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ABsTRACT: This work aims to assess whether a doctrine of Universal Conflagra-
tion can be derived from the extant fragments of Heraclitus. The fragments will
be analysed through three main interpretations: i) cosmogonical, which holds
that the fragment refers to cosmic cycles of destruction and regeneration, which
might imply conflagration; ii) cosmological, which maintains that the fragment
describes the transmutation of the elements between each other, without im-
plying that there is a period of time when only fire exists and iii) astronomical,
which understands the fragment as referring to celestial phenomena. Through
the analysis of the fragments traditionally related to conflagration (B30, B65,
B67, B94, B66), this article will propose that, although Heraclitus displays
a doctrine related to the cosmic fire in his fragments, this doctrine cannot be
equated with the notion of Universal Conflagration. This assessment does not
preclude the possibility that Heraclitus may have subscribed to this doctrine, as
certain non-Heraclitean sources tend to point out, but rather demonstrates that
such a notion finds no support from the extant fragments of Heraclitus.
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ResuMmen: Este trabajo tiene como objetivo evaluar si puede derivarse una doc-
trina de la Conflagracion Universal a partir de los fragmentos conservados de
Heraclito. Los fragmentos seran analizados a través de tres principales interpre-
taciones: 1) cosmogonica, que sostiene que el fragmento hace referencia al ciclo
cosmico de destruccion y regeneracion, que podria implicar una conflagracion;
ii) cosmoldgica, que mantiene que el fragmento describe una transmutacion de
los elementos entre ellos, sin implicar que hay un periodo de tiempo en que
exista unicamente fuego, y iii) astronomica, que concibe el fragmento como
haciendo referencia a los fenomenos celestes. A través del analisis de los frag-
mentos tradicionalmente relacionados con la conflagracion (B30, B65, B67,
B94, B66), este articulo propondra que, si bien Heraclito presenta una doctrina
relacionada con el fuego césmico, dicha doctrina no puede identificarse con la
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nocion de Conflagracion Universal. Esta evaluacion no excluye la posibilidad
de que Heréaclito haya suscrito dicha doctrina, como lo atestiguan ciertas fuentes
no heracliteanas, pero demuestra que tal nociéon no encuentra respaldo en los
fragmentos conservados de Heraclito.

ParaBras cLave: Conflagracion, Heraclito, Fuego, Kosmos, Sol

REcIBIDO: 22/04/2025 * ACEPTADO: 27/10/2025 ¢ VERSION FINAL: 11/12/2025

INTRODUCTION

Expressions of world destruction, such as the Earth being burned by the sun
in the myth of Phaethon or Deucalion’s flood, were deeply rooted in the
mythological background of Ancient Greece. Their presence in myths, how-
ever, did not prevent their adoption by the Presocratic philosophers, who
frequently envisioned the kdop0G as subject to regular cycles of creation and
destruction.! Among these accounts of the universe, one particular theory
of cosmic destruction has captured not only scholarly interest but also the
collective imagination of Antiquity: Universal Conflagration.

The doctrine of Universal Conflagration, mainly popularized by the
Stoics, has traditionally been attributed to Heraclitus.>? However, despite
critical assessment, whether Heraclitus himself embraced this doctrine still
raises vexed discussions. Scholars differ in positions: while some, such as
Schleiermacher 1998, Burnet 1982, Reinhardt 1942, Kirk 1962 and Mar-
covich 1967 have rejected the idea of Universal Conflagration in Hera-
clitus; some others, such as Gigon 1935, Kahn 1979, Finkelberg 1998a,
Mouraviev 2008 and Vassallo 2023 have maintained that the idea was part
of Heraclitus’ thought.

This work aims to assess whether a doctrine of Universal Conflagration
can be derived from the extant fragments of Heraclitus. I will propose that,
although Heraclitus expresses a doctrine about cosmic fire in his fragments,
this doctrine can hardly be equated with the notion of Universal Confla-
gration in B94, B65, B30, B31, B67 and B66. This assessment does not
preclude the possibility that Heraclitus may have subscribed to such a doc-
trine, but rather questions its likelihood based on an analysis of these extant
fragments and proposes other alternative interpretations.

For that purpose, I will begin by defining the concept of Universal Con-
flagration. Then, I will analyse the set of Heraclitean fragments (B94, B65,

I For instance, Anaximander (A9, A14, ed. 1951), Anaximenes (A11, ed. 1951) and Empe-
docles (B17, B26, ed. 1951). I will follow the edition of Diels & Kranz 1951.

2 Cf. Them. in Ph. 86, 19-21, ed. 2014; Simp. in Ph. 205, 27-33, ed. 1882; Simp. in Caelo
294, 4, ed. 1894.
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B30, B31, B67 and B66), arguing that these do not align with the idea
of Universal Conflagration and/or there are alternative interpretations that
align more closely with Heraclitus’ broader cosmic framework. This study
will consider three such interpretations of individual fragments: 1) a cos-
mogonical interpretation, which holds that the fragment refers to cosmic
cycles of destruction and regeneration, which might imply conflagration;
2) a cosmological interpretation, which maintains that the fragment de-
scribes the transmutation of the elements between each other, without im-
plying that there is a period of time when only fire exists; and 3) an as-
tronomical interpretation, which understands the fragment as referring to
celestial phenomena.

Regarding contributions, this work aims: 1) to offer a critical assessment
of Heraclitus’ thought by providing a new interpretation of the doctrine of
cosmic fire, which we may call “astronomical interpretation”, broadening the
interpretation framework of Heraclitus’ doctrine. It also seeks 2) to renew
the debate of Universal Conflagration in Heraclitus by including in the dis-
cussion the evidence from the Derveni Papyrus, specifically Col. IV (Betegh
& Piano 2019), as well as the excerpts from Philodemus’ On Piety found
in the Herculaneum Papyri, particularly P. Herc. 1428, Col. 330 (Vassallo
2018). Finally, it intends 3) to shed light on Heraclitus’ doctrine by exam-
ining the Presocratic tradition, especially the Ionian school. This approach
follows the methodology of Darcus 1974, who finds insights about the inter-
pretation of the Heraclitean fragments in the works of authors contemporary
with or close in time to Heraclitus. At the same time, this study does not dis-
regard Osborne’s methodology (1987), which interprets the Presocratic frag-
ments within the context of the authors who transmitted them. While both
approaches will be taken into consideration throughout this work, our study
will primarily focus on the intrinsic examination of the fragments themselves.

Finally, this research will demonstrate that there are alternative interpre-
tations to this selection of Heraclitus’ fragments, leading to the conclusion
that it is unlikely that those fragments represent an allusion to conflagration.?

DEFINITION OF CONFLAGRATION

I define Universal Conflagration as the regular and ceaseless event of de-
struction of the world by fire (Long 1975, p. 142).# In this event, which

3 All translations whose author is not indicated are considered my own and will be accom-
panied by a footnote with the corresponding Greek text. Regarding the references to the Preso-
cratic fragments, I will follow the Diels-Kranz numbering system, ed. 1951.

4 This phenomenon of destruction entails an eventual regeneration of the world by fire to
maintain the regularity of the event.
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takes place within large periods of time (ypoévov paxpoic mepidodolg, SVF
2.620, ed. 1903), all the elements (ndvta) transform into the fiery element
(SVF 2.605, SVF 2.593, ed. 1903).

THE ANALYSIS OF INDIVIDUAL FRAGMENTS
Analysis B94

“H)og yaip ovy brepPiostan péTpo/otpoug,’
€l 6¢ un, Epwvieg v Alkng énikovpot EEgupricovoty.

For the sun will not overstep its measures;
otherwise, the Erinyes, ministers of Justice, will find him out.

In the following analysis, we will examine the potential meanings of the
word pétpa and assess the implications that these meanings may have for
evaluating our thesis regarding Heraclitus’ adherence to the doctrine of
Universal Conflagration. Among the potential meanings, there are three:
a) temporal, b) spatial, and c) astronomical.

a) Temporal sense: In fragment B94, pétpa is interpreted as referring to
the temporal, periodic changes of the movement of the sun. According to this
reading, the sun does not transgress its temporal boundaries by, for instance,
refraining from shining during the night or remaining excessively long in
the sky during winter. Instead, it adheres to the limits imposed by Justice
following the cycle of days and the changing seasons. Nonetheless, this in-
terpretation finds no direct backing in the ancient sources that preserve the
fragment.

b) Spatial sense: In B94, pétpo may be understood as referring to the
magnitude or size of the sun. This reading has been bolstered by the discov-
eries from the Derveni Papyrus, which links B94, the only other fragment
beyond B30 where pétpa appears, with B3, which deals with the size of the
sun: “(According to) Heraclitus: The sun has the length of a human foot”.
In Col. IV of the Derveni Papyrus, fragments B94 and B3 appear closely to-
gether. Although it remains debated whether B94 and B3 should be consid-
ered independent from each other or part of a unified fragment, their prox-

5 Although most editors adopt the reading pétpa for B94 (given its presence in other Her-
aclitean fragments such as B30 and B31), the discovery of the Derveni Papyrus might suggest
that obpovg was the original term used by Heraclitus. In fact, since its discovery, obpovg is
now attested in two of the three extant versions of B94. Furthermore, the pairing of obpovg
with edpog (Col. IV, 7-8) may reflect a linguistic pun, a device commonly found in Heraclitean
contexts (B2, B18 and B114).

