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“This elegant volume juxtaposes two influential love affairs with wisdom: that of Ancient Greece and that of Buddhism. The exposition of each tradition is erudite, clear, and wonderfully accessible. The authors wisely assimilate neither to the other but draw our attention to the centrality of understanding — of our own nature and of the nature of the reality we inhabit — to the attainment of happiness and to ethical cultivation. They also show us the value of open-minded and informed dialogue with others in the pursuit of wisdom.”

— JAY GARFIELD, Doris Silbert Professor in the Humanities, professor of philosophy and Buddhist studies at Smith College, emeritus, and professor of philosophy, University of Melbourne

“Eschewing the narrowly linguistic or genealogical models of earlier scholarship, the authors undertake instead a philosophical reconstruction of the questions that animated early Greek and Buddhist thinkers respectively. In Love with Wisdom thus opens new pathways for understanding the parallel emergence of reflective thought across ancient civilizations, offering a major contribution to the comparative study of philosophy and religion.”

— LEOPOLDO IRIBARREN, associate professor of philosophy, École des Hautes Études en Sciences Sociales (EHESS)

“In Love with Wisdom offers a thoughtful and methodologically careful comparison of early Greek philosophy with early Buddhist thought. The authors engage critically with sources that are often fragmentary, problematic, or textually uncertain, demonstrating both philological precision and philosophical sensitivity. Particularly valuable is their effort to clarify concepts frequently oversimplified in modern discourse, such as dukkha/duḥkha. Written in an accessible yet intellectually rigorous manner, this book will be rewarding both for specialists and for readers new to the subject.

— DR. OLGA KUBICA, assistant professor at the University of Wrocław and author of Greco-Buddhist Relations in the Hellenistic Far East










Contents

Acknowledgments

Introduction

PART I. ANCIENT GREEK PHILOSOPHY

People and Places

Sources and Reception

1. IMPERMANENCE: HERACLITUS

Introduction

The River Fragments

Fire and Other Expressions of Change

Epistemology and the Senses

Summary

2. BEING AND NOT BEING: PARMENIDES

Introduction

The Proem

The Way of Truth

The Opinions of Mortals

Summary

3. THE FOUR ELEMENTS AND ETHICAL PURIFICATION: EMPEDOCLES

Introduction

The Four Elements and Love and Strife


The Senses

Ethics and Purification

Summary

4. EXAMINING LIFE, APPROACHING DEATH: SOCRATES

Introduction

Socrates as Teacher

Socrates on Ethics, Knowledge, and Truth

Socrates’s Trial and Death

Summary

PART II. EARLY BUDDHISM

The Teachings of the Buddha

The Ancient Setting

The Buddha in Debate

An Early Encounter Between Greeks and Indians

1. IMPERMANENCE

The Early Buddhist Conception of Impermanence

A Radicalization of Impermanence

From Impermanence to Dukkha

The Significance of Dukkha

Not-Self

The Chariot Simile

Summary

2. BEING AND NOT BEING

Beyond Being and Not Being

Dependent Arising

The Buddha’s Investigation of Dependent Arising

Three Links Preceding Birth

Three Links Leading up to Craving

Consciousness and Name-and-Form


The Scope of the Pre-Awakening Investigation

Summary

3. THE FOUR ELEMENTS AND ETHICAL PURIFICATION

The Four Elements

The Buddha’s Recollection of Past Lives

The Divine Eye

The Third Higher Knowledge

Liberation

Summary

4. EXAMINING LIFE, APPROACHING DEATH

The Emergence of Mindfulness

The Four Establishments of Mindfulness

Mindfulness of Breathing

Mindfulness

Mindfulness as One’s Refuge

Mindfully Letting Go of Life

Mindfully Passing Away

Summary

CONCLUSION

Abbreviations

Notes

References

Index

About the Authors








To help you connect even more deeply with this authentic wisdom tradition and to complement your studies of In Love with Wisdom, we’ve prepared additional multimedia resources exclusive to In Love with Wisdom readers. If you’re interested, simply scan the following QR code (or visit https://wisdomexperience.org/inwwisdom-resources) and gain access to exclusive PDF excerpts, video teachings, and podcast episodes from Bhikkhu Anālayo, Alexandra Pappas, and other thinkers in the spheres of Buddhism and philosophy.

[image: Image]







Acknowledgments

The authors are indebted to Gwen Allen, Chris Burke, Alice Chapman, Bhikkhunī Dhammadinnā, Leopoldo Iribarren, and Gillian McIntosh for commenting on a part or the whole of a draft version of this book.









Introduction

ALEXANDRA PAPPAS AND BHIKKHU ANĀLAYO

THIS BOOK attempts to offer, primarily for a Buddhist audience, a contribution to the ongoing dialogic relationship between traditional Buddhist teachings and their reception in Europe and the Americas. In that vein, this contribution takes a step back from the contemporary setting of such reception by turning to an important dimension of its historical and cultural roots in the “love of wisdom” or philosophy of ancient Greece. The following pages are thus meant to provide an accessible introduction to select aspects of ancient Greek philosophy as a starting point for then exploring how these aspects, or closely related notions, have been treated in early Buddhist thought. The hope is that by relating early Buddhist thought to other articulations of the love of wisdom that arose in roughly the same period of time, albeit informed by a substantially different cultural setting, continuities and differences will emerge more readily than with an approach that, in addition to cultural differences, also requires navigating a gap of some 2,500 years.

With the second part the exploration of the love of wisdom, philosophy, shifts from ancient Greece to ancient India. The presentation begins by situating “early Buddhism,”1 followed by exploring its teachings on the topics of impermanence, dependent arising as a middle path between being and not being, the four elements, and the practice of mindfulness, in particular in relation to facing death. These four topics relate to central aspects of the teachings of the four Greek philosophers taken up in part I, namely Heraclitus, Parmenides, Empedocles, and Socrates.









I: ANCIENT GREEK PHILOSOPHY

ALEXANDRA PAPPAS

PEOPLE AND PLACES

THE ABOVE REFERENCE to “ancient Greek philosophy” is not meant to announce a comprehensive review of all philosophical inquiry in the ancient Greek world in comparison with early Buddhism.2 Since such an undertaking would exceed the limitations of time and space, I have chosen to limit my focus to four Greek philosophers, in the hopes that others may continue such exploration with those philosophers omitted from consideration here. As such, the Greek philosophers under consideration in part I are Heraclitus (chapter 1), Parmenides (chapter 2), Empedocles (chapter 3), and Socrates (chapter 4), who can be loosely dated as a group circa 499–399 BCE. Although this project offers a view of certain aspects of ancient Greek and Indian thought within more or less the same century, the exact dates of these philosophers are not essential, since we do not propose any direct influence of one tradition over the other in this historical period.3 Instead, we present philosophical conversations under way in these distinct ancient Greek and Indian traditions over the course of the late sixth to early fourth centuries BCE.

