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THE MOVING POSSET ONCE AGAIN: 
HERACLITUS FR. B 125 IN CONTEXT 

This article has been prompted by two recent interesting papers on the reading of 
Heraclitus' fragment B 125 as quoted by Theophrastus, De uertig. 9.1 Here are, with 
full apparatus (such as they will appear in the Theophrastean chapter of my Traditio 
Heraclitea)2 the three main texts3 I shall be dealing with. 

1 M. M. Mackenzie, 'The Moving Posset Stands Still: Heraclitus Fr. 125', AJPh 107 (1986), 
542-51; N. van der Ben, 'Theophrastus, De vertigine, Ch. 9, and Heraclitus Fr. 125', AJPh 109 
(1988), 397-401. 

Having been strongly advised to give up the initial goal of this paper-to pinpoint some rather 
typical logical flaws in both former and present day textual criticism of our Heraclitean 
sources-I cannot but refer the interested reader to my earlier publications on the subject: 
S. N. Mouraviev, 'Comment interpreter Heraclite: vers une methodologie scientifique des etudes 
heraclit6ennes', Ionian Philosophy (Athens, 1989), 270-79; id., 'Comprendre Heraclite. 
[R6flexions sur la methode des etudes heraclit6ennes sugger6es par deux editions francaises des 
fragments de l'Ephesien],' Age de la Science 3 (La philosophie et son histoire) (Paris, 1990), 
181-232. 

It is a pleasure to acknowledge here my debt to an anonymous referee [Rec. an.] of an earlier 
version of this paper whose remarks and queries helped me to get rid of some blunders and 
omissions (the blame for the remaining still lies on me of course). 

2 See S. N. Mouraviev (Murav'ev), 'Traditio Heraclitea (A). Corpus fontium veterum de 
Heraclito', Vetnik Drevnej Istorii (1984) no. 171, 31-44; (1985) no. 173, 16-28; no. 174, 30-5; 
no. 175, 35-42; (1986) no. 178, 33-67; (1990) no. 193, 41-60; (1992) no. 200, 36-52. These 
sections contain the whole of the Heraclitean direct tradition (without the uncertain allusions 
and reminiscences) from Epicharmus to Aristotle (full texts, with relevant context, full 
apparatus, and Russian translation). An improved and enlarged edition with French translation 
and commentary of the whole of Heraclitus' tradition is now underway. See: S. N. Mouraviev 
(ed), Heraclitea, Edition critique complete des temoignages sur la vie et lPeuvre d'Heraclite 
d'Ephese et les vestiges de son livre, II, La Tradition antique et medidvale, A. Temoignages et 
citations, 1. D'Epicharme a Platon et Heraclide le Pontique (Moscow, Paris, Myrmekia, 1993); 
Aristotle, Theophrastus and the Hellenistic tradition of Heraclitus will constitute the bulk of the 
forthcoming vol. 2 (i.e. of Heraclitea II.A.2). 

The apparatus criticus is 'full' in the sense that I have included all the MSS readings and 
modem conjectures which I found in the extant modern editions of our three texts (see references 
in the main text) and of Heraclitus' fragments (see upper apparatus) as well as in the relevant 
literature (see footnotes); no collation or autopsy of the MSS is implied and involuntary 
omissions and errors are always possible. In the present case, I have drawn some additional 
information from (i) Schneider's old edition of Theophrastus, (ii) Forster's 1933 CQ article (see 
n. 7, below), and (iii) the critical remarks of Rec. an. [n. 1] who cited his own unpublished 
collations of the MSS of De uert. (Mackenzie used those of R. W. Sharples). The point of giving 
such a 'full' apparatus is, of course, to provide the reader with the means to form his own 
opinion on the subjects treated and the way they are treated (see n. 4). Collating the innumerable 
manuscripts of the many hundreds of texts we have on Heraclitus is unfortunately out of the 
question. 3 For the context, see Mackenzie, op. cit. [n. 1], 542, and below. With the exception of the 
quotation (where she reproduces Wimmer's reading) I depart from her text only twice: in line 
76 = 48, where I restore avvex&s after Ka'L and in line 86 = 3 where I correct the corrupt aAAore 
into a/ua -re (an obvious reading suggested both by the context-cf. lines 90 = 7 and 95 = 
11-and palaeography: AA is often a corruption of M). See below, n. 4.-Another emendation 
I suggest is ov et S tIE av... KweaOacLt (for ov$e,txav... KLVwlrat) in lines 21-2 of Pseudo- 
Alexander's Probl. 
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HERACLITUS FR. B 125 35 

(a) De uertig. 9-10 (1II, p. 138, 76 [1862] = p. 402, 47 [1866] Wimmer; cf. I, p. 809-10 
& IV, p. 775-7, Schneider); 

(b) Eiusdem loci paraphr. ap. [Alexandr.] Probl. IV 42 (p. 11, 13, Usener) = [Arist.] 
Problemata inedita II 42 (Arist. [Paris, Didot] IV, p. 299, 31, Bussemaker) 

