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LET me begin by distinguishing an ultimate and a proximate task
for these reflections. The ultimate task, a perennial one for stu-
dents of Greek philosophy, is to understand just what Parmenides
lays open for thinking and speaking when, in the so-called Truth-
section of his poem, fragments 2 through 8. 49, he isolates the ‘is’
(éo7i) that is ‘the steadfast heart of . . . truth’ (1. 29). The pro-
ximate task is to explore the context Parmenides gives us for this
ultimate task, the proem’s account of the transformative journey to
and through ‘the gates of the paths of Night and Day’ that brings
the traveller into the presence of the truth-speaking goddess. We
modern-day philosophers have generally been reluctant to pursue
this exploration too closely, not only because we are accustomed to
draw a sharp distinction between poetry and philosophy, a distinc-
tion that, arguably, did not take hold in the Greek world until Aris-
totle, but also, more to the point at present, because Parmenides’
proem seems riddled with ambiguity. This is not wrong; indeed, as
I shall try to show, its ambiguity is both more extensive and more
central than has been recognized heretofore. But I shall also try
to show that it is a resource, not a liability; by the close of these
reflections I hope to have made compelling that and why bringing
the ambiguity of the proem into good focus is key to a well-oriented
turn to our ultimate task, understanding the ‘is’.
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The Proem to Parmenides’ Poem 3

Is the path of persuasion, for it attends upon truth;
The other—that . . . is not and that it is right [for] . . . not to be— 5
This unturning route, I point out to you, is one from which
no learning ever comes,
For you could not know what-is-not, as such, for it cannot be
brought about,
Nor could you point it out.

There are a number of observations to make here. First, the god-
dess picks out or highlights the ‘is’ by pointedly suppressing its
subject (and, possibly, predicate). The effect is to reverse the usual
order of the conspicuous and the inconspicuous: by eliding the nor-
mally conspicuous subject (and, possibly, predicate), the goddess
brings the normally inconspicuous ‘is’ to the front and centre and
challenges us to reflect upon it. Second, she sets the ‘is’ into an
adversative contrast with its negation, ‘is not’ (2. 5). If on ‘the one
[route of enquiry]’ one thinks ‘that’ (or ‘how’) its elided subject ‘is’,
on ‘the other [route]’ one thinks ‘that’ (or ‘how’) its elided subject
‘is not’. But, third, this contrastive pairing of the two routes belies
a deeper, asymmetrical connection between them: the first route
is essentially constituted as a response to the impossibility of the
second. The goddess marks out the first route by closely conjoin-
ing? her articulation of the ‘is’ with the declaration that its negation,
‘not to be’ (u elvar), ‘is not possible’. Thus, the first route bears
an internal relation to the second: its thinking ‘that’ or ‘how . . .
is’ arises, if not out of, then in close connection with the attempt to
think the negation of the ‘is’—that is, to think ‘that’ or ‘how . . .
is not’—and the recognition of its impossibility. The goddess pro-
vides the insight at the core of this recognition in her critique of
the second route in the closing lines of fragment 2. ‘No learning
ever comes’ from the second route, she tells the traveller, because
the enquiry that proceeds upon it tries to take up what, because
it ‘cannot be brought about’ (o yap dvvordy, 2. 7)*—that is, be-
cause it cannot be constituted as an object or determinate content,
much less, then, as an object for thought—cannot be ‘know[n]’ or
‘pointfed] out’ (2. 7-8). This imponderable is 76 ye u7y év, ‘wWhat-

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

* Gwvord, ‘to be accomplished; practicable’ (LLS]), derives from dvdew ‘to effect,
accomplish’. L.S] also lists three narrower senses of great interest for understanding
Parmenides: ‘to make . .. to be...’, ‘to make {an image]’, and ‘to finish [a journey}’

(LS] s.v. 3, 4, and 35, respectively).
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on which one thinks ‘that’, or enquires ‘how’,
has the goddess disclaim the second route. Whom does she target

in identifying the second route? Who, if anyone, takes it as ‘right
[for] . .. not to be’? (v) Finally, Parmenides’ elision of the subject
(and, perhaps, the predicate) of the °. . . is’ is part of a larger act

of elision. In bringing the ‘. . . is’ front and centre, he lets fall
from view the context within which the ‘. . . is’ emerges. This may
signal the indifference of the ‘. . . is’ to its context—but it may also,

_ instead, signal the first stage in the transformation of this context;
that is, it may mark a departure from the context that will put

thought in position to return to it with new understanding of its
meaning and significance. Without begging this question, we can
hope that identifying the context would help give us our bearings in
trying to respond to questions (i)-(iv). Accordingly, we need to ask:
does Parmenides indicate the context within which the two routes

emerge, even as he prepares to elide it in fragment 2?

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

Before proceeding, we should pause to recognize a complication.
In fragment 6 the goddess once again distinguishes two ‘routes’.
Are these in some way redescriptions of the two routes of fragment
2, or—an alternative view held by many—is the second route in
fragment 6 a third route overall, set apart from the two routes in
fragment 2? Fortunately, we do not yet need to venture too deeply

into the difficult syntax of the opening clause of 6. 1 (the proem will
help us with this later), nor do we need to address the question of
the lacuna in the text at 6. 3.° At this point we need only to observe

* The main verb is missing in the oldest manuscripts. My supplement, dpfw,
is suggested by A. Nehamas, ‘On Parmenides’ Three Ways of Inquiry’, Deucalion,
33/4 (1981), 97—111. This runs parallel with the earlier suggestion of dpfe:, ‘you shall
begin’, by N.-L.. Cordero, ‘Les deux chemins de Parménide dans les fragments 6 et
7, Phronests, 24 (1979), 1—32. (Both have repeated their proposals, first arrived at in-
dependently, in more recent work—Nehamas in his ‘Parmenidean Being/Heraclitean
Fire’ [‘Fire’], in V. Caston and D. Graham (eds.), Presocratic Philosophy: Essays in
Homor of Alexander Mourelatos (Aldershot, 2002), 45—64, and Cordero in By Being,
It Is [By Being] (Las Vegas, 2004).) The traditional and more widely accepted read-
ing, going back to a Renaissance edition in 1526 and adopted by Diels, is elpyw, ‘I
restrain’ or ‘hold [you] back’. If we adopt the traditional reading, we must take the

goddess to intend to ‘hold’ the traveller ‘back’ only from the thinking of the negation
of being, whether in the sense of the ‘nothing’ (un8év) of 6. 2 or in the sense of the
thought of ‘not to be’ (odx elvar) of 6. 8, and not from the affirmation of being that
goes along with each of these. I adopt the Cordero-Nehamas alternative because it

avoids the need for this special pleading.
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of ‘what-is-not, as such’—*for it cannot be brought about’ (2. 7)—

hat moves thought to turn back to affirm ‘that’ or ‘how . . . is’

L(z. 3). In 6. 4—9, however, the goddess brings us to consider the

egation of ‘bethg’ under what appears to be a different aspect:
ere, in the view of ‘two-headed mortals’, ‘to be and not to be’
(16 médeww Te Kal odk elval) are ‘the same and yet not the same’; it
is not the isolated ‘what-is-not, as such’ but rather the apparently
contradictory linking of ‘not to be’ with ‘to be’ that is problematic.
So we must add the following to the questions we gave ourselves
at the end of the previous subsection: (vi) What is the ‘backward-
turning path of all’ that the goddess refers to at 6. 9, and how does
it link ‘to be’ and ‘not to be’? (vii) How does this second ‘route’, in
6. 4—9, relate to the ‘route’ in 6. 1—3? Do they, each encountering
the negation of ‘being’ in its own way, lead to different destinations,
or do they somehow converge? And, (viii), how do these ‘routes’
relate to the ‘routes’ in fragment 2? How should we understand the
relation between Parmenides’ distinct pairings in 2 and 67

(¢) Background: notes on Hesiod and Anaximander

My project in this essay is, of course, an affirmative response to (v).

