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AMBIGUITY AND TRANSPORT:
REFLECTIONS ON THE PROEM
TO PARMENIDES’ POEM

MITCHELL MILLER

LET me begin by distinguishing an ultimate and a proximate task
for these reflections. The ultimate task, a perennial one for stu-
dents of Greek philosophy, is to understand just what Parmenides
lavs open for thinking and speaking when, in the so-called Truth-
section of his poem, fragments 2 through 8. 49, he isolates the ‘s’
(€ord) that is ‘the steadfast heart of . . . truth’ {1. 29). The pro-
ximate task is to explore the context Parmenides gives us for this
ultimate task, the proem’s account of the transformative journey to
and through ‘the gates of the paths of Night and Day’ that brings
the traveller into the presence of the truth-speaking goddess. We
modern-day philosophers have generally been reluctant to pursue
this exploration too closely, not only because we are accustomed to
draw a sharp distinction between poetry and philosophy, a distine-
tion that, arguably, did not take hold in the Greek world until Aris-
totle, but also, more to the point at present, because Parmenides’
proem seems riddled with ambiguity. This is not wrong; indeed, as
I shall try to show, its ambiguity is both more extensive and more
central then has been recognized heretofore. But I shall also try
to show that it is a resource, not a liability; by the close of these
reflections I hope to have made compelling that and why bringing
the ambiguity of the proem into good focus is key to 2 well-oriented
turn to our ultimate task, understanding the ‘is’,
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The Proem to Parmenides’ Poem 3

Is the path of persuasion, for it attends upon truth;
The other—that . . . is not and that it is right [for] . . . not fo be— 3
This unturning route, I point out to you, is one from which

no learning ever comes,
For you could not know what-is-not, as such, for it cannot be

brought about,
Nar could you point it out.

There are 2 number of cbservations to make here, First, the god-
dess picks out or highlights the ‘is’ by pointedly suppressing its
subject (and, possibly, predicate}. The effect is to reverse the usual
order of the conspicuous and the inconspicuous: by eliding the nor-
mazily conspicuous subject (and, possibly, predicate}, the goddess
brings the normally inconspicuous ‘is’ to the front and centre and
challenges us to reflect upoen it. Second, she sets the ‘is” into an
adversative contrast with its negation, ‘is not’ (2. §). If on ‘the one
[route of enquiry]’ one thinks ‘that’ {or ‘how’) its elided subject “is’,
on ‘the other [route]’ one thinks ‘that’ {or ‘how’) its elided subject
‘is not’. But, third, this contrastive pairing of the two routes belies
a deeper, asymmetrical connection between them: the first route
is essentially constituted as 2 response to the impossibility of the
second. The goddess marks out the first route by closely conjoin-
ing® her articulation of the ‘is’ with the declaration that its negation,
‘not to be’ (w7 elvac), ‘is not possible’. Thus, the first route bears
an internal relation to the second: its thinking ‘that’ or ‘how . ..
is’ arises, if not out of, then in close connection with the attempt to
think the negation of the ‘is’—that is, to think ‘that’ or ‘how . ..
is not’—and the recognition of its impossibility. The goddess pro-
vides the insight at the core of this recognition in her critique of
the second route in the closing lines of fragment 2. ‘No learning
ever comes’ from the second route, she tells the traveller, because
the enquiry that proceeds upon it tries to tzke up what, because
it ‘cannot be brought about’ (o ydp dvvordy, 2. 7P —that is, be-
cause it cannot be constituted as an ohject or determinate content,
much less, then, as an object for thought—cannot be ‘know[n]’ or
‘pointfed] out’ {z. 7-8). This imponderable is 76 ve un éér, ‘what-

* Note re xar, the tightest possible pairing expression, in 2. 3 and 2. 5.

! dwuordy, ‘to be accomplished; practicable’ (L8]}, derives from dvtfew ‘to effect,
accomplish’. LS] also lists three narrower senses of great interest for understanding
Parmenides: ‘to make . . . to be...", ‘to make fan imapge]’, and ‘to finish [a jowrney}

(L8] s.v 3, 4, and 5, respectively).
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The Proem to Parmenides’ Poem

on which one thinks ‘that’, or enquires ‘how’,

" has the goddess disclaim the second route. Whom does she target

in identifying the second route? Who, if anyone, takes it as ‘right

[for]. .. not to be’? (v) Finally, Parmenides’ elision of the subject
~{and, perhaps, the predicate) of the ‘. . .

is’ is part of a larger act

of elision. In bringing the ‘. . . is’ front and centre, he lets fall
from view the context within which the *. . . is’ emerges. This may

signal the indifference of the *. . . is’ to its context—but it may also,
instead, signal the first stage in the transformation of this context;
that is, it may mark a departure from the context that will put
thought in position to retura to it with new understanding of its
meaning and significance. Without begging this question, we can
hope that identifying the context would help give us our bearings in
trying to respond to questions (i-(iv). Accordingly, we need to ask:
does Parmenides indicate the context within which the two routes
emerge, even as he prepares to elide it in fragment 2?

(b) Fragment 6; two encounters with the negation of being?

Before proceeding, we should pause to recognize a complication.
In fragment 6 the goddess once again distinguishes two ‘routes’.
Are these in some way redescriptions of the two routes of fragment
2, or—an alternative view held by many—is the second route in
fragment 6 a third route overail, set apart from the two routes in
fragment 2¢ Fortunately, we do not yet need to venture too deeply
into the difficult syntax of the opening clause of 6. 1 (the proem will
help us with this later}, nor do we need to address the question of
the lacuna in the text at 6. 3.% At this point we need only to observe

* The main verb is missing in the oldest manuscripts. My supplement, dpfaw,
is suggested by A. Nehamas, ‘On Parmenides’ Three Ways of Inquiry’, Deucalion,
33/4 {1981}, 97-111. Thisruns parallel with the earlier suggestion of dpZe, “you shall
begin’, by N.-L. Cardero, ‘Les deux chemins de Parménide dans les fragments 6 et
7, Phronesis, 24 (1979), 1-32. (Both have repeated their proposals, first arrived atin-
dependently, in more recent work— Nehamas in his ‘Parmenidean Being/Heraclitean
Fire’ [‘Fire'], in V. Caston and D. Graham (eds.), Presocratic Philosophy: Essays in
Homor of Alexander Mourelates (Aldershot, zoo2), 45—64, and Corderc in By Being,
It Is [Ry Being] (Las Vegas, 2004).) The traditional and more widely accepted read-
ing, going back to a Renaissance edition in 1526 and adopted by Diels, is efpya, ‘I
restrain’ or ‘hold [you] back’. If we adopt the traditional reading, we must take the
goddess to intend to “hokd” the traveller ‘back’ only from the thinking of the negation
of being, whether in the sense of the ‘nothing” {(u43&) of 6. 2 or in the sense of the
thought of ‘not to be’ {odx elva:) of 6. 8, and not from the affirmation of being that
goes along with each of these. 1 adopt the Cordero—Neharnas alternative because it

avoids the need for this special pleading.
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of ‘what-is-not, as such’—*for it cannot be brought about’ (2. 7)—
that moves thought to turn back to affirm ‘that’ or ‘how . . . is’
(2. 3). In 6. 4—g, however, the goddess brings us to consider the
negation of ‘bethg’ under what appears to be a different aspect:
here, in the view of ‘two-headed mortals’, ‘tc be and not to be’
{ré6 wéhew 1¢ kail obx elvar} are ‘the same and yet not the same’; it
is not the isolated ‘what-is-not, as such’ but rather the apparently
contradictory linking of ‘not to be’ with ‘to be’ that is problematic.
So we must add the following to the questions we gave ourselves
at the end of the previous subsection: {vi) What is the ‘backward-
turning path of all’ that the goddess refers to at 6. ¢, and how does
it link ‘to be’ and ‘not to be’? (vii) How does this second ‘route’, in
6. 4—g, relate to the ‘route’ in 6. 1-3? Do they, each encountering
the negation of *being’ in its own way, lead to different destinations,
or do they somehow converge? And, (viii), how do these ‘routes’
relate to the ‘routes’ in fragment 2? How should we understand the

relation between Parmenides’ distinct pairings in 2 and 6?

{¢) Background: notes on Hestod and Anaximander

My project in this essay is, of course, an affirmative response to (v},
I want to try to show that Parmenides gives us in the proem the
context for the discovery of the . . . is'. First, however, we need to
provide ourselves with some key historical background. The central
image in the proem is the gateway ‘of the paths of Night and Day’
{1. 11 ff.), presided over by ‘much-punishing Justice’ {1. 14} In
its details this image resonates with Hesiod and Anaximander, and
our zbility to appreciate its significance for the discovery of the
‘. .. 18" will depend on our ability to recognize and, what is more,
let our imagination be guided by these allusions.® Hence this set of

preliminary notes.

{1) Hestod's recogrition of the play of opposites. Parmenides’ refer-
ence to the ‘House of Night’ at 1. ¢ and his forceful opening locative
adverb ‘There’ (&8a) in 1. 11 recall Hesiod's description of the un-
derworld in the Theogony,'® and Parmenides’ image of the gateway

* On Parmenides’ rightful presumption of this ability in his hearers, see K. Robb,
Literacy and Paideia in Ancient Greece (Oxford, 1994}, esp. p. 5.

