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Abstract: | argue that Parmenides found the way w¢ £oTiv and the mortal 86¢ai (as presented in
his poem) to be satisfactory on their own level because both accounts were supposed to cover 10
mav in its entirety. Parmenides realized that every cognitive act has hoematic content and believed
that adequate explanations cannot lack such content. Thus, since he attempted to explain reality
as a whole rather than one particular object, he ensured that the way wg £€oTiv and the mortal 56l
exhausted the totality of the real in their own way: while the former explanation omitted, the latter took
into account all distinct things known to human beings. The present article puts forth the hypothesis
that, despite their disparate epistemic statuses, Parmenides’ two doctrines satisfy the principle of
“noematic plenitude”, according to which adequate explanations cannot posit or imply something for
which there is no noematic content. For | am among those who see similarities between Parmenides
and Kant, and | think that “noematic plenitude” can be understood as both a regulative principle with
respect to the mortal 56¢a1 and a constitutive principle with respect to the way wg £€oTv.

Keywords: Parmenides, noematic plenitude, epistemic completeness, regulative/constitutive
principle, truth, opinion.

ES Plenitud noematica y completitud epistémica en Parménides

Resumen: Argumento que Parménides consideraba que tanto el camino wg £€oTiv. como las d6¢ai
mortales (segun se presentan en su poema) eran relatos satisfactorios en su respectivo nivel, ya
que ambos pretendian abarcar 10 T@v en su totalidad. Parménides se dio cuenta de que todo acto
cognitivo tiene contenido noematico y creia que las explicaciones adecuadas no pueden carecer de
ese contenido. Asi, puesto que intentaba explicar la realidad en su conjunto mas que un objeto en
particular, se aseguré de que el camino w¢ €oTiv y las 86¢ai mortales agotaran la totalidad de lo real
a su manera: mientras que la primera explicacion omitia, la segunda tenia en cuenta todas las cosas
distintas conocidas por los seres humanos. El presente articulo propone la hipoétesis de que, a pesar
de sus diferentes estatus epistémicos, las dos doctrinas de Parménides satisfacen el principio de
“plenitud noematica”, segun el cual las explicaciones adecuadas no pueden postular o implicar algo
para lo que no existe contenido noematico. Pues yo soy de los que ven similitudes entre Parménides
y Kant, y pienso que la “plenitud noematica” puede entenderse tanto como un principio regulativo con
respecto a las 56¢ai mortales cuanto como un principio constitutivo con respecto al camino wg £oTiv.

1 The Austrian Science Fund (FWF) [Grant-DOI 10.55776/M3075] funded this research in whole. | would like to
express my gratitude to Professor Dr. Christof Rapp for inviting me to conduct research at the Munich School
of Ancient Philosophy, where | first drafted this article. | would also like to thank Arthur Oosthout, Sokratis-Atha-
nasios Kiosoglou, and Jonathan Greig for inviting me to present this work at the conference To know every-
thing. Epistemological reflections on the concept of the totality in the Platonic and Peripatetic traditions at KU
Leuven. The original aim of this paper was to present Parmenides’ view of the totality as a precursor of Plato’s.
| appreciate the objective and useful feedback that the two anonymous reviewers provided on this article.
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1. Introduction

A number of ancient sources report that Parmenides’ poem was about 10 mav. Consider, for
example, what Plutarch said, as recorded by Eusebius: «[Parmenides] declares that 10 mav is
eternal and immutable according to the truth of things»?. Such a report can be traced back to Plato
and Aristotle, who preceded and certainly influenced ancient doxography. Plato has Socrates say
that Parmenides presented excellent arguments to prove that 16 tav is one®, while Aristotle tells
us that Parmenides saw 10 Tdv as a single nature“. Plato and Aristotle also insist that Parmenides
held a certain kind of monism, but | will not discuss this question in depth. Although | find it difficult
to deny Parmenides’ monism, this issue has become controversial®, and various historical and
semantic points must be clarified before engaging in the debate. Nevertheless, | will not delve into
those points now. My main purpose here is to address the Parmenidean concept of totality from
an eminently epistemological point of view.

The concept of totality plays a crucial role in Parmenides’ poem. The lexeme 1é¢, mdoa, Tav
appears about twenty times in the extant fragments, not to mention the adverbs mévrni, Tédvtobey,
and maviwg. Of course, these words are very common, so not every instance of them must be
theoretically relevant. However, the centrality of the concept of totalityis already clear in B1.28-325.

[...] xpew &€ o€ TravTa TTUBEGOAI

Augv AAnBEeing eUTTEIBE0C” ATPEPES ATOP

NoE BpoTiv d6Eag, TaTG oUK Evi TTOTIC AANONG.

GAN EuTTnG Kai TalTa Jadioeal, wg Ta dokolvTa

XPAV SoKipwg gival 818 TTavTOG TTAVTa TTEPMVTAS,

It is appropriate® for you to learn everything, both the unshakable heart of quite compelling
{Truth ~ Reality} and mortal opinions in which there is no {true ~ real} trust. At the same

2 @idiov [...] TO TGV kai akivnTov amo@aivetal [kai] kata v TOV Tpayudtwy ainBeiav (PE 1.8.5.2-3). All
translations are my own, unless otherwise indicated.

8 gU piv yap &v Toig TIoIRUaaCIV £V @G ival TO TIav, Kai TOUTWY Tekurpla Trapéxn kaAdg Te Kai 0 (Prm. 128a8-b1).

4 Cf. mepi 100 TavTog we pIGg olong uoswg (Metaph. A 5, 986b10-11).

5 Plato and Aristotle have been criticized for taking a biased approach to earlier philosophies (see McKeon
1940). The charge seems to weigh more heavily on Aristotle, who would have presented previous theories as
«stammering attempts to express his own [theory]» (Cherniss 1964: xii). Taran (1965: 269-295) exemplifies this
attitude, which has led contemporary scholars to wonder whether Parmenides really held the unity of all that
is. Solmsen (1982) points out that the credentials of the Eleatic One are dubious (138-139). Mourelatos (2008)
believes that «it would be wrong and arbitrary to interpret Parmenides’ ‘Truth’ as a holistic monism» (130), i.e., as
arguing for «an absolute and all-encompassing cosmic One» (xvi). Barnes (1979) claims that Parmenides was
not a real monist and did not hold the existence of only one thing (3). Curd (1991) rejects that Parmenides was a
«numerical monist» who claimed that «there is only one thing or item in the universe» (242).

6 | quote Parmenides in abbreviated form: BOO(.00-00). All other quotations from Vorsokr. follow the format
DK 00 B 00(.00-00).

7 gumeiBéog Plut. adv. Col. 1114D.10; S.E. M. 7111.35; Clem.Al. Strom. 5.9.59.6.3; D.L. 9.22.20; eUgeyy£éog Procl.
in Ti. 1.345 Diehl/2.204 Van Riel); elkukAéog Simp. in Cael. 7.557.26 (UkUkAIog A).

8 mepvTa Simp. in Cael. 7558.2 (A); rep 6vta Simp. in Cael. 7.558.2 (DEF).

¢  The goddess is speaking in terms of capability. She has just said that law and justice (B¢uig € dikn 1€, B1.28)
allowed the boy to come to her side.
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time, however, you will learn these things too: how the things that seem [to be] ought to
seemingly be as long as they all {pass through all ~ persist forever}.

The pronoun Travta in B1.28 refers to everything the kolpog ‘boy’ will learn, which includes (i)
infallible knowledge of ultimate reality, (i) acquaintance with inaccurate mortal theories, and (iii)
knowledge of how mortal views can be approved (cf. dokipwg). The pronoun Travrain B1.32 agrees with
1& dokolvTa, and presumably indicates all mortal views, while TravTtog in the same verse represents
either the whole body of things or the totality of time. Prepositional phrases with did sometimes
signify the length crossed or covered by something, and such a length is frequently temporal. This is
why di& TTavTog occasionally means ‘always’, as in Th. 1.38.1 (cp. English ‘forever’, for + ever).

Parmenides’ goddess insists on the notion of totality at the end of the proem because the
knowledge she will share is all-encompassing. Her concern for comprehensiveness is evident
in the importance she attaches to the concept of plenitude throughout the poem. She attributes
fullness to both the act of thinking’ and the object of knowledge” and opinion®?, and the
explanation for this double use of the concept of plenitude — one for the content of thought and
the other for the object of inquiry — is very simple. Parmenides considered the impossibility of
laying hold of nothing with the mind to be a constraint that compelled effective thought to be full
of content, regardless of the nature or extent of its specific object. When | say that thought must
be full, | mean that every “figure” apprehended by thought must have content and be contained by
a “background” that cannot itself lack noematic content (i.e., be nothing)®.

