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The midterm exam will present you with two questions from the list below, and you will write two essays answering them. As forecast on the syllabus, these questions summarize the major themes of our class-meetings. The exam will be available on Blackboard over Spring Break. You may take it at any time between the above dates, but as soon as you open the document for the first time you must submit your answers three hours later. Type these answers in a Word file, and email them to the professor. You may consult no books or notes, except a text of the Heraclitean aphorisms alone.
1. Immanence vs. Transcendence. In the rivalry between immanent and transcendent philosophies, the central question is the status of time. While the one side considers time real, even being itself, and affirms it as divine, the other side considers it an illusion, a mere image of being, and seeks to escape it as evil. What are the main arguments of these opposing philosophies, and how sound are they? For example, why do proponents of immanence, such as Heraclitus and his followers, consider time real? By contrast, why do proponents of transcendence—such as Parmenides, Plato, and their followers—object to time and everything subject to its passage? How sound are their objections? Can these objections be met by Heracliteans? Whether or not they can, what complaints can Heracliteans for their part bring against the eternity of their opponents, whether Platonic or Christian? What replies may these Platonists and Christians offer on eternity’s behalf? And so on. Surveying this rivalry, decide in favor of one philosophy or the other, concluding with a summary of the superior argument.
2. The Logos. The openings of ancient books were often programmatic. Heraclitus’s is accordingly paradoxical: “Although this logos holds forever humans ever fail to comprehend, both before hearing it and once they have heard. Although all things come to pass in accordance with this logos, humans are like the untried when they try such words and works as I set forth, distinguishing each according to its nature and telling how it is. But other men are oblivious of what they do awake, just as they are forgetful of what they do asleep” (B1). What is paradoxical about this opening, and how do the various meanings of logos enrich it? Keeping these various meanings in mind while presenting three of Heraclitus’s most vivid examples—river (B12), lyre (B51), and fire (B30)—explain this logos as clearly as possible. Discuss any other aphorisms you consider essential to explaining it. Does Heraclitus think it immanent in the world or does he hint that it transcends the world? Present a virtue and a vice of each alternative. Whichever you choose, if you think you have succeeded in providing a clear explanation of the logos, consider why Heraclitus preferred aphorisms both allusive and elusive to an account such as yours. But if your own explanation remains unclear, despite your best efforts, suggest why this is no shortcoming of your understanding but instead a virtue of your account.
3. Philosophical Method. The greatest philosophers think so originally that they must invent a new philosophical method in order to articulate their conceptual innovations. Plato gave us dialogue, Aristotle syllogistic, Augustine biography, Aquinas disputation, Kant critique, Hegel dialectic, and so on. Believing that Heraclitus belongs in this pantheon, Charles Kahn notices three features of his aphorisms that together present a unique method: (i) density, (ii) resonance, and (iii) prolepsis. Explain each of these features, both in the abstract and by reference to specific Heraclitean aphorisms. Ensure that you show how they relate to one another. For example, when showing how density is a ‘one-many’ relationship between one aphorism and its many meanings, you should also show how resonance is a ‘many-one’ relationship between the many aphorisms which share one concept. (Especially useful for this purpose will be aphorisms that mention the major concepts of Heraclitean philosophy: e.g., logos, kosmos, sophon, psychē, harmoniē. Also useful could be words that occur several times: xunos, pyr, hen, panta, gignōskein.) Taken together in this way, how do these two features give the aphorisms generally the form described by two specific ones (B10, B50)? As for the third feature, prolepsis, how does Kahn order the aphorisms so that they exhibit it? How do some aphorisms argue for this ordering (e.g., B35, B54, B93), while at least one other argues against it (B124)? Assessing these arguments, and any others that occur to you, evaluate Heraclitean philosophical method. Does it entitle him to join the pantheon?
4. Self-Inquiry. “I went in search of myself” (B101). How is this deceptively simple aphorism in fact deeply paradoxical? Specifically, why must anyone who attempts self-inquiry be, at each moment, “absent while present” (B34; cf. B65). Recognizing this contradiction, must you therefore conclude that self-inquiry is impossible? Heraclitus seems not to draw this conclusion, going so far as to claim that self-knowledge and sōphronein belong to all of us (B116). Yet how are these virtues possible in light of the paradox of self-inquiry? Apollo’s oracle at Delphi may provide some signs. Inscribed on the temple were two imperatives: know thyself and nothing in excess (gnōthi sauton and mēden agan). By assimilating these virtues, Heraclitus shows a devotion to Apollo which is likewise apparent in the oracular style he chooses to expresses his doctrines (B93) and the divine accoutrements he chooses to exemplify them (B51). Taking this devotion seriously, explain how Heraclitean self-knowledge requires us to understand both this style and these accoutrements. Furthermore, why must we seekers of self-knowledge enlarge our ken to encompass the kosmos (B30), “perceiving things according to their nature” (B112)? Finally, if nature loves to hide (B123), including your own, should you be surprised to learn that your common inquiry into self and world will never end, “so deep is its logos” (B45)? 
