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I. GREEK PHILOSOPHY AS A REFORM AND THERAPY
OF THE ORDINARY LANGUAGE;
Il. HERACLITUS’ EXPERIMENTS WITH LANGUAGE,
GRAMMAR AND STYLE

The first part of this investigation draws attention to one understudied,
and yet philosophically important approach to language in Greek
philosophy from archaic times to Aristotle: the reform of ordinary
language, word-making and attempts to discover or to create an ideal
language or a language “conforming to nature”. The following cases at
point are discussed: the critique of the ordinary language as a product of
doxastic imagination in Heraclitus and Parmenides associated with
linguistic idealism and the theory of “linguistic error” of mortals in ancient
times that resulted in the origin of polytheism and belief in the reality of the
phenomenal world of many things misnamed by empty words. The
elimination of the words for “birth and death”, “generation and de-
struction” as “deceptive” and their systematic replacement by new
“correct” mechanistic terminology of “excretion from mixture,
recombination and dissolution” of material particles in Ionian physics
(Anaximander, Anaxagoras) and Empedocles. The theory of the “disease of
language” as the root of mythology and anthropomorphic polytheism of
poets in Sophists (Prodicus, the Derveni papyrus), Aristotle’s attempts to
give names to “anonymous” moral qualities in Nicomachean Ethics. The
idea of a “divine language” is to some extent anticipated in the Homeric
topos of the “language of gods” which has Indo-European roots. A
suggestion is made en passant that if the author of the “dream theory” in
Plato’s Theaetetus, quoted by Wittgenstein in Philosophical investigations,
1.46 as an ancient antecedent of his simple “objects” in the Tractatus, is
Heraclitus rather than Antisthenes (as we argue on the ground of the new
reconstruction of grammatical analogy in Heraclitus’ logos-fragments),
then a historical link can be established between Wittgenstein's linguistic
idealism and Heraclitus’ analogies of “cosmic grammar” and “alphabet of
nature”, although in Wittgenstein’s perception it was, of course, a theory of
“Socrates” and Plato, not of Heraclitus. Part II is a case at point study of
language and style in Heraclitus including following topics: oracular
features, syntactic polysemy (hyperbaton), omission of the conjunction xai
between opposites, omission of the verb ‘to be’ in the descriptions of
phenomenal change, omission of article with words referring to
‘appearances’ (td @avepd, T dokéovta), replacing a standard singularis
(rotapdg) with pluralis (motapoi), because what we see is a series of rivers
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changing every moment, Friankel’s “proportion” as a means of approaching
the unknown, forms of chiasmus, chiastic (amoebean) structure of
fragments as a mimesis of the natural cyclical processes (the ‘road up and
down’).

Keywords: ancient philosophy, theories of language, origin of religion
and mythology, Heraclitus, Parmenides, Anaximander, Anaxagoras,
Empedocles, Democritus, Greek sophists, Prodicus, Plato, Aristotle, the
Derveni papyrus.
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|. I'peueckas ¢punocodus kak pedopma u Tepanusi 00bIIEHHOI0 SI3bIKA;
I1. dxcnepumenTsl ['epakiiuTa ¢ A3bIKOM, 'PAMMATHKON U CTHIEM

IlepBas 4acTb 3TOro MCCIEAOBAaHUS PaccMaTpUBAECT MAJOU3YyYEHHBIN,
HO (uocodckn BaxHBIN MOAXOJ K SA3BIKY B rpedeckoil (mmocopuu ot
apXandecKoi 3Moxu 10 ApuctoTtens: peopmMa 0OBIIEHHOTO SI3BIKa, CIIOBO-
TBOPYECTBO U MOMBITKH OTKPHITh WM CO3JaTh UICaTIbHbIIN SA3BIK, “COOTBET-
cTBytoluii mpupone”. OOCYKIA0TCA CIACIYIONUE TEMbI: KPUTHKA OOBI-
JICHHOTO f3bIKa KaK MPOAYKTa ‘MOKCHUYEcKoro’ BooOpaxkeHHs y Iepakimra
n IlapmeHnza, cBs3aHHasg C JMHTBUCTUYECKMM HIEAIN3MOM H Teopueil
“S3BIKOBOM OIMMOKH CMEPTHHIX B JPEBHOCTH, MPUBEANICH K BOSHHKHOBE-
HUIO MOJIUTEU3Ma M BEPHI B PEATBHOCTE ()eHOMEHAILHOTO MHUpa, CKOHCTPY-
MPOBAaHHOTO M3 “IYCTHIX CJIOBY»,” 0003HAYAIOMINX HE CYIIHOCTH, @ TPOIec-
col. MckmroueHune u3 si3blka CJIOB “pokIcHHME W THOeNs” Kak “oOMaH-
YHUBBIX’, UX CHCTEMaTHUYeCcKas 3aMEHa HOBOW “NpaBMJIBHON’ MEXaHHCTH-
4YECKOM TEPMUHOJIOTHEN “BBIAEIECHHUS, Pa3AeIeHUs, COEIUHEHNUS, Paclaaa»
MaTepHaJbHBIX YaCTHI] B MOHUICKON (u3uke (AHaAKCUMaHIp, AHAKCarop)
u Owmrenokia. Teopus “Ooire3HH sI3pIKa” KaK KOPHS MUADOIOTHH U aHTPO-
nomopdHoro nojurensma mo3tos y copuctos (Ilpoauk u3 Keoca, [epse-
Huiickuil manmpyc) u 'y Jemoxputa. IlomeiTku ApucroTerns JaTh MMeEHa
“Oe3pIMsHHBIM”  (GvMVLMO) KadecTBaM xapakrtepa B ““HukomaxoBoit
atuke”. Maes “00KeCTBEHHOTO S3bIKa” B KaKOI-TO CTENCHH MPEIBOCXHIIA-
eTcsl B TOMEPOBCKOM TOMOCE “sI3bIKa OOTOB”, IMEIOIIET0 HHAO0EBPOIIEHCKHUE
KOpHH. ABTOpa TEOPHH CTPYKTYPHOTO HM30MOp(H3Ma s3bIKa W KOCMOca,
“ycaprimanHoit Bo cHe” Cokpatom B «Teatere» [lnmatona, mpemmaraercs
OTOXIECTBUTH He ¢ AHTHC(hEHOM, a ¢ ['epakiuTOM Ha OCHOBaHMH Hallei
PEKOHCTPYKIIMHA TpaMMaTH4ecKoil (andaBUTHONW) aHAJIOTHMH B TepakiH-
TOBCKHX (pparMeHTax o0 ‘“dtom joroce”. Burrenmreitn B “@unocodcerux
uccnenoBanuax”, 1.46 nurupyer “npucHuBiytocs Teopuro” Ilmarona kxax
MPE/IBOCXMIIIEHHE €T MPOCTHIX “00bekToB” B “Tpakrare”. Takum oOpaszom
MOJKHO YCTaHOBHUTH MCTOPHYECKYIO CBS3b MEKIY JIMHTBUCTHUYECKUM HJiea-
JU3MOM BuTreHuireiiHa u repakJIMTOBCKUMHU aHAJIOTUAMH “KOCMUYECKON
rpaMMaTHKK | “‘ajdaBuTa IPUPOABI”’, XOTS caM BHUTreHIITeHH cunTan 3Ty
ananoruto teopueit Cokpara u Ilnatona, a He I'epakiuTa, UM KOTOPOTO y
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[Tnatona e ynomunaercs. Yacts Il B kauecTBe NOKa3aTeNnbHOTO MpuMepa
pedopMbl s3bIKa HA MpPaKTHKE B TEKCTax | epakinTa paccMaTpuBaeT cie-
JYIOIIME TEMBI: OpaKyJbHbIE YEePThl, CHHTAKCHYECKas MoJrceMus (TUIep-
0aToH), IPOITYCK COI03a KOl MEXIY MIPOTHBOIOIOKHOCTAMH, IPOITYCK TJIa-
rosia “6bITh” (£lval) B ONUCAHUAX (PEHOMEHANBLHBIX HPOLECCOB, OMyLIEHHUE
apTUKISL CO CIIOBAMH, OTHOCSIIUMHCA K “BHOMMOCTAM (TO (QOvepd, TO
doKEOVTa), TaK KaK apTUKIJIb CyOCTAaHIMAIN3UPYET COOBITHS, 3aMEHa CTaH-
JAPTHOTO EJMHCTBEHHOTO 4YHCia (TOTOUOC) Ha MHOXKECTBEHHOE YHCIO
(motapot), Tak Kak MBI BUIUM HE OJHY, a P/ MEIbKAIONIUX PEK, CMEHSIO-
IUX JPYT Apyra KaKJI0e MIHOBEHHE BCIICACTBHE “TIPUTOKA HOBOHM BOJEI.
“Ilpomopumst @penHkens” Kak KOTHATHUBHBIH TpPHUEM aHAIOTHIECKOTO TIO-
3HaHUA HEBEAOMOTO. XWa3M, ero TUmbel W (GyHKnus B cuHTakcuce ['epa-
KJIMTa, Xuactuueckas (ameOeifHas) CTpyKTypa Jioroca (TEKCTa), Kak BOC-
Mpou3BeicHHe (MUMECHC) TIPUPOAHBIX IUKINYECKUX IMporeccoB (“‘mopora
Tyna-o0paTHO”).

Kniouegvie cnoea: antnanast ¢wiocodusi, TCOPUN SA3bIKa, MPOUCXOXK-
JICHNUE PENUIHMH M MHU(OJOTHH, TUIOTE3a JHHIBUCTUYECKONW OTHOCHUTEIb-
HOCTH, IMHTBUCTHYECKUH naeanusm, I'epaknut, [Tapmenun, AHakcumanap,
Amnaxkcarop, Omnenoki, Jlemokpur, rpeueckue coductsl, [Ipoauk, ITnaToH,
Apucrorens, [lanupyc u3 [lepBenu, Butrenmreiis.

*k*

The interest of Greek philosophers to the phenomenon of
language was multi-aspect’. We can distinguish at least five main
aspects. First, they were interested — and at a very early stage — in
fundamental theoretical questions relating to the origin of the
language and the related problem of the natural / conventional
character of “names”, as well as to the field of “etymology.”
Secondly, starting with the sophists, the grammatical and semantical
aspects of the language. Thirdly, especially since the time of the
Athenian schools of the 4th cent. BC., logical studies. Fourthly —
also starting with the Sophists — aesthetic and poetic aspects, the
study of the artistic and expressive means of language; Avristotle
classed rhetoric and poetics as “technological” or productive
knowledge, similar to medicine and shoemaking. And finally, fifth,
we can single out another aspect, or rather, an approach to language,
namely, a critical and reformative approach, something like

! Part (1) of this study is a revised and expanded version of an earlier
version in Russian: Lebedev 2009. Part Il relies on the chapter 3 of my
introduction to the monograph ‘The logos of Heraclitus’ (Lebedev 2014:
43-58). The present study excludes a detailed discussion of Heraclitus’
metaphorical language, a special subject which | have treated with more
detail in Lebedev 2014, 59-96; Lebedev 2017" and 2020%
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linguistic therapy, the work of “correcting” the language and
bringing it into conformity with reason and reality, as well as
projects to create an ideal and perfect language.

Whereas the first four aspects are well known and are covered
in the extensive scholarly and philosophical literature?, the last as-
pect, to the best of our knowledge, has not attracted much attention
and sometimes is simply ignored. This can be explained by the fact
that the first four aspects were treated in ancient classical treatises
on the philosophy of language (like Plato’s Cratylus), on grammar,
logic, rhetoric, etc., whereas in the “reform of language”
philosophers were often engaged en passant whenever it was
necessary, therefore the relevant “reformative” passages and
remarks come from a variety of contexts: metaphysical, logical,
physical, ethical, etc. The purpose of this paper is to draw attention
to this underestimated aspect and try to show that it is by no means
marginal by its philosophical meaning and importance.

Generally speaking, any introduction of new scientific and
philosophical terminology is, in a certain sense, a reform of ordinary
language. Therefore, we can say that the Greek philosophy itself
was such a reform-of-language activity. This is a subject without
boundaries, but we are currently interested in the “language reform”
in a narrower sense, namely as a declared task and a corresponding
praxis of “correcting” the ordinary language.

We are talking about texts in which Greek philosophers
deliberately act as reformers of ordinary language and do not just
introduce lexical or semantical neologisms, but at the same time
suggest to eliminate some common words and expressions from the
language as “incorrect” or meaningless. In such contexts the
philosopher feels himself like a new name-giver (onomatothetes)
who brings order into a neglected and disorderly “language
household”, who “cleans” it; or as a language therapist who cures
the disease of the language and restores its natural norm.

It is the knowledge of the true nature (pvo1ig) of things (ignored
by hoi polloi) that serves as the theoretical basis for the reform and
at the same time justifies it. At the initial stage, in the late archaic

2 For theories of the origin of language in connection with the history of
civilization, see, e. g., Levine Gera 2003; Verlinsky 2006; Lebedev 2019.
On the philosophy of language in general and epistemological problems:
Schofield, Nussbaum 1982; Robb 1983; Joly 1986; Kraus 1987; Denyer
1991; Everson 1994; Havelock; Modrak 2006; de Jonge C. and vam
Ophuijsen J.M. 2010; Long 2011; Kotzia and Chriti 2014;
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period (i. ., before 480 BC), the critique of the ordinary language is
inextricably linked with the epistemological critiqgue of the
“doxastic” world (and polytheism) in which the unenlightened many
(oi moXhoi) live. The teachers of the crowd, according to philo-
sophers, were, of course, the poets who “tell a lot of lies” (moAAd
wyevdovtar dowdoi) and who, in particular, invented the non-existent
anthropomorphic gods. Metaphysical monists like Heraclitus and
Parmenides, who considered the phenomenal world of the plurality
an illusion produced by the deceptive sense-perception, directly
linked its “deceptiveness” to the deceptiveness of the multitude of
“names” that fragment the ontological One and split it into a
plurality of imaginary non-entities. In the poem of Parmenides we
find the most radical version of this theory anticipating not so much
the relatively mild hypothesis of “linguistic relativity” of Sapir and
Whorf type, as an extreme and radical form of linguistic idealism.
Linguistic idealism is attributed to Wittgenstein particularly on
the ground of his dictum “The limits of my language mean the limits
of my world” (TLP 5.6) by G. E. M. Anscombe (1981) and Bloor
(1997: 354-382) whom we follow; on the controversy around this
thesis see Dilman (2002) 110 ff. Bernard Williams attributed to
Wittgenstein a kind of Kantian transcendental idealism (Williams
1973), this thesis was accepted by many and contested by some
(e.g., by Hutto 2003: 174 ff.). We find no contradiction between the
approaches of Anscombe and Williams since the linguistic idealism
is a form of transcendental idealism. In his Philosophical
investigations, 46 Wittgenstein first quotes the passage from Plato’s
Theaetetus 201d about the “dream theory” allegedly “heard” by
Socrates in his dream which contains an analogy between the
structure of language and the structure of reality: both are built from
simple “letters” or elements (otoyeio). After the quote Wittgenstein
comments that both Russel’s “individuals” and his “objects” in the
Tractatus “were such primary elements”. In our study of the
alphabet analogy in Heraclitus’ logos-fragments® we argue contra
Myles Burnyeat and others that the author of the “dream theory” in
Theaetetus is Heraclitus rather than Antisthenes. If this attribution is
correct (as we believe it is, because such analogy is directly attested
only in Heraclitus’ authentic fragments, but is only hypothesized for
Antisthenes without supporting evidence), then Wittgenstein admits
the similarity of the philosophy of Tractatus with Heraclitus’ theory
of the cosmic logos which contains elements of linguistic idealism,

¥ Lebedev 2017*: 235 ff., on Theaetetus passage p. 242 ff.
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although for Wittgenstein it was a theory of “Socrates” and Plato,
and not of Heraclitus whose name is not mentioned in this Platonic
passage.