In the following sections, | will show that the positive side of this constraint gives unity to
Parmenides’ poem. Since the impossibility of grasping nothing amounts to the necessity of
grasping something, whatever its ontological status, Parmenides believed that the voog must be
full of content (hoematic plenitude). What Parmenides called voog is the most basic cognitive
power: the awareness common to all cognitive acts, whether human or not. This power may or
may not operate on sensible phenomena, but its execution requires content. For this reason,
Parmenides believed that a satisfactory explanation of the universe must consider the full scope of
thought (epistemic completeness). It must include everything of which thought is aware, including
what is distinguished by the senses. Accordingly, Parmenides’ goddess offers two accounts of the
universe: one that is consistent with sense perception (the “Doxa”), another that is not constrained
by the limitations of sense perception (the “Truth”).

2. Noematic plenitude

The physiological approach to human cognition in B16 suggests that this passage belongs in the
second part of Parmenides’ poem. However, the point | want to make about this fragment applies
to the entire poem. Here is the version of B16 that | prefer, along with my translation.

WG YAp EKACTOT ™ Exel KPAOIG'® HEAEWY TTOANUKAUTITWV'S,
TWG VOOG avBpwrolol TrapéoTnkev'” 10 yap autd
goTiv OTTEP PPOVEEI HEAéwVY QUOIG AvOPWTTOIoIV

© Cf mAéov in B16.4.

" Cf EutrAgov in B8.24.

2. Cf. mAéov in B9.3 and mAfjvto in B12.1.

B As Alcocer Urueta (2023: 180-181) has noted, this turns out to be antinomic because thought tends to
enclose the “background”, turning it into a “figure”.

“  gxdoTor’ Arist. Metaph. E'J; ékdotote Thphr. Sens.; ékaotog Arist. Metaph. E? ékdotw Arist. Metaph. AP.
Pace Hershbell (1970: 18), | do not see why Parmenides could not have used ékdoTote. This adverb would
support the idea, very common in archaic poetry, that human knowledge, as opposed to divine knowledge,
is unstable.

s Stephanus’ amendment of kpdaoiv gives us a lexical subject for €xel. Cf. Heitsch (1991: 191).

6 mroAukauTTwy Arist. Metaph.; roAuttAdyktwyv Thphr. Sens. Either term could have been used to allude to
the variability of human physiology.

7 mapéoTnkev Thphr. Sens.; mapioTaTtal Arist. Metaph. According to Frankel (1960), mapéaTnkev is «die Lesung
des Theophrasttextes, und es ist nicht einzusehen, warum man sich mit einem unmetrischen oder
(wenn das a lang sein soll) miBgeformten mapiotatar herumplagen soll. Denn dies ist offenbar ein bloBer
Uberlieferungsfehler im Text der Metaphysik» (175).
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Kai TTaoiv kai TTavTi- 10 yap A€oV €0Ti vonua.

For as the combination of the much-changeable limbs™® comes about each time, so is
awareness [i.e., the power to voeiv] disposed in humans; for what the constitution of the
limbs in humans cognizes is the same, in each and every case; for the full [i.e., the plenum]
is vonua [i.e., an act of vonoig].

Even if the exact meaning of B16 is unclear, we can deduce a few things from this fragment™.
First, human cognizers become aware of different things over time because the véog in them
depends on the temporary state of their bodies. Second, what the human constitution cognizes
is ultimately the same in all cases. Thus construed, B16 seems to claim that the véog is always
aware of the same plenum, regardless of whether particular thinkers differ in body, place, or time,
and have a perspectival grasp of reality. This idea is similar to the one found in DK 22 B 89: 6
"HPAKAEITES NG TOTG £ypnyopdaIv Eva Kai KoIVOV KOGHOV ival, TV 3 KOoIpwUEVWY EkaaTov Eig iSlov
atmmooTpépeaBal, «Heraclitus says that the cosmos is one and common to those who are awake,
while those who fall asleep return to a private [cosmos]». Setting aside the particularities that
arise from different circumstances (e.g., physiological), thinking subjects share the same reality
(i.e., the totality of real things and events), which is a plenum.

It is true that the adjective mAéov does not have to mean ‘full’ (neuter nominative singular
of mAéog, TAwg), since it can mean ‘more’ (neuter nominative singular comparative of 1ToAUG).
Several interpreters?® prefer this second meaning and suppose that 10 TAéov in B16.4 refers to
what prevails in a certain mixture, that is, to what Theophrastus calls UtrepBdAAov ‘surpassing’
in De sensibus 3.3%'. However, TAéog means ‘full’ in B9.3, and we can reasonably assume?? that
Parmenides uses mAéov in B16.4 to characterize the object of thought as fulP?. In this case, as |
said, the claim of the goddess would be that every act of noesis apprehends the same plenum,
even if the concrete act of apprehension has a limited range and depends on the physiological
makeup of each individual.

Let me elaborate on this in two steps. First, regardless of what gpovéw meant to Parmenides,
the act of gpovéeiv in B16.3 must refer to the content of thought (61rep in my construal). Second,
Parmenides could have generically called that content ¢6v ‘what is’ because the content of

8 Unlike Schwabl (1953: 70), Bollack (1957: 67), Verdenius (1964: 6-7), Laks (1990: 6), | do not identify the péAea
with the principles characterized in B8.53-59. The plural of péhog usually refers to the human body as a
collection of parts (cf. Snell 2011: 16-18).

9 Cf. Alcocer Urueta (2023: 148).

20 For example: Année (2012: 181), Bernabé Pajares (2007: 31), Cassin (1998: 113), Cerri (1999: 159), Conche
(1996: 243), Coxon (2009: 94), Diels & Kranz (1960: 244); Hermann (2004 161), Marcinkowska-Ros6t (2010:
188), O’'Brien (1987: 74), Palmer (2009: 375), Vlastos (1946: 66), Zeller (1856: 414).

21 Mapuevidng pev yoap OAwg oudév Awpikev GAAG povov 0Tl duoiv vTolV OToIXEioIV KaTd TO UTrEpRAAAOV
¢0Tiv 1] yVOIG. €av yap UTrepaipn 1O Beppdv N 10 Wuxpov, GAAnv yiveaBai v didvoiav, BeAtiw & kai
KaBapwtépav TV dIG TO Beppdv- oU PNV AAAG kai TauTnv OeioBai Tivog auppeTpiag, «In fact, Parmenides did
not resolve anything at all, but only that, since there are two elements, knowledge is in accordance with
the predominant one. For if what is hot or what is cold prevails, then the discernment becomes different,
and better and purer the one [produced] by what is hot; but even this one hinges on a certain proportion».
Vlastos (1946) relies heavily on this comment, which is critically assessed by Laks (1990) and Bredlow
(201M).

22 With Bollack (1957: 70), Cordero (2005: 222), Deichgraber (1959: 71), Gallop (2013: 87), Gemelli Marciano
(2009: 39), Hershbell (1970: 13), Laks (1990: 8-9), Mansfeld (1964: 192-193), Mourelatos (2008: 253), Ritter
(1829: 484), Schmitz (1988: 77-78), Taran (1965: 169, 258), Untersteiner (1979: CCV). Tarrant (1983: 77) and
Garcia Calvo (2018: 72) suggest reading 10 TréAov, understood as ‘what is’, instead of 10 TAéov.

28 My purpose is to offer a unified interpretation of Parmenides’ poem based on the fullness of thought, not
to justify my translation of B16.4. The reader is free to take my translation as an assumption; after all, it is
acceptable to build atheory on an assumption. For a thorough examination of the academic debate on B16,
see at least Laks (1990) and Bredlow (2011). For now, it is sufficient to note that Parmenides undoubtedly
uses mAéov to convey the notion of plenitude in B9.3, and probably also in B8.24 (Eu-1rAcov). It is also worth
noting that oAUg ‘much, many’ is a derivative of the verbal root *pleh, - > miumAnui ‘to fill, make full’ (cf.
Beekes 2010, s.v. ToAUg and TriptrAnpi), even if this is not necessarily evidence in favor of my reading. It is
common for the Greek language to represent plurality as that which fills the whole to the utmost extent.
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thought can always be expressed with the verb ¢ipi?*. This at least explains why B4 assures that
not even the véog in humans can fail to grasp 10 £6v.

AeUooe &’ OpWG ATTEOVTA VOWI TTapedvTa BeRaiwg:
oU yap amoTunéel 10 €0V To0 £6vTog £xeabal

oUte okIdvauevov TTavTni TTAVTWS KAt KOGHOV
oUTe ouvIoTAUEVOV.

