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Do I contradict myself?
Very well then I contradict myself,
(1 am large, I contain multitudes.)
W. WHITMAN, Song of Myself, 51

Last night, within a benevolent dream,
Being let me know: ‘Truly,
I am but one of your arguments’.

N. CAGNONE, Parmenides Remastered
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Introduction

Recently, two contributions have highlighted the importance of the notions of limit
and boundary within the history of ancient philosophy, namely Fronterotta (2023) and
Fermani (2022). Fronterotta’s work focuses on Parmenides, and in particular on the
concepts of constraint and chain, while Fermani addresses the notion of boundary in
general, though not specifically in relation to the Eleatic. In this paper, my intention
is to build on the results of these two studies, concerning the importance of limits and
boundaries for the history of ancient philosophy and their applicability to the study of
Parmenides, in order to draw my own considerations on the Eleatic’s poem.

In particular, the problem I would like to address, is the one that could be considered
preponderant within the debate on Parmenides, namely the problem of the relation-
ship between the two parts of his poem. It is in fact well known that the ept pUoewg,’
after the proem, is divided into a mepi dAn0eiag section, on truth, and a mepi §oE@v, on
opinions: this is specified both in the proem® and in the connecting verses between the
two parts.’ What, however, these parts indicate, i.e. which fragments are to be assigned
to which part, is far from certain - as the numerous studies by Cordero (e.g. 2019b)
followed and extended by Conte (2023) show. Moreover, it is equally well known that
the delineation of a concept such as 10 €6v — whereby what is truly is eternal and total,
i.e. perfect* - is difficult to reconcile with the acceptance of the world’s imperfect and
transient phenomena that are exposed in the second part. These considerations are by
now well known to Parmenidean scholars, especially after the studies of the last decade,
but it is worth remembering, in this regard, that it is the Epicurean Colotes - mediated
through the lens of Plutarch — who offers us the first example of a Parmenides who goes

! This is the traditional title, transmitted by Theophrastus in Diogenes Laertius (VIII 55), Sextus Empiricus
(M. VII 111), and Simplicius (in Ph. 38.4). It is worth noting, however, that Porphyry (Antr. 323) cites Parme-
nides’ writing as ®uowév, while Proclus (in Tim. I 13.15) refers to the poem as ITepi t@v §vtwg Gvtav, Plutarch
(Amat. 756e11) as Koopoyovia and the Byzantine lexicon/encyclopaedia Suda (1t 675) as ®votoloyia.

2 Cf. DK 28 B 1.28-30: ypec 8¢ oe dvtaubéoBat / ipév dhnbeing ebkvkAéog drpepsg ftop / 18& Ppotdv
56€ag, taig ovk Evimtiotic dAnBdrig (“You must learn everything: / and of truth well rounded the solid heart / and
of mortals the opinions, in which no certainty is true”).

3 Cf. DK 28 B 8.50-52: v 1@ ool tav ToTov Adyov nde vonua / apepig ainbeing: 66&ag & dno tovde
Bporteiag / pavBave kdopov Epdv Eméwv dratAov akovwv (“With this for you I put an end to the certain reason-
ing and thinking / about truth; opinions, from here, mortal / learn, the deceitful order of my words listening”).

* With this, I attempt to summarise the attributes we find in B 8: dyévntov, avadhebpov (8.3); odhov,
povvoyevég, dtpepéc, ovd K atéAeotov (8.4); €v auvexég (8.5); ovde Swaipetov, Opotov (8.22); Eumheov (8.24);
axivitov (8.26 and 38); dvapyov, drtavotov (8.27); Twutdv kTA. (8.29); Eumnedov (8.30); Emdeés (8.33); dovhov
(8.48); ioov (8.49). In the fragment, however, the argumentative sections concern ingenerability, indivisibility,
immobility and completeness: the other attributes paraphrase and further reinforce these four main concepts. It
may be noted, then, that the sections on immobility (8.26-30a) and completeness (8.30b-32 and 41-49) depend
in their argumentation on those on ingenerability (8.6b-15 and 19-21) and indivisibility (8.22-25), respectively.
One could conclude, then, that the two primary and fundamental attributes of what-is are precisely eternity and
totality. This is what I mean by defining what-is as perfect: it lacks nothing diachronically, in that it resides in an
eternal present, and it lacks nothing synchronically, in that there are no heterogeneities or discrepancies within it.
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mad and, with his theories, wants to destroy all things.s This interpretation, whereby the
Eleatic negation of becoming causes the things of the world to be paradoxically immobile
or non-existent, was predominant until the 2oth century and finds a worthy representa-
tive in Nietzsche’s suggestive words:

Nur in den verblafStesten, abgezogensten Allgemeinheiten, in den leeren Hiilsen der unbestimm-
testen Worte soll jetzt die Wahrheit wie in einem Gehdiuse aus Spinneféiden, wohnen: und neben

einer solchen “Wahrheit” sitzt nun der Philosoph, ebenfalls blutlos wie eine Abstraktion und rings in

Formeln eingesponnen. Die Spinne will doch das Blut ihrer Opfer; aber der parmenideische Philo-
soph hafSt gerade das Blut seiner Opfer, das Blut der von ihm geopferten Empirie.®

Asaresult, the second section of the poem has long been devalued because it contains
a cosmology and cosmogony in the Ionian style. The fundamental question, as already
stated, is this: why would Parmenides expound a theory that what-is is eternal, complete,
whole and immobile (cf. DK 28 B 8) and then insert an account of the phenomena of
the world in total disagreement with the ontological notions just stated?” In this paper,
an attempt will be made to provide an answer, albeit a cautious and provisional one, to
some fundamental problems closely related to the latter question. In order to do so, an
analysis will be proposed, starting also from ancient testimonia, of two groups of verses:
in §1 we will deal with DK 28 B 8.53-61 and B 9, concerning the Parmenidean conception
of the cosmos; in §2 we will analyze B 16, which deals with the problems of perception
and knowledge, and some fragments concerning the Parmenidean use of the category

5 'This account, certainly to be evaluated with a critical eye, corresponds to Plutarch (Adv. Col. 13, 1114C-
D): talta oukoQavt®v ék Tig pmviig 0 KmA®tne kal @ pripatt Sidkmv ov T Tpaypatt tov AGyov artAdg ¢not
TAVT avoupetv 1@ v Ov tmotiBeoBau Iappevidny (“Colotes, posing as the sycophant with regard to the linguistic
expression of these things, and accusing the discourse for form, not content, simply says that Parmenides, in
assuming that what-is is one, destroys all things”). The Zopos of the Eleatic’s madness, not explicitly mentioned
here but implied, obviously goes back to Arist. GC 325a16-23: Oi p&v 0dv oliteg kal S Tavtag tég aitiag
arerjvavTo Ttepi tiig dAnOeiag: £mel 8¢ &mi pev 1@V AGywv Sokel taita oupPaivety, £t 8¢ TOV TPAYUAT®Y pavig
naparAijolov eiva 1o §oEdle oltwg: 0vdéva yap 1@V pawvopévey €eotdval TocoiTov (ote TO TTUp Ev elvan
SOKEWY Kal TOV KpUOTAMOV, AAA pdvov Ta kKaAd kal ta gpawvopeva S ouviiBetay, tabt’ éviotg S v paviav
ov0ev Sokel Stagpépewv (“In this way and for these reasons they give an account of truth, because it seems that,
in relation to arguments, these things follow. But in relation to objects, to hold such opinions is almost madness.
For none of those who are mad are such as to think that fire and ice are one, but only <that such are> the beauti-
ful things and those things that appear so out of habit: these things do not seem to differ because of madness”).

¢ “Only in the faintest and most abstract generalities, in the empty shells of the most indefinite words,
should truth now reside, as in a cobweb envelope. And next to that ‘truth’ now sits the philosopher, also as
bloodless as an abstraction, and shrouded all around by formulas. Of course, the spider wants the blood of its
victims; but the Parmenidean philosopher despises exactly the blood of his victims, the blood of the empiricism
he sacrifices” (Nietzsche 2017 [1873]: 39).

7 If Diels (1899: 4 f.) considered the second part to be a pure dialectical “gymnasium”, characterised in a seri-
ous way for ironic purposes (1897: 100) — anticipating to a certain extent Mourelatos’ considerations (2008) -,
Burnet (1892: 197-206) believed it to be a self-criticism for the previous Pythagorean direction, placing himself
not far from Nietzsche’s (2017 [1873]: 36f.) idea that Parmenides’ cosmology was a rejected product of his youth.
Zeller (1892: 584), for his part, spoke of this section influentially as the best possible attempt to explain the world,
once the metaphysical canons of truth had been delineated.
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of 6vopa. This will allow, in §3, to consider a particular interpretation of 10 £6v, namely
that of what-is as ‘totality’, in relation to the aporias it has recently raised among experts.
All this will allow some final considerations to be drawn.

