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Abstract: Why Parmenides had a cosmology is a perennial puzzle, if, as the
‘truth’ part of his poem appears to claim, what exists is one, undifferentiated,
timeless and unchanging.! Indeed, not only does the cosmological part of the
poem tell us how the cosmos is arranged, it also tells us how the cosmos, hu-
mans and animals all came into being. Although more of the truth has sur-
vived, the cosmology originally made up some 2/3 to 3/4 of the poem.? The
poem claims it will give the ‘complete ordering’ and Parmenides is perceived to
have ‘completed all the phenomena’.? Parmenides also seems to have made
some important original contributions to cosmology.* These I take to be impor-
tant facts which any explanation of the nature of this cosmology must account
for. The aim of this paper is to explore a new suggestion for the status of the
cosmology, that it may be equalled but not surpassed by other cosmologies
which are capable of accounting for all of the phenomena. Its function, I argue,
is to raise sufficient reason issues about some fundamental questions in cos-
mogony and cosmology. I will also argue that we can find sufficient reason
considerations relating to cosmogony and cosmology in the truth part of the
poem. This opens the possibility that it is at least in part issues of sufficient
reason that link the two parts of the poem. Finally I will argue that by paying
close attention to what Parmenides has to say about signs, orjpata, we can see
how he leaves open the possibility of making positive contributions to cosmol-
ogy. I believe this gives us a richer account of Parmenides, places him more
firmly in the debates of presocratic cosmology and cosmogony and gives him

1 I refer to the three parts of the poem as the proem, truth, and opinion or cosmological parts.
I avoid first, second etc. to avoid confusion as some count the truth section as the first part
while others count it as the second. My thanks to audiences at the annual London Ancient
Science conference, the International Association of Presocratic Studies conference in Merida
and an anonymous referee for their helpful comments.

2 At least 2/3, D. Gallop, Parmenides of Elea. Toronto: University of Toronto Press, 1984 p. 21,
J. Palmer Parmenides and Presocratic Philosophy. Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2009, p. 160,
80%.

3 Parmenides, Fr. 8, 60 and Plutarch, Reply to Colotes 1114b.

4 D. Graham (forthcoming) and D. Sedley, Parmenides and Melissus, pp. 113-133 in The Cam-
bridge Companion to Early Greek Philosophy, ed. A. A. Long, Cambridge: Cambridge University
Press, 1999, p. 113.
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interesting relations to his predecessors and successors.” These sufficient rea-
son considerations may work both as a critique of contemporary cosmogony
and cosmology and a challenge to any future cosmogony and cosmology.
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I am not convinced by any of the older extant attempts to explain the cosmol-
ogy. The view of Zeller and Burnet is that the cosmology is not Parmenides’, but
is a summary of some other contemporaries.® It has never been satisfactorily
explained why Parmenides would expound someone else’s view at this point, it
is not clear whose cosmology this might be, and the ancients commentators all
took this to be Parmenides‘ own cosmology.” A second view is akin to some old-
er interpretations of Plato’s views of the physical world, that the cosmology is
the best that can be managed by mortals. If we take £éoikdta in fragment 8, 60
as ‘likely’ rather than ‘fitting’, and look to a supposedly similar usage by Plato
in the Timaeus, then perhaps the cosmology is the most likely account we can
have, the best account of the physical world possible.® Apart from the philology
which indicates ‘fitting’ is the better reading, this does not explain how it is
possible for there to be a more likely cosmology within Parmenides’ scheme
nor, if this is possible, why this particular cosmology is more likely. A more
blunt view is that cosmology is futile for Parmenides and that the cosmology
given exemplifies mortal error by confusing or speaking of both existence and
non-existence. Earlier in the poem (Fr. 8, 1-10) mortals are accused of this er-
ror, but it is not clear if this error is made in the cosmology. The key issue for
this view must be why, if mortals make such a fundamental, immediate and
debilitating error, the cosmology is so long and so detailed.

5 I will argue that Parmenides relation to his predecessors and successors is more complex
than the outright rejection of ‘the broad tradition of Ionian and Italian cosmology’ suggested
by G.E.L. Owen Eleatic Questions. The Classical Quarterly, 1960, pp. 84—102, esp. p. 84—5.

6 J. Burnet, Early Greek Philosophy. London: Black, 1930, p. 185.

7 This is so from Aristotle onwards.

8 On the issues here see J. Bryan, Likeness and Likelihood in the Presocratics and Plato, Cam-
bridge, Cambridge University Press, 2011.
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I want to begin with a close analysis of exactly how the cosmological part of
Parmenides’ poem is introduced. Parmenides marks the transition from the
truth to the opinions of mortals by having the goddess say:

TOV 0oL £YyWw S1AKOOpOV £0KOTA TTAVTA PATICW,
@G OV | MOTE TiG 0 BPOTAV YVWUN TapeAGTOT.
To you this ordering, entire and fitting, I tell,

so that no thought of mortals will overtake you.
Parmenides, Fr. 8, 60-61.

Mourelatos has argued that the choice of diacosmos here is significant.” Rather
than simply use cosmos, Parmenides uses a word which suggests an ordering
and hence a cosmogony and which suggests too a thorough ordering. LS] give
“to divide and marshal, muster, array” for the cognate verb Siakoopéw with
usages drawn from Homer and Thucydides. In Thucydides, diacosmos means
‘battle-formation’. Mourelatos sees in this that ‘The cosmos of mortals is actually
a battlefield.’1©

I have three points to add here. Firstly, I would emphasise that the notions
of division and differentiation implicit here are significant. One cannot have an
ordered cosmos of a single entity. A single army must divide itself into multiple
components parts and then array itself for battle. So too for there to be a cosmos
there must be a differentiation of parts. One cannot have an ordered cosmos
where all the parts are identical. An army divides itself into hoplites, cavalry,
command, etc.! It is notable that Parmenides does not describe what he argues
for in the truth part of his poem as a cosmos. If it was Parmenides’ intention to
highlight the difference between the truth and the opinion parts of his poem,
diacosmos was a brilliant choice of word. Thought of in terms of cosmology, it
brings with it sense of change, multiplicity and differentiation which were flatly
disallowed in the truth part of the poem. Thought of in terms of cosmogony, if

9 A. P. D. Mourelatos, The Route of Parmenides. New Haven and London, Yale University
Press, 1970, p. 230, see also A. P. D. Mourelatos The Route of Parmenides, Revised and Ex-
panded Edition Las Vegas: Parmenides Publishing, 2008. Here I disagree with Long (1960)
p. 105 who comments that ‘6idkoopov may mean no more than koopog used in a technical
sense.’

10 Mourelatos (1970, 2008) p. 231.

11 One might object here that we begin with one army and end with one army. Actually, that
objection helps my argument. In the move from army on the march to army arrayed for battle,
there must be multiplicity as the army divides for battle then unity as they form again. This
gives us not only one into many, but a subsequent many into one.
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we are beginning from a single, undifferentiated whole there must be a process
of an initial change, of one into many and a differentiation of parts, again all
flatly disallowed by the truth part of the poem. What this ought to focus us on
is methodology and criteria for cosmogony and cosmology. How can this dia-
cosmos be, given what Parmenides has already said? Secondly, this is what Par-
menides has to say in Fragment 4:

Aebooe & Spwg dnedvta vowt TapesvTa Befaiwg:
00 yap &rotpri&el T €6V ToD £6vTog €xecbat
0UTE OKIBVAPEVOV TIAVTIL TTAVTWG KOT& KOOHOV
oUTE OULVIOTAPEVOV.

Look at things which although absent, are firmly present to the mind.

For you will not cut off what is from holding fast to what is

it does not disperse itself in every way and everywhere according to order
nor does it set itself together.'?

Parmenides, Fr. 4.

I would paraphrase lines 2—4 here like this:

2. What is is indivisible.
3. What is does not disperse in an ordered fashion.
4. What is is not an ordered collection of entities.

Line 2 I would compare with Fr. 8, 6 where what is is one and continuous (v,
ouvexég) and Fr. 8, 25 where what is is continuous and holds together (t@t
EuvexEg v £0TIv: €0V yap EOvTL ieAGLeL.).

Line 3 then tells us that what is cannot be dispersed. The primary meanings
of okidvnu are to spread, scatter or disperse and so it has a strong spatial sense
to it. What is cannot form a cosmos as there are not multiple entities to disperse
in an ordered fashion

Line 4 then tells us that what is is not set together, which I take to mean
what is cannot be multiple separate entities set together. The verb here, cuviotn-
p primarily means to set together but can also mean arrange in order of battle. It
is frequently used in cosmological contexts for the setting together of the cosmos
or some ordered part of the cosmos.!> What is cannot be dispersed in good order
and form a cosmos and neither can it be put together in good order to form a
cosmos as it lacks the separate parts that can be ordered to make a cosmos.

12 Taking the verbs here as middles rather than passives (it is not dispersed... is not set to-
gether).

13 See e.g. Plato, Republic 530a, Timaeus 29e—32b and 92c, and there are also important uses
at 36d-37e, 48a, 53b and 69b. There are also interesting uses at Plato, Phaedrus 268d and
Politicus 308c. See also the use of cuviotnt in the Derveni Papyrus.
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Why does Parmenides say neither oki§vdpevov nor cuviotapevov? One inter-
esting possible contrast here is that Parmenides may wish to deny that what is
can be spatially dispersed and be a cosmos and also that even if what is is set
together, without gaps and forming a plenum, it still cannot form a cosmos.
Parmenides could here simply say ‘it cannot be dispersed’, without the com-
ment on order and ‘nor can it be put together’ without the cosmological and
indeed teleological associations of ouviotnut As it stands this looks like an out-
right rejection of the idea that what is can be a cosmos on the grounds that
lacking parts it cannot have the necessary order.!* That stands in stark contrast
to the idea of diacosmos.