All the same, consider with voog the things that are far away as things that are near: for you
will not stop what is from holding onto what is, whether it is dispersed everywhere everyway
according to an arrangement or set together.

Humans are aware of distinct things that appear and disappear over time, but the goddess
urges the kolpog to rely on the power of thinking, as this will enable him to see that all things are
parts of the same totality. He can look at the totality as either a dispersed or a cohesive plurality,
but the véog will never allow him to grasp in such a totality something that is nothing at all.

Fullness of being is inevitable. | will argue below that the expression 16 £¢6v in Parmenides must
be understood both as carrying categorial content (x is something, anything) and as denoting the
subsistence common to all things that are insofar as they are (x is something, anything). For now,
| just want to point out that NnoemaTic PLENITUDE (i.e., the need for the entire range of thought to have
content) is the positive aspect of a constraint that prevents thinking subjects from considering
1O un €0v ‘what is not’, i.e., what cannot be determined in any way. Parmenides symbolized this
restriction by the constrictive power of Avdaykn ‘Necessity’, not only because the véog seizes being,
but also because it excludes nonbeing?®. See how NoEMATIC PLENITUDE acquires methodological
relevance in B2.

€l & Ay’ éywv épéw, KOpIoal 8¢ ou pibov dkoloag,
aitrep 60oi polval digo1og €iol vofjoal:

A MEv OTTwG EOTIV Te Kai W¢ oUK EaTI YN gival,
MeBolc £oTi kEAeuBOG (AANBEINI yap 6TTNJED),

A & WG oUK EOTIV TE Kali (G XPEWV £0TI R €ival,
MV 81 ToI PPAdW TTavVaTTEUBEA EPEY ATAPTTOV:
oUte yap av yvoing 16 ye un €ov (o0 yap avuoTédv)
oUte ppdoaig.

Come on, then, | myself will tell—and you retain the message once you have lent an ear—
precisely which are the only ways of inquiry to think over: the one, that [it] is and that it is not
[possible ~ allowed ~ right] that [it] is not, is the way of Conviction (for it looks out for {Truth
~ Reality}); the other, that [it] is not and that it is a requirement that [it] is not, this one | surely
declare utterly inscrutable: for you could not even notice [i.e., become aware of] nonbeing
(for [this is] not achievable) nor could you {show ~ tell} it.

According to B2, there are only two options for anyone who wants to inquire into anything:
either the object of inquiry is or is not. Of course, the goddess is not interested in just anything,
but in everything there is, so she does not provide a lexical subject for £éoTiv. Presumably on the
assumption that the koUpog knows what she is talking about, the goddess avoids limiting the
extension of the subject term by not determining its intension. Whatever the subject of £€oTiv is,

2 Cf Alcocer Urueta (2023: 146, 153-156).

25 As noted by Gottschalk (1966), Schreckenberg’s (1964) thesis that the original meaning of avaykn is
‘yoke’, ‘bond’, or ‘fetter’ seems to confuse etymology with associated meanings, which certainly include
‘constriction’ and ‘bondage’. According to Beekes (2010), avaykn is likely related to «the Celtic words for
‘necessity, fate’ [...] which may go back to *ank- < *h,enk-, and also the Germanic group of Old High German
ahta, Modern High German Acht ‘outlawry’» (97). This connection makes sense because in Parmenides’
poem Avdykn proscribes and excludes nonbeing. In any case, Parmenides connects Avdykn with the
enchainment of being (B8.30-31), which not even Aikn can loosen (B8.13-18).
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the alternative ok £€aTiv must be rejected because it is meaningless to talk about what cannot be
grasped, indicated, or made known.

This clarifies Parmenides’ concept of being. The goddess assumes that 10 €6v involves
content because, to her, being means being anything, either P or anything other than P. For the
same reason, she equates the negation of £¢6v with the absence of mental content. Parmenidean
10 PN €0v does not refer to something inexistent but imaginable, as the 100 Euros | do not have in
my wallet or whatever the word ‘dodo’ or ‘Martian’ make me think of. Nor does it seem to refer to
the impossible union of things that we can imagine and may find or have found separately (Tpdyog
‘goat’, EAagog ‘deer’ > Tpayéha@og ‘goatstag’). Parmenidean 16 pn €6v has no content unless there
is content in being nothing at all, neither P nor anything other than P, which is something worth
discussing because the phrase ‘being nothing at all’ still makes sense on some level.

B2 is a disjunctive syllogism; it first proposes a disjunction and then affirms one disjunct by
eliminating the other (modus tollendo ponens). The goddess explicitly refers to the result of this
maneuver in B8.1-2: «but there still remains alone the account of the way that [it] is» (udvog & £Ti
M0UB0g 6doio AcitreTal wg €aTiv). She also confirms the success of her deduction in B8.15-18, where
the way wg €oTiv is presented as the only disjunct allowed by necessity.

f ¢ KpPIoIg TTEPT TOUTWV €V TWID' 0TIV

goTiv 1 oUk £oTIv- KékpITal ' 00V, (DOTTEP AVAyKN,

TNV PEV €8V dvénTov dvwvupov (oU yap aAndrig

goTiv 686¢), THV &’ (OTE TIEAEIV Kai ETATUMOV Eivall.

The decision on these [matters] lies in this: is or is not; now, it has already been decided, as
a necessity, to abandon the one [way that is] inapprehensible, unnameable (because it is
not a {true ~ real} way), so that the other comes through and is well-founded?.

B2 is a disjunctive syllogism; it is not the statement of a principle. This fragment presupposes
the principle of noemaTic PLENITUDE, hamely that the full range of thought must have content (cf.
B6.1). No subject can apprehend nonbeing. Thought cannot encompass anything that cannot be
grasped or determined. When we think of something, our thoughts cannot be about nothing (cf.
B6.1-2), for no aspect, part, or background of an object of thought can be nothing at all.

Everything that happens in the poem after B2 depends on this kpioig. However, this does not
mean that noemartic pLENITUDE only plays a role from B8.1 to B8.51, where we come to know «the
unshakable heart of quite compelling {Truth ~ Reality}». Since the kolpog also needs to learn
how to deal with mortal doctrines, B6 becomes crucial because fragment makes room for such
learning, especially if we take the verb méAw in B6.8 as a verb of occurrence or appearance?.

XP TO Aéyelv Te voeiv T’ édv Epeval- £0T1 yap sival,
pNdEv &’ oUK EaTiv- TA 0 éyw QpadeaBal Gvwya.
TPWTNG Yap 0’ &’ 6300 TalTng dIACI10G [LACUNA]?®
alTap Emerr’ amod TAG, fv O BpoToi €iddTEG 0UdEV
TAdTTOVTaI, dikpavol- aunxavin yap év auTiv
oTABEaIV IBUVEl TTAOKTOV VOOV- oi B¢ popolvTal
KWQOi OGS TUPAOI Te, TEBNTTOTECS, AKpITa QUAQ,

0ic TO TEAEIV T Kai OUK gival TAUTOV VEVOUIOTAI

Kou TaUTéV, TTAVTWY OE TTONIVTPOTTOS £0TI KEAEUBOG.

It is required that, in judging and thinking?°, there be something that is: for [that]'s [allowed]
to be, and [it] is not nothing. | exhort you to ponder these things. Indeed, [soME FINITE VERB

26 The adjective ¢éTiTupog (< €TUpoG < £TEdC) Means ‘true, real’ in the sense of genuine, truthful, legitimate,
stable. The goddess is saying that the way wg €oTiv proves to be the true way because it remains firm.

27 On this point, see Alcocer Urueta (2020: 32-33) and (2023: 177-178, including fn. 149).

28 <¢gipyw> [I bar your way] Diels; <Gp&ei> [you shall begin] Cordero; <Gp¢w> [l shall begin] Nehamas; <G¢w>
[I shall lead you] Thanassas; <woa> [| pushed you away] Garcia Calvo.

29 | read 10 Aéyelv Te voEiv Te as an accusative of respect. It should be translated as «in judging, in thinking» if
we are to accept 10 Aéyeiv 16 voeiv T’ as transmitted in the manuscripts. Cf. Taran (1987: 253-254).
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ForM?] in your case from the first way of inquiry, but then from the one that mortals who
know nothing certainly contrive, bicephalous: for the ineptitude in their chest directs a
wandering voog, and they are carried away again and again, deaf as well as blind, stupefied,
undiscerning hordes, for whom to become manifest and not to be are usually considered
the same, and not the same, the journey of all [of them] is reversible.