- I~~~~~~~., 
(a) 

ylveral 8' 'ALyyO Kal orav els 

48 7r aurT | IwAE7TWUL Kal avvEX?s 

T7TaTrevICL,UV o Kal Tcrar7opeiTal 

49 L1r I Tl 7TOTE KlVOVtLUEV7rS KVKAUW 

50 T77Sg o0EWCS Kal r)pE?/ovcarcs I av1- 

GalveL Tr av7 TO raoS 0* aTorrov 

yap To Er' EvaVTtroV.l 

51 a'Tlov 0e TOb /Elv EV Tr77 

KVKAho(optaL TO' elpT)J1EVOV' ro70 
52 

' 
Ev 7Ttl E7TtlCTadE Kal TWt 

aLTEVWflUt 

53 8LOTL T7a EV TCbL I KLVEl(JOal (acoo- 

,/ieva OSLLT77ro l Kal r) a7rdaus T77S 

54 ob6ew?s I SE TaUrCas, EVOS /iopiov, 

Kai r TaAa rTa ovveXrj ev T()I 

403 EyKe?dA(tL LcrTarat. 

I (b) 
&La Tr LALyyLCaLV ElS re 
TaLVTO 6 XETVTES KaV KVKAOV 

14 KLVOVJ1EVOV tSWoawv; arol7rov yap 
TL T7/V 77pe,utav rT77 KLVra EI 

TavUTV ITOCLEV EvavTLa ovTa. 

II 

III 15 o SLLoto7r'lOL Kal 7 aoraoals, ra Ev 

TCrL KLvetaOaL acoFwudeva; Tr77 
obEWsc 7yap aTado7gr, eVS Fioplov, 

16 Kal T7 a aAAa avveX7) ev TriW 

EyKEa'ICLd)A loaraaL' 

SLaordpLeva oS Kal XcopL,dtoeva 
2 rT | apea KaTarapvvel Kaal 

TrOLEi rTV Alyyov. ra yap \ 
3 7Tre(vKoTa KlveirOaL T77rVe r7'V 

4 KlV77aLV aula TE Kal (vJaULEVEL 
Stla Tavr77v 

EL (S /42 KaOadiTEp 'HpdKAELTO'S 
5 I oq7rLt "Kia 6 KUKEWV SL- 

iCLa'rEL KLVOU(.LEVOG" I 

VI 

Cf. IV 

6 (10) elr7 o 8' Kal T7lj KVKAO(Op- 

iaL av7r TO7T' aTroSLSOVaL' 
7 toLLTT7ro) yap 77 OL'vr Ta TE fapEa 
8 Kal Kov(fa oSov ad,a | ELval Ta 

Etiv Ei s TO ,EaOV ov yoaa Ta o' 
EiS TO ECxarov.I 

V 0 El KVKE)V, COU7Tep Kal 

'HpdKAELTros OraoLV, E&v /t_ TLS 

TaprTT77t,. <(SL>)LTaTaL.| 

17 7TOVO 0S77 OE vorjaa 7rdaUXovra Kal 
Ta ev 7rji KE?kaA7Lt. XoPLUTa /LEV 

18 yap Kal r70poL.aLEva I Els ravTr 

rTa apea fapv'veL Kal irTOLl rOV 

Al7yyov. 7 IEV OVv 7OpEtLia old 

rTOVrTO rOLEi IAtyyov. 

VII 19 71 I oSE ovroats 7ra fap'a Kal rTa 

Kov(oa SoluTrTaiL, rTad Iv Fapea elS 
rTO /Ieaov, ra oS Kov(fa E7rl TO 

20 Eaxarov, oSov a,ua rovr7W ELvat. 

IV 

Cf. VI 
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9 7TOELi 8e Kal TO Kv-7TTELY iAiyyov VIII S&L rTO0TO Kai rO KV7rTEtV iLAyyovs 
10 tda rovTro XcuptieraL I yap rd TiOLt' XcWPieraL yap Ta l,Ev 

fapea Kat eAapad, rTa pIv avwo 21 gapea Karco, Ta 8& eAacpa davw. 
ra S& KarTCO 

11 ei 6E a,ula elIvaL KaalTrep IX qaavepov 3' EK TroVrCv T L 01 O e S 

EXEXOrq. 22 /tLav Kivr?7av ra ev Tr?L I KE(aAljl 
KtLVeaOat. 

(c) Eiusdem loci epitoma ap. Photii Bibl. cod. 278, p. 526b40 (VIII, p. 162, Henry) 
527a [I] ytvovrat i'Ayyot Kal oTrav ATrcorat oUvvExcs KaI | E7rrare- 

vCWsOtv. 
o Kat oltaropiTrat, Tr '7 7Tror K1JKAWL KtLVOVI/EVo g T7S 

o?0EWS Kal ]peptovars TO avo aVv,fo 7rdOog aVlISatYv. [II] rT 3S' 

atTtOV TrjS L/EV KVjKAWLt opdg ErprTat a i ta Tt SE E v rTit EcTrlara- 

5 (ae Kat rt aT rEvtYu/tL rTo aUTro avJLaivEa 7 rados; [III] dSLOTt Ta 

eV T7)t KLVj7?EtL aULto,6IEva 7) atalS oLStaT7al. aTar77?S o0v 

TrS o6YbEWS Kaa Ta adAA avvEXr Ta' ev r Ct EyYcKEaAcUl laTaTat. 

