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Introduction

Simplicius, a Neoplatonist of the sixth century, wrote
learned commentaries on several works by Aristotlel. His com-
mentary on Physics I is of fundamental importance for the history
of ancient philosophy because it contains extensive quotatioms
from the major Presocratics. Simplicius's paramount concern here
is to demonstrate the harmony of doctrines, both physical and
metaphysical, propounded by the Presocratics. To this end he
elaborates an interpretation of many of them, quoting freely from
their works and commenting on passages which are crucial for his
interpretation. By a singular fate, however, all but Simplicius's
actual quotations have been ignored or haphazardly treated. Part

of this neglect is due to the emergence of the Vorsokratiker of

Diels-Kranz as the standard source for the Presocraticsz. All
the fragments have been collected in the B sectioms, while only
select testimonia are presented in the A sections. Since the
testimonia are largely limited to early sources, namely Plato,
Aristotle, and Theophrastus (via the doxographical traditiom),
late authors like Simplicius are poorly represented. Although

the Vorsokratiker is not an exhaustive collectiocn of Presocratic

material, it is widely zield to obviate the need to revert to the

original sources. Those passages which it does not contain have



by and large been neglected.

That Simplicius is a late Neoplatonist, and a mere commenta-
tor at that, has contributed even more to the meglect of him as
an interpreter of the Presocratics. In the nineteenth century
the stock of Neoplatonism, particularly of later Necplatonism,
was low among historians of ancient philosophy. The most influ-
ential of them, Eduard Zeller, passed the following verdict:

However much we may admire the last revival of antique

thought in the philosophic system of Plotinus, it

nevertheless bears the stamp of a non-Greek nmature and
traces of decadence which become more numerous and

more pronounced in his successors. In the hands of

Iamblichus and Proclus philosophy was petrified into

scholasticism, the characteristic of which is that it

no longer sought to supersede mythical ideas by

rational thought, but saw its task in supporting the

traditional religion and in presenting it as intel-

lectually comprehensible. Here knowledge is replaced

by revelation in ecstasy. After Greek philosophy had

performed this self-castration it sank exhausted into

the arms of religion; as Proclus expresses it in one
of his hymns to the gods:

"And so let me anchor, weary one, in the
haven of piety."3

The primitive state of Neoplatonic scholarship then made such
simplistic assessments possible. Presumptive judgements against
the Neoplatonists, however, insured their continued obscurity.
While the past fifty years have seen a renaissance in Neoplatomic
studies, acceptance of Neoplatonism as serious philosophy has not
been universal. The reasons are complex and cannot be fully pur-
sued hereé. One of the most persistent sources for censure is

the attempt, so characteristic of late Neoplatonism, to harmonize
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the doctrines of Plato and Aristotles. Since it is assumed that
both philosophers are in reality articulating Neoplatonic doc-
trines, apparent differences or contradictions between them are
readily resolved. This harmonization appears to be predicated on
wholesale anachronism and revisionism. Further, it calls into
question the acumen of the Neoplatonists; are they so philosophi-
cally myopic in other matters? Because Simplicius attempts an
even more ambitious scheme, to include all the Presocratics as
well, his interpretations of them have been dismissed as patent
anachronisms. Tardn, for example, rejects Simplicius's inter-
pretation of Parmenides on the following grounds:

This Neoplatonism presupposes post-Parmenidean philoso-

phic conceptions which cannot be ascribed to Parmenides

as they are by Simplicius, whose interpretation of

Parmenides is sufficiently discredited in any case by

the verz Parmenidean fragments which he has preserved

for us.

Finally, Simplicius shares the fate common to many commenta-
tors, that he is comnsidered wholly or largely derivative. The
commentator's task is by nature the codification of accepted doc-
trine, not innovation or significant modification. One expects
to find in Simplicius standard Neoplatonic doctrines as propounded
by Proclus7. Simplicius's numerous, apparently precise quotations
of ancient authors, most notably the Presocratics, have rendered
his works little more than quarries, as it were of invaluable

information; the Neoplatonic rubble is first cleared away before

the finer stone can be workeds.
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Granted that Simplicius has been ignored as an interpreter
of the Presocratics, the question arises whether this makes any
substantial difference for Presocratic scholarship. After all,
the fragments which he quotes seem to render his own remarks
otiose; what new light can Simplicius shed on authors who have
already been extensively, not to say exhaustively, examined? It
has been claimed that the study of Simplicius's interpretation
of Parmenides would in all likelihood yield more information con-
cerning Neoplatonism than Parmenides hﬁmselfg.

Simplicius's interpretations might then appear to merit
antiquarian interest at best. Their importance for the study of
the Presocratics, however, has been unduly minimized. In the
first place, it is bad methodology to reject a priori any testi-
monia from the principal source of a given author, particularly
of one whose work survives only in fragments. Secondly, his
interpretations cannot be divorced from his quotations, because
they condition both what he quotes and how accurately he quotes
it. If, for example, one could prove that he misrepresents or
grossly misunderstands a Presocratic, his quotations would be
properly suspect. Although meter might provide a safeguard for
the fragments of Empedocles and Parmenides, there would be no
quarantee that lines were not wrenched from context, transposed,
onmitted, or even recombined to yield the sense which Simplicius
thinks appropriate. Prose authors might be altered even more.

Even if Simplicius does not tamper with his material, a 'quotation'
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intended merely to capture the gist of a doctrine, or even an

innocent lapsus memoriae or lapsus calami on his part might give

rise to a bogus fragmentlo. Regardless of the merits of his
interpretations, the reliability of Simplicius as a source for

the Presocratics cannot be established independently of his inter-
pretations.

Thirdly, an examination of the focus of Simplicius's inter-
pretations is of value (admittedly in a negative way) in placing
his quotations in proper perspective. If Simplicius's interests
are exclusively or predominantly epistemological, that he does
not mention nor -quote passages relating to ethics need not mirror
the importance of ethics for a given Presocratic. The same
principle no doubt determines why he does not treat some Preso-
cratics at all.

Fourthly and lastly, Simplicius's interpretations are in-
trinsically valuable for Presocratic scholarship. Even a cursory
glance at his commentaries reveals that he neither on the one
hand a religious humbug, incapable of independent ratiomnal thought,
nor on the other a revisionistic blunderer. If anything, his
interpretations of the Presocratics are models of philology; both
in scope and in detail they are unique in antiquity. Moreover,
he had at his disposal and clearly read with care complete works
of many of the Presocratics. While Simplicius employs Neoplaton-
ic conceptions to explicate the Presocratics, it is unclear why

he is any more guilty of revisionism on this score than are
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modern scholars who read twentieth century philosophical concep-
tions into the Presocratics. By rejecting Simplicius's inter-—
pretations for the reason that they presuppose Neoplztonic con-

ceptions, Presocratic scholarship does itself a great disservice.

A systematic study of Simplicius's interpretations of all
the Presocratics is not feasible here. Conversely, a survey or
sketch of all these interpretations would not reveal his modus
operandi. It seems more advisable therefore to examine a single
Presocratic in detail; the results of such an examination could

well be applied, mutatis mutandis, to the rest of the Presocratics

he treats. I have chosen to study his interpretation of Parmeni-
des because he is perhaps the most important, if also the most
problematic, of the Presocratics. Simplicius quotes 101 out of
the 154 extant Greek verses of Parmenides, and devotes consider-
able space in his commentary on Physics I, augmented by several
passages from his De Caelo commentary, to interpreting Parmenides.
There is thus considerable material for study.

Because Simplicius's interpretation does not arise ex nihilo,
some consideration must be taken of the formative influences on
and the possible sources for his interpretation. More specifical-
ly, Simplicius rejects the criticisms of Parmenides by Plato in
the Sophist and by Aristotle in the Physics and argues that his
own interpretation silences both criticisms. Chapter I comprises

a sketch of Parmenides's influence on Plato (Republic V 476e6-
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480al3), and an examination of Plato’s criticism in the Sophist
(244b6-245e2). Similarly, Chapter II considers Aristotle's treat-
ment of Parmenides in Metaphysics A (986b27-987a2) and Physics I
(184b15-187al1ll). The other possible influences or sources are
considered in Chapter III: the doxographical traditior, Sextus
Empiricus, Plutarch, and the Neoplatonists.

The large amount of material on Parmenides in Simplicius
necessitates a division into manageable topics or sections. While
such a division is by nature arbitrary, the nine sections I have
decided upon in Chapter IV represent reasonably discrete subjects:
I. Biographical Information; II. Obscurity of Doctrine, Poetry;
III. Overall Discussions of Parmenides; IV. The Aletheia; V. The
Doxa; VI. Parmenides's Argument for the Unity of Being; VII. Plato
on Parmenides; VIII. Aristotle on Parmenides; IX. Others on Par-
menides. Each section contains at least two parts: a detailed
list of the relevant passages (A), and a summary of their contents
(B). TFor the first five sections commentary is provided (C); par-
ticularly detailed commentary is devoted to the Aletheia (IV) and
the Doxa (V). A summary of Simplicius's interpretation is found
at the beginning of Chapter IV, and a set of conclusions follows
Chapter 1IV.

Appendix A contains English translations of all the passages
which bear on Parmenides in Simplicius. A detailed list of Sim-
plicius's quotations from Parmenides forms Appendix B. The

verses with variant readings from CAG VII and IX are collected in
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Appendix C. Appendix D is a skeletal Index Locorum.

Two additional points deserve notice. While I have consul-
ted a number of modern works on Parmenides, I have consciously
avoided adopting ready-made an interpretation of Parmenides
against which to measure that of Simplicius. Likewise, I have
shunned, as far as possible, the temptation to inject my own
thoughts concerning Parmenides into this study. For better or
worse, Simplicius's interpretation deserves to be presented in its
own right. Secondly, W.K.C. Guthrie's translation of Parmenides

are adopted throughout; all deviations will be noted.



Notes to the Introduction

1Slmpllcn.us s commentaries on Aristotle are found in the
Commentaria in Aristotelem Graeca (CAG), Berlin Academy, vols.
VII-XI. VII = in De Caelo, ed. I.L. Heiberg, 1894; VIII =
Categorias, ed. “C. Kalbfleisch, 1907; IX = in Physicorum L1bros
I-IV, ed. H. Diels, 1882; X = in Physicorum , Libros V-VIII, ed.
H. Diels, 1895; XI = in De Anlma, ed. M. Hayduck, 1882. (The
authorship of this De Anima commentary is disputed.) Simplicius
also wrote a commentary on the Enchiridion of Epictetus; the
standard edition of this is in Theophrasti Characteres, ed. F.
Diibner (Paris, 1840). It is soon to appear newly edited and
translated in the Budé series by I. Hadot.

For a recent survey of his life and an attempt to date his
works, see I. Hadot, Le probléme du néoplatonisme alexandrin:
Hiéroclés et Slmp11c1us (Paris, 1978), pp. 17-32. Cf. further
"Slmpllklos" # 10 RE 2,5 (1927) coll. 204-213 (K. Praechter).

2Die Fragmente der Vorsokratiker, griechisch und deutsch,
Hermann Diels and Walther Kranz, 3 vols., 6th editiom, 17th
printing (Berlin, 1974).

3Eduard Zeller, Outlines of the History of Greek Philosophy,
13th edition, revised by W. Nestle, translated | by L.R. Palmer
(Cleveland and New York, 1967), p. 337.

4The most prominent reason is that Neoplatonism embodies the
dogmatic metaphysics that has been assailed since Kant. Against
the background of logical positivism and interest in natural
language, the abstruse speculations of the Neoplatonists appear
quixotic.

5Cf. e.g. H.J. Blumenthal, "Neoplatonic Elements in the De
Anima Commentaries," Phronesis 21 (1976), 67.

6Leonardo Taran, Parmenides: A Text with Translationm, Com-
mentary, and Critical Essays (Princeton, 1965), p. 295. Many of
the fragments of Parmenides do not yield a straightforward inter-
pretation.
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7Cf. A.C. Lloyd, "Introduction to Later Neoplatonism," in
The Cambridge History of Later Greek and Early Mediaeval Philoso-
phy, ed. A.H. Armstrong (Cambridge, 1967), pp. 272-282.

8Cf. Eduard Zeller, Die Philosophie der Griechen in ihrer
geschichtlichen Entwicklung, III Teil, II HAlfte, 7th edition,
ed. W. Nestle (Leipzig, 1923), p. 910: "Diese Commentare dieses
Philosophen sind das Werk eines grossen Fleisses und einer
umfassenden Gelehrsamkeit; sie bilden nicht allein fiir uns eine
schétzbare Fundgrabe von Bruchstlicken &lterer Philosophen und
von Nachrichten iiber dieselben, sondern sie geben auch, trotz der
Umdeutungen, von denen kein neuplatonischer Commentar ist frei,
eine sorgfdltige und meist verst@ndige Erkldrung des Textes."
Zeller next relates the weaknesses of Simplicius as a philosopher,
pp. 910-914.

9Tarén, p. 295.

1OThe condition of the texts which Simplicius had at his dis-
posal and the manuscript tradition of his commentaries further
complicate the picture. On the latter see A.H. Coxon, "The
Manuscript Tradition of Simplicius's Commentary on Aristotle's
Physics I-IY," CQ N.S. 18 (1968), 70-75.



Chapter I: Plato and Parmenides

One of the central theses in Plato is the being-seeming anti-
thesis, which is closely bound up with both his epistemology and
ontology. The obvious precursor for the antithesis, at any rate,
is Parmenides, who rigidly distinguishes being from seeming or
opinion in his poem. In the persona of Socrates Plato speaks
reverentially of Parmenides in the Theaetetus (183e3-184al) and
Sophist (217c2-7); the Parmenides is further testimony to his
indebtednessl. A complete treatment of the relation between the
two philosophers is beyond the scope of this chapter, but a rough
sketch is indispensable for understanding the interpretations of
Parmenides by Aristotle and Simpliciusz. Two passages, Republic
V 476e6-480al3 and Sophist 244b6-245e5, have been selected for

this purpose.

In Republic V Socrates proposes that for the ideal state to
be realized its rulers must be philosophers (473cll-e5); he under-
takes to define the philosopher and thereby demonstrate his
unique qualifications for ruling (474b4-c3). There ensues a
section of etymology, in which the name 'lovers of spectacle'
(oLAo9eduoveg) is shown to apply fitly to the other classes of

the state, while 'lover of wisdom' (®LAGCOPOG) is the proper term
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for the philosopher-ruler (474¢8-476cl). After he shows that the
philosopher lives wide awake and the lover of spectacle in a dream,
Socrates advances an argument to convince the latter of his error
(476c8-e2). Glaucon, answering for the lover of spectacle, readi-
ly grants two points to Socrates: that he who knows knows some-
thing (O YLYVWOOWWV YLYWWIOKEL TL 476e9), and that what he knows is
something that is and not something that is not (Ov 477al). The
reason given for the latter concession appears to be borrowed from
Parmenides:

e Yao Gv uh 6v Y€ TL YwoBeln;  (477al)

olte Yap &v yvoing 16 Ye uf £Ov (00 Yap &vuotdv) .
(B 2.7; cf. B 8.8-9)

Glaucon next admits that the fully existent is fully knowable and
the utterly non-existent utterly unknowable:

rousvmv‘ta)\mgcvnaws)mgymov, un &v 6 unSoquii
™ty &yvwotov. (477a3-4)

There are parallels for this also in Parmenides, although they are
not as clear as the previous:

N &' &g olu €otL TE Mol O ypedv €otr uh elvan
v &M ToLr @edln Tovorieudéa Sipev Gropndv. (B 2. 5-6)

Parmenides nowhere qualifies either being or non-being with such
terms as TWWTEADS or €LALMPOLVEDG, but he seems to be talking about
absolutes and Plato clearly takes him to be doing so4.

The admission here, however, does not strictly follow. It
also raises prima facie the possibility that there is .something

knowable in some less than absolute way; the faculty argument that
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follows (477cl-d5) will collapse if this holds good. It can also
be objected that levels of being are what the argument is to dem-
onstrate, not assume as hypotheses. A partial reply is that the
admission is intuitively appealing, for it rests upon the propor-
tion:

0 &V : YwwotTdv :: TO TOVTEADS &V @ TXVTEALDG Wmorévs.
Secondly, the introduction of qualifiers serves to improvz on the
formulation of the argument. Lastly, the divided line of Book VI
(esp. 511d6-e4) differentiates two kinds of knowledge (Vénoug -
8idvwoLa) and opinion (mlotig — eiucocla), each of which shares in
truth (or being) in descending order. The seemingly loose phrase-
ology here may foreshadow the subsequent distinctions. A corol-
lary is derived from this admission; if anything can both be and
not be, it would be situated intermediate between absolute being
and non-being (477a6-8). Further, since knowledge is set over
being and nescience necessarily (EE &vayung) over non~being, one
must consider whether some sort of intermediate cognition is set
over the hypothesized intermediate 'being' (47729-bl). It is to
be noted that no 'absolute' qualifiers are used though required,
and that &ywola/&yvoira is considered as a faculty.

Socrates and Glaucon next consider &GEx. It is admitted to
be something (elval Tu 477b2)6, and since it is a faculty differ-
ent from knowledge, it is set over something different from the
object of knmowledge (477b2-9). Socrates anticipates the outcome

of the faculty argument (478a6):
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olmolv &miothun uev éni T SvtL TEPUKE, Yvidwal og €oTL
o 6v; (477b10-11)

but realizes that this argument must first be expanded (477b1l-
12).

Faculties (SuvdueLg) are stated to form a class of existent
things in virtue of which we are able to do what we are able (to
do):

alc 6 ual fuele Suwdpueda & Suvdueda. (477¢1-2)

Sight and hearing are cited as examples. Faculties are distin-
guished from one another in two ways: that over which they are
set, and what they affect as to their objects:

Suwdueng &' elg &uctvo udvov RAdmw &p' @ Te €otL nal &

anepydletal, ual Tootn &udotnv adt@v Sdvoquly £udAeca. 7

(477¢9-4d2)
'"Hearing', for example, is the name given to the faculty which is
set over audible things and produces our hearing them (or, is that
in virtue of which we are able to hear what is audible)s. An
additional concession by Glaucon allows the faculty argument to
work, that both knowledge (477b7-8) and opinion (477el-3) are
faculties. It was previously allowed that knowledge and opinion
were different (477b5-9); Socrates mentions this at 477e4-5. The
reason for this agreement, however, was they are different fac-
ulties. (One suspects circular reasoning here.) At any rate,
Glaucon states that they differ in that knowledge is infallible
(t6 &dvoudptnTov) but opinion is not (O un &dvopdpTntov) (677e6-7).

The faculty argument is strengthened by the assertion of an in-
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dependent reason for their difference. Socrates concludes that
since each is a different faculty, each is by nature set over a
different object (478a3-4). With a slight change in phrasing, the
anticipatory remark of Socrates at 477b10-11 is reasserted on the
strength of the definition of a faculty:

EmLoThiun eV Y€ Tou Enl TP Svte, TO SV Yvhwal g EXEL;
(478a6)

Likewise, &OEx is admitted as having the capacity to produce
opining (SOEATeLv 478a8-9). The obvious question is what is it
that opinion is set over? The first possibility considered is
that it produces opining with respect to the same objects as
knowledge does knowing. In consequence, the two faculties will
have the same objects (478al10-11). Glaucon replies that this is
impossible, and in so doing clearly states the steps in the ar-
gument (477al2-b2). To recapitulate, the argument rumns:

‘1) one and only one faculty is set over one and only
one (type or class of) object

2) both opinion and knowledge are faculties
3) opinion and knowledge are different
4) therefore, they are not set over one and the same ob-
ject (or, the same thing cannot be both knowable and
opinable).
On the basis of this argument, since what is knowable is being,

what is opinable is something other than being. The next candi-

date considered is non-being or what is not (Td uf} &v 478b6).

This proves to be impossible; the object of opinion must be some

one thing (&v Y€ TL 478b10), but non-being is 'not one thing' but
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rather 'mothing at all' (unSév 478bl2). The object of opinion is
neither beingz nor non-being, which are apprehended by knowledge
and nescience respectively.

A reductio argument to locate both opinion amnd its object
follows. First, it is stated that it does not fall outside of
knowledge and nescience, since it then must either surpass the
former in clarity or the latter in obscurity (478cl10-12). Since
it seems to be darker than knowledge yet brighter than nescience,
it properly belongs between (LETAED) them (478¢cl3-d4). Socrates
reminds Glaucon of the earlier hypothesis (477a6-bl), that if
anything appeared both to be and not be, it would be situated
between absolute being and non-being; and it would be the object
neither of nescience nor knowledge, but rather the intermediate
cognitive faculty (478d5-10). The argument to this point has
shown that opinion is intermediate between them. The intermediate
object remains to be discovered:

tuetlvo 60 AelmolT' &v fulv elpeirv, dg Eowne, 1O &Quooté-

pwv petéxov, tob elval te wal ph elwoe, wal odSétepov

elAdtupLuidg S Gv TPOCXYOPELSHEVOVY, Lwa, €&V @avij,

SoBaotdv adtd elvar &v Siun TPOCYOPEUREY, TOLG MEV

&porLe T A, TOle S& peTaEL 1O UeTaEd &odLédvteg.

(47841-5)
Glaucon, proxy for the lover of spectacle who admits only par-
ticulars and not universals, grants that some particular beauti-
ful thing will also appear ugly, and similarly with something

just or holy (478e7-479b2). This point is abruptly introduced

and quickly accepted, perhaps because it is commonplace in Plato.
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Similar pairs are mentioned in the Theaetetus, for example:

. - . GG €dv dg péva TPOCIYOREUNG, ML CULUPOV @rvel-

oL um. eocv @dpu, ngfxpo\'), ot'nmxv'cd_"re oltwe, m% unSevde

Gvtog &vdg UNTE TLvog wite dnorowolv. (152d4-67)
In the present case the lover of spectacle is brought over to ad-
mit that every particular is as much as is not, although the pre-
cise nature of the 'is' in either case cannot be known with cer-
tainty:

wal oOt' elvar olte uf elwal oOSEV adTdv Suvatdv Ty Lwg
vofioalL, obte qupdtepa obte obSEtepov. (479¢3-5)

There appear to be four propositions here: 1) x is; 2) x is not;
3) x both is and is not; 4) x neither is nor is notlo. of a
'heavy' thing we cannot know with certainty that 1) it is (heavy),
or 2) it is not (heavy), for under suitable circumstances it will
appear to be the opposite of what it is said to be, and neither
designation is correct. The conjoint statements, that 3) it is
both (heavy) and is not (heavy), and 4) it is neither (heavy) nor
is not (heavy), apply similarly. A 'heavy' thing will not seem
bofh heavy and not heavy to the same person at the same time in
the same way, still lessneither heavy nor not heavyll. The phrase
Ty lwg vonoar is crucial here, for things over which opirion is
set cannot be certainly krown or else they will be the objects of
knowledge. This argument from opposites shows that opinables
(8oEooTd) do belong intermediate between being and non-being
(479¢6-d10); this conclusion was already deduced from the faculty

argument. It is worthy of note that the light and darkmess
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imagery used in locating opinion is employed also for its objects1

The proposed discovery of what shares in being and non-being
(478el-5, note elpetlv) is concluded at 479d43-5:

Hioruopev pa, O Eouxe, OTL T TOV TOAAGV TIOAAL vouLua

uoAoD Te TEpL Mol TV SAwv HETOED Tov HLALVSETTL TOD

Te un 6vtoc mal Tob &viog elALupLvig.
The objects commonly apprehended by the many 'tumble about' some-
where intermediate between absolute being and non-being. By
previous agreement (478e3-5), if anything of this nature should
come to light it would properly be called 80Eaotdv rather than
YWwoTOv, because it wanders in the intermediate region and is

apprehended by the intermediate faculty:

TH peTED Suvdel TO UETAEL TWAVNTOV c'xAx.ouéue‘vov.lB
(47948-9)

The argument has thus proven that the lovers of spectacle have
opinion only, philosophers knowledge; the former should be called
'lovers of opinion' (QLAGSOEOL) (479e1-480al13).

Aside from the possible circular reasoning mentioned pre-—
viously, the faculty argument is open to two serious objections.
The first is that two faculties may well apprehend the same
object. It is true that one sees visible things and hears aud-
ibie things, and that these are in a sense different. Yet it is
not true that different ontological levels enter in here, since
one can see and hear one and the same airplane passing overhead;

for the faculty argument to work there can be no overlap of ob-

jects. Secondly, nescience (&yvolLa) has to be granted full status
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as a faculty; otherwise opinion will not be an intermediate fac-
ulty (cf. 479d8). Plato seems aware of the problems that arise
from making it a real faculty, since he frequenly uses the phrase
€E &uiyung to justify setting nescience over non-being. An ap-
plication of the formula for a faculty brings out the difficulties:
1) emotun énl T SvtL mépurev, Yvdwil og Exer TO Sv.

2) &yvoia Eml ™ uR SvtL TEpurev, &yvdval o Exel TO
un Ov.

Little if any sense can be wrenched from 2), especially in light
of the assertion that that which is not is nothing at all (478b6),
and is presumably not an object at all.

These difficulties aside, it is clear that Plato adopts the
Parmenidean dictum that only being can be known, while what is not
is utterly unknowable. It is probable that he also has Parmenides
in mind when he locates opinion in the mid-ground. The goddess
advised Parmenides not to travel the way on which mortals wander
(M\artovtat), since they confuse being and non-being:

otc TO MEAELYV TE Mal obu elvar TadTOV VEVSLLLOTOL

o0 TalTov, TKIvTwv 8E TAlvToondg éotL néAsuSog. 15

(B 6.8-9)
Although their interpretation is debated, the concluding verses
of the proem are arguably evidence that Parmenides allows some
sort of existence to the content of mortal opinions:

o€ Bootidv 668ag, Tale odu Evi mioTie AnSric.

A gume umal talta wodnoeat, O T Souobvta

Xofiv Sonluwg elvar, SLd Tovtdg IV TEpdvVTa.
(8 1.30-32)16
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While in Republic V Plato is content to use ready-made
the Parmenidean injunctions about being and non-being, in the
Sophist he investigates what being and non-being are and attacks
Parmenides on two counts (244b6-245e5). In fact, the program of
much of the dialogue as announced by the Eleatic Stranger is
explicitly anti-Parmenidean:

Tov 100 TIoeTpde Mopuevidou Adyou dvayuatlov Hutv duuvo—

uévoLg €otol Pacowi.levv, nal BLalecSal TS Te uf &v &g

gotL natd T nal ™ 6v ad ALy og odu EoTL ™). 17

(24145~7)
An analysis of the entire dialogue is out of the question here,
but a brief summary of how Plato demonstrates that non-being is
and conversely that being is not will prove useful for under-
standing the criticisms he levels at Parmenides and Simplicius's
replies.

At 251d6-259e6 Plato proves the need for and demonstrates the
mechanism of a communion or interweaving of Forms (Morwvwviaq,
CULTAOKT ei&iv)lS. Only the five greatest kinds of Forms are
considered; being (t0O &v), sameness (TaOTSV), othermess (Sdtepov),
motion (uivnoig), and rest (otdoig). All five, not to mention
the other Forms, share or partake of one another, although not all
do so with all. True to the workings of participation in the
earlier dialogues, for a thing (including Forms) to have the
property x it must share in x-nesslg. It is sufficient to con-

sider the Form of motion to illustrate Plato's method, since this

is the Form he treats most fully (255a11-256d9). Motion is other
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than rest (i.e. shares in otherness with respect to rest) and so
is not rest (00 owiolg €otriv). It also is (Eoti, &V) in virtue
of its participating in being (St TO ueTeExeLv 100 Svtog). It
shares in otherness with respect to sameness and therefore is
not the same (as sameﬁess) (©0 TdTdV EOTLV), but shares in
sameness with respect to itself and 'really is' the same (fjv
TawdTOV) 3 that is, motion is metion. ZLastly, it shares in other-
ness with respect to being, even though it does share in being,
and both is not and is (Gvtwg olu Ov €otL udL &V). The equivalence
of 'is other than' (Etepov) with 'is not' (olm €otL, &V) is
crucial in this passage and in the dialogue as a whole., It allows
Plato to speak meaningfully of non-being, for everything except
being itself is non-being, and even being itself 'is not' in that
it shares in othermess with respect to everything else. Parmeni-
des had asserted that what is not will never be:

o0 Y& unnote Ttobto Saufi elvatr uh £6vma.
3 7.1)%°

Plato does him one better by showing that what is 'is not' as well
(258d5-e3). Plato, however, admits that the non-being he dis-
cusses is not the contradictcry of Parmenidean being. Earlier in
the dialogue he rehearses the Parmenidean arguments for its being
inexpressible and unthinkableZI. At the same time, Plato's Form
of being has striking similarities with Parmenides's one being.

It is par excellence, since it alone shares in sameness with

respect to itself, and is one. It too is eternal, uncreated,
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indestructible, and motionless (in the physical sense). The
principal difference is that it does not exhaust the ontological
possibities of the universe. More to the point, the properties
being has it has in virtue of participating in other Forms. Other
things partake of it as well, and since they also partake of other-
ness and sameness, there is a plurality of discrete existents.

