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PARMENIDES’ SYSTEM:
THE LOGICAL ORIGINS OF HIS MONISM

BARBARA SATTLER

ABSTRACT

This paper aims to demonstrate that it is Parmenides’ criteria for philosophy in
conjunction with his understanding of the available logical operators and their
holistic connection that lead to what we can call a logical monism—only the
one Being can be conceived and hence known. Being the first to explicate cri-
teria for philosophy, Parmenides will be shown to establish not only consisten-
¢y as a criterion for philosophy, but also what I call rational admissibility, i.e.,
giving an account of some x that is based on rational analysis and can thus
withstand rational scrutiny. As for logical operators, Parmenides employs a
basic operator for connection, identity, and one for separation, negation. His
negation operator, expressing an extreme negation that negates the argument
completely, corresponds to his identity operator, expressing identification with
no exception. But not only are these two basic operators tailored to each other,
also Parmenides’ basic notion of Being is such that it fits these operators as
well as his criteria for philosophy. Accordingly, a kind of holism, a systematic
character, underlies Parmenides’ philosophy such that that any changes in one
concept would necessitate changes in the others. Given the restrictions of Par-
menides’ criteria for philosophy and the logical operators available to him,
what can be a possible object of philosophical investigation is nothing but
something absolutely simple, the one Being as the logical content of a thought.

“Although these opinions [of the Eleatics that what is must of necessity be one and unmova-

ble] appear to follow logically, yet to believe them seems next door to madness when one
considers the facts.”

Aristotle, Generation and Corruption 325 al7-19 (tr. H. Joachim)

1. Introduction

Every new field of inquiry, every new enterprise needs its specific rules.
Some generations before Parmenides, people in ancient Greece set up this
novel enterprise that became known as philosophy. But it is Parmenides
who is the first to attempt to establish clear rules for it and hence to try to
transform it into an enquiry with a certain discipline. The enterprise Par-
menides and his predecessors were concerned with might be roughly char-
acterised as attending to reality in such a way that we endeavour to under-
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stand what there truly is and attempt to give an account of it. Accordingly,
the rules for this enterprise will have to be criteria for conceptualizing what
there is, for a certain kind of knowledge.! The basic rules Parmenides estab-
lishes are what I will call rational admissibility and consistency below.

Within Parmenides’ philosophy, it is not only these criteria that restrict
what can be a possible object of philosophical investigation, but also the
available logical operators.2 While the understanding of his basic notions is
dependent on the logical operators, we will see that their understanding in
turn is tailored to each other—what we might call a kind of holism, a sys-
tematic character, underlies Parmenides’ philosophy. Logical consistency
among the elements of his philosophy is thus crucial.

Parmenides’ criteria for philosophy in conjunction with his understanding
of the logical operators available and their holistic connection lead to a log-
ical monism3—only the one Being can be conceived and hence known. So
what I want to show in this paper is that the monism “next door to mad-
ness,” as Aristotle calls it, is not an arbitrary starting position or premise.
Rather, it is the consistent result—it follows indeed “logically™

if Parmen-

! This kind of knowledge wi
kinds in later times.

2 Very roughly for the aim of this paper we might understand by a logical operator a logi-
cal tool which is applied to some argument to yield some output which is related to the origi-
nal argument in a systematic way. This includes connectives, quantifiers, modal operators,
etc. However, I will concentrate on connectives (although questions of quantification and
modality will factor into this investigation, they cannot be given the attention they would
actually deserve). We will see below that connectives will have to be understood slightly
differently from our modern connectives, capturing general operators of separation and con-
nection. There will be several places in this examination where we find logical functions that
seem to be similar to ones we use in modern logic but that will have to be understood in a
somewhat different way in order to grasp Parmenides’ logical operators.

3 That Parmenides’ successors outside the Eleatic school assumed pluralism without
bothering to argue for it does not demonstrate, pace Curd 1998, that Parmenides was after all
a pluralist. For while the philosophers after Parmenides reacted to his philosophy (and proba-
bly referred to it in the choice of their vocabulary), none of his successors before Plato explic-
itly discussed Parmenides’ philosophy. Nor did they explicitly argue for all their deviations
from Parmenides, of which there are many. The silence of Parmenides’ immediate successors
on the point of monism/pluralism in Parmenides (they 6«@3“ however, explicit about their
own pluralism) can thus not be seen as indicating any form of special agreement between
them and Parmenides on this point. And Plato in his explicit discussion of Parmenides in the
Sophist demonstrates how Parmenides’ operators and criteria leading to monism have to be
developed further. Accordingly, Plato’s Sophist will be helpful for understanding the thrust of
Parmenides’ philosophy and thus used on several occasions. For possible hermeneutical prob-
lems with using Plato for understanding Parmenides cf. Palmer 1999, 8-16. However, I think
that with respect to the points relevant for this paper, Plato did indeed understand Parmenides
in a philosophically adequate way and developed his way of reasoning further.

I be explicitly distinguished from practical and producing

PARMENIDES’ SYSTEM 27

ides’ criteria for philosophy and his basic logical oonmSMm are .ﬁmw.mus moﬂ-
ously. For then all other positions have to be oon%.&. Oosm&o:.:m the
facts,” in the sense of looking at the sensible world, is ot a criterion for
reliable knowledge—indeed, the sensible world mnoﬁmo.m us with infor-
mation that does not seem to square with the basic requirements of con-
sistency as understood by wmanonmﬂllmsm. hence for Parmenides would
eason to refute a philosophical position. .
sOHH WMM Hmﬁm:a this paper @W demonstrating that m.E.BosEom does indeed es-
tablish criteria for rational investigation. This @: be moﬁoéo.a by examin-
ing his basic concepts, starting with a discussion .om his ao.ﬁHo:.om Wﬂbm,
before inquiring into his logical operators, negation mma identity. omm
basic notions shall be shown to be tailored to each other in such a way asto
ensure that Parmenides’ own philosophy is moﬁ&:% mEo. to meet the criteria
for reliable knowledge. We will see that his philosophy is working with this
minimal set of concepts (one operand, wmwumm msa two operators, plus the
two criteria for knowledge) as only such a minimal set seems to fulfil the
irement of consistency. . o
RMWMMW features of my W\Emnﬁmoﬁmnob of wmﬁ.amuaom. have points of simi-
larity to what is often called the ‘logical tradition’ of interpreting uwmndm.E-
des.# Furthermore, I do not claim the actual result HH Parmenides’ position
to be new. What I do think is new in my Eﬁo%woﬁmﬂonu ro€m<9.u. and what
makes Parmenides’ position more EﬁoEm.wEo“ is my reconstruction o.m&%m
reasoning leading to these results: that it is Em connection nm wwns@ﬁeom
logical operators with his specific ES%SS.H.BE of the criteria he o.mSH 1sh-
es for rational enquiry which lead to his version of monism as a yomﬂ.om ooM.
sequence. Accordingly, my understanding of the exact reasons for R.mmm_-
ing Parmenides as the founding father of what we Eﬂmwﬁ.om: m._ompom. y
inspired metaphysics differ distinctly from what can be found in the literature.

2. Criteria for Rational Investigation

Without already anticipating any specific interpretation of Hu.mawosaomv.ou-
tology, we can say very roughly that a major aim of wmnﬂm.sawm poem is to
establish reliable knowledge and not simply another opinion.> But in order

4 Which can be found prominently in G. E. L. Owen’s work, cf. O&Bz H 97s. tee s

5 ﬂ;o:mr Parmenides does not explicitly employ any noun meaning H.Boéo ge, nmm
ment 1, lines 28-29, tell us that we will leamn the truth, the result of which is presuma m
wnoiommo and fragment 2 elucidates what is unknowable and what can be known, as we wi
see below. Cf. also Kahn 1969, 704 and Lesher 1994, 33.
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to do this, it has to be determined how reliable knowledge can be differenti-
ated from mere belief. Thus criteria for knowledge are needed, criteria that
are mm.w@cmﬁo for the kind of knowledge the enterprise ,vEHOmoMugm is inter-
omﬁ.& n. The two criteria we find in Parmenides’ poem for differentiatin
opinion .@oB knowledge are rational admissibility and consistency. Let cm
start by investigating the first criterion. .
By ‘rational admissibility’ I understand roughly giving an account of
some x that is based on rational analysis and can thus withstand rational
scrutiny. >m. a consequence, we should get a conceptualization of x in such
a way that it is in principle understandable for every other rational bein
and onEwE.mEo to other objects of investigation. This way, X can be seen mm
standing in a clearly identifiable relation to us, who can moBo to know it
and 8.059. possible knowable things. And it makes us independent of an u
authority, chance or individual experience with respect to this kind owM
knowledge. This is exactly what Parmenides Introduces in fragment 7, or so
I want ﬂo.amBostmﬁo in the following. After stating that non-Being oumsuoﬁ
be nvestigated, the goddess who has received Parmenides and is prepared
to tell him everything, the well-rounded truth (fr. 1, 29) as well as Eom i
1ons of the mortals (fr. 1, 30), invites him: u o

“I---1 xplvan 8& Adyan TOAOSNPWY Eheyyov EE Enébey pnBévta.”
“xpivar with Aé

orf Y06 the much-contending Eheyyog spoken by me” (fr. 7, line 5-

A quick examination of Kpivew, Adyog, and Eheyyoc wi
ro&\ far this fragment establishes H.mzwbmm_ wQEMmmw_wm:mQémw M o“mﬂwwoﬁm MMM
philosophy. Parmenides is asked not just to believe but rather to examine
what the goddess has said, and, through his writing, the same is requested
from us. The goddess asks us to kpivew, to distinguish, to examine or inter-
pret, to judge; let us use the last translation for the time being until we un-
derstand Eo passage better. While fragment 6 tells us that the mortals, who
are .orooﬁsm the way of Being and non-Being, are xpita, we shall :wuw our
ability to wpivew. This Judging is to be done with A6yog’ and directed
towards the goddess® &eyyoc. As AGyog and Eleyyog affect how we have to
understand xpivew, Aéyoc saying how we judge and ELeyyxog being what we

judge, considering which translations of these two t i
erms are adequate
help us to understand xpivew better. : il

6
All fragments are numbered according to Diels und Kranz 1951, DK 28.

1S Kp YOG
A I S
Th S VeV Wit fo 0G seems to be the contrast to the mere DN:SDW Om. ﬁ?@ _Huo:nm.ﬁm m
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The masculine &\eyyog can be understood in a general sense, meaning
‘investigation” or ‘testing’ or ‘proof.’® Accordingly, Diels/Kranz translate
£leyyoc as “Priifung,” Coxon as “test,” and Untersteiner as “prova.” But
many of the scholars take &ieyyog more specifically as meaning ‘refuta-
tion.” That is how Barnes, Kirk/Raven/Schofield (hereafter cited as KRS),
Liddell and Scott, Mansfeld, Conche, and Cordero translate it. Lesher 1984,
10 objects that ‘refutation,’ for which £\eyyog is prominently used in Plato
and Aristotle, is actually a later meaning, as he claims is ‘proof.” However,
time-wise it is not a big gap from Herodotus’s History, which might count
as presenting the first occurrence of the verb é\éyym to mean refute (II, 115,
cf. Lesher 1984, 7), to Parmenides’ poem; and given Parmenides’ explicit
challenge of the conventional beliefs, his poem might indeed be the very
first occurrence, influencing the philosophers to come. This is also what
Liddell and Scott seem to indicate when putting Parmenides as the earliest
entrance for the meaning of refutation.

A straightforward way to figure out whether the goddess presents an in-
vestigation, a test, a proof or a refutation is by clarifying what the leyyog
of the goddess refers to. It seems to be aimed at the u7 ¢6vta mentioned at
the beginning of the fragment, since they constitute the path from which
Parmenides should hold back his thinking, as explained in the sentences
immediately preceding our passage.”? However, the line there—“For never
will this be forced that non-Being is” (fr. 7, line 1)—is actually only an as-
sertion. So if the goddess does indeed provide a refutation, a test or an in-
vestigation that can be judged with Adyog, this line has to be an assertion of
an argument that was given already before. And indeed we do find an actual

8 For the development of the Greek word &\eyyog from its early meaning of shame and
disgrace in the neuter form to the meaning of test in the masculine form in the early fifth
century cf. Lesher 1984, especially 2-9.

9 Lesher 1984, 16-17, by contrast, assumes the Exeyyog of the poem to refer to each of the
ways of thinking mentioned by Parmenides, and accordingly thinks that EAeyyog is not a refu-
tation but rather an examination that is testing each of the ways for their capacity to lead us to
truth and knowledge about 16 £€6v. While in principle this is a perfectly plausible interpreta-
tion, I think the reading given here connects the occurrence of the term &Aeyyog better with its
immediate context, in which &\eyyog is connected to the pr £6vta of the second path, while
the path of Being will be taken up for further examination in fragment 8. Lesher sees his
understanding of Ekeyyog confirmed by Parmenides’ use of xptvew bere in fragment 7, which,
he thinks, refers to the judgment that concludes a process of examination or testing, for “if
any proof has already been delivered, why is there any need to judge it further?” (Lesher
1984, 17). However, it is the person received by the goddess who is here asked to judge and
has not yet judged what the goddess has said so far about non-Being.
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refutation of the assumption of non

-Being at the end of fragment 2 in con-
nection with fragment 3:10

18> dg 0K Eomwv te Kol Gog APEDY €0t pn) sivan,
Thv &1 To1 ppalm mavansvdia Eppev dTapnov-
obte yop &v yvoing t6 ve pf &ov (00 yép dvvoTov)
olte ppdoag.

T0 Y&p avTod vosiv oty te Ko elvor

The other [way of enquiry], that [it] is not and that it is necessary that [it] is
not.

This I will show you to be an altogether unknowable trail;
for you could neither know non-Being — that cannot be done ~
nor could you say anything about it. (fr. 2, lines 5-8)

For what is for thinking and for being is the same. (fr. 3)!!

