THE PHILOSOPHY OF LOGOS

| VOLUME I

© 1996 INTERNATIONAL CENTER FOR GREEK PHILOSOPHY AND CULTURE & K.B. ‘

L EDITED BY K. 1. BOUDOURIS

ATHENS 1996

ISBN 960-7670-11-6 l
| |

960 -7670- 12 4 : 5

|



SERGE N. MOURAVIEV

THE HIDDEN PATTERNS OF THE LOGOS
(Poetic Form and Philosophical Content in Heraclitus)!

I

[t will soon be two thousand years since one of the earliest Christians, the wise
author of the Fourth Gospel, a man who according to tradition was onc of the
twelve disciples of Jesus from Nazarcth, wrote his famous sentence:

&v Gpyht fiv 6 Adyog Atthe beginning there was the Word

But as we know, half a millennium earlier, another sage, Heraclitus of
Ephesus, was the (irst man ever o use the word Adyo¢ to cxpress a
philosophical and theological cancept. It is he who gave to the word Adyog a
conceptual pregnancy and gravity which it never lost ever stnce.

True enough. modern historians of philosophy and religion have been
relentlessly arguing for already two centuries about what Heraclitus had meant
by Abyog. Dozens of interpretations have already been put forward.

To mention only the most extreme ones, some scholars deny outright that
Heraclitus cver used the word in any special sensc and think that he meant,
depending on the context, either his own spoken or written word (DK 22 B 1.
B 2, B 50, etc.). or the word of others (B 87, B 108), or reputation (B 39), or
propartion (B 31), and so on.2

Others. on the contrary, when they do not identify the Heraclitean logos
with saint John’s concept the way it was to be understood a century later, i. ¢. as
already pointing to the pre-cxistent Son of God before his incarnation (such was
the interpretation of Church Fathers like Justinus or Clement of Alexandria’), —
others still belicve that he used the word /ogos 1o describe some fundamental
metaphysical concept without any direct relation to the everyday meanings of
the word.

In our days the latter view, taken literally. has practically no advocales left:
historicity has won the battle.s But the former is rather popular, and if many
scholars still rejectit, it is not because it is phifologically undefendable (it can be
very convincingly defended) but rather in view of the subsequent fantastic good
fortune of the term tiself which this opinion leaves unexplained.

No doubt, this good fortune could be understood as a mere product of the
intrinsic semantic potentialities of the word — which looks as if it was
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predestined to play the rdle it actually played — and the discovery of these
potentialities could be attributed to the Stoics (their logos is already an
undisputed fundamental concept of their doctrine) or to Philo Judaeus. Yet, why
couldn’t Heraclitus have been the first to perceive and use these intrinsic
semantic potentialities? And next, do not the Stoic sources themselves point to
Heraclitus as having been an important source of inspiration? Didn’t Philo
equate Heraclitus with Moses?5

If so, then the logos which Heraclitus speaks of cannot be torn off from the

Logos which, as he is convinced, speaks through him. But similarly the logos
which speaks through Heraclitus cannot be chopped off from the logos
Heraclitus speaks with, i. e. from his own word. And whoever wishes to
understand the logos which Heraclitus speaks of must pay heed first to the logos
which speaks through him, in other words to the way he speaks himself.

But as we know, his way of speaking has been described since ancient

times as 6 npaxAeftetog ox6tog, the Heraclitean obscurity. This Heraclitean
darkness was proverbial already in Plato’s time. Suffice it to recall the
humorous description of Heraclitus’ followers which he puts into the mouth of
Theodoros in the Theaetetus (179 ¢ — 180 c); the complaint of Aristotle in his
Rhetoric (1407 b 11 = test. A 4) about the ambiguity (a deliberate one, to my
mind) of the first sentence of fr. B 1; the opinion of Theophrastus quoted by
Diogenes Laertius (IX, 6) about the incoherence of the book or the epithets of
»x0xxVu0ThHC and alvixtic applied to him by Timo of Phlius (quoted by D. L.
ibid.); finally the nickname 6 oxotetvé¢ which became an almost obligatory
attribute of the philosopher’s name in late hellenistic, republican and imperial
times®.

But the first man 1o complain about the negative effects of this obscurity of

the logos of Heraclitus was... Heraclitus himself, when he wrote at the beginning

of his book :
’ B1
Toy && AéYOU 008" ébvrog aiet Though this word is true and extant e’cr
&Edvetor yivovtar &vBpwrot uncomprehending happen men Lo be
xal npéoeev A dxodoar both ere they 've heard it speaking
xal dxoboavreg TO MPGTOV. and having heard it firsily.
B34
AEOvETOL AXOVOAVTEC The fools : when they’ve heard it
xwdoiatv £oixaat PAtic adToioty they look like the deafl: about them does the saying
Lo TUpEl napedvtag dneivat testify: “even present they 're absent™

No wonder that it is precisely there, in his self-conscious darkness, that lies

the sccret of Heraclitus™ logos.

My goal in this paper is not to propose another interpretation of Heraclitus®

logos. it is more modest: just to draw you attention unto certain literary devices
— which remained unnoticed from Aristotle’s time to ours — used by
Heraclitus to encode or express his /ogos, his message (and accordingly 1o the
techniques which we must use today to decipher this message). and to underline
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that if the Heraclitean logos as concept has anything (o do with his own logos,
his own way of spcaking and writing — the opposite would be surprising —
then these devices are extremely relevant in any attempt to identify the content
which the word logos implied for him.