6 "Hpdxhertog edpog moddg avOpmmeiov (sc. oV fiktov etva).
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imity suggests a connection between their content (Betegh & Piano 2019, p.
210). On this basis, pétpa in B94, reinforced by B3, should be referring to
the sun’s size (Finkelberg 1998a, p. 203), indicating that the sun will not ex-
ceed its natural size of a human foot.” This interpretation of pétpa could sug-
gest that B94 offers evidence for a doctrine of conflagration in Heraclitus, as
the sun’s transgression of its spatial limits, by expanding beyond its natural
size, might lead to a fiery destruction of the world (Betegh 2004, p. 248).

¢) Astronomical sense: the term pétpa in B94 refers to the circuit of the
sun, whether daily or seasonal, marked by the sunrise and sunset. This sense
is reflected in the version of the fragment preserved by Plutarch in De exil.
604A, which deals with the orbit of the planets:

Yet each one of the planets, revolving within a single sphere, as if on an island,
preserves its order (ta&wv). For the sun will not overstep its measures (Létpa), says
Heraclitus; otherwise the Erinyes, ministers of Justice, will find him out.®

In this passage, the preservation of the order (t6&1g) of the planets refers
to the maintenance of the regularity of the planets’ circuit throughout the
cosmic path. In contrast to the spatial sense, “what is relevant for Plutarch’s
argument is not the size but the orbit of the sun (and the other heavenly
planets), and this is how he understands the reference to the pétpa of the
sun” (Betegh & Piano 2019, p. 208). It is noteworthy to observe the con-
nection of this fragment with B120: “the boundary points of the dawn and
evening are the Bear and, on the point opposite to the Bear, the limit (oDpog)
of the celestial Zeus”.”? In this fragment, Heraclitus identifies the boundary
points (uétpa = ovpot) of the sky with the regions of sunrise and sunset,
that is, the significant markers of the sun’s orbit, which is represented by the
celestial Zeus. Regarding the interpretation of the fragment, Betegh & Piano
2019, p. 212, confirm that these boundary points not only refer to the daily
path of the sun, but also to the cycle of the seasons:

We agree with Kahn that “dawn” and “evening” refer in the fragment to both the
east and the west, and the regions of sunrise and the sunset, thereby marking
the daily path of the sun. Moreover, in so far as the rising and setting of Arcturus
were traditional indicators of the beginning of spring and autumn, it also functions
as a marker of the annual cycle.

71t is interesting to note Marcovich’s suggestion, based on Aeschyl. fr. 225 [Nauck]: xai
vintpa o xpn 0£0pdpwv TodDV PEpev: / AeovtoPapmy mod okaen xoiknAiatog; that the use of
a human foot as a measure for the size of the sun derives from the analogy between a bronze
vessel (okaen) used for washing feet and the celestial okagn (Marcovich 1967, p. 311).

8 Koitot tdv mhoviitay £kactog év dit 6poipol kabamep &v vicmt Tepmoddy S1o@uAdTTEL
mv ta&v: "HAog yap oy dmepPrioetan pétpa pnoiv 0 Hpdidertog: €l 8¢ pun, Epwvideg v Alkng
énikovpot E€gupncovcty. Own translation based partially in De Lacy & Einarson 1959.

Modg kol £omépag Téppota 1} EpKTog Kol avtiov THg dpKkTov ovpog aidpiov Atdg.
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Therefore, pétpa in B94 can be interpreted as the limits of the sun’s orbit
from which the days and seasons take place.!?

So far, we have assessed three potential meanings of the world pérpa.
On the one hand, the interpretation b) seems to have more solid ground than
¢), since it relies on “the earliest known quotation from Heraclitus” (Betegh
2004, p. 325), namely, the intertextual relationship between B94 and B3
exhibited in the Derveni Papyrus, whereas ¢) depends on the interpretation
of B94 by Plutarch in De exil. 604A, a much later source. Nevertheless,
interpretation c¢) does not contradict the relationship between B94 and B3,
since the deviation of the sun’s orbit can produce the expansion of the sun’s
apparent size. In this sense, the sun’s apparent size should be understood in
relation to its varying distance from the Earth throughout the cosmic circuit:

For the sun’s apparent size could change in two ways: either if it changed its abso-
lute size, or if it diverted from its course, and therefore changed its distance from
us. The apparent size is therefore the combination of the two aspects of the pétpa
of the sun (Betegh & Piano 2019, p. 213).

Moreover, the interpretation c) in B94 is bolstered by its connection with
B120. Indeed, although B94 appears along B3 in the Derveni Papyrus, B120
is the unique fragment within Heraclitus’ framework that contains the same
term (ovpog) as in B94. Since odpog displays an astronomical meaning in
B120, then it is reasonable to imply that B94 holds the same meaning.

Taking into consideration our analysis of B94, we can conclude that
interpretation c¢) might have more ground due to its alignment with B120,
providing greater internal consistency in Heraclitus’ cosmic framework.
While interpretation b) addresses the increase in the natural sun’s size, im-
plying conflagration, interpretation c¢) refers to the increase in the sun’s
apparent size through the deviation of the sun’s orbit, and, even if higher
temperatures are expected due to the closeness of the sun to the earth, the
danger of everything becoming fire, as the Stoics believed, would be only
illusory. However, the higher likelihood of interpretation c¢) does not rule
out interpretation b), which might point to the presence of Universal Con-
flagration in Heraclitus’ thought. Nevertheless, the decisive factor against
a conflagrationist interpretation of B94 lies in the counterfactual nature of
the fragment. In fact, the promise that the sun will not overstep its measures
weighs against conflagration. Therefore, this notion cannot be derived from
this fragment.

10 This interpretation is also supported by Hdt. TV 184, ed. 1979, in which the excess of
the sun accounts for excessive heat due to the surpassing of the sun’s course: “These when the
sun is exceeding high course (1® NMAi® vVrepPdAirovtt) and most foully revile him, for that his
burning heat afflicts their people and their land”.
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Analysis B65

YXPNOLOGVUVNV KOl KOPOV.

Lack and Satiety.

Regarding the couple ypnopoovvn and kopog, as they are presented just
as two abstract nouns without broader context, it is difficult to determine
their meaning. However, Philo of Alexandria (Spec. Leg. 1, 208, ed. 1937),!!
along with Hippolytus (Ref. IX, 9, 7, ed. 2016),'? relate them with the
Stoic notions of dwaxocuncic and ékmvpwoig respectively. This association
might lead one to interpret the pair ypnopocvvn and kdpog as representing
cosmogonical cycles, with k6pog ultimately denoting the stage of cosmic
conflagration. Furthermore, k6pog was traditionally linked with fpic, sug-
gesting a transgression of the cosmic order, such as in conflagration (Rob-
inson 1987, p. 127). Nevertheless, the fragment by itself does not show any
explicit relation to fire. Additionally, both Philo and Hippolytus may have
probably been relying upon a Stoic source that might have interpreted the
fragment of Heraclitus in a conflagrationist way.

On the other hand, the opposites ypnopoctvvn and kdpog of B65, accord-
ing to Plutarch in De E 389C, who follows an astronomical interpretation,
represent cosmic cycles associated with the seasons:

But since the time of the periods is not equal in these transformations, but that of
the one which they call “Satiety” (k6pov) is longer, and that of “Lack” (ypnopocv-
vnv) shorter, they observe the proportion and use the paean for sacrifices the other
part of the year; but when winter begins, by ceasing the paean and awakening the
dithyramb, they invoke the god during three months, believing that, as three is to
one, so is the temporal relation of the cosmic arrangement (trv dtaxo6cuUnGLYV)
to the conflagration (trv éxmopacwy).!3

1 8mep oi pév k6pov Kol xpNoHocHVIY EKEAEsaY, 01 8 EKTUPOGTY Kol SlakdGHMGTY-

12 1cakel 8¢ (sc. Hpaxheitoc) avtd (sc. O TP) YPNOHOGHVIIV KOi KOPOV: ¥pNoHOGHVY] &8
£0Tv 1 SoKOoUNGIG KaT™ AOTOV, 1] 68 EKTHPWOIG KOPOG.