The third point I would add to this analysis of diacosmos Fr. 8, 60 is that a
few lines earlier, the goddess, when introducing the opinion section, says:

év 1@t madw TeTov Adyov 18¢ vonua

apelg GAndeing. 80&ag 8’ anod todde Ppoteing

HavOave KOOHOV POV EMEWV AMATRAOV GKOVWV.

At this point I stop my trustworthy account of thought
and truth. From now on learn the opinions of mortals,
listening to the deceitful kosmos of my words.
Parmenides Fr. 8, 50-52.

I deliberately leave kosmos untranslated here as it is all too easy to render it as
‘world’, ‘form’ or ‘order’ and to lose the contrast with Sidkoopov just a few lines
further on. On the one hand we have a deceitful order of words, on the other we
have a thorough and entire ordering. Again, I suggest what this ought to focus us
on is methodology and criteria for cosmogony and cosmology. What are the differ-
ences between the deceitful cosmos of words and a thoroughly ordered cosmos?*

Returning to Parmenides Fr. 8, 60-61, mapeAavvw, the root verb for mapeAdoon
means to drive past or overtake, in sailing or running. Some commentators have

14 One might also look at Fr. 4 in terms of rarer and denser, when the target might be Anaxi-
menes.

15 I agree with P. Curd The Legacy of Parmenides. Las Vegas, Parmenides, 2004 p. xvii. that
Parmenides does not deny the possibility of genuine cosmology and, while I would disagree
with Curd on some of the specifics of how Parmenides does this, I agree that “His aim is to
criticize previous accounts of the nature of things while formulating metatheoretical require-
ments for an acceptable cosmological account.”
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taken this to imply that the account we are about to be given is in some sense
the best possible. This is unjustified on the philology. What the Greek actually
says is that no-one can overtake you. It is important to recognise the possibility
that accounts of the cosmos might equal this one without surpassing it.!° It is
notable that Parmenides does not rule out this possibility when he easily could
have done so and no other passage in the poem suggests that this is a better
account than any other. In particular, Fragment 1 might be thought to deny the
possibility of a better cosmology:

XPew 8¢ oe mdvta mubeadat
Auev AAnBeing evmeBog!” dtpepieg fTop
n8e Bpot@v 8OEng, Taig ovK &vt TioTIg GANOTC.

It is right'® that you learn all things
both the unshaken heart of persuasive truth
and the opinions of mortals, in which there is no true trust.
Parmenides Fr. 1, 28—-30.

At Parmenides, Fr. 8, 60—61 we are promised the entire, fitting ordering (81&-
Koopov €olkdTa mGvta) and this is worth emphasising, as is the fact that the
Greek phrase, taken in this way, is quite emphatic in itself. Certainly Parme-
nides is perceived as having accounted for all the phenomena, by Plutarch,
who commented that Parmenides:

66 ye kol Sidkoopov
mienoinTal, Kal oTol el Pyvig, TO AAUIPOV Kal GKOTEWVOV,
€K TOUTWV T QAVOpEVA TIGVTA Kal 81 TOVTWV GmoTeAEL
kal yap mepl YA lprke moANG kat Tiept oUpavoDd kai nAiov
kal 0eAfvng Kol GOTpWV Kal YEVESWV GvOpwIwv G@rynTat

Made an ordering,
and mixing the elements, the light and dark,
out of and through these he completed all of the phenomena
He has a great deal to say about the earth, the heavens, the sun

16 I do not see that the fact that the goddess gives the account and ‘has her authority’ means
that it is the best possible (contra Palmer (2009) p. 162.). It may still be equalled and at no
point is it made clear what, either in the account or in the nature of the account makes it better
than any other account, other than the claim to comprehensiveness which could be equalled.
17 Reading eimel®éog rather than evkvkA£og, see Mourelatos (1970, 2008) pp. 1546, cf. J. Pal-
mer Parmenides and Presocratic Philosophy, Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2009, 378ff., Gal-
lop (1984) 52, Curd (2004) 21 note 53.

18 Agreeing with Mourelatos (1970, 2008) 277 ff. that ypr| and its cognates should be translated
with a sense of ‘ought’ or ‘right’ or ‘proper’ rather than necessity in the sense of constraint or
compulsion.
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and the moon and he tells of the generation of humans.
Plutarch, Reply to Colotes 1114b.

Here 1 emphasise Ta @avopeva mavta Kal 81 TovTwv dnotelel, that all of the
phenomena have been completed. By modern standards of course this looks
wildly optimistic, but it is reasonable in the context of presocratic cosmology
and cosmogony, where the significant issues could be dealt with in a few hun-
dred lines.’® Parmenides both claims to make and is perceived to have made a
complete account of the phenomena.

Finally in relation to Parmenides, Fr. 8, 60—61 I translate £oikdta as fitting
rather than as ‘likely’ or ‘probable’ in line with modern philology which finds
attested usage for fitting’ prior to Parmenides but not for ‘likely’ or ‘probable’.?°
I take £oikdta as an adjective modifying Siékoopov and not an adverb modify-
ing @oati{w.”?? There are two more related points here. Firstly, recent Timaeus
scholarship has looked closely at the issue of the eikos muthos and has argued
for a reading of ‘appropriate, reasonable, rational’ in Plato rather than ‘likely’
or ‘probable’.?? Secondly, it is difficult to see how the notion of a likely or prob-
able account helps given what Parmenides says about mortal opinion at Fr. 1,
28-30 and Fr. 8, 50-52. It is unclear how it would be possible for there to be a
more likely cosmology within Parmenides’ scheme or, if this is possible, why
the particular cosmology that Parmenides gives would count as more likely.

v

My proposal concerning the nature of Parmenides’ cosmology is based on this
construal of mopeAavvw and the claim that the cosmology is complete. If the
cosmology is complete, then no other theory will be able to surpass it on the
grounds of accounting for more of the phenomena, though some may well

19 See G. Cerri, The Astronomical Section of Parmenides’ Poem, pp.81-93, in N. L. Cordero,
Parmenides, Venerable and Awesome, 2011, pp. 82-3.

20 See e.g. W. ]. Verdenius, Parmenides: Some Comments on His Poem. Groningen: Walters,
1942, pp.50-51 and R. Cherubin, Light, Night, and the Opinions of Mortals: Parmenides
B8.51-61 and B9, Ancient Philosophy 25, 2005, 1-23, pp. 9-10 and Bryan (2011).

21 Cf. Cherubin (2005) 10, note 20. So a ‘fitting ordering’ rather than ‘I tell you an ordering as
is fitting’.

22 M. F. Burnyeat, Eikos Muthos. Rhizai A Journal for Ancient Philosophy and Science, 2005
143-165, pp. 146-147, cf. G. Betegh, What Makes a Myth Eikos? pp.213-224 in R. D. Mohr and
B. M. Sattler, One Book, The Whole Universe. Las Vegas, Parmenides 2010 and A. P. D. Mourela-
tos The Epistemological Section (29b—d) of the Proem in Timaeus’ Speech, pp. 225-248 in Mohr
and Sattler (2010), cf. Bryan (2011).
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equal it. In modern terms, the theories accounting for all the phenomena will
be underdetermined by the data. Put another way, on the grounds of account-
ing for the phenomena, there will be no sufficient reason for choosing one of
these theories in front of another.”? Why would Parmenides want a theory which
can be equalled but not surpassed though? That depends on whether we take
the cosmology as Parmenides’ doctrine, or something more akin to an argu-
ment. The point of the light/night cosmology may be to generate a critique of
current cosmology and to pose general problems for thinking about cosmology,
if it generates this underdetermination. Part of the motivation here might lie in
Sedley’s comment about the cosmological tradition prior to Parmenides, that
they ‘produced too many competing answers to inspire confidence’.?* If we want
a cosmology, there are crucial choices to be made and we need to provide suffi-
cient reason for those choices. If there are multiple theories which cover the
data, then we need some further criteria concerning the nature of theories be-
fore we can make a choice between them.? It is worth paying attention to the
order of what is introduced in the opinion section at Fr. 8, 53ff.

HOPPAG YOp KATEBEVTO BUO YVWHOG OVORALELY:

TV piav o0 Xpewv 0TV — &V WL MEMavnpévol eloiv —

Tavtia & ékpivavto §épag kal onpat €0evto
iy A N -

XwpIg &’ AN Awv, Tt HEV pAoYOG aibeplov mhp,

Arov 6y, péy’ ENa@pov, EWUTdL TTAVTOoE TWUTOV,

TOL S ETEPWL PN TWOTOV' ATAP KAKEIVO KAT aOTO

Tavtia VOKT &baif], TUKWVOV Bépag epBploég Te.

Forms, then, they laid down two notions to name.?®
Of which they ought not name one* - in this they have gone astray —

23 So this is a straightforward underdetermination (many theories can be devised to cover the
data) rather than the more complex Duhem-Quine underdetermination thesis. This underdeter-
mination affects qualitative theories (many of those for the data) rather than the mathematical
formulation where many curves can always be found to fit any numerical data set out in gra-
phical fashion.