I want to try to show that Parmenides gives us in the proem the

context for the discovery of the ‘. . . is’. First, however, we need to

provide ourselves with some key historical background. The central
image in the proem is the gateway ‘of the paths of Night and Day’
(1. 11 L), presided over by ‘much-punishing Justice’ (1. 14). In
its details this image resonates with Hesiod and Anaximander, and
our ability to appreciate its significance for the discovery of the
‘... 18’ will depend on our ability to recognize and, what is more,
let our imagination be guided by these allusions.” Hence this set of

preliminary notes.

(i) Hesiod’s recognition of the play of opposites. Parmenides’ refer-
ence to the ‘House of Night’ at 1. 9 and his forceful opening locative
adverb ‘There’ (évfa) in 1. 11 recall Hesiod’s description of the un-
derworld in the Theogony,'® and Parmenides’ image of the gateway

? On Parmenides’ rightful presumption of this ability in his hearers, see K. Robb,
Literacy and Paideia in Ancient Greece (Oxford, 1994), esp. p. 5.
1 Hesiod structures the description, 720-819, as a series of pointings, each begun

with an opening &fa. See 729, 734, 736, 758, 767, 775, 807 (=736), 811. Thisis an
ingenious way to proceed, for it allows him to keep a certain order in his discourse
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The Proem to Parmenides’ Poem 9

ith Night, and he makes them the parents of their correlative op-
osites, Aither, the sheer radiance of the upper sky, and Day. Thus
the principles of light and dark fit together in different ways—ways,
deed, that thergselves in their own difference also fit together—to
tructure both the time and the space of the world. Second, and still
ore remarkably, Hesiod appears to recognize the way in which the
ery lack of differentiation stands over against differentiated total-
ty, and so stands with it to constitute a still higher totality. In his
osmogony he builds up an image of the whole of the world as a set
of nested pairings of the internally differentiated with the absence
of differentiation. To trace this from micro- to macro-structure:
within the earth, the fertile hills and forests stand over against
the barren sea (129—32); within our over-world, in turn, the thus
differentiated whole of the earth stands over against the open sky
(126, 133); and finally, within the cosmos as a whole, the thus dif-
ferentiated over-world stands over against ‘dark and murky’ (729),
storm-filled (742-3) Tartarus, a ‘great chasm’ (740) precisely in
that, far beneath the very ‘roots of earth and sea’ (727-8), it lacks
any such internal differentiation and structure within itself.?

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

 For sustained exegesis, see M. Miller, ‘“First of all”: On the Semantics and

Ethics of Hesiod’s Cosmogony’ [‘First’], Ancient Philosophy, 21 (2001), 251~46; also
‘La logique implicite dans la cosmogonie d’Hésiode’, Revue de métaphysique et de
morale, 82 (1977), 433-56.

* This and the fragment quoted below are reported by Simplicius, frn Phys.
24. 1821 Diels (=DK 12 B 1+A g), cited in G. S. Kirk, J. E. Raven, and M.
Schofield, The Presocratic Philosophers, 2nd edn. [Presocratics] (Cambridge, 1983),

§ro1a, p. 107.
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Il things is water, but Anaximander, on the strength, arguably, of
is recognition of the justice that regulates opposites, saw that this
ould not be. For water, or the wet, to be the source for all else would
mply the permanent suppression of the dry, a crime that ‘moral
ecessity’ could not—and in observable fact, does not—permit.
naximander saw the positive implication of this impossibility in
s full generality. Since to grant the status of arché, ‘source’, to
any power that has an opposite—that is, to any qualitatively deter-
minate power—would be to endorse this injustice, the arche must
be something qualitatively indeterminate. Accordingly, he distin-
guished from the opposites a qualitatively indeterminate stuff that
somehow gives rise to them,'® and so to the world structured by
their interplay. This world, moreover, he was the first to conceive
as spherical in shape, with the column drum-shaped earth at its
centre and the great wheels of night-sheathed fire that are the stars,
the moon, and the sun lying concentrically and at the angle of the
ecliptic around it. Outside this world-sphere, ‘surrounding’ it en-
tirely and ‘embracing’ it (mepiéyov),'” he held, lies the Apeiron, the
indeterminate and boundless stuff that is, somehow, its ‘source’.

'* Anaximander’s word, dmeipov, is remarkable not only for what it means but also
r, when . . fm.- the transparency with .VVthh it bears this we.b of meanings; it is tempting to

s our dlscusswn of the proem invites it think that we can witness in Anaximander’s choice of it his very thought process
: as he objects to Thales and reconceives the source and shape of the world-whole
accordingly. dmeipov is constructed out of an alpha-privative, meaning ‘un-’, and

his co i _
* Healso seoms ke HL. nception of the arche, the either meipap (or meipas), meaning ‘end, limit, boundary’, or the root of the adverb
interplay of oppe, > like Hesiod, to have recognized a spatial analo . mépa, meaning ‘beyond, further, beyond measure’. It invites us to think of something
Pposites. His obscure ace gue to the temporal ‘boundless’ in the distinct but complementary senses of something that, since it is

id, bark-like night S as apertures neither limited by any bordering other nor set into contrast with any qualitatively
; ght on the outside specific other, is both unchecked in its outward reach and without any internal

e with fire gives
has argued "¢ gives equal place to night ang
; Anang;zndzery persuasively in Anaximander and the Oy;, flre. As Charles Kahn qualitative determinateness. And, indeed, the reports of Anaximander’s teaching
hot and cold ’weV;York, 1960), 15963, the qua.litativer li:;c?f 'gfeek COSmolo.gy suggest that he did have both these senses in mind.
dark invites :18 to :::co:: 5 and (xlediatedr I suggest, by fire amlian: gl}tl}t’)o[f thfl p a"; ¢ On this obscure process see Kirk, Raven, and Schofield, Presocratics, §121 and
1Z€ as a distinctivel ‘Milesi o ng t an, commentary.
orx;tzzi;fl:tlii’:ef’talhduahsm (162). Kahn i;lkes aesS l:w?i;el;e]l g;et}l; Ognition of 2 7 This key word and idea is reported by Aristotle at Phys. 3. 4, 203°7—8. On the
two forms pri '1’ in the D‘oxa section of the poem, of Fire or Ligh S Pa'rmemd%’ spherical shape of the world, ‘surrounded’ by the dreipov stuff, see Kahn, Anaxi-
should alsop;::V;niglf:;eZy. mortals’. For discussion suggestinglio;'a::erghtas the mander, esp. 76-81, 233—9. For a fascinating dissent, see Dirk Couprie, “The Vi-
ep. 0. 55 belom in this nexus, see the remarks on fragment 4 ifl ::gt d;(r;)s)e ;ilaliizai;n of Annga:;imanx{lidc;:’s AAs;lr?nom(y;\,l l;élj)eiron, 2)8 (1995),8 Iig—sll iiﬁgd Robert
. f ahn, Anaximander and the Architects any, 2001), 200-18; but no trace

of Couprie’s cylindrical world-structure in Parmenides’ allusions to Anaximander.
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2. The proem: towards the gateway and the route(s)
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The mares that Bear me the lengths my spirit might reach