The Sapir/Whorf hypothesis of linguistic relativity is akin with
cultural relativism, it holds that the language we speak affects our
perception of the world, the strong form of linguistic idealism
amounts to the claim that language determines and creates our
picture of the world. For the precise understanding of this theory in
archaic monists one peculiar feature of the archaic Greek
metaphysics must be taken into account: after Anaximander both
Parmenides and Heraclitus recognize the polar structure of the
sensible world, that is, multiplicity is reduced to duality, since all
sensual qualities form pairs of opposites: the hot and the cold, the
wet and the dry, light and darkness, etc. About the same time, the
principle of reduction of plurality to duality is explicitly formulated
by Alcmaeon of Croton: 600 10 moAAd t@®V AvOpomivoy “most
things of human experience are dual”*.

But unlike Anaximander and Alcmaeon, who considered the
cosmic opposites to be real physical “forces” (dynameis),
Parmenides and Heraclitus considered them a product of human
perception, that is, a subjective “doxa”, and not an objective “truth”
(aletheia). The apparent multiplicity (which can be reduced to
polarity) of the world, according to the second part of the poem of
Parmenides, is the result of a linguistic error committed in the past
when names were attached to things. Mortals “distinguished” and
called by separate names pop@dg... 0o “two forms” (Light and
Night), “of which one should not have been named”.

Parmenid. B 8.53 Mop@ag yap katébevto 600 yvopog ovoualew:
TV piov od xpedv doty — &v @ memhavnuévol eictv — tavtio &
EKpivovto 6épag Kai ofpat £0evto yopig an ANV ...

“Erroneously” was named, and therefore taken for something
real the “form” of Night, which is not a separate entity, but just a
negative concept, i. e., the absence of Light. This error is the root
not only of the false belief (doxa) in the multiplicity of the pheno-
menal world (and hence of the multiplicity of popular gods), but
also of the erroneous notion that something can arise from nothing
or be destroyed into nothing. Therefore, the words “birth” and
“death” themselves are considered meaningless and subject to

*24 A 3 DK. For a new reading of 24 B 1 and neglected evidence on
Alcmaeon’ s epistemological proem and his theory of opposites see
Lebedev 2017°,
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elimination as incorrect. The basis for the reform of ordinary
language in Parmenides is the strictly conventionalist theory of the
origin of “names”.

Parmenides B 8.36 DK ... o0d&v yap <fi> £otv 1j £otar GAlo
mhpeé 100 £6vioc, émel 16 ye Moip® énédnoev odhov dxivnTov T
guevar 1@ mdvt’ dvopa &otal, 6coa Ppotol katébevto memolBdTeC
glvar 6An0f, yiyveoOai te xoi dAAvcOan, etvai te kai oyi, Kai TémoV
aAldooe dud e ypoa eavov aueifewv. “...for there is nothing and
nothing will ever be except that which is, since Moira has bound it
to be whole and immobile. Therefore, just an empty name will be all
that mortals have set (in their language) being persuaded that it is
real: “to be born and to perish”, “to be and not to be”, “to change
place and the bright color”.

In our study of the |magery and metaphysmal doctrine of
Parmenides’ poem (Lebedev 2017%) we argued in detail that the
opposition “light and night” in the second part of the poem (Doxa) is
exactly parallel to the fundamental opposition being/non-being in
the first part (Aletheia); from this it follows that “night” corresponds
to “non-being”. Given the abundant evidence on the Pythagorean
background of Parmenides and peculiarly Pythagorean tenets
detectable in his poem we suggest that the opposition of “light and
night” in Parmenides is based on the same symbolism as the
opposition “light and darkness” in the Pythagorean Table of
opposites where “night” is a symbol of corporeal substance, and
“light” of the immortal psyche or mind°. Therefore, by saying that of
the two opposites night “should not have been named” the goddess
means that body does not exist, it only “becomes” (yiyverar), but not
“is” (8ot1). Speaking in modern terms, this is a doctrine of monistic
|deaI|sm or immaterialism which is also explicitly stated by
Parmenides in fr. B3.

The Neoplatonic commentators of Aristotle’s Organon Ammo-
nius, Simplicius and Philoponus explained the origin of phonetic

> For this interpretation of the Table of opposites in Aristotle’s Metaphysics
Alpha we argue in detail in Lebedev 2019 and Lebedev 2022' (the
neglected evidence of the fifth century B.C. cleromantic and pythagorizing
graffiti from Olbia Pontica). For the superiority of the longer version of
Aristotle’s reference to Alcmaeon see Lebedev 2017°: Once we accept the
authenticity of the longer version with the name of Pythagoras, it follows
that Aristotle attributes the Table of opposites to the ‘earlier’ group of
Pythagoreans (oi mpd todtwvV), i.e., to sixth century Pythagoreans in-
cluding Pythagoras himself.
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human language with its diversity and conventional character as a
result of the original ‘fall’ of the soul from the intelligible celestial
paradise and from the divine ‘One’ into the sensible world of
phenomenal plurality and diversity; after the incarnation in mortal
body and the loss of ability to communicate by mental means
through vonpota (in Mentalese, so to speak) humans were forced by
“need” (ypeio) to invent phonetic languages, which are all diverse
and conventional. Maria Chriti 2019 aptly compares this doctrine
with the biblical myth of the Tower of Babel. The roots of this
Neoplatonic doctrine should be sought in Plato’s Cratylus and much
earlier in the linguistic idealism of Parmenides and Heraclitus,
whose even more ancient common source may be Pythagoras of
Samos. A Pythagorean akousma of the archaic ti pdiota type says:

Ti copmtatov; apBuds, debtepov 08 O TOlG TPAYUACL TO
ovopata Bépevog. “What is wisest? Number, and secondarily the
one who attached names to the things”®. The juxtaposition of the
highest and second degrees of wisdom is based on the typical for the
archaic Greek philosophy opposition of the divine and human
knowledge. Number is divine, language us human. The ‘secondary’
character of names refers not only to the secondary degree of
language-based wisdom (as opposed to mathematics), but also has a
temporal connotation. The knowledge of number and number-based
divine harmonia is innate to the human psyche: as the ancient
Pythagorean oath puts it, o0 pa tOv Guetépar KePaAdl TopadOVTA
Tetpaxtiv, mayav deviov evceng pilopd v’ éyowcav “nay, by him
who gave to our head the Tetraktys, which contains the source and
the root of the eternal nature”. Human soul possessed this know-
ledge before the “fall into generation” in the celestial paradise called
in Pythagorean mystical language AAn0ew (Parmenides, Empe-
docles and Plato) when it was integral part of the divine One. The
name-givers of the ancient times were forced by their corporeal state
to invent an external medium of communication, ‘attaching’ or

® lambl. V.P. 82 = DK 58 C 4.

" Placit. 1,3,8 = DK 58 B 15. “He who gave” is the Pythagorean supreme
god-demiourgos conceived as pure mind (vodg). Contrary to widespread
mistaken opinion that demiourgos is Plato’s invention, the Pythagorean
creator god is attested in Epicharmus (Lebedev 2017), Philolaus (DK A 17;
B6). He is identical with cosmic Harmonia in Philolaus: it is the power that
combines the opposites and constructs the cosmos. In Empedocles Harmo-
nia is one of the names of Philotes (aka Aphrodite) who acts as a creator. In
Parmenides B13 the physical cosmos is also created by Aphrodite.
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‘setting’ names (6vopata) to things. When the revealing goddess in
Parmenides tells Kouros that ‘mortals’ in times immemorial com-
mitted a mistake by positing or ‘setting’ two different names for
‘light” and ‘night’ instead of only one for ‘light’ (since ‘night’ is not
a separate substance, but just absence of ‘light’), she most probably
refers to mythical ‘name-givers’. We have argued elsewhere that the
Apollonian image of divinized Kouros in Parmenides’ proem
resembles Apollo Hyperboreios, the flying god, and according to the
most probable reading of line 3, he actually is flown by goddess
(ot @éper) in a winged chariot from sublunary darkness of human
world to the celestial gates (aibépron moAat) of the temple of gods,
the realm of AAnBewa (this is the name of the revealing goddess and
of the abode of the disembodied souls). The first-person language of
the proem is explained by the fact that originally Parmenides’ poem,
following the Pythagorean convention, was conceived, as a ‘sacred
word of Pythagoras.” The old legislator and medical doctor from
Elea could hardly claim that he flew to heaven, was divinized and
spoke with the gods. No one would believe him, but stories about
Pythagoras’ wonders, including anabasis and katabasis were wide-
spread, since he was venerated by his disciples as a superhuman
being, namely as Apollo Hyperborean, flying on the miraculous
arrow of Abaris. The story of Kouros’ travel is a reversed story of
the ‘fall’ of human soul from “the meadow of Truth” (Aeipov
AMnOeing) to the “meadow of Doom” (Aeypwv "Atng), speaking in
Empedocles’ terms. The epic word motn in line 3 means not just
‘flight’, but ‘taking off’, “flying up’, i. e., ‘ascension’ or anabasis.®
In the ‘fall’ from heaven to earth human soul forgets the divine
‘one’ and the ability of noetic communication with it, on earth she is
in ‘need’ of imperfect conventional language of phonetic signs.
Parmenides’ Kouros, on the contrary in his ascension from earth to
heavens forgets the human language of conventional diversity and
acquires the mantic capacity of perceiving directly by mind the
ineffable divine reality, conceived as ‘invisible Sun of Justice’, the

¥ In Odyssey 5.337 Leucothea transformed herself into a diving bird and
‘ascended from sea by flight’ (motijt dvedvocaro Aipvng). Combination of
not and eépecbon seems to be a set phrase in epic language, cf. Arat. 278.
Unlike other proposed emendations, it is a very rare epic word, therefore its
corruption is not surprising at all. On the relation between this line of
Parmenides and the image of winged chariot on Plato’s Phaedrus 246a see
Lebedev 2017% 502; on the imagery of theoria as a trip to celestial temple-
oracle see ibid., 505 ff.
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immutable sphere of eternal divine light. This Pythagorean
conceptual metaphor is alluded to by Parmenides in B 8.14, it was
known to Heraclitus as ‘the light that never sets’ (fr.152Leb/B16)
and imitated by Plato in the Sun analogy of the Republic (507b-
509¢).

The situation is more complicated with the reconstruction of the
theory of “names” in Heraclitus. In Plato’s Cratylus the Heraclitean
Cratylus defends the thesis of “natural” character of names, and on
this ground such theory has been often attributed to Heraclitus
himself. But if we turn to the authentic fragments of Heraclitus
himself, which deal with “name” and “names,” we find in them a
different theory: practically all these fragments affirm that the
“name” of a thing does not match its ergon that is, it’s real function:
“The name of the bow is life, and its work (£pyov 6¢) is death
”(28Leb/B48); the genital organ (aidoiov) gives rise to a new life,
but its name is derived from the name of the god of death (Aides)
(148Leb/B15); people usually speak about “justice” (dike) in the
court, so this word is actually connected with “injustice” (119Leb/B
23). The name of Zeus only partly corresponds to the essence of the
supreme god and partly contradicts it (ovk 80éker) (141Leb/B32),
apparently because his “work™ is not only to generate “life” ({fjv ~
Znvég), but also to destroy since life and death form an inseparable
unity, the genesis of one thing is always a death of another.

On the ground of these fragments, it can be concluded that
according to Heraclitus, separate words (“names”) of the ordinary
language are incorrect names, although they are established
according to the same nomination principle, namely a contrario.

Finally, fragment 43Leb/B67 explicitly affirms the doxastic
illusory nature of all individual cosmic phenomena that make up
pairs of opposites: the “names” here correspond to deceptive “frag-
rances” (that is, subjective sensations) of incense, the real nature of
which is one and the same, fire. Consequently, historical Heraclitus
could never recognize the “naturalness” of the ordinary language
and the correspondence of “names” to their real denotates, simply
because, in his opinion, such denotates do not exist as separate
entities.

Based on our reconstruction of the metaphorical model of the
cosmic Logos conceived as a visible “Book of nature” composed in
“alphabet of nature” (Lebedev 2014: 61 ff.; 2017%), one can assume
that Heraclitus did have a theory of “natural language” and of
“natural names”, but he considered the names of ordinary language
as only meaningless (lacking logos) ‘letters’ of the cosmic alphabet
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which shoud be always “grasped together’ as “syllables’ “syllables”

(cvAAGyiec)®, which, in turn, should be all without exception inte-
grated into one and the same (6 avtog amdvtov) ‘common logos’

(&uvog Aoyog) of the Universe, the vox Naturae, if you ‘listen to it’
with your ears (dkovm, snaw)) or ‘the book of Nature’ if you ‘read
it"® with your eyes which are ‘more trustworthy witnesses than ears’

(fr. 5Leb/B17).

This explains one enigmatic feature of Heraclitus’ style: in the
authentic fragments the conjunction «koai between opposites is
regularly omitted, although in later paraphrases and imprecise
quotations it was often “restored”. In these texts Heraclitus reforms
the Greek language, eliminating the conjunction xai as a wrong
diairesis and a kind of language disease of which the poets are
guilty. Hesiod did not know that Day and Night are one and the
same (14Leb/B57) because he committed the same mistake as the
“mortals” of Parmenides in naming “light and night” separately: he
mistook two syllables of a single natural name (or rather two letters
of a natural syllable of common logos) for two different names of
non-existing ‘things’. Thus, Heraclitus adhered to conventionalism
with respect to ordinary names (in a complete agreement with
Parmenides), and to the theory of “naturalness” with respect to
integral, restored and reunited in one and the same word opposites.
Parmenides (B6) protested against this in his attack on “two-headed”
philosophers, i. e., Heraclitus, because for him it was a violation of
the law of non-contradiction. It can also be assumed that Heraclitus
collected examples of the nomination a contrario as archaic
“survivals” confirming the initial unity of opposites in the
primordial “natural language” subsequently distorted and spoiled by
the poets. The Derveni author, i.e., Prodicus of Ceos, made a

° In fr.106+108Leb/B10)

1% |onian gyxvpéo semantically and by its usage corresponds to the Attic
and koine évtuyydvo in the phrase évtuyyéve Bipriot ‘to read a book’,
literally ‘to encounter’, or ‘to converse with’. Cf. LSJ, s.v. évtoyyave 1.
Ot évruyydvovteg ‘readers’. The standard later Greek verb for reading
avoyryvdoke is never used in this sense in Heraclitus, Herodotus or early
lonian prose. A synonymous word for reading the book of nature in
Heraclitus is yivesOat katd ‘to encounter’ in fr.2Leb/B1 DK. Unlike most
modern interpreters of Heraclitus, Marcus Aurelius perfectly inderstood the
meaning of ywopévov katd tov Adyov t6vde in his paraphrase ot pédroota
dmvek®dc oprovor Adyot... (Her. fr.3Leb/B72).
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modified version of this theory of Heraclitus the basis of his theory
of the origin of religion and divine names (see Lebedev 2019).

The archaic monists are engaged in this case with the problems
that in our days are studied by mereology, a branch of metaphysics
and mathematical logic that concerns itself with the relation of parts
and wholes. We have argued elsewhere in detail (Lebedev 2017%)
that Heraclitus had no “theory of logos” in the strict sense, although
logos was a fundamental concept of his logic, philosophy of
language, metaphysics, epistemology, theology, as well as ethics
and politics, contrary to the “trivial” or verbal interpretation of the
phrase tod Adyov todde as “this discourse of mine” by Burnet, West
and there followers. Strictly speaking, Heraclitus developed an
elaborate “logos analogy” of the Universe similar to the one
described by Plato in the “dream theory” of Theaetetus. Logos in
this analogy stands for the Whole or the cosmos, “letters” for the
separate opposites (like those enumerated in 106Leb/B10 and
43Leb/B67), and “syllables” (cuAldyiec) for the pairs of opposites
which have been wrongly “divided” by the poets and the crowd.
Once we accept the authentic text of fr.2Leb/B1 quoted by
Hippolytus (always the superior source of Heraclitus’ quotations),
without explicative &xootov added by Sextus and uncritically
adopted by all editions after DK, the object of the verb dwupéwv
becomes the pair “words and deeds” (£nn koi &pya) which exactly
corresponds to the pair “to act and to speak” (mo€iv koi Aéyew) in the
same context. The elimination of this faulty addition of Sextus
transforms the subject of Heraclitus® book from physicalist
“explanation of everything” into logical and epistemological
“division” (dwipeoic) of the “words” of the cosmic “this logos”.
Awipeolg was also a common grammatical term for the correct
“division” of separate words in reading the scriptio continua of all
ancient text. Reality for Heraclitus is a kind of speech or text (logos)
which can be “read” and understood only by correct “division”. The
correct diairesis becomes a fundamental method of Heraclitus’
reform of language.

