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HERACLITUS AND STOICISM*

As a young man, Zeno of Citium is said to have consulted an oracle
about what he should do to live best: the god told him «to be in close con-
tact with the dead» (el ovyypwriforro toig vexpoic) and Zeno understood
this discouraging advice to mean ‘read the works of the ancients’ (Diog.
Laert. 7,2)'. We are not told who the ancients were whom Zeno read, but
apart from Homer and Hesiod it is tempting to see an allusion to Heracli-
tus in the anecdote®. To the best of my knowledge there is only one piece
of evidence which associates Zeno, as distinct from other Stoics or the Stoics
in general, with Heraclitus explicitly®. Indeed, evidence which enables us to
distinguish Zeno’s ideas from those of later Stoics is regrettably slight.
But if some uncertainty attaches to Zeno's indebtedness to Heraclitus we
reach firmer ground with his successor, Cleanthes. Cleanthes was well
acquainted with Heraclitus and reflects his influence both in thought and in
language. The importance of Heraclitus to the later Stoics is evident most
plainly in Marcus Aurelius (see p. 153), and while this may reflect both the
personal interest of the emperor and the general philosophical taste of the
early Christian period, there is no reason to regard Marcus’ predilection
for Heraclitus as unusual in a later Stoic. The influence of Heraclitus on

* This article is based upon the text of a lecture which I was privileged to give at
the Research Center for Greek Philosophy at the Academy of Athens on March 30, 1976.
It is a pleasure to express my thanks to Professor J.N. Theodorakopoulos, Dr. L. Benakis
and Dr. M. Dragona-Monachou for their kindness in arranging the lecture and for
offering to publish it in «®ilocopia».

1. On the oracle cf. K. von Fritz, RE Suppl. 10 s.v. Zenon von Kition, cols. 85-86.

2. Zeno wrote 5 books of IHpofiruara "Opnouxd, Diog. Laert. 7,4, and his interes
in Hesiod is attested in SVF 1,103-105.

3. Numenius ap. Euseb. Praep. evang. 14,5,11 (SVF 1,11), after citing Xenocrates,
Polemo and Crates as philosopher s with whom Zeno associated, proceeds : vovi 8¢ albt®
rehoyicfe Sm xai Irikrwvog 1€ petéoye xai 1@v Adyev tdv ‘Hpaxlieireiov. He then
remarks that Zeno took Heraclitus,along with Stilpo and Crates, as an ally in his contro-
versy with Arcesilaus. Whether these remarks have any biographical value, independently
of learned inference from Stoic doctrine, is difficult to say. But the report scarcely entit-
jes R.D. Hicks to speak of ‘strong and explicit testimony that Zeno [and Cleanthes]
studied Heraclitus', Stoic and Epicurean (London 1910) p. 10; similarly, E.V. Arnold
Roman Stoicism (London 1911) p. 70,
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Stoicism is a commonplace of ancient philosophical commentators and epi-
tomists.

But what did that influence really amount to? There seems to be no gen-
eral agreement among those who have discussed the subject during the last
hundred and fifty years. Already in 1911 R.D. Hicks drew attention to ex-
ponents of the two extreme positions —minimal influence, on the one hand,
and on the other hand, Stoicism as diluted and distorted Heracliteanism—
and adopted a middle course himself%. Until recently, perhaps, it might be
said that Hicks" standpoint, which allowed Stoicism to differ substantially
from Heraclitus, while granting important conceptual affinities between
both philosophies, was accepted by the most reliable interpreters of the
Stoics®. But at the present time there is a clear tendency among scholars to
return to the view that Heraclitus’ impact upon the early Stoics was relatively
insignificant. The reasons for this are closely bound up with the long over-
due recognition that Stoicism was not an ad hoc and retrogressive system
of dogmatic postulates but an important new development in Greek philo-
sophy. It is now generally accepted that the early Stoics were strongly in-
fluenced by the Academy and also by the Lyceum, whether directly from the
writings of Aristotle, or through the work of Theophrastus and other Peri-
patetics. Add to this the well known indebtedness of Zeno to the Cynics and
to the Megarians, and it becomes clear that the Stoa was founded by a man
deeply familiar with the main currents of thought in his time.

As the sphere of influence on early Stoicism has been enlarged so the
interest of scholars in Heraclitus® imprint appears to have declined. The
case against Heraclitus was briefly stated by Friedrich Solmsen in 1961
who asked : Are contemporary scholars, who treat the Stoic exzegesis of
Homer and Hesiod with a smile or a shrug of the shoulders, well advised if
they accept the Stoic interestin Heraclitus as basis for their own appraisal
of Stoicism and its place in the history of Greek thought?® Solmsen argues

4. Encyclopaedia Britannica (New York 19111) vol. 25, cols. 944-5. Hicks examples
for the two extremes were H. Siebeck, Untersuchungen zur Philos. d. Griechen (Halle
1873) who minimised Heraclitus® influence and F. Lassalle, Die Philosophie Herakleitos
des Dunklen von Ephesos (Berlin 1858) who exaggerated it.The latter position goes back
to Hegel, cf. Vorlesungen iiber die Geschichte der Philosophie (Frankfurt 1971) 19, 2,
pp. 263, 266.

5. Cf. especially M. Pohlenz, Die Stoa (Gottingen 1959%) 1, pp. 23, 34f., 68, 160 and
E. Bréhier, Chrysippe et I'ancien Stoicisme (Paris 1951%) pp. 141-51, 176-7.

6. Cleanthes or Posidonius? The Basis of Stoic Physics, «Mededelingen der Konin-
klijke Nederlandse Akademie van Wetenschappen», Afd. Letterkunde, Nieuwe Reeks, 1961,
cited here from p. 456 of the author’s Kleine Schriften (Hildesheim 1968).
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that the Stoics’ fundamental debts in cosmology were to Plato, Aristotle
and medical writers such as Diocles and Praxagoras. A complementary
study of the four-element theory in Stoicism, based on Solmsen’s assump-
tions, has been made by J. Longrigg in a recent article’. Such positive argu-
ments against Heraclitus are supported in a negative way by some recent
books on Stoicism which allude to him merely en passant and omit any
reference to his general influence®.

We have reached a curious position, which would have amused Hegel.
Having been frequently regarded as the decisive influence on the early devel-
opment of Stoic cosmology Heraclitus is now being pushed into the back-
ground or quietly allowed to drop out of the discussion. Solmsen himself
admits that the early Stoics recognized Heraclitus as their agynyérns
and made the most strenuous efforts to find their doctrines... anticip-
ated in his utterances (loc. cit). But he recommends modern historians
not to take their efforts very seriously. This is an odd prescription, espe-
cially when Solmsen offers no clear reasons for the Stoics™ attribution to
Heraclitus of ideas which, he thinks, were rooted in contemporary physics.
His valuable work of tracing Stoic indebtedness to those ideas does not in
the least rule out a serious historical link between Heraclitus and the Stoics.
It is merely an accident that the thesis of Heraclitus’ dominating influence
was often accompanied in the past with a failure to locate Stoicism ade-
quately within its contemporary intellectual milieu. The Stoics’ importance
as philosophers is not diminished if they were strongly influenced by
Heraclitus as well as by the Academy and the Lyceum.

The purpose of this paper is to reconsider and to illustrate Heraclitus’
influence on the Stoics, especially Cleanthes. It is a large subject and I make
no claim to treat it exhaustively here. But I hope to prove that the present
tendency to reduce Heraclitus’ influence on early Stoicism is not well ground-
ed. It should be emphasized that I do not intend my thesis to cast doubt
upon the Stoics’ close attention to positions taken up by other philosophers
in their own time. I shall not suggest that Heraclitus was their starting-point
in cosmology. But his importance, especially to Cleanthes, so I shall argue,

7. Elementary Physics in the Lyceum and Stoa, «Isis» 66 (1975) 211-229.

8. J.M. Rist, Stoic Philosophy (Cambridge 1969); Andreas Graeser, Zenon von Ki-
tion, Positionen und Probleme (Berlin/New York 1975); F.H.Sandbach,The Stotcs (Cam-
bridge 1975). See also however, Gerard Watson, The Stoic Theory of Knowledge (Bel-

fast 1966) pp. 10f., 82 and A.A. Long, Hellenistic Philosophy (London 1974) pp. 131,
145f.
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was fundamental. In attempting to demonstrate this, one is faced with a se-
ries of questions, all of which seem to be interesting andworth posing for
their own sake. What knowledge of Heraclitus did the early Stoics possess?
Was their method of interpretation their own or did it derive from the work
of others, especially Aristotle and Theophrastus? Did the Stoics merely
twist Heraclitus’ views to suit their preconceived needs, or has their inter-
pretation, in some cases, a valid basis in Heraclitus’ thought? Above all,
why did they take an interest in this remote and extraordinarily difficult
thinker?

