impossible that Pythagoras himself
did indeed hold the belief, later adopted by the Stoics, in the periedic cycle;
but it is at least as likely that the later Pythagoreans borrowed it from
Empedocles (see pp. 3261.).

Unfortunately, despite the definite suggestion in the last sentence
that Pythagoras had learnt these doctrines abroad, the question of
their origin is hopelessly shrouded in legend. He is said by
different late writers to have visited, and to have learnt from,
peoples as various as the Chaldaeans, the Indian Brahmins, the
Jews and even the Druids and the Celts; but all that such traditions
tell us is that certain similarities were later detected between the
teaching of Pythagoras and the beliefs held in countries other than
Greece. Even Herodotus® suggestion in 270 that the doctrine of
transmigration came from Egypt is demonstrably false—the
Egyptians never held such a doctrine; and none of the other
guesses about its origin are as well attested as that.

Nor are the details of the two closely related doctrines, the
transmigration of souls and the kinship of all living things, at all
easy to fill in. Empedocles’ version, as his fr. 117 {476) proves,
included at least some plants among living things, and presum-
ably for that reason involved abstention from laurel leaves (fr. 140)
and beans (fr. 141). Since, as we shall see in the next section,
similar rules of abstinence are attributed to Pythagoras, it may
well be that he too thought it was possible to be reincarnated as a
plant; but such relatively reliable and explicit evidence as exists,
most of which has already been cited, proves only that a human
soul can sink as low in the scale of living things as a dog (268). It
is possible, but no more than that, that in a world which he
regarded as dualistic (see pp. 240ff.) Pythagoras believed that
wuyn, ‘life’, was somehow a unity, a single mass, a part of which
was scattered in an impure form throughout the world, while
another part, into which the individual soul would be reabsorbed
after its final incarnation, retained its purity. Such a doctrine,
however, even if it was held, seems to have had little effect on the
cosmological side of Pythagoreanism (see pp. 250ff.), in which the
place of the immortal soul is by no means clear.
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(3) Rules of abstinence and other prokibitions

Arising in part from his belief in the kinship of all living things,
but with a clear admixture of other motives and influences, various
forms of abstinence are attributed by later writers to Pythagoras.
Two typical passages, chosen from many others like them, are:

293 Porphyrius Vita Pythagorae 7 (DK 14, 9) .. .uf) udvov 18V
Epguyov dnéysobon, AAG kol poysipols kal 8npéropor undérroTe
wAnoidgev.

274 Diogenes Laertius vi, 19 mavrds 58 pdAAov &rnnydpeve
BAT Epubivov obiav pfre uehdwoupov- xapdias T &méxeofon xai
KWy “AplotoTéAns 88 gnot xod pftpos xod tplyhns dviere. ..
{20) . . .Buolous Te ExpiiTo dyiyois: of ¢ paciv 8Tt &héxropor pdvov
xai fplpots yohalnvols xai Tols Aeyopdvors &madons, fixiora B2
&pvdov,

It would appear from 273 that the primary motive (but not, as
some of the instances in 274 show, the only one) for the Pythagorean
rules and prohibitions was the belief in the kinship of all living
things: butchers and huntsmen are presumably alike defiled by
the murder of their own kin. Unfortunately, as 274 again serves
to show, there is great inconsistency between the various authori-
ties about the details of the Pythagorean rules of abstinence.* The
fuller accounts are clearly unreliable, and perhaps all that can be
safely concluded from them is that certain rules of abstinence
arising from the belief in kinship were an early feature of the
Pythagorean way of life.

¥ The conflicting nature of the evidence is in part due to Aristoxenus, who,
being a friend of the Pythagoreans of his day and anxious to justify their
neglect of the religious side of Pythageras’ teaching, was intent on
eliminating, or at least rationalizing, all such rules. But that some at
least of these rules are of a certain age is proved by Herodotus’ mention in
264 of the ban on burying the dead in woollen shrouds.

213 .. .not only to abstain from living things, but also never to approach butchers and
huntsmen.

274 Above all else he forbade the eating of red mullet and black-tail; and he enjoined
abstinence from the heart and from beans; also, according to Aristotle, on certain occasions,
Jrom the womb and from mullet.. . . He sacrificed only inanimate things; bul others say
that he used only cocks and sucking kids and piglings, as they are called, and never
lambs.
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Besides the rules that can be explained in this way there are also,
however, in the various Hlsts handed down to us, others of at least
four different types. A few, such as ‘be not possessed of irrepres-
sible mirth’ or ‘disbelieve nothing strange about the gods or about
religious beliefs’, would seem to be nothing more than common
ethical or religious reflexions. A larger group, some of which have
already appeared in 274, are probably descended from primitive
folk-taboo. Others again, such as ‘sacrifice and worship without
shoes on’ or ‘cut not your finger-nails at a sacrifice’, clearly con-
cern ritual purity. And finally some, such as ‘when you rise from
bed, roll the bed-clothes together and smoothe out the place where
you lay’, seem to owe their origin to sympathetic magic.*

! The kst from which these examples are taken is perbaps of sufficient
interest to deserve extensive quotation: 274§ Iamblichus Pretr. 21
{DK58c6) forw Bt 14 gpacinodusve ZipPora valrar &. ds lepdy
dmicov rpooxuviican, undiv &ho petafy ProTicdy ufiTe Abye pdTe wpdTTe.
ﬁ. 4Bol mépepyov olrre elotiov els lepdv olre mrpoorwntéov 16 moapdirav,
old’ el mpds Tois Gdpons odrrals wapiv yivoro. ¥. dvumdbnrog 80 kod
wpookivel, 8. Tds Aewdpous dbous hadivaw Bik Tév &rpoméiv Bébize.. . .
§. yhawrong 1pd tév &hAwv wpdrer Geofs brrdpevos. . . .n. wip pogalpn bR
oxdhsue. . . 1. &vBpl EravarniBesbvey v gopriov ouvérarpe, 1R svykaBalpe
8t dmomiepivey. 1o ly pdv Umdbnow Tov Befidy wéBa wpomdpeye, s 58
noddvrttpov Tov slbdvupov, 15, mepl TTubaryopeteoy &vev @uTos pfy AdAe.
TY. uydy pfy UmipPanve, 1. &noBnudy i olkelas ph Ermiorptoov, "Epvies
yép perépyovran. . . .13, dhekTpudva Tpége plv, ph 806 58 Mnvl ydp wad “Hale
rafpwrar. 1. twl yolvma udy xkabézou.. . .ka. yeABova olxiq pf Béyou,

27§  Let the rules to be pondered be these:
1. When you are going out to a temple, worship first, and on your way neither say nor
do anything else connected with your daily life.
2. On ajourney neither enter a temple nor worship af all, not even if you are passing the
very doors.
8. Sacrifice and worship without shoes on.
4. Tum aside from highways and walk by footpaths. . ..
6. Follow the gods and restrain your tongue above all else. . ..
8. Stir not the fire with tron. . ..
10. Help a man who is loading freight, but not one who is unloading.
11, Putting on your shoes, start with the right foot; washing your feet, with the lefl.
12. Speak not of Pythagorean matters without light.
13. Never step over a cross-bar.
14. When you are sut from home, look not back, for the Furies come after you. . ..
17. Rear a cock, but do not sacrifice it; for it is dedicated to Moon and Sun.
18. Do not sit on a quart measure. . ..
21. Let not a swallow nest under your roof.
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;:"6. SoxriAiov ph poper. . . KB, Teepd Adyvov uiy doonrpizou. KE epl Seddv
pnlty Boupaordy diorer knb wepl feloov Soyudrrov. K. doytre yéihwT uh

Exeobfon. K3 wopd Buoia ph dwuyizou.. . 8. orpuatoy dvaotds ouwvihigas
auTd ked Tov TédTov ouveTépuue. A KapBlav iy 1pddye. . . AR, dmokeppdrov
odv xat &wovuygiopdTwy kerdarrve.. . AB. xUtpas fyvos dmd omoBol
Gpdvize. . . A3 xuduwv dméyow. .. A, dupiyeov &mixou. For other such
lists, and rationalizations of the various dxoUouerra they contain, cf, Porph.
V.P. 42 (DK 58 ¢6} and Biog. L. v, 17-18.

After the death of Pythagoras, his school apparently split into
two sects, one of which, the so-called ‘Acousmatics® or ‘Pytha-
gorists’, preserved the mystical side of his teaching, while the
other, the ‘Mathematicians’, concentrated on the scientific side.?
There is no telling how many of the Pythagorean rules and
prohibitions—éxoUopata or oUuPora, as they were called—
actually go back to the founder himself, but certainly many of
them look like primitive survivals.

* Porphyry suggests that this division goes back to Pythagoras himself:
246 Porph. V.P. 37 Birtdv yop fiv alrol Tfis Bibaokahiog 10 oyfiper
kol TGy wpoowdvroy ol pdv ikcolvre pobnuarnxol of § éxovouaTtixof,
xad padnuarikol pdv ol Tov meprTTdTEpOY Kat 1pds dxplPeiav Biaremovnpbvoy
Tiis tmothuns Adyov dkpepadnioTes, drovopaTikel 5 ol pdvas 1ds kepa-
AaoBeg Umolikas Tdv ypappdray dvev dxpiBeotépas Binyfoews dxn-
kodtes. But this is probably no more than a misguided attempt to account
for the later cleavage.

PYTHAGORAS CONCERN WITH SCIENCE

So far, of course, there is little to distinguish Pythagoreanism from
a mere mystery religion : the only reliable traces, in the evidence so

22. Do not wear aring. ...

24. Do not look in a mirror beside a lamp.

25, Disbelieve nothing strange about the gods or about religious beliefs.

26. Be not possessed by irrepressible mirth.

27. Cut not your finger-nails at a sacrifice. . ..

29. When you rise from bed roll the bed-clothes together and smoothe out the place where
wou lay.

30. Eat not the heart. . ..

g2, Spit upon the trimmings of your hair and finger-nails. . ..

4. Leave not the mark of the pot in the ashes. . ..

37. Abstain from beans. . ..

8g. Abstain from living things.
276 The form of his instruction was twefold: one group of his followers were called the
Mathematicians, the other the Acousmatics. The Mathematicians were those who had learnt
the more detailed and exactly elaborated version of his knowledge, the Acousmatics those who
had heard only the summary headings of his writings, without the more exact exposition.
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far cited, of another side to Pythagoras’ teaching are Herachtus’
references, in 260 and 261, to his roAvpadin and loTopin {‘poly-
mathy’ and ‘scientific enquiry’), and Herodotus’ description of
him in 262 as ‘by no means the weakest sage among the Hellenes’.
These passages alone, however, do suggest—what is evident also
from the fact that in the fifth century the Pythagoreans were among
the leading scientists—that Pythagoras was interested in science as
well as in the fate of the soul. Clearly too religion and science were,
to Pythagoras, not two separate departments between which there
was no contact, but rather the two inseparable factors in a single
way of life.* Unfortunately there is no reliable evidence whatever
concerning the nature of Pythagoras’ scientific teaching: any
reconstruction must be conjectural, merely attributing to Pytha-
goras himself such of the later Pythagorean doctrines as could
without anachronism have been held in the sixth century B.c. and
may plausibly account for the subsequent spread and develop-
ment of Pythagoreanism. The central notions, which held together
the two strands that were later to fall apart, seem to have been those
of fewpla (contemplation},? xdopos {an orderliness found in the
arrangement of the universe)s and x&Bapois (purification).* By
contemplating the principle of order revealed in the universe—
and especially in the regular movements of the heavenly bodies-—
and by assimilating himself to that orderliness, man himself was
progressively purified until he eventually escaped from the cycle of
birth and attained immortality.

¥ The widening of the basis of mathematics is suggested by 277 Proclus
in Eucl. p. 65 Friedl. (DK 14, 6¢) &l 52 roUros Mubaydpes vhyv wepl alriy
(sc. yewpstpiav) gidocoplav ely oxfina moBelag fAevBipou petéornosy
Gueabey Tds &pyds alrTiis dmiokoTroUueves. . . . Several passages in Aristotle
even suggest a close connexion in Pythagoreanism between mathematics
and ethics,

2 The supremacy of the contemplative life is illustrated by the parable of
the Festival in 278 Dicg. L. vii, 8 xal Tév Biov towévar mavrydpet
&5 olv el Tadrny ol piv dywviobuevor, ol Bt kar’ fumopiav, ol 8 ye
Bérmioror fpyovran Bearal, oltws v 16 Pl ol wiv dvbpanobibes, Epn,
pUovTan 86Ens kal wheovefios Onporad, ol Bt piAdoogor Tiis dAnbelos.

27171 So Pythagoras turned geometrical philosophy into a form of liberal education by
secking its first principles in a higher realm of reality. . ..

278 Life, he said, is like a_festival; just as some come o the festival to compete, some lo
Bly their trade, but the best people come as spectators, so in life the slavish men go hunting
Jor fame or gain, the philosophers for the truth.
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3 Pythagoras is said by Aetius, in 2 much debated passage (11, 1, 1; DK 14,
21}, to have been the first to use the word xéopos of the universe; but if the
passage has any foundation in fact, it is most likely that Pythagoras used
the word, not, as Aetius said, to mean ) T&v SAwv wepioys, ‘that which
embraces all things’, but with a special emphasis on the element of
orderliness, or the arrangement: cf. p. 159 n. Pythagoras is also said by
Diog. L. {1, 12), who is here quoting Heraclides, to have coined the word
‘philosophy’; of. Kirk, Heraclitus, the Cosmic Fragments, 395.

4 The notion of k&Bapais was linked especially with music: see 279 Cramer,
An. Par.1, 12 .. ol TluBayopikol, dx Egn "Apiordlevos, kabdpon Eypdivro
TolU utv ompatos Sk Tis latpikfis, Tis 8 wuxis Hix 7iis povowiis. Cf
TIambl. V.P. 110 and Porph. V.P. 30.

SCIENTIFIC ACHIEVEMENTS

The two most fundamental and universal of Pythagorean scientific
doctrines are, first, the ultimate dualism between Limit and
Unlimited, and second, the equation of things with numbers (see
pp- 240-50). What is required, therefore, is a plausible explanation
of how these two doctrines, by no means obviously interdependent,
should have occurred to Pythagoras or his followers. There seems
no reason to doubt the tradition that Pythagoras himself dis-
covered—probably by measuring the appropriate lengths of string
on a monochord—that the chief musical intervals are expressible
in simple numerical ratios between the first four integers.* This
single discovery would account naturally for all the most charac-
teristic of Pythagorean doctrines. If the musical scale depends
simply upon the imposition of definite proportions on the indefinite
continuum of sound between high and Iow, might not the same
principles, Limit and the Unlimited, underlie the whole universe?
If numbers alone are sufficient to explain the ‘consonances’,
might not everything else be likewise expressible as a number or a
proportion? Moreover, since the first four integers contain the
whole secret of the musical scale, their sum, the number 10 or the
Décad, might well ‘seem to embrace’, as Aristotle puts it, ‘the
whole nature of number’ (see 289) and so come to be regarded, as
it certainly was, with veneration.? It is not surprising, therefore,
that both mathematics and music should have played from the
outset so vital a part in Pythagoreanism. Of the various mathe-
matical discoveries attributed to Pythagoras it is not unlikely that

279 The Pythagoreans, according to Aristoxenus, practised the purification of the body
by medicine, that of the soul by music.
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some—notably, the theorem that still bears his name, and its
corollary, the incommensurability of the diagonal and the side of
a square3—are genuinely his. It is also a remote possibility, in
view of his interest in the musical scale, that he himself invented
the well-known doctrine of the ‘Harmony of the Spheres’ (see
330). Some authorities maintained that he first discovered that
the morning and the evening star are one and the same, while
others attributed the discovery to Parmenides. There is, un-
fortunately, no means of assessing the relative strength of the two
claims—though it might perhaps be thought that Pythagoras’
interests would have inclined him more towards astronomy than
would those of Parmenides. All such details, however, rest on no
reliable evidence; all that can be said with confidence of the
scientific achievements of Pythagoras himself is that they must
have been sufficient to give the original impetus to the Pytha-
goreanism of the fifth century which Aristotle describes.
T Octave=1:1, fifth=14:2, fourth=4:3. An elaborate story that Pytha-
goras made his discovery by noticing that the hammers in a smithy
happened to produce these intervals and therefore weighing the hammers
is found in several late authors {e.g. Tambl. V.P. 115, Boethius de mus. 1,

10); but it is proved to be unreliable by the fact that Pythagoras’ alleged
experiments could not have yielded the results attributed to them.

2 The number 10 was represented by ten dots or alphas arranged in an
equilateral triangle so:

This diagram, which shows at a glance that 10=1 + 24 3+ 4, was known
to the Pythagoreans as the Tetractys of the Decad, and by it they swore
their most binding oaths. So 280 Aectius 1, 3, 8 (DKs8815) elwens B
Ty guow Tol &pibucl Béka. péyps yap Téhv Blka mwévres "ENATVeES, ThvTes
Béppapor dpbpolioy, i’ & EABSvTes v &varmoboliow éml THv povdda,
wad vév Béxa Téhv, enofv (se. Pythagoras), 1} Stvapis toriv dv rois téogapo
ke T TeTpdbi 1o Bt almiov: ef Tis &wd s povébos [dvamobiv] katd Trpdefe-
o Tileln rous dpibuods &ypt TV Terodpov TpogAfdv EkrAnphoe tov {Tdv)
Séxa dp1Budy- taw 8 UmepPdin g rdv s reTpdBos, kol Tév Séka Urrepekiec-
eften® ofov el mis feln &v kol Slo Tpooeln kel Tpla kal ToUTos Tioowpa, ToHV

280  Ten is the very nature of number. All Greeks and all barbarians alike count up io
ten, and having reached ten revert again to the unit. And again, Pythagoras maintains, the
power of the number ten lies in the number four, the tetrad. This is the reason: if one starts
at the unit and adds the successive numbers up to four, one will make up the number ten;
and if one exceeds the tetrad, one will exceed ten ioo. If, that is, one takes the unit, adds
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16y Béka EkrAnpcooe dpiBpdv. dote & dpifiuds kerrd piv povdba dv Tols Béxa,
worrd 8 Slvapiv dv Tols Tlooapot. 510 xkal Emepbéyyovto ol Thubarydpetor o
peylorov dpkou Swros THg rerpddos:
o pd Tov duerépq yevel mapabdvra TeTporTiy,
Taydv &evdou guascss plwpd 1 Eyovoav.
Cf. Theo Smyrnaeus 94, 6 Hiller; Sextus adv. math. vi, g4ff.
3 281 Proclus in Encl. p. 426 Friedl. (dv rois dpboywvioss Tprycwois 16 &md
s v Spbtyy yooviaw UmoTeivolons mAeuplls TeTpdywvov foov torl ol
dmrd 16y Thy Spbly ywvlav mepieyovoddy Thsupdv terpaycvors)  Trdy piv
loTopetv Té dpyaic Poviontvuwy diotovtas T Bewpnua Tolro els Tubarydpay
dvertteumrévToov EoTiv ebpely kal Pouvburely Aeydvrey alrrdy &rl 1§ eUpéoet t
According to one version of a very variable story Hippasus of Meta-
pontium, an early Pythagorean, was expelled from the school, or even
drowned at sea, for revealing to the uninitiated, in defiance of the rule of
secrecy, the irrational or incommensurable (i.e. that some geometrical
quantities cannot be expressed in terms of whole numbers). See Iambl,
V.P. 247 (DK18, 4).

two, then three and then four, one will make up the number ten. So that number by the unit
resides in the number len, but potentially in the number four. And so the Pythagoreans used
to invoke the tetrad as their most binding oath: *Nay, by him that gave to our genera-
tion the tetractys, which contains the fount and root of eternal nature.’

281 (The square on the hypotenuse of a right-angled triangle is equal to the sum of the
sguares on the sides enclosing the right angle.) The text of the next sentence Is corrupt,
but the sense is: If we pay any attention to these who like (o recount ancient history, we
may find some of them referring this theorem lo Pythagoras, and saying that ke sacrificed
an ox in honour of his discovery.
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CHAPTER VII
ALCMAEON OF CROTON

DATE AND RELEVANCE

Of the generation of Pythagoreans contemporary with or imme-
diately following Pythagoras very few are even known to us by
name, and, with the possible exception of Hippasus (cf. p. 231 n. 3),
nothing of importance is known about any of them. The only
Italian thinker between Pythagoras and Parmenides of whose
opinions there is sufficient evidence to justify his inclusion in this
book is Alcmaeon of Croton, who flourished, probably, early in
the fifth century B.c.*

282 Diogenes Laertius v, 83 (DKz24a1) ‘Alxuaiov Kpo-
TovidTns. Kol oUros TTuBaydpou Bifjkouoe. xal T& mAeford ye [1é&]
farrpikd Adye, Spws 8¢ kol guolohoyel évioTe Aéywv: “Buo T& TTOAMG
tor TOV &vbpwmiveov’. Sowel B¢ Tpddros QuoKdY Adyov ovy-
yeypagéval,

"This brief passage contains several important pieces of information.
The statement that he ‘heard Pythagoras’ doubtless means, as it
usually does, no more than that he was in some sort of contact
with the Pythagorean school.? The following sentence, on the other
hand, is certainly accurate; but, though Alcmaeon’s interests were
primarily medical and physiological,? his theories even in these
specialized fields exercised a considerable influence on later
philosophers. The alleged quotation, whether or not it preserves
Alcmacon’s own words, certainly preserves one of the most
important of his views, his dualism. And finally, though the
suggestion that he was the first to do so is of doubtful value {cf., e.g.,
45, 98), he does indeed seem to have written a book on natural
science, of which a few possibly genuine fragments survive.

I The evidence on which this dating relies is 283 Aristotle Met. Aj,
986a29 kol yap tytveto THy Ahidav "Adkpatev Bl yipovri Thlaydpa. . ..

282 Alcmacon of Crolon: another pupil of Pythagoras. For the most part his theories are
medical, but sometimes he treats of natural philosophy too, maintaining that * the majority
of human affairs are in pairs’. He seems to have been the first lo wrile arn account of nature.

283 Diels’ text means: Alcmacon was a young man in Pythagoras® old age. . ..
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The text, however, is obviously corrupt. While Diels inserts viog before #ni,
Ross regards the words Eydveto v fjAiav and &ml yépovr: Tubaydog,
which are omitted by one ms. and ignored by Alexander, as a later
addition (see his note ad loc.). It is true that Iamblichus V.P. 104 lists
Alemaeon among * the contemporaries of Pythagoras, his young pupils in
his old age’; but since the same Hst contains also the names of Philclaus,
Archytas and Leucippus, it clearly has no value as evidence. All that can
safely be said, therefore, is that there is no reason why this dating, whether
it represents Aristotle’s own opinion or that of an interpolator, should not
be approximately correct.

% Aristotle mentions Alcmaeon by name on several occasions, but, though
in 289 he guesses either that Alcmaeon borrowed from the Pythagoreans
or they from him, he never suggests that Alemaeon himself was a member
of the school. Later writers are, as usual, less cautious,

* Alcmaeon’s physiological research was directed chiefly towards deter~
mining the nature of sense-perception. His theories are summed up by
Theophrastus in a passage of which the most important sentences are the
following: 284 Theophr. de sensu 25f. (DK 24a5) 1év 52 py 18 dpole
wolouvTwvw Thy ofodnow ‘Alkpaiwoy pév wpditov deopizes Thy mpds T&
1c Swapophy. Gvipwmov yap o Tdv &hhwv Swapbpeiv ST pdvov
Swinay, 1& 5 &Aa odobdveran phv, ol Euvinar B¢, dx ftepov Ov T ppovelv
kol oloBdveoBon, wxod ob, wofdmep "Epweborhfis, rolbrdv Ererra mepl
ixdoTns Abyel. ... .amdoas 62 Tds olofosg ouvnpriiclal wos mwpdg rdv
dywépadov - 8:0 kad mwmpoliclon kivouptvou kad perehhdTrovros THY Ydhpav:
Emiiapfdvev yap Tols mépous, 5i° Gv of alobhoes. The view that the brain
is the seat of sensations was taken over from Alcmaeon in the Hippocratic
treatise de morbo sacro, 14 and 17 (DK 244 11}, The existence of the wépor
is said by Chalcidius (in Tim. ch. 237, DK 24 A 16) t0 have been proved by
Alcmacon’s dissection of the eye.

4 The book is said by Diog. L. {(with only one brief sentence between 282
and this passage) to have begun as follows: 284 Diog. L. vin, 83 *Akx-
paiwy Kpotwwifprng t&be Eiele Teaplfou uids Bporivey xal Afovtt kai
BaBihhe - mrepl TV dpaviev, mepl TV BunTddy gagtiveiav pdv Beol EyovT,
G5 5t &vlpoomorg rexpadpecfon. . .. The fact that Brotinus {or Brontinus, as
other ancient sources call him) was evidently connected with Pythagoras
by some marriage tie is one of the indications that Alcmaeon was in close
contact with the Pythagorean school, Leon and Bathylaus {not Bathyllus)
are to be found in the Hst of Pythagoreans in Iambl. V.P. 267 (DK 84},

284 Of those who think perception is of unlike by unlike Alcmacon first defined the
difference between man and antmals. For man, he says, differs from other animals in that
* he only understands, while the rest perceive but do not understand’, thought and perception
being different, not, as Empredocles maintains, the same. Thereafter he discusses each of the
senses severally . . . .Collectively he maintains that the senses are somehow connected with
the brain; and so they are incapacitated when it moves or changes its position; for il stops
the passages through which sensations come.

285  Alcmaceon of Croton, son of Peirithous, spoke these words to Brotinus and Leon and
Bathyllus. Concerning things unseen and things mortal the gods see clearly, but so far as
men may conjecture. . ..
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ALOCMAEON’S INFLUENCE ON HIS SUCCESSORS

(1) His theory of health

Alcmaeon, like the Pythagoreans, was a dualist; but whereas the
Pythagoreans recognized certain particular pairs of opposites as
ultimate (notably Limit and Unlimited, Odd and Even; see 289,
p- 238), Alcmaeon, presumably owing to his medical approach
to cosmology, seems merely to have asserted that contrariety was
fundamental without specifying any ultimate pair or pairs. His
most influential doctrine, his theory of health, illustrates his
dualism, and is summarized by Aetius as follows:

286 Aectius v, 30, 1 “Alkpoadwv g ptv Uyielog elvon ouvexTikiy
v “loovoplay’ +dv Buvduewv, Uypol, Enpod, yuypolU, Bepuol,
wikpol, YAukéos xed Tév Aoimdv, THY & &v ourrols “povapyioav’
véoou otk gloporroidy yap fxarépov povapyiov. xod véoov
oupTritrrev g piv U’ ol UmepBoAi] BepudtnTos fi wuypdrnTos, G
8t 2 oU di1&x mAfifos tpogfis i Evdeiav, s 8 &v ofs f (mepl Diels)
olua fi puehdy fi dyxégodov. EyylveoBon 8¢ ToUTois ToTe kéK Tév
ECoobBev admiddy, OBV Trowddv i yopas § kbdmev ) dvdyxns § Tév
tourcls Trapartanaiwyv. Ty § Uyisiav Thy olpgerpov TV Trotiv
Kplow.

This doctrine, though here restricted to the medical field, may
perhaps have suggested the theory put forward by Simmias in
Plato’s Phaedo (8% 5~86D) that the soul is merely an ‘attunement’
of the physical opposites that compose the body; and since Plato
is there probably citing a Pythagorean view, it seems quite likely
that at this point at least Alcmaeon exercised an influence on the
Pythagoreans (see pp. 261£.).%

I Once again, despite the general similarity between Alcmaeon’s views

and those of the Pythagoreans, the loovopla theory involves a significant
difference of detail from the Pythagorean doctrine of &ppovin. G. Viastos

286 Alcmaeon maintains that the bond of health is the “equal balance’ of the powers,
moist and dry, cold ard hot, bitler and sweet, and the rest, while the ‘ supremacy’ of one of
them is the cause of disease; for the supremacy of either is destructive. Illness comes about
directly through excess of heat or cold, indirectly through surfeit or deficiency of nourish-
ment; and ils centre is either the blood or the marrow or the brain. It sometimes arises in
these centres from external causes, moisture of some sorl or environment or exhaustion or
hardship or similar causes. Health on the other hawd is the proportionate admixture of the
qualitizs.
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{Gnomon 25 (1953) 33~4) writes: ‘It is well known that the general norm of
xpfog in Greek cosmology and medicine was loovoplo (Alemaeon B4) or
looucipix {mepl Gdpoov 12), Le. the 1f1 ratio... . Over against this wide-
spread view, the Pythagorean discovery of the formulae for musical
harmony introduced an entirely new idea, for it depicted patterns of good
kp&ots which did not conform to loovopla but involved pairs of unequal
{and, in each case, odd-even) numbers: 1/2, 2/3, 3/4.” See p. 230 n. 1.

(2) The composition of the soul

287 Aristotle de anima A2, go5229 mopamAnoing 8¢ TouTols
(se. Thales, Diogenes of Apollonia and Heraclitus) ket *Alkpadeov
fokev Umrohafeiv mepl wuy s enol yop atriv &Bdvartov dvan Bik
76 Eotkévan ToTs &bavéerols: Tolto 8 Umépyev anrrl dos &el xivoupévny -
kiveloBon ydp xal Té& Befa mwavra ouvexds &el, oehfvny, fiMov, Tous
doTépas kat TOV olpavdv GAov.

288 [Anstotle] Prodl. 17, 3, g16ag3 ToUs dvlpdmous pnoty
"Ahxkpatoov Sid Tolro &wéAdvobon, 6Tt ol SUvavren Thy dpy v 6
TéAEL TrpoTaypal.

These two passages, despite their apparent dissimilarity, have been
thought to refer to the same doctrine. The heavenly bodies have
the property of continuous motion in a circle, and the soul, too,
according to 287, is endowed with continuous motion ; but whereas
the movement of the heavenly bodies is circular, ‘man’, according
to 288, ‘is unable to join the beginning to the end’—in other words
the soul’s motion cannot long remain circular—and so dies. This
curious doctrine recalls fr. 103 of Heraclitus, ‘on a circle beginning
and end are the same’; but its details are obscure and there is no
reliable evidence to enable us to reconstruct them. Here again,
however, it scems possible that Alcmaeon exercised an influence
on Plato, since the doctrine in the Timaeus of circles revolving in
the soul seems to bear some relation to the theory of Alcmaeon and
may perhaps have been borrowed directly from him.

287  Alcmason alse seems fo have held much the same view about the soul as these others;
Jor he says that it is immortal owing to its similarity to the immortal; and it has this
quality because it is always in motion; for everything divine is in continual motion—=the
sun, the moon, the stars and the whole heavens.

288 Alcmaeon says that men die for this reason, that they cannot join the beginning to
the end.
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CHAPTER IX
PRE-PARMENIDEAN PYTHAGOREANISM

THE PROBLEM OF DATING

In his numerous references to Pythagoreanism Aristotle very
seldom either names individual Pythagoreans or distinguishes
between different generations of the school. However much
Pythagorean doctrine may have evolved during the fifth and early
fourth centuries, Aristotle is content to summarize the main
features of the system as a whole; and since there is no ancient
authority of comparable weight with Aristotle, very various views
have been taken of the development of the Pythagorean cosmo-
logy.* The most that we can hope to achieve is to divide the
Pythagoreanism of the fifth century into two main periods, one
before Parmenides, the other after Zeno; and since the primary
means by which even so much may be achieved consists in con-
sidering which Pythagorean doctrines secem to be attacked by
Parmenides and which look like a reply to either Parmenides or
Zeno, any such reconstruction must of necessity be hazardously
conjectural. None the less the attempt seems worth the making,
for otherwise the only possible course is to follow Aristotle and
group all the Pythagorean doctrines of more than a century of
development into one indiscriminate amalgam.

! For three widely different reconstructions of sth-century Pythagoreanism

see (1} Burnet, EGP; (ii) F. M. Cornford, CQ xvi and xvn {1922 and 1923),

and introductory chapters of Plato and Parmenides; (iii) J. E. Raven,
Pythagoreans and Eleatics,

ARISTOTLE S GENERAL SUMMARY

The longest and most helpful of Aristotle’s summaries of Pytha-
goreanism, which must first be read and considered in extenso, is:
289 Aristotle Metaphysics Ay, o85bag é&v 8& ToUTols kai Tpo
TouTwv (s¢. Leucippus and Democritus) ol xahoUuevor Tubeyd-
peiolf TV podnpdrov dpdpever TpddTol TaUTH TROnyoyov, Kot

289 Contemporancously with these philosophers, and before them, the Pythagoreans, as
they are called, devoted themselves to mathematics; they were the first to advance this study,
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EvTpapévTes Ev auTols TS ToUTwy &pYds TGV dvrwy dpyds drdnoav
elven mwavreov, Ewel 8¢ TolTwy of &pibpot guoea mpdTol, tv 8¢ Tois
&pifpois E5okouv Becopeiv OpotdpaTa ToAAd Tols olol xal yryvo-
pévolg, pdhhov 1) dv Trupl kad Y xad G8am, &1 1o pdv rolovBl TdY
&pBuddv wrabos Sikeoolvn, 10 B¢ roloudl Wuyd kal volk, Erepov B¢
xepds kol TV EAAwv s elmeiv ExaoTov Spoiws, B 8 1AV &puowniddy
v dpiBuots Opddvres T& TahN xal ToUs Agyous, trrel &) & piv &N
Tols &pibuois épaiveto Thy guoty &owuoiddodo o, of & &pibuot
Taons ThH puoews mpditol, T& TéY dmbudv oroysia Ty Svtev
otorysia Tévtowv UmiAaBov slvor, kal TV Shov odpavdy dppoviay
elven xed dpibpdv: kal doa elyov duohoyouusva Bekwiven Ev Te Tois
&mbuols kel Tads dpuovicns Tpos & Tol oupavol médn kol pépn kal
wpds THY ANy Slokdounot, Talta ouvdyovTss pnpuoTTov. K&V el
Ti rou BifAerTe, TpooeyAixovTo Tol ouvelpoutvny T&oav clrTols elvat
ThY mrpaypartelav. Adyw 8 olov, éwaibl Téhaiov f Bexds elvon Soxel
ki wloav mepisAngivon THY TOV dpiBpdv eUoiy, xad T gepdpeve
®aTd TOV oupavdy Béka piv elval gaow, Svtwv B duvba pdvov tdv
pavepddv Sik rolre Berkdrnv Thy dvriyBove moiolow. Bidpioran 5t
mepl ToUTwv év Etépors Tiplv dxpiPéoTepov. . . .2 (g86a15) gatvovTan
&1 xai oGrot Tov &mbpdy vopizovTes &pyfiv elven kad Gg UAny Toig
ovot kai &g réln e Ko EEeis, ToU B2 dpiBpol oroyela 1d Te &pTiov
kail TO meprerov, ToUTwy 8¢ T piv dmeipov, TO B memepacuévoy, TO

and having been brought up in it they thought its principles were the principles of all things.
Since of these principles numbers are by nature the first, and in numbers they seemed to see
many resemblances to the things that exist and come into being——more than in fire and earth
and water {such and such a modification of numbers being justice, another being soul and
reason, another being opportunity—and similarly almost all other things being numerically
expressible); since, again, they saw that the atiributes and the ratios of the musical scales
were expressible in numbers; since, then, all other things seemed in their whole nature to be
modelled after numbers, and numbers seemed to be the first things in the whole of nature,
they supposed the elements of numbers to be the elements of all things, and the whole heaven
to be a musical scale and a number. And all the properties of numbers and scales which
they could show to agree with the attributes and parts and the whole arrangement of the
heauens, they collected and fitted inio their scheme; and if there was a gap anywhere, they
readily made additions so as to make their whole theory coherent. E.g. as the number 10
is thought to be perfect and to comprise the whole nature of numbers, they say that the
bodies which move through the heavens are ten, but as the visible bodies are only nine, to
meet this they invent a tenth—the  counter-earth’. We have discussed these matlers more
exactly elsewhere. . . .

Euvidently, then, these thinkers also consider that number is the principle both as matter
Jor things and as forming their modifications and their permanent states, and hold that the
elements of number are the even and the odd, and of these the former is unlimited, and the
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8 Bv & &ugorépawv elvan ToUrwy (kad yap &priov elvon kad TeprTTOV),
TOV 8 &piBudy &k ToU évds, dpiBpous 8¢, kaBdmep elpnTon, TOV SAov
oUpavdV.
#repol B¢ TGV aUTRV TOUTWY TaS &pYds Séka Adyoustv elven Tég
Korrd ouotorylav Asyouévas®
Trépag kol dreipov
TepiTTdy Kaed &pTiov
Bv xad TTATBos
BeCiov xal aproTepov
Gppev xal OfiAu
fipepoUy kol KIvoUuEvov
sUBU xad kopTUAov
Ppdds Kol ordTOS
dryafidv xad koxdy
TeTpdywvov kal ErepdpnKes:

Gvrrep Tpomrov forke kol “Adkpadwov & Kpotwowndtns UrroAaPelv, xal
fiTor oUros mop’ Exetveov § Exelvor wopd TouTou mopidaBov Tov
Aoyov roUTov kol y&p Eyévero Thy filikiov "Alkpaiwv émi yépovTt
Nubaydpg, dmepiivaro 8¢ mwapamAnclws ToUrow.? gnol yap elva
BUo T& moAhd TRV dvlpwrmiveov, Aéywv Tds EvovTioTNTRS OUY
domep oUTor Swopiowtvag dAAE Tdg Tuyouoas, olov Asukdv pélav,
YAUKY TriKpov, dyaddy kaxdy, péya mikpdv.s ofros ptv oUv &dloplomtws
drréppiye Trepi TGV Aoimrddv, ol 82 Thulaydpeiol xad Tréoo kal Tives
of dvovTichoels drrerivavTo. Trapd pév olv ToUTwy dugoiv Tooolrov
Eor1 AaPeiv 6T TévovTia &pyal TV Svtwv: T6 BE o, Tapd &V
Ertpoov, xal Tives airad elotv. s pévror rpds TS elpnpévas adtias

latter limiled; and the @ proceeds from both of these { for it is both even and odd), and
number from the 1; and the whole heaven, as has been said, is numbers.

Other members of this same school say there are ten principles, which they arrange in two
columns of cognates—Iimit and unlimiled, odd and even, one and plurality, right and left,
male and female, resting and moving, straight and curved, light and darkness, good and
bad, square and oblong. In this way Alcmaeon of Croten seems also to have conceived the
matler, and either ke got this view from them or they gol it from him; . . . for ke expressed
himself similarly to them. For he says most human gffairs go in pairs, meaning not
definite contrarieties such as the Pythagoreans speak of, but any chance contrarieties, e.g.
white and black, sweet and bitter, good and bad, great and small. He threw out indefinite
suggestions about the other contrarieties, but the Pythagoreans declared both how many and
which their contrarieties are.

From both these schools, then, we can learn this much, that the coniraries are the
principles of things; and how many these principles are and which they are, we can learn

Srom one of the two schools. But how these principles can be brought together under the
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tvBéyetan owayayely, copds piv ol Siiplpwran Trap” Ekefvaov,

folkaor 8 s &v UAns €ibar t& ororysia térraw:  Tolrreov y&p o
fvwwmrapyovTwy guvesTavan kal TeTAdofon gacl Thy oloiov.

* For Arnistotle’s caution in speaking of the Pythagoreans see note 2 on
p. 218,

2 Alexander, in his comments on this passage (Met. 41, 1, DK 588 4), refers
to the de caelo {i.e. 329) and the lost TuBayopdv 868 for Aristotle’s
fuller treatment of this topie.

3 On the text of this sentence see note & on p. 232.
4 See p. 234.

This long passage, though it is one of the few in which Aristotle
recognizes (in the words Erepos B Tdv alrdv ToUrwy, ‘others of
these same thinkers’) distinctions within the school, is evidently
intended as a summary of the main features of Pythagoreanism as
a whole.* It accordingly refers in passing to most of the doctrines
which Aristotle elsewhere examines in greater detail. At the same
time it is by itself far from self-explanatory: almost every sentence
in it needs corroboration, amplification or elucidation. The most
convenient course will be to take this passage as a text for the whole
of this chapter, expanding in turn each of the most important
sentences in their logical order rather than in the order in which
Aristotle presents them. Since Pythagoreanism is evidently based
on an ultimate dualism, it will be best to start from the two first
principles {which are first not only in the list but also, as the
previous paragraph shows, in cosmology), Limit and Unlimited
and Odd and Even. Next, since the unit is derived from these two
principles, we must examine the nature of the Pythagorean units
and of number in general. That will enable us to see what the
Pythagoreans meant by the equation of things with numbers.
Finally we can attempt to reconstruct the cosmogony of these early
Pythagoreans, against which the criticisms of the Eleatics seem to
have been primarily directed.

I The opening words of the passage, &v 52 ToUrog xad Tpd TolTwy, show
that Aristotle has in mind, at least among others, the generation of
Pythagoreans which flourished at the end of the fifth century B.c. and of
which Philolaus was the most prominent member. When, however, he

causes we have named has not been clearly and articulately stated by them; they seem,
however, to range the elements under the head of matter; for out of these as immanent parts
they say subsiance is composed and moulded. (Trans. Ross)
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passes in the following paragraph to ‘others of this same school’, his
suggestion that either Alcmaeon borrowed from them or they from him
seems to indicate that he is passing from a later to an earlier generation.
But since the entire passage is clearly intended as a summary of the salient
features of Pythagoreanism as a whole, no reliance can safely be placed
upon this unusual distinction.

DUALISM

290 Aristotle Met. A5, 986b2, from 289 Trapd piv olv TolTwv
apgoiv togolTov fomi AaPeiv 61 TdvavTia dpyxad &Y SvTwv- 1O B¢
Soal, wapd TV Erépoy, kal Tives alral elow.

291  Aristotle Met, As, 987213 (DK 5888) ol 8¢ Nubaydpeio
BUo ptv Tag Gpyds xatd TOV auTov elpfikact Tpdmwov, Tovoltov Bt
wpooertideoay & kal i81dv foTv olriv, 811 T TETwepaoubvoy kad T
&rrerpov {xad 1o Ev] oly Erépag Tvds dffnoav elvan puoes, olov wip
fi yfiv § 71 TowelTov Etepov, GAA orrd 76 meipov kadl alrd TO Ev
ovciav elvan ToUrev dv kernyopolvrar, 810 kad &pibudy slvan v
oUoiav TéavTov.

292 Aristotle Eth. Nic. A4, 10g6bg mBavdrrepov 8 folxaov ol
TMuBarydperor Aéyew repl alrroU, TiBévres dv i 1év &yalidv ouaToryig
10 Ev.

293 Aristotle Eth. Nic. Bg, 1106b2g 1o yép xakdv ol &meipov,
s of TTuBarydpeior eikegov, 1o 8" &yaldv Tol wemespaouevou.

These passages make it plain that in Aristotle’s opinion not only
was Pythagoreanism fundamentally dualistic* but also the Table
of Opposites, attributed in 289 to only one section or generation
of the school, was a characteristic feature of that dualism.* What
that Table in fact represents is, as Cornford says (Plato and
Parmenides 7), “ten different manifestations of the two primary

290 From both these schools, then, we can learn this much, thal the contraries are the
principles of things; and how many these principles are and which they are, we can leam
Jrom one of the two schools.

29t But the Pythagoreans have said in the same way that there are tiwo principles, but
added this much, which is peculiar to them, that they thonght finitude and infinity [and
unily] were not atiribules of certain other things, e.g. of fire or earth or anything else of this
kind, but that infinity itself and unity itself were the substance of the things of which they
are predicated. This is why number was the substance of all things. (Trans. Ross)
292 The Pythagoreans seem to have a more plausible view on the subject, when they put
the One in the column of goods.

293  For evil belongs to the unlimited, as the Pythagoreans confectured, and good to the
limited,
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opposites in various spheres; in each pair there is a good and an
answering evil’. The principle of Limit, in other words, is repre-
sented in the appropriate sphere by oddness, unity, rest, goodness
and so on, while the principle of the Unlimited is represented by
their opposites. Moreover, as is clear from the phrases aUrd 1o &y,
‘unity itself”, in 29%, and & f] Tév &yafdv ovoroxiq, ‘in the
column of goods’, in 292, unity and goodness at least—and the
same is presumably true of the rest-—are not only ‘manifestations’
of Limit but rather, each within its appropriate field, actually
synonymous with Limit: in arithmetic Unity, in ethics Good take
upon themselves the function of the primary principle.3

* This is denied by Cornford (gp. ¢it.), who, on the basis of two very un-
reliable passages {Alexander Polyhistor ap. Diog. L, vin, 24 (DK 58514},
on which see Festugitre, Rev. des Et. Greeques 58 (1945) 1., and Eudorus
ap. Simpl. Phys. 181, 10, on which see Raven, Pyth. and El 15), argues
against Aristotle that Pythagoreanism was fundamentally monistic. There
can, however, be no doubt that on this question in particular Aristotle is
by far our most reliable authority, Moreover, if we elect to follow him, we
can immediately see the meotive for the tradition preserved in 294
Hippolytus Ref. 1, 2, 12 AidBwpos 8t & ’Epetpiels xad "Apiordfevos &
pouoikds gaot mwpds Zapdray Tdv XoASaiov Eniwvbivar TivBaydpav,
Zoroastrianism, like Pythagoreanism, was based upon a dualism between
a good principle, Ormazd, and a bad, Ahriman; and all that this tradition
proves is that already in the 4th century B.c. the similarity between the two
systems had been observed.

% It has been maintained, by Zeler and others {see Ross, Ar. Met. note
ad loc.), that the Table of Opposites belongs to the time of Philolaus. We
shall see, however, when we come to Parmenides, that Aristotle’s im-
plication that it belongs rather to the time of Alcmacon is probably
reliable.

3 Cf. also 295 Aristotle Met. A6, g87b22 (DK58B13) b pévror ye
&v ouciav elvan, kol pfy Erepdv yE 11 Sv AyeoBon By, mrapaminolews Tois
ThvBayopelots EAeye {sc. Plato), ral Td ToUs dpifuols alrlovs evar Toig
&Ahots s oUolas doalros dkefvoss: 10 8t &vrl TolU dwslpov dg Evds
Budda morfjoas, TO 8¢ dmeipov ik yeyddov wal pixpol, Tolr' TBiov. Here
again 1o fv clearly stands for wépags and as such is contrasted with 16
&reipov.

294 Diodorus of Eretria and Aristoxenus the musical scholar say that Pythagoras vistted
Laratas the Chaldaean.

295 But ke agreed with the Pythagoreans in saying that the One is substance and not a
predicate of something else; and in saying that the Numbers are the causes of the reality of
other things, he also agreed with them; but positing a dyad and constructing the infinite oul
of great and small, instead of treating the infinite as one, is peculiar to him. (Trans. Ross)
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LIMIT AND UNLIMITED, ODD AND EVEN

296 Aristotle Met. A, g85b23, from 289 &v B ToUTols kal wpd
Tourwv of kahoupevor TTubarydpeiot Tév palinudTwy dydpevor Tp&To!
Torra Tpotyaryov, Kal évrpagévTes Ev alrrols Tas ToUTwv &pyds TGV
Svrwov dpxds amfnoav elven wévrwv, Emel 8 ToUTwv of &piduoi
puUoer Trpédrot. . .T& T&Y dpibuddv oroixeia TV dvTwv oToiyeia
mévreov UmihaPBov elval. . . . Tol 8t &pibuol orotyeix 16 e dpriov kal
TO TEPITTOV, ToUTw BE 1O ubv &meipov, TO Bk TemepaTuévov . . ..

In these sentences Aristotle first tells us that the Pythagoreans
were led to adopt their primary principles by their study of
‘mathematics’, and then suggests, by the stress he lays on ‘the
elements of number’, that he is thinking only of arithmetic. There
is, however, no doubt that from the outset the Pythagoreans
studied geometry as well as arithmetic. Indeed Diogenes Laertius
{(vi, 12) tells us that Pythagoras himself studied especially *the
arithmetical form of geometry’, 70 &pfunTiov elSos alrrfis. But
whereas the opposition of Odd and Even is clearly appropriate in
arithmetic, it is equally clear that it is not applicable to geometry.
Evidently, therefore, when the Pythagoreans wished to find a
similar pair of opposites to underlie geometry, they had recourse to
the pair which Pythagoras himself had already presumably dis-
covered in his study of harmonics (see p. 229), namely Limit and
the Unlimited. Every geometrical figure can be naturally enough
regarded as a parcel of unlimited space bounded by limiting points,
lines or surfaces. At the same time it was clearly undesirable to
have two unrelated pairs of opposites underlying respectively
arithmetic and geometry. The Pythagoreans therefore simply
equated Odd with Limit and Even with Unlimited, and proceeded
to rationalize these by no means self-evident equations by a
number of curiously unconvincing arguments which we must next
consider,

296 Contemporaneously with these philosophers and before them, the Pythagoreans, as
they are called, devoted themselves to mathematics; they were the first to advance this study,
and having been brought up in it they thought its principles were the principles of all things.
Since of these principles numbers are by nature the first. . . they supposed the elements of
numbers to be the elements of all things... . The elements of number are the cven and
the odd, and of these the former is unlimiled, and the latter limited. . ..
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THE NATURE OF NUMBER

The early Pythagoreans, having no simple form of numerical
notation, chose to express numbers in the form of patterns similar
to those now found on dominoes or dice. Thus the number 10 was
represented, as we have already seen (p. 230 note 2), by ten dots
or alphas arranged in an equilateral triangle. Aristotle is certainly
referring to two other such figures when he explains the Pytha-
gorean equation of Even with Unlimited as follows:

297 Aristotle Physics T4, 203a10 (DK 58828) kod ol pév (sc.
oaol) 6 &meapov elvar T4 dpmiov (TolTo yap tvarroiauPavduevov kol
Umd Tol meprTrol mepovopevoy Tapéyslv Tois oUor thy &replav:
onueiov & elven Todtou T6 oupPaivov &t Tdv &piBuddv: mepitife-
péveoy yop TGV yvwpdvew epl 1o B kol Yeopis &re piv SAAo &el
yhyveoBon 1o elbos, &ve 8t &v). TTAd&rowv BE. . ..

Difficult as are the words xal xwpfs (which are usually taken to

mean ‘and in the other case’), there can be no doubt that the two
figures to which Aristotle is here referring are these:

* e+ e « & e s @

L - L E * » - * * E L

o o e i e s+ s ie .

e ia s’ e I O R
Fig. 1. Fig. 2.

Either of these figures can, of course, be extended, by the addition
of more ‘gnomons’,* ad infinitum. In Figure 1, where ‘the gnomons
are being placed around the one’, each successive addition marks
the next in the series of odd numbers, while Figure 2 similarly
represents the series of even numbers. But whereas Figure 1
remains, with cach addition, always the same figure, a square,
Figure 2 on the contrary changes with each addition the ratio of
its length to its height. Hence, of course, the inclusion of TeTpé-
ywvov xal érepdunkes in the Table of Opposites; for &repdunxes, as

297 Further, the Pythagoreans identify the infinite with the even. For this, they say,
when it is {aken in and limited by the odd, provides things with the element of infinity. An
indication of this is what happens with numbers. If the gnomons are placed round the one,
and without the one, in the one construction the figure that results is always different, in the
other it is always the same. But Plat. ... (After Hardie)
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we are told in many passages in later mathematical writers,? refers
properly to a rectangle in which one side exceeds the other by a
single unit. And Aristotle is no doubt right in giving this as one of
the arguments by which the equations of Odd with Limit and of
Even with Unlimited were justified. Figure 1 representing the Odd
is uniform, v, Figure 2 representing the Even is infinitely variable,
&Aho &el.

* As Ross says in his note on this passage (Aristotle, Phystes 542-5): “The
stricter meaning of the word (sc. “gnomon”) is *“ the figure which remains
of a square when a smaller square is cut out of it”.. . . But in a wider sense
yveouwv can stand for any number which when added to a figurate number
gives the next number of the same figure (famb. in Nic. 58, 19 Pistelli;
Hero Deff. 58).°

% E.g. 298 Nicomachus Intred, Arithm, 1, 17 {108, 8 Hoche) #repoufixns
Gpibuds Abyero ol frrréBos oxnuatoypagivros tetpdrrisupos plv kal TeTpo-
yawvios yiveran §) keererypagt), of pny Toar dAAAAcs al whevpal oUbé T uijkes
T3 TAdTE Toov, dAAG Tapd povdSa, Cf. Theo g1, 2o Hiller.
It seems probable, too, that the same two figures were used to
justify these equations in another way. Simplicius, commenting
on the first words of this passage, writes as follows:

299 Simplicius Physics 455, 20 oUror 88 1d &mweipov 1oV Gpriov
&p1fpdv Edeyov “Bid 1o mdv pdv &priov, &S oot of EnynTai, &
foa BicapeioBal, 16 8¢ el Toa Siapotpevov &rmreipov kKard Ty Siyo-
Topiav ' 1 yap els Toa kad fuion Biaxdpeois &’ &metpov- 16 b2 weprrrov
TrpooTedty epadvel oo kwhdel yép ool Thy s Toa Bradpeaiv’,
oUTws pév olv ol Enynral 76 dptie 70 &meipov dvamiBiaot kaTd
v eis Toa Bradpeotv, kad SnAové otk £’ &prBuddv &N Bl peyebiv
AapPdvovor T &’ &meipov Topny. . . . GAws BE oUbt & 'ApmaroTEhng
gatveror Ty els foa Sixipec admooduevos Tol dmretpou.

Whatever these commentators whom Simplicius quotes may
have meant, they clearly cannot have meant that every even

298  An ‘oblong number’ is one which, when represented diagrammatically, has a four-
sided rectangular figure, but iis sides are not equal, its length differing from ils breadth by
a single unit.

299 They meant by infinity even numbers, ‘ since everything even’®, as the commentalors
say, ‘is divisible into equal paris, and what is divisible into equal parts is infinite in respect
of division into two; for division inio halves goes on ad infinitum, while the addition of
the odd limits it by puiting an end to halving’. So the commentators refer the unlimited to
the even in respect of divisibility into halves, and it is plain that they concetve of infinite
divisibility in terms not of numbers but of magnitudes.. . . But Aristotle evidently does not
regard divisibility into halves as in any way an explanation of infinity.
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number is divisible ad infinitum into halves; for it is an axiom
common to all Greek mathematicians that the unit is indivisible
and that such fractions as 1 or % represent one unit out of a total
of 4 or 16. The easiest way to make sense of their comment can in
fact be represented diagrammatically so:

« & ® .

.« & e .

s e e °
“

PO . .

Fig. 3. Fig. 4.

Whereas in Figure 4 1 els oo xad fulon Swalpeois i’ &weipov,
*division into halves goes on ad infinitum’, in Figure 3 on the contrary
TO Teprrrdv TrpooTedly Tepaivel aUTd: kKwAUE Yap abToU TNV Elg
foa Biaipeow,* ‘the addition of the unit prevents division into
halves’. Odd number in general, and the number 3§ in particular,
were defined by the Pythagoreans (and Aristotle himself was
evidently familiar with the definition, see 388) as ‘that which has
a beginning, a middle and an end’. Even number on the other
hand, as Figure 4 shows, has no ‘middle’; and the absence of a
‘middle’ may well have provided the Pythagoreans with another
rationalization, however naive and artificial, for the equation of
Even with Unlimited.

I Cf. with this passage from Simplicius four others cited by Ross in his
note (p. 542) on Aristotle Phys. 203ar10-11, and also especially 300
Nicomachus LA4. 1, 7 (13, 10 Hoche) #omi 8¢ &priov piv & oldv e elg S0
foa Buxipebfivan povébos péoov pf) TapspmiTTeUoTs, wEpITTOV B 1O kN Suvk-
uevov elg Buo Yoo peproBfjven §i1dx Thv Trpesipnudvny Tiis povddos pecrreiav.

UNITS HAVE MAGNITUDE

30r Aristotle Met. A, 986a15 (from 289) oaivovrar 87 xal
oUrol Tdv &piBudy voulzovres &pyx v elvan kai ds UAny tois olot. . ..

300 Euven is that which admits of division inte halves without the interposition of the
unit, odd is that which does not admit of division into halves because the unit is interposed
as described,

30X Euvidently, then, these thinkers also consider that number is the principle both as
matter for things. . ..
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302 Aristotle Met. M6, 1080b16 «ai of TTuBaydpeior & Bva, Tov
pednuorikdv (se. &pBudv gaowy elvan), ARV ol kexwpiopévoy &AN
#x rouTov Tds odofnTds olofas ovveoTavan paotv. ToV y&p GAov
oUpavdy Kataokeudzovowy i &pibudv, TAl ol povaBixév, WA
T povébos UmoAapPdvovaiv Eyeiv peyeBos: . . . povadikols Tous
&pBuovs elvar Tdves TiBao WA Tév Mulayopsioov:- . . . Eketvor B’
Exovras péyedos, xoldmrep elpryTan poTEpOV.

303 Aristotle Met. M8, 1083b8 & B¢ tév TTubaryopeicov Tpdmos
) pév EAdrrous Exer Buoyepelas TEV TpdTepov elpnuéveov, TR BE
{Blas Erépog. 1o pév yap pf) xwpioTdy ol oy dpifudy dpaipelran
ToAAE TGV dBuvdTev: T B T& gwpaTa € dmbuddv elvar ouykelpeva,
ked rov &piBudy tolrrov elvan pafnuamikdv, &Blvardy tomv. olre
y&p &ropa peyéln Aéyew &Andés, el §° &1 pddioTa Tolrrov Exer Tov
TpéTrov, ol al ye povddes péyedos Exouotv. péyebos 82 i dbapéroov
Tréds Suvarrdv, &AAG pi & ¥’ dpiBunTikds dpiBuds povaBixés EoTiv.
txelvol 8% rév dpbpov T& dvra Afyovoiv. T& yolv fewpriporta
Tpocdrrrovol Tols owpaoty &g EE Ekelvwy Svrwv TGV dp1Budv.*

T Aristotle has been discussing before this passage, and in the second
sentence quoted is referring to, the theory held by Plate and some of the
Platonists that number exists as a separate entity apart from sensible
things. On this theory see Ross, dr. Met, liii~lvii.

The unfortunate consequence of their diagrammatic representa-
tion of numbers was that the Pythagoreans, thinking of numbers
as spatially extended and confusing the point of geometry with

30z  Now the Pythagoreans also belicve in one kind of number—the mathematical; only
they say it is not separale but sensible substances are formed put of it. For they consiruct
the whole universe out of numbers—only not numbers consisting of abstract units; they
suppose the uniis lo have spatial magnitude.. .. All. . suppose numbers to consist of
abstract unils, except the Pythagoteans; but they suppose the numbers to have magnitude,
as has been said before. (Trans. Ross)

303 The doctrine of the Pythagoreans in one way affords fewer difficulties than those
befors named, but in another way has others peculiar to itself. For not thinking of number
as capable of exisiing separately removes many of the impossible consequences; but that
bodies should be composed of numbers, and that this should be mathematical number, is
impossible. For it is not true to speak of indivisible spatial magnitudes; and however much
there might be magnitudes of this sort, units at least have not magnitude; and how can
a magnitude be composed of indivisibles? But arithmetical number, at least, consists
of abstract units, while these thinkers identify number with real things; at eny
rate they apply their propositions lo bodies as if they consisted of those numbers.
(Trans, Ross)
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the unit of arithmetic, tended to imagine both alike as possess-
ing magnitude. It is true that Aristotle, in discussing the views
of earlier thinkers, often confronts them with such logical con-
sequences of their doctrines as they themselves never either
enunciated or foresaw; and no doubt in 303 he is, to some extent
at least, pursuing this usual practice. But 302 leaves no doubt that
the Pythagoreans did indeed assume, even though the assumption
was only tacit,” that units are spatially extended; and when we
come to consider the paradoxes of Zeno we shall find that it is
against this assumption, along with the confusion of points and
units, that they have their greatest force (see pp. 28gff).

* This is, I believe, a point of great importance. In his review of J. E.
Raven, Pythagoreans and Eleatics, G. Viastos (Gromon 25 (1953) 29-35),
following Heidel (4FP 61 (1940) 29 n. 58), cites 304 Aetius 1, 3, 19
“Expavros Zupaxouaios, i oy [hubayopelwv, wovrov & &Swdpera
copata ko 1O xevdy (se. dpxds dven): 1ds ydp HuBayopikds povddos
olros wpdTos dmegfivato cwuatikds. He then writes {p. 32): ‘ Whatever
may be the date of Ecphantus, this statement definitely implies that
nurmber-atomism was not regarded by the tradition stemming from
Theophrastus as an original feature of Pythagoreanism.” Even if we
accept, as we doubtless should, the view of both Heidel and Vlastos that
Ecphantus ‘was, at most, no earlier than the atomists and, more probably,
a fourth-century figure’ (Vlastos, p. 32 n. 1), I cannot myself accept the
implication which the statement of Aetius is said to carry. All that the
statement seemns to me to imply is that Ecphantus was the first Pythagorean
explicitly to acknowledge the consequences of Zeno's attack upon the tacit
confusion of the earlier Pythagoreans. The phrase ‘number-atomism’ too
casily suggests (as it was meant to do by Cornford, who used it freely) a
system in which units were explicitly stated to possess magnitude. It is
not therefore appropriate to the present reconstruction of Pythagoreanism,
which suggests only that the earlier Pythagoreans, like all the rest of the
Presocratics, failed to distinguish between the corporeal and the incor-
poreal. See further on Melissus, pp. 302 fl.

Nor, indeed, is that the full extent of the confusion. These unit-
points functioned also as the basis of physical matter: they were
regarded in fact as a primitive form of atom. When, therefore,
Aristotle speaks of number as ds UAny tois ooy, ‘functioning as
the material element in things’, or when, as he often does, he
asserts that the Pythagoreans regarded the universe as consisting

304 Lophantus of Syracuse, one of the Pythagoreans, held that the principles of all things
are indivisible bodies and void. For he was the first to say that the Pythagorean units were
corporeal,
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of numbers, he means that concrete objects were literally composed
of aggregations of unit-point-atoms. Two such passages are:

305 Aristotle Met. A8, ggoai8 (DKg8s22) #ni 8% mdds Bel
hofeiv alria pdv elvon t& ToU &pibuol wédn xal tov dpibudy Tév kard
1OV oUpavdv Svtwv xal yryvopévwy kal £§ &pyfis xad vilv, &piBudv
5 &AAov pndtva elvan wapd Tov dpibudy Toltov 2§ ol owicrnkey &
KOTHOS;

306 Aristotle Met. N3, 1ogoaz2o of 82 TTuBaydpeiot, Six 1o dpav
TOAAL TéV dpbudv wdln Umapyovra Tols alaofnTols odpacy,
elvon piv &piBuous Emoinoav T Svra, ol yowploTobs B, AN
é&pibuddy & dvra

THINGS EQUAL NUMBERS

307 Aristotle Mel. Ag, g85b26, from 289 dwel 8¢ ToUTwv of
&pifpol puoe pdyrol, &v B& Tols dpBuois £8okouv Becpelv SduoidpaTa
woAA& Tols olat xal yryvouévoss, pEiov i &v mupl xad v ked 8ar,
&1 1o utv rolovdl tév &pBudv wdfos Bikenoguvn, To 8% toovBi
wuyh kot vols, Erepov B2 xoapds kol TéV ENAwv &g elmelv &aoTov
dpolws. . ..

308 [Aristotle] Magna Moralia A1, 1182a11 wp&ros uiv olv
tveyeipnoe TTuBaryopas Trept &perfis elmelv, ok opBdds Bé- Tds yap
dpetds els tols &pibpols dvdycov olx olkefav T@v &petdv v
Becwplay Erroweire: ob yap foriv ) Bikaioolurn dpibuds todxs ioos,
(Cf. Ar. Eth. Nic. E8, 1132b21, DK58B4.)

305 Further, how are we lo combine the belief that the modifications of number, and
number itself, are causes of what exisis and happens in the heavens both from the beginning
and now, and that there is no other number than this number oul of which the world is
composed? {Trans. Ross)

306 But the Pythagoreans, because they saw tany atiribules of numbers belonging to
sensible bodies, supposed real things lo be numbers—not separable numbers, however, but
numbers of which real things consist. (Trans. Ross)

307 Since of these principles numbers are by nature the first, and in numbers they seemed
to see many resemblances to the things that exist and come into being—more than in fire and
earth and water {such and such a modification of numbers being justice, another being soul
and reason, another being opportunilty—and similarly almost all other things being
numerically expressible). . ..

308  Pythagoras first attempled to diseuss goodness, but not in the right way; for by
referring the virtues to numbers he made his study of them inappropriaie; for justice is not
a square number,
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309 Aristotle Met. M4, 1078b21 (DK 58B4) ol 8¢ Mubaydpeion
Tepdrepov Trept Tiveov SAlywv, Qv ToUs Adyous els rols &piBupous
qvijrrov, olov T ot kaupds i 1o Blkeiov f} ydpos, #kelvos [ie,
Socrates, not, asin DK, Democritus] 8 edAdyws &217el 16 Ti foriv,

310 Aristotle Met. A8, ggua22 (DK358B22), continuing 30§
Graw yap &v bl piv 16 péper 56Ea kal xaupds orrols f, uikpov Bé
&vooBev 1) kéereobev &Bixia kal kplois fi uifis, dwodeifiv 88 Aéywow &n
ToUtwy piv Ixaortov &pifuds fom, ouvppPalver Bt korrd Tov Tdmov
Tolrrov fiBn wAfifos elvar 18y ovnorapévaov peyeddv Bid 16 Td
waln Talta dxodouleiv Tols Tomors ExdoTos, wétepov olTos &
olrrés torv &pifuds, & &v TG olpawd, dv Bel AaPely &Ti ToUTwy
gxaorrdv dorriv, i rrapd rolrrov &Ahes;

We have seen in the last paragraph what the Pythagoreans
meant by their equation of concrete objects with numbers: they
meant that each such object consisted of a definite number of
unit-point-atoms. Accordingly we often find Aristotle protesting
against the Pythagoreans, as he does, for instance, at 311 de caelo
1, gooa17 (DK58r38): v& uév ydp @uoik& cwuarta galvera
Bépos Exovra kal kovpdrnTa, T&s 8 povdBas olTE odpa oty
oldv Te cuvmifeubvas olrre Péapos Exev. In 308, 309 and 310, how-
ever, we are concerned with equations of, to us at least, a very
different type: the equation of justice with &pifuds lodkis ioos—
i.e. the first square number, 4—seems clearly symbolical rather
than literal. It must once again be remembered, however, that
Greek thinkers were very slow to apprehend that anything could
exist without spatial extension. Empedocles, as we shall see (424),

309 The Pythagoreans had before this treated of a few things, whose definitions they
connected with numbers—e.g. opportunity, justice or marriage. But it was natural that
Socrates should seek the essence. (Trans. Ross)

310 When in one particular region they place opinion and opportunity, and, a little above
or below, injustice and sifting or mixture, and allege as proof of this that each one of these
is a number, and that in this place there is already a plurality of the extended bodies
composed of numbers just because the qualities of number that constitute these are
connected with these groups of places,—this being se, is this number, which we must
suppose each of these abstractions o be, the same number which is exhibited in the material
universe, ot is it another than this? (Trans, Ross, altered in accordance with his notes
on Ar. Met. ggoa2s and 26, pp. 184-3)

3%¥  For natural bodies are manifestly endowed with weight and lightness, but an
assemblage of units can neither be compased to form a body nor possess weight. (Trans,
Stocks)
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still speaks of his moving principles (as we might call them}, Love
and Strife, as ‘equal in length and breadth to the four elements’,
and likewise Anaxagoras describes his Nous as ‘the finest and
purest of substances’ (§03). Plato seems to have been the first Greek
to have consciously thought that anything could exist otherwise
than in space, and he was followed in this respect by Aristotle.*
But that these two were the exception rather than the rule is
suggested by the fact that the Stoics still regarded justice, for
instance, as extended in space. It seems most probable, therefore,
that these early Pythagoreans had not clearly distinguished in their
own minds between such equations as, on the one hand, ‘A man
=250 and, on the other, ‘Justice=4’. The question in 3Io,
whether it is the same kind of number in each case, is not only, in
fact, perfectly legitimate, but should probably be answered (though
here again the Pythagoreans’ assumption was doubtless only tacit
rather than explicit) in the affirmative. Aristotle himself, having
learnt the distinction between the concrete and the abstract, fails to
see the confusion underlying the Pythagorean equations of abstracts
with numbers. But even if those equations had been intended, as
Cornford supposes (Plato and Parmenides 26), to be merely sym-
bolical, they would still have had little appeal to a mind such as
Aristotle’s.

T Both Plato’s Ideas and Aristotle’s Unmoved Mover are explicitly stated

by their authors to be not in space. See Plato Tim. 52¢ and Aristotle
Met, Ng, 1073a5.

COSMOGONY

(i) The first unit

312 Aristotle Met. N3, 1og1a12  &romov 3¢ xai yéveow Trouiv
&uBloov Svreov, wEAAov 8 B 1 Tddv &Buvdereov. ol udv olv TTulaydpeiot
ToTepov oU Tratoliow i woiolion yéveow oUbty Bel Siordzewv - pavepds
Y&p Myouow s ToU dvds cuoToBfvTas, el & Emiméboov elT’
yxpords €1 &k omépparos €1 E Qv dwopolow elmelv, elbUs TO
Eyyrora Tol &meipov & elAkeTo kal Erepadvero Umrd ol méparos.

3%2 It is strange also to altribute generation to eternal things, or rather this is one of the
things that are impossible. There need be no doubt whether the Pythagereans attribute
generation o them or net; for they obvivusly say that when the one had been constructed,
whether out of planes or of surface or of seed or of elements which they cannot express,
ummediately the nearest part of the unlimtted began to be drawn in and limited by the limil.
(After Ross)
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313 Aristotle Met. M6, 1080b2o (DK 58Bg) {omitted from the
middle of 302) &mwws B¢ o wpdrov &v cuvioTn Exov upéysbos,
dropeiv Eolkao.

The mode of generation of ‘the first unit with magnitude’ is
indeed, as Aristotle complains, one of the most mysterious features
of the Pythagorean cosmology, and there is no reliable evidence
apart from Aristotle’s own words to enable us to solve the problem.
Fortunately, however, Aristotle’s three suggestions in 312, which
‘must have been prompted’, as Cornford says (Plato and Parmenides
19; cf. Ross’s note ad loc.), ‘by known features of the system’, give
us something to go on. Surfaces do certainly play a large part
in Pythagorean cosmology; and ypoiw& is to the Pythagoreans, as
Aristotle himself tells us, so inseparable an aspect of surface that
the two words are actually synonymous:

314 Aristotle de sensu 3, 439230 T yd&p Ypdua §f &v & méparti
toTiv | mépas. 816 xai of TluBaydpeior Ty Fmodveiav ypoidw
ixdAouv.

Since, however, surfaces do not appear to be generated till a later
stage in cosmogony (see pp. 253 fI.), it is the third suggestion
that appears the most plausible. ‘This biological conception’, as
Cornford again wrote (ibid.}, ‘fits the notion of the world as a
living and breathing creature’ (cf. 312 and also 316 below),
‘which, like other living things, would grow from a seed to its full
form. It also fits in with the position of the male principle under
Limit, the female under Unlimited, in the Table of Opposites.’
This notion of the seed certainly looks like an early doctrine (cf.
the genealogical concept of cosmogony exemplified in ch. 1}, and
its connexion with another Pythagorean view which there is reason
to regard as early, namely the Table of Opposites {see p. 241
note 2), serves perhaps to confirm what we might anyhow suspect.

The early Pythagoreans may well, therefore, have initiated the
cosmogonical process by representing the male principle of Limit
as somehow implanting in the midst of the surrounding Unlimited
the seed which, by progressive growth, was to develop into the
visible universe. Here once again, however, it is possible that they

3¥3 But how the first unit with magnitude was constructed, they seem at a loss to
describe.

314 For colour is either contained in the limit or actually is limil; and so the Pytha-
goreans regarded surface and colour as synonymous.
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felt no need, and consequently, as Aristotle’s words in both 312
and 313 certainly suggest, simply omitted, to explain this mysterious
beginning of cosmogony.

(ii) The vord
315 Aristotle Physics A6, 213b22  elvar & Epacay kai of Tluba-
vépeior kevdy, xod fraioifvon oUTGY TE oupavy Ek ToU doreipov
Trvelpd et G dvamrvéovtt xad T xevdy, & Biopizel Tds QUoEls, @F
Svros Tol xevol Ywpiopol Tivos 1év EpeEfis xad tfis Broploews xal
ToUt" elvon wpddTov Ev Tols dpifuciss 1O y&p wevov Biopliev Ty
pUow olrrév.
316 Stobaeus Anth. 1, 18, 1¢ (quoting Aristotle) &v B¢ % Trepl
1fis Tubaydpou gihooopias TodTw ypdee ToHv v olpavdv elvon
fva, Ereiodyector 82 &k ToU duelpov ypdvov e xal mvoly xad 1o
kevov, & Soplzer dxdoroow Tag Ywpas del.
317 Alexander Met. 512, 37 (commenting on Ar, Met. Z11,
1036b8, 406) &mwadd ydp Suds fom TO WpdTov SidoTatov
(els mpdrmy y&p Ty BudBa 1) povds Siton, kol oUtws els Ty
Tpidda kal ToUs EERs &pibuols), elmep Opigdueba, ool (se. the
Pythagoreans), v ypouudy, oU xphy Aéyewv ol mdoov ép’ By
BidoTarov, SAAE ypouud EoTi TS TpdiTov BikaTaTov,
I The text and precise meaning of this sentence are doubtful: ot G
Philoponus Stobaeus, abrd EFI]; mvedparos codd. Philoponus in lemmate
Stobaeus, wvelua Simplicius Tennemann Heidel, TveGud e Diels, fortasse
E*.—Ross prints odrtd and mvebparos, with some hesitation; but the
paraphrases of Philoponus {610, 8; 615, 23) and Simplicius (to whom
Themistius is here closely similar) say nothing about infinite breath, but
merely mention ‘the surrounding infinite’ or ‘that which Hes outside’:

so 318 Simplicius Phys. 651, 26 .. .70 xevdv Ewaorven 1§ xdoue olov
dvamviovr fitor elomviovtt almd® domep el dmd ol Efwlev wepikeyu-

3%5  The Pythagoreans, too, held that void exists and that breath(?) and void enter from
the Unlimited inlo the heaven itself which, as it were, inkales; the void distinguishes the
natures of things, being a kind of separating and distinguishing factor between lerms in
series. This happens primarily in the case of numbers; for the void distinguishes their nature.
316 In the first boek of his work On the philosophy of Pythagoras he writes that
the universe is one, and that from the unlimited there are drawn inte it time, breath and the
void, which constantly distinguishes the places of the various classes of thing.

317  For since the dyad is the first extension ( for the unit first extended into the dyad, so
to the triad and the numbers in succession), if we define the line, the Pythagoreans say, we
should not call it quantity extended in one dimension, but the line is the first extension.
3X8 ... The void enters the universe, which, as it were, inhales or breathes it in, just
like breath, from that which surrounds it.
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pévoy. This suggests that Simplicius read wvelpe in his text of Aristotle,
and that mvetpa belongs to the inhalation image (according to Simplicius,
though not to Philoponus and Themistius, it is explicitly a simile, i.e. dsin
315 means ofov). If Simplicius is correct we must accept abré and mrvelpa
in Aristotle, and the meaning will be: *. . .and there enters into the universe
itself out of the infinite, as though the universe were inhaling breath, even
the void’. This eliminates the surprising idea (which is anyhow irrelevant
to Aristotle’s point) that the world draws in breath as well as the void; though
the idea was accepted by Stobaeus in 316, perhaps through an ambiguity
of Aristotle’s language.

However it came into being, the first unit seems forthwith to
have begun, as it were, to inhale the surrounding Unlimited.
Exactly as, in 297, the Even was said to be ‘taken in and limited
by the Odd’, so in 312 ‘the nearest part of the Unlimited was
drawn in and limited by Limit’—or rather, to be precise, by the
first unit functioning as Limit. And now, in 315 and 316, we learn
something of the consequences of this progressive ‘inhalation’:
whether or not breath and time came with i, at all events the void
entered in from outside. The function of the void is to keep things
apart—and things include the units of arithmetic. Unfortunately
Aristotle himself nowhere in his extant works tells us anything at
all of the first consequence of this ‘inhalation’ of the void by the
first unit; but 317, which, in the opinion of Ross, ‘was probably
derived from Aristotle’s lost work on the Pythagoreans’ (note on
Ar. Met. Z11, 1036b8), seems to fill the gap. Apparently the first
unit, like other living things, began at once to grow, and somehow
as the result of its growth burst asunder into two; whereupon the
void, fulfilling its proper function, keeps the two units apart, and
thus, owing to the confusion of the units of arithmetic with the
points of geometry, brings into existence not only the number 2
but also the line. So the process is begun which, continuing
indefinitely, is to result in the visible universe as we know it.

(iit) Points, lines, planes and solids

319 Speusippus ap. Theologumena Arithmeticae p. 84, 1o de Falco
{DK44a13) 7o pév y&p &v omiypn, & 8 SUo ypouprd, t& 8¢
Tpia Tpiywvov, T& 8¢ Téooapa mupapls. Tolra 8¢ wévra foTl
Twpldra kad &pyai TV kol Eaovov Suoyeviv. . .Td olTd 8¢ kad

319 For 1 is the point, 2 the line, g the trigngle and 4 the pyramid. Al these are primary,
the first principles of individual things of the same class. . .and the same holds in generation
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dv Th) yevioerr trpar pév y&p &oyt eis péyebos oy, Seurdpa
yeaupn, Tpitn Emedveaia, TETADTOV OTEPEOV.
320 Aristotle Met. N3, 10ogobs (with which cf. . Z2, 1028
b1s, 405) celoi 8¢ Tives of &k ToU wepara elvon kol Eoyora THY
otiypnv utv ypapupdis, Taumnv § Emméboy, rolrro 8 tol orepect,
olovTan elvan dudyxny Tolatas puoels elvaa.

317 has already told us that, having generated the number 2,
which equals the line, the first unit ‘proceeds in the same way to
the number g and the other numbers in succession’; and just as
2 equals the line, so also, we learn from 319, 3 equals the triangle,
the simplest plane figure, and 4 the tetrahedron, the simplest
solid. By the time of Aristotle there were already two different
accounts given of the way in which the first unit proceeded to
generate in turn the line, the plane and the solid. Besides the
apparently primitive method with which we are at present
concerned, by which the ‘inhalation’ of the void resulted in the
division of the first unit into 2, 3 and 4 in succession, there was also
a more sophisticated view by which the first unit ‘flowed’ into a
line, the line into a plane and the plane into a solid. By this
method, however, which looks like a later refinement of the other,
the resulting figures are obviously not, as in 319, the triangle and
the tetrahedron, but rather the square and the cube.* There is little
doubt that the view of the early generation of Pythagoreans we are
now considering is that preserved by Speusippus in 319;* and if, as
is usually assumed, 320 also refers to the Pythagoreans, then we
have Aristotle’s authority for the conclusion that points, lines and
planes, being regarded as gUoers, i.c. separate entities, played a
vital part in Pythagorean cosmogony.

¥ Aristotle himself mentions this more sophisticated method at 32X 4e
an. A4, 40924 Emel paot kivnBeioav ypauphy brbweSov wowly, otiyphv 5t
ypauuny, kot o Ty povdbov kivfioas ypauual Egovtar. | yap oTiyps
uovds tomi Béow Exovoa. Whoever it was who first held this view, therefore,

too; for the first principle in magnitude is the point, the second the line, the third surface and
the fourth the solid.

320 There are some who, because the point is the limil and extreme of the line, the line
of the plane, and the plane of the solid, think there must be real ihings of this sort.
(Trans. Ross)

321 For they say that the movement of a line creales a plane and that of the point a line;
and likewise the movements of units will be lines. For the point is a unit having position.
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it is at least pre-Aristotelian. Butin any case Sextus is probably right when,
in the course of a long discussion of the two methods, he first describes that
with which we are concerned and then proceeds as follows: 322 Sextus
ado. math. x, 281 Tivig 8 dmd tvds onuelov Td odpd gac owioTacbai-
rowrl yap 1o onpelov pudy ypauuhv &rorehsiy, Hv 5 ypaupdv pusicav
#rimeBov Twoietv, Todvo 6f clg Pdbos kivnBiv 1o odpa yewdy Tpixd Bidorartov.
Sroptper B2 1§y Toralrn oV TTubayopikdv ordois Tis Tév potépwy. In the
present chapter we need consider in detail only the method resulting in the
tetrahedron rather than the cube,

% The extract from Speusippus is introduced by the author of Thesl.
Arithm. as follows: 323 Theol. Arithm. 82, 10 de Falco Zwevormmos. . . &
Tév EonpiTog omovbucfaodv ded MuBayepixdv dxpodaewy, pdoTa 5t TV
Didorbov ouyypaupdtwy, BPAIBISy T ouwwTdlog Yhagupdy dmiypoype
ptv autd Tlept Mvbayopikv dpidpdv... . Though the extant fragments
ascribed to Philolaus are of very doubtful authenticity (see pp. 308 f.),
there can be little doubt that Speusippus is here at least preserving a
genuinely early Pythagorean doctrine. Cf. also the sixth of the list of
cleven Tetractyes preserved by Theo, where all but the second--that
consisting of the *numbers by which Plato constructs the soul in the
Timaeus—would seem to be derived from a Pythagorean source: 324
Theo Smyrnacus g7, 17 Hiller &crn 8¢ {sc. Terpotis) Tév guoutvoov,
0 udv oméppa dvdhoyov povdds kad onpete, 1 5¢ glg ufikos alifn Budd kal
ypauud, § 8¢ els whdros Tpiddt xal Emgavely, 1y Bt els whyos TeTpdbr kal
orepedd. This passage is of interest as confirming two points already made:
first, that the first unit may have been deposited in the Unlimited like a
seed {cf. 312 and comment); and second, that the generation of numbers,
geometrical figures and physical bodies is achieved by one and the same
process {cf. pp. 246 ff.).

So far, then, thanks to the tacit confusion between the unit of
arithmetic and the point of geometry, the first unit has by one and
the same process generated both the next three numbers in the
series and the three dimensions. But once again the confusion does
not stop there. Jjust as the number 4, being composed of four unit-
points, is equated with the simplest geometrical solid, so also that
geometrical solid, being composed of four point-atoms, is itself a

322 Some say that the solid body is constructed from a single pointy this point, by
Sluxion, creates the line, the line, by fluxion, makes the plane, and it in turn, by moving
upwards or downwards, generates the three-dimensional body. But this section of the
Pythagoreans differs from the earlier.

323 Speusippus. . .drawing on the Pythogorean doctrines tha! have always been
particulorly valued, and especially the writings of Philolaus, compnled an accomplished
treatise which he entitled * On Pythagorean numbers’.. ..

324 The sixth tetractys is of things that grow. The seed is analogous to the unit and
point, growth in length lo the dyad and the line, growth in breadth to the triad and the
plane, growih in depth to the tetrad and the solid.
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physical body. The generation of the number-series is to the
Pythagoreans, in other words, both the generation of the objects
of geometry and also cosmogony. Since things equal numbers, the
first unit, in generating the number series, is generating also the
physical universe.

(iv) Qualitative distinctions

325 Aristotle Met. As, 986a1s, from 289 gaivovrar Bf) xal
olTor Tov &piBudv vopizovtes &pynyv elvar kal dog UAnv Tols oliol kat
dos w&On Te wad E6g15. . ..

326 Aristotle Met. A8, ggoatiz2 (DK 58s22) (immediately pre-
ceding 305} &1 8¢ elte Soin Tis alrrols k ToUTwv elvan o péyebos
eire BeryBein ToUro, Spws Tive Tpdmov foTen T& pév kolpa T Bt
Pépos EyovTta T4V gwuktwy; € v ydp UroTiBevTon xal Aéyouo,
oty pdhAov Tepl TGV pobnuaTikdy AMyouo: gwpdrwv fi epl TGV
alofnTdv: 51d mepl mupds 1§} yiis f| TRV A THY TotoUTww
gwudtwy o8’ dmiolv elpfikacw, &re ovbitv mepl THV olobntddv
oluai Aéyovres 1Biov.

