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and reincarnation, 284, taken together with 281-3, suggests thay
Pythagoras taught an eschatology according to which: (1} the soy)
is subject after death to a divine judgement; (2) there follows
punishment in the underworld for the wicked (perhaps with hope of
eventual release: 410}, but (3) a better fate for the good, who  if they
remain free from wickedness in the next world and in a further
reincarnation in this — may at last reach the isles of the blessed (cf,
Plato Gorg. 523a-8),

CONCLUSION

285 Porphyrius Life of Pythagoras 19 (DK 14, 8a) & udv olv EAeye
Tols ouvololy, oudt els éxel ppdoan PePaiws kal yéap oUd A Tuxoloa
fiv wap’ aUTois 1. pAAITTA NEVTOL YVMplua Trapd TaaIY dyéveto
TpdTOV pEV s &bdwartov elvai pnaot ThHy wuyxty, eiTta peTaPdArovoay
gls SAAQ yévn 3gwv, pos BE ToUTols 8T1 KaTd TEPIGSOUS Tivds T&
Yevouevd TroTe TéAw yiveTat, véov 8’ olBéy &TTAGK EaT kai 6T1 vt
T& ywopeve Epgpuya dpoyevi) Sel vopize. gafveron yap els Thy
‘EAAGBa T& 8éyuaTa TrpddTos Kopioal TatTa ThuBaydpas.

285 What he said to his associates, nobody can say for certain;
for silence with them was of no ordinary kind. Nonetheless the
following became universally known: first, that he maintains that
the soul is immortal; next, that it changes into other kinds of living
things; also that events recur in certain cycles, and that nothing
is ever absolutely new; and finally, that all living things should
be regarded as akin. Pythagoras seems to have been the first to
bring these beliefs into Greece.

285 (probably from Dicacarchus) sums up a picture of Pythagoras’
teaching which our study of the sources has confirmed, although it
leaves out one or two points on which we have laid some stress
{notably ideas about number and karmonia), and includes some not
so far mentioned, such as Pythagorean silence (cf. Aristotle {r. 192,
DK 14, 7; Diog. L. vin, 15} and belief in cyclical recurrence {c[.
Eudemus ap. Simpl. in Phys. 732, 30, DK 58834). Like the other
sources it vouchsales no hint of any reason Pythagoras may have
offered for any of his doctrines. Like them it gives little ground for
recognizing anything detcrminately philosophical or scientific in the
content of his thought. Pythagoras, we must conclude, was a
philosopher only to the extent that he was a sage (cf. p. 213 above).
His contribution to Greek thought more broadly considered,
however, was original, seductive and durable.
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CHAPTER VIII

Parmenides of Elea

pATE AND LIFE

286 Plato Parmemides 1274 (DK2gai1) Epn 8¢ 88 & "Avmipdwv
Agyetv TOV TTuBSBwpov &1 &eikowTé ToTe eis Mavabhvoua T& peydha
Ziwow Te kai Tapueviding. Tov pév ol Mappevidny e pdra &6 mpeo-
puTny elvan, opdBpa TroAtdy, KaAdy Bt kdyaBév THy Sy, Tepi ETn
péAtoTa TEvTE Kai EEfKovTar ZAvwva 8E Eyyus #Tdy TeTTapdkovTa
ToTE Elvan, evprikn 88 kot xapievta i8eiv: kad Aéyeaben almdy oSk
toU MopueviBou yeyovéven, katodlew Bt adtous Epn Tapd T¢
MuBoBwpey ExTos Teixous év Kepapekd: of 84 kad &pikéodon Tév Te
Toxpdrn kad EAAOUS TIVES peT” adrTol TToANoUS, EmiBupelvras dxoloon
16V ToU ZAvoeovos ypaupdtwy - T6Te Yap altd mpldTov UTr Ekeivaov
kopigBfvan - Zwkpdrn 8¢ elven 16Te 0pddpa véow.

287 Diogenes Laertius 1x, 21—3 (DK28a1) Zevogdwous 8¢ &i-
frovae Tlappevidng TTupnTos "EAedTns (ToUtov! OedgpoaoTos év T4
Emirond) *Ava§iucvdpou enoiv dxovoa). ouws 8 olv dxoloas kal
Zevopdwous oUk flkodouBnoey altd. Ekowamvnoe 8¢ kol “Apewig
AoyadTa 16 TTularyoptkdd, G Een ZewTicov, &vBpi mrévnm pév, koA
8¢ xad &yafi. @ kai pdAAov fikorollinoe xai dmoBoavdvTos Hpdov
iBpUoaTo yévous Te UTdpxwv AcpTrpoU kai TAouTtou, kai U
"Apeviou, AN ouy U Zevogdvous els fiouyiav mpoeTpdry. ..
fikpoze Bt kot Ty dvdrny kai EnooThv dAvumESa. . . AdyeTon 6t
kai vopous Beiven Tois oAiTaus, ds enot Inedoiwwos Ev TH MMepl
PIACTOPLV.

286 According to Antiphon’s account, Pythodorus said that
Parmenides and Zeno once came to Athens for the Great Pan-
athenaea. Parmenides was well advanced in years — about sixty-
five — and very grey, but a fine-looking man. Zeno was then nearly
forty, and tall and handsome; he was said to have been Parmenides’
favourite. They were staying at Pythodorus’ house outside the
city-wall in the Ceramicus. Thither went Socrates, and several
others with him, in the hope of hearing Zeno’s treatise; for this
was the first time Parmenides and Zeno had brought it to Athens.
Socrates was still very young at the time.
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287 Parmenides of Elea, son of Pyres, was a pupil of Xenophaneg
(and he, according to Theophrastus in his Epifome, of Anaxi.
mander). But though a pupil of Xenophanes, he did not folloy,
him. He associated also, as Sotion recorded, with the Pythagoreay,
Ameinias, son of Diochaitas, a poor but noble man, whom he
preferred to follow. When Ameinias died Parmenides, who came
of a distinguished family and was rich, built a shrine to him. [;
was by Ameinias rather than Xenophanes that he was converteq
to the contemplative life...He flourished in the sixty-ninth
Olympiad [sc. 500 B.c.]...He is said also to have legislated for
the citizens of Elea, as Speusippus records in his work On the
Philosophers.

! Theophrastus’ claim must have related to Xenophanes, but Diogenes writes
as though Parmenides is in question.

Whether or not Parmenides and Zeno ever visited Athens and met
there the young Socrates, Plato need not have been so precise about
their respective ages. The fact that he gives these details strongly
suggests that he is writing with chronological accuracy. Socrates wasg
just over seventy when he was put to death in 399 B.c., which means
that he was born in 470/469. If we assume that the words g@édpy
véov, ‘very young’, mean that he was about 20, then the meeting
might have taken place in 450 B.c. This places Parmenides’ birth in
about 515 B.c. and Zenao’s in about 490 B.c. It is of course true that
the date given by Diogenes, which he probably derived from
Apollodorus, does not nearly square with this; but, as Burnet points
out (EGP, 170), ‘the date given by Apollodorus depends solely on
that of the foundation of Elea (540 8.¢.), which he had adopted as
the floruit of Xenophanes. Parmenides is born in that year, just as Zeno
is born in the year Parmenides * flourished .’ Unsatisfactory as a late
Platonic dialogue may be as evidence for chronology, it can hardly
be doubted that it is more reliable than this.

The other items of information in 287 probably derive from early
traditions, which may well be true, particularly Sotion’s circum-
stantial tale. If it was a Pythagorean who converted Parmenides to
philosophy, there is little sign that any preoccupation with Pythago-
rean ideas continued into his mature thought, except perhaps in his
description of birth as something ‘hateful’ (306} and in the teaching
about the fate of the soul which Simplicius briefly and allusively
records in connexion with {r. 13 (in Phys. 39, 18). The notion that
he was taught by Xenophanes was taken over by Theophrastus from
Aristotle, who may in turn have derived it from a remark, perhaps
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not entirely serious, in Plato’s Sephist (see 163, with the discussion on

p. 165ff.). Certainly there are echoes, not merely verbal, of
Xenophanes’ theology (170 and 171) and epistemology (186—g) in
parmenides. And Parmenides’ decision to write his philosophy in
hexameter verse may well have been prompted partly by the example
of Xenophanes, who spent the latter part of his long career in Sicily
and South Ttaly.

p)\RMEN]DES’ HEXAMETER POEM

Parmenides is credited with a single ‘treatise’ (Diog. L. 1, 16,
DK 284 13). Substantial fragments of this work, a hexameter poem,
survive, thanks largely to Sextus Empiricus (who preserved the
proem) and Simplicius (who transcribed further extracts into his
commentaries on Aristotle’s de caelo and Physics ‘because of the
scarceness of the treatise’). Ancients and moderns alike are agreed
upon a low estimation of Parmenides’ gifts as a writer. He has little
facility in diction, and the struggle to force novel, difficult and highly
abstract philosophical ideas into metrical form frequently results in
ineradicable obscurity, especially syntactic obscurity. On the other
hand, in the less argumentative passages of the poem he achieves a
kind of clumsy grandeur.

After the proem, the poem falls into two parts. The first expounds
‘the tremorless heart of well-rounded Truth® (288, 29). Its argument
is radical and powerful. Parmenides claims that in any enquiry there
are two and only two logically coherent possibilities, which are
exclusive — that the subject of the enquiry exists or that it does not
exist. On epistemological grounds he rules out the second alternative
as unintelligible. He then turns to abuse of ordinary mortals for
showing by their beliefs that they never make the choice between the
two ways ‘is’ and ‘is not’, but follow otk without discrimination. In
the final section of this first part he explores the one secure path, ‘is’,
and proves in an astonishing deductive tour de _force that if something
exists, it cannot come to be or perish, change or move, nor be subject
to any imperfection. Parmenides’ arguments and his paradoxical
conclusions had an enormous influence on later Greek philosophy;
his method and his impact alike have rightly been compared to those
of Descartes’ cogito.

Parmenides’ metaphysics and epistemology leave no room for
cosmologies such as his Ionian predecessors had constructed nor
indeed for any belief at all in the world our senses disclose to us.
Nonetheless in the second (and much more scantily preserved) part
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ol the poem he gives an account of * the opinions of mortals, in which

there is no true conviction’. The status and motive of this accoyp,

are obscure.

THE PROEM

288 Fr. 1 (Sextus adv. math. v, 3 (lines 1-g30); Simplicius 4e caefy
557, 25ff. (lines 28-32))

10

20

25

30

Imtmor Tai pe pépovarv Soov T i Bupds ikdwor
mepTrov, Emel u’ & $8dv Pioaw ToAUen oV &yovoa
Sadpovos, i katd wévt’ &oTn! @éper elddTar podTA
TH) PepdNY” TH) y&p Le TOAUPpaTTOl Pépov frrror
&ppar TiTaivovoat, koUpan & 86V 1yepdvevov.
&Ewv &’ Ev yvoinow fer oUpryyos &uTiy
aifdpevos (Soiois yap Emelyeto SivwToiow
KUKAo1s &upoTépwev), dTe omepyoiaTo TéuTEY
‘HA1d®es koUpat, TpoAiTrotoo Sdhpara NukTds
els @pdos, woduevon kpdrwy &mo xepol KOAUTTTPOS.
evha mUAcn Nuktds Te kad “Huarréds elot KeEAeUOwV,
kai opas Utrépbupov &pgis Exer kal Adivos oUS6s.
avtad 8" alfépicn mAfivTon peydoiot Bupktpors:
TV 8t Aikn ToAUTTovos Exel kKANiSas &uoiPous.
THY 81 moapeduevar koUpat pakakoiot Adyoiov
meioav Emppadéws, G5 oev BoavwTdv dy o
&mrreptws doele TUMEwy &o Tad 5t BupéTpov
XGou’ &yavis Toinoav dvamrrépevar ToAuydAkous
&Eovas &v olpry§iv duoiPadov eidifaoa
Yéugors kad epdunot &pnpdTe: TH pa Bi” adrév
1BUs Exov koUpan kart” &uagitov &ppa kad Trrrous.
kad pe Bec mpOPpwY Uredé€arto, yeipar Bt XEipi
Se€rreptiv EAev, dOBe &’ Errog pé&ro Kai pe TpoonUdar
& Kolp’ &BavdTolot ouvdopos Hyidyolow,
irmois Tad o€ pépovotv Ikdvewv fpétepov 86,
Xaip’, Emel oUTi o€ poipar ko) TrpotTrepTTE VéeoH
THVE 686V () y&p &’ dvBpdotreov EkTds Trérou toTiv),
&AAK Bt Te Bikn Te. xpedy 8¢ o€ TdvTo TUBEGHA
fipév "AAnBeing evkurhéos? &tpeuts fitop
N8t PpoTddv 8bEas, Tais oUk Evi TrioTis &Ano1s.
&AN” Epmrns kad TaUTa padfjoean, 65 T& SokoUvTa
Xpfiv Boxiucos elvon Bide rawTds TévTa meplovTe.d
! For the conjectural reading &omn see A. H. Coxon, CQ n.s. 18 (1968), 69;
A. P. D. Mourelatos, The Route of Parmenides (New Haven, Cona., 1970), 22 n.
3L,
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s gixukhéos Simplicius, defended by Diels, Parmenides Lehrgedicht (Berlin, 1897),
~7; eumeibéos Sextus (lectio facilior) has some contemporary advocates, e.g.
Mourelatos, Route, 154-7.
3 mepvra Simpl. A; wep Svra DEF.
288 The mares that carry me as far as my heart ever aspires sped
me on, when they had brought and set me on the far-famed road
of the god, which bears the man who knows over all cities. On that
road was I borne, for that way the wise horses bore me, straining
at the chariot, and maidens led the way. And the axle in the naves
ave out the whistle of a pipe, blazing, for it was pressed hard on
either side by the two well-turned wheels as the daughters of the
Sun made haste to escort me, having left the halls of Night for the
light, and having thrust the veils from their heads with their hands.
There are the gates of the paths of Night and Day, and a lintel
and a stone threshold enclose them. They themselves, high in the
air, are blocked with great doors, and avenging Justice holds the
alternate bolts. Her the maidens beguiled with gentle words and
cunningly persuaded to push back swiftly from the gates the bolted
bar. And the gates created a yawning gap in the door frame when
they flew open, swinging in turn in their sockets the bronze-bound
pivots made fast with dowels and rivets. Straight through them,
on the broad way, did the maidens keep the horses and the chariot.
And the goddess greeted me kindly, and took my right hand in
hers, and addressed me with these words: ‘ Young man, you who
come to my house in the company of immortal charioteers with
the mares which bear you, greetings. No ill fate has sent you to
travel this road - far indeed does it lie from the steps of men — but
right and justice. It is proper that you should learn all things, both
the unshaken heart of well-rounded truth, and the opinions of
mortals, in which there is no true reliance. But nonetheless you
shall learn these things too, how what is believed would have to
be assuredly, pervading all things throughout.’

