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RESUMO: Este artigo focaliza uma instdncia negligen-
ciada da recep¢do platonica de Herdclito na Repablica (11,
375e-376¢), e tenta mostrar que é provdvel que a passagem
de Platdo seja uma alusdo a B 97 de Herdclito («0Os cdes
ladram para quem eles ndo conhecem») e B 85 («E dificil
lutar contra o thymos, pois o que se almeja com isso se
paga com pvxn). A principal reivindicacio é que com o
uso que faz da imagem de cdes, Platdo volta os seus olhos
para Herdclito, e convida a explorar de a possibilidade que
pelo menos alguns elementos da Kallipolis de Platdo possam
derivar de Herdclito - especialmente alguns fragmentos éti-
cos e politicos. Uma breve pesquisa acerca desses elementos
sugere haver uma profunda afinidade filosofica entre os dois
autores em diversas dreas importantes (como a chamada
«psicologia moral» e o «intelectualismo ético»), e questiona
o lugar comum da interpretacdo tradicional de Herdclito
como um defensor da moral aristocrdtica.

PALAVRAS-CHAVE: Platdo, Herdclito, cdes, thymos,

phylakes, demos, polloi, aristoi.

ABSTRACT: The paper focuses on a neglected instance
of the Platonic reception of Heraclitus in the Republic (II,
375e-376¢), trying to show that it's likely that Plato’s
passage makes an allusion to Heraclitus’ B97 (“Dogs bark
at whom they don’t know”) and B85 (“It’s difficult to fight
Ovudc, for what it longs for it pays with Yvxn”). The main
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Although the influence of Heraclitus on the
ancient philosophical tradition can be taken for
granted as a matter of fact, it's often hard to pin it
down with enough precision in every instance. Pos-
sibly one of the most revealing test cases is Plato,
in whose written works there is a deeply-embedded,
opaque image of Heraclitus, widely acknowledged
in the Cratylus and the Theaetetus (which contain
seven of the nine explicit mentions by name in
the dialogues and attribute him certain famous
doctrinesl). Actually, the presence of Heraclitus in
Plato goes far beyond these two dialogues, and can
be detected in a considerable number of the writings
in the Corpus Platonicum’. As a rule, Plato doesn’t
quote Heraclitus much and when he does, he doesn’t
give his words exactly and fully, but adapts them
to his own context, substantially transforming the
originals. Scholarship has not been particularly keen
on detecting the relevance of Heraclitus” art and
thought in the Republic, although it might turn out
to be important for a right understanding of Plato’s
own philosophical message at several crucial points
of the argument (particularly books V-VII). In what
follows, I will not even attempt a rough general
sketch of the latter aspect, but will deal instead
with just one instance of the reception of Heraclitus
in book II (375e-376¢). This note sets out to show
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claim is that Plato’s use of the image of dogs looks back to
Heraclitus, which invites an exploration of the possibility
that at least some elements of Plato’s kallipolis might
derive from Heraclitus - particularly from some ethical and
political fragments. A brief survey of these suggests a deep
philosophical affinity among the two authors in several
important areas (as the so-called ‘moral psychology’ and
‘ethical intellectualism’), and questions the commonplace
traditional interpretation of Heraclitus as a defender of
aristocratic morality.

KEYWORDS: Plato, Heraclitus, dogs, thymos, phylakes,

demos, polloi, aristoi.

that it’s likely that Plato’s passage on the philo-
sophic dogs makes an allusion to Heraclitus (DK22
B97: “Dogs bark at whom they don’t recognize”).
In what concerns the interpretation of Heraclitus
enigmatic dictum, Plato seems to give a different
side of the philosophy of the Ephesian, suggesting
an anthropological (ethical and political) context of
application. I'll argue that Plato’s use of the image
of dogs looks back to and sheds light on Heraclitus’
thought, and explore the possibility that some
elements of Plato’s kallipolis might be connected
to ideas in Heraclitus. Inter-textual analysis calls
for a fair assessment of the relevant texts of both
authors, which is not an easy task, each one of them
being difficult to interpret in their own right. The
influence of Heraclitus on Plato and the Platonic
reception of Heraclitus constitute a territory not
often visited by interpreters and commentators,
sometimes slippery and always full of hermeneutical
challenges. So: Cave canes!

The project of designing in thought an ideal
polis is conceived precisely in book II of Plato’s
Republic (369c ff.), as the course that the search
for the nature of justice must follow, yielding as
a general answer (in book IV, 443c-d) the inner
appovia both of the soul and the city. A quick look
at book II as a whole shows an obvious surfacing
of a well-known (though not unique) Heraclitean
theme, in the specific criticism of Homer and Hesiod,
leading to censorship and eventual banishment of
politically incorrect poetry from the kaAAimoAilg
— as it is later called (V, 527c2) —, because of the
harmful effects of the immoral and false depiction
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of the gods in their mythological tales’. Pre-Socratic
influences here should include XenophanesA in
the first place, but a harsh attitude towards the
founding fathers of Greek mtadeiox — extended to
Xenophanes himself — is also very conspicuous in
some Heraclitean fragmentss. Plato’s own criticism
of traditional poetry comes up as part of the initial
development of the appropriate maweia for the
young Guardians (pvAakeg, introduced at 374d).
At this early stage of the long narrative argument
these “Guardians” refer to the emerging class of
professional soldiers in the “luxurious” or “swollen”
cityﬁ, resulting from the fast-growing needs of the
imagined community of citizens and a combination
of factors such as overpopulation, the consequent
need to make war, and the principle of division of
work according to each one’s natural abilities. Later
on, an élite of philosopher-kings will gradually de-
velop out of these primitive Guardians (who will be
then distinguished from the shepherds, and referred
to as ”helpers"7), and eventually become the ruling
class, coming into full view in book V. For the time
being, besides the producers and craftsmen, there
is only this class in charge of warfare (offensive and
defensive), which will be expected to enforce law
and order within the state, and to act always with
the interest of the whole city in mind.

