AN EMENDATION AND NEW INTERPRETATION
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aelvar yap Ev 10 co@dv, énictacBur yvounv, otén éxuPfépvnoe ndvia Sud
ravrovy (Diogenes Laertius IX 1, DK 22 B 41)!.

Fragment 41 could be counted among Heraclitus’ most problematic
ones. Of course, as we shall see further on, many serious attempts have been
made so far aiming both at restoring and interpreting the passage. Yet I still
consider it worthwhile to attempt a new restoration and a fresh explanatory
interpretation of this d1fﬁcult passage, since, as nghtlj,r C. H. Kahn notes (The

Bepvd. The verb xuPe vfﬁ occurs nofhe (rr, Iéra hll.uf»:2 while the noun
A\ [t oafcfuaed i purn s gty g )i\ 0. [N

coPpo ntere ree 0 \ gmdnis; 3. nd In bot

ness of 10 cogov is emphasized. In fragme l 108 10 co@oOv is without article
10 and not linked to the numeral adjective v ut\it occurs within the expres-
sion «co@Ov £€0TL maviev Kexopropévove where it i1s clearly stated that to
co@ov is not only one and unique but also separated and distinct from all
other beings, that is, it belongs to a distinct (unique) ontological category. On
other words, it i1s thoroughly distinguished from all other things. The case
with fragment 50 is quite different because it contains neither an explicit nor
an implicit reference to something unique and distinct (keyopiopévov). In the
context of the impersonal expression co@ov £€o1y, it denotes a human qua-

lity, that of being wise and sensible, related to a specific epistemological atti-
tude, and obviously it does not carry the ontological weight it bears in frag-

1. HEracLiTus B 4 1, DieLs-Kranz, Die Fragmente der Vorsokratiker, Berlin® 1951 (hence-

forth: D K Frg. der Vors). The citation of the following fragments shall be made according to
this edition.
2. In fragment 64 occurs the verb olaxilw which is a synonym of the verb xufepvi.
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ments 32, 41 and 108. This is a good reason why fragment 50 should not be
related to fragment 32, 41 and 108°.

As far as fragment 41 is concerned, H. Gomperz identifies 10 cog@ov
with yvounv and takes them both as attributes (in the same accusative case)
of the numeral adjective €v (object of the infinitive elvar according to Gom-
perz). It is 10 co@odv in Gomperz’ opinion, that rules the World.

Beyond this identification between 10 co@ov and yvoun, which does not
seem to correspond to the facts, H. Gomperz correctly points out that 10
co@ov should be conceived as an impersonal power (as the neuter gender
makes clear) that exists as a substance separated, transcendental and inde-
pendent of the world, while the world cannot exist independently of 16 copov
since it is governed by 10 co@dv. Consequently, 10 co@dv may well be iden-
tified with Adyog (qua cosmic necessity) and the divine.

Karl Reinhardt also claims 10 cog@ov as ruler of the world and he cor-
rectly identifies it with the divine voic as may be clearly concluded from
fragment 32 and 108 as well. Accordipe to Reinhardt’s view, therefore, it is
10 co@oOv and not yvoun that _-\ ~‘-‘\\\..f‘ wagld. The transmission of the text of
our fragment by Dmg:n:s ‘ .-;”‘ --'1 irect speech, misconstrues the
original, as Reinhardt bchc ’ mpnses the restoration of the

ARA BEN TS SRR Yo Ao N
@ MAvTE “ : 5 ding, 10 R | estotati

copov —subject of the cla alsg| the e
nance of the world; yvoun is\thi (,\"’ cal feature and the essence of 10

manner>.