In a broader perspective, | shall be hinting at three theses: firsily, that the
A6yog and the oxdtoc¢ of Heraclitus are but the two sides of one and the same
medal and have one and the same origin : his pre-Aristotelian insight into the
surrounding world, his pre-Aristotelian thought and speech patterns, and his
extraordinary visionary and poetical genius; secondly that his Aéyoc is
structured to a degree of complexity and sophistication going far beyond what
has ever been imagined by the boldest modern student of his “art and thought”
—whence his ox6to¢ —; and 1hirdly that both his Adyog and his oxdToC were
somehow part and parcel of the immanent mechanism of the XOouoCT.

When you are faced with a dark text, you can react in three different ways. First
way: say “this text is unintelligible” and leave it as it s. Second way: study the
cxisting interpretations and their argumentation, and choose the best one or if
they seem unconvincing try 1o find and argue a better one. Third way: to tell
oneself “if I do not understand this text, this means | have overlooked something '
important on which the meaning depends” and start searching for this
something.

This decisive something may be outside Heraclitus’ book, or inside it but
outside the fragment you interpret, or inside this very fragment. Qur chances of
finding it, if it is outside the book, are poor. Our chances of identifying it, if it is
in another fragment, are better but require a long and patient reconstruction of
the book. But if it is inside the fragment, it is herc. ready 1o be seen and
grasped. Yet how many readers and interpreters of Heraclitus notice it, and if
they notice it, how many do really attach any importance 10 it?

Let us take fragment B 22 which telis us exactly how we must act in order
to find the Heraclitean *gold’, in order 10 hear his logos: dig a lot of earth. '

'

Xpuoov de ot For those who search
51(1"](1&‘.\)0( for lumips of gold
YTV MOAANV alot of earth dig ot
6pBoo0ust Xai EVpiexOVGLY and find a little
OAlyov.

I tried very imperfectly when reading to render the rhythmic
(syllabotonic) and phonic structure of this fragment : the 1sosyllabism (ixocolon),
isorhythmic pattern® and rhyme (homoioteleuton) of ypvoov yap ol and
SChuevor: and the homoioteleuta of yfiv moAAnv and of 0pOoooVOoL -
€0pioxovoLv. But there is still another homoioteleuton which. I am suore, nobody
heard : ypuoov - 6Aiyov. Yetif we look at the fragment as a whole, we discover
that its rhymes arc organised into a perfectly symmetrical structure
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-on
-oj | -oj
-€n | -én
-ousi | -ousi-
-on
Worth mentioning is also the paronymic assonance of opiooovot and
eVploxovar(v): same length. same accented syllable (the se_cc_md). same
consonants (except for the aspiration /7 and an cxtra k). same positions of the
vowel vis-a-vis the consonants.”
If we examine now the grammatical level of this fragment, here is what

we find:

YPLOOV Y ol Sunpevol
Noun Pcle Ant Plc
explic Pres Mid
m m m
sg pl pl
Acc Nom Nom
Yhv ngAAJv  dppygoovot  xal  edpigxouotv SALyov
Noun ( Adj inVb G f |nl ) Adj
Ind coord. res In
f f P’.;cnstl ;;1 ' 3rdp m/n
sg sg p! pl sg
Acc Acc \

N>

We find a complete chiasmus (except for the gender) of the gramm_ali_cal
morphemes (or rathcr morphosemes) of the five last words. We find a similar
chiasmus at the level of the lexical meanings :

MULTIPLICITY DIGGING (CJ) FINDING PAUCITY

> 4

With the difference though that the relation between the first clement
(MULTIPLICITY) and the last (PAUCITY) is one not of identity but of
contrariness, and that between the two central elements (I)!GGING and
FINDING) is one of continuity : dig and find are (wo consceutive stages of
uncarthing. , _

Finally, on the syaractical level, it looks like we find again the same
chiastic structure of the predicate.
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Yiiv ToAARY GpploGoUat xal evploxovaty dAlyov 7

D D

N P

but in fact one essential clement is lacking: the noun which is determined by
OAlyov. Of course, this ellipsis is easy to fill. The lacking word must be
masculine or neuter. and therefore it is Ypvo6v and not yfiv. Nevertheless, this
‘limping’ construction creales a feeling of frustration.

The only way to overcome this frustration is to find the lacking word
embedded in the phonetic matter of the fragment itself:

Kai e uPloxoYZiv OAlYON

X P Y
(CY. Plat. Crat. 396 b 6-7 K&@aPO¢ NOSE =K P O N O L)1

This fragment, though it looks like an innocent riddle rather easy to solve,
is in fact a paradigm used by Heraclitus not only to tell us plainly that finding a |
grain of fruth (gold is (oo transparent an image for us to have any doubts about
its metaphorical meaning) requires a lot of work, a lot of digging, but also to
show us the object and the method of this work: the thing to dig is the rexr —
Heraclitus' text or the text of reality, — and the things to be dug out and

deciphered are the hidden patterns it contains. |
\

1.

The fragments of Heraclitus are literally crowded with such curious patterns on |
cach of the eight linguistic levels of the text (graphic, prosodic, phonetic,
grammatical/lexical, syntactical, secmical, logical) and it would take me hours to |
display them and to comment on them. Those | shall be speaking of are but a
very smail sampling.