The process by which Heraclitus’ words were transmitted to the fourth
century is an unsolved problem. But it is reasonable to assume that the early
Stoics had access to a series of texts, known as Heraclitus’ book, which
gave them as authoritative a record of his work as the sources available
to Aristotle and Theophrastus. This point has to be stressed since some
scholars argue that the Stoic interpretation of Heraclitus was heavily de-
pendent on Theophrastus. I shall consider this point in some detail shortly,
but even if it is true, it does not prove that the Stoics derived their know-
ledge of Heraclitus from Theophrastus. G.S. Kirk has drawn attention to
the fact that Theophrastus’ enormous list of writings includes no specific
work on Heraclitus®. He suggests that Theophrastus’ interpretation of Hera-
clitus, so important to the later doxographical tradition, was close to Aris-
totle’s and may have been based not on Heraclitus’ so-called book but
on a mechanically - arranged selection of the odder sayings'®. It does not
seem to me necessary to suppose that the Peripatetic interpretation of He-
raclitus rested on such inadequate source material. Aristotle and Theophra-
stus depreciated and misunderstood Heraclitus, and they had their own
reasons for doing so'’. In any case, it is inconceivable that the very close

9. CQ 49 (1955 37. Theophrastus’ @vawxar dotar of course included an account
of Heraclitus (cf. H. Diels, Dozographi Graeci, p.163) but he also devoted separate works
to many early Greek philosophers—Anaxagoras, Anaximenes, Archelaus, Democritus,
Empedocles (Diog. Laert. 5,42-49).

10. Loc. cit. Kirk's conjecture in Heraclitus. The Cosmic Fragments (Cambridge
1954) p. 7, expressed more guardedly in the 1962 reprint of his book, that Heraclitus
‘wrote no book, in our sense of the word’, has not won general acceptance, cf. M. Marco-
vich, RE suppl. X s.v. Herakleitos, col. 257, R. Mondolfo, Eraclito, Testimonianze e
Imitaziont (Florence 1972) p. xxxiv.

11. Cf. especially, Harold Cherniss, Aristotle’s Criticism of Presocratic Philoesophy
(Baltimore 1935) passim and John B. McDiarmid, Theophrastus on the Presocratic
Causes, HSPh. 61 (1953) 93-96.
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links between Cleanthes’ Hymn to Zeus and Heraclitus were mediated to
the Stoic through the Puvowzdv Aééar of Theophrastus (see below).

But one of Aristotle’s own Academic contemporaries, with a strong
interest in the Presocratics, did write at length on Heraclitus. This was Hera-
cleides of Pontus who is said to have written four books of «commentary»
(2Enyfoeig)on him!2 It is possible that Heracleides, who was an independent-
minded thinker, played a key part both in disseminating knowledge of
Heraclitus’recorded sayings and in giving them philosophical respectability.
He may also have initiated methods of interpretation which attracted the
Stoic interest in Heraclitus. We can only speculate about Heracleides’
sources but there is no reason to think that any later figure was in a better
position to read Heraclitus’ own words'.

At some point in his career Cleanthes imitated Heracleides in writing
his own Taw ‘Hpaxieirov éényijoewy téocapa (Diog. Laert. 17174 = SVF
1,481). The number four is an interesting coincidence and tempts me to con-
jecture that Cleanthes took Heracleides” work as his own basis, amplifying
and amending it in accordance with Stoic doctrine. However that may be,
the early Stoic interest in Heraclitus is strongly confirmed by the record of
Sphaerus’ writings which includes [Tepi “Hpaxleivov mévee dwatpifan
(SVF 1,620). Sphaerus, who was subordinate to Cleanthes in the Stoic
hierarchy, may be presumed to have had his attention to Heraclitus
stimulated by Cleanthes if not already by Zeno'.

It cannot be proved that the early Stoics were in a better position to
read Heraclitus than were the Peripatetics; indeed this seems unlikely. Mem-
bers of both schools in all probability had independent access to copies of
his book, or collections of his sayings, which included most of the extant
fragments and some other texts that are now lost. Heracleides” work shows

12. Diog. Laert. 5,88 ( = fr. 39 Wehrli, Die Schule des Aristoteles VII), probably
confirmed by Athenaeus 4, 134b (=fr. 10 Wehrli) which implies some notoriety for his
commentary.

13. If Diog. Laert. 9,15 is to be trusted, Heracleides' work was preceded by commen-
tary on Heraclitus’ oUyypappa by Antisthenes. Not much should be built upon a bald
notice of this kind but the links between Antisthenes and Zeno of Citium are sufficiently
strong (cf. K. von Fritz, cited in n. 1, cols. 93-5) to suggest him as a further possible
link between Heraclitus and the Stoics.

14. The Aristo whose work Tepi "Hpaxieitov is quoted by Diog. Laert. 9,5 has
been identified with the Peripatetic philosopher of that name and not the dissident Stoic
(Wehrli, Die Schule des Aristoteles VI?, s.v. Ariston von Keos, fr. 28) but this is far
grom certain. The work is not included in the Stoic’s list of writings at Diog. Laert. 7,163
but that does not disprove his authorship.
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that the Stoics were not the first philosophers to attempt detailed inter-
pretation of Heraclitus; and we may presume that when they were devel-
oping their own ideas they were in a position to supplement their reading
of Heraclitean texts with the interpretation of Heracleides (and Antisthe-
nes, cf. n. 13) as well as Theophrastus. We may now look rather more
closely at Theophrastus’ interpretation.

Simplicius gives us this report on Heraclitus which he drew from Theo-
phrastus!® :

“Innacog 8¢ 6 Metanovrivog xai "Hpaxieiroc 6 "E@éotoc &v xai ovrton
K@i KivoOpevov kai memepacpévov, AAa ndp Emoincav thv dpynv, kai &k
mopog motodot ta Svra mukvdoer kol pavooer kai Siahdovor malv elc
nlp, O¢ tavtng piig olong @voewg tiig rokeipévne mopde yap aporpiv
elval pnow “Hpaxieitog mavra. IMoiel 8¢ xai taEiv tiva xai ypdvov dpi-
opevov tfic tob xéopov petaforfic xatd Tiva eipappévnyv dvayknv. The
principal points to notice in this account are first, that fire is treated as an
Aristotelian substrate, the material cause of all change; secondly, that the
method of generating other things out of fire is condensation and rarefac-
tion; thirdly, that the universe itself is regarded as subject to regular change,
beginning as fire and ceasing as firels,

It is improbable that Heraclitus would have accepted any of these three
points though the third —the periodic dissolution of everything into fire,
called éxnbpwoig by the Stoics— has been regarded as his own view by many
scholars'’. But this Theophrastean interpretation largely determined the
representation of Heraclitus by the doxographers'®. Diels conclusively
proved the dependence of Diogenes Laertius’ detailed summary of Hera-

clitus’ doctrine (9,8-11) on Theophrastus, and the same holds good for
Aétius and others’®.

15. Phys. 23, 33 (=VS 22 Aj).

16. For a full discussion cf. Kirk, Heraclitus pp. 303, 318f., 327 and also McDiarmid
cited in n. 11 above, with whom I am inclined to agree (against Kirk, p. 304) that xard
niva eipappévnv avaykny reflects Stoic influence on the doxography. But Mondolfo (cit-
ed in n. 10 above) defends the substance, if not the terminology, of the doxographical
tradition on Heraclitus.

17. The most recent defender is R. Mondolfo, «Phronesis» 4 (1958) 75-82 answered
by Kirk in «Phronesis» 5 (1959) 73-6, with further comments by Mondolfo in Eraclito
pp. clxxx - cxciii. For Mondolfo’s predecessors and arguments against them cf. John
Burnet, Early Greek Philosophy (London 1930%) pp. 158-63.

18. Whether Aristotle attributed the concept expressed by Exnipwoi; to Heraclitus
is too large a question to be discussed briefly. Cherniss (cited in n. 11), p. 29 n. 108, ar-
gues that he did not, but cf. Kirk, Heraclitus pp. 319-22.

19. Diels, Dozographi Graect ad loc. Cf. K. Deichgraber, Bemerkungen zu Dioge-
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But what does this tell us about early Stoic interpretation? Jula Ker-
schensteiner asserted that the Stoics did not go back to the original Hera-
clitus but rather took over and developed the picture presented by Theo-
phrastus®. Kirk adopted a similar view and offered more evidence to support
it than Kerschensteiner?’. His main argument is a summary of Zeno’s cos-
mogony by Arius Didymus (SVF 1,102). Kirk rightly sees a connexion between
Zeno’s doctrine, as reported here, and Heraclitus fr. 31. But he thinks that
the Stoic use of this fragment has been strongly influenced by Theophra-
stus’ misinterpretation which is the source of Diogenes Laertius 9,8-9.