1.DK28B 8.53-61and B 9

Our main source for these verses is Simplicius (in Ph. 179.20-182.6), who comments on

the passage in Aristotle’s Physics (Ph. 188a19—-27) in which the Stagirite explains how the

early thinkers set contraries (Ph. 188a19 — tavavtia) as the principles of their systems.
The Cilician, who does not miss the Aristotelian inclusion of Parmenides in the number
of these thinkers, comments: “those who say that what-is is one and immovable, like

Parmenides, also make contraries the principles of natural things” (Simp. in Ph. 179.30-
32: kal yap ol €v 10 Ov xai dkivntov Aéyovteg, domep Iappevidng, 00ToL TV QUOIK®Y

évavtiag molodol Tag apydag), adding that the Eleatic makes hot and cold (Beppov xai

Wuxpov) its principles, in the section of the work “on opinion” (tpog §6Eav).® In this

passage, Simplicius annexes two sequences of verses, which he declares to come after
those “on truth” in the order in which he quotes them: B 8.53-59 (in Ph. 180.1-7, for us

apparati gratia Simpl. I) and B 9 (in Ph. 180.9-12).

The first of these two groups of verses is quoted in two other passages, both from
Simplicius’ commentary: in Ph. 30.23-31.2 (for us Simpl. IT) and 38.30-39, 9 (for us Simpl.
III). The first passage, which is part of the commentary on Arist. Ph. 184b1s: dvvdyxn
(...) piav elvar v apynv fj mheiovg (“necessarily the principle must be one or more than
one”) quotes the same Parmenidean verses, explaining them similarly to the previous one.
This, however, has the interest of adding a famous prose interpolation, which Simplicius
defines as “a small passage” (in Ph. 31.3 — pnoeidiov) located in the middle of the verses
as if it were Parmenides’ (petall 1@v én@v (...) ¢ avtol [Tappevidov). The text of the
interpolation reads: £ T8 £0TL TO Apatov kai To Beppov kai to Qdog kai td paAbaxov
Kai 10 K00@OoV, €7l 88 T@ UKV GdVopaoTal T Yuypov kai 6 {6@og kai okAnpov kai
Bapy- tabta yap dnexpin éxatépwg ékdtepa (“concerning the former, the rare is also
the warm and the light and the soft and the nimble; as for the dense, it was called cold
and dark and hard and heavy. These things were distinguished in each of the two ways”).
Whoever this interpolation is, two points become clear that Parmenides’ fragments
already suggest: (1) there are two principles, contrary to each other, that serve as the
material cause, in Aristotelian terms, of all things; (2) these principles, starting with the

8 Conte (2024: 176) translates “against opinion.”

° These words have been seen by some as proof that Parmenides had also written in prose: the Suda (1t
675 - xatahoyddnv) already interpreted the melfj of the Eleatic host in P1. Sph. 237a6 in this way. It is known,
however, how this adverb can refer to oral speech without musical accompaniment (cf. Soph. fr. 16: xal ela
@opuktd [“both without and with lyre”]).
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opposition fire/night (;tp/viE),” have various names depending on whether one wants
to emphasize one of their characteristics or of their instantiations."

The last passage in which Simplicius cites the text under examination (in Ph. 38, 30-39,
9) presents a slightly larger group of verses (B 8.50—61), which guarantees that they belong
to the fragment B 8 since a pair of hexameters hinge on the famous citation of B 8.1-52
in Simp. in Ph. 145 f. This passage represents a rather interesting case of debate among
commentators. It concerns the next sentence in Aristotle’s treatment of the previous one
(Ph. 184b15 £.): €l piav, Tot dxivntov, &¢ enot ITappeviong kat MeAlooog, 1] Kvoupévny
(“whether it is one - scil. the principle -, or is motionless, as Parmenides and Melissus
say, or mobile”).” In this regard, Simplicius dwells on Alexander’s Aristotelian interpreta-
tion. For the latter commentator, it was peculiar that the Stagirite had chosen to include
Parmenides and Melissus among the philosophers of the principle: if for the Eleatics
everything is one, in fact, there should be no dpy1|. Simplicius retorts that this doubt is
unworthy of Aristotle’s greatness of mind (in Ph. 38.3 — peyaidvola), and that the philos-
opher rather charitably (e0yvopdvmg) chose to consider the Eleatics for their method
of enquiry, common to the philosophers who had spoken of a principle. The core of the
interpretative clash, however, is played out in reference to Alex.Aphr. in Metaph. 31.12 f.
(= DK 28 A 7). In this passage Alexander is commenting on Arist. Metaph. 984b3: tAnv
el dpa ITappevidng (“with the exception of Parmenides”): according to Aristotle, here,
Parmenides was the first to introduce an efficient cause — with the exception of Hesiod,
who, however, is a poet-theologian and not a physicist.” In this respect, Simplicius’ two
objections (in Ph. 38.18-33) are:

(1) Alexander wrote that Parmenides “according to the opinion of the many,
explained himself in relation to the birth of phenomena by constituting two principles”
(katd 66&av O0& TOV TOMGV £ig TO Yéveatv amodoival TOV gavopévmy §Uo otV Tag
apyag). Simplicius objects that the expression kata §6€av is ambiguous: if by that Alex-
ander had wanted to express himself as Parmenides wished, i.e. by calling ‘opinable’ the
sensible, he would have been right, but if he thinks - as is likely - that those speeches,
namely those in the second part of the poem, are completely false, then he is wrong
(Simp. in Ph. 38.24-28: €i (...) €i¢€edé€ato, mg 0 ITappevidng PovAetal oEaotov 1O
aioBntov kaAdv, ev av Exor- ei 8& Yeudeic vty Tovg Adyoug oletal €keivoug (...) oU
kaA®¢ otetar). The interest of this diatribe is that it reflects and anticipates the more
recent scholarly debate on the Eleatic and in particular on the second part of the poem -
historically considered incoherent and problematic by some, valid and coherent by others.
In this regard, Simplicius is very clear: Parmenides “calls this discourse questionable and

10 Parmenides could perhaps consider these not as the principles themselves but as their ofjpata (B 8.55),
i.e. as signs of a more general opposition between light and darkness - as opposed, therefore, to the orjpata of
B 8.2, which are the proofs of the general characters of what-is.

It Tborrow this idea from Conte (2024: 182).

12 Tt is worth noting Menn’s opinion (2022: 162 n. 115) that the lemma to which Simplicius really refers
could be the entire first period.

3 Cf. Mansfeld’s considerations in this regard (1980: 46-54).
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deceptive not insofar as it is simply false, but insofar as it has fallen from the noetic truth
to the sensible that appears and seems” (in Ph. 39.10 f. = DK 28 A 34b: §o&aotdv 00V
Kal AatnAov T00ToV KAAEl TOV Adyov oy @G Yeudi] ATADG, AM &g Ao Tijg vonTig
aAnBeiag eig 10 pavépevov kai 10 alodnToV EkmenTROTA).

(2) The second point of contention, which again represents a (more than) vexata
quaestio, is how to identify the causes, in the Aristotelian sense, of Parmenidean cosmol-
ogy. In this regard, it is possible to trace this outline:

Parmenidean aitiat Efficient cause | Material cause

Aristotle (Metaph. A 4) Eros Earth and Fire

Alexander (in Metaph. 31) | Fire Earth

Simplicius (in Ph. 38) The daimon Night and fire'
Fig.1

It is well known that Aristotle calls earth (yf}) the Parmenidean principle opposed to
fire'* and that he seems to regard Eros as the revolutionary efficient cause of the Eleatic.”
Simplicius (in Ph. 39.12-19), on the other hand, believes that the efficient cause is the
feminine daipwv mentioned in B 12, and reproaches Alexander with having made fire
the latter cause, and earth the material one.*

It is therefore possible at this point to read the texts of the two fragments cited by
Simplicius, in Ph. 180 (B 8.53-59 = I and B 9), 30 (B 8.53-59 = II), 39 (B 8.53—61 = III):

DK 28B 8.53-61

Hop@ag yap katébevto dvo yvopag dvopdiew-

TV piav oV xpedv ¢oTwy, &v @ memhavnuévol lotv,

!4 This is what Palmer (2020) calls the aspectual interpretation of the ancients, cf. e.g. Plut. Adv. Col. 1114D
(= DK 28 A 34a).

!5 In Simp. in Ph. 25.15 f. (= A 34c) we find fire and earth, in my opinion, to echo the Aristotelian systema-
tisation: it is in fact immediately said “or rather light and darkness” (] pd\\ov @@¢ kai okdTog).

16 The position of McKirahan (2023: 66) can be shared here: “Aristotle here is making no attempt at a histori-
cal reconstruction of Parmenides’ ideas but is searching among his predecessors’ doctrines for ideas or views that
have some relevance to his present purposes (...). Most noticeable here is that Aristotle reads his own theory of
the four simple bodies (fire, air, water and earth) into what Parmenides says.” If, in fact, three times the Stagirite
speaks of the earth as an element of Parmenidean cosmology (Ph. 188a20-22; Metaph. 984b5-8; GC 330b13-15),
in two further passages he also equates fire, or heat, with what is, and earth, or cold, with what is not (Metaph.
986b33-987a2; GC 318b6-7).