Parmenides’ chiefl purpose in these lines is to lay claim to knowledge
of a truth not attained by the ordinary run of mortals. The claim
is dramatically expressed by means of motifs deriving largely from
Homer and Hesiod, in matching diction and metre. It is sometimes
suggested that Parmenides’ journey to the goddess recalls the magical
journeys of shamans. But as was observed above (p. 229) the
evidence for a shamanistic tradition in early Greece is doubtful.
Sextus, followed by many modern scholars, took the journey to be
an allegory of enlightenment, a translation from the ignorance of
Night to the knowledge of Light. But Parmenides already begins his
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journey in a blaze of light, as befits one who ‘knows’. The point of
the narration is suggested rather by the obstacle that has to !)e passed
and by the destination, the two things (apart from description of‘the
chariot and its movement) upon which the poet dv'vells. Parmcnfdes
seeks to leave the familiar world of ordinary experience where nighy
and day alternate, an alternation governed - as Anaxm}ander would
have agreed (110) - by law or ‘justice’. He makes instcad for a
path of thought (‘a highway’) which leads to a transgepdcnt com-
prehension both of changeless truth and of mortal opinion. No le§s
important is his message about the obstach? to aghlcvcn}ent of this
goal: the barrier to escape from mortal opinion is formidable, byt
it yields to ‘gentle argument’. . .
§ }/Tl"l:]e moti[% of the ggtcs of Day and Night and of divine revelation,
modelled on materials in Hesiod’s Theogony, arc'wcll chosen to convey
both the immense gulf which in Parmcnic!es’ view separates rational
enquiry from common human understanding and the uncxpectedr}css
of what his own reason has disclosed to him {cf. for both these points
Heraclitus, ¢.g. 205, 206, 210). And religious revelation suggests both
the high seriousness of philosophy and an appeal to authority - not,
however, an authority beyond dispute: ‘Judge by reason my strife-
encompassed refutation’ says the goddess later (294).

89 Fr. 5, Proclus in Parm. 1, p. 708, 16 Cousin
= ... §uvdy B¢ poi tomv
drrrodev &pfoopan: 1401 yap TréAav €ouan albss.

289 Itis a common point from which I start; for there again and
again [ shall return.

289 fits neatly after 288 and immediately before 291, at any rate'if
its point is that all the proofs of 2969 take the choice specified in
291 as their common foundation (cf. also 294).

1 With 289 may be compared 290 Heraclitus fr, 103,.Po'rphyrius in fliadem x1v,
200 §uwdv &pyh Kol Twtpas Ewrl iAoy, (In a circle beginning and end are common. )
But despite his talk of ‘well-rounded truth’ Parmenides need not be implying
here that his own thought is circular.

TRUTH

(1) The choice ‘
2q1  Fr. 2, Proclus inTim. 1, 345, 18; Simplicius in Phys. 116, 28 {lines
3-8)
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€l 8" &y’ Eycv éptw, kdpiom 8¢ oU piBov &kovoos,
afmep 8ol pwolvan 813Amés elor vofjoen:

1) Hév &Treos EaTiv Te kad G5 oUk Eom ) elvan,
meiBols to1 kéheuBos ("AAnBein ydp drndei),

d % & o5 ol EoTv Te Kod s ypecov o pf elvon,
ThHy 81 To1 ppdrw TavaTreuBia Eupey &tapTéy:
oUTe y&p &v yvoing 16 ye pf &v (ol y&p &vuoTév)
olTe ppdoas.

291 Come now, and I will tell you (and you must carry my
account away with you when you have heard it) the only ways
of enquiry that are to be thought of. The one, that [it] is and that
it is impossible for [it] not to be, is the path of Persuasion (for she
attends upon Truth); the other, that [it] is not and that it is
needful that [it] not be, that I declare to you is an altogether
indiscernible track: for you could not know what is not — that
cannot be done — nor indicate it.

The goddess begins by specifying the only ways of enquiry which
should be contemplated. They are plainly assumed to be logically
exclusive: if you take the one, you thereby fail to take the other. No
less plainly they are exclusive because they are contradictories (cf.
296, 16: ‘the decision on these things lies in this: it is or it is not’).!
What s the *[it]” which our translation has supplied as grammatical
subject to Parmenides’ verb estin? Presumably, any subject of enquiry
whatever — in any enquiry you must assume either that your subject
is or that it is not. Interpretation of estin itself, here rendered
awkwardly but neutrally as ‘is’, is more difficult. The two obvious
paraphrases are the existential (‘exists’) and the predicative (‘is
[something or other]’}). To try to decide between them we need to
consider the arguments in which estin most prominently figures,
particularly the argument against the negative way of enquiry in
lines 5 to 8 of 291.

Unfortunately consideration of this argument is not decisive.
Certainly it appears impossible to know or point out what does not
exist: nobody can be acquainted with Mr Pickwick or point him out
to anyone else. But a predicative reading of Parmenides’ premiss is
also plausible: it seems impossible to know or point out what is not
something or other, i.e. what possesses no attributes and has no
predicates true of it. Clearer is 296, 5-21, where an analogous
premiss — ‘it is not to be said nor thought that it is not’, lines 89 — is
used to argue against the possibility of coming to be or perishing. The
point Parmenides makes is that if something comes to be, then it must
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previously not have been — and at that time it would have been try,
tosay of it ‘it is not’; but the premiss forbids saying just that; so thepe
can be no coming into being. Now ‘come to be’ in this contexy jg
plainly to be construcd as ‘come to exist’. Here, then, “is not’ meang
‘does not exist’.

At 296, 10, however, Parmenides goes on immediately to refer ¢
what does not exist (hypothetically, of course) as ‘the nothing” (cf
293, 2). This suggests that he understands non-existence as being
nothing at all, i.e. as having no attributes; and so that for him, to exis¢
is in effect fo be something or other. When later (e.g. 297, 22-5; 2gg,
46-8) he uses the participle ¢on, ‘being’, it is much easier to constrye
it as ‘reality’ or ‘the real’ than as barely designating existence. Ang
what makes something real is surely that it has some predicate true
of it (e.g. ‘occupies space’). If this line of interpretation is correcy,
Parmenides’ use of estin is simultaneously existential and predicative
{as KR held), but not therefore (as KR concluded) confused.

From the unknowableness of what does not exist Parmenides
concludes directly that the negative way is ‘indiscernible’, i.e. that
no clear thought is expressed by a negative existential statement. We
might put the point thus: ‘Take any subject of enquiry you like (e.g,
Mr Pickwick). Then the proposition ‘“Mr Pickwick does not exist™
fails to express a genuine thought at all. For if it were a genuine
thought, it would have to be possible to be acquainted with its
subject, Mr Pickwick. But that possibility does not obtain unless Mr
Pickwick exists — which is exactly what the proposition denies.” This
line of argument, in one guise or another, has exercised a powerful
attraction on many philosophers, from Plato to Russell. Its conclusion
is paradoxical, but like all good paradoxes it forces us to examine
more deeply our grasp of the concepts it employs — notably in this
case the relations between meaning, reference and existence.?

! A difficulty: Parmenides further specifies the first way as ‘it is impossible for
[it} not to be” and the second as ‘it is needful that [it] not be’, which are not
contradictories. A solution: perhaps these further specifications constitute not
characterizations of the two ways, but indications of their incompatibility. Line
3 will be saying: the first way is ‘[it] is’; and it follows necessarily that, if
something is, it is not the case that it is not. So mutatis mutandis for line 5.

? Editors often complete the half-line 291, 8, with a fragment known only in quite
different sources: 292 Fr. 3, Clement Strom. v1, 23; Plotinus v, 1, 8 70 yé&p
a¥rtd voely Eomv e ke Elvau. (For the same thing is there both to de thought of and to
be.) If thus translated (but some render: ‘Thoughr and being are the same’),
it does sound as though it may fit here; 293, 1 shows that Parmenides explicitly
deploys considerations abont what can be thought, not just what can be known,
in the context of argument against the negative way. But if so it is surprising that
neither Proclus nor Simplicius quotes it at the end of 2g9x. And it is hard to see
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what contribution it adds to the reasoning of 291, 6-8. (If noein meant ‘know’
here, as €.g. C. H. Kahn (Rewierw of Metaphysies 22 (1968-9), 700~24) thinks, then
perhaps 292 would simply be another way of putting 291, 7-8. But noeir is used
by Parmenides in parallel with simple verbs of saying (293, 1; 296, 8, cf. ardnumon,
296, 17}, and so must be translated ' think’.}

(i) Mortal ervor

293 Fr. 6, Simplicius i Phys. 86, 29-8; 117, 4-13

Xpn T Adyev 1e voely T $dv Eppevanr Eomi yap glva,
undtv & ol Eomv T& o’ tya ppdzeodo dvewya.
TPOTNS Yép 6" &’ 680U Taitng Sizhoos (elpyw),
aUTdp ket &md TS, fiv 81 PpoTol eibdres oUbiv
mA&TTOVTal, Sikpavor: &unyavin yap &v alrdv
oNBeciv 18Uvar TTAaKTOV vdov' ol 82 popolvTal
kw@ol dudds TupAoi Te, TeBNTOTES, GxpiTa pUAC,

ols T& méAelv Te kol oUK elvan TadTOV vevdpioTal
kol TaTdy, TdvTwy 88 TaivTpods 0Tt kéAevfos.

293 What is there to be said and thought must needs be: for it
is there for being, but nothing is not. I bid you ponder that, for
this is the first way of enquiry from which I hold you back, but
then from that on which mortals wander knowing nothing,
two-headed ; for helplessness guides the wandering thought in their
breasts, and they are carried along, deaf and blind at once, dazed,
undiseriminating hordes, who believe that te be and not to be are
the same and not the same; and the path taken by them all is
backward-turning.

Parmenides’ summary of his case against the negative way (lines 1—3),
which says in effect that any object of thought must be a real object,
confirms despite its obscurity that his rejection of ‘is not’ is
motivated by a concern about what is a possible content for a genuine
thought. It is followed by a warning against a second mistaken way,
identified as the way of enquiry pursued by mortals. No mention of
this third way was made in 291, and the reason is not far to seek.
The goddess was there specifying logically coherent alternatives
between which rational enquirers must decide. The third way is
simply the path you will find yourself following if, like the generality
of mortals, you do not take that decision (293, 7} through failure to
use your critical powers {293, 6-7}. You will find yourself saying or
implying both that a thing is and that it is not {e.g. by acknowledging
change and coming into existence) ; and so you will wander helplessly
from one of the ways distinguished in 291 to the other. Hence your
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steps will be ‘backward-turning’, i.e. contradictory. Of course, yoy
will recognize that ‘is’ and ‘is not” are not the same. But in (ailin
to decide between them you will treat them as though they were the
same.

293 was probably followed, after an interval, by a fragment in
which the goddess bids Parmenides to make up his mind (unlike the
mortals dismissed in 293) about her refutation of the second way:-

294 Fr. 7, Plato Sophist 2424 (lines 1-2); Sextus adp. math. vu, 114
(lines 2-6) .

ol yap pfimoTe ToUTo Sapi) elven pd) Edvrar

dAAG oU Tiiod’ &’ 8ol Bizfioios elpye vénua

undé o’ EBos TroAUTelpov O8OV kT TiivEe Préodw

veopdv &oxotrov dppa kal fixfieoagav &kouny
5 Kot yAaoav, kpivanr 5& Adyw ToAldnpwv Eheyxov

&€ Enédev PndevTa.