Heraclitus fr. 31 runs as follows : mupd¢ tporai- npdrov Bdracoa, Oa-
Aaoong 8¢ tO pév fijutov ¥ij. 10 8¢ fjpiov npnotip. Some comments by Cle-
ment of Alexandria, the source of the fragment (2,396 Stdhlin), separate
this part of it from the next: (yf}) Odhacoa drayéetar, xai perpéerar eig
10V abtov Adyov, 6koiog npbdobev fiv §j yevéoBar ¥ij. Clement concludes
by saying : maparifncia to0te® kai ol éAloyipdtatol Tdv Ztoikdv doypd-
tilovotl mepi te Exmuphoeng dralapufavovtes Kai KOOHOL O101KT|CEMC.

When we compare Arius Didymus’ text with the Theophrastean treat-
ment, it seems to me far from clear that Zeno’s cosmogony, as described
by Arius, is developed out of Theophrastus’ extension of Heraclitus fr.
31 22: The Stoic text says this: towadtnv 8¢ denoer elvar &v meprdd® v
100 6Aov diakdounotv £x tiic oboiag, Otav £x mupdg tpomin &ig Gdwp O
aépog yévnrai, 10 pév 11 Loictacbar xai yfiv ovvictacba, éx tob Aoimod
0 10 piv dwapévery UOwp, £x 8¢ tob artplopévov aépa yiveobar, £x TIvog
d¢ tod aépoc nip &EantecBar, thv 8¢ xpdowv yivecba tfj eig dAAnia tdv
otolyeiov peraPfolril, copatog 6hov 817 OAov TIvog £TEpOL HLEPYOUEVOL.
Compare with this the relevant part of the Theophrastean account : yevva-
ofai te abtov ék mpdc xai malv éxmupodobar katd Tivag nePLodoug Evai-
Aa tov oOunavea aidva. .. mukvoopevov yap 1o nthp elvypaiveshal, cuvi-
otapevov 1€ yiveobar Gdwp, mnyvopevov &8¢ 10 Udwp eig yijv tpéneobar” xai
radtnv 680v éni 10 xarte elvai, ntdly te ad v yijv xeiobat, £€ fig 10 Uowp
viveoOa1, éx 8¢ toutov ta Aownd (Diog. Laert. 9,8-9). As Kirk notes, the
Stoic text differs from Heraclitus, and Theophrastus, in introducing air,

nes’ Bericht iiber Heraklit, «Philologus» 93 (1938-9) 12-30, J. Kerschensteiner, Der
Bericht des Theophrast iiber Heraklit, «<Hermes» 83 (1955) 385-411, both of whom find
Theophrastus more influential on Diog. Laert. 9,7 than did Diels.

20. Cited in n. 19, p. 411.

21. Heraclitus pp. 327-9, cf. 318-9.

22. Kirk p. 328, who concedes that ‘there were, of course, some non-Heraclitean
elements in Stoic cosmogony’.
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and there are other differences he does not discuss. The Stoic text, unlike
Theophrastus (ap. Diog. Laert.), does not incorporate anything correspond-
ing clearly to the second part of the fragment (cf. however SVF 2,413), but
it is closer than Theophrastus to the first half. Heraclitus’ noun tponf is
used, and the Stoic text reflects his fjuiov in its use of ©0 pév and 16 Lownodv.
These points are indications that Zeno, or whoever it is that Arius records,
had a text of fr. 31 available to him. Whether condensation (rixvwoig) and
rarefaction (@paiooig) are implied by ovvictacBat and armlopévouv I am
not sure; but these concepts are certainly not made fully explicit as they are
in the Theophrastean interpretation of Heraclitus (Diog. Laert. 9,8)%. I
conclude that Theophrastus is at most one possible intermediary between
Heraclitus and the passage from Arius Didymus, the beginning and end of
which have no connexion with Theophrastus. How far Arius Didymus
represents a valid account of Zeno's cosmogony need not concern us here,
though it is worth noting that his passage needs to be considered alongside
other accounts of Stoic cosmogony.

This becomes particularly clear when Arius Didymus’ evidence for
Zeno 1s compared with that which he gives for Cleanthes (SVF 1,497, see
further p. 149). Theophrastus, as we have seen, regarded Heraclitus’ fire
as a material substrate whose changes of density account for water and
earth. In Cleanthes’ cosmogony as described by Arius, where the links with
Heraclitus are quite unmistakable, fire is presented not only as the material
starting-point of cosmogony but also as the organising agent of the uni-
verse (Gpyxeobar Staxoopeiv 10 6iov). That point is not made plain in the
Zenonian account, but there is every reason to regard it as the orthodox
early Stoic view. The early Stoics distinguished between fire, the eternal
active principle (ndp texvikév), and ndp drexvov, which is one of the four
elements generated by the creative fire in its association with the eternal
passive principle (0An)®. It is highly probable that they thought Heraclitus
supported this distinction, and virtually certain that they did not interpret
his fire simply as a material substrate along the lines of Theophrastus?®.

23. They do occur unambiguously in some accounts of Stoic cosmogony, cf. Diog.
Laert. 7,142, Plut. De stoic. rep. 1053A(=SVF 2,579): but in as much as these are inter-
pretations of Heraclitus they need not derive exclusively, or even partially, from Thpt.
Mondolfo (cited in n. 10) pp. 36-7 defends Theophrastus’ historicity in attributing to
Heraclitus processes which may be described as condensation and rarefaction.

24. Cf. Michael Lapidge, "Aoyal and ovoigeia: A Problem in Stoic Cosmology,
«Phronesis» 18 (1973) 265-7.

25. Cf. SVF 1,120, 504, with discussion by Lapidge (cited in n. 24) pp. 267-73.

26. The Stoic distinction between an eternal xéopoc and a perishable xoéopoc (SVF
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Why then did Kirk find it so obvious, on the basis of this text, that the
Stoics accepted Theophrastus’ extension of Heraclitus fr. 31 as a legitimate
one, and developed out of it their own cosmogony (Heraclitus p. 328)7 It
is due to the fact that they, like Theophrastus, interpreted fr. 31 as referring
to stages of world-formation— the «turnings of fire», repeated in regular
cycles following the absorption of each world into fire. Kirk regards this
interpretation of the fragment as demonstrably false since it refers, in his
view, not to cosmogony but to changes which go on continuously within an
eternal world-order. There can be little doubt that Kirk is right about this;
successive worlds periodically created and destroyed were probably not
part of Heraclitus’ philosophy, but it does not follow from this that the
Stoics misunderstood their predecessor as a result of reading Theophra-
stus. Many modern scholars have followed their lead, and it may well have
been Aristotle’s view too. It has taken a very large amount of scholarly dis-
cussion to establish the radical nature of Heraclitus’ cosmology, and agree-
ment on many issues has not been reached. Neither the misattribution of
¢xmupwotc to Heraclitus— if such it is by Theophrastus and the Stoics—
nor other details of Stoic cosmogony suffice to show that the Stoics’ inter-
pretation of Heraclitus was largely based on Theophrastus.

The later doxographical tradition incorporates Stoic features into the
Theophrastean interpretation. This seems to have led some scholars into
thinking that the early Stoics merely added to or modified his views. But
this is unlikely in principle and not demonstrable in fact. Stoic elements in
the doxography of Heraclitus are due to the general influence which Stoicism
exercised on the later philosophical tradition and to the specific interest
of the Stoics in Heraclitus. They are not the best evidence for telling us what
Cleanthes and other early Stoics thought about Heraclitus. Modern research
has concentrated on disentangling Heraclitus’ ideas from the views of later
philosophers. In this process Stoic approaches to Heraclitus have too read-
ily been regarded as only a link in the chain of Theophrastus’ influence on
the doxographical tradition.

7.526-29), well explained by Kirk (Heraclitus, pp. 307-10) in relation to Heraclitus fr.
30, is closely related to the distinction between two kinds of fire, and both could be partly
inspired by the difficulty of reconciling nlp aeilwov with arntopevov pétpa Kai arooPev-
vopevov pétpa. Clement of Alexandria, the source of Heraclitus fr. 31, gravely misrepre-
sents the Stoic position by treating fire as material organised Umd tob drokodvrog AdYOL
xai 8eod, For Theophrastus'distinction between two kinds of fire, and its possible influence
on the Stoics, cf. Longrigg pp. 219-22 cited in n. 7 above. Mondolfo thinks that Plato
Tht. 153a attributes a directive function to «fuoco eracliteoy, Eraclito, p. ¢xxvil,
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My paper up to this point has been largely concerned with clearing the
ground in order to examine some aspects of the Stoics’ relationship with
Heraclitus. I turn now to consider these in more detail.

