PARMENIDES

Fragments B1 28-32

28. For it is right that you should learn all {things}: 

29. the steadfast spirit of persuasive Genuineness 

The unshaken heart of well-rounded Truth as well as the Delusions
30. and also the Acceptances of mortals in which there is no genuine trust/trustworthiness.

of mortals in which there is no true faith.  You shall,
31. But you shall nevertheless learn these also—how, for the Acceptables

despite this, learn these [Delusions] also, how the Delusions

32. it would be appropriate to acceptably/genuinely be, constant/constantly, being precisely all (phenomena).

being indeed everything, had to be acceptable.
I. PARMENIDES: is making a distinction here between 2 things, yet tells us we will learn 3 things:
A. First he distinguishes Truth from Delusion / Genuineness from Acceptables.
1) The Truth or “Genuineness”

· the steadfast spirit of persuasive Genuineness

· {“unshaken heart of well-rounded Truth} 

2) Delusions or “the Acceptables” i.e., that which is or has become generally accepted.

B. Then he tells us we will also learn how the Delusions / Acceptables / that which has become acceptable, had to be/become accepted.
· Precisely because these Delusions “pervade all” or are in all.

·  In other words, since that which is generally accepted “the Acceptables or Delusions” are constantly, that is, they are precisely all phenomena.

Fragments B2 1-8

1. Come now, I shall tell you, and hearkening, do you preserve the account,

2. which are the only ways of questing for understanding / insight

which are the only ways of inquiry that can be conceived
3. The one:  Is, and it is not possible that It should not be;

4. It is the course of Persuasiveness/Faithfulness—for she attends on Genuineness {Truth}

5. The other:  Not-is, and it is appropriate that it should not be;

6. for this I am making known to you to be a path quite informative.

7. For neither could you come to know precisely Non-is-ing—for it is unreachable—nor could you make it known . . .

II. PARMENIDES is focusing on what we might call the Absolute.
· Instead of looking at and speaking about the process of beings becoming, of form individuating out of the Formlessness of Anaximander, instead of focusing on the harmony and tension of opposites compensating for each other, he is looking at the “Being” side.  

· As if Anaximander would not have focused on the “process” per se, and instead tried to posit “Formlessness” and its absolute opposite which would have had to be “Absolute Form,”  though that would be quite impossible to picture.

· Heraclitus began to speak of  Logos as the unity within the multiplicity, yet held the tension between the two.  He did not let go of either.
· Now we see Parmenides beginning to let go of one side of the tension - the process of beings becoming - which he admits is indeed exactly what pervades all or “is constantly, being precisely all (phenomena).”  And therefore it is what had to become acceptable.

· We may be seeing the first “pointings” toward the concepts of substance or substratum because Parmenides will begin to talk about an abiding phenomenon.

· Also note that he begins talking of “what is knowable” and in this he distinguishes between 2 absolutes.  Being and Non-being.

· What he really says is that Non-being is not knowable, is no way for understanding, cannot be conceived.  

· We may be seeing the first “pointings” toward a distinction between reality as phenomenon and what we are able to know about reality as a phenomenon within our experience and our way of knowing the world to begin with.

III. When Parmenides turns his focus toward opposing Absolutes instead of opposing elements or beings coming forth and passing away, he ends up with what we would call a “Logical Contradiction” for thought.  This is why he can say you must posit Being - that Being Is, and that Absolute nothingness, by definition, if you will, can never Be.

· What would it mean to say that Absolute non-ising, IS?

· This is a contradiction.

· Even the darkest Night, void, empty, absolute vacuum, is not the same as Absolute Non-ising.  Even Night, vacuum, emptiness, IS!

Fragment B6 1-10
1. It is appropriate to say and to understand Is-ing, for To-be is.

2. and Non is not /possible/; this I bid you ponder.

3. For [I am restraining] you from this first way of questing:

4. and still more (do I restrain) you from this (way),

5. on which mortals, knowing naught,

6. stray, double-headed; for helplessness in their

7. breast steers an understanding gone askew; they are borne along,

8. deaf-dumb and blind alike, a dazed crowd, without verdict,

9. by whom To-be and Not-to-be are customarily taken as the same
10. yet not the same, all of whose {the mortals} course is backward-turning.