Here are a few cxamples of a very curious type of phonic structure

extending lo a whole phrase and which | propose to call palindromic
assenance':

B 15
WOTOC 8 "ALdNC xal Atdvucog GTewt...

I |
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B 14
T&.. LUCTHPLO GVIEPWOTL LUEDVTAL
‘|’ . = ﬁ' ]"T "'

B 2912

Gvn‘rwv 61! moAAot xsxépn\n'[u\oxmanap XTHVER

]

B9

I 1
Svol c'up(mr av é?\owto pEAAOY i XPUOOY

T

TOU npocﬁxov__g om BroetaL Spovg
=0T

I e 1|
eV 10 6oV g‘,:ﬂvov AbyecBat oUX € T wal BOFAEL Znvdc olvopa

The solutions to such riddles (and the riddles themselves) are much har_der ‘
1o find. Some people would say that these are not riddles at all but mere devices

of phonic ornamentation with a purely aesthetic or mnemonic function. l'}l“:lelrt;
are reasons 1o doubl they would be right. For one cannot helpknoul:mgus aun
the first examplc both divine names are placed in a way to makc obvio

phonic resemblance AID- S.i. e. 1o identify the second to the first. (Note that this |
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combinations of sounds AID-S appears again at least three times!s in the same
fragment: AlAoloi%wv, avAlAéX.tata and AnvAIAZovotv) : that in the second
T& puothpta as a whole is phonically reflected by Gviepwoti pvelvrat

that in the third it is the word @vntof which is wrned upside down (petaminTet,
cf. B 88 petanecévia) to become xthvea  that in the fourth ypuodv happens

to be but v o0p- (= T& TAV Svwv clp[patal): that in the fifth rpootx-

‘appropriate’ is inverted into (00)y Umepfroetar Sp(ovg) “(that which does
not) transgress (the limits)’. Asto B 32,1 shall return to it later.

To those who wonder how such sound patterns could “work™, could be
heard. I shall answer “1 do not know™, but § do know how they could be read.
and perhaps even how they could be written. One word suffices to explain it:
Bovotpodndov.

V.

This is why one should be extremely serious about the brilliant obscrvation
concerning fr. B 52 made 35 years ago by Clémence Ramnoux. True enough.
she still wrote then that “such a solution can be suggested only as a kind of
game”. But the following year she repeated it in an article reprinted in the 2nd
ed. of her book, this time without any qualification.'s Here is a slightly more
developed version of it.

AIQN TTAIZ EXTI TAIZON MEZZEY ON [TAIAOX H BAYIAHIH

AION Al Al QN ON Al Al 1
HA ¥ ExTi DA NIIEX 1A by
A E 1 ZON
Al E N L ON
Z EY 2. BAYIA-
LY >

"Atov mag ot [Tav, dell<o>wv, aiév £ov, Zevg BaotAed
Entire Aidin is Pun, ever-living, ever-being, Zeus-King

We discover. first, that some key words (atwv, rxg, nav, del{wov, atév) scem
10 be woven into the text of the fragment... And we discover then that they even
form a sentence, a sentence which looks very much like an old hieratic formula.
a formula where one can even recognise a metric patiern:

Aty (=)
mac ot llav (- -« =),
ael{<o>wv (v - < -),
alEv fav (- v v -),
7Zev¢ Baoidede (- v v -)

(though slightly different readings may be possible). Miss Ramnoux cleverly
compared this hidden text 10 Aesch. Agam. 55-56: Unato¢ & wlwv ) Ti¢
ANOAAwv © Llav ) Ze0¢ “Supreme divinity. or same Apollo. Pan or Zeus™.
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And she deduced from it the existence of a tradition common at least to
Heraclitus and Aeschylus according to which divine names were all
approximale equivalents of cach other meaning What Always Is or What Always
Lives. (An idea which we shall find again elsewhere in Heraclitus.)

Thus, Clement of Alexandria (Pued. 1, 21, 4) had very good reasons,
speaking of the Bela maudid of the &v Xplotdt mudiny, to add: rotadTv Tevi
nalley mabtay tov Eavtod Ala “Hpdeitog Aéyet. Which means either
that the philosopher had mentioned Zeus in the immediate ncighbourhood of our
quotation. or that Clement knew the cluc of the riddle.

One could also compare this with the etymology of Tlav in Plato’s
Cratylus (408 cd) : TIav ainéAog = & n@v dei moAGv (in B 52 we rather have 6
ndv Gel £Ov). And ‘Socrates’ adds: as a son of Hermes xai £otiv #itor Adyog
Adyou adeadoc o [av.

V.

But the phonic level is far from being the only tevel of Heraclitus® logos hiding
an invisible and meaningful harmony. We can find it at all the levels of our
fragments. from what | call the chronometric sub-level (syllabotonic rhythm,
metric encrustations. isocola, strophic division, etc.) to the semic level, with the
morphological, the lexical and the syntactical levels in between.

Let us have a look al what the latter has to offer and lel us examine a
fragment the phonic pattern of which we have already seen and where again we
find the name of Zeus: fr. B 32 £v 10 c0¢ov potivov AéyecBat ovx EBEAEL xal
£0£AEL Znvoc Gvoua. This sentence is usually translated thus: One the only
wise does not want and doex want 1o be called by the name of Zeus (patlern 1.
see infra). This presupposes that AéyecBau is governed by both verbs ovix
20énel xal £0€Aer. But nothing forbids us to interpret (1) AéyecOaw as
depending only on ot €8¢kt and as governing in ils turn the nominatives or
accusatives of the beginning. (2) Znvo¢ Gvoua not as an internal accusative or
an accusative of specification depending on AéyeoBat, but as the direct object of
the second £0éAer. This would give. tor instance. the following translation : The
only wise does not want to be called One and wantys the name of Zeus (pattern

9). And a third construction is possible not only separating the two verbs but

also altributing different subjects 1o them, c.g.: The only wise does not wanl 1o
be called One and the name of Zeuy wants it (pattern 15).