From Zeno onwards the Stoics denied the eternity of the phenomenal
world. That thesis, so dear to the Peripatetics, seemed to them inconsistent
with the empirical evidence of natural change (cf. SVF 1,106) and in place
of it they adopted a belief in a regular and ceaseless succession of similar
worlds. Unlike Plato and Aristotle they confined existence to bodies, but
they agreed with these philosophers that the orderliness of nature points to
the existence of a source of motion which is eternal and rational. Cosmo-
gony, change within the world, orderliness and rationality, and materialism,
were all accounted for in Stoicism by the postulation of a nPOTN oLGia or
npdtn GAn with active and passive aspects or apyai. Often called 0g6c the
active principle of eternal substance in early Stoicism is a @lp teyvikév,
corporeal, rational and self-moving?”. The early Stoics’ choice of fire as
their eternal, active principle which persists throughout the succession of
worlds was influenced by a variety of considerations. Chief among these
were the associations between fire and the life-force of living things, the fiery
nature of the heavenly bodies and the creative power of fire in technology?®.
The early Stoics could have no better candidate than fire if they were to
posit a single material principle as the active power in the universe.

Neither the early Stoics’ basic assumptions about the universe, nor
their choice of fire as the active principle, are likely to have been derived di-
rectly from Heraclitus. I agree with Zeller that the Stoics’ (he says Zeno's)
Weltanschauung was the ground of their Heracliteanism, not the consequence
of it*¥. The general basis of Stoic cosmology is best explained as a critical
reaction to the Academy and the Lyceum®. But something of profound im-

27. For the evidence and an excellent discussion cf. Lapidge as cited in n.25. In Chry-
sippus’ cosmology, as Lapidge demonstrates (pp. 267-78), mvedua replaces xip as the
active apyn, with important consequences for the earlier Stoic distinction between fire
as an eternal apyn and fire as one of the four derived oro1xeia. When referring to the
‘early Stoics’ over the next few pages I do not include Chrysippus.

28. On the first two points,with arguments that develop from biology to cosmology,
cf. Cic. Nat. deor, 2,23-28, who drew them from Cleanthes. Cf. Solmsen (see n. 6) pp.
436-45. On fire as a craftsman, cf. its description as texvikdv or artificialis SVF 1,171,
2,422, 1133-4, and Zeno's allegorical explanation of Vulcan (i.e. Hephaistus) as fire,
SVF 1,169,

29. Die Philosophie der Griechen 3,1 (Leipzig 1909*%) pp. 126f., “seine eigentiimliche
Weltanschauung war nicht die Folge, sondern der Grund seines Heraklitismus’.

30. As is well shown by Solmsen and Longrigg, cited in notes 6 and 7.
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portance to the Stoics influenced their attitude to contemporary philosoph-
ical positions and stimulated their interest in Heraclitus. What was this?

The goal of Stoicism was to create a picture of the world which would
be completely coherent. They wanted to explain natural events, human con-
duct and the apprehension and description of reality (physics, ethics and
logic) as manifestations of an all-pervading rationality or Adyoc. At bottom
the Stoics, for all their distinction between two basic principles, were monists.
«The universe i1s one», said Zeno (SVF 1,97) and it was a desire to maintain
unity at all costs which helps to explain many features of Stoicism— their
restriction of existence to body, their refusal to accept an irrational faculty
in man alongside his Léyog, their denial of Plato’s degrees of reality or of
Aristotle’s distinction between celestial movements and the sublunar sphere,
their strict determinism. Of course the early Stoics admitted the existence
of plurality and diversity within the world, but they explained the multi-
plicity of things as impermanent transformations and products of their
eternal rational principle or creative fire.

No doubt this sketch of Stoic aspirations is oversimplified. But I would
maintain that it is essentially correct. In the interests of explaining all experience
and providing men with an attitude to the world which was proof against
all circumstances, the Stoics claimed that the rational principle in man,
his Loyoc, is part of the rational principle which governs the world at large.
Thus man and nature are fundamentally at one, or should be. The Stoics
recognized that men can and do fail to accord with their own rationality and
that of the world. But by expedients which are ingenious rather than convinc-
ing they maintained that such failures are compatible with and even neces-
sary to the good order of the universe as a whole®'.

Unity within apparent diversity, unity in change, a controlling Adyog
manifested in fire, and common to men as well as the universe, exhortations
to follow this wise directive power, in Heraclitus the Stoics could find these
and other ideas related to their own basic assumptions; which is not to
say that they formulated all their own conceptions independently of him.
We simply cannot relate the formative stages of Stoicism to their interest
in Heraclitus. But we can see that in Cleanthes the links between Stoicism
and Heraclitus had definitely been forged. His use of Heraclitus, I shall
suggest, shows a much deeper understanding of the other philosopher’s
work than we find in Plato, Aristotle or Theophrastus.

Cleanthes’ Hymn to Zeus falls into three main sections®*: lines 1-14

31. For the evidence cf. n. 43 below.
32. Stobaeus Ecl. 1,1,12 (=SVF 1,537).The text of the Hymn to Zeus is notoriously



Akadnuia ABnvwv / Academy of Athens

144 A. A, Long

praise Zeus for the power which he exercises throughout all nature, animate
and inanimate alike; lines 15-31 describe human folly and mistaken concep-
tions of the good life and also assert Zeus™ capacity to unite good with bad
in 2 harmonious unity; lines 32-39 are a prayer to Zeus to rescue men from
their lack of insight into the true nature of things which he directs by reason,
justice and law. The tone and style of the pcem owe much to the epic tradi-
tion but to understand its individual ideas and total effect we have to con-
sider it in relation to Heraclitus®.

In the first section verbal echoes are prominent: Cleanthes addresses
Ko0diot” @bavatwv, molvdvoue, taykpateg aiel, Zeb, pvoewg apynyté, vOopov
péta mavra kvPepvév (1-2). The whole universe obeys Zeus willingly. In
his hands he holds an auonxn, mupdevta, aeilldovia xepavvov (10), at
whose stroke (mAnyn) all the works of nature are accomplished. It is the
instrument by means of which he directs xoivog Adyog that passes through
everything (12-13). For Heraclitus £v 10 cogov poiivov AéyecBur ovk e0é-
rer kai £0éder Znvog Ovopa (fr. 32). This may be reflected in Cleanthes
noiv@vupe (line 1) but more significant is the fact that Cleanthes incorpo-
rates two statements by Heraclitus about the instrument of Zeus' power, the
thunderbolt (kepavvoe) : ta 6 navta oluxilel kepavvog (fr. 64) and mav yup
gpnetdv mAnyd véperar (fr. 11). In Heraclitus the cosmic role assigned to
fire or thunderbolt cannot be separated from the functions he attributes
to Adyoc, vopoc, 10 co@ov, and 10 Oeiov®. All of these are used to describe
different aspects of cosmic order and its directing power. So it is with Clean-
thes. As Heraclitus speak of a Adéyog which is koivog and a single divine law
which fosters all human laws (fr. 114), so Cleanthes stresses the obedience
of nature to Zeus, writes of a xoivog vopog and treats the thunderbolt as
the means by which Zeus directs xo1vog A6yoc that penetrates everything®.

difficult, but my interpretation here does not turn upon any controversial passages. For
a recent discussion cf. M. Dragona-Monachou, ‘O «"Yuvo; eté Aian xai va «Xpvaa
"Eann, «®ioco@ia» 1 (1971) 329-76 and the works cited by her in n. 36 p. 349.

33. This is well appreciated by J.D. Meerwaldt, Clean thea I and I{,«Mnemosyne» 4

(1951) 38-66 and 5 (1952) 1-12, who observes, p. 46, that the "Hymnus in Iovem singulis

paene versibus vestigia exhibet Heraclitea’, and cf. the (incomplete) list of parallels cited
by M. Marcovich. Heraclitus (Merida 1967) p. 637 and G. Zuntz, Zum Kleanthes
Hymnus, HSPh. 63 (1958) 290-28 discussed below. Most studies, where one would expect
the close connexion to be noted, are either completely reticent, e.g. M. Pohlenz, Die Stoa
and G. Verbeke, Kleanthes van Assos (Brussels 1949) or misleadingly selective, e.g. A.C.
Pearson, Zeno and Cleanthes (London 1891).