Set agginst this background the passage 244b6-24535 makes
good sense. For convenience, the first criticism will be called
the linguistic argument (244b6-d13), the second the part-whole
argument (244d14-245e5). The linguistic argument is to hold good
for all extreme monists:

Taed TV Ev IO mv Asyoviwy &' ol mevotéov eic SGuoLy
TiL Tote Afyouot TO Ov; (244b6-7)

These monists admit to two statements: 1) that they say that only
one thing is or exists (&v mod gate udvov elvon; 244b9-10); and
2) that being is something (6v woAeTlTé TL 244b12). A question
arises from the apparent inconsistency betweeen 1) and 2):

TIotepov Onep &v, &nl T adt) mpooxadievoLr Suotv
&vduoowy, 7 Tog; (244c¢1-2)

If the monists agree that they are using two names for the same

thing, they make a mockery of a rigid monism:

T TE %0 Svduxta duoroyetv elvar undév Sfusvov ARV
£V HaTaYEAaoTOV TIov. (244¢8-9)

On the other hand, for them even to allow someone to say that a
name is something would be inexplicable (ASyov olu Gv &xov 244dl).

Two possibilities are considered: 1) if one assumes that a name
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is other than that of which it is the name, he is in a sense
speaking of two things (800 A€yelL ToOO TLvE 244d3-4); 2) if ome
assumes that the name is the same as the thing (Todtdv adtd 244d6),
then either a) he will be forced to say that it is not the name of
anything at all (244d46-7), or b) if he says that it is the name of
something, the name will merely be the name of a name and of noth-
ing else (244d7—9). The illustration of 2b) at 244c¢1ll1-12, how-
ever, contains a textual corruptionzz. A reconstruction is
possible, if offered with diffidence. The general assumption is
that the name (somehow) is the same as the one thing. A very
strict interpretation of TaOTOV (2a) rules out the possibility of
a name existing at all, because the name alone would exist and
would not be a name in the ordinary sense. Now 2b) appears to
allow that this name somehow names itself:

ocuuficeETaL TO Svoun dvouotog Svoua udvov, GAAov &
ol8evog 6v. (244d8-9)

Further, by 1) the monist cannot hold that chere are two names,
and any emendation of 244d11-12 should reflect this. A tentative
suggestion is:

wal O &v v Svoua v wol Tob SUduatog od o Ev Gv.
"That is, "the one being' being a name, and 'the one being' (a
name) of the name."” It is tempting to argue that Plato here blurrs
a use-mention distinction to allow the monists a single word, but
2a) patently outlaws the use of a word, and the name to be men-

. . 2 .
tioned is not a name anyway. But, as Cornford notes 3, the point
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of the passage is made even by omitting 244d11-12 altogether. The
linguistic argument turns on the impossibility of discourse im a
radical monism. The best a monist of this sort can muster is a
single name, and even that is not a name in any ordinary sense.
Seligman thinks that in 244b6-d13, "Plato has produced only a
dubious ad hominem argument against the Parmendean notion Lof
beingl," in that he tries to force Parmenides's own notion of
being upon name524. On the contrary the argument is telling;
Parmenides's insistence on only one thing can fairly be turned
against his use of language. TFurther, Plato here appears to attack
the Parmenidean verse he quotes in the Theaetetus (180el):

+ otov duivntov TerédeL ) movti Svop' elvar +.

It is true that Plato relies on a referential theory of language
here; it might be possible to undermine his attack by asking him
to what "or", "but", and so forth refer. The onus, nevertheless,
rests on Parmenides to explain what sense is to be attached to all
but one of the words which he uses.

The part-whole argument, on the other hand, is not so tel-
ling. Bluck to the contrary, this argument is not a simple con-
tinuation of the linguistic argument, but rather a separate
attack on the monists' claim of unity for their ome entityzs. To
illustrate the monistic claim that the one being is the whole
(244d15) Parmenides is cited:

EL tolvuv Siov éotiv, donep ual Topuevidng Agyet,

Ivtodev eudwiov apalpng vailyuiov Syup
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pECCOSEV LooTOAES TEVT® TO Y& o0TE TL ueilov
obte TL Boldtepov meisval xpedv £otL T 1 TH.

(244e2-5; B 8.43-45)

This comparison of being to a sphere is taken in a literal sense:

ToLoUTdV YE v O pfoov te mal Eoxota €xeL, Talta &€
gxov oo dviynn u€pn Exeive § Tig;  (244e6-7)

The balance of the part-whole argument hinges on this literalism.

Before further comment, it will be well to spell out the argument:

1) being is a whole

2)

1la)
1b)
1c)

1d)

being is either a whole of parts or unity itself
according to Parmenides it is a whole of parts
therefore it is not unity itself

therefore there is more than one thing, and being is
no longer omne

being is not a whole

2a)

2b)

2c)

24)

2e)

assume that wholeness itself exists

therefore there are two things that are, and since

being lacks what is lacks itself, and is not being26

assume that wholeness itself does not exist

for a thing to be or to come to be, it must do so as
a whole -- that isas a definite quantity

. . 2
therefore being does not exist nor come to be 7

Equally absurd conclusions result for the monists whether they

assert or deny that being is a whole; wholeness is meaningless for

them.

Several points are worthy of note in this argument. The

first is that the monists are allowed two and only two types of

wholeness; that which consists of parts and unity itself. If

another candidate can be discovered, the argument will collapse.
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Secondly, it is incredible that Parmenides’s simile is treated as
a statement of factzs. Thirdly, Plato injects his own theory of
Forms by the use of such terms as 'wholeness itself' and 'unity
itself'; besides, ex hypothesi Parmenides cammot grant existence
to anything but being. The argument does make one important point,
that a concept as fundamental as being carries in its train a
retinue of interrelated concepts. Number and wholeness do enter
into Parmenides's account of being, and recourse to a distinction
between 'natural' and 'logical' properties will not alleviate the
probleng. The part-whole argument is as much an argument for
the Forms as it is a serious criticism of Parmenides. For Plato
discourse (AOYOg) is based on the interrelatedness of concepts30.
Both the linguistic and part-whole arguments are designed to
bring out the absurdities inherent in denying or neglecting this
interrelatedness; they demonstrate a fortiori the plurality of
concepts or Forms. Although the part-whole argument is not con-
vincing, Aristotle also criticizes Parmenides on his claim that
being is one along similar lines (Physics 185a20-186a3, esp.

185b11-16, 186a32-bl4).

This overview of Plato's treatment of Parmenides is suffi-
cient to show the degree to which Parmenides influenced him. The
Parmenidean dictum that only what is can be known and conversely
what is (absolutely) not cannot remains intact in Plato's system.

Plato replacesthe absolute unity of being and the preclusion of
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plurality at all ontological levels which he finds in Parmenides
by an interweaving of distinct Forms and participation of par-
ticulars in Forms. Lastly, each of the Platonic Forms retains

the features of Parmenidean being.



Notes to Chapter I

1The Theaetetus and Sophist passages are both reminiscences
of the alleged meeting of Socrates and Parmenides, described in -
the Parmenides. Taran (pp. 3-5), among others, does mot think
that the meeting ever occurred. These references to the Parme-
nides are hints from Plato that familiarity with this dialogue
is a prerequisite for the Theaetetus and Sophist.

2Chapter IT takes up Aristotle's critique of Parmenides,
particularly in Physics I.2-3. This passage from the Sophist
appears frequently in Simplicius's interpretation of Parmenides.

3Parmenides clearly conjoins being with knowing:
70 Yap abtd voelv éotiv te wal elvar. (B 3)
ToOTov &' €oti woelv Te Mal obverdv éotL vonua-
o0 Yap Gvev Tol édvtog, év ¢ megatiousvov €otlv,
ebprioeLe T© voelv. (B 8.34-36)

but does not use a term for 'absolute' with either (but cf. B
8.11). ’

“Cf. B 8.11 and Sophist 237a2-239b10.

5The negative proportion is similar:
TO uf 6v : Gywotov :: 1O undoutfi &v @ TV &YywwoTov.

6 s s . . .

It is interesting to speculate whether &GEa itself is some-
thing that exists in the truest sense and is knowable, or in an
intermediate and opinable way.

7In the next lines Socrates more fully brings cut the prin-
ciple that if a faculty is set over x and producis some effect in
regard to it, it is one (and the same) faculty x~, while that
which is set over some y is a different, i.e. yl faculty:

wal v eV ént ) adt) Tetaypdévnv wal o abtd &nepya-
Touévnv ThHv adThv wodd, ThHv &8 &nl Etépp wal Etepov
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dnepyalousvnvy &Anv.  (477d2-5)

8J. Adam (The Republic of Plato [Cambridge, 19691, I. pp.
342) does not comment on the syntax of the infinitive in the for-
mula (e.g. Yvidval 477b10). There may be an ellipsis of a phrase
such as: ual gotiv abtn ©) SOvoute B Suvdueda. This, or its
equivalent, is represented in the phrase O dmepyaletar of 477d1.
Two points in the formula are interesting. The first is that
Plato is relatively free with his terminology in this passage.
Examples are the synonymous uses of £mLOTHuUn with Yviolg and of
ayvora with &ywwola. Further, there are three apparently equi-
valent constructions with £nl '(set) over': 1) with €otl ; 2) with
TETOMTAL ;3 and 3) with MEQUMEV. . Secondly, knowledge is properly
set over what is knowable (TO YwwoTSV) not what is or exists (Td
6v). It was argued that only what is is knowable (476el0), but
this established that being is a necessary but not sufficient
condition for being kncwn. However, by the faculty argument, if
knowledge is one faculty and has one and only one object, being
and being known are identical. .

9F.¢. Cornford (Plato's Theory of Knowledge [London, 19351,
pPP- 36-39) notes that this passage and Republic 477A ff. are ver-
sions of a Heraclitean-cum-Protagorean 'inseparability of oppo-
sites' doctrine, and deals with Plato's relation to this doctrimne.
There are some important differences despite the parallels. In
the Theaetetus 'becoming' and 'passing away' replace 'being' and
'non-being' for particulars. Secondly, the Theaetetus here deals
with perception (alo®noig), while the Republic opinion (&3Ea).

10This is J. Adam's interpretation (The Republic of Plato,
I. p. 343 n 17).

11The claim that a heavy thing will also appear light is ex-
panded in Theaetetus 152e6-187a6, where the thesis under consider-
ation is whether knowledge is simply perception. One example
given is that the same wind will appear cold to x but warm to y
(152b2-10). To y the wind will not be cold while to x it will not
be warm, and to neither will it appear both warm and cold or
neither warm nor cold. It is therefore not a matter of certain
knowledge what the wind really is.

1ZJ. Adam (The Republic of Plato, I. 341 n 18) notes that
these terms, cognvela — aoowela, are fully explained at 508 D f£f.,
where the relation between truth and light is first introduced.

13Cf. B 6.3-9.
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14There is no verb &yLywouelLv in Greek, but an infinitival
form of it has been invented here to avoid adding still more
negatives to the sentence. Another liberty taken is the combina-
tion of two formulas into one:

477p10-11  oluolv émniotiun pEV €nl T§ SVTL TEGUKE,
yvivar og €ote TO Ov;

478a6 émLoTn év Y€ mou énl ) 6vti, T &V
yvival g EXeL;

15There are some interpreters who think that this way of
mortals represents a third way of inquiry and a truly 'real' mode
of existence. For a criticism of this view see Tardn, pp. 228-
230 esp. n 61.

16A.P.D. Mourelatos (The Route of Parmenides [New Haven and
London, 1970]) devotes an entire chapter to the interpretation of
these two lines, a2nd deals with all the relevant bibliography,
(Chapter 8, pp. 194-221).

17Bcoav£§ew . . . BudleoXaL appears to allude to the
practice of torturing slaves to procure information. Cf. Aristo-
phanes Ranae 616-629, Antiphon 2.4.8 (cf. 5.3.6), and LSJ s.v.
Bacavi{lw II and Racovog ITII. Bualopor (LSJ s.v. II) regularly
means 'overpowering by force', 'use force upon'. If this allusion
is correct, the sentence should be translated, "We will have to
put the statement of father Parmenides on the rack and force it
to confess that . . . ". Cornford (Plato's Theory of Knowledge,
p. 214 n 2) notes that, "BLdlecSat may allude to Parmenides’ own
word Soufi  (Soailw) in the lines quoted above [B 7.1-21"; cf.
also B 7.3 RLaocOw.

18Most of my remarks on the interweaving of Forms are drawn
from J.L. Ackrill ("IYMIACKH EIACON" in Plato I, ed. Vlastos
[New York, 1971]; some from Cornford (Plato's Theory of Knowledge,
pp. 255-298, esp. 285-294).

l9A qualification is in order here. The Forms participate
with one another as equally 'real' entities (as opposed to a Form
and a particular); this allows reciprocal-participation.

2OThe quotation of the same lines (B 7.1-2) at 237a8-9 and
258d2-3 is a clear stylistic device, which serves to frame the
whole discussion of Parmenides.
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21Plato's version is more clearly articulated than Parmeni-
des's, although he uses nearly identical vocabulary throughout.
Compare 237b7-239¢c8 with B 2.5-8 and B 8.8-9, 15-18.

22L. Campbell (The Sophistes and Politicus of Plato Coxford,
18671, p. 111 n 10) considers five different emendations and con-
cludes that, "none of the emendations hitherto made are satis-
factory". The emendation offered here differs from the five he
mentions in that only one 'word' is used. Cornford (Plato's
Theory of Knowledge, p. 222 n 1) follows Campbell's lead and is
ready to omit this and the preceding remark of Theaetetus.

23P1atdﬂ§ Theory of Knowledge, p. 222 n 1.

24P. Seligman, Being and Not-Being: An Introduction to Plato's
Sophist (The Hague, 1974), p. 26. Further, he states, ''To raise
the question of the being of the name "being" lay beyond Parmeni-
des' conceptual reach", p. 26 n 2. Parmenides does in fact deal
with names, albeit not "being"; c£. B 8.53, B 9.1, and B 19.3. Cf.
B 8.38 and Theaetetus 180el.

25R. Bluck, Plato's Sophist: A Commentary (Manchester, 1975),
p. 73. Although the argument does not consider the word or name
(6vopa) "'whole", it does not simply fit another, superfluous name
back into the linguistic argument. Further, Bluck is incorrect
to deny that, "the Eleatic Visitor (EV) is talking about Unity,
Wholeness, an Being'", ibidem. At 245a5-6 the EV uses the phrase
adtd O &V, and at 24529 1O GAnSGg &v. Similarly, the EV speaks
of altd TO OV at 245¢2 and of TO Ov passim.

26The phrase 'lacks itself' is found in two forms; &vSegg TO
6v &awtod (253¢2-3) and dowtoD ortepduevov (245¢5). The former is
probably a reference to Parmenides B 8.33: [Td &5v] €otL vdp odn
EnLbeveg (EmLBe€g in several manuscripts of Simplicius).

271 follow Cornford (Plato's Theory of Knowledge, pp. 222~
223) in viewing the argument as a series of paradoxes, but differ
from him in many details. Seligman (Being and Not-Being, pp. 26—
27) is even more hostile to the part-whole argument than to the
linguistic argument.

281n fairness to Seligman (Being and Not-Being, p. 25), it
should be noted that he brackets the qualifiers 'logical' and
'matural’. It is unclear that this makes a substantial differ-
ence for Plato, who holds that sameness and othermess are not
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intrinsic logical properties of things, but rather are properties
whose acquisition is identical with that of shortness, tallness,
whiteness, etc.

29Plato sometimes does less than full justice to his oppon-
ent's position; e.g. Thrasymachus's claim that the advantage of
the stronger is justice (Republic I) and Protagoras's claim that
man is the measure of all things (Theaetetus).

30Cf. Parmenides 135b5-c3 and J.L. Ackrill (SYMIACKH EIAMN),
pp. 206-209.



Chapter II: Aristotle and Parmenides

Aristotle does not share Plato's high regard for Parmenides.
He credits him with only slightly more insight than the 'rather
naive' (&ypoiudtepoL) Xenophanes and Melissus:

Hopuevidng 8¢ uddov BAEwY EoLué TIOL AEYELV.

But Parmenides perhaps seems in places to speak with
more insight.

As with many of his predecessors’ views, Aristotle dismisses
Parmenides's conception of being outright. Moreover, in the major
passage in which Aristotle attacks Parmenides it is the refutation
itself, not Parmenides's positive doctrines, which is of philoso-
phical interestz. Aristotle's attack is thought to be cogent by
Charlton and others3. Simplicius, however, defends Parmenides
against Aristotle, largely because the Parmenidean one being fits
well in Neoplatonic metaphysics. Therefore, in this chapter
Aristotle's attack will be considered in some detail in order
both to elucidate Aristotle's arguments and to set the stage for
Simplicius's replies.

In his précis of philosophy in Metaphysics A, Aristotle
first treats Melissus and Parmenides as material monists (984b1-8).
But as if to distinguish them from the latter, he sets ocut their
views proper after his discussion of the Pythagoreans (986b18-

987a2). They generated the universe from a single, immaterial
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principle -—- number (985b23-986b18). Strictly speaking the
Eleatics denied generation altogether, but their one principle,
especially that of Parmenides, is more conceptual than material4.
Aristotle's summary of Parmenides is as follows:

For, claiming that, besides the existent, nothing non-

existent exists, he thinks that of necessity one thing

exists, viz. the existent and nothing else (on this we

have spoken more clearly in our work on nature), but

being forced to follow the observed facts, and sup-

posing the existence of that which is one in definition,

but more than one according to sensations, he now pos—

its two causes and principles, calling them hot and

cold, i.e. fire and earth; and of these he ranges the

hot with the existent, and the other with the non-

existent.”
In the Doxa Parmenides does not range the hot with being and the
cold with non-being, nor call his princinles hot and cold. It
seems unlikely that after having discredited non-being in the
first part of his poem, Parmenides would grant it equal footing
with being in the second part6. Aristotle here adumbrates the
argument Parmenides allegedly makes for the unity of being; since
only being exists, it must necessarily be one. The same argu-
ment is attributed to him in the Physics and rejected as imvalid.

The most interesting point in Aristotle's summary is that he
takes both the Aletheia and the Doxa as referring to the material
world (cf. 984a27-b4). His rejection of Parmenides and Melissus

as physicists both here (986b10-17) and in the Physics (184b25-

185a5, 18-20) is based on this understanding.

In a scheme reminiscent of the Sophist, Aristotle sets out
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an analytical division of his predecessors in the Physics accord-
ing to the number and type of principles they he1d7. He states
that the question of how many things there are (T0 &vta) is equiv-
alent to the question of how many first principles or elements
there are. Since previous thinkers were in fact seeking for the
ultimate entities in the world, they too were searching for first
principles (184b22-25).

Aristotle next contends that the Eleatics, Parmenides and
Melissus, lie wholly outside the ken of physics and that they con-
struct merely eristic arguments for their doctrines. Nevertheless,
the refutation of their doctrine brings out problems of interest
both to physics and philosophy (185al7-20). Aristotle means to
reject Parmenides and Melissus on the grounds that their ome prim-
ciple is nct subject to motion (Givntov). They are relegated to
a non-physical science or one common to all sciencess. The second
of Aristotle's contentions, that they are merely eristic in their
arguments, is treated in subsequent chapters by Aristotle.

Beginning his refutation on a facetious note, (Goxh 6& olueo-
TAIN TOOHV), considers what they mean by 'being' (TO Ov) and 'ome'
(8v) when they assert that being or everything is one (185a22-24).
On the uses of 'being' see Metaphysics A 1017a7-b9. Since his
categorial scheme is to include evervthing that exists, Aristotle
first considers whether Parmenides and Melissus assign everything
to a single category or to one single item of one category:

Do they mean that all things 'are' substance or quanti-
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ties or qualities? And further, are all things one 9
substance —— one man, one horse, or one soul . . . .

They cannot allow that there be more than one category on pain of
allowing a plurality of existent things (185a227-29). The second
part of the disjunct is not comsidered, presumably because it
would be absurd for the Eleatics to say that everything is one
horse or the like. Aristotle next considers what will result if
they embrace a non-substance category. This move will prove un-—
successful because substance alone is capable of separate existence
(xupLotdv), while everything else is said of it as subject (185a29-
32). To illustrate his contention he comsiders Melissus's claim
that being is infinite. Since this can only be true per accidens
of a substance, there must be two entities not one at issue. The
final possibility, that everything is substance, is not in itself
objectionable, except that one cannot in any way qualify it once
all the other categories are denied. Hence Melissus cannot proper-
1y assert that being is infinite, nor presumably Parmenides that
it is finitelo. This argument againet the Eleatics parallels that
of Plato in the Sophist; their one being is shown to be a thor-
oughly empty concept.

Aristotle next treats of the uses of 'one' (£v): it is either
1) that which is continuous (TO CUVEXEC), or 2) that which is
indivisible (T6 &StalpeTov), or 3) those things whose essential
definition (0 Adyog © Tob Tl fiv elwal) is one and the same (185b5-

9). Now the Eleatics cannot opt for 1), since that which is con-
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tinucus is infinitely divisible and its unity is in reality a
plurality (moAAX TO €v) (185b9-10). What is continuous is infi-
nitely divisibly potentially; the Eleatics have a legitimate
quarrel with this notion. Furthermore, Parmenides explicitly
states that being is one, continuous, and indivisible (&v, cuv-
EXEC B 8.6, o0SE Sialpetov B 8.22); this claim is a contradiction
in terms for Aristotle (cf. in Phys 86.19-87.18). At any rate,
before considering 2) Aristotle introduces the question of the
unity of a whole as against its parts. Its appearance in this
passage points to the part-whole argument of the Soghistll.

The second use of 'one', that of indivisibility, precludes
the existence of either quality or quantity; the Eleatics will not
be able to maintain that being is either finite or infinite (185b
16-19). Aristotle does not explain why this should be so, but
the definition of quantity in Metaphysics A 1020a7, which has as
its definiens 'that which is divisible into subsistents' (TIooOV
Aévetal 1O Siaipetov elg &wundpxovta) makes half the claim ap-
parentlz. Charlton thinks that the denial of quality to being (or
the universe) is directed against Parmenides's use of hot and cold
as principles in the 29§§}3. It seems more likely that the denial
is either directed at the qualities of Parmenides's being in the
Aletheia, e.g. dlvntov (B 8.26) and &wopxov (B 8.27), or is mere-
1y another step in the overall reductio argument that Aristotle
constructs to drive home the incoherence of the Eleatic conception

of being.
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The third and final use of 'one', that of unity of definition,
will prove uncongenial to the Eleatic position as well. Aristotle
states that if everything there is (Tvta ™ Svta) is one in
definition, then the Eleatics will embrace a Herclitean doctrine
of synonymy (185b19-25). To assert that everything is one will

be convertible salva veritate with the assertion that everything

is nothing. As maintained in the linguistic argument of the
Sophist, the Eleatics are being charged with making significant
speech impossible14. The balance of the paragraph takes up the
question of how one thing can also be many, the difficulties this
seeming puzzle provided to post-Eleatic philosophers, and finally
Aristotle's own solution to the questionls.

To sum up, Aristotle attempts to make sense of the claim
that being is one by considering the possible uses of 'being' and

'one'. The result of this procedure is a reductio ad absurdum

for the Eleatic claim; no use of either term will prove viable

for their fundamental claim and any ancillary claims, e.g. that
being is finite. Eleatic being will prove at best a marginal
concept, since it will resist all attempts at analysis and quali-
fication. To assess Aristotle's critique to this point is dif-
ficult. He in effect forces the Eleatic conception of being into
his own ontological scheme with predictably unhappy results. In
a sense he has done no more than to illustrate the incompatibility
or incommensurability of the two systems. Secondly, it is pos-

sible to break the back of the reductio argument by offering dif-
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ferent uses of both 'being' and 'one' which justify the Eleatic
claim. There is, however, much to be said in Aristotle's defense.
His analysis of the words 'being' and 'ome' can be seen as a
legitimate attempte to make sense of the opaque claim that being
is one. That is, it ﬁay be true that the Eleatics use both terms
in odd and incomprehensible ways. Secondly, while distortions
and misunderstanding are the inevitable result of Aristotle's at-
tempt to explain or understand his predecessors in light of his
own system, it does not follow that he acts out of malice16.
Lastly, the philosophical absurdities he imputes to the Eleatics
are richly deserved if they in fact maintained that the universe
is one and motionless.

While in the first part of his attack Aristotle attempts to
show the absurdity of the claim that all things are one, in the
second he takes aim at the arguments which the Eleatics use to
arrive at their erromeous conclusion (185a20-186a3; 186a3-187all).
Melissus is charged with an illicit conversion and with falsely
inferring that if being is one it must therefore not be subject
to motion (186al0-13). Aristotle's attack on Parmenides parallels
that on Melissus, but is developed at greater length and compex-
ity. He begins by setting out two grounds on which to refute
Parmenides: 1) that he falsely assumes that 'being' is used in
only one way, and 2) that the conclusion of his syllogism does not
follow (186a23-25). Actually, both 1) and 2) are sides of the

same coin, for the falseness of one of the premisses ensures the
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unsoundness of the whole syllogism. In his attack on Parmenides's
syllogism Aristotle substitutes 'white' for 'being', presumably to
show that the fallacy is formal:

If we take only white things, and if white has a single

meaning, none the less what is white will be many and

not one. For what is white will not be ome either in

the sense that it is continuous or in the sense that it

must be defined in only one way.

The syllogism at issue in Aristotle's counterexample is difficult

make out. A possible version rums:

0 v (EoTL) Asumdv Everything is white
0 Aeundv (€otL) Ev Vhite is one (only
TO v (EotL) &v Everything is one.l8

The major premiss, that white is one, is false according to Aris-
totle, and therefore the conclusion that everything is one does
not follow. Moreover, white is not one either in continuity or in
definition. It is not stated why the former is not true, but
brief consideration of this point will throw light on the whole
criticism. The continuous is defined as 'that which has by its
own nature one movement and cannot have any other', the paradig-
matic case of which is a straight line (cf. Metaphysics A 1016a5-
6). 'White' is not a candidate for having a natural movement.

To maintain that it does is to commit a category blunder; sub-
stances move or change, not the properties that inhere in themlg.
Tmplicit in Aristotle's denial of continuity is his pluralistic
categorial scheme, which figures in his denial of definitional

unity as well. The argument for the latter is:

'"Whiteness' will be different from 'what has white-—
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ness'. Nor does this mean that there is anything that

can exist separately, over and above what is white.

For 'whiteness' and 'that which is white' differ in

definition, not in the sense that they are things

which can exist apart from each other. But Parmenides

had not come in sight of this distinction.Z20
To paraphrase, even if one assumes that everything is white, and
hence that nothing except white exists, it is still not true that
everything is one. White considered by itself is a color, and
its (essential) definition will differ from that of the substance
in which it is present. Both, however, will be ome (concrete)

. sog e 921
thing and be called ‘white -

Several objections to Aristotle's critique in this part are
in order. First, the substitution of 'white' for 'being' makes
'being' a mere quality and commits Parmenides to subsistent enti-

. R . . . . 22

ties of which existence is an accidental attribute”~. Secondly,
although it is debated what Parmenides's argument for the unity
of being is, there is nothing in the poem that closely resembles
Aristotle's version23. Thirdly, Aristotle's charge that Parmen-
ides assumes that 'being' is said in only one way is obscure. He
here assumes (for argument's sake) that this being is a quality,
and then proceeds to show how qualities require substances for
them to be in. Substance is then tried as a candidate but ulti-
mately rejected. Aristotle appears to be constructing yet another
reductio; a bare substance will defy qualification, while no non-

substance can exist independently of substance. There is mno need

to specify either of the two kinds, since both are vulnerable to
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the argument. Lastly, Aristotle does not consider the possibili-
ty that Parmenidean being is somehow one in kind24. A partial
explanation is that elsewhere he explicitly denies that being is
a genuszs.

Aristotle's critique is not cogent. His first charge, that
Parmenides committed a logical fallacy, is simply incorrect, for
there is no reason to assume that his argument was such as Aris-
totle alleges. Secondly, his reductio arguments hinge on his own
metaphysical scheme and on his assumption that Parmenidean being
is or refers to physical being. In the remainder of his treat-
ment of Parmenides, however, Aristotle attempts to make sense of
his claim along less partisan lines.

His first attempt to rehabilitate Parmenides's claim is to
insist that 'being' signify not merely ome thing, but rather both
'real being' (Ornep 6v) and 'real unity' (Snep &v) (186a32-34). He
clearly is speaking of essential being and unity; otherwise Par-
menides will be speaking of accidental being and unity. That of
vhich being is an accident will be something non-existent (TL olu
Ov), since it is other than being (£Tepov TOD 5vrog)26. Therefore
both the 'being' and the 'one' of Parmenides will be non-existent
and his whole claim meaningless.

The lines that follow are difficult:

Hence 'substance' will not be a predicate of anything

else. For the subject cannot be a being, unless 'being'

means several things, in such a way that each is some-
thing. But ex hypothesi 'being' means only one thing.
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The point seems to be that if only real being is allowed, this
cannot be anything in particular. The conclusion of the argument,
that real being will not belong to anything othker than itself, is
meant to be a blow against Parmenides. That is, he will not be
able to claim that his being is one or finite.

Aristotle next considers whether everything is an accident of
'real beingf, since the converse had unfortunate consequences
(186b4~14). He resorts to his earlier example of 'being' being
white, wherein 'white' is truly predicated of everything there is.
If 'real being' is also white but white is not a truly existent
thing, white will be non-existent on the principle enunciated
above. Furthermore, its non-being or non-existence will not be
qualified non-being (TL uh &V) but rather absolute non-being (SAug
un &v) (186b8-10). Aristotle here turns the tables on Parmenides,
who had asserted that only being existed and that that which dif-
fered from it existed in no way at all. To put the matter in
Aristotelian terms. while it is true that white (and other non-
substances) is an accident of something, it is no less truly
existent than that in which it occurszs. If it is true that being
is white, then being is no more being than non-being (186b4-6).
Since this is patently absurd, one must either deny altogether
that being is white (and everything else), or else allow that white
also signifies being and admit a plurality of significations of
being. The section concludes with a condensed version of the same

argument directed against magnitude; Parmenides's claim that being
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is finite is at issuezg.