If we add to that that in cuch of these cases:

I. subject and predicate or complement can change places:

2. wobvov can go cither with 10 oopov or with AéyecOut, and can be

understood cither as an adjective or as an adverb: and

3. the first three or four words can form an independent phrase meaning
The wise ix (only) one; —

il so. then the result is that our fragment present us theoreticatly'® with the !

following 18 different possible syntactical interpretations:
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&vtd o uoﬂvovhéywﬁmouﬁguxalwaz
S = X

vr, Ve

D d

R

Sy S, P
1. The One, the only wise, does not want and does want 16 be called by the name of Zeus.

vtd podvoy AfyecBar o xai £66Aer Z olivopa
*d DJ | d LI r R
b X | I, Vi,

Af: I R } r .
I ¢

S
0 S (S P
2. The only wise is one: it does not want and does want 10 be called by the name of Zeus.

—
]

v T0 ooddv podvov AdyesBar odx xal E0¢Aes Z
dL D d p ¢ v R
vr, Vi
R I r
r * R

.’| 2 P
3. One, the wise, does not want and does wan! t0 be solely called by the nume of Zeus.
&vtd o lp.oDvov Aéywem omc E0EAEL xai E0EAEL Z: ob

d d r R
] Vi,

r

l r B ’ R
® S | P
4. The wise is one: it doesnot want and does want to be solely called by the name of Zeus
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gvtd wodvov AfyeoBar ovx L xal £06AgL offvopa

d D R
Vi, Vs
d

R |
R. R~ r

-

P S
5. The nume of Zeus does rot want and wanis io be called one the only wise.

Evtdo o xal £0€AEL
i, Vi,
R |
R, R,

r

P S
6. The name of Zeus does not wunt und does want to e solely called one. the wise.
Evtd o uodvov!
d D
D

D]

\‘----l )

0 2
7. The only wise is one: it doex not want 1o be called and wants the name of Zeus.

Evrboog ¢ 'p.oﬁvovléy*oﬁmmt_

d D D

I R v

RS ks P

8. The wise i one: it does not want i be only called and wants the nume of Zeus.
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3

v T0 5090V podivov AbyecOal oix éGé?&u xal £04Aet Znvog olivopa
1 d D r R

b
\% VI R

——
[~%
lw)
o
]

s e - T T T P,

9. The only wise does not want 1o be called one and wants the nume of Zeus.

£v tlb codoOv !lOfi\’O\’ héyagOou oUX E0EAEL xal EBEAEL Znvog obyoua
‘ 4+

d D D & __d d D

S P S) P,

\ii \i R

1. The one does not wani 1o be called the only wise und wanis the name of Zeus.

£V T0 5090V LoDVOV Adyeolar oux E0EAEL xal EVEAEL Z1vOg oVyopa
'ay w R S O
R vl
R T r
S P T T T ™ P

( -
12, The one daces not want i be solely called the wise and wants the name of Zeus.
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Ev 10 60hOV poBvov/ AéyeoBar ol EBEEL xai EQEAEL Znwdg obvoua

d D
D d

P() Sl

13. The only wise is one; it does not wani 10 be called, and the nume of Zeus wanis (it).

GOaL oUx E06AEL xal EB0EAEL Znvdg obiyopa
ST
d - D r R
S,

Py

£v 10 oﬁbviuoﬁvov Ay
d D D

RS ISy P,

14. The wise is one; it does not want to be called onlv, and the name of Zeus wants (it).

Ev 0 00$0Ov Lolivov AéyecBat ovx EOEAEL xail E0€AEL Znvog obyopa
o | et
R \7 S

P,
D - d i

S.h
1S, The only wise does not want 1o be called one, und the nume of Zeus wants (il).

£v 10 00dOV podvov AYegBaL oUx E0EAEL xai E0EAEL Znvdg ovyoua
L+ L * \:IJD t r:l—‘]R
d D D d r

R v P S

Sl PI
16. The wise docs not wani 1o be solely called one, und the nume of Zeus wants (i1).
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£v O 00ddOV polivov AéyecBar oDx E0EAEL xai £0EAer Znvde oliyoua
d D t d D | r l R ‘
R \Y%) P S, |
D d I
R r l
| |

S, PI |

17. The one doex not want to be called the onlv wise, und the name of Zeus wants (it).

£v 10 00dOV polivov AéyeaBar obx E0EAEL xai £0€AeL Znvdg obyoua
d D D ‘ d d D | r l R
. vf 52

R Py

S, P,

18. The one does not want 10 be solely called the wise, und the nume of Zeus wants (i)

-

If now we compare with each other the 18 syntactical constructions of B 32
we shall find out (irst that they can be divided into three groups differing by |
their basic structure:

X does not want and wants Y (1)
X! does not want Y1 and <X 1> wants Y2 (2)
X1 does not want Y! and X2 wants <Y !> (3)

Which, taking into account the olher variants, gives us the following
classification: (see next page)