Fragment B7 1-6

1. For this shall never be constrained: that Non-is-ings should be.

2. Rather, restrain your understanding from that way of questing;

3. nor should much-inured custom impel you along that way,

4. exciting aimless eye and echoing ear

5. and tongue.  But render the verdict by means of argument (Logos) in the very contentious challenge

6. issued by me . . .

· Those who posit Is and Non-Is are confused.  (Remember, we might say they are performing a logical contradiction.)
· Think about it.  How could it make sense to say that Non-isings, somehow, Are.  We are cautioned not to echo the speech of the confused, but make our own verdict, decision, judgment by means of logos.  [Also notice, here are some of the other ways Logos and its related Greek words begin to take on meaning.  We see our definitions of judgment, argument, etc.]

· Again, if he is pointing along this path, we could be on the way to separating the purely logical from reality.  This was the crisis of thought in modern philosophy, but it takes up its explicit beginnings in Plato.

C. We need to imagine how the speech / discourse about Being might change because of Parmenides’ change in focus.
Fragment B8 1-61

1. . . . Only an account of a way yet

2. remains: Is.  On this way are signs

3. numerous: that Is-ing is [a] ungenerable and imperishable.

4. [b] wholly uni-form as well as [c] steadfast and [d] complete.

5. [a] It was not ever, nor shall it be, it now is all at once.

6. one, cohesive.  For what descent {birth} of It will you quest {seek}?

IV. The “way” that remains and the “signs” upon that way:
A. Parmenides says that IS cannot be generated nor can it perish:

· This seems to contradict both Anaximander and Heraclitus, but not necessarily.  

· If Anaximander were to talk about “the Apeiron” would he have said that it was generated or that it perished?  In fact, Anaximander says that the Apeiron is beginningless and endless, doesn’t he?

· Anaximander’s Apeiron simply, as process, manifests itself as beings becoming.

· Doesn’t Parmenides also say that the “Acceptables” or that which is “accepted” had to come to be so, since it pervades all phenomena? [B1 line 32]

· Did Heraclitus ever say that the Logos was many or that it had a beginning or and end?

· Hence, for Parmenides, Being which is all that we are able to know, is ungenerated and imperishable.
B. Being is “wholly uni-form”  {Being is not divisible}

· If Absolute Being were divisible, then by that division, one side of the division would limit the other side.

· Also, if it were divisible, it would not be cohesive or “wholly uni-form” and there would be more of it here and / or less of it there.

· This does not fit with the idea of Absolute Being.

· Nor for that matter does it fit with absolute formlessness, or the Apeiron, or even Logos as unity in Heraclitus.  (But Anaximander and Heraclitus are not focusing on the absolute as opposed to it’s absolute opposite - Being and Non-being; they are focusing on the process of the Absolute as the Name it as it manifests itself in the world.

C. Absolute Being is immovable, steadfast, and unshaken.

· Again, if it moved here or there it would be limited by space in some way.

· That is, the space where it is not at this moment, would limit it.  In terms of only 2 absolutes, this space is impossible.

· This is also related to what we have already banished from thought:  That it could be generated or pass away.

D. Absolute Being is Complete.

· If it is immovable, unshaken, and steadfast, wholly uni-form, and does not come into being or pass away (ungenerated and imperishable) then how could it not abide with itself, rest with itself, for it must abide firmly where it is.

· Necessity holds it fast.

· Parmenides, interestingly, sees being complete as being bounded.  

· This at first seems to contradict Anaximander, but it is really just another way of looking at the same issue.

· If Absolute Being is not bounded somehow, then it cannot be complete, and if it is not complete, it must want of or be in need of something.

· Yet it must be bounded in some way that does not imply that it is bounded by the boundary or limit of something other than itself.

· We must think of it as being self-bounded, not that it is determined by the boundary of some “otherness.”

· It must  be self bounded.  Which is like saying that it rests with itself, wholly uni-form and abides with itself.

· SUMMARY:  So these are the signs upon the only way that is left for thinking:  Being is

· [a] ungenerated and imperishable

· [b] Wholly uni-form or non-divisible,

· [c] Steadfast, immovable, and unshaken, and

· [d] Complete in the sense that unbounded might imply incomplete, hence it is self-bounded.

V. THINKING AND THINKING “TO-BE” ARE ONE IN THE SAME.

· Understanding has given itself over to Being and so therefore understanding depends upon Being.  (Another way to say that the path that says “Non-being Is” is not thinkable and leads nowhere.}

· Since there is no other than Absolute Being, all names (again the theme of word, speech, logos as the named) are or have been given in reference to IT (Being).