13 ¢mei 8’ ovk To0g 6 TdV TEPLOS®V &V TaiC peTaforodc xpdvoc, GAAG peilov 6 Tiic ETépag fiv
KOPOV KoAODOoW, O O TG ¥pNOHOGUVIG EAAATOV, TO KoTd Adyov Tnpodvieg Eviadba TOV pev
GALov EvianTov motdvt xpdvtat mepl T0G Buciog, apyopévov SE XEUDVOG Eneyeipavteg TOV S10V-
pappov oV 6¢ moudve KoTomaveavVTEG TPELG UAVOG AvT’ £Keivov TODTOV KATOKAAODVTOL TOV
0gdv, Omep tpio TPOG <EVvEN>, &V TOVTE TNV SLOKOGUNGLY OIOLEVOL YPOVE® TPOG THV EKTVPOGLY
glval. My own translation is based partially in Babbit 1936. The passage is also relevant as
it shows that dtakécpncig and ékndpwotg are not equal to ypnopocvvn and koépog, but rather
they share the same proportion of occurrence within a certain temporal lapse. While ypnopocivn
and k6pog hold the proportion 1:3 within a year, dtokdcunoig and ékmdpwotg hold the same pro-
portion, but in larger periods of time (ypovev pakpaic teprodois, SVF 2.620).
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Moreover, the pair ypnopoctvn and ko6pog of B65, which can be equated
to the couple Mpog and ko6pog in B67, meaning respectively “hunger and
satiety”, may more accurately reflect the process of nourishment of the sun
through the exhalations, which, according to the theory of dvobvpudocelg
traditionally attributed to Heraclitus (Meth. 11 354b 33-4, ed. 1952; Pr. 934b
33-36, ed. 2011; D.L. IX 9-10, ed. 1925; det. 11 17, 1; 11 20, 6; I 28, 7, ed.
2020), governs the cycle of days and seasons.!*

Nevertheless, although the astronomical interpretation seems to slightly
outweigh the cosmogonical reading, particularly due to its likely alignment
with the Heraclitean theory of exhalations, the sole attestation of the couple
xpnopoocvvn and kdpog, without any further context (or any connection with
fire), is too brief and fragmentary to yield any conclusive interpretation re-
garding its meaning (Robinson 1987, p. 126). Whether the fragment points
to a cosmogonical process or a seasonal cycle remains unresolved, and
adopting a sceptical position is the most prudent scholarly decision.

Analysis B30

Koéopov, 1ov avtov andvov,

14 For more details about the exhalation theory, see Mouraviev 2008, pp. 331-334, and
Mansfeld 2015, pp. 68-71.

15 There are three potential translations for the term koopoc: i) world (Vlastos 1955, p. 345);
ii) order, arrangement (Kahn 1979, p. 45; Finkelberg 1998b, pp. 115-116); iii) the (outer) heav-
en: v @V SAwv meployny, det. 11 1, 1 from Pythagoras; kai tov ovpavov tpdTov dvopdcot
KoGpov kai v yiv otpoyyviny, D.L. VIII 48 from Pythagoras, see Finkelberg 1998b, pp.
107-108, for the interpretation of kdcpog as heaven in these previous Pythagorean passages;
‘Hparxieidng kai ot [TuBaydpetot Ekactov TOV AGTEPOV KOGHOV VTAPYEL, YTV TEPEYOVTA AEPQL
e Kol aifépa &v td aneipw aifépt, det. 1125, 14; 6 mept v yijv 6hog kdopog, Meteor. 339a20;
Mol koo ]pov, PDer. Col. IV, 7; yiig amdong Tig Um0 td KOoH® KeWwévng, Isoc. 1V, 179; of
any region of the universe, 6 petdpoiog koopog, Herm. ap. Stob. 1, 49, 44; the seven planets ot
£t koopot, Corp.Herm. X1, 7; kdopog in Epin. 987b as the sphere of the fixed stars (Harward
1928, p. 133). Although some of the sources of iii) are late, they date back to an early period,
others, such as Aristotle and Pseudo-Plato, belong to the classical period. Despite the fact that
the concept iii) is not found in Ionian philosophy, but rather in the Pythagorean tradition in Italy,
far away from Ephesus, Heraclitus was not unaware of Pythagoras’ thought (B40).

16 The tov antov amdvtav is omitted by Kirk 1962, pp. 308-311, and Reinhardt 1942, p. 12,
mainly due to its absence in the pagan sources (Pluth. De an. procr. in Tim. 104a; Simp. in Cael.
294, 4, ed. 1894), while its singular occurrence in Clement seems suspiciously aligned with
the idea of Christian universality, which advocates in favour of a more universal k6opog (tov
avToV Thvtov), that could embrace all the people, Christians, Jews, and pagans alike, within the
new religious framework of the Gospel. However, Vlastos 1955, pp. 346-347, defends it along
with Betegh (February 26 2025, private communication), due to its connection with B89: Toig
EYpPNYOpOGLY EvaL Ko KOOV KOGHOV £tval, TdY 82 Kolmpéveoy EKacTov &ig id1ov dnootpépesdart.
Indeed, the tov avtov dndvtov might align with Heraclitus® distinction between the common
world (kowov kécpov) and the private dream-worlds shown in this fragment. Furthermore, the
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obte 11 Bedv oBTe GvOpdTmV Emoinoey,!’
AN M del kol oty kol Eotan Tp detlwov,

AmTOUEVOV PETPOL KoL ATOGREVVOEVOV LETPOL.

This kosmos, the same for all,

no god nor man has made,

but always was and is and it will be ever-living fire,
kindling in measures and going out in measures.'?

In this section, we will assess three potential interpretations of B30: a) cos-
mogonical, b) cosmological, and c¢) astronomical. I will argue that, while the
cosmogonical interpretation, which presupposes conflagration, lacks solid
ground, the cosmological and astronomical interpretations, which do not
presuppose conflagration, offer a more robust foundation for the interpreta-
tive framework of B30.

According to the cosmogonical interpretation, B30 describes the cycle
of destruction and creation of this fiery world (kdopocg) reflected in the kin-
dling and quenching of the ndp deilwov. This interpretation subscribes to
the belief that Heraclitus followed the doctrine of Universal Conflagration,
and it was adopted by several authors in Antiquity, such as Iustinus (4pol.
I, 60, 8, ed. 2018), Clement of Alexandria (Strom. V, 103, 6, ed. 1994), and
Simplicius (in Cael. 294, 4, ed. 1894). However, this cosmogonical interpre-
tation exhibits certain shortcomings.

l.a First, the notion of destruction of the kdcpog appears to contradict
the eternity of the ever-living fire (mdp deilwov), which “always was, is and
will be” (v dei kai Zotiv kai £oton). This tension has already been observed
by Kirk 1962, p. 308, and Christidis 2009, pp. 33-34. However, the Stoics
appear to have reconciled Heraclitus’ statement with conflagration by as-
serting “that k6opog here means not the particular world we see and live in,
which is subject to conflagration, but the all-embracing world, or pattern of
existence, within which phases of diaxocunocig and éknvpwoig take place”
(Kirk 1962, p. 308). In this sense, KOGpOG is not a particular state or configu-

title of one of Heraclitus’ (alleged) works, koopov éva tdv Euurnaviev (= D.L. IX, 12), resem-
bles that part of the fragment (Dilcher 1995, p. 54, n. 2). However, this connection has been
questioned due to uncertainties surrounding the authenticity of some parts of B89’s: Finkelberg
1998Db, p. 117, considers the use of k6opog in B89 a later gloss, and Kirk 1962, p. 313, similarly
argues that “the first part of fr. 89 is a paraphrase by Plutarch”. Finally, the observation of Dilch-
er 1995, p. 54, n. 2, is pivotal for our discussion, as he interprets in a very compelling way that
the TOV abTOV Gdvtov is not as “an addition to, but a variant of tovoe”.

17 “No god or man means absolutely no one at all” (Gigon 1935, p. 55; Kirk 1962, p. 311).
In addition, the sentence might convey the idea that the explanation of the origin of the xdéopog
is not justified by appealing either to mythological traditions that advocate for a creation by the
gods (Be@v) or to the cosmogonic narratives made by the poets (avOpdT@OV).

18 Translation based mostly on Marcovich 1967, p. 268.
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ration of the universe, which can be subject to destruction, but the whole
order (k6opog) of the universe, which ceaselessly alternates between stages
of equilibrium between the elements (d1ox6cpNo1G) and periods of fire’s ex-
cess (éxmopwotg). While these stages of the universe are subject to corrup-
tion, the overall pattern or order (k6opog) underlying them remains intact.
Under this sense of koopog, conflagration can still be plausibly ascribed to
Heraclitus as it does not disrupt the eternity of the wop deilwov.