24 Sedley (1999), p. 131.

25 A note in relation to Palmer’s (2009) modal reading of Parmenides (the truth part of the
poem deals with ‘what must be’ the second with ‘entities that are but need not be’. There is a
sense in which what must be is determined, while what might be may well be underdeter-
mined.

26 This preserves the word order of the Greek as far as possible, cf. Mourelatos (1970, 2008)
228. See below for the ‘two minds’ view.

27 Here I retain the ambiguity in the Greek (how many is it necessary to name or not to name?)
which I strongly suspect is deliberate on Parmenides’ part. There is no ‘only’ in the Greek
which appears in some translations, e.g. A. H. Coxon, The Fragments of Parmenides, Assen:
Van Gorcum, 1986.
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and distinguished them as opposite in form and set up signs
apart from each other, on the one hand the aetherial flame of fire,
being gentle and very light, in every way identical to itself

but not identical to the other. This in itself

is opposite, dark night, dense in body and heavy.

Parmenides Fr. 8, 53-59.

First mortals lay down (katéfevto) two forms, then they distinguish them as
opposites, which at this stage are non-specific, then they set up ‘signs’ (orjpat’),
characterising the opposites as light and dark. Fr. 8, 60-61, which is the end of
Fr. 8 then follows promising a complete, fitting and thorough ordering. So sche-
matically, the procedure goes:

1) Set up a non-specific pair of contraries, x and the contrary of x.
2) Distinguish them as ‘opposite in form’.

3) Set up ‘signs’ and attribute characteristics

4) Reproduce all the phenomena.

It is very noticeable that after the tightly argued truth, the basic principles of
the cosmology are introduced without any argument whatsoever, especially as
this is an area where there is already considerable controversy between cosmol-
ogists prior to Parmenides.?® There are four considerations we might raise here:

1) What reason is there for choosing two forms for naming as opposed to any
other number? Especially if mortals have in some way gone astray in doing
this?

2) What reason is there for choosing light and dark as opposed to any other pair
of contraries as the primary opposites??

3) What reason is there for the proposed distribution of qualities, or indeed any
distribution of qualities? One might imagine a poet saying ‘dark night, dense
in body and heavy’ as their poetic description of what night feels like, but is
that a sound philosophical attribution?

4) What reason is there for the choice of the signs which mortals set up? There
is an important contrast here in relation to signs. Earlier, we are told that:

povog 8 &1t pobog 68oio
Aeinetat wg oty TAUTNL & €mi orjpat’ ot

28 This is not to say that there are no arguments in the opinion section, just that the key
principles when this section begins are not argued for, in stark contrast with what has gone
before and, one might add, the goddesses order to ‘judge by reason’ of Fr. 7.

29 One might argue that light and dark encompass all of the opposites, as all the pairs such as
hot and cold line up with light and dark, but why choose out of the arranged pairs light and
dark as the primary description?
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TIOANG PEN’, G dyévnTov €0V Kal GvwAeBpdv EoTwv,
0DAOV HOUVOYEVEC® Kol ATPEPES NBE TEAELOV”

A single account of the road
remains, that it is. On this there are signs,
very many of them, that what is is ungenerated and imperishable
a whole of a single kind, both unshaking and complete.
Parmenides Fr. 8, 1-4

LS]J give sign, mark, token for ofjpa so in the context of the road metaphor here
sign or signpost seems reasonable.?! These signs though are there, objective, in-
dependent markers to be discovered as the road is followed. At the beginning of
the opinion section, on the other hand, mortals ‘set up signs’ (orjpot’ €0evto) —
but do mortals have sufficient reason to choose and set up these signs? Do these
signs then guide us? There is an interesting sense in which that may be true. If
we set up our cosmological theory in terms of a pair of primary opposites, that in
a sense guides the rest of our cosmology. Where we have a new phenomenon to
explain, we look to do so in terms of the opposites we have already laid down.
Where we have competing theories to explain a phenomenon, we might decide
between them on grounds of coherence. Which of the competing theories better
coheres with our primary pair, or the consequences we have established from
our primary pair? Scanning the literature, nothing appears to have been written
on this contrast between the independent signs on the intellectual road and the
signs that humans set up but this seems critical in understanding Parmenides.

Mourelatos has argued that Fr. 8, 53, pop@ag yap katébevto 800 yvwpag
OvopGlewv, has a secondary sense of those laying down the forms being in two
minds.?? If that is correct, and I am inclined to think it is, the underdetermina-
tion/sufficient reason issues allow us to understand why they were in two
minds. This sentence would then be in a highly significant position, indicating
the mental state of mortals when faced with the underdetermination issues in-
troduced in the next few lines.>

I take a major deception that the goddess speaks of to be that mortals ap-
pear to have made proper judgements in selecting opposites and selecting their

30 Reading ovAov pouvoyevég rather than ott ydp oUMopelés, see Curd (2004) 68ff. and
agreeing that povvoyevég means ‘of a single kind’, see Curd (2004) 71, cf. Palmer (2009) 382 ff.,
Gallop (1984) 64.

31 Cf. Mourelatos (1970, 2008) p. 25 note 40.

32 Mourelatos (1970, 2008) 229ff. As Mourelatos argues, the sentence is ambiguous and an
unambiguous reformulation of the sentence, still fitting Parmenides’ hexameter, was easily
available.

33 One might also note the goddesses injunction to ‘judge by reason’ at Fr. 7, 5 and the impos-
sibility of doing so here.
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qualities, when in fact they have not. They have chosen where the choice is
underdetermined, in sharp distinction to the truth part of the poem. If we are
aware of this happening with the light/dark cosmology, we will know how to
undermine any other account by asking sufficient reason questions about the
basis of their cosmology. Those accounts will not be able to surpass the light/
dark cosmology, either in terms of a defence of their basic suppositions or their
ability to account for the phenomena if the subsequent ordering given for the
light/dark cosmology is complete as is claimed.

This then is why the opinion section is so long. It needs to have an account
of all the phenomena usually accounted for in early Greek cosmologies in order
to generate the underdetermination. The light/dark cosmology is not intrinsi-
cally better than all of its competitors, with some able to equal it, generating
this underdetermination.

\')

Parmenides’ cosmology asks questions about theory choice. I also want to sug-
gest that it functions as a critique of some preceding views and as a challenge
to Parmenides’ successors.

Let us look at the notion of critique first. Consider Fr. 8, 53-59 in relation
to the Pythagoreans who use contrary pairs such as right and left, male and
female, etc. Here are the Pythagorean opposites:3*

finite infinite
odd even
one many
right left
rest motion

straight crooked

light darkness
good evil
square oblong
male female

34 From Aristotle, Metaphysics 986a22. This degree of codification of the Pythagorean oppo-
sites may well have been later than Parmenides, but the table nevertheless illustrates the types
of opposites and their arrangements that the earlier Pythagoreans would have been interested
in (see the Aristotle on Alkmaeon passage below) even if they might not have been arranged in
this exact manner.
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What sufficient reason is there to pick this set of opposites, when there are
many other possibilities and many other combinations? Was there a debate
about this sort of issue? According to Aristotle, there was and he compares the
looser approach of Alkmaeon with the more precise approach of the Pythagor-
eans:

Other members of this same school say there are ten principles, which they
arrange in two columns of cognates-limit and unlimited, odd and even, one and
plurality, right and left, male and female, resting and moving, straight and
curved, light and darkness, good and bad, square and oblong. In this way Al-
kmaeon of Croton seems also to have conceived the matter, and either he got
this view from them or they got it from him; for he expressed himself similarly
to them. For he says most human affairs go in pairs, meaning not definite con-
trarieties such as the Pythagoreans speak of, but any chance contrarieties, e.g.
white and black, sweet and bitter, good and bad, great and small. He threw out
indefinite suggestions about the other contrarieties, but the Pythagoreans de-
clared both how many and which their contrarieties are.>

Parmenides I suggest took a more radical view than Aristotle here. It is not
enough that the opposites are definite and that there is a strong sense of how
many of them there are. There must be sufficient reason to support these
choices. On this I disagree with Guthrie,?® who sees Parmenides as intending a
‘rationalization of existing beliefs’. Parmenides comes to undermine existing be-
liefs here, or at least to ask for a justification of them. Guthrie does raise an
interesting point in arguing that Parmenides grouped together pairs of opposites
in the following manner:

Active Passive

Fire Night
Bright Dark
Sky Earth
Hot Cold
Dry Moist
Rare Dense

Light Heavy

Right Left
Male Female
Soft Hard

35 Aristotle, Metaphysics 1/5, translation by Ross.
36 W. K. C. Guthrie, The Presocratic Tradition from Parmenides to Democritus. Cambridge: Cam-
bridge University Press 1965, pp. 77 ff.
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Guthrie recognises this table as conjectural,®” but it is the general principles
rather than the details which are significant here. It is possible to look at the
strength of the association for the columns in tables opposites in several ways. It
may be very strong, in the sense that square is good and oblong evil. There may
be some principle which characterises the members of each column, as active
and passive do in Guthrie’s table of Parmenides’ opposites. They may simply be
associated together with no specific principle in view.3® This raises a further suf-
ficient reason question though. There are not only issues about how many and
which combination of opposites should make up the table, but why they are
associated in these grouping, however strong we take that association to be.>®

We can look at a second theme here as well, which is a possible critique of
the Milesians. Anaximander posits the apeiron, the unlimited, from which come
pairs of opposites such as hot and cold.“® Does he give sufficient reason though
why we get specific pairs of opposites rather than any other choice? Later in this
paper I will argue that Parmenides has another critique of Anaximander, which is
whether there is sufficient reason for when and where this separation occurs. We
might also question whether Anaximenes has sufficient reason to postulate dense
and rare as the primary opposition, or why the dense should be associated with
cold and the rare with hot.*! Focused slightly differently, how do we choose be-
tween water (Thales), unlimited (Anaximander) air (Anaximenes) or fire (Heracli-
tus) or light/dark if all of these make a claim to account for all of the phenomena?