I also want to specify that I have not meant to give an account of all aspects of the doctrines laid forth by Heraclitus, Parmenides, Empedocles, or Socrates. Rather, I have limited the present discussion to the specifics of these four philosophers that relate in some way, whether in agreement or divergence, to those attributed to the Buddha in the early Buddhist texts; the focus is the areas in which there are the closest parallels between the kinds of questions being asked and answered by these ancient thinkers, all as a means for better understanding this life now. Thus, I highlight in particular the following: Heraclitus’s views on impermanence, with related discussion of the senses; Parmenides’s definitions of being and not being and how these can be known or not known; Empedocles’s treatment of the four elements, the senses, and ethical purification; and Socrates’s modes of teaching, attaining knowledge, and approaching death.4 The four chapters of part I are meant to provide an introduction, primarily but not exclusively for Buddhist scholars and practitioners, to these topics and themes, which will then be taken up in more depth in the context of early Buddhist philosophy in the corresponding four chapters of part II by Bhikkhu Anālayo.5 All translations throughout are our own.

Another point regarding the “ancient Greek” of the title is that it refers to the language shared by the philosophers I focus on — even with differences of regional dialect, for example Ionic or Attic — rather than a broad geographical or socio-cultural uniformity that did not really exist as such in the period under review. During this time, citizen power and identity were largely rooted in one’s city-state (polis), an autonomous, self-governing political unit, rather than defined by membership in a cohesive or unified Greek nation. Although there is a clear diachronic continuity in the philosophical conversations these lovers of wisdom participated in, offering responses to their forebears and corrections to established wisdom traditions, they come from a range of places in the ancient Greek world, places that informed and contoured the specific views they would take. As Thomas (1992, 20) puts it, “much of the Greek philosophical achievement may be related to the habit of discussion and questioning in Greek society, the intense atmosphere of competition and the very political structure of the polis itself.”6

Heraclitus, for example, was from Ionian Ephesus, in modern-day Turkey. Thus, his philosophy engages those preceding and contemporary philosophers from nearby Miletus, where there was already an established tradition of querying the human and cosmic worlds, of trying to make sense of our experiences in ways that diverged from and challenged the received, popular wisdom from, in particular, the broadly popular eighth–seventh century BCE poets Homer and Hesiod.7 To understand Heraclitus, then, is necessarily to consider both the more local Milesian philosophers to whom he responds as well as the broadly established earlier epic and didactic poets whom philosophers of this period engaged by offering new models for understanding ourselves and the human, cosmic, and divine worlds we are a part of.

My shift from Heraclitus in chapter 1 to Parmenides in chapter 2 moves west from Ionia to Magna Graecia, specifically to present-day southern Italy and the Greek city called Elea in antiquity (modern Velia). Although Parmenides can be seen to have roots in the Ionian tradition, which I explore in more detail in chapter 2, he represents a new, so-called “Eleatic” school of philosophy. In laying out his philosophy, Parmenides takes up and often corrects elements of the worldview publicized in the literary poems of Homer and Hesiod, the more contemporary notions of the Ionian philosopher Xenophanes, who was also associated with Elea, and perhaps aspects of the philosophy of Heraclitus himself.

So too, chapter 3’s Empedocles was from the western part of the ancient Greek world, hailing from Sicily, which was also part of Magna Graecia. As such, he can be seen as directly responding to the regional philosophical explorations already under way there by Parmenides, Xenophanes, and Pythagoras, who was broadly influential in Magna Graecia, as well as to the continued, popular conventions of Greek myth and religion promoted by the poems of Homer and Hesiod.

Finally, my discussion of Socrates in chapter 4 shifts focus to the city-state of Athens, whose fifth-century history and politics shaped Socrates’s life experiences and philosophy perhaps as much as the inherited literary and philosophical traditions already mentioned above did. I further elaborate details of this range of influencing factors — of geography, of established literary and religious traditions, of preceding and contemporary developments in philosophy — as relevant within each chapter of part I.

SOURCES AND RECEPTION

The story of how audiences since antiquity have come into contact with the philosophies of Heraclitus, Parmenides, Empedocles, and Socrates is complex and to some extent irrevocably incomplete. There is, on one hand, the matter of how their language and ideas would have been composed and disseminated among contemporary audiences in a largely oral culture, and there is the equally important history of how their words were subsequently preserved and transmitted — and ultimately fragmented — by and as written texts, as we have come to receive them today. To complicate matters further, the particulars of such exposure, reception, and transmission vary for each philosopher under consideration. In light of this, I note the specifics of preservation and transmission — which evolved over hundreds of years in later sources shaped by their own biases and agendas — in each chapter. But here I want to offer at least a general picture of how audiences more contemporary with these philosophers likely came into contact with their ideas and how the philosophers themselves composed their works.

To begin with the latest of the Greek philosophers treated in this project, it is noteworthy that Socrates never wrote anything down himself.8 In making this choice, Socrates intentionally rejected what had become, by the latter half of the fifth century, a more regular practice of working out philosophical ideas in writing, even if they were still commonly disseminated orally, whether through reading out loud, reciting from memorization, or ongoing in-person debate.9 This was a time of increasing — although still limited — facility with writing and written texts, and Socrates’s contemporaries were more engaged with writing and writing practices than ever before in the Greek historical period.10 Socrates, then, enforced what was by his time a sort of old-fashioned “orality” as inherent to his philosophical investigations, relying on question-and-answer exchanges in live conversation and dialogue rather than codifying his ideas in material, written form as Plato and others would go on to do in his name. One effect was that his teaching thus remained much more inclusive, since even though writing was more common by Socrates’s time, those who could read sophisticated texts were still an elite few, and Socrates aimed to connect with as broad an audience as possible.

If a somewhat-clear picture of literacy and its relationship to philosophy emerges toward the later fifth century and beyond, the century or so preceding Socrates is a bit murkier. Some have considered the sixth and early fifth centuries as transitional, that is, as marking a shift from the eighth and seventh centuries BCE when oral composition, performance, and transmission of early epic, didactic, and lyric poetry was by far the dominant mode. Questions endure about the precise role of writing among sixth- and earlier fifth-century philosophers, and about how the emergent technology of writing itself may have influenced the very development of philosophy as a discipline.11 This is not the place to take up those details of debate, but I do want to point out that, even if Heraclitus, Parmenides, and Empedocles composed their works in writing, as is likely, aspects of those works’ overall structure as well as specific details of language retain a number of oral elements. Parmenides, for example, bids his poem’s audience, “Come now, I will tell — and you, take in the tale you hear” (DK B3.1), which echoes in Empedocles’s “Come now, listen to my words . . . as I said before . . . I will tell a double tale” (DK B17.14–16). So too, it is reasonable to conclude that the vast majority of those who learned these philosophers’ doctrines would have heard them spoken aloud rather than read them on the page, which is why I highlight in some places below how the rhythms of phrasing and the sonic effects of the language are essential to the philosophical messages it conveys.12 Thus, the ideas promoted by these four ancient Greek philosophers were kept alive in speech, just as they were meant to be put into active practice by those who heard them.









1. Impermanence: Heraclitus

INTRODUCTION

THIS CHAPTER presents the Presocratic13 philosopher Heraclitus’s views on impermanence and on the senses. I begin with a general introduction to Heraclitus and then move to consider in more detail in subsequent sections his views on impermanence, fire as an element of change, and epistemology and the senses.