17 Cf. Arist. Metaph. 984a23-30, and DK 28 B 13.

'8 Simplicius’ reconstruction is akin to Aét. 11 7.1 MR (= Dox. Gr. 335 = DK 28 A 37). It should be noted, on
the other hand, that the same reconstruction of Alexander is found in D.L. IX 21 (= A 1); Hippol. Haer. 111 (=
A 23); Clem.Al. Protr. V 64 (= A 33), where Clement defines Oeoi the two elements of Parmenides; Cic. Acad. 11
37,118 (= A 35¢); Macrob. S. Sc. 114, 20 (= A 45a), where earth and fire are said to be constitutive of the soul.
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avtia § ékpivavto dépag kai onpat’ €Bevro. 55
YWPIG AT’ AMNAWY, T pEV pAoYOg aibéplov tlp,

Aoy 6v, P€y’ {apaiovy EAagppov, £aut® ndvtooe TadTtdv,
@ & €Tép@ p1) TAUTOV- ATAp KAKEWVO KaT adTd

avtia vikt adafj, mukvov Sépag éuPploég te.

TV 0oL £y® Sidkoopov éokéta dvta gatile, 60
@G oV i} TOTE TiG o€ fPoT®Y YV TtapeAdoot).

Forms they arranged, in fact, two, to appoint judgements:

of these not one is necessary, in that they have lost their way:
contrary they judged them by appearance and placed signs
separated from each other: on the one hand, the ethereal flame,
which is tenuous, very light, in every part identical to itself,

to the other, however, not identical; and yet that thing in itself
contrary, the dark night, dense and heavy.

To you I expound an entirely plausible order,

so that some judgment of mortals may never mislead you.

|| 53 yvopag Simpl. (I F*, I11), edd. pll. : yvédpaig Simpl. (I DEF?<, IT), rec. Scaliger, Fille-
born, Brandis, Preller-Ritter, Gallop : yvoung Karsten, rec. Mullach || 55 dvtia Simpl. (I, II
F, I11), edd. pll. évavtia Simpl. (II DE) : tavtia D-K coll. B8.59, rec. Tardn, Untersteiner | §’
ékpivavto Simpl., edd. & €kpwvav té Calvo || 56 tf) Simpl. (1 EF, IL, III), edd. thv Simpl. (ID),
rec. Calvo || 57 fjimtiov 8v, uéy’ {apatov} éhappdév D-K, edd. pll. : 1j- 8- pu- dpatdv éhappdv
Simpl. : fj- 8- p- dpatov {€happdv} Scaliger, Fiilleborn, Brandis, Mullach, Conche : 1j- £¢6v
p- dpatov {EAappov} Karsten : Aemtov dpatov éhappdv Preller-Ritter : fj- dpyov éAagppov
Calvo | totum versum crucibus concl. Cerri || 59 dvtia scripsi collato 28 B 8,55 : tavtia Simpl.,
edd. | vOxT ‘ adaij Simpl. (II DE, I1I DEEa), edd. vuktdda fj Simpl. (I F, II F, III F), rec.
Fiilleborn, quo recepto vuktada fjde Scaliger : vixkta 8 ddaf) Simpl. (I DE) || 60 Sidkoopov
Simpl., edd. : S1tk6opov Scal. || 61 yvédun Simpl., edd. pll. : yvédun Stein, rec. Coxon, O’ Brien,
Gemini Marciano

DK28B9

avtap éneldn mdvta dog kai vug dvopaotat

Kal Ta Kot o@eTépag Suvapels £ oot Te Kal Toig,
TGV TAE0V 0TIV OpOD (PAEOG KAl VUKTOG ApAvTou
0wV ApPoTépmy, €mel 0USeTEPW PETA UNSEV.
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But since all things light and night can be said,

and they <are said so> according to their” forces on the one and the other,
everything is equally full of light and dark night,

equivalent to each other, since with neither there is nothing.°

| 1 dvépaotan Fre : dvépaotat DEF || 2 td om. E

A few brief textual notes are necessary:

(1) B 8.53 has always been the subject of various syntactical constructions:* personally,
I think the most plausible rendering sees yvépat as the judgments, i.e. opinions, impres-
sions that mortals want to name - just as yvopn is a judgment of mortals in B 8.61 —, and
pop@dg as the forms they have placed to name their judgments.>> Although some inter-
preters have rightly noted how tiOnut yvopag, while not corresponding precisely to the
present diction, can mean ‘to decide’, my reconstruction, with a substantially equivalent
translation result, seems to me more respectful of the ano kowvod that possibly invests the
central 800, signalling the presence of two forms and two judgements at the same time.

(2) Lassociate myself with those who understand piav o0 as 00depiav: mortals posited
two forms, of which it is not necessary to pose even one.” Other proposals seem to me
textually wasteful, or incoherent: on what basis is it possible to choose one of the two
forms as necessary in opposition to the other, when for Parmenides himself they are
equivalent (B 9.4 iowv)?>

As for the content, what can be deduced from the two fragments is that mortals have
placed two linguistic forms, corresponding to as many cosmological elements, to name
the judgements resulting from the fundamental opposition of departure, namely that of
the pair of contrary opposites alternately known as fire/night and light/darkness. The
result - already noted by critics - is that the entire universe, once these two fundamen-

19 That is, the forces of light and night.

2 Others understand the latter hemistich as “nothing does not partake of both”, e.g. Cerri (1999: 155),
Casertano (2009: 88), Costa (2024: 209). The doubt here is whether pndév can stand for ‘nothingness’ as in B
8.10: the alternative is obviously the more basic meaning of ‘nothing’. In this regard, Givone (1995: 24-29) gives
the notion of ‘nothingness’ as established for the Eleatic, while Franchi (2018) admits oscillations in this still
embryonic Parmenidean conception.

2 See at least Woodbury (1986), as well as the translations of individual Parmenidean editors.

2 On the name poper), it is interesting to note that it could indicate not only the linguistic forms given
by mortals to their opinions. Indeed, in contexts such as Ps.-Arist. MXG 975b22 008&v kewAvet piav tvd odoav
TO TV popPiy, &g kat 6 Ava&ipavdpog kai GAva&ipévng Aéyovaty, 6 puév 1éwp (...) 6 de (...) dépa (“nothing
forbids that one form is the whole, as even Anaximander and Anaximenes say, this the water (...) the other the
air”) and 976b25 &ig piav popenyv ovykpidij (“being united in one form”), the term popen is directly associated
with air and water understood as cosmological elements, as well as with their union. Therefore, popgai could
refer precisely to the elements, i.e., for Parmenides, fire and night. Note, finally, an occurrence of the term with
anuance close to that of ‘referent’ in Aesch. Prom. 209 f. 0épug / xai yaia, ToAAGV dvopdtwv popen pia (“Themis
and Gea, one form of many names”).

% Thus s pio ov in Ar. Th. 549 f.; PL. R. 423a, X. An. 5.6.12; cf. LS] s.v. 1d and Ferrari (2010: 67 n. 41), Corn-
ford (1933: 108 f.), Untersteiner (1958: 151).

2+ But contra, for example, Sedley (1999: 123 £.).



What'’s in a Name? Limits in Parmenides’ Sequentialism 127

tal elements have been assumed, is composed of them. This is confirmed by fragment B
9, which characterises light and night as having duvdpeig that act on everything, to the
point that everything could be called by these two names - as suggested by dvopdotat
(B 9.1), a verbal adjective with potential value.> The interest of the term dVvapg in this
context is high. It arises with the sense of ‘physical strength’, which is well understood
in Hom. II. VIII 294 f.: 00 pév tot 6om dUvapic ye ndpeott / mavopar (‘I will not restrain
myself as long as I have strength”); XXII 20: 1} 0” &v Tioaipny, & pot Svvapic ye mapein
(“I'would avenge you, if strength were enough for me”) and in homologous cases (Hom.
Il. XXIII 890 £.; Od. 11 62, Hes. Th. 420 xTA.). A physical force, this, present in each in
a predetermined quantity: Hom. II. XIII 787: map dvvapwy §” ovk €0t kai Eé00UpevVOV
mohepilew (“beyond one’s own strength it is impossible even for the impetuous to fight”)
- coinciding, therefore, with what a hero can. The term then also indicates political and
economic strength, slipping towards a more concrete notion of power: this is the case in
Sol. fr. 5.3 W.2: 01 & eiyov SUvapuy xai xprjpaowy fjoav dynroi (“those who had power and
were in sight because of their riches”); Thgn. 33: xai Gv8ave 1010” OV peydAn SOvapg
(“and seeks to please those who have great power”), and equivalents (Pi. 0. 1103 f.; B.
I 60 f. xTA.). But what is of more interest here is the further meaning the term takes
on, first attested in DK 24 B 4: tijg pé&v Oyteiag elvat ovvekTikny v icovopiav t@v
duvapewv, bypod, Enpod, Yyuypol, Oepuod, mkpod, yAvkéog kal TV Aowmdv (“what
maintains health is the balance of forces: wet dry, cold hot, bitter and the others”). It is
immediately noticeable that here the Suvdpeig are pairs of contraries corresponding to
elements or forces of nature, similarly to Parmenides B 9. In Parmenides, therefore, light
and darkness can be thought of as something akin to forces that act and as such form the
things of the world.
It may be useful, at this point, to quote the fragments B 10 and 11, that speak respec-
tively of a “heaven that holds everything” (B 10.5 - oUpavov augig €xovta) and of an
“extreme Olympus” (B 11.2 f. - 6Avunog / €oyatog), certainly to be identified.** In B 12,
moreover, the cosmos turns out to consist of crowns (cté@pavou): the outermost ones
filled with fire and night, the innermost ones filled with fire only. They have as their outer
limit the aforementioned ‘extreme Olympus’ and at their centre that Saiuwv which acts
as the efficient cause of the cosmos’ movement.”” She “first devised Eros” (B 13), possibly

* It seems to me that this grammatical interpretation is less costly than an ametric perfect as suggested by
the Simplician codices, whose copyists repeatedly show that they are not expert metricists. Cf., for the verbal
adjective, Hom. Od. XIX 260: @xeT énoyouevog KakoiAov ovk ovopaotiv (“he went off to see the Ev-Ilion,
unnameable;” identical instances in XX 597, XXIII 19), Thgn. 23: ndvtag 6¢ kat” avOpadoug dvopaotoc (“among
all notable men”). The value is obviously concurrent with that, also possible, of past participle.

