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Abstract

Heraclitus is not only the philosopher of the law of
constant change but also the philosopher of identity. The
fact that the cosmos is one and the same for itself and
for all, means that it is in unity and identity with itself.
The unity of diverse phenomena is to be found not in
their matter, but in their logos. Indeed the very identity of
an object depends not on the matter that composes it
but on the regularity and predictability of the changes it
undergoes. The world in Heraclitus is the same, one and
common and its identity lies exclusively in that it is
“everlasting fire” and also in its eternal, same, one and
common ontological nature.

Since the antiquity there is a misunderstanding and misinterpretation
of Heraclitus as being the philosopher only of change and alteration.
In this article | want to correct this misunderstanding about this great
Presocratic thinker, by showing that Heraclitus is not only the
philosopher of change and alteration, but also the philosopher of
identity as well, as far as the world is concerned. Heraclitus is
thinking of the cosmos as being simultaneously in change and
identity with itself, and not only in change, as most scholars, both
ancient and contemporary (Plato, Aristotle, Nietzsche, Cornford,
Popper, Guthrie, Barnes) have claimed. There are, however, few
contemporary scholars who accept merely the theory of unity in
Heraclitus beyond the phenomenal change (Burnet, Reinhardt,
Snell, Heidegger, Kirk), but they do not see deeperthe theory of
identity in Heraclitus, and no one has offered yet a systematic
demonstration of it. Thus, my scope in this original work is the
demonstration that Heraclitus, besides thinking of the world as being
in alteration, is also thinking of the world as being in identity with
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itself,' an identity which is inferred in frr. B30, B84b and B89 where
Heraclitus declares the world to be abtd, elg xat xo1vdc.

According to the Ephesian philosopher, the cosmos is elg xal
xotvég. This monistic cosmic theory is expressed by Heraclitus in fr.
B89,” which is saved by Plutarch:

B89, Plutarch, De superstitione, 3p. 166c: 6 'HodaxAertog

@01 10ig £YQNY0QO0ULY EVA XAL XOLYOV %OOHOY

elval, tdv 8¢ xopopévav Exactov elg (diov

amoarpépeaBar. Tdv Ot derordaipove xowvog ovdels dont
xoouog obte yap éypnyoens tdL goovobvrl yofjral ovite

ROLPOPEVOS ARAALATTETAL TOD TUPATTOVTOG...

As far as Plutarch's interpretation is concerned Kirk® considers it
irrelevant because, firstly, according to him, the word kogpog
declares only the ‘order’ in Heraclitus (B30) and not the later
common notion of ‘cosmos’, and secondly, his interpretative
reference to the religious human being, who because of this reason
cannot acquire a reasonable and unified view of things, is a
reference to the notion of ‘cosmos’ and not of ‘order’. However, in
the Archaic word xéopog, the universal concept of ‘cosmos’ is
included within the concept of ‘order’, expressing the ‘universal well-
ordered totality’,* and thus Plutarch is not misinterpreting Heraclitus.

in my view, Plutarch uses the above Heraclitean fragment in
his work ITegi detoidarpoviag (De s uperstitione) with a theological
purpose. He perceives Heraclitus' koipwpevol as deioidaipoveg,
as god-fearing, and he tries to explain the lack of their prudence, as
well as the dreamy flutter which they are in by being constantly god-
fearing, and which they can never escape from. However, his
interpretation is exclusively based on the fear of god, on
Seigidaipovia, which he considers as the cause of koipwpevol,

' See more about the demonstration of this changing and simultaneously
identified idiosyncratic nature of the Being and the cosmos in Heraclitus in my
book, Yiorgo N. Maniatis: Alteration and Identity in the Philosophy of Heraclitus
(Doct. Diss., Athens: Papazisis Publications, 2001, pp. 422; in Greek).

2 Cf.inH. Diels - W. Kranz: Die Fragmente der V orsokratiker (Berlin,
1952, Sechsten Auflage, 3 Bande) also the doxographies 22A1, Diogenes
Laertius, IX 8 memepdvOar te 10 Wav xal Eva elvar xéopov; IX 12: 1gdmov
xGopov Eva tdv Evprdviov; 22A10, Aetius, Il 1.2 (D. 327): "Hedxhertog... Eva
1OV xOOpROYV.

% G.S. Kirk: Heraclitus: The Cosmic Fragments (Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 1954), pp. 63-64.

4 See the Archaic use of the kéopo¢ as ‘well-ordered cosmic totality’ in
Empedocles, 31B134,5, in Anaxagoras, 59B8, and in Diogenes of Apollonia,

64B2.
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and thus, Plutarch misinterprets Heraclitus' fragment in his
theological book by using it with a clearly theological aim. There is
not such theological meaning in Heraclitus' words, and he does not
seem to have in mind something like that when he talks about
&yomnyoedtes and Kolpwpevol people. Plutarch's interpretation is
very restrictive, because it restricts Heraclitus' koipwpevor only in
the domain of the god-fearing, something that neither Heraclitus
talks about, nor is it suitable as a generalization of his mind and of
the meaning that he wants to give through the picture of
¢yonyogdtes and koipwpevor people. Consequently, Plutarch’'s
interpretation does not lead to the right way of understanding
Heraclitus’ words in the fragment.