294 For never shall this be forcibly maintained, that things that
are not are, but you must hold back your thought from this way
of enquiry, nor let habit, born of much experience, force you down
this way, by making you use an aimless eye or an ear and a tongue
full of meaningless sound: judge by reason the strife-encompassed
refutation spoken by me.

(ifi) Signs of truth

295 Fr. 8, 1—4, Simplictus in Phys. 78, 5; 145, 1
woévos &' T pubos 6doio
Aelmreran 5 Eomive TadTy & M ofjuaT Eoon
TOAAX BEA’, G5 &ydvnyrov 8ov kad dvdhelpdy doTiv,
oUAov povvoyevis Te kal &rpeuts f5¢ TéAeov.!

! 48" &véreoTov Simplicius: for the emendation see G. E. L. Owen in Studies tn
Presocratic Philosophy 1, ed. R. E. Allen and D. J. Furley (London, 1975}, 76-7,
who also convincingly rejects KR’s reading (taken over from DK}: fom yé&p
olUhopehés e kai &rpepés. . . (Plutarch),

295 There still remains just one account of a way, that it is. On
this way there are very many signs, that being uncreated and
imperishable it is, whole and of a single kind and unshaken and
perfect.

If we must avoid the way ‘is not’, our only hope as enquirers lies
in pursuit of the way ‘is’. At first sight it would appear that if we
embrace that alternative, there open for us limitless possibilities of
exploration: the requirement that any subject we investigate must
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exist seems to impose scarcely any restriction on what we might be
able to discover about it; and the argument that what is available
to be thought of must exist (293, 1—2) makes it look as though the
range of possible subjects of investigation is enormous, including
centaurs and chimaeras as well as rats and restaurants. But in the
course of a mere 49 lines Parmenides succeeds in reducing this infinity
of possibilities to exactly one. For the ‘signs’ programmatically listed
in 295 in fact constitute further formal requirements which any
subject of enquiry must satisfy; and they impose formidable con-
straints (note the metaphor of chains in 296 and 298 below) on the
interpretation of what is compatible with saying of something that
it exists. The upshot of Parmenides’ subsequent argument for these
requirements is a form of monism: it certainly transpires that
everything there is must have one and the same character; and it is
doubtful whether in fact anything could have that character except
reality as a whole.

(iii) (a) Uncreated and imperishable

296 Fr. 8, 521, Simplicius in Phys. 78, 5; 145, 5 (continues 295)

5 oUBé o1’ fiv o8’ EoTa, émel viv EoTiv dpolU Tav,
&v, auvexés Tiva y&p yévvav Si3foec alrtol;
i) wébev alifnbév; oUS’ & pi) bvTos Edoow
pdoban o’ oUbE voeiv: ol yép patdv oUBE vonTov
tomiv omrws ok EaTi. Tl 8 & wv kod xpéos Hpoey

10 UoTepov f) wpdobev, Tol undevds &pEduevov, lv;
oUTws | Taumav meAévan Ypewv toTwv f ovyi.
oUdE ot & ufy! tdvtos tpfoel TrioTios loyls
ylyveofal 11 Tap’ oird TOU elvekey oUte yevéioBa
oUT" &AAvobai &vijke Aikn yerdoaow Tédrow,

15 &AN” Exer 1) B¢ kpiots Trepi ToUTwY fv TP toTiv
EoTv i ol EoTiv: kékpiTon 8 olv, Gomep &vdykn,
Ty pév d&v dvdnTov &veovupov (o yép &Anbiys
EoTiv §86¢), THv §° doTe mEAev kail ErfTupov elven.
wedxs &' v EmearTa éAOL TO Ebv; X 8’ &v ke yévorTo;

20 el yap Eyevt’, ok EaT’, oUd’ &l oTe péAAel EoecBan.
Tas yéveois ptv &méoPeoTton kad &muoTos SAebpos.

! Many scholars follow Karsten and Reinbardt in emending pf to ol
296 It never was nor will be, since it is now, all together, one,
continuous. For what birth will you seek for it? How and whence

did it grow? I shall not allow you to say nor to think [rom not
being: for it is not to be said nor thought that it is not; and what
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need would have driven it later rather than earlier, beginning from
the nothing, to grow? Thus it must either be completely or ney
at all. Nor will the force of conviction allow anything besides j;
to come to be ever from not being. Therefore Justice has never
loosed her fetters to allow it to come to be or to perish, but holds
it fast. And the decision about these things lies in this: it is or it
is not. But it has in fact been decided, as is necessary, to leave the
one way unthought and nameless (for it is no true way), but that
the other is and is genuine. And how coald what is be in the future?
How could it come to be? For if it came into being, it is not: nor
is it if it is ever going to be in the future. Thus coming to be is
extinguished and perishing unheard of.

These lines (as the conclusion, line 21, shows) are designed to prove
that whatis can neither come to be nor perish.! Parmenides is content
to marshal explicit arguments only against coming into being, taking
it as obvious that a parallel case against perishing could be constructed
by parity of reasoning. He advances two principal considerations,
corresponding to the dual interrogative: ‘How and whence did it
grow?’ (line 7). He assumes that the only reasonable answer to
‘whence?’ could be: ‘from not existing’, which he rejects as already
excluded by his argument against ‘is not’ (lines y—g). In his
treatment of ‘how?” he appeals to the Principle of Sufficient Reason.
He assumes that anything which comes to be must contain within
it some principle of development (‘need’, xpéos) sufficient to explain
its generation. But if something does not exist, how can it contain
any such principle?
! Inlines 5-6 Parmenides appears to go farther than this. The statement ‘it never
was nor will be, since it is now, all together” seems to claim not merely that what
is will not come to exist, but that it will not exist at all in the future. Probably what
Parmenides means to ascribe to what is is existence in an eternal present not

subject to temporal distinctions of any sort. It is very unclear how he hoped to
ground this conclusion in the arguments of 296.

(i) (b) One and continuous

297 Fr. 8, 22—5, Simplicius in Phys. 144, 29 (continues 296)
oUBE SicxipeTdv EoTiv, Emel Taw EoTIv dpoiov:
oUdt T T udAhov, Té Kev eipyor piv ouvéxeobo,
oUd€ T1 xe1pbTepov, &V § EumAcdy domiv EdvTos.
TR §uvexes wav toive Edv ydp EdvTi TeAdza.

297 Nor is it divided, since it all exists alike; nor is it more here
and less there, which would prevent it from holding together, but
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it is all full of being. So it is all continuous: for what is draws near
to what is.

Does Parmenides have in mind spatial or temporal continuity here?
He surely means to show that what is is continuous in any dimension
it occupies; but 296 has probably already denied that it exists in time.
Is the point simply that any subject of enquiry must be characu':rl?cd
by internal continuity, or is Parmenides more ambitiously cl;nmmg
that all reality is one? It is hard to resist the impression that he intends
the stronger thesis, although why he thinks himself entitled to assert
it is unclear (perhaps he would rely, for example, on the identity of
indiscernibles: there is no basis for distinguishing anything that is
from anything else that is). The same ambiguity affects 298 and 299,
and the same verdict suggests itself.

(ii1) (c) Unchangeable

208 Fr. 8, 2631, Simplicius iz Phys. 145, 27 (continues 297)
auTap dxivnTov peyddwv &v melpaor Beopdv
EoTiv dvapyov &moauoTov, el yéveots kad SAebpos
THiAe P&’ EmAdyOnoav, &wdioe 8¢ wioTis dAndrs.
TaUTéV T v TaUTR Te pévov ko EouTd TE KeiTON

30 xoUTes tpteBov clih pevel kpaTepn) yap *Avéryxn
meipaTos Ev Seopoiow éxe, 16 v &ugis Eépyer.

298 But changeless within the himits of great bonds it exists
without beginning or ceasing, since coming to be and perishing
have wandered very far away, and true conviction has thrust
them off. Remaining the same and in the same place it lies on its
own and thus fixed it will remain. For strong Necessity holds it
within the bonds of a limit, which keeps it in on every side.

Lines 26—8 suggest the following argument:
(1) Itis impossible for what is to come into being or to perish.
So  (2) it exists unchangeably within the bonds of a limit.
It is then natural to read lines 29-31 as spelling out the content of
(2) more fully. So construed, they indicate a more complex inference
from (1):
(2a) it is held within the bonds of a limit which keeps it in
on every side.
So  (2b) it remains the same and in the same place and stays on
its own.
The notion of &imit Parmenides is employing here is obscure. It is
easiest to understand it as spatial limit; and then (2b) follows
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intelligibly from (2a). But why on this interpretation should (2a)
follow from (1)? Perhaps rather “ within limits’ is a metaphorical way
of talking about determinacy. In (2a) Parmenides will then be saying
that what is has no potentiality [or being different — at any time o
in any respect — from what it is at present.

(iii) (d) Perfect

299 Fr. 8, g2—49, Simplicius i Phys. 146, 5 (continues 298)
oUvekev! oUk &TeAeUTriTov TO Edv B&MS elven-
foT1 yop ouk Emibeuvés [un] édv 8" dv mowTds EdeTTo.
TaUTOV 8§ EoT1 voeiv Te kai oUvekey EaTi vonpe.

35 ol y&p Gvev ToU &dvTos, &v & TepaTicuévov EaTiv,
eUpnioels TO voeiv oUbev y&p (fi) fomiv fi Eotan
&AAo apeE ToU EovTos, emel TS ye Moip® médnoey
oUAov axivnTéy T uevon: T4 mévr' dvdpaoTal,?
o6ooa PpoTol kaTédevTo TEMo186TES elvan &Andij,

40 yiyveobai Te kai SAAUoBau, elvad Te kad oUyd,
kol TéToV dAAGooe B1& Te Xpdx pavdy duelPev.
aUTdp tmel TETpas TopaTov, TETeAeapévoy EoTi,
TrévTobev edriKAov opaipns Evaiykiov Sykew,
vecadfey igomards vty TO yap olTe T1 peijov

45 oUTe T PaudTepov TeAbvan Xpedy EoTi T A TH.
oUTE y&p oUk &bv Eom1, T kev ol v IkveiaBa
£ls dpdy, oUT’ Eov EoTiv dTros €in kev EdvTog
TH) u&AAov Ti) 8 flooov, Emel Tav foTiv dovdov:
ol yap mwavrobey Toav, dud év Teipaot kUpe.

I For olvexev as ‘therefore’ cf. ToU elvewev, 296, 13. ‘Because’ is the more usual
meaning in epic usage, and is preferred by many here.

2 bvbpaoran Simplicius (in Phys. 87, 1) E; dvopatoran DF. Cf. Mourclatos, Route,
180-5; M. F. Burnyeat, Phtlosophical Review g1 (1982), 16 n. 32.

299 Therefore it is right that what is should not be imperfect;
for it is not deficient — if it were it would be deficient in everything.
The same thing is there to be thought and is why there is thought.
For you will not find thinking without what is, in all that has been
said.! For there neither is nor will be anything else besides what
is, since Fate fettered it to be whole and changeless. Therefore it
has been named all the names which mortals have laid down
believing them to be true — coming to be and perishing, being and
not being, changing place and altering in bright colour. But since
there is a furthest limit, it is perfected, like the bulk of a ball
well-rounded on every side, equally balanced in every direction
from the centre. For it needs must not be somewhat more or
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somewhat less here or there. For neither is it non-existent, which
would stop it from reaching its like, nor is it existent in such a way
that there would be more being here, less there, since it is all
inviolate: for being equal to itself on every side, it lies uniformly
within its limits.

1 Or: ‘in which thinking is expressed’.

This long and difficult final section of the Truth combines a summing-
up of the whole first part of the poem with a derivation of the

erfection of reality from its determinacy (argued fully in lines 42-9,
which are often —as in KR —regarded as presenting a train of
thought quite distinct from both lines 32-3 (usually reckoned part
of 298) and lines 34—41). Parmenides first briefly sketches his main
argument that what is, if limited or determinate, cannot be deficient,
and if not deficient, cannot be imperfect (32—3). Then he takes us
right back to his original starting-point: if you have a thought about
some object of enquiry, you must be thinking about something that
is (34-6). You might suppose you can also think about something
besides what already is coming into being. But the argument has
shown that what is exists completely and changelessly — it is never
in process of coming to be (36-8). So expressions like ‘comes to be’
and ‘changes’ employed by mortals can in fact refer (despite their
mistaken intentions) only to complete and changeless reality (38-41).
Indeed from the fact that what is is limited or determinate, we can
infer its perfection (42—4). For its determinacy excludes not just the
possibility that it is subject to coming into being and change but any
kind of deficiency in its reality (44—9).

Once again we face a puzzling choice between a literal and a
metaphorical interpretation of ‘limit’, Once again what the argument
seems to require is only some form of determinacy (cf. 296, 14-15).
Once again the spatial connotations of the word are hard to
forget — indeed they are pressed upon our attention (NB the epithet
pumaton, * furthest timit’). And one can well imagine Parmenides
concluding that if reality is both spatially extended and determinate,
it must be limited in spatial extension. In the end we must settle for
both the literal and the metaphorical reading of the term.