3. However, H. GOMPERZ, misinterpreting, as it is obvious (See the translation of fragment
50 by H. DieLs and W. KrRANZ and their related annotations on it, op. cit., und K. REINHARDT,
Parmenides und die Geschichte der griechischen Philosophie, Frankfurt/M:V. Klostermann
1959, p. 206 and G.S. Kirk - J.E. RAVEN - M. SCHOFIELD, The Presocratic Philosophers (1983%),
translated into the Greek by D. Kurtovic, Athens 1988, p. 196), fragment B 50 it attaches to
fragments B 32, B 41 and B 108.

4, See H. GomMperz, Heraklits Einheitslehre von Alois Patin als Ausgangspunkt zum Ver-
stindnis Heraklits™, in: Wiener Stubien 43 (1922-1923), p. 117.

5. See H. GOMPERZ, op. cit., pp. 117 and 119, note 1. Of course, the verb xufepvd, due to its
literal sense, usually governs a personal subject; but in its metaphorical use this is not necessary.

6. K. Reinhardt in order to support this opinion that this fragment is about the divine voig,
adduces of course fragment 32, but omits fragment 108, which, as we shall see, obviously refers
to the divine as cogpov and naviev KeywpLopévov.

7. See K. REINHARDT, op. cit., p. 201.

8. In K. Reinhardt’s opinion the yvéun has nearly the same import here as in fragment 78.
That is he believes that the yvapun is an ontological characteristic of 10 cogdv, and that its
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Olof Gigon’s interpretation of the fragment is radically different from
that of his predecessors. Gigon believes that, despite the transmission of the
fragment, its meaning is clear: «Es gibt nur ein Weises, den Sinn zu verstehen,
der Alles bis ins Kleinste steuert?». According to his view, therefore, 10 co-
@ov does not refer to the divine, but to the man, whom Heraclitus, according
to Gigon’s interpretation, considers wise; the man who has reached the
knowledge of the way of ruling over the world: «fj xvpepviatar navra oua
navtoviOy,

J. Mansfeld’s interpretation (Die Vorsokratiker, Stuttgart: Ph. Reclam J.
1987, p. 256) of this fragment is similar to that made by O. Gigon (Ursprung,
p. 241).

Marcovich’s interpretation of the fragment approaches that of Gigon’s
(op. cit., concerning mainly the first part of the fragment), since according to
him 10 co@ov «applies here to human wisdom, and not to the divine principle
from Fr. 83 and 84» and yvoun «probably refers to the divine guiding princip-
len. Yet his arguments are not convincing. He-do not say, for example,

(1)K 32) identifies with «the
wise beingy», «absolute wisdom» or «t _§§3 1€ Pr '_j'- ipléh whereas 10 co@ov of
the fr. 85 (DK 41) identifies with the chtmadmi

ﬁ ”%c st &Ht S tg in this/ Zrtiche o) i BoiEases T A{p@s 'f%-N @N
i «E [§; ~and furth ( @18 the refergnice o ne

interpretation is satisfactory, since he also inte s 10 co@ov from the point
of view of Anthropology, and without sufficient argumentation he ascribes to
yvoun the ruling of the world.

content lies in the ruling over the world. On this issue, O. GiGoN disagrees with Reinhardt’s
thesis (See Untersuchungen zu Heraklit, Leipzig: Dieterische Verlagsbuchhandlung 1935, p. 143).

9. 0. GiGon, Der Ursprung der griechischen Philosophie, Basel-Stuttgart: Schwabe Verlag
1968, p. 241. This interpretation of fragment 41 is somewhat different from the one which he
expressed in his doctoral dissertation (Unterscuchungen zu Heraklit, p. 144): «Eines heisst weise
sein, erkennen wie alles bis ins einzelne regiert wird».