In order to understand Heraclitus’s philosophical and religious perspectives, it is necessary first to consider in broad strokes the intellectual context within which he lived, thought, taught, and wrote. The ancient sources identify Heraclitus as active in the late sixth or early fifth century BCE and as an Ionian from Ephesus, in modern-day Turkey.14 In the earlier sixth century, the Ionian philosophers Thales, Anaximander, and Anaximenes from nearby Miletus had already established a robust philosophical tradition of understanding the world in observable, scientific terms, aiming to “explain the sensible world in terms of what might be called a generating substance, a single basic stuff that undergoes a series of transformations and generates the sensible world as we perceive it” (Curd 2006, 35). This stood in stark, innovative contrast to the popular worldview presented in the eighth- and seventh-century poems of Homer and Hesiod, in which a host of anthropomorphic Olympian gods and goddesses governed the world and the humans who inhabited it. Thales, for example, argued for a unity of the natural world that was determined not by Zeus or another deity but by the original and principle organizing element of water: water is that out of which all matter arises and to which all returns.15 In turn, Thales’s student Anaximander located the origin of the cosmos and its natural workings not in water but in the amorphous and infinite apeiron, a “limitless” or “boundless” abstraction out of which all elements, including water, arise and to which all elements resolve after decay and death.16 Anaximenes, a younger associate of Anaximander, went on to posit rather that air was the organizing material principle of the natural world, the element responsible for holding the universe together.17 For these Milesians, there was something inherently fixed and permanent and unchanging — whether water, “the limitless,” or air — that grounded observable change in the physical world. As I review in more detail below, Heraclitus identified fire as the principal element, but far from anything stable or permanent, it was instead inherent to the continuous change he observed. And so it is in part this in-progress philosophical dialogue initiated by the Milesians of the preceding sixth century that Heraclitus engages, even as he asserts his independence from it.

Indeed, according to later sources on his life, Heraclitus resisted adherence to the philosophical school of his predecessors, choosing instead a solitary path of investigation. The third-century CE biographer Diogenes Laertius reports that Heraclitus was “a student of no one” and that he “sought for himself and learned everything from himself.”18 The Suda, a tenth-century CE Byzantine encyclopedia, reinforces the impression: “he did not learn from any of the philosophers, but was instead trained by nature and careful attention.”19 Heraclitus not only rejected certain fundamental aspects of the Milesian philosophical tradition but also overtly critiqued conventional Greek religious ritual, including blood purification and idolatry centered on temples and their cult statues, which the masses broadly participated in (DK B5):20


They are purified in vain, because they are polluted by blood, just as if someone who stepped into mud washed himself with mud; and if any [other] human noticed him doing this, he would consider him mad. And they pray to these statues, just as if someone were prattling on in conversation with houses, not knowing what the gods and heroes are like.



So too, according to the second-century Christian theologian and philosopher Clement of Alexandria, Heraclitus cast a wide net, aiming to reach a broad audience of those conditioned by and practicing traditional religion with his teachings (DK B14):21 “To whom does Heraclitus of Ephesus speak his prophesies? To those who roam at night, to Magi, to Bacchants, to Maenads, to mystic initiates. To these he threatens what happens after death, to these he prophesies the fire. For they are initiated impiously into the mysteries that are customary among humans.”

Although Heraclitus meant to influence many, at least as Clement of Alexandria saw it, he also intentionally made his reappraisal of Greek philosophy and religious practice difficult to penetrate.22 Appropriately called “the Obscure” by Clement,23 Heraclitus presented his ideas in a prose mode that eludes obvious consensus and requires applied interpretive effort by seekers, ancient and modern alike. Indeed, he is the philosopher subject to the broadest range of interpretations in antiquity, including those of Plato, Aristotle, and the Stoics. Over one hundred prose fragments of Heraclitus’s writing are preserved, many of which exhibit a highly poetic style, including riddling, word play, sonic resonance, and syntactical ambiguity.24 He seems to gesture to the hermeneutic challenges he presents in his own work when he defines Apollo as “the lord whose oracle is in Delphi [who] neither speaks nor conceals, but communicates by signs (semainei)” (DK B93).25 Just as the oracles of Apollo were sometimes delivered in obscure, riddling language requiring wise and skillful interpretation, so too was the language containing Heraclitus’s cosmic and human truths, as seen below in his fragments on impermanence, fire, and the senses. But the goal of course was not to frustrate engagement with his ideas fully, and so as Diogenes Laertius noted, “sometimes he writes brilliantly and clearly so that even the most ignorant man can easily understand and achieve the elevation of his soul; the brevity and the weight of his expression are incomparable.”26 If Heraclitus’s words remain open to multiple, and at times seemingly paradoxical interpretations, one effect is that they require his audience to slow down, take time considering multiple perspectives, thoughtfully evaluate their own experience and observations against received popular, philosophical, and religious doctrine, and engage at the deepest and most critical levels the essential aspects of interrelated human and cosmic conditions.27


There is enduring debate over the original form of Heraclitus’s work, whether it was a book with one continuous argument or rather a collection of discrete maxims or proverbs.28 Diogenes Laertius reports that Heraclitus’s book was titled either the Muses or On Nature and comprised three sections: the universe (“the all”), politics, and theology.29 Although scholars have not resolved the question of the work’s internal cohesion, it is clear from the extant fragments that any boundaries between these three sections, if in fact they existed, were indistinct: for Heraclitus there were inextricable connections between the science of the universe, the human activities that took place within that universe, and the theology integral to both.30 In fact, in a further departure from his Milesian predecessors, Heraclitus was overtly concerned with the human, moral implications of his scientific theories.31 His is not a philosophy of natural science in its own right, or of the human condition in a vacuum. It is rather an integrated, interconnected view of the natural world and its implications for the human experience. For Heraclitus, the processes governing the internal, personal world of the psyche and the human experience are the same as those determining natural, cosmic order: “an understanding of the human condition is inseparable from an insight into the unifying structure of the universe, the total unity within which all opposing principles — including mortality and immortality — are reconciled . . . The pattern of human life and the pattern of cosmic order is one and the same” (Kahn 1979, 21, 22). This focus on the lived experience as it relates to the cosmic realm inspired him to “communicate by signs,” teaching at times indirectly in his hallmark literary form with syntactical ambiguity and other poetic devices shaping his prose presentation. These are evident in the fragments I now present to illustrate Heraclitus’s views on the impermanence he identified in human experience — e.g., life and death, sleeping and waking, youth and old age — just as in the elements of cosmic order and transformation.

THE RIVER FRAGMENTS

The most well-known of Heraclitus’s formulations of impermanence and change — of ongoing internal and external processes governed by transformation — are those concerning the flow of a river. Their precise meaning is still debated today, largely due to those after Heraclitus, including Plato, Aristotle, and the Stoics, who interpreted his river metaphor through the lens of their own philosophical agendas, and the difficulty of teasing apart those layers of subsequent engagement and intervention. Indeed, the doctrine popularly assigned to Heraclitus that “everything flows” (panta rhei, panta chorei), comes to us from Plato rather than Heraclitus himself, as elaborated below, and has exerted much influence over the reception of Heraclitus in general and the river fragments in particular.32 I review here the corpus of river passages and the context of their preservation and interpretation in antiquity but caution that a single, conclusive interpretation remains elusive.

