
Bibliography (revised 1981)  

The bibliography to the first edition of this book, assembled in 1976, was designed to 
fulfil two functions: it gave detailed references to the various books and articles cited in 
the Notes, and it attempted to provide an intelligible and articulated guide to the vast 
modern literature on the Presocratics. The second aim accounted for the arrangement of 
the bibliography; the first explained the inclusion of some fairly minor items.  

The last five years have seen a steady flow of studies on the Presocratics, many of 
them of the highest quality. This revised bibliography incorporates a selection from that 
recent work: the new items have been interpolated at appropriate points, and they are 
identifiable by the fact that their reference numbers carry a literal suffix (e.g. [181A], 
[368B]). The additions may, I hope, save the bibliography from premature 
obsolescence; but I do not pretend to have produced a comprehensive list of new items-
nor, indeed, can I even claim to have snouted out all the tastiest truffles.  

I use the following abbreviations:  
ABG  Archiv für Begriffsgeschichte  

AC  Acta Classica  

AGP  Archw für Geschichte der Philosophie  

AJP  American Journal of Philology  

An  Analysis  

APQ  American Philosophical Quarterly  

BICS  Bulletin of the Institute of Classical Studies  

BJPS  British Journal for the Philosophy of Science  

CP  Classical Philology  

CQ  Classical Quarterly  

CR  Classical Review  

H  Hermes  

HSCP Harvard Studies in Classical Philology  

JHI  Journal of the History of Ideas  

JHP  Journal of the History of Philosophy  

JHS  Journal of Hellenic Studies  

JP  Journal of Philosophy  

M  Mind  

MH  Museum Helveticum  

Mnem  Mnemosyne  

NGG  Nachrichten van der Gesellschaft der Wissenschaft zu



Göltingen  

PAS  Proceedings of the Aristotelian Society  

PCPS  Proceedings of the Cambridge Philological Society  

Phlg  Philologus  

Phron  Phronesis  

PQ  Philosophical Quarterly  

PR  Philosophical Review  

QSGM  Quellen und Studien zur Geschichte der Malhematik  

RE  Pauly-Wissowa’s Realenkyklopädie der klassischen 
Altertumswissenschaft  

REA  Revue des Études Anciennes  

REG  Revue des Études Grecques  

RhM  Rheinisches Museum  

RM  Review of Metaphysics  

SO  Symbolae Osloenses  

TAPA  Transactions of the American Philological Association  

WS  Wiener Studien  

A: GENERAL  

I: Texts  

The standard work on the Presocratics, a monument to scholarship and an indispensable 
aid, is:  
[1] H.Diels and W.Kranz: Die Fragmente der Vorsokratiker (Berlin, 196010) The fragments, but 

not the testimonia, are Englished in:  
[2] K.Freeman: Ancilla to the Pre-Socratic Philosophers (Oxford, 1948) For the poetical 

Presocratics it is worth consulting:  
[3] H.Diels: Poetarum Philosophorum Fragmenta (Berlin, 1901) The doxography is finely 

discussed, and the main texts printed, in another magisterial work by Diels:  
[4] H.Diels: Doxographi Graeci (Berlin, 1879) Editions of texts of individual Presocratics are 

listed under the appropriate heading in part B of the bibliography; editions of certain other 
ancient authors are mentioned in the next section, and in Appendix A.  

II: Source Criticism  

Most scholars accept the reconstruction of the doxographical tradition which Diels 
established in  
[4]; but there are some important qualifications in:  
[5] P.Steinmetz: Die Physik des Theophrasts, Palingenesia I (Bad Homburg, 1964) and some 

intemperate disagreements in Gershenson-Greenberg [361].  
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The historical value of the doxography is a matter of grave dispute. A lengthy denunciation of 
Aristotle was made in:  

[6] H.F.Cherniss: Aristotle‘s Criticism of Presocratic Philosophy (Baltimore, 1935) and 
Theophrastus was attacked in similar vein by:  

[7] J.B.McDiarmid: ‘Theophrastus on the Presocratic Causes’, HSCP 61, 1953, 85–156= Furley-
Allen [70]  