Pursuit of the way ‘is’ thus leads to a conclusion as astonishing as
the result of consideration of ‘is not’. Parmenides’ final position in
2gg is in fact doubly paradoxical. He not only denies the logical
coherence of everything we believe about the world, but in making
all reality a finite sphere introduces a notion whose own logical
coherence must in turn be doubted.!
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! Must there not be real empty space beyond the limits of the sphere if they are
to function as limits? This objection might persuade one that Parmenides coulq
not have held reality to be a sphere, were it not that what leads us to think he
must have believed that is his apparently uncritical exploitation of the metaphoy.
of limit (i.e, of what we would take to be a metaphor),

MORTAL OPINIONS
(1) The status of Parmenides’ account

300 Simplicius in Phys. 30, 14 (continuation of 299, cf. in Phys. 146,
23) MeTeABGv BE &md TGOV vonTéw Eml T adobnTé & Toapuevidng,
fiTor &mwd dAnBelas, ds adrrds ena, émri 8é6Eav, v ofs Aéyer
(fr. 8, 1. 50) &v T ool A TOTOV Adyov #1588 vénua

&ueis dAnbeins: 8é6Eas &' &rrd TolUde PpoTeiag

né&vlave kéopov Euddv Eréwv &roaTnAdv &Koy,

300 Parmenides effects the transition from the objects of reason
to the objects of sense, or, as he himself puts it, from truth to
opinion, when he writes: ‘Here I end my trustworthy discourse
and thought concerning truth; henceforth learn the beliefs of
mortal men, listening to the deceitful ordering of my words.’

The goddess’s account will doubtless be unreliable and deceitful
principally because it presents beliefs which are themselves utterly
confused as though they were in order (cf. 293). The second half of
the poem did not simply describe or analyse current opinions about
the cosmos. It contained an elaborate and distinctive theogony and
cosmology reminiscent in parts of Hesiod, in parts of Anaximander.,
Parmenides’ object, as we shall see, is to present mortal opinions not
as they actually are, but as they might be at best. But that makes
the account deceitful in a further sense: in effect it provides a
deceptively plausible (although not genuinely convincing) represen-
tation of reality.

To understand better the connexion between Parmenides’ cos--
mology and mortal opinions in general, we need to consider the last
two lines of gox:!

301 Fr. 1, 28-32, Simplicius de caelo 557, 25 (from 288)
Xpec> 8¢ os whvTa udioBon
fAutv "AAnOeins elkurkhéos &rpepds fiTop
30 1ot PpoTddv 8é€as, Tais oUk Evit TioTig &Anons.
&AM’ Eutrns kad TaUTo pabnoean, 6 T SokoUvTar
Xpiiv Bokipws elvar Si& TawTds ThvTO TEpiIVTAL
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gox It is proper that you should learn all things, both the
unshaken heart of well-rounded truth, and the opinions of mortals,
in which there is no true reliance. But nonetheless you shall learn
these things too, how what is believed would have to be assuredly,
pervading all things throughout.

Lines 31—2 are naturally interpreted as stating the condition upon
which the genuine existence of the objects of mortal belief may be
secured, viz. that they completely pervade all things. This condition
is closely akin to the requirement of the Truth that any sul?ject of
enquiry exist completely. What Parmenides takes to be false in lir}es
31-2 is not the goddess’s specification of the condition, but her claim
that it can be satisfied by objects of mortal belief. It follows that the
cosmology of the second part of the poem should be read as a
reinterpretation of the world mortals believe in, in terms .which
explain it {falsely but attractively) as satistying the pervasiveness
condition.
! Text, translation and interpretation are vexed: see Mourelatos, Route, ch. v,
The main problem is that lines 31-2 appear to attempt to save the credit of mortal
opinions, in flagrant contradiction with the assertion of line 30 that tl}erc is no
truth in them. The solution is to read the content of the teaching of lines 31—2
as a lie, as indeed it is explicitly presented in 300 {cf. Hesiod Theog. 267, the
model for gor).

(ii) Light and night

302 Fr. 8, 53-61, Simplicius iz Phys. 38, 28 (continues 300)
HOPPas Y&p kaTéBevTo Blo yvdpas dvopdzey,
TGV plav oU xpewv koTiv — v § memAavnuévor elafv —

55 TavTia &' ExpivavTo Sépas kad ofjpect’ Eevro
Xwpis &’ dAMAwY, T utv proyds aibépiov Tlp,
fimiov Sv, péy’ Ehappdv, EuTd TdvTooE TWUTSY,
TG 8 Evépp N TwUTOY: &Tdp KémeTvo KT QUTO
TavTio VKT &Bafy, TUKivdy Béuas EpPpibés Te.

.6o TéV 501 ¢y Bidkoauov EoIkOTa VT ParTize,
ws ol pfy TroTE Tis ae PpoTdv yvdopn mapeAdoor.

303 Fr. 9, Simplicius in Phys. 180, 8
aUTép Eadn TavTa edos kal vU§ dvdpaoTon
Kol T kaTd o@eTépas Suvdpets il Tolol Te kal Tols,
Tav TAtov EoTiv Spol @deos kai vukTds dgdvTov,
Towv dpgoTtépwy, émel oUdeTépey péTa Pndév.

302 For they made up their minds to name two forms, of which
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they needs must not name so much as one! — that is where the
have gone astray — and distinguished them as opposite in appear.
ance and assigned to them signs different one from the other — to
one the aitherial flame of fire, gentle and very light, in eye
direction identical with itself, but not with the other; and thag
other too is in itsell just the opposite, dark night, dense in
appearance and heavy. The whole ordering of these I tell you ag
it seems fitting, for so no thought of mortal men shall ever Outstrip
you.

303 Butbecause all things have beeri named light and night, and
things corresponding to their powers have been assigned to this
and that, all is full of light and of obscure night at once, both
equal, since neither has any share of nothing.

! Alternatively: (a) ‘not name one’ (sc. although the other is correct) ; the culprit
is then identified as right, following Aristotle’s view (mistaken: see 3og) that
Parmenides ‘ranges the hot with what is and the other with what is not’ (M,
986b31), or as not-being (an over-ingenious suggestion). (6) *not name only one’:
so KR, following Simplicius; but mortals in general avoid this error — thejy
discourse is full of contrary expressions, as 302 obviously recognizes. See further
¢.g.A. A, Longin Furley and Allen (eds.), Studies in Presocratic Philosophyn, 82—1¢, )

Mourelatos, Route, 80-7, D. J. Furley in Exegesis and Argument, ed. E. N. Lee ¢
al. (Phronesis Supp. Vol. 1), =15,

302-3 advance the specific hypothesis by which Parmenides seeks to
do the best that can be done to save mortal opinions. He pretends
that they are built upon the foundation of a belief in two basic and
mutually irreducible sensible forms, which are individually ascribed
something like the determinacy required of subjects of enquiry in the
Truth, and which together satisfy the condition of o1, 31-2 that they
pervade all reality. Other things are treated simply as manifestations
of light or of night (or, presumably, of both}, and are characterized
by specific powers associated with one form or the other.

The fiction of an arbitrary decision to introduce the names ‘light’
and ‘night’ has sometimes been implausibly construed as an expla-
nation of how there can be a world of the sort believed in by mortals.
It rather expresses dramatically an epistemological characterization
of their belief. Mortal opinions do not reflect the discovery of
objective truth: the only alternative is to interpret them as products
of conventions elaborated by the human mind. Now it follows that
nothing about the world can explain why mortals should have such
conventions or why they should invest them with the specific content
they give them. Hence the currency of these conventions can only
be represented as due to arbitrary fiat.
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parmenides was evidently quite systematic in his use of light and
:vht in physical explanation, to judge from 305-7 bele and fron!
gllutarch’s testimony (which also indicates the main topics discussed;

of fr. 11, Simpl. de caelo 559, 20):

o4 Plutarch adv. Colotem 11148 (DK 28B10) &5 ye kai Slcxxo'ouov

qrofnTan Kol oToXEIa pryvls TO AQUTTPOV Kot TKOTEIVOY éK~'rou1'cov
E, cIvOUEVA TravTa Kol ik ToUTwy AmoTeAel” kad yép mepl yis e‘ipnxe
::rlc‘x Kkai epl oUpavol kat fAlou kai oe?\xf]vns Kai~yév501v éwep(mmiw
dofiynTar kai oudkv &ppnTov fﬁ)s &vt]p &pyciios ~év cpymo)\o{);) o3
xai ouvlels ypaeny iSiav, olkx &AloTpiav Siagopiv Tdv kuplav

mrapTiKEV. |
304 Parmenides has actually made an ordering, and by blending
as elements the clear and the dark produces out of them and by
them all sensible appearances. For he has said much about the
earth and about the heavens and sun and moon, and'he recounts
the coming into being of men; and as befits an ancient natural
philosopher, who put together his own book, not pulling apart
someone else’s, he has left none of the important topics
undiscussed.

While Parmenides offers no rational justification for choosing hghtr
and night as cosmological principles, he was prob:ably conscious ?
following Hesiod’s Theogony 123f1. (31 _al')ove), which was clertfam y
the model for his treatment of the origin of Love (fr. 13; cf. 31,
116—22) and of War and Discord (Cicero de natura deorum 1, 11, 28,

DK 28Aa37; cf. Theog. 223-32).

(tii) Cosmology

305 Fr. 10, Clement Strom. v, 138 ' '
glon & aibepiav Te Uow T& T fv aibépr TévTa
ofpoTa Kai kabapds edayéos fiedioo '
AapTréBos Epy’ &iBnAo kai dmrmdbev éEeyfevowo,
Epya Te KUKAWTTOS TTevan Tepiporra oeAfvng

5 kai pUay, eidnoes 8¢ kai oUpavdy &upis Exo:n'c(
&vBev EQu Te kal Qs pwv dyouo(a) EméBnoev *Avykn
welpat’ Exew &oTpoov.

306 Fr. 12, Simplicius in Phys. g9, 14 and 31, 13 . '
i y&p oTawoTepat (s, oTepdvan) TAVTON TTUpds &KphTOL0,
al 8 &l 7ois vwkTds, peta 8¢ gAoyds TeTon ?Tou‘

&v B¢ péog ToUTwv Saipwy 1| Téuta kuPepvd
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TAVTWV y&p 0TUYEPoTo Téxou kai piias &pyer
5 Téumouo” &poevi 8fAV pryfiv 16 T tvowriov adiTis
&poev OnAuTépep.

307 Aetiusm, 7, 1 (DK284a37) Tloappevidng orepdvas elvar mepi-
TewAeypévas ETaAAfAovs, THY piv & ToU &pouol, THY St &k Toy
TTUKvOU* kTS 88 AR Bk PuoTds kel okdTOous peTafl ToUTwy. kal 16
wepiexov 8t méoas Telxous Biknv aTepedv Umrdpyew, U’ & QU VeTATE T
aTepdvn, kal TO pecaiTaTov Taody oTepedy, mepl & TEAW TUPWBNS
(sc. oTEQdYN). TOV Bt oupmyGY TV pecarTérny &mdoas (&pxhv)
Te kad (alriav) kiviioews kol yevéoews Urdpyev, fivtiva kad Sadpova
kuPepviiTiv kod KANBoUyov ETrovopdger Afkny Te kai *Avéyknv. kai s
piv yiis &mokpiow elvan Tov &épa S1&x TRV PlaioTépav aUTiis
t€atmobéivra minow, Tol 8t mwupds dvamrvony Tév iAoy kod Tov
yoAagiav kUkhov. ouppryd 8 i &ugoiv elven Ty oeAfivry, ToU T
&épos kai ToU Trupds. TePIoTEVTOS 8 AVRTETW TTEVTWY Tol aiBépog
U’ olTd TO TTUPIBEs UroTaryfivan ToUh” Srep kekAfikamey oUpovéy,
U9’ & 18 T& Teplyeic.

305 And you shall know the nature of aither and all the signs [7.c.
constellations] in it and the destructive works of the pure torch of
the shining sun, and whence they came into being; and you shall
hear of the wandering works of the round-eyed moon and of her
nature; and you shall know too of the surrounding heaven, whence
it grew and how Necessity guiding it fettered it to hold the limits
of the stars.

306 The narrower rings are filled with unmixed fire, those next
to them with night, but into them a share of flame is injected ; and
in the midst of them is the goddess who steers all things; for she
governs the hateful birth and mingling of all things, sending female
to mix with male, and again conversely male with female.

307 Parmenides said that there were rings wound one around the
other, one formed of the rare, the other of the dense: and that there
were others between these compounded of light and darkness.
That which surrounds them all like a wall is, he says, by nature
solid; beneath itis a fiery ring; and likewise what lies in the middle
of them all is solid; and around it is again a fiery ring. The
middlemost of the mixed rings is the [primary cause] of movement
and of coming into being for them all, and he calls it the goddess
that steers all, the holder of the keys, Justice and Necessity. The
air, he says, is separated off from the earth, vaporized owing to
the earth’s stronger compression; the sun is an exhalation of fire,
and so is the circle of the Milky Way. The moon is compounded
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of both air and fire. Aither is outermost, surrounding all; next
comes the fiery thing that we call the sky; and last comes the region
of the carth.