5. Ethics. “It is not better for human beings to get all they want” (B110). Thus begins one of Heraclitus’s few patently ethical aphorisms. In Kahn’s arrangement, it introduces a list of oppositions: “It is disease that makes health sweet and good, hunger satiety, weariness rest” (B111). This list resonates with other aphorisms that use the same terms. What are these other aphorisms? How, first, might they be understood on their own, in isolation from any obvious ethical significance? How, next, do they also contribute to our understanding of this ethical aphorism, especially when we invoke Kahn’s hermeneutic of resonance? To facilitate that sort of interpretation, Kahn groups this aphorism with others which seem to have ethical significance (LXVII–LXXIV). How might these others—with their invocations of fools, dogs, fish, asses, swine, physicians, and god—contribute to our understanding of this patently ethical aphorism (B110–11)? Why is it not better for humans to get all they want? How should we understand Heraclitean ethics? Recall Kahn’s observation that a target of this aphorism may have been an inscription on a temple that rivaled Apollo’s at Delphi. What would be the ethical rivalry between that inscription—“the sweetest thing of all is to obtain what one loves”—and Apollo’s own most famous: “know thyself”?
6. Eternal Recurrence. Thanks to Stoic interpretations of Heraclitus, the “eternal return” is one of his most famous doctrines. But is it his doctrine at all? The central aphorism for this interpretation is B30, which calls the kosmos a “fire everliving: kindled in measures and quenched in measures.” The Stoics understood this to mean that the cosmos experiences periodic conflagrations and extinctions. Several aphorisms seem to confirm their ‘diachronic’ interpretation (A13, A5, B6, M58c, A19, B103, B67, B120). Moreover, another important aphorism can be pressed into its service: “All things are a requital for fire, and fire for all things, as goods for gold and gold for goods” (B90). According to the diachronic reading of this aphorism, the cosmos grows more fiery in the summer of its Great Year, less so in its winter, before repeating the cycle again, infinitely. Yet the Stoic interpretation has fallen out of favor lately and a ‘synchronic’ interpretation has instead become dominant. This interpretation—which dates to Aristotle—makes Heraclitus a successor to the Milesian tradition, at least as this tradition appears in the first book of the Metaphysics. According to it, Heraclitus thinks fire the archē of the cosmos, so that everything is but a transformation somehow of this one thing. Why have scholars favored this synchronic interpretation? Why does Kahn think they are wrong? When great thinkers divide on an important question—as here, whether nowadays or in antiquity—it is often the case that they are each right in a way, but in a way each wrong. In other words, they have all grasped some separate portion of a bigger truth. Show how this may be so in the case of Heraclitus’s “eternal return.” Begin by describing the dazzling chiastic structure of B90 itself, then advert to the appearance of chiasmus in other Heraclitean aphorisms. The ultimate chiasmus to which Heraclitus seems to be pointing is that of time itself: contradictory at each moment, yet in its continuity also consistent; unified in its opposition, opposed in its unity. If so, he would be urging us to think synchronically and diachronically, for this would be the structure of time itself. Why or why not do you affirm this logos?  
7. Harmonia. Kahn claims that the phrase harmoniē aphanēs (“concealed harmonia”) could serve as a general title for Heraclitus’s philosophy. Explain why he makes this claim. Begin by discussing B51, one of the two major aphorisms featuring this notion: “They do not comprehend (ou xuniasin) how a thing agrees at variance with itself (diapheromenon heōutōi homologeei): it is a harmoniē turning back (palintropos) on itself, like that of the bow and the lyre.” Remembering the three techniques of Heraclitus’s philosophical method, organize your discussion around the following topics: (i) the density of its principal notion, harmoniē; (ii) its resonance with other aphorisms (for ou xuniasin, B1, B34, B2, B114; for diapheromenon, B10; for homologeei, B50, for palintropos, B50); and finally its prolepsis (what it reveals but more importantly what it conceals). The aphorism that makes this technique of prolepsis most explicit is the other which features harmoniē, B54: “Harmonia concealed rather than revealed is greater” (harmoniē aphanēs phanerēs kreittōn). After organizing your discussion of this aphorism likewise around the three Heraclitean techniques, consider next how it not only reports the notion of harmoniē but exhibits it as well. Does B51 do this double duty as well? According to these two aphorisms, along with any others that seem relevant, what is harmonia? Why is one concealed rather than revealed greater? What difficulty besets anyone who tries to answer this very question?  