Before getting to the question of the rear-
ing, training and right education of the Guardians,
the interlocutors face the preliminary problem of
the mere possibility of breeding good watch-dogs
for the city, fierce and ‘high-spirited. At 374a-b,
Socrates insists that in every case, whether horse,
dog or any other animal, there’s no courageousness
without a high-spirited nature; for, he tells the
impetuous Glaucon:

Don't you know spirit (Bvuoc) is an invincible thing
that no one wants to fight with, and that its presence
makes every soul (vxn) fearless and unconquerable

in the face of every danger?8

Socrates’ revealing connection of Ouuoc and
oy anticipates the moral psychology of book IV,
where Yuxr is the broader concept and Ovpdc is
one of its constituent partsg. Perhaps significantly,



Socrates may be evoking a famous saying of Heracli-
tus (B85): “It’s hard to fight passion (Quuog), for
what it longs for, it pays with soul (}vxn)”. That
Heraclitus’ saying is in Plato’s mind here is sug-
gested by the close lexical parallelism among Plato’s
Apayxov te kal aviknrov Ovuog and Heraclitus’
Ovuw paxeobatr xademov, and reinforced by
the idea of Yux1] as the epistemic subject and the
moral agent, so prominently held by Plato’s Socrates.

The starting-point of our passage is the as-
similation of the natures of the Guardians-to-be
and dogs of a good breed (375a). Guardians should
possess the same qualities as good dogs — gentle-
ness towards the oikeiol and not only fierceness
towards strangers. Socrates now asks where can
they find such a character that is both “gentle
and high-spirited” (moaov kat peyaroOvuov
n0og, 375c5). Since these qualities have contrary
natures (évavtia yao mov Qupoedel moaeix
¢$voig, 375¢5-6), and granting that without such
a combination “a good Guardian will not come to
be” (VAL ayabog ov un yévntat, 375¢8), the
argument comes to a standstill, concluding that
guardianship would be “impossible” (advvatov,
375d1). (It's worth noticing the inference requires
an additional premise, that of the mutual exclusion
of contraries, which remains implicit.) Socrates
pauses for a moment, going over what was said
before and recognizing the difficulty. Before long,
he finds the answer has been there all along, for the
very image (etkwv, 375d5) of the city-Guardians as
dogs, he argues, provides a way out of the difficulty,
and a solid basis for the possibility of good guardian-
ship based on such a “nature” or “character”,

[Socrates] [375e] As you know, the character (70
n0oc) of dogs of a good breed is by nature (pvoer)
this: they are most gentle with those habitually around
and who are better known (tovc ovvnfeic te kal
yvwpipovg) to them, but they are the opposite way
with those they don't know (tov¢ dyvwrac).

[Graucon] I know it well.

[Soc.] Then, this is possible, and we aren’t searching
against nature (00 mapa pvorv) for such a Guardian.

[GL.] It doesn't seem so.

[Soc.] Don’t you think that the man who is to be

our Guardian still needs this: to become in his nature
a lover of wisdom (¢tAdoogoc v pvotv), besides
being high-spirited (tw Ovuocider)?

[376a] [GL.] What? I don’t understand.

[Soc.] This, precisely, you can see in dogs, and it's
something worthy of admiration in a beast.

[GL.] What do you mean?

[Soc.] That when a dog sees a stranger, he gets
angry (0v pév av ion dyvaorta, yadenaivet), even if
he hasn't received any harm from him. But when it's
someone known, he greets him (v 0" av yvwpuuov,
aomaCetat), even if he never benefitted from him.
Or have you never wondered about this?

[GL.] T had not until now turned my attention to
the matter. But it's obvious that he behaves this way.

[Soc.] Still, it shows a fine quality [376b] of his
nature (to ma@Boc avTov Tr¢ Ppvoewc) and that he
truly is a lover of wisdom (w¢ d&AnOwc prAdoodov).

[GL.] In what manner?

[Soc.] In so far as he distinguishes the friendly
from the hostile aspect (6yuv ... piAnv xai éxOpav
otaxpiver) by nothing else than by his knowing
(xatapaBeiv) the one and his ignorance (dyvonoat)
of the other. And how would he not be a lover of
learning (¢iAdouaBéc), since he defines the friendly
and the alien by understanding and by ignorance
(ovvéoer te kai dyvoiq 0pLlouevov T0 T€ oikelOV
Kal 10 &AAOTpLov)?

[GL.] In no wise, he would not.

[Soc.] But lover of learning and lover of wisdom
are the same?

[GL.] The same, indeed.

[Soc.] Then, may we be confident in establishing
this also for man, that if someone is likely [376¢] to
be gentle to familiars and friends, he must be by na-
ture a lover of wisdom and a lover of learning (¢pvoet
PLAdoodov kal prAouadn avtov detv eivar)?

[GL.] Let’s establish this.

[Soc.] Then, he who is to become the fine and noble
Guardian of our city shall be by nature a lover of wis-
dom, high-spirited (PiAdoodoc on kai Bvpoetdne. ..

