PARMENIDES AND HERACLITUS (and Zeno)
1) We must understand Parmenides and Heraclitus together: They are both trying to speak of the same phenomenon.

a) Early Greek thought perceived the world (reality/physis) as a mysterious union of what later came to be known as the distinctions of being and becoming; time and eternity.

b) Heraclitus does not say merely “all is change,” but speaks of the “unity in change” as the Logos.

c) Parmenides does not say that there is no change, but speaks of 3 Ways:

1) Being [the way of Truth]

2) Non-being (That Non-being, is) [this is not the way of Truth] The discussion of both of these ways occurs in the part of the poem called “the way of Truth.”

3) Becoming [this is the way of the Acceptances, delusion, opinion that had to be since indeed this is what pervades all being or reality.]

2) The Goddess tells Parmenides that he must learn both the way of Truth and the way of Opinion or Appearances (Genuiness and Acceptables or Truth and Delusion.)

a) Opinion / Appearances (the Acceptables a.k.a. Delusion) are Necessary

b) There is still Truth in Appearances (becoming.)

i) The process of coming-to-be and passing away (physis) is not false;  these are the particularized aspects of the one, all-pervasive Being.

ii) The Problem is: If we see only appearances (acceptables) and if we see them solely as Truth, then going out of being is seen as an absolute end of  being or absolute nothingness.

iii) Such absolute nothingness cannot be thought, it is unthinkable and unknowable.

c) The way of truth says that there is a dimension, (Absolute) Being, that abides throughout the annihilation of individual beings.

d) (Absolute) Being cannot be annihilated.  There is nothing outside it into which it could be annihilated.

i) Even the non-being of particular entities is still within the domain of Being.

ii) Being is the power of Is-ing behind all beings or things (reality); the ground of beings.

3) Comparison of Heraclitus and Parmenides:

a) Just as the Logos of Heraclitus is more than individuals as such, so is the Being of beings thought as ground or as absolute: it is the Being behind beings.

b) Parmenides does not deny becoming and change – This is the level of appearances or acceptances, where beings appear or emerge in and out of the ground of  Being.  This is what permeates reality and therefore must also be learned – “for it is necessary that you should learn all things. . .”  

c) Being is the giving forth and changing of beings.  Beings are the manifestation of Being.

d) Parmenides thought that other thinkers were trying to relate the unity of Being and absolute non-being without a notion of an ever-present source:

Absolute Being



Absolute Non-Being

Reality





Absolute Non-Reality

Something




Absolute nothingness

e) These cannot be related as opposites in an Absolute sense – we think and know through opposites, but this is also still within the all-pervasive Being.

f) There is a unity of being and non-being we call becoming, but this still remains within the ground of Absolute Being.

g) Being is similar to the Logos of Heraclitus: Heraclitus’ all-pervasive, everlasting ground is the Logos that is beyond all change.

i) “Listening not to me but to the Logos it is wise to say that all is One”

ii) If Parmenides were absolutely denying change, then the appearances would not be called “necessary” in the Prologue of his poem.

iii) Parmenides wants to ground, not deny it. 

4) Understanding the difference between Heraclitus and Parmenides:  

a) Heraclitus speaks of a process that is One

b) Parmenides speaks of a One that is a process.

c) Each emphasizes the other end of the tension.

d) They are not really talking about 2 diametrically opposed visions as many traditional interpretations would  have it.

5) If Parmenides’ shift in emphasis as compared to Heraclitus forces him to speak of Absolute Being in certain ways, i.e., ungenerated and imperishable, wholly uniform or indivisible, immovable and steadfast, and complete it must have lead to much discussion and disagreement because in fact what we observe in reality is generation and perishing, difference and divisibility, mobility, and incompleteness.

a) Though we have made a point to do a careful reading and have seen that a negation of beings or a negation of beings appearing to come to be and pass away is not exactly what Parmenides said, many still believe that this is what he is denying.

i) What Parmenides says is that they cannot pass away into oblivion or absolute nothingness, for that cannot BE.

ii) The process of beings becoming or coming to be and passing away is still within the   great domain of Being.

iii) The absolute opposite of Being, i.e., Absolute non-being, is unthinkable.

6) Logos is always understood as first a gathering – from the Greek term that means that which is laid out before us, and as such it is that which gathers itself before us.  

a) Logos then is understood as a particular kind of gathering that occurs in language or speech, and this provides the basis for the many meanings of Logos that have come down to us such as reason (logic), speech, judgment, etc.  

i) All of these terms have to do with a conceptual gathering to thought or thinking that is at once manifested in language.

b) As a gathering, Logos is at once a gathering to thought and a gathering in speech.

i) This gathering has the peculiarity that, as that which is sought in thinking and speaking is pursued, it is caught up in its own gathering process.

ii) The process itself brings forth its own direction, form, questions, and possibilities.  Hence, the Logos brings itself forth in itself as it is, and shows itself or manifests itself in its own becoming.  

iii) What is sought in the speaking-thinking is always already guiding that process, and what is sought is also becomes guided by the process itself as it unfolds. 

c) Throughout the Logos there is therefore a unity that we might call dynamic or procedural, if we include the above discussion in our understanding of “procedural.”

i) If for Heraclitus the Logos is that unifying “fire” that holds all flux and flow together in the very flux and flow – that is, it gathers itself into a whole in the very gathering process of what is Logos, then while humans see all reality as change; as beings forever coming to be and passing away, in constant flux and flow (his river images), we still are guided and gathered in the unity of Logos – a self-gathering unity that is dynamic and not other than what we see as multiple.  There is unity in the changing way of Logos as it gathers even though we see all reality as constant change.

ii) Parmenides names the Logos of Heraclitus, Being.  He opposes two possibilities for thought, Absolute Being and Absolute non-being, and says that Absolute Being is the only way that can be for thinking.  The most non-being could do would be to “not be.”  But this in no way says that it is.