Were escorting me, when they took and set me on the storied route

Of the divinity who bears onwards throughout the man who knows;

On that route was I borne, for on it the much-discerning mares
were bearing me,

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

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

For it was being driven hard by the two whirling

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

" Into the light, having lifted their veils from their heads. 10

There stand the gates of the paths of Night and Day,

And a lintel and threshold of stone hold them together;

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

Of which much-punishing Justice holds the keys of interchange.

Appeasing her with gentle words, the maidens,

Persuading, showed her why for them she should lift the bolted bar

Quickly from the gates; and these in their casing made

A yawning chasm as they were thrown back

15

for edicuxAéos here, following e.g. Taran, Parmenides, 16~17, and Kirk, Raven, and
Schofield, Presocratics, 242; others, including Mourelatos, Route, 154—5, and Coxon,
Fragments, 168—9, argue well for edmeféos. There is a semantic felicity in having
the goddess describe the ‘truth’ as ‘well-rounded’ just before turning the traveller’s
attention back to the ‘opinions of mortals’, at 1. 30, and showing him the implications
of the ‘truth’ for the best or strongest version of these, at 1. 31—-2. We shall discuss

this in sect. 4 below.

1 There is wide, if not deep, support for the reading mepdvra (e.g. Taran, Par-
menides, 8—9, 214; Gallop, Elea, 21; Kirk, Raven, and Schofield, Presocratics, 242—3;
Coxon, Fragments, 51, 1770) over mep dvra in the final clause of 1. 32. But I have a
slight preference for the reading wep Svra (‘just being’) as it is argued for by G. E. L.
Owen in ‘Eleatic Questions’ [‘Questions’], Classical Quarterly, Ns 10 (1960), 84—
102, repr. in R. E. Allen and D. Furley (eds.), Studies in Presocratic Philosophy, ii
(Atlantic Highlands, NJ, 1975), 48-81, esp. 49—55, and by Mourelatos, Route, esp.
210-16. The unusual évra, rather than édvra, appears also at 8. 57. Both Owen and
Mourelatos note that this text is better attested, and Mourelatos argues with per-
suasive precision that the primary sense of mepdvre would be ‘piercing through’,
not ‘pervading’ (Taran; Kirk, Raven, and Schofield) or ‘permeating’ (Gallop) or
‘ranging through’ (Coxon). Under those translations, it should be noted, wepdvra
would fit very well with 9. 3 (‘all is full of . . .”) and would be very appealing. On
the other hand, a chief virtue of wep évra is that it exhibits a use of ‘is’ on which we
should expect Parmenides, with his keen attention to the ontological commitments
of cosmological dualism, to seize. See subsect. 4(b) below.

# Should there be a comma here? See n. 19 above.
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€-posts to revolve interchane:
angingly at it catches fire and gives forth a fierce, uncanny screech, ‘the

var-shriek of a pipe’ (1. 6). It is no wonder that in her greeting to
he youth the goddess begins by reassuring him that ‘no evil fate’
26)—euphemistic for madness or death—has brought him to
1er.?* All of this reshapes our question: what is the extraordinary
chievement symbolized by the youth’s arrival at ‘the gates of the
aths of Night and Day’ (1. 11)?

- Both the structure of the proem as a whole and the specific con-
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But nevern ns of mortals, in which there i8 N0 true trust an understanding to that of the divine; in fragments 2—8. 49 the
€ss you shall learn ) 30 oddess teaches him ‘the steadfast heart of well-rounded truth’

are deemed [to be]
It wc?uld have been right that th
In every way,??

(1. 29); then, at 8. 50ff., she guides him back to the region of hu-
man understanding, presenting from that point on ‘the opinions of
mortals’ (1. 30, cf. 8. 51). What she presents correlates closely—
with but one major difference, which we shall discuss shortly—
with what is expressed by the image of the arrival at the gate-
way in the proem. From the side of the Doxa section: by telling
the traveller that she presents to him ‘the opinions of mortals’ so
that ‘no thought of mortals shall ever outstrip you’ (8. 60), she
grants these ‘opinions’ the status of the deepest possible human
insight; that ‘no thought of mortals’ can ‘outstrip’ these ‘opinions’
implies that they can be surpassed only by going on to her own
specifically divine wisdom. From the side of the proem, corre-
latively: the gateway is the last structure the youth sees before
passing through it and into the presence of the goddess—hence
it signifies what human understanding grasps at the limit of its
reach, the last (or, as we shall see, nearly the last) insight we at-

ey be eminently, just being all things

.I shall begin with a gener
Journey to the gateway;

g
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N the trans, ation o mnes 3I-2, see n. 2 elow,

*# Peter Kingsley’s two books on Parmenides, In the Dark Places of Wisdom [Dark]
(Inverness, Calif., 1999) and Reality (Inverness, Calif., 2003), stand out from all
other recent commentary for the utter—indeed, deeply passionate—seriousness with
which they recognize in the proem an experience of spiritual transport. It is very dif-
ficult to assess as a truth claim Kingsley’s fascinating identification of Parmenides as
an Apollonian Zatromantis, a ‘healer-priest’, who is reporting back to ‘mortals’ what
he has learnt from an underworldly ‘incubation’ and meeting with Persephone. My
own more philological approach leads me to agree, however, that the proem (and,
hence, the poem as a whole) is inspired by and seeks to re-create some such initiatory
and transformative experience; that Parmenides tries to evoke this experience in the
proem implies that the depth of attunement to the order of the world that it enables
is necessary if the hearer is to share in the goddess’s insight.
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th the steadfast heart of well-rounded truth and the opinions of
ortals’ (1. 29—30), she adds that he must also learn

ws 70, Soxodvra
Xxpiv Bom’,u,ag elvar, 816 wavros mdvra mep Svra.
how for what are deemed [to be]
It would have been right that they be eminently,*® just being
all things in every way.