Most books on the Presocratics contain appreciations of the doxography. Against Cherniss see 
especially:  

[8] W.K.C.Guthrie: ‘Aristotle as an Historian of Philosophy’, JHS 77, 1957, 35–41= Furley-Allen 
[70] Guthrie’s paper has been examined in turn by:  

[9] J.G.Stevenson: ‘Aristotle as Historian of Philosophy’, JHS 94, 1974, 138–43 A wealth of 
relevant material can be found in the classic commentaries of:  

[10] R.D.Hicks: Aristotle: de Anima (Cambridge, 1907)  
[11] W.D.Ross: Aristotle’s Metaphysics (Oxford, 1924)  
[12] W.D.Ross: Aristotle’s Physics (Oxford, 1936) And there is a brilliant paper on a nice detail 

by:  
[13] B. Snell: ‘Die Nachrichten über die Lehre des Thales und die Anfänge der griechischen 

Philosophie-und Literaturgeschichte’, Phlg 96, 1944, 170–82=Snell [82]=Classen [72A] On 
Theophrastus see Steinmetz [5], and the Introduction to:  

[14] G.M.Stratton: Theophrastus and the Greek Physiological Psychology before Aristotle 
(London, 1917) Plutarch’s testimony is analysed by:  

[15] R.Westman: Plutarchgegen Colotes, Acta PhilosophicaFennica VII (Helsinki, 1955)  
[16] J.P.Hershbell: ‘Plutarch as a Source for Empedocles Re-examined’, AJP 92, 1971, 156–84 

And on Hippolytus consult:  
[17] J.P.Hershbell: ‘Hippolytus’ Elenchos as a Source for Empedocles Re-examined’, Phron 18, 

1973, 97–114 The major commentaries on the classical authors frequently shed incidental 
light on the Presocratics; I have found myself most often helped by:  

[18] U. von Wilamowitz-Moellendorf : Euripides: Herakles (Berlin, 1895)  
[19] T.L.Heath: The Thirteen Books of Euclid’s Elements (Cambridge, 19262)  
[20] C.Bailey: Epicurus (Oxford, 1926)  
[21] C.Bailey: Lucretius: de Rerum Natura (Oxford, 1947)  
[22] C.W.Chilton: Diogenes of Oenoanda (London, 1971)  
[23] M.L.West: Hesiod: Theogony (Oxford, 1966) Finally, no one should fail to peruse the 

opening chapters of:  
[24] R.Pfeiffer: A History of Classical Scholarship, I (Oxford, 1968)  

III 
:  

General Histories  

English readers will find a treasury of humane scholarship in the first three volumes of:  
[25] W.K.C.Guthrie: A History of Greek Philosophy (Cambridge, 1962, 1965, 1969) Zeller’s 

handbook, Die Philosophie der Griechen, has undergone several revisions since its first 
appearance in 1892; the fullest and most recent edition—still incomplete—is:  

[26] E.Zeller and R.Mondolfo: La Filosofia dei Greci nel suo sviluppo storico (Florence, 1932-)  
Philosophers will enjoy the relevant chapters of:  
[27] G.W.F.Hegel: Lectures on the History of Philosophy, trans. E.S.Haldane and F.H. Simson 

(London, 1892; first publishing of German text, 1840) and also:  
[28] F.Nietzsche: Die Philosophie im tragischen Zeitalter der Griechen, in vol. III of Nietzsche’s 

Werke, ed. K.Schlechta (Munich, 1956; first published in 1872) Of other general accounts of 
Presocratic thought, the most influential have been:  
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[29] P.Tannery: Pour ‘histoire de la science Hellène (Paris, 1887)  
[30] K.Reinhardt: Parmenides unddie Geschichte der griecbiscben Philosophie (Bonn, 1916) 

([30] is, for my money, the most sparkling book in the whole field)  
[31] J.Burnet: Early Greek Philosophy (London, 19304)  
[32] H.F.Cherniss: ‘Characteristics and Effects of Presocratic Philosophy’, JHI 12, 1951, 319–