10 Diels and many subsequent scholars understand fra
fragment 2. The aorist pn@évta in fragment 7, line 6, m

ready be given before, as was observed b
81.

gment 3 as immediately succeeding
akes it clear that the &eyxoc has al-
y Verdenius 1942, 64 and taken up by Taran 1965,

' Mourelatos 1970, argues in his preface against making fragment 3 a starting point or
basis of any interpretation of Parmenides because of its “irremediable syntactic ambiguity.”
While I certainly agree that the fragment is ambiguous, as the numerous translations and
interpretations of it show,

it seems to be a necessary step in the argument sketched in the
main text, and thus basic, even if its exact sense has to be derived from the context of the
argument in which it is employed. So I have tried to choose as a first translation one that aims
to avoid any strong assumptions, and will clarify its meaning further in the course of the pa-
per. No matter how we translate vosiv in fragment 2 and 3, every translation will have to deal
with the problem that voficat in line 2 and vosiv in fragment 3 do not seem to mean exactly
the same thing, since the first allows vogiv to apply to the path of non-Being while the second
restricts vogiv in some sense to Being. v. Fritz 1943 and 1945 argues that vostv in Homer
means a kind of mental perception which penetrates deeper into the nature of things, while
the meaning shifts to discursive thinking in the Pre-socratics, keeping, however, the idea of
being in touch with ultimate reality. Mourelatos 1970, 68-70, sees the latter idea, rather than
the discursive function, as crucial in Parmenides, and hence wants to understand vogiv as

knowing rather than thinking, while Lesher 1994, 27, understands vosiv in Parmenides as

thinking. It seems clear that different scholars have chosen different translations depending on
the aspect of voetv they want t

0 stress, since there is no single English word corresponding
exactly to the meaning of voelv in Parmenides. I have chosen to translate vogiv initially as ‘to
think” since ‘to know’ implies the truth or correctness of what is known, while the goddess
does not want to allow Parmenides to vogiv that something can come from non-being in
{ragment 8, line 8 (and the nowus of the mortals can be quite confused, as we are told in frag-
ment 6, line 6). However, she wants to show him what real vogiv is, namely vosty which is
only concerned with Being, so that thinking or conceiving non-Being can be seen as o0&
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If we take these lines together as a oobo_cmﬁz which is Ho..oosmﬁBoa n
the first line of fragment 7, then the reasoning is that H.Hoc-w.mEm cannot v.m
known or thought of since everything that can be oobom:ﬁa rﬁ. S0 booomwmd-
ly I always conceive Being. This refutation of non-Being rests on three
premises: | .

(1) What is for thinking and for being is the same (which for the time being we

can understand as “that which is, Being, is the same as that which can be
thought™).

(2) Being and non-Being are contradictory.
(3) A principle of non-contradiction holds.!?

(Conclusion) Non-Being cannot be thought.

What we get here is not only an 5<omﬂmmmo=.oh or argument against, b%bw
Being, but properly speaking a aomﬁmcob”. it is shown why Emm assumptior
of non-Being cannot hold. And the Ho?.&ﬁo.s excludes bos-woﬁm asa mocm-
sible object of investigation not ,Umomcmm. it is .bor but because n omﬂo A e
thought. While in a loose sense something might o.oE: as Ezr:pwm e be-
cause it is unlawful, has never been heard ﬁ.vﬁ etc., n the mﬁo.ﬁ sense some-
thing is unthinkable if it cannot be ooEu.oZom onsﬂmﬁmbn& if 1t is m.booHM
sistent. According to this strict 58&?235.? which we .S_: see con :\Bm
later on, Being, as the contradictory opposite of non-Being, Hm.érﬁ can .o
oobmwwﬁgﬁ it is not inconsistent; and since it would be non-Being if it were
i istent, Being cannot be inconsistent.

npm_wawmwmwﬁowcamomﬂrww refutation of the goddess, we also get a @:Q%SQQW
standing of what she could mean by _G?m? H.uoH n order to Kpivew HM H@N
utation we have just seen, we have to (1) &ﬁEmEmw the premises used, ( W
interpret and re-enact her conclusion in our mind (we have to mmﬁw owv
how the premises are supposed to form the supposed oosonﬂoswm ﬂs m
judge her conclusion qua examining its truth .?,\o are orwoﬂcsm whether the
conclusion does indeed derive from the premises). Hr.mﬁ is what we can zm-
derstand by wpivew, distinguish, interpret, msa examine as part of mﬁéadm.u
founded judgment; all these possible meanings of Kpivew seem to e
evoked by Parmenides. So we are checking, verifying, proving her

vontév (fr. 8, line 8); and (if we set aside concerns mgﬁ &moﬁ.qmrwmaomm m:aamwo ﬁMaMﬂmm
between processes and states) this seems to be a.,\wmﬁ in English a.nwEE.M v\ono e
‘knowing’ and its cognates. Thus mmﬁzmsﬁwm can qu.a:oo. Eo uomm:.,m route as one of o
ways to vogiv (fr. 2, line 2), meaning by this that we might initially Q.: ke we omm. s :bw .
two ways in principle, but then claim that 50=-w9mm. cannot be yiyyvborew (fr. 2, ,
since the second way is after all not reaily thinkable, it is not ._Qwéwgm. adiction o
121 will say more about the specific version of the principle of non-contradicti
ployed here later on.
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Eheyyoc—this is what a rationally demonstrable staternent should allow us
to do. ,

As for Abyog, which is used in the dative in this passage, we have to clari-
fy three points: what does ASyog mean here, how are we to translate the da-
tive, and how are kpivon and Aéyw connected? All translators understand the
notoriously polysemous term Adyog here as referring to our reason in one
way or other (rather than, for instance, to our talking, the content of our
talking, calculation, etc.). And considering what we are meant to judge with
it, a refutation, this seems to be the fitting translation. As the contrast be-
tween judging with A6yog in fragment 7, line 5, and the senses in lines 4-5
makes clear, in the context of Parmenides’ philosophy reason will not in-
clude any sense experience.

The dative can indicate either that it is a certain faculty'3 with which we
Judge or a certain way (dativus modi) or means (dativus instrumentalis) of
judgment.'* But no matter whether we take Adyog as meaning a faculty or
rather as a way or means, this «pivew is thus a rational investigation, based
on reason, with the help of which we differentiate and thus proceed to a
well-grounded judgment.

Such a judgment is possible because using our A6yog allows us in princi-
ple to be independent of any-chance, of anything merely accidental in our
judging: we are independent of others in so far as our A6yog allows us to
test whether something somebody has said can rationally hold, rather than
just believing it. Thus, we are independent of any individual experience
others, or indeed we ourselves, might happen to have. And such a judgment
includes, as the goddess points out in fragment 7, not to be forced by habit
(880g, line 3), but only by the laws of our reasoning.

Furthermore, we do not have to rely on any authority, but only on a capa-
bility given to every rational being. We should agree or disagree with a the-
ory or statement not because of an authority on which we base our theory or
fail to base it, but rather because we prove with our own reason what is
stated. Relying on mere authority is excluded as a criterion for Parmenides
to judge the &keyyog of the goddess, and for us, accordingly, to judge the
claims of his poem. We are invited, by contrast, to prove his philosophy

13 However, if we take it as a faculty (a faculty of knowledge that is), we cannot under-
stand it as the ‘place’ where thinking is situated, but only as a potentiality for thinking, as we
will see below.

14 Barnes takes A6y@ to mean “by argument,” Cordero understand
nement;” Liddell and Scott as “by reflection.” KRS translate it as
“mit dem Denken;” Mansfeld uses “in rationaler Weise,”
way how to kpivew rather than a certain faculty with whic
also seems to take reason as a means.

s it as “selon le raison-
“by reason;” Diels/Kranz as
thus stressing that Adyw is a certain
h we do it. Conche’s “par la raison”
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with the help of our rational capability which should lead to a result that can
be intersubjectively understandable (independent of any special contacts we
might chance to have with the gods or other authorities).! And obviously
Parmenides thinks that this standard will also lead us to prefer his philoso-
phy to others on offer. Rational admissibility is thus established as a criteri-
on for what can count as reliable knowledge, for philosophy.

It might be objected that Parmenides also relies on an external authority,
since it is a goddess who presents his theory. However, it is the goddess
herself who asks us not just to believe but rather to judge her words. What
the image of the goddess in fact does is to stress the importance of his sub-
ject: In contrast to Xenophanes’ denial of the possibility of human
knowledge,!® she announces a secure, if very small, realm where human
knowledge can be shown to be indeed possible. And it is assumed Emﬁ. In
principle other human beings apart from Parmenides are capable of using
their reason in the same way, even if at the moment they are still &xpita
@Yra, confused crowds (ft. 6, line 7). For the goddess asks Parmenides ex-
plicitly to keep what he has heard from her (cf. fr. 2, line 1), which we can
see his poem doing—it is kept such that it is preserved for other humans.

And again we ‘other humans’ are meant to use our Adyoc. For this is what
enables us to judge ourselves in such a way that based on our own judgment
we can come to understand a thing or a state of affairs the same way as
somebody else does, provided they are also using their reason. Intersubjec-
tive agreement—based not on some arbitrary consent we have reached, but
on our ability to judge something by reason—should thus be a consequence
of rational admissibility.

The criterion captured by the term ‘rational admissibility’ thus includes
three aspects: (1) The standard for judgment is reason: it is by using our
own Adyog that we can test in how far and why a statement holds true. (2)
Reason trumps any other authority. (3) Reason is a standard that can be
generalized; people share the same Adyog so that a thorough examination of
a claim by you and by me should lead to the same result.

Let us now turn to the second criterion, consistency, by which I roughly
want to understand satisfying the law of non-contradiction. It will be most
helpful to take the law of non-contradiction in the following as a feature of

15 Given that Parmenides’ poem assumes at least the presence of the goddess, the person
received by the goddess and his escort, Parmenides does not seem to argue against _E.__:Ew
subjects, but solely that there is only one proper object of knowledge. As we will see in the
unfolding of Parmenides’ monism below, he does allow for beliefs concerning a plurality of
things and people, but this plurality is not what we have proper knowledge of.

16 Cf, e.g., DK 21 B 34 and 36, and also Kahn 1969, 706.
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actual m:.a possible things (a thing cannot be A and not-A, leaving it open
for the time being what category of expression “A” refers to) as well as a
_mé. of how we can think—not, however, as based on psychological but on
logical .mHoEam. Accordingly, while we can violate this law in speech (and
can claim A and not-A), it cannot be violated in real thinking (for then we
are not thinking any longer) nor in being.!” We already saw in fragments 2
m.:a w.%ﬁ non-Being is excluded from the realm of rational investigation
smce 1ts integration would lead to inconsistencies. Avoiding inconsistencies
is also the criterion according to which the characterization of Being in
m.mmﬁoﬁ 8 1s carried out. So lines 6-49 of fragment 8 show that no determi-
nation of Being leading to a contradiction can be true, and that thus the op-
woﬁﬁo determination has to be true. For instance, Parmenides claims that
Being cannot come into being as it would have to come into being either
out of what already is or out of what is not.'8 Since both avenues lead into a
oosqm&oaob (the contradiction that Being is not), we have to conclude the
opposite assumption, that Being cannot come into being. Consistency un-
a.oaﬁooa as avoiding any contradiction is thus used by Parmenides as a cru-
cial criterion to investigate Being. And it is a criterion we are also meant to
use when judging his reasoning.

Although Parmenides’ poem is the first place where consistency and thus
a form of the principle of non-contradiction is methodologically em-
ployed,! Parmenides seems to be surprisingly well aware of this principle.
wc.ﬁ we have not yet clarified how exactly he understands it. From Plato and
Aristotle we are acquainted with various different versions of the princi-
ple;20 rwsoou we need to investigate precisely which form of the principle
Parmenides employs. This investigation requires spelling out Parmenides’
cwaoamﬁb&:m of logical operators, which will be part of the examination of
his basic concepts below.

Another question this criterion raises is the question on which conceptual
level we talk about consistency. Nowadays, we normally understand it as a
syntactic feature of a set of sentences such that this set is consistent if we
cannot derive a pair of statements p and not-p from it. To understand Par-
menides, however, it seems preferable to use a sense of consistency that is

.:.OoB_uE.m also Aristotle who understands the law of non-contradiction sometimes as
Qm:E.:m ‘not (Being and non-Being),” e.g., in Metaphysics 1005b19 ff. and 1061634 ff,, and
moBM:som as ‘not (p and not-p),” e.g., in De Interpretatione 21517 fF,

y We will see below that Parmenides also accepted a principle of excluded middle.

Cf. Kahn 1969, 707. While it is clear that Parmenides subscribes to this criterion, he
does not state it explicitly, as we find Plato and Aristotle doing. ,

20 Cf. Plato’s Republi j i
. epublic 436a-437e and Sophist 230b7 ff., and Aristotle’ 1
Book T, chapters 3-8. v iotle's Meteplysics
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not as technical as this understanding and that allows for semantic determi-
nation. There are at least three different possibilities for such an understand-
ing of consistency:

(1) Either we require the specific content of a concept (our account of
something) to be consistent, i.e., its definition, and propria, etc., are coher-
ent. (2) Or the usage of concepts has to be consistent, i.e., we have to avoid
any uncontrolled changes. This includes avoiding using our concepts in a
way that is not consistent with its definition,?! as well as not applying it in a
wrong way, for instance, not applying it in a realm in which it is not appli-
cable. (3) Or a system of concepts has to be consistent, i.e., they fit together
such that no implication of one concept is inconsistent with the implications
of the others. This last one is a rather strong notion of consistency as it en-
tails that the concepts of such a system are not independent of each other; if
one were to change one concept, the others would normally be affected as
well in order for the system to remain consistent.