The picture of the alert-asleep people is first offered by
Heraclitus already in his first fr. B1 S In that fragment the aEvverol
are likened to the asteep who forget what they do. But in this specific
fr. B89, these akvveror and aneigowary of fr. B1 are characterized by
Heraclitus as koipwpevol, each one turning to his/her own world,
exactly for the reason which he mentions in fr. B2,° because they do
not participate in the cosmic and common prudence of the logos, but
in their own individual and restricted prudence, which gives them the
dreamy illusion that each one of them lives in his/her own world.
What Heraclitus wants to say here is that each one of the moliot
people has the impression that he/she lives in his/her own
individualized world, a restricted and small world, and that they are
all asleep because of this reason. Because, according to the
philosopher, the cosmos is one and common, universal, and in
complete unity as &v, having united within itself all the individual
worlds navra ofmultlphc:ty with which it exists in the identity gv-
advra.’ So, only the people who perceive the cosmos in this way
are the alert ones, that is, the people who are truly awake spiritually,
the people who participate in the cosmic Aéyog® and say it
homologously within them, that is, those who in their cosmic
prudence perceive the cosmos as v, as Eva »at xotvév. This is the
meaning of the Heraclitean comparison between the few spiritually

5 22B1, Sextus, Against the Mathematicians VIl 132: tovg d& dAAovg
avlpdmovg Aav@dver dxdoa EyeQOévieg molobaly, drxwoneQ oxdoa
evdovreg éxthavOdvovral.

® 22B2, Sextus, Against the Mathematicians V!l 133: tod Adyov 9§’
é6v1:0g Evvod {dovaiv ol ool dg idiav Exovieg godvnoiy.

. 7 Cf. 22B50, Hippolytus, Refutation of All Heresies I1X 9:8 v mdvta
elvar.

8 Cf. 22B50, Hippolytus, Refutation of All Heresies IX9: tov Adyov
axovoavtag Oporoyeiv copdv Eotiv Ev mdvra elvat.
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awake p eople, toig éygnyoedary, and the many asleep ones, tav
ROLUOPEVQY.

Let us pass, however, beyond this Heraclitean comparison
concerning the dual kind of people and the way they view the
cosmos, to the clearly Heraclitean cosmotheory. In the specific
fragment Heraclitus formulates a declaration of great importance: he
declares that the cosmos is one and common. But what does this
declaration of Heraclitus mean that éva xai xo1vov x6apov eivar?

In the domain of research, Viastos' correctly accepts the
originality of fr. B89 interpreting the kéopog as ‘universe’ and not
only as ‘order’, as it is also in fr. B30, and considers that here
Heraclitus declares his beautiful idea about the one, common
Aéyog, which is the same for all and everything, but which
nevertheless is hidden by the many people who live in their own
artificial worlds. Although the interpretation that Viastos gives to the
cosmos as Adyog is not wrong, since the Adyog constitutes the
cosmic mode-of-Being, it is a restricting one, because the xdopog is
not only the Adyog, but also the mav, including also the rest twelve
modes-of-Being in Heraclitus.'” Marcovich'' rightly accepts as
original the whole fr. B89 in its both parts, considering that it says
something new, and that it constitutes a Heraclitean simile or
metaphor, for which he says: «As the world of those who are awake
is one, the same and common to all men, and therefore real and
true; whereas the worlds (cf. pdog — @dopara in fr. 26) of those who
sleep are many, different from each other and certainly illusive,
unreal and untrue: so also those who have recognized the universal
logos, common to all things and real (¢év, fr. 1), possess one single
world-order, common to all men (cf. #dopov tdvde, tov avrtov
andvtov) and true; whereas the rest of men possess each one a
different world, untrue and fanciful (cf. 5okéovta fr. 28a; éwvtoios bt
Sokéouaot fr. 17; ag idiav Exovreg fr. 2). Thus, the word éyenyogedory
alludes to the recognition of the Logos.»? Marcovich correctly
interprets fr. B89, perceiving the Heraclitean simile or metaphor and

¥ G. Vlastos: ‘On Heraclitus', American Journal of Philology 76, 1955, pp.

344-347.
19 The world in Heraclitus has the following thirteen modes-of-Being: nvg-

A670¢-0e0g-Dinn-EQIg-TOAEROG-0LV-00QOV-YONORO0GYY o Yeed xal x6Qoc-

AEQAVUVOG-VOROG-YVOUT.
""M. Marcovich: Heraclitus (Merida: Los Andes University Press, 1967),

pp. 98-100.
12 M. Marcovich, op. cit, conjectures that fr. 22B89 was one of the

sources of the Sceptic misinterpretation which is included in the doxography
22A16, Sextus, Against the Mathematicians Vi, 129.
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the meaning of the single cosmic order which is the only true one,
and which is the result of comprehending the cosmic Adyog. On the
other hand, Robinson" even though linguistically admits of the
paraphrasing form of the fragment, he correctly claims that Plutarch
does not falsify at all in his quotations Heraclitus' original ideas, for
philosophically the notion of a common to all cosmos is indisputably
Heraclitean (B30), as also are the opposites &ypnyogog =al
xaBevdov (BB8), and so, the antithesis between the common
cosmos and the ‘individual’ cosmos of this fragment seems to him
as naturally Heraclitean.