[IV] laardleva S', Kal Cavvr|lS TaTal Kat XopIETrat Ta r apea, 
Kal KaTa/appvVEt, Kal | TolE TOYV tAtyyov. [VII] Kal ' 

KVKAtOL 

10 aopa S o(LarT7rat I ra apea Kat Ta Kov(ia. [VIII] TroLEt S Kal 

TO KVTTretV LA,yyovs 1 Kal yap ev rTW KVJrTre XWpiETra rTa 

flapea Kat Ta EAal|ppd, Ta ILEV av), Ta 3e KadTr' [IX] Sel oS a 
eLvar Ka0aOTEp ?Aex0Oq. 

(a) 402,48 7TarT. et 49 Trs-403,5 Ktl.] Walzer, ad fr. B 125 II 402,51 
aLTov-403, 8] Lassalle, I, p. 75-6+n 11 403, 1 SuardTtEva-5 KtlOV.EVoS] Marcovich, 
fr. 31 (a) 11 2 &---6 adroSLdo'va] Kirk, p. 255 |I 2 Ta-5 KtV.] Bywater, ad fr. 84 11 4 
EL-5 Ktv.] Schuster, fr. 85 (p. 253-41) 11 4 KaOdarep-5 Ktl.] Kahn, fr. 77 11 5 
Ka-KtlVOVtlEVOSg] DK B 125; Bywater, fr. 84; Wheelwright, fr. 50; Mansfeld, fr.171 
= 272; Diano, fr. 18; Colli, fr. A 66; Conche, fr. 131; Roussos2, fr. 31 11 5 KVKEwoV 

(seorsum)] Roussos1, fr. 43 

(b) 13 Sta- Swoatv et 15 rTs oeoewS--16 raTarat] Walzer, ad B 125 11 16 6 
SE-lTararal] Bywater, ad fr. 84, Marcovich, fr. 31 (a1) 

(a) [ABCDEQ Ald]4 402,47 rT aTro] Troro ABCE Ald [Rec. an.] 11 48 Kat 

avvexcW ABCDE Aid [Rec. an.]: Kal praeb. Wimmer |I 50 avro om. ABCDE Aid 
[Rec. an.] 11 V6T'] v7ro rWv ABCD Ald [Rec. an.] 11 53 Kal <xopt'E> Marcovich, ft. 
recte (cf. 403, 1 Xwupto,etva) 11 54 oe aararUs Usener, (conl. (b) 15; cf. etiam (c) 6) ad 
h.l., p. XIII, 11, acc. Wimmer, et al.: StdaTaats AQ Ald: SaarTdaeL ci. Lassalle, I 

75-6n, post oi,ews punctuans 11 403, 1 Lararat Usener, (conl. (b) 16; (c) 8), acc. 
Wimmer, et al.: an avviaTraTa (cf. LSJ s.u. B.V)?: avvi{rTaacat AQ Aid: Sttararat 

Grangerius, acc. Schneider 11 3 atia re scripsi (cf. 7, 11 a,ta evat): 'AAoTre AQ Ald, 
def. Kirk, HCF 255: taAAoTet 'non sanum (expectes $8Aov OTr u. sim.)' Marcovich: 
acw4erat ci. Wimmer, acc. Bywater, Walzer 11 4-5 el Se ',t7... Kal 6 KVKEWV SttaraaTa 

AQ Aid: el (87 [,'] ... ttarTaTat <u(r> ci. Bernays, acc. Usen., Byw.: el Se [,j'1 ... S. 

4 Since Wimmer refers only to AQ Aid and Rec. an. [n. 1] to ABCDE Ald, but not to Q, it is 
not altogether impossible that Q coincides with B C D or E. It goes without saying that a new 
edition of the De uert. is badly needed and would probably entail many improvements in my 
apparatus. Until then I prefer to retain Wimmer's text whenever it makes little difference. 
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Kic4> (ut uid.) Diels, H2 F VS2-4 DK ad fr.: et S3E p-S... . <t'j> perperam Schuster, 
Walzer, Kirk, Marcovich: eL (3'...vavvtaiCarcaa ((duTa-raL Lassalle) Heinse: EL&SE' 

11,q ... Kal 6 KVKAEvWav (conl. (b) 16) E ta-rara < >t > Forster: EL ' 
S'j ... ra-rat (sine 

&) Mackenzie, acc. (sed etiam Eidrr'araT ci.) v.d.Ben 11 5 KLVO0V(JEVOS AQ Aid edd.: 
KVKEVtULEV0S (cf. (b) 16 rapdrT77t) concieci (ap. REG 98 [1985] 132, ubi lapsu KUKOU- 

scriptum est): KVKW/.LEVOS nunc Roussos2 fr. 31 11 6 aa'Pro] To' az',r ABCDE Aid [Rec. 
an.] 11 9 -i3-rT] fort. Tai'To'? 