45=Furley-Allen [70]=Cherniss [73A] There are sober introductions in:  
[33] G.S.Kirk and J.E.Raven: The Presocratic Philosophers (Cambridge, 19624)  
[34] E.Hussey: The Presocratics (London, 1972) And a spirited introduction in:  
[35] K.R.Popper: ‘Back to the Presocratics’, PAS 59, 1958/9, 1–24=K.R.Popper: Conjectures and 

Refutations (London, 19693)=Furley-Allen [70] See also:  
[36] T.Gomperz: Greek Thinkers (London, 1901–12)  
[37] F.M.Cleve: The Giants of Pre-Sophistic Greek Philosophy (The Hague, 1965)  
[38] G.Calogero: Storia della logica antica (Bari, 1967)  

IV: Monographs  

I list here a number of books which bear upon particular aspects of early Greek thought: 
their titles on the whole are adequate guides to their contents.  
[38A] L.Ballew: Straight and Circular—a Study of Imagery in Greek Philosophy (Assen, 1979)  
[39] J.I.Beare: Greek Theories of Elementary Cognition (Oxford, 1906)  
[40] F.M.Comford: The Laws of Motion in Ancient Thought (Cambridge, 1931)  
[41] F.M.Cornford: Principium Sapientiae (Cambridge, 1952)  
[42] D.R.Dicks: Early Greek Astronomy to Aristotle (London, 1970)  
[43] E.R.Dodds: The Greeksandthe Irrational (Berkeley, Cal., 1951)  
[44] H.Fränkel: Early Greek Poetry and Philosophy, trans. M.Hadas and J.Willis (Oxford, 1975)  
[45] T.L.Heath: Aristarchus ofSamos (Oxford, 1913)  
[46] T.L.Heath: A History of Greek Mathematics (Oxford, 1921)  
[47] W.W.Jaeger: Paideia (Oxford, 1939–45)  
[48] W.W.Jaeger: The Theology of the Early Greek Philosophers (Oxford, 1947)  
[49] W.H.S.Jones: Philosophy and Medicine in Ancient Greece (Baltimore, 1946)  
[50] G.E.R.Lloyd: Polarity and Analogy (Cambridge, 1966)  
[51] H.Lloyd-Jones: The Justice of Zeus (Berkeley, Cal., 1971)  
[52] C.W.Müller: Gleiches zu Gleichen—ein Prinzip frühgriechischen Denkens (Wiesbaden, 

1965)  
[53] S.Sambursky: The Physical World of the Greeks (London, 1956)  
[54] B.Snell: Die Ausdrücke für den Begriff des Wissens in der vorplatonischen Philosophie, 

Philologische Untersuchungen 29 (Berlin, 1924)  
[55] B.Snell: The Discovery of Mind (Oxford, 1953)  
[55A] B.Snell: Der Weg zum Denken undzur Wahrheit, Hypomnemata 57 (Göttingen, 1978)  
[56] M.C.Stokes: One and Many in Presocratic Philosophy (Washington, DC, 1971)  
[57] L.Sweeney: Infinity in the Presocratics (The Hague, 1972)  
[58] B.L.van der Waerden: Science Awakening, trans. A.Dresden (New York, 1961)  
[59] M.L.West: Early Greek Philosophy and the Orient (Oxford, 1971) I append to this section a 

number of articles of a general scope. The first two are seminal pieces:  
[60] W.A.Heidel: ‘Qualitative Change in Pre-Socratic Philosophy’, AGP 19, 1906, 333–79= 

Mourelatos [72]  
[61] W.A.Heidel: ‘A Study of the Conception of Nature among the Pre-Socratics’, Proceedings of 

the American Academy of Arts and Sciences 45, 1910, 77–133  
The next article is of wider scope than its title suggests, being a comprehensive 

account of early notions of cognition:  

Bibliography     527



[62] K.von Fritz: ‘ and their Derivatives in Presocratic Philosophy,’ CP 40, 1945 223–42 and 41, 
1946, 12–34=Mourelatos [72]=Gadamer [71] With Jones [49], compare:  

[63] J.Longrigg: ‘Philosophy and Medicine: some early Interactions’, HSCP 67, 1963, 147–76 
With Lloyd [50], compare:  