Ty ¢pvow), quick and strong.w.
The philosophical significance of the pas-

sage has been often overlooked and minimized,
. . . 1 . .
with occasional exceptions. The main point of
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the comparison, prompted by the pun $pVAaE-
okVAaE, seems clear enough: the natures (pvoeic,
375a7) that qualify to be good Guardians, besides
being fierce, must also be gentle with one another
and with the citizens. That is, they should be like
dogs of a good breed, in so far as these exhibit a
naturally gentle and ‘philosophical’ disposition, as
shown by their ability to (successfully) distinguish
friend from foe based solely on the criterion of
knowledge and ignorance. Etymological word-play
at 376b suggests two different senses in which the
word ¢prtAocodog (used here for the first time in
the Republic) can be taken: as ‘lover of wisdom’ (or
“friend of the wise’, the traditional readinglz) and as
‘wise about friends’” (an alternative that, however
far-fetched as it may sound, makes good sense in
context). The nature or character of dogs can be
termed “philosophic” merely because it implies a
gentler psychic disposition that tempers their fierce-
ness, a cognitive and rational faculty to balance the
blind force of Ovpdc. Since the double analogy of
Guardians with dogs and of dogs with philosophers
comes to the oblique identification of Guardians and
philosophers, the final point looks like an early and
somewhat comical preview of the central thesis of
book V, that philosophy and kingship must coincide
in the same individuals (473c-d). The way the idea
is put forward here is clearly playful, and calling
dogs “philosophers” doubtless has an ironical edge,
but the image can hardly be just an inconsequential
silly joke of Plato’s . For one thing, the likening
of the Guardians and dogs is notoriously recurrent,
and it anticipates especially important themes to
be developed later on (i.e. internal conflict and
harmony of the tripartite soul and the tripartite
polis, centered in Ovudc and personified by the
Guardians as an intermediate social class and
the detailed characterization of the philosopher
ruler). Plato’s would seem to be a positive use of
the image, especially if it is a proleptic wink at
the central thesis of Platonic political philosophy,
that “philosophers become kings in the cities, or
those whom are called now kings and rulers become
philosophers” (473c11-d2). But Plato’s apparently
straightforward positive use of the image may be
more nuanced than would seem at first sight. It
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would be well to remember that the identification of
philosophers and rulers (or, in more abstract terms,
the conjunction of “political power and philosophy”,
dvvapic te moArtikn) kat prAocodia, 473d3) is
in fact introduced as a paradoxical tenet (cf. 472a6:
TTAQADOEOV AOYOV, 473e4: TOAL Ttapa dOEav
ononoetat), and for good reasons (that is, not
only because philosophical moAttucr) would be
the opposite of factual political practice, but also
because the respective natures of the philosopher
and the statesman are worlds apart).

Furthermore, there is a distinct possibility
that Plato alludes at 376a to Heraclitus B97:

For dogs bark just at whom [or: ‘at what'] they

.16
don't recognize .

This brief sentence was preserved by Plutarch
(An seni resp., 787c), whose use of the imagery sug-
gests the opposite type of behavior — being gentle
with friends and acquaintances — in a social and
political context . Strictly speaking, although it
has often been thought to convey a criticism, the
preserved sentence by itself does not voice an ex-
plicit value judgment (neither literally on dogs, nor
metaphorically on men, nor in both senses on dogs
and men at once). In fact, we know nothing of the
original context, but Heraclitus is certainly taking
up a Homeric theme. In Odyssey 14.30, Eumaeus’
guard-dogs bark loudly at Odysseus18 disguised as
a beggar, and later (16.8-10), just before Telema-
chus arrives in Eumaeus’ place, still unrecognized,
Odysseus says:

Eumaeus, some good comrade of yours is about
to arrive

or at least some other acquaintance, since the
dogs don't bark,

but wag their tails. I hear footstepsw.

Further on (at 17.326-327), Odysseus’ own
dog, old Argos, is the only one who silently recog-
nizes him, even in disguise and after twenty years.
The sequential ordering of these passages is mean-
ingful, as the first two set up the narrative climax of
the third, which, in turn, anticipates the outcome of



Odysseus’ return, when he reveals his true self and
slays the suitors. Whether or not Heraclitus echoes
a popular sayingzo, B97 likely reflects a Heraclitean
reading and appropriation of Homer. If so, in my
view the Republic 1T passage would be presenting us
with a rare instance of Plato reading Heraclitus and
Heraclitus reading Homer, all at once. One crucial
question is what exactly the Heraclitean use of the
Homeric theme might have been. Given the liter-
ary antecedents, the Heraclitean sentence, even if
complete by itself, still implies something like “but
they welcome whom they know” (mtegiooaivovot
d¢ 1oV yvaotpov). Read this way, the primary
focus seems to be on the ‘subjective’ side: dogs are
clearly — even if only indirectly — presented as
relatively intelligent agents. The kind of cognition
implicitly attributed to dogs involves more than
sensory perception, and must include memory (so
perhaps it'd be better rendered by “re-cognition”)
which eventually, through habituation, becomes
experience. So, if B97 is in fact a criticism (as op-
posed to a factual observation of dog behavior),
the sentence might be less about the fierce bark of
dogs, than about why they bark. If an analogy is
to work for such a hypothesis, dogs would have to
be at fault, and fail to recognize a friend, someone
they already know (rather than rightly identifying
someone they've actually never met as a stranger).

It might be argued that, by the same token,
Plato could just have taken the image directly
from Homer. However, we can safely assume Plato
knew first-hand Heraclitus’ book. This can be taken
for granted, within the Republic itself (cf. 497e9-
498b121), and even before (in dialogues such as
Symposium, Phaedo, and Cratylus), while the fact
of Plato’s knowledge of Heraclitus” book is widely
acknowledged for dialogues of later composition
(e.g., Theaetetus, Sophist, and Laws). And, for what
it's worth, a handful of recurring key-terms further
strengthens the likelihood that Heraclitus is neither
being by-passed nor absent from Plato’s mind. In
the first place, 0og occurs in B78 and 811922, as
the epistemic and moral framework of a man’s be-
ing. Second, although certainly not rare in Plato,
¢dvoig certainly comes from Heraclitus”. Thirdly, as
already noted, Ouvpoedric and Ovpog might echo

Heraclitus’ language in B85". And last but not least,
Puxr] arguably is, by its own right, a fundamen-
tal part of Heraclitus’ legacy, as the archetypical
concept of the moral and epistemic subjectzs. On
the other hand, it's Plato who brings to the theme
the word ¢prAdoodog, which was probably not in
Heraclitus’ vocabularyzs. Apparently, Plato is using
Heraclitean imagery and language freely and for his
own purposes, just as he does elsewhere, and as
Heraclitus had done before with Homeric materials.