(b) [ABCDEGMNOPRSTV] 14 ya6p -r ci. Usener fort. recte II -rav'To (editio) 
Paris. II (3So'T P 11 15 7a om. P II 'v add. Usen. (conl. (a) 402, 52): om. codd I UTrdLSt 
B I -roi3 E'v'Sg Paris. (dissentientibus Bussemakeri codicibus) II rai'AAa B ii 16 KVKEWV 

Usen. (coal. (a) 405, 5): KVKAIEVwV codd., ret. Bollack-Wismann, 340 II b7lv- 

-rap/T-r77t cod. Madr. (teste Forster): frr7uL, KaGv /J.TaTapaTTn7t Paris (diss. Buss. 
codd.) [et cett. codd. teste Rec. an.] II tij del. Mackenzie v.d.Ben II (3uTaraaL Usener 
(conl. (a) 403, 5): ut7araaL codd. 11 17 ra'Tr6 ci. Usen. fort. recte SI S) (EE] SEE SE S II 
7TacUXoVTa] cacLUKovTa P 11 KEOaA7)l XcPoptaTa 

' 
uEv Usener: K. X.- Ta' EkE'V P: K. XWP' 

iTa CEv Paris. S II 18 gapi'vet Kat om. Paris. II TOtVTWV tAAyya B 11 19 
t'aTurqCrt-Kol3f)a2 om. B 11 20 rov'rw] ov-rcWL -rct 0: TOl;rU TO o Paris. S (P): Tai3Ta 

ci. Bussemaker, 11 21 qavEpa'v Bussem. II 3rTt om. Paris. 0 II o6' 6E Fdtav... 22 
KWvELUcat scripsi: ot'8EE/L'av... KLVErrat codd.: 'fort. addendum a4roirov?' ci. Usen. 

(c) [AM] 5 ira'ogos uv/l/3atVEL Bekker e vuig.: ouvb4g. iT. A: non liquet M 11 8 
avv(3d'u-raTat M: UVvicrTavrat A 

This Heraclitean quotation in Theophrastus was first adduced by Bernays5 who 
immediately corrected it in a manner which made it say just the opposite of what was 
written in the manuscripts, namely: Ka'L o' KVKIEW'V (3daTa-raat <pi1> KLVVL'p.EvoS-. This 
reading has had the good fortune of being accepted by scores of scholars, or rather 
all of them except, on the one hand, Lassalle, Schultz, and Bollack-Wismann 6 who 
stuck to the MSS, and, on the other, Forster, Mackenzie and van der Ben 7 who 
adopted other corrections. On what grounds was Bernays' conjecture made and 
accepted? 

Most strangely, none of its partisans, to my knowledge, ever attempted to 
formulate his reasons explicitly-so obvious did they look. (The only. subject ever 
discussed was whether the preceding ELS&E .tL4 was to be emended toctEl &j, as suggested 
by the same Bernays, or could be retained .)8 These obvious reasons are: (i) the MSS 
reading gives an impossible sense: Heraclitus cannot be thought of as stating 
something so contrary to what he is known to have believed ;9 (ii) the context in 
Theophrastus requires an example proving that some things are held together by 
motion and disintegrated by rest; (iii) the paraphrase of Theophrastus' text by 
Pseudo-Alexander/Pseudo-Aristotle supports this emendation.'0 

J. Bernays, Heraclitea. Diss. (Bonn, 1848), 6- 7 = id., Gesammelte Abhandlungen, 1(1885), 6. 
6F. Lassalle, Die Philosophie des Herakleitos des Dunk/en von Ephesus (Berlin, 1858), 75ff.; W. 

Schultz, 'Die Kosmologie des Rauchopfers nach Heraklits Fragm. 67', Archivfiir Geschichte der 
Philosophie 22 (1909), 202-3, n. 15; J. Bollack-H. Wismann, H&raclite ou la Siparation (Paris, 
1972), 340f. 

7E. S. Forster, 'Further Emendations in the Fragments of Theophrastus', CQ (1933), 
140-41; Mackenzie, op. cit. [n. 1], 549-51; van der Ben, op. cit. [n. 1], 397, 400-401. 

8 Cf. G. S. Kirk, Heraclitus. The Cosmic Fragments (Cambridge, 1954; 21962), 255. Before 
Bernays the reading El &j (with an additional,4E'v before &j was already used by Heinse-whose 
other emendation (UVVi'UTa-rat for &(uraarat) had an effect somewhat similar to that of Bernays' 
KPv/i>. 9Cf. Mackenzie's formula quoted below (n. 12). 

10 Kirk, op. cit. [n. 8], ib. 
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Are these good reasons? The first and main one is not; it is methodologically 
vitiated since it implies a petitio principii: how are we to know what Heraclitus really 
meant if we use our prejudices-whether right or wrong-about what he 'must' have 
meant as a sufficient reason to modify the very basis of our knowledge? As to the 
other two, they are methodologically sound, and all depends on whether they are true. 

Unfortunately, ever since 1848, when Bernays proposed his reading, and up to 
1986, when Mackenzie's article appeared, nobody ever really took the trouble of 
checking it up.11 Mackenzie did so and she found out that Theophrastus' context 
requires an example of just the opposite of what was thought, that no correction of 
the quotation is needed and that Bernays' reading (including its modern variant 
where the first [LY is preserved) is incompatible with it. The arguments she adduced are 
sound and inescapable (see below). Thus was refuted the second reason. 

And nobody as yet has seriously examined the third argument which, as I shall 
show, is just as groundless as the second. 