Parmenides’ philosophy as expressed in the @\nfeia part seems to at-
tempt to satisfy all three understandings of consistency: when he determines
Being as the object of his enquiry in fragment 8, he has to strive to ensure
that his specific concept of it, its content, is consistent, i.e., that different
characterizations of it, which are held to be conjointly true, do not lead to a
contradiction. All cfjpoza of Being have to be consistent with each other so
that all can hold jointly of Being. This meaning of consistency seems to be
at play also in fragments 2 and 3 when the route “that it is not” is excluded
from inquiry as leading to inconsistencies (cf. above). As a necessary con-
dition to grant that Parmenides is successful in this investigation he also has
to ensure that he is not using “Being” first in one sense and then in another
one. Using our concepts in a consistent way (thus being constant in map-
ping our terms onto adequate objects in accordance with the same concept,
avoiding any change of reference) is also necessary for a consistent system
of concepts. And as we will see that Parmenides’ determination of Being
cannot be understood without the understanding of his other basic concepts,
the most important notion of consistency we are dealing with here is the
consistency of the systematic connection of the basic concepts of Parmeni-

des’ body of knowledge. This seems to be indicated also by Parmenides’
description of truth as well-rounded (gdxvkAéoc) in fragment 1, line 29—a
systematic connection of concepts can at least metaphorically be seen as

2180 I am not worried so much about linguistic consistency here in the sense that I al-
ways use the term ‘pullover’ rather than ‘sweater” when referring to a certain garment, but
rather that we always keep the determination of our referent constant (i.e., in this case, a gar-
ment for the upper part of the body that is drawn over the head).
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well-rounded in the sense that there is a direct connection between all ele-
ments, so that we can start from every concept and get the shape of the
whole out of it. Such a systematic connection implies that the meaning of
each fundamental concept is only fully determined and kept stable with re-
spect to the other concepts, and any possible change of one concept would
necessitate changes of the other concepts.2?

So while it is essential for knowledge to be consistent and rationally ad-
missible, opinion does not satisfy either criterion for Parmenides. Fragment
6, lines 4-9, shows those who believe to lack knowledge, and belief to be
inconsistent: the belief of the double-headed mortals claims Being and non-
Being to be the same and not the same. In fragment 8, lines 39-41, we see
the mortals simply positing different kinds of changes, and in 53-54 merely
naming basic principles: “they decided to name two forms,?? of which it is
not allowed to name only one?*—that’s where they have gone astray.” They
decide to name and posit principles and facts®—since their beliefs can be
proven wrong solely by rational scrutiny,2 the mortals obviously did not, as

22 por gbivrhog cf. also fragment 8, 43. For the systematic character of Parmenides’ theo-
ry cf. also fragment 5, with respect to which Reinhardt 1916, 60, remarks in his chapter on
archaic composition that coming back to the starting point is not a “Zeichen der Kunst-
losigkeit” but rather testifies to a “BewuBtsein der Systemzusammenhinge.” This systematic
character of Parmenides’ philosophy will be developed below in some detail. Mourelatos
1970, 3, counted that the particle ‘yap,’ indicating logical dependence between independent
sentences, appears 32 times in the poem so that “One has the feeling that relations of logical
dependence are at times overstressed.” Whether or not over-stressed, it seems clear that Par-
menides wanted to emphasis the intimate logical connections of his basic thoughts; cf. also
Mansfeld 1964, chapter I1.

23 For a different reading of this clause cf. Woodbury 1986, 2-4, and Mourelatos 1970,
228.

24 This line has been interpreted in a couple of different ways. But I think there are three
main possibilities to read it. If we see it as a prohibition established by the mortals, it reads “it
is not allowed to name only one,” i.e., since there are two basic principles, it is a mistake to
name only one. If, on the other hand, it is the goddess’ own commentary on the mortals’ deci-
sion to employ two basic principles, it could either be understood as “it is not allowed to
name even one,” i.e., both are wrong principles and accordingly even naming one of them is
false. Or the goddess comments that “only it is not allowed to name one,” in the sense that
only one of the two principles is wrong (darkness or non-Being, while Being, on this reading,
is normally equated with light). For different readings cf. also Mourelatos 1970, 80 ff,

z Similarly, fragment 9, lines 1-3, can be read as claiming night and day as a resuit of
naming, cf. Woodbury 1986, 8. :

26 At Jeast the goddess does not refer to any empirical state of the matter to prove them
wrong, but rather shows by mere rational inquiry that their assumptions cannot hold.
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the goddess did, bother to give an account that is based on rational analysis;
hence their account is not rationally admissible.?’ o

That the two criteria Parmenides establishes for rational investigation
help us to distinguish true knowledge from mere ow.wbr.us can be seen from
at least two points: If I do not hold myself to the w::o:.&o of consistency /
myself might contradict what I say (only in being consistent can H be sure
that I am going on with the same argument and I am not undermining what
I have said so far, cf. also Plato’s Sophist 241e). And if what I say cannot
be checked by reason and is hence not intersubjectively ?o/.a&_.ou the oppo-
site claim of somebody else might contradict me without this dispute _u.oEm
resolvable. In both cases I am not dealing with true knowledge. If Eomm two
criteria just seem to be a matter of course for us, something on which every
theory has to be based anyway, this does not mean that they are ﬂa.mm <mEm.T
ble. Rather, the fact that we might take them as czmﬁooﬁmoﬁma. basic criteria
for sciences today shows that by establishing them as criteria .moH rational
investigation?® Parmenides raised philosophy to a new H<o_.“ It is omq now
that philosophy becomes really self-reflecting by reflecting on its own
methods, and on the basis of this reflection establishes a scientific log-
ic/metaphysics whose logical prescriptions entail rules for knowledge also
applicable for other sciences.?’

27 The explicit reason for introducing the 86&a part of E.o poem with its mom._do_omv\ _m.
named in fragment 8, lines 60-61, as ensuring that no mem:mco.n of the world given _u.v\ oﬂ:.ﬂ
mortals will ever outdo the listener, making sure that the seductive moy.,oo of mortal @m:.mm wilt
not overcome the persuasiveness of the truth, and indicating the H..&m:é strength of this cos-
mology. Given the (at least in part) rather movEmaomﬁoa.ommEo_om_om_ mono.E: uzo are shown,
it cannot be the account of the average mortal men; nor is it one of mmﬂdnw:n_m\m ?maooommﬂm.
Rather, this cosmology seems to be shown as the most probable, névta €oucdta, explanation
of the sensible world that could be developed given the EE%Q of the mortals who always
name a plurality, cf. also Graham 2006, 169-182. While this cosmology seems to ,.co meant as
a paradigm of inquiring the sensible world, getting as close to the truth as such an inquiry om:u.
it nevertheless cannot satisfy the criteria for reliable knowledge; thus, a fortiori, the other
cosmologies cannot satisfy it either, and Parmenides does not have to worry about them.

28 Naturally, their concrete interpretation was Eo&moa._mﬁm_.. on; o.m. also Kahn G.%_ 720.

29 For the purposes of this paper I am not making a strict Bmgozon.cog.ons science and
philosophy. Mathematics might be the one science where explicit considerations about oo:m
sistency might have played a role prior to what we find swﬂo. But we do not have any textua
evidence for reflections on it from the time before Parmenides.
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3. Parmenides’ Philosophy as Attempting to Meet these Criteria

On its own, the two criteria Parmenides establishes for knowledge do not
imply any monism—as is obvious from the fact that we do employ them for
a lot of sciences that are in no way monistic. However, the specific interpre-
tation they are given in Parmenides’ poem in accord with his basic concepts
and operators lead directly to his logical monism. In order to understand
how Parmenides’ philosophy is meant to satisfy these criteria for rational
investigation, we have to examine its basic notions and their systematic
connection. Determining the basic concepts of Parmenides will require us
to look not only at the basic notions he introduces explicitly, but also at the
notions he has to presuppose without explicitly determining them (namely,
negation and identity).?° But let us start with the main notion Parmenides
introduces explicitly, with Being.3!

3.1. Parmenides’ Notion of Being

‘Being’ seems to be the clearest basic concept Parmenides introduces, at
least if we look at fragment 8. However, even this claim is problematic. In
contrast to later programmatic philosophical accounts, Parmenides’ poem
does not start with sketching the object of investigation, with an account of
the ‘content’ of the doctrine of the goddess. Rather, we are told at the be-
ginning that we (more precisely: the person welcomed by the goddess) will
hear the truth as well as the opinions of the mortals and learn about their
respective reliability (fr. 1, 28-32). We are not told what the truth is actually
about2 And when the goddess finishes her account of the way of truth in

30 They differ from the characterizations of Being mentioned in fragment 8 in that the
ofuaro of fragment 8 can be seen as implications of Parmenides’ notion of Being and so
could ultimately be derived from it (even though they are used in the poem to make Being
better understandable for us). By contrast, we will see that £6v, 0V, and Tadtdy are mutually
tailored to each other. These three are the main basic notions on the connection of which all
further essential determinations are based.

31T will translate g6v as ‘Being’ rather than, as is often done in English, as ‘what is,” us-
ing a capital B to indicate that it is Parmenides’ object of inquiry rather than a participle in the
construction of my sentences (and when I use ‘Being’ 1 normally mean the participle rather
than the gerund). While ‘Being’ sounds somewhat artificial in English, I think that this artifi-
ciality is indeed helpful to avoid interpreting Parmenides’ object of investigation straightfor-
wardly, without a careful investigation, as ordinary perceptible things in the world. We will
see that Being is not used as a predicate (so that we could say ‘x is Being’), but only as refer-
ent or object of investigation.

32 We will see below that and why within Parmenides’ philosophy there is no difference
between the truth and what the truth is about. I think it would be too quick to justify this with
reference to a notion of truth as a highest degree of being without giving any further explana-
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fragment &, 50-51, she simply calls it her “trustworthy woooE.: ms.a thought
concerning truth.” So this is a peculiarity we should keep in mind when
trying to determine Parmenides’ notion of Being. o o

As the next step® we are given two paths of investigation, two 6dof:

el 0’ &y’ gyav épém, koot 8¢ o udbov dxovoog,
ainep 6801 pobvan Sitnotds elot vofjoar

7 uév 6moc EoTv T¢ Kol dg 0K EoTt ) slval,
nefolc €0t kéhevBog (GAnBein yap dnndel),

7 & d¢ odk EoTwv T8 Kol ¢ YPedv §0Tt P Elver,
v 61 o1 Ppdlw mavarevdéa Eppev drapmdv-

Come now, and I will tell you (and you must carry my account away with you
when you have heard it)

the only ways of enquiry that are to be thought.

That [it] is and that [if] is impossible3* that [it] is not,

this is the path of persuasion (for it follows truth).

The other, that [it] is not and that it is necessary that [it] is not.

That I will show you to be an altogether unknowable trail. (fr. 2, lines 1-6)

These lines show that what is discussed here is not an object such as, for
instance, the four elements. Rather, he presents a particular Hum.:r or way of
investigation according to which we assume the object of inquiry to _.uo such
that it cannot not be. So Parmenides’ inquiry is closely related to epistemo-

tion (just stating this notion of truth, as, e.g., Holscher 1986 seems to aw ,ﬂ:g on .d he
claims: ““wahr’ und ’seiend’ sind in der alten Sprache vertauschbare wom:m.,m v.. Mour m_M.,Bm
1970, 63 points out that for Homer dAf6ewa “is truth reported—in contrast with :o.mu evasion,
distortion, or misrepresentation;” while in the archaic period we also get a quasi adverbial
notion of truth, as “a mode or degree of being of things.” So we see Eﬁ there is no one mxm.a
notion of truth explaining this peculiarity, and Parmenides himself might be .Humz of how s:.m
alleged archaic notion of truth, in contrast to the Homeric one, came to m3<ww_. Cf. mﬂo.mﬁ:m
1996 for a discussion of the Greek idiom &Andég Aéyew, ‘to say true things,” where it is not
quite clear whether the point of reference are words or objects. )

33 This is not meant to claim a particular order of the fragments. However, the different
paths of investigation have to turn up early in the poem, whether or not we assume any par-
ticular fragment to be fitted in between the first and the second one (as, e.g., Mansfeld 1995

h fr. 5). .
aoww%ﬂ:hmamv_ translation of the ol £oTt here is suggested by the fact that the m.SH.Bm.E in
question is part of a pév clause that is answered by the explicitly modal ypedv QBB.E :uo.m
as its 8¢ clause. This is also how most translations render ovk £ott _.63. ?&. we will see in
the course of the investigation of Parmenides’ notion of Being that this modal interpretation is
indeed fitting.
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logical and _.do\&omo_.omwom_ considerations, to considerations about what
can be conceived and in which way it can be conceived.3s

WEEQ.SQP as fragments 2 and 3 together constitute the first argument
moﬂ. Parmenides’ philosophy, we will see that they provide us with some
guidance for 2.52 can be understood by Parmenides’ main notion. So let us
100k at the logical steps employed by the argument in these fragments:

1. Theve are only two ways of wnv estigation that can be thought,
2. The one is that i) is, and that Wis mpossible Mhat {1} 1s not.
3. The other that [it] is not and that it is necessary that [it] is not.
4. The latter is an altogether unknowable path.

5. i i i
Emwvﬂ you could neither know non-Being nor could you say anything about it

6. For what [it] is to be thought is the same as what [it] is to be (fr. 3).36

In order to understand Parmenides’ notion of Being we have to understand ‘

&o maw ooEB._ clause, step 2. The first claim of this step, “that/how (it) is”
(6mwg Eomv), is rather minimal, and even more so in Greek, where we do

not have any m:E.moﬁ.u but of course also do not necessarily need a subject.
So the first question is whether £om1 here might actually be used like a name
rather than like a minimal sentence. However, since it is preceded by

. oo,
1t seems to be clear that we are dealing with a claim and hence with ;

a min-

35 5 "
. ‘E.Hmmo lines mon.ﬂ .@mmEmR 2 also show that Parmenides is not investigating the mean-
ing m@mo._mo 8 the mmEo%_o €0v. Here it is €011, “(it) is” that is inquired, and in fragment 3 we
get the infinitive elvar. Parmenides uses various forms of stvor in different fragments also as

mere tools of expression (e.g., he uses sfvon as a copula in fragment 8, line 3
)

) . . “For &ov is
(€omw) uncreated and incorruptible,” where &o11 is simply a tool for investigating £6v). How-

ever, %m.B are at least two passages that speak in favour of understanding sivay, &ot1 and 26v
as Hw.moazm to the same object of investigation: fragment § introduces £6v as uEmﬁ which is
m:m_,:woa on the way “that it is” (&g Eotw). Accordingly, investigating &6v and the way “that it
is” Gnem. w.qﬂé seem to be the same investigation. And the variation of fragment 3
mao Yap avTd Vvoelv éotiv 1€ kol elvon) in fragment 8, 34 (TovTov & £oti vostv Te kol o
Eont vonua) show that the finite and infinite verb forms of sivat are used to refer to th
z:bmmw cf. also fragment 6 and Tarén 1965, 37.