[64] G.E.R.Lloyd: ‘Hot and Cold, Dry and Wet, in early Greek Thought’, JHS 84, 1964, 92–
106=Furley-Allen [70] With Dicks [42], compare:  

[65] D.R.Dicks: ‘Solstices, Equinoxes and the Presocratics’, JHS 86, 1966, 26–40 and the reply 
by:  

[66] C.H.Kahn: ‘On Early Greek Astronomy’ JHS 90, 1970, 99–116 Finally, note the interesting 
piece on the Derveni papyrus by:  

[67] W.Burkert: ‘Orpheus und der Vorsokratiker’, Antike und Abendland 14, 1968, 93–114  

V: Anthologies  

[68] V.E.Alfieri and M.Untersteiner (eds.): Studi di Filosofia Greca (Bari, 1950)  
[69] J.P.Anton and G.L.Kustas (eds): Essays in Ancient Greek Philosophy (Albany, New York, 

1971)  
[70] D.J.Furley and R.E.Allen (eds.): Studies in Presocratic Philosophy (London, 1970, 1975)  
[71] H.G.Gadamer (ed.): Um die Begriffswelt der Vorsokratiker (Darmstadt, 1968)  
[72] A.P.D.Mourelatos (ed.): The Presocratics (Garden City, New York, 1974)  
[72A] C.J.Classen (ed.): Sophistik (Darmstadt, 1976)  
[72B] R.A.Shiner and J.King-Farlow (eds): New Essays on Plato and the Presocratics, Canadian 

Journal of Philosophy suppt 2 (Guelph, 1976)  

VI: Collected Papers  

[73] J.Bernays: Gesammelte Abhandlungen (Berlin, 1885)  
[73A] H.Cherniss: Selected Papers, L.Tarán (ed.) (Leiden, 1977)  
[74] F.M.Cornford: The Unwritten Philosophy (Cambridge, 1950)  
[75] H.Diller: Kleine Schriften zurantiken Literatur (Munich, 1971)  
[76] H.Fränkel: Wege und Formen frühgriechischen Denkens (Munich, I9602)  
[77] K.von Fritz: Grundprobleme der Geschichte der antiken Wissenschaft (Berlin, 1971)  
[78] O.Gigon: Studien zurantiken Philosophie (Berlin, 1972)  
[79] U. Hölscher: Anfängliches Fragen (Gottingen, 1968)  
[80] W.Nestle: Griechische Studien (Stuttgart, 1948)  
[81] K.Reinhardt: Vermächtnis der Antike (Göttingen, 19662)  
[82] B.Snell: Gesammelte Schriften (Göttingen, 1966)  
[83] F.Solmsen: Kleine Schriften (Hildesheim, 1968)  
[84] M.Untersteiner: Scritti Minori (Brescia, 1971)  

VII: Bibliography  

There are excellent bibliographies in Guthrie [25], Sweeney [57], and Mourelatos [72]; see also:  
[85] G.B.Kerferd: ‘Recent Work on Presocratic Philosophy’, APQ 2, 1965, 130–40.  
And of course most of the books and papers I list here contain a multitude of further references.  
Bibliographies date quickly. The reader may keep abreast of the tide by consulting L’Annee  
Philologique, Repertoire bibliographique de la Philosophie de Louvain, and The Philosophers 

Index, periodicals which, taken together, catch all the new literature on the subject.  
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B: PARTICULAR  

The second half of this bibliography is divided into sections that correspond to the 
chapters of the book. Items referred to in one section will often contain material 
relevant to other sections; and many of the works listed in part A—notably Guthrie 
[25]—will profitably be consulted in connexion with every chapter.  

Chapter I  

On Thales in general see:  
[86] D.R.Dicks: ‘Thales’, CQ n.s. 9, 1959, 294–309  
[87] M.L.West: ‘Three Presocratic Cosmologies’, CQ n.s. 13, 1963, 154–76  
[88] C.J.Classen: ‘Thales’, RE suppt. 10, 1965. 930–47 Literature on the notion of psuchê, on the 

stability of the earth, and on early cosmogony, is given on later pages (below, pp. 658, 653, 
654). On Thales’ mathematical achievements see chapter 4 of Heath [46]; and:  

[89] B.Gladigow: ‘Thales und der ’, H 96, 1968, 264–75 For the sources see the items 
in part A, section II, especially Guthrie [8] and Snell [13].  