I begin with DK B12, which is one of the river passages that likely preserves Heraclitus’s own words in their original form. Because it frustrates a single, straightforward reading, I offer two translations that are equally faithful to the Greek:33


On those who step into the same (autoisin) rivers, other and still other (hetera kai hetera) waters flow. / On those same people (autoisin) who step into rivers, other and still other waters flow.



This line is preserved in quotation by the late-fourth–third century BCE philosopher Cleanthes, who succeeded Zeno as the second head of the Stoic school of philosophy in Athens.34 Zeno and the Stoics in general aligned some of their essential tenets with Heraclitus’s doctrine, including the central role of fire in the ongoing creation and destruction of the universe. Cleanthes quoted Heraclitus’s river fragments as a means of comparing Heraclitus’s and Zeno’s views of the origin of souls, although there is nothing explicit here from Heraclitus on the soul.

Owing in part to their use of the Ionic dialect, these are taken to be Heraclitus’s original words, and his characteristic syntactical ambiguity is in full effect.35 It is unclear whether other and different waters flow upon those who step into the same rivers, or rather flow upon the same people who step into rivers, but there is nevertheless the essential notion of continuous flow, of impermanence, of similarity marked by difference. The ambiguity itself, which I am inclined to take as intentional, in fact further underscores Heraclitus’s message: the possible double reading creates a parallel between the rivers and those who step into them, since either could be “the same” in Heraclitus’s formulation. The implication is therefore that just as continuously flowing water denies any fixed, permanent, or stable internal identity to rivers, so too continuous flow renders human activity, experience, and identity “the same only as a constant pattern imposed on incessant flow” (Kahn 1979, 167).

Heraclitus’s hallmark poetic prose style is also on full display here, and to similar semantic effect. When read aloud, the sonic play and resonance of the repeated -oisi, -oisin, -oisin, -ousin endings of the first four words emerges, in some sense replicating the repetitive, rhythmic movement of a river.36 Furthermore, the form of these four words communicates the interconnectedness of continuity and change that their content asserts, since the word endings suggest sameness, but their beginnings show variation, just as other and different waters flow upon the same (rivers or people). And in continued play between content and form that further underscores the tension between sameness and difference, between constancy and flux, the repeated word-initial aspirates in hetera kai hetera hydata, together with the repetition of the word hetera, again reproduces the sonic and verbal sense of rhythmic similarity even as the content of the phrase asserts the continuous flow of difference.37

Similar themes emerge in a passage on Heraclitus by Plutarch, a first–second century CE biographer, Platonic philosopher, and priest of Apollo. Although it contains one of the most famous sayings attributed to Heraclitus — namely that it is not possible to step into the same river twice — it is not clear what, if any, of his original words Plutarch preserves. It is nevertheless illustrative of at least some aspect of Heraclitus’s thought and so warrants inclusion here (DK B91):38


It is not possible to step into the same river twice, according to Heraclitus. Nor is it possible to seize upon a human condition in a permanent state twice: rather, with sharp and quick change, it disperses and comes back together. And this happens neither previously nor subsequently, but rather it assembles and disintegrates at the same time; it both approaches and departs.




Plutarch develops Heraclitus’s notion, familiar from DK B12 above, that neither a river nor a person maintains any abiding, permanent condition inherent to itself. This is of course not to suggest that there is no such thing as “a river” or “a human being.” Rather, the substance of the natural world and the human beings in it are subject to constant change, to a continuous flow of assembling and disassembling, such that no fixed identity is permanently maintained.39

If for Heraclitus “stability is guaranteed by change; change is stable; diverse individual things form a unity; [and] identity is preserved through difference” (McKirahan 2010, 137), for Plato, who was writing around one hundred years after Heraclitus, the earlier philosopher’s river metaphor took on a somewhat altered meaning: all things are always changing in every regard. Plato is said to have been influenced by the philosopher Cratylus, who was a student of Heraclitus and who in turn educated Plato in the philosophy of Heraclitus.40 Plato engages with Heraclitus’s ideas most overtly in his Cratylus dialogue, in which the characters Socrates, Cratylus, and Hermogenes discuss the (in)stability of language as a system of signs and referents.41 The most relevant passage for our purposes is spoken by Socrates (DK A6):42


Heraclitus says, I think, that “all things move (panta chorei) and nothing is permanent,” and comparing the things that exist to the flow of a river, he says, “you could not step twice into the same river.”



If, as above, Heraclitus meant to assert that things that exist — rivers, people — maintain a consistency of form only and paradoxically by constantly changing, which illustrates the interconnectedness between continuity and change, Plato here and elsewhere suggests instead that continuous flux itself precludes any kind of constancy. In doing so, he may be asserting Cratylus’s or even his own (mis)interpretation of Heraclitus’s original formulation of the relationship between flux and constancy.43 And this is an important, if nuanced, point, since Plato has cast a long and influential shadow over the reception of Heraclitus’s doctrine for nearly 2,500 years.44


FIRE AND OTHER EXPRESSIONS OF CHANGE

Several additional fragments contribute to an understanding of Heraclitus’s philosophy of change. I review three of these before moving on to his treatment of the essential element of fire, itself an ever-transforming and transformational element. The first appears to preserve Heraclitus’s original prose, and comes from the twelfth-century CE Byzantine scholar Tzetzes’s work on Homer’s Iliad (DK B126):45


Cold things grow warm, warm grows cold, wet grows dry, dry grows wet.



Here Heraclitus expresses the notion of pervasive physical change already common among the Milesian natural philosophers beginning with Anaximander,46 though he does so in his characteristic linguistic style. Four main verbs shift each subject (“cold things,” “warm,” etc.) into its corresponding opposite physical state (“grow warm,” “grows cold,” etc.), and that aspect of transformational change is communicated by words that echo in similitude: each verb ends in the sonically connective -etai. As in DK B12 above, the form of Heraclitus’s language to some extent works against the content: antithesis and processes of physical change are communicated through words that maintain a sonic, rhythmic, verbal continuity. But the verbs’ beginnings differ, which in fact also jibes with the content: just as something cold grows warm, changing from one state to another with some continuity in the process, the verbs change meaning due to their differing roots while retaining a continuity of form in their endings.

A work in the style of Plutarch but falsely attributed to him (and whose author is thus conventionally referred to as “Pseudo- ” or “Ps.-Plutarch”) preserves a correlate expression of the relatedness of opposing states, and includes Heraclitus’s original words (DK B88):47


Indeed, there is the same inherent to: both living and dead, both awake and asleep, both young and old.




Ps.-Plutarch clarifies the thrust of Heraclitus’s words in the sentence that follows: “for these, undergoing change, are those; and those, undergoing change back again, are these.”48 Thus, just as Heraclitus asserted of natural physical states in process in DK B126, so too seemingly binary and paradoxical human states of being are mutually implicated and contiguous: “there is the same inherent to.” Such interconnectedness is additionally emphasized by Heraclitus’s repetition of the correlative “and” (kai) five times in the fifteen-word formulation.