26 Cf. in this regard Cerri (1999: 264).

¥ Cf. in this respect the interesting testimony of Aét. II 7 MR (= Dox. Gr. 335 = DK 28 A 37a), according
to which in this system of oté@avot the two most solid are the outermost, made “like a wall” (tefyovg Siknv),
and the innermost, which is the cause of the changes and which Parmenides also calls “divinity that governs and
holds the keys” (Saipuwv kuBepvijtig kai kAndovyoc), “Justice” (Sikn ) and “Necessity” (avdayxn). There is an echo
of all this in Cic. Nat. D. 111.28 (= A 37b). In general, a study dedicated to the Parmenidean accounts of Aétius
could be of interest; similar researches — of which there are a few specular cases, but dedicated to Heraclitus for
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as a means of bringing humans of different genders together (cf. B 12.5 £.). Thus, one could
schematise the Parmenidean world in a similar way:

niip kai vOE mup
- v
Shupmog 1 Saipwy
£oyarog
Fig. 2

At this point, the question remains as to how we humans interact with such a cosmos
from a Parmenidean perspective.

2.DK28B 16

In the first part of one of his masterpieces, Metaphysics I, Aristotle more or less follows
this line of argument:

(1) There must be a single science of what-is and the attributes that pertain to it; ‘what-
is’, in fact, is said in many ways but in relation to a single nature;

(2) Science is about what is first, but what is first with respect to what-is is substance,
so this particular science — which is philosophy — must deal with the principles and caus-

example, such as Bergamo (2022) - could enrich the framework of studies on the reception of the Eleatic, which
has been positively growing in recent years (cf. Licciardi 2017; Helmig 2022; Volpe 2022; Motta-Kurfess 2024).
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es of substances. Since substances and entities are made up of opposites (Arist. Metaph.
100429 - TavTIKeipeva), it is also necessary for the philosopher to know what opposites
are, and of how many kinds;**

(3) the philosopher therefore has the task of investigating the surest principles of every
entity and substance (Arist. Metaph. 1005b9 — ai fepatdtatar dpyai): for the Stagirite,
this is in particular the principle whereby it is impossible for “the same to belong and not
to belong together to the same, at the same time and in the same respect” (Arist. Metaph.
1005b19 f. — 1O yap avto dua vdpyewy te Kai un Umdpyetv AdUvatov T@ avTtd kal Katd
10 avT0). This is indemonstrable except in a refutative manner, i.e. on condition that the
opponent wants to say even one word — confirming the principle;

(4) If, on the other hand, the contradictory propositions (Arist. Metaph. 1007b20 —
at dvtipaoelg) were true together and in the same respect, all things would be one, as
Anaxagoras wants, and of each thing it would be possible both to affirm and deny the
same thing, as Protagoras wants. But it is clear that one thing cannot be, for example,
good and not good (indeed people do not, out of uncertainty about good, go and throw
themselves into wells, cf. Arist. Metaph. 1008b15-17).

Arriving at this point in the argument (Arist. Metaph. 1009a23), Aristotle explains
that the ancients came to believe that contradictions and contraries (Metaph. 1009a24

- Avtipdoelg kal tavavtia) exist together because contraries are generated by the same
thing — not realising that this occurs in potency, not in act. Furthermore (Metaph.
1009b13 ff.), they held that knowledge® and sensation are the same and correspond to the
same alteration,* which means that a sensory experience would be a form of knowledge.*
Now, this is unacceptable not so much for Aristotle, by his own devices: for the Stagirite
it seems in fact unquestionable that sensation is true, at least that which is proper to each

2 Cf. Arist. Cat. 10.

» The Greek reads: 81a 10 UmoAappavewy gpévnow pgv v aiodnow, tadtv 8§ eivar doiwoty. The use
of ppévnoig is not the technical one of ‘wisdom’ in a practical sense: in the Metaphysics the term has the broader
and more generic value of ‘knowledge’ or ‘understanding’. This is evident both here and in the two other occur-
rences of the term besides this passage, namely 982b4 and 1078b16: in the former ppévnoig denotes that kind of
knowledge addressed to the fundamental investigations of philosophy - the phases of the moon, the phenom-
ena of the stars and the origins of the universe -, in the latter ppdvnoig is in an endiadic nexus with émotiun,
in a context quite similar to the present one, where it is discussed how the Forms were proposed as a solution
for the problems that arose from the radical becoming of the Heracliteans. Therefore, I have chosen to translate

‘knowledge’ here.

3 Cf. Arist. DA 416b33-35: 118’ aioOnoig €v 1@ xwveiobai te kai tdoyew ovpPaiver, kabdmep gipnrar dokel
yap dMhoiwotg tig eivan (“the sensation lies in moving and undergoing, as has been said: it seems to be in fact
some alteration”).

31 Exactly as Aristotle states in the incipit of DA 426a22-24: §okel 0¢ kal TO VOELV TO QPOVELY (OoTtEp
aioBdveoBau (...) xai of ye apyaiot T @povely kal 1o aioBdvesbat tavtov eival gnow (“It also seems that think-
ing and understanding are like perceiving (...). The ancients say that understanding and perceiving are the same
thing”). In this regard, Aristotle calls in Empedocles and Homer, and then reiterates how for the ancients think-
ing (vogiv), perceiving (aioBdveoBar) and understanding (ppoveiv) are all something corporeal, and all function
by associations of the like with the like (t0 6poie 10 dpotov) — a theme indeed present in Greek culture from its
origins, albeit not in a physiological sense: cf. Hom. Od. XVII 218: &g aiei TOv 6poiov dyet Bedg tov opoiov. The
problem noted by Aristotle, rather, is that no predecessor questioned, in formulating these doctrines, the causes
of being in error (DA 427b1 - mepi tob fatijobav), i.e. the condition in which the soul spends the most time.



130 MARCO GUERRIERI / University of Naples Federico 1 /

sense organ, since he establishes a distinction between aioOnoig and pavtacia. This

is stated a little further on, in Metaph. 1010b1 ff.: 006 {el} 1| adioOnoig {pn} Yevdng t1ov

ye idiov €0Tiv, AAN 1) pavtacia ov TavTov T aiocBfoet (“and sensation is not false with

respect to its own, but imagination is not the same thing as sensation”), as well as in DA

428a1-3, 5 f., 12-14: Eov i) avtacia kad’ fjv Aéyopev pavtaoud tpiy yiyveoBar (...)

StLpgv ovv ok £ty aloBnoig, SfAov x TOVIE (...) ai pév aAnBeig dei, ai 8¢ pavraoial

yivovtat at mAeiovg eudelg (“imagination is that in relation to which we say that an

image has arisen within us (...) That <it> is not the sensation, is clear from this (...) <sensa-
tions> are always true, but imaginations arise mostly false”). The problem of the ancients

thus seems to be that, lacking a systematic difference between aioOnoig and pavtaoia,
i.e. between sensation and mental representation contemporary or subsequent to it,
have ended up believing that what appears to the senses is true sic et simpliciter (Metaph.
1009b14: TO awvépevov kata v alobnow £€ avaykng aAnbig eivai @aow) and have

remained chained (Metaph. 1009b17 — €voyou) to this opinion.

For ancient thinkers, therefore, sensation — understood as a contingent physiological
condition of the human being — determines knowledge, with the absurd consequence
that two opposing sensations would correspond to two valid ways of reasoning, thus
generating a contradiction. Aristotle here cites Parmenides himself as an example, and
in particular fragment B 16 (Metaph. 1009b22 ff.).3* In addition to the Eleatic, Empedo-
cles, Anaxagoras and Homer are also called into question, with stark words: the ultimate
and most drastic effect of their doctrines is that, if they were right, no one would want to
dedicate themselves to philosophy anymore, because the search for truth would become
like a search for things that fly.

The other testimony in our possession is that of Theophrastus, in the incipit of
the longest fragment that has come down to us of his Physical Opinions, known as De
Sensu (nept aioBéoewc), De Sensibus (mept aioO1joewv) or De Sensu et Sensibilibus (mepl
alofoewe kai aioOntdv).>* He begins his exposition (Thphr. Sens. 1 = Dox. Gr. 499 =

3 As aresult, the text of the fragment is also reported by the two Aristotelian commentators Alexander
of Aphrodisias (in Metaph. 306.29 £., 35 £.) and Asclepius (in Metaph. 277.19 £.), that I quote in the apparatus.