Then, owing to the synonymy of some of the resulting statements and
disregarding the plurivocity of many words (such as potivov), we realise that
what we have in fact is not I8 different constructions. most of them consisting!
of iwo statements, but a collection of 21 different simple but more or less
contradictory stalements (shown on second next page).
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Subject | Finite Verb | Complement | Subjeet 2 Finitc Verb 2 Complement 2
1 E0E V4
1. Bv T aoddv o EOEAEL xai LOEAEL A.éyt:@m Ve
poiivov Bvopa
i £0¢ Znwd
2. (1o [Ev &v] oOx L0EALL xai $0EAeL  AéyeoBal an C
codbv potvov) obvop
¢ v 3 i £9EAEL poivov
3. Ev 10 codov ol E0EALS xat o e
ofivopa
Y [ xat £0€AsC podvov
4.(to [l“:v &v) oux £0(ALL et b
oodov) 0
3 1 L0EAE "Ev 15 coddv
S, Znvog olivopa  olix E0EAEL xai L0éAEL o
AéyeaBal
( i LOEAE! "Ev T& copdv”
6. Zawog olivopu 00X 0L xai & L A V:té
AfyeoBat
7. (rd [Ev bv) O £0EAEL AyeoOat xat E6EAEL Zqvdg olivopa
coddv pofivov)
8. (o [Ev bv| o L0éAEe  polivov Adyeolat xat 80EAet  Znwdg olvopa
oaov)
9. Tb sogdv o0 { O et Ev AcyeoOac wai EBEAEL Znvde ofvopa
HoBVOV
10. td copov o0 L0FA L Ev poitvov xut £BEAEL Znvdg obvoua |
AfyroBat
i Ev ot ¢ ¢ AL "rd oopdv wai £BEAEL  Znwog ofivopu .
patvov” AfyeoBau :
12 &v oOx FO A ¢ “T0 cogdv” xat E0EAEL Znvde ofvopa
potivav Af yrabat
13, (v |Ev bv| otx $UEALL ALyrolat xai Zavoy E0EAL (x¢. TOUTO) ,
aoddv paiivav) ofwopo ?
14_ (v {Ev byl oo E0EARL  podvov Acyratiut xu‘tvlnv‘og LUEAEL {s¢ 1o010)
aodov) otvoua
15. rd codov oo {UEALL £v Adyrolut xat Znvd¢ LOEAEe (sc. TodTO)
B podvov olivopo
16. Td ooddv ol £ 08 As v podvoy xui'vab(; F0EArL (s, Tod10)
. A yroba olwopa
17. ¥y onx L OF A6 " rd sodiv xui‘an‘w {0EAEL (~. ToDroY
. podvov” Afysabue otvopa
18. v At FO0 At "1 oopdV” xui].nm'\g_ LOEAEL (. 10010)
' podvov Afyrobat olivopa
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Subject Predicate
Nontinal Phrase Finite Verb Complement Na.
AéyeoBan Znwog obvopa (1.2) |
oUx £BEAEL
AéyecOal <obtw> (7, 13) 2
1. Ev 10 cogov pobvov ]
(1,2,7,13) AéyecBat Znvo¢ obvoua (1, 2) 3
£0éNer
Zrvo¢ obvopa (7) 4
pobvov AfyeoBat Znvuog obvopa (3. 4) S
oUx £0€AEL
) pobvov AtyecBat <oUrw> (8, 14) 6
I1. &v 10 codov
(3,4, 8, 14) pobvov AéyeoBar Znvdg obvopa (3. 4) 7
£0EAEL
Zrpvo¢ obvopa (8) R
: oOx E0EAEL £v Aéyro0ac (9, 15) 9
II1. 10 codov (tobvov
(9, 15) LOéAEL Znvo¢ obvoua (9) 10
oUx EBEAER £v podvov AdyeoBau (10, 16) 11
IV. 7o codov (10, 16)
£0EAE Znvog obvopu (10) 12

oUx £B€ALL 10 00OV podvov* AfyecBar (11, 12,17, 18)13
V.Ev(11,12,17,18)

E0EAEL Znvog obvopa (11, 12) 14
oOx $0¢AeL £v 10 godOV podvov* Adyeodal (S, 6) 15
Ev 10 00¢ov Hodvov* AfyesBat (S, 6) 16
V1. Znvoc olivopa

(5.6.13-18) AEyeoBar (13) 17
podvov AbyeoOar (14) 18

£0€AsL
£v AdyeoOan (15) 19
£v potivov AéyeoBat (16) 20
10 5oPpov poGvov® AtyeoOal (17, 1¥) 21

* wovvov can be either adjective and modify the preceding context, or adverb and modify the
foliowing verh.

Practically in means that the words "One™. “Wise™ “Sole” or their
referents, taken together or separately. on one pole. and the word-combination
“the name of Zeus™ on the other are torn apart by opposite tendencies which
incite them to repulse cach other, but also to attract each other, and that these
mutual repulsions and attractions act both inside the first pole and between it
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and the second pole. These attractions and repulsions seem to concern first and
foremost the relation between name and whal is named. This is indubitable as
concerns Znvo¢ Svopa, but is more than a mere possibilily at the other end
(because of AéyeoBat). But in the latter case. another interpretation remains
possible. related to the identification/differentiation of things named (AéyeoQou
being then a euphemism for elvat). which moreaver seems to be the only
interpretation possible when spcaking of the internal relations of the first pole
{between Ev, T0 60¢0OV and polivov), provided at least onc of them is the
subject. Symmetrically, since Znvog¢ Svopa can also be the subject, the topic
can also be the identification/differcntiation of names. and of names only.