Heraclitus further aligns apparent opposites in his definition of the divine (ho theos). This is the only extant fragment in which Heraclitus defines deity explicitly,49 and it is preserved under the name of Hippolytus of Rome — hereafter referred to as “(Ps.-?) Hippolytus” following current scholarly convention, since it is not clear whether the work is by him or by an unknown author, a possible “Pseudo-Hippolytus” — a second–third-century Christian theologian (DK B67):50


The god: day night, winter summer, war peace, satiety famine. It shifts, just as <fire> whenever it mixes with incense is named according to the scent of each [particular type of incense].



In this formulation, divinity is four binary pairs of antithetical states ranging from the cosmic and natural (“day night, winter summer”) to the human — both the products of the human heart and mind (“war peace”) and the corporeal experiences of the human body (“satiety famine”). Here too, Heraclitus’s style reinforces the seemingly paradoxical point, this time by omitting any correlative connectors within or between the pairs in the opening sentence. Just as there is nothing to differentiate day from night, winter from summer, etc., no intervening words separate one noun or antithetical noun-pair from the next. Thus deity is at once pairs of apparently opposing states, just as it is the totality of them taken all together: “the god will be strictly identical only with the total pattern of opposition, of which these four pairs are paradigmatic specimens. This pattern is the order of the universe, its unifying structure as a balancing of opposites over time” (Kahn 1979, 279).51


Heraclitus’s second sentence has no clear subject. “The god” from the first sentence is therefore the implied subject of the two following main verbs, which are notably both verbs of process: “shifts,” “is named.”52 Whether or not it is correct to insert the noun “fire” to clarify the simile as a number of editors have done, Heraclitus means to equate the divine system of unity and opposition indicated by the four antithetical pairs of the first sentence with the one fire called by many names, depending on what kind of incense it is mixed with, of the second.53 If god is the common, connective element among opposites, fire is the element common to different types of incense, and the plurality of these forms a single, cohesive complex, an all-encompassing unity.54 Nor is this a philosophical musing in the abstract. Rather, it connects to and has important implications for the human experience, which Kahn (1979, 280) has summarized well:


It is not that the naming of the divine by means of opposites is arbitrary or subjective . . . but rather that the positive and negative values of opposing names are relative to the human perspective and to the personal experience of the individual. Mankind perceives the contrast, the otherness (alloios) of daylight and nocturnal darkness, hunger and surfeit, but not the unity which binds each pair together, and which is the same principle of antithesis throughout.



As I explore in more detail below, Heraclitus was critical of the human tendency to miss such unity, and to see instead only differences between things and to believe that a superficial difference in name pointed to any real, underlying differentiation. In Heraclitus’s view, to do so is to neglect the essential and constant processes of transformation, both of the natural, cosmic worlds and of lived, human experience, and is due to a misapplication of the senses.

I have already noted that Heraclitus, in conversation with his Milesian forebears and contemporaries, identified fire as the essential and basic element of the cosmic and human worlds. So too, it is an element that by nature fuels change. In the context of Heraclitus’s larger philosophy of consistent change, and the paradoxical stability it engenders, I turn now to three fragments that exemplify Heraclitus’s view of fire. The first comes again from (Ps.-?) Hippolytus of Rome (DK B64):55


All these things the thunderbolt governs.



In this formulation, Heraclitus plays with the traditional ancient Greek conception of the most powerful Olympian god Zeus and his iconic thunderbolt, whose governing authority was popularized by the poets from Homer and Hesiod in the eighth and seventh centuries BCE on. If Heraclitus raises the conventional associations of the religious pantheon of his time, with Zeus as its commander, he does so only to undermine them in the end. Rather than the anthropomorphic Zeus and his vengeful thunderbolt, Heraclitus designates the thunderbolt itself, which embodies the fire element, as the agent of change, the governing force responsible for continual destruction and rekindling, whether cosmic or human. He elaborates this theme in a fragment recorded by Plutarch (DK B90):56


All things are an interchange for fire [. . .] and fire for all things, just as goods (are an interchange) for gold, and gold for goods.



In his familiar poetic style of prose, Heraclitus aligns the form of his language with the content: he articulates the notion of fiery exchange or “interchange” through a reciprocal and alternating interchange between forms of nouns and adjectives (pyros . . . pyr; ta panta . . . hapanton; chrysou . . . chrysos; chremata . . . chrematon). In this way, the very structure of the sentence embodies those cosmic and human truths that its content lays forth. Just as gold and goods stand in a reciprocal, relational exchange of value, so too fire produces all things, which in turn produce fire in continuous exchange.57

This is made the more explicit in a third fire fragment, preserved by Clement of Alexandria (DK B30):58


This world order (kosmos), the same for all, neither one of the gods nor humans fashioned. Rather, it always was and is and will be — ever-living fire, kindling in measures and extinguishing in measures.



Whereas Thales and Anaximenes had proposed in their physical theories of cosmic transformation an enduring, basic element — water and air, respectively — that was preserved in essential form despite ongoing change, here Heraclitus issues a corrective to the Milesian tradition. By asserting instead that fire is the element responsible for universal change, he directly engages the Milesian cosmogony and reframes it rather radically: since fire is not matter in and of itself but is rather the fuel for a process of continuous transition, paradoxically both “ever-living” and going out, this world order (kosmos) that we experience has no beginning or end, “it always was and is and will be.”59 Nor, flying in the face of traditional Greek religious belief of the time, is any god or human responsible for the creation or destruction of the kosmos.60 Rather, in another typically Heraclitean paradox, this eternal and unified world order is itself governed by the ever-changing and transitory element of fire, the continuing source of natural processes.61

This jibes with the paradox observed above in Heraclitus’s river fragments. The regularity of change — whether exemplified by flowing water or by fire — produces a certain kind of stability and is that upon which any identity or continuity hinges: “if the water stopped flowing it would no longer be a river but a long narrow lake. If the basic forms of matter stopped changing, the stable, ordered regulated kosmos would cease to exist” (McKirahan 2010, 134).62 For Heraclitus, fire, like a river’s waters, indicates the constant flow of change in which no material element endures but that nevertheless produces a coherence and unity in the ever-shifting cosmic and human worlds.63

Heraclitus explicitly articulated certain agents of change — and concomitant stability or balance (harmonia) — in the human world, including strife (eris) and necessity (chreon). Three of these accounts conclude this section and set us up to examine his view of the role of the senses in perceiving such change, or in missing it entirely. Aristotle reports, for example, the essential role Heraclitus posited for strife (eris) in human affairs, along with his continued criticism of the received wisdom of earlier popular poets such as Homer64 (DK A22):65


Indeed, Heraclitus objects to [Homer], who said, “Would that strife (eris) be abolished among gods and humans alike!”66 For there would be no harmony (harmonia) if there were not high and low tones, and there would not be animals without female and male, which are opposites.



Aristotle relates Heraclitus’s view that harmonia is in fact engendered by strife, illustrated by analogy with the balanced attunement produced by high and low musical notes, or species of animals produced by females and males.