327 Aristotle Mel. Nj, 1092b8 olUfév 8¢ Sicbpiorar o0dE dmo-
Tépaws ot &piBuoi alior TV olo1@v kal Tol elvay, rdTepov s dpot,
olov ai onypad T&v peyeBdv. . .(see 402), f§ &1 [6] Adyos 1§
ouppovia dplipdv, dpotes Be kai &vlpwmos kal 1dv dhhwy EkagTov;
T& B 51y wdln mwds &pibpod, TO Asukdy xad yAuky kol TO Bepudv;

On their implicit assumption that units, points and atoms are
identical, the Pythagoreans have now succeeded in explaining the
bare existence of physical bodies. But they have not yet begun to
explain the fact, which they can hardly have overlooked, that one
such physical body differs in appearance and behaviour from

325 Evidently, then, these thinkers also consider that number is the principle both as
matter for things and as forming their modifications and their permaneni states. . ..

326  Furiher, if we either granted them that spatial magnitude consists of these elements,
or this were proved, still how would some bodies be light, and others have weight? To judge
JSrom what they assume and maintain, they speak no more of mathematical bodies than of
perceplible; hence they have said nothing whatever about fire or earth or the other bodies
of this sort, I suppose because they have nothing lo say which applies peculiarly to
perceptible things. (Trans. Ross)

327 Once more, it has tn no sense been determined in which way numbers are the causes
of substances and of being—1whether (1) as limits (as points are of spatial magnitudes) . . .
or (2) is it because harmony is a ratio of numbers, and so is man and everything else? But
how are the attributes——white and sweet and hot--numbers? {Trans. Ross}
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another. The question that Aristotle asks in 326 is not, perhaps,
very difficult to answer: presumably bodies are light when they
contain a high proportion of void, and heavy when the proportions
are reversed. But the question at the end of 327 (even if ana-
chronistic, since the distinction had not yet been drawn between
qualities and things) is by no means so simple and can only be
answered with a conjecture. Every body consists, in varying
proportions, of the two fundamental components, Limit and Un-
limited ; and those two fundamental components have each, as the
Table of Opposites shows, their respective manifestations in
different spheres. According, therefore, as either Limit or Un-
limited prevails in the constitution of a thing, so presumably will
that thing reveal more of the one principle’s manifestations—
more, for instance, of rest, straightness, goodness or light—and less
of the other. This is admittedly a very unsatisfactory explanation
of so important a factor in cosmology as qualitative distinctions.
But this particular deficiency in the Pythagorean system should
surprise us the less when we find, as we do, that this is one of the
grounds on which Aristotle most strongly and repeatedly criticizes
the Pythagoreans.

(v} Astronomy

328 Aristotle Met. Aj, 98628, from 289 .. .&wedn TéAsov 7
Bexds elvon Boxel kol &ooav mepteidngfvan v TV &pibuddv guow,
kol T& pepdusve kard TOV oUpawody Sika pév elvad gaov, dvtwy 88
dvvia pdvov Tédv pavepdv Bi& Tolro Sexdrrny ThHv dvtiyfova rololiow.
Sidpiorran B8 mepl Tourwov v Erépols fuiv dxpiPéaTepov.

329 Aristotle de caelo B13, 293218 1@v mhAelorwv éwl ToU péoov
kelofBon Aeydvrwv (se. Tiv yfiv). . .dvavtics of epl v ‘lraiiay,
kehoUpevor 8¢ ThuBorydpelot, Afyousv. Emi pév yap ol péoou Trip
elvad paoi, v 88 yijv &v Tdv Gorpwv oloav ki pepopvny mept
6 péoov wkra Te xal fjuépav owiv. B § dvarriav AN Todr

328 As the number 10 is thought lo be perfect and to comprise the whole nature of
numbers, they say that the bodies which move through the heavens are ten, but as the visible
bodies are only nine, to meet this they invent a lenth-—the ‘ counter-earth’. We have discussed
these matters more exactly elsewhere.

329 Most people say that the earth lies at the centre of the universe, . . . but the Italian
philosophers known as Pythagoreans take the contrary view. At the centre, they say, is fire,
and the earth is one of the stars, creating night and day by its circular motion about the
centre. They further consiruct another earth in opposition lo ours to which they give the
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KorTaokevdzovot yiiv, fiv &uriyfova dvoua kaholow, ol 1rpds T&
pavépeva Tous Adyous kad Tas alrlas grprolivees, A& rpds Tvas
Adyous kal 56§as alimdv Té PoIvOUEVS TTPOGEAKOVTES Kol TTEIPGILEVOL
ouykoopEiv. molols 8 &v kol Erépois ouvBoEeie pn Belv i) yij v
Tol ptoou ywpav drobiBovay, 1o miordy olk &k 1év gouvoptva
dBpolicw GAAL pBAAov &k TéV Adywv. TG y&p TunwTdTy olovta
TPOOHKELY TNV TIMWTETTY Umdpyslv Ywpav, evon 8¢ wip pév yiis
TipoTepoy, 1O Bt répas ToU perafy, 16 & foyotov kai Td péoov
Teépagt ot ik rovrrwv dvodoyizduevol ok olovron gt ol pioov Tijs
oeaipas kelobar alrmiy, dAAK pddhov 16 wip. (b1} &1 8 of ye ITuba-
Yopeior ki Bik Td pdMioTa mrpoofikey pUALTTESBOL TO KupigyTaTOY
Tol rravrds ' 1o Bt péoov elvai rotolirov: & Aids puaxtiy dvopdouos,
T ToTNY EXOV THV Xwpav TUp, Gomep TO péoov &AGs Asydusvov
kard 70 ToU peytfous péoov kol Tol rpdyuartos &v péaov kai THis pUoews.
kaitor ke&mep dv Tois 3015 ol Tadrrdv Ta rol zeov kel Tol odyaros
péoov, alras UmoAnmrréov udAdov kal mepl Tov dhov obpavdv.?

330 Aristotle de caelo Bg, 2gob 12 pavepdv § ik ToUTwv ém xad
1o gpavar yiveoBon gepoptvwov (se. Tdv Gorpowv) dpuoviav, dx
ULV Yivoptvwy TV wopwv, kopwds pev glpntal kad meprrrdds
urtd rédv elmdvTwv, ol piv olmws Exst TdAnE. Boxel ydp v
dvaryxaiov elvar TnAikoUTw @epoptviov guwudrwy yiyveoSo wogov,
Emel xal TV Tap’ Auiv olre ToUs dykous Eydvrwy foous olre

name counter-earth. In all this they are not seeking for theories and causes to account for
observed facts, but rather forcing their observations and trying to accommodate them lo
certain theories and opinions of their own. But there are many others who would agree that
it &5 torong to give the earth the central position, looking for confirmation rather to theory
than to the facts of observation. Their view is that the most precious place befits the most
precious thing: bul fire, they say, is more precious than earth, and the limit than the inter-
mediate, and the circumference and the centre are limits. Reasoning on this basis they take
the view that it is nol earth that lies at the centre of the sphere, but rather fire. (bt) The
Pythagoreans have a further reason. They hold that the most important part of the world,
which is the centre, should be most strictly guarded, and name il, or rather the fire which
occupies that place, the * Guard-house of ZJews', as if the word “centre’ were quile
unequivocal, and the centre of the mathematical figure were always the same with that of
the thing or the natural centre. But it is betler to conceive of the case of the whole heaven
as analogous to that of animals, in which the centre of the animal and that of the body are
different. (After Stocks)

330 From all this it is clear that the theory that the movement of the stars produces a
harmony, i.e. that the sounds they make are concordant, in spite of the grace and originality
with which it has been stated, is nevertheless untrue. Some thinkers suppose that the motion
of bodies of thai size must produce a noise, since on our earth the motion of bodies far
inferior in size and in speed of movement has that effect. Also, when the sun and the moon,
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ToOoUTY Tdyel gepopbvwov fidlov B8 xal gehfivns, En Te TogodTwy
10 mAfifos GoTpoov kel TO pdyelos gepoptveov T TdyE TololrTnv
popdv, &BlvaTov ufy ylyvesBar wogov &unyavév Tiva 1o péyedos.
UrroBuevor 8¢ raUra kad TdS TayuTiiTos ik TGV dTooTdoewy Eew
“Tous T8V aupguoviddy Adyous, Evapudvidy gaot yiyveofal thy vy
pepougveoy kUKAw TRV &otpwv. Emel 8 &Aoyov Soksl TO pfy ouv-
axove Huds Tiis poviis ToadTns, admov TolTou gaoiv elven 1o yryvo-
pévols eUBUs Umrdpyev Tov Yooy, dote uf) SidbnAov elvan rpog THY
fvavriov oryny: mpds EAANAa ydp Qoviis Kol otyfis elven v
Bikyveooiy, dorte xaldmep Tols xohkotUmols Bik ouwvndaiav obbiv
Bokel Sraxpépetv, kai Tols &vlpdmrols Talrrd oupPaivev.

There is unfortunately no sure means of precisely dating either of
these celebrated doctrines, the Counter-Earth (328 and 329') and
the ‘Harmony of the Spheres’ (330). The former is explicitly
attributed by Aetius to Philolaus;? but despite the relative reliabi-
lity of its source the attribution has often been doubted. On the
whole it seems legitimate provisionally to accept the attribution of
the Counter-Earth doctrine to Philolaus (see pp. 307 ff.), while the
doctrine of the ‘Harmony of the Spheres’, which is considerably
less complicated, may perhaps be surmised to have onginated
early in the fifth century s.c., when, thanks to Pythagoras’ own
discovery that the intervals of the musical scale could be expressed
as numerical ratios (see pp. 229f), the Pythagoreans seem, in
Aristotle’s words in 289, to have ‘collected and fitted into their
scheme all the properties of numbers and scales which they could
show to agree with the attributes and parts and the whole arrange-
ment of the heavens’.

! Simplcius, paraphrasing, expanding, and commenting on this passage,

adds just sufficient detail, derived in part from Aristotle’s lost work On the

Pythagoreans, to be worth quoting at some length: 33X Simplicius de caelo

they say, and all the stars, so great in number and in size, are moving with so rapid a
motion, how should they not produce a sound tmmensely great? Starting from this argument
and from the observation that their speeds, as measured by their distances, are in the same
ratios as musical concordances, they assert that the sound given forth by the circular move-
meni of the stars is a harmony. Since, howeuver, if appears unaccountable that we should
not hear this music, they explain this by saying that the sound is in our ears from the very
moment of birth and is thus indistinguishable from its contrary silence, since sound and
silence are discriminated by mutual contrast. What happens to men, then, is just what
happens to coppersmiths, who are so accustomed fo the noise of the smithy that it makes no
difference io them. (Trans. Stocks)

33X In the centre of the universe they say there is fire, and round the centre moves the
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511, 26 &v piv 1@ plog ToU mavtds nilp dvai gaoy, 1epl 8t 16 ooy Thy
dvrixfova eipeobal gaot yhv oloav kel alrry, dvriySova 52 kahoupévny
Budx o £E bvavrias TiBe Ti) yi) elven, petd B vhy dvrixfova A ¥ A8 pepouivn
kot alreny repl 1¢ ploov, petd B2 THY yijv f| oedvn ol ydp altds (se.
Aristotle) &v 16 mepl Tév MuBayopixdv loropel - THY 8¢ yijv ds Bv Téw dorpwv
oUoav xivoupdiny 1repl 16 pégov kaTd THY Tpos Tdv flov oydow vikTa kel
fiuépov rowiv. A B8 durixBoov kivoupbuny wepl 1O ooy kad Brropévn T yh
TorTy Uy Oplron 0@ fudv Bid 1o dmmpoolelv fiiv del 1o tfig yHs
oGua.. ., téAeiov yop dpilpdy Umoléuevor ThHy Sexdda fPolAovro kal tdv
KUKAGQOPTITIKGY sapdTov Tov &pbudv els Sexdda ouvieyew. Bévtes olv, pnot,
Thy &mhavfi piav ket Tés Thaveopévas Errtd kal THY yiv Taltiw i) &vriyBovt
™y BxdBa owvemhfipwoay. kad olrw piv altds & rdv TTudayopsicov
amedeifaror of Bt yvnowdrepoy odriiv uetaoyovres wip v dv T4 pow
AMyouan Ty Snjucupy ik Buvauw T ik péoov Triioay T Yiiv 2woyoveloay
kad 1o dmeyuyubvov alrfis dvaldimouoav: Bid of piv Znvds mupyoy alrd
xedoliow, ¢ airrds bv tois TTuBayopixois loTopnoey, of B Ads quicxiy,
@5 &v Toures, of B2 Aids Bpdvoy, ds &Ahot gasiv. Hilda Richardson (CQ 20
{1926) 11g) argues, on the basis of this passage and a number of other less
definite indications, that ‘the earliest generations of the Pythagorean
school conceived of fire as existing at the heart of their central, spherical
earth’. But whether this is so or not, Simplicius himself evidently believed
that the earlier Pythagorean theory was geocentric, and that the more
sophisticated doctrine was a later refinement.

2 332 Actius 11, 7, 7 (DK 44A18) ®iAdhaos wip dv pboow wepl 16 kévrpov
Smep borvioy ol wowTog kodel kel A1dg olkov xed unTépa Beddv Poopdy e Kol
ouvexTiv kol uéTpov guosms. xal éy Tlp ETEpov AvwTaTw TO TMERPEXOV.
wodrrov § elven glost To péoov, wept 88 vTolto Sixa odyara fela yopeuaw,
[ovupowdv]} {peTd THv Tév &mhaviiv cepaipav) TolUs E whaviiTas, ued” ols Moy,

counter-earth, being itself an earth, and called the counter-earth because it is opposite this
earth of ours; and afler the counter-earth comes our earth, whick also moves around the
cenire; and after the earth comes the moon; for so Aristotle records in his work On the
Pythagoreans. The earth, being one of the stars and moving around the centre, makes day
and night in accordance with its position retative to the sun. The counter-earth, as it moves
around the centre following aur earth, is invisible to us because the bulk of the earth is
always in the way.. . . For on their assumption that the decad is the perfect number, they
wished to bring the number of bodies revelving in a circle also up to ten. And so, Aristolle
says, positing the sphere of the fixed stars as one, the planets as seven, and then this earth of
ours, they completed the decad with the counter-earth. So Aristotle expounded the Pytha-
goreans’ views; but the more genuine members of the school regard fire at the centre as the
creative force which gives life to the whole earth from the centre and warms its cold parts;
and so some call it the * Tower of Jeus’, as Aristotle recorded in On the Pythagoreans,
others the * Guard-house of Zeus’, as he says here, others again the ¢ Throne of Zeus’, as
other authorities tell us.

332 Philolaus places fire around the centre of the universe, and calls it the ¢ Hearth of the
world’, the * House of Jeus’, * Mother of the Gods®, * altar, bond and measure of nature’.
Then again there is another fire enveloping the universe at the circumference. But he says
that the centre is by nature primary, and around the centre ten divine bodies dance—first
the sphere of the fixed stars, then the five planets, next the sun, then the moon, then the earth,
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U’ & o vy, U9’ § Thy yiiv, U’ § Th dvrixfove, ped & olprovra 1o wip
doriag wepl T xévTpa T&Ew Eméxov, The supplement wetd. . .ogaipav is
by Diels, oupavév being presumably a marginal gloss,

(vi}) The soul

333 Aristotle Met. A5, g85b2g, from 289 .. .Td piv roiovBi TV
&piBuddv dbos Sikeoouvn, 1o 8¢ TorovBl yuyd) xad vols. . ..

334 Aristotle de anima A2, 404216 Eowe B¢ xod TO Tapd TV
TTuBaryopeicov Asyduevov Tiv olriyv Exewv Biavoiav: Epaoav yép
Tives oy yuyty elven TG dv T &épr Elouara, of Bt Td Ttalta
kwolby. wepl 8¢ Tolrwv elpntalr, B1om ouvex s paiveral Kwolpsva,
k&v ) vrvepia ovTeATs.

335 Aristotle de amma A4, 407b27 wod ARy 8 T 84
Tapabiborar mepl wuyfis. . . Gppoviav ydp Tva oty Aéyouot:
kai yap TV dpuoviav xpdow xal olvleow dvavtiwv elvon xol 1o
odpa ovykelofo £ dvavtioov, Cf. Ar. Pol. ©5,1340b18 (DK 58841)
and Plato Phaedo 86B—c.

336 Aristotle de anmima Asj, g407b20o ol 8¢ wévov Emyeipolot
Atyeiv roldv 11 f) Yuyh, trepl B8 ol Befopbvou odparos olbty
ET1 wpooBiopizouvoiy, Gomep EvBeyouevov ko Tous TTubaryopikous
uubous iy Tuyoloav wuyfv els 1o Tuyov dvblecbar odua.

Here we have at least four different (though not necessarily
mutually exclusive) views of the soul, each of which is said by
Aristotle to be Pythagorean. Once again the attempt to date them
can rest only upon conjecture. It seems probable that the view
in 334, that the soul is either the motes in the air or that which

then the counter-earth, and finally the fire of the * Hearih’, which has its station around
the centre.

333 . ..such and such a modification of numbers being justice, another being sonl and
reasont. . ..

334 The theory held by the Pythagoreans seems to have the same purport; for some of
them said that the soul is the motes in the air, others that it is what moves them, They
spoke of motes because they are evidenily in continual motion, even when there is a complele
calm.

338 Another theory has been handed down to us about the soul.. .. They say that it is a
kind of attunement; for altunement is a blending and composing of oppesites, and the
body is constituted of opposites.

336 Bul they only attempt to say what sort of a thing the soul is, while concerning the
body that is to receive it they specify nothing further, as if it were possible, by the Pytha-
gorean tales, for any chance soul to enter into any chance body.
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moves them, belongs to the early and unwittingly corporealist
gencration which thought that units were extended in space. The
doctrine in 335, on the other hand, that the soul is an attunement
(which is of course reconcilable with the view mentioned in 333
that it is a wafog dpiBuddv) may have originated from the isovopia
view of health introduced by Alcmaeon (see pp. 234f), and in
that case would not have been held before his time. Finally, the
familiar belief in transmigration, to which Aristotle is clearly
referring in 336, is a belief of a different order, not being concerned
with the nature of the soul as such but rather with what befalls it.
This is one of the few traces of the religious side of Pythagoreanism
that are to be found in Aristotle’s extant writings; and it is note-
worthy that in this unusual context he uses, not the familiar form
MubBaydpeios, but the variant, very seldom found in his works,
MuBayopixds. The belief in transmigration goes back, as we saw
(pp. 2221.), to Pythagoras himself, but was certainly preserved,
throughout the whole of the fifth century at least, by the Acous-
matics (see p. 227).

It would be possible, if perhaps dangerously conjectural, to fit
all these theories into a consistent picture, as follows. The earliest
Pythagoreans might well have maintained that between its various
incarnations the soul, separated from a body, hovered in the air
like the motes in a sunbeam; and in that case others of the school,
feeling perhaps that this was too humble a part, preferred to
regard it rather as that which moved the motes (conceivably even
as the mrvelpa or mrvory (*breath’) of 315 and 316). Alcmaeon could
then have borrowed from these earliest Pythagoreans the belief,
which underlies also his own peculiar view of the soul (cf. p. 235},
that the soul is always in motion. Finally the next generation of
Pythagoreans, borrowing in their turn from Alcmaeon, may have
based upon his theory of health their own doctrine, by far the
most influential of those under discussion, that the soul was an
attunement of the bodily constituents.
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CHAPTER X

PARMENIDES OF ELEA

DATE

337 Plato Parmenides 127a fgn 8 81 & 'Avriglv Aéyawv Todv
TMuBdBwpov &1 &elkovTd oTe els TTavabrfivene 1& peydha Zhvewy Te
kal Tiappevidng. Tov piv olv Tlopuevidny el pdda 81 wpeofurny
elvat, opdBpa oAby, kehdy Bt k&yalov i Sy, mepl Ern udioTa
TrévTe Kad EEfkovTa Zveova 8t yyus Erdov TeTTapdkovra tére elva,
eopfixn B¢ xod yaplevra 18eiv- kol Afyeclon alrrdy meaBik& rol
TMappevibou yeyovévar. xerohuev 58 alrrois Epn Trapd 16 TTubodhpaw
s Telyous &v Kepapekéd ol 8 kal dpiéofon Tév e Zeokpdern kot
&Movs Tives pet’ olrrol ToAAows, EmibupolvTos dxoloa téiv rol
Zveovos ypapuudTwv—ToTe Yap abtd mpddTov Ut dxelvewy komobijvet
—2wkpdtn 88 slven tére ogbddpa véov. (Cf Plato Theaetetus 183
and Sophist 217 ¢ (both DK 284as), cach of which refers briefly
to the meeting of the young Socrates with the old Parmenides.)

338 Diogenes Laertius 1x, 23 (DK28A1) fxpaze 8¢ (sc. Par-
menides) kard Ty dvarny kol Enkoothv SAupmdSa (i.e. 504~
501 B.C.).

Whether or not Parmenides and Zeno ever visited Athens and
met there the young Socrates, Plato need not have been so precise
about their respective ages. The fact that he gives these details
strongly suggests that he is writing with chronological accuracy.
Socrates was just over seventy when he was put to death in
3G9 B.C., which means that he was born in 470/469. If we assume
that the words oc¢d8pa viov, ‘very young’, mean that he was under
twenty-five, then the meeting might have taken place between
450 and 445 B.c. This places Parmenides’ birth at about 515-

337 According to Antiphon’s account, Pythodorus said that Parmenides and leno once
came to Athens for the Great Panathenaea. Parmenides was well advanced in years—about
sixty-five—and very grey, but a fine-looking man. Zeno was then nearly forty, and tall and
handsome; he was said to have been Parmenides’ favourite. They were staying at Pytho-
dorus’ house outside the city-wall in the Ceramicus. Thither went Socrates, and several
others with him, in the hope of hearing Jeno’s treatise; for this was the first time Parmenides
and Zeno had brought it to Athens. Socrates was still very young at the time.,

338 Parmenides flourished in the sixty-ninth Olympiad.
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510 B.C. and Zeno's at about 490-485. Itis of course true that the
date given by Diogenes, which he probably derived from Apollo-
dorus, does not nearly square with this; but, as Burnet points out
(EGP170), ‘the date given by Apollodorus depends solely on that
of the foundation of Elea (540 B.c.), which he had adopted as the
Sfloruit of Xenophanes. Parmenides is born in that year, just as
Zeno is born in the year when Parmenides *“flourished”.” Unsatis-
factory as a late Platonic dialogue may be as evidence for
chronology, it can hardly be doubted that it is more reliable than
this. But in any case what really matters is not so much Par-
menides’ precise dates as his relation to the other Presocratics. We
shall see as we proceed that his poem certainly contains references
to Anaximenes (see p. 275) and perhaps also to Heraclitus (see
pp. 183 and 272), while both Empedocles and Anaxagoras refer
often and cbviously to Parmenides (cf. 414416, 497).

LIFE

339 Diogenes Laertius 1x, 21-3 (DK28a1) Hapuevibng TTupn-
tos "Ehedrns Bifjkovoe Zevogdvous. (volrrov (s, Xenophanes)
Gedgpaoros &v i) "Emrropd] "AvaidvBpou enoiv drolioar) Spuws
& oty dxoloas kal Zevogdvous oUk fikoholdnosy aUTd. Zkoavnos
B¢ xai "Apewvig Atoyalra T6 TTuBayopik®, ds Epny Zerricov, dvdpl
wevryrt pév, koAQ B kad dyad. & kad pEAlov Axodovlinoe kol
drobovdvros fpdov iBploaro yevous Te Umdpyewy Aaumpol kot
wAouTov, ki Ut "Apsiviou, GART ouy Ure Zevopdvous eis fouylav
wpoeTpdrrn . . .(23). . . Adyeran Bt kal vopous Belvan Tols TToAiTais, g
pno1 Zmetorerros v TG Tlepl pradcodguwv.®

340 Strabo 6, p. 252 Cas. (DK28a12) .. Ehav..., £ %
Mapuevibng xai Zivwv Eytvovro avbpes TTuBorydpeior. Boxel BE pot
wed B Exelvous kal En wpdrepov ebvopnBijvan.

339 Parmenides of Elea, son of Pyres, was a pupil of Xenophanes {and he, according io
Theophrastus in his Epitome, of Anaximander). But though a pupil of Xenophanes, he
did not follow him. He associated also, as Sotton recorded, with the Pythagorean Ameinias,
son of Diochaitas, a peor but noble man, whom he preferved to_follow. When Ameinias died
Parmenides, who came of a distinguished family and was rich, butlt a shrine to him. It was
by Ameinias rather than Xenophanes that ke was converted to the contemplative life.. . . He
is said also to have legislated for the citizens of Flea, as Speusippus records in his work
On the philosophers,

340 ...Elea. .., whence Parmenides and Zeno came, both Pythagoreans. I believe
that through their agency the cily was well governed, as it had also been even earlier.
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1 Cf. 341 Plutarch edv. Colot. 32, 1126 A TapueviBng B2 Thv fowrro¥ Tarplba
Biexdounoe vouos dplorors, dote Tds dpyds ke Ekaorov dnautdy Eoprolv
Tous Tworltas Eppeveiv Tois TiappeviBou vépos,

These two passages, though both from late authors, preserve two
traditions which are likely enough, on other grounds, to be true.
‘That Parmenides should have taken an active part in the politics
of his city is in ne way surprising: several of the Presocratic
philosophers did. And that he should originally have been a
Pythagorean is not only not unlikely in itself, Elea being no great
distance from Croton and Metapontium, but is borne out by
internal evidence in his poem (see especially p. 277). Again, the
statement in 339 that it was not Xenophanes but the otherwise
unknown Pythagorean Ameinias who ‘converted’ Parmenides to
the philosophic life is not the sort of thing to be invented. Aristotle
himself, possibly misled by a remark of Plato’s in the Sophist
{242¢-p, cf. 166) which is not to be taken seriously, says of
Parmenides that ‘he is supposed to have been a pupil of Xeno-
phanes’ (Met. A5, g86b22, DK2846); and Sotion, whom
Diogenes is quoting in 339, must have had some good reason—
possibly the existence of the shrine erected by Parmenides in
memory of Ameinias—for rejecting Aristotle’s guidance and sub-
stituting for Xenophanes so obscure a figure. When it is remem-
bered, finally, that these traditions are probably derived from such
earlier authorities as the fourth-century historian Timaeus, there
seems to be no good ground for rejecting the scanty evidence we
possess about the life of Parmenides.

THE NATURE OF PARMENIDES' POEM

Parmenides wrote exclusively in hexameter verse—in which he
was followed by Empedocles. With the exception of the allegory of
the proem {and perhaps also certain passages in the ‘Way of
Seeming’, in which divine figures were introduced), his subject-
matter is of the most prosaic order. His diction, moreover, besides
being far from poetical, is often exceedingly obscure: the precise
meaning of some of his sentences will probably never be unani-
mously agreed. Thanks to Simplicius, who, knowing that the
original work was already in his day rare, transcribed large

34%  Parmenides set his own stale in order with such admirable laws that the government
yearly swears its citizens to abide by the laws of Parmenides.
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sections of it into his commentaries on Aristotle, we possess,
probably, a higher proportion of the writings of Parmenides than
of any other Presocratic philosopher. After the allegorical irtro-
duction the poem is in two parts, the ‘ Way of Truth’ and the ‘Way
of Seeming’. The former, of which Diels estimated that we possess
about nine-tenths, presents an unprecedented exercise in logical
deduction: starting from the premise o, ‘it is’,—in much the
same way as Descartes started from the premise ‘cogito’—
Parmenides proceeds, by the sole use of reason unaided by the
senses, to deduce all that can be known about Being, and he ends
by denying any truthful validity to the senses or any reality to
what they appear to perceive. Then in the ‘Way of Seeming’,
unexpectedly reinstating the world of appearances that he has so
vehemently demolished, he appends what seems, from the rela-
tively scanty fragments that survive, to have been a cosmogony of
the traditional type. The relation betwcen the two parts of the
poem is by no means obvious and has, as we shall see, been very
variously interpreted; but fortunately it is the *Way of Truth’, of
which so large a proportion survives, that made Parmenides the
most influential of all the Presocratics, while the ‘Way of Seeming’,
whatever the motive that prompted Parmenides to write it, seems
to have exercised comparatively little influence upon his successors
{but see p. 283).

THE PROEM
342 Fr. 1, Sextus adv. math. vii, 111 and Simplicius de caelo 557, 25

trrrot tad pe @épouoiv doov 7 Enl Bupds ixdvot
Tépmov, el g’ &5 68ov Plicav TroAdgnuov &yovom
Bafpoves, f xatd WVt ot eéper elBoTa pldTar
T pepdunv: i yép e modlgpaorol gpépov Tirron
dpua Trraivovoal, kolpat & 68ov fiyepdvevov.
&Ewov B &v voinow a1 oupryyos duthv

ai@dpevos (Sools yap Erelyero Bwvwrolow

KUKAOIS &ugoTépwev), &re orrepyolaro Tréutrey

342 The sieeds that carry me took me as far as my hearl could desire, when onge they
had brought me and set me on the renocwned rway of the goddess, who leads the man who
knows through every town. On that way was I conueyed; for on it did the wise steeds convey
me, drawing my chario!, and maidens led the way. And the axle blazing in the socket—for
tt was wrged round by well-turned wheels al each end-—was making the holes in the naves sing,
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‘HMidbeg kolpan, mpohrmolioar Saparra Nukerds,

10 els Qaog, woduevan Kpdrwv &ro Yepol kaAUTrTpos.
fvBo rUAcn Nuxtds Te xal "Hpards slon xehelBoov,
kal opas UwépBupov dupls Exel kal Adivos oUbds.
avral & aibépio wAfjvral peydhotor Bupérpors-
16w Bt Alkn rohlrroives Exer KAniBas duoifous.

15 ThHv 51y rapeduevar kolUpot pohaxoior Adyoiow
Teloav Emepadins, Ws o Paiavartdv Sy iija
armrrepéers oete mrudbwv &rret ral B SupéTpuov
xaow dyavis Toincav dvatrTdpeval TOAUYSAKOUS
&tovas tv olpiyEiv duoBabov elitfaoo

20 yougos kal trepdvnow dpnpdre- i pa 81° alrriwv
iUy Eyov kolpat korr” dpaitdv Gpua kal Tremous,
kol pe Bed wpdepwv UmeBtEarro, eipa Bt wepl
BeCrreptiv EAev, OBe & Errog @dero kal pe mrpoonubac
& kolp” &BavToiot auvdopeos fvbyolaty,

25 frrrois Tad oe pépovow ikdvawv fiuétepov 5&,
yaip’, &rel o0 o8 poipa koxd) wpolmeps véeoda
THVE® 686V (R yap &’ &vBpaomeov dierds mrérou Eoriv),
GAAK BEwis Te Bixn Te. ypecd B or wavTa rubéodon
fiutv *AAnBeing elrnunddéos &rpepds fiTop

30 18t Bpordv 8éEas, Talfs ok Bvi wioris dhnbrs.
&AM Burrns xal Tabra pabfoso, dos Td Sokobvra
¥xpfiv Boxlpows elvan Bid mavrds wdvra mrepddvra?

Toarduy’ &orny Sextus N, wévr” &mn L, mdvra «f E, ¢, kard wévra roerdy

Barnett Wilamowitz (= stretched through ail things”) seems improbable,
since Tarés occurs elsewhere only once, in Aristotle’s Hist, An. The reading

while the daughters of the Sun, hasting to convey me into the light, threw back the veils from
off their faces and left the abode of night. There are the gates of the ways of Night and Day,
fitted above with a lintel and below with a threshold of stone. They themseluves, high in the
air, are closed by mighty doors, and avenging Fustice controls the double bolts. Her did
the maidens entreal with gentle words and cunningly persuade to unfasten without demur
the bolted bar from the gates. Then, when the doors were thrown back, they disclosed a wide
opening, when their brazen posts fitled with rivets and natls stoung in turn on their hinges.
Straight through them, on the broad way, did the maidens guide the horses and the car, And
the goddess greeted me kindly, and took my right hand in hers, and spake to me these words:
* Welcome, v youth, that comest to my abode on the car that bears thee, tended by immorial
charioteers. It is no ill chance, but right and jusiice, that has sent thee forth to travel on
this way. Far indeed does it lie from the beafen frack of men. Meet il is that thou shouldst
learn all things, as well the unshaken heart of well-rounded truth, as the opinions of mortals
in which is no true belief at all. Yef none the less shalt thou learn these things also—how the
things that seem, as they all pass through everything, must gain the semblance of being.’
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of N, by its suggestion that Parmenides was an itinerant philosopher, accords

with the statement of Plato that Parmenides and Zeno visited Athens.
2 Boxiuws Simpl. mss., Soxipida’ Diels, admitting an clision unknown in
hexameters. But, coming so soon after Sokolvra, Bokipws surely means
‘seemingly ’, which resolves the difficulty. wep&vraSimpl. A; wep SvraDEF.
This proem is not only of the utmost interest as a whole but also
containsa number of important pointsof detail. Parmenidesisclearly
describing his escape fromerror to enlightenment, and itismostlikely
that, as Diels suggested, the allegorical form is borrowed fromoracle-
and mystery-literature. ‘Itisclear’, writes Bowra (Problems in Greek
Poetry 47), that this Proem is intended to have the importance and
seriousness of a religious revelation.” Not only the passage from
darkness intolightbut many minordetails throughout the poem sug-
gest that Parmenides desired, particularly in the Proem, to arm him-
self in advance, by stressing the religious nature of his revelation,
with an answer to his potential critics. Bowra is probably right in
concludingthat these potential critics were ‘hisfellow Pythagoreans’.
Two points of detail call for comment. It is to be noted, in the
first place, that the goddess is made to address Parmenides (1. 24)
as koUpe, ‘youth’, a word which provides us with our only clue as
to the date of the poem’s composition. If we take this to mean
that Parmenides was, at the most, not much over thirty when he
wrote his poem, that would fix its date somewhere between, say,
490 and 475 B.c.; and if this estimate is right, then we have an
approximate ferminus ad guem, not only for several of the Pytha-
gorean views already described, against which we shall see that
Parmenides especially aims many of his arguments, but also, possi-
bly, for the publication of the fundamental doctrine of Heraclitus.
The other important point concerns the phrase (L. 2g) "AAn8eing
eoxukhios, ‘well-rounded Truth’. Truth is described as welle
rounded because, presumably, wherever you pick up the chain
of Parmenides’ reasoning, you can follow it round in a circle,
passing through each of its links in turn, back to your starting-
point. Parmenides himself says almost exactly that in fragment 5:

343 Fr. 5, Proclus in Parm. 1. 708, 16 Cousin

. . . Euvtv B¢ pot doTv
Smrobev &pEooponr T8 Yo wéhv fSouon alibis.

Every attribute of reality can be deduced from every other.

343 It is all one to me where I beging for I shall come back there again in time,
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THE WAY OF TRUTH

(i) The premise

344 Fr. 2, Proclus in Tim. 1, 345, 18 Dichl
el 8 &y’ Eyoov épéw, xduoo 8t oU plifov dxovoas,
aimep &Boi polvan Biznouds elot vofioon-
fi pdv Srreos Eoriv e kad dos ol Eori phy elvan,
mefols for1 xéAevBos (CAAnbein yap dmnsel),

5 T 8 ds ol EoTiv e kad s Ypewv Eor pn slva,
Ty 81 To1 pdzw TravameuBia fupey dropTév:
oUte yédp &v yvoing 1O ye uf) £ov (oU ydp dvuoTdv)
oUte ppdoars. (Fr. ) 16 y&p adrrd voelv Eotv Te kad elvan.

The goddess begins her instruction by defining ‘the only two
conceivable ways of enquiry’, which are directly contrary one to
the other: if you accept one premise, then logic compels you to
reject the other. The choice in fact, as Parmenides later puts it in
its briefest form (347 1. 16), is simply this: EoTv fi oUxk EoTiv.
Unfortunately even to translate these apparently simple words is
liable to be mislcading, because of the ambiguity, of which
Parmenides himself was unconscious, between the predicative and
the existential senses of the Greek word #om1.” The usual translation,
‘It is or it is not’, too easily gives rise to the question what “it’ is.
So Burnet, for instance, at the beginning of his discussion of the
Way of Truth (EGP 178}, writes: ©. . .itis not quite obvious at first
sight what it is precisely that is. . ..There can be no real doubt
that this is what we call body. . ..The assertion that it is amounts
just to this, that the universe is a plenum.” Such a conclusion is at
best premature. At this early stage in his poem Parmenides’
premise £ori has no definite subject at all: if it is necessary to
translate the sentence fomiv fj oUx &oTiv, then perhaps the least
misleading rendering is: ‘Either a thing is or it is not.” Parmenides
is attacking those who believe, as all men always had believed,

344 Come now, and I will tell thee—and do thou hearken and carry my word away—
the only ways of enquiry that can be thought of fliterally, that exisi for thinking, the old
dative sense of the infinitivel: the one way, that it is and cannot not-be, is the path of
Persuasion, for it attends upon Truth; the other, that it is-not and needs must not-be, thai
I tell thee 1is a path altogether unthinkable. For thou couldst not know that which is-not
{that is impossible) nor utter it; for the same thing can be thought as can be [construction
as above, hiterally the same thing exists for thinking and for being].
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that it is possible to make a significant negative predication; but
he is enabled to attack them only because of his own confusion
between a negative predication and a negative existential judge-
ment. The gist of this difficult and important fragment is therefore
this: ‘Either it is right only to think or say of a thing, “it is...”
(i.e. ““it is so-and-so, e.g. white™), or else it is right to think or say
only “it is not...” {i.e. ““it is not something else, e.g. black™).
The Iatter is to be firmly rejected on the ground [a mistaken one,
owing to the confusion between existential and predicative] that
it is impossible to conceive of Not-Being, the non-existent. Any
propositions about Not-Being are necessarily meaningless; the
only significant thoughts or statements concern Being.’

T Owing to this undetected ambiguity it is often difficult to decide how the

word o1 should be accented in Parmenides’ poem. I have for the most

part, but not always, followed DK; where I have diverged, see the
parentheses in the translation.

A page or two after the sentences quoted in the last paragraph
Burnet, in discussing the effects of Parmenides’ ‘thorough-going
dialectic’, adds (p. 180): ‘Philosophy must now cease to be
monistic or cease to be corporecalist. It could not cease to be
corporealist; for the incorporeal was still unknown.” This too
secems an over-simplification. It is true that the incorporeal was
still unknown; but it does not follow from that that Parmenides
was wishing to describe “body’ or ‘a plenum’. On the contrary,
the chief difficulty about Parmenides is that, while the incorporeal
was still unknown, and no vocabulary therefore existed to describe
it, he was none the less, as were the Pythagoreans in the choice of
their first principles, feeling his way towards it. We shall see
{(pp- 302 fI.) that Melissus carried the advance a stage further; but
it secems probable, even in the case of Parmenides, that had he
been asked whether his ‘Being’ was solid (or “body’) his answer
would have been a hesitant negative.

(it} Two false premises
345 Fr. 6, Simplicius Phys. 117, 4

» 3

¥ph TO Adyew Te voeiv T £Ov Eupevan £t yép elven,
pndiv 8’ ok Eomiv: Té o’ Eyd epdzeofai dvwya.

345 That which can be spoken and thought needs must be [construction as in 344];
for it is possible for it, but not for nothing, to be; that is whai I bid thee ponder. This is
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TPWTAHS Y&p ¢ &’ 8ol Tarrns Biznoios (eipyw),
aUrdp Emert &mwd Tiis, fiv 81 PpoTol eibdtes oUbiv
5 whdrrovral, Sikpavol dunyovin yép tv cdrrddv
orfifecw 18Uvel TAakTOV vov- of 8t gopolvTan
kool dpdds Tuphol Te, TeOnTdTES, Sxprra gUAL,
ofs Té méhev Te xod olx slvon Tadrov vevduiotan
KoU TanrTov, mévTev 8t mokivtpomds don kéheubos.
346 Fr. 7, Plato Sophist 237 A and Sextus adv. math. vu, 114
ou ydp piyoTe ToUTto Sapfj elven pf) Edvra-
&AM ol o8’ &’ &Bol Bizficios elpye vénua
undé o’ Eog woAUmeipov O8O korrd TAvBe Pidobw
vepdy &oxotrov Supa kol fxfecoav dxouiy
5 xad yAdooav, Kpivaa 88 Adye woAUBnpv RAeyyov
& Euddev pnBivTa.

Though Parmenides has, in 344, suggested that there are only
two ‘conceivable ways of enquiry’, either a thing is or it is not, it
now appears from these two fragments (which seem to present a
continuous passage) that in addition to the true premise there are
actually two premises that must be rejected. One of these, of
course, is that already defined in fr. 2, the premise ok fomi, and
described as mavameubéa, ‘altogether inconceivable’; misguided as
men may be, no man could confine himself to negative judgements
and negative statements only. But for all that, the goddess (in 345
l. 3) warns Parmenides against treading this path, because, as she
goes on to suggest (in 1. 8-g), this utterly false way can be, and
constantly is, so combined with the true way that a third way, a
compromise between the other two, a thing both is and is not,
comes into the picture. This third way is the way on which
‘ignorant mortals wander two-faced’; and they are two-faced
because, as Simplicius puts it {(Phys. 117, 3; DK 2886}, el tadrd
ouvayouo: Td qvtikelpeve, ‘they combine contraries’. Itisin fact

the first way of enguiry from which ¥ hold thee back, and then from that way also on which
mortals wander knowing nothing, fwo-headed; for helplessness guides the wandering
thought in their breasts; they are carried along, deaf and blind af once, altogether dnzed-
hordes devoid of judgement, who are persuaded that to be and to be-not are the same, yet
not the same, and for whom the path of all things is backward-turning.

346  For never shall this be proved, that things that are not are; but do thou hold back thy
thaught from this way of enquiry, nor let custom, born of much experience, force thee to let
wander along this road thy aimless gye, thy echoing ear or thy tongue; but do thou judge by
reason the strife-encompassed proof that I have spoken.
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this very combination of contraries that is the basis of ‘the
opinions of mortals’ (342 1. 30 and 353 L. 51) which provide the
content of the Way of Seeming; the premise upon which the whole
Way of Seeming rests is just this compromise between the true
way and the utterly false way, a thing both is and is not. It has
often been suggested that the last clause of 345, mdvrwv &t
ToAivTpowds EoTi kéheubos (translated ‘of all things the path is
backward-turning’), contains a special reference to the doctrines
of Heraclitus; and so translated, it certainly is particularly
appropriate to the Heraclitean belief that all things eventually
change into their opposites (see pp. 195 f.).* But itis by no means
the case that unless we see such a reference, then the last two lines
of the fragment are meaningless. They need not necessarily mean
anything more than that mortals as a whole (note éxprra UA«,
‘hordes devoid of judgement’) ‘have made up their minds to
believe that to be and not to be are the same and yet not the same’
(i.e. they believe that that which is can change and become nof
what it was before. To be and not to be are the same in that they
are both found in any event; and yet they are obviously opposites
and are therefore, in a more exact sense, not the same), ‘and they
imagine that all things pass back and forth between being and
not-being’ (i.e. all things change from being so-and-so, e.g. hot, to
not being so-and-so, and then change back again).

1 A quite different interpretation of this last clause is attractive, taking
wévtwv as masculine and kéAevlos {as in 344 L 4) as a *way of thought’,
which is described as raAlvtpomos because, having started out promisingly
by saying #ot1, these muddlers turn back on their tracks by adding
olx Eor. If this interpretation were adopted, the case for seeing here
a reference to Heraclitus (which anyhow was largely based on the
doubtful reading wokivrporos for wahivrovos in 212) would be further
weakened.

(iii) Deductions from the true premise:
{a) denial of time, the void, plurality

The premise o1 is by now established as the only possibility: the
only significant thought or statement is that a thing 5. At this
stage, therefore, Parmenides proceeds to consider precisely what
must be the nature of the subject of the only true statement that
can be made. From now onwards until the end of the Way of
Truth he is concerned, in other words, to deduce all that can be
deduced from his chosen premise about the properties of Being.
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347 Fr. 8, Simplicius Phys. 145, 1 {continuing 346)
udvos 8§ i plifos &8oio

hefmreTan g Borve TaiTy & Em onjuey” foai
TOAAE A, dos &ydunTtov Edv kol &vaAeBpdy EoTv,
Eorrt y&p oUhouehis T kal &rpepds 18 drfAeorov:

5 oUBE o1’ fiv oUb’ Eoron, el viv Eomiv SpoU i,
&y, owvexés® Tiva yap yévway Bigiosen aUrol;
i) wolev alfnbév; ol B pny Eovros Edoow
pdofon o oUbt veeiv: ol yap gatdv oUbt vonrdv
o dmrews oUk Eai. T 87 &v pv xad ypéos Dpoey

10 Uorrepov i rrpdabev, tol unbevds &ptluevov, olv,;
oUTws 1 Tépmay TweEAévan Ypewv toTwv f) ouyl.
oUbé ot &k pf tovTos Eprioear TrioTios foyUs
yiyveofai 11 wap’ afrd: ToU elvekev oUte yevéoho
olrt’ SA o &vfike Aikn Yordoaoo midnow,

15 &AL Eyere ) BE xplows wepl ToUTww Bv THE Eoiv-
foTv f) oUK Eoriv: kékprron 8 olv, Gorep dudrykn,
Th pév éGv dvonTov dvavupov (oU yap &Anbis
forv 686g), Thy 8 Goe méAay kal EriTupov elval
s 8 &v Emert’ &mdhorto ddv; mhs 8 &v ke yévoiTo;

20 el yap EyevT’, ol Eo1’, oUB’ €l trote pfAAe Eoeabon.
o5 yéveois ptv &méoPeoTon xal dmuoTos SAebpos.

This passage, though it presents a continuous argument and is
impossible to subdivide, leads Parmenides none the less to more
than one conclusion; and each of his affirmations involves a
corresponding denial. The selected premise £or1, being the only

347 One way only is left to be spoken of, that it is; and on this way ere full many signs
that what is is uncreated and imperishable, for it is entive, immovable and without end. It
was net in the past, nor shall it be, since it is now, all at once, one, continuous; for what
creation will thou seek for it? how and whence did it grow? Ner shall I allow thee to say
or lo think, ‘ from that which is not’; for it is not lo be said or thought that it is not. And
what need would have driven it on lo grow, starting from nothing, at a later time rather
than an earlier? Thus it must either complelely be or be not. Nor will the force of true
belief allpw that, beside what is, there could also arise anything from what is not;
wherefore Fustice looseth not her fetters to allow it to come inte being or perish, but
holdeth it fasi; and the decision on these matlers rests here: it is or it is not, Bul it has
surely been decided, as it must be, to leave alone the one way as unthinkable and nameless
(for it is no true way), and that the other is real and true. How could what is thereafter
perish? and how could it come into being? For if it came into being, it is not, nor if 11 is
going to be in the future. So coming into being is extinguished and perishing unimaginable.

273



PRESOCRATIC PHILOSOPHERS

true premise, must, Parmenides first argues, be eternally true;
there cannot ever have been a time in the past, nor will there ever
be a time in the future, when the statement €0 is anything but
true. It follows, therefore, that past and future are alike meaning-
less, the only time is a perpetual present time, and Being must of
necessity be both uncreated and imperishable. Parmenides
actually adds in the course of this argument that Being must also
be both &rpepés, ‘immovable’, and v, ouveyés, ‘one, continuous’;
but unless each of these epithets is interpreted (not very plausibly,
since ouveyés unquestionably refers to space, not time, in 3481. 25)
to mean only that Being exists unalterably in one continuous
present, then he is here anticipating—for ‘it is all one to him
where he begins’ (343)—conclusions which he does not establish
until later in the present fragment.

The next step in the argument, which occupics ll. 6-11, is the
demolition of the concept of the void. The cosmogony of the
Pythagoreans had made great use of the void: the first unit, once
generated, had proceeded forthwith to take in from the surrounding
Unlimited, possibly time (which Parmenides has just demolished),
and certainly the void (to which he now turns his attention); and
the void had from the outset fulfilled its vitally important function
of keeping units apart (see pp. 252£.). It is tempting to suppose
that Parmenides, whom there is reason to suspect of being a
dissident Pythagorean (cf. p. 265), aims the three questions that
these lines contain at the very cosmogony that he had come to
reject. At all events the Pythagoreans’ answer to the second of
these questions {mf] mwéev axEndév;) could only be that their first
unit had grown by ‘inhaling’ the void; and Parmenides’ imme-
diate demolition of that concept effectually destroys, therefore, the
very basis of their cosmogony. Moreover, even granting that the
first unit had indeed so developed, as the Pythagoreans main-
tained, into the universe as we know it, why should the process
have ever begun at one moment rather than another? Being
must either exist as a whole or not exist at all: that {(as lL. 15~18
repeat} has already been established. Yet the Pythagoreans assert
that more and more of Being is constantly coming into existence
from the unreal void.

The last point established in this passage before Parmenides
rounds it off with a summary is that contained in lines 12-13.
Unfortunately this particular sentence is ambiguous. It could
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perhaps mean simply that nothing can come from T us v, “that
which does not exist’, except Not-Being; but in view of the fact
that it follows, In its context, immediately after nine lines that are
concerned entirely with 16 dv, ‘Being” (in one of which, 1. 6, 16 &v
is referred to as oUré), it secems preferable to follow Cornford
(Plato and Parmenides 37) and translate: ‘Nor will the force of belief
suffer to arise out of what is not something over and above it (viz.
what is).” In any case, as Cornford points out, this latter sense is
unquestionably contained in another brief sentence further on in
the same fragment (352 il. 36-7).

(b) Reality is indivisible

348 Fr. 8, |. 22, Simplicius Phys. 145, 23 (continuing 347)
oUBt BicnpeTdv Eomv, Emel ndv Eoriv duoiov:
oUBE T1 T pdAAov, Té xev eipyor piv ouvéysobar,
oUBt T1 YepoTEpOY, TV 8 Euredv dorv Edvros.
+& Suveyts wav Eomwve Eov yap Edvrt TreAdet.

With these four lines should be read also the following fragment,
the place of which in the poem as a whole is not clear:

349 Fr. 4, Clement Strom. v, 15, 5
Actoos 87 Spws dmedvTa vdw Tapedvta BePalws
ol yap &rrotunfe o v ol #ovros Eyxeofo
obre owibvéuevov mévtry TévTws KaTd KOTuov
oUTE GUVIOTAUEVOV.

In these two short passages Parmenides reinforces his earlier
denial of the void by a fresh argument which appears to be aimed
both at Anaximenes and at the Pythagoreans. Anaximenes by his
doctrine of condensation and rarefaction (see pp. 145fL), the
Pythagoreans by their view of the void as ywpiopds Tig T@V
EpeEiis kal Bioprots, ‘a kind of separation and definition of things
in proximity’ (see 315), had both alike been guilty of assuming the
existence of what is not. Being, Parmenides maintains against
them, is both indivisible and homogeneous.

348 Nor is it divistble, since it is all alike; nor is there more here and less there, which
would prevent it from cleaving together, but it is all full of what is. So it is all continuous;
Sor what is clings close to what is.

349 ot look at things which, though for off, are firmly present to thy mind; for thou
shalt not cut off what is from clinging to what is, neither scattering itself everywhere in
order nor crowding together.
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(¢) Reality is motionless, finite, like a sphere

350 Fr. 8, 1. 26, Simplicius Phys. 145, 27 {continuing 348)
aUrdp dxivritov peydhwv év melpao Seoudv
Eorv Guapyov &rauvotov, Emel yéveots kal Shedpog
ThiAe paA” EnAdybnoav, dnddoe 8¢ mrioTis dAndhs.
TaUuTéV T' v TaUTa TE pévor kol Eautd TE ket

0 XoUtws EpmeBov olibh pévers xparep?) y&p “Avayxn
mweiparag &v Ssopolow e, 16 v dugls &pye,
oUvexey oUK &reAelrnTov o Edv Béug elven:
o1 yap oUx EmiBeves- [uhy] tov 8§ &v wavtds i8eTTo.

351 Fr. 8, L 42, Simplicius Phys. 146, 15 (after 352)
aUrrdp Errel meipas TopaToy, TeTeheopivov Eoti
wavrobey, elkikAov ogaipns dvaddyxiov &yrep,
uecodBey loomahds wavry - 16 ydp olrre 11 peizov

45 olre 71 PondTepov wekévan Xpeov tom T R TR
obre y&p oUx Edv Eory, 10 kev ravol piv Ikvelofo
els Suov, ol Edv Eoriv Smreos el xev Edvrog
i uhhov Tf & focov, el v Eomiv &ovhov-
ol y&p mévrobev Toov, dudds &v meipao kipe.

These two passages are actually separated by eight lines of
summary, but by temporarily omitting those eight lines the
argument is shown to be so continuous that they are best treated
together. Parmenides is of course inevitably repetitive, because,
as we saw (343), his arguments are so closely linked one with
another that each attribute of Being can be deduced from any
other, But even allowing for his habitual repetitiveness, we can

350  But, motionless within the limits of mighty bonds, it is without beginning or end,
since coming inte being and perishing have been driven far away, cast out by true belief.
Abiding the same in the same place it rests by itself, and so abides firm where it is; for
strong Necessity holds it firm within the bonds of the limit that keeps it back on epery side,
because it is not lawful that what is should be unlimited; for it is not in need—if it were,
it would need all.

381 Bul since there is a_furthest limit, it is bounded on every side, like the bulk of a well-
rounded sphere, from the centre equally balanced in every direction; for it needs must not
be somewhat more here or somewhat less there. For neither is there that which is not, which
might stop it from meeting its like, nor can what is be more here and less there than
what is, since it is all inviolate; for being equal to itself on every side, it rests uniformly
within its imits,
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hardly fail to notice, in these sixteen lines, the recurrent emphasis
placed on the conception of limit, meipas. Now Limit, as one of
the two fundamental Pythagorean principles, stood at the top of
the left-hand column in the Table of Opposites (see 289); and
among the concepts listed in that column was one, namely unity,
which Parmenides has already accepted as consistent with his
premise. Moreover, there is another point in these two passages
that Parmenides is evidently concerned to stress: Being—or the
One—is dxlvnrov, ‘motionless’, &v tadTd pévov, ‘resting in the
same place’, EumreBov, ‘stable’, and ioomaés, ‘equally poised’. It
is in fact, in Pythagorean terminology, fipepolv, ‘at rest’, as
opposed to kivoUpsvov, ‘in motion’. It begins to look almost as if
Parmenides, having been reared in the Pythagorean school, had
come to feel that the fatal flaw in Pythagoreanism was its dualism.
At all events he seems so far, while denying the existence of those
two manifestations of the Unlimited, time and the void, to be
applying to his Being those attributes from the left-hand column
of the Table of Opposites that can be apprehended by the sole
use of reason as opposed to the senses.

SUMMARY OF THE WAY OF TRUTH

352 Fr. 8, 1. 34, Simplicius Phys. 146, 7 (continuing 350)
Torrov 8 o voeiv Te kol odvekev ot vona.

35 oU ydp Gveu ToU tdvTos, &v @ TepaTiouévov EoTiy,
edptioeis T voelv: oUbiv ydp () Eoriv A foTan
&AAo mépel Tol Edvros, Erel 16 ye Molp” émibnoev
olihov dudvryrov 17 Bpeven - 16 révr’ dvop’ forat
dooa Ppporol korébevro mewoldTes elvan &AnGT,

40 yhyvestad Te kot A uaban, efvad e kal oy,
kal romrov &AAdooewv Bid e Xpda gavdv duelPerv.

These eight lines, which belong properly between 350 and 3351,
give a summary recapitulation of the main steps in the argument

352  What can be thought is only the thought that it is. [The infinitive by itself
seldom bears the sense of the infinitive with article—i.e. ‘thinking’; the con-
struction must be the same as in 344 and 345—that is: the only thing that exists
Sfor thinking is the thought that it is.] For you will not find thought without what is, in
relation lo which it is ultered; for there is not, nor shall be, anything else besides what is,
since Fate fetiered it lo be entire and immovable. Wherefore all these are mere names which
mortals laid down believing them lo be true—coming into being and perishing, being and
not being [i.e. both at encel, change of place and variation of bright colour.
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of the Way of Truth. Lines 34-6 repeat the conclusion reached
at the end of 344; lines 36-7 confirm lines 1213 of fragment 8,
347; lines 37-8 summarize very briefly the content of 350 and 351;
and lines 38-40 revert to lines 1g—21 of this same fragment, 347.
Itis only in the last clause, 51é& e ¥ pda gavdv &ueiPewv, ‘and change
of bright colour’, that we find a new point. Change of colour is
presumably specified as being a type of change that does not
invelve change of place; both locomotion and qualitative change
are ‘mere names’.

TRANSITION TQ WAY OF SEEMING
353 Simplicius Phys. 30, 14 ueteBoov 58 &wd T&Y vontdv émi
T adodnTd & Tapuevidng, fiTor &mwod dAndelos, dg alrrds enow, &
Bobav, &v ols Abye
(Fr. 8, L. 50} ¢v 1@ got mraw moTdv Adyov 1i8¢ vonua

Gupis GAndeing- 86Eus 8 drd ToliBe PpoTeiag

udvlave kdopov Eudv Emréov dTraTiAdy drovwy,

TGV YevnTV &pYds kol oalrtdg oTOXEKOBEK PEV TV TRV
dvrifeotv Eero, fiv s xahel xal okoTos () milp kal yiiv fi wukvdy
kad Gpondv fi ralrrdv wed Erepov, Afywv Egebfis tols mpdrepov
TrPOKEIREVOLS ETTETIV
(Fr.8,1. 53) popeds ydp xorélevto BUo yvopas dvopdzew,
T plav o ypecv Eomiv—iv @ meTAavnipévol eloiv--
55 Tévria 8 Explvavto Bépas xat ofjuer’ #evro
yeopls &orr” dAAAAwy, 1) utv pAoyds aibépiov wip,
firiov Sv, uéy” [ &paidv] EAaqpdy, woutd TévToos TUToY,
T 8 Erépw ury TwuTév drdp xdxeivo xor' olrtd
révria vikr” dBaff, mukivdy Bipas EuPpidés et

353 Parmenides effects the transition from the objects of reason to the objects of sense, or,
as ke himself puts it, from truth to seeming, when he writes; “ Here I end my trustworthy
discourse and thought concerning truth; henceforth learn the beliefs of mortal men, listening
to the deceitful ordering of my words®; and he then himself makes the elemental principles
of created things the primary opposition of light and darkness, as he calls them, or fire and
earth, or dense and rare, or sameness and difference; for he says immediately after the lines
quoled above: * For they made up their minds to name two forms, of which they must not
name one only—1hat is where they have gone astray—and distinguished them as opposite
in appearance and assigned to them manifestations different one from the other—1io one the
aitherial flame of fire, gentle and very light, in every direction identical wiih itself, but not
with the other; and that other too is in ilself just the opposite, dark night, dense in appear-
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6o Tév oot by Bidkoouov EomdTe VTS ParTizw,
dos oU un woTé Tis oe Ppotdv yvapn mapeddooT.

* This passage of Simplicius actually ends here, at I 59, but elsewhere
{Phys. 39, 8) he appends also the next two lines. [&paidv] secl. Diels,

Parmenides has now, in the Way of Truth, taught us all that
reason, unaided by the senses, can deduce about Being. Itislike a
sphere, single, indivisible and homogeneous, timeless, changeless
and, since motion is itself one form of change, motionless as well.
It has in fact no perceptible qualities whatever, If Parmenides
had taken the left-hand column of the Pythagorean Table of
Opposites and selected from it those concepts which could be
apprehended by reason alone, the result would be much what his
One is; while to the right-hand column, the various manifestations
of the Unlimited, he has denied any reality whatever. Such are
the consequences of the exercise of reason. Now, however, in
passing from the Way of Truth to the Way of Seeming, Parmenides
passes, as Simplicius saw, &wo T&v vonTév Ewl & alobnté, ‘from
the objects of reason to the objects of sense’ ; and just as in the Way
of Truth the objects of sense have been altogether excluded, so also,
as we shall see, the Way of Seeming will exclude altogether the
objects of reason. Since all objects of sense are, to Parmenides,
‘mere names’ without substantial existence, he is obviously com-
pelled to base his survey of them upon the false assumptions which
he himself declines to share with mortals; but at the same time his
survey does not cover al/ those false ajsumptions. Besides allowing
existence to non-existent phenomena, most men went so far as to
confuse them with the objects of reason. Parmenides will not,
even in what he knows and avows to be ‘a deceitful ordering of
words’ (1. 52), follow them as far as that in their error.

The significance and purpose of the Way of Seeming has been
very variously interpreted. Whereas Zeller for instance, following,
as he thought, a suggestion by Theophrastus,’ regarded it as a
review of popular beliefs, Burnet (EGP184-5) concluded that ‘in
the absence of evidence to the contrary’ it should be regarded
rather as ‘a sketch of contemporary Pythagorean cosmology’.
Against any such view there are several strong arguments. The

ance and heayy. The whole ordering of these I tell thee as it seems likely, that so no thought
of mortal men shall ever outstrip thee.”
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Way of Seeming, contrary to Burnet’s view, bears no discernible
trace of the two fundamental Pythagorean doctrines—theopposition
of Limit and Unlimited, and the equation, in whatever sense, of
things with numbers; nor do the remarks of the ancient com-
mentators indicate that there ever was any trace of these doctrines
anywhere in the whole poem. It does, on the other hand, contain
at least one doctrine, that of the orepdvar in 358 and 359, of which
there is no trace in the Pythagorean cosmology, nor indeed any-
where else except possibly in Anaximander (sce pp. 135fL).
Finally, it is surely inconceivable that all the ancient commentators
should have regarded the cosmology of the Way of Seeming, as
they all, including Theophrastus, almost invariably did, as
Parmenides’ own invention, if it was in reality nothing but a sum-
mary of either popular beliefs or contemporary Pythagoreanism.

¥ 354 Theophrastus Phys. Op. fr. 6 ap. Alexandrum Met. 33, 12 {DK 284 7)
. oKoerd BéEaw Bt Tév woAADY els 1O yéveoiv dmodolven v povoutveiov
Bl tronéav 1 dpyds. . .. Burnet also (EGP 182—4), to this extent following
Zeller, used this passage to show that in the opinion of Theophrastus
Parmenides meant to give the belief of ‘the many’. It is, however, open
to doubt whether Theophrastus here meant any more than that in the
opinion of the many it is the phenomenal world that has to be explained.
Cf. 355 Aristotle Met. As, 986b3r (DK 28a2q) ...dvayxkogouevos &
dxoloufeiv Tols parvopévors, kad 10 Ev pdv karrd TOv Adyov whelw BE xorrd
Thy ofobnow UmrohapPdvey efvar, 8o Tés oitias xad Blo rés dpyxds
éahw Tinot. . .. At all events this passage from Aristotle seems toshow that
he regarded the cosmology of the Way of Seeming as Parmenides’ own;
and that Theophrastus usually took the same view is evident from 357
below. The real value of these two passages is that they emphasize what
was evidently the most important characteristic of the Way of Seeming:
fwo constituents {and two only) are named, not one only. Parmenides’
predecessors, other than the Pythagoreans and Alcmaeon, had run into
difficulties by trying to generate the opposites out of one &pyf).

The foregoing interpretation of the Way of Truth will have
suggested quite a different interpretation of the Way of Seeming.
The essential difference between the objects of reason and the
obiects of sense is evidently, to Parmenides, just this: that whereas,
in the case of the objects of reason, acceptance of one of a pair of

354 . ..lo give an account, in accordance with popular opinion, of the coming inlo being
of sensible things, he makes the first principles two. . ..
355 . ..but being forced to comply with sensible things, and supposing the existence of
that which is one in formula but more than one according to our sensations, he now posils
two causes and two first principles. . .. (After Ross)
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contraries logically involves the rejection of the other, in the case
of the objects of sense the acceptance of one involves the accept-
ance of the other as well. Light, for instance, can only be seen to
exist in its contrast with darkness; a heavy body cannot be heavy
unless there is a lighter body with which to compare it; and so with
all sensible contraries.® The fundamental error of which men are
guilty is that they have agreed to recognize the existence of these
sensible opposites; and this is, of course, the error which Par-
menides himself must knowingly perpetrate if he is to give an
account of phenomena. Accordingly, even as he perpetrates it he
declares it to be an error: “that’, he says (353, fr. 8 1. 54), ‘is
where they have gone astray’. But at least he will follow misguided
mortals no further. If he is to introduce these sensible contraries
he will not confuse them with intelligible; and so, instead of the
primary pair of Pythagorean opposites, Limit and Unlimited (the
former of which has been shown in the Way of Truth to be
intelligible), he selects as his own primary pair one of their
perceptible manifestations, p&s and oxoTos (or, as he himself calls
it, wig), ‘light” and *darkness’ (or ‘night’).

I This consideration seems sufficient to establish Simplicius’ interpretation
of the clause Tév plav ob ypetov fonv, ‘two forms, of which it is not right
to name one only (i.e. without the other)’, as the most convincing. Itis
true that Cornford’s translation, ‘of which it is not right to name so much
as one’ {Plato and Parmenides 46), avoids the obvicus difficulty of taking
ulav in the sense of Erépnyv, and may therefore be right. But if we suppese
Parmenides to mean that, whereas in the Way of Truth it is right to name
one opposite and one only (the other being &vdwupov, 347 L 17), in the
Way of Seeming you must not name one only without also naming the
other, then we not only give the sentence an additional point, of which the
structure of the whole poem seems to show that Parmenides himself was
fully aware, but we also give to the crucial word ulov the significance
which its obvious contrast with 8Uo seems to suggest.

What Parmenides has in fact done, in passing from the Way of
Truth to the Way of Seeming, is to take his own sphere of reality,
the One, and fill it, quite illegitimately, with the sensible opposites
of light and darkness; and once he has taken that forbidden step,
then he can proceed, as had the Pythagoreans with Limit and
Unlimited, to broaden the scope of each of these primary opposites
by describing their various manifestations.® Light is rare, night
dense, and so on. Once one pair of sensible opposites has been
admitted, then there is no insuperable difficulty in giving an
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explanation of phenomena; and if only because it avoids the con-
fusion between reason and sense, Parmenides’ own explanation,
even though deliberately based on error, is at least such that ‘no
thought of mortal men shall ever outstrip him’ (353, fr. 8 1. 61).

* (A Fr. 9, which according to Simplicius comes pet’ dAMya (i.e. soon
after Fr. 8): 3§6 Simplicius Prys. 180, 9

alrdp frredd mwévra pdos xal vUE dvdpaoTa

Kal rd koot opetépas Suvapes Ewl Tolol Te kal Toils,
iy Moy toriv duol gdeos kal vurrds dodvrou,
oy dugoTipoy, el oUBeTipy péTa undév.

THE SENSIBLE OPPOSITES

357 Theophrastus de sensu 1 ff. (DK 28a46) mepl 8 oloffioews
al ptv moMAad kad xafdAou B6Ean U elow: of ptv yap T& dpoiw
TroloUow, ol 8¢ 1@y dvavriey. Tapuevidng pv xad "EumeBoxAfis kol
TTA&Teov 18 Spoiey, ol 8¢ mepl "Avaaydpav kal “Hpdderrov T
dvavricp. . . .(3) Moppevidng piv y&p SAws oUbty &oopikey &GAAX
udvov &1 Buoiv Gvrow oroixelow xatd To UmepPdddov Eoriv A
yvéiols. &y yap Urepalpn 1o Sepudv fi 10 yuypdv, ENAny yiveabo
THv Bidvolav, PedTio B wxod kaBapwrépov Thy Bid 1O 8epudve ol
pfiv dAAG kad Torny BeloBal Tivos ouppeTplog:

(Fr. 16) o5 yap ExaoTos {(pnoiv) Eye xpdotv peAéov TOAUTTAGYKTGWY,
T voos &ulpwTrolot TapIoTdTa " TO Yap aUTd
foriv Omrep ppovéet pedbwv QUOIS AvBpwTroioiv
kal wlow kel wavrl- td yap mAfov Eori vénue
16 yop aiofbvesba kol 10 povelv cg TaUTd Adyerr Bid xal v
uvtiuny kad thy Affny &md Tolrev yivesbon Bid Tiis xpdoews: &v

356 And when all things have been named light and night, and things corresponding to
their powers have been assigned to each, everything is full of light and of obscure night at
onge, both equal, since neither has any share of nothingness.

387  The majority of general views about sensation are two: some make it of like by like,
others of opposite by ofiposite. Parmenides, Empedocles and Plato say it is of like by like,
the followers of Anaxagoras and of Heraclitus of opposite by opposite. . . . Parmenides gave
no clear definition at all, but said only that there were two elements and that knowledge
depends on the excess of one or the other. Thought varies according to whether the hot or the
cold prevails, but that which is due to the hot is better and purer; not but what even that
needs a certain balance; for, says he, ' According to the mixture that each man has in
his wandering limbs, so thought is forthcoming to mankind; for that which thinks is
the same thing, namely the substance of their limbs, in each and all men; for that of
which there is more is thought’—jfor he regards perception and thought as the same, So too
memory and forgetfulness arise from these causes, on account of the mixture; but he never
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8’ lodzwor Ti wiey, mérepov Eoron gpoveiv T ol, kal Tis fi Bidbeos,
oUbtv B Bipikev. O B kol 1§ Evavrie xef’ alrd ol iy
adiafnow, gavepdy kv ols grior Tov vexpdv gorrds pev kod Beppol kad
pooviis olk adoBdveabon Bid Ty Exhewpv ToU Trupds, wuypol &8 kad
croriis xad T8y dvavrieov aloBdveslon. kol Shcwg Bt v T dv Exew
Tivg yvddatv.

This passage, which sets forth the most influential of the doctrines
that survive from the Way of Sceming, contains two points in
particular that are of interest and importance. It is noteworthy in
the first place how completely Parmenides must, in the Way of
Seeming, have suppressed his real convictions: the equation of
perception and thought comes strangely from the author of the
Way of Truth. At the same time the whole of this passage again
makes clear how prominent a place was taken in the Way of
Seeming by the sensible opposites: if we can trust Theophrastus’
interpretation, even thought derives from the preponderance of
one opposite in the body over the other. Here once again, as in
the wuyf &puovia theory of the Pythagoreans (see pp. 261 £}, 1t
is probable that we see the influence of Alcmacon; but be that as
it may, Parmenides’ own theory of the perception of like by like
was not without influence on his successors (ef. especially
Empedocles, pp. 343 ff.).

ASTRONOMY
358 Fr. 12, Simplicius Phys. 39, 14 and 31, 13
ol yap oTewdTtepan (se. oTepdvon) TAfirro Tupds dxpiTolo,
ol 8 Emi Todg vukrds, perd 8t phoyds feton oloar
v Bt plow rovrwy Salpwy ) mdvta kuPepv:
mévra yap () oruyepoio torou kal ulfios &pyel
5  Tepmous’ &poevt 8ffAu pyfiv 6 T Bvavriov alrig
dpoev SnAuTépo.

made clear whether, if they are equally mixed, there will be thought or not, or, if so, what
its character will be. But that he regards perception as giso due to the opposite as such he
makes clear when he says that a corpse does not perceive light, heat or sound owing to its
deficiency of fire, but that it does perceive their opposites, cold, silence and so on. And he
adds that in general everything that exists has some measure of knowledge.

358  The narrower rings were filled with unmixed fire, those next to them with night, and
after them rushes their share of flame; and in the midst of them is the goddess who steers
all; for she it is that begins all the works of hateful birth and begetting, sending female to

mix with male and male in turn with female,
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359 Aetius 11, 7, 1 Tlopuevidng orepdvas elven meprmemAeyuévas
ErodAnAous, ThHy uev gk ToU dpoaol, 1iv 88 &k Tol rukvol- piktds
B¢ GMAes &k QoTds Kal okéTous peTall ToUTwv. kal TO mepiéyov B
w&oas Teiyous Bixny orepedv Urdpyety, U’ ¢ TUpmBng aTepdvn, Kai
T pecaitarov wao@v oTepedy, Tepl & ANV TupdBng (se. orepdvn).
T&hv BE oupmry&v Thy peocntdrny ardoas (dpxnv) Te kad {afriowv)
Kwhoews kal yevéoews Trdpyev, fvTiva kal Saduove kuPepviiTiv xai
KAnBolyov émovoudger Alkny te xal "Avayxny. xod 1fis pdv yfis
dokpiow elvon Tov &ipa Bid THY PioTipay oUTiis Earuiobivra
iAnow, Tol 8t mupds dvarrvoty ToV fliov kad ToOV yahaicw kikhov.
ouppryf 8 8§ dugoiv elvan Ty oedfjyny, Tol 17 &épos xad Tol Trupds.
TepoTdvTos 8 dwatdTw TavTwv ToU alfépas U’ altdd 1d Truplibes
UrroTary five ToU8” dmep kexdixapey olpavov, U’ & fibn T& meplyaia.

It is fortunate that, since he neither believed in it himself nor,
apparently, succeeded in influencing others by it, Parmenides’
astronomical system is of little importance; for it is virtually im-
possible to reconstruct. These two passages are quoted now chiefly
because they give us what little reliable information we possess
about the very obscure doctrine, to which reference has already
been made (p. 280), of the orepdven or “bands’.* Two other points
of interest do, however, arise from these passages. First, we see yet
again how prominent are the sensible opposites in the cosmology
of the Way of Seeming; and in addition to the two familiar pairsin
359, dense and rare, light and darkness, we meet also in 358 with
the new pair—another, incidentally, which figures in the Pytha-
gorean table—male and female? And second, we learn again,
from the fact that Justice or Necessity is now described as the
‘cause of movement and becoming’, how totally irreconcilable are
the two parts of Parmenides’ poem (cf. 3471. 14 and 3501. 30). We

359 Parmenides said that there were rings wound one around the other, one formed of
the rare, the other of the dense; and that there were others between these compounded of light
and darkness. That which surrounds them all like a wall is, he says, by nature solid;
beneath it is a fiery ring; and likewise what les in the middle of them all is solid; and
around it is again a fiery ring, The middlemost of the mixed rings is the primary cause of
movement and of coming into being for them all, and he calls it the goddess that stetrs all,
the holder of the keys, Justice and Necessity, The air, he says, is separated off from the
earth, vaporized owing o earth's stronger compression; the sun is an exhalation of fire, and
50 is the circle of the Milky Way. The moon is compounded of both air and fire, Aither is
oulermost, surrounding all; next comes the fiery thing that we call the sky; and last comes
the region of the earth.
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should not waste time in the hopeless attempt to reconcile the two
parts. For Parmenides, such inconsistency is inevitably involved
in any attempt to explain, what deserves only to be negated, the
evidence of the illusory senses.

T Aetius’ account in 359, which probably summarises Theophrastus, is so
condensed that the most we can safely conclude from it is as follows.
Surrounding the whole system “like a wall’ is a solid firmament, and there
is another solid at the centre; immediately inside the former and immedi-
ately outside the latter are two ‘bands’ of fire; between these two are a
number of ‘bands’ made up of the rare and the dense, light and darkness;
and in the midst of these, according to Parmenides’ own words in 358 as
well as Aetius’ summary, is ‘the goddess who steers all’. J. 8. Morrison
(FHS 75 (1955) 59f.) has lately published a new reconstruction of the
system, which reaches the conclusion that ‘ Parmenides’ general scheme. . .
whereby an upper firmament and system of elementary masses in rings is
repeated below the earth is only another and more precise form of the
Hesiodic picture in which the lower world, like the upper, has its firmament
of brenze, and holds a reservoir of the elementary masses’ {but seep. gof.}.
No such reconstruction can carry complete conviction, if only because it
must inevitably be based on many conjectures. A full discussion of the
many problems involved would run to a length out of all proportion, in a
book such as this, to the importance of the topic. Whereas the astronomy
of Anaximander is an appreciable part of his contribution to thought, that
of Parmenides is not.

* Fr. 17, a single line concerned with embryology, 360 Galen in Epid. v1, 48
Befrrepoiotv ubv koUpous, harolor 88 kolpas. . ..

actually links two pairs found in the Pythagorean Table; but this, in the
absence of further evidence, cannot safely be regarded as more than a
coincidence. It is also of interest, however, as showing that Parmenides,
despite his emphatic theoretical negation of the world of sense, was yet
prepared to go into considerable detail in his explanation of it (cf. also
DK 284504, especially 52). Presumably any account of the sensible
world had at this period, perhaps owing to the influence of Alcmaeon, to
take some account of physiological and embryological questions.

360 On the right boys, on the left girls. . ..
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CHAPTER XI

ZENO OF ELEA

DATE AND LIFE

The most reliable evidence for Zeno’s date is the same passage of
Plato’s Parmenides as was used (p. 263) to determine the date of
Parmenides. On the basis of that evidence, Zeno scems to have
been born about 490-485 B.c. Once again the date given by
Apollodorus for Zeno's floruit, namely 464-461," conflicts with
this; but we have already seen that his dating of the Eleatics
depends solely on the date of the foundation of Elea. As with
Parmenides, so with Zeno, Plato’s testimony is obviously
preferable.

! Diog. L. %, 20 (DK 2ga 1) is unfortunately incomplete, but the date to
be restored there is approximately indicated by 361 Suda sv. Zhvew
(DK.2ga2) ...fv y&p Eml Tiis S oSAvumdSos (468-465), uabntis
Zevogdvous 7 TapueviSou. The verdict of Eusebius (DK 294 1) that Zeno's
Sloruit was in 456—454 B.C., though nearer the mark, is shown to be equally
unreliable by the fact that he makes Heraclitus and Zeno contemporaries.

Of Zeno's life, likewise, we know little more than we have
already learnt in connexion with Parmenides. Like Parmenides he
came from Elea; like Parmenides he is said to have been originally
a Pythagorean (340); and like Parmenides he is credited, also
by Strabo in 340, with political activity. As a pupil of Par-
menides his name is in fact constantly coupled with that of his
master. In the one context in which his name repeatedly occurs
by itself—the story of his part in a plot against a tyrant and of his
courage under torture (see DK 2ga1, 2, 6, 7, 8 and g)—the details
vary so much that the facts are impossible to reconstruct.

NATURE OF HI$S WORK

362 Plato Parmenides 128c (DKe2gai2) ...8om 8¢ 16 ye
dAnis Poribead Tis Talrra [1d ypauuora] 16 MopueviBou Adyw pds
ToUs Ermyeipoluras oo Kwpwbelv s, & Ev o, ToAAd kal yeAoia

36x  He lived in the seventy-eighth Olympiad, being a pupil of Xenophanes or
Parmenides.

362 ... Inreality the book is a sort of defence of Parmenides® argument against those who
iry to make fun of it by showing that, if there is a One, many absurd and contradictory

286



ZENO

oupPalver rdoxew T¢ Adyw xal dvavria obrd. dvTidéyer 81 olv
Tolro 1o ypdupa pds tols & 1oAA& Afyovtas, xal dvrarelibwot
TouTd kol TrhAsies, ToUro Pouddpevov Brdoliv, ds ET1 yeAobTepa
Téoyol dv arrév f) UrdBeois, el oAk domv, i 1) ToU &v elvay, & mig
lkawdds mebion. Bi1& Toroumy 86y prlovikiow Umd véou Svros tuol
Eyp&on. . ..

363 Plato Phaedrus 261 b tov olv "Ehecrrikov HoAoun8nv Abyovra
oUk Topev Téyun dore pafveadar Tols drovouvot T& alrrd duota kad
Guopoi, kad v kol TOAAK, pdvovrd e ob kal gepdueve;

364 Diogenes Laertius vin, 57 ’Aptoroténg 8 &v 16 Zogiorii
onot pdTov "EpmeSordia prropixv elpeiy, Zrvewva 8t SioAek Tk,

Such passages as 362 cannot be taken as historical unless they are
supported by other evidence. But we shall see that there are
reasons for accepting the suggestion that the opponents of Par-
menides had attempted, in return for his criticisms, to make fun of
his One, and we shall see also (pp. 299 ff.) what form these attempts
could have taken. Thereupon, according to Plato, Zeno set about
‘repaying them in the same coin with something to spare’. There
is anyhow no doubt of the controversial nature of Zeno’s work: he
fully earns the remarks made about him in 363 and 364. His
characteristic method was, as 362 and 363 both suggest, to reduce
his opponents’ hypotheses to absurdity by deducing from them
contradictory consequences. The hypotheses to which he especially
turned his destructive talents were two, namely plurality and
motion, which were unquestioningly accepted by all except the
Eleatics themselves; but for all that, his arguments may well have
been aimed particularly at the Pythagoreans. His primary object
must indeed be exactly as Plato represents it in 362; he is rallying
to the rescue of the Parmenidean One against its pluralist assailants.

consequences follow for his argument. This book is a retort against those who believe in
Plurality; it pays them back in their own coin, and with something lo spare, by secking lo
show that, if anyone examines the matter thoroughly, yet more absnrd consequences follow
Srom their hypothesis of plurality than from that of the One. In such a spirit of contention
I wrote it while I was a young man. . ..

363 Do we not then know that this Eleatic Palamedes argues with such skill that the
same things appear to his listeners to be both like and unlike, both one and many, both ai
rest and in motion?

364 Aristotle in the Sophist says that Empedocles was the first to discover rhetoric and
Leng dialectic.
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ARGUMENTS AGAINST PLURALITY

365 ¥r. 1, Simplicius Phys. 141, 1 and Fr. 2, ibid. 139, 8 €l
TwoAA& Eo1, Kol peydha doTi kol pxpde peydda piv woTe aneipa T
uéyebos elval, pixpd 8 olrrws dore unbiv Exewv péyelos.

el pf) Exor péyedos 10 &v, oUb’ dvein. el yap dAAw dvri TrpooyévorTo,
oUBty &v peizov omoeiey: peytBous ydp pndevds Svros, mTpooyevo-
pévou B¢, oUBkv oldv e gl uéyeBos dmbolvan. kad oUrews &v fidn To
mpooyivépevov oUblv ein. el 8¢ &moywopivou TO Evepov pnbiy
EaarTov Eoran pndé ol wpooywoudvou aUffoeTta, Sffdov OT1 1O
mpocyevouevov oUbty fiv oUBt 1O &royevouevov.

g} Bt foTv, dvdyxn ExaoTov péyedds T Exew kod Tréngos kal réyev
ool TO ETepov &mrd ol ETépov. kai Tept Tol TrpoUyovTos & aUTds
Adyos. kal y&p Exkeivo EEer péyefos xal mpoéfer odrrol T Spotov 87y
roiro &mwaf Te elwelv xod del Aéyev oUBiv yap autolU Towolrov
EoyaTov EoTon oUTE ETEpOV TrRoS ETEPOV OUK EoTa.

olrreos gl mwohA& doTiv, &udykn olrrd pikpd Te elvan xal peyddar
pikpd pdv oTe ph Exev péyedos, peydda B¢ dore &rrsipa elvat.

366 Fr. g, Simplictus Phys. 140, 29 ¢ moM& o, Avdykn
ToooUTa slvan oo kol Kal olre TAsiova alrédv oUre EA&TTove. €l
5t rooaUTtd foTwv Soa fori, TeTepacpéva &v ein.

el woAM tomy, Gmeipa Td SvTa EoTive &el ydp Erepa peTay TGV
Svrwv torl, kol TEAW Exelvoov Erepa peTafU. kal olUrws dmepa Ta
Svta ki,

368 If there is a plurality, things will ke both great and small; so great as to be infinite
in size, so small as to have no size at all.

If what is had no size, it would not even be. For if it were added to something else that
is, it would make it no larger; for being no size at all, it conld not, on being added, cause
any increase tn size. And so what was added would clearly be nothing. Again if, when it is
taken away, the other thing is no smaller, just as when it is added it is not increased,
ebviously what was added or taken away was nothing.