More clues are to be found at the other end of
the Heraclitean legend. A later ep1'gram27 that must
echo this particular fragment turns Heraclitus’ words
against himself, calling him “the divine dog who
barked at the mob” (Octov VAaxTnTHV d1)LIOV
KUVD()ZB, thus suggesting that the ordinary man of
the dnpog (as opposed to the rulers, the powerful
and the rich) is the object of the original compari-
son. However, the meaning of the word dnpog in
Heraclitus B44" s arguably not synonymous with
“the many”, but refers instead to “the people” as
the sum total of the free citizens, including both
the many and the few”". The ironical qualification
of “divine” doesn't really strengthen the likelihood
of B97’s being an aristocratic snarl aimed especially
at the many, but it does imply that it voices an
important and characteristic aspect of Heraclitus’
philosophical and political stance, and points to
an anthropological scenario (rather than a purely
zoological one31), all the more so since the word
O¢lov, instead of merely mocking his aristocratic
arrogance, might mask an implicit third term, hint-
ing at the idea of a proportional relationship,
as some other fragments do”. If we assume the
Platonic context may point at a similarly political
application in the original, and try to picture what
kind of city is depicted in the fragments, we get
an image of Heraclitus” polis as structured by a
threefold proportional ratio: the many (moAAof,
referred to with and without the article), the aris-
tocrats (&oiotor, B29, unnamed but alluded as
“the few”, 0Atyol, at B104), and the true &olotog,
the one man (eic) worth ten-thousand (B49) —the
best according to Heraclitus’ stricter and markedly
epistemic standards, at odds with actual practice
in the real polis of Ephesus.



On the point that the many are the intended
objects of the analogy, although very extended since
ancient times and certainly still dominant today
among scholars, comparison of B97 with a couple
other fragments suggests the possibility that Hera-
clitus has in mind the aristocrats, not “the people”:

B29: For the best (oi dptoTor) choose a single thing
instead of all, ever-flowing glory among mortals. But
the many are satiated like cattle (Krﬁvsa)33.

B104: What is their intelligence or understanding?
They believe the bards of the people and take the crowd
as their teacher, knowing that ‘many are wretched, but

34
few are good” .

The dominant interpretation of B29 reads
it as Heraclitus’ enthusiastic endorsement of the
aristocratic ruling class, a praise of the nobles for
their superior choice of a single thing instead of
all the rest (év avti anavtwv), and as a typical
deprecation of the many, who are likened to “cat-
tle” (xtvea). Now, whereas the latter point
can be defensible (with the observation that it
doesn’t necessarily entail attributing to Heraclitus
an anti-democratic political position35, and that a
comparison of the many with cattle and dogs, al-
though possible, seems prima facie unlikely), some
objections can be raised against Heraclitus alleged
aristocratic sympathies, in spite of what may appear
at first glance. Besides his persistent criticism of
the many, Heraclitus would seem to align himself
on the side of the nobles mainly because of the
assimilation of kAéocg and €v, which is taken to
validate allegedly shared aristocratic values™". B49,
“One (man) is <for me> (worth as) ten-thousand, if
he were the best (eig <é¢poi> pvglot, €av &QLoTog
1), where it should be noted that the reference is
made conditionally and in the subjunctive, thus sug-
gesting an ideal rather than a factual reality) and
B33, “It’s also law to obey the will [or ‘counsel’] of
one (man)” (vopog kat PovAr) etBeoBat évac)
have often been invoked to reinforce that view. It's
questionable, however, to take &ototog in B33 so
flatly, as if it merely meant an aristocrat. As far as
any one man does personify the true &olotog, the
best candidate must be the shadowy figure of Hermo-
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dorus’, called “the ablest” (ovnjlotoc) among the
Ephesians in B121, where the political invective is
class-blind: “All adult Ephesians would deserve to be
put to death and leave the city to beardless boys"38.

Furthermore, the object of the choice of
“the best” in B29, “ever-flowing glory”, is said to
be &v avti anavtwyv, “one thing instead of all”,
implying a mutual exclusion which doesn’t match
Heraclitus’ own conception of the rationality of unity
and totality, paradigmatically expressed elsewhere
as an identity, &v mavta (B50), and as a cycle or
a reversible relationship, éx mavtwv &v kat €&
évog mavta (B10). The phrase kAéog aévaov
might conceal an ironic reference to the aristocratic
illusion of pursuing immortality through fame, fol-
lowing the model of the Homeric warrior . Even if
Heraclitus is giving to the aristocrats a better grade
than to the many, they still ultimately fail the test,
for from the viewpoint of his ethical intellectual-
ism”, it is owdovetv, “being of a sound mind”,
not “ever-flowing” fame, that is the mark of &oetn)
peytotn kat codin, “supreme excellence and
wisdom”, according to B112". If avt@v in B104
refers to the same men who are designated “the
best” (ot &plotot) in B29, then these are probably
so called ironically. Ephesian aristocrats, or their
political operators in the assembly, perhaps even
the speakers against Hermodorus, seem better can-
didates than the mob to stand for Heraclitus barking
dogs. Independently of what the reference of o
dokipwtatog is in B28a (“The most reputed of men
knows and guards mere appearances”: dokéovta
0 DOKIHATATOS YIVoKkeL, PLAdooet), whether
it targets an aristocratic type, or individual figures
of famous poets (say, Homer or Hesiod), the two
final verbs -which describe the worthlessness of
the epistemic relationship of the most reputed wise
man to mere appearances— go well with the image
of the barking dogséz.

B97 voices a connection between dogs not
recognizing something or someone whose presence
they perceive beforehand and reactively barking.
This may plausibly suggest a number of things. For
instance, that just as good dogs, men in general
are prone to be mistrustful of people, things or
ideas they aren’t familiar with (whence the need for



adequate rearing and training). Alternatively, Hera-
clitean dogs might be meant to illustrate a special
(political) case of human ignorance, representing
traditional figures (likely poets) or maybe even some
contemporaries who reacted loudly in disapproval
to Heraclitus’ ideas or sympathies. In a moral and
social context, B85 (on the difficulty of fighting
Ovuog and paying with Yuxn}) and B43 (on the
need of extinguishing OPoLc) might serve to paint
a fuller picture. Perhaps more to the epistemic point,
B72 complements the critical analogy of the barking
dogs with men who live unaware of the A6yog, the
supreme YV@OQUHOG:

From that with which they associate
(optAovaot) most continuously, {the logos that rules
all things} from that they differ (diadpéoovrat),
and the things they come across (oic... €ykvpovot)
every day, these appear alien (£éva) to them”.