3 This need to save a minimum stability of things in order to guarantee the very possibility of understand-
ing each other and thus of doing philosophy is quite akin, albeit with different solutions, to that felt in Plato’s
Parmenides, in the dialogical interlude between the first part and the yvpvaoia, specifically 135b9-c2: pr) ¢dv
{8éav TV 8vtwv EkdoTou T avTiy del eivau (...) Ty To0 StaléyeoBa Shvapw tavtdnact Suagepet (“Not allow-
ing there to be the same idea of each of the entities (...) They will completely destroy the possibility of making
dialogue”). In this regard, it may be interesting to note that Aristotle, in the passage under consideration, follows
up these “synchronic” destroyers of philosophy, i.e. those who believe that at a certain moment one can say of
x both y and -y, with the “diachronic” destroyers of philosophy, i.e. the “Heraclitisers.” For them everything is
constantly changing and therefore nothing can be said that is true, which is why it is better to keep silent as in the
case of Cratylus. This argument, however, offers only minimal justification for their extremism (Metaph. 1010a15
ff.); in this regard, reference to Theaetetetus 152c~d arises spontaneously, where Protagoras’ secret doctrine is
presented as an astute take on the Heraclitean flux theory.

3 The ambiguity between the first two nouns is reflected in the manuscript Laurentianus F, which has the
plural at the beginning and the singular at the end. The other manuscript, the Parisinus P, instead restricts itself
to the plural, as does Diogenes Laertius (V 52). As for the third variant of the title known to us, namely De Sensu
et Sensibilibus, Diels (1879: 114 n. 1) attributed to Schneider (a philologist active in the late 18th and early 19th
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DK 28 A 46) by recalling the already mentioned principle (cf. supra n. 31) of knowledge
through the similar, upheld for the Eresian by Parmenides, Empedocles and Plato, to
contrast it with the competing principle of knowledge through the different, of which
Anaxagoras and Heraclitus are examples. In Sens. 3, Theophrastus directly addresses
the case of the Eleatic with the words: ITapuevidng pev yap 6Awg o8&V dpapikev
AAAa pévov 8t duoiv Gvtotv atolyeiow katd 16 vepPdAlov €0Tv 1) yVAOLG. €V
yap vnepaipn to Oepuov i) to Yuyxpdv, AAANY yiveoBar v Sidvoiav, fertio ¢ kai
kabBapwtépav v St to Oeppdv- ov pny aMa kai tavtny delobai Tivog ovppetpiag
(“Parmenides in general did not specify anything, but only that, in relation to the two
elements, knowledge is constituted according to the prevailing. For, depending on
whether heat or cold prevails, thought becomes another, and the thought caused by
heatis better and purer. And certainly this also does not lack proportion”). Immediately
afterwards, B 16 is quoted, which Theophrastus comments on, giving us the following
information:

(1) As Aristotle already explained, it is reiterated that for the Eleatic, perceiving
(atoBdveoBar) and understanding (ppovelv) are the same thing;

(2) Parmenides failed to explain what might happen if the elements entered the
mixture in equal quantities, for example whether the capacity for understanding could
still exist;

(3) According to the Eleatic, as proof of this theory at once physiological and gnoseo-
logical, the corpse would not perceive light, heat and sound because it lacks fire: it, on
the other hand, could perceive cold and silence.

In the light of the broad context of his quotations, it is therefore possible to read DK
28 B 16:

@G Yap £KAOTOT EXEL KPAOLY PEAEWV TTOANVTAGYKT®V,
TG voog avBpmolot tapéatnkev- T0 yap adtd
€0y Omtep ppovéel peréwv Quotg avBpadmototy

Kal T kal TavTi- To yap mAéov ot vonpa.

Asindeed <everyone> from time to time has the mixture of wandering limbs,
so thought is given to humans. The same thing,* in fact,
is for humans what the nature of the limbs encompasses,

for each and every one. The major is indeed the thought.

century) the proposal of the corresponding Greek title ntepi aioOjoemg kal aioOntdv and stated in this regard:
“ipse Theophrastus si fragmento suum titulum dare voluisset, nept aioOrjoewg kai aioOntédv haud dubie scripsis-

set. Nam haec est libelli partitio” (“Theophrastus himself, if he had wanted to give his fragment a title, would

undoubtedly have written wtept aioBfoewg kai aioOntédv. Indeed, this is the partition of the booklet”). A deliber-

ate assonance with the Aristotelian work of the same name is clear here.

3 That is, the same thing with respect to thought, equal to it. Compared to the alternative translation “it is
the same thing to think for humans: the nature of the limbs” (e.g. Tor 2017: 176; Casertano 2009: 92), it seems
to me that this is, with entirely similar outcomes, syntactically more plausible.
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1 ékdotot Arist. EJ, Thphr. : ékaotog Arist. E?, Alex. : éxdote Ar. AP : ékaotov Ascl. | Exet
Arist. A’ J, Alex., Ascl. : & Arist. E : €yewv Thphr. | kpdow Ar., Thphr., Alex. : om. Ascl. : kpdoig
Stephanus, Kirk : kpfjowv Coxon, Sassi | tohvAdyktwv Thphr. : toAvkduntwv Ar., Alex., Ascl.
|| 2 mapéotnke(v) Thphr., edd. pl. : mapiotatat Ar., Alex., Ascl., prob. Passa

With regard to the text, it is necessary to briefly explain a few choices:

(1) The reading éxdotote favours a conception of Parmenidean gnoseology whereby
a human has a certain arrangement of his parts depending on the situation, and is there-
fore to be preferred to €kaotoc. Although the latter variant has the advantage of provid-
ing a direct justification for the accusative kpdow,* the subject could certainly have been
in the verses immediately preceding the fragment: I do not think, therefore, that there is
any point in printing £ékdooto (...) kpaoig with Stephanus (1573: 46).

(2) T agree with those scholars for whom moAvnAdyxtwv is preferable to
TOAVKAPUTT®Y, since it is more consistent with the lexicon of wandering that
pervades Parmenides’ poem (e.g. B 6.5 — mAdlovtai;*” B 6.6 — mhaktov voov; B 8.54

- memAavnpévor).®

With regard to the content of the text, it has already been noted by interpreters that
a theory of mixing is enunciated here with a simultaneously physiological, perceptual and
cognitive scope.” The wandering limbs are the two fundamental parts of the body that

3 Coxon (2009: 95) prints kpfjowv, in Ionic, consistent with his general attempt to restore Parmenides’
dialect in the fragments, in which he is followed by some scholars (e.g. Sassi 2016: 459).

37 In this regard, it should be pointed out that the Simplician manuscripts agree in the reading mAdttovtau,
which cannot be original: however, scholars are divided between those who believe that it represents an atti-
cization of mAdooovtat (from mAdooopat, ‘Timagine’, ‘Tinvent’) — such as O’Brien-Frere (1987: 25), Cordero
(2004: 126), Cerri (1999: 151), Laks-Most (2016: 41) — and those who hold, as did Manuzio-Torresano (1526:
25r.), that it is a mere mistake for mhdfovtat (= I am astray, I am lost) - e.g. Karsten (1835: 32), Mullach (1860:
119), Conche (1996: 100), Sider (1985: 363-5), Coxon-McKirahan (2009: 59), Graham (2010: 215), Ferrari (2010:
47 n. 15). Diels (1897: 72s.) proposes a compromise solution, i.e. to print TAdttovtay, stating that the original
form would be mAdooopat, but understood as an Italic variant of mTAdlopau: the translation thus reads «einher-
schwanken». Diels’ arguments — which convinced Zafiropulo (1950: 134), Untersteiner (1958: 135), Taran (1965:
54), Gallop (1984: 61), Heitsch (1991: 23), Reale (1998: 49), Gemelli Marciano (2009: 17) - are, however, not
probative: the philologist relied on a testimony of this possible exchange -{w / - oow in the Doric dialect of
Tarentum (An. Ox. 1.62 Cramer), for which there is no confirmation in Elea, and hypothesised that this feature
was common to Italic dialects in general. Passa (2009: 104-110) returned to the subject, proposing in turn to
print mAdooovtat in the sense of ‘to wander’, but not accepting Diels’ motives: the linguist, in fact, hypothesised
that for mA\doow there was a mechanism of analogy set in motion by the aorist, as in the case of tdoow. The latter
verb, in fact, forms the present from the theme *tay and a semivocalic infix (*tay-i-w), so the expected outcome
would have been tdlw: it is likely, therefore, that the aorist form éta€a influenced the present by analogy. For
Passa, therefore, TAdoow would also be an analogical outcome of *mAay-i-. Whether one accepts Passa’s argu-
ments or the Aldean emendation, the meaning of ‘wandering’ therefore remains, in my opinion, beyond doubt.