· All these names that mortals have lain down and think are genuine, like generation and perishing, to be and not to be, alteration of place (movement in space / location) etc., are but the “Acceptables” or the commonly accepted way of speech, naming, saying that it is.

Fragments B8 34-50
34. Furthermore:  the Same is to be understood and also wherefore understanding is/operates; [OR Furthermore: it is the same to understand and understanding that It-is;

35. for without Ising, on which it [i.e., the understanding], having given (itself) over [to Is-ing], depends,

36. will you find understanding.  For no {other} either is or will be

37. besides Is-ing, since Fate shackled preciselly It [and no other];

38. so as to be whole and immovable.  In reference to It [OR:  In such wise (i.e. only as dependent upon Is-ing)] have all (names) been named,

39. as many as mortals laid down (for themselves), having trusted/persuaded themselves that they are genuine:

40. to generate and to perish, to be and not (to be),

41. to alter place and to exchange bright surface.

42. And so: since there is an outermost bound/boundary, It is completed,

43. in the manner of the mass of a ball well-rounded from every side [i.e. perspective],

44. from the center pushing out equally in all directions.  For neither somewhat bigger

45. nor somewhat smaller may {it} be here or there.

46. For neither is there Non-is-ing, which would block It from reaching

47. to the Same; nor is it possible in any manner that Is-ing would be

48. more here and less there {than Is-ing}, since It is all inviolate.

49. For, from every side equal to Itself, It uniformly meets with the boundaries.

50. Here I cease my trusty discourse and understanding

VI. WHAT ARE THE “ACCEPTENCES” / “DELUSIONS” OF MORTALS?
· The mortals tried to name two absolute unities - Being and Non-being.

·   They made a decision to also name two (absolute) forms when they named the multiplicity of forms.

· They tried to put the opposition of the appearing multiplicity of beings upon the ground - Absolute Being, 

· Further, it is something about the “naming” itself that is the problem, because it is this absolute Oneness that is precisely that which is inappropriate to name.

· This, in a sense, puts the burden of the problem in the naming itself, and to that extent, it is a burden of speech, or logos, or the laying out in speech of that which presents itself or discloses itself in being, in phenomena.

· Notice also, similar to Heraclitus, Parmenides images the One / Being as a blazing etherial/bright-making Fire that is gentle/unburdensome, imponderable, and in every respect the same as itself, but not the same as the other.

· Night we name as uncouth/dark-doing Night, dense/tight in body and ponderous/burdensome.

· In the naming of phenomena we construct opposites that we may understand (as mortals) but the Way of Truth is that once the naming, for the benefit of understanding, is done; we must surrender to the truth that:

· The One, totality, Being Absolutely, is “full at once of Light and invisible Night.”  

· That is, that opposites still ‘ARE’ - they are both Being.  That Absolute Non-being is not what we mean by “Night” or by our opposites.  

· With regard to our perception of opposites in order to understand, this does not mean that Absolute Non-being in any sense could ever Be, since both of our pairs of opposites are still within the One of the Being-Absolutely.

· That is, neither of our names of opposites partakes in Absolute Nothingness.

· Notice, this is not contrary to anything either Anaximander or Heraclitus ever said, in fact it is just another way of looking at the phenomenon, by focusing on the ground rather than the manifestation;

· on the Formless Apeiron (for Anaximander) rather than the individuation of beings,

· on the Logos (unity) for Heraclitus, rather than the opposition-in-unity

·  (here the totality is more tightly retained, and therefore he is more obscure;

·  or on Absolute Being rather than the names of beings that mortals must speak in order that they may understand.

51. circumscribing Genuineness.  From this point on {learn} the Acceptances {delusions} of mortals.

52. hearkening to the deceptive disposal of my words

listening to the deceitful pattern of my words.
53. For they laid down a/no decision to name two forms,

They (pseudo-)decided to name two forms whose unity is not appropriate—

54. whose one-ness it is not appropriate (to name)—in this they have gone astray—

In all this they have gone astray—and judged them contrary in cast

55. and verdicted [or separated] opposites in body and settled upon signs 

and assigned [them] marks apart from each other.  For the One, the
56. apart from each other:  for the one, blazing etherial/bright-making Fire,

ether-ial flame of Fire, gentle and very light, everywhere identical
57. gentle/unburdensome, greatly slight/imponderable, in every respect the same as itself,

with itself but not iden-tical with the other; but that one too, by
58. oppositely, uncouth/dark-doing Night, dense/tight in body and ponderous/burdensome.

itself, opposite, obscure Night, dense in body and heavy.
59. I give over to you the whole apt/apparent contra-order

I tell you the whole likely (dis-)order, that the judgments of mortals may never outstrip you.
60. in order that no knowing of mortals may ever outstrip you.

