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steps will be ‘backward-turning’, i.e. contradictory. Of course, you
will recognize that ‘is’ and ‘is not’ are not the same. But in failing
to decide between them you will treat them as though they were the
same.

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

294 Fr. 7, Plato Sophist 2424 (lines 1-2); Sextus ady. math. Vi, 114
(lines 2-6) B

oU y&p ufimoTe ToUTo Sapf elvon phy Edvrar

A& oV THoE &’ 680U Sizfioios elpye vonua

und¢ o” EBos ToAUTTEIpOY 68OV KaT THVSE Pidobeo

veopdy dokotov Spua kai fxfecoay dkouly
5 kail yAdooav, kpivat 8t Adyw ToAUBnpw EAeyyov

£€ &uébev pmbévra.

294 For never shall this be forcibly maintained, that things that
are not are, but you must hold back your thought from this way
of enquiry, nor let habit, born of much experience, force you down
this way, by making you use an aimless eye or an ear and a tongue

full of meaningless sound: judge by reason the strife-encompassed
refutation spoken by me.

{iii) Signs of truth

295 Fr. 8, 1—4, Simplicius in Phys. 78, 5; 145, 1
pdvos & & uifos 680io
AgimeTen o5 EoTiv- TowdTn 8 Em oot Exol
TOAAG WEN’, €35 &yéunTov £dv kad &vcoAeBpdv EoTiv,
oUhov pouvoyevés Te kad drpepts 58 TéAeiov, !
! 78 &rédeoTov Simplicius: for the emendation see G. E. L. Owen in Studies in
Presocratic Philosophy 1, ed. R. E. Allen and D. J. Furley (London, 1975}, 767,

who also convincingly rejects KR’s reading (taken over from DK): fon1 yé&p
oUAopehis Te kai &rpepés. . . (Plutarch). X

295 'There still remains just one account of a way, that it 1s. On
this way there are very many signs, that being uncreated and
imperishable it is, whole and of a single kind and unshaken and
perfect.

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

doubtful whether in fact anything could have that character except
reality as a whole.

(iii) (a) Uncreated and imperishable

296 Fr. 8, 5-21, Simplicius in Phys. 78, 5; 145, 5 (continues 295)
5 oUdé wot’ fiv o’ foTon, Emel vV doTiv Spol v,

&v, ouvexts' Tiva yap yévwaw Sizfioec aUToU;
) obev clfnBiv; ol ik p1) #Svros Edoow
pdofor o’ oUdE voriv: o ydp patdy oUdt vorTév
EoTIv OTreos oUk EoTL. Ti 8 &v v Kkl Xpéos Hposy

ta UoTepov 7y wpdobey, Tol undevds &pEéuevov, plv;
oUtws § Twéuay mreAéven Ypecov-EoTiv oUyi.
008 ToT’ ik pn! 2évTos Eprioel TrioTios loyUs
Yiyveohai 11 Tap’ alTé ToU elvekev ofiTe yevéafon
oUT” SAAucBon dvijke Afkn yoAdoooo eSO,

15 SN Exarr 1) Bk kpiois Tepi ToUTwv Ev TG Eotiv
EoTwv fj ol foTiv: KékprTon 8 ol, woTep dvdyk,
T pév &&v &vodnTov dvdvupov (ol y&p &Andns
goTv 684¢), THy 8 GoTe wiAev kal ETfHTUMOV slvon.
TGS 8 &v Emertar wEAOL TO Bdv; Tréxs 8 &v ke Yévorto;

20 el yop EysvT’, ok BoT", oU8’ &l Tote uEAAe EocoBan.
TS YEVEUIS HEV &méoPeoTal kat &muoTos Shgbpos.

! Many scholars follow Karsten and Reinhardt in emending ) to ToU.

296 It never was nor will be, since it is now, all together, one,
continuous. For what birth will you seek for it? How and whence
did it grow? I shall not allow you to say nor to think from not
being: for it is not to be said nor thought that it is not; and what
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need would have driven it later rather than earlier, beginning from
the nothing, ¢ grow? Thus it must either b

is it if it is ever goi
extinguished and perishing unheard of.

These lines (as the conclusion, line 21, shows)

are designed to prove
that what is can neither come to be nor perish.!

Parmenides is content
ming into being, taking
ing could be constructed
rincipal considerations,
How and whence did it

grow?’ {line 7). He assumes that the only reasonable answer to

‘whence?’ could be: ¢ > which he rejects as already
excluded by his argument against ‘is npot’ (lines 7-g). Tn his
treatment of ‘*how?’ he appeals to the Principle of Sufficient Reason.
He assumes that anything which comes to be must contain within
it some principle of development (‘need ", Xpéos) sufficient to explain

its generation. But if something does not exist, how can it contain
any such principle?

! Inlines 5-6 Parmenides appears to go farther than this. The statement ‘it never
as nor will be, since it is now, all together” seems to claim not merely that what

all in the future. Probably what

{1ii) (b) One and continuous

297 Fr. 8, 225, Simplicius iz Phys. 144, 29 {
ouUBt BicpeTdy éoTv, Emel & tor
oU8¢ T1 1} HEAAQY, T Key gipyor p
oUdE T1 XEpSTEpOv, MEY 5 EumAsd
TG Suvexis TV 2oy oy Yap &6

continues 296)
v Suoiov-

W Guvéxeoban,

v EoTtv EdvTos,
VL TreA&el.

Nor is it divided, since it all ex1

297 sts alike; nor is it more here
and less there, which would prevent ;

t from holding together, but
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