The Heraclitean characterization of human life
as epistemic alienation is here phrased as a failure to
recognize the known: the unspecified men who are
the grammatical subject are said to “differ” from that
which is most familiar, mistaking the evident for the
alien and unknown. Marcovich thought that A6yog
“seems to be personified here as a close friend of
men”“, but remains a stranger in their minds. They
are hopelessly lost in confusion or sunken in deep
oblivion, and don't have the first clue about what
they really know and what they don't (although they
will believe otherwise). A richer description of this
strange ignorance puts the paradox in these terms:

B17: For many men don’t think straight
(dpoovéovaot) about such things as they meet with,
nor do they know (ywwokovow) after having
learned (La©dvtec) them, but fancy (doxéovot)
themselves they do™

The general paradox, already explicit in
B1's contrast of the Adyog and the &&vvetol
avOowmol, is thus carefully developed: that which
is most knowable and always nearby, remains unrec-
ognized (B72). Men are alienated from that which
is ever present (to ur) d0vov mote, B16), they
make no sense of “such things as they meet with”
(oroloig €ykvoevow), and fall painfully short of
$oovnoic (B2) and yvwoig (B56), prisoners of
their own defective paOnoic and self-serving d0Ea

(B17), believing themselves they know what they
don’t. Not even the poets and sages reputed as wis-
est (B40, B42, B56, B57) would pass the epistemic
test, and all are declared to be “separated from”
or “cut off” from wisdom (codov éott mavtwv
Kexwolopévov, B108).

With this sketch of the background in mind,
I suggest the Heraclitean use of the image of dogs
was meant to stress human epistemic alienation
regarding the Adyog, mirroring and substantially
modifying the Homeric treatment of the theme of
an unrecognized Odysseus back in Ithaca. If the
saying had a sharper edge and implied specifically a
political criticism, aristocrats need not be excluded,
and can reasonably be seen as equally likely targets
as the many. Heraclitus’ political model is centered
in the supremacy of the law and is structured by an
axiological threefold proportional ratio: the many
relate to the few as the few relate to the one. The
middle term thus appears simultaneously as better
than the lower extreme and as worse than the higher.
The Platonic context suggests a very similar model
in the image of the flock, the guard-dogs and the
shepherd. Plato’s use of the image of dogs may be
thus reminiscent, not only of Heraclitus’ image, but
also of his political model. Both uses of the image
are irreducible, but they are also strikingly similar,
and this fact suggests a deeper, more complex philo-
sophical affinity than the rather simplistic, negative
and condescending view of Heraclitus with which
Plato is usually credited, an affinity which can be
substantiated by the texts themselves and consider-
ably expanded. The task is waiting for an updated
critical assessment from current scholarship.
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Endnotes

1 I'mreferring to the so-called “Universal Flux theory” (mavta 0€t), which
stems from Plato’s Cratylus and Theaetetus, but is not backed by Heraclitus’
ipsissima verba. Plato’s image of Heraclitus’ river (dic £¢ TOV avTOV TOTAOV
oUk av éupaing), which often passes as genuine, is likely an imitation of
Heraclitus B12, rather than an actual quotation or a close paraphrase of a
different original version of the river-statement; cf. Hiilsz 2009. For a thorough
and updated discussion of the issue, see Fronterotta (2012; 2013, p. 83-93),
and his contribution in this volume.

2 Including the famous passages in the Sophist on the Ionian and Sicilian
Muses and Eryximachus’ speech in the Symposium (where the reference to
Heraclitus is unmistakable and explicit), as well as many others in which
Heraclitus is alluded to (like the so-called ‘cyclic argument’ in the Phaedo,
and Diotima’s treatment of mortal nature in the Symposium, possibly the
most widely recognized). I've briefly touched upon some Platonic relevant
cases, from Apology to Sophist, cf. Hiilsz (2003a; 2003b; 2009; 2011; 2013a).

3 (f. R. 11, 477a ff. Criticism of the epic poets is a central issue for the first
outline of what the right paideia for the proto-guardians should be.

4 (f. DK21B10, B11, B12, B14, B15 and B16. Xenophanes’ criticism of Homer
and Hesiod is grounded on the falsity of their anthropomorphic conception of
the divine and their depiction of the actions of the gods as outright immoral.

5 (f. DK22 B40, B42, B56, B57. Heraclitus” basic criticism of Homer and
Hesiod is centered on their epistemic shortcomings regarding unity (rather
than on the moral implications of myths), but Xenophanes is also targeted as
a polymath lacking true understanding. On the subject of Heraclitus’ criticism
of Homer (and Archilochus) in B42, see H. Granger (2009).

6 The toudpwoa or pAeypaivovoa oA, contrasted explicitly with the
first one, so austere as to lack any rulers, which is called by Glaucon a “city
of pigs” (Owv oAy, 372d4), but is characterized by Socrates as “the true
city” (1]... aAnOuwn moALc), the “healthy” one (Uyuc) at 372e.

7 (f. 416a: devOTATOV YAQ TOL TAVTIWV KAl AlOXIOTOV TOIHETT
TOLOVTOVG Ye Kal 0UTw TEEDE KOVAS EMIKOVQOVS TOWUVIWY, MoTE
Umo axoAaoiag 1 Aypov 1) Tvog aAAov Kkaiov £0ovg avTolg Tovg
KOVAG EMLXEQNOAL TOIG TMEOPBATOLS KAKOVQYELV KAl AVTL KUVWV
AUKOLS OpotwOfvat.

8 374a9-b2: avdoeiog d¢ elvat doa €0eAnoeL 6 ur Bupoetdng elte (o
elte KWV 1) &AAO OTIOLV (QOV; 1) OUK EVVEVONKAS WS AUAXOV TE Kal
avikntov Bupodg, od TAEOVTOG PuT) TAOA TEOS TAVTA APoBOS Té
£otukai anrnrtoc. The explicit mention of Oupoc ‘being present in” Yoy
testifies to an intimate connection among the two. This fits closely enough
the text of Heraclitus’ B85 (on which see below, note 24).

9 Indeed, Ouudg as the seat of passions, feelings, and desires is the root
idea in both the denominations of the spirited and desiderative ‘parts’ of the
irrational soul (to Ovpoedég and to érmOvpnTucdv), as opposed to reason
(0 Adyoc and o Aoylotik6v) in book IV.

10 Plato, R. II, 375e1-376¢5 (my translation). I have suppressed the narrative
references to both voices (‘I said’, ‘he said’), and italicized the words closest
to the text of DK22 B97.