(1) The way of truth is therefore that “IS” or “Being” is, and that absolute non-being is not or must  not be.  

(2) The appearances or acceptances (sometimes translated as illusion, delusion, or opinion) are like what Heraclitus calls the “flux and flow” of reality – beings coming to be and passing away, (this “permeates” all reality) but in Parmenides’ case, they must only and can only return to Being at what humans see as their “destruction.”

(a) Compare the Unity of the Logos as flux for Heraclitus.  All change, which means beings coming to be and passing away, occurs within the unity that is always already – Logos.  

(3) What occurs here is a shift in emphasis from Heraclitus to Parmenides.  

(a) Each speaks in his own way about the one and the many as it manifests in reality or as physis.  

(b) Each grounds the manifestation of physis (flux and flow which humans know as opposites for Heraclitus and acceptables or opinion, etc. for Parmenides) in a unity (Logos for Heraclitus vs. Being for Parmenides), but

(c) Heraclitus emphasizes the flux and flow that is the unity in change while Parmenides emphasizes the unity of being as ground in which the appearances or acceptables manifest as opposites and as the coming to be and passing away of beings.

ZENO

1) Zeno was a student of Parmenides.  He made arguments to support Parmenides claim that reality is one or a unity.  We must understand Zeno in this light to make sense of his writing.

a) For example, if a body is to move from one place to another it must pass through an infinite number of points to do so. Relating this to time then, it would take an infinite amount of time to move anywhere.

i) Zeno gives the following examples

· The Dichotomy: There is no motion, because that which is moved must arrive at the middle before it arrives at the end, and so on ad infinitum.

· The Achilles: The slower will never be overtaken by the quicker, for that which is pursuing must first reach the point from which that which is fleeing started, so that the slower must always be some distance ahead.

· The Arrow: If everything is either at rest or moving when it occupies a space equal to itself, while the object moved is always in the instant, a moving arrow is unmoved.

· The Stadium: Consider two rows of bodies, each composed of an equal number of bodies of equal size. They pass each other as they travel with equal velocity in opposite directions. Thus, half a time is equal to the whole time.

2) Let’s see if we can understand what Zeno was trying to show and how he was trying to do it.

a) Zeno was trying to support Parmenides by reducing the contradictory thesis to absurdity.  

i) “…in truth these writings are meant to support the argument of Parmenides against those who attempt to jeer at him and assert that if all is one, many absurd results follow which contradict his theory.  Now this treatise opposes the advocates of the many, and gives them back their ridicule with interest, for its purpose is to show that their hypothesis that existences are many, if properly followed up, leads to still more absurd results than the hypothesis that they are one.”  (Plato)
3) Further explanation of Zeno’s arguments:  These arguments must be understood on the assumption that what grounds all reality is an Absolute Multiplicity rather than, as Parmenides claims, an Absolute Unity (Being).  If absolute multiplicity is the ground, then what must be deduced is even more absurd than what must be deduced from Parmenides position.

a) If there is motion, there will be something which has traversed an infinite series of distances in a finite time.  For since the process of dichotomy (infinite division) has no limit, in any continuum there will be an infinite number of halves, since every part of it has a half.  A body, therefore, which has traversed a finite distance will have traversed an infinite number of halves in a finite time, i.e., in the time which it actually took to traverse the finite distance in question.  He assumes . . . that it is impossible to traverse an infinite distance in a finite time (because it is impossible to complete an infinite series), and thus does away with the existence of motion.
b) If there is motion, the slowest will never be overtaken by the swiftest.  But this is not possible, therefore there is no motion.  Achilles cannot over take the tortoise he is chasing, because if the tortoise starts first and Achilles pursues the tortoise, then Achilles must first arrive at the point from which the tortoise started.  During this time, the tortoise has already advanced some distance, even though he covers less ground, he still advances, for he is not at rest.  Thus, assuming the distances to be successively less without limit, on the principle of the infinite divisibility of magnitudes, it ends up that Achilles will fail to overtake the tortoise.
4) These arguments sound silly to us, but the point is that Zeno is refuting those who argue against Parmenides Being that is ungenerated, imperishable, Wholly uniform and indivisible, steadfast, unmovable, complete and at rest.  If these things are true, then how do we account for movement.  If these things are true, then there can be no movement, for beings are not other than being.  
a) Zeno shows the same absurdity by arguing for multiplicity and movement.  
b) He shifts the Absolute opposites that Parmenides speaks of to a new perspective of the opposition of The One and the Many. 
c) This will be take up as a theme in later philosophy.
d) Zeno’s “Silliness” is intentional. 
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