However, even if we adopt this meaning of kdcpog, the proportionality
expressed by the pétpa in B30 seems to challenge the idea of conflagration.
Indeed, if the proportion (uétpa) of the kindling is total, as we would sup-
pose in conflagration, where everything transforms into fire, by implication,
the proportion (pétpa) of the quenching should also be total, and no fire
would remain left in the universe. Nonetheless, this would be impossible
if we assume that the fire is truly “ever-living” (deiwov). Betegh & Piano
2019, p. 211, better illustrate this argument in the following way:

Indeed, if flaring up referred to a total ekpyrosis, by parity of reasoning, quenching
would refer to a state in which all fire in the cosmos gets extinguished. Not only is
this a highly unlikely scenario in Heraclitus’ cosmos, but it seems to go against the
very idea of the everliving fire, Top deiwov, as expressed in B 30 itself.

Moreover, Verdenius 1975, p. 2, highlights that the present participles
(amtopevov and amocPevvopevov) confirm that the fire “is never completely
extinguished” and a kindling and quenching by measures (uétpa) could also
imply that “the fire is never quite extinguished” (Kirk 1962, pp. 317-318).
Furthermore, the transformation of fire by measures (uétpa) also suggests
a non-conflagrationist perspective. Indeed, regarding fire, “the everlasting
maintenance of balance (pétpa) in its changes” (Guthrie 1962, p. 456, n. 1)
excludes the possibility of an outbalanced disruption of the cosmic order, such
as conflagration, which could barely be called “k6opog” (incorr. Mund. 87).

1.b Moreover, it is striking that a fragment which could easily be in-
terpreted as referring to Universal Conflagration is only attested twice in
Stoic sources'? without any direct connection to this event. The first attes-
tation occurs in Marcus Aurelius Med. VII, 9: “For all things are arranged
together and adorn the same cosmos (tov avtdov kdopov); for there is one
cosmos from all things, and one god through all things, and one substance,
and one law, one logos common to all rational beings, and one truth”.? The
second one appears in Cleanthes’ Hymn to Zeus (10), where he speaks of

19 According to the critical edition of Marcovich.

20 GuykatoTétaKtal yop Kol cuyKoousl [sc. mévTa] TOV adTov KOGHOV: KOGLOG TE Yop €ig
$E amavtmv, kai 0ed¢ gig 81’ dmdvtav, Kol odoio pia, Kol VOUOC €l¢, Adyog KOO TAvTmy Tdv
voep®v {Omv, Kol dAndeto pio.
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the “double-edged thunderbolt of ever-living fire (rupdevta deilwovra)”.?!
While Marcus Aurelius’ reference emphasizes the unified constitution of
the universe, resonating with the Heraclitean phrase tov avtov [sc. kOGHOV]
armavtov in B30, Cleanthes’ passage attributes to the thunderbolt the same
quality of being “everliving” (dei{wov) that is ascribed to the ndp of B30;
however, these references do not offer any clues that might suggest a link
to conflagration.

Given the aforementioned shortcomings, it is preferable to adopt an al-
ternative interpretation. According to the cosmological reading, supported
by Kirk 1962, pp. 307-324, Reeve 1982, p. 303, and Plutarch De E 389A,
B30 reflects the order (k6opog) of the transformations of fire into the other
elements represented in B31 and B36. The relevant fragments for the argu-
mentation are presented below.

B31

[Tvupodg Tpomai

mpdTov Bhhacaoa,

Ooddoong 8¢ to pev fuov yi,

70 8¢ fjpiov Tpnomp (...)

[T7] 6Ghacoa duoyéeTan

Kol LETPEETAL €IC TOV QOTOV AOYOV,
drolog mpdcBev v | yevécBor vi.

Turnings of fire:

first sea,

and of sea, half becomes earth

and half fiery wind (prester) (...)

Sea is poured out [from earth]

and measured in the same proportion
as it was before becoming earth.

B36

Poyfiow Bdvatog Bowp yevéohar,
Bdat 8¢ Bdvatog YTV yevéshar
€K Y1|g 6€ DOwp yiverar,

€€ Doatog 6 yoyn.

For souls it is to die to become water,
for water it is to die to become earth,
from earth water is being born,

from water soul.??

21 Translation by Long & Sedley 2012.
22 Translation by Betegh 2007.
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2.a First, the main argument in favour of the cosmological interpretation
of the fragment is the connection between pétpo in B30 and petpéeton in
B31, which suggests that pétpa should be understood in quantitative terms
as the proportion of the elements that are undergoing transformation within
the cosmological cycle (Kirk 1962, p. 318; Marcovich 1967, pp. 271-272)
or, alternatively, as the proportion of time during which this transformation
takes place. In this sense, pétpa in B30 can be regarded as a synonym of
the Adyog in B31. It is also important to emphasize that the phrase petpéeton
€ilg TOV avTov Adyov rules out the possibility of any transformation that ex-
ceeds the appropriate proportion (pétpa) of changes, such as conflagration,
where the conversion of all elements into fire surpasses the natural limit.

2.b Secondly, some scholars have suggested an intrinsic connection in
content between B30 and B31 due to the proximity of both fragments in the
quotation by Clement of Alexandria, where they are linked through the phrase
punvoet ta émpepopeva (Kirk 1962, p. 316; Marcovich 1967, p. 286). Since
there is little doubt that B31 should be interpreted other than cosmologically,
while the interpretation of B30 remains under discussion, the cosmological
interpretation of B31 could be extended to B30. However, textual proximity
does not necessarily entail conceptual or thematic continuity.

These arguments strengthen the support for a cosmological reading of
B30. Nevertheless, this interpretation does not exclude certain objections.

2.1 If we follow the logic of the argument 2.a, namely, revealing the
meaning of pétpa in B30 through its closest concept within Heraclitus’
framework, we ought to appeal to the meaning of pétpa in B94 instead of
turning to the verbal form petpéeton in B31. Since the pétpa of B94 proba-
bly do not depict a proportion in quantitative terms, but rather the limits of
the sun’s orbit, as we have seen above in the analysis of B94, B30 should
be interpreted in a sense other than the cosmological.

2.ii It remains uncertain whether the mdp deiwov in B30 refers to the
same fiery element mentioned in B31 and B36. Kirk 1962, p. 317, sup-
ports a distinction between two kinds of fire in Heraclitus, an immortal
and a terrestrial fire, although, as Vlastos 1955, p. 362, notes, Heraclitus
himself never explicitly introduces such a differentiation.”> However, one
might argue that this distinction is implicit in Heraclitus’ thought. Indeed, it
would certainly be odd to claim that the immortal dp deilwov of B30 is the
same as the fiery element that suffers death (6dvatog) by the transformation
into water in B36, a fire that is likely the same that undergoes changes in

23 According to Vlastos 1955, p. 362, the distinction between two kinds of fire is attested for
the first time in Plato Phil. 29B-30B. This distinction is later attested in Stoicism: “The early
Stoics distinguished between fire, the eternal active principle (mdp texvikov), and ©op dreyvov,
which is one of the four elements generated by the creative fire in its association with the eternal
passive principle (OAn)” (Long 1975, p. 140).
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B31. Nevertheless, Heraclitus never states unequivocally that these fiery
elements, namely mpnotp and yoyn, are identical to fire. Indeed, they can
be interpreted as states within the cosmological path with a higher propor-
tion of fire, unlike water and earth, which might have a lower proportion of
the fiery element. Under this reading, the fire of B31 and B36 will never
cease to exist (deilmov), but would rather increase or decrease its proportion
through the assimilation of the nature of the other elements.

Thus far, these potential objections do not suffice to dismiss a cosmologi-
cal reading of B30, which remains as a plausible interpretation. Nonetheless,
some evidence invites us to consider another reading of B30, which we will
present in the following section.

According to the astronomical interpretation, B30 describes the changes
of the cosmic fire in the heaven (xdcopoc), whose manifestations as sun,
moon, and the remaining dotpa, regulate the cycle of days and seasons.
This reading seems to be supported by the following arguments.

3.a First, this idea that the ignition (dntopevov) and extinction (GmocPev-
vopevov) of the cosmic fire represent, according to Heraclitus, the astronom-
ical changes of the heavenly bodies, particularly the sun, is already attested
in the ancient tradition. According to Simplicius in Cael. 294, Alexander
“took the opportunity of attributing to Heraclitus the old popular idea of the
sun being quenched in Okeanos and later rekindled in the east” (Kirk 1962,
p. 268). Alexander, in Meteor., p. 72, 31, reports: “as Heraclitus states, it
(the sun)** would be new every day, but every day another would be ignited
(8€amtopevoc), being the first one extinguished (oPevvopévov) at sunset” 23
Olympiodorus in Meteor., p. 136, 6, accounts: “For Heraclitus said that
the sun, being fire, when it raises in the East, kindles (&vdmteton) due to the
heat there; but when it comes to the West, it is extinguished (opévvuton) due
to the cold there” .26 In Schol. in Plat. Remp. 498 A, it is stated that:

Heraclitus of Ephesus, being a natural philosopher, said that the sun, upon reach-
ing the western sea and sinking into it, extinguishes (cfévvutar), then passing
beneath the earth and reaching the east, it reignites (é€dmteton) again, and this
happens perpetually.2’

24 My parenthesis.

25 ¢¢ Hphrhettdg onot, vEog £¢° Muépnt &v v, kad’ éxdotnv Nuépav dAAog EEamtousvog
700 TPOTOL &V Tf] dVGEL GREVVLIEVOD.