In short, what we have is a casc of xyuractical polyphony!? which is in no
ways accidental or gratuitous, but serves as a working model of a semantic
polyphony according to which rcelations between the names in the fragment and
their nominees are such that it is impossible either to distinguish or to confuse
respectively: (1) the divine name and its nominee, (2) one divine name and
another divine name, (3) one divine nominee and another divine nominee. The
One, the Wise, the Only and Zeus are simultancously and mutually both names
and their corresponding nominces; as names they are sirnultancously both
synonymous and non synonymous, both adequate and inadequate to their
nominces; as nominees, they are simultancously both identical and non identical
to each other. both properly and improperly denominated by their names. But
that is not all.

What [ just said reflected the symunetrical part of our semantic polyphony.
But this polyphony has an asymmetrical side as well. Its most conspicuous
signs are : the presence of obvoua on only one of the sides: the qualitative and
quantitative differences between the (wo poles: we have (wo or three abstract
names on one of them against one divine name on the other: the numerical
superiority (14 vs. 7) of thosc potential statements whose subject are abstract
nouns as against those whose subject is the divine name: the lact that the
ncgative form of the verb stands prior 1o the positive.

Whal is most curious is that this negated verb serves as focus to Lhe big
and relatively well balanced palindromic assonance of our fragment (see on p.
isywhich connects 6odpov 10 Znvoe on the one hand, and AdyeoBat to xat
£0€A£L on the other. while a secondary assonance. which is closer to the right
pole, is locused on xat and connects gotvov (o otivopa. This secondary
assonance is isomorphic to what we have just calied the symmetrical part of the
syntactical polyphony. whilc the large one enhances its asymmetrical part.

Thus. while he both states and negates their identity. Heraclitus seems to
prefer the negation, the non-identity of both poles, as opposed o their idenlity,
in other words he appears to prefer the One Wise 10 Zeus, bul without excepting
any of the other possible interpretations, including the one which states just the
opposite: the Wise does not want to be called One (or vice versa) and wishes the
name of Zeus.

It goes without saying that these first steps towards an interpretation are in
no wisc dehinitive or exhaustive. 1 only strived o draw your attention onto the
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importance of the hidden supralinguistic features of Heraclitus® logos (namely
here: syntactical polyphony) for any cxcgesis of his thought.

A

To wind up, or rather o cut short this paper which could go on and on so
abundant are these features, a few very tentative and hypothetical words on what
all this seems to mean as far as Heraclitus' own logos and the Logos speaking
through him are concerned.

Heraclitus’ logos of course is first of all his own account, his own word, his
own book, i. . whal he says and shows in his book, his own (subjective) vision
of the world which he wishes o communicale to us. Bus since everything he
says in his book is an account of the sum total of the world around him and has
for him a glaring (objective) reality, this account of the world iy true now, was
already truc before having becn written down, and will remain true even if the
book no longer exists. [t could be identified with Truth itself, as independent
from Heraclitus or anybody. This is why the logos is, this is why it ever iy, this
is why everything comes into being and happens according 1o it.

All this is not new, it lies on the surface of the text, and the majority of the
modern interpretations of the logos (as law, structure, reason, sensc, measure,
formula, etc.) say just that, cven though they tend without sufficient reasons to
give priority 1o this or that concrete aspect of the ohjective word of the world as
indistinguishable from the subjective account of the philosopher. The latter
definition (which is not unlike that given by Marcovich'®), though correct, is not
sufficient. Why?

Because just as the world, as scen by Heraclitus, the world ruled by the
objective logos. is structured, ordercd. organised, but also dynamic.
contradictory, tense, living — cosmos, harmony. fire, vorlex — . in the same
way the subjective logas which Heraclitus uses to express its objective
counterpart and describe the world it rules is also structured, ordered,
arganised, dynamic, contradiclory, fense, living .

This asscrtion is less trivial than the previous, but it does not say all either.

We all know that in Heraclitus® time, words and notions such as
objectivelsubjective, beinglbecoming, orderldisorder, stabilityl/instability, ete..
cle. had not yet been invented. There was no appropriate philosophical and
scientific language. there were none of the tools needed to conceptualise
Heraclitus™ vision of the world, 1o identify and describe its clements, to analyse
its physical and metaphysical mechanisms. (o cast them in pre-existing linguistic
and logical forms. in short, there was no means o formalise this world-vision
and to formulate it not only in Cartesian (erms. but even in Aristotelian. (1 lcave
open the yuestion of whether Heraclitus™ world-vision would have yiclded 1o an
Aristolelian type of formatting.)

What he did have were the resources ol his native language. of which he
had an extraordinary command, perhaps enriched by some hicratic tradition and
multiplicd by his poctical genius. Heraclitus possessed not so much whal we
would call now a good literary culture and an cusy hand at writing, but rather an
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unusually deep sense of the opportunities that this language gave him provided
he applied to it techniques which allowed him to structurise normally
meaningless or redundant clements and to destructurise normally significant
elements.

Structural semantisation of meaningless elements (achieved mainly
through rhythm and various phonic repctitive structures) creates a whole
network of additional semantic ties which supplement and modify those created
by the linguistic structures (grammar, syntax, vocabulary) and tnteract with
them; its main effect consists in creating various degrees of polyphony (i. e.
actual polysemy, to be distinguished from the potential polysemy found in the
dictionaries) al word level: from mere hinting at the possibility of another
meaning besides the main one to the blunt coexistence of a number of different.
or even opposite, meanings in the same word.