Parmenides is forced to allow different significations of
being in order to justify his claims for the unity, finiteness,
and the like of being. While the whole is of a piece with his
earlier critique, Aristotle does not explicitly, at any rate, em-
ploy his own terminology or categoriology. Ross to the contrary,
TO &nep Gv is not a mere synonym of 060£a30. After allowing Par-
menides the vague, nearly Platonic 'real being', Aristotle shows
that this too will defy qualification unless there are other
things that "truly are'. The positive lesson here is that all
metaphysical schemes must be pluralistic; this lesson is an a
fortiori argument for Aristotle's own scheme.

In the final section of his critique, Aristotle argues that
from the point of view of definition (AOYOg) being must also be
multiform3l. The connection of this section with the preceding
is clear; definitions are paradigmatic instances of essential be-
ing. For Aristotle a definition provides the essence (Td Tl v
elvar) of a thing (cf. 185b8-9). Since a properly formed defi-
nition consists of two parts, a genus and differentia, one is
committed to pluralism on at least the linguistic level if one

adopts the Aristotelian version of a definition. Aristotle con-
siders the case of 'man' ( &vﬁpwmog)32. If one assumes that this
is something that really is, it must also be true that 'animal'
(td Tov) and ‘biped' (TO &LTioUV) really exist (186b15-16). The

alternative is to assume that both are accidents of 'man' or of
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something else33. An accident is either 1) that which is capable
of being present or not, or 2) that in which is present the de-
finition of what it is present in. Examples of both are offered:
'to be seated' (TO uaSficOaL) can be true or false of some subject,
while in 'snubness' (TO otudv) the definition of nose is present.
A cdveat is appended to 2): in the definition of all those things
which are in the definitory account or are the elements out of
which it consists the definition of the 'whole' is not present.
The 'whole' in this case is the definiendum, thought of as having
the elements of its definition as parts. The definition of 'man'
is not present in 'biped', nor 'pale man' in ’pale'34. Aristotle
returns to the hypothesis that 'biped' is an accident of "man’.
If this is true, then 'biped' may either be present or not in man,
or the definition of 'man' will be present in the definition of
'biped'. As for the former, one would in effect be maintaining
that man could either be a biped or not; this is clearly erroneous.
But it is equally mistaken to include the definition of ‘man' in
'biped', for the opposite is the case. The other half of the
disjunct, that 'biped' and 'animal' are accidents of something
other than man, also leads to an absurdity. If both are accidents
and not truly existent, then 'man' will have the same status;
there will have to be some fourth thing which has as three con-
comitant attributes 'man', 'biped', and 'animal’.

Aristotle has demonstrated the need for a plurality of

truly existent things on the basis of another reductio argument.
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In the present version he has shown that one cannot define some
truly existent thing without positing the existence of at least
two other things. The reply to this argument is straightforward.
To use Aristotle's own example, it is not obvious that 'animal'
is a truly existent thing in the same way as 'man' is, or better
this particular man. Further, the ontological status of differ-
entiae is debatedss. Aristotle also seems to be headed towards
an infinite regress.

Aristotle concludes his critique by considering whether ome
can maintain that the universe (TO TV) consists of 'indivisibles',
if as in the present case what really exists is not an accident of
anything yet is said to be composed of both things that are said
of it (186b33-35). Imn addition to its straightforward meaning,
'indivisibles' (&Sialpeta) refers back to the beginning of the
whole section, where the program of demonstrating the divisibility
or analyzability of being is set forth (186bl4). Of greater
importance, though, are two concluding remarks which round off the
whole treatment of the Eleatics. The first is:

But obviously it is not true that if being means one

thing, and cannot at the same time mean the contra-

dictory of this, there will be nothing which is not,

for even what Is cannot be without qualificationm,

there is no reason why it should be a particular not-

being.36
Aristotle apparently means that even on the assumption that every-
thing exists in the fullest or truest way, there will still be a

perfectly sensible way in which non-being will exist; thus, this

chair is not this table. There is no committment here to abso-
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lute non-being, although there is to a plurality of distinct enti-
ties. The &tepov doctrine of the Sophist, which lurks in the
background here, is later exploited to account for change in terms
of form and absence, the latter often being spoken of as non-
being (cf. 190a21-26, 191b13-21). The second remark is another
criticism of the Eleatic claim that 'being' must be one only:

To say that all things will be one, if there is nothing

besides Being itself, is absurd. For who understands

'being itself' to be anything but a particular sub-

stance?

The notion of being itself or 'real being' can only be comprehended
if it can be described as some specific thing. But once one allows
some second thing distinct from being itself, a radical monism is
impossible to maintain.

In sum, when Aristotle argues strictly from his own meta-
physical presuppositions, his criticisms of Parmenides are not
telling. In the second section of his critique, however, he
formulates a more cogent attack, and one which parallels that of
Plato in the Sophist. Aristotle finds the notion of absolute non-
being no less abhorrent than did Parmenides, but makes a case for
a non—-absolute variety of it, namely a plurality of truly existent
though distinet things (191b13-14). He argues that rigid adher-

ence to being as a single indivisible unity is absurd, for one

could never speak meaningfully of it.
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lMetaEhzsics A 986b27. Translation from W.D. Ross, Meta-
physica, p. 699 (McKeon).

2thsics 185a17-20. The Eleatics are attacked en masse at
185a20-186a3; Melissus is treated in 184a2-44, Parmenides in 186a
22-187all.

3W. Charlton (Aristotle'g_Physics I, II: Translated with
Introduction and Notes, Clarendon Aristotle Series L[Oxford, 19701),
P. 62 and passim. Kirk and Raven (The Presocratic Philosophers:
A Critical History with a Selection of Texts L[Cambridge, 19711,
Pp- 269-290), think that Parmenides was unclear about the copulative -
and existential uses of £0TL, and further that he confused "nega-
tive predication and negative existential judgement"; both charges
rest on Plato's and Aristotle's critiques.

4In Metaphysics A 986b18-21 Aristotle states that Parmenides's
one being is one in definition -~ form (vaTd TOV Adyov), while
Melissus's is one in matter (MOTd THV VANV); cf. 986b31-33.

5986b28—987a2. Translation from W.D. Ross, Metaphysica, pp.
699-700 (McKeon).
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220.

7Compare 184b15-22 with Sophist 242c¢8-243al. Further, at
Theaetetus 180el-5 Melissus and Parmenides as champions of motion-
lessness are opposed to all the other Presocratics, who are
partisans of flux.

8185a2-3. Cf. Ross (Aristotle's Physics: A Revised Text with
Introduction and Commentary [Oxford, 19361), p. 461.

9185a22-24. Translation from R.P. Hardie and R.K. Gaye,
Physica, p. 220 (McKeon).
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10185a32--186b1. Parmenides's contention that being is finite
is explicitly controverted in the discussion of 'one', 185b17-18.

ll185b11-16. Wicksteed and Cornford (The Physics: with an
English Translation, 2 vols., The Loeb Classical Library, [London
and Cambridge, 19571, I. p. 28), refer to this passage as an "ad-
mittedly irrelevant digression" which anticipates the discussion
in IV.iii. In the Sophist the dilemma that Parmenides is presented
with is whether he can maintain that his being can be one if it is
a whole, for a whole is a whole of parts, 244d14-245bl10.

12Ross._g o0SE ToLdv, p. 469. As for the remaining half, Ross
is probably correct in stating that a bare point or number does
not have qualities.

13Charlton {Aristotle's Physics), p. 58 second paragraph.

14Although in the Sophist the criticism centers on the onto-
logical status of 'mames’, the upshot seems to be that there could
be a string of meaningless names of the one bogus name, 244dll.

15185b25—186a3 and Ross's notes, pp. 469-470.

1®4arold Cherniss (Aritotle's Criticism of Presocratic
Philosophy [Baltimore, 1935]) at times implies such, pp. ix-xiv,
347-404,

17186a26-28. Translation from R.P. Hardie and R.K. Gaye,
Physica, p. 222 (McKeon). Cf. Ross m 22bl2, p. 473.

18This version draws heavily on Ross n 23-32, p. 473. To
make it work, however, one has to replace omualvovtog by (éoti),
or the major and minor premisses will be incompatible. Secondly,
while Aristotle uses the plural pow T Aeuud, the singular is
required if the syllogism is to be well-formed. Thirdly, TO Ti&v
may mean 'everything' or 'the universe'. The advantage of this
version is that when 'being' is resubstituted for 'white' a
plausible argument emerges:
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T0 Ov (éoTL) &v Existence is one
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1 . . .
9Unless the white moves per accidens.
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20186a28-32. Translation from R.P. Hardie and R.K. Gaye,
Physica, p. 222 (McKeon).
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and the thing that takes on the color white.

22Aristotle demonstrates the absurdity of such an assumption
in 186a34-186b2. Cf. Willard Van Orman Quine, "On what there is,"
in From a Logical Point of View: 9 Logico-Philosophical Essays,
(Cambridge, 1953).
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It is unclear that Parmenides has an 'argument' proper for
the unity of being, let alone a syllogism; cf. section VI of
Chapter IV. If anything, he argues that being is one and continu-
ous, a position which Aristotle rejects out of hand. Cf. Taran,
pp. 175-201, on the interpretation of B 8.6 £v, OCUVEXEG.

24Ross discusses this omission under the treatment of 'one'
n b7-9, p. 468. He thinks that unity in kind (or genus) implies
numerical difference among the exemplifications of the one kind,
while the Eleatics insisted on a numerical identity.
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Analytics 92bl4, Metaphysics B 998b22, and H 1024b25.

26The phrase &tepov Tod Svtog and the notion that what is
other than being is non-being must draw on the Sophist 255D.

27186b1—4. Trarslation from R.P. Hardie and R.K. Gaye,
Physica, p. 222 (McKeon).

28That is, although substance is the favored and logically
prior category in Aristotle's scheme, the remaining categories
really exist with a different acoount of being for each.

29186b12—14. Ross fleshes out this argument in n 11-14, pp.
475-476.

30Ross, n 14, p. 477. He follows Alexander and Simplicius
in this; cf. in Phys 129.32-131.29.

31186b14-187a11. Cf. Ross, pp. 476-481.
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32186b15 ff. Though 'man' is a substance, in theory the same
argument would work for 'white', since color would not be an acci-
dental property of white.

33186b17. This argument continues on till 186b33; a close
paraphrase follows.

34The second example is unclear; one would not define 'pale'
nor 'pale man' in terms of one another on any scheme.

35Cf. J.L. Ackriil (Aristotle's Categories and De Interpreta-
tione: Translated with Notes and Glossary, Clarendon Aristotle
Series L[Oxford, 19631), pp. 85-86.

36187a3—6. Translation from R.P. Hardie and R.K. Gaye,
Physica, pp. 223-224 (McKeon).

37187a6-8. Translation from R.P. Hardie and R.K. Gaye,
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Chapter III: Parmenides in the
Later Philosophical Tradition

Between Aristotle and Simplicius nearly a millenium elaspsed,
during which Parmenides fared no better than other Presocratics.
Except for the quotation of the proem by Sextusl, 2 handful of quo-
tations and secondary accounts of his doctrines are to gleaned from
the extant philosophical literature up to Simplicius. Moreover, a
large number of the latter are derived from Theophrastus's QUOLUGEV
ASEaL, often from second or third hand abridgments of itz. The
accounts of Presocratic causes preserved from this work repeat the
accounts of Aristotle, and therefore do not constitute an independent
source for the Presocratics3. It is necessary to determine the an-

cient communis opinio about Parmenides, for it is against this back-

ground that Simplicius's contribution both as a source and an inter-
preter is to be viewed.

In order to carry out this plan, all passages that treat of
Parmenides must be located and then assessed in light of the contexts
in which they appear, including at least some consideration of the
authors' philosophical presuppositions4. The first step has been
carried out by Hermann Diels, who collected much of the material
relating to the Presocraticss. The second has not yet received its
due, with the exception of the studies of Aristotle's and Theophras-

tus's treatment of the Presocratics6. The tendency to date has been
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to read in vacuo the fragments and testimonia, often truncated and
wrenched from context. In the case of actual quotation, the ipsis-
sima verba are unquestionably of more value than any surrounding
exegetical material for the reconstruction of a given work. For
paraphrases or extended critiques such a mechanical separation will
not do. Here careful examination is required to elicit useful in-
formation. Further, the role a Presocratic pliays in later Greek
philosophy is not a piece of antiquarianism; the testimonia of later
authors are often the only source for doctrines of the Presocratics.
The large amount of material, however, precludes for the present
study a treament of all the passages relating to Parmenides. In-
stead, only those passages which treat of the Aletheia will be con-
sidered. Thus biographical information, the proem, and the Doxa will
be omitted from consideration unless light is shed on the first part
of the poem. Finally, it is necessary to backtrack and treat those
passages in Plato and Aristotle which have not yet been discussed,
both for completeness' sake and in order to show how important the
views of these two philosophers were for later interpretations of
Parmenides.

The most striking feature of Plato's references to Parmenides
is that none even hints at the existence of the second half of his
poem; Parmenides is par excellence the philosopher of being7. Indeed,
he and the other Eleatics are distinguished from the other Presocra-
tics who espouse a theory of flux (ol Pp€ovteg); the former are par-
tisans of cosmic stability (ol ToD BAoL ctaoLital) (Theaetetus 181a4-

b4; cf. 152e2-8). While there are slight differences in phraseology,
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Parmenides's one, motionless being is everywhere stated to be the
whole of realitys. Aside from the short quotation in the Symposium,
all the explicit references concern the meeting between Socrates
and Parmenides, which forms the body of the Parmenidesg. That this
meeting as reported ever occurred was doubted by Athenaeus, and his
judgement is correctlo. Though fictional, the meeting does repre-
sent Plato's conscious debt to Parmenides, a debt which led him to
equate with parricide a refutation of Parmenides's prohibition about
the inquiry into non—beingll. However, the dialogue, especially the
second part, is enigmatic. It literally bristles with 'one' and
'being', but there seems to be no way to separate out the Parmenide-
an elements from those of Zeno or Plato himself. In view of these
considerations, it is advisable to leave the dialogue out of account,
however large it figures in an assessment of Parmenides's influence
on Plato.

There remains to consider one passage that has received little
attention from modern commentatorslz. As a preface to his cosmogony,
Timaeus argues that because the world has come to be and cannot be
said to be in the fullest sense, it cannot be the object of know-
ledge, but only of opinion or belief. The language of his argument
is redolent of the Republic passage previously examined:

That which is apprehensible by thought with a rational

account is the thing that is always unchangeably real;

whereas that which is the object of belief together

with unreasoning sensation is the thing that becomes

and passes away, but never has real being.13

Such being the case, he concludes that his story is omnly likely, as

is fit for mortal man:
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If we can furnish accounts no less likely than any other,

we must be content, remembering that I who speak and you

my judges are only human, and consequently it is fitting

that we should, in these matters, accept the likely story

and look for nothing further.l%

More important than the faint verbal echoes in the passage is the
fact that fundamental doctrines are the poini of departure for the
entire dialogue. The study of this changing world inhabited by men
can have at best probability, both on Parmenides's and Plato's ac-
count. The differences between the two are no less profound. Pla-
to's realm of being and knowledge, the Forms, is both pluralistic
and is the paradigm of this sublunary realm; Parmenides's one being
has no analog in the world of mortals. In sum, Parmenides's doc-
trines exerted a marked, though not restrictive, force on Plato
throughout his philosophical careerls.

Parmenides is referred to explicitly by Aristotle more freguen-
tly than by Plato, although his importance for Aristotle is undenia-
bly lessl6. Two obvious reasons account for this disparity. While
treating a subject, Aristotle frequently reviews the opinions of his
predecessors to see if they have anything of value to contribute;

the majority of his references fall into this category (cf. Metaphy-

sics A, Physics I). Secondly, since the Presocratics offered Aris-

totle a host of straw-men for his doctrines, there was no better

foil for his pluralistic conception of being than Parmenides and the

-

.1 " e e .
other Eleatics ‘. Although his criticisms of his predecessors are
at times demonstrably false, what he has to say about Parmenides is

crucial because he, unlike Plato, mentions both parts of the poem

and attempts to reconcile them. To be sure, some of his statements
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about Parmenides cannot be reconciled, but they cannot be dismissed
out of hand; they are decisive for later, especially Theophrastean-—
based reports, and interpretations about Parmenides. In this sec-
tion, then, the inquiry will be restricted to Aristotle's critique
of Parmenides's conception of and arguments for his one being, as
well as his attempts to reconcile the two parts of the poeml .

Both the Protrepticus and On Philosophy related histories of
the development of philosophy that seem to have been the raw material
for the scheme of Metaphysics Alg. To the latter dialogue has been
assigned a report by Sextus that Aristotle called Parmenides and
Melissus 'stationers of nature and non-physicists' (CTaoldTag TE THG
pboewg wal agpuoinoug uéuAnusv)zo. The only other mention of Par-
menides in the supposed fragments of the dialogues is found in the
Sophist, where he is said not to have been without experience in
dialectic, since his friend Zeno was its originator21. Although a
dialogue is presumably not at issue, Philoponus's report that Aris-
totle devoted a separated work to Parmenides, if true, would point
to yet another lost workzz.

Aristotle's other references to Parmeniaes will be considered
in two groups. The first consists of expositions and refutations
of the arguments which Parmenides advanced in behalf of his one
being. In De Generatiome et Corruptione 325a22-23 the Eleatic argu-

ments against motion and plurality are set forth at some 1ength23.

The Eleatiecs deny that void (TO uevdv) exists, because this is non-
being, and they conclude that it necessarily follows that what is

or rather being (TO &v) is one and not subject to motion. For void
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is required both for motion and to separate objects from one
anotherza. Further, what is, or rather the universe (TO T&V), must
be continuous and indivisible; otherwise it will be many and the
void will reappear. Swayed by these arguments the Eleatics disdain-
fully transcend perception as a valid means of knowledge and obey the
dictates of reasonzs. Aristotle thinks that while these conclusions
seemingly follow from their arguments, they so fly in the face of
experience that to embrace them is akin to madness (325al7-23). A
passage in De Caelo (298b14-24) is similar. Here the followers of
Parmenides and Melissus are said to abolish gemeration and destruc-
tion altogether, because things that are only seem to us to come
into being and pass away26. In these two passages, then, Aristotle
provisionally accepts as valid the arguments the Eleatics offer for
denying plurality or motion in this world. In both stress is laid
upon the sovereignty of reason and the concomitant denial of per-
ception or seeming as valid means of knowledge. Further, Aristotle
clearly takes them to be speaking of the physical world.

In the eleventh &moplo of Metaphysics B (1001a4-b25) Aristotle
takes up the question of whether or not 'being’' and ‘one’ are to
count as the substances of things, and whether each respectively
is only being itself and unity itself, or rather that some dif-
ferent nature is in question27. If one admits that there is a
being itself and unity itself, being and unity will be their re-
spective substances, for they are said of everything that is or is
one. But the admission that there is a being itself and a unity it-

self will force one to accept Parmenides's conclusion, that all
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things are one and that this is being. What is different from being
does not exist, and so being alone exists. Plato is clearly Aristot-
le's target here28. Parmenides's argument is valid only on the as-
sumption that there is some one 'being'; Aristotle explicitly denies
this both here and in other passages (e.g. Physics 186b1-35). Fur-
ther, Aristotle elsewhere denies that being and one are proper uni-
versals at all (Metaphysics B 998b21-22). What is important for the
present inquiry is that Aristotle does not deny the validity of Par-
menides's argument, but rather allows it to stand as the necessary
and undesirable consequence for Plato's conception of beingzg,

Near the end of Physics I Aristotle recapitulates his critique
of his predecessors’ views on change, and the doctrine of Parmenides
is brought up three times (191a23-192b4). 1In the first, coming to be
and passing away of what is are denied, because what comes to be
must come to be either from being or non-being. Both alternatives
are impossible; for what already is is and does not come to be,
while nothing can come to be from non-being (191228-31). Those who
argue in this way generalize their conclusion so as to deny multi-
plicity as well. Aristotle then shows how his accidental-essential
distinction when applied to 'being' will allow one to speak meaning-~
fully of 'coming to be from non-being' (191a31-33). He asserts
that it was ignorance of this distinction that led some of his pre-
decessors to deny that anything comes to be and therefore to abol-
ish all coming to be; Parmenides, although unnamed, is one these
(191b10-13). He goes on to state that his potentiality-actuality

distinction, as applied to that which underlies the change, solves
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the difficulties that compelled his predecessors to deny palpable
fact; for they turned away from the way of coming to be, passing
away, and.all change (EEeTpdumonv Thg 6800 Thg énl Thv Yéveouv wal
®3opdv ual SAwg usraﬁolﬁv)3o. The language here is Parmenidean31.
In the third passage he says that later philosophers agreed with
Parmenides that nothing comes from non-being simpliciter, but were
unable to grasp the true nature of thg substrate in change (191b36-~
192al). 1In all these passages Parmenides's argument is refuted in
one of two ways; either the potentiality-actuality or accidental-
essential distinction when applied to being will ensure the meaning-
fullness of 'non-being'. In the refutation of Parmenides early on
in the Physics the semantic multivecity of 'being' was at stake, but
only as applied to the categorial implications of existential

32

claims™". A reference to this sort of refutation occurs in the

Sophistical Refutations. Aristotle here states that some people re-

fute (A0ouvoL) the argument of Zenmo and Parmenides by asserting that
'one' and 'being' are used not in one but in many ways33.

The second group comsists of Aristotle's remarks about the re-
lation of the two parts of the poem. As previously remarked, in
Metaphysics A Parmenides is said to have grasped a conceptual unity
of being, but to have been compelled to account for the plurality of
the sensible world34. This he did by introducing two principles or
causes, hot and cold, which he called fire and earth, ranging the
former with being and the latter with non—being35. In De Generatione
et Corruptione 318b6-7 Aristotle sketches how fire and earth might

come to be and pass away into each other, and refers to Parmenides's
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analogous scheme. His poles of change were two, being and non-being,
which he called fire and earth. It is clear from the context that
non-being in this case is not of the absolute sort, but rather
relative to the other pole of change, viz. being.

From the preceding review it is clear that Aristotle is not
consistent. He presents several disparate versions of Parmenides's
argument and allows sometimes that it is valid, yet refutes it in
other places. Likewise, he waivers on the relation of the two parﬁs
of the poem, and the precise nature of the two principles, light and
night, of the 2953?6. The role Parmenides and the Eleatics played
in the history of philosophy is also variously related. For example,
in the Metaphysics their doctrine is treated as a correction of
early monism, while in the Physics it is held responsible for the
misconceptions about being and non-being that plagued philosocphy
until Aristotle resolved them. It might be added that Aristotle no-
where mentions Parmenides's basic reason for rejecting non-being:
that it is both unutterable and unthinkable. This omission is stri-
king in light of Plato's obsession with the relation between being
and knowledge and their opposites37.

Although it forms part of the Aristotelian corpus, De Xenophane,

Melisso, et Gorgia is thought to be a later Peripatetic38. Parmeni-

des is mentioned in it twice, and in both passages his contention
that the one being is finite is cited to refute the opposite conten-
tion of both Melissus and Xenophanes (976a6-10, 978b8-10). Melissus
is criticized for arguing that because the whole of being is uncreated

it must also be infinite. Parmenides, on the other hand, held that
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everything (7O Tdv) was one and uncreated but was finite. Two verses
from Parmenides (B 8.43-44) are quoted as proof; the Sophist is
the source for the quotation39. The author of the work may well have
the Physics in mind as well, for there Aristotle contrasts Parmeni-
des and Melissus on the same score and finds the view of Parmenides
superior40. Xenophanes is reputed to have held that god was infini-
te though one, and Parmenides's one being is for the sake of argu-
ment equated with god to demonstrate how an uncreated unity can be
finite; the same lines from Parmenides are quoted4l. Neither re-
ference is of great significance as regards Parmenides, except per-
haps to show that his sphere-simile was familiar.

Theophrastus's account of Parmenides is based on two, inconsis-
tent passagesin Metaphysics A42. Parmenides is credited with a two-
fold philosophy; the one in accordance with truth, the other with
opinion or seeming43. Moreover, in the former the universe (Td Tv)
is one, etermal, uncreated, and spherical. In the latter the common
view of how things come to be is accounted for by the use of fire
and earth as efficient and material causes44. Lastly, Parmenides's
argument for the unity of being is:

0 Tapd 1O 6v odu Sv, TO oln v odSEv, &v Goa T Sv.

That which is besides being is non-being; non-being is
nothing; therefore being is one.

Though dependent on Aristotle, Theophrastus differs from him in
making a rigid division between the two parts of the poem, the
second of which does not, in his opinion, represent Parmenides's own

. ._ 46 . . . . N N
agoctrine . In the doxographical tradition this division, T& TPOC
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Anferav versus TG O &GEQV, is frequently mentioned. Finally,
Theophrastus apparently takes Parmenides to be speaking of the phy-
sical world47.

The extent of Theophrastus's influence is evident in those
doxographers who made direct use of his TUOLMGV Aé&aﬁes Hippolytus
says that Parmenides was one of the @uOLKOL and implies that the
second part of his poem represents his own doctrine: o008t abtdg €u—
EeIYwV THV THV TOAADV 5650»49. He supplies more details about Par-
menides's universe (TO Tiv) than are found in the scant remains of
Theophrastus's account, but is otherwise wholly in accord with himso.

Diogenes Laertius relates that according to Theophrastus Par-
menides had a two-fold philosophy, and he quotes several verses from
the poem to corroborate this report (IX 21-23; B 1.28-30). He adds
that Parmenides makes reason (O AOyog) the criterion because the
senses are inaccurate; one again he quotes Parmenides to support his
claim (IX 22; B 7.3-5). His other remarks are addressed to biogra-
phical matters and the Doxa. In addition to Theophrastus he cites
five sources for his account of ParmenidesSI.

In his review of the theology of previous thinkers in De Natura
Deorum I, Cicero has nothing to say about the goddess of the first
part. Philodemus, who may have been Cicero's source, states that
Parmenides and Melissus maintain that the universe is one and that
the senses are falsesz.

Pseudo-Plutarch's Stomateis preserves the fullest and most

faithful account of all those works which are based immediately upon

Theophrastus (DG 580.20-581.4). Thus Parmenides declares that in



63

truth the universe is eternal and motionless, while coming to be is
merely a mistaken notion, and he banishes the senses from (the realm)
of truth53. Pseudo-Plutarch also sets forth Parmenides's argument
as follows: if there is anything besides being it is non-being; non-
being does not exist at all; therefore being is uncreated. This
version of the argument is garbled, or strictly speaking ill-formed,

54

but its premisses are identical to those set out by Theophrastus™ .

All the other doxographers made use of the Vetusta Placita, a

Stoic compilation from Theophrastus's work, or of an epitome of this

compilation by Aetius, the Placita Philosophorum. None of the re-

ports preserved from the Vetusta Placita deals with the first part

of Parmenides's poem; in what follows the reports from the Placita
will be consideredss. Stobaeus and Pseudo-Plutarch are the princi-
ple sources for the Placita, although chance citations in other do-
xographers are of valuess. Theodoretus, for example, reports that
Parmenides followed his teacher Xenophanes in holding that the uni-
verse was one, spherical, finite, unborn, eternal, and wholly motion~-
less; he cites a verse from Parmenides as proof” .

The majority of Stobaeus's reports about Parmenides are about
the Doxa, while some of those which relate to the Aletheia are sus-
pect. He reports that Parmenides thought that god was the motion-
less, infinite, and spherical (DG 303b17-18). Likewise, he includes
Parmenides among those philosophers who hold that there is oae world;
it is possible that in the Doxa Parmenides stated that there was
only one world, but it is more likely that Aetius extrapolated this

from the first part of the poemss. On more solid ground is Stobaeus's



64
report that Parmenides and Melissus did away with coming to be and
passing away because they believed that the universe was motionless
(DG 320b17-19). His inclusion of Parmenides among a host of philo-
sophers who think the senses are false may be derived from either
or both parts of the poemsg. Lastly, the same three verses of Par-
menides which Plato quotes in the Sophist appear in StobaeusGo.

All the other references to Parmenides in the doxographical
tradition are from Pseudo-Plutarch or works derived from it. How-
ever, Stobaeus did less abridging than did Pseudo-Plutarch, and
little additional information is to be got from the latter. The
only report he offers of the Aletheia is that Parmenides, Melissus,
and Zeno did away with coming to be and passing away because they
believed that the universe was motionlesssl.

Eusebius made use not only of the Placita and Epitome of Pseudo-
Plutarch, but also of Plato, Aristocles, and others in his treat-
ment of the Presocraticséz. His noteworthy reports are: 1) that
Parmenides thought that the universe was one, uncreated, motionless,
and had a spherical shape; 2) that he and Xenophanes did away with
perception and thought that one should trust reason alone; 3) and
that they thought that being was one, that the other [viz. non-
being] did not exist, and that nothing came to be, passed away, or
moved at a1163.

Galen has a single report concerning the Aletheia: that Par-
menides, Melissus, and Zeno denied coming to be and passing away,

since they supposed that the universe was motionless (DG 619.21-22=

320a11-13).
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Hermias reports that Parmenides held that being (f) olola) was

one, eternal, infinite, motionless and like in all directions64.