26 gheyev yap 6 Hpdxhetrog 6t mhp Hmépyov 6 HAog, dtav pév &v Taic avatolaic Hmdpyn,
avamteton S TV €keloe Beppomra: Gtav 0¢ €v talg duopaic EAO, ofévvuton did TV Exeioe
yo&wv.

27 6 "Hpérxherrog 6 "EQéctoc, puotkdg dv, Exeyev 811 6 fidog &v Tf] dutici] Ookdoon N0V
Kol KoTadve &v avtii ofévvutar, sita SiEMddv TO VIO Yijv Kai gig dvatoly edcag EEdmteTar
maAv, Kot TodTo aiel ylyvetat.
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Likewise, Aetius II 20, 15, records: “Heraclitus, regarding ignition, (says
that) kindling (§€oyv) takes place in the east while quenching (oBéowv) in
the west”.28

Although these sources are relatively late, we also have the testimony of
Plato, one of our earliest sources to Heraclitus, who alludes to this idea in
Rep. 498a, ed. 2013: “but as they become older, except for a very few, they
are extinguished (dmocofévvuvtar) far more than Heraclitus’ sun, inasmuch
as they do not rekindle (¢¢antovrar) again”.2?

The usage in these testimonies of the same Heraclitean terminology as in
B30 strengthens the idea that the fragment refers to the kindling and extin-
guishing of the heavenly bodies, especially the sun.

3.b Secondly, new evidence from Philodemus’ De Pietate, drawn from
one of the Herculaneum Papyri, seems to support an astronomical interpre-

tation of B30. P. Herc. 1428, Col. 330, 27-29 reports:

[Heraclitus] states in his [writings/sayings = Worte (Vassallo)] that the divine fire
is Zeus, the thunder (Z[eb]c Kepavvoc), which governs everything and is ever-
lasting (kd«e>il[wov). And he also shows that the divine is all the contraries: night
[day...].30

In this passage, Heraclitus identifies the divine fire with Zeus. It is note-
worthy that the adjective deilwov is attributed to the Olympic deity. Since
the same adjective characterizes mop in B30, it is possible to make an equiv-
alence between the mip deilwov and Zeus,?! who in other parts of the Hera-
clitean corpus represents the divinity most closely related to the Ephesian’s
supreme principle.>?> Consequently, Zeus, by having a main role in Heracli-

28 "Hpéuchettog dvappa, &v uév taic avaroldic miv Eayty Exovta, Ty 8¢ oBéoty &v Taig
Svopaic.

29 wpog 8¢ 6 yiipag £kTdg M TVeV dAlyoV dmocBévvovtal oAb puddkov tod Hpoxhetreiov
Miov 6cov avdi ovk ééamtovial. My translation is based primarily on that by Emlyn-Jones &
Preddy 2013.

30 70 wop B[]V, &v oic gnciv 81t Z[ev]c Kepawvoc “n[é]vi[o ola]kiler”, kéeril[mov- cnu]
aivel 82 ka[i mévt’ &]vavtia Og[i]oy [e]ivar, vixta [koi fuépav.... Greek from Vassallo 2018.

31 This relation was already suggested in Cleanthes’ Hymn of Zeus, where the adjective
aeiCwov was attributed to kepavvdg, an epithet of Zeus (Kirk 1962, p. 354; Vassallo 2018, p.
724, n. 15): “aieillmovta kepavvov” (SVF 1537, 10) and by Hippolytus in Haer. 1X 10, 7, where
the kepavvog was assimilated to the ndp aidviov (Greek from Marcovich 1967), which might
reflect the Christian version of the term wdp deiwov. Additionally, Pindar in Pyth. 1, 5 describes
Kepavvog in possession of a aiévaov wdp. However, it was not certain whether kepavvog in
B64 should be read as just the thunderbolt or Zeus himself. The latter interpretation now finds
confirmation in P. Herc. 1428, Col. 330. Additionally, the connection of the divinity with fire
was already present in “Zeno’s allegorical explanation of Vulcan (i. e. Hephaestus) as fire, SVP
1, 169” (Long 1975, p. 142, n. 28).

32 Indeed, beyond fire, Zeus can be equated with 10 copév: “One (being), the only (truly)
wise (10 co@dv), is both unwilling and willing to be called by the name of Zeus” (Translation
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tus’ thought, may also correspond to the 06¢ mentioned in fragment B67.33
Indeed, the final part of Philodemus’ excerpt suggests that the divine Zeus,
by encompassing the opposites as B67, can be linked with the divinity (8e6¢)
referenced in that fragment: “He shows that the divine is all the contraries:
night [day...] (mévt’® €]vavtio Og[i]oy [e]ivar, vOokTo [Kod fpépav...)”.3* As
we have seen, the 0gdg can be equated with the Z[gb]c Kepavvoc. Since we
have identified Z[eb]c Kepavvoc with the ndp deilwov of B30 through P.
Herc. 1428, Col. 330, 27-29, the ever-living fire can likewise be identified
with the 0g6¢ in B67.3 Then, the pair of opposites of B67, which iden-
tify with the shifting nature of the 6gdg, could reflect the transformations of
the ever-living fire.

Thus far, we have observed an equivalence between 0gog (B67) = Z[ev]
¢ Kepavvoc (P. Here. 1428, Col. 330, 27) = ndp deilwov (B30), suggesting
that the pair of opposites mentioned in B67 might represent changes of fire.
I will now show that these opposites, which depict changing states of fire,
may be interpreted as meteorological cycles of days and seasons. If this
proves to be valid, it might confirm that meteorological cycles, expressed
through the opposites in B67 as facets of the god, can be ascribed to the wdp
aetlwov, providing ground for an astronomical interpretation in B30.

The key fragment for our argumentation is the following.

by Marcovich 1967). Although the fragment may appear confusing due to its striking contra-
diction, I follow Marcovich’s interpretation (1967, p. 446) that it reflects a “conflict between the
religious mentality and the philosophical thought (...) In the one sense, the divine principle,
the only truly wise being, could be called by the name of Zeus, because he is the supreme princi-
ple (...): the wise Steersman of the world-processes and the powerful Shepherd and Judge of the
mankind too (...). In the other sense, he could hardly be called Zeus (...) weil Zeus allzusehr mit
dem Mythos durch Homer belastet ist (Gigon)” . In this sense, Zeus, as a supreme principle, can
be identified with 10 copdv, but his mythological figure, characterized by lust, deceit, and im-
pulsiveness, would hardly be identified with t0 copdv. Moreover, the equivalence between the
Olympian god and the supreme principle of Heraclitus is bolstered by the relationship between
Zeus and molepoc. Indeed, mohepog is depicted (B53) as “father and king of everything”, which
are attributes easily transferable to Zeus. This suggestion is further confirmed by later sources
“War and Zeus (moiepov kai tov Aia) are the same, as also Heraclitus says” (koi tOv moAepov
Kod TOV Ao TOV adTov eiva, kabdmep kai tov Hpéudettov Aéyew, SVF 2.636).

33 The fragment is displayed a little further down.

34 Clear lexical correspondences can be established between B67 and P. Herc. 1428, Col.
330, 27-29: 6 0e6c = O[T]ov; Muépn e0PPOVN = viKTO [Kol NUEPAV...; TavavTia dravto = navt’
¢lvavtia.

35 This was already insinuated by Marcovich 1967, p. 416, and Verdenius 1975, p. 4, but
this new evidence seems to confirm it since “In der Tat rechtfertigt genau die Gleichsetzung
von Gott und Feuer die folgende theologische These der Koinzidenz der Gegensétze in Gott und
der physiologischen Gleichstellung mit der Verdnderung des Feuers, sobald es in Kontakt mit
den verschiedenen Réucherwerken kommt” (Vassallo 2018, p. 726). In addition, the reading of
Vassallo 2018, p. 722, also equates Zeus and wtdp deiCdv with the kepavvog of B64.
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Analysis B67

0 Bgog

HEPN 0PPOVN, yEmY B€pog,
TOAENOG ELPNVN, KOPOG AUOG,
(Tévavtio Bmava, oVTOS 6 VOdC)
ardolodtot 8¢ Sxwonep <mOp>,
omoTav cupuyti Buopocty,
ovoualetot kod’ doviv EKAcTov.