According to my interpretation, the fact that the cosmos is
koivég, means that it is universal, total, ‘'same’ for all. The fact that
the cosmos is eig, means that it is in unity with itself, that it is the
‘same’ for itself. The fact that the cosmos is one and the same for
itself and for all, means that it is in unity and identity with itself. it
means that in the Heraclitean cosmic theory the cosmos is set eig
€v, which is koivov, that is, the same for all who are inside it and
perceive it. But the fact that the cosmos is set eig &v, which is
common, same for everybody and everything, means that it is in
identity with itself, given that identity means that something tiBerat
eig &v," and thus it constitutes ev. Hence, Heraclitus tavtitet,
identifies the cosmos, since ei¢ €v rov tarter, and the world isin
identity, since it is tavtdg, etg xal xowvog for all. Then, the unity of
the cosmos as &v and its xotvov also constitutes its identity, since to
identify means TiBgpau €ig &v, that is, | am united, | am &v, and | am
the same &v for all, the tavro &v for all, the koivov. Consequently,
according to the interpretation | adopt here, the world is in identity,
according to Heraclitus, an identity that is justified and inferred by
the fact that it is €v, that is in unity, and xowvdg, that is ravtdg, the
same for all. These two parameters of the nature of the cosmos,
such as they are declared by Heraclitus in fr. B89, lead to the
identity of the cosmos with itself, exactly because &va xal xoivdv
x6opov elvar, that is, it is set eig &v, which is also ravto for all of its
multiple beings, that is, it is a xowvov &v.

' T.M. Robinson: Heraclitus (Toronto: University of Toronto Press,
1987), p. 138.

4 Cf. H.G. Liddeli and R. Scott: A Greek-English Lexicon, trans. in Greek
by X.P. Moschos, revised by M. Konstantinides and P. Diamantakos (Athens: |.
Sideris, 1904, 1995, 6 vols.) [See also the original English version: H.G. Liddell
and R. Scott: A Greek-English Lexicon, revised by H. Stuart Jones and R.
McKenzie (1925-1940, 9" ed.)], vol. IV, p. 296: tavréTnec: 10 eival T tavIdY,

and p. 295: tadtitm (or tavtlon): elg &v tdrrw. Cf. Aristotle, Nicomachean
Ethics 8.12,3; Metaphysics 2.1,9.
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This identity of the cosmos can also be seen more obviously

verbally as 6 avtog xéopog in fr. 830, which is saved by Clement:
B30, Clement, Stromateis V 105 (il 396, 10) [Plutarch,
De anim. 5 p. 1014A} cagfotata & ‘Hodxletrog 0
Egéaiog tavtng ot tijg d0kng [(mean.) o éoonévng
®OTE €ig TN)v 10U MUQOg ovaiay petaforig], Tov uév tva
xéopov  Gidtov elvar doxmpdoag, tov O Tuva
¢@Oeiodpevoy, 10V xata tihv diaxdopnary, eidivg ovy
ttegov Gvia Exeivov mwg Exovrog, ard' ot pev aidiov
tov ¢E amdong tic ovotag idlwg morov xéopov fider,
@avegov molel A€ymv obrtwg ndopov tovde, TOV
autov andvrov, ovte Tig Bedv ovte avloomov
¢moinoev, &LL° fv Gl xal foriv xal foral wiQ
Gelfwov, Gntépevoy pétrga xatl anoofevvipevov
pétoa. 6t Ot xai yevnrov xai ¢arov avrov elvai
tdoyudnilev pnvie 1a émqgepdueva.

| will be concerned here with the first part of the fragment, xdopov
10vde, Tov avtov andvrav, which exclusively deals with the cosmos
being in identity. Reinhardt'® and Kirk,'"* who do not accept the
phrase tov avrov amdvrov as Heraclitean but as Clement's
intervention,'” claim that Clement's motive for this addition was his
desire to show exactly what his interpretative phrase, tov ¢§ andong
tijc ovoiag idlwg motoy xdopov, refers to, and for this they think that
he adds the tov advov amdvrov, as «an over-condensed but
unmistakable summary of the longer Stoic interpretation.» KIRK ET
AL" agree with them, claiming that the intervention of Clement and
the Stoics has for this reason a very strong motive. On the contrary,
Marcovich! who correctly accepts the phrase tov avtov ardvrav as
Heraclitean, is opposed to the above scholars, because he
considers that if Clement had indeed added this phrase, this would

'S K. Reinhardt; Parmenides und die Geschichte der griechischen
Philosophie (Bonn, 1916), p. 170n.1; also: ‘Herakleitos Lehre vom Feuer’,
Hermes 77, 1942, p. 12ff.