Cosmologies pre-Parmenides could not justify their choice of opposites or of
cosmological principle constituents on the grounds that they alone could ac-
count for the phenomena. Depending on how radically we want to take this,
either Parmenides shows that the phenomena can be reproduced by the alterna-
tive pair of light and dark, or he shows that this can be done with an arbitrary
choice of opposites, and an arbitrary choice of qualities to characterise those
opposites. Parmenides may give us light and night as an example of how the
phenomena can easily be produced along these lines, or he may be saying ‘even
with principles as nebulous and ill defined as light and night one can still pro-
duce the phenomena’. So Parmenides cosmology is a critique of preceding cos-

37 Guthrie (1965) vol. II, p. 77 and see p. 77 note 1 for his justification.

38 I make no comment here on the proper interpretation of the Pythagorean table.

39 If questioning such attributions is a theme in Parmenides, we might want to rethink
whether Fr. 17 gives us doctrine or not: “Se£itepoiowy pev kovpoug, Aatoiot 8¢ kovpag” (“Young
boys on the right, young girls on the left”). This is usually taken, with Galen (this is Galen. in
Epid. VI 48) to be Parmenides’ account of which side of the womb the sexes take, but we might
take this as another sufficient reason challenge — what reason is there for this distribution?

40 See e.g. Pseudo-Plutarch, Stromateis 2, Aetius Placita 11, 11, 5.

41 See Plutarch VII, 947f., Hippolytus Refutatio 1, 7, 1, Simpicius Physics 24, 26.
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mology on sufficient reason grounds. It also stands as a challenge to any future
cosmology. Can sufficient reason be given for a choice of cosmological theory?

Vi

If we do construe the cosmology in this way, as generating sufficient reason
issues, does that open up some new possibilities for linking the truth and opi-
nion parts of the poem together? I believe it does and this will lead to some
further consideration concerning cosmogony, cosmology and sufficient reason.
Fr. 8, 5-10 is important here:

o08¢ moT v 008’ EoTal, Emel VDV 0TIV OpOD v,
£v, ouvexég Tiva yap yévvav Silriosat atod;
it TO0EV aVENBEV; 008’ €k pr| E6VTOG £G00W
@aobaL 0° 0U8E VOEV' 00 Yap OTOV 0VBE VonToV
g0ty 8nwg oUk 0Tl Ti 8 &v puv Kol XpEOg WPoEV
VoTepov 1 mPdadev, ToD pndevog ApEdpevov, ov.

It never was nor will be, as it is now, all alike,

one and continuous. What birth will you seek for it?

In what way, from what source did it grow? I will not allow you
to think or say from not being, for it is not to be thought or said
that it is not; and what warrant might have driven it

later rather than sooner, beginning from nothing, to grow?
Parmenides Fr. 8, 5-10.

The last part here has indeed been taken as a sufficient reason argument and
while it is in the context of change in general, it has also been taken to be about
cosmogony and that in some ways is the most radical case here.*? If there is
nothing at all why would a cosmos begin to form? Why should cosmogony be-
gin at any one time as opposed to any other time? One way of linking this into
the truth of the poem is to look at Fr. 19, traditionally taken as closing both the
opinion section and the poem:

oUTw Tol KT 80Eav Eu TéSe kol vuvkai viv Eaot®
Kol PETEMELT Gno ToDSE TEAEVTHOOVGL TPAPEVTA:
701G & Gvop’ GvBpwrol kaTEBeVT Emionpov EkAoTwL.

42 Translating xp£og here as warrant rather than necessity (see Mourelatos (2008) xxviii and
xxxii note 28).

43 Printing kai vOv £aot instead of xai vuv €aot which helps to bring out the past/present/
future temporal sense of the passage here, cf. Thomas Calvo, Truth and Doxa in Parmenides,
Archiv fiir Geschichte der Philosophie, Volume 59, Issue 3, 1977, pp. 245-260.



30 —— Andrew Gregory DE GRUYTER

Thus according to opinion these things have grown and now are
and afterwards, from this point, they will grow and come to an end.
For them men have laid down names to mark each.

Parmenides Fr. 19.4

That focuses us quite strongly back on Fr. 8, 5-10. There is the same issue of
growth and there is an allusion to the timeless nature of what is. It should also
focus us back onto Fr. 8 53—55 where mortals laid down names and signs, here
émionpov. Another way of linking Fr. 8, 5-10 into the opinion section of the
poem is through Fr. 10:

glont & aibepiav 1€ PUOW T& T v aifépL mévTa
onfpaTa Kal kabapdg evay£og feAioo

Aapmnadog €py’ &idnAa kal 6mndbev E€eyévovto,
£pya Te KUKAWTOG TievonL Tiepipotta oeAvng
Kal @UOLV, eldrjoelg 8¢ kal oVPAVOV GUEIS ExovTa
&vbev Epu Te kal g pv Gyouo émednoev Avdykn
nielpat Exev AOTPpWV.

You will know the nature of the aether and all

of the signs in the aether and the clean, pure lamp of the sun,

its destructive deeds and the manner of their generation.

You will learn the works and nature of the wandering round-eyed moon
you will know the surrounding heaven

whence it grew and how necessity led and bound it

to hold the limits of the stars.

Parmenides, Fr. 10.

Here there is generation (¢£ey£vovto) in contravention of Fr. 8, 2—3 and in particu-
lar the heavens grew in contravention of in Fr. 8, 10 (£pu, same verb as the highly
emphatic @v in Fr. 8, 10). Finally, Fr. 11 is also very interesting in this respect:

WG yola kot fAwog R8e oehvn

aifrp Te £uVog yéAa T ovpaviov Kol GAVHTTOG
£oyotog NS GoTpwv Beppov pevog wpprdnoav
yiyveafau.

How earth, sun, moon,

common aether, heavenly milky way, Olympus
furthest away and the hot might of the stars began to

come to be.
Parmenides Fr. 11.

I have translated wppr|fnoav yiyveoBat here in an understated way as ‘began to
come to be’. That on its own is contrary to the strictures of the truth part of the

44 Simplicius, De Caelo Commentary, 558, 8.



DE GRUYTER Parmenides, Cosmology and Sufficient Reason = 31

poem and Fr. 8, 5-10, but one might also look at some of the shades of mean-
ing for wppRnoav and wpoev at Fr. 8, 9. Rush, thrust, strove,*6 and hasten
are all possibilities for wppriBnoav here and may sharpen the contrast with Fr. 8
5-10 depending on exactly how we take (I)pcsv there. There can be no doubt
that Parmenides took Fr. 8, 5-10 to have cosmological and cosmogonical signif-
icance and that the opinion part of the poem frequently reminds us of that.

Vil

There is another sufficient reason issue in the truth part of the poem which
leads to some interesting issues in cosmogony and cosmology. A good deal of
the truth can be generated out of considerations concerning the nature of exis-
tence and non-existence. That what exists is homogenous might be a sufficient
reason issue (no reason for inhomogeneities to be here than elsewhere) but can
be generated simply by denying any existence to non-existence. Reality cannot
be like a Swiss cheese, because the holes, according to Parmenides, cannot ex-
ist. However, we are also told that:

aUTAp Emel TElpag TOpATOV, TeETEAEopEVOY 0T,

n&vtobev eDKUKAOL o@aipng EvaAiykiov Gykwt,

HEOOGBeV {oomaAEG VTN TO Yap oUTe TL peilov

oUte TL PatdTepov TiEAEval XpeGV €0TL TAL 1 THL

As there is an ultimate limit,*® it is complete,

from all sides like the bulk of a well-rounded sphere,*®

equivalent in all ways from the centre. For it must not be any larger

or any smaller here or there.
Parmenides, Fr. 8, 42-45.

There has been considerable debate on whether Parmenides argued that what is
is physically spherical. I am going to argue for the literal view. I do not think
this was an error or an oversight on Parmenides’ part. I believe his view to be
coherent, consistent and philosophically interesting. I also believe his view sets
up an interesting sufficient reason critique and challenge for cosmogony. I will

45 Gallop (1984) p. 81.

46 Cerri (2011) pp. 85-6.

47 Punctuating ‘teteeopévov €oti, mavtoBev’ rather than ‘tetelecpévov éoti mavtobev,’. See
Gallop (1984) 72, Mourelatos (1970, 2008) 123, Curd (2004) 92.

48 ‘Ultimate limit’ rather than ‘furthest limit’ for neipag mopatov, see below.