God

is day and night, winter and summer;

war and peace, satiety and hunger;

and he takes various shapes (or undergoes alteration) / just as fire does,
which, when it is mingled with spices,

is named according to the scent of each of them.3¢

At least the first two pairs of opposites, Nuépn-evepovN and yepmdv-0€poc,
clearly suggest that Heraclitus is talking about meteorological cycles regu-
lated by the cosmic fire. Regarding the third pair, k6pog-Aipdc, we have
already seen above in the analysis of B65 that, due to their connection with
the opposites k6po¢ and ypnopocvvn in that same fragment, they can be
linked with the cosmic cycles of the seasons, according to Plutarch’s testi-
mony (De E 389C).

However, the remaining pair of opposites, ndéAepog and giprivn, poses a
more intricate interpretative challenge. On the one hand, Finkelberg 1998a,
pp- 210-213, argues that the couple should be interpreted in a cosmogoni-
cal way following the reading of Diogenes Laertius IX, 8, which interprets
them as cosmic cycles: “Of the opposites that which tends to birth or cre-
ation (yéveow) is called war and strife (méiepov kol €pwv), and that which
tends to ekpurosin (ékmopworv) is called concord and peace (OpoAoyiov Kol
gipnvnv)”. However, the supremacy of moiepoc’s nature depicted in B53
undermines Diogenes’ attribution of cosmic cycles to Heraclitus. According
to B53, moAepog, as “father and king”, would be the ruler principle of the
k6opog. Since both adjectives can be easily attributed to Zeus, then woéAepog
can finally be equated to the divinity of B67 (0edg), an assumption con-
firmed by P. Herc. 1428, cols. VIL.3-VIII.13 27-30 and SVF 2.636, which
state that “the war and Zeus (moéiepov kol tov Aia) are the same, as Hera-
clitus also says”.>” According to Vasallo’s interpretation of P. Herc. 1428,
Kol. 330, 27-29 seen above, the 0gd¢ of B67 (= noiepog of B53) can ulti-
mately be linked to the m0p deilwov of B30. If we accept that fire represents

36 Translation by Marcovich 1967.
37 kod TV mOAepOV Kod TOV Afol TOV o TOV Eivan kadmep koi Tov Hpdichetrov Adyet.
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the principle of conflict (moiepoc), then the event of conflagration, where all
things are transformed into fire, cannot coherently be related to peace. Even
more, it would be inconsistent to posit a time of peace in a k6cpog ruled
by conflict. Therefore, to understand méiepog and gipnvn as cosmic cycles
cannot rightly reflect Heraclitus’ doctrine, as Diogenes believes.

Finally, Finkelberg 2017, p. 50, uses Olympiodorus’ passage as an argu-
ment to defend ékmopwoig: ““ ‘Fire is a beginning (dpyn) because the totality
of things is from it; and it is an end (téhog) because the totality of things
is resolved into it’; Olymp. in Mete. 118.28: °... according to Heraclitus
who said that the world’s end (téAoc) is to be burnt’”. And also Hesychius’
gloss: “the shift from ‘war’ to ‘peace’ can only mean obliteration of the
world, a deduction which is confirmed by Hesychius’ gloss: ‘Peace: sati-
ety, end (gipvn: k6pog, téhoc)’” (Finkelberg 2017, p. 50). However, this
evidence can barely refer to conflagration. Since conflagration consists in
a process of successive changes of fire, there could not be an end (té\og)
of the process. Additionally, Hesychius is a relatively late Christian source
(V-VI century AC), which further complicates its application to the Pre-
Socratic context. Therefore, the conflagrationist interpretation of moéAgog
and eipfivn does not seem to rely on solid grounds.

On the one hand, the pair ndéiepog and €ipivn can offer an astronomical
interpretation. Indeed, eipvn is considered one of the cosmic Greek cycles
(®par), alongside evvopio and &ikn (Hes. Th. 901, ed. 2006). On the other
hand, one of the ®pat, dikn, is, according to B8O of Heraclitus, equated
with &pig: “One must know that war is common and strife is justice (diknv
gpwv) and that all things come to pass by strife and necessity”.3® Since &pic
shares almost the same meaning as moAepog and is explicitly linked to it as
attested in D.L. IX, 8: “Of the opposites that which tends to birth or creation
is called war and strife” (mokepov kai Epwv),3° then the season dikn can be
correlated with mwoAepog. Therefore, moAepog and eipvn might represent
different cycles of the cosmic fire.

Why did Heraclitus choose the term moAepog instead of &pig or dikn in
B67? The choice of dikn seems unlikely, as it does not evidently express
a nature opposite to peace. In fact, dikn and eiprivn might not only fail to
function as opposites, but even verge on synonymy if not properly contex-
tualized, as, for instance, in B80. Moreover, it is improbable that Heraclitus
would have employed dikn to denote the season of conflict, since it more
aptly reflects the abstract figure of justice (as seen in B23 and B28) than
a cosmic season. Therefore, why did he choose moiepog instead of Epig? 1

38 This relation is also bolstered by De Is. 370D, ed. 1936, where Plutarch quotes a series of
Heraclitean fragments related to conflict (B53, A22). B94 is included in these series, however,
its appearance would be odd if Aikn did not have an adversarial meaning.

3 Tav 8¢ dvavtiov T pev émi Thy yéveotv dyov koAsicOol TOAEUoV Kod Epty.
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would suggest that the choice was driven in part by the stylistic symmetry
of the fragment. I[16Aepog mirrors €ipnvr in syllabic structure, just as each
word in the pair uépn-edepovn at the beginning of the fragment is metri-
cally balanced. This concern for symmetry might also explain Heraclitus’
use of ev@pdvn, which can mirror uépn, rather than the more common
vo§, as well as his preference for Apuodg, which stands in parallel to kdpoc,
instead of ypnopocvvnv from B65, to denote the final stage of the last pair
of the opposites.

Another alternative reading of the opposites moiepoc-gipnvn and k6poc-
Muog is to interpret them as effects of the meteorological changes of fire,
which would finally rule over as the cause of them. On the one hand, while
war (moAepog) takes place during the day (uépn), during night (edppdovn)
peace (eipnvrn) domains. On the other hand, while during summer (6¢poc)
there is satiety (k6poc) due to the prosperous harvest, during winter people
suffer starvation (AMpég). In this sense, the cycles of the heavenly fire control
human affairs, such as war periods and alimentation stages. Although this
interpretation is cogent, it must face the shortcoming that it does not follow
the quiastic structure of the fragment.

3.c Finally, a closer examination of the term pétpa in B30 lends further
support to the astronomical interpretation. The closest concept to the pétpa
of B30 within Heraclitus’ framework is not, as held by the cosmological
reading, its verbal form petpéeton in B31, but rather the pétpa found in
B94. As discussed above in the analysis of B94, pétpa in this fragment de-
picts the circuit of the sun marked by the dawn and the twilight. Taking into
account this meaning of pétpa, then the kindling and quenching of the ndp
aeilwov by pétpa in B30 might represent the rise and decline of the cosmic
fire, especially of the sun.

However, one might claim against this interpretation that B6, which
states that “the sun is new every day” (6 fjAog véoc €9 " Muépn €otiv), con-
tradicts the eternity of the wdp deilwov of B30. Indeed, it is reasonable to
assume that a sun, which extinguishes during night, cannot be equated with
the ever-living fire, which, due to its equivalence with the 0e6¢ of B67 men-
tioned above, would not only embrace the day (fjuépn) but also the night
(evppovn, B67). However, I might argue, the ndp dgilwov is not strictly the
sun, but rather the fiery source of the sun (and all other dotpa). This might
find support in the following passage:

The ever-living fire (deilwov nip) is attributed to Hestia because it also seems to
be a being, and indeed, since all the fires in the kosmos (heaven?) (1o Topa T &v
KOG méva) are nourished from here (Cornut. Theol. Gr. 28, 13, ed. 2018).40

4015 8 Geilwov mdp dmodédotan i ‘Eotig Sidt 1o koi adhtd Sokeiv ivon dv, Tdyo 8 Emel tol
VPG TO £V KOGU® TAvTo EvTedOeV TpEPETAL.
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In this passage, if we interpret T mopd T &v KOoU® mavto as the heav-
enly bodies, then the ndp deilwov seems to be the nourishing source of the
dotpa. Furthermore, this ever-living fire (deilwov mdp) might find some
correspondence to the mdp kotd TOv KOGHOV of Anaximander (All) from
which the celestial bodies come to be.*! Additionally, this idea finds support
in Pl. Crat. 413B5, ed. 1926, where it asserts that the sun administers all
things (émitpomevev 1o dvta). According to Kahn 1979, p. 156: “the term
for ‘administer’, epitropeuein, means literally ‘to rule in another’s name’,
‘to rule as governor or viceroy’. It is a good Ionic form and could have been
used by Heraclitus”. In this sense, the sun would be ruling on behalf of the
mop deilwov, serving in the preservation of the cosmic order.

