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Catherine Osborne, ‘Heraclitus’, in From the Beginning to Plato, ch.3, Routledge History of Philosophy, Vol. I, ed. C.C.W. Taylor. London and New York: Routledge, 2003. 
This chapter written by Catherine Osborne outlines a brief history and the impact of Heraclitus’ writings on future Philosophers. What one may find particularly interesting about this account is that Osborne provides two levels of interpretation of her analysis allowing one to read the chapter as is, for anyone who ‘requires a quick and superficial grasp of the interpretation’ (Osborne, p89) or the alternative option for those who wish to ‘engage critically with the views presented… [can] pursue the suggestions made in the notes’ (Osborne p.89). Therefore, making this a great chapter to begin the critical analysis of the work of Heraclitus and those who have reported on him with a wealth of further reading material.
Osborne begins by laying out the difficulties of interpretation of Heraclitus’ work. As with many of the pre-Socratic philosophers there are few remains of their original work and truly little known about their lives. Heraclitus is no different. Thus, much of the analysis of his work is based upon future philosophers ‘quotations’ of his work. With Heraclitus in particular, the fragments that remain are almost poetic in their form. There is therefore no way to cluster fragments together to make any longer piece of work. Therefore, the fragments should remain as individual fragments so as they are not paired or grouped together incorrectly thus changing the context, meaning and analysis. Osborne reminds us to ‘of the profound effect we create by placing a fragment in a particular context, and to take note wherever possible of the readings of those writers who preserve the fragments for us’ (Osborne p.89). In other words, to be wary of other’s interpretations as they may well have been manipulated out of context to better suit their own theories, arguments or agendas.
Due to these challenges, Osborne has interpreted the fragments individually to attempt to counteract the bias mentioned above. However, she has grouped together fragments that deal with similar issues or themes to show a continuity in thought. For example, in the subsection ‘Ritual and the Gods’ Osborne starts ‘by looking at a group of fragments concerned with conventional rituals’ (Osborne p.90). 
Osborne deliberates clearly defined themes that run through multiple fragments by Heraclitus and provides a more typical analysis of some fragments and then compares that to her own thoughts. For example, Osborne looks at fragment B5 examining the relationship between rituals, religion and ‘Heraclitus’ famous commitment to the unity of opposites’ (Osborne p.90). Osborne begins by giving us the standard interpretation – that Heraclitus is mocking the ritual of religious purification of washing oneself with blood to wash off blood is as good as washing oneself with mud to clean off mud. However, Osborne goes on to provide more depth surrounding one word in the fragment which can be translated in two different ways and would therefore provide two different interpretations. Most interpretations seem to choose to use the word ‘pointlessly’ but you could also use the word ‘differently’. Osborne compares the fragments with the two words showing the reader how easy it is to change the interpretation of a Heraclitus fragment with the difference of one word. Osborne argues that by using the word ‘differently’, the fragment now becomes a way in which to show that the ritual itself (washing blood with blood) is not in fact something that is being mocked, but makes sense from a religious point of view. However, if we look at the ritual without the religious context, this is when it no longer makes sense. Heraclitus could therefore be showing the importance of context, language, and the placement of both within thoughts and communication.
Osbornes goes on to discuss Heraclitus’ theory that ‘two things are one and the same’ (Osborne p.94) looking at night and day, the road up and the road down, steps in the same river. Osborne explains that ‘Heraclitus’ point is that things can differ while agreeing with themselves’ (Osborne p.94). This view can be applied to religious figures, practices and – the identity of the self. 
Osborne also examines fragment B1, ‘which stood near the beginning of Heraclitus’ work’ (Osborne p.97) which suggests that common, or ordinary people do not understand what is truly happening around and to them, even when they have been told the truth. He compares it to being asleep even when you are awake. Osborne argues that again there is an ambiguity in the language Heraclitus has used as the fragment begins using the word logos which can again have multiple meanings and is ‘etymologically linked to the word legein (to speak), can carry a range of meanings connected both with speech, rational discourse, sentence definition or explanation.’ (Osborne p.97). Heraclitus stated that even when people are told the logos (the truth), they cannot understand it. At the same time, he is purposely using ambiguous language that can be interpreted in multiple ways to ensure the route to the truth is harder to clarify. Osborne doesn’t deliver an analysis on the different educational levels, for instance, the lack of literacy skills, that would rule out understanding of the masses due the to the riddle style writing of Heraclitus.
‘There is a long-standing tradition, from Plato onwards, that associates Heraclitus with a particular interest in change’ (Osborne p.99). Osborne critiques a number of fragments that align this thought to Heraclitus focusing particularly on the river fragments which show the continuation, or evolution of the physical world. This links back once more to human identity and showcases Heraclitus’ view that everything is always changing. If you take humans as an example, we are changing physically every moment from conception to death. The same can be said relating to our personalities, for every experience we have, we change. This is known as Heraclitus’ doctrine of flux, which describes everything as constantly changing, always moving in some way.