305 cvidently formed part of the introduction to the detailed account
of the heavens. Tt is full of echoes of the Truth, e.g. when it speaks
of the heaven ‘surrounding’ {cf. 298, 31), of the ‘limits of the stars’
(cf. 298, 26, 31; 299, 42, 49), and of how ‘Necessity fettered’ the
hcaven (cl. 296, 14; 298, 30-1). Perhaps they are meant to suggest
that in attempting to savc mortal opinions our descriptions of the
world they invent must approximate so far as possible to those used
in our account of true reality.

The exiguous surviving cvidence of Parmenides’ astronomical
system is so briel (306) and so obscure (307) that it is impossible with
any confidence to reconstruct a coherent account of his extraordinary
theory of ‘garlands’ or rings.! Thc whole construction was built out
of the basic forms of light and night, as witness further Parmenides’
memorable line about the moon’s borrowed light:

308 Fr. 14, Plutarch adv. Colotem 11164
vwkTipads Tepl yaiav &Adopevov SAASTpIoY Qids

308 A night-shining, forcign light, wandering around the earth.

The theory seems to have been surprisingly influential. Philolaus
(446—7 below) was perhaps following Parmenides when he placed fire
both at the extremity of the universe and at its centre, displacing the
carth from the position traditionally assigned to it (but Parmenides’
idea may have been of a fire within the carth). And Plato developed
his own version of the scheme, including its presiding deity, in the
myth of Er in the Republic (617-18). Parmenides for his part probably
owcd something to Anaximander’s rings (125-8), although Hesiod
had spoken of ‘ the shining stars with which the heaven is garlanded’
(Theog. 282).

! For some attempts sce K. Reinhardt, Parmenides (Bonn, 1916) 10-32, H.

Frinkel in Furley and Allen (eds.), Studies in Presocratic Philosophy 11, 22-5,

J. S. Morrison, Journalof Hetlenic Studics 75 (1955}, 59-68, U. Hélscher, Parmenides .
Vom Wesen des Seienden (Frankfurt am Main, 1969), 106-11.

Postulation of a deity as first cause of cosmogonic mixture is
supported by appeal to her operation in animal procreation {306,
4-6), which we know was one of the topics of this part of the poem
(cf. 304). A single line of Parmenides’ embryology is preserved:
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g09 Fr. 17, Galen in Epid. v1, 48
BeEiTepoio utv koUpows, Acoior Bt xoupas. ..

309 On the right boys, on the left girls. ..

Parmenides’ interest in these matters was perhaps stimulated by the
Crotoniate medical tradition; his notion of mixture of opposites may
be compared with Alcmaeon’s theory of health (probably roughly
contemporary in date):

310 Aetius v, 30, 1 (DK2gBg) 'AAxkpaicov THs Uyieias elvon
cuvekTikhy ThHy ‘lgovopiow’ T@v Buvéuewy, Uypol, npol, yuxpad,
Beppol, TikpoU, yAukéos kad T@Y Aortréov, THv 8’ &v aTols “uovapy iav’
véoou TromTikAy: @Bopotroidy ydp Exatépou povapyiav. kal véoov
oupTriTTEy 05 ptv Ug” ol UmrepPoli) BeppoTnTos f YuxpoTNTOS, GO
Bt ¢€ o B1& TATiBos TPoiis 1) EvBeraw, ds 8 Ev ofs f {epi Diels) alpa
A MUEASY § Eyképoov. EyylveoBon B ToUTOlS TTOTE K&K TGV £€wbev
alTidoy, U8&Twv oI f) Xdpas A kdTwv fi dvdykns fj TGOV ToUTOIS
Trapathnoiov. Thy 8 Uylecw THy oUppeTpoy TOY TOIRY kPO,

310 Alcmaeon maintains that the bond of health is the “equal
rights’ of the powers, moist and dry, cold and hot, bitter and
sweet, and the rest, while the ‘monarchy’ of one of them is the
cause of disease; for the monarchy of either is destructive. Illness
comes about directly through excess of heat or cold, indirectly
through surfeit or deficiency of nourishment; and its centre is either
the blood or the marrow or the brain, It sometimes arises in these
centres from external causes, moisture of some sort or environment
or exhaustion or hardship or similar causes. Health on the other
hand is the proportionate admixture of the qualities.

It is unclear whether Parmenides’ divine first cause is anything more
than a metaphor for the mutual attraction exercised by opposite
forms, although there is no room for such a cause in the ontology of
302-3. What is clear and important in his cosmogony is the general
idea that creation is the product not (as the Milesians thought) of
separation from an original unity, but of the interaction and
harmony of oppositc powers. This idea was to be taken up by
Empedocles and (in a distinctively Pythagorean form) by Philolaus.

(iv) Theory of mortal thought

311 Theophrastus de sensu 1ff. (DK 28446) mepl & alothoews o
pdv roAAad kai kaBdAov 8éEa 80 sicv- of piv yap TG dnoiw Troaoﬁcu:,
oi Bt 16 vawTicy. Tlappevidng pév kol "EpmeBorifis kai MAdrwov 16
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spoleo, ol 8¢ Tepl "Avabaydpov kol ‘HpdxAertov 16 évavTie....(3)
TTaprevidng ptv y&p dAws oUbty &pdopikev &AAA ubvov 611 Suoiy dvtow
groIxEiow katd 16 UmepPdAdov EoTiv A yvdas. Edv y&p Urrepadpn
16 Beppdv f) TS Yuxpov, GAATY yiveabar Thy Bidvolay, PeAtio 88 kai
xeBapwTépay ThHy Si& 76 feppdv: ol ufv SAAE kai TodTny Selobai Tivos
GUBHETRICS'
(Fr. 16) & y&p txdorot’ (enoiv) Exe kp&ois peréwy ToAUTTA&yKTWY,

Tos voos &vBpirolon TrapéoTnrey TO yép altd

foTiv OTrep ppovéel peAéwov PUaIs dvBpddTToIoY

kad é&ow kol TrovTis 16 yép mAbov foTi vénua.

16 Yap cioBaveafa kal TS povelv s TalTd Aédyerr 810 kai THY
pviipny kad THY Afdny &mwd TolTwy yiveobar Si1d THs xpdoecws
Gv & lodgwor 71 uilel, moTepov EoTon ppoveiv i o, kai Tis ) S1dbeots,
oudty ET Sidpikev. 611 B¢ kal TG bvowTie ka® oUTd ol THV
alodnow, pavepdv &v ols enat ToV vekpdy gwTds pEv kai Gepuol kal
puwvils ok cdobéveabon Six THy EAewyv Tol Tupds, Yuxpol 8¢ kal
glmis kal TAY tvavTiwv aiobdveodal. kol SAws 8¢ Tav Té S Exew
TIVE YVOoLY,

311 The majority of general views about sensation are two: some
make it of like by like, others of opposite by opposite. Parmenides,
Empedocles and Plato say it is of like by like, the followers of
Anaxagoras and of Heraclitus of opposite by opposite. . . Parmen-
ides gave no clear definition at all, but said only that there were
two elements and that knowledge depends on the excess of one or
the other. Thought varies according to whether the hot or the cold
prevails, but that which is due to the hot is better and purer; not
but what even that needs a certain balance; for, says he, ‘As is
at any moment the mixture of the wandering limbs, so mind is
present to men; for that which thinks is the same thing, namely
the substance of their limbs, in each and all men; for what
preponderates is thought’! — for he regards perception and thought
as the same. So too memory and forgetfulness arise from these
causes, on account of the mixture; but he never made clear
whether, if they are equally mixed, there will be thought or not,
or, if so, what its character will be. But that he regards perception
as also due to the opposite as such he makes clear when he says
that a corpse does not perceive light, heat or sound owing to its
deficiency of fire, but that it does perceive their opposites, cold,
silence and so on. And he adds that in general everything that exists
has some measure of knowledge.
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L Or: ‘for the [ull is thought'. Translation and interpretation of the whole
fragment are much disputed. See e.g. Guthrie, HGP i, 679 for discussion ang
references to the scholarly literature.

Fr. 16 gains in point if construed as a final dismissive comment on
mortal opinion. In Truth genuine thought was in a sense identifieq
with the being which is its object. But mortal opinion is mere
invention of the human mind, not determined by reality. Mortal
thoughts are now reductively ‘explained’ in terms of the very forms
they have invented, as functions of the proportions of light and night
in the human body. '

CONCLUSION

312 Fr. 19, Simplicius de caelo 558, 8
oUtw Tot KaTd 8ofav Epu Tade ki vuv Eaat
kol PETETEIT &MO TOUSE TeAsUTHoOUOL TpagévTar
Tois 8 dvop’ &vBpeoTrol kaTédevt Emianuov ékdoTw.

313 Fr. 4, Clement Strom. v, 15, 5
AeUoge 8 Suws &redvTa vog TrapedvTa PePaics
ovu yap &wotuner 16 Edv ToU ESvTos Exeato
olTe gKIBvépevor TTAVTT) TAVTWS KT KOGUOV
oUte ouvioT&uevov.

312 Thus according to belief these things came to be and now
are, and having matured will come to an end after this in the
future; and for them men have laid down a name to distinguish
each one.

313 Butlook at things which, though far off, are securely present
1o the mind; for you will not cut off for yourself what is from
holding to what is, neither scattering everywhere in every way in
order [i.e. cosmic order] nor drawing together.

The goddess may have concluded her account of the content of
mortal opinions {rounded off in 312} with the obscure exhortation
of 313 to contemplate the truth. Why that elaborate account was
included in the poem remains a mystery: the goddess seeks to save
the phenomena so far as is possible, but she knows and tells us that
the project is impossible. Perhaps Parmenides simply failed to resist
the opportunity lor versatility afforded by the idea of ‘saying many
false things resembling the truth and uttering true things when we
wish’ (Hesiod Theog. 27-8).

262

CHAPTER 1X

Zeno of Elea

DATE AND LIFE

The most reliable evidence for Zeno’s date is the same passage of
Plato’s Parmenides (286) as was used to determine the date of
Parmenides. On the basis of that evidence, Zeno seems to have been
born about 490-485 B.c. Once again the date given by Apollodorus
for Zeno’s floruit, namely 464-461 (Diog. L. 1x, 29 = DK2ga1: text
unfortunately lacunose}, conflicts with this; but we have already seen
that his dating of the Eleatics depends solely on the date of the
foundation of Elea. Nonetheless he may fortuitously give us a date
only about five years too late for Zeno’s book, if it was indeed written
(as 314 says) in his youth:

Little is known of Zeno’s life. Diogenes Laertius tells us {1x, 28,
DK2gaA1: a passage apparently intended to contradict the story in
286) that he loved Elea, ‘mean though it was and skilled only in
bringing men up to be virtuous, in preference to the arrogance of
Athens’, which he did not visit, living all his life in his native city.
In the one context in which his name repeatedly occurs by itself - the
story of his part in a plot against a tyrant and of his courage under
torture (see DK29A1, 2, 6, 7, 8 and g) — the details vary so much
that the facts are impossible to reconstruct.

ZENO’S BOOK

314 Plato Parmemdes 129p~-1284 Tév ofiv ZwkpdTn &xousavTa
&AW Te keAeUoar THY TpwTNY Umdlecv Tolr TTpdTou Adyou dva-
yvévat, xai dvayvwoleions, TTds, pdvan, & Zivwv, ToUto Aéysi;
el MOAAG EoTi T& OvTa, s &pa Bl aTd Spond Te ¢lven kai &vépoia,
ToUTO 8t 8y &BUvaTov: oUTe ydp Td dvdpora Sporx oUTe Té dpoix
avdpola oldv Te elven; oUy oUTw Aéysls;

Olrre, ¢dven Tov ZHvava.

Oukoliv ¢l &b0vatov T& Te dvopora dpota slvan ked T& Suoia
&vopoia, &duvaTov 81) kol ToAAG elvan; ei yap ToAAG eln, Téoyo v
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T &GGvara. &pa ToUTd éoTiv & PovdovTal gou of Adyol, olk &Arg
Tt 1| Sropdxeoan Tapd TAVTA T& Aeydpeval Qs oU TOAAK £0°T1; ke
ToUTOU aUToU ofer oot TekphpIov elvan ExaoTov TGV Adywy, OTTe ko
nyn TOFOUTH -rexuﬁpua napexecem ocoucmep Adyous yéypagas, d
oUK £0Tt TOAAG, olTw Aéyels, fi Eydd oUx 6p6ws KerTapoviévo ;

OUx, AN, pdvan TOV ZAveova, kaAdds auvijkas dAov TO Ypdupa §
PovAeTcu.