Since B6.3 presents an important lacuna, we lack the necessary information to know in what
sense the goddess refers to two discernible 6oi in this fragment. Nevertheless, the preposition
armoé (B6.3, B6.4) makes it reasonable to suppose that the missing verb carries the idea of either
deviation or departure, and thus to consider two possibilities®®. On the one hand, the goddess
could be saying that she will keep (or has kept) the koUpog away from both the way wg¢ ok £€oTiv
(B6.3 = B2.5) and the way in which TréAciv ‘become manifest’ is alternately confused with oUk giva
‘not to be’ (B6.4-9)%. On the other hand, she could be anticipating (or remembering) that her lesson
assumes first a divine perspective (B6.3 = B2.3 = B8.1-51) and then a mortal perspective (from
B8.51 onwards). The second option is preferable, as it allows us to establish a correspondence
between these two ways and the content of the poem. In any case, the meaning of éAeiv ‘become
manifest’ would explain the alternate identification of éAeiv and oUk €ivai (cf. TaUTOV ko TAUTOV
in B6.8-9). After all, mortal theories deal with phenomena, which are things that appear and
disappear, occur and recur.

In Parmenides’ poem, é6v means being anything and ur) £€6v means not being anything or being
nothing (cf. B6.1-2), so the specifications that make it possible to distinguish being P from being
other than P, either synchronously or asynchronously, are irrelevant on the way wg £oTiv, which
deals with being simpliciter. Regardless of whether Parmenides considered being the universal
commonality or the ultimate reality that underlies all apparent differences (cf. B8.38-41), mortal
theories were not suited to explain what simply is. Such theories, however, could not be dismissed
as mere nonsense, for being something and not something else (difference) must not be confused
with being nothing at all (nothingness). This seems to be the point made or implied in B7:

oU yap pATToTE TOoUTO Bapf! €ival i é6vTa:

&M oU T A’ 6300 SIZACIOG €ipye vOnua

pNdE o’ €80¢ TTOAUTTEIPOV OO0V KOTA TAVOE Bidobwl,]
vwav Gokotrov Gupa Kai AXnecoav akounv

kai yAQoaoav, kpival 6¢ Aoyw! TToAUdNpIv EAeyxov

£¢ £uéBev pnBévra.

For this shall not be imposed at any time, that things that are not are; so you better keep
your thought away from this way of inquiry, and do not let custom force you along this much-
frequented way to exercise an aimless eye and a resonant ear and tongue; rather, discern
judiciously the much tested proof expounded by me.

B1.28-32 and B6 make it reasonable to assume that Parmenides’ poem presented the universe
from two different perspectives. First it abstracted all possible differences, then it touched on all
the apparent differences that were relevant to the common worldview. In what follows, | will show
how NoemaTIC PLENITUDE WOrks in the two corresponding parts of the poem.

3. The divine perspective revealed in demonstrative discourse

The first speech of the goddess renders the «unshakable heart of quite-compelling {Truth ~
Reality}» (B1.29), which is both «a reliable explanation and a thought about {truth ~ reality}» (TrioToV

30 On this point, see especially Nehamas (1981: 102-106).

31 Due to space limitations, | will not go into detail about the so-called “Parmenides’ third way”. On this topic,
see Stein (1867: 782), Reinhardt (1977 [1916]: 36, 44), Mansfeld (1964: 1-41), Nehamas (1981: 97-111), Cordero
(2005: 126-154), Palmer (2009: 51-105), and Wedin (2011: 1-65; 2014: 53-71). My position is that the label
“third way” is confusing. This way should not be placed on the same level as the ways wg €oTiv and wg
ouk &oTiv (B2). The entanglement of TéAeiv and ouk givai (B6) only makes sense for mortals, since TéAeiv
represents phenomenal appearance. As we will see below, the goddess will avoid the mortal mistake in
the “Doxa” by subordinating the world of phenomena to the disjunctive syllogism (B2) in normative terms.
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Aoyov NdE vonua aueic aindeing, B8.50-51). Considering that thought is full according to the
goddess, it should come as no surprise that B8.42-49 depicts 10 Tav as a plenum:

aUTap el Teipag upaTtov, TeTeAeaPévoy EOTi
TIAVTOBEY, EUKUKAOU o@aipng EvaAiykiov OyKwl,
pECOGBeY iooTTaAEG TTAvTNI- TO yap oUTe TI YEIlov
oUTe TI BaidTePOV TTEAEVAI XPEOV 0TI THI R THI.
oUTe yap ouk €0V £€aTi, TO Kev TTavol IV ikveioBal
€ig Opbv, oUT €0V £0TIV OTTWG €iNn KEV £€6VTOG

Tfjl y&AAOV THI &’ Aocov, émel TTaV 0TIV BoUAOV-
ol y&ip TavToBev ioov, duG év Treipact KUpEL.

Nevertheless, since there is a farthest limit, [it] is complete on all sides, similar to the
mass of a well-rounded ball, equally balanced in all directions from the center: for it is a
requirement that it does not turn out to be a bit longer or a bit shorter here or there. For
neither is there nonbeing, which could prevent it from reaching what is one-and-the-same,
nor is there being such that there could be, of being, more here and less there, sinceiitis all
inviolable: indeed, equal to itself from anywhere, it stretches evenly within limits.

Despite the extensive use of imagery in these lines, Parmenides’ goddess primarily relies on
demonstration. Even if the koUpog has arrived at a place off the beaten path of men (aGvBpwtwy
¢kTOG TaTou, B1.27), he cannot avoid perceiving distinct objects and must use his reason to
understand that ultimate reality transcends differences. This is why B8.1-51 argues for the fullness
of 10 av by ruling out nonbeing in space, time, and outward form (cf. esp. B8.38-41).

To understand how the argument works, we must realize that 10 Tav, 16 vonua, and 16 €6v are
coextensive. Parmenides’ goddess speaks of something (hereinafter referred to as ir) that extends
through the world and coincides with the scope of thought, seen as a capacity that transcends the
subjectivity of particular thinking subjects. | will not dwell on the fact that the notion of thought in
ancient Greece was rather that of a power given in the universe. | am more interested in insisting
that it should extend through the scope of thought but not beyond it, for everything that can be
talked about must be ascertained by the véog and must be something, whatever it is. Cornford’s
fragment (Pl. Tht.180e1) seems to support the idea that only the verb ¢ipi is capable of ranging over
IT without making distinctions: oiov akivntov TeA£0e1 TG TravTi dvop’ givar, «such that it proves to be
invariable, BE is the name for everything»®2.

To say that the (present forms of the) verb &ipi range over the entire scope of thought does not
mean that every object of our imagination must exist or be the case. Parmenides’ assumption
is not that if we imagine something, for example, (that) a goat-stag (drinks hydromel), then the
object of our imagination must exist or be the case®. To associate such a foolish position with
early Greek philosophy is anachronistic and naive. Parmenides’ point is that it makes no sense
to include something ungraspable and ineffable in our statements of fact, which is the idea that
underlies the speculative account of T that follows the way wg¢ £€oTiv. Parmenides’ assumption is
debatable, but it involves a great deal of metaphysical depth. What guides his first investigation
is the nominal clause wg &€oTiv, which indicates the factuality of any proposition. Verb forms carry
functional information, and Parmenides’ £éaTiv represents the basic subsistence of anything real
that stands at the moment of utterance. As we will see, the connection between being and thinking
has much to do with this, since the present coincides with the consciousness of the speaker, of
any speaker (kai Traoiv kai TravTi, B16.4) who determines the reference point of the time deixis.

32 We find a slight variant in Simp. in Ph. 143. Following Cornford (1935), Loenen (1959: 75-76), Guthrie (1965:
40), Mourelatos (2008: 185-188), Tarrant (1983: 76), Gallop (2013: 90-91), and Woodbury (1986: 5) have
defended the authenticity of this passage. To discredit the fragment, Barnes (1979: 14-16) argued that we
are reading an inaccurate version of B8.38: oUAov &kivntév T éuevar: 101 Tavt évop(a) éotal. According to
him, Simplicius could have copied the passage from an unreliable and partial source, namely Plato.

33 Although | am actually imagining a thing that combines the appearance of a goat and a deer drinking from
something that resembles a vase.