34. Cf. Kirk, Heraclitus, pp. 402f.; W.K.C. Guthrie, A History of Greek Philo-
sophy I (Cambridge 1962) p. 434.

35. Lines 2, 7-8, 12-13, 39,
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Heraclitus, for his part, refers to yvaun, 61éq xvpepvitar navta da mav-
tov (fr. 41)3%.

So much for the first section of the poem. In the second part Cleanthes
asserts that nothing is done in the world apart from Zeus :

ANV onooca Ppefovot KAKOL CQETEPAIOLY avoidic
aAAa oL kdi 1Ta mepiooa emiotaodt dptia Beivar,
Kai xoopueiv tdxkoopa xai ob ¢ila coi ¢ila £otiv.
®oe yap eig £v mavia ocvvnppoxag £cbia xaxoiowy,
®o0’ Eva yiyveobar mavtov Adyov aidv £6va,

Ov gedyovieg £dotvy Ooot Bvntdv xakoi eior (17-22).

Cleanthes then analyses the failure of the bad to observe or listen to the
divine xoiwvog vopog. Obedience to this is the formula for a good life, but
men, lacking such insight, pursue various bad goals, honour, wealth, and
pleasure, in particular (23-31).

It is immediately evident that we have further verbal indebtedness to
Heraclitus in these lines. The unity of all into one and the eternal Adyog of
all things call to mind his fr. 1 on A6yog and his constant stress on unity.
Zeus in Cleanthes harmonises and unifies moral opposites; in Heraclitus
god is a series of pairs of opposites—day night etc. (fr. 67) and t® pév 0ed
Kaid mavta xai ayaba xai dikaiwa, dvlporor 8¢ G pév ddixa LmellnQuaoly
i o0& dixara (fr. 102). But the connexion between the two philosophers is
not confined to verbal reminiscences. Cleanthes develops the moral conse-
quences of obedience to and recognition of the common Adyog or vopoc,
and can we deny that Heraclitus does so too? Fr. 2 exhorts usto follow the
common Adyos and this is Cleanthes’ constant imperative. Charles Kahn
has written that Heraclitus’ real subject is not the physical world but the
human condition¥. If this over-emphasizes the moral element, consider also
Kirk’s observation that Heraclitus made il far clearer than his immediate
predecessors that man himself is a part of his surroundings; in him,too, the
Logos is operative, and his effective functioning depends upon action in
accordance with it—and so upon his understanding of 1t*. Heraclitus does
not, in so many words, list the false goals which the unknowing aim at but

36. O0tén xvPepviarar Deichgriber for the various transmitted corruptions. In favour
of yvbun = «divine guiding principle» cf. Marcovich, Heraclitus pp. 451f. with biblio-
graphy pro and contra.

37. A New Look at Heraclitus, «American Philosophical Quarterly» 1 (1964) 194,
Cf. Marcovich, cited in n. 10 above, col. 295.

38. Heraclitus, p. 403.

10 PIAOEODIA 5-6



Akadnuia ABnvwv / Academy of Athens

146 A. A. Long

his insistence on the need to follow the common Adyoc, and his diagnosis
of failure to do so in the majority of men, has probably inspired much of
this section of Cleanthes’ poem. Heraclitus uses the contrasts between
sleeping and wakefulness, and between private and common understanding®,
but the implication is the same as that of Cleanthes: only a life based upon
the Loyog common to all things can have a proper grounding. So far as our
evidence goes, Cleanthes grasped the moral significance of Heraclitus’ thought
in ways which Plato, Aristotle and Theophrastus either ignored or misun-
derstood.

But someone could object that I have so far established no more than
surface parallels between Heraclitus and Cleanthes’ Hymn. Heraclitus’
AOyoc, the argument might run, was not that of the Stoics. He meant by it
‘the formula which connects opposites into a unity’; they meant ‘reason or
rationality pervading and directing the world as a whole’. I do not myself
think it is possible to characterise Adyoc either in Heraclitus or in the Stoics
as simply as this. But for the present let that pass, for the kind of objector
I have in mind can be illustrated by some comments of Giinther Zuntz on the
middle section of Cleanthes’ poem®.

Zuntz thinks that Cleanthes has unconsciously combined here two
totally irreconcilable concepts of Adyog, the Stoic and the Heraclitean.
Before and after lines 18-21 we have the Stoic concept, a positive directing
power present in everything, which guides things to the good; but in lines
18-21, «wie eine Bombe aus einer anderen Welt» (p. 297) the harmony of
the Stoic cosmos is shattered by the Heraclitean Léyog, a Formel des Seins,
coniunctio oppositorum, whereby Zeus harmonises good and bad into
a unity. This, Zuntz asserts, is not a moral but a metaphysical principle, the
Aoyog of Heraclitus, according to which all things happen. «Wie kénnte ithn
einer fliehende beiseite lassen», asks Zuntz, as Cleanthes in line 22 says
that the bad do? Zuntz means that no-one could do so, and that Cleanthes
moves imperceptibly from a Heraclitean Adoyog which accounts for all that
happens to a Stoic Adyog which is a moral imperative that men can coher-
ently disobey.

For Cleanthes’ alleged failure to recognize this juxtaposition of incom-
patible LOoyog concepts, Zuntz draws attention to his echo of the Heraclitean
pun, £uvog - EUv vow (frs. 2 and 114) in the supposedly transitional lines,
24-5, xowvbg - ouv vd. Zuntz is right to draw attention to the importance

39. Cf. frs. 1,2,17, 28, 89.
40. Article cited in n. 33, pp. 296-8.
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of Heraclitus in Cleanthes’ poem, but his attempt to analyse and separate
the two Ao6yog concepts does not seem to me successful.

Let me offer three points for consideration : 1. The Stoics, like Heracli-
tus, held that everything in the world accords with Adyoc. 2. This applies
for the Stoics to the behaviour of the bad as well as the good; from the per-
spective of the individual bad man such behaviour i1s seen as a consequence
of his own Aoyog being «at fault» napa tov 6pbov Adyov, but it is still attri-
butable to Aoyoc*®. From the perspective of cosmic Adyog or universal law,
the behaviour of the bad was regarded by the Stoics as necessary to the
economy of the universe as a whole : without bad good could not exist®,
We may well feel that this attempt to reconcile bad in the part with good
and harmony in the whole is unsatisfactory, and that it raises substantial
difficulties for Stoic ethics*. But it is certain that the Stoics incorporated
the co-existence of moral opposites in their concept of cosmic order and
saw the good and harmony of cosmic Adyog as compatible with the existence
of bad in individual men®. If then we find difficulty in reconciling the harmony
of good and bad with the imperative, «be good», that i1s not due to Clean-
thes’ lack of sensitivity to different ALoyog concepts. The Stoics, as monists,
required the harmony of moral opposites in order to reconcile their belief
in universal providence with their knowledge of the existence of bad men.
3. It is thoroughly misleading to label Heraclitus’ A6yog “metaphysical’
and that of the Stoics moral. In both systems Adyog is a principle of being
and a principle of morality. Such “naturalism’ was precisely what attracted
the Stoics to Heraclitus. In him, as in the Stoics, all things are determined
by LOyog but the many fail to recognize this and thus seek to organise their
lives on alien principles. In calling their own active power in the universe
Loyoc the Stoics were expressing the closest affinity with Heraclitus®.,

41. Many texts could be cited : ¢f. Chrysippus ap. Plut. Stoic. rep. 1050A (SVF 2,
937) olLBev yap Eoniv dAlwg tdv Katda pépoc yevécBuw obdE tobhayiotov, f| xKata v
Kowvilv ooy xai xati tov éxeivng Adyov ; Chrysippus’ description of 6 Tol A1dg Aoyog
as the same as sipappévn ibid. 1056C (SVF 2,997). For Zeno cf. SVF 1,160-2, and for
Cleanthes, outside the Hymn to Zeus, SVF 1,531, 533.

42. SVF 3,445, 459, etc. Cf. J.M. Rist, Stoie Philosophy (Cambridge 1969) pp. 22 -
36; Josiah B. Gould. The Philosophy of Chrysippus (Leiden 1970) pp. 181-96; A.A. Long
Hellenistic Philosophy, pp. 175 - 78.

43, Cf. Plutarch, Stoic. rep. 1050E-1051D, Comm. not. 1065B - 1066 D, SV F. 2,1168-
1186.

44, Cf. my remarks in Hellenistic Philosophy, pp. 181-4.