49 ‘In all ways’ rather than ‘from all sides’ for mavtoBev, see below.
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be careful here to refer to a ‘spherical entity’ and not a ‘spherical cosmos’. The
entity here I believe is meant to be spherical, but lacks the parts and the differ-
entiation, ordering and distribution of parts required for it to count as a cos-
mos.>°

Against the literal interpretation, it is argued that Parmenides does not say
what is is a well rounded sphere, but it is like, évoAiykiov, the bulk of a well
rounded sphere. The description should be treated as a metaphor or analogy.*!
We are then free to explore in which ways what is may be like a sphere without
actually being physically spherical. Owen has argued that just as there is in
invariance of time in Parmenides, the analogy of the sphere brings out the in-
variance of space.>> Mourelatos has argued that a key aspect of a sphere is its
perfect symmetry, such that a sphere appears spherical whichever aspect it is
viewed from,>® and that the description of the sphere fits well with the idea of
the complete nature of being that Parmenides is arguing for.>

In favour of the literal interpretation, Jameson has argued that o@aipa
should be taken in the sense of ball, >®> rather than in the more abstract sense of
sphere and that 6ykwt, bulk, also lends a physical sense.”¢ If we take mévtofev
to mean ‘from all quarters, from every side’ this could have either literal or me-
taphorical meanings. However, mdvtofev can also mean ‘in every way’ which
would lean strongly to a literal reading. While I tend to agree with Gallop that
we cannot conclude from the fact that Parmenides employed the sphere analogy
whether he meant it literally,”” it would also seem relativley straightforward, if

50 As noted earlier, Parmenides does not refer to what he argues for in the truth part of the
poem as a cosmos, Fr. 4 explicitly denies it is a cosmos and the contrasts introduced at Fr. 8,
60-61 would seem to deny it is a cosmos as well.

51 Curd (2004) p. 92 and p. 93, Mourelatos (1970, 2008) p. 124 rejects ‘simile’ as too weak,
though he rejects the literal interpretation in favour of ‘speculative metaphor’, see his p. 124
and Ch. 1.

52 Owen (1960), p. 66.

53 Mourelatos (1970, 2008) p. 129.

54 Mourelatos (1970, 2008) p. 124.

55 G. Jameson, Well Rounded Truth and Circular Thought in Parmenides. Phronesis 1958,
pp. 15-30, p. 15 note 3, see Homer Odyssey VI, 100, 115, it is what Nausicaa and her maidens
play with, One would have to be cautious though to specify an homogenous ball, rather than
ball in the sense of football where the surround is distinct from its contents.

56 I would add to this that Plato uses o@oipa to describe a physically spherical earth in the
Phaedo 110b6-7 ((omep oi Swdekdokutol o@aipat) and that Anaximander may well have used
this term to decribe the carriers of the heavenly bodies (Ava&ipavdpog UTO TV KOKAWV Kal T@V
oAV, £@’ MV ExaoTog BEBNKE, Pépeaba, Aetius, Placita, 11, 16, 5.), where again the meaning
is clearly physical.

57 Gallop (1984) p. 20.
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Parmenides had wished to do so, to exclude spatial considerations here. Cer-
tainly many in antiquity took him to be arguing for a spherical entity.

There is another passage though, shortly before the sphere analogy, which
might incline us towards a literal reading:

TAUTOV T €V TaDTAL TE PEVOV KO’ EQUTO TE KETTAL.

XoUTwg Epumedov abbL pével kpatepr yop Avéykn

nieipatog €v Seopolow Exel, TO pv dpgig Eépyel.”®

Remaining the same and in the same, it lies according to itself
thus it remains firmly in place. For strong necessity

holds it in the bonds of a limit, which shut it in all around.
Parmenides Fr. 8, 29-30.

avbt here looks strongly spatial. LS] give on the spot, here, there, as primary
meanings.” If this is meant to express the idea that what is undergoes no quali-
tative changes, without implying that what is has a place and stays there, it is
very clumsily and ambiguously expressed. If Parmenides were only talking
about change in general here, then all he would need to say would be ‘Remain-
ing the same, strong necessity holds it in the bonds of a limit, which shut it in
all around.” He does not though, and adds in the strongly spatial ‘in the same’
as well as avBL Parmenides also uses akivntov at Fr. 8, 26 and 38, for which
LS] give ‘unmoved, motionless’. dxivntov clearly means more in this context,
covering many sorts of changes, but it would have to retain its primary meaning
as well. Furthermore, at Fr. 8, 41, Parmenides specifically talks of Tomov &AAdo-
oetv, change of place.®

This passage does two things. Firstly, it establishes a context of considera-
tions of place/space in which the comparison to a sphere is made. One might
add to that Fr. 8, 25:

TAL EUVEXEG TIGV E0TLV: €0V V&P €0VTL TTEAGSEL.

Thus it is all continuous. For what is draws near to what is.
Parmenides Fr. 8, 25.%

58 I stay with the orthodox text here rather than Frankel’s proposed changes, see Frankel
(1975) p. 30.

59 Homer’s usage is strongly spatial as well, see Odyssey V, 208.

60 Cf. Sedley (1999) 119ff. that a spatial reading is required to give substance to Parmenides’
arguments about change. Parmenides is of course critical of change of place but one might
argue the criticism is of change, not of place.

61 Jameson (1958) p. 15 note 3 cites Parmenides Fr. 8, 22-25 as evidence that Parmenides is
‘conscious of reality as an extended thing’. Fr. 8, 22—24 seem to me reasonably easy to construe
as solely about the metaphysical properties of reality, Fr. 8, 25 much less so. See also Fr. 8, 6
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The primary sense of &uveyxeg in LS] is ‘spatially continuous’ and mieAd{et in this
context could easily be translated as ‘touches’.®> Secondly, if what is has a
place, and is spatially continuous as well, it will then be very difficult to deny
that what is is spatial and has some determinate shape, if it is complete.®> The
question then is; which shape?

The major problem for the literal view is that it is said to generate para-
doxes. These are allegedly easy to generate, impossible to solve and a philoso-
pher of the status of Parmenides would not have fallen into them.®* One, invol-
ving limits, can be expressed like this: “Must there not be empty space beyond
the limits of the sphere if they are to function as limits?”¢> If we take limit here
in the sense of edge, that may be true, but there are other ways of thinking
about limits such that they are neither edges nor external to what is limited.
Here it is important to understand Fr. 8, 42 in a broad sense. ‘a0tap £nel meipag
mopatov’ might be translated as ‘since there is a furthest limit’, giving it a
strong spatial sense. However, Parmenides seems to be discussing what is and
the complete nature of what is quite generally at this stage, so it may be better
to understand this as ‘since there is an ultimate limit’ in a more metaphysical
sense.%

Can a cosmos have limits that are not edges? The modern view here is that
what limits the size of the universe is the amount of time it has been in exis-
tence and its rate of expansion. Nothing limits the universe externally and there
are no edges to the universe. There is neither time nor space outside of the uni-
verse as these are both generated by the big bang. If we want some ancient

£v, ouveyég (one, spatially continuous) for further indications that Parmenides has something
extended in mind.

62 E.g. Gallop (1984) p. 69.

63 Something that has place technically need not have shape (a point has place but does not
occupy space and has no shape) but Parmenides can hardly be arguing that what is has the
characteristics of a point.

64 See e.g. M. C. Stokes, One and many in Presocratic Philosophy. Cambridge: Harvard Univer-
sity Press, 1971, p. 140.

65 G. S. Kirk, J. E. Raven, M. Schofield The Presocratic Philosophers, 2" edition, 1983, Cam-
bridge: Cambridge University Press (KRS) p. 254.

66 See e.g. Gallop (1984) p. 20. Parmenides closes this part if the discussion by saying (Fr. 8,
49): “ol yap mavToBev ioov, OpGS év meipact kUpel”, “For being in all directions equal, it falls
homogenously within its limits.” Again, I take limit here in the more general sense rather than
as edge and the emphasis to be on the homogeneity of what is. The sphericity debate usually
polarizes around Fr. 8, 42 being a spatial/physical limit, so what is is spherical and the para-
doxes apply, or Fr. 8, 42 not being a spatial/physical limit and what is not being spherical.
Here I take the view that Fr. 8, 42 is a spatial/physical limit but what is is spherical, being
limited in other ways.
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analogues to this, if we were to ask a Platonist what limits the size of the cos-
mos, they might well cite the harmonic structure of the cosmos given at Ti-
maeus 35bff. If we ask the same question of a Ptolemaic astronomer, they might
well answer that there is no unused space in the cosmos, we space the deferent
circles for the planets and stars on the principle that the epicycles may touch
but not overlap and that limits the size of the cosmos.®” Neither Plato, nor Aris-
totle nor Ptolemy countenance empty space beyond the cosmos.

There is an interesting move in Plato from the Republic and the Myth of Er,
where the cosmos is bound together externally by vnolwpata (which are ropes
used around the hull of a trireme to strengthen it) and the cosmos turns on a
pivot.®® The Timaeus 32ff. though makes it quite clear that the universe ex-
hausts what is and is entirely complete, with no external binding or pivot to
rotate on. There is no doubt that the cosmos in the Timaeus is physically sphe-
rical, so it is also interesting that Plato, in what looks like an allusion to Parme-
nides Fr. 8, 42—45, says that the cosmos is:

Agfov kai OpoAOV TavToyf Te €k péoov oov kai 6Aov kal TéAeov.

Smooth, uniform, equal in all ways from the centre, whole and complete.
Plato, Timaeus 34b

A second paradox can be expressed rather more bluntly: If the cosmos is sphe-
rical, what is outside it? The answer to that, for Parmenides, cannot be anything
that asserts the existence of non-being or implies that a void exists. As that
seems unavoidable, he cannot then have thought that what is is spherical.®® I
am not convinced that this line solves all the problems here though. As re-
marked earlier, Parmenides is talking quite generally about the whole and com-
plete nature of what is. If so, one would have to accept that there is a limit to
what is, as Parmenides clearly does. One might then ask: What is beyond/other
than/in addition to/outside of what is?’° Again, the answer ought not to be
‘there is nothing’. Instead, the answer might run like this. What is is complete.
What is exhausts what is and what we can speak of. That which does not exist

67 Technically, both these methods give ratios rather than absolute size, though both could
still be quite reasonably said to be limits on the size of the cosmos. Both can give absolute size
if the absolute distance between say earth and moon is known. Ptolemaic astronomers did
attempt this, Plato’s model was abandoned prior to the required techniques being devised.