Alcocer Urueta, R., CFC (g): Est. grieg. e indoeuropeo. 36, 2026: 91-109 99

In Parmenides’ poem, the present forms of the verb ¢iyi range over all that is now the case and
involve two kinds of information: (1) the semantic import of the verb ¢iui as bearer of functional
categories such as tense, aspect, and mood (i.e., is + unspecified categorial content)®*, and (2)
propositional content, especially the semantic import of any lexical predicate, whateveritis (i.e., is
+ unspecified categorial content), that holds true now for any subject, whatever it is. Parmenidean
¢6v certainly presupposes specifications, but the way wg £€oTiv reduces everything that is to
something that is and overlooks all specifications, including those expressed by common names
such as boy, girl, bush, bird, fish, etc. As noted by Aristotle, this involves categorial fuzziness:

Kai TTpog Mappevidnv 8¢ 6 alTdg TPOTTOG TWV AOYWYV, Kai €i Tiveg GAAol ioiv idlol- kai ) AUoIg
T pév 6T WeUBAG TA B¢ &TI o0 CUNTTEPAIVETAI, WEUSAG péV i GTTAMG AapBdvel 1O dv Aéyeabal,
Aeyopévou TTOAAaXWG, GOUPTTEPaAvVTOG BE OTI, €i HOva T Aeuka AngOein, anuaivovTog v 1ol
AeukoU, oUBEV TTOV TTOAAG T&X )\EUKd Kal ouy £v- oUTe yap Ti ouvexeia Ev €éoTal TO AeUKOV 0UTE
T AOyw. GANo yap SO‘TGI 7O €ival AEUKG Kai Tw dedeyuévw. Kai ouk EOTGI TTapd 10 AeukOv
0UBEV XwPIoTOV: 0U Yap 1 XWPIoTOV BAAG T() €ival ETepov TO AeUKOV Kai () UTrdpxel. (Ph. 1, 3,
186a22-31)

And with respect to Parmenides, the same kind of arguments [apply as with respect to
Melissus], although some others are specific to him: the resolution is, on the one hand, that
it is false and, on the other, that it is inconclusive; false in that he assumes that ‘being’ is
said in a single way, when it is said in many ways, inconclusive because, if only white things
were assumed, meaning ‘white’ one thing, nothing less than many things would be white
and not one: for that which is white will not be one thing either by continuity or by concept.
Indeed, the [mode of] being for white will be other [than the mode of being] for that which
admits [the white or whiteness]. And besides the white [or whiteness], there will be nothing
separate: for not because it is separate, but because of the [mode of] being, the white [or
whiteness] is something other than that to which it pertains.

Parmenides did not assume the unity of T, but derived it from the cohesive force of being, to
borrow a term from chemistry. Note that the goddess sometimes uses the participle of €iyi in the
plural (cf. mop|edvTa and atr|edvTa in B4.1, ur é6vtain B7.1). Aristotle clearly tells us that Parmenides’
view of oneness was not materialistic,® but the way wg €aTivis not free of materialistic connotations.
Otherwise the goddess would not say that «being makes contact with being» (B8.25). The belief
that all that is merges into the same condition suggests the homogeneity of ultimate reality —
whether material, energetic, or spiritual. After all, Zeno, Melissus, and other post-Parmenidean
philosophers such as Anaxagoras conceived of ultimate reality as a continuum, and the Eleatic
Stranger in Plato’s Sophist problematizes whether we can or should associate 10 é6v with a
particular nature.

Even if the way wg £oTiv deals with being in its totality, the goddess begins with a totality that
allows for multiplicity, and only then argues that such a totality must constitute a whole that is quite
full of being (EuTTAedv éaTiv €6vTog, B8.24). This recalls that Parmenides has been associated with
the Orphic tradition, because the Orphic fragment 237 Bernabé (= 165 Kern = Procl. in Ti. 1.314
Diehl/2.158 Van Riel) is as follows: ¢ 8¢ poi €v Te Ta TTAVT €0Tal Kai Xwpig €kaaTov; «But how will
all things be one for me and also each [of them] separately?». The proof that the goddess does
not start from a single and simple whole is that she uses mrév as a floating quantifier®s, for this type
of quantifier reinforces the distributive sense of predication®. We find examples of this use in
B8.5, B8.22-25, and B8.48, where mdv is not part of the noun phrase acting as the subject of the
sentence, nor is it a predicative expression over the subject. In all these passages, the subject
— IT — is made known by the verb morphology of £oT1, and the quantifier Trév specifies that the
lexical predicate in question applies to all elements, parts, or aspects of that subject. Observe
what happens in B8.5-6, where mév is not the subject of v, éoTai or éoTIv:

34 Cf. Alcocer Urueta (2023: 163-173).

35 Metaph. A5, 986b18-21.

36 See Sportiche (1998) on this notion.

87 Cf. Jiménez Lopez & Méndez Dosuna (2020: 469).
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oUd¢ TToT’ AV 0Ud’ EoTal, £TTEl VOV 0TIV OOT TIdY,
£V, OUVEXEG
nor was [it] at some time, nor will [it] be, since [it] is now all together, one, continuous

The same happens in B8.22-25, where mdv is not the subject of the sentence, nor is it just
another predicative expression, like diaipeTdv, dloiov, EUTTAEOV, OF LUVEXEG:

0oUdE dlalpeTdV €OTIv, ETTEl TIAV £0TIV OJOIOV-
oUBE T T &AAov, TO Kev €ipyol PIv auvéxeabal,
oUBE TI XeIpdTEPOV, TIAV & EUTTAESV £OTIV £6VTOG.
TQI EuveXEG TIAV £0TIV- €OV yap £OVTI TTEAGLE!.

Nor is [it] distinguishable, since [it] is all alike; nor [is] there anything more, which would
prevent it from holding together, nor [is there] anything less, but [it] is all quite full of being.
Therefore, [it] is all continuous: for being makes contact with being.

The lack of internal limits also has temporal consequences. Parmenidean being has a special
relationship with the present because Parmenides saw the verb ¢ipi as a function word rather than a
content word. The present forms of the verb €iyi are technical terms for the goddess, who discards
verb forms that express a tense other than the present (as fjv in B8.5), a grammatical aspect other
than the imperfective (as £€yevTo in B8.20), and a lexical aspect other than the durative (as yiyveabai
or yevéaBai in B8.13)%. This is because the goddess speaks from a timeless perspective and wants
the kolpog to see the world sub specie aeternitatis. Consider B8.34-41:

TOUTOV O €0Ti VOETV Te Kai olvekev EGTI vONUa.

oU yép &veu To0 €6VTOG, £V (I TIEQATIOPUEVOV EOTIV,
eUpProEIg TO VOETv: 0Ud’ of Xpovog £oTive® A EoTal
GA\o Trépe 00 £€6vTOoG, el TO ye Moip’ €médnoev
oUAov akivnTév T Eueval- 11 TTavT dvop(a) £oTal,
b00a BpoToi KaTEBEVTO TIETTOIBGTEG sival GANGA,
yiyveoBai Te kai SAAUGBal, givai Te kai oUXi,

Kai TOTToV AGAAAGcoelv id Te Xpda @avov aueiBelv.

Tothinkamountsto anact of thinking that [it] is. For without being, inwhich [thinking] is expressed,
you will not find thinking. And there is no time interval*® for this, or there will be something else
besides being, since Moira certainly bound it to be whole, immutable: in regard to it, just words
will be all that mortals posited, convinced that [what they posited] is {true ~ real}, to be born and
to perish, to be and not [to be], to change place and to transmute the shining face.

To é6v expresses thought because the present forms of the verb eiui are capable of
asserting any state of affairs that obtains now, and the present is always determined by the
voog*. Moreover, these forms do not express temporal differences. Verbs like yiyvoual, Uuw,
or TTéAw can express the present tense or the imperfective aspect, but entail temporal limits.
The lexical content of €ipi, on the other hand, does not imply a temporal contrast between a
particular state and its negation2.

Let us now see how the argument of the goddess unfolds. B8.2-4 mentions six attributes of I,
and the goddess goes on to prove them after admitting that T is.

38 On the relation of being to tense and aspect, see Heitsch (1971: 427), Kahn (2003: 194-227), Bueno (1974
212-217).

39 Version A of B8.36: oudév yap £€aTiv 1 £éoTal Simpl. in Phys. 86.31; 00dév yap <i> €oTiv i} éaTal suppl. Preller;
oUd fv yap A éoTiv i éoTal Bergk. Version B of B8.36: 0Ud’ &i xpdvog éoTiv iy éotan Simpl. in Phys. 146.9; 0U5¢
Xpéog Stein; oUdE xpbvog éaTiv i éaTal Coxon; oUd’ o xpévog éoTiv i £éaTal Marcinkowska-Rosot; ou 8¢ xpéog
Garcia Calvo; oud’ €v xpovw Bredlow.

40 Cf. Alcocer Urueta (2023: 170).

4 Against the possible charge of anachronism, consider that the wuxfig voig determines time according to
Arist. Ph. 4,14 223a26.

42 Cf. Alcocer Urueta (2023: 167-168).
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[...] TaUTnI &' € onuar €aol
TTIOAAG WAN’, WG AyévnTov €0V Kai AVWAEBPOV £aTIV,
oUAOV, UOUVOYEVEG TE Kai ATPEPEG RS’ ATEAETTOV [...]