11 Many editions of the Republic pass over the passage in silence. Guthrie
(1975, p. 450, n. 1) briefly summarized it and was satisfied to observe that
Plato “had a sense of humour”. In Cornford’s (1945) view the image is of little
significance; but cf. Tait (1949, p. 205, n. 3). Annas (1981, p. 80) found it
“disconcerting” that Plato’s “sole ground” for his claim about the educability
of the Guardians “is an analogy with animals”. See also Sinclair (1948); and
Saxonhouse (1978, esp. p. 892-895). Ferrari (2007, p. 184-ff) recognizes the
recurrence of the comparison of dogs and Guardians in the Republic, briefly
paraphrasing the passage of book II, but is silent about the possibility that
Heraclitus’ fragments 85 and 97 may be in the background there; later on
(p. 188, n. 18), though, he insightfully brings in the image of the harmony
of bow and lyre from Heraclitus B51 in his interpretation of the three-part
soul at the end of book IV.

12 This can be further analyzed as ‘lover of knowing” and ‘lover of the known’,
of. Tait (1949, p. 207).

13 Adam (1902, note ad loc.) refers to Brandt (Zur Entwick. d. PL Lehr. v.
d. Seelentheilen, p. 10) who “ingeniously takes dprAdcodov as = copov
ToLG pidovg”.

14 This was the opinion of Sinclair (1948). See further on the philosophic
significance and importance of the passage, Tait (1949, p. 203-211).

15 I'm aware only of four authors that have noticed this. Adam (1903)
does mark the possible reference to DK22 B97 (and to B85 at 374a-b, with
a reference to Ast), after pointing to a couple of very interesting parallels
in the Odyssey (16.4 and 14.30, see below), without further developing the
issue; Lascaris (1958, p. 338-ff.); and M. Pabon and Fernandez Galiano (1981,
notes ad loc.), following closely Adam.

16 DK22 B97: kvvec yap kai Babilovowy 6v av piy ywvaokwot. (The
version here assumed keeps the mss. readings rather than the emended
text printed in DK). I keep kat as part of the quotation and interpret it in
adverbial sense (‘just’, ‘precisely’), after Marcovich (1967), who translates,
however: “Dogs only [and not men] are accustomed to bark at everyone they
don’t know”. T also keep yc&o, usually excised by editors, after Mouraviev
(2006, ad loc.) Marcovich saw B97 as an appropriation of a popular saying
and declared its meaning to be unclear, conjecturing it might be read as a
reply to the Ephesians’ unkind reception of Heraclitus’ paradoxical teaching.

17 Plutarch’s use of Heraclitus here (An seni sit gerenda res publica) seems
merely ornamental (cf. HERSHBELL, 1977, p. 191). Nevertheless, a fuller
political reference in the Heraclitean original might be reflected less literally
in the context immediately after the quotation, on the subject of the envy
that affects young politicians, at first blocking their way to successful action,
but then yielding and itself prospering in them, through love of glory (787c8-
10): ...ka0' HoducAertov, Kai oo TOV AQXOUeVOV oTmeQ év Ovalg
TOU BUATOS HAYETAL KAtk TTAQODOV 0V ddwOot TV € cUVTEODOV KAl
auvOn dOEav 0VK AYQIwWS 0LdE XaAeTS AAAX TOAWG avéxeTtan (“...
and at first, at the entrance to the tribune, [envy] fights and gives no passage,
but then she upholds that familiar and habitual glory neither savagely nor
harshly, but gently”). This recalls the language and the general sense of the
use of the image in the passage from R. II, and so, it would seem to indirectly
confirm the Heraclitean connection there.

18 0d. 14. 29-30: éEamivng d' Odvona idov Kkvveg VAakouweoL. /
ol pév kekAryovteg émédoaptov... (“Suddenly the barking dogs, seeing
Odysseus, / ran upon him with loud barking...”)

19 0d. 16.8-10: Evpiaut', 1] pddac tic ot éAevoetat évOad' étaiog / 1 kai
YVOOLHOS GAAOG, €Tl kUVES 0VX DAGOLOLY, /| GAAX Teguooaivovat:
TOd@V O' LTTIO DOVTIOV AKOVW.

20 (f. Lascaris (1958) and Marcovich (1967). It's noteworthy that none quote
any parallels or give further indications of this. See notes 12 and 13 above.

21 For an approach to this passage, see Hiilsz (2012).

22 DK22 B78: 100¢ Yo avOpwmelov uEV ovk €xeL yvauag, Oeiov d&
€xet. DK22 B119: 1)Bog avOowmw dalpwv.

23 Heraclitus’ is the earliest philosophical use of the word, both as a
grammatical subject and in adverbial use, denoting the objective ontological
rational and unitary structure of things in general, man included). dpvoic
occurs in DK22 B1, [B106], B112 and B123. B1: ...kata Gpvowv dgéwv
ékaortov: B106: ...cq ayvoovtt [sc. Howodw] dpoowy nuégag andong
plav ovoay; B112: ...aAn0éa Aéyew ai motetv kata pvow Emaiovtac;
B123: puoic koumtecOat rAel. For a closer look, including the only Homeric
use of the term, see Hiilsz (2013).

24 DK22 B85: Oup@ paxeoOat xademov: 6 <tr> ya av 0€Ar), puxnc
wvettal. It's not easy to even make out what the primary relevant meaning
of the term Buudg is here (“anger” and “heart” -as the seat of desire and
strong emotions- are the most recurring choices in translations); the semantic
range covers the notions of the self, the seat of life, feeling and thinking,
50 in a large measure, the meanings overlap with those of Yuxn}, to which it
is linked and opposed here. The Heraclitean image would seem to be about
selfhood, and the hard battle, an inner one, roughly anticipating Plato’s
contrast of rational and irrational parts of the human soul. Cf. Democritus
B236, which must be a quotation of and a comment on this very fragment:
Oup@ paxeobar pev xaAemov: avdpog d¢ To kpatéey evAoYioTOL.
It's thus tempting to read B85 together with B97; see notes 8 and 9 above
about B85's echo at 374a-h.