3 The theme is certainly not foreign to Greek thought: cf. B. 11.35: yv@dpat toAdmAayktot Bpotdv (“the
wandering thoughts of mortals”); DK 31 B 20.1-5: fpotémv pehéwv dykog (...) Thdetar &vdiy’ Exaota (“the
mass of mortal limbs (...) err, each separate”); Soph. Ant. 615: @ (...) moAdmAayktog EMtic (“the errant hope”).

3 Cf. e.g. Tor (2015: 9-14), Sassi (2016: 461 f.), but also Conte (2024: 188 f.), for whom this theory of
sensation and knowledge has a ‘superior’ characterisation, i.e. it is aimed at conceiving the ultimate foundation
of all phenomena.
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reflect and act as instantiations of the two fundamental elements of the cosmos, namely
light/fire and night, which become hot and cold in the human: perception, i.e. the under-
standing of what is around us, takes place according to the element that is predominant
from time to time, and to how much it outweighs the other*. In this way, the sense of
‘greater’ expressed by the final 16 tAéov* does not differ substantially from the sense of
‘full’ proposed by various interpreters: there is certainly a mixture of elements, in which
the one most present in a given situation constitutes thought not sic et simpliciter, but
rather according to how much it prevails over the other — which therefore has a value,
albeit lesser.**

In this context, it might come as a surprise that the term @votg, traditionally trans-
lated as ‘nature’, appears in the expression &mep @povéel peAéwv @Uoig (‘that which the
nature of the limbs understands’). What is not actually meant here is a substance of the
limbs, or their singular compositions. Walter Cavini* has pointed out that the first occur-
rence of the term is in Od. X 304 f., when Odysseus tells that Hermes gave him the p@dAv
as an antidote to Circe’s poisons, explaining: pot @vow avtot €deile / pily pév pélav
£oke, ydAaxtt 6¢ elkehov dvBog (“to me he showed the nature of it - scil. the antidote -,
/ the root was black, but like milk the flower”). The term @Voig could thus indicate the
result of the union of contraries: a black root and a white flower in the Odyssey, a warm
part and a cold part in the fragment under examination. It is interesting at this point to
note the perfect specularity, in B 16, of the expressions kpdow peAéwv (v. 1) and peAéwv
@uotg (v. 3), which occupy the same metrical position and, quite plausibly, indicate - with
alexical variatio combined with hyperbaton - the same concept: the nature of the human
limbs is a given mixture of the two cosmic elements, light/fire and night.**

The consequence of this mechanism, which within the Parmenidean world outlined
above causes us to perceive and know the world, is that, inevitably, we give names to the

4 Cf. in this regard the final part of the above-mentioned testimony of Theophrastus, who states that accord-
ing to Parmenides a corpse neither feels nor sees because only the cold is now present in it, as well as Aét. V 30.4
MR (= Dox. Gr. 433 = DK 28 A 46a) I1. yijpag yiveoBat tapd v tod Oeppol vridhenpwy (‘<Parmenides says>
that old age comes from the decrease of heat’) and Tert. De anim. 43.2 (= A 46b): somnum (...) Empedocles et
Parmenidem refrigerationem (“Empedocles and Parmenides <define> sleep a cooling”).

# Thus, e.g., Zeller (1892: 579), Calogero (1932: 47 n.), Albertelli (1939: 155; 1958: 279), Cerri (1999: 281),
Ferrari (2010: 37), Sassi (2016: 460), for whom mtAéov is the Ionic-epic form of the neuter of mAe{wv, TAelov: ‘the
greater’, ‘the preoponder’, cf. Hom. Od. V 673: 1} § ye 1@V mAedvawv Avkiov dro Oupov Ehorto (“or kill the most
of the Lycians”), Thgn. 1286 f.: vikijoag yap €xeig 1o mAéov €omiow / dMA 0° éyd Tpdow @edyovtd pe (“you
have won and are ahead for the future, but if you flee I will injure you”) and homologous cases (Hdt. IX 70; PL. R.
343d, 349b). For others, e.g. Bollack (1957: 68), Untersteiner (1958: 167), Mansfeld (1964: 189-193), Laks (1990:
17£.), Tor (2017: 176), Conte (2024: 188), it is instead the Ionic form of the neuter of TAéwg, TAéa, mAéwv: ‘full’, as
in DK 28 B 9.3 (cf. supra, §2) and similarly 8.24: v & EumAedv €0ty édvtog (“but everything is full of what-is”).

2 In a similar direction seems to go Casertano (1978: 31, 2009: 92), who renders 10 wAéov as ‘the whole’,
understood as the whole of the two parts; I could find, however, no occurrences of the term with this meaning.
I believe that this reading may also represent a compromise for those who mantain that hot only recognises hot
and cold - cold.

3 Per litteram, in his introductory lecture on Aristotle’s Physics given at the University of Bologna in March
2024.

* Interesting, in this respect, is that the first occurrence of the term kpdoig — and last before Parmenides —
is in Sappho (fr. 148.2 N.: 6 mhoUtog Gvev apétag ovk Aotvrg mapotkog, / a & dupotépwv kpdotg teddapoviag
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things around us: so indicate B 19.3: T0ig 6" dvop’ dvOpomot katéfevt émionpov (“to
each - scil. of existing things katd doxan — humans have assigned a name as a mark”), as
well as the already seen B 8.53 and the following sequence, B 8.38-40.%

TQ® TGVt Gvop’ Eotat,*
Sooa Bpotol katéBevto memolBiteg etvar AAn6f,
yiyveoBai te kai 8Muobay, eivai te kai ovy,

Kal t610v dAMdooey S1d te xpda pavov apeiery.

This (scil. what-is) all things as its name shall have*
which mortals arranged, convinced that they were true,
that they were born and died, they were and not,

they changed location and the light skin colour mutated.

|| 38 T® avt’ Gvop  Eotau Simpl. (In Ph. 87,1 F), edd. pll. post D-K : 1@ mav tolivoy’
€otau Simpl. (In Ph. 87,1 D) : 1@ ndvt dvopaotar Simpl. (In Ph. 146,11 DE, In Ph. 87,1 E),
rec. Gallop, Graham, prob. Palmer : 1@ ndvt’ @véuactat Simpl. (In Ph. 146,11 F)

In all three passages the same phraseology recurs: tavt’ dvop(a) (...) katéBevto (8.38
£.), pop@dc xatéBevto (...) dGvopdlewv (8.53), Tavt’ Svop(a) (...) katéBevro (19.3). The
content of these texts is of fundamental importance because it seems to suggest, apart
from the cosmic and gnoseological system outlined, that Parmenides intended to correct
and transcend the use of the verb ‘to be’ made by humans, due to their pragmatic need to
name the things that surround them on the basis of the initial opposition between light
and night:*® Costa’s (2024: 211 f.) recent considerations go in this direction.* In the face

€yeL 10 dxpovt [ “wealth without virtue is a neighbour not harmless, but the mixture of both has the culmination
of happiness”]). The verse in question is, however, partly between cruces and generally suspect on metrical and
phraseological grounds (cf. Neri 2021: 828).

4 The first verse (8.38), partially quoted here, has an entirely alternative wording in Plat. Tht. 180el,
discussed, for example, by Primavesi (2008). Cornford (1938) included this verse in the final fragment, consid-
ering it to be further Parmenidean material. But for the general problems of the entire text section containing
these verses (8.34-41), often suspected of being out of place, cf. Calogero (1936: 177 n. 2), Ebert (1989: 121-138),
Palmer (2009: 352-354), Ferrari (2010: 33-37), Condello (2016: 507 £.).

¥ Codices provide varice lectiones. If, as in B 9.1, it is difficult to think of a perfect, because it would not
have the augment, here it is also difficult to think of 6voudotat as a verbal adjective: I prefer, therefore, to read
ovop’ Eotan with most editors.

47 Tor (2023: 264) also intends similarly.

4 This would be the “initial mistake” that Reinhardt mentioned (1916: 81 f.).

# DiIulio’s (2021) distinction between a referential semantics in the first part of the poem and a Fregean
semantics in the second is interesting in this regard. Cf. also Fronterotta’s considerations (2022: 15 f.).
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of criticism of the human habit of naming things and considering them to exist,** however,
it is possible to argue that Parmenides does not feel the need to deny the existence of
phenomena,’ but rather to introduce a higher level of reality. This corresponds to to £6v,
i.e. what-is or that which is, in a perfect, total, necessary manner,* whose characteristics
are expounded by the fragments ntept dAn0eiac. In this respect, it may be assumed that
Parmenides distinguishes three modes of being:

Parmenidean expression Meaning Referent
ndpmay eivar (B 8.11) To be completely That which is, T0 £¢6v*
Sokipwg etvar (B 1.32)% To be verisimilarly,| The things that appearin
credibly the world, ta doxovvta
pr) etvan (B 2) Not to be That which is not, 10
un €6v, nothingness, 10
undév
Fig.3

Itis therefore necessary, at this point, to ask what the Eleatic meant by the expression
10 €0V, and to better explore what relationship the latter has with ta SoxoUvta.

3. Compatibility issues

To realise the amount of interpretations that have been given of 10 £6v, one need only
read the notes dedicated to the Eleatic by Reale (1967: 292-319), Palmer’s encyclopaedic
entry (2020) and Tor’s status quaestionis (2017: 277-308). Generally speaking, the main
division is between monist interpreters, who are themselves generous or stricto sensu,

3 “To give a thing a ‘substantive’ name is to recognise it as a substance” (Cornford 1933: 110).