7 F the actual translation of fragment 3, which was given when discussing rational ad-
Eam_gr.q above, I rendered voeiv and elvar as dative infinitives. Hélscher and Tardn under-
m.ﬁmsa this construction with £o11 and the dative infinitive as equivalent to a passive construc-
tion m:.a. translate accordingly: “Denn dasselbe kann gedacht werden und sein,” and “for the
same thing can be thought and can exist.” As I agree with them that it is c_amﬂmﬁn_w the rela-
tion _umgm.on what can be conceived and what can be that is the topic of fragment 3, I am also
rendering it as a passive here, where I am only concerned with the logical mQ:oEmm. For the -

@8&9588_&@ ..... i i i i
oos a0 ﬁw\. fox T an active infinitive in a passive way in pre-classical time cf. also Dalfen

Uvekey
e same
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imal statement, and not with a mere name (or term of reference). This still
leaves the question open (a) what we should understand by the ‘it,” which,
while not explicitly there in Greek, obviously has to be understood as part
of &omt (otherwise it would not be a minimal sentence) and which we have
to substitute in English; and (b) how we should understand the Zotu itself.
(a) The ‘it’ can be understood either as being determined in content (1.e.,
it has a determined referent) such that it refers to a certain object of investi-
gation, or by its function giving thus a formal account of possible objects.
The first possibility includes thinking of the ‘it’ either as one particular ob-
ject, or as all objects of a certain kind, or as the whole of what there is, 10
75v.37 And these could be understood to be objects of a variety of kinds:
“sensible, intelligible, logical, etc. The second possibility, determining the
‘it by its function, would mean that it” specifies what it is to be some pos-
sible x, for instance, what it is to be the nature or essence of a thing, as

"Mourelatos is interpreting it, or what it is to be an object of enquiry, as KRS

are understanding it. So either the ‘it’ refers to an object of enquiry, particu-
1ar or general, or to the function a certain kind of ‘object’ fulfills. Finally,
we are left with the possibility that the o1 is construed like an impersonal
~ claim so that it only has an impersonal subject.?®
What we can say so far is that, as we saw above, the goddess does not
distinguish between truth and what the truth is about; hence it seems to be
unlikely that ‘it’ refers to some particular sensible things, as we can clearly
distinguish between them and a state of affairs holding true of them. In or-

. der to decide between the remaining possibilities, we have to look at Par-

menides’ understanding of ot first.

37 The title of the work, Tlepi pOoewg, might seem to suggest that the object of the inves-
' tigation is gvow, ‘nature.” However, this was a generic title used for philosophical works of
this time, not given by Parmenides himself; cf. also Holscher 1986, 68.

38 8o Taran 1965, 33 ff., and Frinkel 1946, 169. Kahn 1969, however, claims against
Frinkel and Taran that “Eott is almost never construed impersonally in its primary or first-
order occurrences, where it figures as the only verb in the sentence,” 709-710. Owen 1975
thinks that the subject is originally withheld until its attributes are deduced for it. I will not go
thirough the big scholarly debate here on the object of Parmenides’ inquiry for reasons of
space as well as because all these suggestions are underdetermined as long as we have not
clarified what Parmenides understands by #otw. So, for instance, Kalm’s 1969 suggestion to
understand the object of inquiry as whatever is and can be known seems to be a straightfor-
ward suggestion, immediately derivable from fragments 2 and 3. However, he then specifies
Eug his veridical reading of &oTi means that whatever can be known is what must be actually
the case, it must be “a definite fact” (cf. 712) and he seems to refer to the world of empirical
facts, which we will see cannot work. Furthermore, this understanding seduces Kahn into
employing a correspondence theory of truth, 714, which presupposes the notion of a relation,
a notion not consistently thinkable, as we will see, within the Parmenidean framework.
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- Mwww %E:M_EM €omi can be understood either as syntactically complete or
€, the former can be used to express an exi 1 1
o . existential (x exists) o
MMMQS& (x is the case) sense, the latter for a predicative (x is mm% or EMEM
o woomm Wm“\moﬁo mm%M as y). With the possible exception of the last alter-
, ound their support in the secondary lit i
des. Of course, these four dj i 2150 Spelt out diftment
R ifferent alternatives are als 1 1
so the existential sense of ot ating fhat s
. 1 can be understood as stating that i
1s ‘real” which can mean quite diffe 1 e s mote
lic rent things: that something i 3
of the empirical realm, or that it is a consistent object ot cto. A

. of thought, etc. And
MMMM wxomswﬂ:\am need not vo E:Em:% exclusive, so, for instance, KRS
1stand Eomt here as predicative as well as existential,4® and wm:duoa and

Mwwmmn MMEA mwﬁ the wvmm...m:m& and predicative senses are actually fused in
< verb eivor.*! Finally, settling for an inte i
) 1 tation here do
mean that all occurrences of fv 1 Tt e
o1 will have to be interpreted i
! . ] n the same
Hsm\“mu\m so, for instance, when in fragment 6, line 1, we read “for it is, that it
it might make good sense to understand the first “is’ as veridical VQ&E-

mwm Mw_mﬁ wogowdsm Mm the case, and the second one as existential. In order to
¢ to make a decision which interpretation to ch .
think sbout o oo 3s) on to choose, we should first
guidelines that can help us to decid
alternatives, before we will u 1 gt o e e
: , se these guides to go through th i
options, predicative, identifyin i i Seridiont Netg, g 3 2in
5 P X g, existential, and veridical. N
not claiming that Parmenides w u i ol
. ould have conceived of th i
standings of Eotu like this. But th 1 ot
. : . ey have come up in the work of th
various contributors in the literature, and h 1 four aptions
. , ence exploring these fi 1
and drawing upon them seems to be one promi ; s gD o

. : sing way t
what Parmenides might have understood by Eotu. SR g e grap of

éﬁwﬁ Mo have .Ed%oa step 5 above provides us with what can be used as
a guide for mmc:.am out how to understand £otu “For neither can you know
(voing) non-Being nor say anything about i We have spelled out the

premises on éﬂwnﬁ 9.5. SIeP rests when discussing rational admissibility as
one of Parmenides criferia for philosophy. Whil

. ) © We are Nt yet in a posi-
1on 1o decide how exactly 1o understand the negation and the Boa%wﬂﬁ

I QO not make a Q_M»E._OBOD :Omm @0#5\00: a OOUHZNH:\O and a —UHWQAONQ Ve use Oﬁ MQ Tl

Since what makes somethin: i
. . . g real—that is how KRS underst i i
ing—is that it has some predicates true of FNAQ. reand the existntial read:

4]
“ WM_EQ 2009, wm-oww cf. also Brown 1994, 212-236, and Furth 1968, 112 1,
T an argument why the modality here should not sim: u ;
: . : ply be understood i
”Poﬂawm_ﬁ.wﬁ.mm msc,omcnmsm something new, cf. Palmer 2009, 98-99. There is _oﬁmmww wmomaomwwmm
ity In Parmenides’ poem in different ways: with mra hel . i
arm : p of referring to godd
MMM M.m.m to .W_HHS in H,ﬂ.. 1 and 8,13-14), the metaphor of limits and bonds Ao.mm. m..mm uCamMMM
ge of verbal adjectives (e.g., fr. 2,7 or 8,17) and the optative (e.g., 1. 2,7) EM oE@._oSw._oE
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involved in this claim, it is nevertheless a first rough guide for how to un-
derstand Being with Parmenides—something cannot be known or con-
ceived if it is not (cf. also fragment 8, line 34).

The contrary complement to step 5, at least as far as the modality is con-
cemned, we seem to get at the beginning of fragment 6: “It is necessary* to
say and to think that Being is.” So while it is impossible to think and speak
of non-Being, it is necessary to say and think that Being is.** This seems to
be a direct inference from the thought that there is only Being and non-
Being as possible candidates of what can be conceived, as sketched in
fragment 2. Since no thought concerning non-Being is possible, it is neces-
sary that our thoughts are related to Being. Knowing that Being is connect-
ed with necessity seems like a good guide; however, there are several pos-
sibilities how to understand this connection—prima facie the necessity ap-
plies to saying and thinking that Being is. However, fragment 8, lines 11
and 26-27, demonstrate that there is also a necessity to the way Being is
characterized. And finally we have to keep in mind the possibility that Par-
menides wants to claim the necessity that Being is.

of the words ypf| and véykn and variants of them (e.g., fr. 2,5 and 8,11 and 8,30), and finally
in fragment 2,3 with the help of the potential sense of sivor as ‘it is possible.” One might
wonder whether the different expressions refer to different grades or kinds of necessity and
possibility, but I cannot see such distinctions systematically drawn in the poem.

43 For understanding xpt; as necessity cf. also Palmer 2009, especially 98-100. Mourela-

tos 1970, 277-278 reminds us that normally yptj does not express necessity in the sense of
inevitability, but rather in the sense of being tight or due; accordingly, he thinks that “the
modality governing the Parmenidean ontology and epistemology is a blend of necessity and
persuasion,” 278. However, when Parmenides brings together necessity and persuasion ex-
plicitly, as he does in fragment 2, line 4, we do not get a blend of the two. Instead we learn
that persuasion atfends (dmn3&i) to truth—truth being that it necessarily is—which is not a
weakening of necessity, but only expressing that truth should also be persuasive (even if the
account of the mortals might sound seductive at first, cf. fragment 8,61, and the mortals, dou-
ble-headed as they are, might not understand immediately the persuasive force of the truth).
Furthermore, if we were to understand ypr| as being right, we would have to ask “right ac-
cording to which standard or rule™? It cannot be right according to what is seen as right in the
world of the mortals, since this is exactly what Parmenides wants to distance his philosophy
from. But if it is right according to what the goddess puts forward, then right has nothing to
do with a certain etiquette, custom or habit; rather, right is what follows the criteria employed
by her, rational admissibility and consistency. We see in fragment 8 that what is put forward
by her as ‘right’ is such that if you assumed it not to be true, it would be inconsistent. What
¢annot be otherwise without being inconsistent, however, is right in the sense of being neces-
sary. So Mourelatos’s point does not undermine our undefstanding of yp1 as necessity.

44 Fragment 2,7-8 and fragment 6,1 are not strictly speaking contrary complements since
in fragment 2 we are only dealing with the impossibility of thinking and speaking about pn
m?.ﬁ while in fragment 6 we are concerned with the necessity of thinking and speaking that

&6V is.
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With these guides in mind, Le., knowing that every valid interpretation of

€omi has to account for the impossibility claim connected with Non-Being
and (at least one version of) t

he necessity claim connected with Being, let
us now go through the different possibilities of understanding Zott. We will
start with predicative interpretations, go on to identifying ones, and then
finish off with existential and finally veridical interpretations of &1L,

Prima facie it seems that we can rule out straightforwardly that in frag-
ment 2 Eott can have a predicative sense, being something-or-other, being
F. For there is no F complementing &7t to make for a full predicate ‘is F.’
So £omi does not seem to be used in a predicative sense.4S Nevertheless,
Mourelatos 1970 claims to understand Zom in exactly this sense—he is
probably the most pronounced and prominent representative of such a pre-
dicative reading. According to him, Parmenides’ Zom should be understood
as what he calls ‘speculative predication,” as a predication which specifies
what it is to be the nature or essence of a thing.*¢ This understanding seems
to fit the necessity connected with the characterization of Being. And we
should not be surprised about not finding a complement to €ot1, according
to Mourelatos, since fragment 2 only gives us th

e general structure ‘—is—’ of
any speculative predication. So far so good. This reading becomes trickier

once the participle £0v enters the stage of Parmenides, as it does in frag-
ment 6, line 1, since there we seem to have the subject Parmenides will be
concerned with, but still no complement to make i (or Eupevon as in
fragment 6) a full predicate. Mourelatos’s claim, that &6v “collects the val-
ues that [. . .] go on the right-hand side, the predicate position” (74) rather
than referring to a subject, is at least not the straightforward way to read the
first occurrences of v in 6,1 and 8,3. And how does it fit with what we

45 Kahn claims that there is a predicative usage of £ot1 where the complement is provided
by the context; however, the context here does not supply any complement. Furth 1986 seems
to create such a context by introducing a possible interlocutor of Parmenides, Betathon, who
supplies the subjects and predicates in statements like ‘Lions are fierce.’ Charming as Furth’s

little dialogues are, we cannot find any such propositions providing complements in the Par-
menidean poem.

46 Mourelatos 1970, 55 understands #omi as a copula with “both the subject and the predi-
cate-complement left blank.” Since he thinks that what Parmenides is concemed with are
predications answering the “what is it’ question, Zoti functions grammatically as a copula but
logically as indicating identity; this is what Mourelatos calls ‘speculative predication,’ cf, 57-
58. It seems likely to me that ‘is’ as meaning the essence or

nature of something is actually a
meaning that got only fully accentuated and developed in Greek with Socrates and Plato. If

we look at the classical introduction of the i o1 question in the Platonic dialogues, ‘what is
X’ is normally not understood by the interlocutors as a request to tell Socrates the essence that

om:comxﬁh.ommnammmaomamo:. Rather, they take it as the request to say something about x
that holds true, normally giving an example, etc.
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47 Mourelatos might reply to this objection by pointing out :wmﬁ ﬁ__n Ew M%”MMWMMWM%M oowow
one subject could possess a specific predicate. But <.<_§ would be _5 P e e eyt
Ithaca (such that non-Ithaca could count as a so.mwsgw of Ew &&o e ﬁ%oma e S
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omﬂﬂﬂﬂ”ﬂ% Mom”mrﬁ Mww M%MMM%MM%\_MMQ in the beginning that E.mE:.% could Wm .Msmmwﬁomw
in a broader sense than we normally nwo today M&MM ,Mwa MMMﬁmnMOMMM%\OMOMMW Hmwoﬂ wom\:&
identi extend to a notion of sameness,
%MM%W M“um%oma_woap@a? seems to cover self-identity as well as sameness.
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something that does not possess sufficient logical structure even to be re-
ferred to as x, something that is hence impossible to be thought of, and, ac-
cordingly, cannot be indicated or seriously talked about (let alone be real-
ized in an empirical realm),’! since we cannot determine consistently what
‘it 18.5?