Her pointed yp#v (‘it would have been right’) indicates a past obli-
gation that mortals have not met: to what they ‘deem [to be]’,
namely, the two forms, mortals ought to have granted the status
of Sokiuws efvai, ‘befing] eminently’ or ‘with distinction’, for these
forms Yust are all things in every way ?’—that is, as we have heard
her explain from the point of view of mortals, they are the ultimate
principles whose ‘powers’ account for all the ‘features’ of every-

_thing else. At 9. 4 the goddess will fulfil this obligation and make
_ the necessary correction of the ‘opinions of mortals’: by her ob-
. scure final clause, ‘to neither belongs any nothingness’ (od8erépw

péra undév), she asserts that neither of the two forms suffers any
negation; that is, drawing on 1. 32 to put this positively, each ‘is’
so ‘eminently’, ‘with’ such ‘distinction’, that it is not subject to
any lack or negation. The implication for our understanding of the
vision of the gateway is important: to recapture the way the figure
of the gateway expresses the best human insight prior te the cor-
rection the goddess warns us of at 1. 31—2, we must #ot make this

26 | translate 7d Soxodvra as ‘what are deemed [to be]’ in order to convey its focus
on the things that mortals in their 8fa: (‘opinions’) take as basic. The imperfect
xpfv expresses a past (and still present) obligation that has gone unfulfilled (Smyth,
Greek Grammar [Grammar] (Cambridge, Mass., 1963), §1774). 38xias means ‘es-
teemed’ and ‘excellent’ (LS] s.v. 1 and 2); nicely capturing its combination of subjec-
tive appraisal and objective worth, Owen comments that ‘[iJn Herodotus the sense
‘renowned’ becomes common, but never with the implication that the renown is
not wholly deserved’ (Questions, 70 n. 13). It is in an effort to convey this double
sense of a thing’s being held in high regard or granted distinction, on the one hand,
on account of its genuine stature, on the other, that I have translated the adver-
bial Soxiuws as ‘eminently’. Owen’s ‘genuine’, following its uses to mean ‘really’ or
‘genuinely’ in Aeschylus and Xenophon (Questions, 51, and LSJ s.v. 3), captures
only the objective aspect, but the punning resonance in Sox/uws of Soxodvra requires
that we try to convey the subjective aspect as well.

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

mortals have not discovered the . . . is’.
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el confirmed in this when we hear of the ‘House of Night’ (1. 9)
d when, with his Hesiodic “There . . .’ (évfa . . ., 1. 11), Par-
enides situates the traveller before the gates; for these, as we have
ted in recalling Theogony 748~535, are located at the very edge of
¢ world, dividing it from Tartarus. Does Parmenides prepare us
meet the waiting goddess, a Demeter- or Persephone-like figure,
the ‘great chasm’ of Tartarus?

If, on the other hand, our imagination is caught by the image
of the ‘Daughters of the Sun’ (1. 8), we shall be drawn instead to
sée their ‘escort[ing] me . . . into the light’ as an ascent.*® And we
shall feel confirmed in this by the characterization of the gates as
‘ethereal’ (1. 13)—for the Aither, as we noted in discussing Hesiod,
s the radiance of the upper sky. Two further details in the passage
also seem to support this interpretation. If we take the unveiling
by the Daughters of the Sun (1. 10) to reflect their sense of having
come home when they pass ‘into the light’ (1. 10),*! then, since this
s their last gesture before the chariot halts in front of the gateway, it
_ will be natural to locate the gateway in the light. What is more, the
phrase Parmenides uses to describe the chariot’s course through
the opened gates, ‘this way, then, straight through them’ (v3 pa &/’
adréwr, 1. 20), is an all but exact quotation® of the phrase Homer
uses at Tliad 5. 752 to describe how Hera, seeking Zeus at the very
peak of Olympus, steers her chariot up through the ‘gates of sky’
(wbdau . . . odpavod, 5. 749). Does Parmenides, then, prepare us to
meet the waiting goddess, a Zeus-like figure, in the space above the
world?

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

on Parmenides’, in E. N. Lee, A. P. D. Mourelatos, and R. Rorty (edé.), Exegesis and
Argument: Studies in Greek Philosophy Presented to Gregory Vlastos (Assen, 1973),
1-15. It has been adopted by Gallop, Elea, 6—7, among others.

30 This interpretation goes back at least as far as Sextus. It has been reaffirmed
against Morrison’s and Burkert’s challenges (cited in n. 29) by Coxon, Fragments,
9—10, 1415, 161—2, 170~1, and very recently by Kahn, ‘Parmenides and Plato’,
90—z, and Cordero, By Being, 27—30. 3t Coxon, Fragments, 161.

2 Parmenides writes 74 pa 8. adréwv; Homer’s 77j pa & adrdwv differs only in the
use of alpha for epsilon in adrdwr, and that is simply a matter of dialect.
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¢ Daughters’ feeling at home in that House, which, as powers
sociated with Day, they share with Night.**
But we have not yet reached the climax of this first ambiguity.
is comes withrthe pivotal moment of the arrival at the gateway,
e opening up of the ‘yawning chasm’ (1. 18). To put ourselves
position to appreciate what Parmenides offers us, we must first
spend this translation, which, as translations almost always do,
ects some one possibility to the exclusion of others, and so con-
eals as well as reveals the sense(s) of its original. Parmenides’
sreek is the stunning noun—adjective construction xdow’ dyavés. It
§ built from ydopa, ‘chasm’, and dyavés, which I have so far trans-
ated ‘vawning’. Notice that both terms have the same stem, ya
cha), which bears the sense of ‘opening’ or (to invoke two English
ognates) ‘gap’ or ‘vaw’.*® Hence the stem of the following adjective
epeats the sound and sense of the stem of the initial noun. Thus, on
_one level they form a tightly integrated unity. But on another—if,
_indeed, it makes sense to speak of ‘levels’ at all in analysing such a
play of meanings—the adjective opposes the noun.*® The Hesiodic
resonance of Parmenides’ ydoua, first of all, brings us to see the vast,
dark abyss of the ‘great chasm’ of Tartarus®’ stretching beneath us.
This is the culminating moment of the image of the journey as
descent. The kinaesthetic grip of this sight makes it all the more
striking that the following dyavés, even while echoing the sense of
‘opening’, effectively reverses the spatial orientation of our experi-
ence of the ‘chasm’. Let me explain by providing some philological
background. Parmenides’ 1. 18 gives us the earliest surviving ap-
pearance of dyavés in Greek poetry. The next appearance is in a
now lost play by Sophocles; it is preserved only in a later lexicon
of Sophoclean vocabulary®® in which we are told that it expresses
3 What should not be lost sight of in this indeterminateness—whether one takes
the unveiling as evidence that the Daughters are coming home to ‘the light’ or
takes it as a sign of their feeling at home in the ‘House of Night’ or finds this

undecidable—is the more fundamental and invariant value of the unveiling: itis a
gestural announcement of the revelatory experience to come.

3% Moreover, cha and ‘gap’ and ‘yaw’ all bear this sense with a certain ono-
matopoeia. Notice the comportment of the throat and mouth in uttering these
sounds. This onomatopoeia is most completely accomplished by Greek ydoxew (‘to
yawn'—which translation, of course, repeats just the same sound—sense performance
as ydoxew).

% There is, moreover, a third level to consider as well, which we shall turn to in
subsect. (ii)[a] following. 37 Theogony %740, as noted in subsect. 1(c)(i) above.