In addition to the experiments with the conjunction «ai
Heraclitus also sought to reform the use of the verbs “to be” (eivar)
and “to become” (or “to arise”, yivesOou). Contrary to the widely
held mistaken view of the priority of Parmenides, Heraclitus already
before Parmenides knew the fundamental ontological distinction
between being and becoming. Although the precise degree of the
verbal authenticity of some Heraclitus’ fragments remains proble-
matic, we have the impression (especially based on the virtually



Greek philosophy as a reform and therapy of the ordinary language 717

impeccable quotations from such sources as Hippolytus) that he
consistently sought to eliminate the verb eivan ‘to be’ from the
description of the phenomenal world of opposites and cyclical
change. Instead, he uses in such cases the verb yivesOou and verbal
predicates (yuyxpa 6Oépetan, Oepupa  yoyetow 46Leb/B126) or
asyndeton omitting the copula (e.g., &Bdvator Bvnroi, Ovnrol
abdvaror 153Leb/B62, mopog tpomai tpdtov BdAacoa 44Leb/B 31).
On the contrary he confines the use of the verb “to be” to eternal
beings like Cosmos, Fire, Logos, Aion. Already in Fragment
2Leb/B1 we have the contrast between yivovtou GvOpomor and
Loyov tobde €ovtog. In fragment B 37L3b/30 we have an emphatic
triple fv éei xoi Zott xoi Zotar in the description of the eternal
divine fire.

Another example of Heraclitus’ reform of the ordinary language
is the regular omission of article when he refers to the separate
phenomena of the sensible world (Lebedev 2014: 53). These
phenomena, according to Heraclitus, are not self-subsistent entities,
but rather aspects of the same common substrate or different phases
of the same process, like increase and decrease, light up and go out
etc. The addition of article makes a phenomenon into autonomous
substance. Plato perfectly understood the metaphysical implications
of this peculiar feature of Heraclitus’ style: that is why in the expo-
sition of the «dream theory» in Theaetetus 201d, i. e., of Heraclitus
theory of cosmic logos, it is prohibited to apply expressions like
“itself”, “this”, “that” etc. (010, TOUTO, £KEIVO) to “first elements”,
i.e., to opposites that constantly undergo a cyclical change
(reprrpéyovot) and therefore lack self-identity.

In our opinion the doctrine of the linguistic idealism held by
both Heraclitus and Parmenides is a form of transcendental idealism
(rather than subjective idealism) which does not deny the existence
of objective reality, but only questions the ability of the “human
knowledge” (i. e., of sense-perception) to grasp this reality. Both are
realists in metaphysics and epistemology and both ascribe a kind of
embodied (rather than theoretical) subjective idealism and solipsism
to the unphilosophical hoi polloi who are blinded by the false
language invented by poets. Both claim to be exceptions from this
tragic condition of humanity: it is the inner vision of noos that
allows them to see what is going on behind the veil of apate
imposed by the false language. But they differ dramatically in their
conception of that divine reality: in Heraclitus it is full of life energy
and cyclical motion, in Parmenides it is immobile and immutable.
They also disagree in their evaluation of the senses: for Parmenides
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they are worthless and always deceptive, for Heraclitus they can be
trusted once we understand the symbolic language in which they
speak to us. This disagreement is rooted in the fundamental typo-
logical difference of the lonian and Italian metaphysical paradigms.
Heraclitus is an lonian and remains a naturalistic monist, although
his concept of physis is reinterpreted teleologically, theologically
(within the limits of his pantheism), as well as ethically (as a
standard of human life) and politically (as a paradigm of the ideal
politeia). Parmenides is a Pythagorean and remains a dualist: for him
the transcendental reality is not a corporeal physis, but incorporeal
mind (B 3). In the philosophy of language Parmenides is also more
radical than Heraclitus in his rejection of the names of ordinary
language as empty and deceptive. According to Heraclitus, the
conventional names of opposites are just ‘letters’ of the cosmic
alphabet and therefore each one of them, taken separately, is
meaningless. However, once we ‘“grasp them together”, i.e.,
combine in “syllables” (cuAAéyieg in B 10/106 L is an lonian word
equivalent to the Attic cuAlofai, cf. Lebedev 2017-1; 2014: 108-
110) and reintegrate them into the “common logos” (&uvog Adyog) of
the Universe, they acquire meaning as parts of the whole.

The mechanistic corpuscular physics of the 5th century BC
(Empedocles, Anaxagoras, Democritus) by no means denies the
reality of the physical world and multiplicity, and yet it continues to
insist on the illusory character of generation and destruction. In
reality, as they claim, there is only separation, mixing and recom-
bination of particles of the indestructible matter, but mortals
mistakenly call these processes “birth and death”. Empedocles
announces the birth (¢vo1c) an empty name:

dvo1g 6’ émi Toig ovopaletan avOpmnoiot (Emped. B 8 DK).

In the fragments of Anaxagoras, the words for generation and
destruction, or birth and death, are eliminated and are not used.
Instead, Anaxagoras consistently uses special terminology to
describe the formation and decomposition of complex bodies, which
is based on the root kpw- with different prefixes. The emergence of
something is described as “excretion” from a mixture (dmno-
kpiveoOar), the formation of something as coalescence from parts
(ovy-kpivecBar), disappearance as “‘separation”, i.e., dissolution
into its component parts (Swa-kpivesBa). The usage of words is
brought in conformity with “nature,” i.e. objective reality.
Anaxagoras, obviously, developed and improved the terminological
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system for the description of physical processes, already created by
Anaximander™'.

Democritus, who believed after Heraclitus, that “the word is a
shadow of the deed” (Moyog &pyov okid)?, was a tireless word-
maker who invented new physical terms: obviously, such words as
ausuulppvcmm (‘change of form, pucsuog , I. e. “transformation”) or
émppoopin (56&c) for subjective opinion were his creations. *
Democritus, too, avoided the use of incorrect words like “birth and
death”, and he invented the word dév to designate atoms in contrast
to “none” (0084v), the word for the empty space™.

Until recently we knew very little about the content of the
Sophistic works on the “correctness of names” orthoepeia (Ilepi
opBoeneing), but now the situation has changed. The title TIepi
opBoemeing ‘On orthoepeia” is attested for three roughly
contemporary fifth-century thinkers, Protagoras, Prodicus and
Democritus, all three of them knew each other, shared the same
history of human civilization and wrote in lonian prose. Plato, while
citing or criticizing their views, employs a somewhat different
phrase Tlepi opBOtMTOG TOV Ovoudtwv ‘On the correctness of
names’, the main subject of Plato’s Cratylus. Since abstract name in
-otng are generally typical for Plato and Aristotle, and since the
noun opBotng is alien to early lonian prose, it seems likely that
0pBoTNGg TV dvopdtmy is Plato’s fourth century rendering in Attic
prose of the fifth century Sophistic lonian 6pboéneia (pace
A.Novohatko in Montanari 2020: 102). It was a science of practical
linguistics, concerned with norms of the correct use of language, in
Prodicus primarily with semantics and stylistics. In Plato’s version
the focus was shifted towards cognitive linguistics and
epistemological problems, the relation between the sign and referent
etc., and the reliability (if any) of the phonetic language for the
search of truth. The term opboéncia itself indicates their
“correctional” purpose: the correct use of words. If our attribution of
the Derveni papyrus to Prodicus of Ceos is correct (as we believe it

" For a detailed reconstruction of Anaximander’s theory of matter and
material change, as well as for neglected examples of Anaxagoras’
borrowings from Anaximander (e.g., the gold- Washlng analogy in the
theory of cosmogonical vortex) see Lebedev 20227,
1 ., B145DK.

B guenyipoopin A 33, B 139, cf. apewyiypoog. B7: émppuopin ékdototot 1
d0&1G.
4 B156; A37; A 49 DK.
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is, see Lebedev 2019), and even regardless of its authorship, since
the sophistic origin of this text is virtually certain, this gap can be
filled. The Derveni author, whose main interest is focused not so
much on the problem of language as such, as on the origin of
religion and mythological names, following the basic principle of
the theory of nomination of Heraclitus (the natural meaning of a
word is determined by the “function” or “work” — &pyov — of the
object it denotes), reconstructs the original meaning of divine names
conforming to “nature”. In many respects he anticipates the theory
of Max Miiller about mythology as a disease of language. For those
who “correctly understand” (0pb&d¢ ywdokovot) the enigmatic
poetry of Orpheus his theogony does not contain anything that
contradicts the physics of Anaxagoras, since Orpheus was a
prehistoric naturalist philosopher, whose text was misread and
misunderstood by the ignorant polloi. Thus, the anthropomorphic
polytheism, exactly as in the theory of the archaic monists, also
turns out to be a result of “linguistic error”: correct the language,
and there will be no Homeric gods, but only air and the cosmic
Mind of Anaxagoras. The fact that for this purpose the Derveni
author chose the theogony of “Orpheus,” which by this time (circa
430 BC) had become a kind of “Holy scripture” for the religious
conservatives like the seer Diopeithes, testifies to his sense of humor
and to the intensity of ideological battles at the time of the Sophistic
Enlightenment and processes against philosophers-naturalists in
Athens during the Peloponnesian war.

According to Aristotle’s testimony in the first book of Physics,
at the time of the Sophists the mereological paradoxes associated
with the use of the verb “to be” continued to be discussed. Some
sophists believed that in sentences like “Man is white”, the verb “is”
leads to the contradictory combination of unity and plurality in the
indivisible single subject — white man. To avoid this contradiction
and to bring language in conformity with reality, “some, like
Lycophron, omitted the verb “to be”, while others reshaped the
expression (v Aé&w peteppvbulov) and instead of “man is white”
they used to say “man has-been-whitened”". It is interesting that

5 Arist. Phys. 1 2.185b25 &0opufoivio 88 koi of Hotepot TdV dpyaimv
Ommg pn Gpo yévntol ovtoig 10 ovTd &V Kol TOAAG. d10 ol pév 10 €otiv
ageirov, domep Avkdepav, ol 8¢ v AéEy peteppvbuilov, 61t 6 GvBpwmog
00 Aevkog €0ty AAL AedevkmTat, ovdE Padilov éotiv dAla Badilet, tva un
TOTE 10 £0TL TPOGAMTOVIEC TOAAGL sival TOW®OL TO &v, MOC HOVOy®DC
Aeyopévov tod &vog 1 Tod vioc. oMY 8& T& Svta §| Aoy (olov EAAO 1O
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Aristotle uses here the verb petappvdpuiCe which means “to reshape,
to re-form, to remodel”, sometimes with the connotation “to amend,
to correct”™®.

The Olympic gods suffered no harm from the attempt of
Prodicus and of Aristophanes’ ‘Socrates’ in the Clouds to dissolve
them in the air. Both Heraclitus and Parmenides failed to convince
the Greeks that the separate words for “day” and “night” should be
removed from the Greek language as incorrect. The new
philosophical terminology, like that of Anaxagoras, that eliminated
from the vocabulary words for “generation and destruction” (or
“birth and death”), on the ground that such words contradict the
fundamental law of physics ex nihilo nihil fit, never spread beyond
the walls of those school. All attempts of the philosophers to reform
the ordinary language had no more impact on the speech of the “hoi
polloi” than Prodicus’ proposal to rename the hen into “she-cock”
(&hextpoouva Aristoph. Nub. 646) which was no doubt met by
laughter of the Athenian public in the theater of Dionysus. The
episteme of the intellectual elite failed to overcome the doxa of the
ordinary people. And yet it would be incorrect to say that Greek
philosophy has not influenced the Greek language at all. Greek
philosophy did influence the literary language and the speech of the
educated part of society through school grammar, logic and rhetoric
that came from it.

AevK® eivon Kol HOVGIKD, TO & avTd AUEe: ToALL dpa TO Ev) §| Stnpéost,
donep O Ohov kol ta pépn. évtadba [186a] 6¢ #om Mmépouvv, Kai
OHOAGYOVY TO BV MOMAL elvar (omep oVk &vdexOuevoy TomTOV v Te Kol
oMY glvar, uf TavTikeipeva 8&- 0Tt yap T &v kai Suvdpet kol dvreheyeiq.
“Even the more recent of the ancient thinkers were in a bother lest the
same thing should turn out in their hands both one and many. So, some,
like Lycophron, were led to omit ‘is’, others to change the mode of
expression and say ‘the man has been whitened’ instead of ‘is white’, and
‘walks’ instead of ‘is walking’, for fear that if they added the word ‘is’ they
should be making the one to be many — as if ‘one’ and ‘is’ were always
used in one and the same way. What is may be many either in definition
(for example to be white is one thing, to be musical another, yet the same
thing may be both, so the one is many) or by division, as the whole and its
parts. On this point, indeed, they were already getting into difficulties and
admitted that the one was many — as if there was any difficulty about the
same thing being both one and many, provided that these are not opposites;
for what is one may be either potentially one or actually one”. (tr. Hardie
and Gaye).
18 In Modern Greek petappvdpion is a standard word for “reform”.
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Some important philosophical terms and neologisms (often
semantical, not lexical innovations), such as kocpog in the meaning
of “world, Universe”!’, UAn in the abstract sense of “material,
matter” (due to Aristotle), otoyeia in the sense of “elements”
(beginning with Plato Tim. 48b, Eudem. ap. Simpl. Phys. 7.13), and
other words made their way into the common vocabulary of edu-
cated strata of society and literary language. The word giloco@ia as
such (with its cognates @iAdcopoc, erhocoeeiv) in its new properly
‘philosophical’ sense is a notable case at point. Riedweg (2012)
rightly defends the reliability of the ancient tradition on its
Pythagorean origin, contrary to Burkert’s hypercritical approach.
However, Pythagoras’ innovation was semantical rather than lexical:
for details see Lebedev 20222 690-691 with objections to Moore’s
(2020) unfortunate hypothesis which can be refuted by Heraclitus’
fragment 133Leb/B35 alone.

Aristotle’s attempt in his ethical treatises to “give names” to
“nameless” (avovoua) moral qualities that do not have established
names in ordinary language stands apart. The theoretical basis of
this name-giving procedure for Aristotle was his attempt to reform
the traditional binary taxonomy of moral qualities (brave — coward)
and to replace it with a new triadic scheme, consisting of one virtue
and two opposite vices: from a simple opposite of the coward
«brave» becomes a middleman between the coward and the reckless.
Aristotle “discovers” these unnamed qualities when he replaces the
traditional (that is, doxastic) binary system “virtue — vice” with the
ternary one, which, in his opinion, corresponds to nature. Aristotle
feels himself like a “name-giver” (onomatothetes) who ameliorates
and makes more perfect the existing language®®:

Eth. Nic. II 7. 1108 a 16 &ici puév ovv kai ToVTOV T TAEI®
avovopa, mewpatéov §, domep kol €ml TV GAA®V, aDTOVG
ovopatonolelv capnveiag Eveka Kol Tod evmapakoiovdnTov. “Most

7 Xenophon in Memorabilia already uses the word koopog in the new
sense, but elucidates that this is a technical philosophical term:
Xen. Mem.1.1.11 o0delg 8¢ ndnoTe ZOKPATOVS 0VOEY AGEREG 0VOE AvOGLloV
obte mpdTTOVTOC €108V 0UTE Aéyovtog ijKkovcsv. o0dE yap mepi Tiic TV
Téviov OcEnS, frep TOV SAAwV oi mAgiotol, S1EAéyeTo oKOM®dV dMWG O
KOAOVUEVOG DO TAOV COPLOTAV KOOHOG &yel Kol Tiow Avaykolg EKaota
yiyvetar t@®v ovpaviov, AGAAdL Kol Tovg @povtifovtag Td  TOlDTO
ﬂsu)paivovwg (’xns6si1<\_ms. _ _ _ o

Important observations on this topic are made by Maria Chriti in the
paper “Aristotle as a Name-giver: The Cognitive Aspect of his Theory and
Practice”.
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of these (moral qualities) are also nameless, but, as in other cases,
one must try to create names for them (ovopatomoteiv) for the sake
of clarity and ease of understanding”.