% G.S. Kirk, op. cit., pp. 307-310.
7 Kirk claims that it is rather Clement's intervention, because as it also

seems from other fragments that Clement sets out for Heraclitus — but also for
other writers —, he used to add such short phrases; ¢f. 22B14: tovrotg dmelhet;
22B20: gﬁuov 5t avanaveadal; 22B26: anoBavdv; 22B28: xai pévrol.

8 G.S. Kirk, J.E. Raven and M. Schofield: The Presocratic Philosophers
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1957, 1983), p. 198n.1.

19 M. Marcovich, op. cit., pp. 268-269, 273n.1.

PHRONIMON 2003 (1) 75



mean that the eternal cosmos is the same «for all possible particular
world-orders or 8iaxooproelg [= amdvrev],» something that is
opposed to the Stoic cosmic theory and terminology which talks
about one kéopog and not many kéopol, and so «Clement is
following here literally his Stoic source.»® Besides, this phrase is
very different from Clement’s interpretative comments, as Gigon,*
Kerschensteiner? and Wiese? have correctly noticed.

Clement indeed misinterprets Stoically Heraclitus' cosmos as
being born and perishable, based on the Stoic misinterpretation that
the cosmos is xal yevnrov »di @Baetdv, saying that these worlds
are not different between them: that the atdrog xdopog ovy etregov
Ovta éxeivov mog Exovrog from @Beipdpevog xoopog, identifying
thus these two worlds. But Clement's interpretation lies in the
identification of the mveg forms of the cosmos as cosmos aiduog,
@pOeLgopevog, yevnrog xal ¢Baptrds. However, these forms of the
cosmos are Stoic and not Heraclitean, since Heraclitus neither does
he talk anywhere about birth and d ecay, nor does he explain the
identity of the cosmos as an identity of birth-decay, but he just says
that this cosmos is the same, 6 a¥tog for all, and that it eternally is
an ever-living fire, without ever being born or dead. This
misinterpretation of ‘cosmogony-cosmic decay’ is clearly Stoic, and
thus, Clement does not justify correctly the identity of the cosmos
that Heraclitus has here in mind.

Let us see then Heraclitus' fragment itself, beyond Clement's
misinterpretative comments. What does Heraclitus mean by saying
®4opov TovoE, TOV AUTOY Andviov?

First of all, the research up today presents some
disagreements regarding the precise meaning of the word kéopog
in Heraclitus. The first right notion that instantly comes to the
scholar's mind is the standard one of the ‘cosmos’ as the ‘world’. But
Cornford™ believes that this common notion of the word k6o pog is

2 For the Stoic terminology, cf. Diogenes Laertius VII, 137: tov éx tijc
andong ovoiag idlog motdv; 138: xat Eor xéopog 6 idiwg moldg <éx> tijg 1@V
dhwv ovoiag; Arius Didymus ap. Eus., P.E. XV 15,3 (D. 464): xal 1o pev éx tijg
ndong ovoiag mowwv xéopov aidlov eivan xal Oedv; M. Pohlenz: Die Stoa Ii
(Géttingen, 1955), p. 44. For a same opinion with that of Marcovich, see H.
Wiese: Herakllt bei Klemens von Alexandrien (Diss. Kiel, 1963), p. 241.

O Gigon: Untersuchungen zu Heraklit (Base! Dissertation, Leipzig,

1935),
g J. Kerschenstemer Kosmos (Zetemata 30) (Miinchen: Beck, 1962), p
101.

2 H. Wiese, op. cit., p. 242n.5.
# F.M. Cornford: ‘Innumerable Worlds in Presocratic Cosmogony’,
Classical Quarterly, 1934, p. 1ff.
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used only after the fourth century B.C. Attempts to find the first
meaning of the word kdopog have been carried out. So, Reinhardt,*
Gigon™ and Kranz*' correctly consider the reference toug oveavoig
%0l ToVg &v adroig xdopovg, in the doxographies 12A9* and 12A11%
about Anaximander, as Anaximandrean, with whom Kirk* wrongly
disagrees. Furthermore, Kranz" and all the scholars in general
correctly regard Anaximenes’ reference in fragment 13B2*: xal dAov
10v x6opov nvebua xdl aije neqéyet, as reference to the common
notion ‘cosmos’; this opinion wrongly again is not accepted by
Reinhard,” Wilamowitz,"* Gigon* and Kirk,* even though here too
the universal meaning of the kogpog is very obvious. Kirk,”” who
proceeds to an extensive research of the notions of the word
Kéapog, finally asserts that until the fifth century the primary notion
of the word is ‘order” with several similar meanings, and that it
gradually acquires the meaning of ‘world-order’ by Empedocles,
Diogenes, and maybe by Philolaus, until it takes from the fourth
century the common meaning ‘cosmos’ that it has up today. So, he
accepts that Heraclitus' meaning of the kégpog in fr. B30, which he
wrongly™ claims to be the only fragment where the word is found, is
‘order’ and not ‘cosmos’, as it has been established by the research.
Nevertheless, a problem arises about the meaning of the kéopog in
connection with ¢roinoev, since this sentence does not make any
sense under the notion of ‘order’. Thus, Kirk finally accepts that the
word concerns the ‘ordered whole’, which he paradoxically

B K. Reinhardt, op. cit., p. 174ff.

o) Gigon, op. cit,, p. 52ff.