3% Fragment 1030 Pearson (as reported in LS]J s.v. I1.1)=Tragicorum Graecorum
Fragmenta, iv. Sophocles, ed. S. Radt (Géttingen, 1977), 612.
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the one and the privileging of the other. This possible reading
the virtue of acknowledging that the evidence points in both
ections at once; but in so far as it treats the ambiguity as an ex-
ssion of the confusion of mortals, it turns away before noticing
eeper, more positive philosophical content that Parmenides may
inviting us to recognize.®®

What is this content? First, Parmenides appears to set before
8 an analogy of thought-form that unites the apparently opposite
aths of his two great predecessors. In making it impossible—or,
ther, possible only through a demonstrably arbitrary choice—to
xperience the journey as either a descent alone or an ascent alone,
e compels us to feel the draw of both, and this puts us in position to
iscern, beyond their differences, the underlying structure that they
hare. Thus he points to the universal pattern that shapes our best
uman enquiry into the order of the world. Even while one proceeds
imagistically, the other conceptually, and while their thinking moves
in apparently opposite directions and to locatively and qualitatively
contrasting ultimates, still, both Hesiod and Anaximander alike
move from the heterogeneous plurality of the phenomenal world
to the discernment of pairs of opposites that, in the interplay of
mutual physical displacement and logical complementarity, account
for the basic order, both spatial and temporal, of that heterogeneous
plurality. This is the pattern of thinking to which, with the one
major correction she introduces at 1. 31-2, the goddess gives her
ironic blessing in the Doxa section of the poem.

Secondly—and here we begin to move into uniquely Parmeni-
dean territory—Parmenides also marks and exposes as deceived the
further move from the opposites to a prior ‘one’ that both Hesiod
and Anaximander, in their different ways, attempt.*® The ‘great
chasm’ of Tartarus, we saw, is that region not subject to the to-

3 Accordingly, I disagree with the surface, at least, of Mourelatos’s view (re-
iterated by Curd, Legacy, 19, esp. n. 52, and A. Hermann, To Think Like God:
Pythagoras and Parmenides (Las Vegas, 2004), 176—78) that Parmenides deliberately
leaves ‘the topography of the journey . . . blurred beyond recognition’ (Route, 15).
This suggests that Parmenides seeks to prevent a clear sense of the direction and
course of the journey from forming in the first place (see 41), whereas I am arguing
that he elicits a clear, and clearly contradictory, double sense of this. But as I hope
will be clear from my argument below, I very much agree with what I take to be the
substance of Mourelatos’s point: ‘Parmenides uses old words, old motifs, and old
images precisely in order to think new thoughts in and through them’ (39).

4 For Hesiod’s own quite un-Parmenidean reservations about this priority, how-

ever, see Miller, ‘First’.
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asm’. At the very centre of the compound we hear the -a-, the
t sound in the adjective dyavés and, at the same time, a trace of
elided final -a of ydou’ that it displaces. Given the dominance
the sound and the idea of ya-, ‘opening’, it is natural to take
t -a- as an alpha-intensive; in this function it heightens the idea
the stem to which it is prefixed. (Smyth gives as examples of
alpha-intensive drevijs ‘stretched, strained’, in which the initial
intensifies the sense of the stem of relvw ‘stretch’, and dwedos
el’, in which the 4- intensifies the sense of the stem of #é8ov
rround’.*') But, strikingly, the d- may equally well be heard as an
pha-privative, which cancels or takes back the idea of the stem
which it is prefixed; indeed, this is the more frequent and fa-
iliar function of the prefixed 4- in Greek, well known to us in
ountless English cognates such as ‘atheist’ (cf. dfeos), ‘anodyne’
f. dvdduvos), ‘asymmetry’ (cf. dovuperpia), ‘apolitical’ (cf. dmoAc-
rikds), etc.*? Hence, surprisingly, dyavés can mean not only ‘wide-
mouthed’ (LS] s.v. II) but also ‘not opening the mouth’ (LS] s.v.
1), not only ‘yawning’ (LS]J s.v. IT) but also ‘narrow’ (L.S] s.v. I).
How should we respond to this ambiguity? Every translation I
have seen fails to express it.** In so far as this reflects a preference
for the alpha-intensive reading, it is understandable and right. To
translate, as we noted earlier, requires making choices, and it would
do an injustice to Parmenides’ ydou’ dyavés to choose ‘un-yawning’
over and to the exclusion of ‘yawning’. The gates are, after all,
‘thrown back’ or ‘open’, dva-mrduevar, and it is only by passing ‘this
way, then, straight through’ the opening they make that the traveller
reaches the goddess. At the same time, to fail to indicate the alpha-
privative sense at all, hence to fail to indicate the ambiguity, is also
to leave hidden a forewarning of the very mistake that reflection on
the first ambiguity has exposed in Hesiod and Anaximander. Just
in so far as the ‘chasm’ is not a separate something beyond the gates
but rather the nothing that their ‘being thrown back’ ‘makes’, it is
not in itself a positive object or determinate content for thought.
In this sense, even as it seems to invite consciousness to take it up,
we discover when we try to do so that there is nothing there—no

' Smyth, Grammar, §885.4.
* Smyth, Grammar, §88s.1, gives the first two examples, L.S] the second two.

* This includes my own ‘Parmenides and the Disclosure of Being’, Apeiron, 13
(1979), 12—-35. It was Rachel Kitzinger who first pressed me to account for my

presumptive neglect of the alpha-privative sense.
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same direction. In this case, the ‘chasm’ will be constituted
he absence of both gates together. In the second description,
. 19—20, the gates are said to open in such a way that they
wsed the bronze axle-posts to revolve (efA{facar) interchangingly
their sockets, being attached with pegs and rivets’. The adverb
terchangingly’, duotBaddv, refers us back to Justice’s ‘keys of in-
change’, kAyidas duotBois, 1. 14—and so, also, both to Hesiod’s
age of the ‘exchangle] of places’ (cf. dueiBduevar, Theogony 749)
Night and Day as they enter and depart their shared home and
Anaximander’s account of the ‘moral necessity’ that requires the
gular alternation of the opposites. Here the doors are depicted as
inging in opposite directions, the one swinging back while the
sther swings forward. In this second depiction, the ‘chasm’ will be
ade’ by the absence now of one of the gates (which swings back
while the other swings forward), now of the other (which now swings
yack while the first swings forward), alternately.
: Here as before, it is at first tempting to look for a way to defuse
he contradiction—or, indeed, simply to ignore it. The latter has
een the universal practice of previous commentators, so far as 1
now.** If we look away, however, we risk missing what may be
a first indication in the text of how to understand the initially
puzzling distinction between the two routes in fragment 6. (Recall
Section 1(b) above.) If we key from the first description of the
gates’ opening, the ‘chasm’—that is, the absence they ‘make’ by
‘being thrown back’ together—will be the absence of them both at
once. If, on the other hand, we key from the second description, the
‘chasm’ will be first the absence of one of the gates as it swings back,
even as the other, swinging forward, becomes present, and then the
absence of this other as it swings back while the first gate swings
forward and becomes present. Is there not a prima facie correlation
of these two images with the two characterizations of the routes in
fragment 6? Is Parmenides anticipating with these contradictory
depictions the two different ways of encountering the negation of
being that he distinguishes in fragment 6? The absence of both
gates at once appears to fit with the unqualified ‘nothing’ (u58é) in