45. Apart from the passages cited in n. 43 cf. Epictetus 1,12, 16.

46. Cf. Pohlenz, Die Stoa 1, pp. 34-5.
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When we translate Adyog by ‘reason’ we obscure this fact. If the Stoics had
wanted to conceive the world as governed by reason simpliciter they
would have followed Plato in talking about a cosmic yuyn or voic. But
they used Adyog rather than voiig, both for its associations with rational
discourse and for its link with the ‘formula of being’. Aristotle could lend
support to the second aspect but the Heraclitean Léyog could quite properly
be interpreted as covering logical, metaphysical and moral functions.

Having said that, I do not wish to imply that the Stoic Aoyog was simply
adopted without change from that of Heraclitus. My point is rather that the
two concepts are sufficiently close to rule out Zuntz's notion of an unrecogni-
zed juxtaposition of alien notions on Cleanthes’ part. Heraclitus’ concept of
ALOyoc as the unification of opposites was used by Cleanthes to provide the
orthodox Stoic reduction of «partial evil to universal good». But in these lines
(18-21), which Zuntz regards as Heraclitean, the thought is Stoic and an im-
portant modification of Heraclitus. The earlier philosopher does not speak
of Zeus or his cosmic principle making the crooked straight or harmonising
the bad with the good such that the resulting unity is good, and obeyed by
all save the bad. Cleanthes regards the Loyog as an objective power of good
which, through Zeus, can accommodate those exceptionally recalcitrant
parts of the cosmos which are bad. Heraclitus has a more radical and para-
doxical conception. He reduces opposites to the constituents of harmony.
Men distinguish good from bad, but to god all things are good (fr. 102).
This is not what Cleanthes says. He recognizes objective evil in the world
but asserts that Zeus can make it blend with the good. The thought of Clean-
thes is closely modelled on Heraclitus; but it is not the same.

The final short section of the Hymn, with its prayer to Zeus to enlighten
men, is not directly modelled on Heraclitus. But the content of the prayer
keeps him closely before our minds. In the epithets of Zeus which Cleanthes
uses, the thunderbolt is repeated (line 32) and when in the next line Cleanthes
begs Zeus to rescue men from grievous aneipooivn —lack of insight—he
echoes Heraclitus fr. 1, ywvopévov yap mavtov xatd tOv Adyov TOVOE anei-
potowv £oikact. Cleanthes asks Zeus: 60¢ 0& xvpfijoat yvoung fj ticuvog cu
dikne péta mavta xvPepvic (34-5). This is a clear reminiscence of Hera-
clitus fr. 41 : elvar yap &v 106 co@ov, éniotacar yvounv, 61én xufepviral
whvra S1a mavrov (cf. n.36). Kowvog vopog and dixn are repeated in Clean-
thes' last line. Heraclitus® conception of justice as strife is not of course
what Cleanthes means. This was an element of Heraclitus which the Stoics
had good reasons for eliminating.

Cleanthes” Hymn to Zeus is not a summary of Stoic thought nor do its
very strong links with Heraclitus constitute a comprehensive interpetation
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of that philosopher. What we have here is a remarkably interesting example
of the constructive use of one thinker’s work by another where the borrower,
as I have tried to show, proves to have a deep understanding of his credi-
tor’s ideas without being slavishly bound by them. One would give much
to have Heraclitus’ own verdict on Cleanthes’ hymn. If its teleology, piety
and moral emphases are thoroughly Stoic it is also true that Cleanthes’
insight into Heraclitus’ own thought is closer to the historical views of
modern critics than it is to the ancient doxographical tradition.

There is further evidence which confirms Cleanthes’ close reading and
positive use of Heraclitus. Arius Didymus’ report of his cosmogony (Sto-
baeus Eecl. 1,17,3 = SVF 1,497) includes three items which are particularly
noteworthy. First, the earliest clear reference by a Stoic to t6vog, ‘tension’,
which “does not cease in the substance of the universe’ as fire continuously
goes about its periodic constitution of the cosmos*. It has often been sug-
gested that the Stoics found support for their tévog and tovikn xivnoig in
Heraclitus’ “back-turning’ or “back-stretched harmony’ (maAivipomog or
ralivrovoc @ppovin, fr. 51), and that Cleanthes was the first Stoic to devel-
op the concept in detail*®. The context of this passage tends to confirm both
suggestions, for it includes two further unmistakable echoes of Heraclitus.

Cleanthes proceeds to illustrate the periodic growth and decline of the
universe, under the direction of fire and its persistent «tension», by analogy
with organic parts, which come together in a seed and are subsequently
separated from it : donep yap £vOg TIvog T@ PEPN TAVTA GLETAL Ex oneppd-
t@v &v toic kabfxovot ypbvolg, olte kai tod Shov d pépn, GV Kai Ta Lda
xai 1& Quta Svre Tuyyaver, &v toig kabnxovot Lpovolg PueTal. Kai OOmEP
Tivic Adyor Tdv pepdv eig oméppa ocuvidvieg piyvovial xal avbig draxpi-
VOVTGL YIVOREV@Y TV pepdv, obtag &€ Evog te mavta yiveoDat xai &k mavrov
gv ouykpiveoda, 63 xai cvppdvag dieklovong tiic mepiddov. Cleanthes’
expression domep Tivég Adyol TV pepdv seems to use logos in the Hera-
clitean sense of «measure» or «proportion»; and the cosmic truth which the

47. Kai toradtnv nepiodov aiei xai Sraxdéounociv morovpévon (sc. topdg) Tov gv i
t@v &hov odoig tovov uf maveoBar. For discussion of the whole passage cf. R. Hirzel,
Untersuchungen zu Cicero’s philosophischen Schriften 2,1 (Leipzig 1882) pp. 128- 31,
H. von Arnim, RE 11.1 s.v. Kleanthes, cols. 563 -4, J.D. Meerwaldt, «Mnemosyne» 4
(1951) 44 - 53.

48. Cf. Hirzel (cited in n. 47) pp. 158-9, Pohlenz, Die Stoa 1, p. 74, Marcovich, RE
suppl. 10 s.v. Herakleitos col.315, Both Marcovich, Heraclitus pp. 125f., and Kirk, Hera-
clitus pp. 211-15, prefer makivrovog to makivrpomog. But even the latter reading does
not preclude a connexion, in Stoic eyes, with tovog.
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analogy exemplifies is a version of Heraclitus’ own words, éx wavtov Ev
kai €€ &évog mavra (fr. 10), though in Heraclitus these words refer probably
to the permanent condition of things in the world rather than to the periodic
succession of worlds.

As In the Hymn to Zeus Cleanthes’ use of Heraclitus here is neither
mere imitation nor wilful misinterpretation. Heraclitus may not have liker-
ed the universe to a living thing, as Cleanthes does, and «tension» is too
important a concept in Stoicism to be derived from misreading Heraclitus.
Tension is a property of the divine fire or fiery breath which is also the Ao6-
yog pervading and maintaining the universe. But accounts of Tovixn xivnoig
as simultaneous motion in contrary directions (SVF 2,451), or alternation
of two opposite movements (SVF 2,450, 458), show why the Stoics found it
proper to associate their concept with Heraclitus. He had repeatedly stress-
ed that harmony is of opposites and this seems to be implicit in the Stoics’
doctrine that the stability of the universe is constituted by the tension of the
active principle —its contrary movements which unite the centre of the cos-
mic sphere with the circumference®. By calling «tension» a mAnyn nupdc
(SVF 1,563) Cleanthes may be presumed to have deliberately echoed Hera-
clitus’ fire whose balanced changes maintain order in the universe®.

Heraclitus’ psychology and its connexions with fire and Adyog also
influenced the Stoics, but that subject is much too large to pursue in detail
now. Instead we may conclude this treatment of Cleanthes’ relationship
to Heraclitus by glancing at a most interesting and controversial text. Once
again it comes to us from Arius Didymus® : nepi 8¢ yoxiic KAheavOng pév
1@ Ziveovog doypata napatiBépevog npdg cuYKpLoy v ntpodg Tovg GAlovg
QUOIKOUG @noty, Ott ZNvov v yuyxnv Afyer aiocOnnixnv davabopiaocty,
kabarep "Hpaxieitog. Povdopevog yap épopavicat, 6Tt al yoyai avabopid-
pevat voepai aei yivovrai, eixacev adtag toic motapoic Aéyov olteg «rota-
poior tofowv abroiow éuPaivovoly Etepa xai Etepa Udata Emppely xai
«yvyai 8¢ and tdv DYpdv avabvpidvra. avabopicory pév odv Opoing 1d
‘Hpaxleit@ v wyuynv drnogaiver Zivov.