68 Plato, Republic 616c.

69 One move to avoid this is to suggest that Parmenides had a closed vision of space rather
than the later (in modern terms Euclidean) view of infinitely extending space. However, I doubt
that Parmenides had a conception of space independent of his conception of what is.

70 If there is no limit to what is, I would still argue for a spherical cosmos for Parmenides.
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does not exist beyond what exists. The limits of what is are limits by exhaus-
tion, not external limits or edges bordering on something else. I do not want to
suggest that space is something independent for Parmenides,” but one might
then say similarly that space is limited, it is limited by exhaustion and does not
have external limits and does not have edges bordering on something else.
What I do want to suggest is that for Parmenides, what is has spatial character-
istics such that it is reasonable to ascribe a shape to what is, such as a sphere.
Just as what is exhausts what is, those spatial characteristics exhaust the spa-
tial.”

If we understand limit for Parmenides as limit by exhaustion rather than as
external constraint or edge, then the alleged paradoxes are not generated. Par-
menides has an intelligent and original treatment of place and space. This
leaves us though with the question of why a sphere as opposed to some other
shape? Does this sphericity call upon sufficient reason considerations and not
just on the nature of being? The homogeneity of what is can be derived from
existence/non-existence considerations, but can the shape of what is be derived
in that manner as well? ‘Equivalent in all ways’ and ‘not any larger or smaller’
certainly look like sufficient reason considerations. If we do take this spatially
there are some interesting consequences for cosmology in terms of sufficient
reason and reactions to Parmenides in antiquity.

71 Nor is time something independent for Parmenides.

72 Does Parmenides then argue, as Melissus did (Melissus Fr. 7), that what is is motionless as
there is nowhere for it to move? No say G. S. Kirk and M. C. Stokes, Parmenides Refutation of
Motion, Phronesis 1960, pp. 1-4, Parmenides’ argument is ‘ontological not physical’, motion is
ruled out by the strictures against coming to be and passing away in general, not specifically
by a lack of further space. I agree the ‘ontological’ argument is quite general (as are the notions
of limit) but this does not preclude Parmenides adding in the physical argument as well. As
noted above, Fr. 8, 29-31 has more than is necessary just for the ontological argument and
“TOVTEV T &V TOVT@L Te PEVOV Kad’ EQUTS Te KelTal YoUTWG #umedov avdt pével’, ‘remaining the
same and in the same, it lies in accordance with itself, thus it remains firmly in place’ might
indicate a physical argument. Plato’s attributes the physical argument to people like Melissus
and Parmenides in the Theaetetus180e., ‘O &v Te MEvTa €0TL Kal E0TNKEV aUTO €V AUT® OUK
éxov ywpav &v | kweite’, ‘Everything is one and stands still itself in itself having no space in
which to move.’

One might argue that just as Plato has made an extreme, unhistorical caricature of the
‘everything changes’ position in the preceding part of the Theaetetus, perhaps this is an unhis-
torical caricature as well. However, the preceding quotation of ‘otov akivntov TeAébel T@) mavTi
dvop’ ivar’, quoted independently twice by Simplicius (Physics 29, 15 and 143, 8) and this close
parallel to Parmenides (Cf. Xenophanes Fr. 26, 1 as well) would seem to rule this out. See Corn-
ford (1935) on the quotation.
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Vil

There is a dilemma in both ancient and modern cosmogony which can be ex-
pressed like this. If the original state of the universe is homogeneous, and the
universe obeys laws which are place/direction invariant, it is then difficult to
see how anything interesting will develop in that universe. How would this ori-
ginal symmetry be broken? What sufficient reason would there be for it to be
broken in one place or direction rather than another? If the original state of the
universe is not homogeneous, we require some further explanation, some suffi-
cient reason as to why it has this particular state as opposed to any other. Mod-
ern big bang cosmogony has this problem. If we assume that what expands
from the initial state is entirely homogeneous, and that it expands isotropically
(equally in all directions), then all that will result will be a larger homogeneous
universe, which only differs from earlier stages in being less dense and cooler.”
The modern solution to this difficulty is to invoke quantum mechanics to break
the symmetry. At an early stage of the universe, quantum effects create inhomo-
geneities in the distribution of matter/energy throughout the universe (the fa-
mous ‘ripples’ in space/time). The areas of greater energy density will then act
as gravitational attractors, stars or galaxies will then form around these areas of
higher energy density. In reply to the question of why here rather than there,
the answer will be that quantum mechanics is fundamentally probabilistic in its
nature, and can only give probabilities of energy distribution.

If we take it that Parmenides argues that what exists is a homogenous
sphere, then he generates similar problems with cosmogony. As Mourelatos has
emphasised, a key aspect of the sphere analogy for Parmenides is the perfect
symmetrical nature of the sphere.”* How can that ever become anything like the
cosmos we see without breaking the symmetries and the principle of sufficient
reason? Again, I suggest that this is both a critique and a challenge. In particu-
lar I believe this is a critique of Anaximander, though it may well bite on the
other Milesians as well. Consider the initial stage for Anaximander when we
have nothing but the apeiron, before the process of separating out of opposites
and cosmos formation begins. Assuming we take this to be spatially and tempo-
rally unlimited and characterless, we then have an entirely homogenous entity.

73 It is very tempting to give a more dynamic sense to Parmenides by translating ‘necodéfev
{oonaAeg mavny (Fr. 8, 44) as ‘pushing out from the middle’ but given the strictures against
motion in the truth part of the poem that would be quite inappropriate. The cosmogonical puz-
zle works without this. Cf. Mourelatos (1970) p. 123, note 24. One possibility here is that, like a
ball, there is equal resistance to being squeezed in all directions.

74 Mourelatos (1970, 2008) p. 128.



38 —— Andrew Gregory DE GRUYTER

One might then ask what sufficient reason is there for when cosmos formation
begins and what sufficient reason is there for where cosmos formation begins?7>
To these considerations we can add one outlined above, which is what would
we get from the characterless apeiron? Is there sufficient reason that we would
get e.g. hot and cold as opposed to any other pair? This goes rather beyond
Frankel’s view of the relation between Parmenides and Anaximander.”® Friankel
sees Parmenides as having a philosophical critique of Anaximander. Parme-
nides insists on limits where Anaximander posits the unlimited, being is com-
plete and finished for Parmenides where the apeiron is an arche from which the
cosmos is steered into existence. I am happy with those contrasts, but there is
an interesting sufficient reason critique of cosmogony as well.””

This critique may also bite on Thales and Anaximenes. In terms of matter
theory, Thales holds that everything can be generated from and destroyed into
water, Anaximenes that everything can be generated from and destroyed into
air. In terms of cosmogony, we might reasonably assume that the starting point
is homogenous water or homogenous air, transformations begin and a cosmos
is eventually formed.”® If so, we then have the same issues of where and when
cosmos formation will begin. Superficially, there may seem to be less of a pro-
blem about what we get first as transformations from water and air, rather than
the apeiron. Do we get water into earth or air first, do we get air being com-
pacted or rarified first? A deeper question from the earlier discussion would be
whether there is sufficient reason to attribute specific properties to water or air
and whether there is sufficient reason to suppose the scheme of transforma-
tions.

75 If Anaximander thought the apeiron to form a sphere, he might answer ‘the middle’. How-
ever, it is not clear that he did think the apeiron spherical, or that answering the ‘middle’ solves
the problem as the cosmos is not a point at the middle but is differentiated around the middle
and sufficient reason would need to be given for that differentiation.

76 H. Frankel, Studies in Parmenides, in R. E. Allen and D. J. Furley, Studies in Presocratic
Philosophy, vol 1I. London: Routledge and Kegan Paul, 1975, pp. 1-47, pp. 25ff.

77 Especially, one might add, if Anaximander is himself committed to the principle of suffi-
cient reason, which his account of the stability of the earth might indicate, see Aristotle De
Caelo 11/13 295b10ff., Hippolytus, Refutation of all Heresies 1, 6, 3, though cf. Simplicius On the
Heavens 532.13.

78 If we assume otherwise, that there is a mix of water or air with other ‘elements’ or that
there are inhomogeneities, we fall into the other problem of what sufficient reason for this
particular distribution?
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IX

Parmenides’ views also stand as a challenge as well as a critique. Is it possible
to formulate a cosmogony that avoids the problems of giving sufficient reasons
for symmetry breaking if we assume a homogenous origin, or giving sufficient
reason for a supposed distribution if we assume a non-homogenous origin? If
there are some important sufficient reason considerations in Parmenides, that
may give us some interesting lines to pursue in relation to reactions to his work.
Within the confines of this paper I cannot pursue all of those, but I do want to
look briefly at Leucippus and Democritus on the issue of where and when cos-
moi begin to form. Even here I am conscious of passing over several issues of
what happens in the void for Leucippus and Democritus, which are the subject
of another paper, Leucippus and Democritus on Like to Like and ou mallon.”
Leucippus and Democritus make interesting use of the ou mallon principle. Lit-
erally ou mallon means ‘not rather than’ as in ‘not a rather than b’ and ex-
presses indifference or lack of preference between alternatives. If there is a mul-
tiplicity of atoms rather than a single entity, then there is an issue concerning
what are the sizes and shapes of these atoms. Simplicius tells us that Leucippus
believed there to be an infinite number of shapes and sizes for the atoms on an
ou mallon basis, that there are no preferred shapes or sizes.®® One can take that
either as a rejection or a reformulation of sufficient reason.®!