Thus, contrary to Wittgenstein’s dictum ‘“philosophy leaves
everything as it is™°, the Greek philosophers in the field of linguis-
tics and philosophy of language set themselves not only descriptive,
but also critical and reformatory tasks. In the same way, in political
philosophy, they did not confine themselves to the description of
existing constitutions, but always proposed their own project of an
ideal or “correct” state, and in ethics they similarly were engaged
not so much in describing empirically human characters, as in
constructing a perfect moral personality capable to realize the
“nature” of man by living according to nature, i. €. the objective
order of things.

Ancient theories of “natural language” are analogous to the
theories of “natural law” and to the projects of the ideal state in
political philosophy. In both cases, the fundamental concept of the
sought-for norm or standard, on the basis of which it is proposed to
reform the existing imperfect language forms, is usually “nature”
(pvo1c). Only in Eleatics, due to their anti-naturalistic idealist
metaphysics, such a standard is not “nature”, but “being” (eivoi) or
“what is” (10 dv) identified with “mind” or “consciousness” (vogiv,
v00q). In the poem of Parmenides @voig is demonstratively not even
mentioned in the “Way of Truth”, but appears only in Doxa, in the
“deceptive” words about “what-is-not”, i.e., the world of generation
and destruction: this is undoubtedly a polemical message addressed
to the lonians and Heraclitus who is directly attacked in the passage
about “two-headed” philosophers (B 6, 4-9 DK).

Considering that the world of “doxa” in archaic philosophers
usually corresponds to the “human knowledge”, and the world of
“truth” (aletheia) or “nature” (physis in Heraclitus) to the “divine
knowledge”, and also taking into account the constant claims of
archaic philosophers to divine or (for those who are a bit more
modest) to semi-divine status, we can conclude that the ideal
language that the Greek philosophers were looking for was the
“language of the gods”. Not without reason, in Parmenides the
“Way of Truth” reveals how the true reality is perceived by the

19 “Philosophy may in no way interfere with the actual use of language; it
can in the end only describe it. It cannot give it any foundation either; it
leaves everything as it is, and no mathematical discovery can advance it”.
Ludwig Wittgenstein, Philosophical Investigations. 1. 124.
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divine mind, and not by the human mind that cannot transcend
subjective doxa and false polarity. Heraclitus’ cosmic Logos is a
kind of ideal language spoken by the cosmic god; it is the standard
for moral, political, religious and linguistic reform, is éov dei “being
forever and ever”, and the truth it conveys to the deaf humanity is
very simple: all is one. The idea that, besides the imperfect human
language, there exists a secret and superior “langua%e of the gods”
unknown to men, is already attested in Homer.? Greek poets
claimed that this language of the gods was known only to them. But
the Greek philosophers — quite in the spirit of the “ancient quarrel”
between philosophy and poetry — have proposed their own new
versions of this ancient idea.

In order to avoid confusion, it should be emphasized that in
Greek philosophers the meaning of “natural” or “conforming to
nature” language is different from the modern linguistic term
“natural language”, i.e., traditional spoken language as opposed to
artificial language. Moreover, sometimes it has exactly the opposite
meaning when it is contrasted with the ordinary spoken language, as
in Heraclitus. In the Derveni papyrus (Prodicus) “natural names”
(xata pvow) refer to the original simple and clear language of the
primitive people, in which names corresponded to real natural
objects like the sun, before it was spoiled by the poets and distorted
by ignorant crowd. The name of Zeus originally meant “air” and
cosmogonic vortex (Aio. from 3divn), but “those who cannot
understand correctly” (e. g. priests and diviners) substituted for this
natural meaning a fantastic image of anthropomorphic god (for
details see Lebedev 2019).

II. HERACLITUS’ EXPERIMENTS WITH LANGUAGE,
GRAMMAR AND STYLE

1. Ancient critics on the “obscurity” and “ambiguity” of Heraclitus’
style. Oracular features.

Heraclitus already in antiquity earned the nickname “The
Obscure” (0 Zkmtewvdg, Obscurus) for the “want of clarity, uncer-
tainty” (dodeewn) of his style. Since there were several writers
named Heraclitus, the philosopher Heraclitus of Ephesus was often
quoted as “Heraclitus the Obscure”, that is, the nickname “The
Obscure” 6 Zkmtewvog was used as a distinctive signum. The ancient

% On this topic see, e. g., Watkins (1970), Bader (2007), Indian parallels
that point to the Indo-European roots of the idea: Grinzer (1998).
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critics attributed the “obscurity” and the ambiguity of Heraclitus to
two main factors: 1) the metaphorical use of names, allegorizing,
imitation of Apollo’s oracles; 2) grammatical irregularities,
especially asyndeton (lack of conjunctions and connective words)
and to hyperbaton, the irregular word-order and syntactic ambiguity.
Both explanations are correct: the obscurity of Heraclitus’s style is
explained by the combination of the elaborate system of
metaphorical codes with the syntactic polysemy and asyndeton.
Heraclitus’s intentional obscurity was aptly described by both
ancient and modern critics as “oracular”, he was compared to Apollo
Loxias or to a mantis®. Heraclitus himself points to the oracular
roots and features of his style in Fr. 27Leb/B93 about the “Delphic
Lord”, who “neither speaks out, nor conceals, but gives signs” (odte
Aéyer obte kpomtel, GAAG onpoiver), as well as in the parable of
Sibyl (fr.160Leb/B92). If our reconstruction of the incipit of
Heraclitus’ book is correct, that is, if fragment 2Leb/B1 DK was
preceded by the fragment 1Leb/B 50 containing the prophetic
formula odk €nog 0 Adyog ‘it is not my word...” (with the implied
‘but the word of God’), Heraclitus from the very start makes it clear
that his logos is the voice of God, and he speaks as a prophet of
Apollo. Therefore, there is nothing surprising in the fact that he
formulates his main metaphysical thesis, the law of the identity of
opposites, in the language of Apollonian symbolism of the bow and
the lyre (29Leb/B51). It is very likely that the parable about Apollo
and Sibyl alludes to the “prophetic mouth” of Heraclitus himself and
is autobiographical (160Leb/B 92). In Lucian’s Auction of Lives
(Luc. Vit. Auct. 14), an annoyed buyer, upon listening to the
“obscure” speech of Heraclitus on the identity and permanent
cyclical change of opposites, exclaims: “Hey you, do you speak in
puzzles or compose riddles? Just like Loxias, you say nothing
clearly!” (‘Qonep Ao&iag ovdev dnocapeic). Quite independently of
Lucian, Plutarch in De garrulitate 511AB compares Heraclitus’
silent symbolic advice to the Ephesians (the story about kykeon as a
symbol of frugal diet) with the brachylogy of the oracles of Apollo
Loxias. The epiclesis of Apollo Loxias was intricately bound with
his oracular function, pointing to the "crooked", i.e. "indirect,
elusive" character of his responses; Ao&iov pavtévpata is a stock
phrase in Aeschylus and Euripides. But for Heraclitus himself, as for

2 Guthrie, HGPh, I, 414: “it is no metaphor to call his style oracular”.
Holscher (1968).
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Aeschylus (Ch. 559), Loxias was a pavtig dyevdng, an infallible
soothsayer.

2. Syntactic polysemy. Asyndeton.

In Heraclitus’s times the scriptio continua, i. e. writing without
separation of words, was a common practice; punctuation marks
(e.g. a dot) were used only occasionally. Scriptio continua was used
in inscriptions, in private letters, and in papyri containing literary
and philosophical texts. Therefore, while reading a text, readers had
to «divide» it into separate words or to apply “interpunction”
(duaotiélc): drupém, daipeoig was, inter alia, a grammatical term
for distinguishing words in reading, for punctuation (LSJ, s.v.
Sdwupéw VI). This process was partly facilitated by numerous con-
nective particles and conjunctions (cvOvdeouotr). Note that the
ancients did not distinguish conjunctions and “particles” like
modern grammarians, both are covered by a general term syndesmoi
“connectors”. The lack or irregular use of such connective words
(the so-called asyndeton, lack of connective words) could result in
difficulties of reading and understanding. Aristotle in Rhetoric
specifies two main causes of the lack of clarity: asyndeton and
irregular word order that results in syntactic ambiguity. The latter
was also termed hyperbaton by 5th century sophists; later it became
a standard rhetorical and grammatical term for irregular word order
in Hellenistic and Roman times (Devine, Stephens 2000). Aristotle
only once speaks of cOvOeoig dvoudtmv vrepParn in Rhet. 1435a37.
As an example, illustrating this rule, he quotes from the beginning of
Heraclitus’ book a part of fr. 2Leb/B1DK (Arist. Rhet. 1407b11-18):

BAmg 8¢ &1 edavayvooToV Elvar TO YEYPAUUEVOV KOi EDOPAGTOV
- goTv 8¢ 10 avTO - Omep ol moAlol cvvdespol <Eyovotv, ol &
OAlyor> oK &xovow o008 O pun pddov dwotiour domep T
‘Hpaxheitov. w0 yap Hpaxieitov daotior Epyov dd 10 ddniov
glvat, ToTépml TPOGKeLTAL, TMdL HoTepOV T TdL TPHTEPOV, OlOV &V THL
apyfit avtod 10D cLVYYPAppHaTOS + ENol Yap " ToD AdYoL ToDS’ £6VTOC
del a&ovetol avOpwmot yiyvovtat », GdnAov yap 10 del TPOG TOTEPML
<det> Swotion. “It is a general rule that a written composition
should be easy to read and therefore easy to deliver. Such qualities
possess the texts with many connecting words, but not the texts with
few connecting words, nor the texts which is hard to punctuate, like
the writings of Heraclitus. To punctuate Heraclitus is no easy task,
because we often cannot tell whether a particular word belongs to
what precedes or what follows it. Thus, at the outset of his treatise
he says, ‘Though this logos is always men fail to understand it’,
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where it is not clear to which of the two clauses the word ‘always’
belongs” (tr. Roberts with alterations).

The author of the Derveni papyrus, whom we identify with
Prodicus of Ceos, writing circa 430-420 B.C., uses for the irregular
word order the term vmepPatdv that Plato ascribes to Prodicus’
teacher Protagoras in Prot. 339a sg. YrepPatov occurs in PDerv
twice: in col. IV,10 in the authorial comments on Heraclitus’
guotation, and in col.VIII, 6 applied to the verses of Orpheus (£rn
omepPata £6vra AavOavel). In column IV the Derveni author
compares the “enigmatic” style of Orpheus with that of Heraclitus
and explains it by the common features, the use of “peculiar words”
(ta 10100 Ovopata, opp. Kowva ovopota), I. €. metaphors and allego-
rical divine names, and the use of hyperbaton intended to conceal
the true meaning of the text from ignorant hoi polloi. An example of
vrepPatov indicated in col. VIII, is the syntactically ambiguous
position of the word aidoiov. To use Aristotle’s phraseology “it is
not clear whether this word belongs to what precedes or to what
follows it” (Gdnlov...motépmt mpdokertar): if it belongs to the
preceding clause, following the words daipova kvdpdv, it is a
second epithet of Protogonos meaning “revered”. If it goes with
what follows, aidoiov becomes a substantive meaning “penis”, and
the resulting text reads aidoiov ...kotémivev “(Zeus) swallowed
penis”. In fact, it is clear that only the first reading is natural and
correct, and Prodicus most probably knew this. But he pretended to
prefer the second, far-fetched reading in order to create an obscene
joke intended as insult of religious conservatives: the name of the
mantis, who prosecuted his teacher Anaxagoras for his “impious”
cosmogony, was Diopeithes “One who obeys Zeus”. For details see
Lebedev 2019: 530-531, especially pp. 548-549. The Hellenistic
rhetorician Demetrius, the author of the treatise On style, explained
the obscurity of Heraclitus by the scarcity of connective words,
asyndeton (Demetrius, De elocutione, 191 sg.): pdAiota 8¢ ca@f
¥p TV AEEWV eivol TO 8¢ coic &v mheioow. mpdTA PV v Toig
Kopiolg, &merto €v TOig ovvOedepEvolg TO O0& dAovhVOETOV Kol
Stodelvpévov Ghov Aoapeg TThv: AONAOG Yap 1) EKAGTOV KOAOV apyT
du v Aoy, domep o Hpaxdeitov: kol yap tadTo GKOTEWA TOLED
10 miglotov 1| Avoig. ‘The style should be first of all clear. And
clarity depends on several factors. First, on the use of words in their
proper meaning. Second, on the use of connective words, whereas
the lack of connective words and the looseness make any text
completely unclear, since, due to the looseness, it is unclear where is
the beginning of each sentence, as in the writings of Heraclitus: it is
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looseness (lysis) that for the most part makes them obscure’.
Demetrius, who mainly follows the Peripatetic rhetorical tradition,
probably depends on Aristotle’s passage quoted above, but not
completely. Aristotle puts an emphasis on syntactic polysemy,
Demetrius on dovvdetov, by which is meant the scarcity of
conjunctions and particles. Aristotle quotes Heraclitus as an example
of how one should not write. Demetrius, in the following context,
notes the positive qualities of asyndeton in certain cases. According
to Demetrius, the style, not overloaded with conjunctions and
particles, is closer to the vivid oral speech, and the style overloaded
with connective words, is closer to written text (ypagwkn AELS).
Therefore the “loose” speech, characterized by asyndeton, is more
suitable for actor’s dialogue (bmokprtikr) and for debate in forensic
oratory (évaymviog), whereas the syndedemenon is more suitable for
writing. The syntactically strict style of literary composition is
dispassionate and detached, whereas the “loose” style (dtodledvpévn)
is full of passion?. These subtle observations of Demetrius are
applicable to the style of Heraclitus that displays many “oral”
features. The style of Heraclitus is polemical (évoydviog) and
passionate, often it comes closer to the vivid oral speech (with
emphatic personal ¢y® T°) and may be contrasted with the factual,
emotionless and somewhat repetitious style of the lonian scientific
prose, best examples of which are provided by Anaxagoras’
fragments: in these texts éym T is strictly avoided. Hence the
folkloric elements in Heraclitus’ texts (on these see below for more
detail, paragraph 8), which is hard to imagine in a traditional lonian
treatise Ilepi pvogmG.

Theon of Alexandria (1/2 century AD) in his TIpoyvuvacpota
also cites Heraclitus’ writings as a classic example of “lack of
clarity” (dodgpewr), but unlike Demetrius, he focuses not on
asyndeton, but on syntactic ambiguity (dueiBoiio) and difficulties
in “dividing” Heraclitus’ text (dwipeotc). It is also worth noticing
that, unlike Theon, he does not associate Heraclitus' obscurity with
hyperbaton, but only with amphibolia. He warns against the
excessive use of hyperbaton (as in Thucydides), but adds that he
does not reject hyperbaton altogether since it can give to the style
diversity (poikilia) and originality (82.21-24).The meaning of the

%2 Demetrius, De elocutione, 193—194. Examples cited by Demetrius:
Menander is performed on stage, whereas Philemon is read, since
Menander’s style abounds in asyndeton typical for oral speech, whereas
Philemon’ style is more literary.
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term “division” in Theon is to some extent similar to the meaning of
Aristotle’s term “interpunction” didoti&ig, properly “dividing by
marks or dots, otrypai”. But the examples he cites relate not only to
the syntactic interpunction, as in the Aristotle’s quotation from
Heraclitus’ fr. 2Leb/B1 (here only the syntactic position of the word
dei is ambiguous, but not the word as such), but also to the isolation
from the scriptio continua of separate words, which may be termed
lexical diastixis as distinguished from syntactic diastixis.