1% Hesiod structires the description, 7z0-81g, as a series of pointings, each begun
with an opening &fa. See 729, 734, 736, 758, 7697, 775, Bo7 (=730}, 811. Thisis an
ingenious way to proceed, for it allows him to keep 2 certain order in his discourse
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ith Night, and he makes them the parents of their correlative op-
osites, Aither, the sheer radiance of the upper sky, and Day. Thus
the principles of light and dark fit together in different ways—ways,

‘indeed, that thergselves in their own difference also fit together—to
- structure both the time and the space of the world. Second, and still
.more remarkably, Hesiod appears to recognize the way in which the

very lack of differentiation stands over against differentiated total-

.ity, and so stands with it to constitute a still higher totality. In his

cosmogony he builds up an image of the whole of the world as a set
of nested pairings of the internally differentiated with the absence

. of differentiation. To trace this from micro- to macro-structure:

within the earth, the fertile hills and forests stand over against
the barren sea (129—32); within our over-world, in turn, the thus
differentiated whole of the earth stands over against the open sky
(126, 133); and finally, within the cosmos as a whole, the thus dif-
ferentiated over-world stands over against ‘dark and murky’ (729),
storm-filled (742—3) Tartarus, a ‘great chasm’ (740} precisely in
that, far beneath the very ‘roots of earth and sea’ {727-8), it lacks
any such internal differentiation and structure within itself 2

(ii} Anaximandran justice and the Apeiron. Whereas the figure
of the gateway of the paths of Night and Day resonates with He-
siod, the figure of ‘much-purshing Justice [who}l holds the keys
of interchange’ (1. 14) resonates with Anaximander. I have trans-
lated Parmenides’ word duoifods as ‘interchange’ in order to pre-
serve its echo of Hesilod's auecBduevar, ‘as they exchange places’,
at Theogony 749 (quoted above}. But Parmenides’ word also car-
ries the ethico-legal significance of retribution or requital and fits
together with ‘much-punishing’ to recall Anaximander’s recogni-
tion of the ‘moral necessity’ (76 ypedw)® that governs the cosmos.
Anaximandran justice is in play in two ways in Parmenides’ image.
Most obviously, the regular alternation of Night and Day conforms
to the cyclical pattern in which opposites, each one ‘perishing into’
and, conversely, ‘coming to be out of” the other,

?* For sustained exegesis, see M. Miiler, ‘“First of al}”: On the Semantics and

Ethies of Hesiod’s Cosmogony’ [‘First’], Ancient Philosophy, 21 {z001}, 251-76; also
‘La logique implicite dans la cosmogonie d’Hésiode’, Revue de métaphysique et de

movrale, 82 (1977), 433-56.
* This and the fragment quoted below are reported by Simplicius, Frt Phys.

24. 1821 Diels {=DK 12 B 1+A g), cited in G. 8. Kirk, J. E. Raven, and M.
Bchofield, The Presocratic Philosophers, znd edn. [Presacratics] (Cambridge, 1983),

§toza, p. 107,
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source’ of the cosmos itself, as ‘unlimited’ or ‘boundless’ or ‘inde-

terminate’.'* To compress a momentous and complex insight to its

core: Thales had made the revolutionary claim that the ‘source’ of
all things is water, but Anaximander, on the strength, arguably, of
his recognition of the justice that regulates opposites, saw that this

-could not be. For water, or the wet, to be the source for all else would
imply the permanent suppression of the dry, a crime that ‘moral
necessity’ could not—and in observable fact, does not—permit.
Anaximander saw the positive implication of this impossibility in
its full generality. Since to grant the status of arché, ‘source’, to
" any power that has an opposite—that is, to any qualitatively deter-
" minate power—would be to endorse this injustice, the arche must
* be something qualitatively indeterminate. Accordingly, he distin-
guished from the opposites a qualitatively indeterminate stuff that
somehow gives rise to them,'® and so to the world structured by
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Oof fragment 4 in sect. 3(p), :, Hahn, Anaximander and the Architects {A}bany, 20’01), 2-00—1’8; but 1 find no trace

of Couprie’s cylindrical world-structure in Parmenides’ allusions to Anaximander.
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2. The proem: towards the gateway and the route(s)

We turn now to the proem. Here, fo
’
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1

L) 1 -~ : c 5 -
m EATHE AL TOUTE ;.LG.S?}'OEG.L, Wiy T SOKGUP‘T&

N xp‘l?y SOKI.I}.LEUS efvm, 8[.{5. ‘JTG'.PT&S ﬂévfﬂ. mep 5:}7{1.2]

The mares that Bear me the lengths my spirit might reach

Were escorting me, when they took and set me on the storied route
Of the divinity who bears onwards throughout the man who knows;
On that route was [ borne, for on it the much-discerning mares

were bearing me,
Straining to pull the chariot, and maidens were leading the way. 5

‘' And the axle in its sockets, ablaze, gave out the war-shriek of a pipe,

For it was being driven hard by the two whirling

Wheels at both ends, whenever the Daughters of the Sun hastened

To escort me, after passing from the House of Night*

Into the light, having lifted their veils from their heads. 10
There stand the gates of the paths of Night and Day,

And a linte] and threshold of stone hold them together;

And they themselves, ethereal, are filled with great doors,

Of which much-punishing Justice holds the keys of interchange,
Appeasing her with gentle words, the maidens,

Persuading, showed her why for them she should lift the bolted bar
Quickly from the gates; and these in their casing made

A yawning chasm as they were thrown back

s

for evwvniéos here, following e.g. Taran, Parmemdes, 1617, and Kirk, Raven, and
Schoficld, Presocratics, 242; others, including Mourelatos, Route, 154—5, and Coxon,
Frogments, 168, argue well for edmeléos. There is a semantic felicity in having
the goddess describe the ‘truth’ as “well-rounded’ just before turning the traveller’s
attention back to the 'opinions of mortals’, at 1. 30, and showing him the implications
of the “truth’ for the best or strongest version of these, at 1. 31—-2. We shall discuss
this in sect. 4 below.

' There is wide, if not deep, support for the reading wepdvra (e.g. Targn, Par-
mentdes, 5—, 214; Gallop, Elea, 23; Kirk, Raven, and Schofield, Presocratics, 242—-3;
Coxon, Fragments, 51, 170) over wep drra in the final clause of 1. 32. But I have a
slight preference for the reading mep fvre (‘just being’) as it is argued for by G. E. L,
Owen in ‘Eleatic Questions’ [‘Questions’], Classical Quarterly, Ns 10 {1960), 84—
10z, repr. in R, E. Allen and D. Furley {eds.), Studies in Presocratic Philosophy, ii
{Atlantic Highlands, NJ, 1975), 48-81, esp. 40—55, and by Mourelatos, Route, esp.
210—16. The unusual dvra, rather than ddvre, appears also at 8. 57. Both Owen and
Mourelatos note that this text is better attested, and Mourelatos argues with per-
suasive precision that the primary sense of mepdwre would be ‘piercing through’,
not ‘pervading’ (Taran; Kirk, Raven, and Schofield) or ‘permeating” (Gallop) or
‘ranging through’ {Coxon}. Under those translations, it should be noted, #epdvra
would fit very well with 9. 3 ("all is full of . . ") and would be very appealing. On
the other hand, a chief virtue of mep Svra is that it exhibits 2 use of ‘s’ on which we
should expect Parmenides, with his keen attention to the ontolegical commitments
of cosmological dualism, to seize. See subsect. 4{5) below.

1 Should there be a comma here? See n. 19 zbove.
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that it catches fire and gives forth a fierce, uncanny screech, ‘the
war-shriek of a pipe’ (1. 6}. It is no wonder that in her greeting to
he youth the goddess begins by reassuring him that ‘no evil fate’
1. 26)}—euphemistic for madness or death—has breught him to
er.” All of this reshapes our question: what is the extracrdinary
chievement symbolized by the youth’s arrival at ‘the gates of the
; paths of Night and Day’ (1. 11)?
- Both the structure of the proem as 2 whole and the specific con-
-tent of the goddess’s formulations of the ‘opinions of mortals” make
- the Doxa section our key place to begin in seeking an understand-
ing of this. Structurally, the poem moves in a circle: the youth
travels to the goddess in the proem, hence from the region of hu-
man understanding to that of the divine; in fragments 2—-8. 49 the
- goddess teaches him ‘the steadfast heart of well-rounded truth’
" (1. 29); then, at 8. 5o ff., she guides him back to the region of hu-
man understanding, presenting from that point on ‘the opinions of
mortals’ {1. 30, ¢f. 8. 51). What she presents correlates closely—
with but one major difference, which we shall discuss shortly—
with what is expressed by the image of the arrival at the gate-
way in the proem. From the side of the Doxa section: by telling
the traveller that she presents to him ‘the opinions of mortals’ so
that ‘no thought of mortals shall ever outstrip vou’ (8. 60), she
grants these ‘opinions’ the status of the deepest possible human
insight; that ‘no thought of mortais’ can ‘outstrip’ these ‘opinions’
implies that they can be surpassed only by going on to her own
specifically divine wisdom. From the side of the proem, corre-
latively: the gateway is the last structure the youth sees before
passing through it and into the presence of the goddess—hence
it signifies what human understanding grasps at the limit of its
reach, the last (or, as we shall see, nearly the last) insight we at-

# Peter Kingsley’s two books on Parmenides, In the Dark Places of Wisdom (Dark]
{(Inverness, Czlif., 1999} and Reality (Inverness, Calif., 2003}, stand out from all
other recent commentary for the utter—indeed, deeply passionate—sericusness with
which they recognize in the proem an experience of spiritual transport. It is very dif-
ficult to assess as z truth claim Kingsley's fascinating identification of Parmenides as
an Apollonian fatromantss, a ‘healer-priest’, who is reporting back to *mortals’ what
ke has learnt from an underworldly ‘incubation’ and meeting with Persephone. My
own more philelogical approach leads me to agree, however, that the proem {and,
hence, the poem as 2 whole) is inspired by and seeks to re-create some such initiatory
and transformative expernience; that Parmenides tries to evoke this experience in the
proem impiies that the depth of attunement to the order of the world that it enables
is necessary if the hearer is to share in the goddess’s insight.
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both the steadfast heart of well-rounded truth and the opinions of
mortals’ (1. 2g—3¢), she adds that he must alse learn

ws TR SorotrTe
xpiv Som'pwz elvar, 814 wavrds mdvra wep Svra.
how for what are deemed {to be]
It would have been right that they be eminently,* just being
all things in every way.