[...] on this [way] there are very numerous signs*® that, since [I1] is**, [IT] is unoriginated and
indestructible, whole, one of a kind, as well as unshaken and without end [...]

The goddess never states which principle governs her deduction, but | maintain that it is
NoemaTIc PLENITUDE. What explains the flow of her demonstration is that 10 mév must be full of
being at every moment of apprehension and utterance. This does not mean that particular
objects must always be present, but rather that there cannot be nothing at any given point as a
function of time, quantity, position, or quality. This justifies every attribute of i1. IT is ayévnTov and
avwAeBpov because there is no room for nonbeing before or after a certain moment. It is oGAov
and pouvoyevég because there is no room for nonbeing in 16 v, viewed either as a continuum
or, just initially, as a series. It is arpepég because there is no place for it to move (for there is no
room for nonbeing between any given point and the “farthest limit”). IT is aré\eotov because it
does not depend on whether a particular stage is reached or completed (for there is no room
for nonbeing at a particular stage), which implies either that it is absolutely actual or that it is
beyond actuality and potentiality.

Some interpreters believe that there are more attributes than these. According to McKirahan
(2008), B8.5-6 mentions six more, namely o0d¢-1roT-fv, o0&’ -EaTal, VOV-E0TIV, OUOT-TTa, £V, GUVEXEG,
to which “motionless” (B8.26-31) and “unchanging” (B8.38-41) should be added. Nevertheless,
these are nothing more than reformulations of the attributes in B8.2-4. It makes no sense to say
that IT was or will be at some moment (oU3¢ ToT’ v 0Ud’ £oTal) — it is only appropriate to say that
IT is now (vOv £€oTiv) — because IT can neither become nor cease to be (ayévntov, avwAedpov). The
goddess speaks of time only in connection with generation and destruction*. B8.20 supports
this, since it establishes a difference between £o1 and other verb forms in terms that go beyond
tense: «for if [it] had an origin, [it] is not, nor if [it] is going to be at some point in the future» (i yap
gyevt’, ouk €oT(l), o0’ €f TroTe PéAAel EoeaBai). The same is true of the other attributes proposed by
McKirahan: 6pod Tév, v, and ouvexég elaborate on o0Aov and pouvoyevég, while ‘motionless’ and
‘unchanging’ are synonymous with dtpepég and dréAeaTov.

I will not go through the demonstration in detail, but before moving on to the second part of the
poem, | will briefly describe the main stages of the way w¢ £aTiv.

1.  B8.1-4 marks the beginning of the way. The goddess says that numerous signs along this
way make it possible to characterize it once it is established that it is.

2. BB8.5-6 claims that tense distinctions are irrelevant in dealing with 1T, which is unaffected
by time.

3. B8.6-21argues against the generation and destruction of it. It cannot come from nothing
(B8.6-11), nor can it be subject to reproduction or succession (B8.12-13)*. It has no
temporal limits because there cannot be nothing at any interval of time (B8.13-21).

4. According to B8.22-25, it cannot be separated from everything else because ir does not
admit nonbeing or is completely full of being.

5. B8.26-41 denies that it can be subject to any kind of change, including generation
and destruction (B8.26-28). It is noteworthy that the goddess uses the verb pévw
‘remain, stay’ when talking about 1. Since this verb supposes time, to say that it
is akivntov ‘unmoved, motionless’ must mean that i1 remains identical over time, in
both quality or quantity and state or position (tautév 1’ év Ta0T®I) (B8.29-30). It is also
worth noting that immutability is described as the impossibility of getting out of the

43 Just as a symptom indicates a disease but is not the disease itself, these signs indicate attributes but are
not attributes themselves.

44 The participle ¢6v in B8.3 has a causal or conditional value.

45 Cf. Taran (1965: 175-188), also (1979).

46 Simp. in Ph.145 transmits €k (y€) un €6vtog, but | accept the amendment of Karsten (1835: 34): O0d¢ o1’ €k
10U £6VTOG £Qioel TiOTIOC ioXUG / yiyveaBai T TTap’ auTo (B8.12-13).
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present (B8.30-33). Only the present — the unmarked tense — does justice to I,
because only the present forms of the verb ¢ipi faithfully represent the apprehension
of what is (B8.34-41).

6. InB8.42-49, T is depicted as an all-encompassing plenum.

7. The way wg €oTiv ends at B8.50-51.

4. The mortal perspective presented as an acceptable story

The second speech of the goddess is «a deceptive array of words» (KOopov £TTéwV ATTATNAOY,
B8.52), i.e., of unreliable mortal views (cf. B1.30, B8.51). Unlike the way w¢ £€oTlv, this explanation
emphasizes the dynamic aspect of the world and uses the verb @uw and its derivatives in a
technical way. While the meaning of the aorist v seems inappropriate in B8.10, it is perfectly
appropriate in the second part of the poem, which deals with the natural world. We have
only a few lines of this mepi Uoewg ioTopia, but B10 and B19 let us know that it contained an
explanation of the physical constitution, not only of the heavens, but also of the lower spheres
of the cosmos, where things were supposed to be unstable and perishable. The passage of
time becomes crucial in the so-called “Doxa”, and generation and destruction no longer seem
to be a problem.

gion &’ aibepiav 1€ PUOIV TG T’ €V AiBEPI TTAVTA
ofuaTa Kai kabapdg elay£og neAiolo

AauTTadog Epy’ didnAa kai OTITTOBEY £€eyévovTo,
£pya Te KUKAWTTOG TTEUONI TrEPiQOITa OEAAVNG

Kkai @ualv, €idroeig &8¢ Kai oUpavov Aueic Exovta
€vBev £@u T Kai WG pIv youa(a) Eémédnoev Avaykn
mreipar €xelv doTpwv. (B10)

You will get to know the emergence of the ether and all the signs in the ether, also the
devastating actions of the pure torch of the very clear sun and where they got their origins
[i.e., what their cause is], and you will learn the periodic actions and the emergence of the
round-eyed moon, and you will know when the sky, that sticks all around, emerged, and
also how Necessity, who commands it, binds it over to keep the confines of the heavenly
bodies.

oUTtw ToI KOTA BOgav £@u TAdE Kai vuv £aol
Kal METETTEIT” ATTO TOUDE TEAEUTOOUCTT TPAPEVTA-
T0ig & Gvop’ AvBpwTTol KaTEBEVT étrionuov ékdoTwl. (B19)

According to the commonly held view, | tell you, this is how these things were born and are
now, and afterwards, from this moment on, they will come to an end after being nourished;
in regard to these things, however, men have established a designative name for each [of
them].

The goddess does not consider mortal theories to be true, but she is willing to validate
them under certain conditions. Some interpreters think that the “Doxa” does not put forth
Parmenides’ own philosophy of nature*, but the authenticity of this section cannot be easily

47 Nietzsche (1988) [1873]: 836), Schuhl (1934: 289), and Albertelli (1939: 128) thought it possible that
the “Doxa” contained Parmenides’ early speculations. Following Zeller (1856: 418), who hypothesized
that these are not Parmenides’ own views, Burnet (1930: 184-185) proposed that Parmenides was
presenting Pythagorean ideas in a polemical spirit. Patin (1899) and Loew (1930: 209-211; 1935: 21-
23) considered Heraclitus to be the target of the controversy. To these hypotheses should be added
Owen’s (1960): «Parmenides set himself to give the correct or the most plausible analysis of those
presuppositions on which ordinary men, and not just theorists, seem to build their picture of the
physical world» (89).
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denied. Aristotle ascribed it to Parmenides*?, and the goddess promises in the proem not only
to teach «mortal opinions in which there is no real trust», but also «how the things that seem
[to be] ought to seemingly bew». In fact, B8.60-61 seems to announce that she will do both
things at once:

TOV 00l £y OIGKOCHOV £0IKOTA TTAVTA QaTI{W,
w¢ ol Wn TToTE Tig o€ BPOTWV YVWUN TTapeAdoon|

| let you know this orderly disposition, adjusted in every way, so that no mortal conception
will ever get past you

B8.60-61 could simply mean that the kolpog should rise above the standard human
viewpoint once he understands that mortal lucubrations are nothing but a hoax. But then,
where and how did he learn «how the things that seem [to be] ought to seemingly be»? Unless
we come up with insider theories that Parmenides was engaged in mockery and parody, | do
not see why we should not attribute the “Doxa” to him. In this section we find Avaykn (B10.6),
a female deity ruling everything (B12.3), and a fitting explanation of the cosmos. | agree with
both Johansen (2016) and Hussey (1972) in this regard. The former adheres to the old firm
belief that the “Doxa” meets certain criteria in order to resemble the true teaching of the
goddess. The latter suggests that Parmenides developed a coherent and exhaustive account
of natural phenomena based on commonly held views (97-98). For my part, | think that if we
want to understand the value that the goddess assigns to the “Doxa”, we must look at the
conditions that she tries to satisfy when presenting mortal opinions, the most important of
which is NOEMATIC PLENITUDE.