Aristotle elsewhere articulates the essential role of strife in producing such harmony (DK B8):67


Heraclitus [says that] what is opposite comes together and that the most beautiful harmony (harmonia) derives from things that diverge, and that all things are born of strife (eris).



Just as the cosmic world is governed by transformation, as exemplified by flowing rivers and ever-changing fire, so too the human world — and any ordered balance within it (harmonia) — is shaped by change. Moreover, “as ‘harmony’ is the word for the way all things are related to one another at the level of the whole, the word for the way they are related to one another at the level of individuals is ‘strife’” (Dorter 2013, 51).68 For Heraclitus there would be no world at all, whether cosmic or human, without change.69 And such change is produced by strife, which, despite its destructive qualities, is in the end that out of which all things are generated.

The essential role of strife, which is also paired with necessity (chreon), is reinforced in a passage from the second–third-century Christian theologian and scholar Origen, who, unlike Aristotle above, appears to record Heraclitus’s original words (DK B80):70



One must (chre) know that war is common, and that justice is strife (erin), and that all things are born in accordance with strife (erin) and necessity (chreon).



Heraclitus drives home the pervasive and common (xynon) human experiences of conflict and retribution: war (polemon), strife (erin), and justice (diken), which are mutually implicating and simultaneously destructive and productive. Without war and strife, there is no (need for) retributive justice. And just as all things are born out of strife and necessity (chreon), so it is necessary (chre) to know, to understand this, with the resonance of chreon and chre emphasizing the point.

In this formulation, Heraclitus again criticizes the popular wisdom of Homer, as well as the seventh-century lyric poet Archilochus.71 In Homer’s Iliad (18.309), the war god Ares “is common (xynos), and the one who kills is killed.” Less than a century later, Archilochus (38) reiterated the point: “it is true, Ares is common (xynos) to men.” Heraclitus thus takes up this sentiment from the epic and lyric poetic traditions and, using the same language, breathes new meaning into it: if Homer and Archilochus meant that war is “common” insofar as the fortunes and tragedies of war touch all who participate in it, and that the winner one day will be the loser the next, Heraclitus instead means that war is common insofar as it is all-pervading, universal, and paradoxically unifying;72 it is the strife out of which all is born. And so the cosmic unity that Heraclitus posits in other fragments, which he illustrates often through seemingly paradoxical opposites, applies to the human realm too, where conflict and justice work in productive tension in a unified relationship. As the following chapters elaborate, these essential themes will continue to be analyzed by Heraclitus’s Presocratic successors: the role of strife is central to the worldview Empedocles presents (chapter 3), and Parmenides further develops the notion of necessity (chapter 2).

DK B80 opens with “one must know,” “it is necessary to know” (eidenai chre), which underscores the essential role of the perceptive faculties. Chre (“one must,” “it is necessary”) makes clear the urgency of such awareness, and eidenai (“know, “understand,” “perceive”), with its shared root in verbs of mental and visual perception, brings the senses of seeing and knowing into focus. What good are these cosmic and human truths, after all, if they are not known? This introduces the central role of the senses for Heraclitus, whose epistemological concerns produced a number of statements critical of the unskilled development and understanding of modes of perception. Across these fragments, which I now turn to in this chapter’s last main section, he illustrates how and why the truth is not already broadly known and suggests how it might be.

EPISTEMOLOGY AND THE SENSES

A number of fragments make it clear that Heraclitus diagnosed most humans as ignorant of the truths he presented — both those who taught the masses and those masses who received misguided wisdom.73 Such criticism is overt, for example, in a passage from Proclus, a fifth-century CE Platonic philosopher, who preserves Heraclitus’s original words (DK B104):74


What is [the masses’] intelligence (noos) or understanding (phren)? They trust in the community’s bards and they use the crowd as their teacher, not knowing that “the many are wicked,” while few are good.



Heraclitus questions the masses’ received wisdom from the bards who might have sung, for example, the poems of Homer or Hesiod and spread broadly the cosmic and human worldviews presented in those influential works. In this time, when there was no real formal schooling as such, education largely took the form of hearing and knowing the poems of these popular poets.

For Heraclitus, these audiences do not exercise their noos or phren.75 Noos refers to the mind as it is employed in perceiving and thinking and has the connotation of “sense” or “wit” shaped by prudence, wisdom, and sensibility.76 It is thus equated with a mind guided by reason, or “intellect.” So too, phren indicates the mind as the seat of the mental faculties, of perception and thought. It can also be translated as “wits.”77 Heraclitus finds such discernment lacking in those who adopt the popular wisdom of the poets and take instruction from the crowd rather than a more astute teacher. They do so, he asserts, because they do not understand (ouk eidotes; from the same verb as eidenai in DK B80 above) that wise truths come not from the many but from just a few. Heraclitus levels this final claim with a typical irony by quoting a popular saying, “the many are wicked,” attributed to Bias of Priene, who was broadly considered one of the seven sages of the ancient world. Just as he undermines the pedagogical legitimacy of the popular poetry sung by bards to the masses, Heraclitus uses a quip from Bias, who, as one of the sages, represents another mode of popular education in archaic Greece, to illustrate his point.

Indeed, Bias seems to be one of the only early thinkers Heraclitus promoted.78 As the following fragments indicate, he was openly critical of a range of formative figures, from poets (Hesiod) to philosophers (Pythagoras, Xenophanes) to historians (Hecataeus). And he points out that not only do those allegedly wise authors not offer truths to their audiences but their audiences, in turn, who may even be considered “educated,” nevertheless cannot discern the truths or fictions within those works. He expresses some of this criticism in a quote preserved by Diogenes Laertius (DK B40):79


Much learning (polymathie) does not teach intelligence (noon). For it did not teach Hesiod and Pythagoras or, in turn, Xenophanes and Hecataeus.



Learning, or being a learned person, is not equivalent to wisdom; knowing works of poetry, philosophy, or history is not the kind of intelligence Heraclitus urges, the kind of discernment that leads to the recognition, deep knowing, and application of those cosmic and human truths of unity and change that he advances.80 He makes a similar point in a passage recorded by (Ps.-?) Hippolytus of Rome (DK B57):81


The teacher of the most people is Hesiod. They think (epistantai) that he knows (eidenai) most things, he who did not know (eginosken) day and night — for they are one.




Heraclitus again takes Hesiod to task — as one of the most influential teachers of the masses along with Homer, he is a prime target for criticism. Indeed, in Heraclitus’s view, the uninformed majority thinks (epistantai) that Hesiod is a knowledgeable expert (eidenai, as in DK B80 and 104 above) in most things, which Heraclitus undermines with reference to Hesiod’s poetic treatment of day and night in his late-eighth–early-seventh-century BCE mythical cosmogony poem, the Theogony.

There, Hesiod had presented the origins of the gods, narrating how they were born, how they reproduced, and how they came to rule the cosmos permanently. And early in his poem, Hesiod assigned himself an authoritative role, analogizing the power and influence of his poetic voice to that of a king over his subjects (Theogony 30–33).82 He went on to relate the story of the divinities Night and Day, who were among the Theogony’s first generation of gods. As he told it, “From Chaos both dark Erebus and Night were born / and from Night in turn, Aether and Day were born / those beings whom Night birthed, conceiving them after mingling in love with Erebus” (Theogony 123–125). Thus, in stark contrast to Heraclitus’s essential philosophical perspective that all things, even seemingly paradoxical opposites, are one, and that the kosmos has no beginning or end (DK B30, above), Hesiod had cast night and day as fundamentally separate, even if related as parent and child, in his account of the universe and the gods who rule it.