314 Alter Socrateshad heard this [sc. Zeno’s reading of his book),
he asked him to read again the first hypothesis of the first
argument. When it had been read, he said: ‘How is what you say
to be taken, Zeno? If the things that are are many, then you say
they must be both like and unlike, but that this is impossible - for
neither can what is unlike be like, nor what is like unlike? Is not
that whatyousay?’ — ‘Yes’, said Zeno. — ‘Soifit is impossible that
what 1s unlike should be like and what is like uniike, it is also
impossible that there should be many things? For if there were
many things they would be subject to impossibilities. Is this the
purpose of your arguments — precisely to contend, against all that
is commonly said, that there are not many things? And do you
regard each of your arguments as evidence of this very conclusion,
so that in fact you reckon to provide as many proofs as the
arguments you have composed that there are not many things?
Is this what you are saying, ordo I not understand you correctly?’ —
‘No,” said Zeno, ‘you have understood the purpose of the whole
treatise beautifully.’

The treatise Plato describes is often taken to be Zeno’s only literary
production: a list of titles preserved in the Suda (DK 29 A 2) commands
no credence whatever. Opinions differ about its form and plan,
although no one doubts that it was a philosophical puzzle-book of
astonishing ingenuity. It is natural to infer from 314 (see also 315-16)
that it consisted simply ol a collection of arguments, each of which
explicitly attacked the thesis that there are many things by deriving
contradictory consequences from it. But this inference is called into
question by reports of Zenonian arguments which represent them
neither as antinomies nor as directed explicitly against the hypothesis
that there are many things: notably Aristotle’s reports of the famous
paradoxes of motion (317-26 below). The difficulty may be met in
one of three ways. {a) The form of the book referred to in 314 was
as stated above. But Zeno wrote at least one other book, which
included the paradoxes of motion, the paradox of the millet seed
(Aristotle Phys. 250a19ff,, DK 29 A 2g), the paradox of place (Aristotle
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Phys. 210b22ff., 209a23ff., DK 294 24), and doubtless others too. (5)
Zeno wrote only one book, but our assumptions about its form must
pe wrong. Perhaps it mcludcd arguments whose explicit target was
not plurallty but motion. Perhaps not all its arguments were
antinomies, but other forms of reductio ad absurdum were used. Plato
either misrepresents the form of the book or else gives not a
description of its arguments but an interpretation (conceivably a
misinterpretation} of their underlying, although not always explicit,
target. {(¢) There was a single Zenonian treatise all of whose
arguments were explicit antinomies of plurality. The other paradoxes
mentioned in {a) originally took that form. For example, the Achilles
(322) might have been designed to prove that if there are many
things, each must be both faster and slower than the others (note the
wording in Aristotle’s report, which suggests that the picturesque
figures of Achilles and the tortoise may not belong to the formulation
of the argument which he draws upon).

We do not know what principle of organization Zeno followed in
ordering the arguments in his book or books, despite modern
attempts to discern an architectonic structure, or at any rate an
overall strategy, in their deployment. According to one popular
suggestion (adopted in KR), the four paradoxcs of motion discussed
by Aristotle formed two pairs: one pair (the Stadium and the
Achilles) assumed that space and time are infinitely divisible, the
other (the Arrow and the Moving Rows) that they consist of
indivisible minima; and in each pair one argument produced
absurdities in the idea of a body’s motion considered just in itself, the
other in the idea of its motion considered relative to the motion of
another body. A more elaborate and ambitious scheme, taking in
315-16 as well as 318-26, was published at about the same time by
G. E. L. Owen (see Studies in Presocratic Philosophy 11, 143-65). Such
schemes are undoubtedly attractive, but none has any ancient
authority, nor have they withstood critical scrutiny very well; in
particular, the suggestion that some of the paradoxes of motion
assume that space and time are not infinitely divisible has met with
fierce opposition (see e.g. D, J. Furley, Two Studies in the Greek Atomists
{Princeton, 1967), 71-5).

THE EXTANT ANTINOMIES

315 Fr. 3, Simplicius in Phys. 140, 28 TéAw y&p Sewwis, Ol €
TOAAG E0T1, T& aUTd TeTepaopéva EoTl kad &Treipy, yphee ToUTa
Kat& AEElv & Zhvwn:
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‘gl TOAAG ¢oTIv, dvdrykn TosoUTa lvan 8o EOTI Kol OUTE TTAsiovy
aUTédv oUTe EAdTTOVA. €l 88 TooaUTE EoTIv Sow éoTi, Tremepaopéva &y
£in.

‘el MoAAG foTiv, &mrelpa T& SvTa EaTiv- el yOp ETepa PeTAU Téw
Svtawv éoTi, kal &AW Ekelveov ETepa peTadU, kal oUTWS &Telpa T
SvTa koTi.’

315 Inproving once again that ifthere are many things, the same
things are limited and unlimited, Zeno’s own very words are ag
follows. .

‘If there are many things, it is necessary that they are just as
many as they are, and neither more nor less than that. But if they
are as many as they are, they will be limited.

‘If there are many things, the things that are are unlimited; for
there are always others hetween the things that are, and again
others between those. And thus the things that are are unlimited.’

415 is the only unquestionably authentic fragment of Zeno which has
come down to us intact. "T'he puzzle it proposes is sometimes thought
insufficiently puzzling. Buteach limb ofthe argument has considerable
power to unsettle us. For example, the second probably turns on the
thought that any two members of a collection must be separated by
something if they are to be two things and not one. To this it may
be objected that the principle it states is valid only if applied to
densely ordered collections such as sets of points. But Zeno might
reasonably feel unmoved by the objection unless we could convince
him of alternative conditions of discreteness for three-dimensional
objects, and show him why and how they differ from the conditions
of discreteness for points. And we will be unable to think out goaod
answers to those questions until we have engaged in just the sort of
philosophical reflexion about what makes a thing one and not many
which 315 is designed to provoke in us.

316  Frr. 2 and 1, Simplicius in Phys. 139, g and 140,34 (a) &v 31
TOUTE Belkvuow, 611 oU ufTe méyeBos uTe Tréyos ufTe Sykos pnbels
toTv, oud’ & ¢in ToUTo. ‘&l yap AR OvTl, PN, TTROCYEVOITO, OUBEY
&v pelzov Tromotiey: peyébous yap pndevds dvtos, TTpoayevopévoy B¢,
oU8ev olbv Te elg péyebos dmBolven. kai olrreos &v §8n 1o TpoTyIvdpEvoY
oUBEv €in. el 8 &moyivopévou 16 Erepov undiv EdarTov o undt U
Tpocyopévou aUfnoeTa, Sfjdov &1 vO Tpooyevdpevov oUdty v
oUBt 16 &moyevduevov.” kai TaUTa oUyi T &v &voupddv & Zhiveow Aéyel,
AN &1 uéyeBos Exer EkaoTov TGOV TOAAGDY Kal &melpav! 18 Tpd ToU
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aapPavopévou &ef T1 elven Bik Ty & &mapov Topfyt & Beikvuot
npodeifas, ST1 oUBev Exer weyedos Ek Tol? EkaoTov TGV TOANGY EauTdd
TouTov elvan kad 2v,

1 gweipewov MSS; &meipov H. Frinkel.
2 K TOU transposuit post TroAAGY Frankel.

(b) 7O Bt kexrdr péyebos (sc. &melpov Edeife) TrpdTeEpOY KT THY CUTHY
¢rixelpnov. TrpoBeifas ydp &1 €l ui) Exor uéyebos To v, 0B’ & ein,
prrdyes ‘el Bt Eotiv, &vdykn ExaoTov péyeBds i Exew kad Téyos ko
&méyew oUToU TO Erepov &mo ToU étépov. kad Trepl Tol mwpoUyovTOS
b atrTds Adyos. kal yép Exeivo E§el péyebos kel mpoéfer crtol Ti. Sporov
&1 ToUTto &maf Te elmeiv kod &el Adyevr oU8év yap ool TooUTov
toyoarov EoTal oUTe ETepov Trpds ETepov oUk EoTan. olTws &l TOAA
tomv, dvdykn aUTd pikpd Te elvon kel peydAar pikpd pév HoTe piy Exev
péyedos, ueydha 8t Goe &mepa efven.’

336 (a) In this argument [sc. that proving the many both large
and small] he proves that what has neither magnitude nor solidity
nor bulk would not even exist. ‘For’, he says, ‘if it were added to
something else that is, it would make it no larger; for if it were
of no magnitude, but were added, it [s¢. what it was added to}
could not increase in magnitude. And thus what was added would
in fact be nothing. If when it is taken away the other thing is no
smaller, and again when it is added will not increase, it is clear
that what was added was nothing nor again what was taken away.’
And Zeno says this, not by way of abolishing the One, but because
each of the many infinite things has magnitude, since there is
always something in front of what is taken, because of infinite
division; and this he proves having first proved that it has no
magnitude since each of the many is the same as itself and one.
(b} Unlimitednessin magnitude he proved earlier {sc. than 315)
by the same method of argument. For having first proved [see (a)
above] that if what is had no magnitude, it would not even exist,
he goes on: ‘But if it is, it is necessary for each to have some
magnitude and thickness, and for the one part of it to be away
from the other. And the same argument holds about the part out
in front; for that too will have magnitude and a part of it will be
out in front. Indeed it is the same thing to say this once and to
go on saying it always; for no such part of it will be last, nor will
there not be one part related to another. — Thus if there are
many things, it is necessary that they are both small and large;
so small as not to have magnitude, so large as to be unlimited.’
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Only parts of Zeno’s complicated antmomy are quoted by Simpliciyg,
to prove points he happens to be arguing in his- commentary on
Aristotle’s Physics. Nonetheless he says enough about its structure for
us to be able to reconstruct it with some confidence.

In the first limb of the antinomy Zeno tried to prove that if there
are many things, they are so small as to be without any magnitude,
Nothing survives of the proof. All we possess is Simplicius’ assurance
(at the end of 316 {a)) that Zeno inferred the conclusion from the
premiss that each member of a plurality must be the same as itself
and one — and so (we may guess) cannot have the parts necessary to
magnitude (cf. Melissus’ argument in §38). The first extant section
of the argument then followed (316 (a)). It pointed up the un.
acceptability of the conclusion of the first limb and prepared the
way for the second: if something has no magnitude, then it does not
exist at all — which contradicts the original supposition that there are
many things.

316 (b) preserves the second limb, which starts from the assumption
that if there are many things, they must each have magnitude. The
Greek of the regress argument which follows is obscure, and it is
unclear how Zeno thought he could infer the conclusion that
something which has magnitude must have infinite size. Probably he
believed the argument entitled him to hold (1) that any magnitude
has an infinite number of parts; inferred (2) that the sum of an infinite
number of parts of positive magnitude is itself infinite; and so
concluded (3) that the magnitude of any member of a plurality is
infinite. The conclusion is absurd, as was that of the first limb of the
antinomy, which is accordingly not just an antinomy but a dilemma.

‘Evidemly , says J. Barnes, ‘the argument is unsound; and it has
found no serious defenders [s. in modern times]. Yet its opponents
arein disarray, and there is no agreement on just where the flaws — or
the chiel laws — are to be found’ (The Presocratic Philosophers 1, 244).
As with 315, so yet more emphatically in the present case is it true
that a diagnosis requires of one a deep and clear-sighted engagement
with the philosophical problems of infinity. Consequently a brief
attempt to locate an ‘error’ on Zeno's part would not constitute a
{ruitful response to the paradox nor be likely to carry much
conviction. Butitis perhaps worth noting that (2) is not unrestrictedly
true, and is false for infinite series which converge on zero such as
4,1 4 ... In 316 (b) Zeno probably has in mind such a series; but
his argument could easily be reformulated to generate a series of
which (2) is true, e.g. a series which results in parts of equal size. Our
critical attention is better directed to (1), and to its claim (which we
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now express with misleading precision) that if a magnitude is
infinitely divisible, it must possess a set of parts which contains
infinitely many members.

Zeno’s target in 316 is the thesis that there are many things. Yet
are not his arguments equally eflective against Parmenides’
conception of reality ? For Parmenides took reality to be both unitary
and extended: which makes him apparently vulnerable to each limb
of the antinomy. In order to save Parmenides it has been said that
Zeno thought infinite divisibility a consequence not of extension only
(uéyedos) but of solidity (w&yos) or bulk (&ykos). But his argument
plainly and correctly assumes that mere extension is sufficient to
generate the regress. It has been claimed that Eleatic monism denies
extension to reality. But this seems plainly false. It is hard to resist
the conclusion that 326 does indeed undermine Parmenides’ Truth,
and that Zeno was perfectly well aware of this, Perhaps he enjoyed
the thought that common sense and Parmenidean metaphysics can
be embarrassed by precisely the same dialectical manoeuvres.

THE PARADOXES OF MOTION

317 Aristotle Phys. Zg, 239bg (DK 2ga25) TérTapes 8 eioiv oi
Adyor mepi xvnoews Zrvwvos ol TrapéyovTes Tas duokoAics Tols
AUOUCIV.

317 Zeno’s arguments about motion, which cause such trouble
to those who try to solve the problems that they present, are four
in number. (After Gaye)

‘This particular group of paradoxes had evidently already in Aris-
totle’s day achieved the notoriety they still enjoy and become recog-
nized as a distinct set of puzzles, although we do not know whether
Zeno himselfintended them to be read as such. Our account attempts
only to expose the structure of each puzzle and its salient features.
For further philosophical exploration the reader is referred to the
Selective Bibliography.