But if it is, each thing must have a certain size and bulk, and one part of it must be at a
certain distance from another part; and the same argument holds about the part in front of it
—it too will have some size, and some part of it will be in front. And it is the same thing
to say this once and o go on saying il indefinitely; for no such part of it will be the last,
nor will one part ever be unrelated lo another.

8o if there 1s a plurality, things must be both small and great; so small as to have no
size at all, 5o great as to be infinite.

366  If there is a plurality, things must be just as many as they are, no more and no less.
And if they are just as many as they are, they must be limited,

If there is a pluralilz, the things that are are infinite; for there will always be other
things between the things that are, and yet others between those others. And so the things
that are are infinite.
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These two arguments against plurality are all that survive of a set
of, according to Proclus {(in Parm. 694, 23, DK 294 15), no less than
forty. The first of the two is actually reconstructed from four
separate quotations in Simplicius, Phys. pp. 139-41 (DK 2931 and
2) ; but, as Zeller suggested, the four pieces together seem to make
up a single argument. Simplicius {ibid. 139, 18-19) tells us, more-
over, that the second paragraph in the passage as it is here printed
followed on from Zeno’s previous demonstration 81t oUdty Exs
uéyefos &k tol Exaorov 1&V TOAAGY doutd TaUTov elven kol Ev,
‘that nothing has size because each of the many is self-identical
and one’. This addition, as H. Fraenkel pointed out (47P 63
(1942) 14ff.), greatly enhances the neatness of the pattern. The
whole argument can in fact be briefly summarised, as it is by
G. E. L. Owen (Proc. Ar. Soc., 1958, 201), as follows: ‘ The paradox
had two arms. The first began by arguing that the units in a
collection can have no size at all: else they would have parts and
be not units but collections of units. The second began by arguing
that, on the contrary, there cannot be anything that has no size at
all; for there cannot be a thing which if it were added to or sub-
tracted from something else would not affect the size of that
thing.” The purport of the second argument, though not its precise
motive, is comparatively plain.

A significant feature of these two arguments (but not neces-
sarily, of course, of all the others that are now lost) is that both
alike admit of at least two interpretations. Zeller, for instance, who
is followed by Ross (Aristotle, Physics 479, note on 187a1), para-
phrased the latter as follows: * The many must be both limited and
unlimited in number. Limited, because it is as many as it is; no
more nor less. Unlimited, because two things are two only when
they are separated; in order that they may be separated, there
must be something between them; and so too between this inter-
mediate and each of the two, and so ad infinitum.” H. D. P. Lee, on
the other hand, writes of this same dilemma (eno of Elea 41): *The
second part must again make nonsense unless it is understood that
the *“things” in question are supposed to have the properties of
points on a line. And the argument is simply that between any two
points 4 and q, it is possible to take further points a, and a, and so
on.” This same divergence of interpretation is found also in their
respective comments on the argument in 365: while Lee’s inter-
pretation is again geometrical, Zeller’s is again arithmetical.
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The reason for this difference of interpretation rests ultimately

in the ambiguity of the hypothesis el moAA& tomiv. In his discussion
of the Pythagoreans whom he believed that Zeno was attacking,
Cornford (Plate and Parmemides 58) wrote as follows: ‘ The assertion
that *“things are many”” probably covered the following proposi-
tions. (1) There is a plurality of concrete things, bodies capable
of motion, such asoursensesshow us. . .. {2) Each of these concrete
bodies is a number, or plurality of units.’” The first of these pro-
positions, on which Zeller bases his interpretation, is self-evident;
the second, on which Lee relies, calls for further comment.
367 Simplicius Phys. gg, 13 (DK 29a21), quoting Alexander o
y&p ioropel. . .EUbnuos, ZAvwv. . Ereip&to Sewxvivan §1i uf oldv
e TG duta ToAAG elvon TG unbiv elvan év 1ois olow v, T& &2 oA
TAffos elven dv&Buwv. (Cf. Philoponus Phys. 42, 9; DK 2ga2y.)

368 Eudemus ap. Simplicium Phys. 97, 12 xai Znvevd gact
Agyew, € 15 o) 1o Ev droboin i wotE domv, Eav T& dvra Adyew.

These two passages, both based on Eudemus, make it clear that in
his opinion the plurality that Zeno was especially attacking was
‘a plurality of units’, mAfifos dv&Swv. By exposing the contra-
dictions involved in the notion of the unit Zeno sought to demolish
the hypothesis of plurality. Accordingly, by one view at least, it is
only when, in the arguments preserved in 365 and 366, we substi-
tute for the single word mwoAA&, ‘plurality’, the phrase wAfifog
évaBeov, ‘ a plurality of units’, that Zeno’s purpose is fully apparent.
For not only had Zeno’s principal opponents, the Pythagoreans,
maintained that everything in the universe—sun and moon, man
and horse, justice and opportunity—was a sum of spatially ex-
tended units (see pp. 248f.); they had also, if only tacitly, con-
fused these spatially extended units with the points of geometry.
It is against this confusion in particular that, according to
Tannery, Cornford, Lee and others, Zeno’s arguments against
both plurality and motion are alike directed.

To suppose that this special anti-Pythagorean significance is
merely accidental seems unjust to Zeno; it might indeed have been

367 As Eudemus. . .records, Zeno. . . used to try lo prove that it is impossible that
existing things should be a plurality by arguing that there ts no unit in existing things and
that plurality is a sum of units.

368  They say that Zeno used to argue that, if anyone would explain to him whalever the
one was, he would then be able to account for existing things.
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the prime motive of his arguments. It may be true, as some
scholars have lately objected, that there are no traces in extant
fifth-century literature of an explicit equation of numbers with
atoms; and it has also been maintained against Tannery and his
followers that, in W. A. Heidel’s words (AJP 61 {1940} 21), ‘there
is not, so far as I know, a single hint in our sources that the Greeks
themselves were aware of the purpose of Zeno to criticize the
fundamental doctrines of the Pythagoreans’. Neither of these
objections seems, however, at all conclusive. If the confusion
between units, points and atoms was, as was suggested in
Chapter Ix, a tacit confusion arising from the inability to imagine
incorporeal entities, then it is not only not surprising that there is
as yet no explicit equation, it would be very surprising indeed if
there were. And as for the failure of our sources to point out the
special anti-Pythagorean purport of Zeno’s arguments, that could
well come about because our sources, especially Aristotie himself,
were concerned with the validity of the arguments in their own
day rather than with the ad hominem motive that inspired them. At
the same time, to suppose that this was their only motive is no
doubt an over-simplification; that the clause &l woAA& foriv was
not intended to bear, at least among others, its superficially
obvious sense of ‘if there is a plurality of concrete things’ seems
very hard to believe.

A great deal has been written lately about the paradoxes of
Zeno and much of the most recent literature has been sternly
critical of Tannery’s view. If we possessed only the surviving argu-
ments against plurality, which have of course the great advantage
of being preserved in Zeno’s own words, the case for seeing a
special anti-Pythagorean purpose in Zeno’s work would be greatly
weakened. But we have also Aristotle’s version of the four argu-
ments against motion, to the fourth of which Tannery gave at last
a real and a sharp point. It is upon them that Tannery’s followers
must principally base their case, and meanwhile the wisest course
may well be to regard the question as still an open one.

ARGUMENTS AGAINST MOTION

369 Aristotle Phys.79,2390bg (DK 294 25) térrapes 8’ eigivol Adyor
wept kwnoews ZRvwvos ol mapéyovres Tés Suoxoliog Tois Avougiv,

369 Jend's argumenis about motion, which cause suck trouble to those who try to solve
the problems that they present, are four in number. (After Gaye)
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Zeno’s arguments against motion, unlike those against plurality,
were originally only four in number, of which Aristotle discusses
each in turn (though in a somewhat garbled version) in Physics Zg.
It will be best to discuss each separately; but since the four were
undoubtedly intended to stand together, the full purpose of each
being dependent on the other three, we must first consider the
combined object of the four together.

Theories of motion depend inevitably on theories of the nature
of space and time; and two opposed views of space and time were
held in antiquity. Either space and time are infinitely divisible,
in which case motion is continuous and smooth-flowing; or else
they are made up of indivisible minima—&roux peyéén—in which
case motion is what Lee aptly calls ‘cinematographic’, consisting
of a succession of minute jerks. We shall find that Zeno’s arguments
are directed against both theories—the first two arguments against
the former view, the last two against the latter. The four argu-
ments are really, in fact, two pairs; and further, to complete the
neatness of the pattern, the first member of each pair aims to prove
that motion is impossible for a single body—that is to say, is
impossible absolutely—while the second aims to prove that it is
impossible for more than one body--that is to say, relatively.
Finally, it was presumably against the Pythagoreans in particular
that these four arguments together were most valid and damaging;
for it was the Pythagoreans alone who, by their confusion of
spatially extended and indivisible units with the points of geo-
metry, would be logically compelled to admit, under cross-exami-
nation, that they held simultaneously the two contradictory
theories of space and motion.

(1) The Stadium

370 Aristotle Phys. Zg, 23gb 11 {continuing 369) ...mp&rosuivd
wepl ToU ) xveiofon Sid 1o rpdrepov el 1O fuov Setv dpudabon o
pepduevoy § mpds TO TEADS. . ..

371 Aristotle Topics ©8, 160b7 moMolUs ydp Adyous £xouev
Evavtious Tals Bo8aug, xabdrep Lryvoovos, 6T oUk EvBéyeTon kivelofBon
oUBt T oTdBiov SieAbeiv.

370 ... The first asserts the non-existence of motion on the ground that that which is in
[ocotnotion must arrive at the half-way stage before it arvives at the goal . . .. (Frans. Gaye)

371 For we have many arguments contrary lo accepled opinion, such as Zeno’s that
motion is impossible and that you cannot traverse the stadivm.
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372 Aristotle Phys. Z2, 293a21 810 kai & ZAvwvos ASyos
WelBog AauPdvel T uf) tvBéyeoton T dmetpa SieAbeiv fi Gyaoton Tév
derreipoov ko’ ExaoTov v Temepooudves xpove. Biyds ydp Afyetan
ki TO pijkos kal & xpdvos &melpov, kai dAws & TO ouveyEs, ATol
kot Siadpeow fi) Tois doyxdros. TGV pEv olv kard Troodv dmeipov
oUk EvBiyetcn &paobor tv memepaciéve ypdve, TGOV B katd Si-
adpeatv gvbéyeran kel y&p olrds & ypodvos olrws &rreipos. OTE &v
16 dmeipoo kol oUk év T memepaouévey oupPBaiver Suévar 1o drerpov,
ke &mrreobon TV &reipav Tois dreipols, ob Tols TeTEpaTUivOIs.

Zeno's first argument amounts simply to this: ‘It is impossible to
traverse the stadium; because before you reach the far end you
must first reach the half-way point; before you reach the half-way
point you must reach the point half way to it; and so on ad
infinitum.’  In other words, on the assumption that space is
infinitely divisible and that therefore any finite distance contains
an infinite number of points, it is impossible to reach the end of an
infinite series in a finite time. Aristotle’s answer to this conundrum
in 372, cven if philosophically unsatisfactory,” shows that in this
case he has rightly understood the problem.

I On the philosophical aspect of this and the other arguments against
motion see Ross, Aristotle, Physics 71-85. Ross himself concludes about this
first argument: (i) that since Aristotle himself, from whom almost the whole
of our knowledge of all four arguments derives, evidently regards the
solution he gives in 372 as ‘an adequate argumentum ad hominem as against
Zeno’, Zeno must therefore have ‘made the paradox turn on a contrast
between the infinite number of divisions of space to be covered in covering
a finite space, and the finitude of a particular portion of time® (p. 73};
(it} that none the less ‘the fact apparently remains that, before it gets to
the end of the line, the moving body will have had to get to the end of an
infinite series, i.e. to have got to the end of something that has no end’
{p. 74}, and that so understood ‘Zeno's first paradox still awaits its final
answer’ (p. 75). See also the controversy in Analysis vols. 11 (1951} to
15 (1954), which however is hardly relevant to Zeno’s intentions.

372 Hence Jeno’s argument makes a false assumption in asserting that it is impossible
Jor a thing to pass over or severally come in confact with infinile things in a finite time.
For there are two senses in which length and time and generally anything continuous are
extremities. So while a thing in a finite time cannot come in conlact with things quanti-
tatively infinite, it can come in contact with things infinite in respect of divisibility: for in
this sense the Hme tlself is also infinite: and so we find that the time occupied by the passage
over the infintte is not a finite but an infinite time, and the contact with the infinites is made
&y means of momenis not finite but infinite in number. (Trans. Gaye)
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(i1) Achilles and the tortoise

373 Aristotle Phys. Zg, 239b 14 Belrepos §° & xaholpevos *Axii-
Aevus. ot 8 oUTos &11 10 PpaBiTatov oubbrrote karainedfosTx
Bov Umrd Tol Taylorou Eumpoctev ya&p dvaryxaiov EAGelv 7O Biddkov
60ev odpunoe 10 elyov, dat &l T1 wpokyev &voaryxalov 1é Ppabu-
Tepov. €oi B¢ xad oUros & altds Adyos 16 Biyoropeiv, diagépa &
&v & Sronpeiv why Sixa 10 TrpochapPavopevoy péyedos.

Having in “the Stadium’ dealt with a single moving body, Zeno
proceedsin * Achilles’ to deal with the relative motion of two bodies.
The argument this time is as follows: ‘ Achilles can never avertake
a tortoise; because by the time he reaches the point from which the
tortoise started, it will have moved on to another point; by the
time he reaches that second point it will have moved on again; and
so ad infinitum.’ Aristotle’s comment on this conundrum is again
sensible as far as it goes: the underlying theory of space is indeed
the same as in ‘the Stadium’—namely that it is infinitely divisible
—but this time the series is not, as it was in ‘the Stadium’, the
simple geometrical progression %, §, 4, i ..., but somewhat more
complicated.

That concludes Zeno’s attempt to disprove ‘continuous’
motion, and he now proceeds to ‘cinematographic’ motion.

(iit) The flying arrow

374 Aristotle Phys. Z9g, 239bgo  Tpitos & & viv pnbels, &1 7
S1oTds gepopdvn Eornrev. oupPaiver 88 mrapd TS AauPdveiv tov
¥povov ovuyxeioton &k &V viv' un Silfoptvou yap Toutou oux foTan
& ovAhoytopds. (Cf.ibid. 239b 5, where, however, the textiscorrupt.)
This third argument can be confidently reconstructed as follows:

‘An object is at rest when it occupies a space equal to its own
dimensions. An arrow in flight occupies, at any given moment, a

373 The second is the so-called Achilles, and it amounts to this, that in a race the
quickest runner can never overtake the slowest, since the pursuer must first reach the point
whence the pursued started, so that the slower must always hold a lead. This argument is
the same in principle as that which depends on bisection, though it differs from it in that the
spaces with which we successively have to deal are not divided into halves. (Trans. Gaye)
374 The third is that already given above, to the effect that the flying arrow is at rest,
which resull follows from the assumption that time is compesed of moments: if this
assumption is not granted, the conclusion will not follow. (Trans. Gaye)
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space equal to its own dimensions. Therefore an arrow in flight is
at rest.” It is easy to see that this argument, unlike the two that
precede it, treats time and space alike as composed of indivisible
minima; as Aristotle puts it, it assumes Tov ypdvov ovykeloBar &
TGV viv,

(iv) The moving rows

375 Aristotle Phys. Zg, 23gb3g TétapTtos & & mepl Tév v
oradlw xwvouptvav & Evavrias lowv Gyxwv wap’ foous, TéV piv
&rd Téhous Tol oTabiov tdv & &md ploov, Tow Téye, v &
oupPaivev oleton foov elvan xpdvov T@ Simhaoiey Tov fiuowv. fon
§ & mapodoyiopos &v T TO piv Tapd kwvouusvov 16 6t wap’
fpepolv 1o foov uéyefos &Eiolv 1§ Tow Téye Tov Toov gépecbo
Xpdvov. ToUre § dorl yelBos. olov Eorwoav of éoréres loot Syko
tp” v 1& AA, ol 8’ &g’ dv Ta BB dpyduevor &md Tol uéoou Téw A,
foo1 1oV &p1Budy touToss dvres kal TO péyebos, ol 8 &p” v 1& I'T &md
Tol foydrou, Toor Tov &piftudy SvTes TolTols kal 1o péyefos, kal
looTayeis Tois B. oupPaiver 81 16 mpidrov B &ua &l 76 doydrep
elvan xad é pdrov T, wap® &MAnia xivoupdveov. oupPaiver B8 kal
16 I mopd mévra té B SiefeAniubivan, 1o 58 B mapd ta (A) fjpion-
Sote fuouy elven Tov xpdvov - Toov yap éxdrepdv EoTiv Trap’ EkaoTov.
Gpor 8¢ oupPaiver & B mapd whvra té I mapeAnAvBévan - Gua yap
foron 1o mpddtov I kad 16 wpdrov B &l rols dvavtios doydros,

375  The fourth argument is that concerning the two rows of bodies, each row being
composed of an equal number of bodies of equal size, passing each other on a race-course
as they proceed with equal veloctty in opposite directions, the one row eriginally occupying
the space between the goal and the middle point of the course and the other that between the
middle point and the starting-post. This, he thinks, involves the conclusion that half a given
time is equal to double that time. The fallacy of the reasoning lies in the assumption that
a body takes an equal time in moving with equal velocity past a body that is in metion and
a body of equal size that is at vest; which is false. For instance {so runs the argument), let
A, A ... be the stationary bodies of equal size, B, B ... the bodies, equal in number and in
size to A, A, ..., originally occupying the half of the course from the starting-post to the
middle of the N’s, and T, T ... those originally occupying the other half from the goal to
the middle of the A's, equal in number, size, and velocity to B, B .... Then three consequences
Sollow:

First, as the B's and the Vs pass one another, the first B reaches the last T at the
same moment as the first T reaches the last B, Secondly, at this moment the first ' has
passed all the B's, whereas the first B has passed only half {the N's), and has con-
sequently occupied only half the time occupied by the first T, since each of the two
occupies an equal time in passing eack body. Thirdly, at the same moment all the B's
have passed all the Us: for the first U and the first B will simultanesusly reach the opposite
ends of the course, since {so says Jeno) the time occupied by the first T in passing each of
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foov ypovov rap” EkaoTov yivdpevov TG B Soov mep 18y A, s gnoy,
Bik 1o dupdrepa ooy ypdvov mrapd Ta A yiyveoba,
376 Diagram of Alexander ap. Simplicium Phys. 1016, 14

A byxor EorédTes
AAAA B dyxoi xwoupevor &d ol A dmi 16 E
A BBBB— E I &yxot kivotpevor &wd 1ol E éni o A
Il oo o o A &pyn ol orabiov
E réos Tou orabiov

This final argument is much the most complicated of the four and
it is virtually certain that Aristotle himself has misunderstood it;
Zeno was far too shrewd to have been guilty of the paralogism of
which Aristotle accuses him. The clue to the true significance of
the argument lies in its relation to the other three: as ‘Achilles’
stands to ‘the Stadium’, so will this conundrum stand to the
‘Flying Arrow’. In other words, this argument too will be based
on the assumption that space and time are composed of indivisible
minima.

Indeed the only way in which any sense can be made of the
argument is to suppose—and by so supposing it becomes perhaps
the most telling of the whole set—that each of Zeno’s dykot (a
deliberately vague word meaning ‘solid bodies’ or ‘masses’)
represents one such indivisible minimum of space, and that those
in the rows B and [" are alike moving at such a speed as to pass one
A in one indivisible minimum of time. Zeno is of course fully
justified in asking his opponents—or those of them at least who
believed in indivisible minima--to visualize such a situation. If
space does indeed consist of indivisible minima, then it is clearly
legitimate to draw a diagram to represent, on however magnified
a scale, a number of such minima; and if the same is true of time,
then the rest of the data is equally legitimate. But once so much
is granted, then the rest of the argument is valid. For while each
B has passed two A’s—which, by the data, means in two indivisible

the B’s is equal to that occupied by it in passing each of the A’s, because an equal time is
occupied by both the first B and the first T in passing all the A's. (After Gaye)
376 A =stationary bodies.

B = bodies moving from A tewards E.

I = bodies moving from E fowards A.

A= starting-post.

E = goal,
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minima of time—each [" has passed four B’s—which again by the
data must have taken four indivisible minima. Itistrue, of course,
that unless the argument is concerned with indivisible minima it
is, as Aristotle says, totally invalid. But as soon as it is seen to be
concerned with indivisible minima, both of space and time, then
it does most ingeniously demonstrate that these so-called indivisible
minima are divisible after all. And upon the unfortunate Pytha-
goreans, who had hitherto confused the indivisible units of
arithmetic with the points in infinitely divisible geometrical
magnitudes, this last argument must finally have impressed the
urgent need for revision of their suppositions.

1 For a full and lucid exposition of this last argument see H. D. P. Lee,
Zeno of Elea 83-102.

SPACE
377 Aristotle Phys. Ag, 210be2e (DKo2gazq) & 88 Zivwwv
ATdpel, 811 “el o 11 & TéMos, Ev Tivi EoTan’, AUsv oU YoAETIOY.
378 Aristotle Phys. A1, 20ga23 f) y&p Zivwvos &mopia 3ryrel
Tva Adyov- el yap &y 1o dv tv tome, SHov &1t xald ol romrou
TOTOS Eoran, Kl TolTo el dmeipov wpdaiow.

This apparently isolated argument calls for little comment, being
cited chiefly because reference will be made to it in the next
chapter {p. 302). Itis, however, worth noting that the premise &
7y 1O &v &v TOmey, ‘if everything real is in space’, confirms the
point made several times already (see especially pp. 1881 and
246 fI.) that the Presocratics could imagine no form of existence
other than spatial.

377 <eno's problem—ihat *if Place is something, it musi be in something’—is not
difficult to solve. {Trans, Hardie}

378  Zeno’s difficulty demands an explanation: for if everything that exists has a place,
place too will have a place, and so on ad infinitumn. {Trans. Hardie)
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CHAPTER XH
MELISSUS OF SAMOS

DATE AND LIFE

379 Diogenes Laertius 1x, 24 (DK3goa1) Méhooos “l6aytvous
Zawos. oUtos fixovoe TlappeviBou . . .. yéyove 82 kal woAimixds avip
xal &rroSoyfis mapd rois moAiToas Afiwptvos &fev vebapyos xipebsis
&1 kol pAAov Ederupdotn Bik T olkelov &perfy. . . gnol 8 "AmroAo-
Boopos flkpakévar oUTdV KaTd Th TerdpTny kal &ySomkooTiv
Shuprmiddo.

380 Plautarch Pericles 26 (DKgoa3) wAstoavtos ydp olrol
(sc. Pericles) Méhooos & “lfayévous, dviip piAdoopos aTparny &y
ToTe T 2dpov, xarappoviioas Tfis dAiyoTrros Tdhv velv i Tfis
dmapiog TV oTpaTnyddy, Emeioe ToUs woAitas émbéodon Tolg
"Abnvaios. kol yevoutvng péyns vikfioavTes of Zdquot xal TroAAOUs
piv alrréddy &vBpas EAdvres TroAAGs B¢ varls SiagleipovTes ExpddvTo Ti)
Bardoony xai wapeTifevTo TOV dvarykadwy wpds TOV mwoAepov dox
ph TpdTepov elxov. Umd 8¢ toU Mehicoov wal TlepixAéa gnolv
ooV “Aproroténg® firrnBijven vavpoyolvra rpodTepov.

¥ 1.e. in the lost TlohiTela Zapicwv.

These two passages tell us virtually all we know of the life of
Melissus. The battle in which he defeated the Athenian fleet was
fought in 441/40 B.C., and it is probably for that reason that
Apollodorus fixed his floruit at 444-441. Whether or not he was,
as Diogenes tells us, a pupil of Parmenides, he certainly followed

319 Melissus son of thagenes, a Samian. e was a pupil of Parmenides. . . . He was
a statesman, and was held in great honour by the citizens; and later, when he was elected
admiral, he won even grealer fame for his personal courage. . . . Apollodorus says that he
fourished in the eighty-fourth Olympiad.

380  For when Pericles had set sail, Melissus, son of Ithagenes, a philosopher who was
then in command of Samos, was so contemptuous of the small number of the Athenian ships
or of their commanders’ inexperience that he persuaded the Samians lo attack. A baitle
took place which the Samians won, They took so many prisoners and destroyed so many ships
that they had command of the sea, and they devoted to the prosecution of the war certain
supplies which they did not till then possess. Pericles himself, according to Aristotle, had
also been defeated by Melissus in an earlier naval battle.
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him very closely. We shall see reason to suppose that he was also
acquainted with contemporary Pythagoreanism.

Melissus’ book is said by Simplicius {Phys. 70, 16, DK g044), to
whom we owe the preservation of the ten surviving fragments, to
have been entitled TTepi pUoews fi 1repl 1ol dvrog, * About nature or
reality’~a version of the title given by later commentators to
books by the Presocratics (see p. 102 n. 1). Its date is impossible to
determine; but if we are to trust Plato that Zeno wrote his treatise
as a young man (see 362}, then it is at least highly probable that
Melissus’ book is considerably the later of the two. We shall find
that there is internal evidence also to the same effect.

REALITY I§ INFINITE

381 Fr. 2, Simplicius Physics 29, 22 and 109, 20 &7e Toivuv olk
tytveto, Eom Te kol &el fiv wad el Eoron ad dpyfv olk Exe oubt
TeAeutiiy, GANT Smeipdy fomiv. &l piv yap fyfveTo, dpynv dv elyev
{fipfoTo yap &v TroTe ywopevov) kai Teheutrv (EreAeirnos ydp &v
TwoTe ywousvov)© &1e 88 unTe fipfaro wiTe dtsAsdnoey, el e fv
ko &el Eoron {xad) oUx Exer dpyhv oubt teheuThy: oU ydp &el elven
dwotdy, & 1y v EoTi.

382 Fr. 3, ibid. 109, 31 &AN Homep Eorwv &ef, olTw kol T
péyebos &meipov &el xpny elvan,

383 Fr. 4, ibid. 110, 3 dpynv = xad tihos Exov oU8iv oUre
&iBiov olrre &rreipdv éoriv,

384 Fr. 5, ibid. 110, 5 €l gy &v ein, mepavel mpds &NAo.

385 Fr. 6, Simplicius de caelo 557, 16 €l yap (&meipov) i, &v
gin &v- & y&p Svo £in, olx &v Bivenro &mepa elvon, AN Eyor &v
Teiparta wpds GAATAC,

381 Since, then, it did not come into being, if is now, always was and always will be,
without either beginning or end, but infinite. For if it had come into being, it would have a
beginning ( for it would at some time have begun coming into being) and an end ( for it
would at some time have stopped coming inte being); but since it neither began nor ended,
it always was and always shall be, without either beginning or end; for if is nol possible
for anything to exist for ever unless it all exists,

382  Buil just as it exists for ever, so too it must_for ever be infinite in magnitude.

383 Nothing that has a beginning and an end is either eternal or infinite.

384 Ifit were not one, it would be bounded by something else.

388 For if it were {infinite), it would be one; for if it were two, the two could not be
infinite, but would be limited by one another.
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Faithfully as he followed Parmenides in other respects, Melissus
yet broke away from him, as these fragments amply show, on one
very important point. Whereas the One of Parmenides was finite
and spherical (see 350 and 351), the One of Melissus is unequi-
vocally declared, to the irritation of Aristotle,! to be infinite in
extent® as well as in time. For this remarkable change there seem
to have been two main reasons, of which we will consider the
simpler first. Melissus himself tells us, in 384 and 385, that if there
were more than one Being, they would be bounded by one
another. He argues for the unity of the One, in other words, from
its infinity. But that his real object was rather to prove its infinity
from its unity is obvious enough even in these fragments, and is
even more apparent from the following summary description of
the Eleatics:

386 Aristotle de gen. et corr. AB, 325a14 (DK30a8) év xai
Sudvnyrov 10 v elvad pool xad &meipov Eviorr 16 ydp Trépas wepaivew
&v mwpds TO xevdv,

Melissus is in fact countering the possible objection to the Sphere
of Parmenides that, if it is indeed ‘limited on every side’, then
something must surcly lie outside its limits, and that something
can only be the void.

t Aristotle had a profound but unjust contempt for Melissus whom he
dismisses with such words as popTikés *crude’ (Phys. A3, 185210, DK goa7)
or piKpdv &ypoikdrepos ‘a little too naive’ (Met. A5, 986b 26, DK ibid.),

2 This has lately been denied by G. Vlastos {Gnomen 25 (1953) 34}, who,
having argued on the strength of fr. g (391 below) that the One of
Melissus is incorporeal, writes: ‘“How then could Melissus affirm that
Being is incorporeal while infinite in magnitude? Because, I suggest, the
infinity in question is that of beginningless and endless duration, not that
of unlimited spatial extension.’ 1 find it incredible that, if this was what
Melissus wished to say, he should have included the words 16 péyebos in
382 or written olte &Swov olre G&meaipov in 383 The only answer to
Vliastos” question seems to me to be to suppose that Melissus still thought
that the only kind of existence was existence in space; see below, pp. 303§,

His second motive for the change is also discernible in the
fragments, this time in 381 and 383. The One must have neither

beginning nor end. There has been a prolonged discussion con-
cerning 381 as to whether it signifies a temporal or a spatial

386  They say that the universe is one and motionless, and some add that it is infinite; for
its limit would limit it against the void.

300



MELISSUS

beginning and end; but since the next two fragments make it clear
that Melissus denied both, the guestion is relatively unimportant.
There can in any case be no doubt that Melissus is once again
improving upon Parmenides’ description of his Sphere as ‘limited
on every side’ and ‘equally poised from the centre in every direc-
tion’. The objection that he is this time countering seems, there-
fore, to be this: if, as Parmenides’ own language suggests, the One
has a beginning, a middle and an end, then surely it is no longer
one but three.

There is some ground for the conjecture that these two possible
objections to the One of Parmenides had actually been raised.
Besides Plato’s reference in the Parmemdes to ‘those who try to
make fun of Parmenides’ One by showing its many absurd and
contradictory consequences’ (see 362}—words which themselves
suggest destructive arguments of exactly this type-—there are two
passages from Aristotle which point in the same direction:

387 Aristotle Phys. Ag, 216b22 elol 8 Tives ol S1& ToU pavol
xai rrukvol ofovran avepdy elvan 8Tt Eori kevdv. el wiv yap pn Eon
wavdv xal mukvdy, oUdE suvitvan kad miAgioBoe olov Te. & 88 toUro
pf ein, i Shws xivnow ok foton §) xupovel 16 dhov, daomep Epn
ZoUfog.

388 Aristotle de caelo A1, 268a10 koB&mep yd&p gaot kai of
TTupayépeiol, TO &y kad & mwévra Toig Tpioiv OPIoTAl" TEAEUTT
yap kol péoov kal &pyfy Tov dpibpov éxsr Tov Tol mavtds, TalTa
8¢ Tov THs Tpi&Bos.

It is not, unfortunately, clear from 387 just how much Aristotle
intends to ascribe to Xuthus; but even if it is only the fantastic
view that when there is motion ‘ the universe bulges’, it still seems
likely enough that the motive underlying the suggestion was
nothing but the desire to make fun of Parmenides’ Sphere. We are
told by Simplicius, in his comment on this passage (683, 24,
DK 33), that Xuthus was, as we should hope, a Pythagorean. It

387  There are some who think that the existence of rarity and density shows that there is
@ void. If rarity and densily do not exist, they say, neither can things contraci and be
compressed. But if this were not to take place, either there would be no movement at all, or
the unwerse would bulge, as Xuthus said. (Trans. Hardie)

388  For, asr the Pythagoreans say, the world and all that is in it is determined by the
number three, since beginning and middle and end give the number of the world, and the
number they give is the triad. (Alter Stocks)
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may possibly have been in answer to Xuthus, or at any rate to the
argument that outside Parmenides’ One must be the void, that
Zeno, following his usual practice of reducing his opponents’
hypotheses to absurdity, included among his arguments one that
was directed against the notion of Témes, ‘space’ (see p. 2g7).*
When, finally, we learn that the theory in 388 was held by, among
others, Ton of Chios, whose first tragedy is said in the Suda (s.v.
*lav Xios, DK 364 3) to have been produced in 452-449 B.c., and
who, according to Harpocration (s.v. “lwov, DK364a1), was vids
*Opboptvous, EmikAnow 8¢ ZoGlou, ‘son of Orthomenes, who was
known as Xuthus’3 we have perhaps enough evidence to justify a
tentative conclusion. Melissus’ solitary departure from the
guidance of Parmenides may well have been forced upon him by
the criticisms of the Pythagoreans.

* Space and the void are very closely associated in Greek thought. The
precise relation between the two is actually defined in 389 Aristotle Phys.
A1, 2oBbas En ol 10 kevdv gdoxovtes dvan tdmov Abyovow: 1o yp
revdv ‘rdrros &v ein Eorepripévos odpertos. Elsewhere, however, the two are
often treated as entirely synonymous; e.g. 390 Hippolytus Ref. 1, 11, 2
(DK 28423, about Parmenides) &lSiov elvan 7d wav. . .xed Suowoy, ol
Exov Bt vémov dv favrd,

2 The same view was evidently held also by the Pythagorean Occelus
(DK 48, B), who seems, however, so far as we can judge from our very
unreliable information, to have belonged to a later generation of the
school.

3 It may well be true, as Kranz suggests in his note at DK, 377, that the
father of Jon was nicknamed Xuthus in allusion to the myth that provided
Euripides with the plot for his tragedy. But that does not alter the fact
that Xuthus is mentioned under that name by Aristotle himself.

THE ONE IS INCORPOREAL

391 Simplicius Phys. 109, 34 0T ydp dowuerov elvan PodAston
T &v, E5fAwoev eiwcov (Fr. g) & pév obv [8v D, olv EF, Diels, DK]
€in, Sel alrd Bv elvan: Bv B 2dv Bel alrrod oddpa pry Eyew. &l 8¢ ot
wéoyos, Exor &v popia, kol olxér Ev eln.

389 Again, the theory that the void exists involves the existence of place: for one would
define void as space bereft of body. (After Hardie)

390 {He said that) the whole is cternal . . . and homogeneous, and has no space within it.
391 For he made it clear that he means that what exists is tncorporeal when he wrote:
If it 5, it must be one; and being one, it must have no body. If it were to have bulk,
it would have parts and be no longer one.’
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Simplicius, who was no fool and who evidently had the book of
Melissus before him as he wrote, actually quotes this fragment in
two pieces on two separate occasions (the other being Phys. 87, 6),
with the object on each occasion of showing that the Eleatic One
was incorporeal. Yet in spite of this fact, which alone would seem
decisive enough, Burnet (EGP327), following the second thoughts
of Zeller, regards the statement that the One of Melissus was
incorporeal as ‘incredible’, and argues instead that the fragment
must have been ‘directed against the Pythagorean assumption of
ultimate units’. None of the arguments by which he supports his
contention carry, however, the slightest weight, not even the
alleged similarity between this fragment of Melissus and fragment1
of Zeno (365). For whereas there is no mention in any of Zeno’s
fragments of the Eleatic but only of the Pythagorean {(or at any
rate the pluralists’) One, the exact reverse is true of Melissus. This
is in no way surprising. 1t was Zeno’s characteristic method (see
pp. 2871{.) to base his essentially destructive arguments upon the
suppositions of his opponents. Melissus by contrast was essentially
constructive and only incidentally critical. Moreover—and this
is a very important point—the constructive and destructive
approaches are, as this very fragment reveals, by no means easy
to reconcile. If, indeed, the argument of the fragment is inter-
preted as an attack upon the Pythagorean unit-atoms, it succeeds
in demolishing the Pythagorean ‘plurality of ones” (wrAfifos
tv&Bav, cf. 367) only at the expense of the Eleatic One. The same
is, of course, true also of Zeno's arguments against plurality; but
since Zeno’s purpose was primarily to demolish the system of his
opponents, it is open to doubt whether, even if he was aware of this
fact, he would have allowed it to deter him. With Melissus, whose
obiect was to vindicate the Eleatic One, the case is altogether
different. If anything that possesses oéue and mayos, ‘body’ and
‘bulk’, must thereby possess also uépia, ‘parts’, and so sacrifice
its unity, then the only way to preserve the unity of the Eleatic
One is obviously to deny it these attributes, This fact is so evident
that Melissus, with his constructive intent and the consequent
desire to anticipate objections, can hardly have failed to observe
it. It has already been suggested (pp. 300 {.} that it was partly to
avoid a form of this argument that Melissus explicitly stated that
his One was infinite, without spatial beginning or end. The
further suggestion seems to follow that, on this question of the
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corporeality of the One, Melissus marks another parallel advance
from the position of Parmenides. Parmenides, though he described
his One as indivisible and homogeneous, had yet conveyed the
distinct impression, in so describing it, that it possessed parts. The
Pythagoreans pounced upon this oversight and based upon it one
of their ‘attempts to make fun of the One’ (362). Zeno in turn
answered the Pythagoreans, using their own type of argument to
refute them. Here, as elsewhere, it seems to have been left to
Melissus to adapt the positive aspect of Eleaticism in the light of
the purely negative disputes of his immediate predccessors. The
obvious, if not indeed the inevitable, adaptation would seem to be
embodied in this fragment. Another step has been taken towards
the apprehension of the abstract; but it is still only a step in that
direction, not the eventual arrival at the goal. It is admittedly
difficult for us to imagine anything except empty space which is at
once infinite in extent and yet has no ‘body’ or ‘bulk’; and even
empty space can be imagined to have, what Melissus’ One did not
have, ‘parts’. But Melissus’ own words allow no escape from the
conclusion that that was the way his mind was working. If he had
been capable of imagining something that was not only incorporeal
but non-spatial as well, the outcome of his thought would have
been different; but the only safe deduction to be drawn from the
surviving fragments of his book, which must always remain the
best guide to his meaning,’ is that he was not capable. And since
neither of his approximate contemporaries, Empedocles and
Anaxagoras, was any more successful in this respect than he was,
that conclusion is perhaps less startling than it might otherwise be.

* The pseudo-Aristotelian treatise de Melisso Xenophane Gorgia (MXG),

written about the time of Christ, tells us virtually nothing about Melissus’

doctrine that we do not learn direct from the fragments. Its author’s
purpose, moreover, is so critical that its reliability is doubtful.

MELISSUS FORESHADOWS ATOMISM

392 Fr. 8, Simplicius de caelo 558, 21  péyioTov pév olv onusiov
oUros & Adyos, &1t Bv pdvov fomw- Grdp kad TéBe onueix. el yap
v wohhd, Tolalra xpn abrd elvan oldy mep fycd gnu 1O &v elven.
gl yap fon yf xad UBop wai &iyp xad Tilp xod oibnpos xad ypuods,

392  This argument, then, is the greatest proof that it is one alone; but the following are
proofs of it also. If there were a plurality, things would have to be of the same kind as 1
say that the one is. For if there is earth and water, and air and fire, and iron and gold, and
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kai 1O piv 30ov 1o Bt rebunkds, xod pEAav Kad Asurkov kai T& GAAx
doa guoiv of &vlpwmor glvan &Andf, el 81 ralra for, xal fAusls
SpBicds dpdduey kai diovopey, elvan ypty ExaoTov TowoUrov ofdv wep 10
Tpdytov EBofev fuiv, kal W petamimrew pndt yiveoban Erepoiov,
&AM dei efvon Exaorov oléy wép torv. viv 8¢ papev SpBds dpdv xal
dxovey ket ounitvan - Sokel BE Tiv T6 Te Oepudy Yuypdv yiveobo kal
10 Wuypdy Bepudv ol 1o oxAnpdv poBoxdv kol TO podfoxdy
oxAnpdv kal 1O 3&ov &molvioraw xal ik Py 36vVTOS Yiveofm, xal
Tatra wavra Erepololodo, kad 8 11 fjv Te xal & viiv oUBiv dpolov
elven, AN 6 e ofbnpos orAnpds dov T4 BoxTiAw xararpipesbo
Spouptwy [Bergk Diels; duol péwv mss.], kol ypuods xal Aifos xai
&0 & 11 toyupdy Boxel elvan v, £§ U8arrds ey kad Albos yiveoda -
Sorre oupPaiver pfTe dpdy piTe Ta dvTa Yivddokew. oU rofvuy TalTa
&AAHAOL dpohoyel. pamévols yap elvar ToAAG kal difix kod €ibn
Te ke foyuv Exovra, évTta étepoiolioBon iy Soxel kai peTarrinrrev
i ol ixdoTote Spwptvou. Sfjhov Tolvuy, St olk Opbdds Ewpdpey
oubt dkelvex OAAK SpB&ds Bokel elvair ou ydp dv peTémirrrey, el
SAnof Ry AN fiv oldv rrep E8dxket ExooTov Towolrov. TOU ydp
Eovtos dAnBvel xpeiooov oUdév. fiv & perarnéon, TO pév oV
&rrdoheTo, 1o BE oUk ddv yéyovev. olrws olv, el TohAd &ln, rorodra
yp elven olév mrep 16 Ev.

This skilful attack upon the validity of the senses may well be,

as Burnet suggests (EGP328), directed especially against Anaxa-
goras; in which case, of course, it too, as well as the possible

if one thing is living and another dead, and 1f things ave black and white and all that men
say they really are—if that is so, and if we see and hear aright, each one of these must be
such as we first decided, and they cannot be changed or altered, but each must be always just
as i is. But, as it is, we say that we see and hear and understand aright, and yet we
believe that what is warm becomes cold, and what is cold warm; that what is hard turns soft,
and what is soft hard; that what is living dies, and that things are born from what lives not;
and that all those things are changed, and that what they were and what they are now are
in no way altke, We think that iron, which is hard, is rubbed away by contact with the
finger; and so with gold and stone and everything which we fancy to be strong, and that
earth and stone are made out of water; so that it turns out that we neither see nor know
realities, Now these things do not agree with one another, We said that there were many
things that were elernal and had forms and sirengih of their own, and yel we fancy that
they all suffer alteration, and that they change from what we see cach time. It is clear, then,
that we did not see aright after all, nor are we right in believing that all these things are
many. They would not change if they were rveal, but each thing would be just what we
belicved it to be; for nothing is stronger than true reality. But if it has changed, what is has
passed away and what is not has come inlo being. So then, if there were a plurality, things
would have bo be of just the same nature as the one. {After Burnet)
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rejoinder to Ion of Chios in 38x and 383, is evidence for dating the
work of Melissus relatively late. Its prime importance lies, how-
ever, at the beginning and the end. There can be little question, as
we shall see when we come to Leucippus (pp. 404 1), that Melissus’
reiterated assertion, ‘if there were a plurality, each one of the
many would have to be just such as I say the One is’—an assertion
that was intended, of course, as a reductio ad absurdum of plurality—
provided the atomists with the basis of their entire system. Greek
atomism is precisely a plurality in which each one of the many is,
in almost every essential respect, just such as Melissus said that
the One was.r

T There is another respect in which Melissus may have unconsciously
helped the Atomists to answer Parmenides. In section 7 of the long fr. 7 he
amplifies Parmenides’ argument in 350 and 351 by first explicitly equating
not-being with the void and then deducing the impossibility of motion
from the non-existence of the void: since there is no empty space there is
nowhere for the real to move to. This may perhaps be another of Melissus’
replies to the Pythagorean critics of Parmenides. But be that as it may,
there can be little doubt that when Melissus wrote, in the middle of this
argument, oUx &v olv el 6 ye unblv, ‘for what is nothing could not exist’,
he made it easier for Leucippus to arrive at the solution summarised by
Aristotle in $52 and §54, and put most succinctly in the paradox in 554,
oUbiv piEiAov 1o v ol pfy dvros elvan, ‘not-being exists no less than being’.
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CHAPTER XIH

PHILOLAUS OF CROTON AND
EURYTUS OF CROTON

DATE

393 Plato Phaedo 612 (Cebes speaking) ko Oihohdou fikovoa,
&te mrap’ fpiv Sigr&To.

394 Diogenes Laertius 1x, 38 o¢noil 8¢ xal "AmoAAédwpos &
Kuziknvds Ohordw adrédv (se. Democritus) ouyyeyovévan,

395 Diogenes Laertius v, 46 Tehevrodor y&p Byévovro TGV
Mullaryopeitov, ols kal *Apiotofevos elbe, Zevopidds e & XokiSeus
&md Bpdrns xal Qdvrwov & Phidoios xal "Eyexparns kol Alokhiig
kad Holbwvaotos QMidoor kai armol. floav 88 dxpoaral $idohdou
xod Evpirrov 1év Tapavriveov.

These three passages, being consistent one with another, provide
the best evidence available for dating Philolaus.* If we accept the
further statement of Apollodorus (ap. Diog. L. 1x, 41, 549) that
Democritus was born about 460-457 B.C., then we can take it
that Philolaus too was born somewhere around the middle of
the fifth century, and was about fifty years of age when he was
lecturing in Thebes. His name is repeatedly linked, as it is in 395,
with that of Eurytus. In dealing with these two at this point we
are, therefore, deserting a strictly chronological order; there is no
question that they were both considerably later than either
Empedocles or Anaxagoras. There is, however, one fact of
considerable importance about each which it will be more con-
venient to discuss before we leave the subject of the interaction
between Pythagoreans and Eleatics and proceed to the post-
Parmenidean pluralists.

* The statement of Iamblichus {V.P. 104) that Philolaus and Eurytus
were pupils of Pythagoras in his old age is obviously absurd. Both are
usually associated with Croton, but sometimes with Tarentum (as in 395) or
Metapontium.

393 [ heard Philolaus lecture when he lived in our town {i.e. Thebes].

394 Apoliodorus of Cyzicus, toe, says that Democritus and Philolaus were contemporaries.
395 For the last of the Pythagereans, whom Aristoxenus saw, were Xenophilus the
Chalcidian from Thrace, and Phanton, Echecrates, Discles and Polymnastos, all of
Phleious. They were pupils of Philolaus and Eurylus, the Tarentines.
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(1) PHILOLAUS

Story of Plato’s plagiarism

396 Diogenes Laertius vini, 84 {(DKg4a1) Odrcos Kpo-
Toovidrns ThuBoyopikds,  mop& ToUtou ThAdrew dviiooobo 1&
BiPAfor r& ThuBoryopixd Alwwt ypéeet. . . . yéypage B¢ PipAaiov Ev. (&
gnow "Epurrros Adysv Tvd Tév ouyypogiwv TIAdTtwva Tov
piAdTopov Tapaysvouevov el SikeMav mwpds Alovioiov cvnoacdon
TApd TRV auyyeviv Tol Oihoddou dpyuplou AlebavBpiviiv pvidv
Terrapdkovra kot frrelifey perayeypagéven tov Tiwenov, Erepor Bf
Aéyouot tov TTadrreova AaPeiv alrrd, rapd Atovugiou Trapontrioduevoy
& Tig puAckiis veavioxkov &rnyutvov 6w ToU OidoAdou pabntdv.)

This curious story, of which this passage shows that there were
several variant versions (cf. 266), seems likcly to have originated
with Aristoxenus. It was certainly Aristoxenus who, in his desire
to detract from Plato’s originality, asserted that the Republic was
largely based on a work of Protagoras; and this is clearly a story of
the same malicious order. Its historical importance is of course
negligible, but it serves to raise the important question of the
authenticity of the fragments still preserved in Philolaus’ name.

The fragments of * Philolaus’

More than twenty fragments are attributed to Philolaus, some
of considerable length. If they are genuine, they undoubtedly
constitute much the best evidence that we possess concerning the
Pythagoreanism of the fifth century. Unfortunately, opinion
seems still to be divided on the question of their authenticity.
Though much has been written both for and against them, all the
more important arguments are conveniently to be found in the
works of three scholars only. Ingram Bywater (. Philol. 1, 21~53),
who played a large part in originally subjecting the fragments to
suspicion, and Erich Frank (Plato und die sogenannten Pythagoreer
263-335) between them set out the whole case against the frag-

396 Philolaus of Croton, a Pythagorean. It was from him that Plato, in a letter, told
Dion to buy the Pythagorean books....He wrote one book. (FHermippus says that
according to one writer the philosopher Plato went to Sicily, to the court of Dionysius,
bought this book from Philolaus’ relatives for 40 Alexandrian{!) minae, and from it copied
out the Timaeus. Others say that Plalo acquired the books by securing from Dionysius the
release from prison of a young man whe had been one of Philolaus® pupils.)
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ments, while R. Mondolfo (Zeller~-Mondolfo 1, 2, 367-82) is the
chief advocate for the defence. On the whole the argument must
be pronounced so far to have gone in favour of the prosecution:
Mondolfo, even if he has succeeded in producing an explanation
or a precedent for every single suspicious feature, has hardly
succeeded in explaining away what might be thought the strongest
of all arguments against the fragments, the unduly large number
of such suspicious or unusual features. It is impossible in the
present context to recapitulate all the detailed arguments already
adduced by either party. One general argument must suffice.

A careful reading of the fragments reveals in them a notable
resemblance to Aristotle’s extant accounts of Pythagoreanism.
The most striking example is probably that afforded by the
following comparison:

397 Fr. 5, Stobaeus 4nth. 1, 21, v¢ & ya pav &pibuds £xa1 Bvo
ptv iBix £idn, meploodv kai &pmiov, Tpitov 88 &n' dugoTtipwv
peryBévrwov dpriotéprrrov: Ekarépw B8 TG eideog oAl poppal, &
fxaoTov alUTouTd onpaiver”

398 Aristotle Met. A5, 986a17 {cf. 289) 70U & &pibuol oroiygeia
6 Te Gpmiov kal TO meprTToV. . . TO §7 &v Ef dugotépwv elvan ToUTwv
{xett ydp dpriov elven kol wepiTToOV). . | L ETepor B2 TGV &V TOUTRV
1&g &py&s Békar Adyouotv elvan Tés kord ouoToryiav Asyoudvoas:
épog kol &reipov
wepiTTOY Kol &pTiov. ...

* The fact that the fragments are in Doric has been used as an argument

both for and against them,
There are scveral other such resemblances,” sufficient to establish
at least a strong probability that Aristotle’s account of Pythagor-
eanism and that given by the author of the fragments are inter-
dependent. If, therefore, it can be shown that the author of the
fragments was dependent upon Aristotle rather than vice versa,
then the case against the fragments is virtually conclusive.

397 Number has two special_forms, odd and even, and a third derived from the mixture
of these two, even-odd. Fach form has many manifestations, which every individual thing
reveals in its owen nature.

398  The elements of number (they say) are the even and the odd . . . the 1 proceeds from
both of these { for it is both even and odd) .. .. Other members of this same school say
there are ten principles, which they arrange in twe columns of cognates—Limit and unlimited,
odd and even. . ..
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I Compare especially fr. 10 with Ar. de an. A4, 407b31; also fr. 1 with
Met. As, g87a13-19 (DK 5888); fir. 2 with de caelo Ay, 274230-3 and
Phys. T4, 203a10-15 {DK58828); and fr. 7 with Met. N3, 10gra15
{DK.58826) and de caclo B1a, 2g3a21 (DK 58837).

There are three considerations that point firmly in that
direction:

(1} Itis to be noted that Aristotle mentions Philolaus by name
only once in his extant writings (at Eth. Eud. B8, 1225a33,
DK 44816}, and he there tells us nothing of the slightest import-
ance. That, if Aristotle actually derived much of his information
about Pythagorean doctrine from Philolaus’ book, is an almost
inconceivable state of affairs.

{(2) One of the minor resemblances between the two authors’
phraseology is of a very suspicious nature. In the maddle of
fragment 6 occurs the following sentence:

399 Fr. 6, Stobaeus Anth.1, 21,74 .. .&wel BE Tod &pyad Ur&pyov
oUuy Spoloy oud Spudguron fooo, fiBn &buvarov fis ko edrrofs
koopndfivan, & un dppovia émeyéveto GTviddv &Be Tpdmre EybveTo,

It is surprising enough in itself to find the author of the fragments
expressing, in the last four words, perplexity about what seems
to have been the most important constituent in his whole cosmo-
logy. It becomes more surprising still when we find Aristotle,
in 313, voicing an almost identical doubt. For even if Aristotle is
here faithfully reproducing an obscurity or omission in the early
Pythagorean cosmogony, it would be difficult to maintain that
once that vital omission had been consciously acknowledged, as
it evidently was by the author of these fragments, it would have
been left unrepaired.

(3) If, finally, we look at fragments g, 4, 6 and especially 11, we
find that they are all concerned with a theory of knowledge. It
will suffice to quote one only:

400 Fr. 4, Stobaeus Anth. 1, 21, 76 xai wavTa yo pav TX
yiyvwoxopeva dpifudy Exovn: o ydap oldv Te oUbtv olre vonbijusy
oUTe yvowolijpev dveu TolTou.

399 ...But since the first principles were not by nature alike or akin, it would be
impossible for them ever to have been arranged, had not harmony supervened, in whatever
way it came into being.

400  And all things that can be known contain number; without this nothing could be
thought or known.
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This theory is in itself regarded by both Bywater and Frank—
though their contention is disputed by Mondolfo—as a palpable
anachronism. ‘We are required’, wrote Bywater (loc. cit. p. 35),
‘to believe it to have been propounded in a pre-Socratic school of
thought, and at a time when the critical enquiry “How is know-
ledge possible?” had barely been started, much less settled. But
after Plato’s time the unknowableness of matter without form
{UAn &yvwoTos ka® aUTtrv, says Aristotle) became with various
modifications a received formula wherever his influence extended.’
1t is, however, only when this argument is combined with that
other of the resemblance between Aristotle and the author of the
fragments that it acquires its full force. For in Aristotle’s accounts
of Pythagoreanism, though there is abundant evidence of the
cosmological significance of numbers, there is nowhere the faintest
suggestion that among their other functions they are the only
cause of knowledge. This once again, seeing that Aristotle often
discusses Pythagoreanism for the express purpose of enquiring
what early traces he can find of his own doctrines, seems an
almost inconceivable omission. Moreover he consistently repre-
sents the Pythagoreans as concerned only with physical pheno-
mena, with never a mention of such an epistemology as that of the
fragments. Finally, the argument that the existence of knowledge
implies the existence of stable realities is always represented by
Aristotle {e.g. at Met. Ag, ggobii} as peculiarly Platonic,
resulting from the blending of Pythagoreanism with Heracliteanism
(cf. ibid. A6, g87a2g); yet it may fairly be claimed that fragments
4, 5 and especially 6 reveal a familiarity with that argument.
Irrespective, therefore, of Bywater’s contention that the epistemo-
logy of the fragments is anachronistic (which, even if not by itself
conclusive, can hardly be dismissed as entirely groundless), it
seerns virtually certain, from Aristotle’s complete silence on the
subject, that that epistemology was not in fact part of the pre-
Platonic Pythagoreanism.

For these and other reasons the fragments attributed to Philolaus
can be dismissed, with regret but little hesitation, as part of a
post-Aristotelian forgery, based, not without skill, on Aristotle’s
own accounts of the Pythagorean system.
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Other evidence concerning Fhilolaus

Whereas there is abundant information concerning Philolaus in
the works of several late writers, there is scarcely so much as a
mention of him in any early and reliable author. Plato and
Aristotle each mention him once only, in the passages already
cited (see 393 and p. 310), and from neither of these passages do
we learn anything of importance about his doctrine. Otherwise
there are only two sources of information that are at all reliable:
namely, first, a quotation in the Theologumena Arithmeticae (p. 82,
10 de Falco; DKg4a13) from a lost work by Speusippus On
Pythagorean Numbers, which was largely based, we are told, on the
writings of Philolaus; and second, a passage from Meno’s Jairica in
the so-called Anonymus Londinensis. The former tells us something
of the properties of the Decad, and so suggests that in regard to
numbers Philolaus was faithful to the Pythagorean tradition. The
latter, which describes the fundamental principles of his medical
and physiological theories, is so interesting that a considerable part
of it is worth quoting.

401 Menoap. Anon. Londinensem xvur, 8 (DK 444 27) ®iAdhaos
5t Kporwvikrng ouveoTtavan ¢noiv & fpétepa owpara ik Geppod.
dpttoxa yap aurd elven wuypol, Umoumwvhoxwy &md Ty
TooUTwYy" 1o oméppa elvan Bepudy, xoraorevaoTikdy & rolimo ToU
oy xai & Tomos B, els Ov ) kaTaPord (unTpa 88 olrn), foTiv
fepporépa xad fowvia dkelvedt TO B¢ fowds Twi TalTO SUvarton &
fowev- &mel B2 1O xoraokeudzov &pfroxov fotiv wuypol, kot 6
Tdmos 8¢, &v & 1) karaBohn, &udtoxds dorwv wuypol, Bifhov o611 kal
Td KoTUoKEVaROuEvoY 3Gov TowlTtov yiverar. els 8¢ ToUtou Thy
xarraokeutiy Urropvfiget rrpooypliTan ToladrTT) * petTd ydp THy éxtebv
eUBias 1o 3Gov Emomdrar 1o fkrds Tvelpa Yuxpdv v elra v
xoformepet xpéos Exmépmer aurd. Bid ToUro 81 xai Spefis Tol &kros

401 Philolaus of Croton holds that our bodies are composed of the hot; for they have no
share in the cold, as he reasons from considerations such as the following: the sperm fs warm,
and it is the sperm that produces the living thing; and the place in which it is deposited
(i.e. the womb) is, like it, warm; and what is like something has the same power as ithat
which it resembles. Since, then, the productive factor has no share in the cold, and also the
place in which it is deposited has no share in the cold, clearly the living thing produced will
also be of the same nature, With regard lo its production, ke makes use of the following
reasoning: tmmediately after its birth the living thing draws in the breath outside, which is
cold; and then, as if of necessily, it expels it again. This desire for the breath oulside arises
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Tvedpgorres, v tff Emeodkre tol mveuporos SAkfi Gepudrepa
UmdpyovTa Ta TjpéTepa oodpaTa Tpos atol kerrayynTal.

Then follow a number of detailed doctrines which, in the present
context, are of importance only as showing that Philolaus had
something more than a merely conventional interest in medical
and physiological matters.

The significance of the passage quoted is that it shows a
remarkable similarity, both in the general picture it draws and
also, in the last three sentences, in vocabulary, to the passages
quoted in chapter 1x which describe the beginning of the Pytha-
gorean cosmogony, 312, 314, and 316. Just as the sperm, which is
warm, is deposited in the womb, so also, in cosmogony, the first
unit, which represents the principle of Limit, issomehowimplanted
in the midst of the surrounding Unlimited; and just as the child,
immediately after birth, inhales the breath outside, so also the first
unit, immediately after it is generated, proceeds to draw in the
void from the surrounding Unlimited. There are of course dis-
crepancies between the cosmogonical and the biological processes:
whereas, for instance, Philolaus insists that the womb itself, like
the sperm deposited in it, is warm, the Unlimited in which the
first unit is implanted represents darkness, while Limit, and the
first unit likewise, stand for light. But the general similarity
between the two pictures is perhaps sufficient to suggest that
Philolaus is at this point maintaining an analogy between the
macrocosm and the microcosm; and in that case, whichever of the
two was originally the model for the other, his embryological
theories may perhaps provide some support for a particularly
conjectural stage in the reconstruction of the Pythagorean cosmo-
logy in chapter 1x.

(2) EURYTUS AND HIS PEBBLES

Slight as is our reliable information about Philolaus, about his
associate Eurytus we know even less. We have, however, one
solitary piece of information about him which is at once unusually
well attested and, despite its superficial triviality, probably of
considerable importance.

in order that, as the result of the inhalation of the breath, our bodizs, which are by nature
too warm, may be cooled by it
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402 Aristotle Met. N5, 10g2b8 oUbtv 8¢ BicdpioTon oUdt drmro-
Tépoas of apifpol adTior TV obodv ko Tol elvan, dTepov s Spot,
olov al orrypai 76w peysf&v, xai ds EpuTos Erorrre Tis &pifiuds Tivos,
olov 681 utv &vBparmou 681 8t Trrrou, dorep ol Tous &pifuous dyovesels
T& oy Apara rplywvov kal TeTpdycovov, olrrws dpopoiddy tols yrigpow
TS poppds T&v euTév, fi 811 [6] Adyos f) ounguvia &pBpdv. . ..
403 Alexander Mei. 827, 9, commenting on 402 xeicbw Adyou
xépw Spos Tol dvBpdrou & TV dpibuds, & 5t TE ToU gutol- TolTo
felg EAGpPove Yneidas Siaxooiag TevTixovTa TS pEv Tpaoivas Tas
8¢ pehaivas GhAag (B8 fpulpds kot Shws mavrobamols yphopaot
xexpwopbvas. elra mepiyplwv tov rolyov doPéore kal oxiaypoaplv
qvbpwmov xal guTdy olrws émfyvy Tdode piv Tas yneiSas v T
TOU TTROCWTIOV oxixypadiq, T&g B¢ év T} TGV xEpdv, dAAas B v
&Ahois, kal dorerthar THy tol mpouptvou dvlpomou Bk ywneibov
jrapifucv Tais povdoiv, & dpigev Epaoke Tov dvlipwmov.

404 Theophrastus Met. 11, 6a1g (p. 12 Ross-Fobes; DK 43, 2)
Tolrro yap (sc. pfy péxprt Tou wpoeABdvra mravesfon) teddou wad
ppovouvTes, Grep "ApyUTas ot fpn momiv Eldputov BiarmiBivra
TIvds whAgous: Ayew yap ¢ 68t pdv &vlpdmou & dpifuds, 66e &
frrov, 888 87 &AAou Tvds Tuyydver.

The statement in 404 that the information concerning this
curious practice of Eurytus comes from Archytas is a strong
indication of its accuracy: no more trustworthy witness could be
found on this generation of Pythagoreans. The only question, there-
fore, is what Eurytus was atternpting to prove with his pebbles.

402 Once more, it has in no sense been determined in which way numbers arve the causes
of substances and of being-—whether (1) as limits {as points are of spatial magnitudes) :
this is how Furytus decided what was the number of what {e.g. of man, or of horse}, viz.
by imitating the figures of living things with pebbles, as some people bring numbers into
the forms of triangle and square; or {2) is it because harmony is a ratio of numbers. . .?
{Trans. Ross}

403 For the sake of argument let the definition of man be the number 250 and that of
plant 360, Having settled that, he used to take 250 pebbles, some green, some black, others
red and, in short, of a veriety of colours. Then he would smear the wall with unslaked lime
and make a shaded drawing of a man or a plant; some pebbles he fixed in the drawing of
the face, others in the hands, and others elsewhere, until he had completed the drawing of
a man in the number of pebbles equal to the number of units which ke claimed to define man.
404 For this (sc. nof stopping halfeway) is the mark of the really sensibie man; just as,
Jor instance, Archytas once said that Eurytus used to do when he distributed his pebbles;
for he apparently used to claim that such and such was the number of man, such and such
that of horse, and suck and such that of anything else.
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It is usually assumed that, retaining the early Pythagoreans’
confusion between units and atoms, he claimed, by drawing these
pictures with pebbles, to determine the number of unit-atoms that
constituted the objects, such as man and horse, which he repre-
sented. But for a variety of reasons that scems a very improbable
explanation of his procedure. Eurytus, being one of the foremost
Pythagoreans of his generation, is surely unlikely to have alto-
gether ignored Zeno’s devastating exposure of the earlier Pytha-
goreans’ confusion. Again, it seems scarcely credible that he
should have believed in unit-atoms of such a magnitude that their
number in such an object as man or horse could be so easily
determined, especially by means of a drawing in only two dimen-
sions. And finally, as we learn from 403, he had in any case
already decided upon the appropriate number before he began to
delineate the object in question. There is every reason to suppose
that his purpose was somewhat less ingenuous than thisexplanation
suggests.

A more plausible explanation would seem to be as follows.
Eurytus might well have held that it was possible with his pebbles
so to delineate the external form of a man or a horse that the
resulting figure could represent nothing but a man or a horse.
That is to say, he would mark off the surfaces that were peculiarly
those of a man or a horse, and the points that bounded those
surfaces, and then, by counting the number of points needed to
represent a man so that it could be nothing but a man, consider
that he had corroborated the equation of man with a particular
number. This is exactly the method that 403 suggests. He started,
according to that account of his procedure, with a oxixypagic—
that is to say, probably (though the word is occasionally used to
mean only an outline drawing), a drawing shaded to give the
illusion of solidity. He was probably in fact thinking in three
dimensions, not two only. The boundary points of a three-
dimensional object could hardly be represented by a three-
dimensional arrangement of pebbles, simply because of the
mechanical difficulties involved ; but by means of a shaded drawing
they could be represented by an arrangement of pebbles on a two-
dimensional surface. Further, if the pebbles used were of different
colours, as 403 again tells us that they were, the arrangement of
pebbles would appear no longer a merely arbitrary scattering but
an intelligible representation.
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In strong support of this suggestion is the reason for which
Aristotle tells us in 402 that Eurytus developed this practice. The
doctrine that lies behind the words olov of oniypai Tév ueyeftdy,
‘as points define magnitudes’, is referred to in several other
passages of Aristotle, and even if not explicitly, at least by a process
of elimination, attributed to the Pythagoreans. One such passage
has already been quoted, 320; this time we will select others:

405 Aristotle Met. Z2, 1028big (DK58823) Bokel &€ Tio1 &
ToU copaTes wipara, olov émedveia kal ypoupd xad oriypd xad
povds, slvan oboict, kol pdAhov 7} & odpa kal 16 oTepeov.

406 Aristotle Met. Z11, 1036b8 &mopolol Tves 180 xai émwi
ol kukAov kal ol Tprydvov, ds ol Tpoofikov ypapuais opizecto
xal T ouveysl, GAAG TavTa TaTa Spolws AMdyeolor doavel odpres
i dord ToU &vlpdomou ol yoAxés xal Aifos tol &vbpidwros. xal
&véeyouot mévra els Tous &pifpous, kal ypapuiis Tov Adyov ToV TGV
8Uo elvai paaw.

If, as is generally supposed, Alexander is right in telling us that
the anonymous thinkers in 406 were Pythagoreans, then it would
appear that, besides the earlier doctrine that the line equals 2
because two extended points placed side by side constitute a line,
there was also another and subtler Pythagorean view by which a
line was a stretch of continuous magnitude bounded by two points.
It seems likely that this is a post-Zenonian revision of the traditional
view, in which case it may reasonably be ascribed to the generation
of Philolaus and Eurytus. And in that case again the procedure
of Eurytus begins to look less absurd. Just as a tetrahedron, for
instance, could be represented by the number 4, qua the number
of points required to bound its surfaces, so also, Eurytus may well
have thought, could a physical body such as man or horse be
represented by however many pebbles were found necessary to
bound the visible and tangible surfaces peculiar to that particular
body. Expressed in its most general terms, in fact, the ovoix or
essence of an object would be held, as in 404, to consist in its

405  Some think the limits of bedy, i.e. surface, line, point and unit, are substances, and
more so than body or the solid. (Trans. Ross)

406  Some are in doubt even in the case of the circle and the triangle, thinking that it is
not right to define these by lines and by continuous space, but that all these are to the cirele
or the triangle as flesh or bones are to man, and bronze or stone to the statue; and they reduce
all things to numbers, and they say the formula of *line’ is thal of * twe’. (Trans. Ross)
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surfaces, or more precisely, since a surface is derived from points,
in the points that bounded those surfaces. Physical matter and
geometrical magnitude alike are bounded by surfaces, lines and
points; and the number of points required to bound any object,
whether mathematical figure or physical body, is the number with
which that object is equated. Finally, as the inclusion of the
word Trépata in 405 (and also in the passage quoted earlier, 320)
clearly suggests, both types of equation are applications, revised
in the light of Eleatic criticism, of the traditional Pythagorean
doctrine of the imposition of Limit upon the Unlimited.

THE UNIT AS EVEN-ODD

One last Pythagorean doctrine remains to be discussed, that
mentioned in a passage from Aristotle’s Metaphysics already cited
in this chapter (398), by which the unit is neither odd nor even but
both even and odd. Wesaw earlier (p. 241) thatin the pre-Parmeni-
dean Pythagoreanism the unit was unquestionably regarded as a
manifestation of the principle of Limit only. It seems likely,
thercfore, that the present view represents once again a later
modification of Pythagorean doctrine in the light of Eleatic
criticism. Unfortunately Aristotle himself here, as usual, refuses
to distinguish between an earlier and a later Pythagoreanism,
but simply groups all Pythagorean doctrines together in his general
survey. The following passage, however, seems to preserve for us
a genuine Pythagorean tradition.

407 Theo Smyrnaeus p. 21, 20 Hiller Té&v 82 &pibpddv rololvren
Ty mpwrTny Toufv els Blo- rous piv yap olrdv &pTious, Tous Be
TEpITTOUS Qawot. kad &pTior pév elow of emBeyouevor TV els lox
Sadpeaiy, cog 1) Buds, 1y TeTpds: mepioool 8¢ ol els &vioa Sicupoupevol,
olov & §, & 3. mpirtny 8t 16V TrepiooGiv Eviar Epaoav THy povdda.
TO yop &pTiov Té Tepioodd évavtiov: 1) B8 povds fyTor mEpITTOV
tomiv ) &pmiov: xal &pTiov piv ol &v €in: o y&p Smros ¢ls Toa, &AN
oGt Shews Bienpelrat- meprrrd) dpa f) uowds. k&v dptiw 8¢ &priov
wpoodfis, TO WV yiveTan &pTiov' povds 88 dpTied TpooTifepivy TO

407 The first division of numbers that they make is into two classes, calling some even,
some odd, [Even numbers are those which can be divided into equal parts (e.g. 2 or 4),
odd these which can be divided only into unequal parts (e.g. 5 or 7). Some held that the
Sirst of the odd numbers is 1. For even is the contrary of odd; 1 is either odd or even; it
cannot be even; for so far from being divisible into equal parts, it cannot be divided at all;
whence it follows that 1 is odd. Again, if you add even to even, the whole is even; but

317



¢

PRESQCRATIC PHILOSOPHERS

& weprrrov Toiel oUk Gpa &priov f) povds MG mepiTTOw.
*ApicToréhns 8t fv 18 Tubayopikd T &v enow &upoTtépuwv petéxey
Tiis QUoecs: &priey piv y&p TpooTediv TepiTTOV ToIs], TepITTG B
dpriov, & olk &v fiBuvarro el piy &ugpolv Toiv puotory peteiye - 816 xad
Gpmiomep1TToV koAeioOan TO Ev. cupgepeTan 88 TouTols kal "ApyUTas.

It is hard to resist the conclusion that this passage represents
two distinct stages in the development of Pythagoreanism. In the
original view there are only two classes of number, even and odd,
of which the former comprises those numbers which are divisible
into halves, the latter those which are divisible only into unequal
parts.* The unit itself, though it will not fit into either class, is
asserted to be odd because it cannot be even, and its equation with
Limit is thereby justified. But sooner or later the fact must be
acknowledged that according to these definitions the unit cannot
be odd any more than it can be even. So, while the traditional
definitions are retained essentially unaltered, the third category is
introduced to contain the unit and the unit only. Arithmetically,
of course, the consequence of the change is of no great significance.
The first odd number is no longer 1 but 3; but the unit can
presumably remain the principle of numbers and their mode of
generation need not necessarily be altered. Metaphysically, how-
ever, since odd is Limit and even Unlimited, the consequences
seem to be of the utmost significance. No longer is the first unit,
the starting-point of Pythagorean cosmogony, regarded as the
embodiment of Limit in the Unlimited, it is instead the first
product of the blending of the two principles; and by that simple
change another of the Eleatic criticisms, that directed against the
‘inhalation’ of the one principle by the other (cf. pp. 253 and 274),
is duly acknowledged and countered.

* This early definition of odd and even numbers is also preserved, in very
simnilar words, both by Aristoxenus ap. Stob. Anth, 1, 1,6 (DK 5882) and by
Nicomachus 1.4, 1, 7 {p. 13, 15 Hoche). The twofold classification of
number in Theo's first sentence is to be contrasted with what may well
have been {(despite the probable spuriousness of the actual fragment) the
genuine view of Philolaus in 397 above.

add 1 to an even number and it makes the whole odd; whence it follows that 1 is not even
but odd. Aristotle, however, in his work on the Pythagoreans, sqys that 1 partakes of the
nature of both; for when added to an even number it makes it odd, when added to an odd,
even-—which would be tmpossible if it did not pariake of the nature of both; and so, he
says, it is called cven-odd. Archytas tvo agrees with Aristotle on this point.
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THE POST-PARMENIDEAN
SYSTEMS

The last stage of Presocratic philosophy consists primarily of the
pluralist systems of Empedocles and Anaxagoras, of the combination
of pluralism and monism represented by the atomism of Leucippus
and Democritus, and finally of the re-adapted Ionian monism of
Diogenes of Apollonia. Each of these systems i, in its own way, a
deliberate reply to Parmenides. Parmenides seemed, to his contem-
poraries and immediate successors, to have established once and for all
certain canons with which, until Plato himself exposed the fallacies on
which they were based, all future cosmologists must somehow comply.
Being, in the first place, must not be allowed to spring from Not-being:
anything that was claimed as real must also be ultimate. Again, the
void, being sheer non-existence, can find no place in any account of
reality. Third, plurality cannot come from an original unity: if there
is to be a plurality, it too, like reality, must be ultimate. And finally,
motion must no longer be simply taken for granted, an explanation
maust be given of its existence—which involved also an explanation
and justification of sense-perception. Any future system that ignored
any one of these canons would, for the time being at least, have been
considered from the outset untenable,

This estimate of the strength of Parmenides’ influence is no mere
conjecture. Both Empedocles and Anaxagoras repeatedly and clearly
reveal, not only by their thought but also by the language in which it
is expressed, an almost servile observance of the Parmenidean
demands; atomism, although its method of complying with the
Parmenidean canons shows a courageous refusal to be intimidated, is
nevertheless in a very special sense the outcome of the Eleatic
paradox; and Diogenes, even though he reverts to the single specific
substance of Anaximenes, incorporates much from Anaxagoras and
Leucippus in order to protect himself against Flea. Since one of the
most interesting and important aspects of the history of early Greek
philosophy—and it is an aspect that can easily be lost from sight—is
its peculiar continuity, a part of each of the main chapters that follow
will be devoted to showing, where possible in the philosophers’ own
words, how these post-Parmenidean systems are deliberately designed
to take account of the findings of the Way of Truth.
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CHAPTER XIV

EMPEDOCLES OF ACRAGAS

DATE

408 Diogenes Laertius viir, 74 (DK31a1) fixpoge 8¢ xard v
1eTépTnY kol SyBonxkooThv SAupmidda.
409 Diogenes Laertius vin, 51 (DKgrai) ‘Epmedoxifis, &s
pnow ‘lmrmoportos, MéTwvos fiv vids Tol *Eprmredoxitous “Axporyov-
Tivos. . Afyet Bt xai ‘Eparoofivns v tols "QAupmovikens Thv
TowTHY Xal EPSopnxooTiy SAupmidBa veviknkévan Tév Tol MéTwovos
maTipa, papTUpl Ypwuevos CApitoTotédel.  CAmoMéBwpos & &
yoopuuomixds &v Tols Xpovikols griov &5

fiv pév Mércovos uids, e 88 Bouplous

AaUTOV VEWOT! TTOVTEALS EKTIoUEVOUS

(&) Mhedlixos ENGeiv priow.
.. ApotoTéAng yap alrrdy, Eri re “HpoxhelBng, Efikovra E1dv pnot
TETEAEUTTKEVCL.
410 Aristotle Met. A3, 984a11 {(DK31a6) Avafaydpos &t
6 Khagoptwios T udv Hkig pdrepos dov ToUtou (se. Empedocles),
Tols &° Epyons YoTepos. . ..
411 Simplicius Phys. 25, 19, quoting Theophrastus ’EpmreBoxhfis
6 "Axpoyavtivos ob mwoAU katdmv ToU ‘AvaSoydpou yeyoves,
Hopusvibou 88 gnhws kol whnowoThs xad & pdhdov TV
TTularyopeioov. . ..

Empedocles’ precise dates are impossible to determine. Apolio-
dorus, whom Diogenes is doubtless following in 408, is, as usual,

408 He flourished in the eighty-fourth Olympiad.

409  Empedocles, according to Hippobotus, was the son of Meton, himself son of
Empedocles, and came from Acragas. . . . Eratosthenes, in his Olympic victors, saps that
the father of Melon won a viclory in the seventy-first Olympiad, and he cites Aristotle as
evidence. But Apollodorus the grammarian writes in his Chronicles that * he was the son
of Meton, and Glaucus says that he came to Thurii very soon after ils foundation’. ...
According to Aristotle, and also Heraclides, he died at the age of sixty.

410 Anaxagoras of Clazomenae, who, though older than Empedocles, was later in his
philosophical activity. ... {Trans. Ross)

4¥%  Empedocies of Acragas was born not long after Anaxagoras, and was an admirer and
associate of Parmenides, and even more of the Pythagoreans. . ..
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definite enough ; but it seems most likely that he has arrived at his
answer by simply assuming that Empedocles was forty years old
when Thurii was founded {i.c. in Ol. 84, 444-441 B.C.). Accord-
ingly it has often been suggested that the date given by Apollodorus
is considerably too late.* In the absence of any reliable and decisive
evidence, there is no ground for more than the very tentative
conclusion that Empedocles’ floruit must have been somewhere
around the middle of the century. That, at any rate, as we shall
see (pp. 38of.), tallies with what we are told in 410 and 4x1 about
the relative dates of Empedocles and Anaxagoras.

T See Diels, ‘Gorgias und Empedokles’, SB Ber. (1884) 343 fI.

LIFE

Empedocles, like Pythagoras and Heraclitus, was a favourite subject
{cf. p. 183) for apocryphal biographical tales. A considerable
number of them, drawn from numerous sources, are preserved by
Diogenes. For the most part they are concerned either with his
political activities or with his death, and it is the former group alone
which may perhaps contain a germ of truth. Heis said to have been
an ardent democrat, to have broken up some otherwise unknown
organization called the Thousand, and to have refused the king-
ship of his city (see Diogenes Laertius v, 66 and 63, DK 31a1).
Here at least we do seem to have something other than a mis-
guided embellishment of his own words in his poems; indeed we
might almost conclude from his poems that his views were aristo-
cratic rather than democratic. It would be unwise, however, to
accept even these stories at their face value; they do no more than
testify to a probably genuine tradition that as a democrat he took
a leading part in the politics of his city. He was evidently also an ac-
complished orator: Aristotle, in his lost dialogue Sophist, apparently
called him the inventor of rhetoric (Diog. L. vit 57, DK 31a1),and
Gorgias is said to have been his pupil. Finally, his fame as a doctor,
which is suggested by his own words in fragment 112,* is proved by
the numerous references to him in later medical writings.

* For whole fr. (and refs.) sce 478, but cf. especially 4X2 1L 1o-12
ol ptv povTomuvicow kexpnptvol, of & éml volowy
wavroiwy Eribovro Khew edmuéa By,

Brpdv By xadhenfior wewrappévol {(&pg’ dBlvnow).

412 .. .some seeking prophecies, while others, for many a day stabbed by grievous pains,
beg to hear the word that heals all manner of tliness.
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WRITINGS

The two poems from which the surviving fragments come were
called respectively TTepi guoews, On Nature, and KeBapuol, Purifica-
tions. According to Diogenes Laertius (vin, 77) these two poems
together ran tofive thousand lines,*while theSuda (s.v. Empedocles,
DK gi1az2) tells us that On Nature was in two books, together
comprising some two thousand lines. The extant verses even of
the poem On Nature represent, therefore, less than a fifth of the
original whole, while those of the Purifications, if the figure given
by Diogenes is correct, are even more fragmentary.

In addition to these two poems Diogenes (l.c.) says that there
was also a work of six hundred lines on medicine, which the Suda
{l.c.) however tells us was in prose. Several other works are also
ascribed by later authorities to Empedocles, including no less than
forty-three tragedies, but it seems very unlikely that they are in
fact his.

* 413 Diog. L. v, 77 (DK 3grar) & piv obv Tepl puoecs alird xal ol
Kafappol el &rn telvour mevraxioylAie. Diels, however, on the ground

that the KoBappol is unlikely to have extended to gooo lines, suggested
reading wévra TptoyxfAa instead.

THE PROBLEM

Though the precise order of the fragments cannot be certainly
determined, and though in a few cases it is even doubtful from
which poem a fragment comes, the arrangement of Diels is now
generally accepted. On the basis of the fragments alone it is
possible to reconstruct the system of Empedocles with greater
confidence than most of the Presocratic philosophers allow. The
chief difficulty in his case is of quite a different order. Whereas the
poem On Nature is primarily concerned to give a physical explana-
tion of the universe and its contents, and in the process seems to
leave no room for an immortal soul, the Purifications is based
upon the Pythagorean belief in transmigration. The resulting
conflict between the two poems has been resolved, in modern
times, in a variety of ways. While some scholars, including both
Zeller and Burnet, are content to conclude that Empedocles held
simultaneously beliefs that are not only incompatible but actually

413 His On nature and Purifications together comprise as much as 5000 lines,
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contradictory, others have argued that the two poems must
belong to separate stages of Empedocles’ life. The following
exposition, which partly stems from notes taken at Cornford’s
lectures in 1936, will attempt to show that, while the former of
these two views is far preferable to the latter, it still lays undue
stress upon the alleged incompatibility of the two poems. It will
always remain a difficult question what view Empedocles really
did take of the soul; but unless one poem is used to throw light
upon the obscurities of the other, even more difficult problems
will remain to be solved.

THE INFLUENCE OF PARMENIDES AND ITS EFFECTS
414 Fr. 11, Plutarch ade. Colot. 12, 1113¢ and Fr. 12, [Aristotle]
MXG 2, g75b1
vimior ob yap opiv Sohiyogppovis elot pépuavan,
ol &1 yiyveobon w&pos oUx éov EArrizovow
fi T kerroBvnoxew Te kel £60ANUGHan &,
{(Fr. 12) & e ydp oubdp’ tovTos dunxavov ko yeviolo
ki T &bv EEamoréofar &vivuctov Kad &mruaTov:
alel yap 1i ¥ foron, Omny xé Tis «lév Epeibn.
415 Fr. 19, Aetius 1, 18, 2
oUBE 11 ol movTods xevedy TEAs oubt meploodv.

416  Fr. 14, {Aristotle] MXG 2, g76b24
ToU wavTds 8 oUBtv kevedv: mdbev olv Ti k¥ émEAboy;
qx7 Tr. 6, Actius 1, 3, 20
Téooapa yap mEvTwy Mizouarta pdéitov &xkove*
Zeus &pyns "Hen e gepéoPios A "Abwvels
Nijoris & 1} Saxploig téyysr xpouvopx Ppbreiov.

4x4  Fools—for they have no far-reaching thoughts—uwho fancy that that which formerly
was not can come into being or that anything can perish and be utterly destroyed. For
coming inig being from that which in no way 1s is inconcetvable, and it is impossible and
unheard-of that that which is should be destrgyed. For it will ever be there wherever one
may keep pushing it

4¥5  Nor is any part of the wholg either empty or over-full,

416 And no part of the whole is empty; whence then could anything enter inio it?

437  Hear first the four roots of all things: shining Jeus, life-bringing Hera, Aidoneus
and Nestis who with her tears fills the springs of mortal men with water.
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418 Fr. 1y, I 6, Simplicius Phys. 158, 6
kad ratit’ dAAdooorra Biaprepds oUBapd Afye,

& hote piv DiadTnT ouvepyduey els Ev dmovTy,
&hhote & or Biy’ ExaoTa popeupeva Neiksog £yfer.

These fragments amply suffice to show the strength of the in-
fluence exercised by Parmenides on Empedocles. A comparison of
414 with fragment 8 of Parmenides (especially ll. 16-21, 347), or of
415 and 416 with lines 2225 of the same fragment (348), reveals
that Empedocles was not only complying with the Parmenidean
canons but doing so consciously and deliberately. It might even
be maintained that this compliance is the basis of Empedocles’
system; for these few fragments, besides affording an eloquent
indication of Empedocles’ dependence on Parmenides, can be
made to serve also as an introduction to his cosmology.