What happens next? A very curious thing. Having come to her conclusion, instead 
of making the next natural step, i.e. recognizing that the transmitted version of the 
fragment is the only one to deserve confidence and trying to understand what 
Heraclitus could have meant by this, Mackenzie retreats under the impact of... the 
first argument against this transmitted version: 'the fragment that Theophrastus' text 
must contain,' says she, 'cannot be Heraclitean' (p. 549).12 Whence her hypothesis 
that 'it could... be a modification by Theophrastus of some Heraclitean original' 
(ib.). And she reconstructs this original by emending the quotation into 6 KVKE?OV 

laTaTra KtVOVOJLEVOS (p. 549-51). 
But what then was the point of analysing the context? If the context is indicative 

of the way a quotation should be read (as is normally the case), then one should pay 
heed to what it indicates; if it is not, then it is no use analysing it at all; and if the only 
purpose of the analysis was to refute the previous readings, then Mackenzie has 
simultaneously 'prerefuted' her own reading too. One cannot use two different 
standards at the same time, one for other people's readings and another for one's 
own. 

But this is not yet the end of the story. Then in comes van der Ben, who accepts 
Mackenzie's emended' original' (which Theophrastus supposedly modified) and tries 
(not very successfully in my opinion) to squeeze it back into Theophrastus' context, 
i.e. to interpret the latter in a way compatible with this corrected quotation. As a 
result we come to a fantastic situation when a quotation, after having been corrected 
on no other valid grounds than its expected sense (the fallacious first argument), is 
then used as a criterion to reinterpret the very context which refutes its reading! I 
leave it to the reader to decide what can be the intrinsic value of results obtained in 
such a curious fashion. 

In the preceding short sketch I have deliberately avoided all questions of detail so 
that the awkward logic of some of my predecessors be as clear as possible. Now I am 
going to substantiate my own way of dealing with the whole question. In doing this 
I shall of course particularly insist on the capital importance of the logical and 

n Though Schultz, op. cit. (n. 7), 203 n. 15, seems to make the same point. 
12 'The present version ... is manifestly false... Heraclitus was certainly addicted to para- 

dox..., but his paradoxes are of a veridical type-that is they do not assert falsehoods, whether 
obvious or otherwise' (Mackenzie op. cit. [n. 1], 548f.). That this is patentlyfalse is proven, e.g., 
by fr. B 3 which states that the Sun is the width of a human foot. This example is enough to show 
how slippery are arguments of this kind. 
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methodological aspects of the problem, and shall be somewhat less categoric as 
regards the possible concrete solutions, since philology, unlike mathematics, rarely 
yields a hundred percent reliable results and errare (after all) humanum est-even with 
the most perfect method. 

To begin with: what sources do we have at our disposal? 
(i) Theophrastus' text and quotation; (ii) two paraphrases of Theophrastus' text, 

one rather free, but containing a reference to Heraclitus, by Pseudo-Alexander/ 
Pseudo-Aristotle, and another more close to the original, but without such a 
reference, by Photius; (iii) a number of allusions and reminiscences (Plato, Epicurus, 
Chrysippus, Plutarch, Marcus Aurelius, Lucian, Themistius, Scholion in Iliad.).13 The 
latter sources may be useful when we try to understand the Heraclitean meaning of 
the fragment, but they contain no clues as to its wording. Therefore we are left with 
only one primary source and two secondary ones derived from it. The obvious plan 
of action is then: (a) analyse each of these three sources for its own sake to understand 
its purport and content and establish its text (quotation excluded); (b) compare them 
in order to understand how far the two secondary ones depart from the primary, and 
(if necessary and possible) use them to improve (our understanding of) it; (c) see 
whether the quotations in Theophrastus and Pseudo-Alexander agree with their 
respective contexts (and with each other); and finally, (d) if there is no such 
agreement-but only in that case-try to find the simplest way of restoring it by 
reinterpreting or correcting the fragment (context excluded, at least in so far as the 
correction would alter its general purport). 

The context of Theophrastus has already been analysed by Mackenzie. Though 
correct on the whole, her analysis has two defects which make it rather difficult to 
follow. First, when examining the general purpose of Theophrastus she needlessly 
postulates a change of main subject (from dizziness caused by circular motion to that 
caused by rest). And secondly, she analyses the immediate context while demon- 
strating at the same time its disagreement with the different emended variants of the 
quotation. All this hides the fairly simple structure of the passage. 

Here is how I understand it (my English translation is based on that of Mackenzie, 
but with some important differences): 

[I] Dizziness also occurs when people look at the same thing and gaze fixedly at it. This raises 
another problem: why, whether the eyes move in circle or are at rest, is the effect the same-this 
is absurd from opposite causes. [II] The cause of dizziness in circular motion is the one I said; 
that of dizziness in staring and gazing fixedly [III] is that rest too disintegrates the things which 
are preserved by motion. When the eyes, one part of the brain, are still, its other parts, being 
continuous with them, are paralysed. [IV] The heavy parts, being disintegrated and separated, 
weigh down and cause dizziness. For the parts which are naturally moved by this (or that type 
of) motion are at the same time held together through it. [V] Otherwise, as Heraclitus says, even 
the posset disintegrates when it moves. [VII] It would be possible to apply the same explanation 
to circular motion. For the vortex disintegrates the heavy and the light when they should be 
together, driving the former to the middle and the latter to the outside. [VIII] Stooping causes 
dizziness for the same reason too, for it separates the heavy and the light, upwards the former 
and downwards the latter, [IX] while they should be together, as already said. 