It can also be argued that not only is the sun an agent of the ©0p deilwov,
but the dotpa as well through B99: “If there were no sun, due to the other
dotpa, it would be night” (Ei w fiAog fv, évexo TV AoV doTpmv,*?
g0ppovn Gv Mv). This fragment conveys the idea that even without the
presence of the sun, the cosmic cycle of the fire described in B67, which
embraces v@povr, would still prevail through the illumination of the other
dotpa, whether the moon*? or the remaining heavenly bodies. Although not
as powerful as the sun’s light, the other éotpa, as manifestations of the ndp
aeimov, would provide the remaining light to illuminate the universe. On
this interpretation, the ndp deiwov would never end its appearance in the

41 «And the &iotpa come to be a circle of fire, separated from the cosmic fire, and enclosed
by air” (10 6¢ dotpa yiveshor khkhov ToPAG, dmokplBévta €k T0D KoTd TOV KOGHOV TVpdg,
neptneOévta &’ VIO AEPOG).

42 Kirk 1962, p. 163, claims that &veko 1@V dAA®V 8oTpev is an addition of Plutarch, while
Diels in Marcovich 1967, p. 324, Burnet 1892, p. 135, and Marcovich 1967, pp. 324-325, ad-
vocate for its authenticity within the fragment. In support of this position, one could argue that
if B99 was only limited to expressing the words: Ei pn §Aog 1v, £0¢poévn év v, its meaning
would be trivial, and we would agree with Kirk 1962, p. 165, that “this can scarcely be intended
as a piece of significant astronomical observation”. However, a fragment with such a seemingly
insignificant meaning would hardly have been preserved by the tradition unless it conveyed a
deeper, more profound meaning beyond the obvious, evident fact that, without the sun, there
would be night.

43 The common presocratic view is that the light of the moon depends on the sun. Here are
some Presocratic authors, who subscribe to this position: Anaximander (A1), although against
A22; Anaximenes (A16, A18); Anaxagoras (Cra. 409b; B18); Empedocles (B42, B43, B47);
Parmenides (B14, B15, 4et. 11. 26.2); Democritus (Fac. lun. 929¢). Against this position, Xeno-
phanes (A43). However, in the case of Heraclitus, the source of the moon’s light does not come
from the sun, but rather from the exhalations (4ez. 11 28, 6; D.L. IX 10). The thesis is relevant
since, if the moon’s light depends on the sun, the celestial body, despite its absence, would still
exert its “ever-living” influence in the cosmic order through the moon, thereby allowing it to be
identified with the ndp aeilwov. Nevertheless, even if we accept that the moon has no light by
itself, that does not jeopardize our argument since “tdv GAAOV dotpov” include other dotpa,
whose light does not depend on the sun. In fact, Anaxagoras Meteor. 345a25, ed. 2007, support-
ed the view that the dotpo have light of their own.
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celestial realm, explaining why the cosmic light would “never set” (B16).44
This also explains the criticism addressed to Hesiod in B57: “Teacher of
most (people) is Hesiod: they are confident that he knew most things, a man
who did not recognize day and night (uépnv kai d@poévnv). For they are
one”.® In this fragment, both uépn and edepdvn may represent two differ-
ent manifestations of the same wdp deilwov.

Ultimately, since the mdp deilwov is not strictly identical to the sun, the
statement of B6 would not undermine the astronomical interpretation of
B30. Rather, it provides a deeper and more significant perspective on it.
Indeed, it leads to the recognition that the kindling and quenching of the
wop deilwov does not exclusively refer to the dynamic phases of the sun,
but also to those of the other dotpa, thereby sustaining the ever-living order
of the ndp deilwov.

So far, we have considered three potential readings of B30: a) cosmogon-
ical, b) cosmological, and c) astronomical. While a) presents certain short-
comings that prevent us from fully supporting this interpretation, b) and
¢) are not only plausible, but also find a more solid ground within Hera-
clitus’ framework. Since only a) presupposes a belief in Universal Confla-
gration, while the more satisfactory interpretations b) and c¢) do not, it is
unlikely that this doctrine can be derived from B30.

Analysis B66

whvTo yop TO TOp EmEAOOV
KPWET Kol KoToANyEeTOL.

For the fire, by coming over,
judges and will condemn everything.

Before proceeding with the analysis of this fragment, it is essential to deal
first with the allegation that B66 is a forgery (Reinhardt 1942, p. 22; Kirk
1962, pp. 359-361). Several factors have led scholars to question its authen-
ticity, despite potential replies to these doubts:

a) The fragment is attested exclusively in a single citation by Hippolytus, with
no other ancient source offering any mention or report of it. However, there are
other fragments only quoted once, whose authenticity has not been challenged
(for instance, B17, B34, B59, B63, B72, B81, among others).

44 “How could anyone ignore what never sets?” (10 uij 5dvov mote nidg v Ti¢ Adot;).
45 Addokorog 8¢ mieiotmv Hoiodog todtov énictovton mhsicta eidévan, SoTic Nuépnv Koi
£0ppOVNV 00K £yivookey: Eott yap &v. My own translation is based mostly on Marcovich 1967.
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b) According to Kirk 1962, p. 360, “in this chapter of Hippolytus every quotation
is followed by an exegesis, but there is no exegesis to this so-called fragment,
which is in fact a further expansion of Hippolytus’#® interpretation of k6poc
in fr. 65”. However, an exception in Hippolytus’ modus operandi does not in
itself entail a forgery.

¢) The fragment is permeated with Christian terminology, which raises the suspi-
cion of a Christian forgery: “The verbs énépyecbat, kpivewv (meaning ‘to judge’
with a direct object), and katadapfavew are all frequently used in Christian
eschatological contexts [...] On the other hand, kpivewv with the personal ob-
ject meaning ‘condemn’ is rare before Christian literature [...] The diction, in
fact, is un-Heraclitean and typically Christian” (Kirk 1962, p. 360). However,
as Reinhardt 1916, p. 165, points out, Heraclitus uses the word kotoAnyetot
on another occasion (B28). Furthermore, even though the words align with
Christian terminology, they do not align with its eschatological doctrine as Fin-
kelberg 2017, p. 45, argues: “B66 has nothing to do with Christian eschatology,
in which fire is not the judge but the instrument of divine judgement and the
torment of the wicked, judgement is not of all things but only of human beings,
and condemnation does not befall all things, nor even all humans, but only the
sinful”.

“®not in Hippolytus does not necessarily introduce a quotation, but is often ex-

planatory and implies no more than ‘means’” (Kirk 1962, p. 359). Finkelberg

2017, p. 45, challenges this statement by observing that: “Now in Hippolytus’

section on Heraclitus gnoi with direct speech occurs eleven more times, nine

times between or after the words of a quotation (ix 9.2.1, 9.5.6, 9.6.1, 10.1.3,

10.2.1, 10.3.2, 10.4.2, 10.4.5, 10.5.3) and twice between the words of a para-

phrase followed by the paraphrased quotation (ix 10.2.4, 10.4.1)”. Since in B66

onoti appears with direct speech between the words of the quotation, then

B66 can be considered a fragment of Heraclitus. In fact, “Hippolytus’ use of

‘he says’ shows a clear and unvarying pattern and it will be a case of special

pleading to contend that B66 must be considered an exception” (Finkelberg

2017, p. 45).

d

~

In sum, although the scholarly tradition has raised several concerns that
cast doubt on the authenticity of B66, these concerns do not entirely under-
mine the authenticity of the fragment. Nevertheless, even if we accept the
fragment as genuine, the Heraclitean idea of the judgment by fire seems
rather unrelated to conflagration.