Her pointed xpfy (‘it would have been right’) indicates a past obli-
gation that mortals have not met: to what they ‘deem [to be],

- namely, the two forms, mortals ought to have granted the status

of doxiuws elvar, ‘befing] eminently’ or ‘with distinction’, for these
forms ‘just are all things in every way’*’—that is, as we have heard
her explain from the point of view of mortals, they are the ultimate
principles whose ‘powers’ account for all the ‘features’ of every-
thing else. At g. 4 the goddess will fulfil this obligation and make
the necessary correction of the ‘opinions of mortals’: by her ob-
scure final clause, ‘to neither belongs any nothingness’ {od8erépy
uéra pndéy), she asserts that neither of the two forms suffers any
negation; that is, drawing on 1. 32 to put this positively, each ‘is’
30 ‘eminently’, ‘with’ such ‘distinctior’, that it is not subject to
any lack or negation. The implication for our understanding of the
vision of the gateway is important: to recapture the way the figure
of the gateway expresses the best human insight prior to the cor-
rection the goddess warns us of at 1. 31—z, we must not make this

* ] translate 7d Soxodvraas ‘what are deemed [to be]’ in order to convey its focus
on the things that mortals in their 8dfa: (‘opinions’) take as basic. The imperfect
yphv expresses a past {and still present) obligation that has gone uninifilled (Smyth,
Greek Grammar {Grammar] (Cambridge, Mass., 1963), §1774). ddxypos means 'es-
teemed’ and ‘exceilent’ (LS] s.v 1 and 2); nicely capturing its combination of subjec-
tive eppraisal and objective worth, Owen comments that ‘[ijn Herodotus the sense
‘renowned” becomes common, but never with the implication that the renown is
not wholly deserved’ (Questions, 70 n. 13} It is in an effort to convey this double
sense of a thing’s being held in high regard or granted distinction, on the one hand,
on account of its genuine stature, on the other, that [ have translated the adver-
bial Soxfuess a8 ‘eminently’, Owen’s ‘genuine’, following its uses to mean ‘really’ or
‘genuinely’ in Aeschylus and Xenophon {(Questions, 51, and LS] s.v 3), captures
only the objective aspect, but the punning resonance in Sox{pws of Sexodvre requires
that we try to convey the subjective aspect as well.

7 Itis important to underscore, however, that this last is the goddess’s formulation
as she greets the traveller in fragment 1, not in the Doxa; in the Doxa she does not
say ‘is' explicitly, for there, by the “deceptive order of [her] words’ {8, 52), she is
representing, as if in their own voice and language, the opinions of mortals, and

mortzls have not discovered the '. . . is’.
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feel confirmed in this when we hear of the ‘House of Night’ (1. ¢}
and when, with his Hesiodic “There . . ." {&vfa . . ., 1. 17}, Par-
menides situates the traveller before the gates; for these, as we have
noted in recalling Theogony 748—55, are located at the very edge of
the world, dividing it from Tartarus. Does Parmenides prepare us

o meet the waiting goddess, a Demeter- or Persephone-like figure,

n the ‘great chasm’ of Tartarus?

If, on the other hand, our imagination is caught by the image
of the ‘Daughters of the Sun’ (1. 8), we shall be drawn instead to
see their ‘escort[ing] me . . . into the light’ as an ascent.’® And we
shall feel confirmed in this by the characterization of the gates as
ethereal’ (1. 13)—Ffor the Aither, as we noted in discussing Hesiod,
is the radiance of the upper sky. T'wo further details in the passage
" also seem to support this interpretation. If we take the unveiling
© by the Daughters of the Sun (1. 10) to reflect their sense of having

come home when they pass ‘into the light’ (1. 10}, then, since this
is their last gesture before the chariot halts in front of the gateway, it
will be natural to locate the gateway in the light. What is more, the
phrase Parmenides uses to describe the chariot’s course through
the opened gates, ‘this way, then, straight through them’ (+§ fa 8
abréwr, 1. 20}, is an all but exact quotation®® of the phrase Homer
uses at Iliad 5. 752 to describe how Hera, seeking Zeus at the very
peak of Olympus, steers her chariot up through the ‘gates of sky’
{m6Aoe . . . ovpaved, 5. 74g). Does Parmenides, then, prepare us to
meet the waiting goddess, a Zeus-like figure, in the space above the
world?

Remarkably, we seem to be in a stand-off. Should ‘ethereal’ over-
rule the reference to the House of Night, or vice versa? Should
‘this way, then, straight through them’ overrule “There ..., or vice
versa? Or, a third possibility, is it the very undecidability of the
direction of the journey that Parmenides intends? This third al-
ternative begins to acquire plausibility if we focus on the exquisite

: on Parmenides’, in E. N. Lee, A. B D. Mourelatos, and R. Rorty {eds.}, Exegests and
Argument: Studies in Greek Philosophy Presented to Gregory Viastos (Assen, 1973),
t—16. It has been adopted by Gallop, Elea, 6—7, among others.

** This interpretation goes back at least as far as Sexts, It has been reaffirmed
against Morrison's and Burkert's challenges {cited in n. 29) by Coxon, Fragments,
g-10, 14-15, 1612, 1701, and very recently by Kahn, ‘Parmenides and Plato’,
go—2, and Corderc, By Being, 27—130. " Coxen, Fragments, 161.

22 Parmenides writes 74 go 3¢’ adréow; Homer’s 73 fa 8¢ adrdeww differs only in the
use of alpha for epsilon in edrdwy, 2nd that is simply a matter of dialect.
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indeterminateness of Parmenides’ syntax in the key clause at I 8-
To. At issue is how €5 ddos (‘Into the light’}, the opening phrase
of line 10, fits into the dre (‘Whenever’) clause in lines 8—10. When
we hear it, do we link it with the subject and finite verb, omepyoiaro
wéumew | ‘HiudSeo «xobpas {‘the Daughters of the Sun hastened to
€scort me’), in lineg 8—g, or do we link it with the intervening
and immediately preceding participial phrase, mpodimoscay Seruara
Nowrds (‘after passing from the Houge of Night’), that ends Iine ¢?
Parmenides’ Syntax, which I have preserved i
lows one to construe the connections equally well either way. The
, invite and reflect opposite visualizations,
with the Journey going in opposite directions to opposite destina-
tions. Thus, if one finks €is Pdos with omepyoiaro méumew | HAdSes
«odpai, one will see the Daughters of the Sun, having just ‘passfed]
from the House of N ight’, now ‘hastenfing] to escort’ the travelier
‘into the light’; thus hear » the proem describes an ascent to the
‘etheresl gates’. Bt if one links el $dos with wpodimosoa, Sduare,
Nukrds, one takes ‘the light’ as the destination of the Daughters’
initial passage ‘from the House of N ight’, and one wil} see this pas-
Sage, now completed (‘after passing . . ), ag only the first legof a
longer Jjourney in which, having initially come out of their home in
the underworld and into the light of the over-world to pick up the
traveller, they next ‘hasten to escort’ him to the gateway. And in so
far as the gateway, as that ‘of the paths of Night and Day’, is on
the border of the underworid, the Daughters will be escorting him
back towards Tartarus.*

Note, moreover, how the detail of the Daughters’ unveiling can
be—and for one visualizing the passage this way, wiil be—easily
assimilated to the construal of the journey as 3 descent. One who
is caught up in this way of visualizing the journey will take the
aorist participle doduera, {*having lifted”, 1. 10) to indicate a prior
action, and so to imply that the Daughters “lifted their veils from
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Encleio nd. Parmenides’ 1. 18 gives us the earliest survivit ginpal
ckground. vivin
:aragnce of dyarés in Greek poetry. The next appearlater o in 2
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N Thﬂf)is’}lgl}lowing. 7! Theogony 740, as noted stubS::;::um( (i‘(raecomm
su::se;t & ec:u 103¢ Pearson (as reported in L8] s.v H';): s
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the sense of Open space spreading ‘over the labyrinth on account
of its not having a roof’. This meaning has a long life, L8] also

Cites an instance of it from the second or third Century CE in the

Parmenides’ ‘ethereal’ at 1, 3 and itself be further reinforced by
his evocation of the Homeric ‘gates of sky’ gt 3,

overhead, and we find ourselves gazing up, not down, through the
open gateway and into the void above, not below, the world!

If we allow ourselves to feel and be guided by this oppositional
force in dyavés, moreover, we also open ourselves to an otherwise
unsuspected complexity in the historical resonance of Parmenides’

contrast, the world is a sphere with the earth at the centre; accord.
ingly, there can be no thought of an underworld. Every path leads
outward to the fimit of sky. One can, however, at least in thought, go
beyond the world by such ascending, for bevond the world-sphere,
‘surrounding’ and ‘embracing’ (mepiéyor) it in every direction, is
1ts doys ( ‘source’), the dmeipoy. This, then, is what would *yawn’
overhead, on the far side of the ‘etherea] gates’, for one transported
there: the indeterminate, boundless, unlimited stuff that ‘embraces’
and is somehow the ‘source’ of the world.