The unity of this passage is indubitable, but to my mind its common denominator 
is not rest as another possible cause of dizziness besides circular motion-this (pace 
Mackenzie 544) is refuted by VII and VIII-, it is the general explanation of dizziness 
as a result of the disintegration and separation of the light and heavy constituents of 

13 To the texts cited by M. Marcovich (Heraclitus. Editio Maior [Merida, 1967] = Eraclito. 
Frammenti [Firenze, 1978]) under fr. 31 should be added Plat. Crat. 439 C 5 (cf. 411 B 7). 
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the brain due to various causes: keeping one's eyes still (I-IV), moving in circle (VII), 
or stooping (VIII). The brain consists of parts some of which are naturally still, others 
naturally mobile.l4 The former are disintegrated and separated into their light and 
heavy constituents either by the vortex (the centrifugal and centripetal forces) or by 
a reversal of their natural order (this is the case of stooping: the heavy and light 
constituents change places under the influence of gravity), the latter by rest (the force 
of gravity again). The subject treated just before the quotation is the last mentioned: 
'The parts which are naturally moved by this (i.e. this or that type of) motion are at 
the same time held together through it. Otherwise...' What does this otherwise (el &e 

uj) mean? 
As already seen by Mackenzie 546 (and probably two or three other scholars before 

her),15 it means 'if it is not through this motion that these parts are held together... (El 
Ta 7TEUfVKOTa KvELtaOaiL TrjvSE rv KiV77raV LY) CUV/fLE`VEI St ra Tavrv or L~Y 36ta Travr7v 

av/LEtEvEt)', and it implies that the apodosis must contain a counterfactual 
consequence 'tending, by a reductio ad absurdum type of argument, to support the 
principle of natural motion'. Thus the point of the quotation is to show what absurd 
consequence would follow from a denial of Theophrastus' thesis 'what is naturally in 
motion is held together by this motion'. 

So much for the context in Theophrastus. Let us turn now to Pseudo-Alexander. I 
translate: 

[I] Why do people get dizzy both when looking at the same thing and if they see something 
turning in circle? For it is absurd for rest to produce the same effect as motion, since they are 
opposites. [III] Is it because rest also disintegrates the things which are preserved by motion? For 
when the eyes, one part of the brain, are still, its other parts, being continuous with them, also 
stop moving. [V] The posset, as Heraclitus also says, if nobody shakes it, stops (sic codd.) [VI] 
One should understand (this as meaning) that the head's contents undergo this as well. When 
they are separated and gathered in the same place, the heavy parts weigh and produce dizziness. 
This is why rest causes dizziness. [VII] As to the vortex, it disintegrates the heavy and the light 
parts (driving) the heavy to the middle, and the light to the outside, when they should be 
together. [VIII] This is also why stooping causes dizziness: parts are separated, the heavy ones 
downwards, the light ones upwards. [IX] It is clear from this that the brain must not be moved 
by only one (kind of) motion. 

Taken by itself,16 this text makes sense, except for the exact purport of the 
quotation (V). Judging by the preceding (III) and following (VI) sentences, the second 

14 Cf. text (b), IX. 15 Cf. n. 6 and 11, above. 
16 Taking this text by itself does not imply neglecting the fact that it is a paraphrase of another 

text, the one we just examined, but only considering it for its own sake. The disastrous effects 
of such a neglect are well illustrated by Emminger who believed he had discovered an unknown 
fragment! (See A. Emminger, Die vorsokratischen Philosophen nach den Berichten des Aristoteles 
[Wiirzburg, 1883], 148, and H. Diels, rev. of Emminger, Jenaer Literaturzeitung 5 [1878], 9). 
More astounding and absolutely untenable is the attitude of Bollack-Wismann, op. cit. [n. 6], 
340 who, while knowing (?) that it is a paraphrase, still retain the corrupt reading KVKAEw?v and 
translate '(l'animal) qui tourne (l'ane?), s'il n'y a personne pour l'exciter, il s'arrete'. Unless the 
French scholars are just pulling our leg to show what 'animaux qui tournent' we also are, they 
are defying any logic. Logically much sounder is Forster's reverse procedure: he emends KVKE?,V 
in Theophrastus into KVKA,evOV according to the Probl. (and then Sbdara-at into Se 
LaraTa)-' the man who whirls round stands still while moving'-but it fails to cope with two 
facts: the opposite roles played by the quotation in these texts (see below in the text) and the 
existence of a number of other testimonia showing that Heraclitus did indeed use the kykeon 
simile (see n. 13 and the corresponding text). 
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word stops (aTrarat) is corrupt.17 The first ZaTaraL being already paralleled by /1T 
TapaTTrrL, one would expect here a verb denoting some consequence of this coming (of 
the brain/posset) to a standstill, not a repetition of the same idea. 