* 1 have not attempted a complete canvassing, but I find no acknowledgement
of this ambiguity in Taran, Parmenides; Kirk, Raven, and Schofield, Presocratics;
Mourelatos, Route; J. Barnes, The Presocratic Philosophers, 2 vols. (London, 1979);
Gallop, Elea; Cozxon, Fragments; R. McKirahan, Philosophy before Socrates (Indi-
anapolis, 1994); Kingsley, Dark and Reality; Curd, Legacy; Kahn, ‘Parmenides and

Plato’; or Cordero, By Being.
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, might lie beyond the two forms? What, just as they are basic
Il things’, might be basic to them? Persuaded of the ‘propriety
sjustice’ (1. 28) of our enquiry,*® Justice unbars the gates, and
se in their casing made | A yawning chasm as they were thrown
k. .. (1. 18). In its resonance, this ‘yawning chasm’, xdou’
vés, summons to mind both the ‘great chasm’ of Tartarus, the
ss of the underworld, in Hesiod and the Apeiron, ‘yawning’
ove, beyond the boundary of the world-sphere, in Anaximander.
1t even as he elicits these associations, Parmenides also undercuts
em: the ‘chasm’ is ‘in the casing’ of the gateway, and it is ‘made’;
is not, then, a region or a stuff beyond the gateway but rather
e very lack of the gates, ‘thrown back’, within it. What appears
beyond and independent to one gazing into the open gateway is
st that—an appearance from the human side—and, indeed, less
an that: as the emptiness ‘in the casing’ that is ‘made’ by the gates
being ‘thrown back’, it is nothing, a pure absence or privation.
Here, finally, is the moment of passage:

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

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

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

Ed

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

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

45 ‘Propriety and justice’ are the goddess’s words, in effect thematizing the signi-
ficance of Justice’s decision to grant the traveller passage through the gateway. This
gives us yet another web of questions: (ix) in what sense of justice is it just for one
who has attained the ‘naming’ of ‘two forms’, the limit of the reach of the ‘opinions
of mortals’, to pass beyond this to the ‘discourse and understanding’ of ‘.. . is’? In
what way is Justice’s character as ‘much-punishing’, that is, as requiring alternation
and balance, relevant and in play here? And in so far as in some way it is in play, is
there a reciprocal or complementary ‘propriety and justice’ to the mirroring return
from the discourse and understanding of “. . . is’ to the two forms, as Parmenides

has the goddess execute this at 8. 50 fL.?
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sence of the opposites, even as it begins to present itself, fails to
lete itself, fails to constitute itself as an object or determinate
nt that can be taken up in thought. (For, to step again into
pable paradox&this is its very nature, namely, not to be an ‘it’
nature, a specific character, in the first place.) (c) But this
ure, even as it leaves us without an object, is not fruitless; for
e very experience of it, we learn not to picture but rather, as
ttitude that underlies and turns this surrender into receptivity,
open up to the lack of an object as the condition for something
her different in kind. And this frees us to experience—bear
for helpful language—the functioning
even while it fails to take

hget
th me here! I am straining
referral. For the nothing or absence,
orm that thought could ‘know’ in the sense of ‘pointing it out’
»—8) as one content among others, is none the less the absence or
e privationof .. ., and the thinking that is capable of not trying to
ke ‘it’ up ‘by itself’ thereby opens itself up to the dynamic of this
of . ... (d) If we were less patient than Parmenides, we might now
ymp to the assumption that the ‘chasm’, ‘un-yawning’, refers us
hack to the opposites; for it was as the opening left by the gates, that
as the absence of the opposites, that it first ‘yawned’—began to
present itself—before us. But this would be too quick, for it would
cost us the crucial insight that, for Parmenides, is the attainment
of the company of the goddess. The nothing ot absence of the op-
posites is indeed the negation of them—but not of them as, when
in enquiring into the basis of the heterogeneous plurality of the
world, we first brought them to view. Then it was their reciprocal
difference that, making for their complementarity, let us pair them
together in mind. Parmenides evoked this beautifully by his image
of the essentially bipartite gateway, in which the opposed courses of
Night and Day are placed side by side, ‘held together’ from without
by the lintel and threshold (1. 12). But the nothing or absence of
the opposites is the negation not specifically of Day (that negation
is the work of Night) or specifically of Night (that negation is the
work of Day), nor is it merely the conjunction of these negations;
accordingly, it refers us not to the one and then the other, nor even
to the conjunction of the two in their complementarity. Rather, itis
the negation of the very being or presencethat, as it is made subject to
negation, they share. It is this that nothing threatens, this that their
absence is the absence of. To try to think this counterfactually: if
the negation of them could ‘be brought about’—that is, if it could
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e have just traced to have its status as being in the first place. Her
lanation (cf. ‘for’, ydp, 6. 1),
éori yap elvar,

¥
undev 8’ odx éoTw,

(6. 1-2)
for it is there to be,

Whereas nothing cannot [be],

fers us to the two fundamental moments in that complex ‘under-
standing’. She sets her declaration of the manifestness or presence
of being—namely, ‘it is there to be’—into the context of the thought
of the impossibility of ‘nothing’. That is, she gives us, as if to be
considered, the nothing, only then, in a beautifully dexterous con-
signing of it to its own impetus, to declare that it ‘cannot [be]’. Had
we not thought into the passage through the gateway, we might be
puzzled over the connection of these two thoughts, ‘it is there to be’
and ‘nothing cannot [be]’. But our reconstructive reflections have
shown us the fit that the goddess now invokes: it is precisely by its
referring, even as it itself fails to be constituted as an object, to the
very being that it negates that it lets this being emerge and become

manifest to mind.

(b) ‘The gates’ . . . ‘revolving interchangingly’

Let us now attempt to pass through the gateway by the second
course. In 1. 19, recall, Parmenides says that the gates, unbarred
by Justice, swung open in such a way that they ‘caused the bronze
axle-posts to revolve interchangingly in their sockets’ (1. 19). In
this second image the ‘chasm’ is ‘made’ by the gates swinging in
opposite directions: while the one swings forward, the other swings
backward, then vice versa. Since this is how the gates must open at
dawn and at dusk to let Night and Day pass side by side, the one
coming forth to ‘fare over the earth’ while the other ‘goes down’ into
Tartarus, the image recalls their ‘exchange of places’ in Hesiod.*’
But it also fits the analogue of this exchange in Anaximander, the
‘backward-turning path of all’*® (6. 9) that is manifest, for instance,
as the cyclical interchange of summer heat and winter cold. Each
% Theogony 749, 750, 752, slightly modified, all cited within the longer quote in
subsect. 1(c)(i) above.