In DK B57, then, Heraclitus not only undermines the broad authority Hesiod assigned himself in his poem, and which audiences from his generation on attributed to him, but also takes the opportunity to allude to one of the essential tenets of his own philosophy, namely that all things, even apparent opposites such as day and night, are one. As Curd (1991, 536) neatly summarizes it, from Heraclitus’s perspective “Hesiod knows that day and night are opposites and so apparently do not inhabit their house at the same time; but Hesiod’s knowledge is incomplete, for he fails to know that there is actually a unity that underlies and thus connects the opposites.” As above in DK B67, Heraclitus even made this point with specific reference to day and night, with no semantic or linguistic distinction between the two: “The god: day night . . .” And this proved an enduring point of debate, since the theme of the relationship between Day and Night is taken up again by Parmenides, as I review in the next chapter. But for Heraclitus at least, Hesiod’s formulation of day and night, and indeed of any distinct separation, is lacking in wisdom; in this, Hesiod is guilty of falsifying reality.83 Worse yet, his audiences do not navigate such errors with critical discernment, which Heraclitus sums up in a fragment quoted by Clement of Alexandria (DK B17):84


For many people — as many as come into contact with things — do not understand things such as they are; nor, even after learning (mathontes) about them, do they know (ginoskousin) them, although they think that they do.



Once again, learning about something (mathontes, which shares a root with polymathie in DK B40 above) does not mean there is any real understanding or true knowledge of it. Nor does hearing about something, as a passage quoted by the third–fourth-century Christian theologian Eusebius illustrates (DK B34):85


Witless, they hear like deaf people. The saying is a testimonial to them: “although present, they are absent.”



This remark on hearing, which, like learning or thinking, does not ensure any real, deep knowing, sets up a brief survey of Heraclitus’s views of the other senses before turning to his most essential epistemological point: how the senses can perceive the object of knowledge, the essential truth as Heraclitus sees it, which he calls logos and which I further define and discuss below. By way of brief introduction here and to emphasize the importance of logos to Heraclitus’s larger program, I cite Cankaya’s observation (2017, 303) that “the comprehension of logos is one of the most fundamental issues in Heraclitus’s philosophy. Grasping, or trying to know the logos . . . is a crucial requirement for knowledge of the sensible world or nature.”86 While Heraclitus’s logos is not easy to define,87 one formulation is that it is the independent, unchanging truth or principle that is common to all, namely the unity of the world.88 Ostensibly, Heraclitus’s view of the senses, which can be useful but are not in and of themselves sufficient for grasping logos, jibes with his larger philosophy of unity. As I aim to illustrate, he does not treat smelling, seeing, or hearing as clearly distinct from thought. Of smelling, for example, he says (DK B7):89


If all existing things should become smoke, the nostrils would discern (diagnoien) them.



And if hearing is not in and of itself a reliable sense path to knowledge as above (DK B34), for Heraclitus sight is the more reliable faculty, which a fragment preserved by the second-century BCE historian Polybius makes explicit (DK B101a):90


Eyes are more precise witnesses than the ears.



This ranking is likely due to the direct experience of sight, as opposed to reliance on hearsay, which does not lead to real knowledge.91 It is not that Heraclitus is commenting on the proper role of sense perception per se, nor that he gives any absolute epistemic preference to sense perception, but rather that it is preferable to achieve direct understanding of things oneself instead of relying on others’ teaching, authority, or hearsay.92 Nor in Heraclitus’s estimation are the eyes and ears alone sufficient for ensuring wise knowing, since, as the second–third century CE philosopher Sextus Empiricus records (DK B107):93


Poor witnesses for humans are the eyes and ears of those who have barbarian souls.



Since for the Greeks “barbarians” were those who could not understand the Greek language, one interpretation is that Heraclitus means that most people experience the world through the senses but do not really understand what they perceive, or understand the larger truth that their perceptions point to, just as a non-Greek might hear Greek words but not understand what they mean.94 A related, if slightly different, view is that those who have barbarian souls, even if they are able to see and hear, fail to grasp the truth because they do not understand the language of Heraclitus’s discourse or logos, which is the language of nature.95 From both perspectives, Heraclitus conveys the notion that sense perception “is necessary for knowledge, but not sufficient; without the ability to decipher information from the senses, one cannot understand the world” (Graham 2021, 5). Such understanding requires the application of the mind (noos) and is predicated on the direct experience of the nature of things, the logos that Heraclitus privileges and that I turn to after this final fragment on the potential of the senses (DK B55):96


Of all such things as there is sight, hearing, learning (mathesis), these I honor most.97



Although he is critical of the gap between sense perception and true knowing, maintaining that perception alone is insufficient for deep understanding, here Heraclitus makes clear that the truth is not something obscure that cannot be accessed, or that can only be obtained through special revelation, secret knowledge, or some abstract theoretical exercise.98 Rather, what he honors most (protimeo) is that which we comprehend through the basic faculties: seeing, hearing, and life’s experiential instruction (mathesis).99 Nevertheless, the senses can only give real understanding insofar as the evidence acquired by them is integrated into the account contained in the logos; in real understanding, discrete bits of information are harmonized into a network of beliefs that gets its epistemic structure from underlying principles articulated by the logos.100 From this perspective, deep and meaningful knowing of truth is attainable, though most of us mistake what we see or hear or think for the logos itself without the discernment required to understand it deeply and fully; “grasping the unseen principle behind the visible or, in other words, exposing the hidden nature, is the main endeavor of the wise” (Cankaya 2017, 303–4). Observation, then, must be informed by real knowing or insight, by noos or phren. I now take a closer look at the all-important logos Heraclitus advocated, the truth of which is to some extent obtainable through the senses.101

In a passage preserved by Sextus Empiricus, who along with Aristotle102 placed it at the beginning of Heraclitus’s book, which therefore takes on a programmatic flavor for Heraclitus’s whole enterprise, Heraclitus lays out the qualities of logos and the hermeneutic challenges of understanding it as he sees them (DK B1):103


And this logos, which is ever-enduring, humans are not able to understand, both before they have heard it and after they have heard it for the first time. For although all things come about in accordance with this logos, they are like people with no experience when they experience both the words and the actions of the sort which I give a taste of by defining each in accordance with its nature and illustrating how it is. Indeed, other people lack awareness of all such things as they do when they are awake, just as they forget all such things as they do when they are asleep.



For Heraclitus, logos is always, eternal, ever-enduring (eontos aei), and all things happen, come about, are born (ginomenon) in accordance with its nature. Nevertheless, humankind is unable to comprehend it (axynetoi), either before or after they have heard it; they are like those lacking mindfulness while awake, and as unaware as those in their sleep. Here too, the senses, though essential to understanding, are not sufficient for it: people understand the logos neither before nor after they have heard it.