The flaw in mortal views is semantic. They are untrue because of a particular understanding
of the correspondence between words and reality. The goddess judges mortal terms so harshly
in B8.38, B8.53, B9.1, and B19.3 because the terms of natural philosophy, unlike the present forms
of the verb ¢ipi, cannot transcend differences. Even so, mortal theories are not to be condemned
altogether. If we read B8.53-B9 without stopping, we will find out that such explanations can be
accepted if they manage to account for all phenomena. Differential notions cannot correspond
with what underlies all appearances, but it is still possible to give a satisfactory explanation of
nature based on opposite notions.

Hop®aG yap KaTéOEVTO BUO YVWHOG OVOUALEIV:
TGV Hiav ol Xpewv éoTIV—EV QI TrETTAavnpévol gioiv—
Tavtia & ékpivavto dépag kai orpaT £€Bevio

XWPIG a1 AAAAAwY, THI PEV PAOYOS aiBépiov TTTp,
AoV Ov, YEY’ EAaQPOV, EWUTMI TTAVTOOE TWUTOV,
TQI & ETEPWI YN TWUTOV: ATAP KAKEIVO KAT alTd
TavTia VOKT &daf, TTUKIVOV dEpag EURPIBEG TE.

[...]

auTap €meIdn TavTa @Aog Kai vUg ovouaoTal

Kai T0 KaTa oQeTéEPAG SUVANEIS £TTI TOIOT TE Kai TOIG,
AV TTAéov £€0Tiv 60T PAEDG Kai VUKTOG GpAavTOU

48 Metaph. A 3, 984b1-4: TGv pév olv £V QaoKOVTWY gival 1O TV 0UBevi GUVERN THV ToladTV CUVISEIV aiTiav
ARV & dpa Mappevidn, kai TouTw kaTd TocolTov 60V oU Pévov Ev aAAG Kai SUo TTwE TiBnaiv aitiag sival,
«Thus, none of those who claimed that 10 Trdv is one succeeded in conceiving this kind of cause [i.e.,
the cause of movement], except perhaps Parmenides, and he [did it] insofar as he proposed not only
that there is only one, but also, in a sense, two causes». Metaph. A 5, 986b31-987a2: avaykalouevog
O’ AKOAOUBETV TOIG QAIVOUEVOIG, KOl TO Ev PEV KATA TOV Adyov TTAgiw ¢ Katd TRV aiocBnaoiv UtroAapuBdavwy
gival, dUo TA¢ aitiag kai dUo Tag ApxAg TIAAIV TIBNo1, BepUOV Kai Wuxpdv, oiov TTp kai YAV Aéywv: ToUTwv
O& KATA PEV TO OV TO Beppov TATTEl BATePOV BE KATA TO W OV, «But being obliged to be consistent with
the phenomena, and supposing [16 TTav] to be one [thing] according to reason and many according to
sensation, he further proposes two causes, that is, two principles, calling them the hot and the cold, that
is, fire and earth; and, of these, he places the hot under what is, and the other under what is not». The
fact that wuxpov was placed under un 6v only means that it is the contrary of the “positive” term Bepudv:
what is not hot.
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iowv AuEOTEPWY, £TTEI OUDETEPWI PETA UNOEV.

In fact, with regard to outward forms, they established two means of distinction for
naming*: [to establish] [just] one of them is not expedient®® — in this they have deviated®'.
They judged [them] contrary as to [their] mass and placed [their] features apart from each
other: here, the ethereal fire of the flame, which is mild, extremely light, identical to itself in
every respect, but not identical to the other; and yet also that which is in itself the opposite,
unconscious night, a tight and heavy mass.

[...]

And yet, since all things were designated light and night and these [designations were
applied] to these and those things according to the corresponding powers, all is full of light
and night without shine, both of them equal, since nothing [comes] with neither of them.

According to the goddess, mortals originally agreed (cf. katéBevto) on two yvual for naming
phenomena. This was inevitable, for humans cannot help noticing differences. However, mortals
deviated (cf. memAavnuévol ciaiv) from the original dualism. In trying to present their explanations as
the most fundamental, they passed one yvwun off as the first principle and neglected the other, thus
making their explanations inconsistent. B8.54 was probably meant to expose the false monism of
materialists who purportedly grounded phenomenal diversity in a single principle, say, air®2. These
philosophers, namely the Milesians, opted for a gradualist explanation of diversity, and even though
they silenced one of the two poles of the continuum, they tacitly assumed a contrary principle, say,
not-air, in order to account for all the attributes that did not follow from the positive yvwun.

Since mortals are doomed to notice differences, the goddess does not oppose dualism in
the “Doxa”. Representational dualism is enough to declare mortal explanations untrue, but not to
reject them altogether. One can account for pop@ai ‘outward forms, appearances’ using yvuai
‘means of knowing’ like brightness and darkness, insofar as these abstractaare thinkable and have
a correlate in human experience. What interests the goddess most in the “Doxa” is the adaptation
of humanlike theories to the vision expounded along the way wg £€oTiv. That is why she presents us
with a spherical cosmos and stresses the complementarity of opposites. Cosmic diversity results
from the procreative intercourse of two basic principles (B13)%, and procreated things exhibit to
some extent the powers (duvdueig) associated with the basic yvpail. Mortal explanations are not
true, but can be accepted if the hypothetical principles on which they account for phenomena
pass through all or persist forever, as the goddess says in B1.32. This means that a principled
explanation of the cosmos must maintain the validity of the postulated first principles across time,
space, and variation in apparent form and capacity.

Parmenides offered a theory of nature based on two complementary principles. Since he
wanted to supersede all other physical theories®, he improved conventional cosmogonies or
cosmologies by adhering to NoewmaTIC PLENITUDE, Which had a normative function in the “Doxa”. Such
a prescriptive role can be translated into the maxim: Suppositions (ra dokodvra) must cover the
full range of what is conceivable based on sense perception. This would imply, for example, that
the farthest boundary of the natural world must be determined by empirical evidence (e.g., by
the last known celestial body), or that the appearance of any given volume must be explained

4% In general, | follow Woodbury (1986: 3).

5 | have always hesitated about the meaning of T@v piav ol xpewv éaTiv, but | believe that xpewv does not
carry the strong modal value of ‘to be a requirement, a need, a necessity’, but the attenuated one of ‘to be
expedient, desirable, suitable’, as in Thgn. 1.563-564: KekAfjoBai &’ £¢ daiTa, TapéfeaBal &¢ TTap’ E0OAOV /
Gvdpa xpewv coginv TTaoav £maoTauevoy, «lt is desirable to be summoned to a banquet and to be seated
next to a worthy man who is well-versed in all kinds of knowledge».

5 Here we have atense variation. | think that the perfect memAavnuévol denotes the relevance of the deviation
at the moment of utterance, thus marking a difference with respect to the narrative aorist katébevro,
ékpivavto, €Bevto. The periphrastic perfect often expresses a resulting state, but note that unlike B8.35, the
subject here is an agent. In any case, the periphrastic anterior perfect is no longer a rarity in the Classical
period (cf. Bentein 2016: 140).

52 Cf. Coxon (2009: 344).

58 The interpretation of dualism as allomorphy proposed by Sisko and Weiss (2015: 52) is very attractive.

54 Alcocer Urueta (2023: 173-181) explains how Parmenides might have corrected other theories.
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in terms of the proportions of its ascertainable constituents. However, NoEmaTIC PLENITUDE Would
require that any volume within the natural world instantiate at least one yvwun. Moreover, if we
overlook phenomenal differences, then the attributes mentioned along the way wg £€oTiv are valid
for the natural world, which is represented as a round or circular plenum. The evidence is scant,
but compelling. We have just read in B9 that everything was covered by light and night, and B12
lets us know not only that light and night filled all cosmic rings in some proportion, but also that a
ruling deity watched over all things.

ai yap oTevoTepal TTARVTO®® TTUPOG AKPATOIO,

ai & £ Taig VUKTOG, HETS 5& pAoydc fetal aioar
év 8¢ péowl ToUTWV Saiywy i TTavTa KUBEPVAI-
TIAvTa yap <f> oTuyepoio TOKOU Kai Wigiog Gpxel
TéuTIOUd’ dpoevi BAAU pIyAv 76 T évavriov adTig
dpoev BnAUTEPWI.