25 (f. the relevant ‘psychic’ fragments: DK22 B45, B107, B115, B117 and
B118.

26 DK22 B35: ypr yao e paAa moAdwv ictopac GrAocodous avdoag
eivat (only the words in italics are likely to come from Heraclitus). The
phrase prAocddoug avdag probably is an interpolation by Clement, but if



authentic, then this would be the earliest recorded use of the word piAdcodoc
in the Greek language — and the only one in the whole Pre-Socratic tradition!
—, though it would not refer to Heraclitus’ own procedure.

27 The epigram (Anthologia Graeca 7.479, framed as an epitaph for his
tombstone) is attributed to Theodoridas (3rd century B.C.): TTétog éyw
TO &AL yven kai atowntog émuPAng / v HoakAgitov évdov
éxw kedhaAnv- /aicov ' Etoupev KQOKAAAIS l0oV- €V YO GHAET
/ mapdogw ailnwv eivodin tétapat / ayyéAAw dé Bootolot, kai
&oAGS TeQ Eovoa, /[ Ogiov VATV drjpov éxovoa kuva. [,
a stone long ago rounded and an unworn epibles, / Hold within the head of
Heraclitus. /Great age has worn me like the shingle, for in a wagon path /
Bearing all humans I am stretched out in the roadway. / But I announce to
humans — even though I don't have a stele — / That I hold the divine dog
who barked at the mob.” (transl. STEFFEN, 2002, p. 162.)]

28 A move which seems rather common-place and recalls a well-known version
of his death (D. L. 9.4: NeavOng d' 6 Kvliknvog ¢pnot pr) duvnOévra
avTOV AMOOTACAL T BOALTA pelval Kal dix TV petafoAny
ayvonOévta kuvopowtov yevéaOay, in which dogs devour an excrement-
covered Heraclitus because they don't recognize him.

29 B44: MayeoOat xor) TOV dNuov DTTEQ TOL VOLOL OKWOTIEQ TElXE0C:
“The people must fight in defense of the law as (they do) for the city wall”.
The only other Heraclitean use of the word is in B104, dnjuwv dowotot, in
the plural, where it probably means “the towns”.

30 C(f. Senzasono (1996, p. 66, n. 48), who writes, quoting Mazzarino
(Fra Oriente e Occidente, Firenze 1947: 231): “il démos nel VII secolo & lo
stato ‘e sempre continuerd ad avere questo senso’ Si tratta appunto di un
ambito costituzionale ‘dove tutti i liberi partecipano alla vita della polis™;
cf. Fronterotta (2013, p. 306-307) for a different view, more in line with the

traditional interpretation of Heraclitus’ ‘aristocratic” politics.

31 Several Heraclitean fragments deal with animals in one way or another.
Excluding B97, B67 (the comparison of the soul to the spider, in latin and
probably not genuine, pace Nussbaum 1972) and the lice of B56, here is

Hond|

a list: B4: boves felices diceremus cum inveniant orobum ad cc B

B9: 6voug cvopata av éAéoBatl uaAdov 1) xovoov; B1ll: mav yao
£ometOv MANYN véuetay; B13: Ueg yoov BooBoow fdovrat pariov
1) kabao@ Vdaty; B29: ol d¢ mMoAAOL KekdENVTAL OKWOTIEQ KTVEQ;
B37: sues caeno cohortales aves pulveri lavari; B61: 1xO00t puev motiov
Kotk 0TIV, AvOQWTOoLS d¢ amoTov Kat 0A£0otov; B82: miOnkwv o
KAAALOTOG aioxQ0g avOQW Ty Yévet cupBaAAerv; B83: avOowmwy
0 codwtatog TEoOg Oeov miONKoc Paveitat kat codirn kot KaAAet kal
TOIS AAAOLS TTAOLV.

32 In particular, see B78 (about the internal distinction of a ‘human’
character —00¢ avBowmelov— and a ‘divine’ one —Beiov— on the
basis of yvwpag éxewv), B79 (featuring the ratio maic / avrio / daipwv),
B82 and B83. Kahn (1979, p. 175) presents and comments B97 together
with B87 (on the fool who gets excited at every Adyog) with the intention
“to suggest a simile or ratio: as dogs react to strangers, so do foolish men
to every logos”. I sympathize with this line of approach, but the intended
analogy with B87 doesn’t seem to fit well: dogs are aggressively active and
discriminating, whereas fools are passive and the opposite of discriminating;
and the unrecognized strangers are a mismatch for ‘every’ logos.

33 DK22 B29: aipevvtal yao €v avti amavtwy ol &olotol, kAéog
aévaov BvnT@v- of d¢ mMoAAOL KekdENVTAL GKWOTEQ KTvex. My
rendering takes Ovntav as masculine: “ever-flowing glory among (or simply,
of) mortal men”. The syntax admits more than one construction: “The best
choose one thing, ever-flowing glory, instead of all mortal things” (with
AMAvVTWV ... Ovntov in hyperbaton), or “The best choose one thing
instead of all, ever-flowing glory instead of mortal things”, as if avti was
implicitly understood between aévaov and Ovntav. One could punctuate
after aévaov, as Mouraviev (2006) does: “The best choose one thing instead
of all, ever-flowing glory. But of mortal things the many are satiated like
cattle”. (f. especially Sider (2013, p. 327): “The entire fragment has always
been read as if the two clauses were in complete contrast, although there is
in fact no evidence for a pév in the first clause. Thus, instead of a contrast
between the upper and lower classes, as is usually understood, the second
clause, following the first as explained above, can now be rendered ‘and the
majority [sc. of them, the aristoi] glut themselves like cattle! In other words,
Heraclitean ethics loves to hide. ol &ototot are not in fact colotot, and some
of them are no better than ol toAAol, the people they generally despise.

Thus, although Heraclitus may not be a friend of ot moAAot, neither is he to
be taken as a staunch defender of the upper classes.”