Semantisation through destructuring consists in omitting certain marks on
which depends the identification of the linguistic or semantic function of an
element and the absence of which makes any definite choice impossible. This
also creates different types of polyphony such as various alternative syntactic
constructions and, therefore, meanings, various puns, elc.

I do not intend o analyse these mechanisms here. | shall only underline
two important points.

First, even though we find in Heraclitus a very strong presence of oral
elements (cf. Havelock’s preliteracy), he uses a great number of poetical
structures which work only in written form (thus the pun on BIOS in B 48, or
the simultaneous syllabotonic and metric rhythms of many of his phrases, or the
various synlactical constructions or word and sentence divisions of one and the
same lext, cannol be simultaneously articulated orally). Even more. the
opportunities given by the written form probably played an important réle in the
genesis of Heraclitus” style.

Second, all these diverse techniques had one and the same overall
function to fulfil: to simulate, modelise., create in deed what the text only said or

even omitted (o say in words. We have had a good but rather trivial example of

the latter in fr. B 22, and another very profound one in the case of B 32.
Heraclitus® text has been deliberately built in such a fashion that the attentive
reader (1 stress the word reader. not the listener) is constantly faced with
problems of reading, dividing phrases, connecling words, distributing logical
accents, cle.. and thercfore led 1o reread, rethink what he reads and finally to
understand that these very hesitations. this intellectual going to and fro to which
the text condemns him was precisely the deepest tayer of the message !,

In other words, Heraclitus invented for philosophy a specific language
based not on univocity, non-contradiction, the e¢xcluded tertium and the
syllogism. but on polyphony. contradiction, the included fertieum and the
paralogism, a living communicative and suggestive language. mobile, pulsating
inwardly. spcaking not only to the conscious mind. but also to sensual, acoustic,
iconic, synergetic perception, a language the function of which it was not to tell
and convince with arguments. but 1o show, 1o make think, 1o make feel. 1o make
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experience, 10 make live and thus to communicale one¢'s world vision and
perception ilself. ' . .

This non-logical way of the fogos (as opposed to the Al"lSlOlCll&ln logical
way) has been rejected by the mainstream of philosopby. but it ncver cc?sed l(t
exert a strong fascination on the thinkers of ulllllmcs, fr'om Pl‘alo (su. lh‘c |
Cratylus), the Stoics with their Adyog mPOPOPIXOE _and AOYO(C _f.v&a()t.rog,
Philo of Alexandria for whom it was the Word of lahwe. saint John who
believed this word to have been incarnated by Jesus. and lhrougl_1 them 'lhe
whole Christian trinitarian theology and christology. but also‘thc phﬂo\‘svophw_al
poets and poetical philosophers of modern ﬂl_imes such as Goethe. Holt_ier'hn.
Hegel. Nietzsche, Heidegger (or. in very diffcrent quarters. religious thinkers
such as, say. Shri Ghosh Aurobindo).

The subjective logos of Heraclitus, therelore. isl mugh.m()rc structured.
much more elaborate, perhaps even much more Sformalised in its own way. than
it appears to be at first sight (or out of sheer unawarencss ol how |n‘volv_cd i
may have been). This means that the ohjective logos il expresses 1s un:‘w_rqlngly
much more complex than we ever suspected. And since Hcrac.lnus vision of
this objective logos reflects his perception of our world such as it was before it
was calegorised by Aristotle, the only means we have to dig out the golden
relics of this lost continent is to identify and decipher the hidden structures ol
his so brightly dark utterances.
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NOTES

I This paper was read under the title “ O Aapnpdg Adyog 10D XxoTewod: How ta Lixien (o the Logos
of Herachtus 7 ol which 1 um now disxatished. — [ should like (o thunk most cordially here the Orgamising
Commiitee of the 7th laterpational Conlerence on Greek Philosaphy and us prestdent Protessor K. Boudouris
lor having pencrously prven me the status o 1iaviled speaker and thus made my participation possible.

2 Sec, e M L. West, Farly Greek Philosophy and the Orient (Oxlord, 1971) 11511,

X hust. Apal. - Clem. Strom. 1, 57, 6 (p. 3929 Stahlin-Friichicl) tHe 8e 1od Adyou 10D bvroc del
OroAoyiuc (c. B 1),

4 But fexs extreme vicw s, deriviog the philosophical meaning ol Adyog Irum s vrdinary meaning, arc ol
course goiie common. Cl, e, go M. Marcosach, Heradliins. Lditio Maior (Ménda, 1967) 1: « The Logos 1s an
objective Truth or univeral Law o ibid | p. 86 Adyog... scems (o mean Hirst vatement amplying (oral)
teadching”

S Sce e, g Numemus ap, Eusch, 12 XIV, S, T Diog. Lo VIL 174 1X, 15 A Didsm ap Eus, 17XV,
20, Philod. De piet. 14, cte. Philo, Quis rer. div. heres 214 Quaest. in Gen. 111, S

(. Mint ol the ancient festitnonia concerning Herachus® stvle and pros erbral durkness are collected (31
tiemag o relerred 1o (ca, 30 items) i S. Mouray iy, “Testimaonta de vita of sernipto Herachu Ephesn™, Vesiik
drevacy istordg . 131 (1975) 2332239, o, 136 (1976) 66 (. (Epimetrum ad p. 233-239), und commenicd upon
n “Kmga Geraking Elesskogo [The book of Herachtus]™, ibid. p. 61-4. An enlarged and ymproved cdiiion ol
battea s id commentary is due invol. LA ol - S, Mauraviey (ed.), Heraclitea. Fditian critigue compléte des
témnignages sur la vie et U'ewvre d Heéraclife d Ephése ef dex vestiges de sen livree . Moscou—Pans (wili include
Spacs | Profegennena V). Uradiio Heraclitea, WL Recensia Heraclitea |V . Refectio libei Heeadliti, V. Indices,
Vols (1A 1 and ] V.A huve ulrcady appeared).