Parmenides had maintained that reality cannot come from
unreality nor plurality from an original unity. Empedocles meets
both demands simultaneously. There never was, he replies, an
original unity; there were rather four eternally distinct substances,
Zeus, Hera, Aidoneus and Nestis, or Fire, Air, Earth and Water.*
These between them fill the whole of space, leaving no place in the
universe for the non-existent void. All things consist of these
elements, or irreducible forms of matter, in various proportions.
When a thing is said to come into existence or to perish, all that
has really happened is that one temporary combination of these
indestructible elements has been dissolved and another been
established. Change in fact is nothing but a re-arrangement; and
to account for the motion in space which alone could effect such
a reshuffling, two motive forces, Love and Strife, take their place
along with the elements as the only ultimate realities. So all four
of the Parmenidean demands (see p. 319) are duly met, and
already, in meeting them, Empedocles has evolved the essentials
of his system. In following his cosmology through the peculiar
cycle which he imposed upon it, we shall be merely filling in the
details of an outline that has already emerged.

T Itis characteristic of Empedocles that he should present the *four roots’
at their first appearance in mythological guise. Nestis is certainly Water,

418  And these things never cease from continual shifting, at one time all coming together,
through Love, into one, at another each borne apart from the others through Sirife.
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but even in antiquity there was a difference of opinion concerning the
other three. Fire, which is here probably represented by Zeus, is in fis. 96
and o8 called Hephaestus. For Empedocles’ belief in the corporeality of
alr see 453.

EMPEDOCLES DEFENCE OF THE SENSES

419 Fr. g, I 9, Sextus adv. math. vi, 125
AN &y’ &Bper oy wodun, Tl SffAov ExaaTov,

10 piyte TV Sy By rrioTer Adov A ko drouty
fy dxofyy épiSourrov Umrép TpavmpaTa yAwoons,
piTe T1 T6v &AAov, dmdon wopos éotl vofioay,
yulww wiomwv Epuxe, voer & § Bfjhov Exaorov.

One of the first questions Empedocles had to tackle was whether or
not the senses are a reliable guide to the truth. In these important
verses, which are shown by the rest of the fragment to come from
the introduction to the poem, he is as deliberately contradicting
Parmenides as he is elsewhere obeying him. Clearly the sort of
cosmology on which he is about to embark demands, as indeed any
cosmology must, faith in the validity of sense-perception. So far,
therefore, from following Parmenides in his condemnation of the
senses, he instructs his readers to make full but discriminating use
of them, taking care to employ each sense for the appropriate
purpose.?
¥ Line 1o may contain also an implied criticism of Heraclitus: 420 fr. 101 4,
Polybius xir, 27 4¢8cipol [réwv] drrewov dxpiBioTepot pdpTupes. Perhaps,
however, Heraclitus only meant that seeing something for oneself is better
than hearing second-hand reports; but <f, pp. 207 ff.

THE SPHERE

421 Frr. 27 and 28°
B olrt” fediowo Bueiberon dxéa yula
oudt pdv 0U8” aing Adoiov pévos oudd 8dAaooa:
SN 8 ye wdvrolsv Toos (ol) kol wéypmav &meipov

419 But come, consider with all thy powers how each thing is manifest, neither holding
sight in greater trust as compared with hearing, nor loud-sounding hearing above the clear
evidence of thy tongue, nor withhold thy trust from any of the other limbs, wheresoever there
is a path _for understanding, but think on each thing in the way by which it is manifest.
420 Eyes are more accurate wilnesses than ears,

421 Here are distinguished neither the swift limbs of the sun nor the shaggy might of the
earth nor the sea; but rather, equal {io himself"} from every side and quite without end, he
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olrreos "Appoving Tukived kpuge soTipikTon
opaipos KUKAOTERTIS Hovin) Trepinyé yaiww,

422 Fr. 2g, Hippolytus Ref. vi, 29
ou y&p &rrd vertoe Slo KA&Bor &iooovral,
ov éBes, of Bod yolv', ob unbea yewnevTa,
&AM opaipos Env kal (mdvrolev) loos dautd.

¥ This is probably a single fr., of which Plut. (de _fac. fun. 12, g26 ) quotes
1. 1—2 {(though he refers them to the rule of Strife and reads &yAadv
elBog for dxéa yuia), Simpl. (Phys. 1183, 30) 1. 1, 4 and 5, and Stob.
(Anth. 1, 15, 24, b) 1L 3 and 5. Diels prints Il 1, 2, 4 and 5 as fr. 27 and H. 3
and 5 as fr. 28 {a solution which does not, however, evade the principal
prohlem, that posed by Plut.’s citation of Il. 1-2).

In these fragments Empedocles’ debt to Parmenides is again
obvious: though 422 doubtless reflects also the influence of
Xenophanes’ attack upon anthropomorphic gods (see pp. 1681},
Empedocles’ Sphere is indisputably modelled on that of Par-
menides. What Empedocles has done in fact is to take the sphere
of Parmenides and fill it from the outset with the four eternally
distinct elements. But this single change from an original unity to
an original plurality makes the whole difference to the sequel.
Whereas with Parmenides the sphere, being a unity, can never
undergo the slightest change, with Empedocles it proves to be but
one phase in a never-ending cosmic cycle.

THE COSMIC CYCLE
423 Fr. 17, r~19, Simplicius Phys. 158, 1
Bimh\’ Epéoo: ToTt piv ydp v ndfndn pdvov elven
&k mhedvoov, Tott & ol Sidgu Aoy’ & tuds elven.
Sotfy B¢ BunTdv yéveas, oy 8 &ndiswpis:
THv v yap mavTev gUvobos TikTer T GAéket TE,
5 1 8¢ waAw Swxpuoptvov Bpepleioa BiémTr.

stays fast in the close covering of Harmony, a rounded sphere rgjoicing in his circular
solitude.

422 Two branches spring nof from his back, he has no feel, no swift knees, no fertile
parts; rather was ke a sphere, equal to himself from every side.

423 A double tale will I tell: at one time it grew fo be one only from many, at ansther it
divided again to be many from one. There is a double coming into being of mortal things
and a double passing away. One is brought about, and again deséroyed, by the coming
together of all things, the other grows up and is scattered as things are again divided, And
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kad ot dAAGooovTa Siaprrepds oUBapd Afyer,
&aAoTe piv iAo ouvepyduey” ls Ev &mavTa,
&Mote 8 ol Biy’ Exaota gopepeva Neixeos &y e,
{oUTeos §) pév v ik TAsdVeV pepddnxe puecBon)
10 788 mév Biapuvros Evds Akoy” EktedBouat,
T mdv yiyvorral e xad ou ogiow Eprrebos adav:
7 8 SioAh&ooovta Siaumepts oUBaud Aye,
Tl & altv Exow dxdvnTol KeTd KUKhoV.*
T Lines 7-8 and 1013 are almost identical with 1L 5-6 and g-12 of fr. 26,
which is also preserved by Simpl. at Phys. 33, 19. Line g above, which is
needed to complete the sense, is 1. 8 of fr. 26 interpolated here by Diels.
The cosmic cycle which Empedocles is here describing is the most
peculiar feature in his whole system. This never-ending cycle
would seem (though this has been disputed) to have four stages,
two polar stages represented by the rule of Love and the rule of
Strife, and two transitional stages, one from the rule of Love to-
wards the rule of Strife, and the other back again from the rule of
Strife towards the rule of Love. The rule of Love itself, in which
‘all things unite in one through Love’ (1. 7), is of course the Sphere
described in the fragments in the last section. It is a uniform
mixture of the four elements—so uniform that nothing whatever
can be discerned in it. Before we proceed to follow the cosmic
cycle through the other three stages, it will be as well to pause at
this first stage (for though the cycle is never-ending and has
therefore no chronologically first stage, the rule of Love is still the
logical starting-point of the process), and consider in more detail
the various ingredients in the mixture.

THE FOUR ROOTS AND LOVE AND STRIFE

424 Fr. 17,1 14, Simplicius Phys. 158, 13 (continuing 423)
&AW &ye piBoov kAl - paln yap Tor ppévas oifer-

15 @5 yap xal mplv Eermra mgavokwy meipao pubeoy,

these things never cease from continual shifting, at one time all coming together, through
Love, into one, at another cach borne apart from the others through Strife. {So, in 5o far as
they have learnt bo grow inio one_from many,) and again, when the one is sundered, are once
more many, thus far they come into being and they have no lasting life; but in so far as they
never cease from continual inferchange of places, thus far are they ever changeless in the
cyele,

424 But come, hearken to my words; jor learning increaseth wisdom. As I said before
when I declared the limits of my words, a double tale will I tell: at one time it grew to be
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BimA” fptw- ot piv yop Bv ndEntn povov slvan
& mhedvoov, Tott 8 ol Sifpu wAtoy” £ dvdg elven,
o kol USwp kal yalo kal fiépos &mieTov Tyos,
Neikds T" oUASpevov bixa 1év, &réddavTov &mévTn,
20 kot @iadrns &v Tolow, lon ufikds Te wA&TOS TR
THY oU vée Séprev, unb’ Sppaow foo Tebnros:
fimis xal Bunyroioy vouizeron Eupuros &pbpors,
TH 't ida gpoviouot xal dpbma Epya Terolol,
"'nBootvny xahéovtes emavupor 8" "Appodithv:
25 THY oU TS uetd Tolow Ehooopfuny Bebémkse
Buntods quip- o 87 droue AMdyou ordlov olk dmammAdv.
ralta yap fod Te wavra xat fhuka yévvay Eao,
Tifis 8" &AATS &AAo pibel, wépa & fifos EkdoTow,
&v B& péper xporéouot meprmAopdvoio ypduoro,
30 ko wpds Tois oUT &p T Emyltyveton o8’ &mohnys
giTe y&p fpleipovro Biaprepts, oUxér” &v foav:!
ToUte & émouthoee TO wév i xe; xod 1élev EAGoy;
i) 8¢ ke knEamdhorro, Ewel 1ivE’ oUbiv Epnpov;
AN airt” Eomiv Talre, 817 dAAHAwy Bt Blovra
15 yiyveTon dhhoTe dAAa Kol fvexds aidv dpoia.
425 Fr. 21, L. 9, Simplicius Phys. 159, 21
& ToUTwv yap evl Soa 1° fiv Soa 17 Eom xad EoTan,
10 BevBpect 77 EPAdoTnoE kol &vépes 158 yuvarikes,
Biipés 1" oloovol e kad UBorrobptupoves ixHis,
vad Te feol Sohnraiwves Tipfjor pépioror.

one only from many, at another it divided again to be many from one, fire and water and
earth and the vast height of air, dread Strife too, apart from these, everywhere equally
balanced, and Love in their midst, equal in length and breadth. On her do thou gaze with
thy mind, and sit not with dazed eyes; for she is recognized as inborn in mortal limbs; by
her they think kind thoughis and do the works of concord, calling her Foy by name and
Aphrodite. Her does no mortal man know as she whirls around amid the others; but do
thou pay heed to the undeceitful ordering of my discourse. For all these are equal, and of like
age, but each has a different prerogative and its own character, and in turn they prevail
as time comes round. And besides these nothing else comes into being nor ceases to be; for
if they were continually being destroyed, they would no longer be; and what could increase
this whole, and whence could it come? And how could these things perish too, since
nothing is empty of them? Nay, there are these things alone, and running through one
another they become now this and now that and yet remain ever as they are.

425 From these things sprang all things that were and are and shall be, irees and men
and women, beasts and birds and water-bred fishes, and the long-lived gods too, most mighty
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aUtd ydp fomiv Tabra, &1 dAAfAwy 5t Bovra
yiyveton dhhoteomd: Tooov Sid kpfiots duelPet.

I It looks as if a hine had fallen out here, balancing the elre clause and
completing what in its present form appears an incomplete argument.

In these passages the influence of Parmenides is once again
obvious encugh: certain lines in 424 could well have come from
Parmenides himself. Empedocles is in fact playing his usual part
of mediator, Taking, presumably, those opposite substances which
had been most conspicuous in earlier cosmologies, the hot, the
cold, the wet and the dry (the first pair of which were definitely
used by Anaximander, while both pairs were mentioned in
Heraclitus fr. 126), and explicitly asserting that they are eternally
distinct, he places them in the Parmenidean sphere and, by merely
mixing and reshuffling them, accounts for birth, death, change and
all physical phenomena. As heis at pains to point out, his elements
do not, either in nature or behaviour, break any of the Parmeni-
dean canons. He has already effectively restored, by a mere
revision of pre-Parmenidean ideas, plurality and diversity; he is
about to restore, by the introduction of his two motive forces,
motion, change and time. In fact the only Parmenidean tenet that
he has sacrificed is that which Parmenides himself had valued
most of all, his monism. That gone, the rest follows without
further infringement,

The elements, Empedocles says in both 424 and 424, comprise
the whole of material reality: ‘there are these alone.” Simplicius
would seem therefore to be fully justified in the following comment
on Empedocles:

426 Simplicius Phys. 25, 21 (DK31428) olros 8¢ v& upév
owpaTikd ororyeia ol rérrapa, Tip kad &fpa kal U8wp xad yiiv,
&idix ptv Svra, TARGe B¢ xad ShiydTnm peraPdihovTa kaTd T
oUyxpiow xai Sidxpioiy, TS 88 kupluws &pyds, U’ dv xivelton Talre,
@ihiav xad Nefxos. Bl ydp Sorrehelv dvadhag Kivolpeva & orrowyeia,

in their prerogatives. For there are these things alone, and running through one another
they assume many a shape: so much change does mixing effect.

426 He makes the material elements four in number, fire, air, water and earth, all
eternal, but changing in bulk and scarcity through mixture and separation; but his real
Jirst principles, which impart motion to these, are Love and Sirife. The elements are

329



PRESOCRATIC PHILOSOPHERS

frotd pdv Urrd 1iis Orilas ouykpwopeve, woTe 58 Ured ol Nefkous Bio-
kpivopeva: waore xad £ efvan ko’ oimov rédg &pyds.

Empedocles was certainly feeling his way towards the distinction
here drawn between the material and the efficient cause. Love, he
explicitly says, is the same as Aphrodite, which we recognize in
ourselves but not in the universe. He is in fact drawing, and
literally believing in, the analogy between the universe as a whole
and man. Love and Strife are not, therefore, mere mechanical
forces disguised under mythical or allegorical names. Empedocles
believes, as the analogy shows, that sexual love and cosmic Love
are one and the same self-existent external force which acts upon
the person or the thing that loves.* At the same time he is still
unable to imagine any form of existence other than spatial exten-
sion, and in consequence his Love and Strife are still represented
(in 424, ll. 1g-20) as if they too were material.* We have seen
earlier (pp. goz fI.) how gradual was the advance towards the
apprehension of the abstract. Empedocles here takes another step
in that direction. We shall see, on pp. §74f., how Anaxagoras
takes yet another. But it was not until Plato elaborated his theory
of Ideas that the goal was eventually reached.

1 Aristotle in his comments on Empedocles goes further than this and says
that Love and Strife have a moral character. Cf. 427 Aristotle Met, A4,
08524 (DK 31a39) &l ydp Tis dohouoln ket Aaupdvor mpos Thy Sidvorav
kal pf) Tpds & weAMlzerar Adywv EpmeboxAfis, eophicsn Ty pév Oidlav
altiov oloav tév &yabdv, vo B2 Neikos tdv kaxbv: HoT’ € s gain
Tpdrrov Tivd kal Aéyev kal wpdiTov Myev To kardv kad Td &yabdv dpyds
*Epreboxhéa, 1éy’ &v Abyor kaAds.. . . Aristotle may be right: there is little
doubt that Empedocles was to some extent influenced by the moral
dualism of the Pythagoreans,

3 Cf. 428 Aristotle Met. Ag, 1075b 1 drrdmras B kol "Epmedorfis: tHv yap
Gidlay ol 1o dyabdy, abrn § dpyf xai &g xivoloa {ouvdyer ya&p) xal

continnally subject to an alternate change, at one time mixed together by Love, af another
separated by Strife; so that the first principles are, by his account, six in number,

427 For if we were to follow out the view of Empedocles, and interpret it aceording to its
meaning and not lo its lisping expression, we should find that Love is the cause of good
things, and Strife of bad. Therefore, if we said that Empedocles in a sense both mentions,
and ts the first to mention, the bad and the good as principles, we should perhaps be
right. ... {After Ross)

428 Empedocles alsa has a paradoxical view; for he identifies the good with Love, But
this is a principle both as mover (_for it brings things together) and as matter { for it is pari
of the mixture). (Trans. Ross)
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&5 UAn- uépiov y&p 1ol plyuatos. Note that in this passage also, as in 427,
Love is credited with 2 moral character——though in both cases this may
be only Aristotle’s own interpretation.

DISRUPTION OF THE SPHERE
429 Aristotle Met. B4, 1ooob12 xod &pa 8 altiis THis peraPorfis
oftiov 000V Adyer GAN i 8T olrreos méQuey
(Fr. 30) &AM &re &1 pbya Nelos évi pedéeoo éBpépln,
els Tipds T &vdpouoe Tedstopivolo Xpovolo
&5 o &uoiPaios hateos ap” EAnhorren Sprou-
s Guoryradov ptv Sv petaPdiisiv,
430 Simplicius Phys. 1184, 2 &p§apévou 8¢ mwdAv 1ol Neikous
EmxpaTelv TéTe éAw xivnois dv TG Zpaipw yiveTou:
(Fr. 1) wovta yap &sins wedepizeTo yuia Seolo.

These two brief fragments are all that survive of Empedocles’
description of the disruption of the Sphere. At that stage in the
cosmic cycle when the rule of Love was complete, Strife was
evidently altogether excluded from the Sphere. Indeed one short
fragment may well, in its context, have said exactly that:

431 Fr. 274, Plutarch Maxime cum princ. 2, 777 ¢
o¥ araois oUbé e Bfipis dvadopos év peMdsooiv,

When we come to the opposite polar stage in the cycle, we shall
find Empedocles, in his description of the disruption of the rule of
Strife, saying that ‘a soft, immortal stream of blameless Love kept
running in’ (see 464). Presumably, therefore, the reverse process
has been taking place in the Sphere: Strife, at one stage completely
excluded, has been flowing back into the Sphere until it attains a
sufficient proportion to assert itself. When that happens, motion
begins, and cosmogony, in the normal sense, is initiated. But, as
Aristotle complains in 429, what higher power it is that determines
‘by a mighty oath’ the timing of the alternations in the cosmic

429  And at the same time Empedocles mentions no cause of the change itself, except that
things are so by nature. *But when Strife waxed great in the limbs, and sprang to his
prerogatives as the time was fulfilled which is ficed for them in turn by a broad oath’—this
implies that change was necessary. {After Ross)

430 But when Strife began once more to prevail, then there is again motion in the Sphere;
“for all the god’s limbs in turn began to quake.’

437 There is no discord nor unseemly rivalry in his limbs,
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cycle is very far from clear. It might conceivably be maintained
that Love and Strife had themselves sworn the oath; but it seems
much more likely that Empedocles is here guilty of an undetected
confusion, at one moment asserting that the four elements and
Love and Strife are alone ultimate, at another suggesting that even
for them there are laws laid down which they cannot infringe.

COSMOGONY
(1) The first stages
432 Fr. 38, Clement Strom. v, 48, 3

el B &ye ror Ao pddE” THMov dpyrivt,

&€ dv BAA Eytvovro Td viv Eoopddpev &mavTa,

yaid e xal wévros ToAukUuwy 8 Uypds &np

Trravw 48" «lfnp oplyywy mepl xixhov &rovra.
433 Aetius 1, 6, 3 ‘EpmeBoxfis Tov piv aibfpa npdTov Gix-
xp1bijvon, Belrrepov 88 1o wip, &7 6 THY Yy, £ fis &yov mepiopiyyo-
pévns TH puun Tiis Tepigopds dvaPiioon To G8wp- £ oU Bumadiiven
ToV d&fpa, kal yevioBon Tdv pév oUpovdv éx ToU oibépos, Tov Bt
Ahiov &k Tol mupds, miAnbiiven 58 &k Tév &NAwv TX mepiyEia.
434 [Plutarch] Strom. ap. Eusebium P.E., 1, 8, 10 (DK 31a30)
*EpmeBokAfis 0 "AxpayavTives. . . & wpaTns enol THs Tév oToixelwv
kp&oews &moxpibbvra Tév &fpa mepiyvBfiven kit petd B rdv
&épa 16 Tlp ExBpapdv kad olk Exov Erépay ywpav Gvw EKTpEXEV
Urd ToU mrept Tov dépa réeyou. elvan 8¢ xUxkAw epl THY yHiv pepopeva
o fHuoeaipia 1o piv kafdhou Tupds, TO B8 mikTdv £ &fpos xal
Shfyou mupds, &mep oletan ThHv wixra elven. Thy 8 pxiv Tiis
xivnoews oupPiivan dmd ol reTuynréven kord (1) Tov dbpoiouov
¢mippioavros Toll Trupds.

432  Come, I shall tell thee first of the sunt, and whence became manifest all the things
we now behold, the earth and the billowing sea, the damp air and the Titan aither who
fastens kis circle around all things.

433 Empedocles holds that aither was the first to be separated off, next fire, and after that
earth. From the earth, as it was excessively constricted by the force of the rotation, sprang
waler. From water air came by evaporation, The heavens arose from the aither, the sun
from the fire, while terrestrial things were compressed from the other elements,

434 Empedocles of Acragas. . . holds that the air that was separated off from the original
mixture of the elements flowed around in a circle; and after the air fire ran outwards and,
having nowhere else to go, ran upwards under the solidified periphery around the air. There
are, he says, two hemispheres revolving round the earth, one consisting entirely of fire, the
other of a mixture of air with a little fire; this latter he supposes to be night, Their motion
arises from the fact that the accumulation of fire tn one region gives it preponderance there.
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In these passages we see the earliest stages of cosmogony. Air,*
being the first of the elements to be separated out of the sphere,
took up a position surrounding the world, and evidently (to judge
from 434) its outermost margin solidified to form the firmament,
When, however, fire followed air upwards, it seems to have dis-
placed the air enclosed in the upper half of this solid firmament,
and the air thereupon sank, taking a little fire with it, into the
lower half. Two hemispheres are thus formed inside the firmament,
the diurnal and the nocturnal, and when the concentration of fire
in the upper hemisphere somehow? so upsets the balance of the
sphere as to start a circular motion, the result is the alternation of
day and night.

I 433 is one of several passages which suggest that Empedocles sometimes

called air ‘aither’, though the two were normally regarded as distinet.

Admittedly in 432 ‘aither’ must stand for fire; but equally clearly in
453 (M. 5, 7, 18 and 24) it represents air.

% Why a concentration of a fight element, Fire, in the upper hemisphere
should start a circular motion is altogether obscure; but the evidence
strongly suggests that Empedocles thought it did.

(i) The heavenly bodies

435 [Plutarch] Strom. ap. Eusebium P.E. 1, 8, 10 (DK31a30)
(continuing 434) & & fAws T @Uow olk fot Tlp, AN Tol
Trupds dvtavdkiaols dpola T &g’ GBaros ywoudvn. gedfjvny &6
gnow ovoTiivan ke’ dautiv & ToU &moAngdivTos &épos Umrd Tol
mupds. rtolrov ydp Toyfiven xoBdmep xad THY xdAagov. TO 8t
& arnv Exawv drrd ToU fMou, Cf. Aetius 11, 20, 13 (DK 31456).
436 Aetius i, 13, 2 "EpmeBorAfis mipive (se. glvan T doTpa) &
Tol uphBous, &mep & &mp &v Eautd trepréywv E§oviBhipe xord ThY
TrpwTY Sidkpioiv.

437 Aetius 1, 13, 11 ‘EpmeBoxAfis Tous piv dmhavels &oripas
ouvBeBtofon 16 kpuoTdAAw, Tous Bt TAcvrTas duelobon.

435 The sun is not in its nature fire, but rather a reflexion of fire like that which comes
JSrom water. The moon, he says, was composed of air that had been shut in by fire; this air
was solidified, like hail, The moon gets its light from the sun.

436 Empedocles says that the stars are made of fire, composed of the fiery element which
the air originally contained but squeezed out at the first separation.

437 Empedocles sqys that the fixed stars were atéached lo the ice (i.e. the frozen
periphery), while the planets were unattached.
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438 Fr. 42, Plutarch de fac. in orbe lun. 16, g2gc

areoriyoosy 5 ol abyds,

got’ &v Iy xaBinrepbey,* &meoxvigoos 88 yains

Tdogov oov 1’ elpos Yhoukwmibos Emhero prvns.
439 Aristotle de caclo B13, 295213 516 &% xai Ty yfiv whvTes
Goor TOV olpavdy yewdow éml 1O péoov ouveAbeiv gaoiv. O Bt
uévet, znrolon Ty alriav xad Abyousiv ol pév ToUrrov Tov Tpdrrov, &1
1 AdTos kad TO peyebos odrriis aftiov, of 8 dorep "EpmeBoxAfis Ty
Tol oUpavol gopdv kUKkhe Tepibéovoav xal 8&TTov gepopévry THV
THs yTis popdv xwAle kabdmrep 1o v Tols xudBoig Ubwp- xai yop
ToUTo KUKAW 1ol KudBou pepopévou TroAAIKIS K&TW ToU YoAKoT y1vd-
pevov Spews ol pépeTan KO TrequUKOs pépectan Sid Thy adrriv adtiow.

* The text of this fr. is corrupt. The above version is Diels’ conjecture for
the ms, &mweokebaoe. . . EoTe alay kabimreplev.

These passages contain the most notable of Empedocles’ astro-
nomical theories. The statement in 435 that the sun is not itself
fire but a reflexion of fire involves a difficulty. Actius tells us
(11, 20, 13, DK 3156} that the fire reflected by the sun is that
which, according to 434, is concentrated in the diurnal hemi-
sphere; but in that case its reflexion cannot be in the opposite
hemisphere, because that is the nocturnal. A possible solution
seems to be that suggested by Burnet (EGP238) that ‘the light of
the fiery hemisphere is reflected by the earth on to the fiery hemi-
sphere itself in one concentrated flash’.* Empedocles knew, as 435
goes on to tell us, that the moon shines by reflected light. His
complicated view of the nature of the sun looks like a curious
application of the same theory.

t Cf. Plut. de Pyth. or. 12,4008 (DK 31 B844), which supports this interpreta-

tion. Against it, however, is the suggestion in the same passage of Aetius

(11, 20, 13) that the sun is a solid object {xpvoTahhondrs, ‘crystalline’) in
the fiery hemisphere which carries it round (but cf. n. 1 on p. 156},

438  But she kept off the sun’s rays, so long as it was passing over above her, and cast a
shadow over as much of the earth as was the breadth of the pale-faced moon.

439 All those who generate the heavens hold that it was for this reason that the earth
came logether to the centre. They then seek a reason for ils staying there; and some say, in
the manner explained, that the reason is its size and flatness, others, like Empedocles, that
the motion of the heavens, mouving about it at a higher speed, prevents movement of the
earth, as the water in a cup, when the cup is given a circular motion, though it is often
underneath the bronze, is for this same reason prevented from moving with the downward
movement which is natural to it. {After Stocks)
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For the rest these passages are straightforward enough. 438
shows that Empedocles knew also the true cause of eclipses, while
439 is one of the few reliable passages affording evidence of simple
argument from observation on the part of the Presocratic physicists
(cf. p. 149 1., and p. 341, 453 and comment).

(1) Organic compounds

440 Fr. g6, Simplicius Phys. 300, 21
1y 88 x8dw Ewrinpos &v edorépyols yodvaiol
oy Blo v dkrdd pepéeov Adye Nnomibos alyins,
Téooapa & ‘Healorolo® 7& 8 dorfa Aevkd yévovro
‘Apuoving xOMAnow dpnpdTa BeomeTinoiv.

441 Fr. o8, Simplicius Phys. 32, 6
1) B¢ w6 rodroioiv Ton ouvikupos pdhioTa,
‘Hoodore 1° SuPpe Te kal aibépr TaupavowvT,
KimrpiBos dpuiobsioa tehsios &v hipbveooy,
i’ dhiyov pelzwov elte TAedveooiv EN&aowy:
& TV olpd Te yévro ked &AAns ¢ibea caprds.

These two fragments show that Empedocles was concerned (as
indeed he had to be, in order to explain how composite organisms
could come into existence from a mixture of the four elements)
not only with the elements themselves and the complete objects
which they ultimately formed, but also with such intermediate
substances (the proximate materials of the complete objects) as
bone and flesh. He seems to have been the first of the Presocratic
philosophers to pay much attention to such compounds; but,
essential as they are in his cosmogony, they still did not apparently
figure so prominently in Empedocles as they did in Anaxagoras
(see pp. 378 fI.}. The exact proportions in which these substances
are compounded reveal the influence of Pythagorecanism on
Empedocles. We shall see later (pp. 351 ff.) that this is by no means
the only manifestation of that influence.

440 The kindly earth received in its broad funnels two parts of gleaming Nestis out of
the eight, and four of Hephaestus; and there arase white bones fitted together by the divine
bonds of Harmony.

441 And the earth came together with these in almost equal proportions, with Hephaestus,
with moisture end with brilliant aither, and so it anchored in the perfect harbours of
Kupris, either a little more of it or less of it with more of the others. From these did blood
arise, and the forms of flesh besides,
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FOUR STAGES OF EVOLUTION

At this point we meet a further complication in Empedocles’
physical system. Not only is there, as we have already seen
(pp. 3261f), a cosmic cycle of two polar and two transitional
stages, but also, in each of the latter, there are evidently two
distinct stages in the evolution of living things. The four stages to-
gether seem to be accurately summarized in the following passage:
442 Aetius v, 19, 5 (DKgray2) ‘EpmedoxAfis 1&s mrpddrag
yevéoeis TV 3@wv kad @uTéy pndauds SAoxAnpous yevéoboy,
&oupguéat Bt Tols poplog Biezeuypévas, Tés B BeuTépos ouppuoptveov
TRV pepidv elBowhogovels, Tds 8¢ Tplrag v Shogubv, Ths 52
TETApTAS OUKETI &K TGV dpotopepddv [Diels, buoiov mss.] olov & yijs
xal UBorog, dAAG 81 dAAAAwY fiBn, Tols pév Trukvelelons [Tols Bt
kai Tolg gepois] THs Tpogfis, Tols BE kal tfis eupoppias TV YUvaikdy
Emepethoudy Tol omepuarnikol Kivijuaros ipmromnodons Ty B 30wy
TrévTev TE yévn Sokpifjven S Tds woids kpdwoes. . ..

With the aid of this passage it is possible to allocate to the appro-
priate stage of evolution most of the fragments of Empedocles that
are concerned with the generation of living things. It will be best
to describe the first three of the four stages before considering which
two belong to the phase in the cosmic cycle now under discussion
and which to the transition from the rule of Strife back to the rule
of Love.

Stage 1: disunited limbs
443 Fr. 57, Aristotle de caelo I'2, 300b30 (1. 1) and Simplicius
de caelo 587, 1 (1. 2—3)

f} oAdal pdv kdpoon dvoaiyeves EPAdoTnoay,

yupvol 8 frAdzovto Bpayioves elvides ducov,

Spparrd 1 of’ EmAcvimo TrevnyreliovTa PETCITLOV,

442  Empedocles held that the first generations of animals and planis were not mplete
but consisted of separate limbs not joined fogether; the second, arising from the joining of
these limbs, were like creatures in dreams; the third was the generation of whole-natured
Jorms; and the fourth arose no longer from the homocomerous substances such as earth or
water, but by generation, in some cases as the resull of the condensation of their nourish-
ment, in others because feminine beauly excited the sexual urge; and the various species
of animals were distinguished by the qualily of the mixture in them. . ..

443 Here sprang up many faces without necks, arms wandered without shoulders,
unattached, and eyes sirayed alone, in need of foreheads.
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This fragment clearly describes the first of the four stages described
by Aetius in 442. At this stage, according to the brief and
incomplete fr. 58, ‘solitary limbs wandered about seeking for
union’. The next stage therefore shows them having achieved, if
at random, the union they were secking.

Stage 2: monsters and deformities
444 Fr. 5o, Simplicius de caelo 587, 20

orrp &l karrd peizov Euioysro Sadpovt Saiupcwy

Talrd e ouprirreokoy, & ouvikuposy EkaoTy,

&AAa Te Trpds Tois ToAAG Sinvexd} ESsyévovo.
445 Fr. 6o, Plutarch adv. Colot. 28, 11238

.. .elAimol’ dxprrdyeipa. . ..

446 Fr. 61, Aelian Nat. anim. xv1, 29

ol ptv dpugrrpdowma kol dugiorepva puesda,

Pouyevfi &vBpdmrppa, T& & Eutrov EfavaTENAey

&vBpogui} Polxkpava, pepstypéva i pév &’ dvbpdov

7§ 8¢ yuvaikopufi oxiepols [oTeipois Diels] Aoxnuéva yuios.
These fragments describe vividly enough Aetius’ second stage,
a period of monsters and deformities. We learn also from the
following passage that at this stage in evolution, as presumably at
each of the others too, those creatures that were accidentally fitted
to survive did so, while the rest perished:

447 Aristotle Phys. B8, 198b2g &mou udv olv &mavra ouvéPn
Somep kv sl Buek& Tou Eylvero, Talta piv kombn drd Tol alrto-
prrou ouotdvre Emrndeicost doo B8 uh olrres, &moAsto kol
&redhAvrar, xebdmep EpmeSordiis Myst t& ‘Pouyevll dvbpd-
TPYPa.

444 But as one divine element mingled further with another, these things fell together as
each chanced to meet other, and many other things besides these were constantly resulting.
445 .. .with rolling gait and countless hands. . ..

446 Many creatures were born with faces and breasts on both sides, man-faced ox-
progeny, while others again sprang forth as ox-headed offspring of man, creatures com-
pounded partly of male, partly of the nature of female, and fitted with shadowsy [or sterile
Diels] parts.

447 Wherever, then, everything tumed out as it would have if it were happening for a
purpose, there the creatures survived, being accidentally compounded in a suitable way; but
where this did not happen, the creatures perished and are perishing still, as Empedocles says
of his ‘man-faced ox-progeny’.
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On the ground that he combined belief in evolution with this
theory of the survival of the fittest, Empedocles has sometimes
been extravagantly claimed to have anticipated Darwin (cf. also
on Anaximander, p. 142).

Stage 5: ‘ whole-natured forms’

448 Tr. 62, Simplicius Phys. 381, 31
viow & dy”, Srroxs dvBpdv Te TTONUKAQUTLOV TE YUVAIKEW
Evwuyious SpTrmkas dvnyyaye kpivopsvoy 1rlp,
T&vhe KAU o yap plfes drrdokomos oUl’ &Bafpov.
olhoguels pev rpddta TuUTror XBovds EEaviTeAoy,
dupoTépay UBards e kad eibeos aloav Eyovres:
Tous udv wlp Guérreprre B8Aov 1rpds duoiov Ikéoba,
olre i 7w pedéoov Eporov Biuos tugaivovTos
olrt’ &vomnv oldv +° Emixdpiov &vBpdat yuiov.

This third stage, the stage of ‘whole-natured forms’ without
distinction of sex, may possibly have been the origin of the theory
put into the mouth of Aristophanes in Plato’s Symposium.* These
‘whole-natured forms’ are the outcome of the tendency of fire ‘to
join its like’; and that tendency in turn is the outcome of the
influence of Strife, the function of which, as we shall see, is to break
up the uniform mixture of the elements, the work of Love, into
four separate masses. As the process of separation continues, the
sexes are eventually distinguished and we reach the last of Aetius’
four stages.

T Widely different interpretations are, however, possible. Simplicius, for

instance, thinks that a ‘whole-natured form” has no distinct parts at all,
while Aristotle regards it as merely a form of seed.

Where Stages 1—3 belong

449 Aristotle de caelo 2, go0b2y Emt 8¢ rooolrov Emavéport’
&v 115, odrepov Suvardy fi oly oldv T fiv kwolpeva &rdxrws xad
peiyvuobor Toworrag piers fvia 8 Gv ouvioTaron TR KaTd @Uow

448 Come now, hear how the fire, as il was separated, caused lo spring up the night-
born scions of men and of tearful women; for this is a lale that is neither irrelevant nor
uninformed. First sprang up from the earth whole-natured forms, having a share of both
water and fire; these the fire sent jorth, desiring to reach its like, showing forth as yet
neither the lovely form of the limbs, nor the voice nor the organ proper to men.

449  There is o further question, too, which might be asked, Is it possible or impossible
that bodies in unordered movement should combine in some cases into combinations ltke
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ounioTdusva owpaTa. Afyw § olov Sord wed oapras, xafBdmep
*EutreSokAfis onot yiveoSa gl thig Giddtnros: Adyet yép (cf. 443)
“rroAAat ptv kOpom Gvaryeves EPAGoTROOY .

450 Aristotle de anima 6, 430228 .. .xaB&mep "EnmeBoxAfis fpn
f ToAAGY pbv kdpoon dvalyeves EPAdoTnoay’, ErreiTa ouvTibeota
T Gl ...

451 Aristotle de gen. et corr. By, 33425 dua 88 kol oy xdouov
Spoiws Exewv gnolv &l e ol Nelkous viv xal mpdrepov &mi Tfis
O1Aias.

The question of which evolutionary stages belong to which phase
in the cosmic cycle has been much debated. But these passages
leave little room for doubt. It is clear from 449 that the first stage
belongs to the period when Love is gaining ascendancy;® and
since the second stage follows immediately upon the first, that too
must obviously belong there. On the other hand 441, and
especially the word viv, ‘now’, shows that the present state of the
world belongs to the other transitional phase, when Strife is
gaining upon Love. That leaves only the third stage; and as that
third stage is, as we have just seen, only the prelude to the present,
the pattern is complete. The third and fourth stages belong, in that
order, to the phase of the cycle that we are now considering, the
progressive disruption of the Sphere by Strife; and the fourth stage
is that which the actual world has now reached. The first and
second stages, on the other hand, belong to the last phase in the
cosmic cycle, which is yet to be discussed {pp. 3461f).
! That Aristotle’s phrase vl Tfig ®Adrros (or QiMas) refers, not to the
rule of Love, but to the period when Love is again gaining ascendancy is
clear from (among other considerations) the following passage: 4§52
Simplicius de caelo 587, 24 {DKgiegg) &l Tfis ®AdrnTos. .. .oly s
dmkparTovons f8n Ths CAdTTOS, AN s pENAoUang ErkporTeiv.

those of which bedies of nature’s composing are composed, such, I mean, as banes and flesh?
Yet this is what Empedocles asserls to have occurred under Love. * Muany a head’, says ke,
‘catne to birth without a neck.

450 .. .as Empedocles said that “where heads of many creatures came to birth without
necks’, they are then put together by Love. . ..

451 At the same time he asserts that the world is in the same state now in the period of
Strife as it was earlier in that of Love.

452 By “in the period of Love® he means, not when Love was already in control, but when
it was going to be,
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Stage 4: the present world

Since the world as we know it belongs to the fourth and last of the
evolutionary stages of 442, it is here that the relatively numerous
fragments belong that are concerned with such specialized
sciences as botany, embryology and physiclogy. In each of these
Empedocles made important contributions to Greek thought.
A number of brief fragments (77-81) concerned with botany-—a
subject to which Empedocles seems to have been the first Greek to
pay much attention—are supplemented by a fairly detailed
summary by Aetius {v, 26, 4, DK31470). Plants, Empedocles
maintained, were the first living things to appear, being, like the
‘whole-natured forms’ of 448, temporary combinations of fire
moving upwards from beneath the earth to join its like in the
firmament, and earth moving downwards under the same impulse.
Again like the ‘whole-natured forms’, plants are not yet sexually
differentiated, but, combining the two sexes in one, reproduce
themselves by bearing ‘eggs’ (fr. 79). The fragments concerned
with embryology (6370} are likewise very brief, but are again
supplemented by Aetius (v, 7, 1; 8, 1; 10, 1; 11, I; 12, 2; all in
DK 3ra81). Male children are conceived in the warmer part of
the womb (fr. 67) and contain a greater proportion of the hot than
do female. ‘The substance of the child’s limbs is divided’ between
the parents (fr. 63), or in other words is derived from both—a
view that was by no means universal in the ancient world, the
Pythagoreans, for instance, believing that it derived entirely from
the father-—but the child will resemble whichever of the parents
has contributed most. As for physiology, Empedocles here again
attached great importance to the principle of the attraction of like
to like; not only does it account for nutrition and growth (Aetius v,
27, 1, DK 31a77), but also for pleasure and pain (Aetius1v, g, 15,
DK 31ag5). Itisnot possible to describe in detail all Empedocles’
biological and physiological theories that have been preserved;
from the point of view of the historian of philosophy his chief
importance lies elsewhere. But there are a few special topics
falling under this general heading that are sufficiently notable to
merit inclusion.
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(@) Respiration

453 Fr. 100, Aristotle de respiratione 77, 473bg
BBe & &voerrvel mévTo kad fkTrvel - o Meonpot
oapkidv oUplyyes TTUPOTOV KOTX oddpa TETavTal,
kai ogw iwl oroplols Trukivals térpnvton dhoiv
prvddv Eoyorra Tépbpa Siomrepls, doTe pdvov ply

5 xeUBey, odbipr 8° elmropiny &idBoro rerpfiodo.
Evlev Brrei’ Omdrov pv &maifn Tépev alua,
albnp TopAdzwy karalooeTar ofuaTt papyw,
eute B dvalpwoxn, wdhw femvésl, domep Srav ol
KAeyrbpn rraizovoa Bieretéos yohkoio—

10 eUTe piv aUhol ropbudy &’ ebeiBel wepli Beloa
eis UBarros Paorrnot Tépev Sépas dpyvetoo,
oUdels &yyood” duPpos totpyeran, &AAG wv eipyear
&tpos Syros Eowle mreoow Bl rprjuorta Trukv,
elodk’ dmooTeydaor) UKoy poov: alrdp Ersita

15 Trvetporros EAAsiTovTos Eofpyetan ofoipov Uwp.
&g & alrrws, 887 OBwp pdv #xn kot Pévlea yohkol
Topfuol ywobtvtos BpoTéw yxpol /8¢ rdpoto,
aiffip 87 &erds Eow Ashimuévos SuPpov Epukel,
&gl mUAas fibuolo Suofyeos &xpa Kparriviov,

20 glodxe yeipt pebfi, 1o1s 8 o wddv, Epmaduv fi wply,
Trveuporros EurriTrrovTos Umexfer afotuov U5wp.
g & alrrws Tépev alpa KhaBaoodpsvov Sid yulwv
&rrmrdre pdv mahlvopoov &ralSeie puydvbe,

453  So do all things inhale and exhale: there are bloodless channels in the flesh of them
all, stretched over their bodies’ surfuce, and at the mouths of these channels the outermost
surface of skin is pierced right through with many a pore, so that the blvod is kept in but
an easy path is cut for the air to pass through. Then, when the fluid blood rushes away
thence, the bubbling air rushes in with violent surge; and when the blood leaps up, the air
is breathed out again, just as when a girl plays with a klepsydra of gleaming brass.
When she puts the mouth of the pipe against her shapely hand and dips it into the fluid
mass of shining water, no liquid enters the vessel, but the bulk of the air within, pressing upon
the frequent perforations, holds it back until she uncovers the dense streamy but then, as the air
yields, an equal bulk of water enters. In fust the same way, when water occupies the
depths of the brazen vessel and the passage of its mouth is blocked by human hand, the air
ouiside, striving inwards, holds the water back, holding its surface firm at the gates of the
ill-sounding neck until she lets go with her hand; and then again (the reverse of what
happened before}, as the breath rushes in, an equal bulk of water runs out before it. And
in just the same way, when the fluid blood surging through the limbs rushes backwards and
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alf@fpos elfls pelpa xarrépyetan oidpam Blov,
25 eUre 8 dvalpopoxn méhw Sxmrvésr loov drricoc.

This celebrated passage, with its implicit proof of the corporeality
of air, is often cited, along with 439, as evidence that the Pre-
socratics in general, and Empedocles in particular, were familiar
with the experimental method of modern science. ‘The rise of the
experimental method’ writes Burnet (EGP27) ‘dates from the
time when the medical schools began to influence the develop-
ment of philosophy, and accordingly we find that the first recorded
experiment of a modern type is that of Empedokles with the
klepsydra® We have his own account of this (fr. 100), and we can
see how it brought him to the verge of anticipating Harvey and
Torricelli” Thisis of course an exaggerated view. That Empedocles
made occasional use, if not of experiment, at least of simple
observation, cannot be disputed. It might easily be maintained,
however, that all he is here doing is using an isolated observation
to illustrate a theory already reached by methods far removed
from the experimental technique of modern science. And even if
the opposite view be taken, that his observation of the klepsydra was
the result of deliberate research {which it quite patently was not},
this same fragment proves conclusively that his experiments were
scarcely, as Burnet claimed, modern in character. For, as Corn-
ford replied (Principium Sapientiae 6), ‘this theory could have been
tested by anyone who would sit in a bath up to his neck and
observe whether any air bubbles passed through the water into, or
out of, his chest as he breathed’?

! The xAeyUbpa, usually translated ‘water-clock’, was a metal vessel with
a narrow neck and with its base perforated, like a modern coffee-strainer,
with numerous small holes. For further details of experiments with it see
[Aristotle] Probl. xv1, 8, g14bg (DK 594 69), which, however, is concerned
with Anaxagoras rather than Empedocles. Cf. also 498.

% Vlastos (Gnromon 27 (1955) 73}, having quoted this sentence, continues:
‘But what is there in Empedocles’ theory to imply that minute quantities
of air passing through water out of (or intol} one’s chest would cause
bubbles? Nothing at all; bubbles or no bubbles, the theory would survive
the bath experiment.” Even that criticism, however, whether or not it is
valid against Cornford, seems to support the present point, that Empe-
docles knew nothing of the experimental method as it is now understood.

inwards, siraightway a stream of air comes in with swift surge; but when the blood leaps
ufr again, an equal quantity of air is again breathed hack.
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{b) Sense-perception
454 Fr. 109, Aristotle Met. B4, 1000b6

yain pev yap yaiov drwmapsy, Ubatt & Ubwp,

xifép & aldipa Blov, &rdp Trupl mlp &idniov,

oropyfv B¢ oTopyd, veikos 8¢ e velkel Auypd.
455 Theophrastus de sensu 7 (DK31486) ‘Epmedoxfis 8¢ mepl
&naodv (sc. aloboewv) duciws Mye kal gnoy 16 dvopudTTeaw &g
Tols wopous Tous EkdoTns alobdvestors B1d kai o Buvactar T&
dAAfAwv kplvey, 8T1 TéV pdv elpUrepol Tws, TV B oTevdTepol
TUyYdvousiy ol Topol Tpds T aiobnTdv, b Td pév oly dTTopeva
Bievtovelv Td & SAws eloedleiv oU Sdvactar.

Theophrastus goes on to describe in some detail, and to criticize,
Empedocles’ explanation of the various senses, especially sight and
hearing. But these two passages give the essentials that apply to all
the senses alike. Perception is due to an element (here including
Love and Strife} in the body of the perceiver meeting with the
same element outside. ‘All things that have come into existence’,
according to fragment 89,7 are continually giving off effluences;
and when these effluences are of the right size to fit into the pores
of the sense organ, then the required meeting takes place and per-
ception arises.? {On sense-perception see also 419 and comment.)

¥ See 456 Plutarch Quaest. nat. 19, 916D oxéwer 5% kar’ *Epmedoxida
(Fr. 89)
yvous, &1 méwvtov eolv doppoal, oo’ bytvovto-

ol y&p 3hwv pdvov oubt gutdy oibE yiis xal Sadrrns, dAAG xal Aifwv
&rreioty EvBeAeydds oA pedporta kol yahkol xad obfipov: xal ydp pleiperon
mwévra kal dAwAe TG priv del 11 xal pépeobon ouvey s, '

454 For with earth do we see earth, with water waler, with air bright air, with fire
consuming fire; with Love do we see Love, Strife with dread Strife.

455 FEmpedocles has the same theory about all the senses, maintaining that perception
arises when something fits into the passages of any of the senses. So one sense cannot judge
the objects of another, since the passages of some are too wide, of others foo narrow, for the
object perceived, so that some things pass straight through without making contact while
others cannot enter at all,

456  Consider the matter in Empedocles’ words, *knowing that there are efffuences of all
things that came into being’. Not only animals and plants and earth and sea, but also
stones and brass and iron continuously give off many a stream; for evervthing is worn
away and perishes from the continual motion of a ceaseless flux,
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* It is perhaps worth remarking that this explanation of sense-perception
(as also the account of respiration in 453) would appear to involve the
admission of void. It looks as if Empedocles, when he came to details, was
not always faithful to his fundamental principles,

{¢} Consciousness
457 Fr. 103, Simplicius Phys. 331, 12
1ijBe uév obv 1érmm Tuyns meppdvnkev &mowvTer.
458 Fr. 105, Porphyry ap. Stobacum Antk. 1, 49, 53
afparos &v reAdysoot TeBpauptvn (se. ) xapbla) drriBopdvros,
T Te vonpa pahioTa kiddfdoxeran dvlpomoiciv-
ofpa yp &vlpdrro mepidpdidy kot vonu.
459 Theophrastus de sensu g (DK 31A86) coadrros 8¢ Adye xal
mepl gpoviioewss kol &yvolas. {10} 76 wev y&p gpoveiv elvar Toig
duolotg, o & dyvosiv Tols dvopolos, s 1) Taurdv i Taparridoov
dv 1ij odoffioar Thy epdvnotv. BiapiBunodpevos ydp & Ekaorov
txdoTy yvwplzopev, Emi véie Tpootinkey s
(Fr. 107) & tolrev (y&p) whvta memiyac &puochéivra
kal ToUrois povioust kal fiBovt’ 18" dviddvra,
816 kot 76 ofporm pddicra ppoveiv fv ToUTw yap pdhioTa kexpofo
[forri] Té& orromyeia tédv pepdiv.

These passages, which follow naturally upon Empedocles’ theory
of sense-perception, are of central importance for the interpreta-
tion of his system as a whole. Everything, according to 457 (which
is expanded by Aetius 1v, 5, 12, DK gragb), has a share of
thought, which in man, according to 448, resides chiefly in the
blood around the heart. But blood, as we saw in 441, is, like all
the other constituents of the body, a merely temporary combina-
tion of the four elements; indeed it is just because the four elements
are most evenly proportioned in the blood, and blood is therefore

457 5o by the will of Fortune all things possess thought.

458 .. .{The heart) dwelling in the sea of blood which surges back and forth, where
especially is what is called thought by men; for the blood around men's hearts is their
thought.

459  And he has the same theory about wisdom and ignorance. Wisdom is of like by like,
ignorance of unlike by unlike, wisdom being either identical with or closely akin io percep-
tion. For having enumerated how we know each thing by its equivalent, he added at the
end thai *out of these things are all things fitted together and constructed, and by these do
they think and feel pleasure or pain®. So it is especially with the blood that they think; for
in the blood above all other parts the elements are blended.
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equally perceptive of all four elements outside, that it is the chief
seat of perception. It seems inevitably to follow that both per-
ception and thought {which, if not identical, are at any rate, as
459 says, very closely related) are as temporary as the physical
compound on which they depend. Where, then, is there room in
Empedocles’ physical poem for the immortal soul that is the very
basis of the Purifications? That is a question that must eventually
be discussed (pp. 357ff.). Meanwhile, however, the last two
phases in the cosmic cycle, the rule of Strife and the reverse
cosmogony, remain to be described.

THE RULE OF STRIFE
460 Fr. 26, 1. 3—7, Simplicius Phys. 33, 21 (cf. 418)

aurrd yap fonv Talra, 81" &AARAwy & Blovra

yiyvovT &vlpwol Te xad Ahwv Bvea Brpdv

SAAoTe piv QIAGTNT ouvepybuey’ els Evar kdopov,

&MhoTe B ol Bly &kaora popotpsva Nelkeog ExBe,

elodrev &v oupguvTa To TEY Utrévepls yéunTon,
461 Aristotle Met. A4, 985223 (DK31a37) molhoyol yolv
aUtéd (sc. Empedocles) fy uév Oida Sroxplver 1 82 Neikos auyxplver.
Srav pév yép els & oroixsia SlomTon 16 Tdv Umd ToU Nelxows,
toTe TO TUp el &v ovyxpluetan kal T &AAwy oroiyelwv Exaorov:
Grav 8¢ mwéy Umd Tiis @iAias ouwviwow el 16 &, dvaykoiov €
txdorou T& udpia raxplveston A,

If Empedocles ever described the rule of Strife in detail, the
description has not survived; the only references to it in extant
fragments are those in 418 and 460. The omission, however, is
sufficiently repaired by 461. Whereas during the rule of Love the
four elements were so evenly mixed that the whole sphere pre-
sented no perceptible qualities whatever, during the rule of Strife
they are completely separated one from the other into four homo-
geneous masses. Even if Empedocles himself gave no detailed

460 There are these alone, but running through one another they become men and the
tribes of beasts, at one time coming logether through Love inlo one order, at another each
borne apart from the others by the enmity of Strife, till they have grown into one and are
utterly subdued,

461 At least on many occasions he makes Love segregate things and Strife aggregate them,
For when the universe is dissolved into its elements by Strife, fire is aggregated into one, and
50 is each of the other elements; but when again under the influence of Love they come
together into one, the parts must again be segregated out of each element. (After Ross)
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description of the rule of Strife, it is perhaps legitimate to imagine
four concentric spheres, with (to judge from two isolated hints
from Aristotle®) the lighter elements, fire and air, outside, and the
heavier, earth and water, nearer to the centre. And in that case
(to judge this time from the opposite polar stage, the rule of Love,
in which Strife is altogether excluded from the Sphere) Love would
now be excluded, while Strife presumably pervaded each of the
four separated elements {but see the next section).
T (1) 462 Ar. de gen. et corr. B6, 33421 (DK 31853) Sukpe piv yap 1o
Nelkos, fvixdn 8" Gvw & alfhp oby Um0 ToU Nelkous, AN &7 pév gnotv
damep &md TUNS—
{fr. 53) olrw y&p ouvvikupoe Bwv Tott, ToAldx1 8 &EAAws—
oTe Bt pnot megurévan 1O Tilp Gvw plpeadar.
{2) 463 Ar. Phys. B4, 196a20 (DK gr853) ... EumeSorhiis oux &b Tov
dpa dvawrdrw droxpivesfal gnow, &N Swws &v Ty,

TRANSITION BACK TO RULE OF LOVE

464 Fr. 35, Simpl. de caelo 529, 1 and Physics 32, 13, and Fr. 36,

Stobaeus Anth. 1, 10, 1%
alredp &y mroarivopoos Edelioopa & wopav Gpveov,
Tov TpoTepov kaTéAela, Adyou Adyov ESoyeTeuov,
kelvov - &rel Nelkog pév Evéprorov Tketo Pévlos
Blvng, &v & péom) Piddns oTpopduyyr yévnTal,

5 gv f] 8% &8s wavTa ouvipyeTan v pdvov slvay,
ol &pap, MM BeAnpd ouvicTdpey’ GAAoBev GAAG.
Tév Bt guvepyoptvwv £§ Eoyorrov Torarro Nelkos.?
oAk 8 &uewt’ fornke kepaiopvoiiv EvaAAGE,
Soc’ B Netxog Epuxe petdpoiov: ol yap dpsppbos

10 TV &y EftoTnrey En’ Eoyara TépuaTa KUKAOU,

462 For though Strife was segregating the elements, it was not by Strife that aither was
borne upwards; on the contrary, he sometimes speaks as if it happened by mere chance—
*for so, at the fime, it chanced to be running, though often otherwise’—uwhile sometimes he
says it is the nature of fire to be borne upwards.

463 . ..Empedocles says that the air is not always separated inio the highest region, but
as it may chance.

464 But now I shall turn back again lo the channel of song that I proclaimed before,
drawing off from my discourse another discourse. When Strife had reached to the lowest
deprth of the whirl, and Love was in the middle of the eddy, under her do all these things
come together se as fo be one, not all at once, but congregating each _from different directions
at their will. And as they came together Sirife began to move outwards to the circumference.
Yet alternating with the things that were being mixed many other things remained unmixed,
all that Strife, still aloft, retained; for not yet had it altogether retired from them, blame-
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AMAG T& pév T Evépipve pedéwv T& BE 17 ECePePriker
Sooov & altv Unexrrpobio, Tédoov aitv énnel
ATioppwv PAdTNTOS dpsppéos GuppoTos dpp-
ol 8¢ BviT® EpuovTo, T Trpiv wébov &Bdvar’ elven.
15 2wp& e T& mplv &rpnTar SedAdSavra keAeUBous.
TGV B8 Te woyopbveov Xt Edusa puplio BunyTév,
Travrolons 18énow dpnpdra, dolna 18écba.

465 Aristotle de caelo T2, go1214 & Bisordrrwov 8t kal kivoupéveov
ouk ebhoyov Towlv Ty yéveow. 810 kad 'EpmeBorAfis mwopohetrel
v éml Tig QIAdTNTOS® 0¥ Yé&p Gv AUvaTo ouotiioat Tov oUpavdy
£k xeywpioptvedy piv KaTaokeudgwy, oUuykpow B8 woidy Sk Ty
DadrnTar B Broxexpiuévov Yap ouvisTnkey & KOOPOS TGV oTotxelwy,
doT’ dvaryralov yiveobar £ évodg kad auykekpipévou,

I 1.7 offr. 35 is, in the text of Simplicius, identical with 1. 16. Since fr. 386,
consisting of the solitary line that is printed above as L. 7, fits so naturally
into the context, it seems most probable that Simplicius himself is
responsible for an error in transcription and that the fr. ran as here
printed.

Aristotle’s remark in 465, that Empedocles passes over the
cosmogony of the transition to the rule of Love, is not perhaps
strictly true; not only 464 but also, as we saw, 443 to 446 are all
concerned with this phase in the cosmic cycle. But there is no
denying that 464 is both vague in outline and obscure in detail.
What, for instance, is the 8ivny, ‘whirl’, of 1. 4, and how did it
arise? (The 8ivn described on p. 339 is clearly not the same as
this one.) And is its *lowest depth’, to which Strife is said in 1. g
to have fallen, the same as ‘the outermost boundaries of the circle’
in L. 10?7 It would seem that it must be so, but it is far from clear

lessly, to the outermost boundaries of the circle, but while some parts of it had gone forth,
some still remained within, And in proportion as it was ever running forth outwards, so a
gentle immortal stream of blameless Love was ever coming in. And straightiay what before
had attained to immortality became mortal, what had been unmixed before was now mixed,
each exchanging its path, And as these things mingled, countless tribes of mortal things
were spread abroad, endowed with shapes of every kind, a wonder o behold.

465 But there is no sense in starting generation from an original stale in which bodies
are separated and in movement, Hence Empedocles omils the period when Love was
gaining ascendancy; for he could not have constructed the heavens by building them up out
of bodies in separation, making them combine by the power of Love; since our world has its
constituent elements in separation, and therefore presupposes a previous state of unity and
combination. (After Stocks)
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from Empedocles’ own words. The reason for this obscurity is not
hard to guess. Empedocles, by his introduction of the cosmic
cycle, has set himself a task which might well overtax even the
most fertile imagination: he has imposed upon himself the neces-
sity of describing a cosmogony and a world that are the exact
reverse of the world we know and of the cosmogony that brought
it into being. It cannot even be said that the cosmic cycle was
unavoidable: it would surely have been a simpler undertaking to
describe the emergence from the Sphere of a world in which the
two motive forces, Love and Strife, instead of prevailing alter-
nately, reached a stable equilibrium. Why then—and this is
another question of central importance for our understanding of
Empedocles’ system—did he introduce the cosmic cycle at all?
The answer is to be found, if at all, in the Purifications. Between the
physical poem and the Purifications there are certain remarkable
parallels of detail, on which comment will be made on pp. 349f%.
But the most remarkable parallel of all is that between the cosmic
cycle in the physical poemn and the cycle through which the soul
passes in the Purifications. It is, at the least, very probable that
it is the analogy, already encountered in Empedoclies (p. 330),
between microcosm and macrocosm, man and the world, that
induced him so to complicate his cosmology with the otherwise
arbitrary cycle.

THE ‘PURIFICATIONS’

The Purifications is concerned with the fall of man and with the
practices necessary for his restoration. The scheme is found else-
where in Pindar’s ‘Orphic’ odes, and especially in the second
Olympian, written in 476 B.c. for Theron of Acragas, Empedocles’
own city. The cycle in this scheme starts from unity and peace,
falls into disorder and strife, recovers, and so begins again, It was
probably this cycle of the soul that suggested to Empedocles his
cosmic cycle. At any rate we find not only that the cosmic cycle
runs as parallel as possible to it but also that, whenever he can,
Empedocles marks the parallel with parallel phrases. The best
course will be to follow the pattern already adopted in discussing
the physical poem, and look in turn at what little evidence survives
about each phase of the soul’s cycle.
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THE STATE OF PRIMAL INNOCENCE

466 Yr. 128, Porphyrius de abstinentia 11, 21
oubt Tis iy keivorow "Aprs Beds ol Kudopdg
oubt Zeus Pootiels olbt Kpdvos oUbt Toonibdv,
SAR& Kimrpis Baoteix.
THy ol ¥’ eboePésoow &ydhpuaoy iAdoxovTo

5 yoorrrrols Te 30101 pUpoia! Te Soubohedbpoig
optpvns T axpriTov Buolas Mifavov e Bumbous,
EavB&y Te oTrovBds pediTwv pitrrovres #s 00Bas:
Tolpuwv T dxpfiToIo! gdvois o Belsto Poouds,
&AM wooos Tolt” Eoxev bv dvlpdomoiot péyioTov,

10 Bupdv &roppatoavTag EvéSpsvan fka yuia.

According to Hesiod (Works and Days 109), whose word on such
subjects carried great weight, the rule of Kronos belongs to the
Golden Age at the beginning of the world. Irrespective, therefore,
of the reigns of Zeus and Poseidon (the latter of which has been
confidently but quite conjecturally (cf. chapter 1, pp. 37 ff.) said
to be borrowed by Empedocles from the ‘traditional’ Orphic
mythology), the important point in 466 is that, even before the
reign of Kronos, Kupris reigned alone and there was no god
Ares. Now Kupris is plainly identical with Aphrodite, with
whom, in 424, the cosmic force of Love is expressly equated, while
Ares equally plainly represents Strife. The primal state of man’s
innocence exactly corresponds, therefore, to the cosmic rule of
Love, when Strife is wholly excluded. Moreover, if it be true, as
most modern scholars except Bignone agree, that fr. 134 comes
from the Purifications, then the parallel between the two poems calls
for no further proof:

467 Tr. 134, Ammonius de interpretatione 249, 6 Busse
oUBt yap dvBpopén xepodf) kord yvia kékaoral,
ol piv dmrad veotoro Suo kAGSor diocoovTan,

466  They had no god Ares nor Kudoimos, nor king Zeus rnor Kronos nor Poseidon, but
Kupris as queen. Her did they propitiate with holy images, with paintings of living
creatures, with perfumes of varied fragrance and with sacrifice of pure myrrh and sweet-
scenied frankincense, casting lo the ground libations of golden honey. Their altar was not
steeped in the pure blood of bulls, but rather was this the greatest abomination among men,
to tear out the life from the goodly limbs and eat them.

467 He boasts not a human head upon his body, two branches spring not from his
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ol 1édes, o Bo& yolv', o pnBex AayvrievTy,
&AA& pphv iepT) xai dBsogaTos EmAeTo polivoy,
eppovTion kdopov Gravra kartalooovoa Sofjov.

The close parallelism between this and the description of the
Sphere in 422 is obvious.* But even if Bignone is right and this
fragment actually comes, like 422, from the physical poem, it is
still perhaps worth noting that, while cosmogony is evidently a
sort of dismemberment of the Sphere by the forces of Strife,
dismemberment of living things is described at the end of 466 as
‘the greatest abomination among men’.? To emphasize the
analogy between the cosmic rule of Love and the reign of Kupris
in man’s primal innocence is not, of course, to say that they are
one and the same; the point is rather that the latter may serve to
explain the obscurities of the former.

T On such verbal parallels it is admittedly arguable that, of two uncon-
nected poems, passages from one (including this passage, which has been
said to be concerned with Apollo) were subsequently adapted ,to the
other. That argument, however, seems to be considerably weakened, if
not invalidated, by the parallelism of content between the two poems.

2 A further indication of the parallelism is to be found in Aristotle’s
description of the cosmic Sphere {at Met, B4, 1000h 3) as eiSopovioraoy,
‘happiest’ or ‘most blessed’. It could perhaps be argued that this is
merely another trace of the Pythagorean moral dualism; but the survival
of that dualism in Empedocles supports the view that the cosmic state and
man’s state are parallel.

THE PRIMAL SIN AND FALL OF MAN

468 Tr. 136, Sextus adv. math. 1x, 129
ou Tavoeode povoro Buonybos; olk éoopire
&AAfhous Barrrovres drnSeinot vooio;

469 Fr. 137, Sextus adv. math. 1x, 129
popeny 8 dAAGEavTa arThip pidov vidy deipag
opdze Eevyduevos wiya vATios: of 8 drropetivran
hiaoduevoy BlovTes & 8 ol viikouoTos duokiéwy

shoulders, no feet has he, no swift knees, no shaggy parts; rather is he only a holy, un-
speakable mind, darting with swift thoughts over the whole world,

468 Will ye not cease from ill-sounding bloodshed? See ye not that in careless folly ve
are consuming one another?

469  Father lifts up his own dear son, his form changed, and, praying, slays him-—
witless fool; and the people are distracted as they sacrifice the tmploring victim; and he,
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apdfas &v peydpoion kaxhv &Aeyvaro BodTa.
5 G5 8 alrws momep” vids $Adw xad pnTépo maibes
fupdv doppaicavTe pihas katd odpkas ESouav.

470 Fr. 139, Porphyrius de abstinentia 11, 31

ofpot &1 0¥ wpbobev e BicoAsoe vnheis fpap,
Tplv oyérA’ Epya Bopds mepl yelAeo pnyricasia,

The second stage in the religious poem is the primal sin and the
consequent fall of man. In ‘Orphic’ myth this primal sin was
committed by the Titans, who dismembered and ate the child
Dionysus; in the Purifications of Empedocles, before man’s fall “the
altar did not reek with pure bull’s blood’ (466, 1. 8). But
with Empedocles, as 468 and 469 suggest,® the primal sin seems to
have been rather bloodshed and meat-eating in general. This
primal sin evidently led to the general fall of man: the fall is
conceived as collective, and leads to the end of the rule of Kupris.
But at the same time, apparently, this did not preclude also the
particular fall of the individual soul. 470 shows in fact that the
individual soul falls through exactly the same crime as led to the
collective fall; and once the individual soul has fallen we pass to
the next stage in its cycle.

¥ Although 468 and 469 do not describe the primal sin but contemporary
sin, there can be little doubt that this contemporary sin is a repetition of
the primal sin.

INCARNATION AND TRANSMIGRATION

471 Fr. 115, Hippolytus Ref. vi, 29 and Plutarch de exilio 17,

6o70 forv "Avaykns xpfiug, 8edv ynpioua ehaidy,

&iSiov, TAcTésoO KATEGPPTYITREvOY OpKOIS”

eUrré g dpmwhaxinot edvey efda yulx pinvy,

{uelret §7) &g « Errloprov Spaprioas EmopdooT,
5 Badpoves ofte poxpadwvos Aeddyaat Ploto,

deaf to its cries, slays it and makes ready in his halls an evil feast. And likewise son seizes
Jather, and children their mother, and, tearing out the life, eat the flesh of their dear ones.

qro  Alas that the pitiless day of death did not first destroy me before I contrived the
wretched deed of eating flesk with my lips.

478 There is an oracle of Necessity, ancient decree of the gods, eternal and sealed with
broad eaths : whenever one of those demi-gods, whose lof is long-lasting life, has sinfully
defiled his dear limbs with bloodshed, or following strife has sworn a false oath, thrice ten
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Tpls v puplas Gpas &rd poxdpwy dAdAncHa,
guoutvous TavTola Sit ypdvou eibea Buntddv
&pyahéas Prdroio peTodldooovra kedelBous.
aiféplov piv yép oge pévog TévTovBe Bidkel,

o movros 8 &g xBovds olUbas &mrémTuce, yala 8 & olryds
fieAlou padfovros, & 8° aibtpos EuPaie Bivais:
&AAos &' B &AAou Byeran, oruytouos Bt révres.
16V kol Eyds viv elp, puyds BedBev xad AR,
velkel panvopévey Tricuvos.

472 Fr. 118, Clement Strom. 11, 14, 2
KhaUiod Te kad xoxvox 18hv douviifea xdpov.

473 Fr. 121, Hierocles ad carmina aurea 24 and Proclus in
Cratylum p. 97 Pasquali
.. . &repéa XGpov,
#vha Odvos Te Kéros e kai SAAwy BBuee Krypddy
auypunpal Te Nooor kad Ziyies Epya e PevoTd
*ATns &v Asipddva KaTd oKGTOS HAATKOUTIV.

The fallen soul, as is clear from 471, goes the round of the elements,
banished from its proper abode. We may compare the so-called
apeniaytism of Hesiod’s Theogony 793 ff.—banishment, that is, for
a ‘great year’, a period the length of which varies in different
sources but in Empedocles is 30,000 seasons. It may perhaps be
that this period is, in Empedocles, the same as that of the cosmic
cycle, but there is unfortunately no evidence to substantiate the
conjecture. Empedocles, it should be noted, has no equivalent
of Hell: on the contrary, the soul, as 472 and 473 show, pays
the penalty for its sin in this world—a world, as other frag-
ments prove, of opposites;* and its objective throughout its suc-
cessive incarnations is, as we shall see in the next section, to

thousand seasons does he wander far from the blessed, being born throughout that time in
the forms of all manner of mortal things and changing one baleful path of life for another.
The might of the air pursues him into the sea, the sea spews him forth on to the dry lond,
the earth casts him into the rays of the burning sun, and the sun into the eddies of air. One
takes him from the other,but all alike abhor him. Of these I ioo am now one, a fugitive
Jrom the gods and o wanderer, who put my trust in raving sirife.

472 T wept and wailed when I saw the unfamiliar place.

473 .. .ajoyless place, where Bloodshed and Wrath, and tribes of Faies too, withering
Plagues and Corruptions and Deluges roam in the darkness over the field of Doom.
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escape again from the wheel of birth back to the state of bliss
from which it has fallen.?
I Of. e.g. 474 Fr. 122, Plutarch de trang. an. 15, 4748 (which, as Burnet
says (EGP223 n. 2}, ‘is closely modelled on the Catalogue of Nymphs in
Hiad xvm, 39 sqq.’)
£8" Roav XBovin Te kal "Hudnn Tavadiws,
Afipis © alparréeooa xal ‘Appovin Cepepdinig,
KadMered 1" Aloxpt e, ©dwod e Anvain e,
NnpepTis T' dpdecoa pehdoyroupds T' *Acdpeia.
This list, which is continued in fr. 123, is clearly a catalogue, in mythical
garb, of the opposites that characterize this "ATng Aetpcv or ‘vale of tears®

(473, L 4)-

2 It is difficult at this stage to avoid language which may mistakenly
suggest that the soul which has sinned falls inte this world. Actually of
course, by the interpretation here offered, it has been in this world
throughout. Just as the four stages of the cosmic cycle all take place
within the Sphere, so the soul too goes through all the stages in its cycle
inside this world. Since, however, {1} the world is at present reverting to
the rule of Strife {see p. 339), (2) Empedocles is yet convinced that he
himself is about to escape from the wheel of birth back to the primal state
of bliss (see the next section}, it seems that the cycle of the individual soul
and the cosmic cycle, though parallel, are not synchronized.

Such, so far as the extant fragments permit a reconstruction,
was the nature of man’s primal sin and fall. But at this stage we
must turn back to the physical poem, and especially to fr. go
{(429): ‘But when Strife waxed great in the limbs, and sprang to
his prerogatives as the time was fulfilled which is fixed for them in
turn by a broad oath. ..’. Few as are the lines that survive about
the first disruption of the cosmic rule of Love, it is surely not pure
accident that they contain so many echoes of man’s fall. Strife is
the cause of the disruption of the cosmic Sphere: strife is the cause
of man’s fall (471,11. 13-14). Inthe cosmic cycle there is the fulness
of time set for the alternation of Love and Strife: the duration of
the fall of man from the rule of Kupris to the world of opposites is
fixed at 30,000 seasons {471, 1. 6). The pact between Love and
Strife in the physical world is confirmed ‘by a broad oath’: the
oracle of Necessity that fixed the period of the soul’s banishment
is ‘sealed by broad oaths’. Once again in fact these echoes in a
mere three lines are sufficient to establish that the cosmic disrup-~

474 There were Chthonie and far-seeing Heliope, bloody Rivalry and kindly-faced
Harmony, Beauty and Usgliness, Swiftness and Tardiness, lovely Truthfulness and black-
haired Obscurity.

353



PRESOCRATIC PHILOSOPHERS

tion of the original Sphere is parallel to, and probably therefore
suggested by, the fall of man through the dismemberment of
living things.

ESCAFE FROM WHEEL OF BIRTH
475 Fr. 127, Aclian Nat. anim. xn, 7

v Bnpeoor AovTes dpetheyées yauoeliven
yiyvovral, Sdgvan 8§ évi BévBpeoiv fiuxdpoto.

476 Fr. 117, Diogenes Laertius v, 77

fi8n ydp ot Eyd yevdpny kolipds e kopn TE
Bépvos 1 olwvds Te xed Eahos EXdoTros Ixlus.

477 Frr. 146 and 147, Clement Strom. 1v, 150, 1 and v, 122, 3§

el &8 TEAos pdwrrers e kad YpvortdAol kal inTpol
kol Tpouot dvlpomTroiciv EmiyBovioio mélovTa,
&vlev dvaPhaoTtolor Beol Tipfict pépioro,
&Bavérorg GAAoiow dufomion, arroTpdmrezon
TeovTest, avbpeleov &yfwv dmdxAnpol, &tepels.

478 Fr. 112, Diogenes Laertius vin, 62 and Clement Strom. v1, 30
@ @idot, of péya &oTv xard §avliol *Axphyavros
vater’ &v' &xpa TroAsos, &yabddv peAedHipoves Epywy,
Eelveov adBoior Apéves, xoxdrnTos &rretpor,
yadper’ &yde 8 Upiv Beds &uPpoTos, oukiTi GunTds

5 ToxAeUpcn peTd w&o1 TeTiévos, GoTrep Eoka,
Tawiais Te TeploTertos oTipeciv te BaAelols.
voiow &’ (eUr’) dv Tkeopen & &oTea TnAeBGoOVTO,
cvbpdow 715t yuvenfl, oePizopan- ol 8 & Emwovran
puplor EEepeovres, Oty rpds képSos &rapTrds,

475 Among beasts they are born as lions that lurk in their mountain lairs, and among
Sair-tressed trees as laurels.

476  For already have I once been a boy and a girl, a bush and a bird and a dumb sea fush.

477 But at the end they come among men on earth as prophets, bards, doctors and princes;
and thence they arise as gods mighty in honeur, sharing with the other immortals thetr
hearth and their table, without part in human serrows or weariness.

478  Friends who dwell throughout the great town of golden Acragas, up by the citadel,
men mindfil of good deeds, unversed tn wickedness, havens of respect for strangers, all hail,
I go about among you all an immortal god, mortal no more, honoured as is my due and
crowned with garlands and verdant wreaths, Whenever I enter the prosperous townships
with these my followers, men and women both, I' am revered; they follow me in countless

354



EMPEDOCLES

0 ol ptv pavToouviwy kexpnpévol, of 8 éml volowy
Travrolwv Emtlovro KAbew siniéa P&,
Bnpdv 61 xoderijor meTrapuévor {due’ dBivnow).

It is only when we come to this fourth and last stage in the
soul’s cycle that the parallel between it and the cosmic cycle be-
comes really illuminating; for it was the fourth and last stage in
the cosmic cycle that appeared so arbitrary and unnatural. The
fourth stage in the soul’s cycle consists, as we should expect, in the
return to primal innocence and bliss; it is obviously in fact, from
the point of view of fallen man, the most vital stage of all. The
return is accomplished by the gradual ascent, with which these
passages are concerned, up the scale of lives. 47s, according to
Aelian who preserves it, is concerned with the highest incarnations
—next, that is, to man—in the animal and vegetable kingdoms;
while 476 tells us that Empedocles himself had once sunk so low
in the scale as to become a bush. The top rung of the scale is
found in 477, namely ‘prophets, bards, doctors and princes’—and
Empedocles himself was all of these. Having climbed so far, he is
at last on the eve of escape from the cycle and will be reincarnated
no more. As he says in 478, which is the introduction to the
Purifications, and as he virtually repeats in fr. 113, ‘I go about
among you an immortal god, no mortal now.” No wonder
therefore that, with bliss just ahead, he regards this stage as
all-important; and no wonder that, regarding the otherwise in-
explicable cosmic cycle as parallel to the cycle of the soul, he felt
compelled to describe that most obscure stage in the cosmic cycle,
the return from the rule of Strife to the rule of Love. The motive
was sufficient to stimulate him even to so difficult a task,

ARE THE TWO POEMS REALLY INCOMPATIBLE?

Though the parallelism between the two poems tells strongly
against the view that they are quite separate and independent and
must therefore belong to different periods in Empedocles’ life,
there is still no denying that they seem to take two widely different
views of the nature of the soul. The last question to be considered,
then, is whether the two poems are, as they are usually thought to
be, fundamentally incompatible, or whether, in view of the marked

numbers, asking where lies the path to gain, some seeking prophecies, while others, for
many a day stabbed by grizvous pains, beg to kear the word that heals all manner of illness,
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similarities between them, some escape cannot be found from this
conclusion. It will be best to approach the question from two
opposite angles, and consider, first, whether the religious poem
does indeed reveal belief in the survival of the individual soul, as
opposed to mere reabsorption into a sort of common reservoir of
consciousness, and second, whether the physical poem does
indeed preclude the possibility of any part of the soul, as opposed
to the whole of it, surviving death.

INDIVIDUAL SURVIVAL
479 Fr. 142, Volumina Herculanensia no. 1012, col. 18

Tov § olr’ &p e Aidg Téyeor Bopor ady(1dyo10

oU)yTe ot "Aibecd BE(xeT . . ..
(CL 4771 4

&Bavéerols SAAOIoTY ORECTION, CUTOTPATIEZOL. . ..)
480 Fr. 133, Clement Strom. v, 81, 2

olx Eoriv weAdoaoBar {s¢. T Bsiov) év dpBadpciow EpikTodv

NueTépors f} yepol AaPeiv, fimép Te peyioTn

1e1foliy dvBprrrotov dpabitods els pplva rirret.

(Cf. 467 1. 45

&AAG @pnyv Lept| xad &béopaTos EAsTo polivoy,

ppovTicl kéouov ravTa kartaicoouoa Bofjow.)

481 Hippolytus Ref. vi, 29 (DK3ip115) «xai Toltd dorwv &
Abyer repl g fouTol yevvnosws O "EprreBoxAfis:

TéV Ko dy s vv elpt, puyds BedBev ked ANTNs (=471 1. 13},
ToutéoTt Bsdv koAddy TO Ev kal Thy Exelvov dvdmTa, dv O fiv mplv
Urd tol Nelkous &moomactfivor kad yevéoBar v Tols TroAdols
TouTols Tols kot THv ToU Neixous Sioxdounow.

Of these passages 479 (the reference of which is perhaps, how-
ever, too obscure to support argument) and the line from 477 are

479 Him will neither the vavited halls of aegis-bearing Zeus nor the house of Hades ever
welcome . . ..

480 11 is not possible o reach to god and set him before our eyes, nor fo grasp him with
our hands—and that is the broadest way of persuasion leading to the minds of men.

48 This is just what Empedocles says about his own bivth— Of these I too am now
one, a fugitive from the gods and a wanderer.” Fle calls by the name of god, that is to say,
the One and its unity, in which he himself dwelt before he was snatched thence by Strife
and born into this world of plurality which Strife has organized.
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couched in language so material that, unless they are more
figurative than is generally supposed, they seem strongly to
suggest individual survival. On the other hand 48e and the two
lines from 467, passages which reflect the influence of Xenophanes,
might be thought to tell equally strongly against it. I God is of
this intangible nature, then it is certainly a tenable view that the
individual soul, after escape from the cycle of birth, is merely
reabsorbed into the ‘sacred mind’.* Such is certainly the inter-
pretation of Hippolytus in 481; but a bishop is perhaps hardly a
reliable authority on such a topic. Though the evidence on this
question is far from conclusive, it seems safest on the whole to
trust to those of Empedocles’ own phrases that tell against any
such abstract conception of immortality.

¥ Apart from the alleged reference to Apollo in 467, other Olympian
deities appear in the fragments of the Kefoppol, notably in 466 and 479.
It seems unlikely that they are only different aspects of a single divine
mind,

THE PHYSICAL BASIS OF CONSCIOUSNESS
482 (=458 1. 3) oipx yap dvBpomois mepidpdidy o vénua.
483 (=441 1. 5) & 6V (se. the four elements) alpd Te yévro. . ..
484 (=454) yain pdv yap yoiav drdrapey, U8om 5 Uowp,
oibépr & albépa Siov, &rdp mrupl mlp &idniov,
oropyfv 88 aropyf], veixos B e veikel Auypdd,
485 Aristotle de anima A4, 408a13 Spofws B¢ &romov kal {(Td)
ToOV Adyov Tis pifews elven Thy Yyuynv- oU ydp tov alrrov Exst Adyow
i pi€is T ororysivov kol fiv odpt kai kol fiv dorolv - oupPioeTan
olv TroAAGs Te Wuyds Exew kal kaTd mdv TO oddue, elmep TaVTA Py
éx Tov ororyelwv peperypdvoov, & Bt riis ni€eos Adyos apuovia xal
yuxn. &moathosie 8 &v g ToUTd ye xai map’ EpmreBoxiéous:

482  For the blood around men’s hearts is their thought.

483 From these (sc. the four elements) did blood arise. . ..

484 For with carth do we see earth, with water waler, with air bright atr, with fire
consuming fire; with Love do we ses, Love, Strife with dread Strife.

485  In the same way it is absurd to tdentify the soul with the formula of the mixture;
Jor the mixture of the elements that produces flesh has not the same formula as that which
produces bone, and so, if everything does indeed consist of a mixture of the elements and if
the formula of the mixture is indeed the harmony that is the soul, the same thing will prove
to have many souls distributed throughout its body. This is indeed a question that one might
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gkaorov ydp aUriv Adyw Tvl gnow elven: wéTepov oliv & Adyos
toTiv 7 uyn, fi pdAhov ETepdv T olowx Eyylyvetan Tols péAeor; En
8¢ moTepov 1 Ordia Tiis Tuyovons albria uifews f 1iis kard Tdv Adyov;
kal aldrrr woTepov & Adyos doTiv § Trapd TOV Adyov ETepdy Ti;

These passages, taken together, not only present the second aspect
of the problem but also suggest a possible solution. Itisclear from
483 and 484 that Empedocles himself describes the blood in two
different ways according to the point of view that is uppermost in
his mind at the moment. Viewed simply as a physical compound
it is described as a mixture, in nearly equal proportions, of the
four elements and nothing else. But viewed as the seat of conscious-
ness—and this is the point of view that concerns us—it was
evidently assumed to contain also Love and Strife. Aristotle
actually inferred from 484 that, since soul consists of all six factors,
each of them must therefore be a seat of consciousness, recognizing
its like outside (see, e.g., de an. A2, 404b8, DK g1 B10g); but this
is generally admitted to be a false inference. It is only when all
six ingredients are combined in appropriate proportions that the
whole mixture acquires consciousness; and though it is still with
the earth in the eye that we see earth, we should not be conscious
of seeing it if there were not the other ingredients of consciousness
present as well, including Love and Strife.