So if we understand ‘is’ as existential, we should take the existential
sense at first with as little determination as possible, i.e., as existing at least
in a logically consistent way (since whatever is a body or another entity in a
an empirical realm or some intelligible entity, etc. also has to be logically
consistent)—for that reason it can be thought of or conceived. The fact that
Parmenides insists on conceivability as a criterion for what is (cf. step 5)
supports the thought that £o11 qua existence has to be understood as entail-
ing logical consistency. It explains why non-Being is not simply what hap-
pens not to be the case, but what is actually impossible to be thought or
known.

Now what about the final possibility for interpreting £o11, the veridical in-
terpretation? Step 2—that (it) is, and that (it) is not (the case) that (it) is
not—shows that if we understand £om here as veridical, we cannot under-
stand it as claiming that some empirical state of affairs is the case. For we
are not given any empirical state of affairs here; the empirical state of af-
fairs we get are part of the second part of the poem, where empirical phe-
nomena are explained and discussed. The possibility left for a veridical un-
derstanding of &ott is that something is the case in a logical sense: some-

51 By what exists in the empirical realm I want to understand what we can encounter in
the physical world as individual things with our senses. In this sense, ¢.g., the square root of 2
is not a member of the empirical realm. For while we might encounter lots of things that,
given a certain measurement unit, we might claim to possess the size of square root of 2, the
square oot itself is not something we might stumble over in the empirical world. Neverthe-
less, we can refer to it since it has a certain logical structure and can thus be seen as a member
of a logical realm, whether this logical realm is created merely by abstraction or not. It does
not seem necessary for this interpretation that Parmenides would or could make an explicit
distinction between the empirical and non-empirical or logical realm. Rather I want to show
that from the way Parmenides’ argues, what we would call objects of the empirical realm are
not what Parmenides’ object of knowledge seems to refer to.

52 gelf-identity might after all be one necessary condition for determining what something
is. We have to be cautious, however, for what we count as logically impossible need not be
the very same thing that Parmenides counts as logically impossible given the different devel-
opments of logic. So KRS, 246, claim that Parmenides (1) understands non-existence as being
nothing at all, (2) so that for him to exist is in effect to be something or other. While I would
agree with KRS in (1), and while (2) is obviously a valid conclusion for us, it might not be so
for Parmenides. He might rather claim that what exists as something or other is not Being and
hence does not actually exist; so the opposite of ‘nothing at all’ might not be “at least one” for
Parmenides; cf. also the section on negation below.
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thing holds true in the logical realm, i.e.,
understanding fits the one we got by understanding £om as expressing logi-
cal existentiality since within the realm of logic, existing and holding true
cannot be distinguished. However, so far Being had to be af least also a
logical object, while now it seems it cannot be anything but a logical ob-
ject.* Being a logical object in this sense also explains why in fragment 1

it is (at least) consistent.53 This

331 cannot 80 into the discussion here whether consistency can indeed be enough for truth
in a logical realm and the problems of completeness connected with this claim. One might
object to this intimate connection between consistency and truth in a logical realm by point-
ing out that if we have two very basic claims, (1) (Ix)(Jy) x yand (2) = (Ix)}(Jy) x £y,
both are consistent in first order logic so there can be models in which (1) is true, and others
in which (2) is true. But there cannot be a model in which both are true since (2) is the nega-
tion of (1); and logic alone cannot give us criteria to decide between (1) and (2). However,
Parmenides’ logic is so restricted that (1) would never be a consistent alternative, as we will
see below. And given the additional characterizations we get from his signs in fragment 8,

logical consistency might indeed be enough for truth within the Parmenidean philosophy.
Scholars such as Cassirer, Hilbert, and Natorp assumed that logical truth can be boiled down
to consistency (e.g., Hilbert thought that the consist

ency of a system yields the existence of a
model, i.e., an interpretation in which it is true, and that a complete axiomatisation is possible
which would determine which of a plurality of models holds), even if Gédel later showed that
their suggestion does not work. What is important for the investigation here, however, is that,
even if proved wrong by Gédel, it might seem like a plausible thought to consider consistency
not only as a necessary but also as a sufficient condition for logical truth.

41t might be objected that even within the realm of logic we can distinguish between,
say, the notion of an implication relation between two statements p and q and the proposition
that an implication relation is true if p-and q are true; hence, between (logical) existence on
the one hand and holding true on the other. However, if we claim the implication to exist
logically, we do not claim it to exist in the way I might claim my turtle Kasimir to exist, about
whom there are many statements possible that

Emm_:cmﬁ._a?.m;Emi:mﬁaooaoawm old,
that it has purple spots on its shell, etc.), but that can be clearly distinguished from the claim

of its (empirical) existence. What we claim, however, if we claim the implication relation to
exist, is not that there is some entity of which certain claims might or might not hold. Rather
we claim the existence of a certain truth function between two statements p and q which is
false if p is true and q is false, and true in all other cases, That is what we call implication.
Accordingly, there is no real difference between what holds true of this function and its existence,

35 By a logical object or thing I understand very roughly something that is determined by
logical thinking and thus conforms to logical demands (e.g., it is logically consistent, and it
possesses at least sufficient logical structure to be identified and referred to as the very thing
itis). It can be realized also in some realm apart from the logical one (and can in this respect
also be called a possible object), but it need not (and so could also exist only as the content of
a thought). This last characteristic, that it can but need not be realized in some realm apart
from the logical one, is what distinguishes it from an object of logic, which is necessarily an
object of logical thinking only, and thus a narrower notion, For the distinction between logi-
cal object and object of logic see also Maimon 1797.

36 Note that this veridical understanding of #o11 differs significantly from Kahn’s 1969
according to which it asserts facts in our world; and Mourelatos’s criticism of Kahn 1969
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be the subject of the €omi, but rather whatever can be thought of consistent-
ly, what can be known.58

But what is it that according to Parmenides can indeed be so conceived?
In order to determine whether night and light, cats and chickens might after
all also be part of what can be conceived (or whether Being is completely
restricted to what only belongs to the logical realm), we have to look at
Parmenides’ positive account of the ‘referent’ of thought, of £6v, with the
onpata of Being in fragment 8; so let us look at these now.

One question the account of 6v in fragment 8 raises immediately is why
the characteristics given are called ofipota, signs. It seems that oT|LOTO!
have a vaguer status than a property predicated of §6v would have; and we
will see below why the onuota can indeed not be understood as normal
predicates applying to Being.

At the beginning of fragment 8 we are given a quick summary of the
oipata of Being, before the deductive arguments for them start. The prob-
lem with the initial summary of the cfpata of Being is not only variations
in the sources with respect to crucial notions, but also that it is not quite
clear how far the Summary actually extends. There is general agreement
that it includes the determinations in lines 3 to 4. &ov is:

(1) Not generated (6yévnrov) and imperishable (Gvdredpbv).

(2) Whole and the only thing of its kind (oBrov Hovvoyeveg),50 which is taken

:@Sﬂrom@oo:aaoacozg @%m%mommoéamosow being obAov, namely being
not duapeTdy. :

N

38 While the result is similar to Owen’s 1975 understanding of the subject of &ott as
“simply what can be talked or thought about,” 55-61, I reach this result for different reasons.

371t is not necessary that the reader could indeed already understand Being at the begin-
ning of the poem, with fragment 2, in the Vvery way she is meant to understand it after baving
gone through fragment 8. So there is the possibility that for purposes of presentation what can
be understood at the beginning and at the end as the object of investigation might be different.
This does, however, not mean that Parmenides would switch subject during the investigation,
only that it might be the case that he cannot start off with the full account of Being, since he
has to show us step by step how and why certain notions of Being cannot hold (the fact that I

to speak against this possibility, since it claims that it does not matter for him where ke starts
as he will come back to it. However, this still leaves the possibility open that he could start

ing; rather, we are shown in fragment 8 why, given his criteria, there can only be one Being,.
60 This is the reading of Simplicius and others; it is singly of one kind (Holivov povvo-
Yevéq) according to Pseudo-Plutarch, or being one/the whole limb (oVhopeéc) according to
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(3) Unshaken (8tpepéc), which is taken up by éxivirov in the third deduction.
(4) Not to be completed (8 &téhectov).!

Many scholars see this as the complete summary of the crjuota MMHWMWM
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62 g, for instance, KRS, Holscher 1986 and Tardn 1965.
63 Coxon 1986, 196-197.
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Aim atinn 04
s of demonstration' In-between steps | Premises

(I) Not generated (line 6) — no (1) Non-Being is not con

temporal differences ceivable

(2) No sufficient reason
(3) There can be nothing
besides Being

(4) Being cannot not be

A HV OCH(O V g not Q— V1 H_u—w —:wm M wnwmﬂ 15 Ot.o_.or conse
NM — NO Spatia ence LCOEOO. it1s OC(Mxmm
pati H Q:_wu 1ces v

(1) dxcivirov (line 26) Not generated = (I)

(IV) As the same resting in the It is not lacking

same (line 29) anything @

(V) Not without Being can there be

understanding (= Being as condi- 3) odrov = (II) and Gicivnroy =
tion for understanding, line 35)65 (I

(VI) Complete (cerersopévov) It is the same with itself =
(line 42) (IV), and époiov = (5), and

(6) there is a furthest limit66

We see that there is a certain circular

structure in Parmenides’ reasoni
. sonin
something we can understand as a first v

formulation of a systematic philoso-

64 : .
The aims of demonstrations are not necessarily the same as the ofjuata mentioned in
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MM We seem to have a weaker claim here than in fragment 3.
Completeness (tetedecpévov) covers t
to two connotations of the Greek word TéLog,
e, there are no differences, like being QEMH
(line 48) in any respect, which would prevent i

The reason for this second point seems to be that it is only determinable whether something is

indeed uniform throughout in case thi ing i
. his something is fully determined, whi ithi
menidean context, requires the thing to be finite. g ? hieh Wi the Par-

wo different features in Parmenides, that relate
@m.:.moag and limit: first that Being is uniform
bigger or smaller (lines 44-45) or more or _mmm,
t from being perfect; second that it has a limit.
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phy, where one claim rests as much on all the other claims as they rest on it.
So premise (3), “there can be nothing besides Being,” is on the one hand a
premise for (JIT) being dxivntov—it is a premise for (I), which in turn is
taken as a premise for being dxivntov in (III)—while dxivnrov is on the
other hand used as a premise for (3) in (V). We see that with the basic
ofjpata of Being, one cannot be thought without the other.

If we wanted to unfold them from one point, we might say that Parmeni-
des’ referent for what can logically be thought neither allows for any inter-
nal differences (it is opoiov and everything we can conclude from that,
cuveyés, indivisible, etc.) nor for any external one (it is single/whole),’
there is no plurality and no change. From this we can also derive the impos-
sibility of any temporal or spatial differences. So €6v is one—this is the
only ofjuo mentioned in the summary at the beginning that is not reasoned
for in one of the deductions, since it can be understood as the result of the
arguments of the other ofjpato of Being, which demonstrate the impossibil-
ity of any differences. Thus the unity of Being is in no way compromised
by any complexity or relation, as the unity of a plurality would. Rather, Be-
ing is absolutely simple. For any difference would introduce non-Being (x
is different to and hence not y), and accordingly would not be conceivable
and consistently thinkable within the Parmenidean framework.

What is clear from these characteristics, reinforcing the arguments be-
fore, is that what can be conceived and known is in the end not cats and
chickens, or anything from the empirical realm, as they all require internal
or external differences; of time, space, etc. The absolutely simple Being
only seems to be the logical content of a thought for Parmenides. We saw
that it is what is necessary to be conceived rather than a straightforward
object. Its content cannot be differentiated from truth. As such it does not
refer to any specific content as, for instance, a proposition would. Why
Parmenides thinks he has to think of Being as absolutely simple without
any relations will become clearer once we have looked at his usage of the
logical operators.58

3.2. Parmenides’ Negation Operator

Fragment 2 seems to introduce “that [it] is” and “that [it] is not” as basic
notions. Since the first ‘path’ or road, the path that [it] is, investigates &6v,

67 Cf. also the exclusion of pd\iov in fragment 8, 23 which makes it clear that there are
no internal differences, but the same quality everywhere, and in fragment 8, 48 which denies
any external differences, any quantitative differences (that might lead to qualitative ones).

68 The negation operator is used as a central way to prove the ofipoto, as noted already by
Frinkel and Austin; cf. Frinkel 1962, 402n12, and Austin 2002, 96.
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the second path, that [it] is not, might be understood as Investigating /oK
€6v. Thus it might seem that Parmenides treats /00K €6v as a second basic
notion. However, “that [it] is not” and pn €6v are excluded from rational
investigation as non-intelligible (it cannot be thought or said, cf. fragment
2, line 7), and hence non-Being cannot after all be a basic notion for Par-
menides. What Parmenides uses nevertheless implicitly as a crucial notion
is negation expressed by ‘o0, ¢ 1’ and the alpha privative. We saw above
that negation is crucial for the right determination of Being, since almost all
ofuato or marks of Being are at some point expressed in negative form
(e.g., &yévnrov, or odhov being taken up by 0082 S1a1petdv). And the rea-
sons that Parmenides offers for those claims about Being are often them-
selves put in negative form (for instance, Being is un-generated, dyévntov,
because all possibilities to understand it as generated turn out to be not con-
sistently thinkable, as Parmenides attempts to show in the first deduction,
fragment 8, lines 6-21).

Today we are probably inclined to understand negation in philosophy as
primarily or at root an operation on a proposition taking truth to falsity and
vice versa. But this is an understanding that was at least influenced by the
Stoics® and Frege, so we should not simply presuppose it for understanding
Parmenides. Parmenides does not explicitly introduce or discuss his usage
of negation in his poem. However, as I want to show below, his particular
understanding of negation is crucial for grasping central claims of his phi-
losophy, and the semantic value of the expression to which the negation is
applied in his poem changes due to the negation in a systematic but for us
not straightforwardly familiar way. Accordingly, it will be useful to look
briefly at a variety of possible understandings of negation, which will make
it easier to grasp in which way Parmenides uses negation in his poem and
how far his understanding of negation differs from our standard use in
modern times.