On the one hand, B66 can be interpreted astronomically, as Plutarch in
Plat. 1007D-E shows:

As overseer and guardian, the sun defines, arbitrates (Bpapevew), reveals and dis-
plays changes and seasons (petaforag koi dpag) which, according to Heraclitus,

46 T correct the lapsus of Kirk 1962, p. 360, who wrote “Clement’s” when it should be
“Hippolytus”.
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bring all things, and turns out to be collaborator for the sovereign and primary god
not in minor or trivial matters but in the greatest and most decisive.*’

The passage displays the regulation of the meteorological events by the
sun. Since Ppofevewv can carry the same meaning as kpivetv, that is, to “act
as a judge” (LSJ 1968, s. v. Bpapedm, 1), this passage likely indicates that
the sun’s act of judging refers to its governance over the changes of the
seasons. Indeed, Heraclitus could also have used éneh06v and xotoAniynrtol
in an astronomical sense. Regarding émeABov, it can denote the path of the
sun through the sky:

Heraclitus of Ephesus, being a natural philosopher, said that the sun, upon reach-
ing (éA0av) the western sea and sinking into it, extinguishes, then, passing beneath
the earth and reaching the east, it reignites again, and this happens perpetually
(Schol. in Rep. 498 A).*8

The passage illustrates that éM0mv refers to the sun’s circuits; thus, the
€neABov in B66 might represent the sun that is in the process of coming,
but not only coming, but coming over the world as during the sunrise. Re-
garding kotaAnyertal, one of its senses includes the onset of meteorological
cycles of decay, particularly night and winter: “that had befallen |[...], ti|g
VUKTOG -AapPavovong as night was coming on, D.S. 20.86; yeiudvog 1710m
-Aappavovtoc Hdn.7.2.9.” (LSJ 1968, s. v. katoropfave, IV). Taking into
consideration these senses of the words within the fragment, then énglov
(an aorist expressing completed action and thus anteriority) might describe
the earlier sunrise, while katoAnyeton (in future) would represent the even-
tual sunset. Finally, kpivet would symbolize the sun’s constant function as
overseer of the cosmic cycles, a function which can be correlated with its
role of arbitrating (Bpapevew) the seasons (in Plat. 1007D-E).

However, it is necessary to bear in mind that Schol. in Rep. 498A is not a
direct quotation from Heraclitus, which leads us to remain hesitant whether
Heraclitus himself used the term é\0®v in this sense. In addition, Heraclitus
already used the term kataAnyeton in a clearly judicial sense in B28, which,
although it does not entirely exclude an astronomical reading in B66, might
nevertheless weaken it. While these objections do not entirely rule out an
astronomical interpretation, they cast doubt on its likelihood, prompting us
to rely on a more suitable explanatory framework.

47 Gv 6 fiMog EmoTaTng v Kai okomdc, <todh> opiletv kai Bpafevetv kot dvadeucvivor Kai

avagaivewv petaforag Kol dpag ol mavta eépovat kad’ Hpdariettov (00 avimv 00dE LikpdV
AALL TOV PEYIoTOV Kol KUPOTATOV), Td NYEUOVL Kol TpdTe Hed yiyveton cuvepyds. My own
translation is based in a large extent on Cherniss 1976.

48 Greek in footnote 27.
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Alternatively, B66 can also be understood through a cosmological inter-
pretation, as supported by Kahn and Reeve, which depicts fire as the regu-
lating principle of the transmutation of the elements described in B31 and
B36. According to this view, the fire, by coming over the elements, discerns
(xpiver) the proportion (Adyog) of heat in the continual interchange between
elements along the cosmological path: “Even earth is fire albeit of a very
low degree of heat. Fire will ‘discern, separate, select or judge (krinei) all
things’ (B66) because what something is is determined by how much fire
it is” (Reeve 1982, p. 303). This judgment of the proportion of fire will
subsequently define the fate of the elements and their next transformations:
“According to the merits of the case, the seizure of a thing by fire will entail
either its punishment or its reward, its promotion upwards to enhanced life
or downwards to elemental death” (Kahn 1979, p. 273). This interpretation
is also supported by the use of peraforag in Plutarch in Plat. 1007D-E, a
term typically associated with cosmological changes.*’

If these arguments are not sufficiently cogent to support an alternative
reading to the cosmogonical one in B66, whether an astronomical or cos-
mological interpretation, there are additional reasons to exclude a conflagra-
tionalist view of the fragment.

Although I am fully aware that katahopfdverv can mean “befall” (LSJ
1968, s. v. xotohappave, 1), depicting an eventual event of conflagration,
this interpretation overlooks the verb’s explicit judicial use in B28 and dis-
rupts the judicial meaning of the remaining verbs (¢néA0ov>? and «piver).
More importantly, if we accept that the aorist EneA0ov can describe the ful-
fillment of a conflagrationist event, in which all the elements become fire,
there would be nothing left afterwards for the fire to judge. The fiery judge
would have nothing to judge but itself, which does not make any sense.
Therefore, it is more plausible that the fragment depicts a judgement by fire,
whether of the cosmological or meteorological cycle, rather than describing
a cosmic destruction by fire.

Finally, the fact that the fragment is exclusively quoted by Hippolytus,
and by no other source, not even among the Stoics, reinforces the view that
it does not pertain to the doctrine of conflagration. If its meaning unequiv-

¥ D.L. IX 9: xoi TV uetafoliy 630v dve kdto (B60), which refers the cosmological
process of B31 (Kirk 1962, p. 107); Chrysipp. SVF 11 413: ék mupdg Kot cOGTUCLY €iG AEpa
uerafoliic; Chrysipp. SVF 11 579: 1| 8¢ mopog uetaforsy €0t towadTn: o1 GEPog €ig VOwp Tpé-
TETAL, KOK TOVTOL |G VOLoTapéEVNG anp avabvpidtal, Aertovopévov 6& Tod Gépog O aibnp
mepyeitol KokAw-; Epictet. fr. 8: avtd ta téttapa otoryeln dvo Kol KATm TPETETOL KOl (ETO-
Péller, kai 1O Hdwp yiveton kol Hdwp dnp, ovTog 8& T €ic aibépa uetafdlier, Kai 6 adTOC
TpomOg TG petafolijc Gvobev kdtm; Ocell. Lucan. 15: dmd 8¢ yig mdAw 1 adTn mepiodog Tiig
uetafolic péypL mopog, 60ev fp&ato uetafiilerv.

S0 L.SJ 1968, s. v. émépyopa, 1.d: “in Law, proceed against”.
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ocally pointed towards conflagration, one would expect it to be cited by at
least one Stoic author; instead, it appears only once in Hippolytus.!

CONCLUSION

In conclusion, it is possible to ascribe to Heraclitus a doctrine of cosmic
fire, which proposes that fire regulates its proportion in the elements along
the cosmological path or governs the days and seasons of the meteorolog-
ical cycles. However, this paper has shown that this doctrine is unlikely to
be related to periods of total cosmic destruction by fire at least in the frag-
ments B94, B65, B30, B31, B67 and B66. Indeed, a close analysis of these
Heraclitean fragments recently associated with the doctrine of Universal
Conflagration reveals certain aspects that exclude a conflagrationalist inter-
pretation. On the other hand, alternative interpretative frameworks, whether
cosmological or astronomical, offer more plausible readings for the relevant
passages.

For instance, B94 explicitly denies a cosmic consummation by the sun’s
fire through the promise that the sun will not transgress its boundaries.
Regarding B65, a sceptical stance is preferable due to the scant content of
the fragment, although it slightly points to an astronomical reading. In the
case of B30, cosmological or astronomical interpretations provide a firmer
basis and a more coherent connection with the broader Heraclitean corpus
of fragments, in contrast to the cosmogonical interpretation, which exhibits
notable shortcomings Moreover, the petpéeton in B31 precludes an event of
conflagration, which could exceed the proportion (Adyoc) of changes. Re-
garding B67, although the pair k6pog-Apog might still reflect cosmogonical
changes, this has not been the case for the couple mwoéAepog-giprivn due to
the identification of fire with mwoAepog, thereby preventing the identification
of conflagration with giprjvn. Hence, an astronomical interpretation of the
opposites in B67 has been favoured. Finally, B66, beyond its questionable
authenticity, holds certain aspects which appear incompatible with the idea
of conflagration, while other interpretative frameworks are more cogent.

51 This does not rule out the possibility that the fragment might have been in a Stoic source
from which Hippolytus got the passage. However, this is improbable as Hippolytus seems to
rely on a collection of documents, presumably with special attention to Aenesidemus’ book
(Osborne 1987, p. 133), rather than to a Stoic source, which seems unlikely according to Os-
borne 1987, p. 133, n. 4. However, against Osborne’s position, in the section related to B66
(Ref. 1X 7), Hippolytus talks about the ndp @povipov, that follows the Stoic idea of a rational
fire (SVF 1.120), and relates ypnopocvvn and k6pog with Stakécunocig and ékmdpwoig, which
clearly represent Stoic terminology. Nevertheless, it is meaningless to make any definitive judg-
ment based on hypothetical sources.
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In closing, despite the apparent thematic affinity of certain fragments with
conflagration, such as B30 and B66, the Stoics do not appear to have drawn
any inspiration from them for the development of this doctrine.

Finally, this work has offered a new view regarding Heraclitus’ doctrine
of cosmic fire through the astronomical interpretation. This interpretative
framework has not only provided an alternative reading to the fragments
recently associated to Universal Conflagration, but also enables a broader
understanding of other fragments such as B16, B57, and B99. This paper
has also contributed to the study of the relationship between Heraclitus and
the Stoics, by confirming Long’s claim that “Heraclitus’ impact upon the
early Stoics was relatively insignificant” (1975, p. 137),%2 given that the Sto-
ics, in their treatment of conflagration, do not appear to have been notably
influenced by Heraclitus’ fragments.
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