But just what is this all-important logos for Heraclitus? The noun derives from the verb legein, “say,” “speak,” “tell,” and its connotations range from “word” or “sentence” to “speech,” “explanation,” or “rational discourse.”104 Logos is thus, at least in part, Heraclitus’s discourse itself, the language with which he communicates both the specifics and the totality of essential cosmic and human truths as he sees them. But, as often for Heraclitus, a second and deeper meaning of logos can also be derived.105 If logos is on one level Heraclitus’s words, it is also the universal pattern of the world order itself, with its characteristics of impermanence and change (as in the sensible world) and of stability and continuity and unity (logos itself) that have been articulated across the fragments surveyed in this chapter; the phenomenal world is many and subject to change, while the logos is one and unchanging.106 Indeed, the eternal and productive qualities of logos in this passage echo the language Heraclitus uses to describe the world order (kosmos) and fire, as above in DK B30 (“always,” “ever-living”); there is at least the hint that logos is coextensive with fire as the primary cosmic constituent.107 Logos for Heraclitus is therefore not only the language with which he communicates the truth but the very nature or structure of the truth that his language is meant to illustrate, that is, “the deeper truth of the systematic connectedness of things in the world” (Curd 1991, 536); in order to know the truth, one must interpret both the words that communicate it and the patterned operations that constitute it.108

Although Heraclitus says in DK B1 that people still fail to understand this logos even though he presents it in accordance with its nature and shows how it really is, he maintains focus on logos, rather than himself, as ultimately deserving of wise attention. This will, he urges, lead to the recognition of an essential truth, namely the unity of all things (also expressed above, e.g., in DK B57, B67). A fragment of Heraclitus’s own words quoted by (Ps.-?) Hippolytus of Rome makes the point explicitly (DK B50):109


After listening not to me but to the logos, it is wise to agree (homologein) that all things are one.



Heraclitus locates the truth — in this case that all things are one (hen panta einai) — in the logos (tou logou) itself rather than in him or his words (ouk emou). He does not advocate adherence to his doctrine as such, but rather to the reality of unity it points to. This is not about believing in general




































SUMMARY





OEBPS/nav.xhtml








Contents







		Cover Page



		Title Page



		Contents



		Acknowledgments



		Introduction



		Part I. Ancient Greek Philosophy



		People and Places



		Sources and Reception



		1. Impermanence: Heraclitus



		Introduction



		The River Fragments



		Fire and Other Expressions of Change



		Epistemology and the Senses



		Summary











		2. Being and Not Being: Parmenides



		Introduction



		The Proem



		The Way of Truth



		The Opinions of Mortals



		Summary











		3. The Four Elements and Ethical Purification: Empedocles



		Introduction



		The Four Elements and Love and Strife



		The Senses



		Ethics and Purification



		Summary











		4. Examining Life, Approaching Death: Socrates



		Introduction



		Socrates as Teacher



		Socrates on Ethics, Knowledge, and Truth



		Socrates’s Trial and Death



		Summary



















		Part II. Early Buddhism



		The Teachings of the Buddha



		The Ancient Setting



		The Buddha in Debate



		An Early Encounter Between Greeks and Indians



		1. Impermanence



		The Early Buddhist Conception of Impermanence



		A Radicalization of Impermanence



		From Impermanence to Dukkha



		The Significance of Dukkha



		Not-Self



		The Chariot Simile



		Summary











		2. Being and Not Being



		Beyond Being and Not Being



		Dependent Arising



		The Buddha’s Investigation of Dependent Arising



		Three Links Preceding Birth



		Three Links Leading up to Craving



		Consciousness and Name-and-Form



		The Scope of the Pre-Awakening Investigation



		Summary











		3. The Four Elements and Ethical Purification



		The Four Elements



		The Buddha’s Recollection of Past Lives



		The Divine Eye



		The Third Higher Knowledge



		Liberation



		Summary











		4. Examining Life, Approaching Death



		The Emergence of Mindfulness



		The Four Establishments of Mindfulness



		Mindfulness of Breathing



		Mindfulness



		Mindfulness as One’s Refuge



		Mindfully Letting Go of Life



		Mindfully Passing Away



		Summary



















		Conclusion



		Abbreviations



		Notes



		References



		Index



		About the Authors



		What to Read Next by Venerable Analayo from Wisdom Publications



		About Wisdom Publications



		Copyright

















		Cover Page



		Title Page



		Copyright



		Contents















		i



		ii



		iii



		iv



		v



		vi



		vii



		viii



		ix



		x



		1



		2



		3



		4



		5



		6



		7



		8



		9



		10



		11



		12



		13



		14



		15



		16



		17



		18



		19



		20



		21



		22



		23



		24



		25



		26



		27



		28



		29



		30



		31



		32



		33



		34



		35



		36



		37



		38



		39



		40



		41



		42



		43



		44



		45



		46



		47



		48



		49



		50



		51



		52



		53



		54



		55



		56



		57



		58



		59



		60



		61



		62



		63



		64



		65



		66



		67



		68



		69



		70



		71



		72



		73



		74



		75



		76



		77



		78



		79



		80



		81



		82



		83



		84



		85



		86



		87



		88



		89



		90



		91



		92



		93



		94



		95



		96



		97



		98



		99



		100



		101



		102



		103



		104



		105



		106



		107



		108



		109



		110



		111



		112



		113



		114



		115



		116



		117



		118



		119



		120



		121



		122



		123



		124



		125



		126



		127



		128



		129



		130



		131



		132



		133



		134



		135



		136



		137



		138



		139



		140



		141



		142



		143



		144



		145



		146



		147



		148



		149



		150



		151



		152



		153



		154



		155



		156



		157



		158



		159



		160



		161



		162



		163



		164



		165



		166



		167



		168



		169



		170



		171



		172



		173



		174



		175



		176



		177



		178



		179



		180



		181



		182



		183



		184



		185



		186



		187



		188



		189



		190



		191



		192



		193



		194



		195



		196



		197



		198



		199



		200



		201



		202



		203



		204



		205



		206



		207



		208



		209



		210



		211



		212



		213



		214



		215



		216



		217



		218



		219



		220



		221



		222



		223



		224



		225



		226



		227



		228



		229



		230



		231



		232



		233



		234



		235



		236



		237



		238



		239



		240



		241



		242



		243



		244



		245



		246



		247



		248



		249



		250



		251



		252



		253



		254



		255



		256



		257



		258



		259



		260



		261



		262



		263



		264



		265



		266



		267



		268



		269



		270



		271



		272



		273



		274



		275



		276



		277



		278



		279



		280



		281



		282



		283



		284



		285



		286



		287



		288



		289



		290



		291



		292



		293



		294



		295



		296



		297



		298



		299



		300



		301



		302


















OEBPS/images/title.jpg
IN LOVE WITH
Wispom

Ancient Greek and Early Buddhist
Philosophies

Alexandra Pappas
and Bhikkhu Analayo






OEBPS/images/cover.jpg
IN LOVE

Ancient G.réek‘- and
Early Buddhist Philosophies

ALEXANDRA PAPPAS ano BHIKKHU ANALAYO









OEBPS/images/viii_img01.jpg