Is there then any part of this composite consciousness, the
product of all six factors, that can remain conscious in separation
from the body? Modern scholars unanimously, and perhaps
rightly, say no; but not so Aristotle. Aristotle was obviously
puzzled over this question of the relation of the migrating soul to
the consciousness of the blood, but he never asserts, as moderns do,
that the latter precludes the former. It appears from 485, where
he is actually puzzling over the problem, that he concluded that
Empedocles must have held a yuy? &puovia doctrine (“the soul is
an attunement’), the soul which is an attunement being the pro-
portion of the mixture. But he evidently could not make out how
in that case the migrating soul came in at all. Was it perhaps a

put o Empedocles, who maintains that everything owes its existence o the formula of its
constituents. Is then this formula itself the soul, or is the soul rather something of a
different nature that arises in the limbs? And again, is Love the cause of any chance
mixture, or of the mixture in accordance with the formula? And is Love ilself the actual
JSormula, or something different over and above the formula?
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portion of Love that maintained the proportion? ‘Is Love’, he
asks in the last sentence, ‘the proportion itself or something over
and above it?’ And with that question he does suggest a possible
answer to the present problem.

Love is itself, of course, indestructible and immutable; but there
must be a portion of it in every living, changing and perishable
thing. It is therefore inevitably contaminated, in all composite
things, with Strife; and so, even though essentially immutable, and
preserving its identity even when contaminated, it is not, as the
result of this contamination, reabsorbed at the dissolution of the
body into the mass of Love, but enters, its identity preserved, into
another body. Eventually, however, it can become so purified as
to rid itself of the contamination of Strife; and then, at its next
release, it will either be reabsorbed and return to the unity—the
rule of Kupris—from which it had fallen, or else, possibly, remain
as a separate bundle of Love until all Love is reabsorbed in the
Sphere.* It seems possible (but no more than that) that Aristotle’s
vague suggestion is right and that Empedocles himself did think
like this. Such an interpretation has at any rate the great
advantage over any other yet offered that, by providing the
migrating soul with a physical basis, it resolves the monstrous
incompatibility between the two poems, and so allows us to attach
due importance to the obvious parallels between them.

¥ Cf. the adjectives Sohyalwv in 425 and paxpadov in 471.

There is one last passage which lends support to this reconcilia-
tion:

486 Plutarch de exilio 17,6070 ol y&p alua, ¢roiv (sc. Empe-
docles), fjpiv oUdE mvelpa ouyxpabiv, & &ulpwmol, yuyiis ovolay
kal &pyfyv mrapéoyev: AN &K ToUTwv TO OO oUPTETTAQOTOL
ynysves kad Gunov. Tiis 88 Yuxfis dhhaydbev firolons Selpo, Thv
yéveow &mobnpiav UmokopizeTan, TQ TPQOTATE TV SvoudTwY*
10 8¢ dAnBtoTarov gelyer ki mAavitan Belotg Edauvoudvn Béyucot
kol vépois.

486  For it is not our blood, he says, nor the blending of onr breath that produced the
essential principle of soul; rather from these ingredients the body is moulded, which is
earth-born and mortal. Since the soul has come hither from elsewhere, he euphemistically
calls birth a sgfourn abroad—the mest comforting of all names; but in truth the soul is a
fugitive and a wanderer, banished by the decrees and laws of the gods,
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It seems likely enough that in this passage, which follows close
upon the quotation of five lines of fr. 115 (471), Plutarch is para-
phrasing a lost passage of the Purifications; and in that case it
provides just the corroboration required. For by the implication
that Empedocies regarded the migrating soul and physical
consciousness as quite distinct, Plutarch would seem to have
proved, what it is most desirable to prove in order to ac-
count for the parallelism between them, the connexion and
compatibility between the two compartments of Empedocles’
thought.

CONCLUSION

If this necessarily tentative interpretation of Empedocles’ view of
the soul is correct, then it places him in a direct current of thought
flowing from Homer down to Plato, Aristotle and beyond. For
Homer, no doubt refiecting a popular view, distinguishes between
Bupds, the conscious soul, and yuyd, the life-soul, the former
perishing with the body, the latter surviving. True that, when
separated from the body, the surviving soul in Homer is a mere
shadow, which can only be restored to conscious life by drinking
blood; to Empedocles, on the other hand, it is of divine race and
has fallen for the very reason that it has tasted blood. But that
contrast might well be deliberate—in which case, of course, it
would prove that Empedocles is consciously following Homer in
distinguishing the two souls. Again, looking forward, the same
twofold distinction is clear enough in Plato. In the Timaeus, for
instance, he contrasts the immortal part of the soul, which is
created by the Demiurge himself, with the mortal, including
perception, which is added by the created deities at the moment
of union with the body. Most striking of all, we find the same
distinction in the ‘active reason’ of Aristotle, which, whatever its
nature, alone has no bodily organ and therefore alone survives
death. For the reasons suggested it seems not unlikely that
Empedocles is, in this respect, the connecting link between Homer
on the one side and Plato on the other. More than any other of
the Presocratics Empedocles is demonstrably influenced by his
predecessors; Anaximander, Xenophanes, the Pythagoreans,
Parmenides, all left their mark upon him, and even his view of the
soul may possibly have owed something to the view of Heraclitus
(see pp. 205{T.). The fact that, as we saw, Homer himself provided
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the model for the catalogue of opposites in frr. 122 {474) and 123
is of course of no significance: the stylistic influence of Homer on
Greek hexameter and elegiac verse was so strong that it would be
more surprising if Empedocles did not reflect it. But it is at least
a tenable view that in Empedocles the influence of Homer (or of
the popular semi-philosophical views which Homer reflects) went
deeper than that.
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CHAPTER XV
ANAXAGORAS OF CLAZOMENAE

DATE AND LIFE

487 Diogenes Laertius 11, 7 (DKg5ga1) Aéyeron 8 xord ThHv
Zéplov BidPaov elkoo ETGv elvan, PeProoxévan 8¢ EPSopfikovra
8Uo. pnol B’ *AmoAAdBwpos Ev Toig Xpovikois yeyeviioBon ooy
i} éPSounkooTyy SAupmdd (i.e. 500-497 B.C.), TeBuniéven & T
wpwre Era s EPSopnkootiis dyBofis (i.e. 468/7; dySonxooriis
byBofis Scaliger, i.e. 428/7). fiparo 8t piAooogelv *Affvnaow émi
KaaMou (i.e. 456[5) Eréddv elkoow v, &5 onot AnpfhTpios &
Qarnpeus dv ] TV "ApydvTwy dvaypaef], Bvla kal paoiv abrdv
grév Swrpipon Teidmovra. . . (12). . . wepl B¢ Tig Blkng ool Big-
popa Adyetan. 2wTiwv pév yép enow &v T} AwaBoyij Tév grioodpuwy
Umd Khdwvos abrrdv doePelas xpibijven, 81411 Tdv fidov uiBpov Eheye
Sidmrupov - droroynoapdvou 5t Umép avrrol TTepixAidous Tol pafinTod,
TrévTe Tohdwrols Inuwdfivan xal guyadsubBfivan. ZéTupos 8 &v Tols
Bloig Umd BouxublBou groiv eloayffjvar iy Slkny dvrimroditeuo-
pévou 16 Fleprdhei - ked oU pdvov doePelag, dAAG kad undiouol- kol
&mdvra katadikaodijven Bavdrw . . .(14) . . .kaxi TAos doxwpnoos
els Adpyaxov alrrdb kerréorrpepey. Ote kal 16v &pyovrwv tiis réhews
&Erotvrooy Ti Polheran oy yevéaban, péva, Tous raibog v 6 &v éro-
Bavny pnvl kot Eros mradzey ouyywpeiv. kol puAdTTeTOn TO EBos Kad
viv. (15) Tedevrthicovra 81 alTov EBopav dvriuws of Aaupaxnvot. . ..

484 He is said to have been twenty years old at the time of Xerxes® crossing, and to have
lived to seventy-two. Apollodorus says in his Chronicles that he was bomn in the
seventieth Olympiad and died in the first year of the eighiy-eighth. He began to be a
philosopher ai Athens in the archonship of Callias, at the age of twenty, as Demetrius
Phalereus tells us in his Register of archons, and they say he spent thirty years there. . . .
There are different accounts given of his irial. Sotion, in his Succession of philosophers,
says that he was prosecuted by Cleon for impiety, becanse he maintained that the sun was a
red-hot mass of metal, and that after Pericles, his pupil, had made a speech in his defence,
he was fined five talents and exiled, Satyrus in his Lives, on the other hand, says that the
charge was brought by Thucydides in his political campaign against Pericles; and he adds
that the charge was not only for impiety but for Medism as well; and he was condemned to
death in absence. .. . Finally he withdrew to Lampsacus, and there died. It is said that
when the rulers of the city asked him what privilege he wished to be granted, he replied that
the children should be given a holiday every year in the month in which he died, The custom
is preserved to the present day. When he died the Lampsacenes buried him with full honours.
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488 Aristotle Met. A3, gB4ar11 (=410) ’Avafoydpas B¢ &
KAagouévios T8 piv fxig wpdtepos ov TouTtov (se. Empedocles),
Toig & Epyois UoTepos. . ..

489 Plato Phaedrus 270 (DK 59a15) 6 (sc. 70 ynAdvouv) kal
TepieAfis Tpds 16 supuns elvan ExThooarro® Trpoomecdv yap oluot
roloUtew Svr Avafoydpy, petewpoloyias EpmAnobels kol Emi
puow voU Te kal &volos &eikdusvos, v 61 Tépr TOV oAUy Adyov
Erroeito "Avaaydpas, bvrelfey elhcuoey émrl thy 1&v Adywv rhvnv
6 Tpdopopov oUTi).

These passages suffice to show the difficulty of determining the
dates of Anaxagoras’ life. The first section of 487, most of which
probably represents mere conjecture by Apollodorus based on a
statement of Demetrius Phalereus which it is impossible to recon-
struct, immediately presents acute problems of chronology; for
even if we accept, as we apparently must, the emendation of
Scaliger and conclude that Anaxagoras lived from ¢a. 500 to
42838.c,, it is still necessary, in order to make the passage consistent,
to suppose that the words émi KoAAlou, ‘in the archonship of
Callias’, should rather read &ml KodMidSov, ‘in the archonship of
Calliades’, i.e. 480 B.c. That would give the following outline:

Born 500{499 B.C.
Came to Athens and began his

philosophical activities 480/79 B.C.
Died at Lampsacus 428{9 B.C.

All that can be said is that these dates may well be approximately
right; for 488, which might have thrown some light on the
problem, is robbed of most of its value, not only by our ignorance
of the exact dates of Empedocles (see pp. 320f.), but also by the
ambiguity of its last phrase, which may mean either that Anaxa-
goras wrote his book after Empedocles (the more probable inter-
pretation), or that he was more up-to-date (or even, by Alexander’s
interpretation, inferior) in his views.

488  Anaxagoras of Clazomenae, who, though older than Empedocles, was later in his
philosophical activity. ... (Trans. Ross)

489  Pericles acquired high-mindedness in addition to his natural talents; for he fell in,
I believe, with Anaxagoras, who already possessed this quality, and steeping himself in
natural speculation, and grasping the true nature of mind and folly (which were the subjects
of much of Anaxagoras’ discussion}, he drew from that source anything that could con-
tribute towards the art of debate.
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The problem of the date of his trial is even more difficult.
A, E. Taylor (CQ11 (1q17y) 81-7) held that (1) Plato consistently
conveys the impression that Anaxagoras was an important figure
in Athens before Pericles’ rise to fame but not after Socrates grew
up; {2) Anaxagoras could not have attained the position at
Lampsacus that the last sentences of 487 suggest unless he had
spent a considerable time there. He therefore concludes that ‘the
account given by Satyrus was right in placing his prosecution at
the beginning and not at the close of Pericles’ political career’,
i.e. ca. 450 B.¢. On the other hand J. A. Davison (CQ N.S. 3 (1953)
33-45), arguing in favour of accepting both Satyrus’ and Sotion’s
accounts, surmises that there must have been an amnesty {other-
wise unattested) in ca. 445/4 B.c. by which Anaxagoras was per-
mitted toreturn to Athens, and estimates therelevantdatesasfollows:

Prosecuted by Thucydides ca. 456/5 B.C.
Conjectured amnesty after Thirty

Years’ Peace ca. 445/4 B.C.
Prosecuted by Cleon ca. 433430 B.C.
Died at Lampsacus 428/7 B.C,

Fortunately, from the point of view of the historian of philosophy,
the exact date of the trial (or trials} is of relatively little importance.
There is ample evidence in the fragments of Anaxagoras’ own
book that he wrote later than either Parmenides or Zeno (see
pp. 3681L.}; and it seems likely, though it is incapable of proof,
that while Anaxagoras (in accordance with the more probable
interpretation of 488) includes implicit criticism of Empedocles,
Melissus (see p. 305) aims one of his arguments primarily, if not
exclusively, at Anaxagoras. Fortunately too, the most important
facts of his life are not in dispute. There can be no question that
he spent a large part of his active life in Athens,* that he was fairly
intimately associated with Pericles, that he was prosecuted on a
charge (at least among others) of impiety, and that he thereupon
withdrew to Lampsacus.?

I Anaxagoras is said to have taught both Archelaus (see ch. xv1) and

Euripides. Cf. 490 Strabo 14, p. 645 Cas. Khogoptvios 5 fiv dvip

tmeavtys “Avaaydpas & guaikds, “Avabipévous SuiAnThs Tot Midnolou:
Sifikouvoav 82 TodTou "Apxfiaos & guairds xai EdpimriSng & mommths. Since

490 Anaxagoras the natural philosopher was a distinguished Clazomenian, an associate
of Anaximenes of Miletus; and his own pupils included Archelaus the natural philosopher
and Euripides the poet.
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the statement that Anaxagoras was an associate of Anaximenes can mean
no more than that he reproduced elements of Anaximenes’ cosmology, it
could be argued that the tradition of Anaxagoras’ own influence on
Archelaus and Euripides need imply no more. But even by 450 B.C.
Euripides was at least thirty years old, and it seems almost certain that, in
a society as small as the intellectual circle at Athens, he would already
have made the acquaintance of Anaxagoras. For passages in Euripides in
which the influence of Anaxagoras is said to be manifest see DK 59A 204,
30, 33, 48 and 112, the last of which seems on the whole to be a good deal
the most convincing.

* Cf. Plutarch Pericles 4 (DK 594.15), 5, 8 etc. ; also 491 Plutarch MNcies 23
(DK 59418) ... .xal "Avafaydpav dpybivra pdhs mepterorfioaTo Hepixhfs.

3 Cf. 492 Alcidamas ap. Aristotle Rhet, B23g, 1398b15 «ad Aapyoxnvol
*Avaaydpay §tvov dvta BBapav kai Tidow Eri xat viv,

WRITINGS

493 Plato Apology 26D M Al', & &vbpes Bikoorad, &mel ToV pdv
fidlov Aifov gnoiv elves, Thv 8¢ oedfvny yiiv. “Avafaydpou ol
kerrryyopeiv, @ olhe MéAnyre, xad olre karagpovels tévie kal ola
atrrovg &rreipous ypepudreov elvan, doTe oUk elbévon &1 & "Avedo-
yépov PifAta ToU KAagzoueviou yéper TolTtwv T&Y Adywv; kol &Y
xai ol véor talra ap’ Epol povidvouoswy & Eeorv dviote, el hwy
ToAAeU, Bpoyufis & Tiis SpyfoTpas TrpIEvOUs ZWKPATOUS KOTa-
yehdy, tdv wpoorotfiTon ool elven, EAAws Te kad oUTws &roma dvTa.
494 Diogenes Laertius 1, 16 of 8¢ &v& &v obyypoupa Méhooos,
TTpyevidng, *Avabay dpas.

Very probably Anaxagoras did indeed write only the one book;
various other writings attributed to him by late and unreliable
authorities—a treatise on perspective, another on the squaring of
the circle and a book of problems—if they ever existed at all, are
most unlikely to be the genuine work of Anaxagoras. His one

491 ... Pericies had difficulty in rescuing Anaxagoras from imprisonment.

492  The inkabitants of Lampsacus buried Anaxagoras although he was a foreigner and
even to this day still henour him.

493 By Zeus, gentlemen of the jury, it is because he says that the sun is a stone, the
maon earth.’ Do you imagine, friend Meletus, that you are accusing Anaxagoras, and do
you despise the jury, and ihink them so illiterate that they do not know that the rolls of
Anaxagoras of Clazomenae are packed with such theories? The young, I suppose, learn
these things from me—things which you can sometimes buy for a drachma, dear as that may
be, in the orchestra, and then mock Svcrates if he claims them as his own, particularly
when they are so absurd.

494 Those who wrote only one book include Melissus, Parmenides and Anaxagoras,
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book, moreover, though it is said by Burnet {apparently on the
strength of the plural PifAlx in 493, which ‘perhaps implies that it
filled more than one roll’*) to have been ‘of some length’, would
- seem more probably to have been quite short. Not only do the
fragments preserved by Simplicius seem to give us, with consider-
able repetitions, the whole basis of his system; but also the state-
ment in 493 that the book could be bought for a drachma is a
strong indication that it ran to no great length. The economics of
Athens in 399 B.C. are by no means easy to reconstruct, but what
evidence there is shows that the purchasing power of a drachma
was by then quite small. No doubt in the latter part of his book
Anaxagoras pursued his general principles into such detailed
topics as astronomy, meteorology, physiology and sense-perception
—subjects on which there is plenty of second-hand evidence but
very few and scanty fragments. But he must in that case have
dealt with them with the same summary brevity that characterizes
some of the fragments surviving from the earlier part. The extant
fragments, which together comprise about a thousand words, can
hardly represent less than an eighth of the original whole and
may well represent a considerably larger fraction.?

! Simplicius also implies that in his day Anaxagoras’ work was divided into
more than one part: at, e.g., Phys. 34,20 (DK 5984} and 155,26 (DK 598 1)
he speaks of * the first part’ {or *book’) of the work On Nature. This certainly
seems to tell in favour of Burnet’s view. But there is nothing in Socrates’
words in 493 to suggest that the book was a long one except the plural
PipAia, *hooks’; and the word PiAlov, even in the plural, carries {at this
date at least} no definite implication of length. It seems more kkely, for
the reasons given in this section, that if the work was originally divided, as
it was in Simplicius’ time, into more than one part, they were very short
parts.

2 Prof. A. H. M. Jones has very kindly corroborated this calculation with
the following note: ‘ The simplest calculation is on the assumption that the
copyist would be a slave xwpis olkéiv. His owner would expect an &mopopd
from a skilled slave of at least 2 obols a day; Timarchus’ oxutoTdpo!
{Aeschines 1, 97) paid him ¢ obols and their foreman 3 obols; Nicias and
others in the fifth century got 1 obol a day for unskilled mine slaves, but
this included amortization (the hirer had to replace those whe died)
{Xenophon Poroi 1v, 14~15). Food is reckoned at 2 obols a day by Dem. 1v,
28, but this is probably an underestimate, as Dem. is trying to prove that
his scheme could be run quite cheaply. The Eleusinian accounts (L.G2* 11
and m 1672-3, of 329-327 B.c.) allow 3 ohols a day for public slaves for
Tpogd. One must also allow for clothes and other extras, and for the slave’s
own profit {he would have to allow for slack times when he had no work,
and he also expected to put by to pay for his freedom) ; also for the cost of
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papyrus (I fear this cannot be calculated as we do not know in what units
it was bought). However, 2 man’s time alone would amount to at least
a drachma a day; skilled men (carpenters, stonemasons etc.) are paid
2 to 2} drachmae a day in the Eleusinian accounts.

A book sold for a drachma would, therefore, be such as could be copied
in well under a day.’

THE PROBLEM

No Presocratic philosopher has given rise to more dispute, or been
more variously interpreted, than has Anaxagoras. Among recent
attempts to reconstruct his system the most notable are those of
Tannery (Pour Phistoire de la science helléne, 2nd edition), Bailey
(Greek Atomists and Epicurus, App. 1), Cornford (CQ 24 {1930} 141L.
and 83f.), Peck {CQ 25 (1931) 27ff. and 112fL), and Vlastos
{Philps. Rev. 59 {1950) 31fl). At the beginning of Cornford’s
reconstruction the problem, as it is usually understood, is succinctly
stated as follows: ‘Anaxagoras’ theory of matter. . .rests on two
propositions which seem flatly to contradict one another. One is
the principle of Homoeomereity: A natural substance, such as a
piece of gold, consists solely of parts which are like the whole and
like one another——every one of them gold and nothing else, The
other is: “There is a portion of everything in everything”, under-
stood to mean that a piece of gold (or any other substance}, so far
from containing nothing but gold, contains portions of every other
substance in the world. Unless Anaxagoras was extremely
muddlieheaded, he cannot have propounded a theory which
simply consists of this contradiction. One or the other proposition
must be reinterpreted so as to bring them into harmony. Some
critics attack one, some the other; some try to modify both.” The
following reconstruction, though it owes something to each of those
listed above, has probably rather more in common with some of the
ancient interpretations than it has with any of the modern. It is
actually very doubtful whether any critic, ancient or modern, has
ever fully understood Anaxagoras, and there are some points on
which certainty is now unattainable. There are, however, two
principles which every reconstruction should observe: first that
the only entirely reliable guide to the opinions of Anaxagoras is
his own words; and second (a principle often overlooked in
modern times) that he is much more likely to have meant what
he said than what, though he could easily have said it, he did not
in fact say. If the result of observing these two principles is
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unpalatable, then it must be remembered that what is unpalatable
to us, and even what was unpalatable to Aristotle and his succes-
sors, need not necessarily have been so to Anaxagoras himself.

The system of Anaxagoras, like that of Empedocles before him
and that of the atomists after, is to a large extent a conscious
reaction to the theories of his predecessors. It will be easiest,
therefore, to base our reconstruction of it on his reaction to
Parmenides, Zeno and other Presocratics,

ANAXAGORAS REACTION TO PARMENIDES AND THE EARLIER
PLURALISTS

495 Fr. 1, Simplicius Phys. 155, 26  dpol wévra yphuara Ry,
&rreipa kol AfiBos xad opikpdTTar Kod y&p TO opkpov &meipov fiv.
ke Trévroov dpol fdvrwv oubiv EvBniov fiv Imrd oukpdros: whvrra
yép &fp Te kol alffip koarrelxey, &updTepa &meipa Edvrar TalTa yap
utylore fveortiv dv rols glumraot Kal wANe xal peyede.

496 Fr. 4 (latter half), ibid. 34, 21 (for rest of fr. 4 see §10 and
§25) piv 8¢ &moxpiffjven Talra TavTwy Spol EbvTwv oUdk
poif) évdnios fiv oUBepiar &wexwAue yap 1§ olpmis dmrdvrev
xpripdrraov, ToU Te Biepol xked ol Enpolt xad ToU Geppoll kal Tol
Wuypol kai Tol Aaptrpol kal Tol 309epol, kal yfig ToAATis éveolong
kol omeppdrwv &mrefpwov TATIBos oUBiy fowdTwv Mol olBE
yép T8 Ehheov obbdy Eowe TH Etepov TG Erépw. ToUTwy B olras
Eydvroov v 1§ oUpmrovnt yphy Sokelv dvelven mrdvra YpripaTe.

Simplicius, to whom we owe the preservation of almost all the
fragments, tells us that 495 was the opening of Anaxagoras’ book.
It shows at the outset how extreme was the reaction of Anaxagoras
against the Eleatic monism. Whereas Parmenides had written (in

347):

oudt ot fiv oUd’ foran, érel viv Eomiv duol waw,
&v, ouveyts,

495 Al things were together, infinite in respect of both number and smallness; for the
small loo was infinite. And while all things were together, none of them were plain because
aof their smallness; for air and aither covered oll things, both of them being infinite; for
these are the greatest ingredients in the mixture of all things, both in number and in size.
496 But before these things were separated off, while all things were logether, there was
not even any colour plain; for the mixture of all things prevenled it, of the moist and the
dry, the hot and the cold, the bright and the dark, and of much earth in the mixture and of
seeds countless in number and in no respect like one another. For none of the other things
either are like one to the other. And since this is so, we must suppose that all things are in
the whole,
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(‘nor was it at some time past, nor shall it be, since it is now all at
once, one, continuous’), Anaxagoras in his very first sentence
starts by substituting duol TévTa ¥priuara for dpol v, Ev; next
admits the forbidden #v; and finally, in the words &weipa
oukpdrnTe, denies also the implication of indivisibility in Par«
menides’ ouveyés. The world, according to Anaxagoras, arose from
a universal mixture of every single thing that was ultimately to
emerge; only by putting ‘all things together’ into this original
mixture could coming into being and perishing be effectually
eliminated. This is put very clearly in the following passage:

497 Fr. 17, Simplicius Phys. 163, 20 16 8 ylveoBar wad &moh-
AuaBor obk &pBdds voplzouav ol "EAANves* oUbty yap Xefina yiveton
oudt dmdAhuTan, AN &rd Edvrwv Ypriudrwy ovpployeral Te xal
Biokplveran. xod oUrws &v OpBdds wodoiey T6 Te yivecBar oup-
uioyeobo kad 76 dmdAAucton Biakplveston.

Here it cannot be doubted that Anaxagoras is explicitly accepting
one of the Parmenidean demands. There can be little doubt either
that the rejection of the other demands, in 495, is equally
deliberate.

The original mixture, as Anaxagoras says in both 498§ and 496,
was so uniform a mixture of so many diverse ingredients that
nothing would have been perceptible to an imaginary observer
except perhaps ‘air? and aither’ (see pp. 382ff). The list of
ingredients in the long sentence in 496, which has been a source of
difficulty to modern commentators, is probably not intended to be
exhaustive. Apart from the “numberless seeds’, of which more will
be said later, the other ingredients listed can be reasonably
explained by reference to the views of others of Anaxagoras’ pre-
decessors. There had in the past been two main types of pluralism.
There had been those who, like Apaximander, the Pythagoreans
and Heraclitus, had in one way or another regarded the world as
a battlefield of the opposites; and there had been Empedocles, who
had solidified the warring opposites into the four eternal and
immutable elements. Neither type of pluralism, to Anaxagoras’
mind, went far enough. His own original mixture must contain,
not only the traditional opposites {of which the hot and the cold

497  The Greeks are wrong lo recognize coming into being and perishing; for nothing
cames into being nor perishes, but is rather compounded or dissolved from things that are.
So they would be right to call coming inlo being composition and perishing dissolution.
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are Anaximander’s, the wet and the dry are also possibly his or
possibly added from Heraclitus, while the bright and the dark are
presumably the Pythagorean ¢d&s and okdTos {see 289)), nor only
the Empedoclean elements (here probably exemplified by earth,
because two of the others, air and aither (or fire), have already been
mentioned as ingredients in 49§); it must contain also ‘innumer-
able seeds in no way like each other’.

! Anaxagoras evidently followed Empedocles in accepting also the
Parmenidean equation of the void with Not-being. Cf. 498 Aristotle
Phys. A6, 213a22 ol piv odv Sexviven meipdpevor &1 otk Eorv (s, TO
kevdv), oUy 8 Bovhovran Abyeaw of &vBposmot xevdy, Tolr’ Efehéyyovow, GAN
quapTdvovtes Abyovow, Dornep “Avafaydpas wal ol TolUrov Tov Tpdmov
EAbyyovtes, EmBenwlouvot yép O fom T & &fp, orpeProlvres Tols
doxots xat Sewwivres d loyupds & d&ip, xal évawo?\cxupdvovres tv Tais
kAewUSpons (see 453) In Anaxagoras, therefore, as in Empedocles, air,
being corporeal, is clearly distinguished from the non-existent void. Cf
also Aristotle de caele A2, 30ga19 (DK 59868), where Aristotle groups
Empedocles and Anaxagoras together as {1) denying the existence of the
void, (2) giving no explanation of differences of weight.

ANAXAGORAS REACTION TO ZENO

499 Fr. 3, Simplicius Phys. 164, 17 oUte y&p ToU opikpol Eom
10 ye EAé&yioTov, AN Ehaooov &el (10 ydp v olx Eomi 1o pfy ouk
glvan)—dAA& kol ToU peyddov &el fomi peizov. kad Toov éori T
oukpd TATBos, Tpds Eewrd B Exaorév foTi kad péyo kad ouikpdy.
500 Tr. 5, ibid. 156, 10 TOoUTWY BE 0UTwW BIaKeKPILEVWV YIVWOKEV
Xpfy &1 whvra oUBty EAdoow doTiv obbt whsin (oU yap dvuoTdv
TavTwY TAsin elven), dAAG TéavTa Tow del.

There is good reason to suppose that in these two brief fragments
Anaxagoras is explicitly replying to Zeno. It is at any rate a
striking coincidence that, of the only two of Zeno’s arguments

498  Those who try to show that the void does not exist do not disprove what peaple really
mean by it, but argue erroneously; this is true of Anaxagoras and of those who refute the
existence of the void in this way. They merely give an ingenious demonstration that air &5
something—>by straining wine-skins and showing the resistance of the air, and by cutting
it off in klepsydras. (After Hardie)

499  Neither is there a smallest part of what is small, but there is always a smaller ( for
it is tmpossible that what is should cease o be}. Likewise there is always something larger
than what is large. And it is equal in respect of number to what is small, each thing, in
relation io ilself, being both large and small.

§00 And when these things have been thus separated, we tmust know that all things are
neither more nor less ( for it is not possible that there should be more than all), but all things
are always equal,
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against plurality which have survived in his own words, one
should end as follows: gox Zeno Fr. 1, Simplicius Phys. 141, 6
(=365} oUrtws &l WoAAG Eomv, dvdykn autd pikpd Te glven xal
peydha: pikpd pdv dote pn Exewv péyebos, ueydho B¢ doTe dmeipa
¢lvas, and the other should begin thus: §02 Zeno Fr. 3, Simplicius
Phys. 140, 29 (=366) ¢l WoAA& tomiv, &véyxn TooaUTa slvan Soa
torl kol ofre mAelova alrrdv olre EA&rTova. Since both these
statements are of a somewhat unusual character, it seems most
likely that, when Anaxagoras echoes them both so exactly as he
does, he is doing so quite deliberately.

500 is of comparatively little importance. Zeno's argument had
been directed against the Pythagorean confusion between the units
of arithmetic, the points of geometry and the atoms of physics. Any
physical body, according to the Pythagoreans, consisted of a
number of units; and, since units are by definition indivisible, the
number attaching to any finite body is itself necessarily finite.
But if units are also geometrical points, then, since geometrical
space is by definition infinitely divisible, the number is at the
same time infinite. Anaxagoras’ reply is a direct contradiction:
even though, as he has said in 495, things are &meipax xal TWAfGog
koed oukpdTnTa, they are still ‘no more and no less than they are’.

It is 499 which contains the important part of Anaxagoras’
reply to Zeno. Zeno’s argument in §0I had again been aimed
primarily at the Pythagorean confusion of units, points and atoms:
since every physical body consists of an infinite pumber of points,
it must, if those points have magnpitude, be infinitely large, and,
if they have no magnitude, have none itself either. The conse-
quences of Zeno’s arguments were, as Cornford pointed out (Plato
and Parmenides 60-1), twofold: ‘the first was reflected in the
separation of arithmetic from geometry; . . .the second. . .was the
distinction between the geometrical solid and the sensible body,
which the Pythagoreans had confused. . .. Theatomists, Leucippus
and Democritus, saw that, if physical bodies need not have all the
properties of geometrical solids, they could elude Zeno's dilemmas.
They could reply: “We grant that all geometrical magnitudes are
infinitely divisible and that a geometrical point has no parts or

§0x  So if there is a plurality, things must be both small and great; so small as to have no
magnitude at all, 5o great as to be infinite,

§02  If there is a plurality, things must be just as many as they are, neither more nor less.

371



PRESCCRATIC PHILOSOPHERS

magnitude; but our atoms are not either the points or the solids
of geometry, but compact bodies, which, if they were large enough,
you could see and touch....” .. .The atom thus ceased to be
confused with the unit of number and the point of geometry, and
became a purely physical body whose essential property was
impenetrability.” The answer of Leucippus and Democritus was
not, however, the only possible answer to Zeno: it could equally
easily have been granted that physical matter, like geometrical
magnitude, was infinitely divisible. This, as is evident from 499, is
the answer that Anaxagoras chose to give. ‘I grant’, he means,
‘that physical matter, like geometrical magnitude, is infinitely
divisible; but physical matter composes sensible bodies, and since
sensible bodies exist and have magnitude, the same must be true
of physical matter. However far you subdivide matter [Zeller’s
reading Topfj for Té p1 is attractive], you can never reduce it to
sheer nothingness; even the smallest imaginable particle must still
possess some magnitude. In consequence each thing isindeed both
great and small: great because it contains an infinite number of
parts, and small because those parts are themselves of an infinite-
simal smallness.” Anaxagoras’ theory of matter is in fact deli-
berately adopted, like that of the atomists, as an answer to Zeno;
and when that answer is added to his answer to Parmenides, one
half of the basis of his system is now complete. He is enabled, by
his beliefin the infinite divisibility of matter, to devise a cosmogony
and to give an account of change which does indeed eliminate the
forbidden coming-into-being of what was not.

MIND

503 Fr. 12, Simplicius Phys. 164, 24 and 156, 13 T& piv &\
Trovrds poipav petéye, vols 8¢ otiv &meipov kad alrrokports kad
pépsikTon oUbevl Yprjpactt, GAAG pdvos aurds kg’ Rourol dorv. el
Yép i fouTolU Ry, SN Tew Epépsicto &AM, peTsixev &v dmdvTwv
xpnudrov, e pubpaikTd Tew - dv Tovrl ydp mavrds poipx EveoTiv,
Goep fv roly Tpdolev por Miekton kod v ExkdAvey alrrdv T
cuppspayueve, ©OoTe pndevds yphiporos xpateiv duoiws g kal

503 Al other things have a portion of everything, but Mind is infinite and self-ruled,
and is mixed with nothing but is all alone by itself, For if it was net by iiself, but was
mixed with anything else, 1t would have a share of all things if it were mixed with any;
Sor in everything there is a portion of everything, as I said earlier; and the things that were
mingled with it would hinder it so that it could control nothing in the same way as it does
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udvov ovra 8’ fautol. Eom ydp AeTTTOTOTOV Te MEVTWVY Xpnpdrwov
kol koBaporrorov, kad yvouny ye mepl wavrds nwdoav loyer xal
toyver péyiorov- xal Soa ye yuynv £xer, xal Ta peizeo kol T& EAaoow,
mhvrwv vols xparel. kad Tig mepixwpnotos Tii§ cuprdons vols
tepdrroev, Gore mepiywpficon Ty dpyrv. xad wpddTov &md Tou
opixkpol fjpEearro Tepiywpely, bt B2 wAdov meprywopel, kal TreprywprioEt
#rl midov. kai Té oupptoyopsvk Te kol &roxpivdpeva kal Bioxpivd-
peve TérTa Eyver vols. kad dmrola Epediey EoeoBon ket drola fiv, &ooa
vy uf o, kal Soa vty Eoi kad Srrola foa, rédvTa Biekdounos vols,
kal THY TepiX@pnow TauTnv fiv viv meprywpel T& Te GoTpa kad &
fAtos kad f) osAfvn kai & & xed & odffp of &mokpivdpevor. 1 Bt
Tepiywpnotg aurn émoinoey dmoxpivestion. kad drokpiveTon dwd Te
ToU &paiol Td Trukvdy ket o Tol yuypol TO fepudv kol &ro Tob
z09epol 1o Aopmpdy kot &md ol Biepol TO Enpdv. wpoipen BE
oot TOAAGwY elon.  TovTdmaot 58 oUbiv &rrokpivetan oUSE Bia-
kpiveran Erepov &mwd Tol érépou AT vol. vols 8 wds Spoids ko
ked & psizwv kad & EAdrTwov. Etepov Bt oUdév foTv Suoiov olBevi,
AN GTwv TAsioTa B, TolTa vBnidtarra fv Ekaordy dom kad Ry,
504 Fr. 13, Simplicius Phys. 300, 31 xad émwel fip§oro & vols
Kively, &rd 1ol xvoupdvou Tavtds &rrekpiveTto, kai doov xivnosv &
vols 1dv toUrto Suixplin: xvoupbveiov B8 kal Sioxpwopbvav 1
TrEPIXDPNO1S TOAAG p&Ahov tmrofer Siomplvecan.

505 Fr. g, ihid. 35, 14 .. .0UTw TOUTWV TEpIYwpoOUVTLY Te Kal

now being alone by itself. For it is the finest of all things and the purest, it has all
knowledge about everything and the greatest power; and mind controls all things, both the
greater and the smaller, that have life. Mind controlled also the whole rotation, se that it
began to rotate in the beginning. And it began to rotate first from a small area, but it now
rotates over a wider and will rotate over a wider area still, And the things that are mingled
and separated and divided off, all are known by Mind. And all things that were o be, all
things that were but are not now, all things that are now or that shall be, Mind arranged
them all, including this rotation in which are now rotating the stars, the sun and moon, the
air and the aither that are being separated off. And this rotation caused the separating off.
And the dense is separated off from the rare, the hot from the cold, the bright from the dark
and the dry from the motst. But there are many portions of many things, and nothing is
altogether separated off nor divided one from the other except Mind. Mind is all alike, both
the greater and the smaller quantities of it, while nothing else is like anything else, but each
single body is and was most plainly those things of which it contains most.

5§04 And when Mind initiated motion, from all that was moved Mind was separated, and
as much as Mind moved was all divided off; and as things moved and were divided off, the
rotation greatly increased the process of dividing.

50§ ...as these things rotated thus and were separated off by the force and speed (of
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&rroxpvopévov Umrd Bing e kad royurfitos. Blnv B f Toums
Towel, 1} B¢ TarguTis clrréiv oUbevi Boike ¥phipom: THY T uTiiTa TV
viv EovTwv Xpnudmwv v &vlipdmors, A& Trdvtws Toldamiaaics
Toyv Eorl

506 Fr. 14, ibid 157, 7 & Bt vols, 85 &el for, 1o xépra [so Diels:
6oa forl e kapra Simplic. mss.] xad viv forv Tva kad ré G\
wévra, fv T4 OAAG TepitxovT: kal &v Tois Trpooxkpifeiol kad dv Tols
SITOKEKPIPEVOLS.

Another Parmenidean demand with which Anaxagoras had to
comply was that motion should not be simply taken for granted
but explained. In place of Empedocles’ Love and Strife (moral
and psychological forces expressed in corporeal terms, see 424)
Anaxagoras substitutes the single intellectual motive force of Mind.
It too, like Love and Strife, has many of the qualities of an abstract
principle. ‘It has all knowledge about everything, and the greatest
strength; it controls all things that have life’; and ‘it set in order
all things that were to be’, including, of course, the cosmic revolu-
tion. Yet at the same time it is ‘the finest of all things and the
purest’; it is ‘all alike, both the larger and the smaller quantities’;
and though it is ‘mixed with nothing’, it is none the less present
‘there, where everything else is, in the surrounding mass, and in
what has been united and separated off’. Anaxagoras in fact is
striving, as had several of his predecessors, to imagine and describe
a truly incorporeal entity. But as with them, so still with him, the
only ultimate criterion of reality is extension in space. Mind, like
everything else, is corporeal, and owes its power partly to its
fineness, partly to the fact that it alone, though present in the
mixture, yet remains unmixed.

How Mind imparted the first rotatory movement is by no means
obvious; it may be that even Anaxagoras himself had no clear
mental picture of the process, It appears, however, that the area
affected was at first small but is still steadily increasing. The speed
of the revolution is immense, and therefore its effect on the original
mixture is very powerful (505). The immediate consequence is
progressive separation: the moment the rotation takes in a new

their rotation). And the speed creates the force. Their speed is like the speed of nothing that
now exists among men, but it is altogether many times as fast,

§06 But Mind, which ever is, is assuredly even now where everything else is too, in the
surrounding mass and in the things that have been either aggregated or separated.
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area, as it is doing all the time, the ingredients of that area begin
at once to separate off (504). It is in fact the rotation which is
directly responsible for the separation, which leads in turn to
cosmogony. Mind, having initiated the rotation, remains alone
ultimately responsible; but at the same time, as is evident from the
statement at the end of 504, once the original motion has been
imparted, purely mechanical factors begin to operate and the
agency of Mind itself becomes less direct. This is a feature of
Anaxagoras’ system which, to the irritation of Plato and Aristotle
(see 522 and note), becomes more pronounced as his cosmogony
proceeds.

With the introduction of Mind the basis of the system is
complete. Anaxagoras is, like Empedocles, in a sense a dualist;
and his dualism 15, for the first time, in a sense a dualism of Mind
and matter.* But both members of this dualism are peculiar.
Mind, like matter, is corporeal and owes its power over matter to
its fineness and purity. Matter itself, so far from being pure, is
originally at least an infinitely divisible mixture of every form of
substance that the world is ultimately to contain.

¥ Cf. 507 Theophrastus Phys. Op. fr. 4 ap. Simplicum Phys. 27, 17
(DK 5ga41) xoi 00w v AcpPoavovrtov Boeiev &v & "Avalaydpas 1ds ptv
Uhikds dpxas dmelpovs morly, THY B¢ THs waviioews kod T yevioews altiaw
plow tov voliv - el B 115 Ty piSw Tév &rdvrwv GmordPor wav elven pucwy

&bprorrov xal xar’ elBos ol xorrd pfyelos, ovpPalver SUo Tds dpxds alrtdv
Abyew v 12 Tol dnelpouv puow xal dv volv.

IN EVERYTHING A PORTION OF EVERYTHING

508 Fr. 6, Simplicius Phys. 164, 26 «xal 8ve B¢ loar poipal elot
70U Te peydhov kal Tol opikpol TAfifos, kal olrws &v sin & Tavri
wévTa oUbt ywpls Eotv elvon, &M TéavTa TavTos poipav peTEYEL.
&7e ToUAdyoTov pny Eomiv elvan, oUk &v Sdvaito ywpiobiivar, oub’

507  Such being their theory, Anaxagoras would appear to make his material principles
infinite, but the cause of motion and coming info being one only, namely Mind. But if we
were Lo suppose that the mixture of all things was a single substance, indefinite both in form
and in extent, then it follows that he is really affirming two first principles only, namely the
substance of the infinite and Mind.

508  And since the portions gf the great and of the small are equal in number, so too all
things would be in everything., Nor is it possible that they should exist apart, but all things
have a portion of everything, Since it is not possible that there should be a smallest part,
nothing can be put apart nor come-to-be all by itself, but as things were originally, so they
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8v £ favtol yeviofal, dAX dmrwomep &pyny elvar kal viv mévra
Spol. &v wlo1 8 woAAX fveoT kol v dmoxpvopdvey Toa hAfifog
tv ol peizooi & kal EAdoooot.

509 Yr. 11, ihid. 164, 23 &v Travtl wovTds polpa EveoT TANY
voU, foTwv olol 8t xad vols fui.

These two fragments say what they want to say briefly, emphatic-
ally and, one might have thought, clearly. 508 tells us that, as in
the original mixture, so now in everything, of whatever size, that
is being separated off, all things are together; while 509, by its
addition of the words wAfyv voll, drives home the point that, just
as the original mixture contained not only the traditional opposites
and the Empedoclean elements but ‘countless seeds’ as well, so
now everything contains a portion of everything except Mind. That
is unquestionably what Anaxagoras himself says; and he repeats
it more than once in a later fragment which has already been
quoted, 503. Those who maintain, as the majority of recent
commentators do, that when Anaxagoras said: ‘in everything
there is a portion of everything’ he can only have meant that in
everything there is a portion of all the opposites, can only do so at
the expense of accusing Anaxagoras of saying what he did not
mean. It is surely inconceivable that any Greek, let alone a
practised thinker like Anaxagoras, should have written v avTi
Tavtos puoipa Eveomt if by wovtds he really meant to signify some-
thing quite different from wavti. Whatever wavtl and wovtés are
or are not intended to include, it must in fairness to Anaxagoras
be assumed that they include the same things. And that those
things comprise other things than the opposites seems to follow
inevitably from a comparison of fr. 6, 508, with fr. 4, 496.
When Anaxagoras adds at the end of 509 that there are some
things also in which Mind is present, the statement is to be
compared with that other sentence in §03 which tells us that
Mind controls everything that has life. If therc are some things
in which Mind is present, there are obviously other things in
which it is not. Mind is presumably therefore to be imagined as
discontinuously distributed throughout the world in living things;

must be now too, all together. In all things there are many ingredients, equal in number in
the greater and in the smaller of the things that are being separated off.

509  In cverything there is a portion of everything except Mind; and there are some things
in which there is Mind as well.
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which would explain how Anaxagoras could speak, as he does
near the end of §03, of “both the greater and the smaller
quantities’ of it.

‘SEEDS’ AND ‘PORTIONS’

The chief problem in any reconstruction which assumes that
Anaxagoras meant what he said is to determine the relation of the
orépuara of 496 to the poipai of 503, 508 and 509. If Anaxagoras
really believed {and this at least is never disputed) in the infinite
divisibility of matter, how is it that there are already ‘seeds’
present in the original mixture? To answer this crucial question,
it will be easiest first to consider what precisely Anaxagoras means
by the word poipa and only then to consider why the “seeds’ need
be introduced at ail.

polpa is not, of course, in the way in which omépua is, employed
by Anaxagoras as a semi-technical term; but for all that, he seems
to have used the word in a sense that requires careful consideration.
An Anaxagorean poipa is a ‘portion’ in the sense of a ‘share’
rather than of a ‘piece’ or ‘particle’. The essential characteristic
of such a ‘portion’ seems to be that it is something which neither
in theory nor in practice can ever be actually reached and
separated out from that which contains it. However far you may
subdivide matter, and however infinitesimal a piece of it you may
thereby reach, Anaxagoras will always reply, exactly as Zeno
would have replied of a geometrical line, that so far from being
irreducible, it still contains an infinite number of ‘portions’. This
indeed is precisely the nature of Anaxagoras’ reaction to Zeno;
and it is probably what he means when he says in 408 that ‘the
portions of the great and of the small are equal in number’. Both
the infinitely great and the infinitesimally small alike contain an
infinite number of ‘portions’. In effect, of course, such a theory
is indistinguishable from a theory of fusion such as Bailey (Greek
Atomists and Epicurus, App. I} attributes to Anaxagoras; but it
remains, as a theory, widely different. Neither of the illustrations
that are usually cited, the analogy of the mixture of liquids such
as water and wine and that of the mixture of grains such as those
of sugar and sand, is at all adequate to the theory. The only
satisfactory analogy is that suggested by the influence of Zeno, the
analogy of the infinite number of points in even the shortest line.
By that analogy alone can we see how Anaxagoras, despite the
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infinite divisibility of matter, could still maintain that even the
infinitesimally small contained a “portion’ of everything.

Unfortunately, the objection can be brought against such a
theory—and indeed it has been brought by both ancient and
modern critics—that in that case Anaxagoras’ cosmogony is based
upon a vicious regress. It is not, as a matter of fact, by any means
certain that Anaxagoras himself would have regarded such a
regress as undesirable. The very notion of an infinite regress was
a new one, dating only from the time of Zeno, and it seems in no
way improbable that Anaxagoras should have seen in it a welcome
escape from Parmenides’ denial of coming-into-being. But in any
case Anaxagoras has an answer to his critics. As is evident from
the fact that there is already an infinite number of ‘seeds’ in the
original mixture, matter naturally tends, however infinitely
divisible it may be, to coagulate into ‘seeds’, and there is therefore
a natural unit of matter from which cosmogony can begin. So, it
seems, Anaxagoras evaded the dilemma. On the one hand,
certainly, the infinite regress must be retained: it is the only way
in which there can be a ‘portion’ of everything in everything, and
so both coming-into-being and change can be effectually elimi-
nated. On the other hand, equally certainly, this same infinite
regress must be somehow at least momentarily halted so that
Anaxagoras can start moving in the opposite direction towards the
building up of the sensible world. It is at this point that the ‘seeds’
{an appropriate word, since a seed is that from which larger things
_ develop) have an essential part to play in the system.

‘SEEDS’ AND OPPOSITES

s10 Fr. 4 (first sentence), Simplicius Phys. 34, 2g Toutwv B¢
olUrreas Eyovrwv ypn Sokelv tveivan Trohhd Te xal Travroia év rrdol Tolg
ouykpopiveols kal omrépporte TravTwv Xenudrwv kai [Séag Tavtolas
ExovTa kad ypowds kol fBovds. ... (Continues at §25.)

511 Fr. 10, Z in Gregor. Naz. xxxvi, g11 Migne mé&s yép &v
Ex pfy TpiXOs yivorto 8pif kol odpf éx uf) coprds;

512 Aristotle Phys. A4, 187a23 Biagépouot BE GAANAwY 16 TOV

§¥0  And since these things are so, we must suppose that there are many things of all sorts
in everything that is being aggregated, seeds of all things with all sorts of shapes and colowrs
and tasles. . ..

XY How could hair come from what is not hair or flesh from what is not flesh?
X2 These two, however, differ from each other in that Empedocles imagines a eyele of
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ptv (sc. Empedocles) repioBov Toteiv Toutwy, 1ov § (sc. Anaxa-
goras) &mag, kad TOV piv (s¢. Anaxagoras) &mweipa, T& e Sporopepd
ke Tdvovria, rév B ré xedoUpeve ororysic povov. foike B¢ "Ava-
Eaydpas dmeipa olrws oinbfivan Six 1o UmoAauBavey THY xowiy
BoEaw v puawéy elvon dhndT, ds ol yryvouévou ouBevds éx Tol
ufy Svros (Si& tolto yo&p olrw Afyouow, fiv Spol Tévra, xad 70
yiyveofan Towbvbe wabornrev dAowolobon, o 8t oUyxpow xai
Bidxprow) * €11 & &x ToU ylyveoban &€ dAAHAwY TévavTia: dvumnfipyev
&par €l yop TV udv 1o yryvousvov dvéyxn yiyveolon f) £§ vt 1) éx
uny Svreov, TouTwy B¢ 1d pdv &k phy Svtwv ylyvesBon &BUvertov (mepi
yap Toins duoyvwuovolot Tiis 86Ens &mavTes of epi gUoews), T
Aormdv f18n oupPadvew & dudykns dvopoav, £§ Svtwv pév ko
BvumrapydvToov yiyveota, Sik pkpdTnTa bt tév Syxwv i€ dvanodrTwov
fpiv. 816 oot m&v v ol pepiyon, o mhv & rovTds Empov
yiyvopsvoy: gaivesBon 8¢ Swxpépovta xai Tpoocryopeveston ETepa
EAAAAav dx ToU pdhiot Unepéyovros Sid ARfos &v T wifer téov
dreipoov* gihikpivdds pév y&p GAov Asuxdy fi péAav 7 yAukU f) odpka
fi doTolv ol slven, &tov 8¢ whdorov Ekaartov Eye, ToUrto Soxeiv
elven Thv @uow ol Trpdryparos.

Unfortunately the only two surviving sentences of Anaxagoras
himself that give us any clue concerning the composition of the
‘seeds’ are those in §10 and §11; and of these the latter may well
represent, not Anaxagoras’ own exact words, but a paraphrase by

such changes, Anaxagoras a single series. Anaxagoras again posited an infinity of
principles, namely the homoeomerous substances and the opposites together, while Empedocles
posits only the so-called ‘elements’. The theory of Anaxagoras that the principles are
infinite in number was probably due to his acceptance of the common ofrinion of the physicists
that nothing comes into being from not-being. For this is the reason why they use the phrase
*all things were logether’, and the coming inte being of such and suck a kind of thing is
reduced to change of quality, while others speak of combination and separation. Moreover,
the fact that the opposites proceed from each other led them to the same conclusion. The one,
they reasoned, must have already existed in the other; for since everything that comes into
being must arise either from what is or from what is not, and it is impoessible for it to arise
from what is not (on this point all the physicists agree), they thought that the truth of the
allernative necessarily followed, namely that things come info being ouf of existent things,
i.e. out of things already present, but imperceptible to our senses because of the smallness of
their bulk. So they assert that everything is mixed in everything, because they saw every-
thing artsing out of everything., But things, as they say, appear different from one another
and recetve different names according to the nature of the thing that is numerically pre-
dominant among the innumerable constituents of the mixture. For nothing, they say, is
purely and entirely white or black or sweet of flesh or bone, but the nature of a thing is held
fo be that of which it contains the mosi. {After Hardie)
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the scholiast on Gregorius Nazianzenus who preserves the argu-
ment. At this point, therefore, we are compelled to invoke
secondary sources. But at least our secondary authorities {one of
whom, Simplicius, certainly had Anaxagoras’ book before him)
are upanimous in attributing to Anaxagoras the views voiced by
Arnistotle in §12.

It is fairly evident from g0, where the ‘seeds’ are said to have
diverse colours and tastes, that some at least of the opposites, such
as bright and dark or sweet and bitter, were actually ingredients
in the ‘seeds’; and there can be little doubt that Aristotle is there-
fore right when he attributes to Anaxagoras the general argument
that, since opposites ‘come out of one another’-—since, in other
words, a thing becomes hotter from having been cooler and vice
versa—they must have been present in one another all the time.
But that does not seem to be, as it is sometimes taken to be, the end
of the matter. §11 equally suggests, if somewhat less directly, that
natural substances are on an equal footing with the opposites. For
if hair cannot come from what is not hair nor flesh from what is
not flesh, hair and flesh too, just like the opposites, must have been
there all the time. Again, moreover, this inference is supported by
Aristotle; for in the last sentence of §12, in the list of examples of
the things the predominance of which determines the apparent
character of a whole body, there appear, besides the opposites,
white, black and sweet, the natural substances, flesh and bone.
The “seeds’ in fact contain, like the original mixture in which they
were present, not only the opposites, nor only natural substances,
but both together.

It is significant that Aristotle should so often, as he does in §12,
compare and contrast Empedocles and Apaxagoras, Apaxagoras
seerns to have felt, as has already become evident from the list of
the ingredients of the original mixture in 496, that Empedocles
had not gone far enough. If everything consisted solely of the four
clements, then in putting together the four elements in different
proportions to form, say, flesh or bone, Empedocles had not, to
Anaxagoras’ mind, succeeded in eliminating the coming-into-
being of something new. The only way to do that was to posit in
everything the presence ab initio of everything which might emerge
from it. Since there was no end to the apparent changes that might
take place in the world, there must be, not only in the original
mixture as a whole but in every constituent ‘seed’, a ‘portion’
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not only of all the opposites but of every natural substance as well.
In that way alone can hair and flesh come from the wheat which
nourishes them without the coming-into-being of something new.

THE OPPOSITES
513 Fr. 8, Simplicius Phys. 175, 12 and 176, 29 ol xexopioren
dfAwy Td &v TR Bl kdopw ob8E doxixotrTon TreAékel oUTe TO
Beppdv &rd TOU Wuypol oUre TO Yuypdv &rrd tol Bepuol,

This fragment should be compared with the last few sentences of
503 {(beginning xal &mwokplveren), where, incidentally, it is to be
noted that Anaximenes’ pair of opposites, the rare and the dense,
are added to those of Anaximander and the Pythagoreans. The
two passages together are often taken, along with those in the next
section, as indicating that Anaxagoras did indeed regard the
opposites as primary clements of superior status to natural sub-
stances. It seems more likely, however, in view of the evidence to
the contrary, that he merely regarded the opposites as providing
the best illustration of his general theory that ‘in everything there
is a portion of everything’. Heraclitus had already shown that one
of a pair of opposites cannot exist without the other; while the very
fact that they are opposites means that the existence of a close
relation between them, whatever it may be, is more obvious than
in the case of such substances as, say, gold and flesh. Indeed a
particular argument which Anaxagoras is said to have used, the
paradox that spow must really be black,* may well be no more
than a later distortion of a statement to the effect that there is
a ‘portion’ of ‘the black’ in snow. But even though the opposites
do unqguestionably, for this reason, figure very prominently in the
fragments, the evidence still seems to suggest that, just as the hot
and the cold cannot be cut off from one another with a hatchet, so
are flesh, hair, gold, and every other natural substance equally
inseparable one from another.

¥ 514 Sextus Pyrrh. 1, 33 vooUpeva 5 pouvopévors (sc. dvrrriBepev), dog &

*Avafoaydpos T Aeukty elven TAY yidva dvretider S 1y v Bwp foTi
Tennyds, To 5t Ubwp ot wéhay, xod f Yidv &pa phcivd domv,

813 The things in the one world-order are not separated one from the other nor cut off
with an axe, neither the hot from the cold nor the cold from the hot.

514 We oppose the objects of thought to those of the senses, as Anaxagoras used to oppose
to the view that snow is white the argument that snow is frozen water, and water is black,
whence i _follows that snow is black.
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THE BEGINNINGS OF COSMOGONY
s15 ¥Fr. 2, Simplicius Phys. 155, 31 xad y&p &fjp e xad oififp
&rrokpivovTan &mod Tol roprol ToU mepiEyovTos, xal TO ye mepiéxov
&reerpdv Eom 1O TATRG0S.
516 Fr. 15, ibid 179, 3 TO piv Tukvdv xal Siepdv xal wuypdv
kol 1o 0¢epdv vbEde ouveywpnoey, fvba viv (1} yii),t Td Bt &poady
xal TO Bepudv xai T Enpov ey dipnoey els TO Tpdow ToU aifépos.
§17 ¥r. 16, ibid. 179, 8 and 155, 21 &md TouTéwy &iroxpivouivwy
oupTywwTan Yi© 8 piv ydp Tév vepeAddv UBwp drokpiveTal, fx
8¢ ToU UBaros y#, #x B Tiis yfis Alfor oupmdyvuvron Umd ToU
wuypol, olrror 8¢ éxywpiouat pdirov Tol USaros.
* The supplement {which is not essential) is derived from the paraphrase
of this fr. in Hippolytus Ref. 1, 8, 2.

515 suggests that in the progressive separation caused by the
rotation the first things to emerge were air and aither (or fire).!
There is, however, a difficulty here. We have already been told,
in the opening sentences of the book, 495, that in the original
mixture ‘nothing was visible because of its smallness; for air and
aither, both being infinite, held all things in subjection’. Why, then,
if air and aither are already distinguished in the original mixture,
do they need to be separated off when the rotation begins? There
seems to be only one satisfactory answer to that question, which,
however, will only emerge from an examination of §16.
¥ Cf. §I8 Aristotle de caelo Ag, 270b2s ’Avafayodpos 5& xaraxéypnron
TG dvdpart ToUry (se. olbnp) ol xahdds. dvopdze yap alfépa dvri mupds.
Cf. e.g. Ar. Meteor. By, 369b 14 (DK 59484} and s21x.
The opposites, as we have already seen, exist in the form of
‘portions’ in the ‘seeds’, each ‘seed’ being characterized by that

55 For air and aither are being separated off from the surrounding mass, which is
infinite in number,

836 The dense and the moist and the cold and the dark came together here, where the
earth now is, while the rare and the hot and the dry went outwards to the further part of the
aither.

§x7  From these things, as they are separated off, the earth is solidified; for waier is
separated off from the clouds, earth from water, and from earth stones are solidified by the
cold; and stones tend to move outwards more than waler,

SX8  Anaxagoras emplays this name (i.c. aither) incorrectly. For he speaks of aither in
Place of fire.

382



ANAXAGORAS

of which it has most in it. When, therefore, 516 tells us that “the
dense, the moist, the cold and the dark came together where the
earth now is’, it means that the “seeds’ in which there was a pre-
ponderance of the dense, the moist, the cold and the dark over
their respective opposites tended towards the centre of the rotation.
They obeyed, in other words, two laws which Anaxagoras secems
to have regarded as virtually axiomatic, the attraction of like to
like and the tendency of the heavy to the centre, of the light to the
circumference of a whirl.* The Empedoclean elements were not
to Anaxagoras primary substances, but rather mixtures of ‘seeds’
of all sorts.* At this stage in cosmogony at least, earth is earth
rather than anything else simply because of the predominance in
its constituent ‘seeds’ of the dense and the rest over their opposites.
Aither, on the other hand, consists of ‘seeds’ that are characterized
by the rare, the hot and the dry. All that is happening, therefore,
at this very early stage in the world’s evolution is that the ‘seeds’
that are characterized by the same combination of opposites are
tending together towards their appropriate place in the universe.

Y 5§19 Simplicius Phys. 27, 11 {DKsg9a41) xal valrd pnow & Oedppacros
waparnanefos T CAvabipdvBpy Myew rév CAvaloydpovs dkeivos (s
Anaxagoras} y&p pnow &v 1f) Siaxploe ToU dmelpov & ouyyevfi plpeofon
Tpos &AATAG, kot &T1 piv iv 1O movtl xpuods fv, yiveoBar ypuody, &t Bt
¥, yiv.

420 Diog. L. i, 8 (DK59a1) xal volv piv dpylyy xwviiosws: Tév 5t
oupdTev T piv Paptx TOV kdmw Tomwov, T B xolga Tov &ves Emoyelv. ...
CL 119,

2 g2 Aristotle de caelo '3, 302228 *Avafoaydpas 5 *Epmedoxhel fvavting
Abyet repl 16w oroxelwv, & by yap Tip xad & oloTona TouTols oo
pnow elvan 1év cwpdrwy xal ouykeiolar wavr® dx TouTwy, “Avaloydpas 5t
rolvertiov: td yap Spolopepd] ororgeia, Ayw §° olov odpra kal dorolv wai
TRV Towlrwy Ekaorov: dfpa Bt kal mlp pelypara ToUrwv xal Y EAdwv
omeppdTwy TévTwv- slvan ydp Exdrepov odlrrdiv B dopdrwv duotouspliv

8§19  Theophrastus says that the theory of Anaxagoras resembles that of Anaximander;
Sor Anaxagoras says that, in the dividing up of the infinite, things of a like kind tend
together, and what was gold or earth in the original whole becomes gold and earth respectively,
520 Mind, he says, initiates motion, and heavy bodies vccupy the lower position, light
bodies the upper. . ..

§2%  Anaxagoras and Empedocles hald opposite views on the elements. Empedocles holds
that fire and the rest of the list are the elements of bodies and that everything is made up of
these; but Anaxagoras opposes this. He maintains that the homocomerous subsiances
{e.g. flesh, bone and 5o on) are the elements, while air or fire are mixtures of these and all
other seeds; each of them is an aggregation of oll the homoeomerous substances, which,

383



PRESOCRATIC PHILOSOPHERS

wévTov ffpotcutvor. Bi1d kal ylyvesfo v’ # rolTov: T yap mlp xal
Tov olfipa wpogoyopsuer TerrTd,

But if that is so, then the problem raised by the comparison of
fr. 1, 498, with fr. 2, §15, is easily solved. All that the crucial
sentence in {r. 1 is intended to tell us is that, in Cornford’s words
(CQ 24 {1930) 25), ‘Aether and Air are merely collective names for
the sets of hotter and colder (etc.) Seeds respectively. Both sets
exist in the Mixture, and indeed together make up the whole
Mixture; but originally they were completely jumbled together
and coextensive.’ Fr. 2, on the other hand, describes how these
sets of ‘seeds’, originally completely intermingled, began to be
separated one from the other to form two distinctive masses.
Anaxagoras, true to his Ionian upbringing, has in fact allowed the
traditional opposites, even though they are now reduced to the
status of ‘portions’ in ‘seeds’ and are therefore on an equal
footing with natural substances, to retain their traditional part in
cosmogony; and at the same time he has found a place in his
system for the Empedoclean elements.?

I This is another Hlustration of the way in which the responsibility of
Mind becomes less direct as cosmogony proceeds. It is clearly the ground
for Socrates’ famous criticism of Anaxagoras’ use of Mind in Phaedog7afl.
Cf, especially §22 Plato Phaedo 9887 (DK 3gagy) 4&md 5 Sovpaotiis
EaniBos, & Evalipe, Gyouny pepdueves, Emadh Tpoidw xad dvaryryvoorwy dpd
&ubpa 1 piv v olBlv ypdpsvov oudé Tvas altias Ereamicpevov els TS
Broxooueiv & trpdrypara, &épas 5t kal alfépas kad TBara almichyevoy kal SRR

worM kol &roma. This criticism is echoed by Aristotle Met. A4, 985218
and Eudemus ap. Simpl. Phys. 527, 26 {both DK 50a447).

So Anaxagoras’ cosmogony is launched; and the process begun
in §1§ and §¥16 is continued in §17. First air, which is at this stage
the opposite of aither, is solidified into clouds; from clouds comes
water; from water comes earth; and finally from earth are solidified
stones. Not only is like continuing to be attracted by like, but also,
evidently, the pressure at the centre of the rotation (cf. the Bin of
505) is compressing the ‘seeds’ into ever more solid bodies. Of
the ingredients in the ‘seeds’ it is still apparently the opposites that

however, are invisible. For this reason everything comes into being from these two { fire and
aither being in Anaxagoras synonymots).

§22  From this wonderful hope, my friend, I was at once cast down: as I went ahead and
read the book I found a man who made no use at all of Mind, nor invoked any other real
causes to arrange the world, but explained things by airs and aithers and waters and many
other absurdities.
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are the operative factor: stones are solidified from earth under the
agency of the cold. But by now the opposites have fulfilled their
main function; from now onwards their place will be largely taken
by the substances with which they are mixed in the “seeds’.

NOURISHMENT AND GROWTH

5§23 Aetius 1, 3, 5 (DK 50446) ’Avafoydpas ‘Hynoipoddrou &
KAiazopéviog &pyds Tév Svrwv Tds dpotopepeios &meprivaero. £56ket
yap obrdd dmopdrractov elven, 1w fx roll pfy Svrog Blvarral i
yiveoBon 1 BeipecBan el 1O pfy Sv. Tpoghv yolv Trpoopepousia
&mAfiv kad povosifi, &prov xad Udwp, xal éx ToUTng TpépeTon 8pif
iy &pmnpia odpf velpo dord xal T& Aorrd pdpix. ToUTwv olv
yryvougrwy dporoyntiov 671 dv i Tpogf) T Trpocpepontvy TravTa
torl & Svra, wal & rdiv Svreov TavTa abfeTan. kol v Bkelvn Eorl
1H Tpogf pdpiax alporros yevwnTikd Kal veupwy kai doréwv kad v
dMwv: & fiv Aoyw BewpnTd uopia. oU ydp Bl wavTa Emi ThHv
cionow dvéye, 11 &pros ked TO UBewop Tolira korraoxeudzer, AN
v ToUTols kot Adyw Bewpnrd wépra.  Cf. Simplicius Phys. 460, 12
(DK 59445).

This passage and others like it, along with fr. 10 (§11), suggest
that Anaxagoras was particularly interested in the problem of
nutrition. His general principles, ‘a portion of everything in
everything® and the attraction of like to like, provide him with a
simple solution—so simple, indeed, that he may well have arrived
at those general principles from consideration of this very problem.
For though there are certain inevitable differences of detail, the
analogy between macrocosm-the world in which we live—and
microcosm—the individual living thing—is in Anaxagoras
especially plain.

523 Anaxagoras of Clazomenae, son of Hegesiboulos, held that the first principles of
things were the homoeomeries. For it seemed to him guite impossible that anything should
come into being from the non-existent or be dissolved into it. Anyhow we take in nourish-
ment that is simple and homogeneous, such as bread or water, and by this are nourished hair,
veins, arieries, flesh, sinews, bones and all the other parts of the body. Whick being so, we
must agree that everything that exists is in the nourishment we lake in, and that everything
derives its growth from things that exist. There must be in that nourishment some parts that
are productive of blood, some of sinews, some of bones, and s0 on—parts which reason alone
can apprekend, For there is no need to refer the fact that bread and water produce all these
things to sense-perception; rather, there are in bread and waier parts which only reason can
apprehend.
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Bread and water, like all other substances, consist of ‘seeds’;
and each of those ‘seeds’ contains a ‘portion’ of everything. (Itis
true, of course, that bread is not a natural substance, while water,
as we have already seen, is a collection of ‘seeds’ of every sort; but
if we substitute wheat, which is a natural substance, for the bread
which both Aetius and Simplicius actually cite, it makes no
difference to the argument.} When the bread (or wheat) is eaten,
it is presumably broken up into its constituent ‘seeds’; and since
these are themselves infinitely divisible, some of them at least will
probably be broken down, by the processes of mastication and
digestion, into still smaller seeds. Thereupon those seeds in which
flesh predominates proceed, by the attraction of like to like, to join
the flesh of the body, hair joins hair, and so on. But since no such
thing as a particle of pure substance can ever exist, the flesh from
the bread that goes to join the flesh of the body must always carry
with it a ‘portion’ of everything else, and so ensures that the flesh,
like the loaf, will continue to contain a ‘portion’ of everything.
Meanwhile, of course, those ingredients in the loaf that are
irrelevant to nutrition, copper, for instance, or cork,’ are for the
most part—that is, all except the few ‘portions’ which are carried
to join the flesh or hair of the body—eliminated by the digestive
processes.

! The examples are Cornford’s. Commenting on this passage from
Aetius, he writes (CQ 24 {1930} 20): * Corn feeds flesh and bones; therefore
it contains particles of flesh and bone. It does not nourish silver or rubies;
so why should it contain particles of these?, ., There is no motive here for
asserting “ a portion of every substance’” in bread or corn or any other food as
such. The assertion would be gratuitous as well as absurd.’ But the
argument that the contention ‘a portion of everything in everything’ is
absurdly uneconomical, true as it may be in one way, overlooks the fact,
on which comment has already been made above {pp. 380f.}, that it is
at least economical of effort. It would have been an unending task for
Anaxagoras to determine what coutd and what could not come from what;
and it is perhaps characteristic of Presocratic dogmatism that, rather than
face that unending task, he should simply have asserted, as we have seen
he several times did, ‘a portion of everything in everything’,

HOMOEOMERIES

Three of the passages already quoted have used one or other of the
words dpotouept] or dpotopépeicn (‘homoeomeries’ or ‘ things with
like parts’). None of these passages comes from Anaxagoras him-
self; two, §12 and §21, come from Aristotle; one, 523, to which
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many parallels could be found in Simplicius and others, comes
from Aetius. It is actually very unlikely that Anaxagoras himself
ever used either word; what the later commentators called
Sdporopéperal, he himself seems to have called ‘seeds’. Aristotle,
who was probably the first to apply the phrase & duotouepf to the
theories of Anaxagoras, seems at least to have used it consistently.
But in the later writers the precise meaning of either term is open
to question.

Perhaps the most significant of the passages in Aristotle is that
at the beginning of §12 in which he tells us that Anaxagoras
regarded as primary elements both the opposites and T& dpoiouepf,
‘the things with like parts’. Now Aristotle frequently uses the
phrase & duotopepd] for his own purposes: & dpotopepd in his own
system were natural substances, such as flesh or bone, metals, or
the four elements, every part of which, in his own view, was
exactly like the whole. It seems hardly likely that, when he used
the phrase in connexion with the theories of Anaxagoras, he should
have used it in a different sense. What §12 therefore tells us is that
Anaxagoras regarded both the opposites and natural substances as
primary elements. Itis true that elsewhere in Aristotle, as in §21,
the homoeomerous substances appear alone as the primary
elements of Anaxagoras; but that after all does not contradict the
fuller statement in §12. Our own reconstruction of Anaxagoras’
system suggests that the fuller statement is correct. For in that
system as reconstructed the opposites and the natural substances
do indeed together comprise the ‘everything’ of which everything
contains a ‘portion’. Even if, therefore, the strictest possible
interpretation is placed upon the phrase T& dpotopepfi in Aristotle,
that still does not in the slightest degree undermine any arguments
adduced in earlier sections of this chapter. It may be that
Aristotle uses the phrase in a sense which Anaxagoras himself
would not have allowed ; whatever the natural substances were or
were not in Anaxagoras’ system, they were certainly not, as they
were in Aristotle’s own, homogeneous. But that does not invalidate
the truth of the statement that in the system of Anaxagoras the
primary elements were the opposites and the natural substances
together.

Only in the later writers, when the term dpowopépeix creeps in
alongside T& dpoiouepfi, does the problem become more compli-
cated. Itis evident from, for instance, Lucretius 1, 830 (DK 50444)
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that the word Spolopépaia had by now become a catchword that
was almost automatically applied to Anaxagoras’ physical
theories; and it seems very probable that many of those who used
it did so without understanding its exact significance.* Simplicius,
thanks to his familiarity with Anaxagoras’ book, is probably our
safest guide as to its correct usage. In the passages of Simplicius
where either T& duotouepf] or dpotopépeic figure, the former can
always be understood in the sense in which Aristotle used it,
whereas the latter can usually, if not always, be taken to mean the
‘seeds’. The fact is, of course, that the problem is somewhat
academic. Not only did Anaxagoras himself apparently never use
the words, but also, whatever interpretation be put upon them
(except only the impossible interpretation of homogeneity}, there
is no difficulty in fitting them into the system as reconstructed.
But if we have to speculate on why Anaxagoras’ ‘seeds’ came to be
called opoiouépeian, then the most likely explanation is that, since
every ‘seed’ contains a ‘portion’ of everything, not only every
individual ‘seed’ but also everything composed of ‘seeds’ will, in
a very real sense, contain similar ‘portions’.

* Aetiug, e.g., 15 clearly uncertain of the exact implications of the word
Spotopépera, §23 continues thus: §24 Aetius 1, 3, 5 (DK59446) &wo
ToU olv Spora T pépn elven v T Tpoedl Tols yewwwubvois dpotopepeics
onrrds dkdheoe xol dpyds ToV SvTwv &repfivaTo. . ..

SUMMARY OF THE PHYSICAL SYSTEM

Before proceeding to certain special doctrines, it will be as well to
add a few last observations on the above reconstruction of the basis
of Anaxagoras’ system.

The problem which faced Anaxagoras was, of course, exactly
the same as faced the atomists. He had to give an account of the
origin of the world without either deriving a plurality from an
original unity, or allowing the coming-into-being or change of
anything real, or, finally, confusing geometrical space with
physical matter. Given the same problem, the two solutions could
hardly have been more different. Whereas Anaxagoras made
matter, like magnitude, infinitely divisible, the atomists main-

824 Since, therefore, the nourishment contains parts that are like the things which it
produces, he called them homoeomeries and said that they were the first principles of existing
things. . ..
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tained that it was composed of indivisible minima; and whereas
Anaxagoras eliminated both coming-into-being and the deriva-
tion of plurality from unity by postulating ab initio an infinite
variety of substances, the atomists regarded all substance as
absolutely homogeneous and accounted for the apparent variety
of phenomena by mere differences of shape, size, position and
arrangement. Both solutions are full of ingenuity, in outline and
in detail. But for all their ingenuity, and for all the difference
between them, they are each the outcome as much of the Eleatic
paradox as of the inventiveness of their respective authors.

SPECIAL DOCTRINES

(1} Innumerable worlds?

525 Fr. 4, Simplicius Phys. 35, 3 (continuing §10) . . .kal &vBpco-
TToUS TE aupTrayfivon xod T GAAG 36da Soa yuy T Exer.  xal TOTS YE
dvdpcorrototv elvon ked réAels cuvpknutvas xal Epyo kaTeoxevao vy,
domep wap' fiply, xal HEMdY Te odrrofow elven xad oeAfuny kai T
&M\ha, homrep Trop” fiply, kol Thy yiv adroiol gusv TTOAAK Te kal
wavrola, Gv ékeivor T& Svijora ouveveykdpevor &g Thy olknow
xpéovrar. radra pév olv pol Ahextan mept s &moxplotos, §11 olk
&v map’ fipiv povov dmokpifein, dAAX xei GAAY. (496 follows.)
526 Simplicius Phys. 157, g xal uévtor elraov “Eveivan ToAAG. . .
fidovés® (from §r0), xod ‘&vbpdymous ye ovpmayfivar. . .yuyhy
Exer’, Erréys ‘xal Tols ye dvBpamowow. . .xpdvrer’ (from §25).
kai &1 pév Erépav Tvd Siakdoumo Tapd THY Trap’ piv alviTTeTal,
dnhol 1o “domep Top’ Hpiv’ oby dmoaf udvov sipnubvov. &n B
oubt clobnriv pdv dxelvny olercy, 1@ Ypdvw B8 Ttalrng nrponynoo-
pévny, Bnhoi TO “GOv ékelvor Ta OvfioTa ouveveykauevol el TV
olknov Ypdvtan’. olU ydap ‘Explvro’ elmev, &AA& “ypdvren’.

§25 (We must suppose that) men have been formed and the other animals that have life;
and that the men have inkabited cities and cultivated fields, just as we have heve; and sun
and moon and so on, just as we have; and that the earth brings forth for them all manner of
produce, of which they garner the best into their houses and use it. So much, then, have I
said about the process of separating off—that separation would have taken place not only
here with us but elsewkere too,

826 Having said, however, * there are many things. . .and tastes’ {from 510] and *men
have been formed. .  have life’, he adds “the men have. . .and use it’ [from 525]. That
he is hinting at another world in addition fo our own is clear from the phrase, which ke uses
more than once, ‘just as we have’. And that he does not regard this other world as a
perceptible world which preceded this world in time is clear from the words  of which they
garner the best into their houses and use it’. For he did not say “used” but *use’. Nor does
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GAN oUbE s viv xar &AAog mvds oixnoes duolas olong xoro-
ordoews T map® Auiv. ol ydép elme “Tov Hhiov kot THY oedfuny
elven Tap’ éxetvols domep kad Tap” A, AN *Ahov xad oEAvnY,
worep wap' fuiv’, o 5N wepl dAAwy Adywv. ARG TalTa pév eTe
olrres elte GAMws Exet, nTelv &Eiov.

Many scholars have maintained, on the strength of §2¢, that
Anaxagoras must have believed in a plurality of contemporary
worlds. Yet some of the ancient evidence seems to suggest that he
believed in one world only. Admittedly Aetius at one point (11, 4,
6, DK 59465) lists Anaxagoras among those who held that the
world was perishable, thereby suggesting that he believed in a
succession of worlds; but Aetius, as was shown in the case of
Anaximander (p. 124), was confused on this issue, and elsewhere
(m, 1, 2, DK 59a63) lists Anaxagoras instead among those who
believed in one world only. Simplicius is probably our most
reliable witness, since he certainly had the relevant part of
Anaxagoras’ book before him; and though elsewhere in his
comnmentary on the Physics {e.g. 154, 29, DK 50464) he speaks of
Anaxagoras’ world in the singular, that need mean no more than
that he was there concerned only with the world we know.* 426
gives us his considered view, and clearly acknowledges his un-
certainty on the point. It is perhaps just possible that, as Cornford
maintained, Anaxagoras is referring in 524, not to other worlds, but
to distant and unknown parts of this earth’s surface, comparable
with the ‘hollows in the earth’ in the myth in Plato’s Phaedo
(1ogaff.). Butsince the question was anyhow not for Anaxagoras
(as it was for the atomists, see p. 412) one which arose inevitably
from his first principles and consequently demanded a definite
answer, it seems wisest to follow the guidance of Simplicius in 526
and leave the question open.

* Aristotle’s remarks about Anaxagoras at, e.g., Phys. A4, 187a231L, 91,
2r0b18ff., though they have been used as evidence that Anaxagoras
believed in only one world, are either so generalized that they are of little
value as evidence on this particular question, or else suggest only that in
Aristotle’s opinion Anaxagoras regarded this world (irrespective of the
existence of others) as imperishable.

he mean that they are now inhabiting other regions of the same world as our oun. For
he did not say * they have the sun and the moon just as we too have® but * sun and moon, as
we have’-—as if he were talking of a different sun and moon. But it is debatable whether or
not these considerations are valid.
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(if) Astronomy and meteorology

§27 Fr. 18, Plutarch de fac. tn orb. lun. 16, g2gB fjA105 dvifnot
T GeEARVT TG Aompov.

528 Fr. 19, 2 BT in lliadem 17, 547 "lpw B¢ xehéopev 6 &v THot
VeQEATOIY  SVTIAGuTTOV TG fiAld.  Yewdvos olv dort oUuPoiov-
TO yap meptyeouevov UBwp TG véger &vepov édmoingev fi ffxesv
SuPoov.

529 Hippolytus Ref. 1, 8, 3-10 (DKsgagq2) Thv 8¢ yijv 1@
oyfpoT mhaTelav slvon kod pévev petéwopov Sid 1o péyefos xad ik
1o phy elvan xkevdy kol Bid 6 TOV dépa foyupdrarov Svra gépev
gmoyoupévny Ty Yiiv. (4) v & &l yiig Uypdv Ty udv 8dhacoay
Umrdpon (Ek) Te TRV &v oUrf] Ud&Twv, (Dv) Efarpiobiv(Twv) T&
Urootdvra olrws yeyovévan, kal &md TRV KaTappevodvTwy
mwoTapddv. {5) ToUs 88 oTopoUs ki &nd THv SuPpov AapBdvey iy
UméoTaoty kad & UB&Twv Tidv dv 1T} vij. elvan yap abriv koiAny xal
Exewv UBcwp &v Tois kothwpaoty. ... (6) fihov 8k xal cedfjvnv kad
mavTe T4 dorpa Aifous elvon furipous cupmepidneBévras Urd g
oifépos mepipopds.  elven B UmoxdTw TV &orpwv fAie kol
oEAfYT) owpaTd Tive cuprrepipepdpeva fiuly &dpora. {7) Tiis 8
BeppdTnTos pf aicBdvesbon Ty &orpuv Hid TO popdw elvan {xad
S v &mwooTacw Tis yiis £ 8 oly dpoiws Sepud T HAle Sk
o Ywpav Exev yuxpotépay. elvon B2 Ty oeAfivny katwTépw Tol
fiMou mAnowdTepoy fuddy. (8) Umepysiv 8¢ Tov fhov peyéds Thy
Medomdvvmoov. 1O B¢ odds THv ceAfvny pr) iBiov Exev, SAAG &md
TolU hAiou. Thv 8¢ T&v Gorpwv mepigopiy Umd yiv ylvecfor.

§27 The sun indues the moon with brightness.

8§28 We call the reflexion of the sun in the clouds a rainbow. So it is a sign of storm; for
the moisture that suffuses the cloud either creates a wind or spills forth rain.

529 The earth {he thinks) is flat in shape, and stays suspended where it is because of its
size, because there is no void and because the air, which is very strong, keeps the earth afloat
on it. {g) Of the moisture on the earth, the sea came from the waters in the earth, the
evaporation of which gave rise to all that has emerged, and from the rivers that flow into
it. {5) Rivers owe their origin partly to rain, partly to the waters in the earth; for the earth
is hollow, and in its hollows contains water, . .. {6) The sun, the moon and all the stars
are red-hot stones which the rotation of the aither carries round with it. Beneath the stars
are certain bodies, invisible to us, that are carried round with the sun and moon. (7) We
do not feel the heat of the stars because they are so_far from the earth; moreover, they are not
as hot as the sun because they occupy a colder region. The moon is beneath the sun and
nearer to us. (8) The sun exceeds the Peloponnese in size. The moon has not any light of
its own but derives it from the sun, The stars in their revolution pass beneath the earth.
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(9) &delrrev B2 Ty oehivny yiis dvripparrrolons, dvfote 82 kol &V
umrokdrer THS ogAfvng, Tov 8¢ AAlov Tals voupnvialg oeAfvng
dvTigparrovons. . .. (10). . .Epn B¢ ynivny elven THy oeAfvny Exew
e &v o] medla kad pdpayyas. Cf. Diog. L. 1, 8-9 (DK 59Aa1).