A distinct group of Parmenides interpreters consists of Plutarch
and Sextus Empiricus, who are independent of the Peripatetic inter-
pretation, antedate Neoplatonism, and seem to have his complete poem
in their possession. Plutarch treats of Parmenides in the course of
his reply to an attack by Colotes, an Epicurean, against all non—
Epicurean philosophers on the grounds that they make life impossible
(adv Colotem 1107E, 1113E-1114F). Although Colotes's work does not
survive, his criticisms of Parmenides can be made out from Plutar-
ch's replies. Parmenides allegedly 1) uttered shameless sophistries
and 2) denied the existence of the physical world by embracing the
one being65. From 1) Colotes argued that Parmenides justified all
sorts of immoral behavior and thereby made the good or happy life
impossible; from 2) that life as we know it is impossible. Plutarch
replies to 1) by denying that Parmenides declared a moral holiday
as the result of his arguments. The reply to 2) has two parts, the
first of which is a tu gquoque argument; the Epicureans say that
everything is atoms and void, but the latter is nothing, and the
former will be the only thing there is, as Parmenides's one being
is (1114A-B). In the second, a more substantial argument, which
is based on Plutarch's reconstruction of Parmenides's doctrines, is
set out. Parmenides, he claims, anticipated Plato and Socrates in
seeing that nature has two parts, ome of opinion (TO SoEaotdv), the

other of intellection or thought (TO vontdv) (1114C). He did not
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abolish either nature (@OOLg), but attributed to each what is fit-
ting; in fact, Parmenides provides an exhaustive account (SLdsoouog)
of the opinable or physical world on the basis of two elements, light
(6 2aumpdv) and dark (TO oudtervov) (1114D; B-C). Plutarch goes on
to demonstrate how Colotes misunderstood what Parmenides meant by
his one being, and that acceptance of this does not necessitate re-
jection of the perceptible, physical world66. Plutarch states that
the one being is like itself and persistent in being, that the in-
telligible part falls under the category of the one being, and that
Parmenides call this part 'being' because it is eternal and indes-—
tructible, and 'one' because of its homogeneity and inability to ad-
mit of difference (1114C-D). Lastly, he quotes several verses from
Parmenides to show that truth belongs to the unchanging, intelligi-
ble part, while mortal opinions belong to the other (1114E).

That Plutarch interprets Parmenides as a precursor to Plato is
perhaps predictable, but his quotations from and close adherence to
what Parmenides says makes his interpretation more than mere cant.
Unlike the Peripatetic interpreters, Plutarch dwells on the cogni-
tive apsect of Parmenides's doctrines and ignores its purely onto-
logical features, especially the argument for the unity of being.

It is to Plutarch's advantage in his refutation of Colotes to stress
Parmenides's acceptance of the physical world as no less real than
that of being, and to gloss over the relation between the tw. parts
of nature. It does not follow, however, that Plutarch manufactured
his account for the occasion. For ; Platonist the being-seeming

dualism lies at the very heart of reality, and Parmenides can fairly
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be said to have anticipated such a doctrine. Plutarch's willingness
to read Plato back into Parmenides tends to vitiate his interpreta-
tion. Granted that Parmenides grasped a distinction between percep-
tion and knowledge and their objects, it does not follow that he
granted full reality to the pereceptible order. Plato holds that
the world of seeming is a shadowy image of the world of being, but
the two 'worlds' in Parmenides appear to be totally discontinuous.
Parmenides's distinguishing between the two was drawn on by Plato,
who articulated their natures and unified them threcugh his degrees
of reality doctrine. Plutarch is correct in seeing Parmenides as
laying the foundations of Platonism, but his claim that much of the
superstructure is Parmenidean as well is disputable.

Sextus Empiricus, a Sceptic of the second century A.D., quotes
most of the proem (B 1.1-30) and interprets it allegorically; he has

little to say on either the Aletheia or Doxa. On the basis of a

three-fold division of philosophy into physics, ethics, and logic,

he ranges Parmenides among the physicists while granting him some
claim to logic as well (adv Math VII.2-5, 16-24, P. II1.13). Par-
menides, Melissus, and unspecified others differ from the majority
of physicists insofar as they deny that motion exists; Sextus's
version of the argument for the denial of motion is Zenonean, not
Parmenidean67. Consonant with the physicists, however, is his re-
jection of the testimony of the senses in favor or reason as the sole
guarantor of truth (adv Math VII.89). Sextus undertakes to answer
the question of whether there is a criterion of truth and argues that

all the physicists from Thales onward asserted that reason, not
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sensation, was the criterion (adv Math VII.27, ff., P. I.21). It is
largely because Parmenides is the best witness for this position
that his proem is quoted in extemnso, whereas the other physicists
are cited far more briefly 68. At any rate, Parmenides rejected both
opiniative reason (O SoEooTOC AGYOG), which his acquaintance Xeno-
phanes had accepted, and sensation as the criterion, and in their
stead posited scientific reason (O £mLoTNUOVLHOC ASYOC); the proem
is here quoted (adv Math VII.111). Sextus interprets the chariot
journey as an allegory of philosophical investigation, wherein the
sovereignty of reason over sensation and opinion is affirmed69. The
details of this interpretation need not be pursued, although it is
noteworthy that Sextus says that Parmenides's 'unshaken heart of
rich-persuading truth' is the ummoving (duetamlvntov) foundation of
knowledge, while mortal opinions are unstable (GS€Raiov) (adv Math
VII.114). Like Plutarch, to a degree at least, Sextus does not treat
of the ontological aspect of Parmenides's thought, nor even mention
the unity of being. He differs sharply in seeing Parmenides as
altogether denying reality or truth to the Doxa. Although the task
at hand calls only for evidence that as a physicist Parmenides dis-
carded both sensation and opinion for reason, it is still remarkable
that his cne being is nowhere mentioned70. Finally, Sextus's account
is similar to that of Diogenes Laertius: both argue that for Parmen-
ides reason is the criterion (of what Diogenes does not say), that
sensation is unreliable, and quote from the proem for proof of their

claims7l.
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Plotinus's interpretation of Parmenides and other Presocratics
is analogous to that of Aristotle, in that both see the ancients as
groping for their own systems. That is, in Aristotle the Presocra-
tics are portrayed as aetiologists, while in Plotinus as vaguely
grasping some one or two of the hypostases72. Plotinus denies any
originality for his own doctrines, affirming that they were pre-
viously, though not explicitly, stated and that Plato's writings are
proof of their ancient heritage73. Even before Plato, Parmenides
was coming to grips with Plotinian doctrines insofar as he attempted
to identify being (TO OvV) with intellect (voUg) and to locate the
former in the non-perceptible order (V.1.8.14~18; B 3 = 17—18)74.
saying that being was motionless (CsivnTtov) he was merely removing
all corporeal motion from it to insure that it remain as it is; he
likened it to a sphere's mass because it contains everything, in-
cluding thought or intellection (1O voelv), within itself (V.1.8.18-
22; B 8.26 = 18, B 8.43 = 20). By calling being 'one' (Ev) he in-
curred censure, because this 'one' is in fact a plurality (V.1.8.22-
23; B 8.6 = 22). Parmenides of Plato's dialogue of the same name
sets the matter straight; nonetheless, Parmenides was in accord with
the three hypostases (V.1.8.23-27).

From Plotinus's account several observations are in order. To
use Plotinian terminology, Parmenides apprehended the difference
between the third hypostasis, that of soul or the physical world,
and the second, that of intellect, to which belong 'being', ‘intel-
lecting', 'sameness', ‘'difference', and other forms; hé erred in

making a strict unity of the second (V.1.4.34-43). Secondly, Plotinus
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interprets "motionless' to exclude merely corporeal motion, because
for him thought requires some motion or activity75. Thirdly, he
does not take 'mass of a sphere' literally; by this simile Parmeni-
des only meant to indicate that being was all embracing76. Finally,
Plotinus states that Parmenides's claim that being is one drew
criticism; by whom he does say, although Plato would seem to be the

most likely candidate77.

Although Proclus frequently comments on and quotes from Parme-
nides, in the main depends upon Syrian, his teacher, and Plato for
his interpretation78. Moreover, the Parmenides as interpreted by
Syrian is his single most important source79. It should be stressed
that Proclus's interpretation is not consistent, and at times contra-
dicts Parmenides's own words.

According to Proclus Syrian understood the Parmenides to be a
serious attempt on Plato's part to examine (metaphysically) the
whole of reality as a product of the Oneso. The great respect shown
Parmenides by Plato, evident in several dialogues, explains his
taking the lead in the Parmenides, since he had himself had investi-~
gated 'what really is'sl. (In similar fashion, the physicist Timaeus
is the central character in Plato's eponymously named dialogue on
the physical world.)82 Now, Parmenides's one being serves as the
starting point for, not the content of, the first hypothesis, which
is about the 0ne83. However, since Parmenides was aware of this
'one', discussed the seonce 'one' in the first part of his poem, and
the third implicitly in the second, his role in the di;logue is un-

. 84 .o . .
exceptionable . More specifically, in the first part he investi-
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gated 'real being', the highest level of which ('being itself') he
properly called 'one', since the One first manifests itself in or
through this (in Parm 708.7-10, 1084.24-26, PT I 47.5). He also
recognized that the noetic order was pluralistic and issued forth
from this being itself; most of his critics failed to note thisss.
Proclus even identifies Parmenides (presumably the dialogic charac-
er) with the stability (wov}) of the One, Zeno with the issuing forth
(pdodog) of this into a plurality, and Socrates with the (intel-
lect's) turning back (&mioTporn) the second upon the first (in Parm
712.32-713.5). As for the Doxa, Proclus does little more than men-
tion that Parmenides discoursed about the pluralistic, perceptible
or opinable order in it86.

The details of Proclus's interpretation are difficult to sort
out. He expressly states that Parmenides, following a Pythagorean
tradition, differentiated between a noetic and perceptible order;
the two parts of his work, T& TEOC GAnSelav and T TEOg &AEav, treat
of each order respectively87. Further, while it is obvious that
Parmenides posited a plurality in the perceptible order, it is clear
that he did the same in the noetic orderss. The reasons for this
claim, which Proclus finds clear, are in fact debatable. There
seem to be four more or less distinct reasons. The first is that
Proclus claims that Parmenides's predication of so many things of
his one being proves that he was aware of its pluralitysg. The
second, adumbrated above, is Proclus's reading the doctrines of the

Parmenides back into Parmenides. Since Plato formulates a three-

fold world order and accurately presents Parmenides's own doctrines
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there, one can conclude that he too 'saw' this three-fold ordergo.
Proclus does insist that Parmenides failed to see that his being was
not one in the absolute sense, although he had true unity in sightg{
Thirdly, Proclus quotes several verses from the Aletheia to demon-
strate that Parmenides was talking about 'many' and not 'one'; se-
veral of these quotations can scarcely bear the intrepretation
Proclus puts upon them92. Since the majority of these quotations
center on the sphere-simile of Parmenides, the Sophist, particularly

93

the part-whole argument, is the fourth source for Proclus's clai .

Proclus quotes both criticisms in Plato's Theology, and takes them

not as a demonstration of Parmenides's error about the omne, but
rather as corroboration that Parmenides was actually talking about
a derivative (memovddg) one (III.20 pp. 69.16-71.6).

There is no meed to criticize or catalogue the inconsistencies
of this interpretation, although a few remarks are in order. Des-
pite Proclus's superzealousness in admitting Parmenides into the
Neoplatonic fold, that there is a legitimate philosophical genealo-
gy that runs from Parmenides to Neoplatonism is undeniable. There
are clear dangers in reading too much of the histoy of Greek ideal-
ism into Parmenides, but no less clear dangers attend om ignoring
the familial resemblances altogether. Secondly, the reputed 'Pytha-
gorean connection' of Parmenides is not first found in Proclus,
since it appears early in the doxographical tradition94. Proclus
gives an explanation of what the Pythagorean features in Parmenides
are, not merely the bald statement tﬁat there are such.

Ammonius mentions Parmenides three times in his commentary on
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De Interpretatione (CAG IV.5): 9.13, 133.18, 133.18 (28 A 30 = 133.16-~

23), 136.24. In the first, Parmenides's statement that being is one
(Bv elvar 10 &V) is cited as an example of an absurd supposition.

The other two treat of Parmenides's timeless and unchanging 'is'; both
are based on B 8.5, which Ammonius misquotes in 136.24—2595. In the
former, Parmenides is credited with having anticipated both Plato and
Aristotle in declaring that among the gods there is neither time nor
change. Ammonius states in the second that Parmenides declares that
timeless being or 'is' (EoTL) belongs to everything intelligible.

The phrase & u€yog Topuevidng (136.24-25), which appears in Sophist
237a4-5, is also found in Proclus, Damascius, and Simpliciusgs.

Damascius mentions Parmenides some seven times in his Dubita-

tationes et solutiones de primis principiisg7. 0f importance for

Simplicius's interpretation is Damascius's contention that Parmeni-
dean being, which is a radical unity (I.131.3-6), is situated between
the One and the pluralistic stage in intellect; it preceeds all
distinction (I.131.10-11) and issuing forth (I.67.21-26). Like
Proclus (in Parm 1078.13-26), he takes Plato's criticism in Sophist
245al1-9, that Parmenidean being is not true unity, to mean that
Parmenidean being is not the One, but rather has ‘one' as an at-

tribute (I.131.8-11).



Notes to Chapter III

lSextus Empiricus, adv Math VII.111-114; cf. Tarin, pp. 17-31,
on Sextus's allegorical interpretation. The remark of Plato (Sophist
242d4-5) that the Eleatic tribe began with Xenophanes or even some-
one earlier was taken up by Aristotle (Metaphysics A 986b21) and made
history by Theophrastus; see J.B. McDiarmid, "Theophrastus on the
Presocratic Causes," HSCP 61 (1953), 119-120.

2Hermann Diels, Doxographi Graeci (Berlin, 1879). Hermann
Usener first collected the fragments of this work: "De Physicorum
Opinionibus,"” in Analectea Theophrastea (Leipzig, 1858), pp. 25-48.

3McDiarmid, pp. 129-133.

4Harold Cherniss stresses the importance of examining Presocra-
tic material in context, Aristotle's Criticism of Presocratic Philo-
sophy (Baltimore, 1935), pp. xi-xii.

5Fuller references are to be found in his Poetarum Philosophorum
Fragmenta, Vol. III Fasc. I of Poetarum Graecorum Fragmenta, ed. by
Willamowitz-Moellendorff (Berlin, 1901) than in DK. His Doxographi
Graeci contains the extant parts of Theophrastus's TUOLH®DV AOEaL and
all accounts deriving from it. But even the great Hermann Diels
nods; according to J.H. Waszink he overlooked a reference in Ter-
tullian to Parmenides's conception of sleep, Quinti Septimi Flor-
entis Tertulliani De Anima (Amsterdam, 1947), 43.2, n ad loc. p.
462.

6Cherniss for Aristotle, McDiarmid for Theophrastus.

7The quotation of B 13 in Symposium is from the second part, but
is not so noted by Plato. Further, in Republic V 476e7-480al3 and
Timaeus 27d5-29e3 Parmenides's insistence that only being can be the
object of knowledge, while the world of mortals is only a matter of
opinion or seeming, is taken as axiomatic, but without mention of
Parmenides.

8Plato uses either TO TMiv, TKIVTA, or TA& TKIVIQ as synonymous with
Parmenidean being:
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Parmenides 128a8-bl oU uEV Yap €v TOlg MOLAUaoL €v ¢@ng
elvar TO ™3V (cf. De Caelo 298b17-18)

Theaetetus 180el-4 T oltov dulvntov TeA£deL 1§ vt Svon'
elvl T . . . &g &v Te mvta £otl wal
Eotruev adTod &v abtd olu Exov Xwpov
év § uLvettac.

Theaetetus 183e2-5 ol &v £0TOC AEYOUSL TO TV « » . N
&vd Svto Moopevidnv

Sophist 242d4-6 ™ 8¢ o' fulv ‘EieaTindv £Svoc . .
. . . Og EVOC Gutog TRV TEVTLV MOA—
OULEVV . . .

Sophist 244b6-7 Topd TV &V O TV Aeyolvtwy &' o
Tl ToTE AdyouoL TO &v;

91n the Symposium (178b4-c2) Parmenides is cited along with He~
siod as authorities for Eros's having been the first born of the gods;
the same collocation is found in Aristotle (Metaphysics A 984b25-31),
Plutarch (Amatorius 756F-757A4), Stobaeus (Eclogae I.9.5-6), and
Sextus (adv Math IX.7). However, Sextus follows Aristotle in inter-
preting Eros as an efficient cause. As for the meeting described in
the Parmenides, the references are remarkably consonant in detail:

Parmenides 127b1-3 TV uév odv Hoouevidny €0 pdda fidn
TeeoROTNV elval, cpdSoa TIOALSY, HOADVY
&t nbyaddv

Parmenides 127c4-5 Sumpdtn && elvar tdte opdSpa véov

Theaetetus 183a5- Topueviéng &€ woLr galvetol . o .
184al ounmpocElELER YOP S T &vdpl trvu
véog TévuU TIEEoRUTT)

Sophist 217¢4-6 oOLOV Tote Mol Hoouevisn XomeEv) « .« .
ASYOUC TIAYMEAOUC TIOPEYEVSUNY £Y0
veog @v, &uelvov udra &3 tétE Sviog
TPECRUTOL.

1ODeipnosophistae 505F. T.L. Heath (Aristarchus of Samos: The
Ancient Copernicus [Oxford, 19131, pp. 62-63) has a lucid account of
the chronological issues. Taran, pp. 4-7, takes Plato's chronology as
preferable to that of Apollodorus, DL IX.26.

11This is put in the mouth of the Eleatic Stranger (Sophist 2414
3), who refers to Parmenides in fatherly terms twice (241d5, 242al-2)
and as "great' once (237a4-5). The identity of the Stranger, who is
announced to be of the school of Parmenides and Zeno (216a2-4),is un-
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clear; similar sentiments are voiced by Socrates in the Theaetetus
(183e4-6). Both the Stranger and Parmenides merit Homeric praise from
Plato.

12pinaeus 27d5-29d3; cf. 51d2-52d1. F.M. Cornford (Plato's Cos-
mology [London, 1937], pp. 28-30) notes that Plato's use of the word
eluc "has a history going back to Parmenides and Xenophanes, and even
Hesiod", and refers to B 8.60. He is content to refer the distinc-
tion between being/knowing -- becoming/opinion to Republic VI (the
divided line). A.E. Taylor (A Commentary on Plato's Timaeus [Oxford,
19281, pp. 61-75) also sees the Republic (V 477 f£f.) at issue, but
nowhere mentions Parmenides.

1328al-4. Translation from F.M. Cornford, Plato's Cosmology, p.

22.

1429c7—d3. Translation from F.M. Cornford, Plato's Cosmology,
p. 23. FHe notes that TOV eimudTa WOdOV is similar to B 8.60 TSv ool
vl Sudnoopov vTa ¢axtilw and that B 8.61 &g o0 uf TOTE TLC OE Protdv
Yviun TopeAdoon could "possibly be assimilated to AQYOUC UNSEVOC
Ntrov eiudtag”, p. 30 n 1. The phrase @oLv &vlpwnivnv makes this a
strong possibility.

15The possibility that the Parmenidean elements in Plato's
thought are by the time of the Republic, let alone the Timaeus, no
longer felt as such but as wholly Platonic cannot be dismissed.
Still, three late dialogues of critical import for Plato explicitly
take up Parmenides’'s doctrines: the Parmenides, Theaetetus, and Sophist.

16Bonitz (Index Aristotelicus [Berlin, 18701, 569b15-18) lists
twenty-one passages in which Parmenides appears, and two possible re-
ferences. Of the twenty-one six do not mention Parmenides by name,
but all are securely attributed. In addition, there are two refer-
ences to Parmenides in Pseudo-Aristotle De Xenophane, Melisso, et

Gorgia.

17As shown in Chapter II (pp. 35-36), Aristotle took Parmenides
to task for assuming a single use of 'being' (Physics 185a20-b5,
186a24~-25). To this passage should be added Sophistical Refutations
182b22-27 and especially Metaphysics N 1088b3 £ff..

18'I‘he two most important passages for Aristotle's interpretation
of Parmenides are treated in Chapter II: Metaphysics A 986b17-987a2
(pp. 33-34) and Physics 184b25-187all (pp. 34-47).

19Werner Jaeger, Aristotle: Fundamentals of the History of his
Development, translated by Richard Robinson (Oxford, 1934), pp. 68,
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128-138.

20This fragment is so assinged by Ross, who follows Walzer:
Aristotelis Fragmenta Selecta OCT (Oxford, 1958), IEPI QIAOZOPIAZ 9
W9, p. 77.

21Ross, Fragmenta, ZOPIZTHZ I (R2 54, R3 65), p. 15.

22Mario Untersteiner (Parmenide: Testimoniaze e Frammenti [Flox-

ence, 19581, p. 49 (pp. 221, 222-223)) briefly discusses the contrary
views on this subject.

23
This version of the argument is by far the closest approxima-
tion to that of Parmenides in that here being is one because it is
continuous and indivisible (a5-12); cf. B 8.22-25. However, the
equation of non-being with void (TO uevdv a3-4) suggests that Aris-
totle has Melissus rather than Parmenides in mind; cf. 30 B 7.7-10.

ZZ’mvn&ﬁmL &' o &v SVvacSar uh SVTog UEVOD HEXWPLOUEVOU (ab-
5); it is not clear that qualitative change requires void also.

gy eV obv ToOTwv Tdv Adywv UnepBdvieg Thv alodnolv wal mop-
L&vteg abThv &g 1§ AdYg Set dmoroudelv (al3-14). Cf. B 7.2-4 and
numerous mentions of necessity in the Aletheia.

26298b14-2£s. The phrase SAwg &velAov véveolv ual @dopdv (bl5)
reappears with slight variations in Aristotle and in other authors:
Physics 191b12-13, Metaphysics A 984a31-bl, and e.g. Aetius I.24
(DG 320a11-13, bl7-19). Cf. in Cael 556.3-560.10 and section V for
a full treatment of this passage.

27Ross's interpretation is here followed: Aristotle's Meta-
physics: A Revised Text with Introduction and Commentary (Oxford,
1924), vol. I, pp. 244-246.

28Besides the phrase a0tO &v (a27), Plato is mentioned at a9.

29However, at Metaphysics N 1088b35 ff. Aristotle says that
Plato's refutation of Parmenides's dictum (00 YOp winote toUto Souf,
elvar pn €dvta B 7.1 = 1089a4 = Sophist 237a8, 258d2) was predicated
on an old-fashioned misunderstanding. That is, the proof that non-
being "is' will only suffice to account for a plurality in number.

3
n 31.

Ol91b31-33. Ross's interpretation is here followed, p. 496,
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31Cf.28.B 6.4-9, where the goddess prevents Parmenides from
following the way that erring mortals tread. However, at the begin-
ning of this section (191a24-27) Aristotle uses identical language
(EEeTpdomony otov O8Gv TLva. GAANY a26) to describe his predecessors'
failure to make out the true nature of the substrate in change, a
failure which led some of them to deny change altogether. The way
they turned away from was that of Aristotle's philosophy.

32185220 ££., and Chapter II, pp. 35-36.

2
'3182b22—27. It is surprising that Aristotle refers to 'those

who refute . . . ' while he belongs to that group.

34Chapter II, pp. 33-34, Metaphysics 986b18-987a2.

35Meta2hzsics A 986a33-987a2. Cf. Physics 188a20-22, 188b33,
Metaphysics A 984b4-9, I' 1004b32, De Generatione et Corruptione
328al, 330bls.

36Aristotle usually presents Parmenides's principles as material
causes; De Generatione et Corruptiome 328b33-329al, 330b7-15, 318a35-
b7, and Physics 188a20-21, b33. TIn Metavhysics A 984b1-8 Parmenides
is mentioned as perhaps having made out the efficient cause, and
this for him would be fire.

37However, in De Generationme et Corruptione 318b18-28 Aristotle
sets forth the opinion of most people concerning coming to be; they
equate being with what can be perceived, non-being with what cannot
on the assumption that what is knowable is, but what is unknowable
is not (for they think that sensation has the force of reason),
(Gomep TO HEV &mionTov &v, TO 8' &ywootov U &v). He then contrasts
this opinion with the truth (MaTd 8SEov Mol uatd &AndSeiav dAux) .
At the least the passage has some verbal and conceptual affinities
with Parmenides; it is possible that Parmenides is actually being
paraphrased here. (He is mentioned several paragraphs above (318b7).)
Cherniss, p. 116, deals with this passage but does not mention any
similarities with Parmenides.

38k 1.116 n 28.

3%978b8-10; cf. Sophist 244e4-5 and e6.

4Othsics 207al15-17. Aristotle equates the one being with TO
SAov, the whole of reality. Aristotle also quotes part of the same
lines from Parmenides which are found in the Sophist and in the
passage under consideration, uUcocOSev Loomaléc (B 8.44).
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41Metaghzsics A 987b21-25 may be the source here.

42984b1—18 and 986b18-987a2, on which see McDiarmid, pp. 120-
123.

43Diogenes Laertius IX.22 (= DG 483.4). Alexander speaks of
Parmenides as having travelled on two ways, the one in accordance
with truth, the other opinion (in Metaphysica 31.7-14 = DG 482.8-13).

44 plexander in Metaphysica (CAG I) 31.7-11 = DG 482.8-11: g
albLdv eoTL TO TV . . . v TO TV Hal GYE\)T]TO'\) noll aanEL&EQ

UoAOLRTVLIV .

45Slmpllc:Lus in Phys 115.11-13 = DG 483.10; cf. Alexander in
Priora Analytica (CAG II.1) 346.17-21, 356.1-5. Cf. Meta2h231cs A
986b28-30, Physics 187a4-5.

46Alexander in Metaphysica (= DG 482.10-12); cf. McDiarmid, pp.
121-122. At Meta2h251cs A 986b18-987a2 Aristotle states that the
two-fold nature of Parmenides's philosophy arises from a distinction
between reason or definition and perception, not truth and opinion.

47 Alexander in Metaphysica 31.7-14 (= DG 482.5-13) twice speaks
of TO TGv.
48

A helpful schematization of the doxographers is to be found in
W. Capelle, Die Vorsokratiker. Die Fragmente und Quellenbericht
(Leipzig, 1935), foldout ad finm..

4?2§ 553.5-7. The title @uowndg is a virtual synonym for 'Pre-

socratic’.

ngg 564.19-25. The additional details are that the universe
is: 1) like (Ouotov), not having space in it (cf. B 8.29-30 and
Theaetetus 180e3-4); 2) motionless (dulvntov); and 3) finite/limited
(emepaopcvov) . The first two adjectives are found in Parmenides:
1) = B 8.22, 2) = B 8.26, 38. The third is not found, although a
similar word (TeTEAcsougEvov B 8.42) does appear.

51He cites two works of Theophrastus, f} “Enttéun (IX.21) and
0 duoLnd (IX.22). The other five are: Sotion (IX.21), Timon (IX.23),
Favorinus (IX.23 bis), Callimachus (IX.23), and Speusippus (IX.23).
Though not mentioned Apollodorus is his source for the chromological
data in IX.23. That Diogenes cites all these sources makes it im~
possible to determine from which he draws his quotations from Par-
menides. Theophrastus may be the source for the quotations, since he
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is the last one mentioned before the quotations.

52See A. S. Pease, M. Tulli Ciceronis De Natura Deorum Libri

IIT (Darmstadt, 1955), p. 204 (lower left column). O&La TO [Tagd |
aloldnoclerg Yeudelle elvarl; Philodemi Volumina Rhetorica, ed.

S. Sudhaus (Leipzig, 1896), vol. 4, pl 169, fr. III.10-11. Cf. DL

IX.22.

S%QQ 580.22-23, DG 581.1-2. Pseudo-Plutarch quotes a verse

which is not found in any of the other immmediately Theophrastean
accounts to support his claim that Parmenides held that the universe
was eternal and motionless: POUVOV HOUVOYEVEC TE Mol &Tpepéc 1!
&yeévntov (DG 580.24 = B 8.4%).

4pg 580.22-23; see 1SJ s.v. 8Aog, n, ov II.2.

55Strictly speaking, Philoponus does use the Vetusta Placita,
but his reports about Parmenides in in Phys do not draw on this work.

56Diels prints in parallel columns the Epitome of Pseudo-Plu-
tarch and Book I of Stobaeus's Eclogae in DG 268-444. See DG 141.2
for a comparison of passages relating to Parmenides in the doxogra-
phical tradition.

S?Qg 284bt12—13. The attribution to Xenophanes of the unity and
so forth of the universe is suspicious, although a glance at DG 140
shows that this attribution is universal in the tradition. The verse
is: oDAov pouvvoyevég Te mal &rpeptg HS' dyévntov (= B 8.4%). Theo-
doretus states that "some say that this verse is his". Cf. Pseudo-

Plutarch DG 580.24.

sggg 327b6-9. Theodoretus has a slightly different list here,

but Parmenides is included (DG 327bt). In light of DG 332.1-3 this
extrapolation seems likely: Egvogdvng Tlaoueviéng MEALCoOg GYEVNTOV
wal &ldiov ual &pSaptov Tov udouov.

S?QE 396b13-16. Diogenes also says that for Parmenides the
senses were inaccurate (IX.22), and quotes B 7.3-5 as proof. Theo-
doretus (Qg 170) says that Parmenides tried to corroborate Xenopha-
nes's statement and thus showed that the criterion of the senses was
false and in no way approached the truth: YeuSeég && dmépnve TV
aiodmoewv TO HELTPLOV TMLOTA ASYwv EpuuveloSar Ttobto Tiig dAndSelog.
60 b26 . .