Chapter II  

The classic study of Anaximander’s thought is:  
[90] C.H.Kahn: Anaximander and the Origins of Greek Cosmology (New York, 1960) (I might 

observe that Kahn’s book is crammed with wise and stimulating thoughts on every aspect of 
early Greek philosophy.) Out of numerous general studies of Anaximander I pick:  

[91] U.Hölscher: ‘Anaximander und die Anfänge der Philosophie’, H 81, 1953, 255–77 and 385–
417=Hölscher [79]=Furley-Allen [70]  

[92] G.S.Kirk: ‘Some Problems in Anaximander’, CQ n.s. 5, 1955, 21–38=Furley-Allen [70]  
[93] C.J.Classen: ‘Anaximander’, H 90, 1962, 159–72  
[94] C.J.Classen: ‘Anaximandros’, RE suppt. 12, 1970, 30–69 Anaximander’s ‘Darwinism’ is 

discussed ably by:  
[95] J.H.Loenen: ‘Was Anaximander an Evolutionist?’, Mnem s. 4, 7, 1954, 215–32 and it is 

worth reading:  
[96] G.Rudberg: ‘Empedokles und Evolution’, Eranos 49, 1951, 23–30 Anaximander’s 

mathematical astronomy has often been described: see in particular chapter 4 of Tannery [29], 
and chapter 4 of Heath [45]; and the dispute between Dicks ([65] and [42]) and Kahn ([90] 
and [66]). See also :  

[97] N.Rescher: ‘Cosmic Evolution in Anaximander’,Studium Generale 11, 1958, 718–
31=N.Rescher, Essays in Philosophical Analysis (Pittsburgh, Pa., 1969) And on the stability of 
the earth:  

[98] J.Robinson: ‘Anaximander and the Problem of the Earth’s Immobility’, in Anton-Kustas  
[69] The best discussions of the Anaximandrian fragment are in Kahn [90] and in:  
[99] H.Schwabl: ‘Anaximander—zu den Quellen und seiner Einordnung um vorsokratischen 

Philosophie’, ABG 9, 1964, 59–72 See also:  
[100] F.Dirlmeier: ‘Der Satz des Anaximandros’, RhM 87, 1938, 376–82=F. Dirlmeier,  
Ausgewählte Scbriften (Heidelberg, 1970)= Gadamer [71]  
[101] C.H.Kahn: ‘Anaximander and the Arguments concerning the at 

Physics 203b4–15’, Festschrift Ernst Kapp (Hamburg, 1958) (Kahn thinks he has discovered a 
second fragment of Anaximander in the text of the Physics.)  
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[101A] M.C.Stokes: ‘Anaximander’s Argument’, in Shiner-King-Farlow [72B] There is a full-
length study of Anaximander’s ‘unlimited’ principle by:  

[102] P.Seligman: The Apeiron of Anaximander (London, 1962) and several useful papers 
including:  

[103] F.Solmsen: ‘Anaximander’s infinite: traces and influences’, AGP 44, 1962, 109–31= 
Solmsen [83]  

[104] H.B.Gottschalk: ‘Anaximander’s Apeiron’, Phron 10, 1965, 37–53  
[105] P.J.Bicknell:, and AC 9,1966, 27–48  

Chapter III  

Less attention has been paid to Anaximenes than to Anaximander. In addition to the general 
histories, chapter 2 of Stokes [56], and a few studies of detail, I know only:  

[106] J.Klowski: ‘1st der Aër des Anaximenes als eine Substanz Konzipiert?’, H 100, 1972, 131–
42  

[106A] C.J.Classen: ‘Anaximander and Anaximenes: the Earliest Greek Theories of Change?’, 
Phron 22, 1977, 89–102  