There is no original state for Leucippus and Democritus as the atoms and
the void have existed for all time and that in itself is an interesting alternative
in relation to Parmenides. There is then no initial disposition of the atoms. How-
ever, they do hold that cosmoi come into existence. There is something more to
say here, especially as in the Simplicius passage the use of ou mallon can be
construed as a general principle. Plutarch tells us that for Democritus the distri-
bution of atoms in the void is ou mallon.®? Barnes’ paraphrase of Plutarch on

79 The key issue is whether there are any forces acting between the atoms or whether there
are just collisions prior to vortex formation.

80 Simplicius Physics 28, 8: ‘Leucippus supposed there to be an infinite number of atoms that
are always in motion and have an infinite number of shapes on the grounds that nothing is
such rather than such (81& 16 pundév paAAov TolobTov fj TolobTov eivan).’ Cf. Aristotle Physics
I11/4 203b25.

81 On this see Mourelatos (2005) Intrinsic and Relational Properties of Atoms in the Democri-
tean Ontology. In Metaphysics, Soul and Ethics in Ancient Thought, ed. R. Salles, Oxford: Claren-
don Press, p. 50.

82 Plutarch, Adversus Colotem 1109a, Democritus: ‘v | Slopiletat pry pdAAov T 8év fi T6 pn-
8¢v eiva, 84v pv dvopdlwy 10 o@pa pndév 8¢ TO kevdv, Mg kal ToVToL PUOLV TIVA Kol DGoTA-
ow {diav £yovtog (Said that thing exists no more than nothing, ‘thing’ being the name of body
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Democritus is that ‘There is no more reason for there to be occupied than for
there to be unoccupied areas of space.’®? If that is so, then the distribution of
the atoms in the void is ou mallon as well, which would only to be expected if
there is no original disposition of atoms. If all we then have are collisions be-
tween atoms, then the formation of vortices which generate cosmoi will be ou
mallon with respect to time and place as well. Vortex formation in an infinite
void would occur at all times (but not in all places at all times) and in all places
(but not at all times in all places). This constitutes a very interesting, relevant
and consistent reply to Parmenides. Instead of requiring sufficient reason, Leu-
cippus and Democritus deploy the ou mallon principle, to the sizes and shapes
of atoms and to the distribution of atoms with the effect that the times and
places of vortex formation, and so cosmos formation, are ou mallon as well. I
will mention but not pursue here the idea that the Epicurean swerve also has
the effect of symmetry breaking, makes cosmos formation ou mallon with re-
spect to time and place and also moves away from the sufficient reason analysis
of Parmenides.

It is also notable that Plato in the Timaeus is careful to give sufficient rea-
son for every disposition of the cosmos that the demiurge makes. Of course,
there may be other motivations for Plato here as well. Against Anaxagoras, or at
least the Anaxagoras Plato depicts in the Phaedo, Plato may want to emphasise
the breadth and consistency of the teleological explanations he gives. Against
the atomists Plato wants to argue for a single well designed cosmos rather than
an indefinite number of cosmoi coming about by chance and notably he wants
two mathematically precise types of particle rather than the ou mallon attitude
of the atomists. Against Empedocles, he wants single, well designed species as
opposed to the nightmarish Empedoclean scenario of body parts moving around
and encountering each other by accident. We might also consider the Timaeus
as a reaction to Parmenides in giving sufficient reason for each disposition of
the cosmos.

X

Parmenides is sometimes held to have made some significant discoveries in as-
tronomy. There is a question of how that could be so, given the strictures of his

and ‘nothing’ of void, the latter having a nature and substance of its own.” Cf. Aristotle Meta-
physics 985b4, Simplicius Physics, 28, 11-12.
83 Barnes (1982) p. 405.
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position as it is normally understood. Earlier I spoke of the importance of the
contrast between the orjpata at Fr. 8, 2 and at Fr. 8, 55 and Fr. 19, 3. Parmenides
refers to orjpata once more, in Fr. 10:

elont 8 aibepiov Te PUOW Ta T év aibépL mévta

ofpata Kal kaBapdg evay£og feAiolo

Aapnadog €py’ &idnAa kot Omndbev E&eyévovto,

£pya Te KUKAWTOG TievoTL TEpiporta oeAnvng

Kal @UoLy, eidrjoelg 8¢ kai oVpavov aueic Exovta

£vBev pev yap @u Te kal (g puv dyovoa £nédnoev Avaykn
neipat Exev GoTpwV.

You will know the nature of the aether and all

of the signs in the aether and the clean, pure lamp of the sun,
its destructive deeds and the manner of their generation.

You will learn the works and nature of the wandering round-eyed moon
you will know the surrounding heaven

whence it grew and how necessity led and bound it

to hold the limits of the stars.

Parmenides, Fr. 10.

As with the earlier contrast, there is nothing in the literature about how this use
of orjpata relates to the other uses. The orjpata here could have an astrological
sense (LS] give sign from heaven, omen, portent as one group of meanings for
onpata) though I would be more inclined simply to constellation, or perhaps
stars and planets.®* The deflationary view here is that Parmenides uses a fairly
standard word, orjpata, for constellations or perhaps portents in the heavens.
We can steer by the stars, so they are signs in that sense,®” tell time by the stars
and planets and orientate ourselves in that sense, or arrange our lives according
to the portents for signs and steering in a different sense, but there is nothing
philosophically significant here.

The alternative view is that ofjpata is a highly loaded term for Parmenides
and its use here has considerable significance. Given that Parmenides chose to
write in poetic form and that commentators have considered, quite rightly, other
terms in Parmenides to be loaded this is certainly something that cannot be dis-
missed out of hand. The contrast between Parmenides’ uses of orjpata would
then look like this. Fr. 8, 1-4 gives us orjpata which exist independently on the
intellectual road. Fr. 8, 53-59 and Fr. 19, 3 then give us a sharp contrast with
onfjpata which mortals set up themselves. Fr. 10, 1-2 gives us orjpata which are
in the physical, perceptual world. In contrast to Fr. 8, 1-4 these are not intellec-

84 Cf. Mourelatos (1970, 2008) p. 25 note 40.
85 Gallop (1984) p. 12-13.
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tual signs and in contrast to Fr. 8, 53-59 these signs have an independent exis-
tence, not being set up by humans.

Does this then mean that we can have some knowledge of the physical
world? Certainly there are verbs of knowing here, €loni, nevont and &idrioelg
and it is notable that like the verbs of knowing earlier in the poem,%¢ they are
all second person futures. The problem is that they range over several issues
(generation of the sun, growth of the heavens) where knowledge seemed ex-
pressly forbidden in the truth part of the poem. It is generally held then that we
should take the verbs of knowing here in the same sense as Fr. 1, 28 muBéaBat
and Fr. 8, 52 p&vOave in that we learn what the opinions of mortals are but
understand that there is a problem with the veracity of those beliefs.8”

However, one might question whether that does sufficient justice to Parme-
nides’ use of orjpata here, where the orjpata are independent and not set up by
humans as in Fr. 8, 55. One possibility here is that while these orfjpata do not
help us with general cosmological theories, which remain underdetermined,
they may help us with specific astronomical phenomena. If so, that may help to
solve the puzzle of how Parmenides made some significant specific discoveries
in astronomy.

X

There is evidence that Parmenides made some original and significant contribu-
tions to astronomy and cosmology. These are that the moon shines due to the
light of the sun, that the morning star and the evening star are the same entity
and that the earth is spherical, as well as being central and immobile. Graham
has recently reviewed the evidence and has made a convincing case that we
can attribute these discoveries to Parmenides.8

That Parmenides believed the moon to shine by light reflected by the sun is
beyond doubt as we have two fragments which say as much. Both fragments
are quoted by Plutarch who makes it clear that Parmenides is talking about the
moon in both cases:

VUKTL G&oG Tiepl yoiav dAwpevov GANITpLov p®G.5°

86 mubéobau, Fr. 1, 28, pabrioeat Fr. 1, 31.

87 See. Eg. Gallop (1984) pp. 41 and 79.

88 Graham (forthcoming) Ch. 3, cf. Guthrie (1965) vol. II, p. 65.

89 Reading vukti @dog with A. Mourelatos, “The Light of Day by Night": nukti phaos, Said of
the Moon in Parmenides B14,” in Presocratics and Plato: Festschrift at Delphi in Honor of
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The light of day by night, roaming around earth with another’s light,
Parmenides Fr. 14.%°

aiel momraivovoa pog avyag fiehioto.

Always looking toward the rays of the sun.
Parmenides Fr. 15.

Aetius tells us that:

Thales was the first to say it is illuminated by the sun. Pythagoras, Parmenides,
Empedocles, Anaxagoras, Metrodorus likewise.”!

However, we have no evidence that Thales or Pythagoras said this or if they did
it had any effect. The attribution to Pythagoras also looks suspect in the light of
modern scholarship which understands Pythagoras largely as a religious figure
and recognises that many ideas were later wrongly attributed to him.?> That
leaves us with Parmenides as the first to recognise that the moon shone by light
from the sun. Diogenes Laertius says of Parmenides that:

He was the first to say the earth was spherical and situated in the middle.”