527 and 528 are included mainly to show that Anaxagoras did
indeed concern himself with the usual astronomical and meteoro-
logical questions. Itis from the long passage of which §29 is a part
that we get most of our information on the subject; and §2¢ for
the most part speaks for itself. Clearly Anaxagoras’ astronomy is
much more rational than most of his predecessors’, especially
perhaps the view that the sun, moon and stars are huge incan-
descent stones. There is a story preserved by Diogenes Laertius®
and Pliny that Anaxagoras predicted the fall of the large meteorite
which fell at Aegospotami in 467 B.c. (cf. p. 439). Certainly this
event caused a considerable stir; and though the suggestion that
Anaxagoras predicted it is absurd, it may well have contributed
towards his belief that the heavenly bodies were made of stone.
It is because of their solidity, as §17 has already suggested, that
they were originally thrown off from the earth at the centre of the
cosmic revolution to take up their positions nearer the periphery.
Presumably meteorites are heavenly bodies which, despite the
speed of the revolution which normally keeps them aloft, have
been drawn back to the earth by the familiar tendency of the
heavy to move towards the centre of the revolution.

* 4§30 Diog. L. 1, 1o (DK5gat} gaol 5 alrdv wposrmeiv thy wepl
Alyds morapous yevoubvny ol Albov mrdow, dv elwev Ik volU dAlou
rrecelofar. Cf. Marmor Parium 57 and Pling N.H. 11, 149 {both DK 5gA 11).

{iti) Biology

531 Fr. 22, Athenaeus i1, 57D TO kahoupevoy Spvifios y&Aa Td
tv rois Gols Asuxdv.

532 Hippolytus Ref. 1, 8, 12 (DK 59A42) 38« 82 Ty pév dpxnv

{9) Eclipses of the moon are due 1o its being screened by the earth, or, sometimes, by the bodies
beneath the moon; those of the sun to screening by the moon when itisnew. ... (10) ...He
held that the moon was made of earth, and had plains and ravines on if.

530 They say that he foretold the fall of the stone at Aegospotami, sqying that it would
Jall from the sun.

§3%  What is called ‘ birds’ milk’ is the white of the egg.
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&v Uypd yevéobo, perd rolTta 88 E dAMAwv. Cf. Diog. L. 1,
g ad fin. (DKr5ga1).

533 Theophrastus Hist. plant. m, 1, 4 “Avafaydpas uév TOV
dépa wévTwv phoxwy Exew omtppora xal TalTa cuyxaTapepdusva
T UBom yEwwdv T putd. . ..

§31 is again quoted merely to show that Anaxagoras did include
detailed doctrines in his book: its point presumably is that the
white of an egg is the embryo’s food. Several equally detailed
theories are attributed to him by the ancient anthorities, including
Aristotle; but they are of no great importance for present purposes.
The two most important of his biological theories are those in §32
and §33. In his belief that Iife originated in “the moist” he followed
Anaximander (see pp. 1411.), but the notion that it was brought
down to the earth with the rain is curious.* All living things, of
course, from plants at the bottom of the scale to man at the top,?
have a portion of Mind {see 4§03 and 509). Before living things
came into existence Mind was presumably dispersed evenly
throughout the mixture; but from the time when life originated it
evidently began to localize itself in living things, so that there are
now, according to 509, only ‘some things in which there is Mind
also’.

I This may be a development of the popular idea, exemplified in Aeschylus

(see 26), that rain is the semen of Ouranos, by which Gaia is fertilized.

? §34 Plutarch Quaest. phys. 1, 911D 3Pov yop Eyyaov 1o gutdv even
ol wepl Mdrwva xal "Avaaydpav xat Anudkprtov clovron, Also §34
Ar. de part. an. A1o, 68727 {DK 594 102) ’Avafaydpas piv olv enon Bik
b yelpas Eyaw ppovipderarrov elvan T&Y 30wy &vpwmov,

(iv) Sensation
536 Tr. 21, Sextus adv. math. vii, go O’ &gavpdrnTos aUTéV
(s¢. T@v oloBnoewv) ol Suvarol Eouev kplvely TéAnbés.

8§32 Arimals (he says) originally arose in the moisture, but later from one another.

533 Anaxagoras, when he says that the atr contains the seeds of all things and that it is
these seeds which, when carried down with the rain, give rise to plants. . ..

534 The followers of Plate, Anaxagoras and Democritus regard a plant as an animal
Sfixed in the earth.

§35 Anaxagoras says, then, that it is his possession of hands that makes man the wisest
of living things.
5§36 From the weakness of our senses we cannot judge the truth.
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§37 Fr. 214, ibid. vi1, 140 Oyis yap tév &BfHAwy T& geuvoueva.
538 'Theophrastus de sensu 27f. (DK59a092) “Avafaydpas Bé
yiveofa pév (se. & alobnTd) Tois dvavriols: TO yap Suotov dmabis
rd ToU Spotou . . ., TO Yap Suols Sepudv kaid yuypov olre Sepuaivev
olrre Yiyew mAnoidzov oUdE 81 16 yAuxU xal 1o 6fu 8 oy
yveopizety, ARG T8 pdv Bepudd TO Yuypdv, T4 8 GAuupd TO woTipoy,
76 8 S8l TO YAuKY kard ThHY ENAenptv Th Ex&oTou” mévTa ydp
tvurrdpyev pnoty dv fuiv. . . . &raoav 8 afolnow perd Almns, Swep
&v 86Eeiev dxdhoubov elvan 1f] Umobéorr mwlv yap TO dvdpoiov
drrrdpsvov Tévov Trapéyel. gavepdy 8t tolrro TG Te ToU ypovou
TAf0e xad i) 1@y adobnTdv UmepPoAd.

Like the other post-Parmenidean pluralists, Anaxagoras had to
give an account of perception that would re-establish its validity.
These three passages are all concerned with the senses, but other-
wise they have little in common. §36, as we are told by Sextus
who preserved it, was concerned with imperceptible gradations of
colour, and its general point seems to have been that though our
senses show us what ‘ portions’ predominate in a thing they are not
adequate to reveal all the other ‘portions’ which that thing must
contain. §37, on the other hand (which may perhaps come from
a discussion of epistemology rather than of perception}, suggests
that from what we can see we are enabled to imagine also what we
cannot see. 4§38 contains only the most important excerpts from
a detailed account of Anaxagoras’ theories of perception. These
few sentences suffice to show that in this field too Anaxagoras
marks an advance upon most of his predecessors. His theory may
have been developed in conscious opposition to that of Empedocles,
who believed in perception of like by like (sce 454); but the notion
that the perception of unlike by unlike is, as it were, an imper-
ceptible pain is original and subtle.

537 Appearances are a glimpse of the obscure.

538 Anaxagoras thinks that perception is by opposiles, for like is not affected by like. . ..
A thing that is as warm or as cold as we are does not either warm us or cool us by its approach,
nor can we recognize sweelness or bitterness by their like; rather we know cold by warm,
JSresh by salt and sweet by bitter in proportion to our deficiency in each. For everything, he
says, is in us already.. .. Every percoption is accompanied by pain, a consequence that
would seem to follow from his hypothesis; for everything unlike produces pain by its
contact; and the presence of this pain becomes clear either from too long a duration or from
an excess of sensation,
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CHAPTER XVI
ARCHELAUS OF ATHENS

DATE AND LIFE

539 Diogenes Laertius 1, 16 (DK6oa1) ’Apyéiaos "Afnvaios
#i Midficios, Trarpds 'AmrolhoBopoy, dg 88 Tives, MiBwvos, podnris
*Avagorydpou, Bibdoxahos ZwxpdTous: olros Trpddros &k Tiis “leoviag
Thv QuoiIknyv gricooglav perfyoysy "Abfvage, kol &KANGn puotkds,
opd kot EANGev &y oUTdd f guokn glhocogia, Zwkpdrous THV
Afihv eloayoydvTos. Eowkev B¢ xal olros Syoofon tiis ffikis. kol
y&p Tepi vouwv megtAogdenke kad kG kal Sixadcov.

The precise date of Archelaus is uncertain. Diogenes is almost
certainly wrong in saying that Archelaus first brought physicdl
speculation to Athens; that distinction probably belongs to
Anaxagoras. Likewise the statement that physical philosophy
ended with him is very dubious;' even Leucippus, let alone
Democritus, was probably later than Archelaus. But the tradition
that Archelaus was a pupil of Anaxagoras and teacher of Socrates
is too well attested to be doubted,? and it gives us at least an
approximate date. His importance les chiefly in these distin-
guished associations; in comparison with cither his master or his
pupil his direct contribution to philosophy is very small. But he
is of a certain interest as indicating the straits to which all but the
very greatest of the later physicists were driven in their search for
an original cosmology.

* This is doubtless merely an instance of the passion for organizing history

into “Ages’. Socrates introduces the ‘Age of Ethics’, so the ‘Age of
Physical Philosophy’ must stop abruptly.

2 See 541, and also §40 Diog. L. 1, 23 "lov 88 & Xiog (see p. 302) kald
véov &vTa (sc. Socrates) els Tdpov ouv "Apxerde dmebnufioas. Cf. also
Porphyry Hist. phil. fr. 11 Nauck {DK6oag).

539  Archelaus, of Athens or else Miletus, son of Apollodorus or, according to some
accounts, of Midon, was a pupil of Anaxagoras and teacher of Socrates; it was ke whe first
transferred physical philosophy from Ionia to Athens, and he was called a physicist,
Moreover, physical philosophy came to an end with him, owing to Socrates” introduction of
ethics. Archelaus too seems to have touched upon ethical questions, for he speculated as well
about law, goodness and justice.

540 Jon of Chios says that in his youth Socrates went away with Archelaus to Samos.
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COSMOLOGY AND ZOOGONY

541 Simplicius Phys. 27, 23 xad "Apyéiaos & 'Afnvalos, ¢ xal
Zooxkpdny ouyyeyovivon gaoly Avabaydpou yevoptvey palnti, &v
ptv i yevéos ToU kbopou xod Tofs Ao mepdral T pépav 1oy,
a5 dpyds 58 Tds alrrds &rrodidwow domep "Avaoyopas. olrror pév
olv &melpous TG mAf(e kol dvopoyevels Tas &pxds Afyouoy, T
Sporopepeias Tibévres dpyds. . ..

542 Hippolytus Ref. 1, 9, 1 "ApxfAaos 1O ubv yévos 'Afnvaios,
vids B¢ "AmoAhodwpou. oUros Een rhiv upifv Tiis UAng Spoiws
"Avagarydpg Tés Te &pyds dooUtws. oUros 8k T v§ Evurdpyav T
eUBteos plypa. (2} elven (8°) dpytyv Tiis kivioews (T0) &mrokpliveoBon
&1’ EAMYAov Td Beppdy kal TO Yuypdy, xad TO piv Seppdv velobal,
10 B8 Wuypov fpepeiv.t Tnxduevoy Bt 10 Ubwp els péoov petv, &v ¢ xad
xarraxadpevoy dfpa ylveodor kad yiiv, Gv 70 pév &vw pépeodon, T
8¢ Uploraofon x&rw. (3) thv udv olv yiiv fipeuelv kad yevéolon Sk
rodra, kelofon § v plo oUdlv pépos oloav, G ehrely, Tol wavrds.
(Tov & &pa kpareiv Tol wavtos) {Roeper, Diels] éxBedopévov &
Tii§ Trupwoews, &’ ol rpdTov dmoxatopévou THY T&Y &oTépwv elvon
guaty, v péyloTov ptv filov, Betrrepov 88 oehfjiuny, Tév B8 &AAwy
Té pgv EAGeTTeo T 88 pelzw. (4) Fmdabfivon 52 Tov oUpavdy gnot xad
olrrws Tdv Aoy &l Tiis yfig orficon s kal Tév Te &pa roifjom
Sxpovfi kel ThHY yiv Enpdv. Auvny ydp elvan Td mplirov, &
KUKAo piv oUoov Uymhny, péoov B8 kolAny. onpeiov 5t géper Tiig

54%  Archelaus of Athens, the pupil of Anaxagoras with whom Soerates is said to have
associated, tries lo introduce something original of his own into cosmogony and other
subjects, but still gives the same first principles as Anaxagoras had. Both hold that the
Jirst principles are infinite in number and different in kind, and they posit the homoeomeries
as principles. . ..

842 (1) Archelaus was by birth an Athenian, the son of Apollodorus. He believed in
a material mixture like that of Anaxagoras and his first principles weve the same; but he
maintained that from the oulset there was a certain mixture immanent in Mind. (2) The
origin of motion was the separation one from the other of the hot and the cold, of which the
Jormer moves, the latter stays still. When walter is Hquefied it flows to the centre, and there it
is burnt up to become air and earth, the former of which is borne upwards, while the latter
takes up a position below. (g} For these reasons, then, the earth came into being, and lies
at rest in the centre, forming no appreciable fraction of the whole universe, (The air)
produced by the conflagration {controls the universe), and from ils original combustion
comes the substance of the heavenly bodies. Of these the sun is the biggest, the moon the
second, and of the rest some are smaller, some larger. (g) He says that the heavens are
inclined, with the result that the sun gave light on the earth, made the air transparent, and
the earth dry. For it was originally a marsh, being lofly around the edge and hollow in the
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kotAdTnTos &1 & fllog oy Sua dvoréAde Te xod Sverar mdcw,
Omep EBe1 oupPaiver elmep fv ducdAny. (5) Trepl B¢ 30wy enoly, 6T
Beppcnvopévns Tiis yiis 7O pdrov &v TG kérre pépel, drou T Bepudy
Ked 1O Wuypdy EuloyeTo duepaivero T& Te dAR 3Ga oA Kai of
Gvlpootror, &ravra Thy avrriy Slarrav Exovra ik iis IAog Tpepdueva
(v BE Aryoypdvicr), Gorepov Bt addrrois 1y £ ATy yéveos ouvéoTn.
{6) kai Biexpidnoav &vlpwtor &wd TV dAAwY kal fyyeudvas kol
vopous kad réyvas kol rohers kol Té EAAx cuvtotnioav. volv 8t Adye
wiow fuguecon 3pois Opolws. xpfiolon yap Exaorov xal TGV
30wV TG v, TO uiv Ppabutépos, T BE TayuTipws.

* Cf. the only surviving fragment of Archelaus, ap. Plut, de primo frig. 21

954 F: 1) yuxpdtns Seopds tonv (“coldness is the bond”).
it would appear from these passages, which of course derive
ultimately from Theophrastus,® that Archelaus took over the
systern of Anaxagoras but at numerous points, some fundamental,
some superficial, made his own modifications or corrections. The
following are the most interesting features of the revised cosmology:

(1} Mind. Whereas Mind in the system of Anaxagoras had been
‘mixed with nothing’ and had derived its power from its purity
(see §03), in Archelaus it seems to be deprived of its purity (542,
§1)* and therewith, perhaps, of its creative power.

{2) Primary substance. Though some of the ancient authorities
suggest that Archelaus made air the primary substance {and one,
Epiphanius, even that he chose earth}, there can be little doubt
that §41 and §42 preserve the most reliable tradition and that he
started, like Anaxagoras, with ‘seeds’ or ‘homoeomeries’. Whereas,
however, Anaxagoras had made Mind initiate motion and so
cause the separating off of ‘the dense, the moist, the cold and the
dark’ from ‘the rare, the hot and the dry’ (see §16), Archelaus
seems (though the evidence is conflicting: cf. DK6oa 1o and 18)
to make the apparently automatic separation of the hot from the

middle. He adduces as a progf of this hollowness the fact that the sun does not rise and set
at the same time for oll men, as would inevitably happen if the earth were flat. (5) On
the subject of animals, he holds that when the earth was originally getting warm in the
lower region, where the hot and the cold were mingled, many animals began to appear,
including men, all with the same manner of life and all deriving their nourishment from the
slime. These were short-lived; but luter they began to be born from one another. (6) Men
were distinguished from animals, and established rulers, laws, crafls, cities and so on.
Mind, ke says, is inborn in all animals alike; for each of the animals, as well as man, makes
use of Mind, though some more rapidly than others.
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cold the cause of movement (§42, §2). Thereby he exaggerates the
tendency in Anaxagoras, to which Plato so strongly objected (see
p- 384 1), to delegate the responsibility of Mind to the opposites.

(3) The four world-masses. The method by which Archelaus
brought the four world-masses into being from the opposites is
somewhat obscure and very peculiar. Water seems to have been
‘melted’ or ‘liquefied’ from ‘the cold’ in its interaction with ‘the
hot” (which suggests, perhaps, that ‘the cold’ was conceived of as
ice}, and when it thereupon flowed to the centre, it was ‘burnt
up’, again in its interaction with ‘the hot’, to form earth and air.
The mobility of ‘the hot’ (i.e. fire), and the immobility of ‘the
cold’ (i.e. perhaps ice, producing first water, and thence not only
the stationary earth but also fluid air3), and the reaction between
them, seem to constitute an essential and, so far as we can judge,
an original feature of Archelaus’ cosmogony.# There is no obvious
motive for this revision of Anaxagoras except perhaps the desire to
bring the Empedoclean ‘elements’ into greater prominence.

{4) Koogony. The zoogony of Archelaus seems to represent a
reversion from that of Anaxagoras, in which seeds were carried
down to earth with the rain (see §33), to that of Anaximander,
in which ‘living things arose from the moist clement as it was
evaporated by the sun’ (see 139).

* Diog. L. v, 42 lists among the writings of Theophrastus Tlepl T&v
*Apyeddou & ("1 book on the theories of Archelaus®); of. pp. 3f.

% The relevant sentence of §42, §1 is, however, so curicusly expressed if
this is really what it means that Zeller suggested reading v v suvurrdpyaw.
3 Cf. §43 Diog. L. u, 17 {DK6oa1) -rmxduevdv oot 10 UBwp Und 1ol
Bepuol, xaBd piv s o (xdrw Bi1d 1) mupdbes ouwvicraTo, Molv yiv:
xabé Bt mwepippel, &épa yevvdv. The supplement by Diels, or something very
like it, seems essential.

4 This theory is extended in the Hippocratic de victy, an eclectic and very
superficial quasi-philosophical treatise written, probably, toward the end
of the fourth century s.C.

CONCGLUSION

In general, it is hard to resist the conclusion that Archelaus was
a second-rate thinker, motivated by the desire to revise the system

543 He holds that water is liquefied by the hot; and in so far as it comes together to the
lower region owing to the fiery element, it forms earth; in so far as it flows around, it creates
atr,
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of Anaxagoras by the inclusion of as many as possible of the
doctrines of his most eminent predecessors. From Anaximander
he borrowed, besides his biological theories, the primacy of the
hot and the cold; from Anaximenes he apparently borrowed the
doctrine of the condensation and rarefaction of air (see 143);*
from Empedocles he seems to have taken the four ‘elements’; and
from Anaxagoras he inherited, with a number of modifications of
detail such as that concerning the shape of the carth {542, §4),
almost everything else. It is hardly surprising that the resulting
synthesis is lacking in great interest or importance.?

t Cf §44 Actius 1, 3, 6 (DK 6oay) Apyfhacs. . . &ipax &mepov (sc. &pyhv
fon lvan), kal THY mepl almdv ukvdrnTa kal pdvoov. tolUTov 8 1o piv
elven lp vd 8 Ubwp.

2 I more were known of Archelaus’ ethical doctrines, this evaluation
might possibly have to be revised. Almost all we are told about them is
summarized in the following sentence, which comes very soon after §39:
545 Diog. L. u, 16 (DK6oa1) ral 1 Bixoaov elvar xal 1 aloypov ov
Uost, &AM vdue. This is of course the well-known Sophistic view, which
may well have been read into Archelaus {perhaps, as Zeller suggested,
because he had said something to the effect that men were at first without
laws or morals and had only attained to them in course of time (cf. §42,§6))
in a misguided attempt to credit the teacher of Socrates with a decent
minimum of ethical teaching.

844 Archelaus. . . (held that the first principle was} infinite air, with ils condensation
and rarefaction, the former of which was water, the latter fire.

545 (He maintained that) right and wrong exist only by convention, not by nature.
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CHAPTER XViI

THE ATOMISTS: LEUCIPPUS OF
MILETUS AND DEMOCRITUS
OF ABDERA

INDIVIDUAL CONTRIBUTIONS, AND DATES

546 Simplicius Phys. 28, 4 (= Theophrastus Phys. Op. fr. 8)
Aeinarrog 8¢ 6 "Ededrrns ff MiAdoios (Gpgotépws yap Adyeton Trepl
oaUrol), kowwviioas Tlapuevidn Ths gilovogias, ob THY almiy
EBadioe Moppevidn xai Zevopdver mepl t&v Svrwv &8ov, AN dx
Soxel Tv fvarriav.  Ekelvaov yap Ev xal dxivtov kad &yfvnrov kal
TETEpaTPEVOY TTotouvTwY TO Tt Kad TO wf dv unbe InTeiv ouyywo-
povrwv, olrrogs Gmeipa xal el xwvoupsva Umélero oTorkeia Tos
&rdpous kot TéV &v olrrots oynudrev Grreipov TO wATfos Hid 1o
undtv pddov Toolrov f} rowotrov elvat, kol yéveov ked peTaPohiy
&Sidherrrov tv Tols olot Becopddv. ET1 8 oUBtv udhAov 16 Sv i TO
un v Umdpyety, kol aftio Spolws elvan Tolg ywopévols &ugw. ThHY
Yop v &rdpwv obolay vaothv kad wAfipn Uromibépevos dv Eaeyey
elven kal &v 16 xevdd gépechon, Omep uh) Ov Ekde kol ok EAarrTov ToU
Svros elvad pnot. mrapamAnoiws 8 kal & ttaipos cutol Anpdkprros
6 "ApBnplrns Gpyds Eeto 1O TAfipes xad TO xevdv . . ..

547 Diogenes Laertius x, 13 -tolrrov (sc. Epicurus) "AmoAAé-
Bowpos tv Xpovixols Newoipdvous dxolical enot kal TTpaipvous:
olrrds Bt oU gnov, AN tauTol v T pos EUpUloyov EmioTohd].

546 Leucippus of Elea or Miletus {both accounts are current) had associated with
Parmenides in philosophy, but in his view of reality he did not tread the same path as
Parmenides and Xenophanes, but rather, it seems, the opposite path, For while they
regarded the whole as one, motionless, uncreated and limited and forbade even the search
for what is not, ke posited innumerable elements in perpetual motion—namely the atoms—
and held that the number of their shapes was infinite, on the ground that there was no
reason why any atom should be of one shape rather than another; for he observed too that
coming-inte-being and change are incessant in the world. Further he held that not-being
exists a5 well as being, and the two are equally the causes of things coming-into-being. The
nature of atoms he supposed to be compact and full; that, ke said, was being, and it moved
in the void, which he called not-being and held to exist no less than being. In the same way
his associate Democritus of Abdera posited as principles the full and the void. . ..

547 Apollodorus in the Chronicles says that Epicurus was instructed by Nausiphanes
and Praxiphanes; but Epicurus kimself denies this, saying in the letter to Eurviochus that
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GAN’ oUBt Aslxitrrdy Tivar yeyeviiofBad onot giAdoogov oUte aurTds
oUte "Eppapyos, dv viol gaot (kad "AmoAAdSwpos & "EmrikoUpeios)
Bid&oxadov AnpoxpliTou yeyeviioba.

548 Cicero Academica pr. 11, 37, 118 Leucippus plenum et inane;
Demoecritus huic in hoc similis, uberior in ceteris.

549 Diogenes Laertius 1x, 34 Anpdrpitos ‘Hynoiorpérov, ol 5i
* ABnvoxpiTov, Tives Aapaoitrrou, "ABSnpliTns A, & Evior, MiAfioios.
... UoTtepov 88 Aeukimrire TopéPoie xad Avafoydpq kaTd Tivas,
Freow Qv altol veddTepOs TETTAPAXOVTA. . .. (41) yéyove 8t Tois
xpdvols, ws aUrds enow &v 1§ Mikpd Siaxkdopy, vios xoTa
mpeoPUTny "Avaaydpav, freow oUTol vewTepos TETTapdKOVTA.
ouvTeTdyBon 8¢ gnot Tov Mikpdy Sidkoouov ETeoiv UoTepov Tiis
‘IMov &Adboews Tpidkovta kal dnTaxooior. yeydvol 8 &v, s
ptv " AtroAAGSwpos Bv Xpovikols, katd Thy dyBonkooTiiv dAvumiada
(460-457 B.G.), g Bt Opaovhos, v T& Emypogopévey Ta Tpd
THS Guayvidoews T&Y Anpoxpitou BifAlwy, kard 1O TelTov ETog
s EPBouns kal EPSopnkootiis SAupmiaSos {(470/69), EvieuTd,
grot, wpeoPUTepos v ZwkpdTows.

Leucippus was generally agreed to have evolved his theory of
atoms in answer to the Eleatic elenchus: so Aristotle in §52 below.
He was even assumed by late sources to have been an Eleatic;
according to Diogenes Laertius 1x, 30 (DK 674 1) he was a pupil
of Zeno. This we need not believe: it is not suggested by Aristotle,
and is the kind of thing which might easily be asserted by Sotion
and the other succession-writers. Miletus is given as his alter-
native birth-place; the a priori reasons for this are not so strong,

he instructed himself. He and Hermarchus both maintain that there never was a philosopher
Leucippus, who some {including Apollodorus the Epicurean) say was the teacher of
Demperitus.

548  Leucippus postulated atoms and void, and in this respect Democritus resembled him,
though in other respects he was more productive.

549  Democritus, son of Hegesistratus (or by other accounts of Athenocritus or Damas-
ippus), a citizen of Abdera or, as some say, of Miletus. ... Later he met Leucippus and,
according fo some, Anaxagoras also, whose junior he was by forty years. ... (41) As he
himself says in the Little World-system, he was a young man in the old age of Anaxagoras,
being forty years younger. He says that the Little World-system was composed
730 years after the capture of Tray. He would have been born, according to Apollodorus in
the Chronicles, in the eightieth Olympiad; according te Thradylus, in his book entitled
Preparation for reading the works of Democritus, in the third year of the seventy-
seventh, being one year {as he says) older than Socrates.
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though he obviously revived some Milesian astronomical theories;
it might therefore be true. He may of course have visited Elea,
but the Eleatic doctrines were known in Athens, and Melissus,
against whom Leucippus perhaps chiefly reacted, was an Ionian.
Singularly little was known about Leucippus, in any case, and in
547 his very existence seemns to be denied by FEpicurus and
Hermarchus. But Epicurus is intent on proving his own origin-
ality; Burnet (EGP330 n. 2) suggested that all Epicurus said was
something like AeUxitrrov 0¥’ el yéyovev ol8x, meaning ‘I don’t
consider Leucippus worth discussing’. Alternatively, the emphasis
might have been on the word giAbéoogpov: there was no philosopher
Leucippus {i.e. Leucippus was no philosopher). It is clear from
552 that Aristotle considered Leucippus to be the inventor of
atomism, and this is accepted also by Theophrastus in 546.
Normally they write simply of ‘Leucippus and Democritus’,
though certain elaborations, e.g. of the theory of perception, are
distinguished as Democritean. On the whole we might accept the
assessment of Cicero in §48; all our other evidence seems to show
that the main theory was originated by Leucippus and accepted
by Democritus, who worked out the details and introduced a few
minor refinements. It would be very difficult here satisfactorily to
distinguish the two, especially since many post-Theophrastean
sources ignore Leucippus; where distinctions are traceable they
will be pointed out. The doxographical passages mentioning
Leucippus are collected in DK chapter 67: see also C. Bailey, The
Greek Atomists and Epicurus, for a valiant attempt to distinguish the
views of the two thinkers.

The date of Leucippus is not known independently, except from
such guesses as that he was a pupil of Zeno. Democritus, however,
evidently gave a clue to his own age in his work ‘The Litile
World-system’: he was about forty years younger than Anaxa-
goras. This fits Apollodorus’ date in §49 {born 460-457 B.C.)
better than Thrasylus’, of some ten years earlier. In any case, if
Democritus accepted 1184 8.¢. as the year of the capture of Troy
(and this, the Eratosthenic epoch-year, was merely the com-
monest of several dates), then the composition of the ‘Little
World-system’ (on which see the next section) would be placed
too early, in 454. The probability is that it was written after 430.
Leucippus, presumably, was somewhat older, and his floruit (i.e.
the composition of the ‘Great World-system’) might be put
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around 440-435. A possible terminus ante gquem is provided by
Theophrastus’ statement (60x) that Diogenes of Apollonia derived
some of his ideas from Leucippus; for Diogenes was already
parodied in the Clouds of 423 B.c. (617).

WRITINGS

5§50 Diogenes Laertius 1x, 45 (DK 684a33) t& 8¢ BipAla aUrol
(se. Democritus) xad Gpoovdos dvaytypage xard Tabw oUTws
womepel kad T& HA&rooves kard TeTpodoyiav. (46) Eori 88 Atk
piv TéBe". . . puoikd BE T&Be" [tetralogy mr] Méyas Bidxoouos (v
ol mwepl Osdppoorov NAeukimrou gaolv elvor), Mikpds Srdroouos,
Koopoypagin, Tepl Tév mAavntdv. . ..

It is true that the ‘Great World-system’ is usually assigned to
Democritus, since he was the elaborator of atomism and, apart
from Epicurus, its chief exponent. Epicurus himself would
presumably have credited it to Democritus. But Theophrastus’
opinion in §50 counts for much: Aristotle came from a city in
Thrace, and both he and his pupil Theophrastus devoted special
works to Democritus. They were evidently aware of the distinction
between Leucippus and Democritus, whereas it is natural that
when the distinction became forgotten all early atomistic works
should be attributed to Democritus. We may therefore provi-
sionally accept Theophrastus’ view that Leucippus wrote the
Méyos Bidoopos, Democritus the Mixpds Si&rcoopos;* with the
possible modification that the former may have been a com-
pendium of Leucippus’ cosmological work with other, later,
atomistic additions. One other work is attributed to Leucippus,
namely On Mind: the quotation from him by Actius (568) is
assigned to this work, which may, of course, have been a section
of the ‘Great World-system’. The content of this fragment would
certainly not be foreign to that work, and might have formed part
of an attack on the concept of Mind in Anaxagoras.

¥ It seems probable that this work contained a description of the origin of

civilization and culture, and that part of the description in Diodorus 1, 7-8
(DR.6885,1) goes back to Democritus by way of Hecataeus of Abdera

450 Thrasplus listed his books in order by tetralogies, just as he did Plato’s books.
(46} His ethical works comprised the following. ... The physical books were these: The
Great World-system (which Theophrastus’ followers say was by Leucippus), the Little
World-system, the Cosmography and On the planets. . ..
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{(see G. Vlastos, AFP 67 (1946) 51 f1.). However, Diodorus certainly used
more than one Ionian source for this section, and it can be conceded that
the account of cosmogony in 1, 7 is not primarily atomistic.

Democritus, on the other hand, must have been one of the
most prolific of all ancient authors. Thrasylus (or Thrasyllus), who
arranged Plato’s dialogues in tetralogies, did the same for Demo-
critus according to §50: there were thirteen tetralogies {comprising
fifty-two separate works, some no doubt quite short) divided
between the following general headings: Ethics (2 tetralogies),
Physics (4), Mathematics (3), Music, including literature and
language (2), Technical subjects (2). There were additional works
which were probably not genuine.® Itis a tantalizing misfortune,
and a reflexion of later taste, that the considerable number of
fragments that have survived (not all of which are certainly
genuine) are nearly all taken from the ethical works,

* Among the works classed as *Ywopviuorra and not included by Thrasylus
(Diog. L. 1x, 49, DK68a33) are five concerned with foreign travel, for
example a Chaldaean and a Phrygian dissertation. The attribution is
perhaps related to the many stories in our ancient biographical sources
that Democritus travelled extensively: for example §§1 Diog. L. 1x, 35
qnol 88 Anunrpos Bv *Quowvinos kai "Avricbévng &v Aaboyals &robnufioat
alrrdy xal els Afyutrrov pds Tous lepbas yewueTpiav pafnoduevoy kal trpds
Xarbalous els v TTepoida, xal elg Thy "Epulpdy 8dhacoay yevéoBor. Tols
Te Pupvogoporals gaof tves oupwifon admdy bv "hbig kal el Aldomiov
EaBelv. Another story is that Xerxes left Chaldaean overseers in Demo-
critus’ father’s household, from whom Democritus learned much, There
may have been some basis in fact for these stories of foreign contact.
According to another anecdote Democritus said that he visited Athens,
but that no one recognized him.

ORIGINS OF THE ATOMIC THEORY

552 Aristotle de gen. et corr. A8, 32522 Evios ydp TOV &pyaiwv
E50ge 1o Bv E§ &vdyxns By elvan xad ddvryrov: Td pdv ydp kevdy olk
6v, xvnBfjvon 8 olx &v Slvaofor uf Svrog kevol keywpiouévou, o0’
o oAAd elven pfy Svros ToU Swelpyovros.. .. (a23) Aelximrmrog &

§8Y  Demetrius in his Homonyms and Antisthenes in his Successions say that he
travelled to Egypt to visit the priests and learn geometry, and that he weni also to Persia, to
visit the Chaldasans, and to the Red Sea. Some say that he associated with the *naked
philosophers’ in India; also that he went to Asthiopia.

552 For some of the early philosophers thought that that which is must of necessity be
one and immovable; for the void is not-being; motion would be impossible without a void
apart from matler; nor could there be a plurality of things witheut something to separate

404



ATOMISTS: LEUCIPPUS AND DEMOCRITUS

Eyew w11 Adyous oftives Trpds iy alodnow duoloyolueva AyovTsg
oux dvanpigousiy oUte yéveostv oUre glopdy olre xivnow kel Td
Trhfifos 6w dvrwv. Spochoyroas 88 Talra pev Toks pouvoudvors, Tolg
8¢ 1o Bv xorraoreudzouoty dg oUk &v kivnotv olioav &veu kevol, T Te
kevov pny Ov kad Tol Svrog oUltv pfy Sv gnow elvan: T yép xuplws
dv maumAfipes Sv. AN elvon 1O TowoTTov oy Bv, GAN' &mepa 1o
mAfifos kol ddporrar Sk opkpOTNTH TGV Sywewv. ralra & &v T
xeved pépeaticn (xevdv ydp elvai), xai ouvioTapeva pév yéveoiv Troieiy,
BiAudpeva B8 plopdw.
553 Melissus Fr. 8 fin., Simplicius de caelo 559, 11 (from 392)
...y B¢ perarréon, TO utv v &rwieto, 1O 5 olx v yéyovev.
olbrews oUv, & TroAM €ln, rowdTa ¥p1) evon oldy mep 706 v,

Aristotle plausibly regarded Leucippus’ theory of indivisible
particles moving in the void as an attempt to answer the Eleatic
dilemma. This had implied among other things that anything
which is could not alter, since that would involve its becoming
what-is-not. Leucippus, it was held, agreed that such alterations
of being were out of the question; but whereas the Eleatics had
rejected void as patently not-being, and had thus made motion {of
which void was held by Melissus to be a pre-condition) impossible,
Leucippus boldly accepted the existence of void, and so was able
to explain variety and change by the accretion and separation of
distinct particles of real, fully existing stuff, which itself did not
alter, but preserved the properties of Eleatic #év. The idea that
apparent alteration consists, in fact, of the rearrangement of
indestructible matter had already been reached by Empedocles,
and, in a particularly clear form, by Anaxagoras. The latter stated
in fr. 17 (497) that ‘no object comes-to-be or passes away, but is
mixed or separated from existing objects’. But Empedocles and

them.... But Leucippus thought he had a theory which, being consisient with sense-
perception, would not do ateay with coming-info-being or perishing or motion or the
multiplicity of things. So much he conceded o appearances, while to these who uphold the
one he granted that motion is impossible without veid, that the void is not-being and that
no part of being is not-being. For being, in the proper sense, is an absolute plenum. But
such a plenum s not one, but there is an infinite number of them, and they are invisible
owing to the smallness of their bulk. They move in the void ( for the void exists), and by
their coming together they effect coming-into-being, by their separation perishing.

553 ...DBut if it has changed, what is has passed away and what is not has come inio
being. So then, if there were a plurality, things would have to be of just the same nature as
the one.
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Anaxagoras had continued to accept the Eleatic arguments about
the impossibility of void; though it is not clear that their ideas
about motion were entirely consistent with this position.* Further,
an Eleatic could have objected, as Melissus did implicitly object
in 384 and fr. 7, that different root-forms of matter did not meet
the arguments about 10 £&6v being uniform; for if water, or a portion
of flesh, for example, exists, then it might be argued that earth or
bone, being different in some way at least, cannotexist. Leucippus,
then, postulated a truly uniform type of material being. In this he
may well have been following out the consequence evolved by
Melissus in 392 as an absurdity, from an argument about the
fallacy of the senses, that if there are many things, and not the
uniform Eleatic One, then the many must each possess the
properties of that One—homogeneity, permanence, lack of
internal change, and indivisibility.

t Empedocles’ theory of pores in the body actually presupposed the

existence of the void which he formally denied, according to Aristotle d¢
gen, ef corr. AB, 525b1, See also n. 2 on p. 344.

The later accounts which make atomism a development of
Eleaticism, and Leucippus, for example, a pupil of Zeno, were
probably derived from the Aristotelian assessment; cf. Theo-
phrastus in §46. But this assessment is so plausible in itself that,
even while admitting the tendency in Aristotle to over-schematize
the relations of his philosophical forebears, we may yet accept it.
Empedocles and Anaxagoras were unquestionably striving to
overcome the Eleatic dilemma; it is a priori probable that Leucippus
too, since he indubitably dealt with the same kind of problems,
devoted careful attention to the Eleatics. Melissus had suggested
a possible solution so clearly that it is difficult to believe that
Leucippus’ support of this very solution was independent. At the
same time Leucippus remained faithful to the principles of his
probably Ionian background, since he was now enabled to revert
to a single material basis for phenomena. In the acceptance of
void he was consciously correcting an Eleatic axiom.

ATOMS AND THE VOID
554 Aristotle Met. A4, 985bg Aelxitrmog 8¢ xod & ETaipos
ool Anudkpitos ororysio pév 16 whfipss xkad 10 xevov elvad goort,

§84 Leucippus and his associate Democritus hold that the elements are the full and the
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Abyovtes TO piv Ov 1o &8 uf) Sy, rovrwy &t 1o udv wAfipes kad oTepsdy,
o v, 10 5t kevov xal pavdy, 1o pf) &v 51 kol olbév pd&Adov T dv
ol pfy dvros elvad paotv, & oUbt 1o xevov (BhaTTov) ToU otpaTos”
afriex 88 Tév dvreov Todira dos TAny. xad xoBdrrep o Bv roiolvres T
Urrokeipévny ovclay TdAAa Tois wdbeow adrrfi yewwddor, T poavdy
kad 1o rukvdy dpyds Tibéuevol TG alnuéTov, ToOV alrdv TpdTrov
kxi oUtor 1ds Sxpopds obrias Tév GAwv elval ooy, Tolras
uévrol Tpsis elvan Aéyouat, oyxfiud Te xal T&€wv kai Btow- Bixgépev
Y&p pact 16 dv puoudd kot Swebryd) kal Tpomf) udvov. ToUTwy 6t &
piv puouds oxfiud domwv, f B¢ Swdiyn Té€is, { B¢ Tpomh Bioig:
Sroptpet yop TO piv A toU N oynuerrt, 10 8¢ AN tol0 NA Té8ea, o
5¢ Z ToU N ftoe.

555 Aristotle On Democritus ap. Simplicium de caelo 295, 1
(DK68Aa37) Anudkpitos. . .mpooayopeler 88 Tov piv Tormov
Toic8e Tols dvdpool, T® Te kevd wkal TG oUdevl wad TE dmelpe,
T B2 ouondv Ekdotnv 1§ e Sevl kad 1) vaotd kol @ Svr
vopizer 52 elven olrow pkpds Tdg oUolas dore Ekguyely Tds fHpetépos
adofiors. Umdpystv 88 alrals wavrolas popeds xed oyfucra
TravToR ket kot péyedos Sixpopds. &k rouTwy olv fiSn kobdmep ik
ororxelwv  yewd kol ouyxplver Tols OgBopogavels kal Toug
odofnTous Sykous. [8& A, Sevl Diels, cf. DK 68 B156.}

556 Simplicius de caclo 242, 18 (DK 67414} oUror yap (sc.
Leucippus, Democritus, Epicurus) EAeyov &melpous elven 1
TAfPe Tds dpyds, &5 kal drdpous wal dBwnpéTous dvdmzov kad

votdy they call them being and not-being respectively. Being is full and solid, not-being is
void and rare. Since the void exists no less than body, it follows that not-being exists no less
than being. The two together are the material causes of existing things. And just as those
who make the underlying substance one generate other things by its modifications, and
postulate rarefaction and condensation as the origin of such modifications, in the same way
these men loo say that the differences in atoms are the causes of other things. They hold that
these differences are three—shape, arrangement and position; being, they say, differs only in
“rhythm, touching and turning’, of which rhythm’ is shape, * louching® is arrangement and
“turning’ is position; for A differs from N in shape, AN from NA in arrangement, and
Z from N in position.

555 Democritus. . . calls space by these names——* the void®, “nothing’, and ° the infinite’,
while each individual atom he calls * hing® [i.e. “nothing” without ‘not’}, the ‘ compact’
and ‘being’. He thinks that they are so small as to elude our senses, but they have all sorts
of forms and shapes and differences in size. So he is already enabled from them, as from
elements, to create by aggregation bulks that are perceptible to sight and the other senses.
556 They (sc. Leucippus, Democritus, Epicurus) said that the first principles were
infinite in number, and thought they were indivisible atoms and impassible owing to their
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drafeis B1dx 10 vootds elvat, kol &polpous TolU wevol- Ty ydp
Sxbpeoty xord TO xevdv T &y ToTS owpaot Beyov yiveoba . . ..

These passages (to which §46 should be added; there are several
other similar but less concise descriptions in Aristotle and the
doxographers) state clearly enough the basis of the atomists’
theory of matter. Full reality is assigned, as in the Milesian
tradition, to the corporeal; but the corporeal is fully corporeal and
homogeneous, like the Eleatic ‘sphere’ of Being—it contains no
void and no interstices, so cannot be divided (§56).* The atoms
were so small as to be invisible (§55); though Democritus might
have allowed exceptions here (§60). They were indivisible in fact,
though not (since they had extension in space) in thought: in this
way the old Eleatic argument against Pythagorean monads was
circumvented. The solid atoms, infinite in number and shape?
are scattered throughout infinite void, which is declared to exist:
it is called ‘that which is not’, in Eleatic phraseology, but is
asserted nevertheless to have existence of a sort (it must have,
a priori, to allow movement and coalescence of the atoms; the
same preconception had been unconsciously adopted by Empe-
docles, see n. on p. 406}.3 The existence of the void is distinct,
however, from the full corporeal existence of atoms. Aristotle in
555 is misleading when he calls the void ‘space’; the atomists had
no conception of bodies occupying space, and for them the void only
exists where atoms are not, that is, it forms the gaps between them.
The atoms differ from each other, not in matter, but only in
arrangement and shape: all ‘qualitative’ differences in objects
(which are conglomerates of atoms), therefore, are dependent
on quantitative and local differences alone.

! This is probably Democritus’ reason. Leucippus, according to a late
doxographical source, held that the atoms were indivisible because of their
smallness: §47 Galen de elem. sec. Hippoer. 1, 2 (DK684a49) &maffj &
trrorifevron T& owpore elvan Té mpdTa (Tivis piv altdiv Urd oxAnpdTyTos
&BpavoTa, xeddmep of mepl *Errixoupov, EBvior B8 {mrd opixpdmros &Bialpeta,
xafidomep ol wrepl TOV Asbkirmovy. . ..

compactness, and without any veid in them; divisibility comes about because of the void in
compound bodies. . ..

584 They suppose their primary bodies to be impassible {some of them, e.g. Epicurus’
school, regarding them as unbreakable because of their hardness, others, e.g. the school of
Leucippus, as indivisible becanse of their smallnessy. . ..
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2 According to Aristotle, both Leucippus and Democritus made the
number of shapes of atoms infinite: §48 Aristotle de gen. ef corr. Az,
315b6 imel & Qovro TaAndis v TH alveohon, tvovtia 8 xal &rrepo td
powdusve, & oyfuara dmepa Emoinoav.. . . It is unnecessary to postulate
infinite shapes in order to account for the different objects of the pheno-
menal world, even if these are supposed to be infinite, for variety is pro-
vided by changes of position and order also. But a different motive for
infinite shapes is suggested in §§9 Theophrastus Phys. Op. fr. 8 ap.
Simplic. Phys. 28, g (from §46) .. .xal Tév v abtols (s rois &rduok)
oxnudtev Gwepov 1O TARBOS Bik 1o unbiv uddov rololrov fi ToroUToy
gvan. . . (repeated at Phys, 28, 25). Bailey, Greek Atomists 81, suggests that
this relatively sophisticated type of argument {which is, of course, falla-
cious) is probably the product of Democritus rather than Leucippus.
Epicurus maintained that infinite shapes will eventually demand infinite
sizes, and indeed Democritus may have suggested that sorme atoms are com-
paratively large: §60 Dionysius ap. Eusebium P.E. x1v, 23, 3 ToooUrov
5t Buguvnoav (sc. Epicurus and Democritus) doov & piv fayloras
éoas kol Bid ToUre dvemraioffrows, & B kol peyioTas evad tives drdpous,
& Anudxprros, UrrfAaPev, Aristotle in §§2 asserted that Leucippus, and
in §§5 that Democritus, supposed all atoms to be invisible: possibly
the latter passage is misleading. In any case Democritus is unlikely
to have thought of anything larger than the specks of dust in a sun-
beam; even those would be ‘very large’ in comparison with the vast
majority.

3 Cf. §61 Aristotle Phys. A6, 213231 olxouv ToUTo Bel Beavivan (se. Tols
merpwiptvous Bekvival & ol Eomi kevdv), 511 Eotl 11 & &fip, GAN 6Tt ok o
SidoTnua Erepov THY eopdrwv, olte Yowptordy olrre bvepyelq dv, & Biahau-
Bévet o w8y odpa doTe elven uh ouvexds, kabémep Myouor Anudkprros kad
Aedsrmres. ... Empedocles’ demonstration of the corporeal nature of air
{453) is rightly dismissed as evidence for the non-existence of void.

THE FORMATION OF WORLDS

562 Diogenes Laertius 1x, 31 (DK67a1) 16 ptv wév &meipdv
gnow (sc. Leucippus)...ToUrou 8¢ 1O piv mAfipes elvan, TO 6&

48 Since they thought that truth lies in appearances, and appearances are contradictory
and infinttely variable, they made the number of shapes infinite. . ..

5§59 ...he keld that the number of shapes in the atoms was infinite on the ground that
there was no reason why any atom should be of one shape rather than another. . ..

§60 To this extent they {sc. Epicurus and Democritus) differed, that one supposed that
all atoms were very small, and on that account imperceptible; the other, Democritus, that
there are some atoms that are very large.

§61  (Those who try to prove that there is no void) should not prove that air is something
but rather that there is not, cither by abstraction or actually existing, any interval (as
distinct from bodies) which so separates body as a whole as to make it discontinuous, as
Democritus and Leucippus say it is. . ..

462 Leucippus holds that the whole is infinite. . . part of it is full and part void. . ..
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KEVOV . . .KkbOopous e &k rotrov dmelpous elvan kad Siodiecfon elg
TouTa. ylveobon 88 Tous koouows ol gpépecfon “kard &roToptyy
& s dmelpou’ wOAAG gwpaTa TavTola Tols oyAuaoty &g péya
xevdy, dmep &Bpoiohévra Bivny dmepydzectan ulav, ke’ fiv wpoo-
xpoUovta ki Tovrodoamdds kukhoUueva Sioxpiveodon ywpls &
Suoix Tpds T& Suoix. iooppdmwv Bt Bik Td mAffos unkém Suve-
péveoy weprpgpeofon, T& pév et Yoopelv el TO ECwo xevdv, Do
Siorrdpevar Ta 8 Aormra ‘oupptvely’ kol mepimAexdusva ouy-
koraTpéyely GAANAO kal Trolely pddTéy T1 oUSTNHX opaiposd.
(32) Tolro & olov ‘“Upbva’ doloTacfon mepitxovra &v fourd
ToVTolx gopaTa Gv ket Thy Tol péoov &vrépaiov epiBivoupéveoy
eV yeveobon Tov TépE Upéve, ouppedvrwv &el TGV ouvey &y kot
Erlyauow Tis Sluns, kad ol yevéaBan Ty yiiv, ouppevdvTwov Tév
tvexBévroov Eml 1o ploov. olrmdv Te wéAiv ToV mepityovra olov
Upédvar alecfon xord Ty Emékipiow [Heidel, &réxpuoiv mss.] tév
Ewbev coudrrwv: Siviy Te pepOusvoy ooy, Gv &v EmiyorioT, TalTa
Emikrdofor.  ToUrwv 88 Tiver ovpmAskdpeve Trowsiv ovotnpo, TO piv
wp&Tov kK&buypov xal TnAHBes, EnpovBivra 82 xal Tepigepdpeva olv
1y ToU &hov Slun elr’ dxmupowlévra Ty TV doTépwv dmotedéoo
puaw. (Cf also Aetiusi, 4, 1-4, DK67a24.)F

§63 Aectius 1, 7, 2 Asbkimmos xal Anudxkprros “yrrédva’ koo
wai “Updve’ epiTeivoust TG kOoH® Bix TEWV &ykicTpoaidGY &Tdpwov
gupTeTAey pévov.

Hence arise innumerable worlds, and are resolved again into these elements. The worlds
come inte being as follows: many bodies of all sorts of shapes move * by abscission from the
infinite’ into a great void; they come together there and produce a single whirl, in which,
colliding with one another and revolving in all manner of ways, they begin to separate apart,
like to like. But when thetr multitude prevents them from rotating any longer in
equilibrium, those that are fine go out towards the surrounding void as if sified, while
the rest ‘abide together’ and, becoming entangled, unite their motions and make a first
spherical structure. (32} This structure stands apart like a “membrane’ which contains
in itself all kinds of bodies; and as they whirl around owing to the resistance of the middle,
the surrounding membrane becomes thin, while contiguous atoms keep flowing together
owing to contact with the whirl, So the earth came into being, the atoms that had been borne
lo the middle abiding together theve, Again, the containing membrane is ilself increased,
owing to the attraction of bodies outside; as it moves around in the whirl it takes in anything
it touches, Some of these bodies that get entangled form a structure that is at first moist and
muddy, but as they revolve with the whirl of the whole they dry out and then ignite to form
the substance of the heavenly bodies.

563 Leucippus and Demacritus envelop the world in a circular “cloak’ or ‘ membrane’,
which was formed by the hooked atoms becoming entangled.
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564 Hippolytus Ref. 1, 13, 2 {DK68a40) Ays 8¢ dpolws
Aevxitrmran {5¢. Anpdxpitos) epl oToiyelwy, TApous kal kevol. . .
faeye 5t o &el xivoupévov TGV SvTwv Bv TG Kevdd - msipous §” elvan
wdopious kai peytfa Sagépovras. &v ol 88 pfy edvan Alov pnbi
oAy, v Tiol 8t peize TGOV wop” Apiv kad v 1ol whelw. () evea
& Ty xdopwv Gvica T& SworhuoTa kol T pév wAslous, Tij 5t
Ea&Trous, kad Tous pev aleaBa, ToUs 88 drpdgely, Tous 82 pbivety, kad
TH pév yiveoBon, ) 8 (E)Aeiwewv. glelpeaBon 88 alrrols U’ dAAfAwY
wpooTritTrrovras. elvan 82 dvious xbopous Epripous 3w Kot UTRV
ke rrovrds Uypoi.
* It looks as though cuppévew, Uufy, and {in §63) YiTév were actually
derived from atomist contexts. The phrase xorrd dmotoudv éx Tiis dmelpov
(sc. yopos) is closely paralleled in the Epicurean letter to Pythocles
(Ep. u, 88; DK 674a24), Diogenes might have derived it from Demoecritus;

but it is also possible that ouppévav, Gudy, xredv, as well as kord droTopry,
are merely Epicurean.—After mpooxpotovra supply Diels’ {&nflois).

The account in §62 of the formation of worlds (formally attributed
to Leucippus, but no doubt representing the general views of
Democritus also) is fairly detailed, but full of difficuities. The first
stage is when a large collection of atoms becomes isolated, as it
were, in a large patch of void. The second stage is when they form
a whirl or vortex. How this occurs we cannot tell; it must happen
‘by necessity’,* as the result of a particular combination of their
separate atomic movements, and a vortex would presumably not
necessarily or commonly arise out of the circumstances of the first
stage alone. The vortex-action causes like atoms to tend towards
like.* (There is a good deal of reminiscence of Anaxagoras in all
this: in him Mous started a vortex and similar particles came
together to form bodies, 503 and pp. 382f.)3 The larger atoms
congregate towards the middle, the smaller ones are squeezed out
{§75). Akind of membrane or garment (563} encloses the whole:
whether this is formed by the smaller and extruded atoms {as

564 Democritus holds the same view as Leucippus about the elements, full and void. . .
he spoke as if the things that are were in constant motion in the void; and there are
innumerable worlds, which differ in size. In some worlds there is no sun and moon, in
others they are larger than in our world, and in others move numerous. (3} The intervals
between the worlds are unequal; in some parts there are more worlds, in others fewer; some
are increasing, some at their height, some decreasing; in some parts they are arising, in
others failing, They are destrayed by collision one with another. There are some worlds
devoid of living creatures or plants or any moisture.
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suggested by Aetius, DK 674a24), or whether these are thrust
right out of the oUornua into the void {as suggested in §62), is
uncertain. Other atoms come into contact with the extremity of
the revolving mass and are drawn within the membrane. Certain
of these atoms become ignited by the speed of the revolution
(8§62 ad fin.) and so form the heavenly bodies; the bulkier ones at
the centre ‘stay together’ (ouppéverv) to form the earth. Diogenes
Laertius continues, after the end of §62, with a description
of cosmological details which are not particularly enlightening,
but show us that here Leucippus tended to accept, not very
critically, the old Ionian theories. One important and highly
conservative idea of Leucippus is that the earth is flat, shaped like
a tambourine (Tuprravoadns, Aetius m1, 10, 4) ; Democritus slightly
emended this (zd. 11, 10, 5}, but retained the overall flatness. Both
appear to have held that the earth was tilted downward towards
the south.4 Since there are innumerable atoms and an infinite
void, there is no reason why only one such world should be formed;
Leucippus and Democritus therefore postulated innumerable
worlds, coming-to-be and passing away throughout the void
(562 init., §64). They are the first to whom we can with absolute
certainty attribute the odd concept of innumerable worlds (as
opposed to successive states of a continuing organismy}, one which
is reached entirely on the 4 priori grounds described above.® The
doxographers, however, certainly attributed the idea of plural
worlds (whether coexistent or successive) to some lonians, con-
ceivably by an error initiated by Theophrastus (see pp. 12311, also
p- 390). Democritus, according to §64, seems to have embellished
the idea by observing that there is no need for each world to have
a sun and moon, and so on, or to have waters and give rise to life:
the random nature of the cosmogonical process §62 would not
always produce the same result. For example, if there were no
further atoms to be attracted close to the outer membrane of a
world, that world would presumably have no heavenly bodies.®

¥ 8o §6§ Diog. L. X, 45 (on Democritus) mdvra Te kot dvdykny
viveofa, Tiis Blvns adrios olons Tiis yevioews mdvTwov, v dvdykny Adyel.
The whirl or vortex is called necessity because it produces the necessary
(mechanical and theoretically determinable) collisions and unions of atoms:

5§65  Luerpthing happens according to necessity; for the cause of the coming-into-being of
all things is the whirl, whick he calls necessity.
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so §66 Aetius 1, 26, 2 {I1. oboios dvdyxns) Anudxprros THy &vriruriav kol
gopdy kel WANYHY Ths UAns. In Aristotelian terms, combinations can be
said to take place by chance: §67 Aristotle Phys. B4, 196a24 ¢lol B¢ Tives
ol kal rovpavol ToUbe kot THY kéopwy mavrwy alndvra 16 abrdparov:
&md ratropdTov yap yevioBor Thy Slvav kol ThHy xivnow Ty Biaxpivacay
kot karaoriousay ss Tarrny Thy v&Ewv vd wiv., For Aristotle they are
chance events because they do not fulfil any final cause; but the atomists
emphasized the other aspect of non-planned mechanical sequences, i.e. as
necessity. So in the only extant saying of Leucippus himsell: §68 Fr. 2,
Aetius 1, 25, 4 oUdlv ypfiua pérmy yivero, &GAA& wavTa &k Adyou Te xad
U’ dvdyxns. Every object, every event, is the result of a chain of collisions
and reactions, cach according to the shape and particular motion of the
atoms concerned.

2 Pemocritus illustrates this traditional rule of the behaviour of things,
both animate and inanimate, in §69 Fr. 164, Sextus ado. math. v, 117
kal y&p 3, ROV, SHOYEVEST 30015 CUVRYEAGRZETON OF TEpIOTEpal TEpI-
oTepals kal yépovor yepdvols kal &l 1iv &y dhoabTws. {Bs) B2 kal
fl TéY &yiywy, xobBdmep Spdy mépeoTv Bl e &y xooxivEVOUévLov
omepudTev kal bl TV Tapd Tols kupaTwyals yneidwv. . . (similar grains,
he continues, and pebbles of the same shape, congregate under the action
of sieve or waves). The mechanical tendency of objects of similar shape
and size to sort together under the influence of motion is especially relevant
to atomism, of course, and goes beyond the naive view of Homer, 04d. 17,
218, that “‘god always leads like to like’,

3 According to Simplicius, Democritus held that the vortex was ‘separated
off’: §70 Fr. 167, Simplic. Phys. 327, 24 && xal Anpdrprrog, &v ofs
pnot “Sivov &md Tol mavTds drrokpibfivar avTolwy 18edv’ (wds Bt kol
Umwd tivos olrlas ph Abye), Bouev &wd Talropdrov kal Tiyns yewwdv
autév, The idea of the initiator of the cosmogonical process being
‘separated off” may go back to Anaximander (see 123 and pp. 132f.).

4+ So §71 Diog. L. 1x, 33 {on Leucippus} &helwev & fihov kad oehfvny
T xexhiofor TH yiiv mpos peonuPplav: & 8t wpds dprere el Te vigeofo
xal xarrdypuypa elven kad wRyvwoBan. Most scholars have assumed a gap

866 {On the nature of necessity) Democritus means by it the resistance and movement
and blows of matter.

5§67 There are some who make chance the cause both of these heavens and of all the
waorlds: for from chance arose the whirl and the movement which, by separation, brought
the universe into its present order.

568  Nothing occurs at random, but everything for a reason and by necessity.

569 For creatures (he says) flock together with their kind, doves with doves, cranes
with cranes and so on. And the same happens even with inanimate things, as can be seen
with seeds in a sieve and pebbles on the sea-shore. . ..

g70  When Democritus says that ' a whirl was separated off from the whole, of all sorts
of shapes® {and he does not say how or through what cause), he seems to generate it by
accident or chance.

571 Eclipses of sun and moon are due to the tilting of the earth towards the south; the
regions towards the north are always under snow and are very cold and hard-frozen.
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after oehfiyny, so that some other phenomenon than eclipse is explained by
the tilting of the earth. The order of subjects in Diogenes is against a gap;
but the tikting of the earth would be so utterly unsuitable as an explanation
of eclipses that it seems reasonable to postulate either a textual displace-
ment or a total misunderstanding by Diogenes or his sources. The tilting
of the earth remains; it explains both the slant of the zodiac and the
differences of climate, and is conceivably related to, though very different
from, Anaximenes’ theory that the sun is hidden behind high northern
parts at night. Eclipses had already been correctly explained by Empe-
docles and Anaxagoras. CF. also Aetius my, 12, 1-2 (DK 67427 and 684 96).
5 Compare the well-known saying of Democritus’ pupil Metrodorus of
Chios, that it is strange for one ear of corn to be produced in a great plain,
and for one world in the boundless.

6 1t looks as though there is a reference here to Anaxagoras fr. 4 {§28; the
recurrence of the phrase wap’ finlv may be accidental}. It is not at all
certain, however, that that fragment described entirely separate worlds
with separate suns and moons; if it did, then the fact that every world had
the same structure justifies G. Vlastos’ reference (Philos. Rev. 55 (1946)
53f.) to * the teleological streak in Anaxagorean physics’, and his suggestion
that Democritus’ theory may be a ‘conscious refutation’ of it.

THE BEHAVIOUR OF ATOMS

(a) Weight

5§72 Aristotle de gen. ef corr. AB, 32629 kalror PoapUrepdy ye
kard THY Urrepox v enow elvan Anudkpitos Exaotov Tév &Bioupérwv,
5§73 Theophrastus de sensu 61 (DK68a135) Papu pév olv xai
xoUgov 18 peytdel Sioipel Anudxkpitos. . .. oU ufv &AR’ & ye Tols
HEIKTOTS KoUpdTEPOY piv elven T6 TAéov Exov kevdv, PapuTepov 88 1O
Eharrrov. &v Bvio uév olrreos eipnkev: (62) tv &Ahois 8¢ xoligov elvad
erow QA 1O AemwTdy.

574 Aetius1, 3, 18 (DK68a47) Anudxprros pev yap Eeye Suo
{se. Todg &rbpois oupPePrxévan), péyeBds Te xoi oyfipe, & 88
‘Emricoupos -ToUrors xai Tpitov Pdpos mpootdneev....1, 12, 6
Anudrprros T& wp&dTE eriot owporta (TabTa § Ay T vaord) Papos
uév ol Exewv, xiveloBan 88 kot dAAnhoTumiay Bv TG dmeipo.

892 ¥et Democritus says that each of the indivisible bodies is heavier in proportion to its
excess {sc. of bulk).

§73  Democritus distinguishes heavy and light by size. ... Nevertheless in compound
bodies the lighter is that which contains more void, the heavier that which contains less.
Sometimes he expressed it thus, but elsewhere he sqys simply that the fine is light.

574 Democritus named two (sc. properties of atoms), size and shape; but Epicurus added
a third to these, namely weight. . . . —Demacritus says that the primary bodies (i.e. the solid
atoms) do not possess weight but move in the infinite as the result of striking one another.
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575 Simplicius decaelo 712,27 (DK 68A61) . ..ol mepi Anudkpitov
ofovtan mévTe kv Exelv Phpos, TH B¢ Erarrov Exev Pdpos o ip
ExOAPopevov Ud TGV TpohopPavovrwv dve gépecton xal Sik
ToUTo kolpov Soxelv.

These passages present apparently contradictory opinions on the
question whether the atoms, for Democritus, possessed weight, and
if so, of what kind. Leucippus is not mentioned, and presumably
did not think that the subject demanded special treatment.
Aristotle in §72 is quite clear that for Democritus the atoms Aad
weight, but that the weight depended on their size. We may here
pause to consider what weight means: it means a tendency to
move consistently in a certain direction, what we call ‘downwards’,
and a resistance to ‘upward’ movement. This tendency might be
explained by the operation of outside forces; there is no need to
think of it as essential to all body, no matter what its environment,
and in fact (as Burnet EGP 342f argues) it appears that the
concept of absolute weight as an essential attribute of body did
not occur to the early physicists. Now bodies in our world do as
a matter of experience seem to have weight; Democritus would
obviously not deny this. Composite bodies are composed of atoms
and void; void cannot have weight; therefore weight, in our worid,
must belong to atoms. But the atoms are solid, and of the same
substance; therefore their weight varies directly with their size
{(572). Compound objects of the same size can differ in weight
because of differences in the amount of void they contain (§73, of
which the last sentence does not indicate a real inconsistency). In
our world all objects have weight of some kind and there is no such
thing as absolute lightness, as there was for Aristotle: things which
apparently tend upwards, such as fire, are actually being squeezed
up by the compression of bulkier bodies (§75). At this point it
must be remembered that the atoms as such, and before being
associated into bodies, differ from each other only in size and in
shape {see e.g. 555). These are their ‘primary qualities’. The
interaction of atoms is due to their collisions with and rebounds
from each other, which are continuing effects of the original
random motion (see p. 417); there is no mention of weight, or a

§78 ...Democritus’ school thinks that everything possesses weight, but that because it
possesses less weight fire is squeezed out by things that possess more, moves upwards and
consequently appears light.
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tendency to fall in one direction, as a cause of collision. (It is
explicitly stated, in fact, most clearly by Aectius in §74, that
Epicurus added weight as an original property, and source of the
behaviour, of atoms; he made their original motion a fall through
space due to their weight.) “Weight’ only operates in a vortex, in
a developed world, and is an expression of the tendency of bulky
objects towards the centre of a whirl. Before becoming involved
in a vortex an atom is not activated by weight at all.?

* This explanation has been worked out chiefly by Dyroff and Burnet,

and is accepted by Bailey: it does seem adequately to account for some
confusion in the ancient authorities.

(8) ‘Original’ and *derived’ motion

§76 Aristotle de caelo T2, 300b8 516 xod Aeuxinme kai Anpo-
kpiTew, Tols Abyouay &el iveloBon T& TpdTa odpaTa &v TG Kevdd xal
T &meipe, Aekriov Tiver xlvnow kel tis f kord low adrdv
kivnog.

577 Aristotle On Democritus ap. Simplicium de caelo 295, 9
(continuing 5§5) oTaowdzev 8¢ kai gépecBan &v TQ kevd ik Te
Ty &vopordTnyta Kot Tds dAAas elpnpévas Siapopds, pepoutvas St
gprrivrrew kod Treprmdékecton . . ..

578 Amstotle de caelo 4, 30325 oot yap {sc. Leucippus and
Democritus) elven 1& pédra ueyéon whnbe pév &reip, peyéfe 88
dSiadpete, kol ot #§ dvdg TOAAX ylyveoBou olre Ek TOAAGV B,
&AAG T} ToUTv oupTAok® xal meprmad&Se wévTa yevwdoban.

579 Alexander Met. 36, 21 oUtor ydp (s¢. Leucippus and
Democritus) Abyouow dAAnAoTuTroUoas kol Kpouopdvas Trpds
SAMACs KiveigBat 1as &TopouS.

576 So Leucippus and Democritus, who say that their primary bodies are always in
motion in the infinite void, ought to specify what kind of motion—that is, what is the
motion natural to them.

5§77 They struggle and move in the void because of the dissimilarities between them and
the other differences already mentioned; and as they move they collide and become
entangled. . ..

578 For they (sc. Leucippus and Democritus) say that their primary magnitudes are
infinite in number and indivisible in magnitude; the many does not come from one nor one
Srom many, but rather all things are genevated by the intertwining and scattering around of
these primary magnitudes.

5§79 For they (sc. Leucippus and Democritus) sgy that the atoms move by mutual
collisions and blows.
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580 Aetius 1, 23, 3 AnudkpiTos Ev yévos kvrioews TO KOTX
Trapov &nepalvero.

it is evident from §76 and other similar complaints by Aristotle,
as well as from the lack of positive information on this point, that
neither Leucippus nor Democritus gave any full account of an
original motion of atoms—the motion, that is, which causes
collisions, not that which is caused by collisions. Indeed, since
atoms and the void have always existed, it is clear that there must
always have been motion (whose eternity had to be postulated in
order to avoid Eleatic arguments against a beginning of motion),
and consequent collisions. To enquire, therefore, as Aristotle does,
what was the ‘natural’ motion of atoms is less pertinent than at
first appears. The real problem, philosophically speaking, is
whether atoms and void have always existed; if this is accepted,
one can alse accept that they have always interacted with each
other. However, if the atomists were forced to define an ‘original’
motion they could presumably say that it was a random motion,
with no tendency in any atom to move in one direction rather than
another. Itis clear that collisions would very soon take place, and
that the original motion would progressively be supplanted by the
secondary motions which result from collision and rebound.

It is just possible, however, that Democritus, at any rate, did
point to some kind of ‘original’ motion. Aristotle (de an. Az,
403bg1 T} tells us that he held soul-atoms to be self-moving, like
motes in a sunbeam; and it has been suggested that this image
more aptly illustrates a random motion of atoms in general. In
§77 it is suggested that motion in the void is originally caused by
dissimilarities between the atoms. Democritus could not, of
course, have meant that unlike exercised a force of repulsion on
unlike, operating at a distance and not by contact. More probably
the suggestion is that irregular atoms are in a state of disequilibrium
in the void, and so undergo movement.!

* Simplicius ay have misrepresented Aristotle here. When giving his
own views the former is unreliable on this point; for at Phys. 1318, 35
(DK 68458) he claims that the original motion of atoms is due to their
weight, an Epicurean idea; and that it is through this, and because the void

does not resist, that they are ‘scattered around’, meprmahdooeofat
(reprrtohadeoes@o mss., em. Diels)---on which see the next note.

§8¢ Democritus said there was only one kind of motion, that due to vibration.
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The regular motion of atoms, and perhaps the only one which
Leucippus and Democritus fully envisaged, is due to rebounds of
atoms after collision. This is frequently called a *derived’ motion;
in most of the doxographical accounts {e.g. 574) it is the only one
known. Collisions of atoms result either in ‘intertwining’
{ouumAoxdy), if the atoms are of congruent shape, or in ‘being
scattered around’ (wepimdAatis), if not—that is, in rebounding in
one direction or another. This is what is meant by Aristotle in §78.
Aetius in §80 assigns a special type of motion to Democritus,
namely woAuds or ‘vibration’ {the verbal root of which is the
same as that of mweprm&Aafis; Bailey actually interpreted mem-
wéhais in §78 in the sense of wahuds, though not very plausibly).
There is little doubt that Aetius is here reading an Epicurean idea
into Democritus; Epicurus used this word to describe the invisible
oscillation which, as he conceived, atoms underwent when con-
fined in a complex body {Epicurus Ep. 1, 43; cf. Bailey p. 332).}

* L8J gives the meaning of meprdhafis as ‘collision, combination” of
atoms, though that of mepiraddooeoda is given as “to be hurled around’.
Both translations are imperfect. The meaning of Tardooeoba is “to be
shaken about, or sprinkled’, and that of its simpler form wéaw is ‘to
shake’. A transitional stage to the Epicurean moAuds-interpretation is
perhaps seen at Theophrastus de sensu 66 fin. (DK68a135). In §78
Aristotle simaply means that things are produced by the entanglement and
rebound of atoms; the latter does not of iself produce yivesw, but is
necessary for its continuity.

(¢} The formation of bodies

581  Aristotle On Democritus ap. Simplicium de caelo 295, 11
(continuing §77) . . .¢epopévag 8¢ (se. Té&s &rdpous) Eumitrav kal
meprmAékeofon TeprAokfy TolaUrTny f oupwoely pdv aUrrd kod
wAnaiov &AARAwv elvon ok, gUowv pévror plav &€ Ekelvoov xot’
dAfPeiay oG8’ fivTivaoly yewwd: xomdf] yap elmbes elven 10 SUo §
T& wAsiova yevéobon &v mote Ev. ToU Bt ocupudvery Tds olotag per’
MMV péy pt TIvds admidran Tég Emodianyds xad Tds dvTAnyels &Y
cwpdmwv: TA piv yap aitdy elven oxoAnvd, Ta 88 dykiorpddn, T&

81 ...As they (sc. the atoms) move they collide and become entangled in such a way as
to cling in close contact to one another, but not so as to form one substance of them in reality
of any kind whatever; for it is very simple-minded to suppose that two or more could ever
become one. The reason he gives for atoms staying together for a while is the intertwining
and mutual kold of the primary bodies; for some of them are angular, some hooked, some
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8¢ wofha, T& 8 xuptd, Ta 5 &AAas dvapiduous Exovra Siapopds:
émi TocoUTtov olv ypévov oedv olUridv dvréxeoBon voplzer kol
ouppéuey Ews loyupoTépa TiS &< TOU MWEPIEXOVTOS GVAYKT) TOOO-
yevopéun Siaoeion ki Xwpls olreds Siaoreipn.

582 Simplicius de caelo 242, 21 {(continuing §§6) ...TaUTos 5&
g &erdpous Bv drefpoy TO xevd keyoopiopevas dAARAwY kol Soge-
povoas oxfuact Te kol peyedeor kol Oéoer kai T&a pépeodon év TG
Keved kol EmikeroiapPovoloas dAARAxs ouyrpotsoBay, ked ths pdv
&rromrdhhecton, dmmy &v Tiywow, Tas 8 meprmAdkeolon &AAHAs
KoTd THY TGV oynudTwy xoi peyed®dv kal Bocwv wed TaEewv
ouppetplav kel ouppévery [Diels, ovpPaivelv mss.] xkai oUrtes THy
TRV auvlttwy yiveowv drorteheicBon.

These passages state more precisely what has been outlined in
earlier extracts, e.g. §46 and §62, namely how atoms make up the
visible complex bodies of our experience. As a result of collision
between atoms those which are of congruous shape do not rebound
but remain temporarily attached to one another: for example a
hook-shaped atom may become involved with an atom into whose
shape the hook fits. Other congruous atoms colliding with this
two-atom complex then become attached, until a visible body of
a certain character is formed. It is emphasized that no real
coalescence of atoms takes place: they simply come into contact
with each other, and always retain their own shape and indivi-
duality. When a complex of atoms collides with another complex
it may be broken up into smaller complexes or into its constituent
atoms, which then resume their motion through the void until
they collide with a congruous atom, or complex, once again.
There are considerable difficulties in this account. What part
does the principle of like-to-like play? This principle, illustrated
by Democritus in §69, is used in the description of world-formation;
for in §62 atoms of all shapes come together in a great void, and
like tends to like when the smaller atoms go to the periphery, the

concave, some convex, and indeed with countless other differences; so he thinks they cling to
each other and stay together until such time as some stronger necessity comes from the
surrounding and shakes and scatters them apart.

582 .. .these atoms move in the infinite void, separate one from the other and differing
in shapes, sizes, position and arrangement; overtaking each other they collide, and some are
shaken away in any chance divection, while others, becoming intertwined one with another
according lo the congruity of their shapes, sizes, positions and arrangements, stay together
and so effect the coming into being of compound bodies.
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bulkier ones to the centre. It is likeness of size rather than shape
that seems to be primarily in question here; and itisonly in a vortex
that the sorting of sizes takes place. In the collisions of atoms nst
primarily subject to a vortex, i.e. either outside the scattered areas
of world-formation, or within a formed world where the vortex-
action may be modified, coalescence is due to congruence {which
implies difference, so far as cupmdoxs is concerned, and not
similarity} rather than to the principle of like-to-like. 4§82 tells us
that this congruence must operate in respect of shape, size,
position, and order. But this is not a complete solution, since we
are told of one particular shape of atom that cannot be subject to
any obvious type of congruence with others of its shape, but
which does nevertheless combine to make up a single type of
complex {or rather two different but connected types). This is the
spherical atom, of which both soul and fire were evidently held to
be composed.® Soul, it might be argued, is regarded (as elsewhere
in the fifth century} as scattered throughout the whole body; but
even so some conjunction of soul-atoms seems necessary. Fireisa
clearer case, for it is distinctly visible, and must be composed of
spherical atoms and ne {or very few) atoms of another shape. How
did these atoms come together? They cannot have become
implicated with or hooked on to one another, as a result of
collision ; rather they must have become conjoined by the operation
of the principle of like-to-like. It seems, therefore, that Aristotle
in §81 is misleading in implying that all examples of cuppévew,
i.e. of the formation of apparently stable complex bodies, are due
to implication of atoms: there are occasions when other types of
ovppetpla (see §82), especially similarity of shape and size, are
more relevant.
T Aristotle asserts in several passages that for the atomists soul- and fire-
atoms were spherical, because they had to be mobile and penetrative:
e.g. §83 dean. Az, go5a 11 16V B oYnudTwY elavnTdToTOV TO TRaEpOEISES
Abyer (se. Anudxprres) * torolrov 8 elvan Tév ve voly kal 16 wip. Compare
ibid. go4a5 (DK 67428), where soul is said to be recruited by the inhala-
tion of spherical atoms from the atmosphere—an idea analogous, perhaps,
to that of Heraclitus in 237. Aristotle occasionally implies that the soul
is fire, because of this community of shape; but the truth is that a spherical

atom is neither socul nor fire, it is just a spherical atom. [t takes on
secondary properties only in association with other atoms; in the context

583  Democritus says that the spherical is the most mobile of shapes; and such is mind and
Sfire.
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of an animal body it is soul, in other contexts it is fire (c¢f Cherniss,
Aristotle’s Criticism of Presocratic Philosophy, 290 n.). Nevertheless, the
similarity of shape explains how soul can be nurtured from the atmosphere
{which is not besouled, but contains some fire). Apartfromsoul (equivalent
to mind according to Aristotle’s account of atornism) and fire, no details
have survived about which shape of atom gave rise to which secondary
characteristics, except in the case of sensation-~sharp atoms preduce salty
tastes, etc. (see §9¥ below). Aristotle understood that air and water {and
earth, probably) were conglomerations of all shapes of atoms, Tavomepuiar:
584 de caelo T4, gogasa molov 58 kal Tl ikéoTov T oyfiua TGV oToiyelwy
oulity EmBrbpioav (se. Aeliamrros kol Anudxprros), &AAd pdvov TH Tupl
THy opaipav dntbwkav- &fpa Bt kot U8wp xal TEAAG peyida kal pxpdrnT
Biethov, s oloav altdv Thy guow olov mavomeppiav vty THV
orotyelwv, If this is accurate, then the atomists took over the idea from
Anaxagoras (see p. 583).

SENSATION, THOUGHT AND KNOWLEDGE

585 Arnstotle de sensu 4, 44229 Anudkpitos B8 kot of mAsioTol
TV QUOIOAGYwY Gaor Afyouot Trept adoBfioews &TomdrTaTOV TI
rrotoloty: révra ydp T& alofnTd &mtd woolow.

586 Actius 1v, 8, 10 Aetimrros Anpdkprros “Ewikoupos -t
cionow kol THv vénow yiveobon elBcodwv E§wley mpooidvTwv:
undevi ydp EmPdiie undetépav ywpis Tol rpooTritrTovTos elbdhou.
587 Theophrastus de sensu 50 (DK68A135) &p&v utv olv morel
(sc. Anuodkprros) TH Engpkoe® Tautny 8 iBiws Aéyerr THy ydp
fupoow oUk sUdUs v T xOpn ylveobon, dAAG TOV dEpa TOV perafl
Ths dyews kal ToU dpwpévou TutroUobon cucteAAduevor Umd Tol
Spooptvou kad Toll dpddvros - Grravros yop &el yiveolal Tive &roppotiv.
Emrerver ToUtov oTepedy Svra xai dAAdypov Eugaiveaton Tols Supaciv
Hoypoist - wad 1O piv muxvov ol SéxecBon o 68 Uypdv Suévan. . ..

584 They (sc. Leucippus and Democritus) did not further define what particular shape
belonged to each of the elements but merely attributed the sphere to fire; air, water and the
rest they distinguished by magnitude and smallness, as if their substance was a sort of
mixture of seeds of all the elements.

§8%5  Democritus and the majority of natural philosophers who discuss perception are
guilty of a great absurdity; for they represent all perception as being by touch.

586  Leucippus, Democritus and Epicurus say that perception and thought arise when
images enter from outside; neither occurs to anybody without an image impinging.

§87  Democritus explains sight by the visual image, which he describes in a peculiar way;
the visual image does not arise directly in the pupil, but the air between the eye and the
object of sight is contracted and stamped by the object seen and the seer; for from everything
there is always a sort of effluence proceeding. So this air, which is solid and variously
coloured, appears in the eve, which is moist(?); the eye does not admit the dense part,
but the moist passes through. . ..
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588 Alexander de sensu 56, 12 €i8wla yé&p Tiva Sporduoppa &md
Tiv dpwpéveov guvey s dmoppéovra kad utritrrovra i) dyel Told dpdv
fnidvro. TooUTol B fioav of ept Aetaatrov kel Anpdkptrov. . ..
5§89 Democritus Fr. g, Sextus ady. math. vii, 135 vépw yAuxy,
vouee Tixpdy, véue Bepudv, véuw Yuypdv, véuw yport, Eref) 5t &Topx
ked kevdv . . ., (136) fipeis BE TG pév Edvm oUbiy &rpekés cuvieyey, peta-
mimrov 8¢ kord e ghporos Siabhxkny kad Ty Eracidvrav kol TéHY
GUTICTNPIZOVTWV.

590 Democritus Fr. 11, Sextus adv. math. vit, 139 (DK68811)
yvoouns 58 Suo eloly iBéon, f) piv yvnoln, fi 8¢ oxotin: kol oxoring
utv T&de ouptravra, dyis &kon &Buf) yeloig yalots. ) Bt yvnoin,
droxkekpipévn B8 radrrns. . . Srav ) oxotin prxem SdvnTon piyTe Spfiv
g’ EhorrTov piyTe dxovely pryte OBpdofon prTe yetsoBan pryre v 1
youast aiobdveafon, SAN &l Aerrrdrepov*¥x,

It is a necessary consequence of the atomist doctrine, that every-
thing consists of atorns and void, that all sensation should be
explained as a form of contact or touch (§85). The soul consists of
spherical atoms (§83) spread through the body, and the mind
was presumably regarded as a concentration of soul-atoms. Thus
thought is a process analogous to sensation, and takes place when
the soul- or mind-atoms are set in motion by the impingement of
congruent atoms from outside. This is implied in §86; in the case
of thought one might suppose that self-motion by the kinetic
spherical atoms is also possible, to account for apparently spon-
taneous thoughts. A full account of Democritus’ detailed expla-
nation of the different senses is given by Theophrastus in his de
sensu, §840-83 (DK68a135); this account may contain some
Peripatetic distortion and elaboration, but shows that Democritus,
on this and on other subjects, went to great pains to work out the

888  They attributed sight to certain images, of the same shape as the object, which were
continually streaming off from the objects of sight and impinging on the eve. This was the
view of the school of Leucippus and Democritus. . ..

589 By convention are sweet and bitter, hot and cold, by convention is colour; in truth
are atoms and the void. . .. In reality we apprehend nothing exactly, but only as it changes
according to the condition of our body and of the things that impinge on or offer resistance
to i,

590 There are two forms of knowledge, one genuine, one obscure. To the obscure belong
all the following: sight, hearing, smell, taste, touch. The other is genitine, and is quite
distinct from this.. .. When the obscure form can no longer see more minutely nor hear
nor smell nor taste nor perceive through touch, but finer **%,
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detailed mechanism of the atomic theory. The fullest, and least
satisfactory, description is of vision. Leucippus had evidently
(588) taken over the Empedoclean theory (p. 343) that effluences,
now described as images, &iSwAa, are given off by objects and
affect the sense-organs. Democritus then held (587) that
the visual image (Eppaais) in the pupil is the result of efRuences
(&moppoad) both from the seen object and from the observer;
these meet and form a solid impression (BvTimwors) in the air,
which then enters the pupil of the eye. The other senses are
explained more simply, and with emphasis on the different effects
of different sizes and shapes of atom;* none of the explanations
stands close examination, and Aristotle and Theophrastus were
able to make some very pertinent criticisms. We do not know, for
example, how Democritus explained the sense of touch: as all
senses depend ultimately on this sense, it is obviously a problem
how sight or taste, for example, differ from it.

* E.g. of taste, §9% Theophrastus de sensz 66 (DK 68a135) tdv 8t mixpdv
(sc. xuAdv) & pixpédv kol Aeleov xal mepipepddv, Thy mepipépeaiav elAnydroy
[-a mss., Diels; v scripsi} kol xepmrds Exovoav: Bid kal yAloypov evan
kot KOAADBT. &Apvpdy 6 Tdv ix peydhwv xal oU mepigepdiv, GAA E” Bvicwv
pév oxoAnvdy. , . . Sound is transferred when the particles of voice or noise
mingle with similar particles in the air {and thus, presumably, form
f5wAa): §92 Aetius 1v, 19, 3 (DK 684 128; probably from Poseidonius,
according to Diels) Anpéxprros xal Tév &épa gerolv es dpowoyfuova
BoUmrreofon odporra kol ouykaAwbelobar Tols &x Tiis puwviis Spavopast.