Nowadays negation tends to be studied as a matter of either logic or lan-
guage or both. For the present project we will concentrate on the logical
possibilities of negation, rather than the linguistic ones—though they are
often, no doubt, interconnected. It is true that the Greek language possesses
some particular features concerning negation which might have been im-
portant for Parmenides. Most notably, Greek uses two different terms and
their compounds for different forms of negation, ov and 1. Very roughly
speaking, ob normally negates objectively, i.e., facts, while pr negates sub-

%9 Where the idea of an external negation (‘Not: x is F’

) seems to have been employed
systematically for the first time, ¢f. Horn 2001, 21.
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jectively, i.e., demands, wishes, and conditions that are 5:3. or Eo.cmE.é
However, I will be focusing on the logical 3&2 than these _.Emc,a:o. pos-
sibilities of negation, since this is what is oEQ.&. m.Oa wmﬁbmbaﬁm E:_Omm-
phy. And we should be prepared for the .@Omm_grq that negation can w
seen as having also some ontological g.ma or oocﬁo:uwi, or oa.oﬂomwow
implications—as is obvious, for instance, in w._mﬁoum Sophist or in >Em_8m M s
Categories. There Aristotle points out that it is not Bwaod.\ the om.mm.Sm. he
affirmation ‘he is sitting” is opposed to the negation he is not sitting’; Héo
may equally say that what these expressions assert 1s ow@Omoa to o.mor Myﬁ her
in the very same way (12b). So the opposition we amﬂ,\um U.% negating ‘he HM
sitting” also corresponds to an opposition ‘in the éo«_au his mﬁ_:m oppose
to his not-sitting. Within the context of Em.ﬁ:.om.:o: s&ﬁ is a bommg\o
judgment about, the discussion about the wOmm&EQ of negative facts shows
a possible connection to ontology even in modern aovﬁo.m of negation, as
does the discussion about the existential import of propositions in logic.

In order to figure out in a systematic way a broader .Abq very H.oﬁmrv.mm%.mw
of possible understandings of negation suitable for this ma.o_oor I wi : :M
look at what a negation operator can take as ‘argument,’ 1.€., 4.%.& are t M
things that can be negated, then at the Hm_msg between the oEmEﬁ Inpu
and the result,”! before considering the possible Sm.c:m o.m a negation on
their own. Subsequently, I will look at the passages involving .:mmmﬁ%sm Em
Parmenides’ poem, trying to analyze them with @.Ua ro_m of this oz_wH ine o
the spectrum of possible understandings of negation. .# HmvoE% at the <oSH
end that possible ontological consequences of Parmenides’ negation opera
tor will be looked at.

70 Cf. Smyth 1956, section 2688, and Kithner and Gerth 1904, 2, Teil, 2. Band, 179. ME.-
thermore, the Greek language uses iterations of negations ,S:.or E._mE be smw.n_ to mQaMW%m.M
the dmmmm?o sense (an example of a strengthening of aommno.:m in Parmenides we fin M
fragment 7,1-2: “ob y&p primote,” “never”); but under certain circumstances they om;oo_mmmo h
other out, o,.m._ if a simple negation follows a compound one, cf. H.Q._rboa\ﬂonr, GgM Mﬁo . e

71 Readers steeped in the Fregean tradition might want to Q:En. of this as the re ation e
tween value and argument, as long as they do not employ from this mwaoim_n M:om_wamw cﬁﬂww

False. At the moment I want to be
value and argument have to be the True and the . ) . :
as possible about what the input and results of a negation might be, it could be an expression,
or the things referred to, etc.
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3.2.1. Possible Understandings of Negation

To cm.mE with, we can distinguish different kinds of negations according to
ﬁ&.m; 1s negated: from a logical point of view,” what is negated can %Bm
@Sm be a term (including subjects and predicates as well as parts o% sub-
Jects and predicates), a proposition, etc. Prime examples for term negation
might seem to be general terms, like man and mortal; but I do not SWE to
rule out for present purposes that negation might be combinable with singu-
lar terms. So in principle, there is the option to negate the different parts of
a statement (S is P)—the subject-term (not-S is P), the predicate-term Sis
Wowwuv MHsM ﬂmo copula (S is not P)3—as well as the whole statement (not: S
ooEm_o m_w ! H_u oﬂgwwwwwmﬁ.“o has a quantifier or a modal operator these can of

.‘:.5 Hﬂmmoc between the result of a negation in a broad sense and the
o.:.mE& Input can be seen to form either a contradictory or a contrary oppo-
sition. Contradictory opposites are such that one of the two has to be Mﬂo
the oEQ. false, while contrary opposites can both be false (either coowcmm
%.Q.o Is a possible third in between the two poles, or because we are dealin
with ::s.mm which cannot be characterized by either opposite). Both E:mm
of opposites are governed by the law of non-contradiction; in addition, con-
:ma_.o:o: 15 also governed by the law of excluded middle. While rmm:r
and 1ll oms.@m understood as contrary opposites, so that there will be thin M
Emﬁ.wao neither healthy nor ill, healthy and not-healthy might count as oom-
qma_oﬁoa.\ Opposites,’ one of which has to hold true of everything.”s

In addition, contrary opposites can also allow what we might mm: differ-
ent degrees or intensities. If we have a contrary opposition that allows for a

72 ;

O.m course, a negation can also be seen as a lin
expressions or their meanings. However, as mention
gation as a logical tool.

73 H

However, negating the co
statement.

ed above, I will only concentrate on ne-

pula will normally amount to the same as negating the whole

74 Given that we do not know yet what it is that Pa
to @.o reasonable to allow also for the possibility that (
:ma_.oﬁoq or contrary. Contradictory terms can be u
applied to whatever subject, will necessarily produce

the application of contrary terms to whatever subj
cannot produce two true ones.

75 .

o ém mH.uo:E._um aware, ro€o<.ob that these logical difference need not always correspond
o the n:mwﬂwsﬁ linguistic expressions used here, like the difference between “ill’ and ©
healthy,” which we understand here as referring to a contrary and a contradictory o o .ﬁsoﬂm
healthy, respectively; so if we encounter an expression like ‘not-healthy,’ SmQ S.mﬂo e
look at the context to figure out which logical possibility is actually oBESM& et

rmenides s actually negating, it seems
at least general) erms are seen as con-
nderstood as terms which, if both are
one true and one false statement, while
ect can produce two false statements and

guistic entity that is applied to linguistic
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tertium—a mediate contrary pair, as Boethius, among others, calls them—
like black and white, then negating ‘S is white’ could either mean that S is
black, or that it is some colour in between black and white, let us say some
gray. The former case we can call an extreme negation as it excludes white
completely and produces as a result the polar opposite of the positive. The
latter case we can term a moderate negation;’® the result of such a moderate
negation is different only in some sense from what is negated, or, as Hom
2001, 38-39 calls it, it is a simple, not polar contrary.

The result of the negation will be in principle the same kind of thing as
the argument, a term, proposition, etc. But it will be more or less deter-
mined or restricted, depending on whether it is situated within a restricted
or an unrestricted domain. In the case of a contrary opposite we normally
seem to deal with a restricted domain: only within a restricted domain, as,
for instance, the realm of living beings, will the negation of healthy lead to
the opposite ill; only in such a clearly defined realm will everything either
have to be ill or healthy.”” Qutside this realm, let us say with respect to
numbers, healthy and ill is not a reasonable opposition; the number 4 will
neither count as healthy nor ill. But we can say that the number 4 is not-
healthy, if by this expression we are referring to the contradictory opposite
of being healthy. In the case of a contradiction, the result of a negation will
often belong to an unrestricted domain, and thus be not clearly defined.
Everything is either healthy or not-healthy; whatever is not living will count
as not-healthy, while living things will either be healthy or ill (cf. also Aris-
totle, Cat. 13D). ‘

So the product of a negation is either situated in a restricted domain, i.e.,
a clearly defined realm’® (as a contrary opposite is) or in an undetermined

76 For this distinction between extreme and moderate negation cf. also Plato’s Sophist,
257b-¢, where Plato introduces non-Being as different from Being by referring to the not-Big,
which can indicate the small as well as the equal.

77 And if we understand, for instance, not-white as a contrary negation of white, it will al-
s0 be at least relatively determined, since we then know that it is some colour, either black or
something in between white and black. The same counts for all other kinds of term negation.
‘not-Socrates,” for instance, if understood as contradictory opposite to Socrates is not deter-
mined, while ‘not-Socrates’ qua the contrary opposite is at least determined as some human
with the exception of Socrates (or something similar).

78 1t is not necessary that this realm is always explicitly defined, if it is clear from the con-
text what the realm is. So if, for instance, we go to a concert at a College and we see a sign
‘tickets for non-members §15,” the realm over which the negation ranges is not explicitly
defined. But we know from the circumstances that it is meant to extend over the realm of all
human beings who want to go to this concert, and it is within this group that the negation
operator separates those who have a College affiliation from those that have not. The context
makes it clear that the realm is not meant to include, for instance, cats or frogs, thoughts or
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one. If a oonmw.s realm is specified over which the negation ranges, for in-
stance, a certam group containing two or more elements like the realm of
living voEmmv the negation produces something which is (relatively) well
aoﬁﬁéﬂo&lﬁ [ know that Socrates is not healthy in the sense of being ill
I will send him at least best wishes for a speedy recovery. If, on the oEom
hand, %m realm is not determined at all, then the s@mmmosuim_ produce
something indefinite, since we know of the result only that it is not the posi-
tive argument (term, proposition, etc.) out of all possible things in the uni-
verse. If Socrates is not healthy in the sense of the contradictory opposite of
:m.m:gw then I had better wait with my wishes, for he might no longer be
with us.

H..Hosm/\oﬁ not all contradictory opposites must be situated in an unre-
stricted realm. For instance, the contradictory result of the negation ‘Swans
are necessarily white’ will be ‘Swans are not necessarily white,” a statement

which might also be counted as “situated’ within the realm of statements
about swans and their colour. _

3.2.2. Evidence of Negation in Parmenides

In what follows I will start with a quick survey of the most important occur-
rences of negation in Parmenides’ poem. This should help to get a rough
mwﬂmr ow his general understanding of negation, so that eventually the im-
mediate impact of this understanding on Parmenides’ philosophy can be
shown. There are more than forty occurrences of negation in Parmenides’
poem. Koﬁ of them are found in the dAfiBeia part of the poem, the largest
number in fragment 8, and a couple each in fragment 2 and 6 mco in frag-
ment 7. What is negated are mainly terms. However, right at mro beginning
of the dAri0eta part, in fragment 2, Parmenides seems to work with different
arguments when he claims dg 00k ol pf| elvan, “that it is not that [it] is
not” in line 3, and ¢ odx &ony, “that [it] is not” in line 5. Given that we
saw above that 011 in fragment 2, line 3 ff., which is negated in line 5, is
not a name but rather a minimal sentence, line 5 could be anamﬂooau as
hegating a proposition “~ (it is).” And line 3 seems to be a clear case of ne-
gating a proposition ‘~ (it is not).” However, as we have seen above, there
are good reasons for following the traditional translation of line 3 as b&& it
Is mmpossible that [it] is not.” So the first negation of this line seems to ne-

numbers. In the Plato reference given above, Sophist, 257b-c, the fact that the not-Big refers
to the Small or the Equal (but not, let us say, to the Green) makes the domain restriction on

Eo negation obvious—it is situated within the range of everything that can have a certain
size.
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gate a modality rather than a proposition: ‘(~ possible) (~ [it] is).””® And in
lines 6-8 Parmenides translates the second negation of line 3 and the claim
of line 5, that [it] is not, into un é6v, non-Being, when he writes that the
suggestion from line 5 is an altogether unknowable trail “for neither could
you think of non-Being (u7) €6v)-—that cannot be done—nor say anything
about it” (line 7-8). What seems to be a negation of a proposition Parmeni-
des takes up as the negation of a term, ‘non-Being,’® the result of which he
claims to be not thinkable and sayable. What Parmenides is claiming in
lines 6-8 is thus not that the hypothesis from line 5 is intelligible but false
(as he would if he claimed that ‘it is not the case that it is”). Rather, he is
claiming that it is not even intelligible, but meaningless words—hence it is
sayable in the sense that words can be uttered, but not in the sense that a
meaningful thought is thus conveyed (cf. also below).8!

This reinforces what we saw above in our attempt to give an account of
Parmenides’ notion of Being, namely that Parmenides does not—and given
his notion of Being cannot—draw a difference between truth and what the
truth is about (cf. also fragment 1, lines 28-32). Using a negation to make a
negative claim or to claim a negative proposition, ‘it is not the case that p’
or ‘it is the case that not-p’ would imply a difference between truth (which
is denied) and propositional content, in ‘which case non-Being would after
all be sayable and thinkable (in the form of ‘p’), even if it does not hold.%?

79 We might think of fragment 2 as presenting nested negations.

80 Accordingly, it seems to be only a term, a predicate, that he is negating in these sen-
tences in fragment 2, saying in line 5 “that (it) is-not™ and in line 3 “that (it) is not-possible
that (it) is-not”; hence, what prima facie seems to be the negation of a proposition should also
be properly understood as the negation of terms, expressing the impossibility of non-Being.

81 Mourelatos 1970, 75 claims that the negative route is “rejected not as meaningless but
as ineffectual” and refers to obk dvuotdv in fragment 2, 7 for that. However, the next line,
fragment 2, 8 claims olte @pdooig, “you could not even single out the goal,” as Mourelatos
translates it on the next page—but if you cannot even specify the goal of the journey, then at
least the goal is not simply ineffectual but rather meaningless (which is all I need for my
claim above). And the odk dvvotév in fragment 2, line 7, does not directly refer to the nega-
tive route, but to olte yvoirng, to the impossibility of thinking of non-Being. This seems to
leave the possibility open, however, that the journey itself is still conceivable, even if its ob-
ject or goal is not. As the poem itself lists the negative route in fragment 2 as one of two ini-
tial possibilities for inquiry, we might think it better that it should be conceivable. But it is not
quite clear how we could indeed conceive the journey, if we cannot even single out its goal,
1.e., that which makes it the journey it is, in contrast to the other one, that of truth. So Parmen-
ides might after all only bring up the second route as a ladder to be thrown away, cf. also
footnote 11.