The topic of ancient cosmogonical thought has been far more intensely discussed; the most 
comprehensive piece is:  

[107] H.Schwabl: ‘Weltschöpfung’,RE suppt. 9,1962, 1433–1589 On Pherecydes see especially 
West [59], chapters 1–2; and on the tantalizing fragment of Alcman:  

[108] M.L.West: ‘Alcman and Pythagoras’, CQ n.s. 17,1967,1–15 For Hesiod see West [23], and:  
[109] M.C. tokes: ‘Hesiodic and Milesian Cosmogonies’, Phron 7, 1963, 1–35, and 8, 1963, 1–34  
[110] J.Klowski: ‘Zum Entstehen der Begriffe Sein und Nichts und der Weltentstehungs- und 

Weltschôpfungstheorien im strengen Sinne’, AGP 49, 1967, 121–48 and 225–54 Milesian 
cosmogony is also discussed in Kahn [90] and in Hölscher [91]; and in a classic paper by:  

[111] G.Vlastos: ‘Equality and Justice in early Greek cosmologies’, CP 42, 1947, 156–78= 
Furley-Allen [70] Finally, read:  

[112] F.Solmsen: ‘Aristotle and Presocratic Cosmogony’, HSCP 63, 1958, 265–82=Solmsen [83] 
The question of the scientific standing of Presocratic thought has produced a large literature. 
The best general survey is in Sambursky [53]; and there is an invaluable article by:  

[113] G.E.R.Lloyd: ‘Experiment in Early Greek Philosophy and Medicine’, PCPS n.s. 10, 1964, 
50–72 F.M.Cornford more than once advanced the extreme view that the Presocratics were 
not, and did not mean to be, scientists: see Cornford [41], [74], and :  

[114] F.M.Cornford: ‘Was the Ionian Philosophy Scientific?’, JHS 62, 1942, 1–7=Furley-Allen 
[70] Against Cornford see especially:  

[115] G.Vlastos: review of Cornford [41], Gnomon 27, 1955, 65–76=Furley-Allen [70] (And 
compare the dispute between Dicks and Kahn, above, p. 653). At the other extreme, Sir Karl 
Popper has lavishly praised Presocratic science: see Popper  

[35]. Against Popper:  
[116] G.S.Kirk: ‘Popper on Science and the Presocratics’, M 69, 1960, 318–39=Furley-Allen [70]  
[117] G.S.Kirk: ‘Sense and Common Sense in the Development of Greek Philosophy’, JHS 81, 

1961, 105–17  
See also Popper [151]; and:  
[118] G.E.R.Lloyd: ‘Popper versus Kirk: a Controversy in the Interpretation of Greek Science’, 

BJPS 18, 1967, 21–39 I mention too:  
[119] J.Stannard: ‘The Presocratic Origin of Explanatory Method’, PQ 15, 1965, 193–206 And 

see now the splendid treatment in:  
[119A] G.E.R.Lloyd: Magic, Reason and Experience (Cambridge, 1979) Analogy has long been 

recognized as a characteristic of early Greek thought. See especially Part II of Lloyd [50];  
[120] H.Diller: ’, H 67, 1932, 14–42=Diller [75] and:  
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[121] W.Kranz: ‘Gleichnis und Vergleich in der frühgriechischen Philosophie’, H 73, 1938, 99–
122 See also:  

[122] H.C.Baldry: ‘Embryological Analogies in Presocratic Cosmogony’, CQ 26, 1932, 27–34  
and compare Fränkel [145], and Regenbogen [520]. On Anaximenean details see:  
[123] W.K.C.Guthrie: ‘Anaximenes and, CQ n.s. 6, 1956, 40–4  
[124] J.Longrigg:‘ ’, CQ n.s. 15, 1965, 249–52  
[125] H.Schwabl: ‘Anaximenes und die Gestirne’, WS 79, 1966, 33–8  
[126] J.Longrigg: ‘A Note on Anaximenes fragment 2’, Phron 9, 1964, 1–5  
[127] K.Alt: ‘Zum Satz des Anaximenes über die Seele—Untersuchung von Aëtius 