DG 311 n. Diels is unsure whether these verses were taken
from the Placita or not (DG 313bl n). That they are found in Plato,
Aristotle, the compiler of De Xenophane, Melisso, et Gorgia, and
Proclus makes it likely that they are stock lines or clichés.
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6;22 320al11-13. With the exception of the mention of Zeno (11),

this report is identical with Stobaeus's (DG 320b17-19).

6?29 169-174. He quotes long passages from the Theaetetus (152
d7-153a3 = PE XIII.4.1-2; 179al-181a3 = PE XIII.4.3-7) and the Soph-
ist (242c4-~243a4 = PE XI1.4.7-8, 245e6- 246ch = PE XIII.4.9-11) to
illustrate how Plato traduced his predecessors. (PE Praeparatio
Evangelica, Vol.II of Eusebii Caesariensis Opera, “ed. W. Dindorf
[Leipzig, 18671).

63pE: 1) = XIv.3.9 (DG 169-170); 2) = XIV.2.5 ual Tag alodhceLc
dveddvtag and XIV.16.13 ot &N Tag dvnoolv . . . 8LO uov)p Selv
nLoteveLy @ ASYe (cf. n 25 above) and XIV.17.1 (for which Eusebius
relles on Arlstocles s On Phllosophz H 3) XIv.17.1 &9%ev AELoDY
obtol YE O 8v &v ewm,, ol o s'repov u:n etvar, unde yewdodal TL

unde edeipeotal, UnNdSE uLvelcdol TO TRV,

641rr1510 Gentilium Philosophorum 6 = DG 652.25-31. It is mot
clear which source in the doxographical tradition Hermias used, al-
though the similarity of some of his remarks with those of Pseudo-
Justinius would point to Pseudo-Plutarch's Epitome (DG 259-263).

65aclv Col 1113F: & ptv obv adtdv ynowv aloxca coplopaTa ASYELV
O Koddtng: 1114D: &otAdde gnolv Tvia AvoLpetv ) £v &v UnotiSecdal
TV Topuevidnv.

66adv Col 1114E-F: v obv & mepl TOO Svtog cog £v ein Aa:'woc oln
ocvou.pecz,g TV TIOAMEY mal aloSntdv, G SnwoLe adTdEv THS Tedg TO
vonTov SLapopdc.

67adv Math X.45-47; cf. n 4 above. In P. III.65 Sextus uses a
similar pu pun: ai SuwTtdTw TEPL HLVACEWC OTAOELC.

68Phllolaus 3 lines (adv Math VII.92); Pythagoreans 3 (VII.94
bis, 109); Xenophanes 4 (110); Parmenides 36 (111); Empedocles 3
(121), 3 (123), 2 (124), 7 (125) 20 total; Heraclitus approx1mately
12 'lines' (123); Democritus approximately 15 lines (135-137), 8
(139-140), 3 (117) 24 total; Anaxagoras approximately 2 lines (140).

G?EQX_Math VII.112-115. Tardn, pp. 17-31, rejects this allego-
rical explanation of the proem, and summarizes attempts by scholars
to interpret is; he also argues against Sextus's having a source for
his interpretation, pp. 18-20.

70Ontological considerations may have been omitted here because
they are treated at length in the section on Gorgias, adv Math VII.
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65-89, especially 65-76.

71_1& IX.22.10-11: upLtioLov &8 tdv Adyov elne- e te alodnocele
uh GpLBele Umdpxewv. * adv Math VII.111: 1OV &' €niotruoviudv Adyov,
ToUTeEoTL TOV &SidmTtwtov, UNESETo MoLTHPLOV, &rootac Mol Tig v
atobnoewv niotewg (ef. 114 end). DL IX.22.6-8 = B 1,28-30, 13-15 =
B 7.3-5; adv Math VII.11l1 = B 1.1-30, B 8.1-2; VII.112-4 is a re-
capitulation of phrases or lines from 111. That there are similar-
ities is clear, but how one is to account for them is not. There
are at least three possibilities: 1) that they arrived at their
versions independently; 2) that Diogenes used Sextus's account; or
3) that they shared a common source. 1) seems the least likely,
since both authors are noted for their lack of originality; but
Taran, pp. 18-20, argues for Sextus's allegorical interpretation be-
ing his own creation. 2) is possible both on chronological grounds
and because Diogenes twice mentions Sextus (IX.87, 116); the dif-
ficulty here is that Sextus is not mentioned in Diogenes's treatment
of Parmenides. 3) is, by default, the most likely. A possible
common source is Sotion, who in turn made use of the duoLuEV ASEaL:
whether they followed him on Parmenides is questionable. For Sotion
in Diogenes, see I.1, 7, 98; II.12, 74, 85; V.79, 86; VI.26, 80; VII.
183; IX.5, 18, 20, nb 21, 110, 112, 115; X.1, 4. For Sotion in Sex~-
tus see adv Math VII.S5.

72For Aristotle see Metaphysics A 983b f£f., and Cherniss, pp.

218-288. Plotinus discusses Parmenides at V.1.8 and mentions him in
passing in VI.6.18.42-43. He cites several verses of Parmenides with-
out mentioning their author; see Index Fontium in Plotini Opera III,
ed. P. Henry and H.-R. Schwyzer (Paris/Brussels/Leiden, 1973), p. 448.

Plotinus distinguishes between the historical Parmenides, who
was still searching for the Plotinian system (so the conative imper-
fects Tytreto (14), ocuviye (17), &tideto (17), and elxev (23)), and
his dialogic counterpart in Plato (23-24) who clearly made it out.

H.-R. Schywzer (""Plotinos" RE I,41, col. 572) thinks that
Plotinus did not read the Presocratics.

73V.1.8.10-14. E.R. Dodds ("The Parmenides of Plato and the
origin of the neoplatonic 'One'," €CQ 27 (1928), 129-142, esp. 132-
133) has shown that Plotinus drew on the Parmenides of Plato for
his doctrine of the One. In this section, Plotinus quotes from or
refers to two Platonic epistles (2 and 6), the Phaedo, Timaeus,
Republic, and the Parmenides as evidence (uoptwoLorg 13); cf. notes
ad loc. in Plotini Opera, ed. by Henry-Schwyzer OCT, vol. 2, pp. 197-
198.

74This same verse (B 3), with minor modifications, is cited in
two other passages, I1.4.10.6 and 111.8.8.8. Of the first A.H. Arm-
strong (Plotinus, The Loeb Classical Library [London and Cambridge,
19661, vol. 1, pp. 198-199 n 1) states, "what Parmenides may actually
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have meant by these lines is irrelevant here", and refers to V.1.8.
17.

75V.l.l;.35-37: Bet 6& mal wlvnowv AcBelv ual otdolv. wal
nivnowv pev, el voet . . . . Further, sameness and difference are
necessary conditions for thought, V.1.4.33-34, 37-41.

70V.l.8.l8—22. Plotinus's interpretation of the sphere-simile

may be a direct criticism of Plato's literalmindedness in Sophist
24432-245d11, esp. 244e2-8.

77 s s .
As noted above (n 73), Plato is in evidence throughout the
passage, and his distinction between these 'ones' in the Parmenides
is mentioned directly after this criticism is noted.

78Many of Proclus's extant works are commentaries on Platonic
dialogues (see L.J. Rosdn, The Philosophy of Proclus: The Final
Phase of Ancient Thought [New York, 1949], pp. 36-59). It seems
that the high regard in which Parmenides was held by Plato (a matter
which he mentions often) is used by Proclus to justify making Parmen-
ides into a Neoplatonist.

It is possible that Proclus drew on the doxographical tradl—
tion. A verbal parallel between in Tim I.345. 23—346 1 (ASYEL 5' obv
wal om:og O QLAdcopog €Tl SLTTOTS TEAYHooLY, oloL Mol Wi ot’)cl,, 6L‘t'|:oug
elvar tag Yvwcet.g) and DL IX.22 (= DG 483.3-4) (Sioonv T' &@m TV UEV
PLAocoplav THy HEV Mat' GAndetav, Thv &8 uatd 86Eav) may not be wholly
fortuitous; both quote from the end of B 1 to corroborate their
claims. Further, both mention the sillographer, Timon, who composed
verses about both Parmenides and Zeno (IX.5, cf. 23; in Parm 632.18,
638.25).

79Strictly speaking, Syrian's interpretation, at least for the
analysis into nine-hypothesis, is indebted to other exegetes, in-
cluding Plotinus; see PT I.LXXV-LXXXIX, esp. LXXXVIII. At one point,
however, Proclus states that he is following Syrian, who 'speaks with
the greatest degree of truth' (in Parm 1033.20).

Proclus does not always glstlnguish among the three 'Parmeni-
des' in his works; these are, P the historical Parmenides (whom he
sometimes refers to as the 'Parmenides in verse'), P2 = the character
in the dialogue, and P3 = the dialogue itself. Since Proclus denies
that Pl is being parodied in P3 as Pz, but rather insists that P2
faithfully reflects the doctrines of Pl and that P3 is a serious
work, there is ample room for confusion. Cousin's edition of in Parm
has a very brief index which only refers to Parmenides's poem; it is
quite possible that I have missed a reference to Pl, though it is
likely that all the major references have been located.

Parmenides’'s one being, which was equated with the (unified)
intelligible order, was presumably discussed at some length in the
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commentary on the second hypothesis (142b5-155dl; see PT I. LXIX,
CLXXVIII, pp. 46-59, III.XL-LI; further III.LXXVIII-XCIV and IV.
XLIV-1LXIII on Damascius's interpretation of the second hypothesis),
but since this does not survive, recourse must be had to references
in the commentary on the first hypothesis and other works by Proclus.
There are some scholia on the second hypothesis (in Parm 1257-1287),
but no clear mention of Pl is found in them.

80The purpose or goal (onomog, RoUANCLE) of the Parmenides is
examined at length at in Parm 630.15-640.19; Syrian's views appear
at 640.20-645.9. A recapitulation of both is found in PT I.8-12,
esp. 9-11, pp. 30-58. Further, Syrian's (and other nameless inter-
preters') interpretation of Pl's role in the dialogue appears at in
Parm 1032.15-1036.23.

8lpr 1.9, pp. 36.12-39.6. Cf. 35.1-2: TOV TAG Taw Sviwv
&ndelag oLAoSeduova (= Republic V 475e4); 37.20-21: elg TOV fiyeudva
The v Svtwv GAnSelag: in Parm 1084.24-26: O Tlapuevidng €v Tolg
gnect mepl ToD Svtwg Svtog: cf. 642.20-24, 1130.2-5.

8%13 Tim I.13-4-14.3, especially 13.11-14, where Proclus says

that the Parmenides and Timaeus are properly named after the men

who investigated these two parts of reality: Tipalep TE YOO TOLOUTO
TL Yyeduo Tepl THe ToD Tiaxvtog £vevoomto ¢loewe, Mol Iopuevidn &6& mepl
v Gvtwe BvTwv.

8?33 Parm 639.38-640.16. Proclus dwells on the fact that the
first hypothesis is framed in a negative or apophatic mode and this
is fitting for a transcendent One. At 1032.15-1036.15 Proclus, fol-
lowing Syrian, argues that Parmenides's one being is an assumption
or hypothesis used to arrive at the unhypothesized One (this dia-
lectical technique is ascribed to the Republic (VI 510B, according
to Cousin)). The one being is closest to the One, and therefore
affords the most economical hypothesis for arriving at the One; once
this is reached, the generation of the whole of reality cam proceed,
the remaining eight hypotheses dealing with successively lower rungs
on the ontic ladder. The second hypothesis, which deals with the
noetic or intelligible realm (PT I; summary of Chapter 12, CLXXVIII-
IX), is framed in a positive or assertoric mode; Parmenides asserted
many things of his one, which is not the true One but a derivative
'one' (in Parm 1079.5-14).

84That is, he was aware of all three 'ones'; see in Parm 1034.
37-1035.5. That he was aware of the first, or 'unshared' onme is
related at in Parm 1079.7-9, and at 1033.9-18 Proclus mentions (in
his survey of various opinions about Parmenides in the Parmenides)
the possibility that Parmenides actually talked about this One with
Zeno, insofar as it could be verbalized at all, in conversations
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that were not written down. As for the second, see in Parm 710.11-
16 and 704.6-18. The third 'one' is not ascribed to the Doxa by
Proclus, but since it represents the hypostasis of soul for Proclus
and is the subject of the third hypothesis of the Parmenides on his
account, the ascription is not unwarranted; see PT I p. 49.5-7.

8?33 Parm 708.7-709.6. Parmenides, according to Proclus, saw
that being itself was removed from all things and was the most sub-
lime of things that are, although he did not fail to notice that the
intelligible order was pluralistic; Proclus quotes B 8.25, 5.1-2,
and B 8.44 as proof. He concludes that Parmenides observed that the
whole noetic realm issued forth from the one being, and that it
derives its unity from or around it. Proclus is clearly working the
sphere-simile hard (708.20-29, 36~40). Furthermore, Parmenides gave
being the honorary title 'one', not because he failed to see that
being is many, but rather to indicate the unity of derivation of 'all
things that are' from being itself (708.40-709.6). For the wide-
spread failure to see this, see in Parm 710.15-26, 711.13-16, and
especially 721.33-723.11, 20-724.12.

86His references to the Doxa are found at: in Parm 723.15-20,
1024.10-12, in Tim I.252.-4, 345.12-346.3 (cf. II.69.20-27).

8733 Parm 1024.10-12. Here Parmenides is cited with other
philosophers who have, as it were, public and private doctrines (6~
12); he is mentioned here after, but not with the Pythagoreans ).
Empedocles is said to be a Pythagorean as well (723.15-20); he like
Parmenides thought that the whole noetic order was a sphere (22-26).
See in Tim II.69.20-27, where Empedocles's 'two-fold' sphere has both
a noetic and perceptible part (cf. in Tim I.251.33-252.4).

8?;3 Parm 723.15-20. The clarity is mentioned at 709.2-3.

89in Parm 1077.23-1079, 1084.24-30; cf. 1134.20-1135.5. This
claim OT Proclus's part is integral to his interpretation of the role
which P~ plays in P3; viz. that he is not being parodied, but rather
has his doctrines accurately reported and incorporated into the dia-
logue, especially in the second hypothesis.

9OThis reading back of (a Neoplatonic) Plato into Parmenides
must have gradually developed out of Plotinus's remarks on Parmenides
in Enneads V.1.8 and his conception of the Parmenides; see PT I.LXXV-
LXXXIX and in Parm 1032.15-1033.20.

91i_n_ Parm 1079.7-9: &tdbv &' eigc O &v T &v adtd udvov ual obx
o TeTovdog TO Ev.
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9241 Parm 708.12-20:

1) éov Yap &6vtL meEAGLEL (B 8.25)

2) Euvdv &¢ pol éotuv Smodev oEwua, TO9L Yoo TIALY
tEouar addie (B 5.1-2)

3) ueccddev (oooAEg (B 8.44)

These three lines are quoted as proof that Parmenides actually
posited a plurality in the noetic or intelligible order. 1) is not
convincing, particularly in light of Plotinus's having quoted it to
demonstrated the opposite thesis, VI.4.4.23-26. Proclus apparently
takes 2) to be referring to the sphere-simile of which 3) is a
partial quotation. Further, at in Parm 1084.24-36 Proclus maintains
that Parmenides portrayed 'real' being as a sphere, and that this is
appropriate since the sphere and the intellect are properly intel-
ligible, whereas the monad and perceptible order are 'spherical' in
only an analogical way.

93Proclus is fond of this simile. It appears at in Parm 665.28-
29, 708.12-20, 1084.26-29, 1129.31-32, in Tim II.69.20-21, and PT
I1.20 p. 70.6-10 (Proclus here quotes B 8.43-45 apud Plato's Sophist),
and IV.38 p. 110.20. He takes the sphere to represent the whole (Tdv)
noetic order as a sum (SA0v) of parts; he concludes from the simile
and the critique arising from it by the Eleatic Stranger that Par-
menides was aware that this order is pluralistic (see in Parm 1078.21-
1079.26).

9%2& IX.21 (Sotiomn). See in Parm 619.4-10 (28 A 4).

95See H. Diels, Philosophorum Graecorum Fragmenta, p. 65 n 5.

9?25 Providentia 2.16, in Parm 689.8; Dubitatiomes et Solutiones
I1.214.3; in Phys 650.14.

97'Aonop£az. wol AUCELG TiEpl TV TEdTwv Goxdv eig OV Mopuevidny,
ed. C.A. Ruelle, 2 vols. (Paris, 1889): I.16.6, 67.24, 131.8; II.1l46.
5-6. Ruelle also lists as Loci non reperti I1.214.3, 274.21, 275.20.
Damascius 'quotes' the following verses: B 4.2 (= 1.67.23), B 8.24
(= 1I.146.5), B 8.25 (= I1.131.7); B 8.48-49 may be intended in
I1.214.3.




Chapter IV: Simplicius on Parmenides

Simplicius's overall view of the role which the Presocratics
play in the history of Greek philosophy must be considered in order
that due weight be given to his comments on Parmenides. A brief
summary of his interpretation of Parmenides will follow. The re-
mainded of the chapter takes up all the passages in Simplicius which
treat of Parmenides. These passages have been translated (Appendix
A) and parcelled into nine sections: I. Biographical Information;

IT. Obscurity of Doctrine, Poetry; III. Overall Discussions of Par-
menides; IV. The Aletheia; V. The Doxa; VI. Parmenides's Argument

for the Unity of Being; VII. Plato on Parmenides; VIII. Aristotle on
Parmenides; IX. Others on Parmenides. For all nine sections a de-
tailed list of passages and a summary of their contents are provided.
Commentary is provided for the first five. Appendix B contains a
list of the verses of Parmenides quoted by Simplicius, and Appendix C
contains the verses proper with variant readings from CAG VII and IX.

Appendix D is an abbreviated Index Locorum.

In the course of his elucidation of Aristotle's analytical
scheme of the principles of the physicists, Simplicius digresses
somewhat to demonstrate that for all their seeming diversity those
who investigate physics do not contradict one another (in Phys 28.32-
37.9). Simplicius's immediate concerﬁ is to silence certain unnamed

Christians who criticize physicists on this score, but he subse-
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quently uses part of this demonstration to answer Aristotle and
Plato on Parmenides. The general scheme of this harmonization is
diairetic; that is, he introduces several distinctioms which explode
any prima facie centradictions (in Phys 30.13-14, 36.15-20). The
most important of these is the distinction he draws between those
who explained all things on the basis of material or elemental prin-
ciples alone with those who distinguished physical from metaphysical
phenomena and ascribed distinct principles to each order (in Phys
6.31-7.15, 21.13-19). For example, although Thales and Parmenides
each has a different 'one cause of things', they do not contradict
one another because each is concerned with a different order of
reality (in Phys 36.8-15). Further, the Eleatics, or more properly
Parmenides and Melissus, do not deny change in the physical world
when they deny it in the metaphysical order; om the contrary, they
are in accord with all the other physicists on this point (in Phys
36.20-25).

Four questions remain to be resolved: how to reconcile the
evident differences as to the number and kind of principles adduced
for physics proper; similarly with the principles of metaphysics; what
is the precise relation between these two sets; and finally how to
account for the widespread failure to see the distinction which Sim-
plicius draws. The last has a straightferward, if umsatisfactory,
answer. The riddling nature (alviyuoTadng) of the expressions of the
Eleatics, Pythagoreans, and others misled most people (in Phys 7.1-3,

21.14-19). He 21so maintains that Aristotle and Plato at times set



89
forth only the apparent meanings of Presocratic doctrines on behalf
of those who, because of their superficial understanding, were mis-
led by the obscurity of the Presocratics (in Phys 21.19-20, 37.6-7,
in Cael 557.19-20).

As for the principles of physics, Simplicius distinguishes be-
tween these who employed only material or elemental principles and
those who used non-elemental principles as well (in Phys 7.19-27,
36.15-19). This distinction appears to be based on a Peripatetic
contrast between principles or causes proper, namely the efficient
and final, and the subsidiary causes, matter and form (in Phys 3.15-
19; ef. 1.12, 7.10-15, 259.1-15). Simplicius gives it a Neoplatonic
twist by ascribing the first two to the noetic order, the second
pair to the phenomenal. Within the class of material or elemental
principles he makes a distinction between the proximate (TOOCEXEC)
and the more fundamental (GoxaLoOS€cteEOV); the former are, e.g. fire,
air, and water, the latter form-matter and geometrical figures (in
Phys 7.19-27, 36.15-17). Further, of those who embraced proximate
principles some had a partial, others a more comprehensive view.
Thus Heraclitus championed fire as the one principle, while Empedo-
cles identified all four elements (in Phys 36.5—20). Simplicius
also asserts that the physicists are in fundamental agreement with
Aristotle on the nature of change; that there is some material sub-
strate which underlies some polar opposites of change (in Phys
36.20-24, 188.13-16; 188b30-189al). Simplicius in sum attempts to

'distinguish’ away seeming contradictions as well as point out
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common grounds among the physicists.

The two remaining questions can be treated summarily at present,

for both will reappear in the course of Simplicius's interpretation
of Parmenides. It has already been noted that the two metaphysical
principles are the efficient and final causes, although the para-
digmatic cause of Plato constitutes a third. Simplicius allows a
heterogenous group of entities to be efficient causes and to operate
over different domains. Anaxagoras's voUg¢ is an effiqient cause
which operates both in the noetic and phenomenal orders, although in
the former par excellence (in Phys 7.3~10, 34.18-35.21, 156.13-157.
16). Empedocles's Neluog and ®LASTNG are both efficient causes which
operate in both orders (in Phys 31.18-34.17). Parmenides's Solpov
is the efficient cause of the phenomenal order, its status in the
"noetic left unspecified (in Phys 31.10-17, 34.12-17, 39.12-20).
Plato's divine intellect is the efficient cause of the phenomenal
order, and its goodness is the final cause also (ig_ghzg 7.17-19).
Although Aristotle makes nature itself an efficient cause, it is so
only proximately ; in the end it is parasitic upon his unmoved
mover (in Phys 8.6-9).

Simplicius argues at length that Parmenides's one being as the
intelligible is the final cause (in Phys 142.28-148.24). Moreover,
Aristotle's prime or unmoved mover, which Simplicius takes as both
the efficient and final cause par excellence, is based on this ome
being (in Phys 87.7-17; cf. 8.6—9)..

Several observations are in order. The first is that Simpli-
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cius in effect fuses the Peripatetic with the Neoplatonic wversion
of the history of philosophy to produce his ownr account (in Phys
6.31-8.15; cf. Metaphysics A 981bl7 ff.). Aristotle's scheme of the
inexorable discovery of the four causes, begun by his predecessors
and culminating in his own philosophy, is the basis of subsequent
Peripatetic accounts (Chapter III, pp. 61-65). The Neoplatonic ver-
sion is parallel, in that a rather haphazard discovery of the three
hypostases is assumed; Plato, however, marks the culmination of
this process (in Phys 7.11-15). Simplicius apparently holds that
the discovery of material or elemental causes belies an awareness
of the third hypostasis, or phenomenal world. The discovery of the
metaphysical causes is tantamount to an awareness of the second,
possibly the first, hypostasis. He credits Plato with the full
discovery and articulation of all four Aristotelian causes, the
realization that the two sets belong to the different orders, and
with introducing the paradigmatic cause into the noetic order (in
Phys 7.11-15). Aristotle is consigned to a minor role. His con-
tribution lies in advances in logic, which enabled him to formulate
more cogent proofs than his predecessors (in Phys 7.16-8.15).

Throughout his commentary on Physics I Simplicius appears un-
troubled by several differences or contradictions which do not yield
to his method of reconciliation, as well as by what is a strained
notion of what constitutes a full-blooded contradiction. That is,
what does Simplicius think the truth about physics is? Paradoxical

as it may sound, the answer is that he thinks that there is no ul-
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timate or absolutely certain truth to physics. Following a doctrine
of the Timaeus (27¢8-d2, 59¢5-7), he holds that the best one can do
is produce a likely account (eimotoroyia) (in Phys 18.29-34). If
there is no objective standard of truth, once absolute logical
contradictions are eliminated, the disparate accounts that remain

are equally valid.

Simplicius's interpretation of Parmenides centers on the car-
dinal distinction stated above: that he distinguished the noetic

from the phenomenal order and treated each in the Aletheia and Doxa

respectively. Moreover, the majority of Simplicius's comments and
quotations are designed to prove that in the Aletheia Parmenides was
speaking of the metaphysical or noetic order exclusively. The felt
need for this proof arises primarily from Aristotle's criticism of
Parmenides in Physics I. This criticism consists of two parts; that
Parmenides's denial of the physical world is patently absurd, and
that his doctrine of the unity of being is incoherent. Simplicius
replies that Parmenides did not deny the physical order or world of
change, but rather formulated an account of nature that accords, even
prefigures that of Aristotle. Further, since Aristotle seemingly
denied the reality of the noetic order, he failed to appreciate
Parmenides's articulation of that order. His first cause or unmoved
mover in fact is derived from Parmenides's one being.

Not only did Parmenides conceivé of the noetic order, but ap-

prehended it in its most sublime manifestation, the intelligible
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(td vontdv) or final cause. He speaks in the Aletheia of the
cuvnEneévn vonth &wwoLg, the absolute unity of the noetic order prior
to its being parcelled into (logically) discrete entities in the
intellectual stage (TO voepdv). It represents the stage where voUg
and its content or object (TO vontdv) are identical. That Parmenides
apprehended this stage of the noetic order serves as the cormerstone
of Simplicius's reply to Plato's criticism in the Sophist. These
would have force if Parmenides had been speaking about the differ-
entiated or intellectual stage, which corresponds to the Forms.

Parmenides was to some extent aware of the first hypostasis as
well.

In the Doxa Parmenides set forth as elemental principles fire
and night, and as efficient cause or principle the &aljuwv. Sim-
plicius has little to say about the status of the &luwwv. His
conviction that Parmenides discussed the two parts of Platonic real-
ity in the two parts of his poem makes the relation of the two parts
a non-problem for him.

Lastly, Simplicius maintains that despite their criticisms,
both Plato and Aristotle were aware of the profundity of Parmenides's

thought.
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I. Biographical Information.

A. Passages.

in Phys 7.1 Tr. p. 278
in Phys 22.24 - 25 Tr. p. 282
DX oe
22.24 - 25 482.7, 14
285bt14
22.26 - 30 28 A 20 480.4-8
in Phys 25.20 - 21 Tr. p. 284
25.20 - 21 28 A 10 477.17-19
31A 7
in Phys 28.4 - 6 Tr. p. 285
28 A 8 483.11-14
67 A 8
in Phys 99.13 - 14 Tr. p. 329
in Cael 556.25 - 30 Tr. p. 398
28 A 14
in Cat 4.2 Tr. p. 407

Related Passages. Cf. Plato's Parmenides 128a2-d6.

in Phys 99.9 - 10
102.28 - 31
134.4 - 9
138.19 - 22, 24-25
141.9 -11

in Phys 99.13 14 = Eudemus Physica fr. 37a (W) p. 27.12-13.
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B. Summary, Comments.

Simplicius by and large omits biographical details for all the
Presocra?ics, and culls most of his information about Parmenides from
Theophrastus's QUOLKDV AGEaL via Alexander (see DG 102-118, esp.
113). Insofar as he undertakes to harmonize the doctrines of the
physicists, detailed life histories would be otiose. Moreover,
this harmonization rests ultimately on the assumption that the
doctrines of Neoplatonism are truths, the apprehension of which
transcends temporal and geographical boundaries. All the same there
is one striking omissionl.

The biographical information Simplicius does relate is: 1) that
Parmenides was the son of Pyres, and was from Elea (in Phys 22.24-
25, in Cat 4.2); 2) that he was the pupil of Xenophanes of Colophon
(in Phys 7.1, 22.27-29); 3) Empedocles of Acragas emulated him and
was his disciple (in Phys 25.20-21); 4) Leucippus partook of his
(and Xenophanes's) philosophy, but adopted a contrary doctrine (in
Phys 28.4-6); 5) Zeno was Parmenides's companion (in Phys 99.13-14);
(Simplicius frequently refers to or quotes from the introductory
portion of the Parmenides, where Zeno is portrayed as coming to
Parmenides's aid against scoffing objectors (in Phys 99.9-10, 102.28-
31, 134.4-9, 138.19-22, 24-25, 141.8-11).); 6) he entitled his work

On Nature (in Cael 556.25-30).

C. Commentary.
in Phys 7.1. This is the converse of in Phys 22.27-29. 1In section

II the riddling nature (alviynatdSn 7.3) of Farmenides's philosophy
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will be discussed.

in Phys 22.24 - 25. The full name, Ioppevidng Idpntog “EAedtng, is
attested elsewhere in the doxographical tradition: DG 284bt13, 590.