Z'W. Kranz: ‘Kosmos als Philosophischer Begriff Friihgriechischer Zeit,’
Philolog]us 93, 1939, p. 430ff.

® 12A9, Theophrastus, Physic. Opin., fr. 2, D. 476, ap. Simplicius in
Aristot. Phys. 24, 13: £& fig anavtag yiveosfar 1ovg obgavoig %ol Tovg év avtoig
x6opovs.
% 12A11, Hippolytus, Refutation of All Heresies |, 6, 1: & fig yiveoBas
T0Vg obgavoi}g ®»al 1OV £V aVTOIg XGapov.

¥ G.S. Kirk, op. cit., p. 312.

*'W_Kranz, op. cit., p. 430ff.

%213B82, Aetius | 3, 4 (D. 278).

33 K. Reinhardt: Kosmos u. Sympathie, p. 209ff.

¥ U.v. Wilamowitz-Moellendorff: Der Glaube der Hellenen | (Berlin:
Weidmann, 1932), p. 374n.3.

%0 Gigon, op. cit., p. 54.

% G.S. Kirk, op. cit., p. 312.

3 G.S. Kirk, op. cit., pp. 311-314, 317.
3 The word xéopog is also found in Heraclitus’ following fragments:

22B75: tiv év tidt xG6opwt yLvopévoy; 22B89: Eva xal ®xoLvdv x6opov elvay
22B124: 6 »dAMoT06..[0] x60p0OC.
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considers as having the meaning of ‘cosmos’, but without being
identified with it, because priority is given to the idea of ‘order’.
Guthrie®” also accepts all of the extensive research of the meanings
of the word kdéopog by Kirk, agreeing with him that finally kéopog
means «the natural world and the order in it.» So, we see that even
the few scholars who disagree, although at first they reject the
universal notion of the ‘cosmos’, they finally accept it, giving to the
k6opog the right meaning of the ‘well-ordered cosmos'.

Furthermore, as far as the interpretation of the phrase is
concerned, Zeller* correctly considers that andvrev does not refer
to andvrov <t@dv xdopwv>, and that the meaning of the phrase is
not ‘the same order for all the worlds’, believing that the double use
of xéapog would be completely impossible. But as he translates the
cosmos only as ‘order’, he loses the meaning of the cosmic identity,
remaining only in the meaning of the ‘'same order’. Gigon*' does the
same thing, and even though he interprets the k6opov... ¢noinoev
as diekéopnoev, giving thus to the word kéopog the double
meaning both of the ‘ordered whole' and of ‘order’, he unjustifiably
claims that the phrase tov avtov andvtev is a suitable addition to
the fragment, only if the kdopov TovSe means ‘this order’, and not
‘this world’, without saying why, believing that the ardvtov means
‘all existing things’. So, he interprets the phrase with the broad
meaning of this order which is ‘the same for everything', that is, for
all the things comprehended in it, obviously losing the meaning of
the cosmic identity, since he finally accepts the cosmos only as
‘order’. Kirk,” who as | have already mentioned, does not accept the
phrase as Heraclitean but as Clement's addition, claims that tov
avtov means « that there is a k6opog which is somehow not the
same for, or does not include, all things,» and that this interpretation
is similar to Clement's Stoic differentiation of the worlds. But he is
led to this misinterpretation, first, because he rejects the universal
notion of the kdéouog, and second, because he rejects the tov
avrov as Clement's addition. So, he looses sight of the very
important meaning regarding the obvious cosmic identity here,
consuming his attempts in finding supposedly Stoic differentiated
worlds, which is not in line with Heraclitus’ thought.

¥ W.K.C. Guthrie: A History of Greek Philosophy (Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 1962, vol. 1), pp. 208n.1, 455.

“"E. Zeller: Die Philosophie der Griechen in ihrer geschichtlichen
Entwicklung 1, 11, ed. W. Nestle (Leipzig: Reisland, 1920, 6™ ed.), p. 812.