It follows that there can be no unchanging knowledge, the same
for all, of the secondary appearances (which are primary, however,
for our experience} or ‘qualities’ of things. Hot and cold, and
so on, are conventional: in reality there are simply atoms and void
{589). We can know nothing of the former kind, for our perception
of the secondary qualities is distorted by resistance in the medium,
air, or by the special dispositions of our own soul-atoms. Demo-
critus made other pronouncements of a sceptical nature (cf, also
frr. 6, 7, 8); but in §90 it is clearly stated that there is a genuine
kind of opinion apart from sensation; it operates on objects too fine

859X Bitter taste is caused by small, smooth, rounded atoms, whose circumference is
actually sinuous; therefore it is both sticky and viscous. Salt laste is caused by large, not
rounded atoms, but in some cases jogged omes. . ..

§92 Democritus says that the air {5 broken up into bodies of like shape and is rolled along
together with the fragments of the voice.
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for sensation to apprehend. The fragment itself breaks off at the
crucial point, but Sextus’ introductory comments {not quoted here)
indicate that ‘genuine’ opinion is intellectual. Obviously, its
objects are atoms and the void—it penetrates beyond the
‘conventional’ secondary characteristics to the ultimate reality.
Leucippus and Democritus themselves had been employing this
kind of judgement. Yet the mind, like the soul as a whole, operates
through the mechanical motions and collisions of atoms, and its
impressions must be subject to the same sort of distortions as those
of sensation {for which cf. 589, second part}. It is clear, then, that
Democritus should not have claimed, and perhaps did not claim,
more than approximate truth for his ‘genuine’ opinions——the truth
still lay ‘in the depths’ (fr. 117).1

I The difficulty of proving a conviction about atoms and the void, if we
can only infer these from our possibly fallacious corporeal impressions, is
implied in a rejoinder by the senses to the first part of §8¢ (*by conven-
tion, . .in reality atoms and void’}, ascribed to Democritus by Galen: §93
Democritus Fr. 125, Galen de medic. empir. 1259, 8 Schoene (DK 688 125)
coordhavd gpriv, trap” Audeov AaPolon ras wioTers fpbos kaTaPdiies;
wripa ror 1o kerdPAnua. This neat criticism is normally accepted as
Democritean, but the possibility must not be overlooked that it is framed
by a later critic as an intentional epilogue to, and corrective of, §89. Itis
odd that Sextus did not quote it.

ETHICS

594 Fr. 174, Stobaeus Anth. 1, 9, 3 O piv eGfupos el fpya
Emgepduevos Blkona kol vompar xed Umrap kod Svap yaipel Te kod
EppurTen xal &Guaxknbns dorv: 8¢ & v xal Sikns dhoyfi kal Td xph
tovTa Py Epbn, TolTw movra T& Towdra dreprein, dTav Tev
dvopvnadfl, kod SE6owe vald frouTodv Komier.

595 Fr. 171, Stobaeus Anth.11, 7, 3¢ ebBoupovin ol v Booxfuaoy
oixel oUdE v ypuodd yuyh olxnTipov Salpovos.

593 ... Wretched mind, do you, who get your evidence from us, yel try to overthrow us?
Our overthrow will be your downfall,

594 The cheerful man, who is eager for just and lawful deeds, rejoices whether waking or
sleeping and is strong and free from care; but he that cares nought for justice and does not
the things that are right finds all such things jopless, when he remembers them, and is
afraid and reproaches himself.

8§95  Huappiness does not reside in cattle or gold; the soul is the dwelling-place of one’s
good or evil genius.
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596 Fr. 246, Stobaeus Anth. m, 40, 6 SeviTeln Plov alrréprerov
BiBdorer pdza yop ket omiPds Aipol xad xdmou yAukiTara idpora.
597 Fr. 277, Stobaeus dnth. v, 24, 32 (DK68r277) &1y
xptun Tek fon woiba womoaclo, & T ¢lhcv Tew por Boxel
Spewov elvan, xal TG pév Trods Eoron rololrros ofov &v PodAnTan:
gom yap &MEaofon olov EAe . . . fiy 8¢ Tis roifiTon drd fovrod,
TroAAol Eveigt kivBuvor- dvdyxn yép, 8¢ &v yivnra, TouTe Ypficta.

We know of no ethical doctrines held specifically by Leucippus,
but Democritus devoted a part, though evidently not a particu-
larly large part, of his considerable output to this subject. It
happens that nearly all of the 290 or so verbatim fragments that
have come down to us are from the ethical writings. Many are
preserved because John Stobaeus, the sth-century-a.n. anthologist,
incorporated them in his collection. Over a quarter of the total
are ascribed to ‘Democrates’; most critics now follow Diels and
accept the majority of these as genuine fragments of Democritus,
Democritus’ ethics are not explicitly based upon atomist physical
preconceptions, and atoms are not mentioned.* The ethical
fragments express, in a graphic and highly developed gnomic
form, the Hellenic sentiments of restraint, common sense, and
sanity. Yet no irrational sanctions of behaviour are introduced, no
Justice or Nature that could not be resolved into the interplay of
atoms and void. Vlastos may well be right in calling Democritean
ethics ‘the first rigorously naturalistic ethics in Greek thought’.
At the same time there is no pandering to sophistic amoralism: the
ethical ideal is edBupin (otherwise termed eleoTd, &faupPin)—
contentment founded on moral well-being. 594 and 5§95 show this
clearly enough; the latter may contain a reference to Heraclitus
fr. 119 {250). There are other, clearer references to Heraclitus; and
Democritus also repeated Anaxagoras’ famous pronouncement
‘the things that appear are a vision of the unseen’ {§37), which
has an obvious relevance to the atomic theory. §96 shows the
non-hedonistic and indeed ascetic nature of much of his ethics,

5§96 Service abroad teaches self-sufficiency; barley-bread and a straw maitress are the
Pleasantest medicines for hunger and fatigue.

597 He who feels any desire to beget a child seems to me better advised to take it from one
of his friends; ke will then have a child such as he wishes, for he can choose the kind he
wanis. . .. But if a man begets his own child, many are the dangers there; for he must make
the best of him whalever his nature.
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a trend which was followed by Epicurus; while §97 is an amusing
example of philosophical rationalism, which in a Mediterranean
way rejects as secondary the emotional and psychological over-
tones which some would consider of first importance. It is not
surprising, then, that Democritus seems to have influenced the
earlier Cynics. His combination of urbanity, austerity and wit
must have won for him an immediate public; though as it happens
the new direction in logic and ethics taken by Socrates and Plato
meant that his fame as an ethical teacher survived mainly through
Epicurus,
* C. Bailey, The Greek Atomists and Epicurus 522, stated that *there is no
effort to set the picture of the “cheerful” man on a firm philosophical
basis or to link it up in any way with the physical system’. This is probably
too extreme a view: the ethical doctrines are certainly not incompatible
with the physical, and connexions may have been established in parts of
Democritus that have not survived. G. Viastos, Philos. Rev. 54 (1945)

578 and 55 (1946) 53f., describes some possible but relatively slight
points of contact between Democritean ethics and physics.

CONCLUSION

Atomism is in many ways the crown of Greek philosophical
achievement before Plato. It fulfilled the ultimate aim of Ionian
material monism by cutting the Gordian knot of the Eleatic
elenchus. Much as it owed not only to Parmenides and Melissus,
but also to the pluralist systems of Empedocles and Anaxagoras,
atomism was not, however, an eclectic philosophy like that of
Diogenes of Apollonia. It was in essence a new conception, one
which was widely and skilfully applied by Democritus, and which
through Epicurus and Lucretius was to play an important part
in Greek thought even after Plato and Aristotle. It also, of course,
eventually gave a stimulus to the development of modern atomic
theory--the real nature and motives of which, however, are utterly
distinct.
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CHAPTER XVIII
DIOGENES OF APOLLONIA

LIFE AND DATE

598 Diogenes Laertius 1x, 57 Aioybvns 'Amorroféubos *Amroh-
Awvibrns, &viip guoikds xad &yov ENASywos. fikouoe B¢, enolv
*AvricBivng, "Avaipdvous. iy 8¢ Tols xpdvois xar” "Avalaydpav,

The Apollonia of which Diogenes was a citizen was probably the
Milesian foundation on the Pontus, rather than the Cretan city.*
The statement that he was roughly contemporary with Anaxa-
goras must be taken together with Theophrastus’ judgement in
601 that he was ‘almost the youngest’ of the physical philosophers,
and with Aristophanes’ parody in the Clouds (617), produced in
423 B.c. All this is consonant with a floruit around 440—430. The
staternent that the succession-writer Antisthenes made Diogenes
a pupil of Anaximenes may be due to a misunderstanding by
Laertius rather than by Antisthenes: Diogenes would naturally be
placed in the Milesian tradition and associated with Anaximenes
because of his material principle, but his relative lateness in date
does not seem to have been in doubt.

1 SoAclian, V.H.11, 31 (DK 64 A 3), whomentioned  Diogenes the Phrygian®’

in a list of “atheists’. Stephanus of Byzantium, on the other hand, asso-

ciates ‘Diogenes the physicist” with the Gretan city, the former Eleutherna
(DK #bid.).

WRITINGS

599 Diogenes Laertius 1X, 57 &pyf 5¢ alrdd ToU ovyypduparos
fiBer (Fr. 1} Adyou movrds &pyduevov Soxel por ypedow elvon ThHY
&pynv dvapgioBfiTnTov Tapéxesboy, Thy Bt punveicv &mAfy kol
TEHVTIV.

%98  Diogenes son of Apollothemis, an Apolioniate, a physicist and a man of exceptional
repute. He was a pupil of Anaximenes, as Antisthenes says. His period was that of
Anaxagoras.

599  This is the beginning of his book: “ It is my epinion that the author, at the beginning
of any account, should make his principle or starting-point indisputable, and his explanation
simple and dignified.’
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600 Simphcius Phys. 151, 20 fmwabdfy B #) ubv v whadvow
ioropiar Asoytvny Tov "Arodhawidrny duoiws "Avaiutver Tov dépo
TifeaBon O mpddTov oToKEIdY @nol, NikdAoos bE &v T} Tepl Gedv
wpaypareig ToUrov foTopsl 16 ueraly Tupds kod &épos Thy dpxhv
&mogrivagfal. . .,* loréov dg yéypoamTar uév mAslova 16 Awoytve
ToUTe ouyypdpuata (G5 oUrds Bv T Tlepl @uoews Epviodn
xal Trpds guaioAdyous dvreipnxévan Aéywv, ol koel xkod olrrds
ooploTds, kol Metewpohoyiav yeypagévan, dv ) xad Abyer Trepi Tiig
&py fis eipnrévan, xai pévror kad Tlepl &vlpwmou ploews), &v 8¢ ye TG
Mepl gUoews, & T&V alrol pdvov els ud HAe, mrporiferan pév Sik
ToMAGY Bet§on &t dv ) W orrol TeBeion) &py T Eom vénowg TOAAY,

* According to Simplicius {Phys. 149, 18) the references by Aristotle in

06 to an ‘intermediate’ substance were interpreted by Nicolaus of

Damascus and by Porphyry as referring to Diogenes of ApoHonia. Clearly

this was an inference from passages like 606, where warm air (which

might be taken as intermediate between fire and air) forms the all-
important noetic substance,

There has been much debate about whether Diogenes wrote a
single book which, like Anaxagoras’ work, for example, covered
different but nevertheless interrelated subjects, or whether, as
Simplicius thought {600), he wrote at least four books: ‘Against
the Sophists’, ‘Meteorologia’ (a highly dubious form of book-
title), and ‘On the nature of man’, as well as the ‘On nature’
which Simplicius himself saw and from which he quoted nearly all
our extant fragments. Diels held the former view, which is
supported by §99, and thought that a subdivision of the book in
the Hellenistic period (suggested by a reference by Rufus in Galen,
DK 6489, to the second book of Diogenes’ ‘On nature’) could have
misled Simplicius. Burnet (EGP 353) and W. Theiler, on the
other hand, argued that Simplicius is unlikely to be wrong on this
point. Yet Simplicius® argument in 600, that what he took to be a
divergence in the ancient interpretation of Diogenes’ primary

600  Since the generality of enquirers say that Diogenes of Apollonia made air the primary
element, similarly to Anaximenes, while Nicolaus in his theological investigation relates
that Diogenes declared the material principle to be between fire and air. .., it must be
realized that several books were written by this Diogenes {as he himself mentioned in
On nature, where he says that he had spoken also against the physicisis—rwhom he calls
¢ sophists’——and written a Meteorology, in which he also says he spoke about the
material principle, as well as On the nature of man); in the On nature, af least,
which alone of his works came into my hands, he proposes a manifold demonstration that
in the material principle postted by him is much intelligence,
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substance must have arisen from the existence of different and not
entirely consistent accounts by Diogenes, is rendered invalid
because Nicolaus could have derived his interpretation from the
book available to Simplicius himself (see p. 428 n.). Further, that
same book certainly included a great deal on the “nature of man’;
for the long and detailed fr. 6 (extracts in 619}, quoted by
Aristotle, seems to give precisely what Simplicius claims {Phys. 153,
13, DK64B6) to have found in ‘On nature’, namely ‘an accurate
anatomy of the veins’, and not to have come from a separate work
on the nature of man. Similarly the subjects of the other separate
books postulated by Simplicius could have been comprehended in
one original work, and Simplicius might easily have mistaken
references to other parts of this work for references to separate
books; modern scholars are sometimes confronted by a similar
ambiguity in Aristotle’s references to his treatment of particular
subjects elsewhere. Yet perhaps Diogenes did write at least one
book other than Simplicius’ ‘On nature’: for it is stated by Galen,
On medical experience Xxu, 3 {in R. Walzer’s translation from the
Arabic}, that *Diogenes, writing more briefly and compendiously
than you (sc. Asclepiades), has collected the diseases and their
causes and remedies in one treatise’. This Diogenes (mentioned
also thid. xm, 4) may well be the Apolloniate, whom we know
from Theophrastus (de sensu 43, DK64A19) and from another
medical author ([Galen] de humor. x1x, 495 Kithn, DK 644 29a4) to
have held views about diagnosis by the tongue and colour of the
patient. He was, therefore, perhaps a professional doctor, who
may have published a technical medical treatise as well as a
general exposition of his cosmic theory.

The opening sentence of the latter, guoted in §99, reminds one
of the methodological claims made at the beginning of some of the
older and more philosophically-inclined works of the Hippocratic
corpus, notably Ancient medicine, Airs waters places, and The nature of
man. It must be admitted to Diogenes’ credit that his exposition
and argumentation is, for his period, clear, simple and dignified.

THE ECLECTIC, BUT NOT VALUELESS, NATURE OF DIOGENES’
THOUGHT

6or Theophrastus Phys. op. fr. 2 ap. Simplicium Phys. 25, 1

(DK64A 5) wad Atoysvns 8t & ’Awo?\?\wv;éﬂ"qg, oxeBov vedTaTOS

6ox Dzogenes the Apal[omate, a[most the youngest qf those who occupied themselve.r with
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yeyovos Tév Tepl ralra oxochacdvrey, Td Piv TTAEIoTR oupTepopn-
pévas yeypoage, Té piv kord 'Avafaydpay, T& 88 korrd Aelkatrmov
Mywv: THy 8¢ Tol wavtds gUov &épa kol oUrds enotv &meipov elven
kol &iSiov, ¢§ ol Tukvoupévou kad povouptvou kal peraPddiovros
Tols mafeotr THV T&V &AAwv yiveoBon poperv. kal TalTa pév
Bedppaoros ioTopel mepl Tol Aloyévous, xal T elg Eut EABOV olrrol
oUyypaupa Tlepl puoews bmiyeypoaupévor &épa ooapds Aéyer 1o &
ol wévra yiveran Td AL

Simplicius here obligingly distinguishes Theophrastus’ judgement
on Diogenes from his own appended comments. According to
Theophrastus, then, most of Diogenes’ theories were eclectic,
being derived from Anaxagoras, from Leucippus, or, in the
important matter of the material principle, from Anaximenes.
This seems to be true so far as it goes; but it seems probable that
Heraclitus should be added to the list of important influences
{pp. 433£, 436f, 442).* Although an eclectic, Diogenes seems to
have been far more effective than Hippon of Samos, for example, or
even Archelaus; he used elements from earlier systems as material
for a unitary theory of the world which was more self-consistent,
less complicated, more explicit and more widely applicable than
its monistic forebears. He adapted Anaxagoras’ *Mind’ to his own
monistic conception, and thereby showed, perhaps more clearly
than his predecessors, how the basic substance (which is itself, in
certain forms, vonois or intelligence) could control the operation
of natural change; and in the explicitly teleological fragment (604,
which must have been further expanded in other parts of Diogenes’
work) he fully worked out an idea which seems to have been fore-
shadowed in Heraclitus and left uncompleted in Anaxagoras.

* H. Diller, Hermes 76 {1941) 3591L, argued that the Leucippean clements
are negligible; and that Aelissus was criticizing both Diogenes and
Leucippus {the normal view being, of course, that Leucippus reacted to
suggestions in Melissus, see pp. 4051.). The chronology of these three thinkers
is admittedly loose enough to allow that they were all active, as Diller
suggests, in the decade 440-430 B.C.; and we cannot be absolutely certain

these matlers (l.e. physical studies), wrote for the most part in an eclectic fashion, following
Anaxagoras in some things and Leucippus in others. He, too, says that the substance of
the universe is infintte and eternal air, from which, when it is condensed and rarefied and
changed in its dispositions, the form of other things comes info being. This is what
Theophrastus relates about Diogenes; and the book of Diogenes which has reached me,
entitled On nature, clearly says that air is that from which all the rest come into being.
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about their relationship. Yet Diller bases his theory of the priority of
Diogenes to Melissus largely on similarities of diction and vocabulary,
and overlooks the fact that words like peraxoopeiofor were liable to be used
in any philosophical writing of the latter half of the fifth century B.c. There
are verbal similarities between Melissus fr. 7 and Diogenes fr. 2 (602
below}; but it seems clear, not that Melissus is rebuffing Diogenes, or even
pice versa, but that both are reacting in different ways to pluralist expla-
nations of the world,

ALL THINGS MUST BE MODIFICATIONS OF ONE BASIC SUB-
STANCE

602 ¥r. 2, Simplicius Phys. 151, g1 Epoi 8¢ Bokel 16 piv EUumav
ghreetv wdvra & Svra &md 1ol alrrol drepoiolofon xal 16 oo
elven. xal Tolro elbnhov- el ydp Ta dv T68e 16 xbopw dovra viv,
y# rat UBwp xal dmp xal wip xal & SAAx doar palveTon v TGBE TG
kéouw #ovra, & ToUrwyv T fiv Erepov Tol Erépou, Erepov Bv T}
18ig ploel, kol pf) 1o alrd v perémime TroAAayGs kol ErepoioUro,
oUBapd] oUre pwloyeafon &AM fiBlvaro, olTe weéAnois 6 Etépe
oUrte PA&PT, oUd” &v olre gurdy &K Tiis Yiis eUvon olre 3dov olre
&AAo yevéoDan oUBby, el urfy olrw ouvioTaTo Gote Talrrd elvan. &AM
TwévTa TaUTa éx Tol ortol ErepoloUpeve dAAoTe dAhola yiveTar xed
els TO oo dverypel.

This statement, which according to Simplicius’ introductory
remark (DK 6482) came ‘immediately after the proem’—that is,
immediately or shortly after §99—is a re-affirmation of monism in
face, presumably, of the pluralist systems of Empedocles and
Anaxagoras. It is based on a new argument: not that it is simpler
to have a single originative and basic substance (which may have
been the chief Milesian motive, partly consciously, but partly
unconsciously through the influence of the mythical-genealogical
tradition), but that interaction of any kind between absolutely
and essentially distinct substances would be impossible, Of the

6oz My opinion, in sum, is that all existing things are differentiated from the same
thing, and are the same thing. And this is manifest: for if the things that exist at present
in this world-order—earth and water and air and fire and all the other things apparent in
this world-order—if any of these were different from the other (different, that is, in its ouwm
proper nature}, and did not retain an essential identity while undergoing many changes and
differentiations, it would be in no way possible for them to mix with each other, or for one
to helpy or harm the other, or for a growing plant to grow out of the earth or for a living
creature or anything else to come into being, unless they were so composed as to be the same
thing, But all these things, being differentiated from the same thing, become of different
kinds at different times and return inlo the same thing.
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interactions named, ‘helping’ and ‘harming’ {probably), and
plant and animal growth, are taken from the animate sphere;
which suggests that Diogenes’ view of the world is influenced by
his physiological interests, much as Anaxagoras’ theory seems to
have been intimately connected with his reflexions on nutrition.
Biological change cannot arise from the mere juxtaposition of
totally different substances, as for example in Empedocles’
‘recipes’ for bone and flesh (440 and 441). This principle is
extended by Diogenes to the inanimate world, too, which is
analysed in terms of the four now recognized world-masses and the
other natural substances, thus showing the effect of Anaxagoras’
extension of natural substance beyond Empedocles’ four ‘roots’
(496). 602 concludes with the earliest certain enunciation {cf.
pp- 118£) of a principle assigned by Aristotle to the Presocratics in
general, that things are destroyed into that from which they came.*

* Simplicius, in his connecting comment (DK 6482} between 602 and 604,

found it odd that air, which is to be identified as the single underlying

substance, is mentioned in 602 as one of several world-constituents. But

this suggests that atmospheric air is not the basic form of air, but a close

derivative. The basic form of air is presumably the warm air that is

intelligence, cf. 606-~if, that is, Diogenes distinguished any such ‘basic’
or true form.

602 may also be taken as a limitation of the principle expressed
in Anaxagoras fr. 17 {497), that all coming-to-be is mixture, all
passing-away is separation. Diogenes accepted this, but only if the
elements of the mixture were of one kind and not, as Anaxagoras
thought, of many different kinds. In this respect Diogenes may
have been following Leucippus. The direct evidence for dependence
on Leucippus, however, apart from Theophrastus’ bare assertion
in 601, is slight.*

* Cf. 603 Diogenes Laertius 1x, 57 (after §98) E5éxer B¢ alrd TéGe
ororyetov elvan Tov &ipa, xdopous direipous xal xevdv Gmeipov: Tév Te &pa
wurvetuevoy xal dpaicuevov yewnTixdy elvat 1év xdouwv: oUBiv i Tol
ufy dvros ylveoBar ouBt els 16 wh &v glelpecton Thy yiiv oTpoyyuiny,
Apeaoudvny v TG ufow, THv cucTtaoty eAnguiay korrd THY Ex ol Beppol
wepipopdv xal wiifw Umd Tol yuypel. (Cf. 6x0.) This brief summary is

603 His opinions were as follows. Air is the element, and there are innumerable worlds
and infinite void. Air is generative of the worlds through being condensed and ravefied.
Nothing comes to be from that which is not, nor is anything destroved into that which is
not. The earth is circular, supported in the centre (sc. of the world), having received its
Jormation in accordance with the revolution proceeding from the hot and coagulation
produced by the cold.
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indirectly derived from Theophrastus, but through a third-rate bio-
graphical source. There is only one other mention of the void in connexion
with Diogenes (DK64a31). It might appear that its presence here is
due to doxographical conjecture. Yet Theophrastus evidently credited
Diogenes with innumerable worlds of atomistic type (see 610, as well as
the present passage}, and Diogenes could certainly have taken this theory
from Leucippus. If so, then he might also have folowed Leucippusin
postulating the void—a postulate intimately connected, for the atomists,
with that of innumerable worlds.

THE BASIC SUBSTANCE CONTAINS DIVINE INTELLIGENGE,
WHICH DIREGTS ALL THINGS FOR THE BEST
604 Fr. 3, Simplicius Phys. 152, 13 o0 y&p &v, gnoly, olév te fiv
olrw SeddoBon &vev voniolos dore wavrwov pérpa Exew, Yepdvds Te
xad Oépous kal vurrds kad Hipépos xai VetV xod dvipwv xod edBidov:
kal T& &AAg, € 115 PolheTon dvvoeioBal, elploxol &v olrw Siaxeipeva
65 dvuoTdy kéAAloTo.
I Were it not for the difficulty of providing a subject for mrévTwv pérpa
&xew, it would be natural to understand wévra as the subject of 5ebdofen.
As it is, it scems preferable to understand something like the underlying
substance referred to in 602 fin. as the subject both of 8eBdofon and of
e,
According to Simplicius, 604 followed very closely upon 602, and
was itself followed by 605. Diogenes set out his teleological belief
in a prominent position, therefore, before the basic substance had
been fully identified as air. According to that belief the world and
its parts are arranged by a divine intelligence in the best possible
way. This intelligence, according to Simplicius and to fr. 5 (606),
is implicit in the basic substance. It is postulated because other-
wise it would have been impossible for things to be divided up,
and to be measured, as they patently are, into winter and summer,
night and day, rain and wind and fair weather. Itis the regularity
of natural events, therefore, of year- and day-cycles and of the
weather, which impressed Diogenes;® here he was surely to some
extent dependent on Heraclitus, who stressed that the measures
(220-222) of all natural change were preserved by the Logos,
itself an expression or aspect of the archetypal substance, fire.

604 For, he saps, it would not be possible without intelligence for it {sc. the underlying
substance) so to be divided up that it has measures of all things—af winter and summer and
night and day and rains and winds and fair weather. The other things, loe, if one wishes
to consider them, one would find disposed in the best possible way.
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Heraclitus had instanced these same natural oppositions and cycles
(cf. 204, 207 and fr. 57} as evincing a basic unity because of the
regularity of their measures. Diogenes’ concept of the conscious
purposefulness of nature, however, goes beyond Heraclitus; the
latter, although he considered all things to be ‘steered’ by fire
(223), held that this was in accordance with an objective natural
rule (which could be regarded materially as Logos or fire itself)
implicit in the constitution of things—a development, perhaps, of
Anaximander’s idea that natural interchanges were governed by
a natural law of justice. Thus for Heraclitus pure fire was intelli-
gent, but the regularity of natural events was achieved not so much
by the deliberate exercise of this intelligence on every occasion as
by the incorporation of the Logos (fire in a systematically metric
function) in each separate thing, leading it to behave in a regular
or measured way. For Diogenes, on the other hand, every natural
event was evidently due directly to the intelligence of the pure
form of the basic substance; and thus occasional local anomalies,
which were permitted in the systems of Anaximander and
Heraclitus, providing they were eventually corrected and counter-
balanced, should not really take place. The difference in Diogenes’
view is undoubtedly due to the influence of Anaxagoras’ Mind,
vols (50311} ; the effect of which, however, as Socrates complained
in §22, was only too often merely mechanical,
* No doubt he was also impressed by the significant functions of the
organs of living creatures. We know that he gave considerable attention
to methods of sensation (see 616) and breathing in different species—{for
example in fish {DK64431); and that such differences were explained by

differences in natural structure, which might thus appear to be purpose-
serving.

INTELLIGENCE AND LIFE ARE DUE TO AIR, WHICH IS
THEREFORE THE BASIC FORM OF MATTER. AIR IS
DIVINE AND CONTROLS ALL THINGS; IT TAKES DIF-
FERENT FORMS ACCORDING TO ITS DIFFERENCES IN
HEAT, MOTION AND SO ON

605 Fr. 4, Simplicius Phys. 152, 18 €71 88 wpds rolrrows xod 1ébe

peyoha onpeia. Gvlpowtror yop kai T& dAAa 3@a dvomrvovTa 3edElL

78 &épr. xad TolTo clrrols kad wuyr) forrt kad vonots, ds SednAdosTon

605  Further, in addition to those, these oo are important indications. Men and the other
living creatures lve by means of air, through breathing it. And this is for them both soul
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&v 1ii8e i} ovyypagi] tupavids, xal ddv rolrro &madhay6i} &wobvi-
oxel kot f) vonots EmtAelrel,

606 YTr. 5, Simplicius Phys. 152, 22 kol por Sokel 10 THy vonow
Eyov elven & &fyp xahoUpevos Umrd TGV dvlplotreov, kat Umd ToUTOoV
wévras kol kuPepvlofor xod wavreov kportelv: aUrrd yép pot tolro
Oe0s Soxel elven wod &mi wlv &oiybon xed mavra Soemibévon xad v
Trorri fvelvon, kol EoTv oUBE Bv 8 T pfy peTéyer ToUTou- petéyer 6E
oGSt Bv dpolos o ETepov 16 ETépey, SAAX oMol Tpdrrot kai owrrol
ToU &épos kal s vorjods elow- Eon ydp wolUrpomos, kal Gepud-
Tepos kad Wuy poTepos kad EnpdTepos kat Uy pdTepos Kol OTUTIHWTEPOS
rad dEurrépny kivnow Exov, xad G\ modhal Erepotdbotes Bveton xal
fHSovfis kad yporfis Gmepol. xod whvrwv THY v Bt N yuyh
70 onlrrd éoTv, dfp BeppdTepos pév ToU Ew &v & fopev, ToU pévrol
opd 16 NAe woAAdY yuypdTepos. Suotov Bt rolro 1o Sepudv
oUBevds TéY zwv oty (Bmel oUBE TéY &vBpdrreov SAAACIS), &AM
Bioptper péya piv ol, &N dote mopanAfioia elvor. ol pévron
&rpexécos ye Suolov oubtv oldv T yevéobon v ETepoloupéveov
Erepov TG ETépe, Tplv 1O alrrd yévrren. &re olv moAuTtpdmou
tovoms s freporwotos ToAUTpoTa kol T& Mo kad woAAY xad olrre
iBéov dhAnAoig towdTa olrre Slonroy olrre védnow Umd ToU wAfSeos
1oV Erepordgewy, Opws 88 wévra ¢ aird xal 37 xod dp& xad
dwover, kad THY GAANV vénow Eye &md 1o alrol wévTe:.

(i.e. life-principle) and intelligence, as will be clearly shown in this work; and if this is
removed, then they die and intelligence fails.

606  And it seems to me that that which has intelligence is what men call air, and that all
men are steeved by this and that it has power over all things. For this very thing seems to
me to be a god and to have reached everywhere and to dispose all things and io be in
everything. And there is no single thing that does not have a share of this; but nothing has
an equal share of il, one with another, but there are many foshions both of air itself and of
intelligence. For it is many-fashioned, being hotter and colder and drier and moister and
maore stationary and more swiftly mobile, and many other differentiations are in it both of
taste and of colour, unlimited in number. And yet of all living creatures the soul is the
same, air that is warmer than that outside, in which we exist, but much cooler than that
rear the sun. But in none of living creatures is this warmth alike (since it is not even so in
indipidual men}; the difference is not great, but as much as still allows them to be similar.
Yet it is not possible for anything to become truly alike, one lo the other, of the things under-
going differentiation, without becoming the same. Because, then, the differentiation is many-
Jashioned, living creatures are many-fashioned and many in number, resembling each other
neither in form nor in way of life nor in intelligence, because of the number of differentiations.
Nevertheless they all live and see and hear by the same thing, and have the rest of their
intelligence from the same thing.
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607 Fr. 7, Simplicius Phys. 153, 19 xod arrd pdv rolro xal
&idov ki dbdvertov odua, Ty 88 Té& piv yiveron, Té& Bt drroAsiel’

608 I'r. 8, Simplicius Phys. 153, 20 &AA& ToUTd por 8fihov Bokel
elven, 6T kad péyo xad foxupdy kad &idi16v Te kad &ddvarrov ked TTOAAK
e18d¢ Eort.

¥ This is the old contrast between god and man, or god and the world: the
perfect and the imperfect (¢f. p. 180). Simplicius noted {DK 6487) that
both the divine and the world are made of the same thing, air, for Diogenes.
It is nevertheless legitimate to contrast the pure, divine form of air with its
derivative, corporeal forms; the severity of this contrast is due to its
traditional formulation.

Simplicius obviously omitted something that came between 604
and 605 in Diogenes’ book, so that we do not know the ‘signs’
(cf. Melissus fr. 8 inif., 392) mentioned in 604§: presumably they
too were signs that the basic substance was air. Perhaps the
gradual diminution of decaying bodies, ‘into thin air’, might have
been one such indication, the nature of semen {see p. 444 and 619)
another. The sign that is mentioned, that all creatures live by
breathing air, which is both soul {life-principle) and intelligence,
is obviously the most important of all; it was probably stated in
Anaximenes, indeed (cf. pp. 161£.}, but would occur naturally to
anyone of pronounced physiological interests like Diogenes. That
breath is the life-substance is deduced in 60§ from the fact that
life leaves the body with the breath, and was implicit in some
Homeric uses of fupds and yuy#h. The connexion of mvelug,
breath, with mvelpa, wind, was perhaps first made by Anaxi-
menes. That air is also intelligence is, on the one hand, an inference
from its divinity as the hfe-principle; on the other it may be a
reasonable development of a view like Heraclitus’, that the
intelligent substance (in his case Logos or fire) is inhaled by
breathing.! But even in Homer the distinction between life
(yuxn) and intelligence or feeling (8upds) was blurred.

1 Diogenes succeeded in accounting for the dual function of air {as life,

and as intelligence and perception) in his detailed physiological theory;

for air as sensation see p. 442 below, for air as life of. 609 Aetius v, 24, 3

607 And this very thing is both eternal and immortal body, but of the rest some come info
being, some pass away.

608 But this seems to me lo be plain, that it is both great and strong and eternal and
immortal and much-knowing.
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(DK 64 a29) Moytvns (se. pnal} tdw Ewl mlv 76 ofua Bioreduevor TAnpoon
piv ras eALPas, Tov B dv alrals wepexduevoy Gépa Gy els Ta orépva kad
«fv Urroxeipbvny yooTépa, Umvov yeysvijobo wal SsppudTepov Umdpyev Tov
Ocpaxa tav 58 &rav o depldbes ik TGV pAePdv ki, SdvaTov suvtuy-
¥éveww, This is analegous to Heraclitus’ theory of waking, sleeping and
death as descending stages of consciousness, due to the diminution of
soul-fire.

Air is god; it steers, has power over, inheres in, and disposes all
things (606 init.); it is eternal and immortal (607, 608). In these
descriptions, whose hieratic quality (particularly 606 with its
repetition of wévras, wévrwy, wév ete.) has been rightly remarked,
Diogenes seems to collect together all the phraseology of his
predecessors—of Anaximander (xrxe), Heraclitus (223) and
Anaxagoras (§03) in particular. His emphasis in 606 that all
things absolutely participate in air may be intended as a correction
of Anaxagoras, for whom Mind only existed in animate things.
For Diogenes all things are made of air, but the inanimate is
divided from the animate world by the fact that only in some things
is warm air found. In 606 the animate is chiefly in gquestion;
differences are explained by air changing in accordance with its
warmth, dryness, motion, and other characteristics, which give it
different ‘tastes and colours’. It may be noted here that, in spite
of Theophrastus’ assessment in 601, Diogenes does not appear to
be interested in explaining all changes of air as being due solely to
rarefaction and condensation; at least he describes some altera-
tion in terms of what should be derivative and secondary changes,
like those of temperature. In fact, the distinguishing mark of the
divine is its temperature, not its density ; Diogenes has clearly over-
looked, or at least failed to stress, the elegant consistency of
Anaximenes.

Intelligence is warm air, warmer than the atmosphere (which is
presumably air verging towards water), but cooler than the air
round the sun {which is verging towards fire). There are indefinite
slight variations in the temperature-range of intelligence-pro-
ducing air, thus accounting for countless variations in perception,
intelligence, and way of life. Moderate warmth is the differentia of

6oy Diogenes says that if the blood, pouring inte every part, fills the veins and pushes the
air enclosed in them into the chest and the stomach below, then sleep occurs and the middle
part of the body is warmer; but if all the airy part goes away from the veins, death occurs
simultancously.
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soul-air; thus Diogenes achieves a rational distinction between
the animate and the inanimate world, while retaining (unlike
Anaxagoras) a common substance for both, and thus keeping his
monistic conception intact. Neatness, rather than originality, is
his contribution here. Anaximenes had already assumed that both
soul and the world were made of air, and that they were neverthe-
less distinguished, presumably by degree of concentration—
though this is not explicitly stated; and for Heraclitus, too, the
archetypal form of matter, fire, was also, in certain forms, soul-
substance-~which acted not only within animate creatures but
also, as noetic and directive, on the world as a whole.

DETAILED PHYSICAL DOCTRINES

(i) Cosmogony and cosmology

6x0 [Plutarch] Strom. 12 lAwoyévns & "AmoAdewidrng &épx
Upioraron oroislov: kivelofo 88 & mdvra &mefpous Te elvar Tous
koopous. xooporroi] 8 olrws: §T1 ToU mavtds xivoupdvow, kot §
pdv &ponod f 88 mukvol ywoubvou, dTou ouvekUpnosy TO TUKVOV
ovotpof] {Thy yfiv) Toifiocn kad olTws t& Aot kara TV arrdy
Adyov, T {8E) xougdTora THY &vew Tabv AaPdvta Tov Ao &wo-
TeAboan, [ouoTpogiv Trorfjoat mss., em. Kranz, cf. 603. (8¢ Diels.]
611 AectiusH, 13, 5+9 Atoyévns kionpoeidfi T& doTpa, Siamvods
8¢ orrdr vopizer ToU xbopou- elven 88 Sidmrupa. ovumepipépeoton Bt
ol pavepois &orpois dgaveis ABous kal Toap” eddrrd Tolr” dveoviyous:
mimrovras 8 wolhdxis &l Ths yiis ofévwuobon xafdmep TOV &v
Alyés roTouois Trupoadids kareveySévta dorépa wéTpivow,

Diogenes’ cosmogony is unoriginal, and is dependent on Anaxa-
goras (for the idea of the noetic substance starting a vortex} and
on the Milesian tradition (the dense coalescing at the centre to
form earth, the rarer material going to the extremity, by like-to-

610 Diogenes the Apolloniate premises that air is the element, and that all things are in
motion and the worlds innumerable. He gives this account of cosmogony: the whole was in
motion, and became rare in some places and dense in others; where the dense ran together
centripetally it made the earth, and so the rest by the same method, while the lightest parts
took the upper position and produced the sun.

613 Diogenes says that the heavenly bodies are like pumice-stone, and he considers them
as the breathing-holes of the world; and they are fiery. With the visible heavenly bodies are
carried round invisible stones, which for this reason have no name: they often fall on the
earth and are extinguished, like the stone star that made its fiery descent at Aegospotami,
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like and differentiation). Both 610 and 603 assign innumerable
worlds to Diogenes (see n. on pp. 432f.); these were of atomistic
type, presumably after Leucippus--coming-to-be, that is, and
passing away throughout the boundless void (cf. also Aetiusm, 1, 3,
DKb6g4a10). Aristotle’s comment {134) that according to some
natural philosophers the world was drying up was referred by
Alexander {135) to Diogenes as well as to Anaximander ; Alexander
adds (DK 64417) that Diogenes explained the saltness of the sea
by the sun’s evaporating the sweet water, which may suggest that
this drying of the sea was a simple meteorological comment not
necessarily concerned with cosmic cycles or innumerable worlds.*
The heavenly bodies {of which the sun is probably farther away
than the stars, cf. 610 fin.) are like pumice-stone, and glowing;
doubtless their pumice-like consistency is postulated so that they
can be very light, and interpenetrated by fire. The great Aegos-
potami meteorite of 467 B.c. had evidently impressed Diogenes {as
it had Anaxagoras, cf. p. 392), who inferred that there must be
other such bodies revolving unscen in the sky. This may be
Diogenes’ own idea (cf. p. 156). Other astronomical details are
derivative: that the sun is a concentration of rays from the aither
{Aetius 11, 20, 10, DK64M 3) is from Empedocles (p. 334) that
the earth, which is a circle, presumably a round dise, is tilted
toward the south (Aetius 1, 8, 1, DK59467) is ascribed also to
Anaxagoras and Leucippus; whether or not it is derived from
Anaximenes is questionable (see pp. 156f.).

¥ It is probable that Diogenes is referred to (though perhaps not exclu-
sively; for this kind of detail he was classed with Anaximenes) in 612
Aristotle Meteor. B2, 355221 10 § alrd oupPadver xai TouTois Ghoyov kal
Tois phorouat 1O TrpdiTov Uypds olons xed Tis yiis, xat ol kdouov Tol
wepl Thy iy Umd Tol fiAlov Bepucvoptvou, dépa yevéoBon xal Tdv Shov
oUpavdv avfnbiival, kal rolrrov mrvedporrd e mrapéyeobor kol Tds TpoTds
avtolt rrowlv. That the drawing up of vapour by the sun was mentioned
by Diogenes is proved by his solution of that popular natural problem, the
cause of the flooding of the Nile: 613 £ in Apolionium Rhod. 1v, 269
Aroytvns Bt & "AmrordcowvidTns Utrd filov dpmégeodar 7o Ubwp Tiis bahdoons,

612 The same illogicality results both for these and for these who say that when the
earth, too, was at first moist, and the part of the world round the earth was being heated by
the sun, air was produced and the whole heaven was increased, and that air causes winds
and makes the turnings of the sun.

613 Diogenes the Apolloniaie says that the water of the sea is snatched up by the sun,
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& Té1e els Tdv Nefhov katagépeobar’ ofetan yép mhnpolobor tév Neidov
tv 18 Oépet Bk TO TOV fhsov els rolrov rds dmwd yis IxpdBas tpérrav,
Diogenes used kpddes, moist secretions or emanations, to explain another
popular natural problem too, that of magnetism: 614 Alexander Quaest. 1,
23 (DK 64Aa33) (mepl tfis “Hpaxhelag Aoy, B1& vl EAxer 1ov ailnpov.}
Moytvns 82 & "Aroldowvibrns mavra 1d EAatd onow xal &piivan Tvdk
IxpdBa &9 alrrddv rregurivan kal EAxetv Ecobev T pdv mhstco & 5t MAdrTew,
wAslorny 8t &prévan yokov Te xal ofdnpov.... (The magnet, on the con-
trary, absorbs more emanations than it discharges, and therefore draws in
the superfluous emanations of iron and bronze, which are ‘akin’ to it—and
so also attracts the metals themselves.) Similarly Empedocles, DK 31 a 8g.

(i) Physiology: (a) Cognition

615 Theophrastus de sensu 39fl. (DK 64a19) Aioydvng 8 domep
16 2Mjv kol TS gpoveiv 16 dfpt xal Tas alolnoes &vdmrrer Bid kal
BoEstev &v 16 dpoiw Tolelv (oUbE ydp TO moielv elvan kat éoyew, &l
ph wévra fiv B &vbs)t Thv uiv Sogppnotv 16 mepl Tov fyxépaiov
&ép1-. . .(40) THv B’ dxonv, &rav & &v Tois dotv dip kivnBelg Urd Tol
ESwo 51088 rpds Tov Eyrépahov. THY Bt Syv {dpdv] Eupaavopdveov
sis THY xdpny, TawTny 88 peryvuptvny 16 Errds dépt Trowely adofino
onuelov 58 B ydp preynaoia yévnTon T4V pAsBiv, ol pelyvuolon
TG Bvrds oUb’ Spdv dpolws Tiis Eupdoews olons. THy 5t yelow i
YAGTT S 1O povov xal amahdy. ept Bt Gofis oUSty dpoploev
obre méds oUre Tivewv foriv. AN perd Todira Teipdron Adyew Bid
T oupPaiver Tds alofrioes dxpiPeoTépoas elven kaxi 1@V Tolwv.
(41) Soppnov ptv olv d8urdrnv ofs EAdyioros &hp v 1i) Kepofy

and then comes down into the Nile; for he thinks that the Nile floods in summer through
the sun turning into it the emanations from earth.

6314 (On why the Heraclean stone (1.¢. the magnet) attracts iron.} Diogenes the Apollo-
niate says that all ductile metals naturally discharge from themselves, and draw in from
outside, a kind of emanation, some more and others less; but that bronze and iron discharge it
in the grealest quantity. . ..

615 Diogenes aliributes thinking and the senses, as also life, to air. Therefore he
would seem to do so by the action of similars ( for he says that there would be no action or
being acted upon, unless all things were from one). The sense of smell is produced by the
air round the brain. . .. {40} Hearing is produced whenever the air within the ears, being
moved by the air outside, spreads toward the brain. Vision occurs when things are reflected
on the pupil, and it, being mixed with the air within, produces a sensation. A proof of this
is that, if there is an inflammation of the veins (L.e. those in the eye}, there is no mixture
with the air within, nor vision, although the reflexion exisis exactly as before. Taste
occurs o the tongue by what is rare and gentle, About touch he gave no definition, either
about its nature or ils objecis. But after this he attempis o say what is the cause of more
ascurate sensations, and what sort of objects they have. (41) Smell is keenest for those whe
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TéyioTa yap pelyvuolon xad wpds TobTors Edv EAkn S poxpoTépou
kot oreveoTépou- 8&TToY Yop olTw kpivesBon® Sidmrep Evia T6Y 30V
doppavTikwTepa TGV &vlpomrv elvon’ o¥ uiiv dAAX ouppétpou ye
olions Tiis doufis 16 &épt Trpds Ty xpdow péhioTa &v adobdveadon
TOv Gvbpwrov. . . . 0Tt BE & bvtdg dip adofdveTan pikpdy Qv pdpiov
o0 Be0U, onueiov elva, SidT TOAAGKIS Tpds &AAa 1oV volv EyovTes
oUf” dpédpev olr” &roUopev. (43) Boviy 8t xad AUy yiveobon TévBe
TOV TpoTToV - GTav piv mohus & &fp pioynTar T aduartt xad xougizn
Ko @UotY v kad kerrd v TO oddux Bie§icov, fiBoviv: drav Bt Toapd
guotv xal why ploynTon ouvizévovros Tol aluaros xad &oBeveotépou
xal TUkvoTEpOU yivoptvou, Autny. Suolws xai B&poos kal Uyleiav
kod TévavTia. . . . (44) poveiv &', domep EAéx O, 16 dépt kaBopdd kal
Enpdd keAUey yép T Ikpdda Tov volv: 81d xad év tois Umvois kal
&v Tois pedans xad v rods rAnopovals frrov gpoveiv: 811 8t f) Uypdrng
&ponpeiTan TOV voly, onueiov, 51T Td SN a 36 yelpw thy Sidvolav-
&uarmrvelv Te yap Tov &md TS yiis dépa xad Tpoghy Uy poTtipav Trpoo-
gepecdo. Tous B¢ Spvidas dvorrrvelv uiv kabapdv, guov B duolav Eyev
Tois bx@Uor xal ydp thv odpra omigpdy, kol 16 Trveliie o Bitdven ik
TovwTds, dAAK lordvan epl Thy xotdav. . . . T& 8¢ ouTd Bid 16 un elvan
kolha pn8t Gvabéyeobon Tov &fpa TavTeAGs denpficbar TO gpoveiv.

Slightly over half of Theophrastus’ description is given in 615; for
the remainder see DK. Some of Theophrastus’ explanations show
his own interpretation, notably like-to-like as a principle of
sensation, and ‘symmetry’, which has apparently been super-

kave least air in their keads, for it is mixed most quickly; and, in addition, if a man draws
it in through a longer and narrower channel; for in this way it is more swiftly assessed.
Therefore some living creatures are more perceptive of smell than are men; yet nevertheless,
if the smell were symmetrical with the air, with regard to mixiure, man would smell
petfectly.. . . That the air within perceives, being a small portion of the god, is indicated by
the fact that often, when we have our mind on other things, we neither see nor hear.
{23} Pleasure and pain come about in this way: whenever air mixes in quantity with the
blood and lightens it, being in accordance with nature, and penctrates through the whole
body, pleasure is produced; but whenever the air is present contrary to nature and does not
mix, then the blood coagulates and becomes weaker and thicker, and pain is produced,
Similarly confidence and health and their opposites. ... (44) Thought, as has been said, is
caused by pure and dry air; for a moist emanation inhibits the intelligence; for this reason
thought is diminished in sleep, drunkenness and surfeit. That moisture removes intelligence
is indicated by the fact that other living creatures are infertor in intellect, for they breathe
the air from the earth and take to themselves moister sustenance, Birds breathe pure air,
but have a constitution similar to that of fishes; for their flesh is solid, and the breath does
not penetrate all through but siays around the abdomen....Plants, through not being
hollow and not receiving air within them, are completely devoid of intelligence.
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imposed on Diogenes’ idea of xp&ois, correct mixture. All sensa-
tion is caused by air, air from the outside meeting and mixing with,
or simply agitating, air in the sense-organ itself or in the brain,
whither it is led by blood-channels from the sense-organ. Clarity
of perception depends on the fineness of the air in the body and the
fineness and directness of the blood-channel by which the air is
conveyed. Apparently the air is mixed with blood on its journeys
through the head; when air naturally permeates the blood through-
out the whole body, pleasure is produced. Thinking (gpoveiv}
depends on pure, dry air; it is not clear from 615 exactly where or
how this functions,* but Simplicius tells us in 619 that air mixed
with blood and pervading the body through the blood-channels
produces thought {being distinguished from pleasure, presumably,
by its purity, dryness and warmth). One may compare Anaxa-
goras’ Mind, which was ‘purest and finest of all substances’ (503},
and Heraclitus’ soul-fire; in Diogenes, as in Heraclitus, moisture
(lkuks again) quenches or inhibits intelligence. Differences of
intelligence and of animation are explained partly by differences
of surrounding air (that near the ground is moist and heavy, there-
fore plants have a very low degree of life), partly by differences of
bodily structure (birds cannot properly assimilate their pure
surrounding air).
T However, a theory is advanced, in one of the earlier Hippocratic
treatises, which seerns probably to be derived from Diogenes: 616
[Hippocrates] de morbo sacre 16 (DK64c3a) watd ralra voplzew Tov
Eyxépahov Slvapv Eyew helorrny dv 18 dvlpdorme. oliros yap fuiv dom &y
&rd Tob fifpos yvoutvwv Epunveds fiv Uytalvey Tuyyxdvn - the Bt gpdvnow &
dijp Trapéyxevon. ol 8 dpdaduol wgd Té dTa kad f) YAGooa xal of yeipss wal
ol wédes, ola &v & byrépaios yivdoky, TowxUTa TpRiooovats ylvetar yap v
&ravrt T odypart Tiis gpoviicids T, & &v peréyn ToU Afpos, & B T
Eoveow & byripadds toriv & BrayyihAwv. Srav yap omwdon Té Trvelpa
Gvpeatros &5 EwuTdy, & Tov Eyripodov wpdrov demxvetron kol olrres & Td
Aormdv odka oxibvara & dfp Korchehoras dv v byxepdhep EwuTol Thy

dxpfiy kot & T &v §) ppdvindy Te xal yvdbpny Exov. This writer attaches
particular importance to the brain.

616 Accordingly I consider that the brain has the most power in man. For, if it is in
sound condition, it is our interpreter of the things that come into being through air; and air
provides intelligence. The eyes and ears and tongue and hands and feet do whatsoever the
brain determines; for there {s an element of intelligence in the whole body, according as each
part partakes of air, but it is the brain that is the messenger tv the understanding, For
whenever man draws breath into himself it arrives first at the brain, and thus the air
spreads into the rest of the body afier leaving behind its choicest part in the brain, and
whatever of it is intelligent and possesses judgement.
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* Diogenes is undoubtedly the source of Socrates’ remarks in the Clonds:
617 Aristophanes Glouds 227
ol ydp &v TroTe

EEntpov pfs T& peTéwpa Tp&yuaTa,

el pdy xpepdoras 1o vonpa kol Ty ppovtida

Aetrriyy xorropetfas & rov Spotov &fpa-

el 8 Qv yopod Tévew xérwbey toxdrouy,

ol &v wab’ nlpov: ol yap &AM 4 v Pla

Eher TTpds aUThv Ty Ikpaba Tiis ppovribes.
—Aristotle (de respir, 2, 47122, DK64A31) criticized Diogenes for his
theory that fish breathed a small amount of air in water, but that fresh air
was too much for them.

(6) Anatomy and reproduction

618 Fr. 6, Aristotle Hist. animalium T 2, 511031 (DK 6486} ol
B¢ @AtPes v Y dvBpomy BB Exouow: elol Blo péyioTon adrron
Tefvouot Bik fis xotiag mopd thy vernialov &kovlay, f pbv Bl
Befid, ) 8 &n” dpiorepd, els & okéAn dxkomépa T Troap’ fouT] kad
Gveo els THY kepodiy Trapd Tas KAeiBag Bik Tév ogaydv. &md BE
Tobrwy ke Srov 1o odua pAéPes dicreivouaty, &ird piv s Sebids
elg T& 861y, &mrd Bt This &prorep&s els 1d& dprorepd, péytoron pév Suo
els Thy xopSiav mepl alrmiy T veenialav dxovlav, Etepon 87 SAlyov
queotépe Bi1& Tév onldv Umd ThY poaoxdAny els dxoripav Thy
yelpa T ap’ fautd) - kol kaheltan fy uev omAnviis, ) B8 fraris. . L.
{512b1) Erepou B’ elolv ol &md Exarépas Teivovoon 81& Tol vwTicioy
puehoU els Tous Spyets Aerrrad - Erepen 87 Umd 16 Bépua xad Bid riis
oopxods “tefvouoiv els Tous vegppols kal TeAevrdoty els Tous Spyets Tols
&vBpdol, Tais 8¢ ywoly elg Tdg Uorépag. (od Bt pAfPes al uév

617  For never would I have correctly discovered the affairs on high, except by hanging up
my thought and mingling my rarefied intelligence with air of like kind. If I had stayed on
the ground and considered from beneath the things above, never would I have discovered
them; for the truth is that the earth draws to itself by force the emanation of intelligence.
618 The veins in man are as follows. There are two veins pre-eminent in magnitude.
These extend through the belly along the backbone, ane lo right, one to left; either one
to the leg on its own side, and upwards to the head, past the collar-bones, through the
throat. From these, veins extend all over the body, from that on the right hand to the right
side and from that on the left hand to the lef? side; the most important ones, 1o in number,
to the heart in the region of the backbone; other two a little higher up through the chest in
underneath the armpit, each to the hand on iis own side: of these two, one being lermed
the spleen-vein, and the other the liver-vein.... There s also another pair, running
Jrom each of these through the spinal marrow to the testicles, thin and delicate. There is,
Surther, a pair running a little underneath the cuticle through the flesh to the kidneys, and
these with men terminate at the testicle, and with women af the womb. {The veins that
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TrpédTon dk Tig xo1hlas ebpUrepal elow, Emeita AerrdTepon yhyvovTay,
Ews &v peTaPdiwao & TV Beidv el T dpioTepd xal Ex ToUTwV
els & Se€1&.) alron 8t omepparrimibes koAoUvren. 10 8 olpa 1o uév
T UTeToy Umrd Téhv oopkwdiv tkrrivetanr UrepPdiiov Bt eis Tols
Tdrrous ToUTous Actrrodv kot Depudv kol &epddbes yiveTar.

619 Simplicius Phys. 153, 13 xol 2ge€fis (after 606) Selkvuow
671 kad TO omEpua TEW 3weov rrveuparredBis foi, kad votioes yivorra
ToU &fpos oUv TH aiuorr 16 Shov odua katehaupdvovtos Bid TV
QAEPSIY, Bv ofs kol Gvaroptiv SxpiPfi TV QAefdv Tapabibwav. v
81 TovTos oapdds galveran Afyowv o1 dv &vlpwrrol Aéyouaw &épa,
ToUTS Eomiv ) &pyn.

619 scems to show that the long fragment on the blood-channels,
618, actually came in the book called by Simplicius On nature.
That the semen is aerated is stated in both 618 and 619; this is
important, since semen produces new life, and its aerated nature
(conceivably noted by Pherecydes, though see p. 57) isanimportant
indication that air is the vital substance. Semen, for Diogenes and
for other early theorists on the anatomy of the body, was a product
of the blood, which was also, of course, aerated (though not so
conspicuously), and thus conveyed sensation and thought. The
great detail of the account of the blood-channels (the central part
of which is omitted here) shows that Diogenes’ physiological
interests,* which connected with and perhaps partly motivated the
general theory, were of no merely incidental importance to him;
in this we may compare Empedocles (also a doctor of some kind,
cf. p. 321) and Anaxagoras {p. 393). There is no doubt that from
Alcmaeon and Empedocles onwards the more easily determinable
structure of the human body was used as a clue to that of the whole
world. The assumption of a parallelism between the two seems to
have been held in some form by Anaximenes, probably as a

leave the stomach are comparatively broad just as they leave; but they become gradually
thinner, until they change over from right lo leff and from left to right.} These veins are
termed the spermatic veins. The blood is thickest when it is imbibed by the fleshy parts;
when il is transmitted io these regions it becomes thin, warm, and frothy. (After D'Arcy
Thompson)

619 And in the continuation he shows that also the sperm of living creatures is aerated,
and acts of intelligence take place when the air, with the blood, gains possession of the whole
body through the veins; in the course of which he gives an accurate anatomy of the veins.
Now in this he clearly says that what men call air is the maierial principle.
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development of the entirely unscientific tendency to treat the
outside world as a person, to animate it and regard it as a living
organism. This assumption was grounded in reason as a result of
integrations like that of Heraclitus, who had emphasized very
strongly that the Logos or arrangement of e/ things, of men and
of the world as a whole, was essentially the same.

1 Diogenes, like Empedocles and Anaxagoras, alse paid attention to

embryology (cf. DK 64a25-~8); treating, for example, the old problem of

whether the embryo is produced from the male contribution only, or from
both male and female {cf. p. 340}.

CONCLUSION
With Diogenes and Democritus, who were little if at all older than
Socrates, the Presocratic period is legitimately held to end. During
the second half of the fifth century B.c., particularly during the
Peloponnesian War and under the influence of the mature Socrates
and the Sophists, the old cosmological approach——by which the
primary aim was to explain the outside world as a whole, man
being considered only incidentally—was gradually replaced by
a humanistic approach to philosophy, by which the study of man
became no longer subsidiary but the starting-point of all enquiry.
This re-orientation was a natural development: in part it was
determined by social factors, but in part, as will have become
apparent, it was the product of tendencies in the Presocratic
movement itself,
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{1121, 12}, 126, I5IN.; (1:83, 30),
326n.; (1184, 2), 33%; (1318, 35)
4170,

SoLon

fr. (16 Diehl), 204n.; (24, 1-7), s6n. 1,
120

Speusterus

ap. Theologumena Arithmeticae {p. 82, 10 de
Falco), 255 B.2, 312; (84, 10), 253~
4, 254

STESICHORUS
fr, (6 Diehl), 14, 203

STOBAEUS
Anth. 1 (1,6}, 318n.; (8, 2), 170, 79, 18o;
{10, 11}, 331, 346-7, 347; {15, 24, 8),
gabn.; {18, 1¢), 251, 252, 262, 313;
(21, 76), 3%0; (21, 7¢), 309, 318n.;
(=1, 7d), 310; (49, 53), 344
o (7, 36), 424 4255 (9 3)> 424» 425
m (1, 172,) g4m 13 {1, 177), X89,
1go; (1, 179), 213, 214; (5, 7), 208,
206; (5, 8), 205, 206, 214; (40, 6},
425

W (24, 32), 425, 420; (40, 23), 213,
214

STRABO

{1, p. 12 Casaubon)}, 11; (6, p. 252}, 264,
286; (14, p- 633), 184n.; (14, P-645),
364n.

Supa
s.v. *Avatlsavbeos, 99, 101, 102; BoAds, 8s5;
lwy Xieg, 7302; ‘Opgeds, 4omn. 1;

Qepexibng, 49, 50, §2, 68; Zhvew,
286n.

TERTULLIAN
de corona {71}, 67

THEMISTIUS

Or. (5, p- 69 Dindorf), 193, 212; (26,
p. 383), 85, 102n.

Theologumena Arithmeticae {p. 32, 8 de
Falco}, 224n.; (82,10), 24§ B.2,312;
(84, 10}, 2834, 254

THEOPHRASTUS

Hist. plant, 1z (1, 4}, 393

Met. 11 (Barg, p. 12 Ross-Fobes), 314

Guawtdy B6Een (Phys. op.) fr. (1), 8gn.; (2),
427, 429-30, 432, 4375 (4}, 3751
(6), 280n.; (8), 400, 402, 406, 409
n2

de sensu (11F.), 282-3; (7), 343; (0), 344,
345; (25f), 233 n.3; (2740), 394;
(39fL.), 440-1, 442; (50), 421; (61),
414; (66), 418n., 423n.

ap. Simplicium in Phys. (24, 1}, 200;
{24, 26), 144, 309

THEO SMYRNAEUS

(p. 21, 20 Hiller), 317-18; (31, 20),
244 5. 2; (94, 6), 231 0. 2; (97, 17),
255 m. 2; {198, 14), 8o, 81, 85, 86,
103,

VIRGIL

Aen. v (166), 57n. 2

Volumina Herculanensia {no. 1012, col. 18},
356, 3570

KENOPHANES
fr. (1), 164; (2), 168; (3), 164; (7}, 164,
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XeNoPHANES (confinued ) XENOPHON

219, 222, 225; {8), 163, 164; {10}, Porei v (14~13), 366 n. 2
16g; (11}, 167, 168; (14), 166, 168,

Iﬁg)n-; (zah 1692;3 (I?, )168,6;69n-; Zzro oF Crirum

18), 170, 1719, 180; (23), 169, 170,

£80; (2?;), 170; (25), 169; (26), 169; 77 b 103); 26
(28}, 1x, 88, 175, 176; (26}, 176, 179;
(30}, 176, 177, 179; (32), ¥73; (33),
176, 179; (34), ¥79, 180; (35), x79, fr. (1), 288, 289, 290, 303, 371; (2), 288,
180; (37), 177, 179; (38), 180 289, 290; (3) 288-9, 290, 371

Zeno or ELEA
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GENERAL INDEX

For ancient authors see also the Index of Passages (pp. 451 fT.). Reference
is not normally made in this General Index to the content of passages
quoted or cited, unless this is the subject of further comment.

Abstinence, Pythagorean rules of, 2257

Abstract, Melissus and the incorporeal
one, 302-4; Presocratic difficutty of
apprehension, 330; Anaxagoras’ pro-
gress twowards, 372-5

Acusilaus of Argos, cosmogony associated
with, 21, 22, 38; his interpretation
of xdes, 27

Aegospotami, fall of meteor at, 156, 392,
439

dfp {mist), between earth and sky, 10,
146; distinguished from ‘air’, 22;
from «olfp, 333 n. 1; associated with
Night in Orphic and Hesiodic cos-
mogony, z2; one of Epimenides’
first principles, 23 n. 2; compared
with ywxfi by Anaximenes, 158-62;
synonymous with mvelpa, 158, 159;
as exhalation from the sea, source
of fire, 207 n. 1; see also Air

Aeschylus, 1g94n.; on impregnation of
earth by rain, 393 n. 1; Xenophaney
influence on, 168, 170; affinities
with Heraclitus, 71, 212n0.

Actius, 2, 6, 124; and the Vetusta Placita,
4-5; on Thales, y7-8, g5n.; on
Anaximander, 105, 113; on Anaxi-
menes, 158; on Heraclitus, 208; on
Pythagoras, 229 n. 3; on Empedo-
cles, 334, 340; on Anaxagoras, 390;
on the atomists, 418, 421

Ahriman, bad principle of Zoroastri-
anism, 241 n. 1

Aia, identified with Colchis, 54 n. 3

&Bov, in cosmogony of Anaximander,
132, 133 0. 1

Aidoneus, in cosmology of Empedocles,
3z4

Air, in post-Hesiodic cosmogony, 20;
distinguished from &fp, 22; in
Anaximander, 131, 133; in Anaxi-
menes, 143, 4453, 154~5, 161; in
Empedocles, 324, 333; his assump-
tion of its corporeality, 342, 400 1. 3;

in cosmogony of Anaxagoras, 36g,
382, 384; distinguished from void
{Anaxagoras, Empedocles}, g7on.; in
Archelaus, 368; in theory of atomists,
409 n. 3, 4201n.; in systern of Dio-
genes, 434-8, 442, 444; see also &fip
aléfp, the upper air, 10; in Orphic cos-
MOogony, 41, 42, 45; generation from
Erebos (Hesiod), 26; identified with
fire {Heraclitus}, 161, 200; popularly
regarded as divine, 2oon., 206;
normally distinguished from d&fp,
433 n. 1; in cosmogony of Anaxa.
goras, 382, 383, 384
Alcmaeon of Croton, 11g, 180, 221 n. 5,
23940
date and relevance, 232-3; contact
with Pythagorean school, 232; his
book, 232
medical and physiological interests,
252, 284n.; theory of health and
dualism, 232, 294, 262
on the composition of the soul, 235,
262
influence on his successors, 2343, 262,
283
Alexander of Aphrodisias, as source for
Simplicius, 3-4, 104; on Anaxi-
mander, 111, 139, 178; on Zeno,
2go; on Anaxagoras, 363; on
Dicgenes, 439
Ameinias, and Parmenides, 264, 265
Anacalypteria (Unveiling of the bride), 61
Anatomy, Diogenes’ views, 443-5; used
as parallel with cosmos, 4445
Anaxagoras of Clazomenae, 110, 1150,
11y, 152, 162, 201, 250, 264, 304,
305, 307, 320, 321, 335, 395 399
405, 406, 420n., 427
sources for, 1, 4, 5-6
date and life, 362~5; the trial, 364;
pupils and associates, 3645
writings, 365-7
problem of interpretation, 367-8
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Anaxagoras of Clazomenae {continued)

reaction to Parmenides and ecarlier
pluralists, g19, 368-70, 374; com-
position of the original mixture,
36g-70, 980~1; and cf. 131 n. 2

reaction to Zeno, 370-2, 377-8

Mind, 372-6; regarded as a substance,
250; and the single god of Xeno-
phanes, 172; and motion, 374-5
(cf. 133 n. 2); and Empedocles’
Love and Strife, 374; dualismof vind
and matter, 375; Archelaus’ modi-
fications, 3978

‘in everthing a portion of everything’,
375-7; significance of wA4v vol, 376;
application to nourishment, 385-6

‘seeds’ and ‘portions’, 377-8

‘seeds’ and opposites, 378-81; exten-
sion of Empedocles’ views, 380-1,
383, 432

the opposites, 381 (and cf. 1g1)

beginnings of cosmogony, 382-4

nourishment and growth, 385-6, 432

Homoeomeries, 386-8

summary, and contrast with atomists,
388~9; their debt to him, 411, 426

special doctrines, 38g-94; question of
innumerable worlds, 3fg-g0; as-
tronomy and meteorology, 390-2,
413 n. 4, 414 1. 6, 439 (and cf. 15210,
153, 156, 157); biclogy, 3923, 444,
445n.; sensation, 393—4

influence on Diogenes, 430, 432

Anaximander of Miletus, 43, 49, 50, 55,

143, 196, 214, 368, 434

Hippolytus as source for, 5-6

life and date, gg-101; association with
Sparta, g9, 102~4, 1040, ; relation to
Thales, 100-1, 105 slightevidence for
connexion with Pythagoras, 1oon.;
colonization of Apollonia, 104

his book, 101-2, 1035

scientific activities, rog—4; the map,
63, 99, 103~4; astronomy and the
gromon, 81, §9, 102-3

td &merpov, 104-17; origin of, gin.; use
of dpx#, 105, 107-8, 111; meaning of
&newpov, 108-10; Aristotle’s inter-
pretation, 108; Anaximander’s use
(spatially indefinite or indefinite in
kind), 10g-10; as an intermediate
substance {Aristotle), 110~-12; rea-
sons for postulating, 112-14; charac-
teristics, 114-17; view of change,
114, 128

the extant fragment, 117-21; extent,
117-18; meaning, 118-1g; original
and Theophrastean clements, 117~
18, rig—=o, 121; the opposites,
11g—20, and cf. 32g9; justice and
injustice, 118-21, 195-6; the ‘assess-
ment of time’, 120-1 (and cf. 56
1)

the innumerable worlds, 12:-6, 390;
a cycle of worlds rejected, 122-3;
atomist arguments applied to Anaxi-
mander, 123-4; atomistic worlds
assigned to Anaximander, 124-6,
128; elements in his cosmology en-

couraging innumerable.world in-
terpretation, 126
cosmogony, 126-33; doubtful rele-

vance of ‘eternal motion’ and vortex,
126~9, 130; opposites, 113-14, 11g~
21; Theophrastus’ misinterpreta-
tion, 121, 126; separation of oppo-
sites, r28—31, 1329, 413 n.3;
formation of the cosmos, 1313

cosmology, 134-40; the earth, 81-2,
134-5, and of. 63; the heavenly
bodies, 135-7; mathematical basis,
136, 137; possible influence on
Pythagoras, 136; meteorological
phenomena, 137—9; the earth drying
up, 13g-40, 178; the cydical pro-
cess, 139~40

zoogony and anthropogony, 140, 14i~2

influence on Anaximenes, 162; on
Empedocles, 360

Anaximenes of Miletus, 55, g2n., 1150,

124, 134, 183, 200, 206, 207 nn, 1
and 2, 427

sources for, 4, 56

date, life, book, 143—4; style, 144

his view of change, 144, 145, 149, 161,
162

air, 144-53; as basic form of matter,
144-8; reason for the choice, 1447,
161 ; nature of &4p and wvelue, 146y
{and cf. 57); condensation and rare-
faction, 147; as cause of heat and
cold, 148-50; gives life to matter,
147; assumption of other basic forms
unlikely, 147-8; air is divine, 150~1;
attribution to Anaximenes of innu-
merable worlds, 1510, {and <f. 126)

attitude to doctrine of opposites, 147,
149

and scientific experiment, 149n,

attitude to conventional religion, 150

463



GENERAL INDEX

Anaximenes of Miletus (continued)

cosmogony, I5I-3; air as origin of
earth, 152; origin of heavenly
bodies, 152; confusion with other
thinkers, 152

cosmology, 153-8; earth, flat, floats on
air, 153, 154; the heavenly bodies,
154~7; inaccuracy of doxographical
attributions, 155-6; explanation of
setting of sun and stars, 156~7, 439;
meteorologicat phenomena, 157-8

dhp-guxth comparison, 15862, 436 (and
cf.207 n. 2} ; explanations of the com-
parison, 160-2

his debt to predecessors and later
influence, 162, 172, 399, 427, 430

Parmenides’ references to, 264, 275

and parallel between human body and
COSTNOS, 444

Androclus, founder of Ephesus, 184n.

Andron of Ephesus, on Pherecydes, 51

Animism, primitive, contrasted with
Thales’ view of the soul, g5; in
Homer, g7n.

Anonymus Londinensis, on Hippon, 8gn.;
on Philolaus, 312

Antiphon, 263

Antisthenes, on Heraclitus, 184n.; on
travels of Democritus, 4o4n.; on
Diogenes, 427

Anu, Hittite sky god, 36

&wages, dmelpwv, 10g, 11onn.; applied to
air, 146; see also Anaximander (&
&mrepov)

Aphrodite, 35, 214; equated by Empe-
docles with cosmic Love, 330, 349;
see alse Kupris, Love and Strife

dmoxplueatan, applied to opposites, 12g-30

dmdrpions, use of in embryology, 133n.

Apocllo, 350 n. 1; Orphic cult of, 37;
Heraclitus and the oracle at Delpht,
211, 212, 213

Apollodorus of Athens, his dates: Phere-
cydes, 49; Thales, 74n.; Anaxi-
mander, gg, 100, 101, 144n; Xeno-
phanes, 164; Heraclitus, 182-3;
Pythagoras, 217; Parmenides, 264;
Zeno, 286; Melissus, 298 ; Philolaus,
307; Empedocles, 320-1; Anaxa-
goras, 363; Leucippus, 400

Apoclionia (Pontic), colonized by Anaxi-
mander, 104; and Diogenes, 427

Apoliontus Paradoxographus, on con-
nexion between Pythagoras and
Pherecydes, 50-1, 218 n. g

Apollonius Rhodius, on separation of
carth and sky, 32~3; on the fight
between Kronos and Ophioneus,
66~7, 6g; non-Orphic elements at-
tributed to Orpheus, 67 n. 1

&woppfiyvuadas, use of in biology, 133 n. 1

Apsu, in Babylonian Creation-epic, 13n.,
34 90

Apuleius, on Anaximander, 1oon.

doxh, Aristotle’s use of, 88, g2, 97;
Anaximander’s, 105, 1678, 111

Archelaus of Athens, 124

sources for, 4, 5-6, 398 n. 1

date and life, g95; association with
Anaxagoras and Socrates, 364 n.,
395, 396

cosmology and zoogony, 396-8; modi-
fication of Anaxagoras’ Mind, 397~
8; primary substance, 3g7-8; the
four world-masses, 398; zoogony,
308

his lack of oniginality, 3989

Archytas, 221 n. 5§, 233 n. 2; on Eurytus,
314

Ares, in Empedocles’ Purifications, 349

&otoxovra, see ‘Placita®

Arimon, 58, 59

Aristophanes, 132, 201 n. ; meaning of ydos
in, 27; cosmogonical concepts in, 44,
45-8, 47, 62 n. 4; and Thales, 76;
use of &napos, 110 1. 1; on Diogenes,
403, 427, 443 0. 2

Aristotle

as source for Presocratic thought:
quotations, 1; his surveys of Pre-
socratic opinions, §; Simplicius’
commentary on Physics, 3-4; his
influence on Theophrastus, 4, 6-7;
and non-Theophrastean judgements
in the doxographical tradition, 6

on cosmogonical concepts: Okeanos
and Tethys, 16-17; Night, 22, 24,
40 interpretation of yxdos, 26

on the date of Epimenides, 45

on Pherecydes of Syros, 48, 71

on oumipud, 57

on Thales, 79; cosmology, 87-g97
passim; use of &pyd, 88, gz, 97; not
acquainted with his writings, 85

on Hippon, go n, 1

on *hylozoism’, g7

on Anaximander: and Theophrastus’
account of originative substance,
107-8; Peripatetic interpretation of
& &nupov, 108; the Indefinite as
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Aristotle {continued)

an intermediate substance, 110-12;
reasons for choice of the Indefinite,
113~14; the Indefinite ‘enfolds all
and steers all’, 114~16; and appli-
cation of atomist-type arguments,
123-6; and relevance of eternal
motion and vortex, 127-8; on sepa-
rating out of opposites, 12g-31; the
carth drying up, 139

on Anaximenes: air as originative
substance, 145; air as divine, 151;
cosmology, 153, 155; metcorology,
158; the soul as air, 162n.

on Xenophanes: and connexion with
Parmentdes, 165-6; on single god,
171~2; cosmology, 176

on Herachtus, 18s; defects in his
assessment, 186-7; extension of
Platonic  interpretation of flux,
196-7, 198 n. 2; his dual exhala-
tion and Heraclitus’ meteorclogical
views, 204n.; soul as the fiery ex-
halation, 207 n. 1

on Pythagoreanism, 216, 218, 236; his
lost book, 218 nn. 2 and 3, 253,
250n.; the Decad, 229; his summary,
236-40; dualism, 240-1; Limit and
Unlimited, Odd and Even, 242;
Number, equation of Even with Un-
limited, 243~5; units have magni-
tude, 245-8; things equal numbers,
248-50; distinction between cone
crete and abstract, 250; cosmogony:
the first unit, 250-2; the void, 252~
3; points, lines, planes, solids, 254~
5; qualitative distinctions, 256-7;
astronomy, 257-61; the soul, 261—2

on Parmenides, 265; the Way of
Seeming, 280n.

on Zeno, 2g1-2; the stadium argu-
ment, 293 ; Achiiles and the tortoise,
204 ; the arrow, 294-5; the moving
rows, 2957

on Melissus, 300

on Xuthus, 401, 302 n. 3

and the fragments of Philolaus, gog9-11,
312

on Empedocles: moral character attri-
buted to Love and Strife, 330nn.;
evolution, 338n., 339; sense-percep-
tion, 344 n. 2 {and cf. 406 n. 4);
the rule of Strife, 346; transition
back to rule of Love, 347; primal
innocence, parallel with the Sphere,

850 n. 2] consciousness, 358-g; his
view of the soul and Empedocles’,
360; comparison with Anaxagoras,
3801

on Anaxagoras: equation of void with
Not-being, 370n.; seeds and oppo-
sites, 380; comparison with Empe-
docles, 380-1; and Socrates’ criti-
cism of Mind, 384n.; on homoeo-
meries, 386-7; and Amnaxagoras’
belief in only one world, 3gon.

on the atomists: origin of theory,
405-6; atoms and the void, 408,
409 n. 2; weight of atoms, 413;
motion, 417-18; formation of bodies,
419-20; sensation as touch, 420n.,
423; soul- and fire-atoms, 420n,

on Piogenes: the soul as air, 162n.;
and attribution of intermediate sub-
stance, 428n.; anatomical work, 429

[Aristotle}, MXG, 165-6, goqn,

Aristoxenus, his biographies, 6; on Phere-
cydes, 49n.1, 51; on Pythagoras,
65 n.2, 225n., 241 n.1; on Pytha-
goreanism, 221 n.2; and story of
Plato’s plagiarism, 308; on odd and
even, 318n.

dppovin, in Heraclitus, 193n., 194; per-
sonified by Empedocles, 335

Arnobius, 4

Assyrian thought, reflected in Greek art,
39n.

Astronomy: heavenly bodies as bowls, 14,
15, 157, 203; Thales, 79-83; his
nautical star-guide, 85-6; Baby-
ionian, 80,81,82 and n.; stellar obser-
vation in archaic times, 86; Anaxi-
mander, gg; star-maps {spheres}, gg,
103; Anaximenes, 154-7, 414 0.4}
Heraclitus, 175, 202~4; Pythagorean,
290, 257-60; Parmenides, 290, 284;
Empedocles, 333~35, 414 n. 4; An-
axagoras, 392, 414 nn, 4, 6; atomists,
412; Diogenes, 439; se¢ Moon, Navi-
gation, Planets, Stars, Sun, Eclipses

&foupin, in Democritean ethics, 428

“Atn, as instrument of divine power,
170

Athenaeus, 2

Athenagoras, 5; on Orphic cosmogony,
42-3

Athene, 63, 64n.

Athens, 263, 402, 404n. ; Parmenides’ and
Zeno’s visit, 267n,; naval defeat at
Samos, 268 ; Anaxagoras at, 364, 395
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Atomists {Leucippus and Democritus)
Hippolytus as source for, 5-6
Aristotle and atomist arguments ap-
plied to Anaximander, 123—4; Ana-~
ximander and atomist-type worlds,
124-6

Ionian elements in their cosmology,
155; improbability of Anaximenes
as forerunner, 148n.; foreshadowed
by Melissus, 304-6; their solution
contrasted with Anaxagoras’, 388-4g

attitude to Parmenidean demands, 319

individual contributions, and dates,
400-3

writings, 4034

origins of the atomic theory, 404-6

atoms and the void, 406—9; the shape
and size of atoms, 408n., 409 n. 2,
4201,

formation of worlds, 409-14; chance
and necessity, 411, 4i128.1; in-
numerable worlds, 4i12; the earth
and heavenly hodies, 412

behaviour of atoms, 414-21; weight,
41416

‘original’ and ‘derived’ motion, 416~
18; (cof. 422)

formation of bodies, 418-21

sensation, thought, knowledge, 421—4

ethics, 424-5; possible connexion with
physics, 426n.

their position in Presocratic thought,
426; and modern atomic theory, 426

Atoms, confusion with points and units,

246-~50, 2546, 290-1, 315, 371, See
alss Atomists

Atum, in Babylonian creation-epic,

13 n.1, 57
Augustine, St, as source for Presocratic
thought, 4, 125

Babylon: mythology, similarities with
Greek, g, 12-13, 18-19, 21n., 34, 58,
71-2, go—~1; thought of, reflected in
Greek art, 39n.1; prediction of
eclipses, 8o, 82, 97; invention of the
gnomon, 8o; Greek scientists’ debt to,
8o, 102

Bacchylides, meaning of xéos in, 27

Bailey, C., on Anaxagoras, 367, 377; on
the atomists, 402, 409 B, 2, 416n.;
on weprédatis, 418; on Democritean
ethics, 426n.

Baldry, H. ., on cosmogony of Anaxi-
mander, 133 n. 1

Barnett, R. D., on the Kumarbi-Tablet,
37 n.1

Basilides, father of Isidorus the Gnostic,
65n.2

Bathylaus, Pythagorean, 233 n. 4

Bignone, E., on Empedocles (fr. 134},
349, 350

Biology: bioclogical language in cosmo-
gonical explanation, 193n.1; in
Anaximander, 141-2; Anaxagoras’
theories, 302-3; influence on thought
of Diogenes, 434n.; se¢ alse Embryo-
logy, Physiology

Birds, in cosmogony, 44-6; and see
Aristophanes

Blood, and Empedocles’ views on con-
sciousness, 3443, 350-9; its pro-
ducts, in Diogenes, 444

Books, use of standard titles, 101; con-
tents of papyrus rolls, 102 n. 2; prices
in 4th-century Athens, 366 and n, 2
{and cf. 308)

Botany, Empedocles’ contribution, 340

Bowra, Sir M., on Parmenides’ Proem,
268

Brahmins, and teachings of Pythagoras,
224

Brain, as seat of sensation, in Alcmacon,
233 n. 9; as instrument of intelli-
gence, 442n.

Brotinus (Brontinus), connected with
Pythagoras, 233 n. 4

Burnet, J., vili, 218, 21g; on Thales, 84n.,
g6; on Bth-century meteorological
interest, 8g; on Anaximander, 100,
1o7-8, 122, 128; on Anaximenes,
1510, ; on Xenophanes, 166, 167; on
sth-century Pythagoreanism, 236n.;
on Parmenides, 264, 26g, 270, 279~
80 and n.; on Melissus, 303, 305; on
Empedocles, 322, 334, 353 0. 1; on
rise of the experimental method, 342;
on Anaxagoras, 366; on concept of
weight, 415; on the atomists, 402,
416n.; on the writings of Diogenes,
428

Bywater, 1., on fragments of Philolaus,
308, 311

Cadrneians, among lonian colonists, 750,
Cadmus, marriage-gift to Harmonia,
62 n, 3; ancestor of Thales, 74
Calendar, determination of in archaic

period, 86
Calliades, archonship of, 363
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Callimachus, 50; on Thales” work in
navigation, 82, 86

Callir(r)hoe, 67 n. 2

Cartography: map of Anaximander, 63,
99, 103~4; of Hecataeus, 1034

Casius, Mt, as scene of fight between
Zeus and Typhoeus, 68

yohapds, used by Anaximenes, 148

Chalcidius, 39 n.1, 209 n, 2

Chaldaeans, and teaching of Pythagoras,
22

Cham:: and necessity, in theory of atoms,
411, 4tz andn., 1

Change, in Anaximander, 114, I28;
Anaximencs, 144, 145, 149, 162;
Heraclitus, 18y, 195-2, 195-6; his
river image, 196-g; Melissus, 197n.;
Parmenides, 278; Empedocles, 324

Chaos

archaic cosmogonical position of, ac-
cording to Aristotle, 20} in Orphic
cosmogonical succession, 22 n.1; in
Hesiodic cosmogony, 22; in later ad-
ditions, 234, 209-31; priority and
primacyof, 24, 26~7, 44; offspring, 26
interpretations of xdos, 26-7; etymo-

logy, 27; use in literature, 27; in
Theogony, 28 1. ; Cornford’s interpre-
tation as gap between earth and sky,
28-g, 31; comparison with Nordic
ginnunga-gap, 29 0. 1; description of
underworld in variants appended to
Titanomachy, 23—4, 20-51; nature
of the gap and relation to Tartaros,
31; interpretations of Vlastos and
Hélscher, q1n,; in Pherecydes, 56,
591,

ydoua, the windy gap, location of Night,
24, 411 1

yieoBor, as etymological source of ydes,
56, 5gn. 1

Cherniss, H., on 16 &mapov, 110 n, 2, 113}
on opposites in Anaximander, 115~
1gn. ; on Aristotle’s view of the soul,
420n.