Indeed, the narrower [rings] were filled with unmixed fire, while those above them [were
filled] with night, and a portion of flame flows in between; and in the midst of these [rings
there is] a divinity that rules everything; for [she] regulates everywhere the terrible birth
and mating, leading the female to mate with the male and also conversely, the male to
mate with the female.

Furthermore, the idea that the “Doxa” imitates the “Truth” is also supported by B10 (cited
above). Note that B10.6-7 describes the phenomenal world as self-contained (or contained by
necessity, i.e., by the rejection of anything other than what is) in much the same way that i1 is
depicted in B8.42-49.

5. Noematic plenitude as both a regulative and a constitutive principle®s®

Gomperz (1922: 150) compared the way wg €oTiv to the Critique of Pure Reason, and
Parmenides’ “Doxa” to Kant's pre-critical cosmogony. Burnet (1930: 183) found such a
comparison anachronistic, but others have welcomed the analogy, albeit with reservations.
Popper (1998) believed that the “Doxa” is about something like Kantian phenomena (98),
although «after Newton the world of appearance could no longer be renounced, or denounced,
as mere delusion» since it «khad become the realm of scientific ‘truth’» (144). Something similar
happens with Mourelatos (2008). Although he recognizes that Parmenides invites «a transfer
of properties from ‘what-is’, his counterpart of Kantian noumena, to dokounta, his counterpart
of Kantian phenomenany (xliii), he reminds us that, unlike Parmenides’ 10 £¢dv, Kant’s noumenon
is not an object of knowledge. For my part, | think that, according to both Parmenides and
Kant, empirical knowledge requires systematization, so | seriously entertain the idea that
Kant’s distinction between constitutive and regulative principles can shed light on the role of
NOEMATIC PLENITUDE in both parts of Parmenides’ poem.

The likelihood that noemaTic PLENITUDE had a hormative function in shaping the “Doxa” to fit the
way w¢ £€oTiv makes me think that NoemaTic PLENITUDE could function as a regulative principle in
Parmenides’ natural philosophy. According to Kant, the principles of the understanding (Verstand)
are constitutive of knowledge in that they make possible a priori the concepts of experience®,
whereas the principles of reason (Vernunft) cannot even constitute empirical concepts, for there

5 franvto DY; manvTo E%; TrunvTo D2E; ARjvTo Bergk (Diels); rAfjvral Bergk.

5% As outlined below, Kant distinguished between constitutive and regulative principles to differentiate the
notions that constitute our knowledge (e.g., Quantitat) from the notions that guide our inquiries and help
us systematize our knowledge without constituting it (e.g., ZweckmaéaBigkeit ‘accordance with an end/
purpose’).

5 The principles of the understanding constitute the objective determination of phenomena. For example,
we can determine the intensity of light using numerical quantities: «So werde ich z. B. den Grad der
Empfindungen des Sonnenlichts aus etwa 200 000 Erleuchtungen durch den Mond zusammensetzen
und a priori bestimmt geben, d. i. konstruieren kénnen. Daher konnen wir die ersteren Grundsatze
konstitutive nennen» (KrV A178/B221).
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is no scheme of sensibility®® corresponding to them?®°. The principles of reason are regulative
principles that stem from the interest of reason in perfecting our knowledge of objects®®. They
are heuristic, not ostensive concepts that show, not how an object is constituted, but how we
are to seek, under their guidance (Leitung), the consistency and connection of empirical objects
(Beschaffenheit und Verkniipfung der Gegenstdnde der Erfahrung)®'. Thus, if the analogy | propose
makes sense, then the attributes introduced by Parmenides’ divine guide (“Leiterin”) in B8.3-
4 should function as principles of speculative reason®?: they should help organize and correct
mortal opinions, i.e., generally held views®,

All attributes of it follow from NoemaTic PLENITUDE, whose adaptation to “humanlike” terms |
have translated into the maxim: Suppositions must cover the full range of what is conceivable
based on sense perception. There are Kantian counterparts that lend substance to this analogy:
the Bpotv yvual (empirische Begriffe) account for popeai (Erscheinungen, Phaenomena,
Sinnenwesen); they cannot correspond to it (Noumenon), but can be organized in such a way
(didkoopov, Beschaffenheit und Verkniipfung) as to resemble 1154, What is crucial for the analogy
to be complete is that NoemaTIC PLENITUDE be used regulatively in the “Doxa”. This condition is met
according to the previous section insofar as acceptable mortal theories are required not to create
intervals or stages in which principles (yvipuai) are missing®. In this regard, two things should
be noted: first, the “Truth”, which is viewed as «a reliable explanation and a thought about {truth
~ reality}» (moTov Adyov NdE vonua augic ainbeing, B8.50-51), presents reality as full of being;
second, the “Doxa” portrays the phenomenal world as a plenum.

Comparing Parmenides with Kant is not far-fetched as long as we keep in mind that
ideas can lead to illusory reasoning according to the German philosopher. This is all the
more interesting because the way wg¢ £€oTiv qualifies as one of those rationalizing doctrines
(verntinftelnde Lehrséatze) criticized by Kant in the Transcendental Dialectic®. NoewmaTic
PLENITUDE may have had a regulative function in the “Doxa”, but it was constitutive of the way
wg £oTiv. If this way is said to look out for {Truth ~ Reality} (B2.4), it is because the plenum
characterized in B8.1-51 represented reality as such in the eyes of Parmenides. Kant would
have denied objective validity to such a theory, but this does not prevent us from finding points
of convergence between Parmenides and Kant in this regard as well. | would like to conclude
by pointing out that there are strong similarities as to how both philosophers conceived of
what surpasses (mortal) experience. Notice how well the characteristics Kant ascribes to the
prototypon transscendentale fit Parmenides’ it:

Wenn wir nun dieser unserer Idee, indem wir sie hypostasieren, so ferner nachgehen, so
werden wir das Urwesen durch den bloBen Begriff der hochsten Realitat als ein einiges,

58 Accordingto Kant(KrVA137-147/B176-187),imagination [Einbildungskraft] produces certain representations
[Vorstellungen] — the schemata [Schemate] — that play an intermediary role between our immediate
representations of objects (i.e., our intuitions [Anschauungen]) and the abstract representations of our
understanding (i.e., concepts [Begriffe]). There are three types of schemata: purely sensible, empirical,
and non-sensible. In the first two cases, imagination provides an image [Bild] (e.g., the figure of a triangle
or a dog) that serves to subsume an object into a certain concept.

% Cf. KrV A664/B692.

80 Cf. KrV A666/B694.

5 Cf KrV A671/B699.

62 | am referring to those principles that presuppose the unity of nature in general (cf. KrV A651/B679) rather
than the ideas of God, the world, and the subjectin particular. For example, the principles of homogeneity,
specification, and continuity (affinity), which are discussed in the Appendix to the Transcendental Dialectic
(KrV A642-668/B670-696, cf. esp. A651/B679), align with Parmenides’ view of iT and his description of the
phenomenal world. In this sense, the notion of perfection [Vollkommenheit] that Kant discusses at the end
of such an appendix (cf. KrV A669-704/B697-732) should be connected to what | call NOEMATIC PLENITUDE.

83 Cf. KrV A671/B699.

64 My intention is to point out the elements that allow us to draw an analogy between the two thinkers rather
than rigorously demonstrating the analogy itself. | am not attempting an exhaustive comparison of the two
theoretical frameworks here. Instead, | aim to present a Parmenides who is less naive than he is usually
considered to be, i.e., a Parmenides who exhibits greater methodological refinement.

65 See Alcocer Urueta (2023: 173-181) for further details.

86 Cf. KrV A421/B448-449.
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einfaches, allgenugsames, ewiges etc. mit einem Worte, es in seiner unbedingten
Vollstandigkeit durch alle Pradikamente bestimmen kdnnen. (KrV A580/B608)

If we go after this idea of ours to the point of hypostatizing it, then we will be able to
determine the primordial being through the mere concept of the highest reality as a unitary,
simple, all-sufficient, eternal [being], etc., in a word, [we will be able to determine] it in its
unconditional completeness across all predicaments.

Itis inappropriate to compare the functions performed by Parmenides’ ir and Kant’s prototypon
transscendentale in their respective systems. However, their similarities prove that the way
wg £oTiv is a prime example of metaphysics as understood by Kant (cf. KrV BXIV). Parmenides’
«unshakable heart of quite compelling {Truth ~ Reality}» supports the idea that the concept of
perfection (which is transcendental according to Kant) — or the root of this concept, perhaps
NOEMATIC PLENITUDE — guides speculative reasoning.
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