	‘Onto those who step in the same rivers different and different waters flow (B91)’ (Osborne p.99)
Osborne relates Heraclitus’ doctrine of flux against the self, the physical world, and that value is the only constant using the analogy (based upon fragment B31b), that ‘when we purchase something for money we do not retain anything of the same product we owned before. We no longer have the gold; we have the purchased item instead. But the purchased item can then be returned, and we can get the money back. What remains through the exchange is not the material item, but the value of the goods measured by an independent standard.’ (Osborne p.100). Heraclitus theorises that the logos remains the constant and therefore identities can remain.
Osbornes moves through the chapter providing her own interpretations alongside a few critiques and alternative interpretations and focusing on the most well-known fragments. Heraclitus’ criticism of previous philosophers, is well documented in the text. Osborne does also touch upon future philosopher’s and their criticisms, or views on fragments. For example, Aristotle’s view on the fragment B48 where Heraclitus relates the bow (the word bow in Greek directly means life) as a contradiction ‘The name of the bow is life, its function death’ (Osborne p.106). Aristotle does not believe this fragment was meant as a contradiction, however presented to notice oppositions. The lack of criticisms in the text is perhaps due to the desire to decouple of fragments from their quoters / future philosophers to determine a bias truth, as we discussed at the beginning. However, the chapter may have shown a greater depth of analysis by providing a direct comparison against further writers with more fragments.
Through out the chapter, there is a constant theme relating to the language choices of Heraclitus, and there is eventually a short and final subheading dedicated to ‘Heraclitus’ Style and the Significance of Language’ (Osborne p.113) which does go into more detail focusing on ‘two aspects of Heraclitus’ use of word-play: (a) play on words that suggest a link between two similar words; (b) playing with the grammatical structure and syntax of a sentence, or with ambiguous words, to elicit more than one meaning from a single text’ (Osborne p.113). The chapter leaves you wanting more information but also provides a good fundamental understated understanding of the influence of Heraclitus’ work on.

Rene Descartes, Meditations and Other Metaphysical Writings Meditations 1 – 3 p. 3 – 43. 1641. Translation by Desmond M. Clarke, Penguin Group, 2003
Rene Descartes’ ‘The Meditations on the First Philosophy’ (1641) is a classic philosophical thesis whose author is said to epitomise the beginning of modern philosophy. During the early seventeenth century, when Descartes was writing, major cultural, religious, political, and philosophical movements were occurring. Descartes’ meditations reflect the search for a fundamental, non-negotiable truth and knowledge with a level of scientific understanding.
Descartes’ (1596 – 1650) collection of 6 meditations focuses on examining fundamental philosophical queries relating to the self, the existence of God, truth, knowledge, the relationship between the body and mind and more. The first three meditations look to firstly devise a strategy to throw out false beliefs, then to the relationship between the mind and the body and finally at the existence, or non- existence of God. 
In the edition used, Clarke, has translated ‘the Latin text of the second edition’ (Clarke p.5) of The Meditations.
Meditation 1:  Things Which can be Called into Doubt
The first meditation begins with Descartes reflecting on the ‘many things I [Descartes] had accepted as true in my childhood’ (Descartes p.18). He wishes to overturn any prior knowledge, or concepts of truth, to gain scientific understanding of the truth. Descartes acknowledges that he cannot simply prove that everything he believed was true, is in fact not, as this is a never-ending task. Instead, he wishes to ‘challenge directly all the first principles on which everything I formerly believed rests. Everything I accepted as being true up to now I acquired from the senses or through the senses.’ (Descartes p.19). Therefore, Descartes concludes that his senses have been deceiving him and he can no longer trust them and rejects all sensory-based principles.
He argues that if when he is sleeping, he believes he is sat by a fire in his dressing gown believing this to be real, when in fact it is not, the senses cannot be trusted, as indeed one may not be able to decipher between reality and dreams at any time. What your senses perceive to be real when you are sleeping, are in fact deceiving you. The meditation goes on to decipher that ‘physics, astronomy, medicine, and all other disciplines that involve an examination of composite things are indeed doubtful; but that arithmetic, geometry, and other such disciplines that discuss only very simple and general things, are not concerned with whether or not they exist in nature, contain something that is certain and beyond doubt’ (Descartes p.20). Even when you are sleeping mathematical equations are still true and squares still have four sides.