8. One-Many. Many of the Heraclitean aphorisms report opposition. Kahn notices that some of these are about humans, presenting opposition between contrasting human experiences (B2, B26, B53, B110–11), between states or concepts governing human life (B23, B102), between poles of tension in a human activity (B8, B48, B51, B59), between a human response and the response of another species (B9, B13, B61), and between the human and the divine (B53, B102). By contrast, some of this same group of aphorisms reporting opposition are about the wider cosmos, presenting opposition between night and day (B57, B67), cold and warm (B126), the various elements (B31, B36, B76, B90), summer and winter (B67), need and satiety (B65), kindling and quenching (B30), resting and changing (B84a), and scattering and gathering (B91). Surveying these many aphorisms about opposition, and only these, we might consider the following one a condensation of Heraclitus’s philosophy: “One must realize that war is shared and Conflict is Justice, and that all things come to pass in accordance with conflict” (B80). Additionally, the claim of this aphorism to condense the whole philosophy seems confirmed by its resonance with the first aphorism of Heraclitus’s book, which says that “all things come to pass in accordance with this logos.” Conflict, opposition, and difference would thus appear to be the nut of Heraclitus’s worldview were it not for the fact that many other aphorisms appear to privilege unity (B1, B33, B41, B54, B57, B108, and B113–14). Of these, perhaps the first is emblematic, exalting one logos; or maybe the emblem should be the report of “what is wise, set apart from all.” In any case, as though speaking to this very opposition between opposition and unity, there is another group of aphorisms testifying neither to opposition alone nor to unity alone, but unifying them both: B10, B30, B32, B50, B51, B54, B60, B62, B67, B88, and B101. Considering samples from each of these three types, decide where Heraclitus stands on the most primitive question of Greek philosophy, and arguably of all philosophy since then: the problem of the one and the many. Is his a philosophy of difference, in the manner of Deleuze? Or does he anticipate Plotinus, aiming for a supreme unity? Or rather, finally, does he balance the one and the many so perfectly that he privileges neither? 
9. Eschatology. What awaits us at death? Since Homer, at least, Greeks had expected nothing more than the survival of a miserable shade. It was better to be the slave of a landless man alive, said Achilles, than to be king over all the breathless dead. In the generation before Heraclitus, Pythagoras imagined the survival of a soul, transmigrating across bodies both human and beastial, sometimes with its memories intact. In subsequent generations, Greek philosophers would posit a great variety of fates: the dissolution of the Atomistic soul into nothing, the eternal self-contemplation of Aristotle’s impersonal intellect, and eventually the Christian hope of a glorified body redeemed forever along with everything good from earthly life. “What awaits men at death,” however, “they do not expect or even imagine” (B27). What is this, according to Heraclitus? Central to your interpretation of his eschatology should be one of his masterpieces: “Immortals mortals, mortals immortals, living the others’ death, dead in the others’ life” (B62). How does the form of this aphorism combine with its content to communicate our mysterious fate? Aphorisms about other subjects may enrich your interpretation—showing resonances in cosmology (e.g., B90) and psychology (e.g., B118), not to mention anthropology (e.g., B119)—but be sure to discuss the others that are explicitly eschatological (B26 and B88).

10. Theology. Some of the Heraclitean aphorisms contrast human with divine wisdom. Others forge a mysterious equivalence between the human and the divine. A third group mention specific deities, such as Dionysus or Apollo, making diverse claims about them. Finally, a fourth group speak directly—or at least as directly as Heraclitus ever speaks—of one god. Indeed, one of these aphorisms reports the nature of “the god (theos): day night, winter summer, war peace, satiety hunger. It alters, as when mingled with perfumes, it gets named according to the pleasures of each one” (B67). Explain this theo-logos. As always, a full explanation must elicit the semantic densities (e.g. hēdonē) and resonances (e.g., day night, war, satiety hunger). But in addition, you should notice the stark syntactic contrast between its two sentences. What is this contrast, and what might Heraclitus be saying with it? After discussing this aphorism on its own, turn your attention to two others, which prove indispensable. First B10, which begins the same way (with one word to be illustrated by a list), but substitutes for theos the idiosyncratic notion of “syllapsiēs: wholes and not wholes, convergent divergent, consonant dissonant, from all things one and from one all things.” What might Heraclitus be saying about god with this substitution? The other indispensable aphorism for interpreting Heraclitean theology is B32: “The wise is one alone, unwilling and willing to be spoken of by the name of Zeus.” This is but one of its many sustainable translations into English. What are some others? For instance, how does the syntactic flexibility of mounon (‘alone’) create other possible meanings? How is this theo-logos still further enriched by the resonances of its opening words—hen to sophon—with three other aphorisms that use similar words: B108, B50, and B41? In sum: who, or what, is the Heraclitean god?
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