410. Gigon, op. cit., pp. 55-56.

2.G.S. Kirk, op. cit., pp. 309-310.
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On the other hand, Vlastos* correctly disagrees with Kirk,
accepting the phrase as Heraclitean and considering the amdvtov
as masculine, interpreting it as a contrast between the real, common
cosmos and the individual, artificial cosmos of the people who do
not understand the Adyog (B2). Vlastos* considers that «the world
is not made and unmade in alternate eons; generation and
destruction are concurrent and constant, hence the form of the world
is also constant. Fire, ‘kindled' by ‘gathering' into its own substance
a measure of fuel, is also ‘extinguished’ by ‘scattering abroad’ the
same measure of light. This measured give-and-take accounts for
the permanence of the world which ‘was and is and is to be'.*» But
despite of his right interpretation, Vlastos does not succeed in
finding further any account of identity in the fragment, and so he
remains only in the one and common real cosmos; nevertheless, the
world is also declared here as avtoc. Kirk et al* do not accept the
phrase as Heraclitean too, and disagree with Vlastos because they
consider that his interpretation would be correct if fr. B30 was
followed by a Heraclitean reference to the deceitfulness of people;
but nothing like that happens in the fragment, and the phrase in
question is not found in the other two texts of Plutarch and
Simplicius"” where fr. B30 is saved. But the fact that the phrase is
not found in these two texts of those ancient writers neither does it
mean nor does it prove that it is not Heraclitean, so the allegation of
Kirk et al is irrelevant.

Guthrie*® agrees with Vlastos and correctly accepts the phrase
as Heraclitean, believing that it reflects the Ephesian’s thought.
According to him, the kéopog is the ‘cosmic order’, which is an
organized well-ordered ‘harmony of opposites’ and of warring beings
which is universal, that is, tov adtov andavrov. The emphasis that is
given to this ‘universality’ is not superficial, for Guthrie, because
common people do not comprehend it, as they are cut off from the
xolvog  x6opog. Although his interpretation is not wrong,
unfortunately, it still cannot convey the meaning of cosmic identity in
the avtdv, remaining only in the ‘universality’ of the cosmos. Finally,

3 G. Viastos, op. cit., p. 344ff,

* G. Viastos: ‘Equality and Justice in Early Greek Cosmologies’,
Classical Philology 42, 1947; also in Studies in Presocratic Philosophy, (eds.)
D.J. Furley and R.E. Allen (London: Routledge and Kegan Paul, 1970, vol. |}, p.
67ff.

% Cf. K. Reinhardt, op. cit., pp. 169ff, 176n.2.

% &.S. Kirk, J.E. Raven and M. Schofield, op. cit., pp. 197-198.

47 Plutarch, De anim. 5, 1014A; Simplicius, De caelo 294 Heiberg.

8 W K.C. Guthrie, op. cit., p. 454n.2.
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Marcovich*® who correctly accepts the phrase as Heraclitean, claims
that by its acceptance we can also easily understand the tav
avlpdnwv, as the phrase is meaning «this world-order, the same of
all men,» agreeing with Viastos and Guthrie. So, he interprets
Heraclitus' phrase as follows: «This world-order of our experience,
which is, by the way, the only real world-order, common to all men.»
Finally, he agrees with Vlastos’ interpretation that the idea of the real
cosmic order by contrast with the dreamy worlds of people who do
not follow the Adyog matches with fr. B89: toig éyenyoedoiy Eva xal
xo0Lvov xéopov eivar, and he considers that there is a kind of ‘suture’
between Heraclitus' principle of xvg and Adyog.*® However, even
though his interpretation also is not wrong, unfortunately, it too
cannot conceive of the identity of the cosmos as Heraclitus
obviously declares it in the abtdv.

On the contrary, Verdenius® who wonders how is it possible
for fire to be aeifwov since it is altered to the rest cosmic elements
(B31, B90), is opposed to the theories which support that the
cosmos is only in some of its parts put out fire, while as a whole it is
fire, and indeed aifng (Kirk, Kirk et al), and considers that Heraclitus
says that it is aeu fire and everywhere, without declaring any other
forms of fire. So, he claims that fire is aeitwov and this is its
idiosyncratic substantial nature, which likes to be hidden in its
alterations (B123), and not to be revealed as the Delphic god (B93)
to anyone's observation, but only to someone clear-sighted such as
Heraclitus, who is able to ‘'see’ this universal ‘same’ substance
under the changed masses of the cosmos. So, with this
interpretation he perceives of the cosmic identity in Heraclitus,
justifying it correctly in the fire-Being. On the other hand, Kahn* is
led to a misinterpretation, for he accepts the phrase as Heraclitean,
but he interprets the k6opog only as ‘order’, and not as ‘world’ or
‘world order’, thinking that the phrase is talking about the order
which is naturally ‘common’ and the same for all people and all
things. He considers that this order also includes the early meaning
of the right political and moral order that is applied commonly to all
people, like the divine law by which all human laws are fed (B114).
So, by interpreting the kéopog only as order, and not universally,

9 M. Marcovich, op. cit., pp. 268-273.

%0 Cf. frr. 22B67, 22B90; udpata - yotipata.

5" W J. Verdenius: ‘Heraclitus’ Conception of Fire', in J. Mansfeld and
LM. de Rijk (eds.), Kephalaion: Studies in Greek Philosophy and its
Continuation Offered to Professor C.L. de Vogel (Assen, 1975), pp. 1-8.