10. That is, O. Gigon suggests the substitution of 6tén by 6xn or &ny: «ln dténn —he
thinks— muss ein “Wie" stecken. Mir scheint es nicht zu kiinn, mit Bywater riicksichtslos zu
korrigieren und 6tén als einen beliebigen sekundriren Fehler abzulehnen. Oder sollte vielleicht
6mn bzw. 6xn moglich sein (Cf. EMPEDOKLES 21 B 110, 5, 112, 9)? (Untersuchungen zu Heraklit,
p. 144). A complete picture of all MS-readings as well as of the emendations is given by MARcoO-
VICH, op. cit., pp. 447- 450. Cf. C. H. KaHN, op. cit., notes 204 and 205.
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That 1s, according to his opinion 16 co@ov should be conceived in con-
trast to the much learning and at the same moment as «the human insight
into this cosmic plan» (See C. H. Kahn, op. cit., p. 171).

In my opinion, fragment 41 should be restored as follows: («A&l ydp
vpag éniotacBar yvounv elvar) Ev 10 coeov, 6t’!! ExuBépvnoe navra Sia
navtoviZy. In other words, the expression «tnictacbat yvéunv» is not an

I1. As regards the problematic form dtén mainly the following attempts to the restoration
of the passage have gone, beyond Gigon’s, which we have already cited. But first it must be
pointed out that, among others, H. Diels, W. Kranz and H. Gomperz accept the form &tén.

K. REINHARDT (op. cit., p. 200) replaces 6tén with £1ef). His emendation though, however
ingenious is, does not solve the problem, because in the place of 6tén we need some form of
relative pronoun 6otig which will be in agreement with the gender of the noun 16 cogdv, since
the noun yvaun is not an organic part of the fragment. The fragment, according to Reinhardt’s
emendation, takes the following form: «Ev 10 cog@ov éniotata yvoun £refj” xvfepvijoal ndvia
owt mavrove, But K. R. interpretation, which takes the infinitive clause as explicative of yviun
cannot be regarded as convincing (See O. GiGoN, Untersuchungen zu Heraklit, p. 143).

el wing O. Gigon— replace the 6tén with the

=3 !\"(A-‘_:f .,
1 thet \ Lot b yvoun,by the ward idéa, sg full o
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143 and 144) are right considering it as impossible, as it is pointed out by Fr. BECHTEL: Die
griechischen Dialekte 111, Berlin 1924 p. 171).

In any case, in my view the reading 6tén, in the specific case of fragment 41, derived from
an arbitrary emendation, on the part of the transcribes of the Heraclitus’ own manuscript, of the
original type 6te (singular nominative of the neuter gender of the relative pronoun: Sote, fite,
&te) which they considered impossible with the immediatly preceding feminine noun yvépun,
exactly because they did not understand that &te refers to sogdv, not to yvoun, which is not an
organic part of the fragment, but is part of the exhortation: «[8el yap Upac] érmiotacbar
yvounvs. Thus, they «emendeds the 61e to 6tén through the addition of an 1.

Finally, it must be noted that the 6t¢ in place of 6tén is suggested for the first time, as far as
I know, by Alois Patin (See H. CoMPERZ, op. cit., p. 122) who, although arbitrarily, retains from
fragment B 41 only the (last) relative clause: «6te... d1d ndvrovs and merges —arbitranly also—
this part of fragment B 41 with fragment 50, to which he attaches the former clause from B 41.
Perphaps, it is worth noting that I had already completed this article, when Patin’s thesis, which,
strangely enough, has been almost ignored in the subsequent literature, came to my notice.

12. Translation: You must know that one is 10 cog@dv which rules over all without excep-
tion.

The phrase «navia 0wa ndvtwvs must be understood, as [ think, within the context of the
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organic part of the fragment, but simply constitutes an exhortation on the
part of Heraclitus, in which case 10 cog@dv is (automatically) subject to the
infinitive elvat as well as to the proverbial aorist éxvpépvnoe. My proposed
emendation of fragment 41 leaves no ground for yvaun as ruler of the world,
since it is no longer an integral part of the fragment. Besides, the word yvoun
which occurs once more in Heraclitus (fragment 78), does not have the clear
ontological overtones!? of 16 co@dv, which is identical —as is clear from
fragments 32 and 108— with Beiov (f100¢)!4, a concept that could be equiva-
lent to Bcioc vopoc!d, Evvovle, Aéyocl?, nibp!®. In fact, 10 co@odv is a more