Does the traveller, then, descend to the lower limit of the world
to gaze down through the gateway into the dark ‘chasm’ of Tar.
tarus, or does he ascend to the upper limit, the ‘ethereal’ height,
of the world-sphere to gaze up into the limitiess stretches of the
Apeiron? It would be a mistake, T think, to choose: Parmenides

and in ydap’ dyavés he

reflect the confusion of ‘two-headed’ mortals (6. 5) who posit two
forms, then ‘wander’ (6, 5) inccnsistently between the privileging

sy 2
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i ible reading
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bographical and elemental arti i ver-world
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asm’. At the very centre of the compound we hear the -a-, the
rst sound in the adjective dyaréds and, at the same time, a trace of
he elided final -a of ydop’ that it displaces. Given the dominance
the sound and the idea of ya-, ‘opening’, it is natural to take
ghat -~ as an alpha-intensive; in this function it heightens the idea
f the stem to which it is prefixed. (Smyth gives as examples of
‘the alpha-intensive drevés ‘stretched, strained’, in which the initial
intensifies the sense of the stem of refver ‘stretch’, and dzedos
evel’, in which the - intensifies the sense of the stem of wédov
round’.*') But, strikingly, the - may equally well be heard as an
#lpha-privative, which cancels or takes back the idea of the stem
to which it is prefixed; indeed, this is the more frequent and fa-
miliar function of the prefixed 4- in Greek, weil known to us in
gountless English cognates such as ‘atheist’ {cf. df¢os), ‘anodyne’
:(cf. duadduveg), ‘asymmetry’ {cf. dovpuerpla}, ‘apolitical’ (cf. dmod:-
. rixos), ete.*? Hence, surprisingly, dyavés can mean not only ‘wide-
" mouthed’ (LS} s.v. II) but also ‘not opening the mouth’ (LS} s.v
B, not only ‘vawning’ (L8] s.v. II} but also ‘narrow’ (LS] s.v. ).
How should we respond to this ambiguity? Every translation I
have seen fails to express it.*? In so far as this reflects a preference
for the alpha-intensive reading, it is understandable and right. To
transiate, as we noted earlier, requires making choices, and it would
do an injustice to Parmenides’ ydou’ éyavés to choose ‘un-yawning'
over and to the exclusion of ‘yawning’. The gates are, after all,
‘thrown back’ or ‘open’, dva-mrdpeva:, and it is only by passing ‘this
way, then, straight through’ the opening they make that the traveller
reaches the goddess. At the same time, to fail to indicate the alpha-
privative sense at all, hence to fail to indicate the ambiguity, is also
to leave hidden a forewarning of the very misteke that reflection on
the first ambiguity has exposed in Hesiod and Anaximander. Just
in so far as the ‘chasm’ is not a separate something bevond the gates
but rather the nothing that their ‘being thrown back’ ‘makes’, it is
not in itself a positive object or determinate content for thought.
In this sense, even as it seems to invite consciousness to take it up,
we discover when we try to do so that there is nothing there—no

“t Smyth, Grammar, §885.4.
* Smyth, Grammar, §885.1, gives the first two exampies, LS] the second two.

* This includes my own ‘Parmenides and the Disclosure of Being’, Apeiren, 13
(1679), 12—35. It was Rachel Kitzinger who first pressed me to account for my

presumptive neglect of the alpha-privative sense.
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‘it’ at all—for consciousness to take up in the first place. As the
privation or absence of the opposites

, ‘it’ resists being constituted
as ‘an’

I’ as in itself a separate intentional object. Parmenides, as
we have already noted, will have the goddess explain this in 2. 7-8:
‘what is not, as such ‘—that is, taken by itself~—‘cannot be brought
about’, and so cannot be ‘known’ or ‘pointed out’, :

But, of course, it is within the context of the act of trying to point
‘it’ out that the goddess declares this very act impossible. In terms
of the imagery of the pProem, it is as a ‘chasm’, as an ‘opening’ thar
‘yawns’ before the traveller, that the ‘chasm’ is also ‘un-opening’,

‘un-yawning’. So we need to hear both the alpha-intensive and the
alpha-privative senges of dyavés together.

Bl The way(s) the gates open. If the ‘chasm’ is ‘un-yawning’ as well
as ‘yawning’, how is it possible for the traveller to pass ‘this way,
then, straight through’ it? Part of the force of the contradiction is

in a way that makes its ambiguity appropriate. Just what js this
strange nullity that both invites and resists thought and that, in
this very resistance, is somehow none the legs transitional to the
thought of the *, . we need {0 step back, for such a

should therefore pursue it instead in the larger context of relations
in which it first seems to present itself. How is i, then, that the
gates first ‘make’ the ‘chasm'?

Here we encounter the third ambiguity: Parmenides gives us
two essentially different descriptions of how the gates swing open.
These descriptions come only a line apart, and they are conveved
by two participles, dvarrdpevar (1. 18) and eiAifaoar (1. 19}, that
modify the same noun (‘these [gates)’ 7o} [mdAail, 1, 17), are in the
same tense (the aorist), and are not linked by any third term tha
might subordinate one to the other. Parmenides on
us to confront and interpret a contradiction, To explicate by trans-
lating: in the first description, at 1. 18, it is by ‘being thrown back’
(dvamrduevas) that the gates ‘make’ the ‘chasm’. The Greek term

signifies a flinging ( -nw7épevas) open or back {ava-}, with the strong
presumption that the

two gates are pushed back together and in
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irect is case, the ‘chasm’ will be consl.:ﬂ:t{ted
e;zamebi“n:: t;;t;o:;? ;:tljs ctogether. In the second descrlpt;m,'
t' 1 erga_zo, the gates are said to open i’nfsuch a way I:::ti:] g?z
u;ed the bronse axle-posts to re.volve (Ea)u.faacvr.f.) m,tel;;:‘he ;,;i veﬂ_ﬁ
n their sockets, being attached with pegs and rn::':(t; ’.S e S
i“tt‘archangingly’, &;fmﬁgaSéfy, ref&:rs u:nb;zl; t:lis’s ]; co's keys of in-
%mhangfeI;K%Z;ifag;;;?ﬁ;g;;a.cei’ {cf. dueifépeva:, Theogony 749(;
»i_'_'“ag? he ed Day as they enter and depart their shared ho1fne an
'yAN lg}‘l’tn?;lnder’g account of the ‘moral necessity’ that requires Citl';:
" uIII:: ;lternation of the opposites. Here tht? dqors are lilep;(;;c: o
R'E: ing in opposite directions, the one swinging !:rac w’ c b
‘:i::f swgings forward. In this second depictmn,( th; c;h:;?; g‘:lback
! e now of one of the gates (w ic .
: ﬁiethzyo::;asbv:zlgcs forward), now of the other {which now swings
“back while the first swings forward),l a!remaZeéjé © o way to defuse
. Here as before, it is at first tempting to.loo c:o‘t ey 0 defuse
the contradiction—ot, indeed, snnl:.;ly to ignore ; .tors Latter has
* been the universal practice of previous commenta ilat far as 1
know* If we look away, however, we risk missing wh init}any
f ¢ i dication in the text of how to unfierstand the wally
" puai lnd' tinction between the two routes in fragm(‘ent‘ﬁ. { ec;
g;l(z:tzilcl)ﬁgr(;)s) above.) If we key from the first desc;lptl‘on 1{:’ tb;
’ 1 ‘ >—that is, the absence they ‘ma
ocing thrown o ::;:ger—iwiu be the sbsence of them otk a
) from the second description,
fmce‘ H:’ m';ltge g:-}sl: i}?ea:}:?s,eif:: ?f(one of the gates as it swings bac}i(,
Chaemn ‘}’:1 t}?er swinging forward, becomes present, and then. the
il ??h' c;ther as it swings back while the ﬁrs? gate swings
R d blscomes present. Is there not a prima facie correlat;c?n
f‘?;i;g ::Io izjlages with the two characterizations of the ro(;tii ;r;
O i nticipating with these contra ic
(fir ag’z?:;sfhlestiirg;;fiﬁfi ?Nays zf encountering the negatflobnogf
b:?rig that he distinguishes in fragment 6.? 'Id"}}e iz?ﬁz??pzaéy) t
gates at once appears to fit with the unqualified ‘no

i d no acknowledgement
. I e o 3tt_emTPt€§1 : ;Z?ﬁ;?&ﬁin&&f, Ismﬁél1 Schofield, Pvesocm!:c;i
ot id n} Ba::nnés, The Presocratic Philosophers, 2 vols. {L.ondon, ;19:331 :
Mourelatos, fRau-*-é’, n‘ Fragments; R. McKirahan, Philosophy beforfPSocrarzzsdes o
Gau(;ll?sgf;‘;qfol{x?ng’sley Dark and Reality; Curd, Legacy; Kahn, ‘Parme
anap 1) ' »

Plato’; or Cordero, By Being.




28 Mitchell Miller

6. i i

o ;e:iaélsft}&:: alf;matlon of the absence of one (together with the
e sonce ;: t;)} er) and the absence of that other {together with
v b:;f; o t; o:::e} .ﬁts’weil with the ‘path’ of 6, 8—9 that, as the
cyeling L en:enf ﬂ(;: L:nemg (1-.6 mékew, 6. 8) of one of the opl,aosites
o e e ‘;1)) : e}o A ¢ ‘non-being’ ({76} ook €lvas, 6. ) of the other
oo the 1 eing’ o that othfer at the expense of the ‘non-being’ f

e first, is backward-turnmg’ {(maddvrpomes) e

3. Passing through the gates—the
emergence of *, . | ig’ for ‘understanding’

Our guidi i i {
o i} ;dmti thought in .thl.s essay 18 that Parmenides gives us in
¢ proem the context within which the .. i8 first emerges from

e e o ow N position to experience the emergence of
the m;ciers’ ' so, to rise .to the level of the goddess’s ‘discourse
and. tanding’, This, if we can accomplish it, will be our ow
“ ment of the traveller’s passing through the gateway. !
u o - . ‘
F recognition of the third ambiguity has given us two distinct

courses of thought to nurs :
cach in turn, pursue. We shali attempt to think through

(@) ‘The gates . . . thrown back —being guided by ‘nothing’
L . . .
et us begn.l by putting ourselves in the position of the traveller and

f L1 3 & . 3
ort.he features’ of ‘all things’ in the worid {9. 1-3); presided over by

gils{ir;gd—but now of the two forms themselves—the questions that
ed us beyond the heterogeneous plurality of things. What ifi';
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n, might lie beyond the two forms? What, just as they are basic
*all things’, might be basic to them? Persuaded of the ‘propriety
d justice’ {1. 28} of cur enquiry,*® Justice unbars the gates, and
ese in their casing made | A yawning chasm as they were thrown
ck ... {1. 18). In its resonance, this ‘vawning chasm’, ydou’
avés, summons to mind both the ‘great chasm’ of Tartarus, the
yss of the underworld, in Heslod and the Apeiron, ‘vawning’
ve, bevond the boundary of the world-sphere, in Anaximander.
ut even as he elicits these associations, Parmenides alse undercuts
em: the ‘chasm’ is ‘in the casing’ of the gateway, and it is ‘made’;
it is not, then, a region or a stuff beyond the gateway but rather
he very lack of the gates, ‘thrown back’, within it. What appears
as beyond and independent to one gazing into the open gateway is
ust that—an appearance from the human side—and, indeed, less
han that: as the emptiness ‘in the casing’ that is ‘made’ by the gates
. being ‘thrown back’, it is nething, a pure absence or privation,
Here, finally, is the moment of passage:

This way, then, straight through {the gateway],
Did the maidens guide the horses and chariot along a broad way.