34 DK22 B104 (Proclus, in Alc., p. 255, 15): Tic yao adt@v voog 1) ponv;
dMpwv aowoiot TelBoval Kai DATKAAWL X0elwvTat OpiAwL e1dOTEC
Ot ‘ol ToAAOL Kakol, OALyoL d¢ aryaDof. I suppress ovk before eiddteg,
after Clement’s version (Strom. 5.9.59.1-5). About the aristocrats being the
intended targets of B104, see Garcia Quintela (1992, p. 80-ff.): “..el sujeto
del fragmento es la aristocracia de Efeso a la que se reprocha su mimesis
con el pueblo” (p. 83). In support of this, the author quotes Theognis
(665-6 and 797-8). Marcovich (1967, ad loc.) believes that avt@v means
the Ephesian rulers. For Kahn (1979, p. 175) it refers to men generally (“the
mass of mankind”). Heraclitus” criticism of Ephesian aristocracy is further
documented in B121 and B125a.

35 (f. Vlastos (1947, p. 166-168), where he held that Heraclitus shouldn’t
be credited with an “aristocratic politics”. Acknowledging that he was “a
misfit in Ephesian politics” (p. 166), Vlastos writes: “If our meager evidence
permits any hypothesis concerning Heracleitus' political sympathies, it would
be that he favored the limited democracy of the past. This is in line with his
known admiration for Bias of Priene, who figures in the tradition as an early
democratic statesman” (p. 167) and such a view doesn't really contradict his
“contempt for the folly of the crowd” (p. 166), since “[t]he "many" are not
the demos but all who fail to meet the austere standards of Heracleitean
wisdom, including the illustrious company of Homer, Hesiod, Archilochus,
Pythagoras, Xenophanes, Hecataeus” (p. 166, n.106).

36 Kahn (1979, p. 233-234) observes that “[t]he terms of heroic choice
recall the cosmic value of fire which, like gold, serves as payment for all
things (XL,D.90): 'one thing in exchange for all” (p. 233), thus establishing
“a formal parallel between the aim of a noble life and the omnivalent principle
of fire” (p. 234). His observation is valid in so far as it concerns the contrast
of two correlative moral paradigms, but doesn’t necessarily imply Heraclitus’
anti-democratic or pro-aristocratic political stance. The analogy of all human
laws and the single cosmic divine one on which they depend appears in a
different context (B114), dealing with the Evvov mavtwv, which surely
stands for the Adyoc (cf. B2: tov Adyov d' €6vtog Evvov).

37 About Hermodorus, see Mouraviev (2003, p. 138-140) and Caballero
(2008, p. 10-21).

38 B121: a&iov Edeoiog n)pndov anobavely maot, kal Toig avipoig
TV oA KataALTtely, oitveg "EQUOdwQOV avdoa £wut@v OViLoTOV
e&éBarov Aéyovtec: MUéwv UNdE €iC OVIIOTOS £0Tw: £LDE TIC TOLOVTOLS,
GAAT) Te kal pet’ aAAwv. I quote Diogenes Laertius’ version (Strabo’s is
shorter and gives anay&aoOauinstead of amoOavetv). Although the final
words of B121 give democratic equality as the Ephesians’ justification for
exiling their ablest citizen, aristocrats need not be excluded from participating.
B125a, on the other hand, which looks like a comment on B125, is clearly
directed against the wealthy: ur émAimol Vpac mAovtog, Edéaoy, tv'
eELeAéyyooOe movnoevopevor (“May richess not abandon you, Ephesians,
so that you are convicted of your wicked doings!”). An unflattering contrast
between an adult male and an a maig dvnpog recurs in B117. See further
the praise of the true &oiotog, the one with a soul endowed with wisdom,
in B118: avyn) Enon Yuxr) copwtatn kai aoioTn.

39 (f. Sider (2013, p. 326); “ever-flowing fame all by itself would be a
suspect phrase all by itself; add the word Ovntav and it seems to lose
all positive force”. Implicit criticism of warrior morality is possible in B24
(aonubartovg Beot Tipwot kait avOowmot) and B25 (pnogot yao péloveg
péCovag poigag Aayxavovat).

40 (f. Sider (2013), whose views on the subject I largely share. He concludes
his thorough survey with the idea that Heraclitus’ is an “intellectualist theory of
ethics”, “one that should remind us of that found later in Plato, especially in the
Republic” (p. 333), observing that in spite of hermeneutical risks “the similarities
between the two are striking”, and finally wondering “whether there was more

in the lost parts of Heraclitus’ ethics that would strike us as Platonic” (p. 334).

41 Inspite of doubts about its authenticity (based on the unusual language),
B112 (from Stobaeus) can be prudently considered genuine at least in what
regards the content. Cf. Hiilsz (2013b, p. 184).

42 A connection with B63 (évOa d’ eovt émaviotacBat kai pvAaKAC
yiveoOat ¢yeQti {dvTwV kai vekQwv) is not impossible, but this fragment
presents its own problems for interpretation. An eschatological reading of
B97, read together with B63 (as the one Garcia Quintela 1992, p. 222, n. 55
proposes) seems unlikely to me.



43 DK22 B72 (from Marcus Aurelius): @t p&Atota dinvek@s OpAovot,
{AdY@ T T GAa drowkov v} TovTWLdadEQovTAat, Kol 0ic k' uéoav
£YKVQEOVOL, TalTA avTolg Eéva daivetat. Assuming it's not a mere
paraphrase, it's hard to say how far the intended quotation extends to (i. e.,
if it includes Adyw and the final words or not); Marcovich considered the
whole last clause as belonging to Marcus; he was certainly right concerning
oig ka®' uégav éykvoovat, which looks like an echo of towavta ...
orololg £ykvoevaty in B17 (see below, note 45). The point at the core of
this criticism of the many is the paradox that they ignore what they already
know, or to put it another way, the common (£vvoc) remains for them a
stranger (£€vog). So even if the authentic text didn't mention Adyoc,
Marcus’ Stoicizing interpolated reference to it is probably on the right track.

44 MARCOVICH, 1967, p. 18. It's noteworthy the similar ambivalent use of
the pronouns in both B72 and B97.

45 DK22 B17: 00 yao Gpoovéovat tolavta ToAAoL 0KOIOLG £YKLQEDOLY,
0LdE PADOVTEC YIVOOKOLOLY, EWLTOLOLdE dokéovat. For an overview of
Adyog in the fragments, cf. Hiilsz (2013c).
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