Fragment B9 1-4

1. But once all [i.e. the totality of phenomena] is named Light and Night,

But once all things have been named Light and Night and these
2. and these in accord with their respective powers are atrributed to these and those [i.e. to each phenomenon],

[Light and Night] according to their meanings have been attributed
3. all [i.e. the totality] is full at once of Light and invisible Night,

to these and to those [i.e. all things], all is full alike of Light
4. of both equally, since in neither (of the two) does nought partake.

and obscure Night, of both equally, since there is not anything that shares in neither.
SUMMARY:  

1. Absolute Non-being is not thinkable or understandable, it is totally unknowable and that path does not lead to anything informative.

2. The way of Truth or Genuineness is to think Being, or To-Be only.

3. Understanding itself has given itself over unto being, but in order to understand or to know things we must admit that the way we name things or beings as opposites is Necessary.

4. This does not mean that it is the way of truth to transpose the way in which we name beings onto the naming of Absolute Being in the same manner. That is, Absolute Being as opposed to Absolute non-Being, for this unity is inappropriate.

5. When we focus on the Absolute, it is improper to name it (it is un-nameable as such).

6. Our senses, and hence the way of our knowledge tells us to name emerging beings in terms of opposites, but we cannot transpose this way of naming, even though it is necessary for us to name in this way in order to know things, we cannot transpose this into Absolute opposites, for all the opposites that we name, even the so-called negative sides, like Night, Dark, Emptiness, etc. are not Absolute Nothingness.  

7. Even these named opposites are one, even the Night IS just as Light IS.

8. The opposites that we name of beings in their emergence do not partake of Nothingness in any sense.

9. The ground for Parmenides is Absolute Being.

PARMENIDES AND HERACLITUS . . . AND ZENO

1) We must understand Parmenides and Heraclitus together: Usually, as in the text they are pitted diametrically opposite each other.  

a) They are both trying to speak of the same phenomenon.

b) 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; and time and eternity.

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

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

1) Being [the way of Truth]

2) Non-being [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.

a) 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.)

i) Opinion / Appearances (the Acceptables aka. Delusion) are Necessary

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

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

c) The Problem is: If we see only appearances (acceptables) and if we see them solely as Truth:

i) Then going out of being is seen as an absolute end of  being or absolute nothingness.

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

d) The way of truth says that there is a dimension throughout the annihilation of individual beings that persists – Being.

e) This Being cannot itself be annihilated.  There is nothing outside it (into which it could be annihilated.)

i) Even the Non-Being of entities of beings is still within the domain of Being.

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

f) 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.

4) Parmenides does not deny becoming and change – This is the level of appearances where beings appear or emerge in and out of the ground of  Being.

a) Being persists as the giving forth and changing of beings.

b) 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

c) 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.

d) There is a unity of being and non-being (Becoming) but this still remains within the ground of Absolute Being.

e) Like 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) Change is to be grounded, not denied.

5) 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 is the traditional interpretation.

6) 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 rather than 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.

ZENO

1) The text says that Zeno [27] was a student of Parmenides and that he made arguments to support Parmenides claim that reality is one.  We must understand Zeno in this light to make sense of his writing.

a) Text gives the example of a body passing through an infinite number of points to go anywhere. 

b) Relating this to time then, it would take an infinite amount of time to move anywhere.

c) The text says that there is either a mistake in Zeno’s logic or else things are not the way they seem. 

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

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

a) “…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 stil more absurd results than the hypothesis that they are one.”
b) Example of one of Zeno’s arguments:
i) 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 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.
ii) 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.
c) 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.  
i) Zeno shows the same absurdity by arguing for multiplicity and movement.  
ii) He shifts the Absolute opposites that Parmenides speaks of to a new perspective of the opposition of The One and the Many. 
iii) This will be taken up as a theme in later philosophy.
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