And the goddess received me kindly, . . .
(1. 20-2)

The way we understand the traveller’s passing into and through the
gateway, I would argue, makes all the difference for our appreciation

Tt

of the goddess’s disclosure of the *. . . is’.
If, on the one hand, we neglect the manifcld ambiguity of the

text, letting its difficulties disappear in favour of the formation of a
consistent irmage, we gain a clear and straightforward symbolization
of the traveller’s surpassing the dualism of mortals and attaining
the higher standpoint of the welcoming goddess. This clarity and
straightforwardness come at great cost, however: Parmenides’ chal-
lenge to the presumption of there being semething beyond the two

** ‘Propriety and justice’ are the goddess’s words, in effect thematizing the signi-
ficance of Justice’s decision to grant the traveller passage through the gateway. This
gives us yer another web of guestions: (ix} in what sense of justice is it just for one
who has attained the 'naming’ of “two forms’, the limit of the reach of the ‘opinions
of mortals’, to pass beyond this to the ‘discourse and understanding’ of “.. . is'? In
what way is Justice’s character as “rmuch-punishing’, that is, as requiring alternation
and balance, relevant and in play here? And in so far as in some way it is in play, s
there a reciprocal or complementary “propriety and justice’ to the mirroring return
from the discourse and understanding of *. . . is’ to the two forms, as Parmenides
has the goddess execute this at 8. 5o ff.?
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forms goes forgotten; that the ‘chasm’ is, as dyoves, ‘un-yawning’
as well as ‘yawning’, hence a closure as well as a site of passage, is
ignored; and in our ongoing picturing of the journey, our own mode
of thinking remains undisturbed and, so, untransformed. We have
an unproblematic picture of the transport from human to divine
consciousness and, on that account, have ourselves undergone no
such transport at all.
If, on the other hand, we keep the first and second ambiguities
firmly in mind, we seem to face an insuperable obstacle. To pass
through the gateway is—to bring into focus the philosophical depth
of the symbol—somehowto take up the nothing, the pure absence or
privation of the opposites, in thought. But the second ambiguity has
brought home the difficulty of this: if the ‘chasm’ is, 2s ‘yawning’,
apparently an opening or site of passage, it is also, as ‘un-yawning’,
not an opening but a closure. Thus, thought appears to be blocked.
The ‘chasm’, a nothing or absence or privation, is precisely not
something that we can think into. It cannot be constituted as an
object and remain itself; it cannot be taken up in thought by itself,
‘as such’ {ye, 2. 7); and these very utterances of mine, precisely
by their failure to express their point without at the same time
performatively contradicting it, show why: each starts from the
presumption of an ‘it’, and this is just what, as nothing or absence,
it is not. ‘What-is-not, as such, . . . cannot he brought about’ {2. 7).
And yet ‘this way, . . . straight through [the gateway]’, the traveller
does pass. Does the insuperable resistance, then, that the nothing
offers itself provide the decisive occasion for the transformation
of consciousness and the transition to the goddess’s insight? To
see how this might be so, we need to work patiently, step by step,
through a series of distinct recognitions that, in the experience of
the thinking they trace, belong to one manifold intuition. Consider:
() as the gates are ‘thrown back’, their withdrawal constitutes the
‘chasm’, the emptiness ‘in the casing’. That is, as we turn in thought
away from the opposites, seeking what other than them may be still
more fundamental than and basic to them, what begins to present
itself to mind—since, after all, the opposites themselves account
for “all things’—is nothing further, no third thing, but just their ab-
sence. (b)) An emptiness first presents itself as an altering of context:
the gates fly backward, and the casing empties out. But at the end
of this event, the emptiness is invisible, vanished, so to speak, in the
presence of what lies within or beyond it. Analogously, the nothing
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is the work of Night} or specifically of ng}}t (thta_tt }:r:egea:;;);ations-
is i njunction of thes ;

Davy), nor is it merely the o

o Yz;: refers us not to the one and then the other, :;:;r e?;e.n
i i is

the conjunction of the two in their complementarity. Ra t:{r, 1t s

it i ec
z‘;e negation of the very being or presence that, as11 18 m:.;lif: st:; ai o
i is this that nothing threatens, this ‘
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n;f.:;ce {s the absence of. To try to think thls: counte}'fa.cftfltac gmd
at‘he negation of them could ‘be brought about’—that 1s, 1t 1

accordingly,
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e have just traced to have its status as being in the first place. Her

¢xplanation {cf. ‘for’, yép, 6. 1},

¥ y -
EQTL yap ewat,

undV 8 odx Eorws,

(6. 1-2)
for it is there to be,
Whereas nothing cannot [be],
refers us to the two fundamental moments in that complex ‘under-

standing’. She sets her declaration of the manifestness or presence
of being—mamely, ‘it is there to be’—into the context of the thought

of the impossibility of ‘nothing’. That is, she gives us, as if to be

: considered, the nothing, only then, in a beautifully dexterous con-
? signing of 1t to its own impetus, to declare that it ‘cannot [be}’. Had
we not thought into the passage through the gateway, we might be

puzzled over the connection of these two thoughts, ‘it is there to be’
and ‘nothing cannot [be]’. But our reconstructive reflections have
shown us the fit that the goddess now invokes: it is precisely by its
referring, even as it itself fails to be constituted as an object, to the
very being that it negates that it lets this being emerge and become

manifest to mind.

(b)Y ‘The gates’ . . . ‘revolving tnterchangingh’

Let us now attempt to pass through the gateway by the second
course. In 1. 19, recall, Parmenides says that the gates, unbarred
by Jjustice, swung open in such a way that they ‘caused the bronze
axle-posts to revolve interchangingly in their sockets’ (1. 1g}. In
this second image the ‘chasm’ is ‘made’ by the gates swinging in
opposite directions: while the one swings forward, the other swings
backward, then vice versa. Since this is how the gates must open at
dawn and at dusk to let Night and Day pass side by side, the one
coming forth to ‘fare over the earth’ while the other ‘gees down' into
‘Tartarus, the image recalls their ‘exchange of places’ in Hesiod.**
But it also fits the analogue of this exchange in Anaximander, the
‘backward-turning path of all’*? {6. g} that is manifest, for instance,
as the cyclical interchange of summer heat and winter cold. Each
** Theogony 749, 750, 752, slightly modified, all cited within the longer quote in
subsect. 1{c)() above.
3 Some argue that ‘all’ refers not to all things but to all men. See e.g. Mourelatos,
Route, 77 n. 7. But though 2l live under its sway, only a few, the most eminent
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om the ‘being’ of the other. Accordingly, ‘to be’ and ‘not to be’, in
far as they are inseparable, may ‘be taken’ to be ‘the same’—‘and
t', in so far as their subjects differ, they may also ‘be taken’ to be
ot the same’. »
- Or so, prior to Parmenides’ closer reflection on the ‘chasm’, it
eemed. As with the first course of thought, so here, we can best re-
over Parmenides’ insight if we distinguish and work through, step
by step, a series of recognitions that are really integral moments
n one manifold intuition. {a) Each opposite, presenting itself ini-
ially as a qualitatively determinate sensible presence, precludes the
ppearance of the other; for instance, when and where the hot pre-
vails, the cold cannot be. (5} But if, with Parmenides, we pause to
consider this ‘chasm’ of the cold, we discover that it is, rather, this
© very not-being of the cold that cannot be, With a qualification we
- shall come to, this is once again the recognition of 2. 7-8: ‘what-
is-not, as such, . . . cannot be brought about’, hence cannot be
*known’ or ‘pointed out’. That is, to fall again into illuminatingly
self-undermining language, it cannot be constituted as an object or
determinate content for thought, for it is its very nature to be, ‘by
itself’ {ye, 2. 7), precisely the negation or lack of any such nature
and determinateness.®® (¢} This is the moment of apparent impasse.
The ‘chasm’ is ‘un-yawning’, no passageway after all—unless, as
before, we learn the lesson its very closure has to teach us: if we
accept, in the failure of ‘what-is-not’ to constitute itself as an object
or content for thought, that we cannot take it up ‘by itself’, we
free ourselves to experience the force of its referral beyond itself.
{d) Here we encounter the difference from the first course that re-
quires the qualification I just anticipated. As before, the not-being
of ..., even as it itself fails to stand alone for thought, refers us on
bevond itself to what it is the #ot or negation of. And analogously as
before, this referent is the opposite not in its immediate qualitative
presence but rather in its very being—for it is this, as we saw, that
the negation, i.e. the reduction to not-being, threatens, and so lets
%2 This, note, is why any account of the world that invokes it as if it were an
intelligible content for thought—as does Anaximander’s account of the cycle of
opposites—is deceived, and it is in order to avoid this deception that the goddess
makes the reform of the ‘opinions of mortals’ in fragment ¢ that she first warned
the traveller of at 1. 31—2. “T'o neither [of the two forms]’, she declares at g. 4,
‘belongs any nothingness’. Thus—but only when she comes to present the ‘opinions

of mortals’ at 8. 3o ff. and in fragments g—19-—she arranges that what we mortals
‘deem [te be)’ we deem *to be eminently’, purging from our best mortal account any

reduction of what-is to the status of what-is-not.