The meditation continues challenging the existence of God. Descartes has always believed that God is ‘good in the highest degree’ (Descartes p. 21), however, he now challenges this belief as an all-loving God could not create a world in which humans are deceived of the truth. Descartes begins to theorise that as the senses cannot be trusted, and as God can only create truth, that in fact a ‘evil mind, who is all powerful and cunning has devoted all their energies to deceiving me’ (Descartes p.22). Therefore, not even the simple things, such as geometry can be trusted. Therefore, concluding that universal doubt is the thing to be certain of.

Meditation 2: The Nature of the Human Mind, and that it is Better known Than the Body
In the second meditation, Descartes continues his thoughts focusing on the body and the mind. As he has now concluded that universal doubt is the only certain, he begins to question the existence of himself. If there is an evil mind deceiving everything, then one must question one’s own existence by result. He concludes that as long as he believes he is something, then he is, ‘let him deceive me as much as he wishes, he will still never bring it about that I am nothing as long as I think I am something’ (Descartes p.24). Then, Descartes has the epiphany – thought. This is where the famous quote was coined – I think therefore I am. Therefore, the thoughts and the thinker exist, even if these thoughts are deceived. Descartes then looks at the ‘I’ and deliberates about what a human is. He can comprehend himself existing without a body, but not without thought. He concludes ‘I am therefore, precisely only a thinking thing’ (Descartes p.25). He further explains that he is a thinking ‘thing which doubts, understands, affirms, denies, wills, does not will, and which also imagines and senses’ (Descartes p.26). Ultimately, he is a mind, and not a body and he does not need his body to exist.
Descartes begins to question the nature of the physical world using a block of wax as an example. He discusses that wax may melt, change shape and form and yet it will still be perceived as wax. Our rationality is more powerful than our senses. In this example the senses have seen two separate things – a block of hard wax, and melted liquid wax, however our rationality has concluded that they are the same, further reinforcing his theory that all of our knowledge does not derive from our senses, but our minds and how we rationalise and think logically. Therefore, the mind becomes a better source of knowledge than the physical world.
To conclude, if we think, we exist. The mind and body are separate, and you can exist without a body. And, importantly, that knowledge derives from what the mind reasons – thus the birth of rationalism.

Meditation 3: The Existence of God
So far, Descartes has been led into a state of universal doubt via his first meditation, doubting everything that exists. In the second meditation, Descartes concludes that as he is a thinking thing, therefore he does in fact exist. The search for truth continues using the rationalist approach to deliberate over God’s existence.
As he is a thinking thing, as concluded previously, Descartes acknowledges that he has ideas. However, where did these thoughts come from? Descartes begins by deciphering and trying to understand our thoughts and ideas, thought processes and rationalisations. He determines that some ideas are factitious (created exclusively in the mind), adventitious (determined by a cause, such as the feeling of heat) and innate (ideas that we are born with, such as mathematical concepts). Descartes states, that some ideas ‘seem to be innate, some acquired, and some seem to have been fabricated by me. The fact that I understand what a thing is, what truth is and what thought is, seems to result from my own nature alone.’ (Descartes p.33). 
Focusing on his idea of God, Descartes wonders if he invented the notion of God himself, or if it came from other people. Descartes understands God as an ‘infinite substance, which is independent, supremely intelligent and supremely powerful, and by which both I, and everything else that exists (if anything else exists), were created. All these ideas are surely such that, the more carefully I examine them, the less likely it seems that they could have originated from myself alone. Therefore one should draw the conclusion from what has been said that God necessarily exists’ (Descartes p.38). Descartes concludes this idea of God is not determined by a cause therefore the idea must be innate, therefore his idea of God could only have come from God Himself. As Descartes is a finite being with an idea of an infinite God, the infinite being must exist and have created the innate idea. In other words, ‘there must be at least as much reality in a cause as in its effect’ (Descartes p.41). Therefore God, or an equivalent, must exist.
The first 3 of Descartes’ 6 meditations provide an interest start into the search for truth and the existence of oneself and God. The meditations are written as you would expect, as if wandering into the mind of Descartes whilst he is meditating in a trance-like-state debating fundamental philosophical questions. The arguments he produces thus far, are not in any great depth but do pave the way for further thoughts and are natural, and yet rational - a great starting point to understand, and actively be part of the process of rationalism to deduce knowledge.

Plato. Republic, Volume II: Books VII (p.106 – 203). Edited and translated by Christopher Emlyn-Jones, William Preddy. Accessed as an ebook via Loeb Classical Library 276. Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 2013.
Book VII
In Book VII, the character of Socrates presents Plato’s famous metaphor: the allegory of the cave. The cave allegory is based on Plato’s theory of forms, specifically the Form of the Good. The metaphor illustrates how lack of education, opportunity and critical thinking can impact the human experience, and furthermore, by understanding this, they can continue to theorise over what would attribute and experience the perfect ruler for the perfect society would need.