This text provides us with most valuable information about Cleanthes’

49. Cf. my remarks in Hellenistie Philosophy pp. 156 -7. In the Stoic evidence refer-
red to above, it is the tovog of mvebpa and not just that of nip.This reflects Chrysippus’
doctrine, whereas Cleanthes speaks explicitly of nbp, cf. dvnirurfiocavroc (as well as 1o-
vog) in Arius Didymus above, perhaps reflecting niny" in Heraclitus (fr. 11).

50. The context of SVF 1,563 is ethical, but its description of t16voc is quite consi-
stent with Arius Didymus’ evidence.

51. Apud Eusebium Praep. evang. 1520=SVF 1,519.
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methodology. As Kirk says (Heraclitus, p. 367), it is almost certainly Cle-
anthes and not Zeno who quotes from Heraclitus. Cleanthes, we may infer,
looked for views similar to Zeno’s in other thinkers and found them in Hera-
clitus. While Arius speaks here specifically of Zeno’s psychology it is highly
likely that Cleanthes cited parallels from Heraclitus in his other comments on
Zeno's philosophy. This passage supports the idea that Cleanthes went
to Heraclitus in particular for strengthening the foundations of Zeno's philo-
sophy (cf. Kirk ad loc.); and such a motive helps to explain both his inter-
est in Heraclitus and innovations in Stoicism which Heraclitus may partly
have inspired.

The validity of Cleanthes’ interpretation of the river and the soul is
controversial. As a severe sceptic Kirk may be cited®. He argues that
Heraclitus used the river to illustrate the stability in change of all things
and therefore its restriction in this case to an image of psychology is mis-
taken. He suggests that Cleanthes was misled by his source —a superficia]
arrangement of Heraclitus’ sayings in which the river was wrongly juxta-
posed to a statement giving the gist of our fr. 36, to the effect that the source
of souls is the moist. But one is reluctant to posit an inadequate source for
Cleanthes. Why should he not have had access to a version of Heraclitus'
book which was generally authoritative? Since Kirk, several scholars have
defended the main lines of Cleanthes™ quotation®. Heraclitus may have used
the river image in more than one context, and he certainly held that the dry,
fiery substance of souls at their best is a transformation of moisture (cf.
fr. 36). Probably he did not use the word avabupiacig but there are good
reasons for thinking that it represents his belief. Thus the continuity of
the river by the flow of different waters would be like the soul which owes
its continuing (or renewed) existence to the flow of vaporising moisture.

Cleanthes at least found sufficient resemblance between this doctrine
and Zeno's psychology to claim that they agreed in calling the soul an aictn-
Tk @vabopiaoig. Zeno probably held that the soul as mvebpa is princi-
pally nurtured from the blood and his use of dvafvpiacig to describe the
process of vaporisation may well owe more to Aristotle and medical theory

52. Heraclitus, pp. 367-80.

53, Cf. Gregory Vlastos, On Heraclitus, AJPh 76 (1955) 338 ff., especially n. 2 p.338,
W.K.C. Guthrie (cited in n. 34 above) pp. 491-2, Charles Kahn (cited in n. 37 above)
p. 199. J.D. Meerwaldt’s emendation of voepui to veapai in the fifth line of Arius Didy-
mus’ citation, printed atove, strengthens an authentic link with Heraclitus" own thought
(«Mnemosyne» 4 [1951] 53-4).

54. Cf. Kirk, Heraclitus, pp. 273, 334, 368, Guthrie and Kahn, cited in previous note,
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than to Heraclitus®. We may accept that Cleanthes is responsible for linking
Zeno with Heraclitus, but if his interpretation of the latter is defensible
his attempts to identify the views of Zeno and Heraclitus are less plausible.
In this case Cleanthes helped to promote misinterpretation of Heraclitus
by trying to associate him with Stoicism.

Cleanthes” understanding and utilization of Heraclitus raise many
problems. He was not a historian of philosophy and his own preconceptions
affected his reading of his predecessor’s work. In cosmogony and psycho-
logy he certainly read into Heraclitus unwarranted anticipations of Stoicism,
but when due allowance is taken of these points we are still left with general
conceptual affinities which are of great importance to both systems. The
Stoic cosmos of Cleanthes has far more in common with Heraclitus than
it shares with other systems. Hirzel in 1879 argued that Cleanthes was chief-
ly responsible for the Heraclitean features of Stoicism, and this seems to
be correct®. It gains probability if we assume that Zeno did not argue in
detail for many of his views and that Cleanthes sought to give them further
support by linking them to the most appropriate philosopher of earlier
times. Nor should we overlook the possibility that Cleanthes’ interest in
Heraclitus and other past writers was stimulated by the need to protect
Stoicism against attack from the Academic sceptics. By associating Hera-
clitus with his own views he could present a more united front against scep-
ticism.

Cleanthes’ influence on the development of Stoicism was most conspic-
uous in physics and theology. He elaborated Zeno’s doctrines here and
established an orthodoxy for Chrysippus and later Stoics, which is not
to say that they agreed with him on everything. His interest in Heraclitus,
probably stimulated by Zeno, was so strongly imprinted in what he wrote
that later Stoics inevitably accepted Heraclitus as a precursor of compar-
able stature to Diogenes of Sinope. Thus the Stoics themselves helped
to propagate that confused amalgam of Stoic and Heraclitean notions which
permeates the later Greek tradition of the history of philosophy. Chrysip-
pus may have contributed to this, but it does not seem that he shared Clean-

33. SVF 1,135, 139, 140, cf. Solmsen (cited in n. 6) pp. 452-3.

56. Untersuchungen (cited in n. 47) pp. 115-82, unreasonably criticized by Pearson,
Zeno and Cleanthes p.22, though Hirzel overstated his argument, His work still deserves
consultation, especially for links between Cleanthes’ astronomy and Heraclitus. Kirk
gives a well-balanced account of Cleanthes’ relation to Heraclitus, Heraelitus, pp. 367-8,

and considers many aspects of the Stoic interpretation which 1 have not attempted to
deal with here.
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thes’ special regard for Heraclitus. In developing Stoic logic and ethics,
as he did with such success, Chrysippus looked to the Academy and Lyceum
rather than to Heraclitus.

There is, however, a later Stoic on whose writings Heraclitus has left
a remarkable impression—Marcus Aurelius. In conclusion, it is appropriate
to mention some features of his indebtedness®.

Marcus Aurelius refers to Diogenes, Heraclitus and Socrates as models
of enlightenment and contrasts them with Alexander, Gaius and Pompey
(8.3). He regards Heraclitus as one of the great sages, and in an interesting
passage exhorts himself to remember Heraclitus’ maxims, four of which
he then quotes (4.46). But his implicit references to Heraclitus are much
more numerous. He repeatedly uses the ‘river’ as an image of universal
flux and also the cycle “up and down’ (e.g. 2.17, 4.43, 5.23, 6.17, 9.28). He
reflects Heraclitus’ emphasis on the relativity of human judgements (6.57)
and observes that “nothing is bad for things which are in process of change,
as nothing is good for things which exist in consequence of change’ (4.42).
Like Heraclitus, he dwells on the hidden nature of things (5.10, 10.26) and on
the reciprocal process of change which absorbs a thing's parts and then
redistributes them (4.36, 5.13). Even when he is not apparently alluding to
Heraclitus, he uses word-play which Heraclitus would have approved (e.g.
5.36-7, 1.27).

Like Cleanthes, Marcus Aurelius reflects Heraclitus at many points.
In this paper I have concentrated on the earlier Stoic, for when considering
Marcus we enter a quite different period by which time Heraclitus® influence
has become diversified through Hippocratic writings, apocryphal letters
and the revival of Pyrrhonian scepticism. The whole question of Heraclitus’
role in Stoicism remains open for discussion. But can we deny that it was
of decisive importance both in its acknowledged influence and in its form-
ative effect?

57. For further details cf. Farquahrson's commentary. The importance of Heracli-
tus in Marcus' Meditations is not adequately covered in standard books on Stoicism
and deserves detailed study. Cf. M. Dragona-Monachou, The Stoic Arguments for the
Ezistence and the Providence of the Gods (Athens 1976) p. 241.
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O HPAKAEITOXZ KAI OI ZTQTKOI

Mepiinwyn.