5! Contra, most recently, Wedin (2014: 148).

52 In this regard, I would cite both the modal interpretation of Palmer (2009, 2020), for whom the distinc-
tion £€6v/doxobvta is of the necessary/contingent type, and the interpretation of Tor (2017: 304-308), who is
critical of the former on textual grounds (2017: 294 f.) and who prefers to speak of the being of 10 £6v as being
truely, rather than necessarily. This true being is not, however, to be superimposed on Kahn’s interpretation
(1969, 2003, 2009), according to which the ‘veridical’ use of the verb ‘to be’ indicates in Parmenides not a differ-
ent level of reality, but the occurrence of one thing in the world. For a development, in current linguistic studies,
of the Kahnian hypothesis of the copula as the unifying pole of the verb ‘to be’, cf. Moro (2010).

3 In this sense, it is necessary not to take 6v and eivat as synonyms: this has indeed been suggested, in
a different key, by Colli (2003: 224); cf. also Gilson (1948: 22).

5 T consider this to be the most satisfactory reading of the Parmenidean use of Soxijiwg, which I have dealt
with in a different work.
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and pluralists. The vexata quaestio, which is by now rather well known, could be summa-
rized in principle, and without claiming to be exhaustive, with this outline, in which an
attempt has also been made to report the interpretations that some scholars have given
of the Parmenidean use of elvat and to give a minimal account of the ancients’ opinions:

Stricto sensu [ Laio sensu ] [ logical-dialectical ] metaphysical school
school

A Y A4 hd
Guthrie) Simplicius,

existential efva generous mon R
Ny ietanitial & copulative gtval
(Colotes, F. (Aristotle, Plutarch exinstential elvay I | (A.P.Fl') Mourelatos)

J. Palmer)
veridical efvon predicational mon.
(C. Kahn) (P. Curd) £6v as objects of speech
{Gorgia, B. Russell,

Nietzsche, WK.C. Sextus Empiricus,
G.E.L. Owen, F. Berto)

locative slva
(M. Conche)

copulative sivat
(G. Cerri)

6 as objects of inquiry|
(J. Bames)

Fig. 4

There are, in this framework, various connections: both Cerri (1999) and Curd (1998)
are linked, albeit with different outcomes, to Mourelatos (1970), who in turn recognises
the inspiration towards Calogero’s (1932) theses of “copulative being”.ss On the other hand,
the interpretive intervention of Barnes (1979, 1982) has the merit of having corrected the
inconsistencies of those who wanted to see in Parmenides (especially B 2 and B 3) the first
philosopher who declared the existence of all the objects of discourse, thus falling into
the paradox of negative existentials.’® Barnes, however, does not address the challenge
that has recently been called ‘compatibilism,” namely that of coherently linking the part
of the poem on truth and being to the cosmological part.

This problem, fundamental and already alluded to in the introduction to the paper,
has in my opinion this possible, but not problem-free, solution. Parmenides understood

5 Recently, Alcocer Urueta (2023) has returned to a Calogerian interpretation, with different results.
% Vision still influential in Berto (2010: 9 £.).
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by 10 €6v the totality of the cosmos, i.e. the universe taken in its entirety: this is the
interpretation of Casertano (1978), who continued and deepened the Popperian image of
a de-metaphysicalised Parmenides.” This interpretation actually had a twofold positive
effect. Firstly, it rehabilitated the image of the Eleatic as a physicist with methodological
and logical-scientific content. Cordero (2019b) and Conte (2023: 153-200), in a similar
vein, have argued against the identification of the §6€at with Parmenidean physics and
cosmology, which are also decisively rehabilitated by Pulpito (2020) through the category
of ‘perspective transition’. In recent years, moreover, studies on the Parmenides scientist,
rather than reality denier, have flourished: here we can think of Rossetti’s recent work
(20204, 2020Db, 2022, 2023). Secondly, this interpretation has also made it possible to
make progress on the first part of the poem: light and night would be a manifestation of
T0 €6V, as we can read in Ferro (2020),*® and a mereological interpretation would assume
relevance whereby the relationship between ¢6v and ¢6vta would be a relationship of
the type all/parts, as suggested by Di Girolamo (2016) and, indirectly, by Seregni’s (2019)
category of “uni-multiplicity”.?

In the light of these studies, one could therefore speak, in my opinion, of a Parmenid-
ean sequentialism, in the terms in which Varzi (2001: 95-134) speaks of a “harder” sequen-
tialism, with monistic outcomes. In other words, Parmenides’ world would consist of
a continuous series of sequences, i.e. successive and different states, of the same substra-
tum. A similar interpretation to the latter is that of Sisko-Weiss (2015), noteworthy for
reinserting Parmenides into the number of naturalist philosophers who sought the mate-
rial apyn of the world: this, for the Eleatic, would be the ¢6v understood as the sum of
light and night. This school of thought, however, still fails to address the objections raised
to it, in particular, by Tor (2017: 290-292) and Mogyorddy (2020:92-98)— which I will
try to address here.

These objections fall into two macro-categories that correspond to other fundamental
questions, which refer to the characterisation of 10 ¢6v along B 8.1-50:

(1) Spatial immobility: how can what-is be immovable, yet at the same time
consist of moving parts, i.e. light and darkness?

(2) Qualitative immutability: how can what-is be undifferentiated, yet at the
same time made up of qualitatively different parts?

57 See, for example, Popper (1973: 152). The philosopher says incisively (Popper 1973: 152): “if the second
part, the way of Opinion, constitutes a cosmology, then the first part must also be one.”

¢ Schwalb (1953: 60 f.) moved on similar ground, speaking, in relation to Parmenides, of being as a unity
of opposites, i.e. light and dark.

% Cf. Detienne (1967: 199): “Dans un autre langage et sur un plan de pensée différent, I'Etre de Parménide
répond au méme probléme que le Chronos des Orphiques: comment concilier 'Un et le Multiple.” It is also inter-
esting that for the French philosopher, the truth of Parmenides was like a link between the traditional, revelatory
truth of the sages and the rational truth.
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In fact, both questions could be seen as two sides of the same coin, namely the general
question of indivisibility: how can what-is be indivisible, but at the same time have parts?

In this regard, I think it is necessary to mention two passages where a tension is felt -
to borrow this category from Tor (2023) — between the language of the Eleatic and what
he is describing;:

B4

Aelooe & Opmg anedvta vomL tapedvta PePaiog-

oV yap damotpriet 10 £0v To £6vtog Execdat

oUTe oKIOVAPEVOV TTAVTY) TTAVTMG KATA KOOUOV

oUte guvioTdpevov.

You still see distant things as firmly close to thought®
Indeed, you will not be able to tear what-is from joining together with what-is,
nor that it is scattered everywhere and altogether throughout the cosmos,

nor that it is conjoined.

B8.24f.
(..) av & Eumhedy ot é6vToc.
@ Suveyeg Tav éotiv- €0V yap EGvTL teAGEeL

(scil. what-is) all full is of what-is.

So everything is continuous: what-is, indeed, to what-is clings.

Apart from a substantial set of arguments that make 10 €6v something unique, unre-
peatable, alone and unaccompanied by anything neither similar nor different, it is rather
complex to understand how 16 €6v can (1) cling to and be joined to 10 £6v (B 4 and 8.25)
and (2) be full of 10 £6v (B 8.24). I think the only inferable solution, to the best of my
understanding of these texts, is that Parmenides could call t0 ¢6v both (1) the whole
and (2) the parts that constitute the whole. Since there is, by definition, nothing that is
not within what-is, it can be said that the term ‘what-is’ is extended by synecdoche to all
its parts, i.e. the 6okoUvta, which are all but non-existent. Similarly, if I look at a chair,
I cannot say that there is no world there: of course, this does not mean that the chair
corresponds to the world, but only that where the chair is, there is also the world, in one
of its parts. In other words: if I point to some flames within a fire, there is the fire there

% T prefer to render Aebooe with ‘see’ since this recalls the already Homeric value of Aeboow, i.e. that of look-
ing at something shining or looking from afar (cf. Snell 1963: 22), but some scholars choose translations such as
‘consider’ (e.g. Reale 1998: 47); moreover, along with most translators, I believe that véo refers to apeévta, but
I point out that editors such as Untersteiner (1958: 133) or Coxon (2009: 61) connect it to AeUoog, giving transla-
tions such as “considers in the mind that...”: in these renderings, therefore, we opt for values of both Aeboow and
v6og closer to the semantic field of reflection.
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too; if I point to a table within the €6v, there is the £6v there too. In this regard, it can be
reminded that this use of synecdoche, far from being a perfect tool for a philosophical
treatise, is coherent with the actual genre of Parmenides, namely poetry.