%2 C.H. Kahn: The Art and Thought of Heraclitus (Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 1979), pp. 132-133.
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Kahn loses the meaning of the cosmic identity of the avtév. On the
contrary, Robinson® gives a more correct interpretation as he
accepts the universal meaning of ‘cosmos’ in the word k6opog, and
with some doubt he also accepts the meaning of the ‘ordered world’,
for as he says, the meaning of the ‘ordered world’ is found in
Anaxagoras* and in Diogenes of Apollonia,** while the meaning of
‘cosmos’ is found in Empedocles,® and thus it is quite possible that
also Heraclitus uses the same meaning since he writes only one
generation before them. He also considers that the cosmos «is a
given,» and thatin that sense it is ‘the same' for all beings, as a
universe with xotvog Aéyog (B2). But this means that we find here
ontologically the identity of the cosmos in its Being as »owvog Adyoc.
According to my interpretation, in fr. B30 the Ephesian
philosopher defines the Being of the cosmos as aeifwov np. But
before this ontological definition of his, he talks about the cosmos
saying that this cosmos — which is about to define its Being as
aeitmov nvg — is the 'same’ for all, 6 adtog xéopog. So, the xéopov
10vde, Tov avTov andvrov refers to the identity of the cosmos, in the
sense that the cosmos is ‘the same’ for all, it is 6 adtdg andviay.
But how does the avtov presuppose identity of itself as far as the
others are concerned, and what does it mean that the cosmos is
av1og dndvrov? It means that the cosmos is elg xat xowvdg, as
Heraclitus declares in fr. B89. That the cosmos is 6 avtog ardviav
means both that the cosmos is in identity in the perceptions of all the
beings of multiplicity, and also that the cosmos is in identity
ontologically since the cosmos is &et &eitwov mve, which is its
Being. There are not many, private, individual, ¥d101” worlds, but &ig
xal xo1vog, 6 avtog for all, and ontologically it is always the ‘same’
Being-nog. That the cosmos is ‘one’ is also proved by the singular
number kéopov TOvde, tov avtdv. So, the cosmos in the
Heraclitean cosmotheory is €ig xal xotvdg, ‘one and common’ (B89),
but also 6 avtdg, the ‘'same’ for all (B30). Hence, Heraclitus defines
here more specifically linguistically the identity of the cosmos by the
avtév; because, as | have already mentioned, to eivai © tadtdy
means in ancient Greek tavtérng,*® ‘identity’. So, according to
Heraclitus, the cosmos exists in identity as 6 avtog x6opeg.

3 T M. Robinson, op. cit., p. 96.

% See 59B8.

% See 64B2.

% See 31B134.5.

7 See 22B89.

% 4.G. Liddett and R. Scott, op. cit., IV, p. 296.
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My research also finds the same in meaning identity of the adtog
xdéapog in fr. B84a, b:
B84a, b, Piotinus, Enneads IV 8, 1. petapdriov
avaraverol. xdaperds £0TL toig avTolg poyBeiv ndi
doyeoOar.

The two words petapdaAAov and toig abvroig must refer to and mean
correspondingly the cosmos as a whole, as ¢v, and the cosmos as
multiplicity, as wavra. Because, firstly, the indefinite v of
petraBdAdov generally refers to everything, and taking into
consideration of the Heraclitean cosmotheory of the universal
alteration of the mwdvra, | conclude that Heraclitus’' perafdAhov
must refer to the rtav, that is, to all the cosmos as &v. Secondly, the
toig avroig must refer to nothing else but to the ‘same’ things and
beings of all the world, that is, to the cosmos as multiplicity, as
wavra, because the toig avroig poyBeiv »ai doyeadar cannot refer
to anything else — being used with an indefinite subject as here — but
only to wdvra, that is, to all the multiple beings of the world.
Because the ones which are ruled and for which eternal weariness
is toiled, are all the beings of the world, that is, the cosmos as
multiplicity-trdvra. Consequently, by the perafaAAov Heraclitus is
talking about the cosmos as &v, and by the toig a¥roig he is talking
about the cosmos as Travra, which is one and the same in his
thought as the world gv-ndvrta.”’

But my interest is focused here on fr. B84b, and specifically on
the toig avtoig. What is the meaning of this fragment and
particularly of the toig avtoi¢? In the domain of research,
Reinhardt® correctly claims that fr. B84b refers to the macrocosm,
while Gigon® considers it simply as obscure, but they both do not
offer any further comments. Kirk® correctly considers that the
fragment refers to weariness and to identity - that is, to the
opposites rest and alteration of the first fr. B84a —, and that its
meaning is «no-change is weariness.» He accepts that it constitutes
an explanation of the peculiar character of the first fr. B84a, with a

. %% See 22B50, Hippolytus, Refutation of All Heresies IX 9: &v mdvta
Elval.

8 K. Reinhardt, p. 194n.2, considers that in fr. 22B84b Heraclitus refers
to the macrocosm, while in fr. 22B20 he refers to the microcosm, with common
reference the avamaveo@ar.

®1'0. Gigon, op. cit., p. 94ff.