idiosyncratic rhetorical Heraklitean diction and must be considered as an emphatic form of the
simple mdvta. This is also how O. GiGON understands the same phrase (See Unters. zu. Her. p.
145). On the contrary, I think that H. ComPERZ'S point of view is wrong (op. cit., p. 117) since he
renders «dil mdvrov» as «all overn, wevery wheren. So the thesis of Diels-Kranz and Kirk-Raven-
Schofield who render the phrase as “in every way™. I aslo believe that the rendering of the same
phrase as «dia mdvtwve is also mistaken. Furthermore, thls rendering is completely evasive; |
refer to K. REIHHAHDT'S opinion (op. CH' p. 201). His opinten;share J. Burnet, W. K. C. Guthne

contrgst with man, possesses accurate Knowledge of i ;«
Hﬁﬁ? : M:ﬂz% R o R
0 rid] see A 0 ‘fragrm: .18 GV repi fa i t
\ '.r o7 :'-,

of volc.

14. HEracLITUS B 78. The divine in Heraclitus is also called feog (see B 67, B 83, B 102) and
daipwv (see B 79).

15. HEracLITUS B 114, Although the fragment speaks of the divine law, it is still concerned
also with the divine itself, since the law is omnipotent: «xpatei (sc. & Beiog vopog) yip rocoitov
dxooov £0€6her xai EEapkel ndor kai nepryiyveraw (Cf. H. GOMPERZ, op. cit., p. 134).

16. HEracLITUS B 2, B 113 and B 114. At first we find the epithet Euvdg (=common, cf. B 2
and B 113) and then the substantic form 16 Evvév (Cf. B 2 and B 114). This epithet is attributed,
as a rule, to the Heraclitean Adyog and it is finally identified with it (Cf. B 2).

17. HEracLITUs B 1, B 2, B 50 and B 72. The Heraclitean Adyog is a concept which has more
than one sense, because it expresses a) the universal law according to which the world is ruled:
wywvopévav yap rdviev xatd 1ov Adyov tovdes (B 1), that is, it expresses the universal order and
necessity; b) the laws or collectively the law of logic in its unmiversal and transcendental concep-
tion: «tol Adyou &" E6vrog Euvol L@ovoiv of modhol dg idiav Exovieg ppdvnowvs (B 2); and c)
the ruler of the world: « pdhiota dinvexdg dpirotior Adye 1@ @ Sha Srowkolviw (B 72). On
this last sense it is some kind of counterpart of 10 copov (B 41) and the Kepauvvig (B 64), which
is taken here in place of fire.

As far as the first and the second sense of Adyog are concerned, it is worth noting that they
may be understood, the first as its objective (Cf. B 67, where God is an expression for harmony
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significant concept in Heraclitean philosophy, explicity identified with the di-
vine, at least according to the clear evidence provided by fragment 32, asser-
ting that «Ev 10 co@oOv potvov... Znvog évopar. The comparison between 10
co@ov and Zeus leaves no doubt as to its identity with the divine. It should
be pointed out, however, that the comparison between 10 co@ov and Zeus
does not at all mean the substantial identification of the Heraclitean God
with the God of mythology and tradition, 1.e. Zeus of the Homeric Epics.
This is exactly what Heraclitus means when asserts that 10 co@ov «AéyecBar
ovk £0€her Znvog Gvopar.

On the other hand, the fact that he draws the parallel between his own
God —not a personal God but an impersonal divine power— and Zeus, sig-
nifies on the one hand that the parallel is valid only inasmuch as 10 cog@dv, in
the same way as for Homeric Zeus, rules over the world. This is the meaning
of the expression: «AéyecBar £0éher Znvog Svopal®s. On the other hand, it
means, or rather hints to some extent a respect for the religious tradition.