%% Some argue that ‘all’ refers not to all things but to all men. See e.g. Mourelatos,
Route, 77 n. 7. But though all live under its sway, only a few, the most eminent
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mthe ‘being’ of the other. Accordingly, ‘to be’ and ‘not to be’, in
ar as they are inseparable, may ‘be taken’ to be ‘the same’—*‘and

ot the same’.
Or so, prior to Parmenides’ closer reflection on the ‘chasm’, it

emed. As with the first course of thought, so here, we can best re-
ver Parmenides’ insight if we distinguish and work through, step
- step, a series of recognitions that are really integral moments
one manifold intuition. (a) Each opposite, presenting itself ini-
1y as a qualitatively determinate sensible presence, precludes the
pearance of the other; for instance, when and where the hot pre-
rails, the cold cannot be. (b) But if, with Parmenides, we pause to
onsider this ‘chasm’ of the cold, we discover that it is, rather, this
ery not-being of the cold that cannot be. With a qualification we
hall come to, this is once again the recognition of 2. 7-8: ‘what-
s-not, as such, . . . cannot be brought about’, hence cannot be
“known’ or ‘pointed out’. That is, to fall again into illuminatingly
self-undermining language, it cannot be constituted as an object or
determinate content for thought, for it is its very nature to be, ‘by
itself’ (ye, 2. 7), precisely the negation or lack of any such nature
and determinateness.®? (¢) This is the moment of apparent impasse.
The ‘chasm’ is ‘un-yawning’, no passageway after all—unless, as
before, we learn the lesson its very closure has to teach us: if we
accept, in the failure of ‘what-is-not’ to constitute itself as an object
or content for thought, that we cannot take it up ‘by itself’, we
free ourselves to experience the force of its referral beyond itself.
(d) Here we encounter the difference from the first course that re-
quires the qualification I just anticipated. As before, the not-being
of .. ., even as it itself fails to stand alone for thought, refers us on
beyond itself to what it is the not or negation of . And analogously as
before, this referent is the opposite not in its immediate qualitative
presence but rather in its very being—for it is this, as we saw, that
the negation, i.e. the reduction to not-being, threatens, and so lets
2 This, note, is why any account of the world that invokes it as if it were an
intelligible content for thought—as does Anaximander’s account of the cycle of
opposites—is deceived, and it is in order to avoid this deception that the goddess
makes the reform of the ‘opinions of mortals’ in fragment 9 that she first warned
the traveller of at 1. 31—2. “T'o neither [of the two forms}’, she declares at 9. 4,
‘belongs any nothingness’. Thus—but only when she comes to present the ‘opinions

of mortals’ at 8. 50 ff. and in fragments g—19—she arranges that what we mortals
‘deem [to bel’ we deem ‘to be eminently’, purging from our best mortal account any

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

5 Taking fmov (8. 57) in this very material sense—namely, of a body’s offering no
resistance to whatever enters the space it occupies—makes intelligible Parmenides’
otherwise puzzling assignment of it to ‘fire of flame’ (8. 56); in no other sense is
fire ‘gentle’, and in this sense it is paradigmatically so. Further, what is ‘yielding’ in
this sense is opposed to the resistant character of whatever is muxwdr, 8. 59, ‘dense,
close-packed’; and since the resistant character of what is mvkwdv is based on its
density, we may take the yielding character of what is #mwov to be based on its being
maximally loose-packed or internally dispersed, the paradigm for which is, again,
‘fire of flame’. Thus, by the opposition of fmov and 7vxwdv in 4. 3—4 Parmenides
integrates the rare and the dense into the goddess’s reconstruction of the ‘opinions

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

4. Postscripts

These remarks are offered as provisional. At the very outset of this
essay I distinguished the ‘proximate task’ of studying the proem
from the ‘ultimate task’ for which, I hope, this study might provide
us with good orientation, the task, namely, of interpreting the ‘is’
as Parmenides lays it before us in the Truth section of the poem.
All that we have said so far must be put to the service of that
interpretative task—and, too, be put to the test by it. This next
phase of the project must be deferred to the future. In anticipation,
however, let me mark the distance we have come by bringing into
focus the provisional light the proem casts on the first two sets of

questions we posed regarding fragment 2.%°

*¢ T follow Mourelatos, Route, 95 n. 3, as well as Kahn, Anaximander, 157 n. 1,
Taran, Parmenides, 88-93, and Owen, ‘Questions’, 101~2, in favouring this reading
over uovvopedés, ‘single-limbed’, which is preferred by Gallop (Elea, 64—5) among
others, and odlouelés, ‘whole-of-limb’, which is favoured by Diels~Kranz. This
reading allows the larger conjunction at 8. 4, oddov powoyerés re, ‘whole and of a
single kind’, and this pair answers beautifully, as I try to explain in the next few
sentences, to the different accents of the thought of being provided by the two courses
we have traced, with the first course revealing the two forms as, qua beings (éévra),
‘of a single kind’ and the second course revealing them, in the requirement of the

being of each by the being of the other, as integral to each other, and so constituting
% See subsect. 1(a) above.

a ‘whole’.
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Nor, indeed, is it even certain that these fundamental principles
ed be two rather than some other number. Here the proem gives
a question to pursue when, in taking up the ‘ultimate task’, we
n to fragment#8:% if some larger number of forms were to have
same integrality, each to each of the others, that the balanced
closure of the gateway and the precise alternation of the swinging
the gates suggest the ‘two forms’ must have, would Parmenides
ard the set of these as an equally valid possible subject of the

. 18”762

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

being.

is more, when Parmenides shifts from ‘Day’ in the proem to ‘fire of flame’ in 8. 56
and then to ‘Light’ in g. 1, she indirectly acknowledges the instability—or, to put a
more positive face on it, the openness to reconsideration and redefinition—of ‘the
opinions of mortals’. Parmenides’ primary concern is with the metaphysical status
of any such causes, not their particular identity.

¢ And, I would add, the so-called ‘Cornford fragment’: ‘Such, changeless, is that
for which as a whole the name is “t0 be™’. See Gallop, Elea, go-1.

%2 With her insightful opening reflection on the implications of the fact that Par-
menides’ successors gave no arguments in defence of their positing more than one
fundamental principle, Curd (Legacy, 1—2) throws open the door—initially left ajar
by Mourelatos, Route, 132—3—to the possibility of reading him as open to pluralism.
(Consider, for example, Empedocles’ four elements or Anaxagoras’ infinite number

of qualitatively different ‘seeds’.) On the same grounds I would add the distinct
but analogous point (which, however, Mourelatos and Curd reject) that since his
successors also felt no need to give special arguments in defence of making their
fundamental principles complementary opposites, that is, ‘enantiomorphic’ pairs
(Curd, Legacy, 107-8), the door should also be open to reading Parmenides as a
dualist. (Consider, for example, Empedocles’ pairing of ‘love’ and ‘strife’, or the
atomists’ pairing of ‘full’ and ‘void’.) Indeed, if we are to take our bearings from
Parmenides’ successors’ responses to him, it was not the number of principles but,
rather, their integrality—paradigmatically but not exclusively achievable by comple-
mentary opposites, the being of each of which requires the being of the other—that
Parmenides stressed. (Consider in this light how even the unrestrainedly pluralistic
Anaxagoras claims such integrality both in the beginning—*‘all things were together’
(fragment 4)—and once and for all—‘in everything there is a portion of everything’
(fragments 11 and 12). These fragments appear in Kirk, Raven, and Schofield,