62 G.S. Kirk, op. cit., pp. 252-254.
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universal application to the human experience, saying: «just as it is
wearisome for a servant to continue toiling for the same master
without change of scene or occupation, so (it may be inferred) it is
wearisome for matter of any kind to remain indefinitely in the same
relationship with its surroundings.» So, as a conclusion, Kirk
interprets the identity of the toig avtoig as the remaining of matter in
the same relationship with its environment. Although his
interpretation is not wrong, | consider that Heraclitus does not make
here any metaphorical reference to the human experience, but he
talks literally referring to the ‘same’ universe and to the weariness
that it feels because of its eternal toiling for its multiple ‘same’ self-
mwavra Hence, Heraclitus does not talk exactly about matter and
about its ‘'same’ relation with its environment, but about the identity
of the universe.

Guthrie*' agrees with Gigon about the obscurity of fr. B84b,
and claims that Heraclitus should say - following the same style of
the identity of the opposites of fr. B111: Mpog x6pov, xdpatog
dvdanavay —, that the poyBeiv xal doyeobau is rather rest instead of
weariness, and furthermore, that if the subject is the lack of
alteration, so Heraclitus should say: év t@® a¥t® péverv, or foepeiv.
But as a consequence, he loses the meaning of the cosmic identity,
and also misinterprets the fragment, because Heraclitus regards
here the cosmic identity as the cause of the cosmic alteration,
defining alteration as rest, because of the weariness of identity; if he
should have said that the pox8eiv xai doyxeaBar was rest, then there
wouldn't be any reason for aiteration, since alteration happens here
as the result of the weariness from the cosmic identity.

Axelos* gives a correct interpretation, considering that «the
weariness and the exhaustion that are caused by the kingdom of the
identical, are avoided because the same eternally becomes other.»
So, he correctly perceives of the cosmic reference in the fragment
and its simultaneous alteration-identity. On the other hand,
Marcovich® finds the meaning of the fragment very hypothetical,
because of its later Neoplatonic salvation, and he considers it as an
explanation or proof of the first fr. B84a, claiming that both
fragments justify the specific alteration of fire, as Diels conceives of
it, and not the general alteration as Kirk and Gigon conceive of. He
interprets the toig avroig as toig deomdraug claiming that the
fragment says: «it is weariness to be ruled always by the same

83\ K.C. Guthrie, op. cit., p. 445, n.3. '
84 K. Axelos: Heraclitus and Philosophy, trans. D. Dimitriadis (Athens:

Exantas, 1974), p. 111.
85 M. Marcovich, op. cit., pp. 303-304.
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masters.» He regards fire as the servant, whose s ervice refers to
those stages where fire is being reduced to more than half of its
original stuff, similar to the xpnoupoouvn of fr. B65. He also
considers that Heraclitus declares that it is tiring for the divine fire to
toil eternally for the same master, and so, it is justified every time it
changes its master into water (B36: yuyfjuowv Bdvarog vdmg
vevéoOar; B117: dyohv tiyy Yuyyv €xov), into earth, into heavenly
fire (okagai), or into anything else (B90: xprApara) — and not only
into the rest constituent elements of the human body, as Diels
interprets it —. Marcovich’s specific interpretation is not wrong, since
what is really changing in the cosmos is the stvg, which toils for the
same master-cosmos changing it eternally; but he does not indicate
clearly the cosmic identity which he perceives in the master-cosmos-
avtoig with more emphasis.

Kahn® gives a misinterpretation as he considers the rest of fr.
B84a and the weariness of fr. B84b as a couple of opposites -
because that is the way they are found in fr. B111 — Kahn is
cautious against the traditional interpretation of the toig avroig as
the masters by Burnet, Diels, Kirk and Marcovich, and he finally
supports the interpretation of Bollack-Wismann who consider that
the toig avtoig poybeiv does not refer to the person whom
somebody labors for, but to the object of toil or to the cause of
suffering. For the doyeoBar he accepts the interpretation of the
‘beginning’ and not that of ‘governing’. Thus, Kahn misinterprets the
meaning of the fragments as: «it is weariness ‘to be (always)
beginning’: never to get to the end of the job but toil continually at
the same work and thus never find rest by changing.» But Heraclitus
here obviously defines alteration as rest (B84a), and not the
opposite as Kahn misinterprets, who besides that, also misinterprets
the meaning of identity talking about the ‘same work’ and not about
the ‘'same cosmos'. Heraclitus does not refer to the ‘same work', but
to the work for the ‘same things’, which in their universal ‘indefinite’
form as avtoig here cannot be anything else but the xéopog - ndvra.
Robinson® also gives a misinterpretation, as he has many doubts
about the exact reference of the problematic words of fr. B84b,
claiming that it is ‘specific and sociological’ in its character, and
declaring that ‘the life of the slaves is monotonous and wearisome'.
But this partial interpretation is a ‘pure conjecture’, because as
Plotinus s ays about Heraclitus, auelficag cagi fuiv moiijoar tov
Aéyov. This happens on purpose, according to my opinion, because

% C.H. Kahn, op. cit., pp. 169-170.
57 7.M. Robinson, op. cit., pp. 133-134.
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