Comparison with Theophratus contributes to a better understanding of the 
paraphrase, which is remarkable for a number of features. First, it follows closely its 
original and asserts practically the same. Secondly, it departs notably from it as far 
as the syntax of the immediate context and the wording of the quotation are 
concerned (V). Thirdly, its explanation of stooping (i.e. having one's head upside 
down) is mistaken: the heavy parts should have been said to be driven upwards, and 
the light downwards (VIII, cf. Theophrastus). Finally, it lucidly states the logical 
consequence of all this reasoning: the brain needs to be moved by different types of 
motion (IX). Of these features, the most important to us is of course the second. 
Leaving out for the time being the content of the quotation, let us stress one point: 
it is syntactically independent from the context and, therefore, cannot express the 
counterfactual consequence of the denial of anything in this context.18 Another 
interesting point is that the introductory sentence of Theophrastus (IV) has been 
turned into an explanation of the posset simile (VI): just as the posset etc., so also 
the brain etc. Thus the point of the quotation here is to illustrate the separation of the 
heavy and the light parts caused by the stopping of the brain, not to demonstrate 
the absurdity of the opposite view. 

Comparison with Theophrastus also makes it obvious how L'ararat is to be 
corrected: &taraTaTa. So much has already been suggested long ago by Usener ad loc. 

And now we are in a position to explain the difference between the two quotations, 
that of Theophrastus and that of Pseudo-Alexander's paraphrase, why they state 
different things, the first saying that the posset disintegrates when it is moved, and the 
second asserting that it disintegrates when it is not shaken. This discrepancy was the 
third argument adduced in favour of Bernays' correction which made them say the 
same thing. But the first quotation, the original one, is introduced by El 8e /xr] 
(otherwise...), while the second, as we noted, has no introduction of any sort. 
Moreover, while the condition which this SEe & iLr negates is stated in the former text 
before the quotation, in the second it comes after it, as an explanation of the simile. 
Knowing that, should we be surprised to find a negative particle ,t] in the second 
'quotation', and none in the first? Not at all. Simply, the anonymous paraphrast 
replaced the reductio ad absurdum type of argument of Theophrastus by a 
straightforward analogy. Instead of saying 'if parts which are naturally in motion 

17 Mackenzie, op. cit. [n. 1], 549 also believes that 'to say that if the posset is not shaken it 
stands still... [is an] awesome banality', but since she needs the word [ararat to support her 
reconstruction of Heraclitus' 'original' wording, she proposes to read it 'figuratively' as 'it 
preserves its nature', but even this figurative reading, if possible, does not work without the 
correction she makes to the text (see below n. 20).-And may I point here to another logical flaw 
in her reasoning: how could such a secondary source as Pseudo-Alexander have preserved a 
correct Heraclitean reading (araraTa) if, according to herself, the author of the primary source 
had deliberately altered it (into 8dLaraaL) 'to make his case about natural motion' (ib.)? Unless 
the paraphrast knew Heraclitus' supposed original saying from somewhere else and corrected his 
main source (Theophrastus) on purpose-an unwarranted supposition which Mackenzie's 
appeal to a 'current'-but wholly unattested-'Peripatetic tradition' (550) does not help to 
save,-this is sheer nonsense. See also n. 21. 

18 Had Mackenzie applied to the context of the quotation in Pseudo-Alexander the method 
she so successfully used in Theophrastus, she would have seen that the former cannot be 
'announcing a falsehood' (549) since it lacks the very thing which motivated her conclusion 
concerning the latter: a denial of the fact that natural movers are preserved by their motion. 
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were not held together by this motion, then even the posset would19 disintegrate when 
moved', the paraphrast chose to say 'just as the posset does really disintegrate when 
it is not (ix3) stirred, so does the brain when the eyes are kept still'.20 A little reflection 
suffices to understand that there is no contradiction between the two formulas, 
notwithstanding their strikingly different forms.21 

So much for Pseudo-Alexander. Next comes Photius. But since his text is just a 
shortened version of Theophrastus, it is of little use translating it. Its interest lies in 
that it confirms most of what our MSS preserved of Theophrastus' text as well as two 
modern conjectures (both by Usener).22 Unfortunately the Byzantine patriarch 
skipped the whole Heraclitean passage and is therefore of no help to us in 
understanding its role and establishing its text. 

There remain three points which I believe it necessary to make. 
First, I want to reply to those who, no doubt, will say that Bernays' double 

emendation does not affect the general meaning of the passage and moreover 
completely restores the balance with Pseudo-Alexander's paraphrase. Mackenzie 
objects (547-8) that his reading gets into trouble with Kai, 'even', and is logically 
inconsistent. Whatever the truth, it makes no difference to us. The important point 
is that it requires two corrections totally unwarranted by the context and the only 
motivation of which (as of those defended by Forster, Mackenzie and van der Ben) 
is the resulting sense. And though the fact that Bernays, unlike Wimmer, Kirk and 
others, tried to preserve the internal consistency of 4th t:xt (this is the sole reason for 
his deletion of iv4 in the protasis) is laudable per se, it cannot outweigh the original 
consistency of the transmitted text. 