Tiv televtaia gikooaeria mapatnpeitar avaPioon tob Eviiwgépovrog
yia v EAAnviotikn @ulocogia xai idwitepe yd 1V @hocooia tfic
Zrodg xai tob "Emixobpov. Mia anod tig ovvéneieg ti¢ avalondipwong tob
Evdiapépovtog avtol Umfjple 7 anodppryn tijc Béong, mobd mpdroc Omooti-
piEe 6 Hegel xai ebpitepa S1€dwoe 6 Zeller, 611 6 Zfvev xai 6 *Erixovpog
dev fitav mpotdétumol @lAa dmoboPatixoi oroyuotés, mov Eavaydproav
otoig [Ipocwxpatikods — tov “Hpdxleito xai tov Anuodxpito dvrictorya —
ayvomvrag o€ peydin Extaom v "Axednpic xei tov Mepinaro. Of vedrepor
gépevvnrés mapatfipnoav (xei cwotd), modg onpavrikn Exidpacn Oetiky
kal apvnruikn Goxnoe otov Zhiveve xai otov Emixovpo 1| drriky ¢iro-
copia tfj¢ Emoyfic Tovg. ZtNv énavextipnon dpwg adth tdv dpydv xai tdv
mydv tiig otokiic grlocoeing 6 “Hpdkiertog émoxiaolnke mepiepya
xai @dika. Zrig mpoooareg £pyaciec tdv Solmsen, Rist, Sandbach xai
Graeser 1| onpacia tol "Hpexlieitov yia thiv "Apyaie Zrtod dyvondnxe
oxedov tedeing. "'H dwaniotoon duwg 611 ol apyaion Ttwkoi, mapariinia
Heé v Exfpele 1ol IMAdrwvog, tob "Apiototélovg xai GAlov, Inéotnouy
loxvpn v énidpaon tod ‘Hpaxleirov propel va avramoxpiveter nepioco-
tepo otnv ainbeia.

‘Evag @Alog mpooavatolopuds tiic obyyxpovne Epsvvag &xnpéaoce
éniong v &xripnon tfic oyéone tod "Hpaxieitov xai tfic Ttodic. Ttnv
Emdintn Tovg va droxatacticouvy 1 erlocogic Tob “Hpaxleitov tévicav
oi €pevvntég TNV avaykn va yivn Siaxpion tiic orexiic Epunveiag xai
TapepunVeiag T@V andyedv tov, an’ §,11 6 idiog 6 "Hpaxieirog ixs npa-
yHatika otd vod rov. "Hrav dpwg | ot épunveia o1d chvodd g npo-
xatelAnupévn xai avagpoviotixt ; "Av wpayparikd miavifnkav oys-
TIKG pé Ty «Exmipoon» — 6rweg &€ dAlov xai 6 Oedppuctoc — S&v wpo-
Kimrer 6m1 mapepufivevoav tov “Hpaxleito ovotnuanixd. "Alla 10 npod-
PAnupe mdc ol &mi pépovg Zrwikoi xai idwwitepa 6 Kieavlne perétnoav
tov "Hpaxieito 3év Exer dxoun épevvndi] apepdinnra xai of Padog. "Exer
BewpnBi] dg dedopévo meprocdtepo, xopic xai va Exm aroderydii, 6t of
Ltanxoi yxpnoponoincav anidc tov "‘Hpaxieiro afacaviore yia vi om-
piZouv 10 d1kd TOVG PLLOCOPIKO CUGTNHL Kt Gxoun 611 T otdon tdv Ztor-
K@v ancvavn otov E@écio giddoogo Pacilétav neprociotepo ot Aavda-
ouévn Epunveia tol Oeogpactov. Mia ciykpion Spwg TOV CYLETIKDV KEL-
pévav dév évioyvel avtn thv droyn. Kai mpiv arnd tov Oedgpoocto &lye
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ypawer 6 “HpaxAeidng 6 Movrikdg técoepa Pifrie «EEnyfoewv» tod "Hpa-
kAeitov. Aév Omapyer Aowmdv Adyog va dexBobpe Om1 1 mapopora PEAETN
rob KhedvOn Pproxodrav o auechrepn £Eaprmon and tov Oed@pacto
rapd and xamoie mapuriayh tol idiov tob «Pifhiov» 1ol "Hpaxieitov.
Mpaypatika Sapopeg éxBicerg tiig oroikiic xoopoyoviag elvar mod xovra
oti] yYA®ooe tob ‘Hpaxheitov mapd ol ocvvoyelg tdv andyedv tov, mov
wpoépyovial amd TOv OedQpucTo.

"AMA@ viori E3e1fav téo0 peydho Eveeépov yia tov "Hpdxieito ol
Trakoi : 10 Ephmmua adtd puropel oynuatikd va do6f 1| axdiovdn anav-
mon. Itov ‘Hphakieito propoboav va Bpolv Eve évvololoyixkd mAaictlo
yid THV xatavonon ol kOopov TOAL Mo cvyyevikd pé tic dikég Tovg Oe-
oelc an’ 6,11 6 mhatovikd xai td aprototeliko : évétnra péoe oti Qatl-
VOUEVIKT) @vopoldtnta, Evornra oth perafori], Eve A6y o pubuioti wod
glval &rione «np» xai elvar xowvdg Kai otobg avBphrovg xai o106 cuunay,
xai tapavéoelg otolg avBpdnovg v' dxorovBolv ti coen abti xartevbuv-
thpla SOvaun. Of Zraxoi firav otd Pabog poviotis xai anéppintav HoEg
nlatovikic xai apiorotehkig Evvoieg Epproxav dovpPipactes pé 10 «ow-
natikd» xal «LoTikokpatikdy HOVIoRO Tovg.

‘H mpooextiki] ®otdéco perérn tob “Hpaxieirov and toug LTOIKOUG
xai 1| Oemixn ypfon tdv Soypdrev tov GmodeixvieTal TEICTIKOTUTA ano
tov "Yuvor eic Ala ot KiedvOn. To Epyo abrd dmoxuAimrer TRV Pabera
xatavonon and Eva otoikd @iAdéco@o Tol apalyapatog ThS QULOIKTS xai
tiic f0ikfic tod “Hpaxieitov, mob @valoyn g dév Ppioxope otov IMAa-
tova, Tov "Aprototédn xai 1ov Oed@pacto. Amd Thv Gmoyn auTH WRO-
polpe v ovykpivope tov « Ypvor» tol KieavOn pe vedrepeg EMIOTIHLOVL-
xéc mpooeyyioeig ol ‘HpaxAeirov. Hrav Aownov 6 Kiedving xai Oyt 0
Zivov — 600 TovAdyiotov of papropiss pig EmTPEMOLV VA GUUTEPAVE-
ue — M popef mov cuvvédeoe tov ‘Hpaxieito pé ov Zroxiopd. Mropobue
uahota vi Omobécwpe 61t &6 Kheavng mpoorabnoe v dvartiln xal v
otnpin @locogika td Quokd 36ypata tol Zfvavog YEVIKG otn ovy-
xpoLoH TOvg pé Tov Axadnuaikd Ixertikiopd xai 6t pa anod tic pebo-
douc mob YpNoIuonoince Y1t ToOV oxomd altd frav 1 dvalitnon wapaiiil-
OV AmOyemv GTolC Tpoyevéotepovg croyactés. Mepikés @opég BéPma,
émwc 1.y. oupPaiver pud v yuyoloryia, mapeppivevce nibavids Tov “Hpa-
xAerto. “Aldote — x1 ol mepimrdoels avtég xvpiog pig éviagépouy —
avénrtute Béoeic, mob paprupoly otevd deopd pé tov “Hpaxieiro. Karote
napabétel xai 1@ e t@ xeipeva tov, rob tpodapfavovy xabapd pepika
orowkd S6ypata. Térow Seiypura oteviic oxéong pé tov "Hpaxierro amo-
teholv 6 "Yurvos eis Afa xai 7| Exbeon tfic xooporoyiag TOU Kieavin
and tov "Apelo Aiduvpo.
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To tehixd droréleopa pldc diver Eva yonrtevtixd mapddsiypa Emoixo-
dountikiis xpniong thv andyewv évog @hocdpov and Eva vedrtepd Tov.
Elvar dvoxolo va arogavBolue, dv ol xatevbuvripieg ypappés tiic otmi-
xfic @ihooopiag eiyav 1e6f] mpiv 6 "Hpaxiertog énnpedoer 10 choTnua
™¢. "AAL’ dv xai | oxéyn to0 "Hpoxieitov OmfipEe pla and tic moAlég
Siamiactikég Emppoés, eixe maviwg mpotapy ikl onpacia. ‘O Xpooinnog
pe 1o idwritepo &vdiagépov tov Ya T Aoyixn xai tic Aswropépeieg tiic
"HOwxfig annyel tov "HpdxAieito modd Aiydrepo an’ 6,11 6 Kiedaving. *Adha
N ouvvéyela tiig Tpuexietikiic émidpaonc ot Itod damodeixvietar ada-
xomn otov Mdapxo Avpniio.

(Metagpaocn M. Apayd@va - Movayov)