Akadnuia ABnvwyv / Academy of Athens

Seen from this point of view, fragment. 32 constitutes, in a way, a sort of
bridge between the God of p -_ﬁ‘ SO] eneral, and that of Heraclitus in
particular, and the God o :____:; el

Fragment 108 refers flofthe \S#e gopov as well: «dxbéowv Léyoug

all others leads necessary tt with the divine. The emphatic

" P ¢ Z "—‘\T? D w .
[t s e B e S oo |
propiévove, ‘Here the specificaion-of o o as # being'separated from
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and the union of opposities), and the second as its subjective dimension. That 1s why the con-
troversies between the exponents of the first, on the one hand and the second concept on the
other are rather meaningless (see K. REINHARDT, op. cit., pp. 217-219). It must be noted that the
Heraclitean A6yog is frequently conceived as his own doctrine (Cf. H. GOMPERZ, op. cit., p. 123).

18. HErACLITUS B 64: «td 8% mdvra oilaxiler Kepauvvoge. It is evident that Kepauvvdg is
identified here, as Hippolytus himself, who preserves the fragment, points out, with the fire,
which is the central motion of the Heraclitean cosmology. The Thunder is known as the symbol
of Zeus' power and authority. This is why the ruling over the world by this Thunder acquires a
personal character. On the contrary, according to fragment B 41 the ruling over the world by the
impersonal co@dv, as denoted by its neuter gender (see on this H. GOMPERZ, op. cit., pp. 117 and
121), has an impersonal character. The connecting link between fragments B 41 and B 64 is
fragment B 32, since it refers to the «Ev 10 cogdwve, in the same way as fragment B 41 and to
Zeus in the same way as (indirectly) fragment B 64,

19. This most interesting and accurate interpretation of fragment B 32 is that offered by O.
GI1GON (Unters. zu Her., pp. 139-140. See H. GOMPERZ, op. cit., pp. 119-120 and K. REINHARDT,
op. cit., pp. 205-206).
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in fragments 32 and 41, since in 32 as well 10 co@ov i1s unique (€v) and is
compared to Zeus, who is also unique, superior to everything else and there-
fore separate and distinct. In fragment 41 also 10 co@oOv is unique and 1s
actually compared to Zeus (Kepavvog-nip) since just like Zeus (cf. fr. 64) it
rules over the world?, It is quite certain that the distinctive separation of 10
oco@oOv from x6éopocg in fr. 108, together with that in fr. 32, where 10 co@ov is
compared to Zeus, and with fr. 41, where 10 co@oOv rules x6opog just like
Kepauvvée (cf. fr. 64), have created the impression that 10 co@ov is clearly a
transcendental divinity, to be conceived in absolute «otherness» from all other
concrete or abstract beings?!. In fact there can be no doubt that Heraclitus
seems to accept the idea of a transcendent God in these fragments. Yet what
is really happening here is that Heraclitus is compromising with popular reli-
gious traditions?2. Heraclitus’ God seems to be nothing else but the union of
opposities (cf. fr. 67), 6 Adéyog (cf. frr. 1 and 72) and 10 Euvov (cf. fr. 114) of
the world, 0 Bgiog vopog (cf. frr. 30, 31, 66 and 90) and 6 Kepavvog (cf. fr.

64) that mean no more than world urder an law. measure and proportion,
the origin, unity and harmony of the w A ter al, how could Heraclitus’
God be possibly a substance separa ’,‘v worldl and transcendent —
whether personal or not— in a contg the world, despite its impressive
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does not differ much from the origina

1s cosmic nop (fire)
pxﬁ) of the world accor-
the distinct existence of a

20. The «niotacBar yvounves in fragment 41 is equal to «yivooxeive in fragment B 108.
The first one signifies the knowledge, not possessed by people (the many) relatively to 16 cogov-
ruler of the world, and the second one signifies the (true) knowledge about 16 cogov which is
possessed by Heraclitus exclusively. This correlation clearly corroborates the emendation and the
interpretation of B 41 proposed in the present inquiry.