18. Cf. 28 A 2 (Suidas).

in Phys 27 - 29. That Parmenides was Xenophanes's pupil or compan-
ion, is found in the doxographical tradition at: Q§.284bt13, 482.14,
580.5, 601.8 (problematic); cf. 28 A 2. See DG 141-2 for a conspec-—
tus of these and other passages relating to Parmenides. (The whole
tradition probably is based mediately on Metaphysics A 986b22 (= 28

A 6) and ultimately on Sophist 242d4-6.

in Phys 25.20 - 21. Diels allows (DG 477.18 n ) that the report
that Empedocles was the emulator of Parmenides derives from Theo-
phrastus, on the basis of Diogenes Laertius VIII.55 = 28 A 9. He
thinks that the mention of Empedocles's following the Pythagoreans
is not by Theophrastus, but rather by Simplicius himself. TIf he
is the source, he implicitly denies the 'Pythagorean comnection' of

Parmenides which Proclus maintains.
in Phys 28.4 - 6. Diels (67 A 8 n 34) sees this 'participating'
(voLvwvnoag) as occurring through the intermediacy of Zeno, the

reputed teacher of Leucippus. Cf. Diogenes Laertius IX.30 = 28 A 8.

in Phys 99.13 - 14. 1In addition to (or more appropriately in de-
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dependence on) Plato's Parmenides Zeno's relation to Parmenides is
variously related; cf. 29 A 1, 2, 4, 7, 10. 1In the doxographical
tradition he is not explicitly stated as being Parmenides's pupil
or successor; the tradition on his successor is incomnsistent (DG

581.5-6, 590.20-23, 601.8-9).
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II. Obscurity of Doctrine, Poetry.

A. Passages. X
in Phys 7.3 Tr. p. 278
in Phys  21.19 Tr. p. 280
in Phys 36.30 - 31 Tr. p. 292

28 A 9
in Phys 120.27 - 29 Tr. p. 345
in Phys 144.26 - 27 Ir. p. 370

28 A 21
in Phys 146.29 - 147.1 Tr. p. 371

28 A 20
in Cael 558.17 - 19 Tr. p. 400

Related Passages.
in Phys 30.4
31.3
116.7
117.2

(140.23)

146.6

B. Summary, Comments.
Simplicius adduces the obscurity or riddling nature of the ex-
pressions of the ancients in order to harmonize all those who inves-—

tigated nature and to neutralize the criticism by Plato and Aristotle



99
of various Presocratics. In addition he takes an antiquarian de-
light in quoting from the Presocratics in order to counteract the
widespread ignorance of and misunderstandings about them that arise,
in part, from this obscurityl. In the case of Parmenides, largely
because he employed a poetic medium, reports of obscurity go back
to Plutarch (see 28 A 13-21). It is possible that Simplicius draws
on some of these reports, those of Proclus being likely candidates,
but the evidence is slenderz.

More particularly, Simplicius holds that: 1) the ancients were
accustomed to express themselves in a riddling way (in Phys 36.30-
33); 2) the Pythagoreans, Xenophanes, Parmenides, Empedocles, and
Anaxagoras distinguished the physical from the metaphysical, but
their obscure or riddling speech misleads most people that they did
so (in Phys 7.3, 21.18-19); 3) Parmenides expressed his doctrines
less clearly than did Melissus, who wrote in prose (in Cael 558.17-
19; cf. in Phys 31.3-7); 4) Aristotle and Plato sometimes refute
only seeming absurdities or the apparent meaning in their predeces-
sors' doctrines on behalf of those of ordinary or superficial under-
standing (in Phys 21.20, 36.28-37.2, 6; in Cael 557.19-20); 5) in
some cases their apparent refutations aremerely clarifications of
what was obscurely stated (in Phys 37.3-~4); 6) Parmenides's simile
of the well-rounded sphere is not to be literally interpreted, but
rather ascribed to poetic fiction (in Phys 146.29-147.1); 7) the
terseness (Bpoaxvioyla) of the ancients, and of Parmenides in partic-

ular, did not accommodate the formulation of such s distinction as
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that between substance and accident, but does not rule out their

having been aware of the distinction itself (in Phys 120.27-29).

C. Commentary.
in Phys 7.3. aiviypatddn. The adverbial form is used at in Phys

36.30; cf. 8.9-11.

in Phys 21.18 - 19. Empedocles and Anaxageras are omitted in a
similar passage in in Phys 7.3. The word dougelq (cf. in Phys 37.3-
4 for its adverbial counterpart) may be a reminiscence of Proclus

in Tim I.345.12 O &¢ ve Hopuevidng, waltor Sl molnouv doophe Gv.

in Phys 36.30 - 31. Cf. note to 7.3 above. Simplicius refers to

the Presocratics (or more properly the 'Preplatonics') by both the
phrases ol dpxaloL and ol modatol (ef. in Phys 120.29 for the former).
As Diels notes (n 31), Simplicius erroneously applies what Plato

says about Heraclitus to Parmenides (36.31-32).

in Phys 37.3 - 4. Cf. note to 21.18-19 above. Plato and Aristotle
are the obToL in 37.2. Simplicius is trying to explain away the
seeming refutation by them of the Presocratics on several grounds,
one of which is that they are in reality clarifying what is unclear-
ly stated. Another is that that they fasten on the apparent meaning
of their doctrines on behalf of the superficial (36.28-30, 37.6,

21.20).
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in Phys 120.27 - 22. The rule (oowiv 27, HOVOVLKOV 28) which Sim-
plicius mentions is that on the basis of the substance~accident
distinction a thing can be both one and many simultanecusly. At 20-
27 he argues that Parmenides was (implicitly) aware of such a dis-
tinction with respect to his one being. This is in answer to Eude-
nus, who claims that Parmenides was misled because he was unaware
of this sort of distinction, of ambiguity, and of syllogistic

thought (120.6-11; cf. 115.16-116.4 for a fuller quotationm).

in Phys 144.26 ~ 27. Simplicius speaks of Parmenides's verses in
several other passages (in Phys 30.4, 31.13, 116.7, 117.2, (140.3),
146.6). Parmenides is sometimes distinguished from the Platomnic
dialogue named after him by Proclus, Damascius, and Ammonius as 'the

Parmenides in verse' (e.g. O é€v Tolg &meot Iopusvidng Dubit. et Sol.

I1.131.8); further in Damascius II.146.5-6. For Proclus cf. in Parm
665.18, 1129.36, 1177.12-13, PT I.9. p 37.6. For Ammonius cf. in

De Interpretatione 133.18-19. Simplicius uses the same phrase, &

péyag Mopuevidng (in Phys 650.14), that is found in Proclus (De Pro-

videntia 4.16), Damascius (Dubit. et Sol. I.214.3 and perhaps I.24.

14-15), and Plato (Sophist 237a4-5).

in Phys 146.29 - 147.1. That the sphere-simile is not to be taken
literally is directed at Plato, who in the Sophist (244e2-245e2)
does so. At in Phys 51.21-53.7 Simplicius applies Aristotle's dis-

paraging remark about Melissus, that when one absurdity is granted
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others necessarily follow, to Plato's literal interpretation of

these lines.

in Cael 558.17 - 19. Simplicius states that Melissus, since he
wrote in prose, set forth the distinction between being proper and
'seeming' being more clearly than Parmenides. Cf. 559.12-13, section

V, and in Phys 31.3-7.



103
III. Overall Discussions of Parmenides.

A. Passages.

in Phys  28.32 - 31.17 Tr. pp. 286-289

Verses DK 28 IXI
29.18 B 8.38%
30.1-3 B 8.3-5
30.6-10 B 8.29-33
30.17 - 31.2 B 8.50-59 30.14 - 31.2 = 234.20-25
31.3-7 = 240.11-15
31.13 - 17 B 12.2-6 31.10-17 = 242.7-9

in Phys 37.12 - 40.21 Tr. pp. 294-298

38.30 - 39.9 B 8.50-59 38.28 - 39.9 = 234.18-20
39.14-16 B 12.1-3 39.12-16 = 242.5-7
39.18 B 13.1 39.17-20 = 243.12-15
39.27 - 40.1 B 8.26~28

40.3-6 B 8.30-33

in Phys 37.12-15, 22-38.1 = Alexander in Physica (185b15-16)
38.20-24 Cf. DG 482 n 10 (fr. 6)

40.12-15 30 B 7.7

40.18-21 30 B 7.7-9
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B. Summary, Comments.

The two continuous passages listed above are treated separately
from the following sections largely for convenience's sake. Once
the overall scheme of Simplicius's interpretation is set forth,
his remarks on specific topics may be better understood. In addi-
tion, both passages are found early in Book I, and those which fol-
low by and large corroborate or supplement these™.

Simplicius maintains that in the Aletheia Parmenides discourses

about intelligible being as the final cause or principle of all
existent things, while in the Doxa he sets forth two opposite,
materio-elemental principles, light and night, and an efficient
cause, the divinity, for things that come to be. Moreover, Alexan-
der to the contrary, the Doxa is not totally false; since it treats
of what is opinable, it lacks the absolute certainty and truth that
attach to what is noetic. As part of his plan to harmonize all the
physicists Simplicius asserts that in the Doxa Parmenides's account
of change is in accord with that of Aristotle and everyome else.
To reconcile the seemingly contradictory statements of Xenophanes,
Parmenides, and Melissus on the intelligible principle, he intro-
duces two distinctions: that Xenophanes apprehended the One, Par-
menides the intelligible; that since Melissus's claim that the omne
being is infinite applies to time only, he is in accord with Par-
menides on its being finite.

Simplicius does mot dwell on the relation between the Aletheia

and the Doxa. Like Plutarch, he simply finds the Platonic analysis
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of reality into what is perceptible and what is noetic articulated
in Parmenidesz. 0f Neoplatonic origin is the futher tripartite sub-
division of the noetic order; the equation of Parmenides's one be-
ing with the first of these, the intelligible (TO vontdv), appears

to be Proclus's contribution3.

C. Commentary.
28.32-~29.5. o0 . . . oumpEPovIaL. It is likely that Philoponus is

the target of these disparaging remarks (cf. Index Nominum s.v.

'Ioannes Philoponus' CAG X pp. 1447-1448, CAG VII p. 771). Simpli-
cius censures him for fastening upon the contradictory statements
of ancient philosophers concerning the heavens (in Cael. 139.27-
140.3; cf. 136.26-27, in Phys 640.12-14). On Simplicius's contempt

for Christians cf. in Cael. 370.31-371.4.

29.5-6. ual . . . SLeAExdnoov. Parmenides is included among those
who distinguished physics from metaphysics and ascribed different
principles to each order (cf. in Phys 6.31~7.3, 21.15~19). Simpli-
cius sometimes says that Parmenides was invesigating the principle
or cause of the noetic order proper (as here and at in Phys 29.18),
or of all being (in Phys 38.12, 45.28-32, 87.8-9, 144.12, 147.13),
sometimes the noetic order itself, whether in its unified, intel-
ligible stage (in Phys 34.18 ff, 38.11-12, 136.28-29) or in contra-
distinction to the perceptible order (im Phys 22.25-26, 31.17,

36.15, 38.19, 39.25-26, 78.1-2,11,24,28, 79.11-12,24-25, 80.3, 87.8-
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9,17-18, 100.22-23, 162.12). There is no contradiction here, for

a Neoplatonist at any rate, since the final cause of the noetic

order is the same for the perceptible.

29.6-30.14. ¢ . . . AEyouoi. Simplicius undertakes to reconcile
the doctrines of Xenophanes, Parmenides, and Melissus. He first
argues for the correctness of the view that the intelligible prin-
ciple is one and finite (in definition) (29.8-12). Thereupon, two
alleged differences or contradictions are set out and resolved: 1)
that Xenophanes clearly stated that his principle or god was beyond
all contrariety, including that of finite-infinite and of motion-
rest, while Parmenides, who states that the one being is finite and
at rest, did not fully apprehend its transcendental nature (29.12-
18); 2) Parmenides savs that this cause is one and finite, Melissus
one and infinite (29.7-8, 29.12-30.13). Simplicius sees no contra-
diction in 1) because the two are not talking about the same thing:
Xenophanes apprehended the One, Parmenides the intelligible. Since
both Parmenides and Melissus speak of what is infinite in time,

there is no contradiction in 2) either.

29.8~12. &udayun . . . GuelAngev. That the intelligibie principle

must be one, Simplicius draws from [Aristotle]lgg Melisso, Xenophane,

et Gorgia (22.31 and note); that it must be finite/limited (in de-
finition) he derives from Parmenides. This sentence (TO ™oL . . .)

is a gloss on B 8.42-43 (cf. in Phys 147.12-14) and B 8.29-33 (cf.
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in Phys 30.6-10, 40.3-6). Aristotle may also have influenced Sim-
plicius on the latter point; cf. fhzsics 206b33-207a25 esp. 207alé4-

17, and in Phys 502.2-12.

29.12-18. AV . . . €lwaL. This confusing passage differentiates
Xenophanes from Parmenides, but at the same time records their com-
mon grounds. Simplicius gives two irreconciliable versions of
Xenophanes's principle; both appear to rest on Theophrastus's au-
thority. One is that it is motionless and finite (28.7-8, 29.7-9,
cf. DG 483.11-15 (fr. 8)). The second is that it transcends all
contrariety; it is neither in motion nor at rest, nor infinite nor
finite (22.26-30, 23.4-14, 29.12-14, cf. DG 480.4-481.13 (fr. 5)).
In the present passage Simplicius adopts the latter to argue that
Xenophanes's principle is the One. The first hypothesis of the
Parmenides is, for Neoplatonists, about the One (cf. Chapter III
pp. 70-71). The intelligible principle of Parmenides, on the other
hand, is one and beyond change; Simplicius equates it with the in-
telligible, not the One (in Phys 147.6-16). The harmony, then,
between Parmenides and Xenophanes is that they both have a single,
intelligible principle as the final cause of all existence. Sim-
plicius also seems to imply that since Parmenides’'s principle is
finite not as a body is but in definition, he does not contradict

Xenophanes's assertion that the principle transcends (corporeal)

finiteness and infinity.
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29.15. TO uatd & abtd ual Goadtwg is a gloss on B 8.29 (= in Phys
30.6); the same gloss appears at 143.14-15 (cf. 17) and 144.22.
Proclus quotes this line three times (in Parm 1134.22, 1152.29,
1177.5) and paraphrases it once (inParm 639.29-30). The gloss it-
self may come ultimately from Plato's Laws 898a8, which Proclus
quotes as part of a discussion on the sphericity of the NoUg (in Tim

1.69.16-17; cf. 20-21).

29.16-17. dlvnTov is a quote from 29.18 (= B 8.38%), and uwdvov a
gloss on olov of 29.18 also. As for Tvtwv EEponuévwv, Proclus uses

the same phrase of Parmenides's being at in Parm 708.9.

29.19. Melissus's observation that the intelligible principle is
not subject to change (&UETABANTOV) agrees with that of Parmenides

(29.15-18) and perhaps Xenophanes (29.13; cf. note to 29.12-18).

29.19-28. MEALtooog . . . dmepnuato. Simplicius argues that Melissus
declared that the intelligible principle was infinite in virtue of
the inexhaustibility of its essence or the infinity of its poten-
tiality; both of these turn out to be temporal in nature (29.26-28).
That is, Melissus speaks of what is infinite in time, and in almost
the same words as does Parmenides (29.28-30.5). The phrase uatd 1O
areLpov The Suvdiewe and the balance of the passage is found nearly
verbatim in Philoponus in Phys 22.24-30, esp. 20-21 €ig Thv dmerpiav

NG SUVAERC.
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29.28-30.5. t© . . . @onoL. Simplicius quotes B 8.3-5 to prove that
Parmenides and Melissus agree that the one being is infinite in
time; there are numerous verbal correspondences between 29.22-26
(30 B 7.7) and 30.1-3 (B 8.3~5). Simplicius glosses GuiiedSpov 30.1
by &vémrertov 30.4, and (so it seems) GtréAectov 30.2 by dmeLpov

30.4.

30.5-13. Tqv . . . Opoov. Simplicius, quoting B 8.29-33, returns to
his earlier statements about the nature of limit or telos. 30.11-13
gloss B 8.29-33 (30.6-10), especially the last two lines. More
specifically, he glosses olu €mLSeveég 30.10 by GvevSeeg 30.11; he
further glosses Gvevdeég by TéAelov 30.11, then concludes on the
basis of etymology that TEAELOV = EXEL TEAOG = olu &TEAEUTNTOV
30.9. And as it has a TéAoc 30.12 it also has a limit Tépoag and

boundary &oog 30.12-13. Cf. 29.8-9, 40.2-8.

30.13-14. obTwg . . . AEyouolL. This statement of harmony among
Xenophanes, Parmenides, and Melissus is the leading principle for
all Simplicius's harmonizations; there can only be contradiction

(or 'substantial' disagreement) when the same subject is at issue.

30.14-31.17. peTeEASV . . . ONAUTERY. Having demonstrated the har-
mony among the Eleatics on the noetic front, Simplicius procedes to
harmonize Parmenides with all the physicists. He further harmonizes

the Eleatics, more particularly Parmenides, with Empedocles (31.18-
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34.17) and Anaxagoras (34.18-35.21) as having apprehended the noetic

order (cf. 36.15).

30.14-19. peteASov . . . dwolwv. Simplicius quetes B 8.50-52 (=
30.17-19) as proof that, after discussing the intelligibles in the
Aletheia, Parmenides proceeded to the perceptibles in the Doxa

(see also 38.24-39.12, fortasse 80.3-4, 146.26-27, 179.29-33).

That the first part of Parmenides's poem is about the noetic order,
the second the perceptible or opinable is found in Proclus (in Parm
723.17-19, 1024.10-12) and Plutarch (adv Colotem 1113F-1114F).
Philoponus also makes this distinction (in Phys 22.2-21); their

teacher, Ammonius, is a likely common source.

30.20-31.2. v . . . TE. That Parmenides posited a pair of primary,
opposite principles of things that come to be proves his agreement
with all the physicists, including Aristotle (cf. 31.9-10). Sim-
plicius offers four alternative sets of designations for this pri-
mary pair. Three are based on the verses he quotes here, B 8.53-59
(= 30.23-31.2): light (@idc) and darkness (oudtog) = WAoYOC aldépLov
oo (B 8.56) and viut' &Sofi (B 8.59); dense (TumvdV) and rare
(Gpatdv) = mouLvéy (B 8.59) and &oaldv (B 8.57); same (TadTdv) and
other (Etepov) = TwdTSV (B 8.57) and &Tépyp (B 8.58). Simplicius
takes the fourth, earth (yfi) and fire (Do), either from Aristotle
(cf. in Phys 146.28-29, 179.31-33, and Cherniss, p. 48 n 192), or

Theophrastus (via Alexander) (cf. 38.22-24, 25.15-16); cf. also
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274.24. Simplicius is clearly wrong to identify 'same and other'
as Parmenides's principles; they belong to both principles, not one
each. On the principles, cf. commentary to in Phys 179.27-180.13,

section V.

31.3-7. wal . . .€uctepa.” This scholion is probably mnot, Stein

pace (cf. note ad 3), by Melissus.

31.7-10. obw . . . évavtia. otoilxelov (11), according to Simpli-
cius, is not exactly Aristotle's material cause, but rather a fu-
sion of this with the formal cause (cf. in Phys 7.20-27). Simpli-
cius insists that Parmenides clearly assumed two cpposite eiemental
principles, presumably as substrata, to account for coming to be.

In 31.8-10 nai . . . dmowoAUntoviog he glosses B 8.54 (= 30.24);
'those who do not observe or who do not clearly bring to light the
opposition of the elements that comprise coming-to-be err'. Moreover,
he says, Aristotle himself follows Parmenides in positing opposites
as principles (31.9-10). (Diels writes 80' €yww for O8LEywo (31.8);
'Parmenides recognized that the one being was two'. This makes
little sense. Further, Simplicius is here contrasting the first
portion of the poem (mEOTEEOV), in which being was shown to be one,
with the second part, in which two principles are set forth. I

have adopted the reading of all the manuscripts.)

31.10-17. uol TownTLkdV . . . SmALTEEp. The positing of an effi-
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cient cause marks Parmenides (and others) off from those physicists
who did not transcend elemental or subsidiary causes in their ac-
counts of nature (cf. in Phys 6.32-7.6, 36.18). Simplicius's men-
tion of an efficient cause distinct from the two elemental causes
or principles looks ahead to the following passage (38.18-39.20), in
which he criticizes Alexander for not having observed this. It is
not clear to what Simplicius refers in his distinction between what
is corporeal and incorporeal in coming-to-be (31.11-12). He may be
distinguishing 'male' and 'female' (B 12.5-6), which are corporeal,
from 'intercourse' and ‘childbirth' (B 12.4), which he may view as
incorporeal processes. Since Simplicius does not identify the al
of B 12.2 (sc. otegdval 'bands'), it is unlikely that they are

what he means by corporeal or incorporeal.

37.12-40.21. This passage takes up Alexander's interpretation of
Parmenides, especially the Doxa. Since Alexander closely follows
Theophrastus, Simplicius's rejection of his interpretation holds
good for the whole doxographical traditiom. Alexander states that
in the Doxa Parmenides, producing an account of nature in accord
with popular opinion and appearances, no longer said that being was
one and uncreated, but rather posited earth and fire as principles
of things that come to be, earth as matter and fire as an efficient
cause; and he called fire 'light' and earth 'darkness' (38.20-24).
Simplicius recognizes some ambiguity in the phrase 'in accord with

opular opinion and appearances'; if a) Alexander understands it in
pop 1% PP
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the way that Parmenides intends, then there is no difficulty (38.24~
26). But if b) Alexander understands by it that thé account is
wholly £alse, then he is wrong (38.27-28). Regardless of this am-
biguity, Simplicius rejects c) Alexander's equation of fire or light
with the efficient cause (38.27-28). Simplicius treats of b) in
38.28-39.12 and ¢) in 39.12-20. 1In 39.21-40.9 he recapitulates that
Parmenides dealt with the noetic order in the Aletheia and did not
mean that the physical world had the attributes of the noetic. Me-

lissus is dealt with in 40.9-20.

37.12-38.18. "0 . . . IntoUouv. Simplicius quotes extensively from
Alexander’'s commentary on 185b15-16 and finds fault with everything
he has to say. He censures Alexander in particular for not ob-
serving that both Parmenides and Melissus posited that the principle
of being is one and motionless, not the whole of the physical world.
Simplicius describes this principle as 'real, unified, and intel-

ligible being' (38.11-13)

38.18-20. &uoAOYETL . . . AEYeELvV. With the exception of &mep €otl
niepl. ToD vontol Svtog , which is Simplicius's own comment, this
sentence merely expands a clause from Alexander, o0te . . . GyevnTdv

(38.21-22).

38.20-24. "uamt . . . oMOTOG." Alexander draws on Theophrastus

here; cf. DG 482 n 10 (fr. 6).
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38.26. &ofootdv TO alodnTtdv MoAddv. Parmenides does not use
80EaoTdv in any extant fragment. Simplicius is apparently glossing
&8gag of B 8.51 (=38.31), unless he simply uses &0E0aoTdV as synony-

mous with &ommAdy of B 8.52 (= 38.32); cf. 39.10.

39.12-13. uet' . . . oUwwg refers to to 38.20-21 uaxoX . . . QUOLO-
AOYGV, or more generally to the whole of the Doxa. Yevbetle v

is picked up by YeLbf dmAde 39.10.

38.27-28. mal . . . olett. Simplicius exposes Alexander's error

in equating light or fire with an efficient cause in 39.12-20.

39.28-29. OUUTANPOORC . TOEEIEUNV. Simplicius insists that in the
Aletheia Parmenides is talking about the intelligible or intellig-
iblebeing. ToOU vontoD echoes vonua of B 8.50 (= 38.30). &rep . . .

refers to 30.17-19,24-31.2.

39.10-12. &oEaotdv . . . fumenumdTa. On the basis of the passage
just quoted (B 8.50-61 = 38.30-39.9), Simplicius concludes that the
account Parmenides offers of mortal opinions is not totally false,
but rather lacks certain truth. Now Alexander had not said that
this account was totally false (38.20-24). Simplicius takes this
as a possible, even likely, interpretation of his remarks (38.26-
27), perhaps to have a 'straw-man' argument for his own interpre-

tation (but cf. 39.20-21). As mentioned above, S50ExOTSV does mot
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appear in the quotation, although drmoamnAdv does (B 8.52 = 38.32).
T vontiic dAndelag echoes vomua duoig dAndelag of B 8.50-51 (= 38.
31-32). On the other hand, TO . . . aloOnTév does not match any-
thing in the quotation, although B 8.51-52 (= 38.31-32) and B 8.60-
61 (= 39.8-9) are probably being referred to; Simplicius takes it
for granted that Parmenides distinguished the phenomenal from the

noetic.

39.12-13. per' . . . o0wwg. Simplicius points out that Parmenides's
&luwwv is an efficient cause distinct from the two elements not

only to repudiate Alexander's assertion that fire is the efficient
cause (38.22-23), but also to bolster his own contention that the

more discerning physicists had metaphysical principles.

39.13. TO MOLNTLUOV. Besides identifying her with an efficient
cause, Simplicius has little to say about the &uljov. In the lines
that follow her 'efficient' functions over the heavens (39.14-16),

the gods (17-19), and animate life (19-20) are indicated.

39.14. Simplicius does not say to what ai (B 12.1) refer; cf. 31.10-

20.

39.20-21. &AM . . . Guayualouwar. CEf. 36.24-25, 144.25-29.

39.20-40.9. €indtwg . . . -veltal. Simplicius attempts to vindi-
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cate Parmenides's argument for the motionlessness of being. Al-
though it properly applies to the noetic order, the argument would
also hold good for the physical world; a strict unity in the latter
would make motion impossible too. Simplicius's intention is to
refute Alexander's assertion (or rather interpretation of Aristotle)
that it is incredible that the whole of being be one and motionless

(37.30-32); if it is one, it must be unchanging also.

39.25-26. 1epl . . . OGuToc. Cf. 38.19-20 and note.

40.2. v altiov Tfig duivnolag. Simplicius understands B 8.32-33
(= 40.5~6) to be the reason or justification for all of B 8.26-31

(= 39.27-40.4, omitting B 8.29).

40.7-9. ¢ . . . =veltat. These lines are a paraphrase of B 8.32-
33 (= 40.5-6); cf. 30.9-13 and notes. Simpliicius has no difficulty
in understanding the last half of B 8.33, although Diels daggers
it. He understands uNn €OV not as a protasis with the supplied
predicate €mLEEVEG, but rather as TO uN €0v. Further, he supplies
the correlatives &G . . . OUTWWC , whereas Parmenides has only &€.
Simplicius glosses several words in B 8.32-33: mavtOg £58elTo by
Evbeeg Mavtwy, olu EmLSeuvég by &vevbeég, and obu &reiedTnTov by

TEAELOV.



IV. The Aletheia.

A. Passages.

in Phys 40.23 - 41.9 Tr. p. 300
Verses DK 28 IX1I
41.8-9 B 8.50-51
in Phys 77.9 - 80.18 Tr. pp. 314-318
78.3-4 B 6.8-9 72.2-8 = 232.12-20
78.6 B 7.2
78.8-10 B 8.1-3 78.2-29 = 233.21-
234.4
78.12-23 B 8.3-14
79.32 - 80.2 B 8.26-28
in Phys 100.21 - 28 Tr. p. 330
in Phys 114.25 - 115.9 Tr. p. 335
in Phys 120.20 - 29 Tr. p. 345
120.23 B 8.4
in Phys 142.28 - 148.23 Tr. pp. 367-374
142.34 - 36 B 8.1-3
143.3 B 8.22
143.4-8 = 234.12-16
143.6 B 8.43
143.10 B 8.38%
143.13 B 8.5
143.15 B 8.29
143.22 - 25 B 8.34-36
143.31 - 144.1 B 7.1-2
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144.25 - 28
144.29 - 146.25
145.1 - 28 B 8.1-27
146.1 - 25 B 8.28~52
146.29 - 147.2
146.30 B 8.43
147.13 - 14
148.28 - 29
in Phys 162.11 - 22 Tr. p. 377
162.18 - 22 B 8.6-10
in Cael 136.18 - 137.12 Tr. pp. 393-394
137.3 - 6 B 8.6-9
Related Passages.
in Phys 7.1-3 75.24-26
21.15-19, 29-30 77.3-6
22.9-12, 23-26 82.11-12
28.7-8 87.4-5, 7-18
29.5-8, 15-18 99.10
30.1-16 102.30
31.7-9 107.25-27
36.15 115.16-17
37.22-24, 30-31 126.34

38.5, 11-17, 28-29 127.10, 28-32

221.17-20
(A 21)

233.20-21

221.7-10
(A 20)

234.9-10

234.,25-26
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39.11, 21-22, 25-26 131.33-34
40.2-9 136.28-29
41.12 138.21

40.29 141.11

41.12 179.26-20, 33
45.26-27, 31-32 236.6-7

46.3-4, 13-14, 20-22, 26, 27 243.5-14, 31-33

47.1-2 244.1-2, 11-12
48.1-2 502.3-8
51.12-14 650.9-14
53.10, 27 1195.6-15
71.7-8, 26-29

72.27-29

in Cael  140.3-5
556.3 - 560.10
especially 556.3-6, 13-16, 28-30
557.17-18, 20-27
559.15-18
560.1

672.29-32

in Phys 40.23 - 41.1 Excerpt from Alexander in Physica 184b16-17

77.11-21 = Alexander in Physica 185a20~b5
79.16-22 = Alexander in Physica 185a20-b5

80.7-10

30 B 7.7
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80.11-14

30 B 7.7

143.1-8

Eudemus Physica fr. 45 (W) pp. 26.25-30.8

147.32-148.3 Sophist 258e6-259a4

148.14 Cf. Theaetetus 184al
148.20 = Metaphysics A 1076a4

Ioannes Philoponus VI Libri T&v Tpdg
“ADLOTOTEAN (nepl ALBLOTNTOC HAOOUOL)

in Cael 136.18-26

B. Summary, Comments.

The fundamental distinction which Simplicius draws between the
two parts of Parmenides's poem was set forth in the preceding sec-
tion; namely, that the Aletheia deals with the intelligible order or
'real' being, while the Doxa is about the physical world or 'percep-
tible' being (cf. in Cael 556.13-14; 557.23-24). 1In this section
those passages which deal predominantly with the Aletheia are exa-
mined; in addition, there are several miscellaneous passages which
defy treatment elsewhere. Further, the numerous related passages
listed above are, by and large, brief mentions, some not even by Sim-
plicius, of doctrines that are found in the first part of the poem.