(1) The Stadium

318 Aristotle Phyps. Zg, 23gb11 {(DKe2ga25: continuing 317)
.. TPGITOS Pév & Trepl ToU pf) KiveioBou did 1o TrpdTepov els Té Aoy
Beiv &piéabon T pepdpevoy i TPdS TO TEAOS. . .

319 Aristotle Topics ©8, 160b7 (DK 2ga25) ToAAous y&p Adyous
gxopev tvovTious Tals BéEaus, kaBdmep Zfivwvos, &T1 oUk EvdéxeTar
kiveigBan oUdt 1O aTéSiov BieAdiv,
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320 Aristotle Phys. Z2, 233a21 (DKa2ga25) 810 kai & Zfjvwvos
Aoyos weUBos AauPével 16 pn) tvdéxeobon T drraipar S1eABeiv fi yaaday
Tév &meipov kol ikaoTov v memepacuévey Xpduw. BIXAS yép
AéyeTon Ko TO ufjkos kad & xpdvos &meipov, kad dAws TV T& ouveyés,
fitor katd Siadpeotv ff Tols toxdTols. Téhv piv oy KATE TOOOY
&rsipeov ok EvBéxeTon Spaobar tv Temepaauéve XpOVe, TAV Bk KaTé
Siaipesty EvBéyeTon: kad y&p aUTds O Xpduos oUTws &Trepos. GoTe v
) amelpe kai oUk tv T6 TeTrepaopévey oupPaiver Buéven Té &melpov,
kol &rrreofan Téow &reipoov Tois &relpots, 00 TOTS TETEPATREVOLS.

318 ...The first asserts the non-existence of motion on the
ground that that which is in locomotion must arrive at the half-way
stage before it arrives at the goal...(7r. Gaye)

3tg For we have many arguments contrary to accepted opinion,
such as Zeno’s that motion is impossible and that you cannot
traverse the stadium.

320 HenceZeno’sargument makesa false assumption in asserting
that it is impossible for a thing to pass over or come in contact with
infinite things individually in a finite time. For there are two senses
in which length and time and generally anything continuous are
called ‘infinite’: they are called so either in respect of divisibility
or in respect of their extremities. So while a thing in a finite time
cannot come in contact with things quantitatively infinite, it can
come in contact with things infinite in respect of divisibility: for
in this sense the time itself is also infinite; and so we find that the
time occupied by the passage over the infinite is not a finite but
an infinite time, and the contact with the infinites is made in times
not finite but infinite in number. (After Gaye)

Aristotle’s account of this puzzle {(sometimes known as the Dichot-
omy) is brief and allusive in the extreme: it is even unclear whether
the task of the runner in the stadium is to reach the half-way point
before the half-way point of the course (and then the half-way
point before that, etc.) or rather the half-way point past the half-way
point (etc.). But we can extract the following argument:

(1) To reach his goal, a runner must touch infinitely many points
ordered in the sequence 4, 1, 4, ...

(2) Itis impossible to touch infinitely many points in a finite time.
So

(3) the runner cannot reach his goal.

Aristotle thinks we can easily resist the absurd conclusion (3) by
rejecting (2): a finite time is infinitely divisible, and an infinitely
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divisible time is sufficient for the runner to traverse an infinitely
divisible distance and touch the points which mark its divisions.

g21  Aristotle Phys. ©8, 263a15-18, bg—g AN’ afvn 1) Alais wpods
ptv EpoTdvTa IKavéds Exet (ApwTdTo yop € Ev memepaopéivey dmelpa
pdEyeTon B1eEeAbelv 6 dpiBufjoon), wpods Bt 1O mpdypa kal THY
sanBeray olry ikawéds. . . oTe AexTéov Trpds TOV EparTdvTa el dvbéyeTon
Grreipa B1eSeABeiv ) &v xpdvep 1) &v ufiker, dm1 Eomiv dos, EoTv § ¢ o).
bvTeAexeiq pev yap Svra olk évBéyeTon, Suvdper Bt EvbexeTon & ydp
ouVEX@S Kivoupevos kard oupPePnrds &metpor SieAnAvBey, &mAds &
oU" oupPEPnke y&p T ypoupi &meipa fuioex elvan, § 8 olola totiv
frépat ke T elvan.

g21  But although this solution is an adequate reply to the
questioner (for the question was whether it is possible to traverse
or count infinite things in a finite time), it is inadequate to the facts
and the truth...So when someone asks the question whether it is
possible to traverse infinite things — either in time or in distance -
we must reply that in a way it is but in a way it is not. For if they
exist actually, it is not possible, but if potentially, it is; for someone
in continuous movement has traversed infinite things incidentally,
not without qualification; for it is incidental to the line to be
infinitely many halves, but its essence and being are different.

Aristotle now has second thoughts. The solution in 320 provides a

reply to Zeno adequate ad hominem. But (2) is less easily dismissed
if reformulated as:

(2’) It is impossible to get through the task of touching infinitely
many points.

Aristotle responds to the reformulated argument by observing that
(2") would be true only if ‘infinitely many points’ meant ‘infinitely
many actually existent points’; he apparently believes it would then
be true because he thinks it would be impossible to perform an infinite
number of discrete physical acts which counted as ‘touching’ or
‘coming into contact with’ each of an actual infinity of points
(263a19-b3). But in fact, Aristotle supposes, a weaker interpretation
of ‘infinitcly many points’ is required by (1): the runner must
traverse a finite distance divided by an infinity of points whose
existence is only potential (i.e., as we might say, a distance which may
simply be mathematically represented as divided according to the
infinite series 3, 4, 4, ...)}. And if this weaker reading is adopted in
(27), (2) is lalse.
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Aristotle’s second solution brings to light the fundamental issues
which the paradox raises and which are still the subject of intense
and unconcluded debate. In particular, philosophers cannot agree
whether the impossibility of completing the performance of ap
infinite number of discrete physical acts (if indeced that is impossible)
is a logical or mercly a physical impossibility, nor what in either case
the impossibility consists in.

(1) Achilles and the Tortoise

322 Aristotle Phys. Zg, 239btg  8eUTepos & 6 koAoUpevos " AxiAAels,
goT1 & olros 8711 TO PpaduraTov obdémoTe KatahnedficeTen Béoy
UTo ToU TayloTou: Eumpocdey y&p &vaykaiov EAbsiv TO Biddkov
&Bev dpunae TO geliyov, Hot’ &el i Tpobyev &varykodov TO Bpaby-
Tepov. tom 8¢ kel oUTos & alrrds Adyos T BixoTouely, Siapépel & &y
16 Sroapeiv phy Siye 16 TpooAauPavéuevoy péyedos.

322 Thesecond is the so-called ‘ Achilles’, and it amounts to this,
that in a race the quickest runner can never overtake the slowest,
since the pursuer must first reach the point whence the pursued
started, so that the slower must always hold a lead. This argument
is the same in principle as that which depends on bisection, though
it differs from it in that the added magnitudes are not divided into
halves. (After Gaye)

Where the runner in 318-19 was required to reach a succession of
half~way points, Achilles has to reach the point from which the
tortoise started, and then the point the tortoise had reached when
he reached its starting-point, and so on ad infinitum. If we assume that
pursuer and pursued run at uniform speeds, then Achilles’ series of
runs again constitutes a geometrical progression which converges on
zero. As Aristotle comments (239b24-5), the Achilles is simply a
theatrical version of the Stadium.

(ii1) The Arrow

323 Aristotle Phys. Zg, 239b30-3, 5-9 (DK 2ga27)

(a) Tplros 8 & viv pbeis, dT1 1) diords pepopévn EoTnkev. cupPaivel
8 mapd TO AauPdvew Tov Ypdvov aguykeiobon ik TOHV vy pf
Bi8opévou yéap ToUTou olk EoTan & GUAAOYIoNSS.

(b) Zfivav 8 mapadoyizeTanr & yd&p aisl, onoiv, fipeuel mav [f
Kwveitan]! drav § kard 16 foov, EoTiv 8 alel 1O pepduevov fv TG viv,
&xivnTov T gepopévny elvar SioTdv. TolUTo 5 EoTi welibos o ydp
clUykertan & ypdvos ik TGV viv TV &Brapétwy, Gomep oUd” &Alo
péyefos oUBéy.
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L A kwvelvan seclusit Zeller; cf. Ross ad foc.

324 Fr. 4, Diogenes Laertius 1x, 72 Zfivwv 8 Thv Kivnaw &vaipei
Aby oV ‘ TO Kivoupevov oUT &v ( EoT1 TOTT KIvEITan oUT &v @ uf EoTl.’

323 (a) Third is the one just mentioned, that the arrow in
locomotion is at rest. This follows from assuming that time is
composed of ‘nows’; for if that is not granted, the conclusion will
not follow.

(b} Zeno argues fallaciously; for if, he says, everything always rests
when it is against what is equal, and what is in locomotion is always
in the now, the arrow in locomotion is motionless. But this is false:
for time is not composed of indivisible ‘nows’, no more than is any
other magnitude.

324 Zeno abolishes motion, saying: ‘What is in motion moves
neither in the place it is in nor in one in which it is not.’

The reportin 323 (b) is textually uncertain and again very condensed ;
it does not disclose that the argument of the Arrow probably formed
the first limb of the antinomy ascribed to Zeno in 324 and later
borrowed by Diodorus Cronus (Sextus adv. math, x, 87). Here 1s a
reconstruction of the reasoning Aristotle summarizes;

{1) Anything occupying a place just its own size is at rest.
{2) In the present, what is moving occupies a place just its
own size.
So  {3) in the present, what is moving is at rest.
Now {4) what is moving always moves in the present.
So {5) what is moving is always - throughout its movement —
at rest.

Aristotle ohjects to the inference from (3) and (4) to (5). He treats
Zeno as meaning by ‘the now” what he himself means by it, viz. the
present conceived as an indivisible instant; and he suggests that we
may judge the inference valid only if we assume falsely with Zeno
that a period of time is the sum of the indivisible instants within it.
Aristotle’s suggestion is mistaken, and it is responsible for the equally
mistaken notion that Zeno assumes in the Arrow that space and time
are not infinitely divisible. His argument requires no determinate
assumption about the structure of space and time; and all he requires
for the validity of his inference is that what is true of something a¢
every moment of a period of time (whether or not moments are
indivisible instants) is true of it throughout the period.

The paradox in fact poses an incisive challenge to the attractive
idea that motion must occur - if it occurs at all - in the present. It
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shows that it is hard to reconcile this idea with the equally attractive
notion that in the present what moves cannot be traversing any
distance. Perhaps there are two incompatible conceptions of the
‘now’ at work here - one that of a present duration, the other that
of an indivisible instant, as it were a line dividing past from future,
If so, that does not make Zeno’s argument any the less impressive,
For it is such arguments which force the distinction upon us. And
the choice between the alternatives hinges on one’s deep-seated
predilections in the philosophy of time, as is shown by J. D. Lear
(Phronesis 26 (1981), 91-104). .

(iv) The Moving Rows

325 Aristotle Phys. 239b33 (DK 29A28) térapros 8 6 TEPL TGV
v otabie kivovpévey € dvavtias iowy Oykwv Trap’ foous, TEOV piv
&rd TéNous ToU oTadiou TGV 8 &rd péoov, oo Téyel, tv @ oupPaivery
ofetan foov elvan xpdvov 16 Simhacicey Tov Auouy. (o & & Tapa-
Aoy1ouds &v TG TO pév apd KvoUpevov To St map’ fipepolv TS fooy
ueyelos &E1o0v 6 Toep Téyer TOV foov pépeadon xpdvov. Tolro §” tori
YeUBos. olov EoTwoav ol EaTdTes iool Sykol &’ dv T& AA, of & tp’
&v T& BB &pyduevor &rd Tol péoov,! foor ToV &piBudv ToUTols Svtes
ko T péyedos, ol &' £’ v Té& I'T &md Tol toyxdrov, foor TOV &p1fpdy
SvTes ToUToIS Kai TO péyebos, Kol looTayels Tois B. oupPaiver 81 &
Tp@dTOV B &par Bl 16 Eoydep elvon kad TS wpddTov I, Trap” EAANAQ
Kwoupévwv. oupPaiver 8t kad 16 I rapd wévra [T A]2 Sie€eAnAubévan,
76 8t B mapd T& fpion: doTe fuouv elvan TdV ypovov: foov Yép
txdrepdv EoTiv Trap” ExaoTov. &pa 8 oupBaivel TO TrpddTov B? Topd
mévta T& I wapeAnAubévon: &pa ydp fotan 1o TpddTov I ked TS
mpaTov B Emi Tois Evavtiols toxdrors [foov xpbvov mop’ ExaoTov
ywépevov Tév B oov mep Tév A, ds enan],* Sk 16 dupdTepa foov
Xpovov map& Té& A ylyveoBat. 6 ptv olv Adyos olTés EaTiv, cupPaiver
8t Tap& To elpnuévov Weldos.

! Post péoou habent FJ*K tév A: om. EHIJY, Ross; cf. Simpl. in Phys. 1017, 4.