7. The tatter 1s aot eyen a hint, but only o lenlaline arrecre -penseée.

K JUis anc of my contentions, stnee 1972, that the rhythm ol Heraclitus” prose 1s based not on syltabic
quantiny (metre), but on syllabie quatity (acceny), just ax in Modern Greek, thaugh his accent was of course a
pitch accent, not a dynamic one. See Mouraviev, “Sytlabo-tomchnost” nimicheskop prosy Geraklita Efesskogo™
(The syltabolomce natire of Heracles™ prose rhythml|: Antichnost” i saveemennost’. K &0-letiju Fédora
Aleksandrovicha Peirovkogo (Moshyva, Nauka, 1972) p. 236-51Cidern, "Crun cruditorum . le dossier du ir. B
26 DK 3 Iiérachie™, La phitosoplie grecque of sa portée anllurelle et historigine (Moscou, Progres, [URS) p, 8%-
R, adean, Lo dossier du Nagment B 20 Diels-Krang d*Hérehite d*Ephése™. Revue des Ftades grecques 104
OOy pe 71720 Lam actoably writtng On French) a study devoled 1o the Tower ingusie levels ol Heeaclius®
poctios Wheh will include a chapier on hix prase chathim,

9 The siwdy Just meatoned 1n (he previons note wali alsaanctude achapier on the phome patierns used by
Heraclnus Gdlaemions, rhymes, chimes ete). CLMouraviey  “Skrvtaga gamoniga Podgotovael avye maleciaty
k oprsantge pocthn Geraklitee paveos ne fonem™ {The ndden harmony . Preparaton naenals Jor the desenphion
ol Hevehtus™ pocties on the phonemie texel . Paleolwdkanistika @ aniclinost” (Moskyva, Nauka, [989)) p. 145.
[}

10 T owe thin wonderlully relevant example o Prodessor Livio Rossettt (Perugiay. Sce his arhicle “Quale
shortesnotes " Sul rapporto che Erichno instaunt eol suo uaditono potenzaale™, Phito- :~logica | (1992) 328 (L, p.
2R, 1K)

LT use the word axseance i the broad aense ol phonctic chime by wiuch T mean any iepetitoon of a
sound or of 2 combination ol sounds. and the word padindronic as denoling the resersal | n the second 1erm of
the iepetition, ol the nrder ol the clementan sounds and sound combinauons of which the chisne consists.

12 1n B 20 ] 1ellone Conet i deletag ol atter Bvnrdv. The asconance show < clearly that Heraelitus pul
Ovr@v on it cqual tosting with )t guea as aedienate heings, wiich excludes the mterpeetaton af the tormer av
denotng snortal things as apposed 1o efernal ¢lory.

)X T'he correction of bvopa ints fonie ofivopa 18 svggesied both by the Tonie podvov and conlirmed by
the sound petern

(4 A Ul mstance would be ef €Al Atovdowe 11 one aceepts this icadmg which | advocated
“CIAment, Protreptigue 3.2 s Herachte, e B VS7CRevue des Fiiedes ancennes 2%-79 (1976- 1977) 42-9.

1S CL Raamous, Vocabulaire ¢f structure de pewnnée chel Heracline, These = ' Heraclite on Chosnygme
core bes chosex et fes ot (Ras, Tes Belles Lettes, 'O50 22 106K) 'p. W, MR

16 QC course, not all of them wondd fune prccteally occurred 1o Greek cader and some may e
been excluded by ihe context (w hich we lacky

(7 Other Hemeluesn matances of syawele ambipasy are criied. ¢ p o 1 Sidet, "Wond order and seose
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in Heraclitus: Fragment One and the River fragment”, Jonian philosophy (Athens, Associalion lor Greek
philasophy, 1989) p. 363-368: Mauraviev, “Comprendre Héraclite”, Age de ta science 3. La philosophie ef son
histoire (1990) pp. 208-210.

I18. M. Marcowich, art. “Herukleilos™, RE Swppl. X, col. 271-2.

19. This was cleardy sensed by Charles H. Kohn in his well known delinitions of Herlitus® linguisiic
density and resonance (sec C. H. Kahn, The art and thought of Heraclitus |Cambridge. Univ. Pr., [979] p. 89-
95). Unfortunately. he made very little use of cither, restricting himsell 10 casex which had afready been for a
long time the matter of vivid debales among scholars. Another more recent sty underiying the poetic natare of
Heraclitus® style which deserves mentioning is : K. Robb. “Preliterate ages and (he linguistic urt of Hemclitus™,
Language and thought in Early Greek philasophy (Lu Salle. Monist Library ol Philosophy, [96Q) p. 153-206.
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