A rough division of these is as follows: 1) that Parmenides holds
that being (T 6v = 1§} doxn, TO MV, TKAVTA! is one (£v), motionless
(belvntov), finite (MEMEPOOUEVOV), and uncreated (&y€vntov) = in Phys
21.29-30; 22.9-12, 23-25; 28.7-8; 29.7-8; 31.7; 37.22-24, 30-31; 38.5,
13-17, 19-22; 39.21-22; 40.2-9; 41.12; 45.26~27; 46.3~4, 13-27; 47.1-
2; 48.1-2; 51.12-14; 52.8-9; 53.10, 27; 71.7-8; 72.27-29; 75.24-26;

77.3-6; 82.11-12; 87.4-5; 88.31; 99.10; 162.30; 107.25-27; 115.16-
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17; 124.34; 126.4-5, 16-19; 127.10, 29; 131.33-34; 136.28-29; 138.21;
141.11; 179.29-30; 236.6-7; 243.5-14; 244.16; 502.3-8; 1195.13-14;
in Cael 140.3-5; 556.1-6; 559.15; 560.1; 672.29-30; 2) that Parme-
nides distinguished the noetic from the phenomenal order = in Phys
7.1-3; 21.15-19; 36.15; in Cael 558.28-30; 557.20-23; 558.14-17;
3) that in the Aletheia Parmenides was speaking of 'real', 'intel-
ligible', or 'absolute' being (10 &viwg &v, TO vontov &v, TO GMAGS
&v) = in Phys 22.25-26; 29.5-6; 38.11-13, 19, 28-29; (39.11) 39.25-
265 45.30-31; 1195.16; in Cael 556.15-16; 558.12-13. Cf. Index
Nominum s.v. Iopuevidng CAG X (pp. 1449-1450) and CAG VII (p.772)
fer more detailed divisions.

Of the passages under direct consideration, in Phys 142.28-32
is by far the most important, and is without question the single
most important passage in Simplicius concerning Parmenides. Sim-—
plicius reviews his statements on Parmenides's one being, presents
a lengthy argument for equating this with the intelligible (o
vontdv), and quotes most of the Aletheia (B 8.1-52 = in Phys 145.1-
146.25) to substantiate this argument; see the detailed summary
below. In in Phys 77.9-80.18, 162.11-12, and in Cael 136.18-137.12
(contra Philoponus) Simplicius takes up Parmenides’'s proof that
being is uncreated (&yévntov) in B 8.3-14; this is an important
'sign' which Simplicius employs in in Phys 142.31-36. (In in Phys
79.12-80.18 Simplicius also defends Parmenides's (and Melissus's )
claim that being is motionless (dutyntov) against Alexander.) Sim-

plicius does little more than mention that Parmenides did 'philoso-~
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phize about the truth' (mepl dAnSelog) in in Phys 40.23-41.9, con-
trary to Alexander's insiruation that he did not. In in Phys 100.
21~28 he mentions that Parmenides may have been aware of the One.
In in Phys 114.25-115.9 he rehearses Aristotle's claim that Par-
menides's being is one and finite. Lastly, in in Phys 120.18-19 he
argues that Parmenides was aware of the 'one-many' distinction,
since he predicated so many things of his one being.

A brief discussion is in order concerning what Simplicius means
by "the intelligible' (TO vontdv); he equates Parmenides's one be-
ing with it (in Phys 144.12), but in his discussions of Parmenides
provides scant information about itl. The intelligible is the first
of the three stages or orders (TGELG) in the noetic order (cf. in
Phys 88.11-22); it is the apex (TO &pov in Phys 88.13), that which
remains (TO wé€vov in Phys 147.9), which combines within itself in
an absolute unity all the discrete parts of the intellectual (TO

voepPdV), the third stage of the noetic order (in Phys 88.17-22).
Above all, the intelligible is the final cause of all existence

(in Phys 38.11-13, 45.32, 87.7-18). Proclus had set forth the
triadic structure of the noetic order, which he says is the content
of the second hypothesis of the Parmenides; this in turn is about
Parmenides's one being (cf. Chapter III, pp. 70-72, and in Phys
88.11-13, 31-33). Although his debt is clear, Simplicius differs
from Proclus in denying that Parmenides had any awareness of the
two subsequent stages of this order and their creation through

emanation (MEOOSoC and émictpophy: cf. in Phys 147.9-12); cf. in Parm
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708.7-709.6, esp. 708.21-29. Likewise, he is hesitant to ascribe
to Parmenides awareness of the One (in Phys 100.21-22, 147.12-16),

while Proclus states that he had this in view (in Parm 1079.7-9).

C. Commentary.

in Phys 40.23 - 41.9. Simplicius briefly digresses (41.1-8) from
his own paraphrase of Alexander's interpretation of 184bl6-17 to
take up Parmenides's defense. In 40.23-41.1 Alexander holds that
Aristotle places Parmenides and Melissus, the 'akinetic monists', in
contradistinction to the physicists (guoLnol) or 'kinetic monists or
pluralists', since the former abolish nature (@boLg) and because
people are accustomed to name philosophers after the branch of
philosophy that is their sole or chief concern (cf. in Categorias
3.30-4.9). Simplicius agrees to his contradistinction (cf. in Phys
40.24-25, 14.2-5; see further 22.3-5, 23.21—222, 148.29), but rejects
Alexander's later (UoTepov) statement that ‘it is Aristotle’s custom
to call those who philosophize about the truth "physicists"' (3-4).
Simplicius evidently feels that Alexander is saying that for Aris-
totle (as opposed to the unspecified subject of elwdaot in 40.28)
Parmenides (and Melissus) does not 'philosophize about the truth',
since he does not call him a physicist. He asks how anyone failed
to know that Parmenides 'philosophized about the truth' (5-7), and
quotes B 8.50-51 (= 41.8-9) to refute this second statement of Alex-
ander. Tmepl THC &ndelag (EpLiocogel) (41.6; cf. 41.4) is a prose

paraphrase of quplg GAndeing of B 8.51. Simplicius also quotes
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quotes these lines at in Phys 30.17-18 (cf. 15-16), 38.31-32 (cf.
39.11-12), 146.23-24, and in Cael 558.5-6 (cf. 557.23-24). At 30.17
and 146.23 the present ToXw appear, elsewhere the future TIOXOCW.
Simplicius does not, it appears, quote this later statement by
Alexander in his commentary. Diels cites no reference in his notes

here, and his list of citations from Alexander (Index Nominum s.v.

pp. 1437-1439) contains no parallel citations3. Further, in none
of the commentary on lemmata containing either GAnSeia (188b30
(187.31-188.10), 191a25 (235.12-236.12 cf. below), 263al8 (1288.33-
1291.24)) or wuounol (184bl7 (40.23-42.5), 186220 (113.22-114.22),
187al12 (148.26-153.24), 187a28 (161.23-163.28), 205a5 (479.30-481.

34)) is such a statement to be found. (See Ross's Index Verborum

to his Physics OCT edition.) It may be that by '"later' Simplicius
simply means 'later in the same passage', since he paraphrases
Alexander here. On the other hand, at in Phys 458.19-459.16 (esp.
458.19-21, 459.9-11) Simplicius offers Aristotle'’s definition of
@uoLuol: those who are engaged in the physical part of philosophy,
and particularly those who employ (a) material cause(s). Further,
458.19-21 is highly reminiscent of, if no less contradictory to, in
Phys 40.28-41.3-4; again Alexander's statement is not to be found
(he is mentioned at 459.5). The other references to @uoLuOl and

&deLa. in Diels (Index Nominum s.v. p. 1455, 1371 respectively) do

not contain Alexander's statement. (At 191a24 Aristotle uses the
phrase oi uatd @LAccoplav TEGTOL Ty AAndetav wal Thv ¢ooLv v

&vtwv. This may have been Alexander's source.)
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in Phys 77.9 - 80.18. This passage presents Alexander's own two
objections to the doctrines of Parmenides and Melissus, and Sim-
plicius's replies to these objections. Aristotle's analysis of the
uses of 'being' (185a20-b5), which forms part of Alexander's ob-
jections, was set forth in 71.19-77.8. This passage is an impor-
tant part of Simplicius's interpretations of Parmenides, because it
details his claim that Parmenides's one being is 'real', 'proper’,
or 'absolute' being; both of his replies to Alexander are based on
this claim. It also well exemplifies Simplicius's interpretative

technique of quoting and glossing the ipsissima verba of the ancients

to discredit refutations by later philosophers as being based on
ignorance or on a superficial understanding of the ancients. In
section IX all of Simplicius's criticisms of Alexander (concerning

Parmenides) are collected.

At the outset Simplicius announces that he will show how Alex-
ander's refutations have only apparent but no real force against the
doctrines of the ancients (77.9-11). He concludes the passage on
the same note: that Alexander's careless reading of the ancients
led him to formulate irrelevant refutations (80.15-19). The rest
of the passage falls into two unequal parts, each treating one of
Alexander's objections. The first objection is that not only does
'eternal being' alone exist, as Parmenides and Melissus would have
it, but even things which come to be and perish also exist (77.11-
79.12). Simplicius answers that these things do in a sense 'exist',

but not in the fullest and most proper sense, which applies to real
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being alone. In the second, Alexander rejects Parmenides's and
Melissus's argument that being is motionless (79.12-80.14). Sim-
plicius replies that this argument is valid for absolute being, but

not for the qualified being which Alexander champions.

77.21 - 27. Simplicius's general argument (MOLVOS . . . O Adyog

22) is that both that which has x-ness or is x without qualification
is properly (Muplwg 24) said to be 'x', and that which has x-ness
or is x in some degree or other is said to be 'x', but only in a
general and loose way (OAOOXEQHC MOL UATAXONOTLMDC 25); cf. in Phys
147.2-9 and notes. His answer to Alexander is that since what comes
to be and perishes in a sense is (€otTi, OV), it is called 'being,
existent' (6v) in the second way only. Parmenidean being, on the
other hand, is 'being' proper, since it exists without qualificatiom
that which comes to be and perishes possesses non-being. (This ar-
gument appears to be based on Republic V 47645 - 480al3; 478el-5 is
quoted below in the note to 78.28-29. Although Simplicius does not
mention this passage here, he quotes from it earlier in the cormen-
tary; 476d8-9 = 13.2-3, 479d7-8 = 13.4-5. Simplicius's claim that
that which comes to be and perishes has even more non-being than

being (77.33, 79.6, 9) verges on the rhetorical.)

77.26-27. o0mwg . . . Tav. Although Diels does not so note it, the
phrase 7O uatd 1évta Sv Suob Tdv is a gloss on B 8.5 (= 78.14). in
Phys 143.11-18 provides strong evidence for this; in 16-17 Simpli-

cius glosses B 8.5 (= 13) by TO Opol miv .
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77.30. 'év TadT® uEvov', as Diels notes, is a reminiscence of B
8.29 (= in Phys 30.6%, 143.15, 146.2) TaGtov T' é€v Tad1d Te UEVoV
ud' &awtd TE Meltat. Proclus uses a similar gloss of this line:
g &€ xpdvou HeTEXOV TO aldviov; || Torobtov Ydp T uatd Moppevisnv
g€v 6v, Tad~ |l v Ev Ot winvov, og adtdg gnowv (in Parm 639.28-

30; B 8.29-32 is quoted at 1134.22-25, B 8.29 at 1152.29, 1177.5).

77.31 - 33. fiv. . . 100 &vtoc. The source here is probably Craty-
lus 402a28-10: AéyeL mov ‘HodwAsrtog 8TL "mdvta xupel ual o0SEV usvel"
uol motopol Poff drewndlwv & Svta Adyel dg "Slg éc TOV adTOV TIoToUdV
obn Gv éuRaing.” (= 22 A 6). 1In his note to 77.31 Diels refers to
fr. 41 of Bywater; in DK this fragment is reassigned to both 22 B 12
and 22 B 91; cf. 22 B 49a. On fviEato (23) see section II, pp. 98-

102.

77.34. 1O . . . onuela. YA&P picks up the discussion that precedes
the parenthetical remarks on Heraclitus, and in particular €v I
vivecSaL ual @3elpecdal 10 elvar Exer undenote 'év TadTH pévov’
(29-30). (Cf. 77.12, 79.5 for similar uses of &v 'subject to', and

' which is

LSJ s.v. II.1, p. 552.) The argument is that the 'being
subject to coming to be and perishing and which also has non-being
is properly called 'coming to be and perishing'; Parmenidean being,
since it has different signs or marks, is properly called 'being'

(cf. 79.8-10). 1In in Phys 143.29-144.1 and 148.5~6 Simplicius in-

sists that Parmenidean being has no non-being at all. onuela is a
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gloss on omuat' (a) 'marks, signs' of B 8.2 (= 78.9); cf. 78.11,

79.11, 142.32.

77.34 - 78.1. wudAiov . . . &GuoSeluvuéway. The genitive plurals
seem to refer not to the 'signs' of 34, but more generally to
"things'. For T0 wwolwg &v cf. 78.11, 24, 79.12, 24-25. Simplicius
says that it is better (udAALov) (presumably than to paraphrase
Parmenides) to listen to (&oUeLv) his very words, and at 80.16-17
censures Alexander for 'rather aridly and carelessly listening to'

(GoVeLV) the doctrines of the ancients.

78.2. pElOEVOC . . . vonTy is a free paraphrase of the following
two verses B 6.8-9 (= 78.3-4): év T® vont® is Simplicius's own ad-
dition, based on his claim that Parmenidean being is the intelligi-
ble (cf. in Phys 144.12, 147.7). The unflattering description of
(the way of) mortals in B 6.4-7 (= in Phys 117.8-11) justifies Sim-
plicius's use of usuwlduevoC 'censured' here. He uses the same
verb in 117.3 in his paraphrase of B 6.1-9 (= 117.4-6, 8-13): uéu-
vetaL Totg eig TadTd cuwdyouor T& Gutikeipeva. TO &v is a gloss on
TO MEAELY, TO uh OV on obn elval of B 6.8 (= 78.3). OUECOLOL
'bring together, combine' is, by process of elimination, a gloss on
(olg) . . . Tadtdv vevduiotar | uod TadTdv B 6.8-9 (= 78.3-4).

In 77.21-33 (esp. 23, 24, 26) Simplicius argues that being (proper)
in no way possesses its opposite, non-being; mortals thus err in

'combining' them.
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78.3-4 = B 6.8-9 (= in Phys 117.12-13).

78.5 wal . . . Intobong is a close paraphrase of the following
verse B 7.2 (= 78.6). §noorpé¢ag 'having turned away from' is a
gloss on (oU) . . . elpye vOnuo “"keep thy thought from". Simplicius
renders THo®' . . . 650l &LTMoLog "this way of inquiry" by Thg O600
The © uh 6v {nTtobong 'the way that inquires into non-being'; he
supplies 5 uf &v from B 7.1 (= in Phys 135.21, 143.31, 244.1) o0

Yoo unmote Ttobm8adj elval un Svta. Cf. in Phys 650.9-14.
78.6 =B 7.2 (= in Phys 135.22, 144.1, 244.2, 650.13).

78.7. For €mdyeLv "to add, comnclude' as a preface to quotations,
cf. in Phys 38.29, 40.2, 79.31, 80.11.

78.8 - 10 = B 8.1-3 (= in Phys 142.34-36, 145.1-3); 78.12 = 30.1.

78.11. Simplicius sandwiches this comment between the two halves
of B 8.3. 2Xolmov here must mean 'mext, thereupon™; Diels (Index
Verborum s.v. p. 1405) renders AOLNOV as “porro“, and lists sever-—
al occurences, the present one not included. LSJ, on the other
hand, has no such entry: cf. AoLmdg, 1, ©v p. 1060, note esp. 4-5.
For TO wuplwg &v cf. note to 77.34-78.1. (T&) . . . onueta 'signs,
marks' is a gloss on onuat' (@) of B 8.2 (= 78.9); cf. also 77.34,
79.10, 142.32. These .signs are related in the following twelve

verses.
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78.12 - 23 = B 8.3-14 (= in Phys 145.3-14). 78.12 = 30.1.

78.24 -~ 29. Tabmd . . . VPECTMME. Simplicius paraphrases the ver-
ses of Parmenides just quoted, B 8.3-14. Cf. in Phys 162.11-17 for

a similar paraphrase of B 8.6-10 (= 162.18-22).

78.24 Tolta . . .GofeluvuoLlv  is a near verbatim repetition of
78.1 v . . . dwSetnvupéwwv. A similar bracketing of a quotation

is to be found at in Phys 144.26 and 146.26.

78.24 - 25. OTL &yévntov ToUto 1O O&v. AQyévnTov is a quotation from
B 8.3 (= 78.12). ToUto 10 OV (i.e.Td uuplwg &v cf. 24) may well be
a gloss on €0v, also of B 8.3. Simplicius does not in his para-
phrase of this argument or proof mention 'indestructible' (&GudAedpov
B 8.3); but cf. 79.30-31, 143.31-36 (B 8.1-3 = 143.34-36). At 77.27
and 79.8-10 he treats 'what comes to be' (TO Yiuduevov) and 'what
perishes' (TO wdeLpduevov) together (cf. 77.17, 18 for Alexander's
identical treatment). Simplicius, following Parmenides, it seems,
thinks that they are sides of the same coin, and that what is said

contra 'ceoming to be' applies equally to 'perishing’'.

78.25. o0te . . . 6v. For another paraphrase of this half of the
disjunct, similar in language and identical in order, cf. in Phys
162.12-13 yATE ... 6V). TPOUMfPXeEV is echoed by mpoUndoxoL of 78.

28, which has no correspondence in Parmenides.
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78.25- 26. o0te . . . uh 6v. Cf. in Phys 162.13-14 and notes.

The first clause is taken directly from B 8.7 (= 78.16) o0t' &u un
£6vtoc. The second is more loosely based on B 8.8-9 (= 78.9-10) o0
Y3 . . . €oTL. That is, since non-being cannot be spoken or
thought of, it does not existj cf. B 2.3-8 (= in Phys 116.28-117.1)
and 116.26-27. Simplicius may also have TOU undevdg of B 8.10 (=
78.19), which ciearly is (to0) uh é€4viog, in mind. (o08¢ is Diels's
emendation for o0te DEF, o0 a; based on in Phys 162.14 o08év is pos-

sible.)

78.26 -~ 27. wal . . . €yéveto; Cf. in Phys 162.16-17 and notes.
This is a loose paraphrase of B 8.9-10 (= 78.18-19) T{ &' &v . . .
@Ov; Simplicius retains the question form of the original, but uses
'and why' (uai &w& Tl &n) for 'what need' (Tl . . . wal xoéog).
Further, TOTE does not correspond to anything in the original, nor
does A wn. TEOTEPOV fi VoTEPOV is a prose version of Uotepov fi
TEocdev. Lastly, £YEVETO is perhaps a gloss on (Wpoev) . . . &OE&~
pepov @Ov.  (In in Phys 162.16-17 Simplicius states that this argu-
ment applies to 'from non-being', whereas here he offers no such

qualification.)

78.27-28. A&AA' . . . YlveTalL. Diels apparently thinks that this
is gloss on B 8.12 (= 78.21), for he allows that on the basis of
78.27 one might read éu T €6vtog; cf. note to 78.21 and Tardn, pp.
97-101. It is more likely that it is a gloss on B 8.11 (= 78.20)

obwwg i Tiqmoy TEAevaL xpedv éott ) obxl. That is, Simplicius
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takes the verse to be ruling out any tertium quid between absolute
being and absolute non-being. He concludes that being cannot come
from this tertium quid, although that which comes to be does. Alex-
ander is the target of these remarks: cf. 77.12-13 ui elvar . . .

Svra and 77.20-21 o' & . . . To0T0O . . . .

79.28 -29. o0 yap . . . Upéortnue. Of this last phrase Taran, pp.
97-98, says (of Diels): "mf} [for B 8.12] he did not understand in
the Neoplatonic sense, (obvious from the last part of the para-
phrase), but as Omwodinote." It is unclear what is peculiarly Neo-
platonic about this use of the word; cf. LSJs.v.m esp. II.3, p.
1399; cf. also in Phys 1.21-22, 242.28 - 243.3. Secondly, at 79.5
Simplicius uses the phrase OnwocUv Upectnmota ;3 cf. further 77.22.
Thifdly and lastly, the distinction Simplicius draws between absolute
(i.e. Formal) being and qualified (i.e. phenomenal) being and their
respective names, and on which he banks in his paraphrase of Par-
menides, is Platonic. Cf. Republic 478el-5: €£unelvo &h Aeimort'

av Hriv edpelv, og €oiue, IO dupoTeépwv pReTEXOV, TOoD £lval

e nai ph glvar, nai obd&eétepov elAirupLvig 6p8dg &v mpoo-

ayopevduevov, iva, &dv oavii, SoEactdv adtd elvar, £v diun

TEOCAYOPEVOUEY, TOTC HEV Auporg T& Gupa, Tolg BE UETAED

T pETAEL &nodLddvieg. Cf. also 478bl2-cl, d5-9. For TO GmAidg

6v (28) cf. 79.24, 26.

79.1 - 4 = Timaeus 37e4-38al. (Burnet does not list QUOEPOVIEC

(79.1) in his apparatus.) Note that Thv &ibLov ololav (79.2) is the
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same phrase Alexander uses at 77.13.

79.8. ob moAADV Sefjoetol Adywv. Cf. in Phys 140.27 wal Tl Sel

TIOAACL AEYELV & . . .

79.10 - 11. cOte . . . wwplwg 6v. As Diels notes, the quotation is
from Physics 186a33-34. Simplicius elsewhere holds that by 1O &nep
Ov means (an) individual substance; in Phys 131.12-26, 132.16 (cf.

also 129.32-131.11).

79.9 - 10. obte . . . omuelorg o0 Svtog mapnuorotdnoev. Cf. in

Phys 78.11, 80.16-17.

79.12 - 22. Although Alexander here criticizes the followers of
both Parmenides and Melissus for demonstrating that being is motion-
less, the demonstration sketched by Simplicius in 13-16 applies
more to Melissus than to Parmenides, cf. 80.4-14. But cf. in Phys
39.21-40.9 (section III, pp. 115-116); Melissus's denial of motion
is also discusses at 40.9-21.

79.16. &oSaptov St O 6v. CEf. 79.30-31 &tTL &yévntov wal &pdoptdv
gotL T© &v. Godoptov is Simplicius's gloss on &udAeSpov of B 8.3

(= 78.12); cf. in Phys 142.32-36.

79.16 - 22. Alexander's argument, which is clear with the possible
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exception of 79.20 &\& . . . TNVEE, is as follows. If there were
only essential change, Parmenides and Melissus would still be wrong

to deny change of their 'being' on the grounds that what undergoes

this change changes into nothing. But in fact that which changes
essentially changes into what it was not. If, however, something
were to change into nothing, this change would not be of the essen-
tial sort. But since there are other kinds of change, e.g. quali-
tative, this change into nothing could be subsumed under one of
these kinds. Consequently, their denial of any change is ground-
less. Alexander clearly assumes that in non-essential change there
is change without qualification into nothing:; e.g. when Socrates
removes his cloak, the attribute 'cloak wearing' of Socrates sim-
ply vanishes; cf. Physics 191b13-17. {(In 79.27-29 Sinmplicius ar-
gues that Parmenidean being, since it has no accidents and is not
an accident of anything, could hardly undergo qualitative change) .
As noted above, there is some difficulty in construing 79.20, but
Simplicius's reformulation of this in 79.23-24 makes Alexander's

meaning clear.

79.25 - 27. €l pu&v . . . vyévoLto; Simplicius replies to Alexander
that 'qualified' being (TOLévSe &V) can and in fact does change in
the essential way into some other 'qualified' being, whereas ab-
solute being (&ADg &V) could not give rise to anything. Simplicius
here does not spell out his argument, but later does when he presents

Melissus's argument that, if void does not exist, being cannot with-
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draw into it by locomotion (80.4-14).

79.27 - 29. TG . . . EXOv. Simplicius here answers Alexander's

charge that qualitative change for Parmenides's and Melissus's be-
ing is possible (79.21). The whole phrase TO Gel uatd T& AdTA HAl
odTwg EXOV is a paraphrase of B 8.29 (= in Phys 30.6, 143.15,
146.2); cf. 29.15, 143.14, 17, 144.21, 22 (&el, however, does not
occur in these other cases). Cf. Republic V 479a2-3,37-8, Laws X
898a8-9 (and Proclus in Tim II.69.16-18). The remaining two lines
(28-29) are based on Simplicius's identification of Omep 6v (186a33
cf. 79.11), Aristotle's description of Parmenidean being, with (an)
individual substance which possesses no (accidental ?) attributes;

cf. in Phys 131.11-12, 32 - 132.4, and 82.16-19.

79.29 - 31. uOAG . . . ETAYOYEV. Simplicius refers to his quo-
tation of B 8. 3-14 (= 78.12-23) in the words 8Ll v TOOTEQROV
elonuéwov. Simplicius here adds that Parmenides démonstrated that
being is 'imperishable' (GpSopTov) in those verses; in his paraphrase
of B 8.3-14 in 78.24-29 he only mentions that Parmenides proves
(GrodelnvuoLy) that being is uncreated (&yevntov); cf. esp 78.24-
25. At any rate, OTL Qyeévntov Mol GoSopTov £€otL TO Ov is a close
paraphrase of B 8.3 (= 78.12); cf. in Phys 142.32-33. Simplicius
carefully notes the order of the verses which he quotes: TPoSelEag
.. .[p8.3-141 . . . &miyayev [B 8.26-28]. For &émjyaye cf. note

to 78.7.
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79.32 - 80.2 = B 8.26-28 (= in Phys 39.27-40.1, 145.27-146.1).
Scaliger's emendation of TfiAc (B 8.28) for THAE is universally

accepted; cf. note to 80.2.

80.3 - 4. EE 00 . . . O vontdv Gv. Simplicius claims that it is
also clear (8HAov) from the preceding verses (B 8.26-28) that
Parmenides knows that perceptible being and intelligible are differ-~
ént. (ol 'also' refers to the fact that it is clear that Parmeni-
des's being proper is uncreated or ungenerated and imperishable.)
This claim is based on B 8.27-28 &mel Yeveoig wal &Aedpog | Thire pdh!

EmAdyxdnoav. That is, Simplicius concludes that coming to be and
perishing are banished from the order of intelligible to the order
of perceptible being "in which there are coming to be and perish-
ing" (&v § Yéveoilg ual SAedpog 3). Simplicius frequently states
that in the Doxa Parmenides deals with the physical world, which is
subject to change and is perceptible; cf. in Phys 7.1-3, 30.15, 20,
38.24-26, 39.10-12, 142.31-33, 146.27-28, 147.27-30. vyéveoig nal
OAedpog (80.3) is a quotation from B 8.27 (= 80.1). For TO vontdv

&v cf. in Phys 39.26.

80.7 - 14. Simplicius quotes Melissus B 7.7, 9-10 and briefly para-
phrases B 7.8 (= 80.10-11); at in Phys 111.19-112.15 he quotes all
of 30 B 7.1-10 (30 B 7.7-10 = 112.6-15); cf. also in Phys 40.12-21.
Simplicius's paraphrase of 30 B 7.8 in 80.10-11 is both accurate

and illustrates his care in preserving the order of the material he
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quotes; cf. 79.30-31.

80.15 - 17. taldtwx . . . Soyudtwwv. Cf. in Phys 36.24-25, 39.20-21;
further, 29.3-5, 37.6-7, 90.20-22. Simplicius has little good to
say of Alexander throughout the commentary, despite his heavy re-

liance on him (see Index Nominum s.v. pp. 1437-1439). For a parti-

cularly wry criticism, see 329.14-20. At in Phys 258.16-17, when
agreeing with him, Simplicius refers to Alexander as TOD YVNOLWTATOU

@V “ApLOTOTEACLS EENYNTOV.

80.17 - 18. v . . . IO TEHTOV. Simplicius also asserts that Aris-
totle's first cause (cf. Metaphysics A (esp. 6-10), e.g. 1069a33,
1071b2-5, 1073a3-5, 23-25) is indebted to Parmenides at in Phys

87.7-16 (note dxmivntov 11) and 148.19-22,

in Phys 100.21 - 28. 1In the course of discussing Plato's resolution
of the 'one-many' dilemma (99.32-102.24; cf. 185b25), Simplicius
briefly mentions Parmenides (100.22-23). The immediately preceding
context is that Plato resolves the dilemma for the intellectual
order by demonstrating that the Forms share or participate in one
another. This mutual participation gives rise to a composite unity
(v TL 3Aov), but since each considered by itself 'is not' the
others, there is also plurality (100.15-21). Simplicius concurs on
the second point: "For in reality, where there is otherness, there

is also non-being" (21-22). He then argues that both Parmenides
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and Plato were aware of this principle; the former abolishes non-
being to prove the unity of real being, while the latter introduces
non-being into both the intellectual and perceptible orders to de-
monstrate plurality (22-26). That Parmenides was aware of this
principle is highly dubious; cf. note to 100.22-23.

This passage is also of interest because Simplicius mentions
the One in conjunction with Parmenides here; there is only one
other such mention in the cormentary (in Phys 147.12-16).

The present passage is sandwiched between quotes from the
Sophist (25128-c6) and the Parmenides (129c4~e4). Simplicius as-
serts that Plato resolves the one-many dilerma for the intellectual
order in the former, for the perceptible in the latter dialogue

(cf. esp. 101.10-24).