Theon. Alex. Progymnasmata, p. 81.30-82.19 (p. 43-44 Patillon):
Aocaf] 8¢ Vv Epunveiav moiel kai 1 Aeyopévn dpeipoiio mpog tdv
SOAEKTIKDV, TOPA TNV KONV TOD ASLpETon T€ Koi SinpnUéEVo, Mg
&v 1® AYAHTPIZ necodoa dnpocio E6tm: &v PV yap ti €611 T0 VO
&v Kol (’x&aipsrov avANTpig ot TMEGOVGA Snpocia is'rspov 0¢ 10
Smpn pévov, AY AH TPIX necovoo €ote 6n pocia. €t 08 kol otav T
pudplov aénkov N, HETOL rwog ovvtétaxtat, oilov OYKENTAYPOIT 6
‘Hpaxkiig pdyetor onpoiver yap 6vo, OY KENTAYPOIE o6
'Hpou(kﬁg udxsrm koai OYK EN TAYPOIZ 6 ‘Hpaxhfic pdxsrou
opoimg o¢ aca(png yivetor @paoig Kou owv T cnpawov poplov
aénkov N, METO Tivog cuvtétaktal, olov “oi 8¢ kai axvvusvm nep
€’ a0 T@® MOV Yéhoooav” [Hom.11.2.270]. apeiforov yap motepov mt
@ Ogpoitn dyvopevol, 6mep €0Ti Yedoog, §| €mi 1 KaBOAK] TV
ve®dv- kol mdAw, “Sfjpov Epeyxbijog peyodntopog, 6v mot Abnvn
Opéye Aog Buydammp, téke o0& (eldwpog Gpovpa” [Hom.ll.2.547—
548]. motepov tov dfuov §| tov Epeybéa onoiv vmo tiig AOnvag
TPOPTVOL Kol TEKEWV TNV Yijv. mapd tavtny 8¢ TV dpeiBoriov td
‘Hpaxkeitov 100 @rhocdéeov Pifrio. okotewd yEyove KatakOpmG
avTijL ypnoopévon fitol é&emitnoeg, f| kai ot dyvolav. ‘The lack of
clarity is also produced by the ambiguity (amphibolia), as it is called
by dialecticians, due to the fact that the text can be read both
separately and inseparably. For example, in the text AYAHTPIZ
neoodoa dnpooio £otw one way of reading the text is to take
AYAHTPIX as one and inseparable word: “a flute-girl (avAntpic)
fallen should become public”. Another way of reading is to take
AYAH TPIX as two separate words: “a court thrice fallen should
become public”. Uncertainty also arises when it is not clear to which
word a part of a word belongs, such as in “OYKENTAYPOIZ o
‘Hpaxhfic payetan”. The text has two meanings: “Heracles does not
fight with centaurs (o0 kevtavpoig)” and “Heracles does not fight
among the Tauri (ovkx év Tadpoig)”. Similarly, the expression
becomes uncertain when it is not clear with what some significant
part is construed, as in the verse “And they, though distressed by
this, laughed sweetly”. It is ambiguous and uncertain whether they
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were distressed by Thersites (which is not true), or by the launching
of ships into the sea. One more example: “The great-hearted people
(demos) of Erechtheus, who was once nourished by Athena and born
by life-giving Earth”. Who was born by Earth and nourished by
Athena, the people (demos) or Erechtheus? It is due to this ambi-
guity that the writings of the philosopher Heraclitus are obscure,
since he used it immoderately, either deliberately or by ignorance’.
Theon’s testimony is remarkable in that it contains a textual
reminiscence of Heraclitus’ fragment 2Leb/B 1, namely, diapéov
(scil. €mn ko Epya) “dividing words and deeds”. This indicates that
Theon’s source correctly understood the grammatical logos analogy
at the beginning of Heraclitus’ treatise. Theon’s testimony is
important not only from the point of view of style, but also
philosophically: it refers to the isolating of meaningful lexemes from
an undivided text, that is, exactly as in Plato’s anonymous quotation
from Heraclitus in Cratylus (fr. Probabilia 3 Leb.), it refers to the
true and false readings of the same logos, depending on its correct
(“by nature™) or incorrect “division” (Swipeoic)®®. The examples of
ambiguous lexical diastixis cited by Theon recall the story of
Euthycles who accused Heraclitus of impiety for setting up an altar
to himself on the agora and deifying himself in the inscription
HPAKAEITQIE®EXIQI?. Heraclitus in his apology points out to
the “ignorant” hoi polloi that they are illiterate and cannot read
correctly, for the inscription should be read as HPAKAEI TQI
E®EZIQI “To Heracles the Ephesian”, and not HPAKAEITQI
E®EXIQI “To Heraclitus the Ephesian”. Although the Epistles of
Pseudo-Heraclitus have been commonly treated with contempt and
dismissed as a worthless source for the reconstruction or interpre-
tation of Heraclitus” syngramma in modern Heraclitean studies, the
author of Epistle IV (letter to Hermodorus) understood better than
most modern critics the meaning of the words dioupémv kata Hoy
(scil. &mn kol Epya) “dividing according to nature (scil. words and
deeds”) in the self-description of Heraclitus’ philosophical method
in fr.2Leb/B1, in other words he or his source had a clear
understanding of the grammatical (alphabet) analogy in Heraclitus’
theory of the universal logos. Note that the correct lexical diastixis
in this anecdote transforms a mortal (Heraclitus) into immortal
(Heracles). This is again based on a genuine idea of Heraclitus

28 Athen. vol. 2,2, p. 63.30 0082 kot daipeoty avayvaotéov [i. e., Ond
mlpévec], dg 6 OpaE Atoviciog, dAAY katd cuvOeTOV VoTLOUEVEC.
24 ps, Heraclit. Epist. IV, 2,18. For details see our commentary to fr. 2L/B1.
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found in the commonly neglected verbatim quotation from
Heraclitus in lonian dialect: AvBpwnot O¢oi, Ogoi dvbpomor Aoyog
yYop ®utoég “Men are gods, gods are men, for the logos is the
same”, i.e. the conventional names “men” and “gods” are just
letters of syllables MENGODS or IMMORTALSMORTALS which,
in turn, are fragments of the “shared” universal logos: Clem. Alex.
Paedag. I11,1,5 (I, p.325, 24 St.) = Heraclit. fr. 154 Leb., incorrect
text in Marcovich fr. 47 (c).

Instances of syntactic ambiguity in the fragments of Heraclitus

fr. 1Leb/B50 opoloyeiv 6o@dv €6Ttv OF OLOAOYETV: GOPOV E0TLV
gv ‘It is wise to agree’ or ‘one should agree: there is only one wise
being‘?

fr. 2Leb/B1 €6vtog dei or dei yivovtot. ‘being always’ or ‘always
fail to understand’?

fr. 29Leb/B51 diapepdpevov €mvt®dl OF EmULTAOL OMOAOYEEL.
“[The One] is at variance with itself” or ‘is in agreement with itself’?

fr. 67(a) Leb/cf. B12 dvobopuodpevar votepai Or votepai del
yivovtat. ‘the souls being evaporated wet’ or ‘always become wet’?

fr. 67(b) Leb/B12 motapoict toict avtoict OF TOiolL AVTOIGL
gupaivovot. ‘On those who enter into the same rivers’ or ‘on the
same /bathers/ who enter rivers’?

fr. 78Leb/B20 yevouevolr, (oewv €Béhovol popovg T’ éxewv Or
yevopevol (e, €0éhovat ndpovg T Exetv. ‘Once born, they want to
live and to die’or ‘once born to live, they are prone to die’?

fr. 100Leb/B112 moeiv katd QUG OF KOTd UGV EXOiOVTOG.
‘To act according to nature, understanding’ or ‘to act, inderstanding
according to nature’?

fr. 144Leb/B5 xaBaipovtat aipatt Or ofpott puovopevot. ‘those
who are polluted, clean themselves by blood’ or ‘those who are
polluted by blood, clean themselves...’?

fr. 157Leb/B18 gav un EAmntan dvéAmoTov OF AvEATIGTOV OVK
g€evpnoet. “if you do not hope for the hopeless’ or ‘if you do not
hope, you will not find what is hopeless’?

Ambiguity of oblique cases wdvrwv and wdor: “all men” or “all things”?

fr. 2Leb/Bl ywopévev yap méviov kti. ‘Although all things
happen according to this logos’ or ‘although all men encounter this
logos’?

fr. 6Leb/B113 &uvov éotmt miot 10 @poveiv. ‘intelligence is
common to all men’ or ‘to all things’ (panpsychism)?
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fr. 32Leb/B53 moAepog mavtov pev mathp kth. “War is the father
of all men’ or ‘of all things?’

fr. 37L/B30 kdopov tovde 10V avtov amdvtov ‘This cosmos, the
same for all things’ or ‘one and the same for all living beings’ (i.e.,
gods and men)?’

fr. 131Leb/B114 ioyvpilecbor xpn td1 Euvidt maviov ‘should
rely on what is common to all things’ or ‘on what is shared by all
living beings?’

fr. 139Leb/B108 co@dv éott maviov keywpopévov ‘the wise
being (i.e., god) is set apart from all men’ (non-anthropomorphic) or
is ‘distinct from all things’(transcendental)?

3. The omission of the conjunction kai ‘and’ between the opposites.

Asyndeton in Heraclitus is primarily exemplified by the absence
or omission of the conjunction xai “and”. A striking and unique
feature of Heraclitus’ style is that in the authentic fragments in the
lonian dialect relating to the unity or harmony of opposites
Heraclitus regularly omits the conjunction xoi “and” between the
opposites %:

fr. 43 Leb/ 67 DK 6 0gog nuépn €depovn, xewomv 0épog,
wOAENOG gipnvn, KOpog ypnopoocvvn “God is day night, winter
summer, war peace, abundance scarcity”.

fr. 153 Leb/ 62 DK da6davator 6vnroi, 6vnroi dabdvatot
“immortals mortals, mortals immortals’.

106Leb/B10 cvupepouvevov Sta@epOopevov, cuvaidov dididov
“agreeing with itself, being at variance with itsef”.

In later paraphrases and inaccurate quotations kai has been in
many cases ‘“restored” and inserted in the original text by later
authors who followed the common usage. A clear example of such

% There are two seeming exceptions to this rule: (1) fuépnv kai £0QpoVNY
ovk €yivwokev in fr.14Leb/B57 and (2) Modg kol éomépag téppata in fr.
55Leb/B120. But in (1) Heraclitus refers to Hesiod’s ignorance and alludes
to Theogony, 758 where Nyx and Hemera are represented as two separate
goddesses meeting and greeting each other on the threshold. In the
fr.43Leb/B67 that contains Heraclitus’ own conception of day and night,
they are conceived not as self-subsistent beings or entities, but as
processes, i.e., phases of the diurnal cycle of “kindling up” and “going out”
of the single common substrate, the “ever-living fire”. In this doctrinal
rather than polemical text the name of Day and Night are quoted without
kai. In (2) Rod¢ xai Eonépog tépuata refers to the equinoxes, i.e., temporal
points of the same cycle. For details see Lebedev, The cosmos as a stadium
(1985) and Logos Geraklita, 71—-75; 368—373.
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“restoration” of kai is provided by fr. 106Leb/B10 on syllapsies
where it has been inserted by the author of De mundo in the first and
fourth pair of opposites (correctly deleted in the text of Heraclitus
already by Zeller), whereas the second and the third pairs (quoted
above) have been preserved intact without xai. The anthropological
fragment 76Leb/B88 quoted in Plutarch’s Consolatio ad
Apollonium, with five xai joining the pairs of opposites of life and
death, sleep and awakening, youth and old age, is not a verbatim
fragment, but a colorless paraphrase in late language of the authentic
fr.75Leb/B26 and its context®. In other non-metaphysical and non-
physical contexts, unrelated with cosmic opposites and the theory of
palintropos harmonia, especially in ethical fragments, as well as
joining two clauses etc., Heraclitus seems to use xai following
common usage®’. These instances of authentic koi joining or intro-
ducing clauses or points should be distinguished from kai-s inserted
by later authors quoting a series of two or more fragments or phrases
of Heraclitus®®. The conjunction kai never joins phenomenal en-
tities, but it can join properties of the same entity (kabopmdtatov kai
wopototov  fr. 95Leb/B61) and characteristics or actions
(processes) of cosmic powers and supreme god: v dei xoi ot Kkoi
goton 37Leb/B30; amtopevov pétpa Kol AmooPevvopevov pETpo
ibidem; Swyéetan xai petpéeton 45Leb/B31; mupdg te dvtapeifeton
navto, kai whp ambvtov kth. 42Leb/B90. Note that in all these cases
kai joins cyclical processes and is inserted between verbs, not
between nouns®. The verbs denoting opposite processes do not

%1t is not worthless since it correctly paraphrases Heraclitus’ thought and
supplements the two pairs of opposites in 75Leb/B26 with a third one
(youth and old age); therefore, it should be treated as a separate fragment,
but not as a verbatim quotation.

7T e.g., fr.103Leb/B24 0ol Tipdor koi GvOpomot. A genuine kai intro-
ducing additional point (example etc.) or a new clause: 78Leb/B20
€0éAovot ... Kol Toidag KoTaAelmovot KTA.

% fr.67c Leb (B12) kol “yoyoi 82 4md @V vypdV dvaboudviar”. fr. 68e
Leb (B91) xai “mpooceiot kai drewor”. In fr.100 Leb (B112) xai belongs to
Stobaeus who adds Heraclitus’ apohthegm on self-control (b) to that on
wisdom (a). In fr.151Leb kot pévror kou is wrongly printed in bold in DK
(B28b) and attributed to Heraclitus by other modern editors.

# The conjecture of Diels avrapoipr in the DK text of B90 should be ruled
out for many reasons. All MSS. of Plutarch have the verb dvtapeipeton
(once misspelled with o1). It is methodologically incorrect to “emend” a
verbatim quotation in lonian dialect on the basis of a late doxography.
Heraclitus never uses mévta with article (see above section 6), and it is
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make opposites two separate things, since they have one the same
subject, hypokeimenon in Aristotle’s later terminology. Just as in the
case of loan/security imagery (fr. 42Leb/B90) Heraclitus anticipates
Aristotle’s distinction of possibility and actuality (dynamis/ energeia),
so in the present case Heraclitus anticipates Aristotle’s triadic con-
ceptual scheme hypokeimenon/hexis/steresis (“substrate/possesion/
privation”) in the explanation of process (kinesis) and alteration
(alloiosis).

A subtle imitation and a parody of Heraclitus’ asyndeton we
find in Lucian and Plutarch. In his Auction of lives, 14 Lucian puts
in Heraclitus’ mouth a theory of permanent cyclical change of
opposites that is more authentic and accurate both in language and
thought (no xai!) than the one in Plato: kol €01t T@LTO TEPYIG
atepyin, yvdoig dyvmaoin, péya tikpov, dve KATo TEpL®pEOVTE Kol
apepopeva €v Tt tod aidvog mondujt “and it is one and the same
thing: pleasure non-pleasure, knowledge ignorance, big small,
circling up and down in the game of Time”.

Plutarch in De exilio 601A elaborates on the Heraclitean idea of
Cosmopolis imitating his asyndeton: ovtot tfi¢ matpidoc Huév Spot
[eloi], kai 00deig oBte PLYOG v ToVTOIS 0UTE EEVOG 0DT AALOSOTTOC,
6mov 10 avTO TP Vdwp Anp, Epyovieg ol avTol kol dtotknTol Kol
npmdvag fiAog cakﬁvn (pcoc(pc')pog oi avtol vouol miot, 1')(p' €VOg
npocwyuarog Kol pudGg nysuovuxg rponou Bopsmt rponou voTtiot,
ionuepia, Hksuxg, Apktodpoc, Gpar oTdpmv, Opat PTEIBY - Eig 8¢
Bacthedg kai dpywv ...”. “These are the borders of our fatherland
(i. e. of the Universe), and no one in them is an exile, not a stranger,
not a foreigner, where the same fire, water, air; the same rulers,
governors and lords are the Sun, the Moon, Venus. The same laws
for all, according to a single command and under a single authority,
the northern solstices, the southern solstices, the Pleiades, Arcturus,
time to sow, time to plant, one is the king and ruler ...”.