And the second point I want to make (though without insisting too much on it since 
the question requires further examination and cannot in principle be solved at this 
early stage23 of our investigation) is that even the 'unheraclitean' meaning of fr. B 125 
resulting from this analysis24 could be fairly easily turned into a 'Heraclitean' one 
simply by supposing that the philosopher too was stating the counterfactual 
consequence of some irreal condition. In other words, that there was some ele SLIt 
in Heraclitus' text as well. As to the Heraclitean context, the realm to which the 
philosopher applied this simile could perhaps be deduced from the sources of the third 

19 That such an irreal apodosis does not necessarily require here v + optative has been 
convincingly shown by Mackenzie, op. cit. [n. 1], 546-7. 

20 This refutes the correction advocated by Mackenzie, op. cit. [n. 1], 549 and v.d.Ben, op. cit. 
[n. 1], 400 n. 5 (who would both delete this f/x). 21 It would certainly be interesting to know what triggered this rewording of Theophrasus' 
original. (A study of the paraphrast's method might be helpful, and a possible explanation is 
suggested at the end of this paper.) Yet, as already said (n. 17), nothing so far indicates that he 
has had any independent knowledge of Heraclitus' saying. Therefore, and even though such an 
independent knowledge is not altogether impossible, before this is confirmed by some newly 
found evidence we must stick to the one we have and consider the original quotation in 
Theophrastus as being more true to Heraclitus than its rewording by Pseudo-Alexander. 
Otherwise, we would be building on sand. 22 See apparatus to (a) lines 54 and 1. 

23 I.e. at the philological stage as opposed to the hermeneutical (for this distinction and the 
problem of the relation between textual criticism and philosophical interpretation, see 
Mouraviev, 'Comment interpreter Heraclite...' [n. 1], 273-7). 

24 Neither Lassalle, op. cit. [n. 6], I 76 (who equates KtVOVpLEVoS with avvtardtLEvos), nor 
Schultz, op. cit. [n. 6], 203 n. 15 (for whom H. used this image 'um zu zeigen, daB auch die 
stets wirbelnden Dinge, die Gestirne und die Himmelsw6olbung, nicht ewig sind'), nor 
Bollack-Wismann, op. cit. [n. 6], 340 (who see in it a paradox illustrating, 'par l'exception, 
la constance d'une loi') found it to be such. 
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group, the allusions and reminiscences (see above and n. 13). All these texts (except 
the different versions of the biographical anecdote about Heraclitus' advice to the 
Ephesians) concur at any rate in linking the posset simile to eternal flux and world 
order (or rather disorder), i.e. place it in a cosmological context. But to say more at 
this stage would be to be indulging in sheer guesswork. 

Finally, fairness requires that I mention a wholly different solution to the problem 
recently suggested to me by Prof. Myles Burnyeat.25 There is another way of 
construing El Se tu7x, he says: as meaning not El 6E T ra rrtvKora KLvelaOaL... IT (...) 

(VUL(eLVEt (see p. 40 above), but El o rE ra rEcvKTra KtVeLaOdaL ... l KtvelrTaL TrjvE Tr7v 

KtivLatv 'if these parts which are naturally moved... are no longer moved by this 
motion'. Then... the consequence is no longer counterfactual and the conjecture of 
Bernays is necessary indeed and finds even some support in Pseudo-Alexander's 
parallel version of the quotation. 

What can be said about that? 
First, that all other things being equal it still seems safer not to correct a transmitted 

text which makes a good enough sense without correction. 
Second, that the Greek El Se rj seems to be more precise than the English 

'otherwise' in that it normally points to the main verb of the preceding sentence (as 
would also 'if not' in English): 'The parts which are naturally moved by this motion 
are at the same time held together through it. If not...' What does this 'if not' 
normally mean? Obviously: 'If they are not held together...' This does not totally 
exclude the other answer but makes it less likely than the normal one. 

Third, that the version of Pseudo-Alexander is better explained not by any 
independent knowledge of his concerning the contexts of the original 'saying', but by 
the accidental omission of IV, i.e. of the very point which El oe xrv denies, by the 
subsequent correction of this then senseless El be trLj into o6 e KVKECOV, and by a 
reformulation of the following text (V and VI) so as to compensate this omission, i.e.: 
first, to replace the counterfactual consequence of the lost denial by a straightforward 
conditional construction: 6 6e KVKEwV, Eav tiT rs rapaTT7L ... and, second, to restore 
the omitted part in the form of an explanation.26 (This would also help explain the 
awkward roViro O7 SEf vor7aat KTA...) 

May I conclude by reminding the reader that I am not the first to defend the 
transmitted text, already upheld by Lassalle, Schultz, and Bollack-Wismann (see 
above, n. 6). What I do seem to be the first to do is to insist on how crucial it is to 
be fully aware of all the logical implications of one's procedures and modes of 
argumentation and of the intrinsic validity of the methods one uses. 

Moscow/Universite de Paris-IV (Paris-Sorbonne) SERGE N. MOURAVIEV 

25 Private letter to author (July, 1994). 
26 One should not forget that unless you used separate scraps of papyrus, and particularly 

when you were completing a scroll, accidental omissions while copying created serious problems. 
If you did care about preserving the omitted part, either you had to rewrite the whole roll, or 
to modify the original in order to insert it where it was still possible. 
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