Presocratics, as §468 and §§4776, 481, respectively.)
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b) The significance(s) of the s’
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What, if anything, does this ‘s’ signify? As interpretative work on
the Greek verb ‘to be’, much of jt concerned directly with Par.
menides’ ‘is’, has developed in the past half-century, both the array
of distinctions to be drawn and the array of connections problema-
tizing them have multiplied. This has occasioned pointed and illu-
minating second thoughts about the aptness to Greek, and to philo-

ughtus to the thought of the very being of each‘of thee nttvvvc;iftcl).lrrtr}llse,
is being stands in a relation of mutl.lal requirem o e
- eh ther. Here the sense of being is twofold. Were,
o o tL‘? (I)lt te.be reduced to nothing, there would also be no
ol P Night would not exist. But we can also .accer‘ltuate
ght'; o lsl, ngd say, there would be no Night; t’:hi.it is, w1th?ut
. dlﬁe?el?t 4 ?ﬂd not,be Night, could not be what it zs.'Travelhng
g:}llt(; ls\clelcgor;cdc (c)ourse, then, we hear both the ‘is’ of existence an

oy o v, - |
Blﬁ tgfi‘sl,d;:;tzlly complex, is only the beginning offtll)le' ;eﬁ:sz:;il
res us to pursue. These emergences of bei i, thé
corator pr'e;ﬁnoments of the larger enquiry in which, seeking §
(;lg:tfflrr?s;mental to all else, mortals arrive at the gateway—that
(o}

come to understand and to say,
y

1 { os ddvrov . . .
wéy wAéov éotiy 6ol ddeos kal vukTos ddy

g g e
A.ll 18 fu.l]. Of ng}lt and ObSCUIC Iql llt to et]:le(f )

tice how, in ‘order[ing]’ ‘[her] words’ ‘deceptive[ly]’ (8. ST')dz:
25 to give v,oice to the perspective of mortals, the goddesshe i ;
’f;et(‘)isg’iethat is, the expression of ';lh‘e 111)’ein§’ ‘;sll?n;:—;;)sft:) ;::; t
forms. Her ‘is’, éoriy, ‘copulanve with ‘all’ an - in, serves to direct
attention'aw'a}; fsr(;):lsilcts:;f‘:ﬁ(i}:?ntg};?. tglgi:ois good mimetic iron)(li
as the ;‘yrl,n c}llp zlides is exactly what, since mortals have not ;,)auie
o fien ethe imponderability of ‘what-is-not, as sucl:1 3 t ’e.y
b em)enencef und occasion to discover. None the less, this ‘is’ is
?r:)eﬁi:lic:taiilt tl?ere ‘for discourse and under;tan?ir'lg’ (% ':}z;—:;is;i\;vz
i f this elision i
ofz 3 Seee;nt;elzi(i)rsxge;i’t?:i’;::?:s;ll: sense of Fhis implicit ‘is’?
%f’ezérﬁgslftr ‘I;ring out the point of 9. 3 by restating it as

forefront of the work throughout this recent period is Charles Kahn (‘“The Greek
Verb “to Be” and the Concept of Being’, Foundations of Language, 2 (1966), 245-65;
“The Thesis of Parmenides’, Review of Metaphysics, 22 (1969), 700—24; The Verp
‘Be’ in Ancient Greek (Dordrecht, 1973); and ‘Parmenides and Plato’), who long
ago called attention to the locative cast (‘is there’) of the existential sense of Greek
éor (‘there is’), to the irreducibility of the veridical sense (“is true, truly so, is the
case’) to either the existential or the predicative senses (o1, turning this round a
bit, the existential implications but formally predicative structure of the veridical),
and—recently Jjoining Lesley Brown, “Verb’—to the disanalogy of the distinction of
the ‘complete’ (‘x is’) and ‘incomplete’ (x is 3°) uses with our familiar distinction
of existential (“x exists’) and predicative (‘x is ¥’) uses. (The expression ‘x is’, by
analogy with ‘John teaches’, admits of expansion by *. . . 4, o1, say, ‘... Greek’, as in
‘xis 3", ‘John teaches Greek’, and Just as ‘John teaches’ may be derived from ‘John
teaches Greek’, so may ‘x is’ be derived from ‘x is 3; neither of these conditions
is true of ‘x exists’ in relation to ‘x js ¥’.) Further, Alexander Mourelatos, Route,
ch. 2, in a brilliant recognition, qualified in ‘Determinacy and Indeterminacy, Being
and Non-Being in the F ragments of Parmenides’ (Canadian Yournaj of Philosophy
(1976), suppl. vol. ii. 4 5~60), and Vvery recently renewed and rearticulated by Patricia
Curd (Legacy, 39-40), long ago introduced the notion of ‘speculative predication’
to single out predications in which the predicate lays bare the very nature of the
subject, what it ‘really’ or ‘truly is’, rather than Jjust an attribute of it. (Consider, for
example, ‘all things are matter and energy’, or, to cite Mourelatos’s Own citation of

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

icati 1 i idical
This gives us a speculative predicative ‘is’ with stror.lgllqy; ;el; dical
is . : °
force gInterestingly, if we try to express this same insig

a reversal of subject and predicate, to wit,

Light and Night just are all things,
and water’ (Route, 60).) He noted how, in ‘x is really y’ or ‘x is truly 37, the ‘is’ has
existential and veridical force; ‘x is really, or is truly, ¥’ suggests that ‘y exists’ and/or

wWe recover t}le Oddess sown ].an. uage mn tlle Openlng Of t]:le I Iuth.
g g
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section when she describ i
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(1. 32)

i?ldhlf W:.h now expand this quotation to include all of 1 31-2, we
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se distinctions of senses help us secure an analytical clarity in
ring the ‘is’, we must resist the anachronism of letting our-
es assume that we are recovering the terms of Parmenides’ own
-understanding. Boldness is required, in turn, if, our energies
ckened by this appreciation of strangeness, we are to risk open-
up to the provocative vitality of Parmenides’ language; that is,
ay this in a way that articulates in one sentence our project and
most important finding: we need to let the poetry of the proem
ad us into the experience of the epiphanous power of the ‘is’. By
oetry’ I do not mean to speak of the peculiar beauty or grace of
armenides’ verse (I must leave that to others better qualified than
1 rather, I mean to remind us one last time of the surprisingly
eraclitean power of the ambiguity of his imagery. By generating
ntradictions, he provides occasions for intellectual transport, and
doing this, he gives us access to the power that, if we give our-
selves to these occasions, his core referents, ‘what-is-not, as such’
and (the) ‘being’ (of . . .), show themselves to have, the power to
detach us from, then turn us back to, the ultimate principles of
the world, disclosing them in a hitherto unsuspected light in the
process. The study of these principles as, in this light, they ‘are
there for discourse and understanding’ (6. 1)—the study of them,
accordingly, in their status as beings—is the ‘ultimate task’ for which

the proem prepares us.

Vassar College, New York
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