Choerilus of fasus, g6 n. 2

Xpecw, meaning of, 117

xpowd, in Pythagorean cosmology, 251

Chronos, oriental origin of cosmogonical
concept, 39 n. 1, 56 n. 1 ; represented
as winged snake, 39 n.1; in Orphic
COSIOZORY, 39 N1, 40, 4, 42, 45,
46n.5, 56n.1; association with
Kronos, 3g n. 1, 45, 56, 58—, 66, 67;
in cosmogony of Pherecydes, 49,

50 n. 1, 545, 56 n. 1; initial creation
from his seed, in Pherecydes, 57-60,
70; supplanted by Zas-Zeus, 67, 69;
as father of Ophioneus, 70; see also
Time

Xpdvou T&Eis, in Anaximander, 56n., 120

Chrysippus, on cosmogonical position of
Night, 22 n.1

Chthonie, in cosmogony of Pherecydes,
49. 55, 56, 57 n.2, 58; given the
name of Ge, 55, 57 n. 2; significance
of, in relation to earth, 56, 61; as
guardian of marriage, 61; marriage
to Zas and gift of embroidered cloth,
6o—2; the winged oak and the cloth,
62-5; as parent of Ophioneus, 70;
equated with Hera, 70 (cf. 61)

Clicero, his use of the Vetwsta Placita, 5; on
Pherecydes’ view of the soul, 6on,;
on god as mind, g6n.1; on in-
numerable worlds, 124, 1250, 1510,

Cleanthes, 1gbn.; his work on Hera-~
clitus, 6

Clement of Alexandria, as source for Pre-
socratic thought, 2, 6; on Heraclitus,
1g9m,

Cleon, and prosecution of Anaxagoras,
gbe

Cleostratus of Tenedos, his Astrologia, 86

Colchis, identified with Aia, 54 n. 3

Colophon, birthplace of Xenophanes, 74,
163, 164; capture of (546/58.0.),
164 foundation and alleged poem of
Xenophanes, 166

Conscicusness, Empedocles on, 344-5,
35760

Cornford, F. M., his interpretation of
xdos, 2811 ; on 14 &meipov, 104, tion.;
on Anaximander, 122, 124, I3 0. 2,
192, 142; on sth-century Pytha-
goreanism, 236n.; on the Table of
Opposites, 240-1; on ‘number-
atomism’, 247n.; on equation of
abstracts with numbers, 250; on
Pythagorean cosmogon: 251; on
Parmenides, 275, 28in.; on Zeno,
289-g0, 371—2; on Empedocles, 323;
on Presocratics and scientific experi-
ment, 342; on Anaxagoras, 367,
386, 390

Cosmogony

in mythological contexts, 8; Hesiod’s

attempt at systematization of legend,
8; rational investigations of the
Milesians, 8, 10
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Cosmogony (confinued)

the naive view of the world, to-11

the concept of Okeanos, 8, 1119

the concept of Night, 8, 1g-24; in
cosmogonical ideas associated with
Orpheus, 8, 214

similarities in near-eastern mythology,
g, 12-13, 18-1g, 20n,

anthropomorphic image of growth of
the world, g-10

Hesiodic, and separation of earth and
sky, 24-32; separation in Greek
literature, 32-3; in non-Greek
sources, 334

mutilation myth in Hesiod, 34-7;
Hittite parallel, 367

Orphic, 37-48; neoplatonic accounts,
39—40; *the usual Orphic theology’,
41; Hieronymus and Hellanicus,
41~2; Athenagoras, 42—9; the egg,

-8

4+

Pherecydes of Syros, 48—72

of Anaximander, 126-33

of Anaximenes, 151~3

Pythagorean, 25062 ; Parmenides and,
274, 275, 276-7; similarities in
Philolaus, 313

of Empedocles, 332~5, 345-8

of Anaxagoras, 3825

of Archelaus, 368

of the atomists, 409-14

of Diogenes, 438-9

Cosmology

of Thales, 8798

influence of study of medicine on, 8g

of Anaximander, 194-40

of Anaximenes, 153-8

of Parmenides, 280, 284

of Empedocles, 32430

of Archelaus, 396-8

of the atomists, 404-8, 414-20

of Diogenes, 4389

Cratylus, his Heracliteanism, 185 and n,,

Orphic cosmogonies, 39, 42nn.;
EVTERUNOS, 50 I, I

Darmasias, archonship of, 49, 74n.

Darius I, King of Persia, 163, 164

Darkness, as Hades’ share in division of
cosmos, 20n,; in Pythagorean Table
of Opposites, 238; as one of primary
pair of contraries {Parmenides), 281
see also Night

Darwin, Ch., Empedocles’ alleged antici~
pation of his theories, 338

Davison, J. A., on trial of Anaxagoras, 364

Day, cosmogonical position of, 20; genera-
tion from Erebos (Hesiod), 26

Decad, the, in Pythagorean doctrine, 229,
290 1. 2, 312

Deichgriber, K., on Xenophanes' carth-
sea cycle, 179; on his view of know-
ledge, 180

Delatte, A,, 200 n. 2

Delos, 53, 54 n.2; in legend of Phere-
cydes, 51

Delphi, Heraclitus and the oracle at,
211, 212, 215

Demeter, 57 n.2

Demetrius of Phaleron, on Thales, v4n.,
94 n.1; on Anaxagoras, 3463

‘Democrates’, and ethical writings of
Democritus, 425

Democritus of Abdera, 123, 124, 132, 236,
307 371, 372, 395, 408n., 409 n. 2,
445; Stobaeus as source, 2, 425; lost
work by Theophrastus, 4; in Dio-
dorus, 33 n. 1; on the nationality of
Thales, 74; on Thales as astronomer,
79, 83n.; on the drying-up of the sea
and the end of the world, 139 and n.;
on the shape of the earth, 152n., 153,
412; debt to Milesians, 162; distinc-
tion between sensation and gpéwmois,
18g n. 2, 422-4; his travels, go4n.;
on vortex-action, 411, 41§ 1. 2; on
innumerable worlds, 412, 41410, 5;

186; and the river-image, 197, and weight of atoms, 415; and
198 n. 2 ‘ortginal’ motion, 417; his ethical

Croesus, assisted by Thales in crossing of writings, 424-6; see alse Atomises
Halys, 756 (Leucippus and Democritus)

Croton, 265, 307n.; Pythagoras at, 217
Cyril of Alexandria, 5
Cyrus, King of Persia, 49, 163, 164

Deucalion, 140, 178

Awboyal (accounts of philosophical suc-
cessions), 4, 5

Dicaearchus of Messene, 221 n.2; on
Pherecydes, 51

Diels, H., 6on.,, 143n., 16gn., 175n,
177, 191, 195N, 2040, 2320., 2521,
2791, 305, 3270, 334 0.1, 398 0. 3,

Daimons, in Aetius’ account of Thales,
g5n.; in Heraclitus, 209, 214

Damascius, 23 nn. 2, 4; on priority of
Night in Eudemus, 21, ¢f. 40; on
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Diels {continued)
407, 4170, 419, 423n., 438; his
Doxaographi Graeci, 5, 78; on Phere-
cydes’ book, 50 n.1; on the winged
oak, 69; on Thales’ star-guide, 86;0n
Anaximander’s views on stars, 136,
on Tiinos, 145; on Xenophanes'
earth-sea cycle, 179; on Heraclitus'
yviouc, 185; on Empedocles fr. 129,
21gn.; on Parmenides’ Proem, 268;
ondate of Empedocles, 3zin.; on his
writings, gzen.; on fr. 27-8, 326n.;
on Democritus, 425 ; on Diogenes, 428

Bixn, in Heraclitus, 195; personified, 203

Diller, H., on Diogenes, 430n.

Diodorus Siculus, cosmogony and anthro-
pogony in Bk. 1, 33 n.1, 403 n.1
Diogenes of Apollonia, 115 end n., 116,

124, 144, 1510, 2010,, 408
date and life, 427
writings, 427-90; his medical work, 429
his eclecticisim, 42g-31; nfluence of
other thinkers, 162, 310, 427, 430,
432 434 437, 435, 439
the basic substance, 431-4; contains
divine intelligence, 433—4; teleo-
logical belicf, 433
air as basic form of matier, 434-8; life
due to, 436; is soul and intelligence,
436 (cf. 162n.); divine, controls, 437;
forms differ according to tempera-
ture, 437-8
cosmogony and cosmology, 438-40;
doctrine of plurality of worlds attri-
buted to him, 126, 439; views on
astronomy, 156, 157, 439
physiology, 440-4; cognition, 440-3;
anatomy and reproduction, 4435,
and ¢f. 57
Diogenes Laertius, as source for Pre-
socratics, 2, 3, 4, 6; on Thales, 81-2,
83-6; on Anaximenes, 143; on Hera-
clitus, 185, 203, 204n.; on Pytha-
goras, 221 m. 1, 229 n. 3; on Par-
menides, 264; on Zeno, 286n.; on
Empedocies, 322; on Archelaus,
4G5; on the atomists, 4110, 413 n. 4
Dien of Syracuse, 221 n. 3, 308
Dionysus, identified with Hades (Hera-
clitug), =211, =2x2; in ‘Orphic’
mythology, 351
Dodds, E. R., The Greeks and the Ir-
rational, g, and f. Bibliography, p. 446
Dodona, Zeus’ shrine at, 64
Douris, on nationality of Thales, 74, 75

Dualism,

Doxographical tradition, as source for

Presocratic thought, 4~7; and views
of Thales, 88; and ‘innumerable
worlds’, 124-6; and Xenophanes'
physical ideas, 173-5; and concept
of plurality of worlds, 412
Pythagorean, 240-1; Pare
menides and, 277; influence on
Empedocles, 330 n. 1 ; of Anaxagoras,
375
Dyroff, A., on weight in atomists, 416n.

Earth

relation to sky and Tartaros, to-11;
solidly rooted, 10, 64; surrounded
by Okeanos, 11-1%5; roots of, in
Hesiod, 234, 64

separation from sky, implies advent of
Day and Night, 20; separation in
Hesiodic cosmogony, 28-32; in
Greek literature, 32—9; in non-Greek
sources, 33-4; relevance of near-
castern cosmological ideas on, 12,
36-7, go-1

impregnated by rain, 29 n. 2, 393; by
severed member of god, 35, 36

represented by winged oak in Phere-
cydes, 64

Thales: floats on water, 77, 87-g, go-2,
134; originates from water, g2-3

Anaximander: free-swinging, &i-e2,
128-g, 135; cylindrical, 133, 134;
formation of, 131, 133; drying up,
139-40, 178

Anaximenes: flatness as cause of
stability, 152 n,1, 153, 154; tilted,
156-7, 414 0.4, end <f. 439

Xenophanes: has roots, 1756 (cf, 88);
becomes sea again, 177G, 201

relation to sea and fire in Heraclitean
COSTOS, 200-2

in Pythagorean cosmology, 259-60

as one of Empedocles’ four roots, 324,
346

Anaxagoras’ view, 391-2, 439 (cf
152n.}; heavenly bodies thrown off
from, 392

in cosmogony of Archelaus, 398

the atomists: Hat, tambourine-like,
tilted, 412, 413 n. 4, 439; compaosi-
tion of, 4210,

Diogenes: a tilted disc, 439

See alse Gala (Ge)

Farthquakes, Thales’ explanation of,

go n. 2, 92; Anaximenes’, 158

469



GENERAL INDEX

Echidna, 67 n. 2, 68n,

Eclipses, 79-80, 82, 156, 174-5, 203, 335,
392, 414 0. 4

Ecphantus of Syracuse, 2471,

ecpyrosis, attributed by Stoics to Hera-
clitus, 186, 199n., zo2n.

Egg, produced from union of two Titans,
22, 44, 45, 589, 70; pessibly men-
tioned in cosmogony attributed to
Sanchuniathon, gin.; in Orphic
theogony, 39, 41, 42-3, 46—7; in non-
Orphic sources, 44-6; an archaic
theogonical device, 48; produced by
sharks (Plutarch), 142n,

Egypt, 73; the Nile floods and idea of
Okeanos, 13; mythology of, simi~
larities with Greek, g, t2-14, 18-19,
a3, 57, 68, 77, go~1; Thales’ visit to,
46-8; astronomical cbservation in,
80; influence on Thales’ cosmology,
go-2; and teachings of Pythagoras,
224; Democritus’ visit, qo4n.

&xxplveoton, applied to opposites, 12g-30

hhebhpevos, R1gn.

txpoty, in Pherecydes, 59n.

Elea, Xenophanes' association with, 164,
165-6; foundation (340 ®.G.), 164,
264, 286; and Zeno and Parmenides,
2645

Eleatic School, 216; Hippolytus as source
for, 5-6; Xenophanes as founder,
163, 165; see alse Melissus, Parme-
nides, Xenophanes, Zeno

Eliun, deity in theogony attributed to
Sanchuniathon, 32n.

Elohim, replaced by Jahweh in Genesis
-1, 35 0.1

fiAos, 154, 155, 156 n.1

Embryology, Anaximander's knowledge
of, 142 and n.; and Parmenides,
285n.; Philolaus’ theories on, gra-
14; Pythagorean beliefs, 340; Em-
pedocles’ contribution, 340, 445n.;
Anaxagoras’ theories, 393, 4450.;
Diogenes’ study, 445n.

Empedocles of Acragas, 110, 119, 128,
131, 151, 183, 202n., 223, 233 0. 3,
240-50, 2B5, 304, 307, 363, 405,
406

sources for: Simplicius, 1; Plato, 33
lost work by Theophrastus, 4; Hip-
polytus, 5-6

influence of Parmenides, 264, 283, 319,
323-5, 326, 320, 360; Pythagorean
influence, 333, g51-5 (and cf. 224);

470

of Xenophanes, 357; and cf, 360t

date and life, g20-1; political activi
ties, 321 ; as doctor and orator, 321,
444; contributions to science, 340,
445n.; explanation of eclipses, 419
n. 4; the magnet, 440n.

writings, and problem of conflict be-
tween the poems, 322-3, 355-6,
35960

defence of the senses, 325

the Sphere, 326-7 {and cf. 123); its
disruption, 3312

‘the cosmic cycle, 326-7, 331-2, 336,
345-8; and later Pythagoreanism,
234n.; and evolution, 338-g; and
the fall of the soul, 348, 350-1,
353 0. 2, 3534, 355; and the Great
Year, 352, 353

the four roots, 327-30 (and cf. 11g); as
an answer to Parmenides, 324; and
Anaxagoras, 370, 376, 380-1, 383;
and Archelaus, 399; and Diogenes,
432

cosmogony, 332—5; the first stages,
332-4; the heavenly bodies, 333-5;
organic compounds, 435; the rule of
Strife and the reverse cosmogony,
3458

evolution, four stages, 336-45; dis-
united lmbs, 336-7; monsters and
deformities, 337-8; ‘whole-natured’
forms, 338; relation of first three
to cosmic cycle, 338-g; the present
world, 340-5; respiration (the klep~
sydra simile), 341-2 and of. 370n,
409 1.3

sense-perception, 344-4; CONSCIOUSnEss,
2445, 357-50; sense-perception and
his denial of the void, 344 n. 2, 406n.,
408

the rule of Strife, 345-6

transition back to rule of Love, 346-8;
reason for introduction, of the cosmic
cycle, 348

the Purifications, 348; parallel in
Pindar’s Odes, 348; the fall of the
soul and the cosmic cycle, 348,
349-50

the state of primal innocence, 349-50;
the return to, 355

the primal sin and fall of man, 3504

incarnation and transmigration, 3531~5
and cf. 224

escape from Wheel of Birth, 354—5; the
scale of lives, 355
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Empedocles of Acragas {continued)
individual survival, 356—7
physical basss of consciousness, 357-00
his views on the soul related to other
thinkers, 3601
criticized by Anaxagoras, 363, 364
atomnists’ debt to, 423, 426
Emperius, 142n.
Fos, 54 n.3
Ephesus, birthplace of Heraclitus, 73,
182, 183
Epicharmus, 163, 164; on primeval
deities, 55; and the Heraclitean
tradition, 165
Epicureanism, influence on the doxo-
graphical tradition, 6; Epicurean
interpretation of Democritus, 418
Epicurus, 124, 400, 426; on the atomists,
402, 403; on shape and size of atoms,
40gn.2; parallel in phraseology
with atomists, 411n.; and weight of
atoms, 416; his use of wahpds, 418;
and ethics of Democritus, 425-6
ipimemdes, 47, 163; cosmogony as-
signed to, 21, 22, 38, 40, 46; on
production of Tartarcs by Night and
Air, 22, 44; writings attributed to, 37
Epistemology: Xenaphanes on limita-
tions of human knowledge, 179-81;
in fragment of Philolaus, 311}
atomists” views, 4234
twoysiofos, of the earth riding on air, 153
“Errrduuyos, title of Pherecydes’ book, 5o
Eratosthenes, 5, 320; on cartography,
103
Erebos, its relation to Hades and
‘Fartaros, 11; possible Hittite etymo-
logy, 26; place in Hesiodic cosmo-
gony, 26; in Orphic cosmogony, 42,
45; Aristophanes’ reference, 44
Eridu, Babylonian myth of, go-1
Erinyes (Furies), 203, 226
Eros, as rainfsemen between sky and
earth, 28; relation to Phanes,
41 0. 3, 45; Zeus, as creator, changes
into, 61-2
Esharra, the firmament of earth in Baby-
lonian Creation-epic, 34
tori, ambiguity of in Parmenides, 26g,
270 1.1
repoumyes, 2434
Ethics, of Heraclitus, 213; of Democritus,
246
Eudemus, 3, 23n.2; significance of
Okeanos and Tethys, 17; position of

Night, 21; Time as cosmogonical
figure, 39n.; his History of Theology,
3g; account of Orphic theogony,
40, 43; on Thales, and astronomy,
8o, 81, B3—4, 8s, 86, to3n.; on the
moon shining by reflected light,
156 n, 2; on periodic recurrence of
events, 224n.; on Zeno, 290

eleord, in Democritean ethics, 425

Euripides, on Okeanos as a circle around
the earth, 12; on immortality of
Nature, 117n.; Xenophanes’ in-
fluence on, 168; and Anaxagoras,
364n.

Eurynome, daughter of Okeanos, 67

Burytus of Croton, his pebbles, and later
modifications of Pythagoreanism,
31418

Eusebius, as source for Presocratic
thought, 4, 6; his summary of cos-
mogony of Sanchuniathon, 3in.;
on Zeno, 286n.

edBupin, in Democritean ethics, 425

Examyes, father of Thales, 74, 75n.

Farnell, L, R,, 62n.3

Favorinus, on Anaximander, gg

Festugitre, A. J., 241 n.1

Fire, produced from seed of Chronos,
57-8, 59n,; in cosmogony of Ana-
ximander, 131, 133, 136, 137; of
Anaximenes, 152; primary con-
stituent in Heraclitus, 188, 433-4;
and the world-order in Heraclitus,
169-203; probably identified with
aldfp, 200; in Pythagorean cosmo-
ogy, 257-60; in Empedocles, 324,
333, 338, 346; in Anaxagoras, 382;
in Archelaus, 398; atomist explana-
tion, 42¢

Fish, in zoogony of Anaximander, 141,
142; Diogenes on their breathing,
4431,
Flux, Platonic interpretation of Hera-
clitean, 186-y, 196-7, 198 n, 2
Fossils, and Xenophanes’ physical studies,
168, 177-8

Frank, E., on fragments of Philolaus, 308

Frankel, H., on Heraclitus fr, g2, 212n,

Frapkfort, H., and others, Before Philo-
sophy, 9

Frankfort, H., on Nun, g1 n, 1

Fritz, K. von, on Pherecydes, 63; on
Xenophanes, 171 n. 2

Fusion, theory of, atiributed te Ana.
xagoras, 377
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Gaia, Ge
her offspring, 17-18, 24-5 and n. 2, 26;
classed with Night, Okeanos and
Quranos in Hesiod, 20; in Hesiodic
cosmogony, 20, 24-5; offspring of
Night, 22 n. 1, 40 n. 2; mutilation
myth and her offspring, 35-7; mother
of Typhoeus, 70; in Orphic cosmo-
gony, 40, 423
in Pherecydes: Chthonie receives her

name, 55, 57 n. 2; slanders Zeus to
Hera, 58-9; represented on em-
broidered cloth, 6o-1 ; her portion, 67

Galen, 2

yoheol, 1420,

Ge, see Gaia

Genesis, cosmogony in, 54, 35 n. 1

yéweog, whether genuine in Anaximan-
der, 117-18

Geometry, introduced to Greece by
Thales, 76—7, 81, 83-4; Anaximan-
der as geometer, gg; Pythagoras’ use
of, 228n.; theorem of Pythagoras,
230

Gigon, O, 204n.

ginnunga-gap, in Nordic cosmogony, com-
parison with yéog, 28 n. 1

yvoun, Heraclitus’ use of, 204n.

gnomon, used by Babylonians, 81; Apaxi-
mander's use, 81, g9, loz-3;
meaning of the word in mathe-
matics, 244 n. I

Gnosticism, and Ham-Zoroaster identi-
fication, 65 n.2

God, gods, the divine, g, 19, 20, 25, 34,
36~7, 3gn., i24; in Pherecydes,
s5-72 passim; in Thales, 937, 98; in
Anaximander, 116-17, 118; in
Anaximenes, 1501 ; in Xenophanes,
16772, 1Bo-1; in Heraclitus, 192,
1630, 199, 200-1, 205, 200-10,
212, 214; in Parmenides, 268, 26g;
in Empedocles, 326, 349-55, 357,
360

Gomperz, H., 51, 177; on kpoh in
Pherecydes, 59n.; on Pherecydes’
views on the soul, 6on.; on the oak
and embroidered cloth, 63

ydwuog, 132, 1330,

Gorgias, to2n.1; as pupil of Empe.
docles, 321

Great Year, cycle of, 80, zoz2n., 210; in
Hesiod, 352; and cosmic cycle of
Empedocles, 352, 353

Growth, Anaxagoras’ theory of, 3856

Gruppe, O. F., on Orphic beliefs, 38

Gurney, O. R., The Hittites, 9, 334,
37 .1, 68

yupéy, applied to the earth, 1340,

Guterbock, H. G.,on the Kumarbi-tablet,
37 0.1

Guthrie, W, K. C,, on the Orphics, 37;
on the use of firog, 156 n. 1

Hades, relation to Erebos and Tartaros,
t1; share in division of the cosmos,
16n,, 2on, ; identified with Dionysus
(Herachitus), 212

Halys, river, diverted by Thales, 75-6

Ham, the prophecy of, and Pherecydes,
62, 65 n, 2; identified with Zoroaster,
65 n.2

Harmonia, her marriage-gift from Cad-
mus, 62 n.3

Harnack, A. von, on Ham.Zoroaster
identification, 65 n. 2

Hecataeus of Abdera, 403 n. 1

Hecataeus of Miletus, his map, 103—4;
rebuked by Heraclitus, 182, 18gn.1;
his date, 183n.

Heidel, W. A, 204 n. 1, 247n., 2520,
on costnogony of Anaximander, 133
n. 1; on Zeno's arguments against
Pythagoreans, 2901

Helen, 46, 214

Heltanicus, on Orphic cosmogony, 41-2;
his identity, 42 n. 1

Hephaistos, depicts Okeanocs on shield of
Achilles, 11, 12; in cosmology of
Empedocles, 324n., 335

Hera, her deception of Zeus, 15-16, 14,
20n.; guardian of marriage, 57 n. 2,
61; and production of Typhoeus
from egg, 58, 70; represented by
oaken statue in lepds yépos, 62 n. 3;
equated with Chthonie, 70; in cos-
mology of Empedocies, 324

Heracles, Orphic name for Chronos, 425

Heraclides of Pontus, 320; his work on
Heraclitus, 6

Heraclitus of Ephesus, 71, 115 and n,
116, 118n,, 121, 123, 1478, 1510,
162, 164, 8o, 228, 286n., 321, 325
oot

sources for: Hippolytus, 2, 5-6; Plato,
3; non-Theophrastean influences in
the doxographical tradition, 6

relation to other thinkers, 73, 182-3,
216; Xenophanes’ influence, 168,
£74, 182; rebukes others, 183,
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Heractitus of Ephesus {(continued)

18g n.1, 218; Parmenides’ reference
to, 183, 264, 272 influence on Em-
pedocles, 360; and Diogenes, 430,433

date and life, 182-4; fictitious anec-
dotes, 182, 183; resignation of
‘Kingship’, 184n., 214n.; the epi-
thets “obscure’ and ‘weeping’, 184

his book, 1846

his thought, 186214

distortion of his views and difficulty of
interpretation, 186—7

the Logos, 1879, 200, 204; and the
Delphic oracle, 211, 212, 213; and
human law, 214

essential unity of opposites, 18g-g1;
the ‘road up and down', 18g, 1gon.

unity and plurality from opposites,
191-9, 329; god and the Logos, 192;
god as connecting element in ex-
tremes, 1g2; superiority of god to
man, 193n.

unity unapparent, dependent on ba-
lance between opposites, 193-5

dominance of change, and strife be-

tween  opposites, 195-6; fire as
example, 200
the river-image iHlustrates  unity

through balance in change, 1969

fire and the world-order, 19g-202;
cf. 55, 88, 433-4; his use of wéoucs,
15gn0.; the trade-image and world-
order, 199, 202n.

echyrosis attributed to, by Stoics, 186,
199n., 2020,

views on astronomy, 202-4, arnd cf,
15, 83m., 175; Simplicius assigns suce
cessive  single worlds  to, 126;
heavenly bodies as bowls of fire, 203;
fire nourished by exhalations from
the sea, 203, 2040.; maintenance of
measure in change, 203

the nature of wisdom, 204-5

views on the soul, 205~11, and cf. g,
161—2; waking, sleeping and death,
207-0, 4371, 442; the soul and the
L.ogos, 20g; the fate of virtuous souls,
20g-11; survival after death, 209,
211 n. 3; suggestion of deification of
some souls, 210 0.1

attitude to conventional religion, 211—
12; and that of the Milesians, 150,
162

ethical and political advice, 21214

summary of his position, 214-15

Hermippus of Smyrna, 308; as source for
Presocratic thought, 4; on date of
Pherecydes, 4g n.1

Hermodorus, exiled from Ephesus, 183,
2i4n.

Herodotus, on QOkeanos, 12; on Thales,
76; on Babylonian use of grnomon, 81
and anthropological approach to
religion, 169; on Pythagoras, 223

Hesiod, 19, 59; his attempt to systematize
legend, 8; on relation of earth to
Tartaros, 10-11, 175; and cosmo-
gonical importance of Okeanos, 18;
position of Night in his cosmogony,
20, 24, 40; on the division of the
cosmos, 20n.; rearrangement of the
Hesiodic figures, 22, 24; composition
of Theogony, 25-6; methods of genera-
tion in, 26; primacy and meaning of
¥éos, 26~42; mutilation-myth, 34-7;
non-Greek sources in Theogony, 36-7;
influence on Orphics, 38; as source of
Aristophanes’ bird-cosmogony, 45-6;
Phoenician affinities, 32, 68; the
Zeus-Typhoeus battle an interpola-
tion, 67-8; contrasted with Phere-
cydes, 72; Xenophanes' attack on
gods in, 168-9; rebuked by Hera-
clitus, 18g n.1, 218; and Heraclitus’
views on the soul, 209, 210; on
rule of Kronos in Golden Age, 349;
apentgutism (banishment for a Great
Year), 352

[Hesiod), Astronomia, 86

Hesychius, on marmriage of Zas and
Chthonie, 62 n.1; on writings of
Thales, 85

Hieron, tyrant of Syracuse, 163

Hieronymus, source for Orphic theology,
41, 42 1.1

Hieronymus of Rhodes, 4; on Thales, 83

Hippasuzs of Metapontium, 147n., 231
n 3, 232

Hippias of Elis, 2; on Thales, g4

Hippocratic works: use of yévpes, 132;
and Archelaus’ cosmogony, 398 . 4;
and Diogenes, 429, 442n.

Hippolytus of Roine, as source for Pre.
socratics, 2, 5-0, 104-5, 13I; on
Anaximander, 104-5, 131; on Xeno-
phanes, 174, 178; on Heraclitus,
193n.; on Empedocles, 357

Hippon of Samos (or Rhegium ete.), on
water as constituent material, 8gn.,
9o n, §
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Hirtite mythology, sirnilarities with Greek
theogonical and cosmogonical stories,
9, 12-13, 334, 36-7, 68

Hsglscher, U., on near-eastern paraliels
with Thales, g1 n.1; on separation
of opposites in Anaximander, 126-30

Homer, naive account of the world in, 8,
10-11; on relation of earth to Tar.
taros, 10-11, 88; on Okeanos, 12-13,
14 n, 2, 150, 21; Okeanos as origin
of all things, 15-16; cosmological
references in Mids dwérm, 15-16, 19,
zon.; Plato on, as forerunner of
Heraclitean idea of flux, 17; per-
sonification of Night, 19; and the
soul, g5, 159, 360, 436; animism in,
g7n.; and the Heraclitean tradition,
165; Xenophanesand Homeric gods,
16g, 170, 171 n. 2, 172; rebuked by
Herachitus, 189 n. 1; copied by Em-
pedocles, 353 n.1; influence on Em-
pedocles, and on Greek verse, 361

Homoeomeries, in Anaxagoras, 386-8;
in Archelaus, 397

Hot and cold in Anaximander, 132-3; in
Anaximenes, 148-50; in Heraclitus,
1go; in Parmenides, 282; in Melis-
sus, 305; in Empedocles, 329; in
Anaxagoras, 36g-70, 380, 381,
383—4; in Archelaus, 306, 397-8; in
Diogenes, 437-8

Humansm: humanist approach replaces
cosmological, 445

‘Hylozoism', and Thales’ view of soul,
97

Iamblichus, 2; on Pythagorean com-
munities, 221 nn. i, 3, §5; on Alc-
maeon, 233 n. 1; on Philolaus and
Eurytus, 307n.

s, in Orphic cosmogony, 42, 43; in
zoogony of Anaximander, 140, 142

Indefinite, the, se¢ Anaximander (7o
&mwapov)

Infinity, Aristotle's attribution of specific
quality to concepts of, 108, 110;
Theophrastus on T& d&mwapov as
spatially infinite, 108-9; Aristotle
and atomist arguments for, 123~4;
Melissus on, 299~302

Innumerable worlds, in Anaximander,
121-6; successive, 126; in Anaxi-
mencs, 151n.; in Anaxagoras, 389
go; in the atomists, 412; in Dio-
genes, 433n., 439

Intelligence  (wénow), and Diogenes'
basic substance, 430, 433-8

Ion of Chios, on Pythagoras and Phere-
cydes, 51; his Pythagoreanism, goz;
on Socrates and Archelaus, 395 n. 2

Tonia, development of thought in, 73;
mainiand colonists in, 750, ; contacts
with Babylon, 8o

Irenaeus, 4

Iris, 174, 391 ; see alse Rainbows

Ishtar, 58

Isidorus the Gnostic, on the winged oak
and embroidered cloth, 62-3, 65 n.2

foovopla, 294n., 262

Jacoby, F., on identification of Phere-
cydes of Syros, 48n.

Jaeger, W., Theology of the Eorly Greck
Philosophers, g; on title of Phere-
cydes’ book, 5on.; on Xenophanes,
167

Jahweh, 91; contrasted with Elohim in
Genesis, 35 n. 1

Jews, and teaching of Pythagoras, 224;
see alse Semitic mythology

Justice, and relation of opposites to o
&meipov, 118-21, 140; Heraclitug
amendrment of Anaximander’s view,
195-6; personified by Heraclitus,
203; spatial extension attributed to
by Stoics, 250

Keb, earth-god in Egyptian mythology,

33

Kerferd, G. B, on date of Anaximenes,
1430,

Kirk, G. 8., Heraclitus, The Cosmic Frag-
ments, 102 n. 1, 1590, 1g6n., 108
n. 2, 199n., 204n., 229n.9; on Td
&meipov, 112 0. §; on Anaximander’s
innumerable worlds, 122

klepsydra, 342, 37on.

Kowd, dialect, 15gn.

xbouos, 159 and n.; development of
meaning of, 228, 220 n. 3

xpabaivel, in Xenophanes, 171 n. 2

Kranz, W., 44 n.1, 438; on Empedocles
fr. 129, 219n.; on Xuthus, 302 n. 3

Kronos, Homer’s reference to, 16n.; in
Orphic, Homeric and Hesiodic cos-
mogony, 17-18; in mutilation-myth,
25 n. 2, 28, 34-5, 36, 57; parallel
with Hittite Kumarbi-Anu story, 36;
and production of egg, 45, 58-9, 70
(see alse Egg); in Orphic cosmogony,
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Kronos {continued)
45, 46 n. 1; association with Chronos,
391, 45, 46 1. 1, 56, 58~9, 66, 67;
fight with Ophioneus, 52, 65-8, 6g;
and initial creation, in Pherecydes,
55-6; Pherecydes on etymology,
87 n.1; as first king of the gods, 67;
in Empedocles’ Purifications, 349

xufepvlv, t15n.

Kumarbi, Hittite equivalent to Kronos,
36

Kumarbi-tablet, as evidence of non-
Greek elements in Theogony, 36—7

Kupris {Aphrodite), equated with cos-
mic Love {Empedocles), 349, 350,
her rule, 349, 350, 351, 359

Lampsacus, Anaxagoras at, 363, 364

Law, in Heraclitus, 214

Lee, H. D. P, on Zeno's arguments
against plurality, 28g, =2g0; on
‘moving rows’ paradox, 297n.

Leon, Pythagorean, 233 n. 4

Leucippus, 123, 124, 233 0. 1, 371, 372,
395; explanation of setting of hea-
venly bodies, 157, 439; debt to Mile-
sians, 162; and Anaxagoras' Mind,
403; indivisible particles in void as
answer to Eleatics, 405-6; on the
shape of the earth, 412, 439; on
chance and necessity, 413 n. 1; and
weight of atoms, 415; on vision, 423;
and Melissus, 430n.; sez alse Atomists
{Leucippus and Democritus)

Leviathan, analogous with Tiamat, gt

Light, in Pythagorean Table of Oppo-
sites, 238; as one of primary pair of
contraries {Parmenides), 281

Lightning, Anaximander’s explanation,
138~9; Anaximenes’, 158; see also
Meteorology

Like-to-like principle, in Anaxagoras,
383—4; in atomism, 411, 413 0.2,
41g~20; in Diogenes, 4412

Limit and Unlimited, Pythagorean con-
cept of, 239, 2401, 242, 251, 233,
255 n. 2, 257, 313; Parmenides and,
277, 281; later modifications, 317
18

Linforth, 1, M., on the Orphics, 37,

38

Lobon of Argos, 166; on writings of
Thales, 85

Adyos, in Heraclitus, 188, 192, 109n., 200,
201, 205, 208-9, 212, 214-15

Lorimer, H. L., on Syrie and 7pomed
fieMon, 54 nn. 2, §

Love, Empedocles’ attribution of spatial
extension to, 24g-50; his identifica-
tion of sexual and cosmic, 330 {see
also Kupris)

Love and Strife, in Empedocies, 249-50,
324, 327-92, 338, 339, 343, 3535
358—g; the rule of Suife, 345-6;
transition back to rule of Love,
346-8; Anaxagoras’ substitution of
Mind, 374

Lucretius, and Anaxagoras’ homoeo-
meries, 387-8

Magic, sympathetic, and Pythagorean
rules, 226

Magnetism, Thales on, 93-4, 95, 96, 98;
Diogenes and Empedocles, 440n.

Malkta, fossils found at, 177

Maori mythology, similarities with Greck,
33, 35

Marcus Aurelius, 2

Marduk, in Babylonian Creation-epic,
201n., 34, 68, go-1

Marriage, Chthonie and Hera as guar-
dians of, 57 n. 2, 61

Mathematics; Thales’ discoveries, 83-4;
neglected by other Milesians, 84;
Pythagoras and, 228 n.1, 220-30,
236-7, 242; and Zeno’s arguments
against atom-unit-point confusion,
371-2; see aiso Geometry, Pyramids

Matter, air as basic form of (Anaxi-
menes), 144-8; (Diogenes), 434-8;
Anaxagoras’ theory of, 368-92;
dualism of mind and matter, 375;
‘seeds” and *portions’, 377-8; atom-
istg’ theory of, 408

Maxirmus of Tyre, 2

Mazdaism, and Iranian Zpran Akarona,
56 .1

Medicine, influence of study of on cos-
mology, 8g; Alcmaeon’s interest,
232; his theory of health, 234;
Philolaus’ interest, 313; Empedo-
cles as a doctor, 321; study of, and
the experimental method, 1342;
Diogenes’ medical work, 429

Melissus of Samos, 109, 165, 166, 1970,

date and lhife, 298-9, 305-6; his naval
successes, 208; association with Par-
menides and Pythagoreanism, 2g8-
g; his book, 299
Aristotle’s opinion of him, 300
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Melissus of Samos (continued)
reality is infinite, 299-302; departure
from Parmenides, 3002
the One is incorporeal, go2—¢
his method contrasted with Zeno’s,
3034
atomism foreshadowesd, 3046, 406, 426
and Leucippus, 306, 402, 406, 430n.
and Anaxagoras, 364
and Diogenes, 430n.
Menon, 3; on Philolaus, 312
Mensuration, Thales’ work in, 834
Mesopotamia, and development of idea
of Okeanos, 19
pera-, implying change
succession, 142
ueraxeouelofa, 430n.
Metapontium, 265, jo7n.; death at, of
Pythagoras, 217
Meteorites, Diogenes’ explanation, 156,
439; fall of, at Aegospotami (467
B.C.), 302, 439; Anaxagoras’ alleged
prediction, 392
Meteorology, Thales and 6th-century
interest in, 89, go n. 2; Anaximan-
der’s explanation of phenomena,
137-6; and Anaximenes' choice of
air as material principle, 146; his
explanation, 157-8; Xenophanes',
174; function of the sea, in Xeno-
phanes, 176-7; Aristotle’s dual-ex-
halation theory, 204 n. 1; Anaxa-
goras’ interest, 395-2; Simplicius on
Diogenes’ book, 428; influence on
Diogenes’ thought, 433: see alse
Lightning, Meteorites, Rain, Rain-
bows
Metrodorus of Chios, 414 n. 5
Milesian School, 73; rational approach
to cosmnogony, 8, 1o; practical
activities, 76; and mathematical
theory, 84; contrasted with Pytha-
gorean, 216; se¢ alse Anaximander,
Anaximenes, Thales
Miletus, birthplace of Thales, 73, 74; of
Anaximander and Anaximenes, 73;
possibly of Archelaus, 3g95; and of
Leucippus, 401-2
contact with Egypt, 77, 78; and geo-
graphical knowledge, 104; recession
of the sea reflected in cosmological
ideas, 139, 140; destruction of
{494 8.6.), 143
Mind, in Anaxagoras, 372-5, 376-7, 303;
and single god of Xenophanes, 172;

rather than

regarded as a substance, 250; sub-
stituted for Empedocles’ Love and
Strife, 374; and motion, 374-5;
Plato’s criticism, 384n., 398; Ar-
chelaus’ modification, 3g97; and
Leucippus’ vortex-action, 411; ad-
apted by Diogenes, 430, 442

uoiper, meaning of in Anaxagoras, 377-

Mondolfo, R., on fragments of Philolaus,
3og, 31

Moon, Thales’ observations of, 81, fan.;
in cosmology of Anaximander, 135~
6; of Anaximenes, 155, 156; shines
by reflected light (Parmenides,
Empedocles, Anaxagoras), 156 n. 2;
Empedocles’ view, 156n. 2, 333,
334; Anaxagoras’ view, 3912

Morrison, J. 8., 285 n. 1

Mot (slime}, in cosmogony attributed to
Sanchuniathon, 31n.

Motion, in Anaximander, 126-8, i30;
Anaximenes, 144, 147, I51, 152;
cause of ignition (Xenophanes, Ana-
xagoras), 152; the motionless god of
Xenophanes, 170, 17110 2; Par-
menides on Being as motionless,
277, and cf. 319; Zeno's arguments
against, 2g1-7; Xuthus' argument,
goi-2; Empedocles’ explanation,
324; Anaxagoras on, 374-5; in
Archelaus, 397-8; atomists’ theory
of, 415, 416-18

Musaeus, cosmogony assigned to, 21-4,
37, 38, 40, 43

Music, Pythagoras’ discoveries, 229,
234n.; linked with xéfapoy, 229 n. 4;
and Harmony of the Spheres, 259

Muspellsheim, realm of fire in Nordic cos-
mogony, 2gn. 1

Mutilation-myth, in Hesiod, 25 n.2, 28,
347, 57; Hittite parallel, 36-7

Mythology, 8; of near-eastern cuitures,
similarities with Greek, 9, 12-13,
18-19, 20n., 311, 334, 35 7. 1,367,
57, 58, 68, 71~2, 77, 88, go-2, g7;
Maori, and earth-sky separation, 33,
35; as influence towards monisn, 431

Naucratis, and Milesian contact with
Egypt, 77

Navigation: Thales and use of the Little
Bear, 75, 82; his star-guide, 85-6

Neanthes of Gyzicus, 4; on Anaximander,
100D,
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Necessity, in Parmenides, 296; in
Empedocles, 351, 353; cf 195
{Heraclitus}

Neoplatonists, 2; as sources for Qrphic
cosmogonies, 30-43

Nestis (Water), in cosmology of Empe-
docles, 324, 335

Nicolaus of Damascus, on Diogenes,
428n., 429

Niftheim, realm of ice in Nordic cosmo-
gony, 2g n. t

Night, cosmogonical concept in Homer,
£6n., 24; personification in Homer,
19, 24; an archaic concept, accord-
ing to Aristotle, 20, 22; in Hesiod,
20, 22, 24, 301, 40; in post-Hesiodic
COSTOZONICS, 20, 21-4, 40; priority
of, in Orphic cosmogony, 21—4, 38,
40, 43; associated with "Adp in pro-
duction of Tartaros, 22; gave birth
to0 Gaia and Quranos, 22 n.1, 40;
daughter of Phanes, 22 n.1, 4o; the
first goddess {Chrysippus), 23 n.1;
absolute priority not an early con-
cept, 24; mates with Erebos, 26; off-
spring of Chaos, 26, 31; the halls of
Night in Tartarcs, 31; Heraclitus’
connexion with day, 1go; in Par-
menides, 278, 281 ; see also Darkness

Number, in Pythagorean doctrine, 22G-
30,237-8, 243-50, 31 7-18; numerical
notation, 243; Burytus and his
pebbles, 313-17; see alse Atoms

Qak tree, in Pherecydes, 62-4; at Plataea,
62 n. 3; at Dodona, 64

Occelus, Pythagorean, go2 n. 2

Odd and Even, Pythagorean concept of,
239, 240-1, 242, 245, 253, 317~
1

Ogénos, possibly related to Akkadian
uginna {circle), 62 n.2; problem of
his position in Kronos-Ophioneus
fight, 6g; see also Okeanos

Oinopides of Chios, 80, 81, 103D,

Okeanos

surrounds the earth, source of all

waters, 11~15, 91, 93, 103-4; a Cir-
cular river, 1:-12; as broad outer
sea, 12; concept of, independent of
experience, 12; Homeric references
and non-Greek mythology, 13, 18(;
possible connexion of concept with
Nile floods and Mesopotamia, 13,
18-1g9; origin of the word and

possible etymology, 14 n. g; the sun’s
passage round, 14; sun and stars
and, in Homer, 15n.
as source and origin of all things, 15~
1g; slight indications of cosmo-
gonical importance in Homer, 15-
16; significance in Plato and Aris-
totle, 16-17; evidence of Orphic
poetry, 17-18; priority of, not an
carly concept, 18-1g; archaic cos-
mogonical position according to
Aristotle, 20; classed with Night,
Gaia, Ouranos, in Hesiod, 20, 26;
in Orphic cosmogony, 22n.1; in
Hesiodic, 24-6
Poseidon’s share in division of cosmos,
zon.
relation to Pontos, 26n.
provides contact between earth and
sky, 26n.
treated as integral part of the earth's
surface, 63
in battle between Kronos and Ophio~
neus, 66, 6g
as Ogenos, in Pherecydes, 6o-1; re-
presented on  embroidered cloth
given to Chthonie, 61, 63, 64-5; see
also Ogenos
Olympus, as Zeus' share in division of the
cosmos, 20n.; ruled by Ophion, 66
Onanism, in creation myths, 45, 5760, 70
Onomacritus, bamshed f{rom Athens,
23 0. 3
Ophioneus (Ophion), 62; battle with
Kronos, 52, 65-8, 69; analogous to
Typhon, 5g9; connected with &g,
66; problem of his parentage, 6g-70
Ophionids, 68n.
Opposites
generation by, in Hesiodic cosmogony,
26
in Anaximander, 1098, 119-14, 119~
21; separation from the Indefinite,
120-91
Anaximenes’ attitude, 147, 149
in Heraclitus, 2, 119; essential unity
of, 18g-94
Pythagoreanistn and, 229, 234; the
‘Fable of QOpposites, 238 (quoted),
240-1, 251, 257, 277, 274, 284,
285n.; see also Limit and Unlimited,
Odd and Even
Parmenides and, 271-2,
28o0-2, 2823, 284
Empedocles and, 329, 352~3

277 279
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Opposites (continued)
in Anaxagoras, 161, 369—70, 378-81,
382-5
in Archelaus, 398

Oracles, Heraclitus and, 211, 212, 213;
oracular literature reflected in Par-
menides, 268

Origen, 2, 5; quoting Celsus, on Phere-
cydes, 64n.

Owmmazd, good principle of Zoroastri-
anism, 24t n. 1

Orpheus, non-Orphic clements ateri-
buted to, in Apollonius’ Argo-
nautica, 33 n.2, 67 n. 1

Orphics, 8; poetry as testimony for cos-
mogonical importance of Okeanos,
19-18; priority of Night, 21~2; cult
and belief, 37-8; cult-societies and
Pythagorean communities, 37, 220;
elements derived from the Theogony,
38; oriental influences, 3g n. 1; the
egg in cosmogony, 39, 41~8, 132, and
see Fgg; Neoplatonist accounts of
Orphism, 3g-43; Night and Phanes
n Orphic Rhapsodies, 40; date and
origin of the Rhapsodies, 40 n. 1;
the ‘usual Orphic theology’, 41;
Hieronymus and Hellanicus, 41-2;
Athenagoras, 42—3; date of develop-
ment of Orphic cosmogony, 46-8;
connexion of Kronos with Chronos,
56 n. 1; Empedocles and Orphic my-
thology, 349, 351 ; the primal sin, 351

Orthomenes, possibly father of Xeno-
phanes, 163; identified with Xuthus,
302

Ortygie, 52, 53, 54 NN 2, 3

olpavol, as celestial spheres, 116, 125

Quranos, classed with Night, Okeanos,
Gaia, in Hesiod, 20; an archaic
cosmogonical concept, according to
Aristotle, 20; offipring of Night, 23
n. t; successor of Phanes in Orphic
Rhapsodies, 22n., 40; in Hesiodic
cosmogony, 24-34; fertilizing the
earth, 2g n. 2, 393 n.1; in Hesiodic
mutilation-myth, 34~5, 57; as sky-
god helping storm-god in Hesiod,,
96; produced by Night, in Orphic
Rhapsodies, 40, 43; Athenagoras on
production from egg, 42-3

Owen, G.E. L., 289

Pain, in Anaxagoras’ theory of percep-
tion, 394; and pleasure, Empedocles’
explanation, 340; Diogenes’, 442

wehlvroves, 1G3n., 195 o 2, 272N,
wehivrponos, 193n., 27210,
wahpds, of atoms, 418
Pamphile, on Thales as geometer, 84n,
Panathenaia, no connexion with Phere-
cydes' winged oak, 63, 64n.
Papa (earth), in Maori myth, 43, 35
Parmenides of Elea, 73, 115n,, 110, 143,
180, 220, 354
sources for, 1, 3
the One and the single god of Xeno-
phanes, 170n., 171-2
possible reference to Heraclitus, 183, 272
date and life, 269-5; visit to Athens
and meeting with Socrates, 263,
269n.; as pupil of Xenophanes,
164, 165, 171, 264, 265; early associ-
ation with Pythagoreanism, 20s,
274; Zenos reaction to criticisms of
him, 287
his poem: contents, style, importance,
265-6; inconsistency of the two
parts, 266, 2845
the proem, 266-8; emphasis on
religious nature of revelation, 268;
description of Truth, 268
the Way of Truth, 26g-78; the pre-
mise, 26g-70; ambiguity of tom,
26g, 270n.1; approach to appre-
hension of the abstract, 270, 3043
two false premises, 270-2; compro-
mise and the Way of Seeming, 271
2; deductions from the true premise,
292-%; denial of time, the void,
plurality, aye-5; reality, 275-7;
indivisible, 275; motionless, finite,
spherical, 276-7, 279; summary,
277-8
transition to Way of Seerning, 278-82;
sense and reason, and the two ways,
279, 280~1 ; the Way of Seeming and
Pythagoreanism, 280; treatment of
contrarics, 2812
the sensible opposites, 2823
astronomy, 156 n. 2, 230, 2835
reaction of later systems to concept of
Being, 319; Empedocies, 3235, 326,
329, 360; Melissus, 298, go00, go1;
Anaxagoras, 368-70; atomists, 426
Paros, fossils found at, 177, 178
Peck, A, L., 367
mevripuyos, rejected as title of Phere~
cydes’ book, 50 n.1
Pericles, defeated at sea by Melissus, 298;
and Anaxagoras, 362, 364, 365n.
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wepibyw, used of air, 114, 1150, 159

wegmdnats, of atoms, 418

Phaethon, 140

Phanes, in Orphic cosmogony, 22n., 40,
41 and n. 3, 430, 46 n. 2, 47; rela-
tion to Fros, 41 n. 3, 45

Pherecydes of Athens, 48, 50

Pherecydes of Leros, 48

Pherecydes of Syros

relevance of his cosmogonical ideas,

8-g9; his approach to cosmogony,

personification of Time, 3g9n., 46 n.1,
56n.

date and book, 49-50; the title, 50, 58

life and legend, 50-4; miracles con-
nected with Pythagoras, 4g, 50-1,
6on., 218 n, 4; near-castern affinities,
52, 65 n, 2, 68, 71-2; the solstice-
marker, 524, B1

contents of his book, 54-71; primeval
deities and creation, 55-60; his ad-
diction to etymology, 55-6, sgn.,
62 n. 2, 71; Chthonie-Ge, 55-6; his
connexion of Chronos with Kronos,
56-7 (cf. 45); initial creation by
Chronos, 57-60; the seven recesses,
49, 59, 58, 6o; later interpretations
of Chronos’ creation from his own
seed, 57-8, 444; Kronos-Chronos’ im-
pregnation of eggs, 58-60; interpre-
tation of ydos, 59n. (cf. 27); views on
the soul attributed to, Gon.

wedding of Zeus and Chthonie and the
embroidered cloth, 6o-2, 68—g; the
embroidery an allegory of creation,
61~-2, 6g; Eros in the wedding, 61—2

the winged oak and the cloth, 62-5;
interpretations of the oak, 63-3; the
oak as foundatjons of the earth, 64-5;
Pherecydes’ world-picture, 64-5

the fight between Kronos and Ophio-
neus, 65-8

similarities with Zeus-Typhoeus battle,
67-8; near-eastern parallels, 68

order of events, 68-71; division of
the cosmos, 69; missing incidents,
6g, 71; probiem of parentage of
Ophioneus, 6g-70

summary of his position, 71-2; con-
trast with Hesiod, 72; compared
with Thales, 72

Philo of Byblus, and Sanchuniathon, 31n.;

on Pherecydes' borrowings from
Phoenicians, 68

Philodemus, 2, 23 n. 2, 44

Philolaus of Croton, =220, 233n., 239
n.; and the Counter-Earth doctrine,
259; date, g307; associated with
Eurytus, g07; story of Plato’s pla-
giarism, 308; authenticity of the
fragments rejected, 308-:1; other
evidence for Philolaus, g312-13;
physiological and medical interests,
gr2-13; similarities between his
embryological theories and Py-
thagorean cosmogony, 313

Philoponus, 2520,

pBop&k, whether genuine in Anaximander,
117-18

plrocopla, first use of attributed 1o
Pythagoras, 229 1. 3

ghowds, in cosmogony of Anaximander,
1330., 142

Phoenicia, cosmogony of and Hesiod’s
Chaos, 31n.; Phoenician affinities in
Hesiod, 52, 68; in Pherecydes, 32,
68; Thale’ Phoenician ancestry,
74, 75; use of stars in navigation, 73,
82

Phokos of Samos, 84, 86

Ppdy, in Xenophanes, 171 n. 2

Duenxddv 56§a, see Theophrastus

puois, conventional use in book-titles,
101, 102 n, 1, 166, 185, 299

Physiology, influence of study of on cos-
mology, 8g and n. 1, g3; Alcmaeon’s
interest in, 232; Philolaus’ theories,
312-13; Empedocles’ contribution,
340; and Diogenes, 431-2, 436,
4403, 444

widne, applied to condensation of air,
145, 151

Pindar, on Chronos as wéwrwy wamip,
s6n.1; and the cosmic cycle of
Empedocles, 348

Placita, derived from Theophrastus, 4; of
Aetius, 5

Planets, in cosmology of Anaximander,
136-7; in  Anaximenes, I55;
Empedocles, 333

Plants, and doctrine of reincarnation,
224; in Empedocles, 224, 340; in
Anaxagoras, 303

Plato

as source for Presocratic thinkers:
laxity in quotation, 1; his comments
and references, 3
and cosmological significance of Oke-

anos, 16-17
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Plato {continued)
on Homer as forerunner of Heraclitean
idea of flux, 17
concept of space, 26
on Orphic oracles and dispensations,
37
concept of Time in Timeeus, 39n.
on date of Epimenides, 45
and Pherecydes, 71n.
on Thales, 79, 82, g4 n.1
on successive worlds, 122
motion in the Timaeus, 128
on the earth supported by air, 153
on Xenophanes, 165; the Phaedo myth
and, 175
on the Heraclitean school, 185n.
his interpretation of Heraclitus, 186,
187, 196~7, 198 n. 2, 209 n.2
on Pythagoras, 216, 218; and Py-
thagorean view of health, 234
possibly influenced by Alcmacon, 234,
235
and existence without spatial exten-
sion, 250, 330
on Parmenides, 263, 265, go1; his reply
to, 319
on Zeno, 286, 287, 209
on Philolaus, 312; story of his plagi-
arism, 308
and Empedocies’ theory of evolution,
498; his view of the soul in relation
to Empedocles, 360
criticism of Anaxagoras’ use of Mind,
384n., 308
Pleasure and pain, Empedocles’ expla-
nation, 340; Diogenes’, 442
#Adpns, meanings of, 96
Pliny, the Elder, 74n.; on early astrono-
my, 1ol, 1o3n.
Plotinus, 2
Plurality, Pluralismi: Parmenides’ di-
lemma, 292-5, 319; Zenos argu-
ments against, 288-g1; Melissuy’,
306; Empedocles and, 329; Anaxa-
goras’ reaction, 368-70; and Zeno's
attack, 370-2; types of, related to
opposites, 369; of Empedocles and
Anaxagoras, Diogenes’ answer, 431-2
Plutarch
as source for Presocratic thought, 1, 6;
false ascription to of the Epitome of
Physical Opinions, 53 and of the pseu-
do-Plutarchean Stromateis, 6
on identification of Chronos with
Kronos, 56 n. 1

on oriental influence on Thales, 77,
g2n.; star-guide, 85

his use of yévwuos, 142

on Anaximenes, 148

on Heraclitus, 193n., 212n.

on Empedocles, 326n., 331, 360

[Plutarch} Stromateis, 6, 104-5, 124

Tvedp, in  Anaximenes, 146-7,
comparison with yuyd, 158-62

Polycrates of Samos, g9, 100, 217

Pontos (sea), 18, 26

Porphyry, 2

on Pherecydes, 51, 58; on his use of
#xpof), sgn.; Neoplatonist bias in his
interpretation, fo

on Heraclitus, 193n.

on Diogenes, 428n.

Poseidon, g49; his share in the division
of the world, 16n., 20n.

Posidonius, on Heraclitus, 20g9n.2; on
the atomists, 423n.

Presocratic thought, schools of (general
summaries): lonian, 473; Italian,
216; post-Parmenidean, 31g; see also
Succession-writers

Prime Mover, of Aristotle, and Xeno-
phanes’ god, 172

Pritchard, J. B, {(ed.}, Ancient Near
Eastern Texts, 9, 13n., 211, 334,
36 n.1, 3., 57, 68

Probus, on connexion between Chronos
and Kronos, 56 n.1

Proclus, as source for Presocratic thought,
2; on Thales as geometer, 84

wuyh, compared with &p by Anaximenes,
158-62; distinguished from 8uués in
Homer, 159, 436; se¢ also Soul

Psychology, Heraclitus and rationalizing
of, 206

Purification, ritual, and Pythagorean
rules, 225-6

Pyramids, measured by Thales, 81, 83

Pythagoras, 163, 164, 166, 214, 215, 216,
307n., 321

sources for: Porphyry and Iambhichus,
2; Hippolytus, 5-6

interpretation of xdos, 26

and Ionian thinkers, 73; possible in-
fiuence of Anaximander, 136

Aetius on his knowledge of the
Zodiac, 81

his use of xéopes, 159n., 228, 229 n. 3

life and date: 183n., 217-19; legend of
his connexion with Pherecydes, 40,
50-1, Bon.1, 218 n.3; slight evi-

161
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Pythagoras {continued)

dence for connexion with Anaxi-
mander, 1oon.; rebuked by Hera-
clitus, 182, 18gn. 1,218-19; obscurity
of the tradition, 218; early evidence
establishes his historical character,
218-19; study of arithmetic, 242

the Pythagorean School, its general
position, 216

the early Pythagorean community,
21g-21; Plato on, 216; and Orphic
cult-societies, 47, 220; attribution to
Pythagoras of later discoveries, 220;
the rule of silence, 221 1. 2

mystical side of his teaching, 222-7;
transmigration of souls, 222-4, 262;
Xenophanes on transmigration, 181,
222, 223; reincarnation and periodic
recurrence of events, 223n.; kinship
of ali living things, 229—¢; origin of
the doctrines, 224; plants and
animals, 224; rules of abstinence,
etc., 225~7; their origin, 226; list of
rules, 226n.; Acousmatics-Mathe-
maticians, 227, 262

his interest in science, 229-30; con-
nexion with religion, 228; astro-
nomical observation, 228; scientific
achievements (music and mathe-
matics}, 229-30

Pythagoreanism, pre-Parmenidean

the problem of dating, 236

Aristotle’s  summary, 236-40; the
Table of Opposites, 238, 240-1;
dualism, 240-1; Limit and Un-
limited, Odd and Even, 242; the
nature of number, 243-%; nu-
merical notation, 243; equation of
Even with Unlimited, Odd with
Limit, 243-4; units have magni-
tude, 245~8; unit-points as basis of
physical matter, 2478, 255n. 2;
things equal numbers, 248-50; con-
fusion of concrete and abstract
existence, 249-50

cosmogony, 250-62; the first unit,
250~2; biological conception and
‘Fable of Opposites, 2512, 255 0. 2
the void, 252~3; points, kines, planes
and solids, 263-6; qualitative distinc-
tions, 256-7; Parmenides’ attack on,
274, 275, 2776—7; similarities in Philo-
laus, 313

astronomy: the Counter-Earth, and
Harmony of the Spheres, 257-60

the soul, 261-2; suggested reconcilia-
tion of different views, 262

Zeno’s arguments against, 28897

influence on Empedocles, 335

Eurytas’ modifications, 41618

see also Atoms (confusion with points
and units), Limit and Unlimited,
Odd and Even, Transmigration

Tulerydperos  distinguished from Thuboyo-

pixds, 262

Rain, impregnating earth, 28, 393 and
n. 1; Anaximander’s explanation,
138, 140; Anaximenes’, 158, 1773
Heraclitus on, 2ot

Rainbows, Anaximenes’ explanation,
158, 174; Xenophanes’, 174; Anaxa-
goras’, 391

Rangi (sky), in Maori myth, 33, 35

Ras Shamra, 31n,, 68

Raven, J. E., Pythagoreans and Eleatics,
236n., 2470

Re, sun-god, 13 n. i, 33, 57, 68

*Pii, as name for Rhea, 56

Reason and sense, and Parmenides’ Ways
of Truth and Seeming, 197, 266,
27g, 280-1, 284

Recesses, in cosmogony of Pherecydes,
49, 50, 38, 70

Reincarnation, as element of Orphic
beliefs, 37; in Pythagoras, 222—4;
in Empedocles, 351-5

Respiration, Empedocles’ viewson, 341-23
Diogenes’, 441-3

Rhea, in Homeric, Hesiodic and Orphic
cosmogony, 1918, 45; mother of
Zeus, 36; and production of egg, 45,
48, 58-9, 70; in Pherecydes, 36;
supplants Burynome, 66

Rhipaean mountains, 157

Richardson, H., on Pythagorean astro-
nomy, z6on.

Rohde, E., Psyche, 9

Ross, Sir D, 127n., 2:8 n. 1, 233n. 1,
241 n. 2, 2450, 252n,; on the
meaning of gnomon, 244n.1; on
Platonic theory of numbers, 246n.;
on Zeno's arguments, 28¢g, 293n.

St Elmo’s fire, Xenophanes’ explanation,

174
Salmoxis, said to be slave of Pythagoras,
217n., 21g

Samos, birthplace of Pythagoras, 217; of
Melissus, 298

481



GENERAL INDEX

Sanchuniathon, cosmogony attributed to,
3In., 42 n.

Sardis, 73, 81, 97; capture of (546/5 B..),
5, T4, 143, t44n.; (498 B.C.), 1430,

Scepticism, influence on the doxo-
graphical tradition, 6; and Sextus’
interpretation of Heraclitus, 208,
20g nn.

Science, Pythagoras’ interest and achieve-
ments in, 227-30; scientific method,
1401, 335, 342; see alse Astronomy,
Biology, Embryology, Magnetism,
Medicine, Meteorology, Physiology

Scythinus, his metrical version of Hera-
clitus, 210

Sea, as Poseiden’s share in division of the
cosmos, 20mn.; salinity derived from
the earth, 12; Diogenes’ true expla-
nation of salinity, 439; formation of|
in Egyptian mythology, go-1; cos-
mological idea of its drying up, 139~
40, 439; function of, in Xenophanes,
196-7; his earth-sea transformation,
177-9; in Heraclitcan cosmos, 201;
see also Okeanos, Pontos

Semen, and early cosmogonical myths, 57,
and see Onanism; in Stoic physio-
logy, 57-8; Aristotle on, 93; Dio-
genes on, 436, 444

Semitic mythology, and paraliel with
Greek, 34, 45 n.1, 68, g1

Senses, Sensation, Heraclitus on correct
interpretation, 18g n. 2; and reason,
and Parmenides’ Ways, 197, 266,
279, 280—1, 283, 284; Aristotle on
smell, 211 n. 2; Alcmaeon’s re-
searches, 233 n, 3; Melissus’ attack
on validity of, g05-6; Empedocles’
defence, g325; Empedocles on sense-
pereeption, 340, 3454, 423; Anaxa-
goras' views, 303—4; atomists’ theory
of sensation and thought, 420n.,
421~4; Diogenes on pleasure and
pain, 4412

Seth, equated with Typhoeus/Typhon,
68

Sethians, Gnostic sect, 65 n. 2

Seven Sages, 49, 74n., 82, 86

Sex, differentiation of, in Empedocles’
theory of evolution, 338, 340

Sextus Empiricus, 25 n.1; as source for
Presocratic thought, 1; on Phere-
cydes, s9n.; on Heraclitus, 208, 209
nn.; on Anaxagoras, 394; on the
atomusts, 424 and n,

Sharks, and zoogony of Anaximander,
1420,

Shield of Achilles, representation of
Okeanos on, 11, 12; contrasted with
embroidered cloth given to Chthonie,
61

Shu (air god), in Egyptian mythology, 33

o, 166

Simmias of Thebes, and Alcmaeon’s
theory of health, 234

Simplicius, as source for Presocratic
thought, 1, 2, -4

on Thales, g3n.

on Anaximander, f27n., 140; his
version of Theophrastus’ account of
1 &wepov, 104-8; and Aristotle’s at-
tribution of an intermediate sub-
stance, 111; on reason for choice of
primary substance, 119; and the
extant fragment, 117-18; and appli-
cation of atormist-type worlds, 124-5;
on separation-gff of opposites, 129-
30

on Anaximences, 145, 15In,

on Xenophanes, 166

on Heraclitus, 19gn.

on Pythagoreanism, 252-3n., 2590,

on Parmenides, 271, 281n., 282n.; and
preservation of his poem, 265-6

on Melissus, 209

on Xuthus, 301

his preservation of the fragments of
Anaxagoras, 366, 368, 480; on
homoeomeries, 388; and question of
innumerable worlds, 390

on the atomists, 413 n. 3, 4170,

on Diogenes, 428-9, 430, 431, 432n.,

433, 436

Sin, the primal, in Empedocles, 350-4,
355

owbdnpa, possibly name of natural

feature, 9g, 102-3

Sky, like a bowl, 1o, 155, 156; relation
to earth and Tartaros, fo-11; ime
plies advent of Night and Day, 20;
separation from earth, in Hesiodic
cosmogony, 24-32; in Greek litera-
ture, 32-9; in non-Greek sources,
33-4; relation of Greek and Hittite
versions to a common archaic ac-
count, 36-7; in Babylonian mytho-
logy, go; see also Quranos

Snell, B, g4 n. 2, 1911,

Snow (and hail), Anaximenes’ expla-
nation, 158
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Socrates, 215, 221n. 3, 263, 366n.1,
384n., 434, 445; and Parmenides,
263; pupil of Archelaus, 395

Solon, on xpévou Blxn, sbn., 120; visit
to Sardis, 81 n. 1; possible anticipa-
tion of Xenophanes, 171 n. 3; on
wisdom, 204n.; on personal re-
sponsibility, 214

Sophists, vii; Archelaus and their view of
right and wrong, 399 n. 2

Sotion of Alexandria, 4o01; originator of
Awboysd, 4, 10in.; Apollodorus of
Alexandria’s debt to, 4-5; on Hera-
chitus, 182; on Parmenides, 265; on
Anaxagoras, 364

Soul

pre-philosophical views: the Homeric
psyche, g, g5, 206; the psyche and
Supds, 159, 436; Orphic instructions
for souls of the dead, 38; in Phere-
cydes, o

in Thales, souls as gods, g4; as motive,
95; attributed to inanimate objects,
9537

in Anaximenes, cosmic air and breath.
soul comparison, 158-62, 206

Heraclitus’ view, 160, 161-2, 205-11,
214, 215; compared to spider, 207
n, 2;and cf. g

in cosmology of Pythagoras, 224, 234,
261-2; as an attunement of physical
opposites, 234, 358; of. 9, and see also
Transmigration

Alcmaeon on motion of, 235, 262

Empedocies’ view, 323, 345, 3515,
3556, 158-g; the fall of the soul and
the cosmic cycle, 348, 350~1; indi-
vidual survival, 3567

in the theory of the atomists, 420,
422

Diogenes’ view, 4348

Sources for Presocratic thought, 1-7;
direct quotation, 1-3; festimonia,
g-7; the doxographical tradition,
4~6; see also Aristotle, Doxographical
tradition, Plato, Scepticism, Sim-
plicius, Stoics, Theophrastus

Space, as interpretation of xéos, 26;
spatial extension inseparable from
existence in Presocratic thought,
245~G7 passim, 300 n. 2; concept of in
Zeno's argument, 2g2; his argu-
ment against, 2¢7, $02; association
with void, 302 n.1; and theory of
atoms, 408

Sparta, Anaximander’s association with,
99, 1023, 1040,

awippa, meaning in Anaxagoras, 377-8;
see also Semen

Speusippus, on Pythagorean cosmogony,
254; on Parmenides, 264; on Philo-
laus, 312

Stars, bathe in Okeanos (Homer), 15n.;
archaic observations, 86; in cosmo-
fogy of Anaximander, gb-y; in
Anaximenes, 143, 154, 155; Em-
pedocles’ view, 333 (cf 155); Anax-
agoras’, 391; se also Astronomy,
Navigation

Stein, H., 223

orephvay, in Parmenides’ astronomy, 280,
284

Stephanus of Byzantium, 62n. 2; on
Diogenes, 427n.

Stobaeus, John, 2; source for Aetius, 5,
124; on Xenophanes, 166; on ethics
of Democritus, 425

Stoics, Stoicism, influence on the doxo-
graphical tradition, 6; interpretation
of ydos, 267, 56, 59 n. 1; Chrysippus
and Orphic theogonical ideas, 23
n. 1; influence on Orphic cosmo-
gony, 43; interpretation of Phere.
cydes’ account of creation, §7-8, 61;
and interpretation of Thales, gon. 2,
gbnn.; and Heraclitus, 186, 199n.,
202n., 204n., 206n., 208, zognn.;
view of justice as spatially extended,
250

Strabo, 2

Strife, personified in Hesiod, 25 n. 2; as
justice in Heraclitus, 119, 195; as
Heraclitus’ metaphor for change,
195-6; Strife and Love in Empe-
docles, 249-50, 324, 327-32, 338,
339 343, 3456

Succession-writers, as sources of Pre-
socratic thought, 4, 5, 101n.; on the
date of Anaximenes, 143

auRkdyses, 1GIn.

Sun

sails round Okeanos in a golden bowl,
14, 156, 203; as a bowl, 15, 203; rises
from Okeanos, 15; sails across the
sky, 15, go
solar observation: Thales’, 74, 79-82;

Babylonian, 8o, B1; solstice-marker,
52-4, B1; establishment of cycle of
solstice, 79-81; discovery of obliquity
of the ecliptic, B1, o1, 103n.; ratio
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Sun (continued)
of diameter to celestial path, 82n.;
archaic, 86; of Anaximander, gg,
102-3; of Empedocles, 335

in cosmology: Anaximander, 133,

135-6, 139, 142; Anaximenes, 154,
155+6; Xenophanes, 172-3; Hera-
clitus, 203 (cf. 15); Empedocles,
333-5; Anaxagoras, 392 (cf. 152);
Dicgenes, 439
see alse Astronomy

Sundials, gy, 102-3; see also gnomon

Syracuse, 164; connexion with Syrie im-
probable, 54 n. 2; fossils found at,
177

Syrie, in Homer’s reference to the tporal
fedloe, 524

Syros, the solstice-marker at, 52—4, 81

‘{annery, P., on Thales’ eclipse, 74n.; on
motion in Anaximander, 128; on
Zeno, 290; on Anaxagoras, 367

rég, 120

Tartares, 18; its relation to earth and sky,
10-11,175; to Hades and Erebos, 11;
Homer’s references to, 16n.; in
Hesiodic cosmogony, 20; associated
with Night in Hesiodic and Orphic
cosmogonies, 22, 24-5, 30-1, 45;
produced by Night and "Anp (Epi-
menides), 22; Night surrounds the
‘throat’ of, 23; Aristophanes’ re-
ference, 44; Pherecydes’ account,
64n., 65n.1, 66, ©67; Hesiod’s
description related to Pherecydes’
winged oak, 64

Taylor, A. E., on the trial of Anaxagoras,
364

Teleology, of Diogenes, 430, 433

Tethys, cosmogonical position of, 15,
17-18, 67; Aristotle on, 17

Tetractys of the Decad, 290 n. 2

Thales of Miletus, 3, 8, 16, 49, 50, 73, 108,
163, 178, 200

Hippolytus as source for, 5-6

compared with Pherecydes, 72

life and practical activities, 74-84;
date, 74, 100; nationality, 74-5;
astronomical and navigational work,
74, 75, 70-83, 86; as statesman and
engineer, 75-6; as type of practical
man, 76; as geometer, 76-7, 83, 97;
visit to Egypt, 76-8, 83, 84n., 97; on
the flooding of the Nile, 77-8;
anecdotes on, 48-9, B2, 84n.;

measurement of the pyramids, 8i,
83-4;mathematical discoveries, 834
writings, 84-6, 102 n.1, 1843
cosmology, 87-98; oriental influences
and similarities, g, 12, 88, 89, go-2,
97; water as principle of all things,
87-93, 97-8, 125; carth foats on
water, 87-9, 134 {cf. 13, 17, 77);
theory of earthquakes, g2; origin of
mmportance attached to water, 8g-
g1; earth originates from water,
g2-3; summary of his views on
water, G4; water as &wepov, g3n.,
rog; life in the apparently inani-
mate, G3~7, 127-8, 147; the soul as
motive, g5-6; ‘all things full of
gods’, gb-7
his work and thought summarized,
g97-8; ‘hylozoism’, 97; as the first
philosopher, g8, 100
influence on Anaximenes, 162; and
Xenophanes’ concept of god, 172
Theano, disciple of Pythagoras, 221 n. 2
Theiler, W., on writings of Diogenes, 428
Themistius, 127n., 2520
Theodoretus, 4, 5
Theophrastus
his Quowby B8§a as source for Pre-
socratic thought, 3—4, 6; his debt to
Aristotle, 4,6-7; hisplace in the doxo-
graphical tradition, 4, 5, 6-7
on Thales, 85, 8gn., gonn., 93, g5n.
on Anaximander: date, 1oo; versions
of his account of the originative sub-
stance, 104-7; and the extant frag-
ment, 1147, 121; and attribution of
atomist argument, 123-4; attri-
bution of atomist-type worlds, 124-8,
128, 130, I51n., 412; on eternal
motion, 127, 128; on separation of
opposites, 12g-30; the Indefinite
likened t0 Anaxagoras’ mixture,
131 n. 2; formation of the cosmos,
131—3; metcorology, 138; drying up
of the sea, 139
on Anaximenes: date, 143; book, 144;
lost work on, 145; cosmology, 152,
159; attribution of innumerable
worlds, 15:n.
on Xenophanes, 166-7; as Parmenides’
master, 165 ; on his single god, 16vn.,
172; on his views on the sun, 173
on Heraclitus: his uehayyorle, 184; and
Aristotle’s interpretation, 186, on
the ‘road up and down’, 190~in.;
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Theophrastus (continued)
the trade-image, 202n.; the hea-
venly bodies, 203 ; exhalations, 204n.

on Alcmaeon’s views on sense-percep-
tion, 233 1. 3

on Parmenides’ Way of Seeming,
279-Bo, 283

on Empedocles’ explanation of sense-
perception, 343

on Anaxagoras’ cosmology, 383 n. t

on Archelaus’ adaptation of Anaxa-
goras, 397; his lost work on, 398 n. 1

on the atomists, 402, 403; their theory
of sense-perception, 422, 423

on Diogenes’ eclecticism, 430; and his
acceptance of the void, 433n.; his
physiology, 4412

Theopompus, on Pherecydes of Syros, 51

Sswpler, in Pythagoreanism, 228

Theriomorphism, origin of in Greece,
39 0.t

Theron of Acragas, 348

Thought, Empedocles on relation to
perception, 344-5; atomists, 422-4

Thrasylus (Thrasyllus), and Democritus,
494

Bupds and wuyh, distinction in Homer, 159,
436

Tharit, foundation of, 5, 320, 321

Tiamat, in Babylonian Creation-epic,
13n., 200, 34, 68, 71-2, go-1

Timaeus, on Xenophanes, 163; as source
for Parmenides, 2635

Time, as cosmogonical concept, 39 0.1,
56-7, and see Chronos; ‘assessment
of Time’ in Anaximander, 561n., 120—
1; Parmenides’ view, 2773—4; concept
of, in Zeno's arguments, 293, 2945

Timon of Phlius, and Xenophanes, 166,
170n.; on Heraclitus, 184

Titans, Homer’s references to, 16n.;
parentage of, 18, 45; subjection of,
21n., 23, 27~8, 58; list of, in Hesiod,
24-5; Neoplatonist etymology of
Trréw, 440,

Transmigration, ridiculed by Xeno-
phanes, 181, 222; Herodotus on, 223;
Pythagoras' teaching, 222-4; and
teaching of Alcmaeon, 262; in Em-
pedocles, 351-5

‘Fyphoeus (Typhon), 21n., 57n., 70; fight
with Zeus, 52, 67-8; produced from
egg, 58-9; snake-headed, 66; mates
with Echidna, 67 n. 2, 68n.; equated
with Egyptian Seth, 68

Ugarit, 31n., 68

Utlikummi, Song of, 33~4, 37 n.1
Upelluri, in *Song of Ullikummi®, 334
{nrédrrepos, 69

Varro, used the Vetusta Placita, 5

Verdenius, W. 1., on Heraclitus’ views on
the soul, 210 n.2

Vetusta Placita, as source of doxographical
summaries, §

Vlastos, (., 204n.; interpretation of
Xéos, gin.; on opposites in Anaxi-
mander, 118-19n.; on the Indefinite
as a mixture, 141 n. 2; on cosmo-
gonical process in Apaximander,
132-3; on Heraclitug’ ‘road up and
down’, 1g1n.; on TaMvrpotes, 1930,
on Heraclitean flux, 198 n. 2; inter-
pretation of Heraclitus fr. 30, 199n.;
on Heraclitus’ views on the soul,
206; on Alcmaeon, 294n.; on
‘number-atomism’, 2470, ;on Melis-
sus, 300 n. 2; on Empedocles’ theory
of respiration, 342 n. 2; on Anaxa-
goras, 367; on Democritus, 403-4;
on Anaxagoras and Democritus,
414 0. §; on Democritean ethics,
425, 426n.

Void, in Pythagorean cosmogony, 252-4;
Parmenides’ demolition of the con-
cept, 274, 275, 277, 31g; relation to
space, go2n.i; and Empedocles
theory of sense-perception, 344n.,
406n., 408, 409 n. 3; Anaxagoras’
equation with Not-being, 370mn.

accepted by Leucippus, 405; atomist
view, 408; Diogenes and, 4323

Vortex, Aristotle on, in Anaximander
and Anaximenes, 128-9, 130, 132,
135, 152 0. 2; in Democritus, 132;
separating-off from vortex, in Anax-
agoras, 133 0. 2, 374-5, 382-3, 394,
438; in theory of the atomists, 411,
4120, 413 00, 2 and 3, 416, 419-20;
in Diogenes, 4389

Walzer, R., zo4n.; (u.), Galen, On
Medical Experience, 429

War, as Heraclitus’ metaphor for change,
1956

Wasserstein, A., on Babylonian measure-
ment of the ecliptic, 82n.

Water, earth floats on, 13, 77, 879, go-2,
g7; male and female principles of, in
Babylonian Creation-epic, 135, ; pri-
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Water {continued)
ority of, in Orphic cosmogony, 41-2;
produced from seed of Chronos,
57-8, 59n.; in cosmology of Thales,
87-g3, 97-8; and the soul, in Hera-
clitus, 206, 442; Nestis, in Empe-
docles, 324, 340; in Archelaus, 598;
Aristotle on atomist theory of com-
position of, 4zon.; inhibits intelli-
gence (Diogenes), 442; fee also
Okeanos

Webster, T. B. L., 64

Weight, concept of, and atomism, 415-16

Wilamowitz, U, von, 48 n.1, 267n.; on
Time as cosmogonical god, 56-7

Wind, produced from seed of Chronos,
578, sgn.; as cause of Nile floods,
77-8; cause of movement of heaven-
ly bodies, of thunder (Anaximander,
Anaximenes), 137, 138, 155; Xeno-
phanes’ explanation, 1767

Wisdom, Heraclitus on, 2045

Xenophanes of Colophon, 102 n.1, 124,

152, 162, 200, 209 n. 1, 286

Hippolytus as source for, 5-6

relation to other thinkers: references
to, and in, others, 163, 164; his place
among the Jonians, 73, 166; on
Thales as anastronomer, 79,83n. ; his
‘hylozoism’ compared with Thales’,
97; as teacher of Parmenides, 164,
165, 167, 265; rebuked by Hera-
clitus, 168, 183, 18g n. 1, 218; ridi-
culed transmigration, 181, 222, 223;
influence on epistemology, 18o0-1;
influence on Empedocles, 326, 357

date and life, 1636, 183n.; poems,
163, 1667, association with Elea,
164, 1656

his physical studies, 167, 168

his importance and influence on
religious thought, 167-8, 170

his theology, 168-72; theology his
main interest, 167; attacks on con-
ventional religion, 168-g and cf. 150;
reaction from Homeric idea of
divine properties, 170-2, 180; single
non-anthropomorphic  deity, 16g~
71; his god and Parmenides’ Being,
17on., 1712 (cf. 165-6); corporeal
and non-corporeal elements, 170,
172; wrongly identified with the
whole world, 17:1-2; possible in-
fluence of Solon, 171 n. 3

physical ideas, 172~g; heavenly bodies
as concentrations of fire, 173-4; his
ideas related to Heraclitus’, 174
meteorological phenomena, 174,
177; theological motives in physical
inquiries, 174; plurality of suns and
moons, 174-5; expianation of ec-
lipses, 174-5; the earth’s roots, 175-6
(cf. 11, B8, 10g); the earth becomes
sea again, fossils as evidence, 177-8
(cf. 139n.)
on the limitations of human knowledge,
179-81
Xerxes, King of Persia, 362; and Demeo-
critus, 404n.
Xuthus, on motion, 3o0i-2; identified
with Orthomenes, go2

Ygedrasil, Scandinavian world-tree, 65
n1

3&, Cyprian form of Ge, 56
Zas, in cosmogony of Pherecydes, 49,
54~5, 58; etymological connexion
with Zeus, 55-6; marriage to
Chthonie and presentation of em-
broidered cloth, 57 n. 2, 63, 6g;
as cosmogontcal creator, 58 n. 1, 60—
2; creates as Eros, 61-2; the winged
oak and the cloth, 62-5; deposes
Kronos-Chronos, 67; connexion
with Zeus, 55-6, 67
Zeller, £., 152, 372, 398 n. 2; on Phere-
cydes’ winged oak, 64; on Anaxi-
mander’s plural worlds, 121-2; on
vortex action in cosmogony, 153n.;
on Pythagorean Table of Opposites,
241 n. 2; on Parmenides’ Way of
Seeming, 279, 280on.; on Zeno’s
arguments, 289, 290; on the One of
Melissus, g03; on Empedocies, 322
Zeno of Citium, 186; his interpretation
of xdos, 267
Zeno of Elea, 10g, 247, 364, 401
date and life, 264, 286; alleged visit to
Athens, 263; association with Par-
menides, 286; originally a Pytha-
gorean, 286
controversial nature of his work, 287-8
arguments against plurality, 288-gr;
Pythagorean confusion of units,
points, atoms, 2go-1; Aristotie’s
judgement on the arguments, 291;
his method contrasted with Melis.
sus’, 303-4; Anaxagoras’ answer,
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Zeno of Elea (continued)
270-2; and Anaxagoras’ ‘seeds’ and
‘portions’, 977-8
arguments against motion, 2g1~7; rele-
vance of theories of space and time,
2G2, 203, 294, 205; the Stadium,
2g92-3; Achilles and the tortoise,
204; the flying arrow, 2g94-5; the
moving rows, 205-6; Aristotle’s
answers, 203, 294, 295, 296
argument against space, 297, 302
Zeus, deceived by Hera, 15-16, 19, 20n.;
his share in division of the cosmos,
16n., zon.; subdues Titans, zin.,
25, 27-8, 58; in Orphic theogony,
23 n. 1; paralleled by Hittite storm-
god, 36; battle with Typhoeus, 52,
67-8; connexion with Zas, 55-6, 67;

slandered by Ge, 58; his shrine at
Dodona, 64; his childhood in Crete,
67; in cosmology of Empedocles,
324; in Empedocles’ Purifications, 349

Zodiac, discovery of obliquity of, Bo, 81,
101, 1031

Zoogony, of Anaximander, 141~2; spon-
taneous generation, 142; of Empe-
docles, 336—45; of Archelaus, 398

Zoroaster, identified with Ham, 65 n. 2;
visited by Pythagoras, 65n.2,247 0. 1

Zoroastrianism, Pherecydes’ connexion
with, 52, 65 n. 2; literature of, 63
n. 2; simiarities with Pythagorean-
ism, 241 0. 1

Zuran Akarana (Iranian ‘unending time’),
3gn.1, 56 n1
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