21. See O. GiGoN, Unters. zu Her., p. 138 and K. REINHARDT, op. cit., p. 205. On the
contrary, 10 go@ov is a mundane essence-power similar to Beppov and yuy pov and therefore it is
neither transcendent nor absolute, as in H. ComPErZ's point of view (op. cit., p. 117). The view
has been put forward that & copov which is «ndviov xeyopropévove «need not be considered
transcendentally but simply in terms of the relation between the universal and the individuals:
the universal is not one of «ndvras because, in that case the part would be equated to the whole»
(E. N. Roussos, "Hpdxieitog (Iepi ploewng), "Abrva, A. N. IMaradrpag 1987, p. 135 and 72).
However interesting this thesis may be, it is contradicted by fragments B 32 and B 41, where 10
copov is referred to as that transcendent being, which is on the one hand (B 32) related to Zeus
and on the other hand (B 41) rules the world.

22. See 0. Gigon, Unters. zu Her., p. 140.
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transcendent being, different and independent from the world as in the tradi-
tional concept of God.

Finally, the double relation between man and God is of special signifi-
cance from the point of view of philosophical anthropology. On the one
hand, we have a unity between God and man, inasmuch as God is an element
of the world itself. On the other hand, we have a relation of clear distinction,
inasmuch as God 1s a being «navtov keyopiopévovr — or at least, we seem
to have a relation of plain distinction and contrast between God and man.

Dimitrios J. PAPADIS
(Cyprus)

To anéonacpa B 41 tob "Hpaxieitov dvrkel ota niéov npofAnpatikd.
“Eyouv yiver BéPara molrig xai coPapic npoonabereg anoxaraotaong tov
kelpévou kai Epunvevtikiic npociyyiong tov, &v ToUTOoIS Kapld And avtég
otv elvan évieldg ixavomomTikmn.

"AlLot déyxoviar Ot 70 copov mpénel va Evvonbel dvroloyika-koopo-
royika kai —eite tavtiletar pé v yvounv (H. Gomperz) eite oy (K.
Reinhardt)— dpa cvuninter pt 1o Beiov, mol xuPfepva tOv kd6opHO, Evd dAlot
vrootnpilovv (O. Gigon, J. Mansfeld, M. Marcovich, C. H. Kahn x.An.) 611
70 copov npénel v Evvonbel avBponoroyika, 1o Exiappdavouv dniadn O
oot Ta Tob avBpdmnov.

To dndéonacpua npénel Katd ™ yvoun pov va anokatactabel ag £Efc:
«(Ael yap vpdg €mictacBar yvounv eivar) Ev 10 cogov 6t éxuvPépvnose
ndvta 6ud mavtove. ‘H gpdon dniadn «Eniotacbat yvounvy d&v dviiker op-
yavikd 010 andéonacpa aira éxepdlel dnidg pia npotpont) tol "Hpaxiei-
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AIOPOQIZH KAI NEA EPMHNEIA TOY AIOZIMAIMATOL B 41 TOY HPAKAEITOY

tou, Omote (abTOopdT®E) TO copov Kabiotatal LOKEIHEVO TOD AMAPERPATOL
glvai xai, ovyypoveg, Tol yvopikol Gopiotov éxvfépvnoe. ME v npotet-
vopevn d16pbwon tol droon. B 41 d&v pnopel mAhéov va yiver Adyog yua T
yvoun ©¢ xvpepvitn tod kéopov, Geod d&v dnotelel cLOTATIKO OTOLYELD
1ol droondopatoc. MNa thv tavtion ro0 cogod pE 10 Belov onuavtikn &i-
val | tapdiinin xprion rod cogol o1d droondopata tob "Hpaxkieitov B
32 xai B 108.
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