Mitchell Miller
emerge for voeiv, ‘underst
, anding’. But
the very being of the Opposite fefer o ™ the ey bt

of the apposite’s ; is, i
other; that 18, 1t refers us to the conjunction of the

1 th.e beln Of the Othel IiOI 1n t] i+ IEI Ta) ()f
g atwon

itself, so to
o “:av > Z;:eakg from thought, to the ‘understanding’ {voeiv} of
g ! e *Y being of each requires the very being of the othe0
: > reciprocal necessity by which as bei, ; n
18 conjoined with the other. ) 7610 being, cach
This mov insig i
ement and insight, ] think, are the cruy of fragment 4.5

)le;ﬁa?e 3,' Gpaws Gredvrg Vi@ mapedvrg PeBalws
oV yep dnorpite 16 by 1op €rras Eyeabiy
ouTe oxidrdpevor oy :

4 L}
; ; T TAFTWS KaTé kopor
VTE SureoTduevoy.

Consider what are
oy presenzlbt?lrl;;na;d see how they are, neverthelegs,
For [mind] will not cut off wl)lat-
[For‘what-is] neither seatters in
th order
Nor solidifies,

is from. holding fast tg what-is—
every direction everywhere

Leet me pre
pare the way for 4 readi i
: . ing of this with :
ing obsery . - with several ¢ -
translatablanons' Pflrmenzdes’ beauttfui——and, alas only awkwl;:ec?lt
. . s
tiveness Iteis opening tmperative, Acjoce, urges a meditative at: ny
Yook “P:on cognate with Xeywds light, bright, cleay’ 5+ and rnezns-
. ) + H
otherwise hidd , §aze ot o2 With the connotation of lettin
To bl en intetligibility ‘dawn’ on one or ‘come ¢ I'g -
conve € to i
o 31’ oth these asl?ects, process and goal, I have writt eht
Second iace of Parmenides’ one: ‘Consider and see h .
ond, t : . €¢ how ., °
» the effect of hig paratactic play with dure 6;’*70, and masedoren ; .
; 7 Itis a virtue of this second course pecrmain
Or interpreting this otherwise enigmati

{"fragments‘” (Cordero, By Being,
attermpt . |, an interpretation’ z;f

of thought that j¢ provides a rich contexs
i o ﬁznﬁ:fés":l;; mast disputed of alf fthe]
. oute, p. xv, chooses

fragment 4 on account of irs ‘svntacri: ne

ambiguities coupied with }
: 0ss of congext . |
" Andwith Latin bux (LS] sy,

The Proem to Parmenides’ Poem 17

1, ‘what are absent’ and ‘[what are] present’, respectively, and of
substantive reference to ‘dispersal’ and ‘solidification’ in 4. 3—4
40 turn our thought to Anaximander's conception of opposites.
he polarity of dispersal and solidification (or, more familiarly,
rarefaction and condensation} constitutes a fundamental axis of
ssibility for the states of bodies; Anaximander’s prime successor
aximenes picked these out as the basic opposites underlying all
ther physical conditions in the world, and in this he is probably
einterpreting Anaximander’s fundamental pair, the hot and the
ld; certainly dispersal {as in thawing, melting, and evaporating)
and solidification (as in condensation and freezing) are conspicu-
‘ous effects of the powers of the hot and the cold, respectively. The
goddess seems to allude to this when, articulating the opinions of
mortals in 8. 55—9, she declares ‘gentle’ {in the sense, presumably,
of *yielding’)*® and ‘dense’ as ‘signs’ of the two forms, ‘fire of flame’
and ‘night’, respectively. The key point is this: as “opposites’ (8. 55),
they are exhaustive alternatives; a body must be in the state of, or
be undergoing the process of, either ‘dispersal’ or ‘solidification’.
This gives us the point of departure, I suggest, for understanding
the sense of the goddess’s term ‘what are absent’ {gredvra) in 4. 1.
She asks us to contemplate qualitative states that, in the perceptible
presence of their opposites, are ‘absent’. That is, she asks us—to
put this in the terms she used in characterizing the Anaximandran
‘backward-turning path’ in fragment 6—te consider states that, in
the ‘being’ (cf. ‘to be’, 6. 8) of their opposites, are ‘taken’ to suffer
‘not being’ (cf. ‘not to be’, 6. 8). To repeat cur examples; when and
where it is night, it is not day; when and where the cold prevails, the
hot must be absent; if a stuff grows compact, selidifying, it cannot be
dispersing. And vet, the goddess now urges us to ‘see’, this alterna-
tion of perceptible states is itself opposed by their ‘steady presence
to mind’ or ‘thought’. “What are absent’ are ‘nevertheless’—that is,

** Taking fmov{8. §7) in this very material sense—namely, of a body's offering no
resistance to whatever enters the space it occupies—makes intelligible Parmenides’
otherwise puzzling assignment of it to ‘fire of flame’ (8. 56) in no other sense is
fire ‘gentle’, and in this sense it is paradigmatically so. Further, what is ‘yielding’ in
this sense is opposed to the resistant character of whatever is mucwdr, 8, 59, ‘dense,
close-packed’; and since the resistant character of what is mvwwvdr is based on its
density, we may take the yielding character of what is srwow to be based on its being
maximally Joose-packed or internally dispersed, the paradigm for which is, again,
‘fire of flame’. Thus, by the opposition of fmer and mukirdy in 4. 3—4 Parmenides
integrates the rare and the dense into the goddess’s reconstruction of the ‘opinions

of mortals’.
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r negation of each of the two in turn, as this absence is implied by
he sensible presence of the other, refers thought on to the very be-
ng of each of the two in its requirement of—and its being required
y—the very being of the other. Though the two vistas that these
eferrals open up for thought are distinct, they dovetail, fitting to-
ether as complementary aspects of the same order. In the first, the
eing, as such, of the two forms refers thought on to these as beings,
bringing them to mind as ‘of a single kind’ (uowvoyends, 8. 4)3:5 in
the second, the ‘holding-fast’ {4. 2, cf, 8. 25) of the being of each to
the being of the other reveals the two as integral, each to the other,
in the being that, brought together to constitute a ‘whole’ {odov,
8. 4), they thereby share. Hence, whereas in the first vista the being
as such of the two discloses them in their affinity as beings, in the
second the fit or coherence of being with being {or, to say the same,
of what-is with what-is} implies the transcending of their distinct-
ness by what presents itself, accordingly, as their being, as such.

4. Postscripts

These remarks are offered as provisional. At the very outset of this

essay I distinguished the ‘proximate task’ of studying the proem

from the ‘ultimate task’ for which, I hope, this study might provide
us with good orientation, the task, namely, of interpreting the ‘is’

as Parmentdes lays it before us in the Truth section of the poem,
All that we have said so far must be put to the service of that
interpretative task-—and, too, be put to the test by it. This next
phase of the project must be deferred to the future. In anticipation,
however, let me mark the distance we have come by bringing into
focus the provisional light the proem casts on the first two sets of

questions we posed regarding fragment 2.%°

** 1 follow Mourelatos, Route, 95 n. 3, as well as Kahn, Anaximander, 157 n. 1,
Targn, Parmenides, 88—g3, and Owen, ‘Questions’, 1012, in favouring this reading
over pomopedds, ‘'single-limbed’, which is preferred by Gallop {Elea, 64—5} among
others, and oddouelds, ‘whole-of-limd*, which is faveured by Diels—Kranz. This
reading allows the larger conjunction at 8. 4, oflov pewoyerds re, ‘whole and of a
single kind', and this pair answers beautifully, as I try to explain in the next few
sentences, to the different accents of the thought of befng provided by the two courses
we have traced, with the first course revealing the two forms as, qua beings (édwra),
‘of a single kind’ and the second course revealing them, in the requirement of the

being of each by the being of the other, as integral to each other, and so constituting
a ‘whole’, ** Bee subsect. 1({a} above.
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(@) The subject(s) of the . .25’

Nor, indeed, is it even certain that these fundamental principles
eed be two rather than some other number. Here the proem gives
8 2 question {o pursue when, in taking up the ‘ultimate task’, we
urn to fragmente8:*' if some larger number of forms were to have
e same integrality, each to each of the others, that the balanced
nclosure of the gateway 2nd the precise alternation of the swinging
f the gates suggest the ‘two forms’ must have, would Parmenides
egard the set of these as an equally valid possible subject of the
. ig’?0?