82 Talking about non-Being in line 7 does not lead into the same problem that its content
can be distinguished from its truth value, since a) non-Being as such (independent of any
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That Parmenides is in general negating terms rather than propositions is
also supported by the fact that the goddess does not make any statements
like: “It is not the case that this path is in any way knowable.”83 Rather she
says that she wants to show this path to be utterly unknowable (fragment 2,
line 6) or that she wants to hold him back from this path (fragment 6, line 3-
4), or that he shall hold back his thought from this way (fragment 7, line 2).84
Apart from the negations referring to some form of o, the most im-
portant negations we come across in Parmenides’ poem are explicit nega-
tions of modalities and the predicate-term negations used extensively to
characterize Being in fragment 8. What is negated in fragment 2 when
sketching the only two possible paths of investigation—the first of which
will turn out to be necessary, the second impossibledS—is the possibility of
non-Being in line 3. And lines 6-8 negate the assumption of non-Being and
its necessity from line 5. The result is in both cases clearly determined——
impossibility.8 So we would understand the relation between the original
input and the result of the negation as contradictory in one case (possibility
and impossibility) and contrary in the other (necessity and impossibility).
An indirect negation of modality we also find with the negation of some
of the terms used to characterize Being in fragment 8,87 namely with the

negation of verbal adjectives, like axcivnrov (line 26) or 008 dtarpetdv (line

statement in which it is used) does not have any truth value, and
here, Being, is, according to Parmenides, thinkable and sayable.

81 owe this point to Richard Sorabji. An Interesting and more extensive treatment of ne-
gation in Parmenides can be found in Austin 1986, chapter I. Austin’s central claim that Par-
menides is not negating the copula when talking about Being (od«x éoti “is never used asser-
torically to deny a predicate of being, nor, of course, is it used to say that being does not ex-
ist,” 22) leads him to results that are to a certain degree similar to mine. However, for him
whole sentences can be negated, which I argued above is actually not fitting Parmenides’
framework, since it would require differentiating between truth value and intelligibility. Be-
sides, I try to show that we Lave to understand how Parmenides’ negation operator functions
in order to understand his philosophy, rather than setting up rules of application as Austin
does.

84 Similarly, I think fragment 8, lines 44-45, negate terms, predicates, rather than proposi-
tions, line 36 negates the subject term and line 5 negates the temporality implied in fv and
£otaL Ounly lines 46-47 might be an exception and negate a proposition.

8 n fragment 8, line 16, we seem to get a kind of second order necessity, the necessity to
leave alone the one path and take the other, necessary one.

86 The negation of the second path is not, as we might expect, the contingency, that [it] is
not (the negation of necessity as the possibly-not), but impossibility. Cf. also fragment 8,
lines 9-11, where Parmenides derives from the lack of any necessity that would have made
Being to come into being sooner or later that it cannor have come into being. In all these
cases the result is presented as a direct inference, since no further premise is mentioned nor is
it obvious that any other implicit premise is at work in the background.

87 Fragment 8 also contains some simple term n

b) the input of the negation

egation, as for instance, Gvapyov in line 27.
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22).88 These verbal adjectives ending in :-a.om: can mzrﬂ..agoﬁ a possibil-
ity (what can be V-ed) or a passive resulting state (having the 38@ o.m a
perfect passive participle, what has been V-ed). From the context in /i":or
they are used—for instance, 008¢ dlopeTdv seems to have the sense of ‘be-

~ ing not divisible,” not simply ‘not divided,” since the background assump-

tion seems to be that division is possible only where there are Eﬂ,@awbooml
and from Parmenides’ prominent employment of WB@Om.&grQ in WmmB@E
2, we can infer that the negations of these verbal adjectives are not simply
negations of a resulting state but of the @8&@&@ of Srmﬁo.é.a is .nx?ommoa
by the verb, the result of which is the impossibility of the original nput.

The result of the negations discussed is normally Qo.ml% aoﬁHEGmQ or
restricted, obviously so in the case of explicitly negating @Omm&:.;% and
necessity. But also in cases which prima mmowm.mooﬁ 6 vwoacoo an indeter-
minate or unrestricted result, like dxivntov in _E.o 26. Axtvntov might refer
to everything in the world apart from something B.o<mzo or to that of
which motion/change and rest cannot be sensibly predicated. But we moE&.-
ly find that it is referring to an extreme (and hence oo:qm.:,ua opposite, as it
is clearly equated with resting (cf. line 29-30).89 How this plays out in the
case of non-Being we will look at below.

Prima facie, the relation between the original argument and the result of
the negation sometimes seems to be what we would owz oo:a..mQ Amm we
just saw in the case of dxivrtov, which is equated 2;.: resting, zmﬁ.po
sometimes contradictory (as, for instance, in fragment 2 :E.w 3, the relation
between the possibility and the impossibility of non-Being). However,
Parmenides normally employs features from what we would see as contrary
as well as from contradictory oppositions: the result is treated like an ex-
treme or complete opposite of the original argument, vodmm.wm what we
would think of as a contrary opposite. On the other hand, it is mﬂo made
clear that of the two, the original input and the result of the negation, one
has to be true, the other false—a feature we would see as belonging to a
contradictory opposition.*®

88 The word order shows that we are dealing with the negation of the predicate-term here
and not with the negation of the whole proposition. In Greek, the former has a Em:wg i.oa
order ‘S negation-particle P copula,’ the later has the unmarked order ‘S P :omwco:-_umam_w
copula.” Although we are missing a separate subject here, it seems to be clear that o08&

OV ¢ ) icate-term negation.
drupetdv oty shows the marked word order oﬁ.. predica r .
89 And double negation equals the affirmation (as, e.g., in fragment 8 where Parmenides
imi i i : it to be complete).
assumes that claiming Being not to be EnoEEo.S shows i . : .

%01t is clear that Parmenides is thus not simply working with what w.omﬁw:ﬁ called an

immediate contrary pair, i.e., a contrary pair that does not allow for a fertium, like odd and
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That Parmenides treats the result of the negation as the complete opposite
of the original input, and hence as contrary, can most clearly be seen from
@mmEmE 2, line 6: assuming the necessity of non-being is wovamendéa
atapmov, an altogether or utterly unknowable trail. The o (‘altogether™)
indicates that we are dealing with a complete or greatest opposite, what I
called an extreme negation: it is not only the case that non-Being is woﬁ nec-
essary—the contradictory opposite to the necessity of non-Being would be
that non-Being is possibly not—but rather that this is an assumption that
cannot even be thought, that hence is mpossible.

Although we are dealing with complete opposites, Parmenides always as-
sumes Em..ﬁ one of the two poles has to be true, the other false, This becomes
most o@.So:m in fragment 8, line 11, which claims it to be necessary that
.wm.Em either is or is not wholly (mépmow), i.e., either it is in every respect or
it is not and in no respect.?! For us, both poles of the complete opposite ‘be-
Ing m every respect or in no respect’ could be false (namely if something
WEre In some respect but not in others), while the contradictory opposite to
being in every respect would be not being at least in one respect. We see
how Hum_.:sgaom thus combines features of what we would call contrary and
contradictory opposites, which we might think of as illegitimate; and this he
does &.mo when something prima facie seem to us to be a clear case of either
contrariety or contradiction.

<,.\o .mca the co-existence of features of contrariety and contradiction
again in .@mmbE 8, line 33: “it is not lacking [in anything], for if it were
[lacking in anything] it would be lacking in everything.”2 For Parmenides
E.m negation of “not lacking in anything” amounts to “lacking in every-
?E.m.: By contrast, we would normally either think that negating “not lack-
ng in anything” results in “lacking in at least one thing (aspect etc.),” if we
want one of the two opposites to be necessarily true (which Humﬁwobawm
does, otherwise his argument in lines 30-33 would not work). Or, if we
Qom: with the opposition of “not lacking in anything” and “lacking Wu eve-
Hﬁgsm“z.io would not think that one of the two has to be true.

Summing up, we can say that Parmenides uses negation as a one-place

operator that normally takes terms and modalities as arguments and, work-

ever, since also with immediate contraries both elements can be false, e.g., outside the realm
of cwW&Qmu not .n<mJAE:m is either odd or even, but could be neither.
T am H.mu&:m Eo nhunav (completely) as being related to ngkew (to be) as well as ovyi
m:.% Qm c&W which is supported by the argument in fragment 2, line 6-8. KRS also read it like
h1s when they translate “it must either be completely or nothing at all;” simi :
and Coen they 1 y g ;" similarly Taran 1965

For possible readings of this line given the problems of the te;
i Xt hi
Tarin 1960 Tie s p anded down to us cf.
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ing as what I termed ‘extreme negation,” produces results which are clearly
defined, they are the polar opposites of the original input. The relation be-
tween the original argument and the product of negation shows features of
what we would call contradictory opposites—one of them has to be true,
the other false—as well as of contrary ones—they are the extreme poles of
a certain domain.

What are the immediate consequences of this way of understanding nega-
tion? First, Parmenides’ understanding that ‘S either is completely P or it is
completely not-P’ makes differences of respect impossible.”? Accordingly,
Parmenides has to understand the Law of Non-Contradiction as ‘[not (P and
not-P)] without any respects.’®® As a consequence, the Law of Excluded
Middle also has to hold between any pair of opposites, also between what
we would think of as contrary: ‘[not (S is P and S is not-P)] in any respect,
and S has to be either P or not-P.” So Parmenides does not seem to distin-
guish between contrariety and contradiction within the realm of ¢Afjfeia,
but employs one kind of negation which shows features of both.

The central role that the negation of modality plays shows that Parmeni-
des is not interested merely in what happens to be the case factually (in
some contingent way), but rather in what has to be the case and what cannot
be the case. In accordance with this understanding of negation, non-Being
seems to be what cannot be and what is in no way—now we are also going
to spell out the ontological consequences: non-Being not merely is not but it
cannot be. This becomes clear from Parmenides’ negation of modals and
verbal adjectives.?> The impossibility of non-Being is also expressed in
fragment 7, line 1, “for never can it be forced that non-Being is.” An ex-
treme negation of Being as that ‘which-can-be-thought-of-in-a-logically-
consistent-way’ has to result in non-Being as what cannot at all be thought

93 Parmenides’ extreme negation does not allow for any respects as we saw in fragment 8,
line 11; in line 5 he even explicitly excludes the possibility of any temporal respects. So he is
excluding possibilities like S being P when it came into being, but being not-P once it has
come into being or is passing away.

94 This does not mean that the criteria for knowledge are determined by Parmenides’ log-
ic, but that his logic restricts which interpretations of them are in principle possible. A nega-
tion of only one or another aspect of something would, of course, presuppose a difference in
respect and allow for understanding the principle of non-contradiction as ‘not (P and not-P) in
the same respect.” The basis for this possibility was only developed in Plato’s Sophist, where
the negation operator is re-defined to denote not absolute opposition, but rather otherness.

95 Obviously, 1 am very sympathetic in principle to a modal interpretation of Parmenides
as Palmer 2009 develops it. However, while Palmer claims that non-Being means “non-Being
must not be” (‘non-Being’ is just a short for this, according to Palmer), I think the impossibil-
ity connected with non-Being is only implied, and comes in through Parmenides’ understand-
ing of negation and Being.
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of as logically consistent, and hence what cannot be intelligible—as not
even thinkable and sayable (we might utter something but we would not
communicate a consistent thought).? With an extreme negation at work, the
supposed choice sketched in the beginning in fragment 2 turns out to be a
choice between what is necessary to be conceived (since only it can be con-
sistently conceived) and what is impossible to be conceived. Non-Being as
the polar opposite of Being, as what cannot be thought at all, thus does not
seem to be something like unicorns or the present king of France, where the
problem is that they do not have a referent in our world. Rather, it seems to
be something like a triangular quadrangle, which, while it can be uttered in
words, is inconsistent and thus cannot be meaningfully conceived.??

As the result of an extreme negation, non-Being is not at all. It is not non-
Being qua being simply different from Being itself, in which case it would
also be in some sense. Rather, it is the polar opposite of Being. According-
ly, non-Being seems to be clearly restricted. However, since one of the two,
Being or non-Being, has to be true, as we can infer from lines 3-5 in frag-
ment 2, and what is true is Being qua what is completely, everything that is
not completely should also belong to non-Being.

On the other hand, complex elements and differences are explicitly sup-
posed only in the world of 36&a, where, accordingly, another way of nega-
tion is employed, which is not permitted in the realm of true Being. This
negation operator wrongly allows for merging extreme opposites. Téavtia in
fragment 8, line 55, refers to the basic opposites of light and night, which
are blended for the mortals, as fragments 9 and 12 and testimonium 35
make clear. And in fragment 6, there is even a double merging going on: S

and not-S are P and not-P (Being and ovx eivau are the same and not the
same, lines §-9).98

% Cf. also Wiesner 1996, 23-26.
7 Cf. also Palmer 2009, 101-2. While a triangular quadrangle can be part of a negative

statement such as ‘there are no triangular quadrangles,’ it is impossible to affirm the existence
of it.

°8 Cf. Miller 2006 for an account of negation in the proem and a possible connection of
the understanding of negation with the different ways in fragment 6.
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3.3. Parmenides’ Identity Operator®®

So far we have seen that Parmenides has one basic object of investigation,
Being, and one operator for separation which is required to deny wrong
ideas about Being. These can only be uttered but not thought. What is need-
ed in addition is an operator for connection that allows for positive claims
about Being.!® Within Parmenides’ logical framework the counterpart to
his negation operator, which allows for denying any complexity of Being, is
a form of identity- or sameness-operator. The absoluteness of Parmenides’
negation—an extreme negation that negates the argument completely—
corresponds to the absoluteness of identification, i.e., identification with no

exception!?'—as we would say: in every respect, if Parmenides would al-
low for respects.

9 If we understand an operator as something that operates on propositions to yield other
propositions, it might seem strange to call ‘identity’ an operator. I think of identity as an op-
erator, nevertheless, since it is a logical tool that operates on an “object’ in a way that can be
grasped independently of any knowledge of the content of the object, only that the ‘object’
need not be a proposition but can be different forms of operands, like, for instance, a term, as
we saw above with the negation operator. And thinking of identity as an operator might be
more plausible if we take into account that we could also understand the identity relation as a
truth function (and hence as an operator) which takes T to T and F to F: so for every input
there is a unique output. With respect to the more specific characterization of identity given
below, we might keep in mind that while identity in a Fregean scheme is a binary function,
xRx, it could be treated as a unary one, if we understand it as taking an argument x to the
property Rx (so the function Rx is applied to x).