In the case of the omission of the conjunction kai ‘and’ between
the opposites, we are dealing not with a negligence of style or with
an influence of oral speech, but with a conscious, philosophically
grounded work on the reform of ordinary language. According to

inconceivable that Heraclitus would use mavta/Gravta in the same
sentence with article and without it. In fr. 42A Leb. té should be deleted as
it spoils the hexameter meter, and in fr. 40Leb/B64 the correct reading is
1ade mavto, Not ta 8¢ mavto. The meaning duopn “transformation” cited in
LSJ, s.v. I, 2 is ill-attested and probably does not exist. For details see our
commentary to fr. 42Leb/B90 DK.
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Heraclitus, separate opposites are not autonomous entities, but
aspects of a whole that are falsely disjoint and made into separate
entities in ordinary language. According to grammatical analogy, the
names of the ordinary language are not real «names» that stand for
things, but letters (opposites) and syllables (pairs of opposites) of
the universal natural indivisible logos. The conjunction ‘and’ is
misleading: it seems to join the opposites like day and night etc., but
this joining is based on a presupposition that they are different,
otherwise there would be no reason to join them. The joining by
conjunction kai corresponds to the “apparent conjunction” (appovin
eovepn, fr.30Leb/B54), the elimination of xai corresponds to the
ascent from the level of phenomenal duality to noumenal unity, the
level of “invisible harmony” or “joining together” (Gppovin apoavig,
ibidem). Exactly as in Parmenides, this is the level of divine
knowledge, and not of human knowledge based on sense perception.
The culprits to blame for this distorted and unnatural language are
the poets, like Homer and Hesiod, who drank too much wine and
due to the “wetness” of their souls lacked “sound mind” (vdoc,
epovnolg, yvoun). Hesiod, admired by the ignorant crowd as the
teacher of Greeks who ostensibly knew more than anyone else, in
fact was an unintelligent axynetos who knew nothing: he even “did
not know day and night”, because he thought that they are two
separate beings, whereas they are one and the same thing (8ot yap
gv, fr.14Leb/B57). The fragment 43Leb/B 67 on the cosmic cycles is
written not in the language of Homer, Hesiod and unintelligent hoi
polloi (axynetoi), but in the language of nature, which is also the
language of gods known only to the wise (according to fr.2Leb/B1
to Heraclitus only) in which all opposites are integrated, like letters
and syllables, into one and the same “common” logos (&uvog Adyog,
Aoyog 6og) of the divine Universe.

4. The use of connective particles.

In the authentic fragments, quoted verbatim in lonian dialect in
our best sources (such as Hippolytus, Stobaeus, Clement) not only
the conjunction xai, but also connective particles introducing new
sentences or joining two clauses, such a progressive 3¢, ydp, etc. are
also often omitted in positions where they are required by the
standard Greek syntax.

In the most authentic collection of fragments that we possess,
quoted in the book IX of Hippolytus’ Refutation of all heresies, 14
out of the 18 verbatim quotations from Heraclitus have no
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introductory particle®®. In some cases Hippolytus has introduced
Heraclitus® quotations by his own particles 8¢, yap, yoov®. Only in
two Hippolytus quotations the initial 8¢ seems to be authentic®. The
anthology of John Stobaeus is another excellent source of authentic
fragments of Heraclitus in lonian dialect, since the compiler pedan-
tically rewrites his source without “weaving” a quote into his own
text and without changing a single letter. Out of the 14 verbatim
guotations in Stobaeus 11 have no connective particle, 2 have
genuine yap, one is uncertain®. Clement of Alexandria is also one of
the main and best sources of authentic fragments of Heraclitus in the
lonian dialect, although somewhat less accurate than Hippolytus and
Stobaeus. 19 out of 25 quotations from Heraclitus in Clement have
no particle, 4 have yap, one possible &v (= odv) and one certainly
unauthentic late combination kai pévrot kai**. Some of the four yép
may also have been added to original sayings without particle. Other
ancient authors, citing most probably from the original syngramma
of Heraclitus (Diogenes Laertius, Marcus Aurelius, Plotinus) in
most cases confirm the general trend. And finally, Plutarch.

% Fr50Leb/B56, 18Leb/B55, 20Leb/B56, 29Leb/B51, 30Leb/B54,
33Leb/B52, 40Leb/B64, 43Leb/B67, 50Leb/B60, 95Leb/B61, 1111 eh/B58,
113Leb/B59, 15Leb/B53. We regard fr. 41Leb/B65 as a part of
43(a)Leb/B67 and therefore do not count it. In fr.156Leb/B63 3¢ is a false
conjecture of Diels (read &v 6god déovri, ¢j.West), therefore we add it to the
group without particle.
! In fr.150Leb/B66 mavta yap, enoi, 1o mip émehdov kT, the particle yép
belongs to Hippolytus, not to Heraclitus since it introduces explication of
the preceding paraphrasis Aéyet...yivesBar. This apllies to fr. 111L/56 as
well, where Hippolytus introduces by particle yodv a quotation that
instantiates the general thesis of identity of good and evil (contra DK, recte
Marcovich). For a complete list of Heraclitus quotations in Hippolytus,
Clement, Stobaeus and other authors see the index fontium in our edition,
P 489495,

Fr. 2Leb/B50 1ob 8¢ Adyov todde... and fr. 14L/B57 Siddokarog d¢
mieiotov Holodog...
® No connective particle: fr.6Leb/B113, 73Leb/B118, 74Leb/B117,
87Leb/B110, 88Leb/B111, 96Leb/B116, 100Leb/B112, 127Leb/B109,
131Leb/B114, 139Leb/B108. Fragment 42(A)Leb and 53Leb/B137 have
authentic yap, fr.85Leb/B70 is uncertain (from Jamblichus).
% yap is found in two fragments: fr.56Leb(c) quoted in Derveni papyrus,
and 56(d) Leb/B94. The Derveni quotation shows that i 8¢ pn belongs to
Plutarch’ paraphrase, not to Heraclitus. Fr.71Leb/B9 and fr.56Leb/B3 are
uncertain. For the general list of Plutarch’s quotations see our index
fontium in Logos Geraklita, 493-494.
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Together with Hippolytus and Clement Plutarch belongs to the top
three in the quantity of quotations from Heraclitus (about 20).
Plutarch undoubtedly had in his library a copy of Heraclitus’ book
since many of his gquotations are unique. He was fond of Heraclitus
and he was a highly sophisticated interpreter if his thought,
absolutely independent from the Stoics, his philosophical opponents.
But since he gave much more attention to the elegance of his own
style than Hippolytus or Clement, who quoted Heraclitus with
precision as documentary evidence for apologetic purposes in their
polemics against pagan philosophers, Plutarch more often rephrased
the archaic lonian wording with a style of more modern parlance;
and besides, he more often used Heraclitus quotations for rhetorical
embellishment and used to weave Heraclitus’s words into his own
text, but to do so without connective particles is not always possible.
That is why in 8 out of 20 or so quotations from Heraclitus we find
vap or te that have been apparently added by Plutarch: it is
indicative that fr. B95 on auabia is quoted by Stobaeus in its intact
form in lonian dialect without yap. We may conclude that the
regular use of connective particles, typical for the classical philo-
sophical prose, is either alien to or avoided by Heraclitus.

5. Ellipsis of copula: the omission of the verb éotiv in certain contexts.

In the authentic quotations from Heraclitus the grammatical
copula “is” is regularly omitted. Often this is accompanied by the
omission of the conjunction kai (‘and’) between opposites, as well
as by dropping introductory or connective particles and articles.

(a) 0 Be0g MuEPN evPpbVY ... God: day-night, winter-summer ...’
(fr. 43Leb/B67);

(b) &vOpwmog evpdVN edog ‘Man: light-night’ (fr.75Leb/B26);

(c) ovlhéyieg odra kai ovy ~ oDAa ... ‘Syllables: voiced and
unvoiced letters’(fr.106, fr.108 Leb/ B10 DK);

(d) odg kai éomépag tépuata ... 1 Apkrog ‘Turning posts of
Dawn and Sunset: the Bear...” (fr. 55Leb/B120); (e) mvpog tpomai
npdtov Odhacca ... ‘Reversals of Fire: first the Sea ...
(fr.44Leb/B31);

(F) woyfor Bavatog Bowp yevésBor ... Deaths for souls to
become water ’ (fr.69Leb./B36);

(g) 080¢ aveo kato pio ‘The road up and down /is/ one ...
(fr.50Leb/B60);

(h) apupovin aeoavng eoavepiic kpeittov ‘Invisible harmony
stronger than the visible’ (fr.29Leb/B51);

>
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(i) 10 davticovv ovugépov ‘The adversary /is/ beneficial’
(fr.34Leb/B8);

(K) yvapémv <imov> 660g evbeia kai okolr| ‘The way of fullers’
press /is/ straight and curved’ (fr.113Leb/B59);

() &Bévator Bvnroi, Bvntoi @OGvatolr ‘Immortals mortals,
mortals immortals’ (fr.153Leb/B62);

(m) koakol paptupeg ... 0pBaipoi ... ‘Bad witnesses ... eyes’

(fr.19Leb/B107);

(n) td odv t6Emt Svopo Piog ‘Bow’s name /is/ life’
(fr.28Leb/B48);

(0) &l ol poprot ... ‘One for me /is/ myriad’ (fr.128Leb/B49);

(p) voupog ... meibecbou €vog ‘The law /is/ to obey one’
(fr.132Leb/B33);

(r) cogpovely aperr| peyiotn ‘Self-restrain /is/ greatest virtue ...’
(fr.100a Leb/B112);

(s) abn wuyn ocopwtatm ‘The dry soul /is/ the wisest’
(fr.73Leb/B118).

The ellipsis of copula (verb ‘is’) is typical for proverbs and
gnomic sayings (Kiihner, Gerth I: 40 ff.). But the omission of the
verb ‘is’can be explained by the influence of the gnomic and pro-
verbial style only in ethical sayings (i), (m), (0), (p), (r), (s). In the
physical fragments describing cosmic processes, such a style is quite
unusual, it is full of expressive energy and renders the speed of
cosmic changes: see especially examples (a) — (g). This style is
characteristically Heraclitean, and it was imitated by the Hippocratic
authors of De diaeta I, 11-24 and De nutrimento, IX, 98 ff. (tpoon
oV Tpoen etc.), as well as by Plutarch in De exilio.

Philosophical implications of the use of the verb “to be” in Heraclitus

It is philosophically significant and hardly accidental that
Heraclitus regularly omits the verb ‘to be’ (§otwv) in the contexts
relating to interchanging opposites, i. e., to the phenomenal world of
plurality and change. In describing the processes of the phenomenal
world, Heraclitus uses either elliptical sentences that omit the copula
‘is> or verbs that designate processes like yoypa 6épetar, vypa
avoivetal, Owyéetor kol UETpEETal, OKIOVNINOL KOl  GUVAYEL,
apelPopeva, mavra yopel etc.® The word mévra in Heraclitus is a
technical metaphysical term for plurality (synonym of mwoAAd,
contrasted with ‘one’, £&v) and a physical term for all pairs of cosmic

% Fr. 48 and 51Leb. A verbatim quotation attested by the consensus of
three independent sources: Plato, Hippocratic De diaeta and Lucian.
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opposites. But separate opposites in Heraclitus’ view are not self-
subsistent entities. Speaking in the 4th century philosophical
language, they lack ousia ‘substance’, i.e. autonomous being. That is
why Heraclitus avoids to apply to them the verb ‘to be’: let us not
forget that the distinction of the two meanings of the verb &ipui, the
distinction between the grammatical copula éoti and the
“existential” &oti (let alone the ‘“veridical” use), is a modern
convention unknown to Greeks. On the contrary, when Heraclitus
speaks of the Absolute (logos, cosmos as a whole, fire) or the
supreme deity, he uses the verb “is”: Adyov 8dvtog dei (2L/B1), fv
del kai ot koi Eoton mop (37L/B30). According to fr.2Leb/B1,
“this logos” is (€6vtoc), whereas “humans become”, &vOpwmot
yivovtatr. From this we can infer that Heraclitus was well aware of
the distinction between being and becoming, contrary to the
widespread opinion that it was invented by Parmenides. Moreover,
both in Heraclitus and Parmenides, being corresponds to the “one”,
and becoming to the “many”, understood as the totality of all pairs
of opposites. And again, in both cases, the one is conceived as
intelligible truth, perceived by the mind (v6og), whereas plurality is
understood as an illusion produced by the “deception” of the senses
(dmatn oV eavepdv in Heraclitus fr.20L/B56). The only difference
(but a very important one) is that in Parmenides the ontological
absolute is motionless and immutable, while in Heraclitus it is full
of energy, movement and undergoes continuous cyclic change. One
cannot exclude the possibility that Heraclitus’ radical monism had
an impact on Parmenides’ metaphysics, and that Parmenides
developed as a reply to Heraclitus (whom he attacks in fr. B6DK) a
system of Western idealist (mentalist) monism, polemically opposed
to the Eastern naturalistic monism, and eo ipso reformed the
orthodox Pythagorean metaphysical dualism reflected in the
Pythagorean table of opposites and in the fragments of Philolaus.
According to an alternative scenario, which seems to us more
attractive in view of the better supporting evidence, the meta-
physical systems of Heraclitus and Parmenides have a common
source in the 6th century Pythaegorean tradition, i.e. in the
philosophy of Pythagoras of Samos®. In this case it was not Parme-

% In our article on Alcmaeon (Lebedev 2017—3) 244247 we argue in
detail that Aristotle ascribes the Table of opposites in Metaphysics A to
Pythagoras personally. In our article on Epicharmus (Lebedev 2017—4)
21-25 we point to an early reflex of the Pythagorean table of opposites in
Epicharmus, discuss Aristotle’s report on Pythagoras’ conception of matter
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nides who produced a new monistic (unorthodox) version of the
original dualist Pythagorean metaphysics, but it was Heraclitus who
produced a new naturalized version of Pythagorean first principles
based on the fundamental opposition of (intelligible) One and
(sensible) Two which is reflected in: 1) Heraclitus’ “triadic
structure” 2+1 (see chapter 5 of our monograph “The Logos of
Heraclitus”, section on metaphysics); 2) the poem of the orthodox
Pythagorean Parmenides, contrasting intelligible One and sensible
Duality; 3) the Platonic reception of this Pythagorean doctrine, the
theory of One and Aoristos Dyas, the first principles of the Agrapha
dogmata of Plato cited by Aristotle in the Alpha of Metaphysics,
chapter 6.