Book VII, as the other books within The Republic, are written as a conversation between philosophers who are discussing what elements make the best society. Book VII begins with Socrates describing ‘an underground dwelling like a cave with a long wide entrance facing the light along the whole length of the cave’ (Plato p.107). He goes on to describe that there is a row of prisoners who are chained up within the cave and have never known anything else, and therefore perceive this as life. They can only look in one direction. Another group of people come into the cave (silently) and often and use objects to create shadows that dance on the wall in front of the prisoners. The shadows are perceived as real. However, these images are simply that, images manipulating the prisoner’s perception of the physical world.
The story continues and Socrates and Glaucon go on to discuss the impact if a prisoner were to leave the cave and make his way out in the ‘real world’. Socrates begins to explain that the prisoner who has been kept in darkness his whole life would not be able to see immediately upon his release due to the sunlight hurting his eyes. ‘He would need to acclimatise himself if he’s going to look at what is above’ (Plato p.113) Firstly, the prisoner would see the shadows easily – perhaps as this is what he is used to perceiving as real, but also due to the shade (and comfort) it brings him. As time goes by the prisoner’s eyes would adjust until he were able to contemplate what the world outside the cave was made up of, and meant.
The prisoner would go on to decipher that the sun/light is what ‘provides the season, and the years, and governs everything in the visible world, and is somehow responsible for all those things which they themselves used to see’ (Plato p.113). By this point the prisoner knows that the world outside the cave is more real than the shadows he once perceived as the truth. With this acknowledgment the prisoner has reached a cognitive state of thought. The sun represents the Form of the Good. If the prisoner were to return to the cave, he would no longer function well having acquired the knowledge of the truth.
In this allegory, the world outside the cave represents a world of knowledge and education. The fire within the cave represents the sun and the journey from the cave to the outside represents the soul’s journey towards an intellectual understanding. However, once the escaped prisoner understands that the sun is the source of everything outside, it is at this point that we realise the sun is the Form of the Good, therefore the fire within the cave represents the misdirected and misleading good. It is this fire, that Plato’s theory of forms depicts that everyone is privy to.
The prisoners who remained within the cave would not believe in the experiences, sights and alternative life outside the cave as they are not capable of processing thoughts outside of their sheltered world. However, Socrates goes on to say that the escaped prisoner should go back to the cave to enlighten the other’s and lead them outside into the world of knowledge.
The Republic is written as a conversation, this works well to enable us to see comparative views and when the other person involved is shocked by the discussion. At this point Glaucon, Socrates’ companion objects and argues that it would be extremely difficult for the enlighten prisoner to return to the cave. However, Socrates reminds him that the goal of education is to attempt to move everyone into the enlightened state to produce the ideal society. However, not everyone will make it out of the cave all the way and reach the truth. Only Philosopher Kings are able to do this, and it this is reasoning that drives the need for Philosopher Kings to rule to ideal society. As they will indeed return to the cave to try to educate those left inside. Education becomes a process of transformation of the soul leading to the acceptance of truth and reality. Each person has the ability to make the transformation, but many will not be able to progress entirely, hence the creation of different levels of intellects and people (all necessary for the workings of an ideal society).
At this point we now understand that Philosopher King understands the Form of the Good, therefore having a full and enlightened understanding of the truth. However, an education of reality and truth, are not the qualities needed to be the most capable ruler. So, forth the discussion continues debating on the other educational subjects required. After some debate they conclude that the first additional topic is mathematics which also provides an added bonus. ‘…those who have a natural gift for calculation are quick to learn in more or less all branches of study’ (Plato p.149). They then discuss geometry, astronomy, 3D geometry, antistrophe and dialectic. Furthermore, they outline the physical attributes needed ‘we must prefer those who are very reliable and courageous and, as far as possible, the best-looking. In addition to this we must look not only for those noble and virile in their behaviour, but they must also have those attributes in their nature which are conducive to this kind of education.’ (Plato p.181) and finally settle upon the best combination of virtues, mathematical and physical abilities necessarily to create the perfect ruler. Socrates goes on to outline the number of years of training that would be required and the general plan, and how the Philosopher King will ultimately go back into the ‘cave’ (and most importantly will wish to go back into the cave) to educate and to lead.
After this lengthy discussion, Socrates then discusses how to implement such a plan and speaks of banishing everyone over the age of 10 from an existing city and to implement the plan he has just outlined, to which Glaucon agrees.
The full conversation is not emotive, nor are any of their discussions or decisions based upon emotions or the senses. At one-point Glaucon apologises to Socrates for becoming too emotional. It seems to the reader that Plato has entirely forged his plan separate of the senses. His Philosopher-Kings do not learn about the world via experience, but purely via education, although the cave allegory is mainly based upon the senses. The journey to become a Philosopher-King, and therefore the perfect ruler is based purely on education, thought and the requirement of truth.
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