However this may turn out, the key help the proem gives us
this: it is not the heterogeneous many given in sense experi-
ence that are the subjects of the ‘. . . is” but, rather, the several
‘forms’ that mortals identify as their basic causes. It is these that,
if we can learn from the occasion for insight provided by the ydow’
dyavés, will emerge for thought in the radically new light of their

being.

is more, when Parmenides shifts from ‘Day’ in the proem to ‘fire of fame’ in 8. 56
and then to ‘Light’ in 9. 1, she indirectly acknowledges the instability—or, toputa
more positive face on it, the openness to reconsideration and redefinition—of ‘the
opinions of mortals’. Parmenides’ primary concern is with the metaphysical status

of any such causes, not their particular identity.
4 And, I would add, the so-called *Cornford fragment’: ‘Such, changeless, is that

for which as 2 whole the name is “to be™’. See Gallop, Elea, go-1.
52 With her insightful opening reflection on the implications of the fact that Par
menides’ siccessors gave no arguments in defence of their positing more than one

emer, . \
gence of—the ¢, | | jg’.

o ites; whi i
Pposites; while the gateway is ‘of the paths of Night and Day’ h
ay’, the

Anaximand i
ramn : £
the cold in th Iustu:.e that presides over it regulates the h =
! e changmg of the scasons, If ( ot and ' fundamental principle, Curd (Legacy, 1—2) throws open the door—initially left ajar
intended Greek hearers would h i as, surely, P armenides’ 5 by Mourelates, Route, 132-3—t0 the possibility of reading him as open to pluralism,
odic and the Anaxi 4 ave done) we hear both the Hesi- {Consider, for example, Empedocles’ four elements or Anaxagoras’ infinite number
. Manaran resonances to of qualitatively different 'seeds’.) On the same grounds I would add the distinct
recognize th gether, we shall b fed
€I as analogues, and sogg exampl e. ed to but analogous point {which, however, Mourelatos and Curd reject} that since his
pattern of thought. It is, thepn di ples of 2 more universaj : successors also felt no need to give special arguments in defence of making their
two that Parmenides boti-l » 8Ny discernment of a fundamema; 1 fundamenta! principles complementary opposites, that is, ‘enantiomorphic’ pairs
Tustice and th acknowledges by his compound § {Curd, Legacy, 107-8), the door should also be open to reading Parmenides as a
1da the gateway and then claims to gure of : dualist. (Censider, for exarnple, Empedocles’ pairing of ‘love’ and ‘strife’, or the
traveller pass through th Surpass by haVlng the atornists’ pairing of “full’ and ‘void’.) Indeed, if we are to take our bearings from
£7 the gates to the goddess s P o » st o
3 armenides’ successors’ responses to him, it was not the number of principles but,
rather, their integrality—paradigmatically but not exclusively achievable by comple-

mentary opposites, the being of each of which requires the being of the other—that
Parmenides stressed. (Consider in this light how even the unrestrainedly pluralistic

* This hind
formulate ;i’?;;i;?;gffﬁi;é} > s t»th the way Parmenides has the godd. .
pick ‘fire of flame’ i ' It the Doxa section. Though o '
and the rare and the(?ir Light) and Night over, for instange t}?e ]Zhe goddess does 1 Anaxagoras claims such integrality both in the beginning—al things were together’
ense, etc., she also stresses that ‘there ;s fr o¢ and Eh‘e cold ! {fragment 4)—and once and for all—‘in everything there is 2 portion of everything'
0 true trust’ in ‘the ] {fragments 11 and 12}, These fragments appear in Kirk, Raven, and Schofield,

opinions of morzals’ (z
- 30, ef. 8. 5013 .
50~1); thus she leaves this question open. What Presocratics, as §468 and §8476, 481, respectively.}
> s 2 4
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(B The significance(s) of the s’

Question (i) asked: in what Sense or senses should we hear the ‘ig’?
What, if anything, does this ‘s’ signify? As interpretative work on
the Greek verb ‘o be’, much of it concerned directly with Par.
menides’ ‘is’, has developed in the past half-century, both the array
of distinctions to be drawn and the array of connections problema-
tizing them have multiplied. This has occasioned pointed and illu-
minating second thoughts about the aptness to Greek, and to philo-
sophical Greek in particular, of some of the ways of categorizing
senses and syntactical patterns that have become staples of modern
logic and philosophy of language 2 Working through all this in a
Systematic way would be much too large a project to undertake
here. None the less, we can draw pointedly from the resources of
this discussion—ﬁnd, equally important, mark its limits—in mak-

Verb "to Be” and the Conceps of Being’, Foundations of Language, » {rg66), 245-65;
“The Thesis of Parmenides’, Regiew of Metaphysics, 22 (1969), 700-24; The Verh
‘Be’ in Ancient Greeh {Daordrecht, 1973} and ‘Parmenides and Piato’), who long
ago called attention to the locative cast (45 there’ of the existential sense of Greek
éor (‘there is'}, to the irreducibiiity of the veridical sense (“is true, truly so, is the
case’} to either the existential or the predicative senses {o1, turning this round a
bit, the existential implications byt formally predicative structure of the veridical),
and—recently joming Lesley Brown, ‘Verb'—t0 the disanalogy of the distinction of
the ‘complete’ (‘x is } and ‘incomplete’ {'x is ») uses with our familiar distinetion
of existential ('x exists'} and predicative {'x is ¥) uses. (The expression “x is', by
analogy with ‘John teaches’, admits of expansion by *. , | 3", or, say, ¢, . . Greel’, as in
‘xisy, ‘John teaches Greek’, and just as "John teaches’ may be derived from ‘John
teaches Greek’, so may ‘x is’ be derived from ‘% is 3'; neither of these conditions
is true of ‘x exists® in relation to ‘% jg ¥} Further, Alexander Mourelatos, Route,
ch. z, in a brillians recognition, qualified in ‘Determmacy and Indeterminacy, Being
and Non-Being in the Fragments of Parmenides’ ( Canadian Yournal of Philosophy
{1976), suppl. vol. i1, 4 5-60), and very recently renewed and rearticulated by Pasricia
Curd (Legacy, 39—40), long ago introduced the notien of ‘specufative predicatior’
te single out predications in which the predicate lays bare the Very nature of the
subject, what it ‘really’ or ‘truly 15, rather than Just an attribute of 1. (Consider, for
example, “ail things are matler and energy’, or, to cite Mourelatos’s own citation of
Xenophanes fr. 29, “The things which come to be and grow are gl of them earth
and water’ {(Romute, 60).3 He noted how, in ‘y is really v or ‘x ig truly 3, the “is’ has
eXistential and veridical foree; x is really, or is trudy, ¥ suggests that ‘v exists’ and/or
‘is true, or truly is the cage’.
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omce' . v,oice to the perspective of mortals, the goddesshe des
h t?' g’iethat is, the expression of the being, as s’uch*-of ¢! ; :Ct
- Her ‘is’ éwfv copulative with ‘all’ and ‘ful.l , serves to dir :
formjioneaway, from’ itself and to the twol fo.rms in thf.:ll' ?rcnifj;(;
atte}r: rinciples basic to ‘all things’. This is good mime ; auseé
?zrttlferfis’ she elides is exactly \_w‘hat, si?ce mo.rtalstha;:: ;;)Ch;? e
to experience the imponderablhtAy of wha't-ls-n;: ’1333 this,‘is, Y
have not yet found occasion to discover. None ; e o \ g
i::lp]icit and there ‘for discourse and :ln(:ife:}j;:réuls?fn in. - eli;ion
C‘:_n nozesr?ae;t;egi{i);ge;&tF:;éz:?;sthe sense of this implicit ‘is’?
of 2. 3

We might bring out the point of g. 3 by restating it as

all things are really (or truly) Light and Night.

icative ‘1 i idical
This gives us a speculative predicative ‘is’ with stror'xg}lly Ee:; dica
. . u
f , gInterestingly if we try to express this same insight
orce. ,

2 reversal of subject and predicate, to wit,

Light and Night just are all things,

WE TCCOVEr ﬂle Oddess 50WIn lan. uage the ope Of the Iluth
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section when she describes the ultimate principles that mortals
posit—that is, the ‘two forms’—as

+- - just being {mep dpra] all things in every way.
(r. 32)

And if we now expand this quotation to inchade all of 1. 31-2, we
can hear the goddess herself highlight the implications of existence

and of identity that this {inverted) speculative predication bears
within it;

But nevertheless you shall learn these as well, how for what
are deemed {to be]

It would have been right that they be eminently, just being all things
i every way.

This ‘befing] eminently’ implies the being, as such (that is, the
existence) of the two forms together and, as well, the being-what-
it-is (that is, the being in the sense of identity) of each form by
virtue of the other’s also being-what-z't-is, that we have discovered
by travelling the two courses through the gateway. With her ad-
verb ‘eminently’® the goddess indicates the transcending of any
negation that we have witnessed for ourselves in imaginatively re-
constructing each of the two experiences of the xdop' dyavés and
that she declares at 9- 4 with her enigmatic *. . . 1o neither belongs
any nothingness’. In the context of the question of the sense(s) of

prineiples of the cosmos invokes a speculative-predicative ‘g’ with
strong veridical force, and the thinking that enters into the experi.
ence of the impossibility of thinking ‘what-is-not, as such’ brings
to the fore the senses of existence and identity that are implicit in
that speculative—predicativefveridical ‘is". Rather than choose be-
tween these varioyus senses, we need to acknowledge and mark their
interplay.®s

In doing so, however, we need to be both circumspect and bold,
Circumspection is required if we are to preserve our historical senge,
our appreciation for the strangeness of the past: even while we let

nently’, taken with ‘be’, is intended to include this meaning.
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. v in
jese distinctions of senses help us secure an z.tnalytlclal c.larltgrur—
"aring the ‘is’, we must resist the anachronism of et'téng’ i
. ’ i f Parmenides’ ow

ering the terms o :
{ves assume that we are recov _ : e
] i is required, in turn, if, .
H-understanding. Boldness D nergies
i I iation of strangeness, we are .
ickened by this appreciation e o Tk e
' cative vitality of Parmenides g ;
D e Prove i i ntence our project and
18 i hat articulates in one se
say this in a way t e e
1 ing: we need to let the poetry [
8 most important finding: w . ;e proem
i i f the epiphanous power o 3
ad us into the experience o e o o oo
to speak of the peculiar .
O er e better qualified than
ides’ st leave that to others better g d:
armenides’ verse {I mu . S
ind us one last time of the gl
};% rather, I mean to remin tt : :
4 igui enerating
i biguity of his imagery. By g
eraclitean power of the am’ 1 : o
}f)ntradictions he provides occasions for intellectual ;ranspf)rt, oaur
; he gi hat, if we give our-
i i i access to the power that, ,
in doing this, he gives us . o, 1 we give ous
i his core referents, ‘wha s
selves to these occasions, : h ok, a8 oucl
; es 1o have, p
‘being’ (of . . .), show themselv . > pC
o ol 1"n us back to, the ultimate prmmp‘les of
detach us from, then tu . T e
the world, disclosing them in a hitherto unsuspecte ght in the
rocess 'l:he study of these principles as, in this lig ;, Fzrh ol
Ehere for discourse and understanding’ (6.‘ I)‘—the stuk?ffoor Whicﬁ
v accordingly, in their status as beings—is the ‘ultimate tas

the proem prepares us.