Given that Anaximander believed the earth to be drum shaped, and we have
little knowledge of other thinkers’ views, that is quite plausible, especially given
Parmenides’ emphasis on sufficient reason.®* Aetius also tells us that:

Parmenides placed the morning star first in the aether, which he believed is the same as
the evening star and after this the sun.”

Graham makes a good case that while the identity of the morning and evening
stars was well known to the Babylonians, this does not seem to have been re-

Charles Kahn, edd. Richard Patterson, Vassilis Karasmanis, and Arnold Hermann, Las Vegas,
NV, Parmenides Publishing, 2012, pp. 25-58, D. Graham (forthcoming) and MSS prior to Scali-
ger’s emendation to vukTipa¥Y.

90 Cf. Aetius, Placita, 11, 26, 2.

91 Aetius, Placita, 11, 28, 5.

92 P. Tannery Pour Uhistoire de la science helléne, 2nd edition. Paris: Gauthiers-Villars et Cie,
p. 219, cf. W. Burkert, Lore and Science in Ancient Pythgoreanism, Harvard U.P, 1972, C. Huff-
man, The Pythagorean Tradition, in A. A. Long Ed.(1999) The Cambridge Companion to Early
Greek Philosophy, Cambridge U.P., pp. 66-87, L. Zhmud, Pythagoras and the Early Pythagor-
eans, Cambridge: Cambridge U.P. 2012.

93 Diogenes Laertius IX, 21.

94 In relation to the shape and position of the earth, Aetius Placita, 111, 15, 7 tells us that: “For
Parmenides and Democritus, as it is equally distant from everything, it remains in a state of
equilibrium, having no reason why it should move this way rather than that.”

95 Aetius, Placita, 11, 15, 7.
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cognised by the earlier presocratics and this may be an independent discovery
on Parmenides’ part. Graham also quite reasonably points out that in other
cases where the evidence is that a philosopher is the first to propound a theory,
we accept it as his own. Why should we not do so in Parmenides’ case?

I would add a parallel with treatment of Plato here. It used to be the case
that the natural philosophy of the Timaeus was attributed in whole to Pythagor-
ean sources, or that the astronomy of the Timaeus was attributed to Eudoxus.
With the demise of the strong two worlds interpretation of Plato and recent
work on the Timaeus and Plato’s attitude to natural philosophy in general we
recognise some Pythagorean influences but do not attribute the whole of the
Timaeus to the Pythagoreans. So too we can accept the astronomy as Plato’s
own on the basis that he recorded this astronomy first and there is no evidence
or reason to attribute it to anyone else. If we are re-assessing Parmenides’ atti-
tude to cosmology, we cannot dismiss evidence that he made important discov-
eries on the basis that one interpretation of his cosmology would rule out or
make implausible any significant discoveries on his part.”® Especially, one
might argue, when there are three perfectly plausible discoveries and the alter-
native to attributing them to Parmenides is the rather tired and vague strategy
of ‘it must have been one of the Pythagoreans’.

Is it then, as Guthrie put it in relation to the sphericity of the earth, though
his comment could apply to the identity of the morning star and evening star
and the fact that the moon reflects the light of the sun:

A strange freak of history that so fundamental a discovery should have been made by
one for whom the whole physical world was an unreal show.*”

Perhaps we are better off rethinking whether for Parmenides ‘the whole physical
world was an unreal show’. If the comments above on orjpata are correct and
Fr. 10 has independently existing signposts in the heavens, we can see why
Parmenides’ discoveries were exclusively in astronomy. Owen once wrote that:

Parmenides did not write as a cosmologist. He wrote as a philosophical pioneer of the
first water.”®

I simply reject this dichotomy.?® Were there philosophical pioneers of the first
water who were also interested in cosmology and had important things to say

96 Cf. Cerri (2011) p. 93.
97 Guthrie, p. 65, note 1.
98 Owen (1960) p. 68.

99 Cf. Sedley pp. 122-3.
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about cosmology? Do we really need to look further than Plato and Aristotle
here?100

Xil

Let me return to the issues I raised in my introduction. Why did Parmenides
have a cosmology, why was it so long and why did it claim to give a complete
account? I have argued here that the opinion section gives us a critique of cos-
mology rather than doctrine. For that underdetermination critique to work, the
cosmology had to demonstrate that it could explain all of the phenomena itself
to be at least as good at accounting for the phenomena as all the preceding
cosmologies. Other cosmologies might at best equal it, but none could overtake
it. This account explains why the cosmology is simply presented and not argued
for. It frees us from attempting to explain the contents of the cosmology in
terms of preceding cosmologies in the manner of Zeller and Burnet. It frees us
from the idea that the cosmology is in some way a best possible or most likely
account when the philology is against such a reading of ¢owxdta and it is un-
clear how for Parmenides there could be a better cosmology, and if there can
be, why this particular cosmology is any better. It frees us from the idea that
this long cosmology explicates a single, immediately debilitating philosophical
error.

I have also argued that the cosmology, in conjunction with the truth part of
the poem, raises sufficient reason issues which are significant in themselves
and function as a critique of preceding cosmology and a challenge to future
cosmology. Can choices of the constituents for the cosmos and their attributes
be justified? Can the time and place of cosmogony be justified? Anaximander
may be a significant target for those questions, while in relation to the latter
question, Leucippus and Democritus have a very interesting answer.

How was it that Parmenides was able to make some significant discoveries
in astronomy? Here the contrast between Parmenides uses of orjpata is critical.
There are independent signs on the intellectual road, humans set up signs when
they attempt cosmology but there are also independent signs in the heavens.
While more general cosmological theories may be underdetermined, specific as-
tronomical theories may benefit from examination of these signs.

100 I note in relation to Plato that G. E. L. Owen ‘The Place of the Timaeus in Plato’s Dialo-
gues’, Classical Quarterly, 1953 pp.79-95 gives a relatively minor role to the Timaeus in his
conception of Plato’s later development.
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How does the argument of the opinion part of the poem relate to the truth
part? Here I have offered no specific theory as the interpretation of the truth
part of the poem is still strongly contested by many different views. To argue for
a particular interpretation of the truth part of the poem would be the work of at
least another paper, if not a book. In this paper I have deliberately presented a
relatively traditional and conservative view of Parmenides’ poem. I have taken
esti in general to be existential,'®! so the poem is largely about what is and I
have taken Parmenides to argue for a numerical monism.!°> As the generally
received view, this gives us a basis to start to start thinking about the relation
of the two part of the poem. What I have tried to do here is offer a different way
of thinking about the truth of the poem and the idea that there are sufficient
reason issues concerning cosmogony and cosmology in the truth part. Some
points do emerge though from this study of Parmenides on cosmogony and cos-
mology in relation to thinking about the nature of the truth part of the poem
and its relation to the opinion part.

If there are sufficient reason considerations concerning cosmogony and cos-
mology in both parts of the poem, then those parts may not be so disparate in
their aim and function as some accounts have supposed. In particular, both
parts I have argued provide a critique of preceding cosmogony and cosmology
in their different ways, and a challenge for further thinking in these areas.

Commentators sometimes ask a version of this question: Did Parmenides
realise the full consequences of what he argued for?'°3 In relation to cosmology
and cosmogony, I would say yes he does, very much so. The term diacosmos
seems brilliantly chosen to make us think about the nature of cosmogony and
cosmology, especially in relation to the use of k6opog at Fr. 8, 52 (the deceptive
koopog of the goddesses words) and at Fr. 4, 3 (what is cannot be dispersed or
gathered together to form a k0opog).1%* Fr. 10 and Fr. 19 also seem to refer back,
in a self-conscious manner, to Fr.8 9-10 (why now for cosmogony) and to is-
sues of change and growth more generally.

Following on from these points, Parmenides is very careful in his choice of
words and resonances in relation to cosmogony and cosmology. This should be
no great surprise given that Parmenides chose poetry to express himself and

101 As opposed to reading esti as veridical (is true) or as a copula (is X). See Gallop (1984) p. 7
for a survey here.

102 As opposed to the predicational nomism of Curd (2004) or the generous monism of Palmer
(2009).

103 For contrasting answers, see Guthrie (1965) p. 52 and M. M. Mackenzie Parmenides’ Dilem-
ma, Phronesis 1982, pp.1-12.

104 1 have also argued that Parmenides was aware of issues related to arguing for a spherical
entity.
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after the seminal work of Mourelatos.'°> It does have some important implica-
tions though. If Parmenides is careful about his use of words, what of his use of
the term orjpota at Fr. 8, 2 and at Fr. 8, 55, Fr. 10, 2 and énionpov at Fr. 19, 3?
There are some very interesting contrasts here (independent signs on the route,
signs set up by humans, independent signs in the heavens) and if we accept
that Parmenides chooses his words carefully, it is harder to run a deflationary
line about Fr. 10, 2 and the signs in the heavens.

In relation to the truth part of the poem, at Fr. 8, 53—4 where Parmenides
talks of the number of forms mortals introduce, I would question the assump-
tion that Parmenides has a position on which he is unintentionally ambiguous.
It is at least a possibility, that in a crucial passage written by someone who
chooses his expressions carefully, that he is deliberately ambiguous and throws
the onus on the reader to think about the issue.!®

Parmenides then had much of interest to say about the nature of cosmog-
ony and cosmology, both as critique and challenge, if we recognise the suffi-
cient reason questions he raises and the key contrasts between the different
types of orjpata.

105 Mourelatos (1970, 2008).
106 Especially as this comes directly after the warning to be aware of the deceptive cosmos of
words to follow.