’, H 101, 1973, 129–64  
[128] G.B.Kerferd: ‘The Date of Anaximenes’, MH 11, 1954, 117–21  

Chapter IV  

The fragments of Heraclitus are best studied in the edition of:  
[129] M.Marcovich: Heraclitus (Merida, 1967) That edition can be supplemented by:  
[130] S.Mouraviev: ‘New Readings of Three Heraclitean Fragments (B 23, B 28, B 26)’, H 101, 

1973, 114–27  
[130A] S.N.Mouraviev: ‘Heraclitus B 31b DK (53b Mch): an Improved Reading?’, Phron 22, 

1977, 1–9  
All other texts pertaining to Heraclitus are collected and annotated in:  
[131] R.Mondolfo and L.Tarán: Eraclito—testimonianze e imitazione (Florence, 1972) For 

bibliography see:  
[132] E.N.Roussos: Heraklit-Bibliographie (Darmstadt, 1971) There are three landmarks in 

modern Heraclitean studies. First:  
[133] J.Bernays: Heraclitea (Bonn, 1848)=Bernays [73] (see also papers II-IVin [73]); second, 

the work of Karl Reinhardt:  
[134] K.Reinhardt: ‘Heraclitea’, H 77, 1942, 225–48=Reinhardt [81]=Gadamer [71]  
[135] K.Reinhardt: ‘Heraklits Lehre vom Feuer’, H 77, 1942, 1–17=Reinhardt [81] as well as 

chapter 3 of Reinhardt [30]; and, third:  
[136] G.S.Kirk: Heraclitus: the Cosmic Fragments (Cambridge, 19622)  
The best general account of Heraclitus’ thought is perhaps that in Guthrie [25], I, ch. VII. There is 

a stimulating piece which appears as chapter 3 of volume I of:  
[137] K.R.Popper: The Open Society and its Enemies (London, 19665) See also:  
[138] G.Vlastos: ‘On Heraclitus’, AJP 76, 1955, 337–66=Furley-Allen [70]  
[139] C.H.Kahn: ‘A New Look at Heraclitus’, APQ 1, 1964, 189–203  
[140] M.Marcovich: ‘Herakleitos’, RE suppt. 10, 1965, 246–320  
[141] W.J.Verdenius: ‘Der Logosbegriff bei Heraklit und Parmenides’, Phron 11, 1966, 81–99  
There is now a comprehensive English edition by:  
[141 A] C.H.Kahn: The Art and Thought of Heraclitus (Cambridge, 1979) Idiosyncratically 

French accounts may be read in:  
[142] C.Ramnoux: Heraclite, oul’ homme entre les choses et les mots (Paris, 1959)  
[143] J.Bollack and H.Wismann: Heraclite ou la Separation (Paris, 1972) See also:  
[143A] M.Heidegger and E.Fink: Heraklit (Frankfurt am Main, 1970) The peculiarities of 

Heraclitus’ style have been analysed by:  
[144] B.Snell: ‘DieSpracheHeraklits’, H 61, 1926, 353–81=Snell [82]  
[145] H.Fränkel: ‘AThought Pattern in Heraclitus’, AJP 59, 1938, 309–37=Fränkel [76]= 

Mourelatos [72]  
[146] B.Snell: ‘Heraklits Fragment 10’, H 76,1941, 84–7=Snell [82] andinHölscher[79].  
On Heraclitean fire see Reinhardt [135] and:  
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[147] G.S.Kirk: ‘Natural Change in Heraclitus’, M 60, 1951, 35–42=Mourelatos [72]  
[148] W.J.Verdenius: ‘Heraclitus’ Conception of Fire’, in J.Mansfeld and L.M.de Rijk (eds), 

Kephalaion: studies in Greek philosophy and its continuation offered to Professor C.J.de 
Vogel (Assen, 1975)  

[149] H.Jones: ‘Heraclitus: Fragment 31’, Phron 17, 1972, 193–7  
[150] R.Mondolfo: ‘The evidence of Plato and Aristotle relating to the ekpyrosis in Heraclitus’, 

Phron 3, 1958, 75–82  
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