6. The use of the article.

From the above examples it becomes clear that Heraclitus rarely
and irregularly uses the article. As in the case of the conjunction «ai,
as well as of the introductory particles and the use of copula, the
question arises whether the article(s) in a quote from Heraclitus
belongs to the original or has been added by the author who quotes it
or by a scribe. It seems likely that, just as in the case of the
conjunction «ai, Heraclitus intentionally avoids the use of article
with words that refer to the phenomenal opposites subject to
constant cyclic change and interconversion, since the article (that
originated from a deictic pronoun) “substantivates” — both in
grammatical and ontological sense — a transient phenomenon, a
phase of a process inherent in a “shared” substrate rather than an
autonomous and self-subsistent thing, what Aristotle later termed
“this something” (t6d¢ t1). And exactly as in the case of the
originally omitted xoi and copula, the later authors who quoted
Heraclitus, as well as Byzantine scribes, used to “supply” the
“missing” articles following standard usage. An instructive example
is provided by the Plutarchean Consolation to Apollonius:
fr.76L/B88 tavtdt T &vi {dv kol tebvnkog kol [t0] &ypnyopog kai

as dAlo “other” and interpret it as one of the two terms of the original
binary opposition tavtév — dAro or &v — &Aro which corresponds to the
opposition of the soul and the body, as well as to that of god and matter. It
is the source both of Parmenides’ opposition of One (Aletheia) and Duality
of Doxa, as well as of Plato’s opposition of One and Aoristos Dyas in
Agrapha dogmata. We side with John Dillon who recognizes the
Pythagorean roots of Plato’s theory of first principles in the Agrapha
dogmata: Dillon (1996) 3.
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[t0] xaBeddOV Kai VEOV Kai Ynpotdv: TAdE YOp UETOTECOVTA EKEVEL
£0T1 KoKeVA TAAV petomecdvto tade. “In one and the same [scil.
substrate or human being] is inherent the living and the dead, the
awaken and the sleeping, the young and the old, for these, having
dramatically changed, are those, and those, having again
dramatically changed, are these”. Most editors and commentators
with good reason delete the two articles erroneously “supplied” by
scribes. This comes from a brilliant Plutarchean passage full of
compressed reminiscences of authentic ideas and metaphors of
Heraclitus which contains much more than is recognized by Diels-
Kranz and those editors who follow them. However, the language of
fr. B88 DK and its context is the same Atticist Greek of the Imperial
times as the language of its context. Contrast this language with the
archaic lonian prose of 75Leb/B26 which it actually paraphrases.
The authentic fragment does not speak of abstract neutra like 10
gypnyopog kai to kabeddov, instead it speaks about dvOpwmog who
IS now &bdwv, NOW &ypnyopdg, NOw (v, now tebvemc. In the
authentic fragments Heraclitus uses archaic and poetic words ebdwv,
tebvemg (or vékveg), but never standard late forms kafevdwv,
teBvnkoc. Another indication of a paraphrase is the verb éoti applied
to the changing opposites, which is impossible in authentic text of
Heraclitus. These two facts are sufficient to demonstrate that B88
DK is a paraphrase (generally a correct one), not a verbatim
quotation. Another example of a similar “restoration” of articles is
provided by the comparison of Heraclitus original cvugepdouevov
dwpepopevov (106Leb/B10, no articles!) with Aristotle’s imprecise
quotation (or rather summary of several “fragments”) in Eudemian
Ethics 1155b4 (fr. 34Leb/B8) 10 avtifovv cvueépov kai €k TV
dapepovtov kairiomv appoviav. In the fragments, quoted in the
lonian dialect and relating to the opposites, articles are regularly
omitted: wyvoypa Oépeton Oepua  yoyetor ktd. (46Leb/B126);
afavotor  OBvmroi, Ovmrol  abdavator,  (dvrteg..  tebvedTeg
(153Leb/B63); ovra koi oy, ovra kTA. (106Leb/B10).

While Heraclitus regularly omits article when he speaks of
phenomenal opposites and “parts” of the world, he does use article
(or the demonstrative pronoun tovde) when it comes to the Whole,
to what is common to all (@t &uvan mavtov, divine law), to eternal
and divine beings, such as logos (1L/B50, 2L/B1, 7L/B2), cosmos
(37L/B30, 38L/B14) and divine fire: in fr.150L/B66 we have 10
nop, but wévta without an article; Heraclitus’ word for the new
philosophical god, who governs the whole Universe, is “10 Zo@dov
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“The Wise Being” (fr.140L/B41, 141L/B32)¥". In Plato’s Theaetetus
201d Socrates expounds the so-called “dream theory” which he
allegedly ‘“heard from someone” in a dream. At the core of this
theory is the analogy between the relation of the simplest elements
of everything to the Universe, on the one hand, and the relation of
the letters of the alphabet (ctouyeia), that have no meaning, to a
meaningful logos. Since the analogy between logos and the
Universe (which we call the grammatical or the alphabet analogy),
especially combined with the image of «dreamersy, is attested only
in the authentic fragments of Heraclitus (1L/B50; 2L/B1; 106L/B10
where ocvAldyieg is lonian equivalent of the Attic cvAlafai
“syllables” and odla xoi ody odAa means “voiced and unvoiced
letters”, i. e. vowels and consonants) and since the paradoxical thesis
“logos means Universe” is attested in Plato’s Cratylus in a
Heraclitizing context (408c2 = Heraclit. fr. prob. 3 Leb.), we
identify the author of the “dream theory” with Heraclitus rather with
Antisthenes (a conjecture unsupported by clear evidence), and
include the passage from Cratylus in our edition of Heraclitus’
fragment in a special section Probabilia (fr.4), i.e., fragments
quoted without Heraclitus’ name, although the attribution seems
virtually certain. The author of the dream theory insists that the
simplest “letters”, which are perceived by the senses, but cannot be
“known”, have only “name”, but lack logos. It is only the
“combination of names” (cvurAokn dvoudtwv) that produces logos.

% The use of copdv without article in fr. 1L/B50 and 139/B108 can be
explained by the intentional syntactic polysemy. In these fragments
Heraclitus actually introduces a new philosophical god within his project of
monotheistic reform of Greek religion. To protect himself from possible
charges of impiety (asebeia) or “introducing new divinities” (xawa
dwpovia iodyewv), he makes the syntax of these fragments ambiguous, so
that both of them allow alternative “innocent” readings, in which co@o6v
means simply “wise” or “wisdom” rather than “The Wise Being”: cf.
Heraclitus’ retort to Euthycles’ charge in Ps. Heraclit. Epist.IV, pointing to
the wrong diastixis. The name of the supreme god on Heraclitus’ theology
has been compared with Persian Ahura Mazda “The Wise Lord” by Martin
West (1971) 180—181 and others. If there is indeed such connection, we
would not consider it as a mere “influence” of the Iranian religion, but
rather as a peritrope, a polemical Hellenic reply to the Persians, since in
Heraclitus (as West himself correctly points out) the “Wise being” is
intricately bound with Zeus. Zeus was traditionally regarded by Greeks as
the “wise god” (Homeric stock epithet pntieta Zebc) long before the
formation of Persian empire.
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For this reason, the author of the dream theory prohibits to apply to
these simples any demonstrative pronoun and any other deictic
expression like «this», «that», «eachy», «single» (av10, €xeivo,
gkaotov, povov) etc. This prohibition to use deictic expressions with
a reference to elements is in perfect agreement with Heraclitus’
regular omission of articles and demonstrative pronouns (like tovde)
when he refers to phenomenal opposites. Both in Heraclitus and in
the «dream theory» the simple letters stand for the cosmic opposites
or elements that in Heraclitus agonistic model of the cosmos
constantly «run in a circle» on the road «up and down» (660¢g dvem
Kkétw), while in the “dream theory” they also “run hither and thither”
(meprtpéyovta). An article, a demonstrative pronoun or any other
deictic expression «fixes» an object and identifies it as it were
something permanent and ‘staying still’. But the phenomenal
opposites are not stable, since they are immersed in the Universal
flux and interchange. As Aristotle puts it in his summary of Plato’s
metaphysics inspired by Heraclitus, «since all sensibles are
permanently in flux and knowledge about them is impossible»: ®g
TV aictnt®dv del pedviov kol Tig EmoTNuNng mept adTdV OvK
ovong, Arist. Metaph.987a33-34.

7. Pluralis poeticus (or philosophicus?).

Another idiosyncratic feature of Heraclitus style is that he often
uses plurals where most writers of prose would have used singular.
Here are examples of this seeming pluralis poeticus: yoypd, Bepud,
Vypa, kapparéa (46L/B126), motapoiot, avtoiot, Eupaivovst, Hdoto
(¢dbp. 67b Leb/B12), yoyoi, vypdv (67¢ Leb/B12), yoyiot (69Leb/B36,
70Leb/B77), nopovg (78Leb/B20), yvopog (82Leb/B78), cuildyieg
(106Leb/B10), popot, poipag (136Leb/B86), aidoioiot, dvoidéotata
(148Leb/B15).

The easiest way to explain the use of pluralis poeticus in prose
is to attribute it to the influence of the poetic language: Heraclitus is
one of the earliest philosophical prose writers, he writes in the
lonian dialect cognate with the Homeric dialect etc. In some cases,
this might be true, but not in most. E.g., the rare use of yvopoag in
the sense of “wisdom” or “wise insights” may be poetic (cf. lon of
Chios B 4 DK). But in the case of “rivers” and “souls,” the pluralis
seems to be philosophically significant and theoretically loaded, and
not just a poetic feature. Virtually all numerous ancient quotations,
paraphrases and reminiscences of this famous fragment with the
image of “rivers” (67b Leb/B12), substitute for the original pluralis
notapol “rivers” a singularis motaudg “river”. And indeed, why a
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single river is not sufficient for a symbol of change? And why an
image of the soul as a river flowing inside our psyche is not
sufficient to convey the idea of the flux of consciousness and
constantly changing sensations and impressions? Since fr. 67b
Leb/B12, unlike Plato’s too narrow ontological interpretation of it in
Cratylus 402a, is concerned with personal identity (or lack of it),
i. e., is primarily psychological and anthropological, and not (only)
metaphysical and epistemological, we cannot exclude the possibility
that this text provides yet another example of Heraclitus’ reform of
ordinary language, i.e., of bringing it in line with the objective
reality or “nature”. If a river is new every single moment, then what
we call in ordinary language by a singular name “river”, is in fact
not one thing, but many things, a series of innumerable “rivers” that
succeed each other in the flow of time, then the “correct” and
“conforming to nature” way to name this temporal series is to use
the plural instead of the singular. The same applies to our “souls”
which, like the sun, are new every day, as we “kindle up in the
morning after going out in the evening” (75Leb/B26). Hence
Heraclitus” general predilection for pluralis poeticus, or rather
philosophicus, when he speaks of the phenomenal world and the
world of mortals. However, when he touches on the absolute and the
divine, he switches from the plural mode to the strict singular. The
“logoi” of humans, poets and philosophers, are many and empty
(139Leb/B108). The divine “this logos”, like “this cosmos”, is one
and the same for all and forever (asi).

8. Folklore elements. Proverb, parable, riddle.

Despite his contempt for hoi polloi, the Ephesian basileus was
fond of the idiomatic and figurative demotic speech. He often makes
use of folkloric proverbs, riddles and parables. However, he uses
them not in the trivial sense of everyday practical wisdom, but he
gives them an unusual philosophical meaning, expressing through
them his paradoxical theory of knowledge or turning them into
polemical invectives against his theoretical opponents. He quotes a
popular proverb (drig) about those who are “absent while present”
(mrapedvtog ameivon fr.9L/B34), which was commonly applied to an
absent-minded. Heraclitus transforms this trivial absent-mindedness
into a cognitive drama of humans, their disconnect from reality, the
inability of the ordinary consciousness to see behind the veil of the
plurality of disconnected phenomena a hidden harmony and unity.
Another proverbial expression “babes of their parents” (moideg
tokewvav fr.11L/B74) describes the commitment of the majority to
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traditional beliefs, the inability to think independently and to rely on
personal experience and sound judgment rather than to listen to the
childish poetic myths about gods and the origin of the cosmos.
Another popular adage “eyes are more accurate witnesses than ears”
(0pBarpol TV drewv dxpiPéotepotl paptopeg fr.13Leb/B101a) puts
personal experience, i. e., knowledge of a witness obtained by what
he has seen “by his own eyes”, above the “things heard”, i.e., above
the traditional myths told by the poets. There was a traditional Greek
proverb about puppies who “bark at their master”, i.e., about
ingratitude towards masters, parents, teachers or benefactors quoted
in Heraclit. fr. 126Leb/B97 kvveg kai faitlovot ov v pn yivdokoot
“the dogs bark at someone they do not recognize”. Various
conjectures have been proposed about who are the dogs and who is
the one at whom they bark in Heraclitus’ use of the proverb. We
connect the conflict alluded to in this quotation with the “ancient
quarrel” between poetry and philosophy by attributing to Heraclitus
two anonymous quotations in Plato’s Republic 607b A. (= Heraclit.
Fr. probabilia 1-2 Leb.). This passage illustrates the “ancient
quarrel” by a series of four quotations with mutual invectives: the
first two (in lonian prose) are invectives of philosophers against the
poets, and the following two (in iambic verse) are invectives of
poets against philosophers, including Socrates or Plato’ Academy,
from the ancient or middle comedy; this makes the expulsion of
poets a just retaliation®. The poet who is “great in the empty talk of
fools” (aphrones recalls axynetoi in Heraclitus) is Homer; he
behaves like a “dog barking at his master” (Aaxépola mpog deondten
kowv) when in his condemnation of war and strife (1. 18.107) he
attacks Polemos, the real “father and king of all” gods and men, and
therefore his “master” as well®.

The bizarre folk legend of the death of blind Homer on the
island of los, containing the riddle of lice (fr.20Leb/B56), Heraclitus
transforms into a highly sophisticated epistemological parable about
ignorance of men who are deceived by the appearances (pavepd)

% lonian prose: keveayopiaow (kevenyopimow in the original text) and
deomoteq, a rare accusative in Herodotus misread by a scribe as a Dotic
form deonoTay.

%9 Cf. Heraclit 31Leb/B80, 32L/B53, fr. 35Leb/A22, fr.36L = Plut. De Iside
370D. We recognize in the words ‘Ounpov goyouevov... havBdvew enot tijt
nhvtov yevéoer kotopouevov a nheglected verbatim quotation from
Heraclitus based on a typical Heracltiean paradox gbyouevov kotop®pevov
which Plutarch quotes as words of Heraclitus.
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and at the same time into invective against polymathia of natural
scientists who do not understand that in reading the universal logos
(dkodey Tod Adyov 10Gde) one should “divide” only in order to
reintegrate all phenomenal opposites into xynos logos, “killing” all
the phenomenal “lice” by “grasping” them as unities (syllables) in
the process of reduction of “many” (ndvta) to “one” (£v), rather
than collecting empirical data in the way the lonian Peri physeos
historia does, and thus multiplying our ignorance. For «wisdom
consists in knowing all things as one» (co@dv €Tt &v mhvta €idéva,
fr.1Leb/B50), as the first programmatic sentence of Heraclitus’ book
states in its authentic, undistorted by the 19th century pseudo-
emendation form (sivax for MSS. &idévau, still accepted by most
editors and commentators).

“To forget the way back to home” was probably a proverbial
expression applied to someone who got drunk at a symposion and
therefore needed a slave with a torch that would bring him home. A
drunkard who has forgotten the way home and “does not understand
where he is going” (ovk €maimv 6xmu Baivel) is a moral parable of a
hedonist who has forgotten the meaning of human life, and at the
same time an illustration of the ethical-psychological doctrine of
sensual wet and spiritual dry souls (fr.74Leb/B117). The procession
of bacchants who perform phallophoria is a parable of insane
humanity, lacking understanding that the generation of new life
generates new death as well (fr.148Leb/B15).

The list of proverbial phrases, idiomatic expressions and stock
formulas can be expanded: Gpat ai médvta eépovot “the seasons that
bring forth everything” (57Leb/B100, hexameter); powvopévmt
otopatt “by raving mouth” i.e. inspired by god (160Leb/B92, of
Sibyl); éxpariiecOon kai pomilecBar “should be thrown out (from
competitions) and whipped” (17Leb/B42, of poets Homer and
Archilochus); iepa vodoog “sacred disease” (epilepsy) in the sense
of madness, loss of mind (8Leb/B46, of poetic imagination or sense-
perception); mavtwv Tot)p...taviov Bactieds “father of all, king of
all” (32Leb/B53, Homeric formula of Zeus, turned against Homer in
a kind of polemical peritrope and applied to Polemos cursed by
Homer); néiepov €ovto Euvov “one should know that the war
indeed (i.e. as the proverb says) is common” (fr. 31Leb/B80,
allusion to the epic formula &uvog ‘Evudiog, of the vicissitudes of
war); «Aéog aévaov Ovntdv “eternal glory among mortals”
(102Leb/B129); iatpoi téuvovieg, kaiovteg “doctors are cutting,
burning...” (111Leb/B58); oi moAlol kakoi, OAiyot 8¢ dyabol “most
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men are bad, few are good” (130Leb/B104, apophthegm of the wise
Bias of Priene that became proverbial).

Aristide Dovatour (1958) distinguished the “scientific and
narrative” styles in the historical prose of Herodotus. One of them
he traced back to the lonian historia of early logographs,
systematically comparing it with epigraphical documentary
formulas, and the other to the oral story-telling and folklore novella.
Mutatis mutandis this distinction can be, with some reservations,
applied to Heraclitus’ philosophical prose.