* 1a A: E*FJK, Simpl. in Phys. 1018, 1, Alex. apud Simpl. 1019, 28; 7& B: E*HI;

seclusit Ross.

* 16 mpdTOoV B Cornford: 16 AB E; 7& B cett.
¢ Seclusit Ross:

326 Diagram of Alexander ap. Simplicium iz Phys. 1016, 14

A &yxot EoTdTES
AAAA B Syxor kivoyuevor &md ToU A émi 16 E
a BRBB- E [ Oyxor kivotpevor &rd ToU E & 7o A
«PIPT A &pyhy ToU oTabiou
E Téhos Tou oTadlov
274

ZENO

325 The fourth is the one about equal bodies which move in
opposite directions past equal bodies in a stadium at equal speed,
the one row from the end of the stadium [towards us] and the other
from the middle [away [rom us] — in which he thinks it follows thfat
half the time is equal to [its] double. The fallacy consists' in
requiring that things which move at equal speed past a moving
body and past a body at rest of equal magnitude take an equ.al
time. But this is false. For example, let the stationary equal bodies
be A, A ...;let B, B ... be those starting from the middle, eqyal
in number and magnitude to them;let [, [ ... be those starting
from the end, equal in number and magnitude to them [sc. the
As], and equal in speed to the Bs. Now it follows that the first B
and the first I are at the end at the same time, as they [sc. the Bs
and ['s] move past each other. And it follows that the [ {sc. the
first I'] has gone right past all of them [sc. the Bs], but the B_[sc.
the first B] past only half [what it passes, sc. the As]: so the time
is half, for each is alongside each for an equal time. And at the
same time it follows that the first B has gone past all the [s; for
the first I and the first B will be at opposite ends at the same time,
because both are an equal time alongside the As. This then is his
argument, and it depends on the falsehood we have mentioned.!

326 A = stationary bodies.

B = bodies moving from A towards E.

I = bodies moving from E towards A.

A = starting-place,

E = goal.
! As the square brackets here (and our notes to the Greek text) indicate, 325
bristles with difficulties and uncertainties. For full discussion see e.g. H. D. P. Lee,
Zeno of Elea (Cambridge, 1936}, 83-102, W, D. Rpss, _Arfxlo{le‘s Phystes (Oxford,
i936), 660—6. Aristotle’s unsatistactory exposiuqn is plainly a set gf notes
ariginally intended for use in an oral presentation aided by reference to diagrams
such as 326.

The diagram in 326 represents the starting-position of the bodies
{presumably contiguous) in the three rows which Aristotle posits in
his illustration of Zeno’s argument; he apparently assumes, without
telling us, that the As are in the middle of the stadium and that the
leading I begins at the midpoint like the leading B. Aristotle then
focuses on a subsequent position that must indeeq be.reached by the
bodies, given the initial hypothesis about their size, spf?ed a.nd
direction set out in the first sentence of 325 viz. the position in which
the three rows are all exactly aligned with each other (‘the first B
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and the first I are at the end [presumably of each other’s rows] ag
the same time’). He points out two simple truths: when the first
has passed all the Bs, the first B (i) has passed only two As, but (ii)
has passed all the I's. Zeno’s mistake, according to Aristotle, was g
g0 on to assume that each moving body must be opposite every bod
it passes for an equal time. This led him to conclude that (1) the first
B takes only half the time to pass half the As as the first I takes tq
pass all the Bs. But from (i’) and (ii) it follows that (i) the time j¢
takes it to pass half the As is also half what it takes it to pass all the
Is. So the first B’s passage past half the-As takes both the same time
and half the time as its passage past the .

It has often been supposed (as in KR) that, despite Aristotle’s
failure to say so, Zeno must have postulated that his bodies were
minimal, indivisible bodies, each of which took a minimal, indivisib]e
time to pass a stationary body. The paradox then constitutes g
powerful objection to the postulate, since each B must pass each [
in half an indivisible time. Yet Aristotle’s own version of the
argument yields a more satisfying puzzle than he allows. Baldly
stated, the assumption he attributes to Zeno does look like a banal
mistake. But in order to force us to the conclusion he comes to in 325,
Zeno needs only to get us to accept the plausible idea that if a body
moves past n bodies of size m, it moves a distance of mn units; simple
arithmetic will then show that moving mn units will take half the time
of moving 2mn units at the same speed. Nor is this idea about the
measurement of movement easily abandoned in favour of a relative
theory. For if the distance a body moves is simply a function of its
positions relative to other bodies, is there any absolute basis for
ascribing movement to it at all?

A comparison with the Arrow suggests itself. Both paradoxes
expose difficulties in our ordinary unreflective thought about motion:
we often assume thatifreal and accessible to experience, it must occur
in the present moment and be subject to an absolute measure. An
obvious alternative in each case is to make the motion of a body a
matter of relative position: whether its own earlier and later positions
atindivisible instants (as perhaps the arrow) or these relative to those
of other bodies (as perhaps the moving rows). But in each case motion
is then apparently no longer accessible to direct experience, and as
such lacks at any rate the reality we thought it had.
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ZENO’S AIMS

327 Plato Parmenides 128c (DK 2ga12) ... om 8t 16 e &Anbis
poﬁeﬂd Tis TaUTa [T& ypdpuora] 16 Tappevidou Adye Tpds Tous
pmxelpolvTas aftdv kwuwdeiv ¢, e v EoTi, TOAA& Kol yehoia
ouppaivel Thoxew TG Aoy kal vavtio aUTé. &vTidéyer 51 olv
ToUTO TO ypdppa mpds ToUs T& oA AéyovTas, ked &vTamodiSwot
ToUT& Kol TAeiw, ToUTo Pouldpevov Snholv, ds Eri YehordTepa
méoxor &v altédv 1y Umrdbeois, el TOAAK EoTiv, A 1) ToU &v elveu, € Tig
[kavdds Emefior. Bi& TowxUTnV 8N @ihovikiav UTd véou Bvros Euol

typden. ..

327 ...In reality the book is a sort of defence of Parmenides’
argument against those who try to make fun of it by showing that,
if there is a One, many absurd and contradictory consequences
follow for his argument. This book is a retort against those who
believe in plurality; it pays them back in their own coin, and with
something to spare, by seeking to show that, if anyone examines
the matter thoroughly, yet more absurd consequences follow from
their hypothesis of plurality than from that of the One. In such
a spirit of contention I wrote it while I was a young man...

The Parmenides devotes considerable space (127p—1 28kE) to discussion
of the point of Zeno’s work, evidently because Zeno himself did not
declare his own purposes. Plato’s assessment in 327 has usually, if not
universally, been accepted. It may be that some of Zeno’s arguments
(e.g. the paradoxes of motion) were not directed at the specific belief
that there are many things. But they all assault common sense; and
Plato’s essential point is that Zeno defended Parmenides against
outraged common sense.! Again, monism was not Parmenides’
central tenet, but as we have seen (pp. 249ff) he is certainly
committed to some form of monism. It is true that some of Zeno’s
arguments in fact undermine Parmenidean positions as much as
pluralistic common sense (pp. 267-9).2 From this we should not
conclude that Zeno was not a Parmenidean, but perhaps that he was
a Parmenidean in method rather than in doctrine. That is, his
paradoxes should be interpreted as showing that it is no conclusive
objection to a philosophical thesis that it leads or seems to lead to
absurd conclusions — or if it is, common sense is as vulnerable as
Eleatic logic. And the general moral intended will have been the
thoroughly Parmenidean exhortation (cf. 294 above): ‘Don’t just
think about conclusions: apply your critical powers to the arguments
which produce them.” This interpretation may be supported by
Aristotle’s assessment of Zeno:
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328 Diogenes Laertins vin, 57 (DK 2gA 10)  "ApIoTOTEANS &' &v 4y
ZopioT) enol mpdTov "EpmeorAéa pnTopikty ebpeiv, Zivwva §i
SraAekTIKAY.

328 Aristotle in the Sophist says that Empedocles was the first (g
discover rhetoric and Zeno dialectic.

By dialectic Aristotle has in mind the sort of philosophical intey.
rogation pursued by Socrates in the early Platonic dialogues: the
questioner elicits from his interlocutor assent to an endoxon, a belief
in good standing accepled by everyone or most people or the experts,
which he then forces him to abandon whether by reducing it o
absurdity or by showing that it conflicts with other beliefs the
interlocutor bolds. If one suspects the motives or the tactics of the
questioner, one will be inclined to charge him with being a mere
controversialist (antilogikos), which is what Plato had in mind when
he described Zeno in the Phaedrus thus:

329 Plato Phaedrus 261D (DK 2gAa14) TOV oUv "EAeatikdy Mora-
undnv AéyovTa ouk Tousy Téxun oTe gaiveoba Tols dxoloust T
Ut dporx kol dvdpola, kai Bv kal TTOAAG, pévovtd TE o Kail
QeEpOPEV;

329 Do we not then know that this Eleatic Palamedes argues
with such skill that the same things appear to his listeners to be
both like and unlike, both one and many, both at rest and in
motion?

1 KR supported the once popular view that Zeno's principal target was not
common sense, but a particular school of philosophical pluralists, namely the
Pythagoreans. But there is no solid evidence that the Pythagoreans of this period
held any distinctive philosophical views about the pluralities constituted by the
contents of the universe (other than that they exhibited armonia), or that Zeno
had any such special position in mind,

? It is mot likely that Zeno explicitly attacked monism, as Simplicius thought
Eudemus supposed: 330  Eudemus ap. Simplicium in Phys. 97, 12 (DK 2ga 16)
kal Zivovd pact Aéyew, € Tis attd 1o &v &mwoboin Ti ToTé éoTwv, Efav T& Svra
Aéyew. ( They say that Jeno used to say that, if anyone would explain to him what the one
was, he would then be able to account for existing things.) 33x  Simplicius in Phys. g9,
7 (DK2gaz21} & §§ & pév Zivwvos Adyos &rros Tis Eoikew olros elvan wap’
txeivov Tov &v PiPAiw pepduevov, ol ki & TIAGTwv tv ¢ Mappeviby pépvnTan,
Exel pév yop 61 ToAAG otk Eomi Selkvuot Bondiov ik ToU durikaiuévou 1) Nappevidn
v efuca Adyovn tvradfa 8¢, cos & EUdnuds pnot, kal &vfipe 1o &v (Thy yép otiypiv
s 70 Bv Aéyer}, & 8t TOAAG elven ovyywpei. & ptvTol "ARéEavSpos kai tvraiba
T Zijveovos ds T& oA dvanpoivTos uepvijodar Tov ESSnpov ofetan. ‘éx yép
ioToper, pnoiv, EUdnucs, Zhvawy & Tapuevidou ywdpipos EmepdTo Seikvivan, 6T
p) oldy ¢ T& Svra ToAAK elvat T pndiv elven &v ToTs oUov v, Té& 5& ToAR TTATBos
elvan Evddeov.” (eno’s argument in this passage seems to be different from the ome in his
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book to which Plato refers in the Parmenides. For there, arguing in support of Parmenides’
monism from the opposite point of view, he shows that there is no pluradity: but here, as
Eudemus says, he both does away with the one ( for ke speaks of the point as the one ), and
allotws the exisience of plusality. However, Alexander thinks that here tos Eudemus is referring
to {eno as doing away with plurality. He says:  As Eudemus records, Jeno the friend of
Parmentdes iried lo show that 1t is nol possible for there to be pluradity becawse there is no
“ome” among extsting things, and plurality is a collection of umits.’} Alexander’s
alternative interpretation of Eudemus is probably correct (cf. Simplicius in Phys.
07, 13 (DK 29a21)): Eudemus was merely attributing to Zeno the idea that no
coherent account can be given of the units of which a plurality must presumably
consist - for if the units are indivisible (like points), they have no real existence,
but if they are divisible (like ordinary perceptible things) they are not units but
pluralities {cf. 316 (a) above).

ZENO'S INFLUENCE

It is unclear whether Zeno’s work preceded and influenced the
philosophizing of Melissus and Anaxagoras or whether the reverse
is the case. A much more decisive impact is evident in the atomism
of Leucippus and Democritus, and we discuss it below (pp. 408—9).
Among the sophists Gorgias® curious work On What Is Not is deeply
imbued with Zenonian methods of argument and echoes a number
of specific Zenonian trains of thought, while in his advocacy of the
construction of contradictory arguments on every subject Protagoras
must surely have drawn inspiration from Zeno. Plato’s interest in
Zeno flowered relatively late in his philosophical life: it resulted in
the elaborate and forbidding antinomies which fill the last thirty
pages of the Parmenides with seminal arguments about motion, place
and time (infer alia), arguments that were to provide Aristotle in the
Physics with much stimulus when he came to treat of these topics
himself. The discussion of the continuity of motion in the Physics
clearly owes a more direct debt to Zeno, too, as do the arguments
against motion of the early Hellenistic dialectician Diodorus Cronus
(Sextus adv. math. X, 85(1.). But philosophers have never discussed the
paradoxes more intensely than in our own century, ever since Russell
succumbed to their fascination in its first decade. Of all the Pre-
socratics Zeno has most life in him today.
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