Here, then, I would like to keep my initial promise of using the category of limit, by
proposing another example: between me and the table on which I am studying, I suppose
for Parmenides there would be no limit. Clearly, this is not to say that Parmenides would
not be able to distinguish me from the table: as much as the Eleatic famously expressed
himself in poetic and less rigorous terms than we would like, I believe that he was also
capable of “not jumping into the well,” to quote Metaph. 1008b16. I suppose there would
be no real limit because, when one touches a table, or anything else, something that is is
clutching at something that is. If we judged the world only by the presence of something
that is or something that is not, we would se that we ourselves and everything around us
have precisely the common characteristic of being: thus, being seems to have no limit®.
This existence or being belongs to us for a certain time since we are the transient parts of
a single entity, i.e. the totality, whose existence is instead eternal and whose boundaries
are the only true limits that an Eleatic philosophy can recognize, since they enclose the
whole within and nothingness outside. The existence enjoyed by the totality is therefore
true existence, i.e. necessary and eternal, precisely because it is guaranteed by a contin-
uous and indestructible succession, synchronic and diachronic (B 4), of the transient
existences of the parts, which therefore do not coincide with nothingness.®* In this sense,
going back to the “qualitative” question (2), T0 £6v is undifferentiated because within it
nothing changes with respect to the only property that characterizes it, namely being:*
it is the further qualities of the individual parts that change.

In what sense, on the other hand, is what-is immobile, despite being made up of
moving parts (1)? I believe that an answer, albeit tentative and cautious, can be given
starting from the proem of the poem. Although there are many interpretations,® one
could draw as a fundamental element that the xoUpog had the opportunity to pass through
that door which, with Kerényi (1944: 39), could be defined as a kind of door of time, or
rather of time and space, placed at the crossroads of the paths of night and day. If we too,
then, tried to look at the universe from outside with the goddess, we would see the result
of the system of concentric crowns, i.e. — out of metaphor — a sphere. The sphere, T0 £6v, is
motionless because it is all that is: it would, in fact, have nowhere to move. Here too, there-

¢ In this respect, I understand the verb ‘to be’ in a “trivial” way: it is our simple being here, that is, being
able to experience the presence of things around us through our senses and, in turn, being able to be seen, heard,
touched. Cf. also Fronterotta (2022: 9 n. 13).

¢ In this sense, although the totality enjoys a different being than the parts — which could open up its rather
problematic configuration as €v — it could be said that the whole needs the parts just as the parts need the whole,
in a manner akin to Paci’s (1957: 65) claim that “what Truth says is necessary to what opinion says and vice versa.”

% A similar insight is present in De Rijk (1983), who, however, does not recognize a difference between the
eivau of totality and the eivau of things, running into the problem that the being of any object could also be eternal.

¢ Of the long series, of which Ricci (2020) offers an effective status quaestionis, I would like to point out the
recent interpretation by Bernabé (2013) and the even more recent observations, from a philosophical-archaeo-
logical perspective, by Castro (2023).
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fore, reference can be made to the category of limit: the “extreme Olympus” (cf. supra, §1)
is that which, to recall Aetius’ words, encloses the cosmos “like a wall” (te{yovg 6iknv),
representing its last part and leaving no possibility of translation to the sphere of the whole.
So, I'suppose, this extreme olympus is the very limit of Parmenides’ sequentialism. Within
the sphere, the movements of light and fire create all the objects of experience, ready for
our perception. But this sphere is just like a human body that, while accomodating all sorts
of movement within it, cannot go anywhere and lays still.
In light of these considerations, it is now possible to draw some final remarks.

Conclusions

In this paper, an attempt has been made to put forward a hypothesis on the problem of the
compatibility between what-is, the perfect and eternal entity presented in the first part
of Parmenides’ poem, and the objects of the world of which we have a cosmological and
cosmogonic account, whatever its position in the text. In order to do so, we first studied
fragments B 8.53-61and B 9 (§1), which together with other fragments and testimonia give
a quite precise image of the Parmenidean world. This is made up of concentric spheres
filled with light/fire and night, which, coming together, form us and the objects around us
thanks to the power of efficient cause of the Saipuwv placed at the centre of the cosmos.*s
Further on (§2), we have seen with fragment B 16, and from its witnesses, how for the Elea-
tic a theory applies, at the same time for perception and knowledge, whereby the human
being, formed by the two fundamental elements, recognizes by virtue of the preponde-
rant one, and by how preponderant it is, the things that surround him. On the basis of this
process, we give names to things. In this regard, I would add here that the widely held
notion that in Parmenides “being and thought correspond” in the sense that “everything
that is thought is and everything that is is thought,” often retrospectively researched in B 3
and B 8.34-38, finds in my opinion a more concrete testimony precisely in B 16. This frag-
ment is, moreover, taken by Aristotle himself as an example of a dangerous openness to
contradiction: in fact, according to the Parmenidean theory, two different humans could
judge of x, because of their internal mixtures of elements, both y and not y, both being right.
After proposing to distinguish three modes of being in the thought of the Eleatic, we
come to §3, where, starting from the interpretation considered most satisfactory of 1o
£0v, i.e. that which sees it as the Whole, or the totality of phenomena seen as a unity, we
attempted to answer the two main aporias raised by critics regarding this interpretation,
namely that of the compatibility between the motionless Whole and the mobile parts
and between the undifferentiated Whole and the differentiated parts. In this regard, it

% One might ask, in this regard and in the light of §3, whether the “ultimate Olympus”, the last heaven of this

cosmos, which holds everything within itself, is itself immobile. It, on the other hand, is compelled by avéyvin

“to hold the boundaries of the stars” (B 10.6 f.), and - if we identify the cosmos with the é6v - it is held by bonds
and chains (B 8.26 and 30 f.).
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was first noted how the name €6v is sometimes translated, by synecdoche, to its parts as

well; attempts were then made to respond to the aporias, also referring to the category of
‘limit’. In brief, if we try to put limits between objects based on where we see or not see

existence, we will obtain one eternally existing item, the cosmos - £6v, completely made

of temporally existing parts and whose only limit is the ‘extreme olympus’. This item,
coinciding with our space-time, will be homogeneous in relation to the characteristic

of being, immobile because it has no other place to go. In light of these considerations,
Parmenides’ verses could therefore contain a dual exposition of our universe, seen from

the outside with the Adyog of truth, from the inside with the didkoopog of phenome-
na®®. What was not done in this paper, however, is the investigation of further, important

themes of Parmenides’ thought, which were difficult to include, but can be argued to be

coherent with these results.®”

Lastly, one might recall a passage (Simpl. in Ph. 558.11 ff.) in which Simplicius wonders
how it is possible that Parmenides, having distinguished between a unitary and impercep-
tible being on the one hand and the sensible dimension of humans on the other, did not
think of calling the latter ‘what is’. The doubt is shareable, and for this we must try to grasp
to the full the will that moved such a philosophy. Between the sixth and fifth centuries B.C.,
in fact, a thinker wondered whether, beyond our life made up of beliefs exposed to becom-
ing, something could be found that only was, without changing: an unshakeable certainty,
a firm truth not subject to time. All we can say about this quest is that it was successful
because it took the right road - one of solitude. If the boy achieved the vision of truth, then,
it could perhaps be because even a Goddess recognised that, despite everything, this was
his greatest desire (B 1.1). However, I would like to propose a further view here: only if we
do not focus on the arrangement of Parmenides’ poem, i.e. revelation-truth-cosmology,
but rather on the process that the Eleatic as a human being had to follow in his life, i.e. the
reverse process — which necessarily goes from the study of the phenomena of the world, to
the unification of these in the totality, to revelation to others - then we can gain an insight
into the truly scientific and philosophical path of this man. I therefore believe I can recall
the words of Sestov (2011 [1938]: 88): “On the side of reason and knowledge, there where
constraint ends, the chained Parmenides, having participated in the mystery of the eternal
being who always commands, will again conquer primordial freedom and will speak not
as a man constrained by truth, but as a being endowed with power.”

% In this sense, the didxoopog takes on both a positive value (cf. e.g. Macé 2019) and a negative one (as
Warren 2007 seems to suggest: 100 f.): this ordering is in fact both correct, because it perfectly exposes the
cosmos, and deceptive, because it starts from the unnecessary distinction (o0 ypéwv — B 8.54) between two
elements.

¢ 1 did not address problems such as that of the voetv, for which there are positions closer to the one
outlined above (Fronterotta 2016) and radically different conceptions (e.g. Leszl 1981 and Marcinkowska-Ros6t
2010, among them similar, or Robbiano 2011). The question of (a)temporality in the poem has not been quoted
(for which cf. Pulpito 2005 and, recently, the philological contribution of Berruecos Frank 2024), nor that of the
number of ways of research and of the meaning of the fragment B 6 (for which cf. Bernays 1850, Nehamas 1981,
Cordero 1984 and 2019a), or the ways of B 2.
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In this paper, the problem of compatibility between the two parts of the
poem by Parmenides of Elea is addressed. This is done on the basis of

a number of fragments from the poem - B 8,9, 12, 16 and others - and
a study of their ancient festimonia. In this way, the Parmenidean concep-
tion of the world and of human perceptive and gnoseological activity
within it is reconstructed. Furthermore, starting from textual clues that
show a certain need to go beyond this view of the world, an attempt has
been made to argue how 10 £6v can be understood as the All, i.e. as the
universe, but seen in its unity. In order to do so, a tempative answer was
proposed, using the philosophical category of limit, to recent aporias

raised by interpreters.
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