The oracular, folklore elements and “oral” features in Herac-
litus’ style have been illustrated in the preceding pages. What about
the influence, if any, of the lonian scientific historia? We said
“mutatis mutandis” implying that in the case of Heraclitus relevant
is primarily the lonian historia peri physeos rather than early
logographs, and we said “with some reservations» implying that our
remarks about the striking contrast between Heraclitus’ style and
that of the standard lonian Peri physeos historia (best exemplified
by the fragments of Anaxagoras) remain valid. However, when we
try to understand precisely the relation between Heraclitus and the
Milesians in cosmology and physics, Heraclitus’ paradoxical rule
“the adverse is helpful” applies. When Heraclitus says “Of all those
whose logoi I have heard...” (139Leb/B108), he primarily means by
logoi many books that he has read*’, the works and Anaximander
and Anaximenes among them, as well as Xenophanes’ popular
exposition in verse of the new Milesian meteorology; influence of
all these works on Heraclitus “cosmic” fragments has been correctly
localized and variously discussed in modern literature. But one thing
has escaped the notice of those scholars who performed such
comparison following the general physicalist interpretation of
Heraclitus in the hermeneutic tradition of Burnet-Kirk-Marcovich:
that Heraclitus’ use of the new cosmological, astronomical and
meteorological theories of the Milesians was not a mere borrowing,
but a peritrope, i. e., fighting the opponent with his own weapons.
Heraclitus borrows from the Milesians the fundamental naturalistic
concept of physis and reinterprets it teleologically. He borrows from
the lonian science the fundamental method of empirical inference
from tekmeria and even proclaims himself on empiricist and

2 0On the ambiguity of arxovew and the meaning “to read a book” see the
section on logos in our “Outline of Heraclitus’ philosophy”, Logos
Geraklita, 103-114 and note 10 above; on grammatical (alphabet) analogy
in Heraclitus ibid. 61-69.
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sensualist: domv dyig dxon puabnoig, tadta &yd mpotwém “What-
ever can be seen, heard and learned [from experience], that’s what I
prefer” (fr.18Leb/B55). But all his alleged “tekmeria” of the identity
of opposites, like his analogies between physis and tekhnai, are
intended as “proofs” of the existence of the single divine mind
“steering the whole Universe” and the “works” of man, and thus to
refute the Milesian evolutionary (non-creationist) cosmogonies. He
avails himself of the Milesian astronomical theory mepi tponfic kai
ionuepiag “on solstice and equinox” and “turns it around” against
them: the fact that the Sun performs “reversal” (tpomnr]) always on
the same “set month” (unvi taxtai, PDerv, col. 1V, 13) is for
Heraclitus a proof that the cosmos is governed by divine mind, and
that the Sun is an intelligent god (identified with Apollo) who obeys
the “divine law” of cosmic justice, and not a “hole” in the celestial
wheel of Anaximader or a flying fiery “leaf” of Anaximenes. The
cosmic cycle of Heraclitus, in fragments 44-45Leb/B 31 DK has
nothing to do with “chemical” cosmogony or “transformations” of
fire: it is a calendar of the “Great year” (Megas Eniautos) based on
the Milesian astronomical parapegma and describing its “turning
points” (tropai) as “reversals” of the great cosmic battle of the four
world masses. In this case the Milesian science again is put in the
service of theology and religion since the terminal stage of the great
cycle, the domination of Fire (Koros), is conceived as a Last
Judgement in which the sinners (kakdg Pefrokoteg in Clement’s
paraphrase) will be punished, and only the “purified” souls of the
heroes and the wise will survive the scrutiny (dokimasia) by fire,
and will become good daimones and “guardians” (phylakes) of men
(fr.156Leb/B63).

The most remarkable possible example of Heraclitus’ direct use
of the Milesian scientific astronomy is provided by the fragment on
the phases of the Moon quoted in the Oxyrrhynchus fragment of a
commentary to “Odyssey” published in 1986: The Oxyrhynchus
Papyri, vol. LIIl, ed. W.W. Haslam, London, 1986; # 3710
Commentary on Odyssey XX, col. ii, 43-47.

(a) HpaxAertog ouviovtov T@v pnvav fpépos — &€ [6]tov
QaiveTor Tpotépny vovpev[ilnv devtépny — dirot’ £hdccovag
petopaireron arrhote Thedvag (ibidem, col. iii, 7-11).

(b) peic tp[rraiog] @owvopsvog skkud[e]katn moccEéinvog
Qoaivetor  &v  MNPéPUIS TEGGUPEOKAIOEKA, Gmolpmdvel TOV
vopETPOV Vv NuUEPMIGL 1Y’

(a) Heraclitus: “At the convergence of the months — from the
moment it becomes visible on the day before, the new moon day or
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the second day — the moon accomplishes her transformations now
in fewer days, now in more”.

(b) “When the moon first appears on the third day, it becomes
visible as full moon on the sixteenth. It wanes the remaining time (of
the month) during 13 days.”

I must confess that | have included this text in my edition into
the main corpus of authentic corpus of Heraclitus’ fragments (and
not into the section “Dubia et spuria”) with hesitations (fr. 60Leb.).
The style of this fragment is strikingly different from the style of all
other extant fragments. No metaphors, no allusions, no figurative
language, no peculiar features of Heraclitus’ style and syntax
discussed above, just a piece of plain, detached, descriptive,
objective astronomical prose. A confusion with Milesians or Demo-
critus? On the other hand, the Ionian dialect, Thales’ theory of
eclipses quoted in the context (which rules out another Heraclitus),
as well as the evidence of Hipocratic De diaeta 1.5 (= Heraclit.
fr. 54 L) that Heraclitus indeed cited the regularity of the phases of
the moon together with the regularity of solstices. The authenticity
of this fragment can be saved only if we assume that it is not a piece
of descriptive astronomy, but is rather connected with Apollonian
hebdomadism attested in fr.64L/B126a and possibly in the
doxographic complex about “generation” (yeved): 30 = 14-2 +2*. In
this case the connection of the cycles of the moon with the
Apollonian number seven, according to Heraclitus, also is an
empirical “proof” (tekmerion) that the cosmos is governed by the
divine mind. It is conceivable that Heraclitus quoted or copied this
passage on the phases of the moon from a Milesian Ilepi pvoemg or
an early lonian astronomical treatise without changes because it
perfectly suited his purposes. However, the contrast with the style of
the fragment on the Sun that “does not exceed the set limits”
because of the fear of Erinyes, remains striking.

9. Frinkel’s “proportion”.

In a classic article “A thought pattern in Heraclitus” Herman
Friankel described an important form of thought in the texts of
Heraclitus, which he conventionally called “geometric proportion”
(Frankel 1938: ff. 314). By this term Frinkel means analogy or
parallelism of two relations between three members: A, B, C, of
which two (B, C) are well known from experience, whereas the third

1 Heraclit. fr.71L/A19DK, fr. 108 Marcovich.
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(A) transcends human experience, but can be elucidated per
analogiam:
A:B=B:C

A classic example is the fragment of Heraclitus 83Leb/B79: “A
man is considered a child by a god like a child by a man”. This
saying is based on the following “proportion” or analogy:

god (A man (B) = man (B) : child (C).
The relation between the intelligence of a child and that of an adult
man is known to everyone. The intelligence of god is not directly
known to us, but we can form an idea about it concluding by
analogy: the intelligence of god is superior to the intelligence of an
adult man in the same way as the intelligence of an adult is superior
to the intelligence of a child. According to Frinkel, the sought-for A
(Absolute or highest perfection) in Heraclitus belongs to the
transcendental sphere, B is the human norm, and C is the lowest
level. The adult man in our example is a “geometric mean”: he is
intelligent in relation to a child, but silly in relation to a god, and
therefore combines in himself two opposites. The thought pattern of
“proportion” simultaneously elevates the hierarchical status of a god
and lowers the status of a man. However, Heraclitus does not set a
goal to humiliate or to mock humanity; his goal is to enlighten
humans, to make people “wake up”, to realize their deficiency and
to rise to a higher level (Friankel 1938: 318). Theological impli-
cations can also be found in the hierarchical triad of god, man and a
monkey (84Leb/B83), as well as in the important fragment on the
Cosmopolis or the polis of Zeus, fr.131Leb/B 114:

Citizens of the polis: the law of the polis = all human laws: the
one Divine law (cf. Frankel 1938: 320).

According to Friankel, Heraclitus borrowed this thought pattern
from the Pythagoreans, since he mentions Pythagoras and could be
familiar with his discovery of the musical intervals and the
geometric progression (Frinkel 1938: 321-22). Frinkel’s article
may well be one the most brilliant and important contributions to the
Heraclitean studies in modern times, but in this particular derivation
he was mistaken. Heraclitus was undoubtedly familiar with the
Pythagorean metaphysics and borrowed from it, with modifications,
the idea of cosmic harmony. But the three-term analogy has nothing
to do with mathematics and Pythagoreans. As we hope to show in a
special study, it derives from oracular practice and is connected with
the oracles of Apollo; therefore, it is older than both Heraclitus and
Pythagoras. The three-term analogy should not be confused with the
metaphorical analogy also used by Heraclitus, based on parallelism
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(and not on the gradation) of four or more terms. In the three-term
analogy, all levels are “referential”, but arranged in a hierarchical
scale™. In the metaphorical analogy (which can be “compressed”
into a metaphor), one level is iconic, and another is referential. For
example, in fr. 69B Leb/67a DK:

Soul: Body = Spider: Web.

The image of the spider and the web pertains to the iconic or
modelling level and explicates the relation of the soul to the body
which pertains to the referential or modelled level. In the three-term
analogy there is no iconic level in the strict sense, but its function
(modelling) is performed by the relation of the two lower “known”
terms B: C; it is this relation of two lower terms that models the
relation A:B between one known (B) and one sought-for unknown
term (A) by “projecting” B:C on A:B. In some sense, the iconic
equivalent of the referential (A) is the “magnified” middle term (B),
but the proportion of magnification cannot be known without the
lowest term (C).

10. Chiasmus (yracopoc).

The word order in some fragments of Heraclitus can be
determined only by the chiastic structure. Therefore, the knowledge
of this peculiarity of Heraclitus’ style is a practical necessity, since
due to the rare use of the article, in some cases it is only relying on
the chiastic structure of the text that we can distinguish a subject and
a predicate. We distinguish below the four main types of chiasmus
in Heraclitus’ fragments.

Type 1: AfitB | Bfit A

fr. 46Leb/B126: yoypa (A) 0épetar (B), Beppa (B) yoyeton (A)
“the cold (A) becomes hot (B), the hot (B) becomes cold (A)

fr. 76Leb/B88: 14de (A) petamecovto ékeiva €ott (B), kakeiva
(B) peteneodvto tade (A).

“these things (A) become those (B) and those things (B) become
these (A) again”

fr.45Leb/B31+45A Leb: OdAacoa (A) doyéetar ... §j yevéohon
i (B), <yf (B) dwyéeton ... 1j yevésbon Odhacoa (A) >

the sea (A) is scattered and replenished to the same amount as
before it became earth (B), <earth (B) is scattered and replenished to
the same amount as before it became sea (A)

*2 The three-term analogy displays a certain similarity with the rhetorical
figure of climax (Demetrius, De elocut. 270, Quint. 9. 3. 54 etc).
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fr.106Leb/B10: ék mavtov (A) &v (B) kai €& £vog (B) navta (A)
from all (A) one (B) and from one (B) all

fr.153Leb/B62: abavatol (A) 6vnroi (B), Bvnroi (B) dabdvarot
(A) immortals (A) mortals (B), mortals (B) immortals (A)

fr.42Leb/B90: mupog (A) avropeifetar mavra (B), andvrov (B)
mop (A) xpvcod (A) xpnuata (B) kail ypnpdrmv (B) xpvods (A)
<god>

exchanges fire (A) for all things (B) and all things (B) for
fire (A) as if gold (A) for property (B) and property (B) for
gold (A).

Type 2: SP | P S (S =subject, P = predicate)
fr.31Leb/B80: tov morepov (S) €dvta Euvov (P) xai diknv (P)
gpwv (S) War (A) is common (B) and rightful (B) is strife (A)

Type 2bis: non-Ais B | non-B is A

fr.77Leb/B21: Odvatdg (non-A) ot Okdoa Eyepbévieg (B)

opéopev, okoca 8¢ gbdovteg (non-B) Biog (A)

Death (non-A) is what we see awaken (B), what we see sleeping
(non-B) is life (A)

Type 3: AfitB|BfitC||CfitB|Bfit A
fr.69Leb/B36: yuyfjiot Odvatog Howp yevésHar KTA.
For the souls it is death to become water etc.

Type 4; AfitB|BfitC|CfitD||DfitC|CfitB|Bfit A

fr.47 (b) Leb /B76: yig (A) Odvotog Dowp (B) yevéohHar, ol
voatog (B) Bavatog dépa (C) yevésba, kai dépog (C) mop (D), xai
gumoy.

Of the earth (A) death is becoming water (B), of the water (B)
death is becoming air (C), of the air (C) becoming fire (D), and in
reverse order, i. e. (D), (C), (B), (A).

The types of chiasmus in Heraclitus can be classified in two
ways: as binary versus multi-term on the one hand, and as dynamic
versus static (FIT/EST), on the other. The types 1 and 2 are binary,
the types 3 and 4 are multi-term. The types 1, 3, 4 are dynamic and
describe processes of becoming (FIT), the type 2 is static and
establishes an identity between terms (EST). This distinction is
formal and grammatical rather than metaphysical, since speaking of
the cyclic interchange and interconversion of opposites, Heraclitus
asserts their identity. Note that the main and prevalent in Heraclitus
type of chiasmus (A) corresponds to the formula “the way up and
down” (060¢ dve xdte pia) which, judging by its very high
frequency of occurrence in the Heraclitean tradition, was a standard
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universal formula of cyclical change used repeatedly in the
cosmological section of Heraclitus’ book, not only in a single
fragment 50Leb/B60. The words ywpel mavta ... Gvo Kol KOT®
auepopeva De diaeta 1,5 “All things are moving...alternating up
and down” constitute a verbatim quotation and a separate fragment
of Heraclitus 51 Lebedev, independently quoted by Lucian, Philo
Alexandrinus and Plato in Cratylus (see testimonia in our edition
pp.165-166).

The chiastic structure of the text is based on the principle of a
mirror symmetry: there is a “left” and a “right side” in it, and in the
“right side” the word order is inverted with respect to the left. When
it comes to opposites and cosmic elements, the amoebean structure
of the text reproduces, consciously or not (it is hard to say), the
“palintropic” (“reversed”) harmony of the cosmos. The type (1)
chiasmus is attested in early inscriptions and is therefore a pattern of
thinking rather than a rhetorical figure. As Dover acutely pointed
out, “the fact that boundary stones may be chiastic shows that
chiasmus is not necessarily a literary embellishment” (Dover 1960:
54). Heraclitus’s chiasmus resembles the ring-composition in Homer
and in archaic poetry, which is regarded as a feature of the “oral”
style. Moreover, the Homeric type A-B -C - X - C - B - A formally
coincides with the Heraclitus’ chiasmus type (4)*. To the central
element in the Homeric scheme (X) in Heraclitus’s dynamic types (3
and 4) corresponds the implied “turning post” (téppo) in the
imagery of the cosmic stadium, a terminal point of a momentary
stop and “reversing” the course (molivipomog kéievbog) in the
eternal “race” (cf. évavtiodpopia, fr.51A Leb.) on the “road back
and forth” (060¢ Gve xdrtw, fr. 50-51L). What is primary in this
case, the thought or the word, is hard to say, but the archaic feature
of literary style (chiasmus) and the cyclic symmetry of Heraclitus
cosmology are in perfect harmony. The type (1) of chiasmus in
Heraclitus can be also compared with the archaic feature of Greek
inscriptions, the principle of boustrophedon, following which the
hand of a stone-cutter moves “back and forth”.

*% On the ring-composition in Homer see, e.g., St. Nimis, Ring-composition
and linearity in Homer, in: Mackay (1998) 65-78. Nimis emphasises that
this is a speech movement rather than a static literary form. This makes the
parallelism with Heraclitus even more striking. On the ring-composition in
Greek vase-painting see the work of Mackay-Harrison-Masters, ibidem
115-142.
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