Vassar College, New York

BIBLIOGRAPHY

Barnes, ]., The Presocratic Philosophers, 2 vols. (Lf)ndon, 1979). e ac
B rctt’ ]’ ‘Struggling with Parmenides’ (unpublished paper pre
13 17

ient Philosophy Society meetings, 2003). o N
B ttﬁrnA:“;enLie Verkalz}mte Muse: Dichtersprache und die geistige Tradition
oehme, R.,

rmentdes (Berne, 1080). . ’
B de:mPaL “The (Verb “to Be” in Ancient Philosophy: Some Remarks
ro r -y

b R. Boehme, Die Verkannte Muse: Didztersprqdw :.md dxle C;‘mmge: 7}::2;’1!;2?':
PSeE .'des (Benl'le 1¢86); R. Cherubin, ‘Parmemdes‘ Poeu; ra:;jées terma-
d'es imS?:muzes m P}zii(;sopby, forthcoming; E. D. Floyd, "Why ;ror:w oo Yrone
:;Bfgerse’, Ancient Philosophy, 12 (1_9922, P25:1t—65£n l\ggltzlizllj:yo;s: Sm‘fjdmfge’, d
e oy RGCGPE;O*II!&:: zlzzml::;gg:ed ?rco: James Barrei_:t’s ‘Strugg!ing with
?’ Uggi;;::o )z; ;;::r presented at the Ancient Philosophy Society meetings, 2003,
armMe s



46 Mitchell Milley

[‘Verb’}, in S, Everson (ed.}, Language (Companions to Ancient
Thought, 3; Cambridge, 1994), 212~36.

Burkert, W, ‘Dag Procemium des Parmenides und die Katabasis des
Pythagoras’, Phronesis, 15 (1 960}, 1-30.

Cherubin, R., ‘Parmenides’ Poetic Frame’, International Studies in Philo-
sophy, forthcoming,

Cordero, N.-L., ‘Les deux chemins de Parménide dans les fragments 6 et
7’y Phromesis, 24 {1979), 1—32.

—— By Being, It Is By Being] (Las Vegas, 2004).

Couprie, D,, “The Visualization of Anaximander's Astrenomy”, Apetvon,
28 (1995), 159-81.

Coxon. A. H., The Fragments of Parmenides [Fragmenis) {Assen, 1986).

Curd, P, The Legacy of Parmenides {Legacyl (Princeton, 1968; reissued in
2004 by Parmenides Publishing Co.).

Floyd, E. D,, “Why Parmenides Wrote in Verse’, dncient Philosophy, 12
(1992}, 251-65.

Furley, D., ‘Notes on Parmenides’, in E. N. Lee, A, P D Mourelatos,

and R. Rorty (eds.), Exegesis and Argument - Studies in Greeh Philosophy
Presented to Gregory Viastos (Assen, 1973), 1—1 3.

Gallop, D., Parmenides of Elea [Eleq) {Toronto, 1984).
Graham, D., ‘Heraclitus and Parmenides’, in V., Caston and D). Graham

(eds.), Presocratic Philosophy: Essays in Hongr of Alexander Mourelatos
(Aldershot, 2002), 27-44.

Hahn, R., Anaximander and the Architects (Albany, 2c0r1).

Hermann, A., To Think ke Gaod: Pythagoras and Parmenides (Las Vegas,
2004).

Kahn, C., dnaximander and the Origins of Greek Cosmology {Anaximander)
{New York, 1gfo),

— “The Greek Verb “to Be” and the Concept of Being’, Foundations of
Language, 2 {1966}, 245-63.

~— “The Thesis of Parmenides’, Repiew of Metaphysies, 22 {1969}, 700~
24.

—— The Verd ‘Be’ in Ancient Greek (Dordrecht, 1973).

— ‘Panmnenides and Plato’, in V. Caston and D. Graham {eds.), Preso-
cratic Philosophy: Essays in Honor of Alexander Movurelgtos (Aldershot,
2002), 8193,

Kingsley, P, I the Dark Places of Wisdom [Dark} (Inverness, Calif., 199g)

— Reality (Inverness, Calif,, 2003)

Kirk, G. S., Raven, J E., and Schofield, M., The Presocratic Philosophers,
2nd edn. [Presocratics] (Cambridge, 1983).

McKirahan, R, Philosophy before Socrates {Indianapolis, 1994},

Miller, M., ‘La logique implicite dans la cosmogonie d’Hésiode’, Reoue de
métaphysique et de maorale, 82 (1977), 43356, trans. Louis Pamplume,

The Proem to Parmenides’ Poem 47

{The English original appeared in Independent Journal of Philosophy, 4
(1083}, 131—42.) . e’ Apeiron, 13 (1970), -3,
e € ick d the Disclosure of Being', Ape: 13 s ,
: ‘E;‘?:z:r:f :Isl’ii:nOn the Semantics and Ethics of Hestod’s Cosmogony

 [First ] xa}”kifosophy, 21 {2001}, 251—76. ‘ )

"VIE)E:;S:;] }Asmz‘?armenides and Er’, Yournal of Hellenic Studies, 75 (1955),
i 15,

39—68. ‘ |
M:)?zrelatos A.P.D., The Route of Parmenides [Route} (1\]Igew H?vetz;; 1 gz:g)

. ninacy a i i d Non-Being in -
_— inacy and Indeterminacy, Being an \

merg: t:;r;lar:-mZnides‘, Canadian Fournal of Philosophy {1976), suppl.

. if, g45-60. n .
N:}?in;!a:fk ‘On Parmenides’ Three Ways of Inquiry’, Deucafion, 33/4

81}, g7—111. o |
L9‘Plfal)rn?;::nidean Being/Heraclitean Fire [Fl!’e;l, in V. Casti)qr:T and D,,
Graham (eds.), Presocratic Philosophy: Essays in Homor of Alexonde

Jatos {Aldershot, 2002}, 45-04. . .
Oﬁiflmé aE I_(, ‘Eleatic Questions’ [‘Questions’], Classical Quartﬁ, 1\{5
":0 {}xgéo} 84l102; repr. in R. E. Allen and D, Furley (edsé?jsSz es in
Presocratic Philosophy, ii {Atlantic Highlands, NJ, .1975), 48- I’. Sodi
Popa, T., ‘The Reception of Parmenides’ Poetry in Antiquity’,

si , 346 (1998-2000}, 5-27. ) o
R:rfl?z;? (3;.), Tragicorum Graecorum Fragmenta, iv. Sophocles (Géttingen,
R:bgl?l}(., Literacy and Paideia in Ancient Greec.sj {Oxford, 19943).

Smytil H, Greek Grammar [Grammar] {Cambridge, Mass., 1963).
» k] X X 65}.

Tarén, L., Parmenides (Princeton, 1¢

West, M. L. {ed.), Hesiod: Theogony {Oxford, 1¢66}.




OXFORD STUDIES
IN ANCIENT
PHILOSOPHY

EDITOR: DAVID SEDLEY

VOLUME XXX

SUMMER 2006

OXTORD

UNIVERSITY PRESS



OXFORD

UNIVERSITY PRESH
Great Clarendon Street, Oxford ox= Gop

Oxford University Press is a department of the University of Oxford,
It furthers the University's objective of excellence in research

» scholarship,
and education by publishing worldwide in
Oxford New York
Auckland Cape Town Dar es Sal
Kuala Lumpur Madrid Melbourne Mexicg City Nairobi
New Deihi Shanghai Taipei ‘Torontoe

With offices in

22 Hong Kong Karachi

Oxford is a registered trade

mark of Onford University Presa
inthe UK and in

certain other countries
Publishad in the United States
by Oxzford Utniversity Press Ine., New York

8 Excapt where otherwise stated, Cxford Universiry Press, zoos

The moral rights of the authors have been asserted
Databage right Oxfard University Pregy {malrer}

First published 2006
Al rights reserved. No pari of this publication ma
stored in a rerrieva] s¥sterm, or i

y be reproduced,
witirout the prior permissi

T o by any Tagans,

ould be sent to the Rights Department,
Press, at the address 2bove
You must not sireutate this b

2nd you must impose the

Qxford University

0ok in 2ny other binding or cover
same condition on any acquirer
British Library Cataloguing in Publication Data

Data available

Library of Congress Cataloging in Publication Data
Oxford studies in ancient philosophy—
Vol. xxx (2006}, —Quford: Clarendon Press;
New York: Oxford University Press, 1683
Vi 22 cm. Annyal,
£ Philosophy, Ancient—Periodicals.

Br.0g 180."5—dc.19 84-bys0zz

AACR 2 MARC-8

Typeset by John Wat, Oxford
Printed in Grear Britain
on acid-free paper by 4
Biddles Ltd, King’s Lynn, Norfoik
ISBN o~ 19—428746~5 978—0~ro—g287.6-2
ISBN o=19—g28749—3 {Pbk.) 978-—0—-:9-—928747—5 (Phk.)

13579108642

"ADVISORY BOARD

Professor Jonathan Barnes, Université de Paris-Sorbonne, Paris IV
Professor Michael Frede, University of Athens

Professor A. A. Long, University of California, Bevkeley

Professor Martha Nussbaum, University of Chicago

Professor Richard Sorabji, King’s College, University of London,
and Wolfson College, Oxford

Professor Gisela Striker, Harvard University

Contributions and books for review should be fmnt to the [EIdlzjt;;{r,
Professor D. N. Sedley, Christ’s College, Cambridie, CB2 3BU, .
He can be contacted by e-mail on dns1@cam.ac.uk.

¢ i to
Contributors are asked to observe the No.tes for Cc};lntrlb‘;ltofr*ts.h o
Oxford Studies in Ancient Philosophy’, printed at the end o
volume.

Up-to-date contact details, the latest version of Nfate's},1 toogjgi}
tril;mtors and publication schedules can be checked on the
Studies in Ancient Philosophy website:

www.oup.co.uk/philosophy/series/osap