100 Within Parmenides’ framework we cannot clearly separate between separation and
denial, on the one hand, and connection and affirmation, on the other. For only if we distin-
guish the content of a claim from the claim of its truth can we claim that it is the case that X is
F (connection) or that it is the case that x is not F (separation), affirming a connection and a
separation, respectively. However, without such an understanding, “x is F’ is a connection and
at the same time an affirmation, and ‘x is not F is a denial as well as a separation. Plato in his
Sophist introduces non-Being as a separation operator and identity as a connection operator,
and differentiates the two from denial and affirmation, by showing that they only come into
play once the operators are connected with statements and thoughts, 260a ff,

101 While it seems likely that the predicative and identity sense of efvor were not clearly
separated in Parmenides’ time (cf. also Mates 1979), a simple positive predication will not do
since it would still imply a difference between Being and its determinations (cf. also Zeno’s
paradox against plurality in Philoponus, Phys. 42.9, which claims that one thing, like Socra-
tes, having many predicates, like pale, philosophic, pot-bellied and snub-nosed, can thus not
truly be one). The identity operator is the least developed of the three basic concepts of Par-
menides, which is also the case in Plato’s Sophist where “is’ designating Being and ‘is’ desig-
nating Identity are not always strictly kept apart. Interestingly also Frege still feels the need to
point out that while in sentences like ‘x is green,’ ‘is’ is used in a copulative way, in a sen-
tence like “x is Venus,” the “is” only seemingly has the same ole as in the other sentences; but
it is indeed used as an identification; cf. Frege 1892, 192-205.
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The kind of identity Parmenides has to employ is the identity of one thing
with itself (x = x). Let me call it absolute identity as there is no difference
in any aspect, nor is there any context in which the x on the left hand side of
the equation sign cannot replace the x on the right hand side. And let me
distinguish it from relative identity or sameness (x=y) as any form of like-
ness which involves also a difference between x and y in af least one re-
spect (for instance, a difference in sense or in number).

If Parmenides employed relative identity, he would have to state that x
and y are not the same in every respect, so n at least one respect x would be
not-y. But according to the above sketched negation operator, x being not-y
(in one respect) is the same as saying that it is not y at all, it is its polar op-
posite. So if y is, this also implies that x is not, and for Parmenides this
means is not at all. Hence, Parmenides can only think of absolute identity,
he has to employ an identity of the x=x kind, rather than having one refer-
ent be given in different senses. So although Parmenides ascribes some
onuate to Being, he nevertheless can only think of absolute identity state-
ments as far as true Being is concerned. For any kind of relative identity
would state a difference between the two relata and thus not-Being (at all).
Actually, if he were absolutely consistent, Parmenides could only claim
‘Being is Being,” very much the way Plato’s late learners only acknowledge
that the good is good, 251b-c.!%2 This absolute identity also seems to be a
reason why we find a lot more negative descriptions of Being than positive
ones i the poem. And it also explains why Parmenides calls the description
of Being in fragment 8 ovjuoza, line 2, for they cannot really be identified
with Being, and thus, according to Parmenides’ framework, in fact cannot
be ascribed to it. Hence, Parmenides’ strategy to explain Being to us is ei-
ther to use allusions or by arguing for the exclusion of other possibilities, as
he does in fragment 2 where he establishes the path of £ottv by arguing
against the alternative path, ovi otiv. In fact, of the basic characteristics of
Being only being One is not negatively expressed,'®® but positively identi-
fied with Being.

A crucial passage for seeing the identity operator at work seems to be
fragment 8, lines 29-30, where totév is used to determine €6v further:
“Being as the same and remaining in the same it rests in accordance with

. _.om And in a way this seems to be what Parmenides is doing when he describes the path of
mquiry as dnwg Eotw, fragment 2, line 3: “that ( ) is” seems to be the only possible true
statement.

_ow Also being continuous is not negatively expressed, but this characteristic tums out to
be an inference, rather than a basic ofiua in the course of the deduction.
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itself'%* and remains firmly here.” I understand this line to claim that Being
rests according to itself (not following anything else) by remaining the
same and in the same (condition). Identity is introduced here as a property-
like determination!% rather than as a relation (so we do not get a two-place
structure ‘Being is the same as itself,” which could be extended, as we see it
in Plato’s Sophist later on, to ‘x is the same as something else’).

This understanding of tadtdév, however, seems to get us into trouble
when we look at fragment 3 and its variant in fragment 8, line 34. Does our
reading of TavT6v not require that eivor and vosiv are absolutely identical?
And might this not sound like an absurd claim given that something can
easily be without being thought, and something might be thought without
existing (at least in the world we ordinarily take ourselves to inhabit)?
Things might get somewhat clearer if we remember that the object that is
and is thought is not an empirical, but a logical thing. Accordingly, if it is
thought, it also exists, since a logical object exists (also) as the content of a
thought. It cannot be thought without being in this sense. Fragment 8, line
34, “Thinking and the thought that it is are the same,” can be read accord-
ingly: thinking something also means thinking this something as existing (at
least) in the sense that it is a logically consistent structure. Pushing this
thought a little further, it seems to be possible to suggest that if the logical
object in question is nothing other than the consistent content of a thought,
1t cannot be independent of the thought, for then it is thought and hence
identical with it, and Parmenides can claim “10 y&p o0Td VOELV £0-
Tiv 1€ Kad gtvor.”106

1041 translated év as ‘in’ and xa” as ‘in accordance with’ here (understanding ‘in accord-
ance with itself” as indicating something like being autonomous, not being constraint by
something else), while Holscher 1968 and Bames 1979 take xad’ as well as &v to mean ‘in.’
For the thought that Being is in itself and not in another cf. also Plato’s Parmenides.

105 xR is treated like a unitary function taking x to the property Rx, to ‘being identical
with x,> as we saw above.

106 This reading comes in the end close to some of the so-called idealistic readings of
fragment 3. While o016 is often translated as an operand (‘the same can be thought and be,’
e.g., Holscher), according to our interpretation it should be understood as an operator (vosiv
and elvon are the same). It seems as if the connection operator works in the very same way in
the realm of the mortals when it is claimed in fragment 8, line 57-58, that fire is “everywhere
identical with itself but not identical with the other.” However, this formulation “but not iden-
tical with the other” shows that the self-identity of fire, in contrast to that of Being, is claimed
from the standpoint of a plurality. And since for the mortals Being and Non-Being are the
same and not the same (fr. 6, lines 8-9), obviously they claim more than the identity x=x
Parmenides restricts himself to.
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4. The Connection of the Three Basic Concepts

The three basic concepts investigated, Being as the operand and negation
and identity as operators, can be shown to form a ‘system’ together'%7 in the
sense that they depend on each other in such a way that any changes in one
concept would necessitate changes in the others.!% The way these basic
concepts fit together can be roughly understood as follows: An extreme
negation of non-Being leads to an absolutely simple Being (since only such
a Being excludes any differences and hence non-Being). And if Being is
absolutely simple, then a negation of it will be a negation of any Being, and
hence an extreme negation; and the result will be absolute non-Being.19?
The only way to ascribe something to such an absolutely simple Being is by
absolute identity, which is the counterpart to extreme negation. For if Par-
menides had employed relative identity, he would have to state that x and y
are not the same in every respect, so in at least one respect x would be not-
y- But according to his negation operator, x being not-y (in one respect) is
the same as saying that it is not at all. Thus Parmenides can only think of an
absolute identity, not of a relative one if ascribing something to Being.

We already see how this system of basic concepts gives the impression of
fulfilling the requirement of consistency on the systematic level. And we
saw how in fragment 8 the criterion of consistency is used to exclude wrong
assumptions about Being. Furthermore, we are not only explicitly asked to
prove this doctrine with our own rationality, we are also given the premises
and arguments needed to prove the statement of the goddess with our own
Aoyog (especially in fragments 2 and 8). So Parmenides’ system of basic
concepts seems to satisfy both criteria for philosophy, consistency and ra-
tional admissibility. But Parmenides’ philosophy meets these criteria in a
particular austere interpretation: it attempts to satisfy the law of non-

107 A5 we mentioned above, Parmenides himself refers to systematic connections in his
philosophy in passages like fragment 5 where he claims it does not matter where he starts
from, for he will come back to it. Cf. also fragment 1, 3 1-32, where the opinion of the mortals
is claimed to be also valid “in so far as it is whole” (for the Greek variants of this passage cf.
Cordero 1984), and line 29 quoted above about the well-rounded truth.

108 Correspondingly, we see in Plato’s Sophist that changing the understanding of ‘not,’
to mean only “difference,” requires the understanding of ‘Being’ to change accordingly such
as to include complexity. Although Parmenides cannot actually state any relation among the
three concepts with the just sketched functions of negation and identification, these three
concepts are exactly tailored to each other, and they and their implications do not contradict
each other.

109 Negation necessarily has to be part of the system in order to give any kind of descrip-
tion of Being and to hold off wrong assumptions about Being that creep in from the mortals
caught in 86&a; for the latter reason cf. also Furth 1968, 132.
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contradiction as allowing for no respects, and rational admissibility as ex-
cluding that sense perception could play any role.

The ontological and epistemological consequence of Parmenides’ inter-
pretation of the basic criteria and the system of his basic operators is that
the only ‘object” which can be conceived with these operators and which
passes these criteria is something absolutely simple—from an Eleatic per-
spective, only such an object guarantees reliable knowledge as no contra-
dictory statements about it seem to be possible. If we want to acquire relia-
ble knowledge, we have to make sure that we do not ascribe any form of
non-Being to Being, and that means not to ascribe any difference. Hence,
Being cannot be different from some other Being (for then it would not be
this other Being), no plurality is possible. And Being cannot possess any
internal differences (for then one of its aspects would not be the other and
thus would not be in some respect); hence Being has to be absolutely sim-
ple. The ironic implication of this result is that this sole object that can be
seriously talked about according to Parmenides is actually very hard to talk
about; we saw that strictly speaking no normal predication is possible about
Being. How we can think of it has to be indicated with the help of signs,
like a via negative,''? and so the question arises whether Parmenides can in
the end express his philosophy in a consistent way.!1!

Parmenides’ philosophy not only established criteria that made philoso-
phy a more rigorous discipline. It also led to a logical monism that chal-
lenged all philosophy that admits of plurality or change, and thus also the
very basis of natural philosophy, the dominant philosophy before Parmeni-
des entered the stage. His philosophy excludes all plurality and relation,
which means that time, space, motion and change—the basic concepts of all
natural philosophy—have to be expelled from the realm of reliable
knowledge. Nature as changing and moving in time and space is thus not a
possible object of investigation.

Accordingly, Parmenides’ philosophy puts forward the most serious chal-
lenge for natural philosophers—whether nature can ever be conceptualised
50 as to satisfy the criteria for rigorous philosophy, and hence, whether nat-
ural philosophy is indeed possible. As Parmenides’ challenge includes a

110 This, however, seems to be the reason why fragment 2 calls our enquiry a route, pace
Mourelatos, who thinks that the image of the routes speaks against an existential understand-
ing of &ott since “a route takes us somewhere but existential propositions are already there,”
1970, 275.

HI A problem familiar from Kant and Wittgenstein, cf. also Mourelatos 1970, 53. The
consistency of expression violated by Parmenides seems to be a kind of consistency distinct
from the three kinds of consistency I have named above, as Kenneth Winkler pointed out to me.
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E.ma restriction of the logical operators and basic concepts, it is here where
his successors started attempting to meet his challenge. This included de-
veloping further his logical tools as well as his criteria for knowledge in
order to keep both, the new rigour introduced by Parmenides’ philosophy as
<.<o=.mm the realm of motion and change as an object of philosophical inves-

. smmsos. And eventually it also showed that Parmenides’ system of basic
notions could, after all, not be conceived of consistently.!12
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COMMENTARY ON SATTLER

C. WESLEY DEMARCO

ABSTRACT A

In this commentary, Barbara Sattler is praised for taking seriously the logic of
Parmenidean thinking and for her openhanded reconstruction of that thinking.
She is chided for leaving hanging the question of the consistency of Parmeni-
des’ concept, and criticized for failing to consider a noetic reading of Parmeni-
dean being and a conventionalist reading of his doxa. The noetic option is fea-
sible in itself and useful for Sattler’s larger interest in the development of
Greek natural science. That is because the idea of pure noetic being fathered by
Parmenides and adapted by Aristotle and the later tradition served as basis for a
metaphysic that—for better or worse—shaped the approach to natural science
long dominant in the West.

Barbara Sattler offers a rational reconstruction of the noinua of Parmenides
that makes its logical aspect to be decisive. The criteria that Parmenides
uses to judge what is to count as knowledge and what is real are reflections
of his logic, and his objects of inquiry are logical objects logically defined.
Because it is conceived and applied with a severity that refuses all qualifi-
cations, Parmenidean logic in the strictness of its strictures applies only to
the One Being [sic!] in its unity. That leaves no rationality worthy of the
name for the multiplicity of phenomena that comprise the subject matter of
natural philosophy. Any sameness is absolute identity; any negation is abso-
lute annulment; any difference is tantamount to absolute non-Being. The
logical approach to Parmenides is not new.2 Nor is the idea that Parmeni-
des’ thinking is absolutistic, refusing all qualifications—all the distinctions
of sense and the specifications of aspect and context and so on that allow us
to apply logical means to things with other than unqualified identities. What
is of particular value to my mind in Sattler’s treatment of the logic of Par-
menidean thinking is her attention to his logical operators. Sattler argues
that Parmenides’ operators constrain his thinking to absolute identity? and

! For Sattler’s translation of eon as ‘Being’ see her note 31.

2 Qattler refers to Owen (Sattler, 27) in this connection, and later makes brief mention of
Austin, for example.

3 Sattler writes (66), “Let me call [this] absolute identity as there is no difference in any
aspect nor is there any context in which the x on the left hand of the equation sign [x = x]
cannot replace the x on the right hand side.” Hence, “Parmenides can only think of absolute
identity. ...”