100.21 - 22. T vop Svti, &nov MARSog, éuel wal O wh Sv. Cf. in

Phys 143.27-28, 147.22-27 (esp. 25-27).

100.22 - 26. &u0 ual O Topuevidng . . . ol & Mty . . . Topa-
&6{&uwoL. Simplicius asserts that the preceding principle (cf. note
above to 100.21-22) lies back of Parmenides's rejection of and
Plato's introduction of non-being. What is not clear is whether he
thinks that Parmenides consciously used this principle or nerely
that his rejection of non-being (which can be seen as forming the
counterpositive of the principle) is tantamount to an acceptance of

it.
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100.22 - 23. & Iopueviéng . . . T© uh Ov. Simplicius apparently
refers to the transition from B 7 to B 8, that is from the path
that inquires into non-being to the acceptance of the path of being,
which he mentions at in Phys 78.5-23 (B 7.2 = 78.6, B 8.1-14 = 78.8-
10, 12-23; cf. in Phys 243.31-244.1). However, the explicit reason
Parmenides's goddess offers for rejecting the path of non-being is
not that it introduces plurality, but rather that it is unknowable
and inexpressible; cf. B 2.5-8 (= in Phys 116.30-117.1). (At 78.2 ff
Simplicius treats B 7.2 as if it referred to the path of non-being
and not the path of mortals of B 6, which represents a confusion of

the paths of being and non-being, after which he quotes it.)

100.22. O Tlopueviédng . . . TO Sviwg &v. Cf. in Phys 138.20-22, 24-
25, and 126.3-7 (Adrastus). On TO 6vtwg Ov cf. in Phys 22.24-26,
esp. 26 mepl ToD Svtwg &vrog, 38.11, 162.12. Plato uses OVIwg with
participial forms of e€lvaL ; cf. Phaedrus 247c7-e2, Sophist 266el,
Republic 597d2, Timaeus 28a3-4. A close parallel to the present
usage is Timaeus 52c¢5-6; there are echoes of Parmenides throughout

51c2-52a4.

100.22 - 23. Toxo &€ ual TO Ungp TO Ov. Cf. in Phys 147.12-16.
'That which is beyond being' is the One (cf. 147.14 &Gddg €v). 1Im
both passages Simplicius tentatively (TXQ) ascribes awareness of

the One to Parmenides.
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100.23. &veTiev 10 uh 6v. See in Phys 243.31-244.2 (B 7.1-2 =

244.1-2).

100.23 - 26. wal O IAdtwv . . . padléwol. Cf. in Phys 100.26-29,
101.10-14. Simplicius frequently uses TopaSi&wii: cf. e.g. in Phys

78.11, 147.13, 157.27. W.F. Arndt and F.W. Gingrich (A Greek-English

Lexicon of the New Testament and Other Early Christian Literature

CChicago and Cambridge, 19521, s.v. p. 620) state: "of oral or

written tradition, hand down, pass on, transmit, relate, teach."

in Phys 114.25 - 115.9. Simplicius sets out in general terms the
points of similarity and difference between Parmenides and Melissus
(114.25-115.1), and relates how Aristotle's refutation of both re-
flects these (115.1-9). Aristotle's refutation of Parmenides (cf.
186a22) occupies the next thirty-four pages of Simplicius's com-
mentary (114.25 -148.24; cf. 187all). A full cormmentary on this
passage is not necessary, because Simplicius states nothing about
Parmenides that is not already found in the Physics and the details
of Aristotle's refutation and of Parmenides's arguments will emerge
in subsequent passages.

Of doctrinal interest is Simplicius's report that Parmenides
holds that being is one and motionless (T0 &v elvar TO &v uaL dmi-
vnTov 114.26-27, 115.3; cf. 184bl16, 184b25-185al) and finite (o~
LeEVISNV &€ menepacuévov  114.27-28, ToD 6 TEMEPAOUEVOV AEYOVTOC

w0 6v 115.8; cf. 185b17-18, 207al5-17).
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Simplicius also sets forth the logical or syllogistic mistakes

which Parmenides and Melissus make in common. At 114.28-29 he states
that both 1) propound an argument in an invalid syllogistic manner
(T te dovMoylotwg €pwtdv) and 2) assume false premisses (TO
deudele AopBdavelv motdcelg) s cf. 185a8-10, 186a6-7, 24-26. Cf.
section VI.

Philoponus's commentary (61.23-62.3) on 186a22 is strikingly
similar to that of Simplicius; Alexander may well be their common

source.

in Phys 120.20 - 29. Simplicius here refutes one of the charges
brought by Eudemus against Parmenides: that he did not distinguish
between essential and accidental predication (00Te TO Hod' adtd
nal wotd ouuBeBnudg  120.9-11; at in Phys 115.16-116.4 Simplicius
quotes this passage in full from Eudemus's Physica fr. 43 (¥)).
Aristotle also denies that Parmenides 'saw' this distinction: &AAX
ToUto Hopprevidng olmw cuvespa (186a31—32)4. Simplicius allows that
some of the 'pre-Platonics' (cf. 120.9, 12), namely the Megarianms,
were ignorant of this distinction (12-20), but insists that Parme-
nides was aware of it, because he predicated so many things of his
'one' (20-24; B 8.4* = 23). He justifies this distinction for
Parmenides's one being along purely Neoplatcnic lines (24-27); the
relation of these remarks to the foregoing is obscure. Lastly,
Simplicius argues that Parmenides did not actually produce this
distinction in the form of a rule, for such a rule was not approp-

riate to the terseness (BpaxuvAoyla) of the ancients (28-29).
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In the discussion that follows (120.29-121.25) Simplicius im-
putes to Aristotle a failure to discern the same distinction in his
refutation of Parmenides (186a25-32). Aristotle, he claims, failed
to distinguish whiteness (Aeuudtng) from that which possesses white-
ness (TO AeUuAV) in his counter-example of 'white' (TO Asumdv) to
Parmenides (120.29-121.9); cf. section VIII. Simplicius holds that
Aristotle's counter-example will hold good only if there is ome
thing in existence (cf. 120.26-30) which admits of different ac-
counts or definitions; namely, the accounts of its substratum or
substance and its accident(s); cf. 119.22-27. However, Simplicius
argues that there is no one thing, not even the name, in the exam-
ple of 'white', since the substratum is not itself 'white', but on-
ly the conjoint product substratum plus accident, whiteness, is

white. He accuses Aristotle of a circular argument.

120.20 - 21. OTL . . . &fAov. Simplicius pointedly answers Aris-
totle's assertion in 186a31-32 &G Tolto Hopuevidng olmw cuvespa,

and that of Eudemus, & . . . Stoevodfivar (120.8-10).

120.20. uévtoL Hoouevidng pdALoTa TavTwv. Tavtwy "all' refers to
all philosophers prior to Plato; cf. 120.9-10 o0te . . . EAeyev
obdelg, GG IAGTev nEdTtog and 12 ol &€ mpdtepov (both quotations
from Eudemus). In 12-20 Simplicius offers the Megarian philosophers
as examples of this errors; the adversative force of p€vror is di-

rected against them.



143

120.21 - 22, einep Ev Afywv TooalTa MATNYSPeEL adToD. This is the
reason or proof which Simplicius gives for Parmenides's awareness of
the distinction between essential and accidental predication (cf. 18-
20). That is, since Parmenides speaks of his ‘one' as 2 'many', he
is implicitly aware of this distinction; otherwise he would not have
predicated anything, except perhaps itself, of it. 1In 27-29 Sim-
plicius admits that Parmenides did not formulate a rule to this ef-

fect.

120.23 = B 8.4%. QYEVNTOV appears here instead of &téAectov ; cf.
in Phys 30.2, 78.13, 145.4. Simplicius probably (mis) quotes this
line from memory; it is possible that one of the many works at his
disposal, e.g. Alexander's commentary, is his source for this ver-

sion of the line; cf. DK.

120.24. All but one of the predicates in this line appear in Par-~
menides. dmuinvtov is found in B 8.26 (= in Phys 39.27, 79.23, 145.
275 cf. 143.8-11) and in B 8.38 (= in Phys 29.18%, 87.1, 143.10%,
146.11). 4&ibiov 'eternal' does not appear in the extant fragments,
although it may be intended as a paraphrase of B 8.3 dg dysévntov &0v
ual GudAeSpdv €otLv (= in Phys 30.1, 78.10, 12, 142.36, 145.5); cf.

B 8.21 (= in Phys 145.22, in Cael 559.17) and B 8.27 (= in Phys 39.28,
80.1, 145.28). G&BLalpeTov is a gloss of o08E SialpeTdv éoTtLv B
8.22 (in Phys 86.24, 143.3, 145.23; cf. 143.1-2). Lastly, puola

6 Aa 'countless other things' (cf. ToooxUta 21) is an exaggeration,
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although Parmenides does predicate other things of it as well; cf.

in Phys 147.14-15.

120.24 -27. d&mep . . . &vopépouev. Cf. in Phys 38.11-13, 147.10-~
12, 148.9-11. As mentioned above (note to 120.29) this passage is
purely Neoplaténic. Simplicius argues that the predication of many,
separate attributes to the one (being) does not thereby make a plu-—
rality of this one (being), because these attributes or predicates
were originally one and were separated off by a single cause. (To
venture a paraphrase, all things are 'essentially' one, but are
only 'accidentally' many because of emanation. ) It is far from
clear, however, whether these remarks are merely parenthetical, or
are intended to convey Parmenides's awareness that his being gives
rise to a plurality, or even some middle-ground between these ex~
tremes. Since Simplicius is in general hesitant to credit Parme-
nides with the actual articulation of full-fledged Neoplatonic doc-
trines, but rather harmonizes or assimilates what he says into such
doctrines, the proper interpretation lies nearer the first named
extreme than the second.

Proclus, on the other hand, unequivocally asserts that Parme-
nides was aware of the plurality of the noetic order, and further
that this plurality proceeded from his one being. Cf. in Parm
708.7-709.6, esp, 708.11-19: o0x ®d¢ &yvodv TO TAfiSogc THV
vontédv: adtdg | yap éotiv & @dg- | “Edv vap &€dvti meAdlel

I val maAiv- | ZSuvdv 8¢ mol éotiv | “OnmoSev apEouat,
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T69L Yap mdArv tEouatr alddig | ual é€v dArotg- | MeocodSev
{oonaréc. | and 70836-40 oUTw 6N nal O Hapuevidng | €n
1e TOU &vOg &vToc oide 1O mMARdog TO vontdv TPOoioV nol
nmed THV MoAABV Sviwv TO 8v &v I t&puvuévov, mepl 6 TO TGV

vont®dv mARSog TthHv | gvworv Exet.

120.27 - 29. OV . . . Boaxviroylag. On uovdva (27) and  uovovLl—
udv (28) cf. 120.3-6; the rule in question is the distinction be-
tween essential and accidental predication (cf. 120.9-10, 18-20).
For Bpoayxvioyla cf. section II pp. 98-102. 1In the first sentence
oV . . . EENveynev, Simplicius provides a negative testimonium,

as it were, that nowhere in Parmenides is such a rule to be found

(cf. in Phys 140.21-23).

in Phys 142.28 - 148.24. This is the longest continuous passage
in Simplicius, or in any other ancient author, concerning Parme-
nides, or more particularly his doctrine of the the one being. It
contains a quotation of most of fragment 8 (B 8.1-52 = 145.1-52 -
146.25) and comments and glosses on many lines in this fragment.

At the outset, Simplicius gives two reasons for setting out this
doctrine at the conclusion of the discussion of Parmenides in the
Physics (187ali): to show how this is consistent with his own Dre-
vious remarks concerning it (142.29-30; cf. 144.25-28), and to
inquire into the reasons for its having occasioned refutations

(142.30-31), especially by Plato and Aristotle (147.16-17).
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Strictly speaking, the first is treated in 142.31-147.16, the lat-
ter at 147.16-148.24, but there are overlaps.

The first (142.31-147.16) constitutes an argument by Simpli-
cius for equating Parmenides's one being with the intelligible
(TO vontov). Uithin it three parts are to be distinguished: 2) a
reply to (among others) Plato (142.31-144.1), b) a reply to Aris-
totle (144.2-11), and c) the actual identification of the one be-
ing with the intelligible (144.11-147.16). Neither reply is so
designated by Simplicius, but that they are to be taken as such is
clear. 1In a) Simplicius attempts to locate the omne bteing, begin-
ning with the lowest rung on the (Neoplatomnic) ontic ladder, cor-
poreal objects, and concluding with the intellectual; none of these
proves a viable candidate. By implication no refutation or objec-
tion directed against Parmenides based on an equation of his one
being with any of these entities has any force. Since Simplicius
later states that Plato constructed his refutation on the basis of
the intellectual (147.17-20), that he has him in mind here is clear.
In b) Simplicius undertakes to show that Parmenides's one being is
neither a common property or universal nor an individual substance;
Aristotle is the target here. Two points deserve notice in ¢) The
first is Simplicius's rejection of a literal interpretation of the
sphere-simile (146.21-147.2); both Plato and Proclus so interpret
it. Secondly, Simplicius admits that some of what Parmenides says
about his one being, if heard in isolation, could be taken to apply

to the soul or intellect (147.2-6) or the One (147.12-14). This
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admission forms part of his larger scheme of harmonization, and
more particularly makes the equation of the former by Aristotle and
the latter by Plato with Parmenides's one being to some degree
explicable.

In similar fashion, three claims are to be discerned in the
second part: 2) that Plato's refutation is based on the intellectual
(147.17-148.6); b) that Aristotle's whole dichotomous division
applies properly to the world of coming to be, not to the intel-
ligible (148.7-11); and c¢) an attempt to show that both Plato and
Aristotle respected and depended heavily on Parmenides, and that

their refutations are not of an ad hominem nature (148.11-23).

142.28. The limit (mépag) here refers to Aristotle's critique of
Parmenides, which ends at 1872ll. Cf. in Cael 672.24-25 for the

same use of TEQCAC.

142.29 - 31, MO . . . Emiouédoodal. Simplicius offers two rea-
sons for his treatment of Parmenides's doctrine of the one being: 1)
to demonstrate how it is consistent with his preceding remarks (totg
TooueLHEVOLE and cf. 144.27-28), and 2) to examine why refutations

. were directed against it. Ee deals with 1) in 142.31-147.16, and
with 2) in 147.16-148.24; both parts are complementary. Simpli-
cius is concerned explicitly with the refutations of Plato and Aris-
totle in 2); Eudemus (as a witness for others' views) is mentioned
in 1) (143.3), as is Zeno (144.15). Simplicius's refutation of

Alexander at in Phys 77.11-79.2 is echoed in 142.30-36.
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142.31 - 144.1. &TtL . . . vonmua. This is a continuous argument.
Simplicius here demonstrates what Parmenides's one being cannot be,
by attempting to identify it with all possible candidates in the
whole of reality. Ee begins by considering physical objects (142.
31-143.3) then proceedes 'upwards', Neoplatonically speaking, to

the heavens (143.4-8), the soul and hypostasis of Soul in general

(143.8-18), and concludes with the intellectual (143.18-144.1). The
two remaining candidates, the intelligible and the One are taken up
shortly; the former at 144.11-147.12, the latter 147.12-16. Since
his search up to and including the intellectual is unsuccessful, Sim-
plicius implicitly rejects all interpretations that identify Par-
menides's one being with any of these. Plato, who argues against
Parmenides's one being on the basis of the intellectual (cf. 147.17-
21), is the principle target of the argument, although materialist

interpreters of Parmenides do not escape its force either.

142.31 - 36. OtL . . . €oTLv. Simplicius quotes Parmenides B 8,.1-3
(= 142.34-36) to prove that his one being is not something which
comes to be and perishes. TO onuelov . . . &v (32) is a gloss on
onuot' (35 = B 8.2), as is Gwdaptov (33; cf. DK I 223.27 (Plutarch))
on GuoAedoov (36 = B 8.3); &yEvnTov is a quotation (36 = B 8.3); cf.
144.17-18, 147.3-4. This part of Simplicius's argument is a restate-

ment of his refutation of Alexander (in Phys 77.11-75.12).

142.34 - 36 = B 8.1-3. Cf. 145.1-3.
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143.1 - 3. o0 . . . ouotov. The tacit assumption of this argument
is that everything corporeal is divisible. Parmenides himself makes
no such arzument, although Simplicius is correct to claim that such
is his intent. &5iailpetov (1) is a gzloss on O0&E SralpeTov (3 = B

8.22); cf. 144.20-21, 148.8-11.

143.4 - 8. &ot' . . . SpLBeoctdn. Simplicius's claim that what
Parmenides says about his one being is not appropriate to the hea-
vens relies both on the previous argument (143.1-3), that the one
being is not corporeal, and because the heavens are a sphere, not
like a sphere, which is a physical thing anyway. Eudemus is cited
as the source for the report that some understand the sphere-simile
to indicate the heavens (5); the immediate source, however, is Al-
exander, who reports that Eudemus said this if the first book of
his Physica; Simplicius says that he was unable to locate this
statement there (in Phys 133.21-29). &Swalpetog (7) refers back to
143.3 (= B 8.22) and 143.1. duoirog (7) is apparently a gloss on
g&varlyuitov (6 = B 8.43), while the single word owaipq (7) is used
for the phrase cmipng . . . Oyup (6 = B 8.43). Oywyp may lie be-

hind the phrase 7} T&v wuowuidv dupiBectdtn (8); cf. in Phys 231.33.

143.8 - 11. &tL . . . é€xodong. Eaving ruled out any form of cor-
poreal existence for Parmenides's one being (142.31-143.8), Sim-
licius rejects next animate or 'souled' (WuxLudv) existence. The

reason he offers is that the one being is motionless, while even
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the Eleatics agree that animate existence/substance involves motion;
cf. DK A 46, B 16. dulvntov (9) is a quotation from B 8.38% (= 143.

10); cf. in Phys 29.18, 87.1, and 146.11. Cf. also 144.21, 147.4.

143.11 - 18. Aéyet . . . Undotaolg forms a conclusion to the pre-
vious arguments (142.31-143.11). Not only can Parmenides's one
being not be equated with any particular thing in the physical
world, it in fact transcends the whole hypostasis of soul. Sim-
plicius bases this claim on two verses of Parmenides, B 8.5 (= 143.
13) and B 8.29 (= 143.15), which he abbreviates respectively to
Suob TAv 'all together' (17) and watd TadTd 'in the same condition’
(17). Further, Oouol miv elvatr (12) is an indirect quotation of

B 8.5, while uatd T& adtd ual woxdTwg EXELv is a paraphrase of B
8.29; cf. Sophist 249bl12 for the latter. The argument here, which
Simplicius does not elaborate, rums roughly as follows. Since the
being in question is 'all together' and 'in the same condition’,
these attributes are essential (uatd obotiav 16); if they were ac-
cidental, then this being might not 'be' in some place or respect.
(At in Phys 79.27 he denies that Parmenides's being is or possesses
an accident.) TFurther, they hold with respect to both potentiality
and actuality (16). At in Phys 29.15-18 Simplicius maintains that
Parmenides sees that the one being's 'in the same condition' tran-
scends all change and perhaps both actuality and potentiality. Here
he says that this distinction clearly holds for being; the sense
must be that the two attributes are to be viewed with respect to

the actuality-potentiality distinction, and that from such a vantage
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transcend the physical world, for nothing physical has these attri-
butes. (Ultimately on the One properly transcends this and all
other distinctions, as Xenophanes observed (in Phys 29.12-14).) At
148.21-22 Simplicius says that Parmenides observed that in his one
being substance, potentiality, and actuality are one, not that it
transcends them.)

Simplicius brings up both attributes several times in the ba-
lance of the passage (i.e. up to 148.24). For Oopod mdv cf. 144.19-
20, 147.13-14 (and in Phys 77.27), and for watd tadtd 79,27-28,
144.21-22, 147.4-5, 8-9 (and 77.30).

Proclus quotes or paraphrases B 8.29 four times in in Parm
(639.29-30, 1134.23, 1152.29, and 1177.5). He quotes B 8.5 once in
the same work (665.26). Philoponus also (mis) quotes B 8.5 (in Phys
65.9; he mentions OpoD Tdv at 65.12) as a verse that allows one to
grasp Parmenides's conception of being (65.4-6). He also quotes
B 8.4 (= 65.7) and B 8.25 (= 65.11), which are also quoted both by
Proclus (in Parm 1152.27; 665.24, 708.13 respectively) and Simplicius
(in Phys 30.2, 78.13, 120.23, 145.4, in Cael 557.18; in Phys 86.22,

87.23, 145.26 respectively).

143.18 - 144.1. undé€mote . . . vomua. Simplicius argues against
equating Parmenides's one being with the intellectual (td VOEESV) 3
Plato's critique of Parmenides in the Sophist is under attack, des-
pite there being no actual mention of the dialogue here (but cf.

147.17-148.6). There are two arguments, both of which are predicated
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on the fact that the intellectual involves plurality, while the one
being is an absolute unity. The first runs: the intellectual exists
by virtue of separation from and turning back upon the intelligible,
whereas in Parmenides's one being there is no distinction at all
among the intelligible (TO vontdv), the intellect (voUg), and intel-
lecting (voelv) (143.18-25; see notes below). In the second argument
Simplicius states that the intellectual is divided into Forms (e{&n)
and that where there is division there is also otherness (ETepdtng),
which ushers in non-being, but that Parmenides completely banished

non-being from his one being (143.26-144.1).

143.18 - 19. TO MEV . . . Unéotn provides a definition of the
intellectual, whose terms Parmenides's one being does not meet (20-
25). OBLampLoLg is nearly synonymous with TEdoSog: see 147.9-10 for

the verbal counterpart.

143.20. 1 . . . &ndovotL. The Greek may be corrupt. TadTOV elval
fonotd voelv te uat vontdv is a quotation-gloss of B 8.34-36 (=
143.22-25; that vonTov is a gloss on OUVEKEV €0TL vOnua B 8.34 (=
143.22) 144.22-44 makes likely (cf. also in Phys 87.11-12). Assuming
that elvaL does double-duty, I translate the whole sentence as
follows: 'but he [Parmenides] says that it is the same for being

and intellecting =-- that is to say clearly is what is intelligible
and intellect, when he writes'. A partial remedy is to omit ual

vontov ual volv, which is deleted by E.
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43.22 - 25 = B 8.34-36; cf. in Phys 87.14-16, 146.7-9. The intruded

gloss TouteotL TOD vontol (23) may be a reminiscence of 87.17.

143.26 - 144.1. €Tt . . . VvOnuo.. Simplicius takes up the second
argument for rejecting the intellectual order as being Parmenides's
one being. The first argument centered on the plurality that is
inherent in the divided (SiameupLu€vov) intellectual order; the
second takes up one of the products of the division, the Form of
otherness (£TEPOTNG). Since otherness ushers in (qualified or rela-
tive) non-being, Simplicius argues that to equate the intellectual
with the one being flies in the face of Parmenides's explicit

denial that the one being has non-being; cf. in Phys 100.21-23,
650.8-14. This argument is recapitulated at 147.22-27. (Simplicius
argues that Parmenides does posit non-being in the perceptible order,

144.27-30.)

143.26 - 27. €i6n are the Platonic Forms, of which otherness
(ETepdTng) is one of the five greatest kinds set out in the Sophist.
Simplicius here draws on the Neoplatonic doctrine that the Forms
are part of the second hypostasis in its divided aspect to turn

the tables on Plato.

143.28 - 144.1. These lines are a succinct refutation of Plato's
critique of Parmenides in the Sophist. The equation non-being =
other is set out at Sophist 255b8-258e5; the two verses quoted here

by Simplicius, B 7.1-2 (= 143.31-144.1), bracket the whole critique



154
of Parmenides in the Sophist (237a8-9 - 258d1-2); see Chapter I, p.
21). (At 148.3-5 Simplicius says that the demonstration of non-

being among the Forms is no great feat.) O &t . . . éEopilleL (29-

30) is a paraphrase of B 7.1-2; cf. 144.20. These lines have a
parallel in 'Simplicius's' commentary on De Anima (260.23-24):
dorep Tolg vontole oddonf enowv & Topuevidng T© uh v Eviewpelodal
'just as Parmenides says that non-being is nowhere to be seen among
the intelligibles’. The non-being in question, however, is of the
absolute sort (in Anima 260.26-36), not of the qualified sort (=
'other'), set forth in the Sophist, which really is found among the

intelligibles; cf. in Phys 243.31-33.

144.2 - 11. &' . . . wuvicel. Simplicius abruptly shifts from
Plato's critique of Parmenides to Aristotle's. As discussed in
Chapter II, pp.35-39, Aristotle's basic critique is a reductio ar-
gument based on a dichotomous division (cf. 148.4-11), the full
scheme of which is:

being is used

A in only one way B in many wavs
I substance I1 accident (= non-substance)
. . N .
a) universal b) particular a) universal b) particular

Simplicius takes up only segment I here, since he readily concedes
to Aristotle that B by definition introduces plurality (148.7-8),
while he discredits II at 143.16. He further divides Ia) into a

universal as a pure mental abstraction (144.2-4), or as immanent in
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real objects (4-8). Citing some of the same signs of the one being
he used in his reply to Plato, Simplicius concludes that the one

being cannot fall anywhere under I. Aristotle viewed the absurdi-

ties that arose for Parmenides, no matter into what slot in the
scheme his one being was put, as proof of the absurdity of his
basic doctrine. Simplicius argues that these absurdities tell
against Aristotle's interpretation, since the whole (dichotomous)
division applies only the perceptible order (144.5-7, 9-11); by
implication his interpretation is subject to the refutations pro-
duced above against equating the one being with this order (142.31-

143.18).

144.2. wowvdmTnTa. This is not Aristotle's normal term for 'uni-

versal'; according to Bonitz (Index Aristotelicus) 400all-13, this

word appears only in the Ethics and Politics and in the sense of

'community' , 'communality'. However, its collocation with Sia-
oopal 'differentiae' shortly below (144.6) and at in Phys 18.7-8
ensures that it means 'universal' in the Aristotelian sense, i.e.

'genus' or less likely 'species'.

144.2 - 4. o0te . . . abdm). A&yévntog (3-4) and &udAedpoc (4) are
taken directly from B 8.3 (= 142.36); cf. 142.32-33. &yévntog is
directed against Lotepoyevi] (2) "of later creation" (literally "of
later origin" LSJ s.v. p. 1906). At in Phys 490.31-491.2 the com-

plex nowvdtng botepovevilg is defined as a common property or univer-
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sal abstracted from (concrete) objects by our minds; this definition
fits well with the present context. In addition, the mention of a

common property in objects (£v Tolg TOAAOLG 490.34) accords with

the following section, 144.4-8. The former is distinguished from
the 'distinct' (t& &€Empruévov), which is the Form or universal in
the intellectual order, from which the given common property in the
perceptible order is derived.

Incidentally, Simplicius attributes the word UOTEPOYEVAG in
this sense to Aristotle (in Phys 491.1); according to Bonitz (In-

dex Aristotelicus) 807a49-55, however, this word is found once out-

side the biological works in a similar meaning (Metaghzsics N 1091

a33), but never in conjunction with xoLvOTNG.

144.4 - 8. OA' . . . vontdv. Simplicius rejects the equation of
the one being with a universal immanent in things for two reasons:
it would then be perceptible and fall within the purview of the
second half of the poem (5-6); and it would be different (&AAn) with
respect to its differentiae, and thus it would fail to satisfy two
of the conditions or 'signs' which Parmenides prescribes for it,
namely, that it be all together and embrace both intellect and

the intelligible (6-8).

144.4 - 5. § év tolg modynoolv €ott mowvdtng; Cf. in Phys 490.34-

491.1 Thv év Tolg moAlolg LweoTtdoxv woLvdTNTa and note to 144.2-4.
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144.5 - 6. aloBnTth . . . AéyeL. The Doxa is treated in section V.

This contention is elaborated in in Phys 30.14-31.17 and 38.28-39.20;
cf. also 146.26-29.

144.6 - 7. wal @@An . . . TO uh Ov. The argument is demse. Sin-
plicius tacitly assumes that a universal in the perceptible order

depends upon one in the intellectual order (cf. in Phys 490.31-491.
2). The former is subject to otherness and, by extension, non-be-
ing; so the former is a fortiori "already subject"” (fidn memovSewval
6) to them also. Thus the perceptible universal will be manifest

in objects in a different way (&\\n) for each species its subsumes;
that is, it will be delimited by the differentia(e) ;hat determine
each species. Consequently, this universal will not be ‘all togze-
ther', as Simplicius states in 7-8, and since it is 'other' it will

not 'be'.

144.7 - 8. WdC . . . vontdv; Two 'signs' of the one being, which
Simplicius mentioned above (143.11-13, 20-25), are brought to bear
against equating it with a universal in things: 'is all together

now' and 'contains within itself the intellect and the intelligible’.
The first of these, O Vv elvar duod miv (7-8), is an indirect
quotation of B 8.5, while TO cuvnonuéwal €v gouth TOV vobv ual T
vontdv (8) is a paraphrase of B 8.34-36. As mentioned in the note
to 144.6~7, the first sign is directed specifically against the

universal's being different (GAAN) with respect to its differentiae,



158
not to mention its particulars. The second speaks to the external,
concrete existence of this universal; by defintion, this is distinct

from a percipient subject.

144.8 - 9., A . . . &xdbeL; Simplicius takes up individual sub-
stance as a candidate for the one being, and rejects it as being
even more discordant (9), presumably that a universal with respect
to the signs which Parmenides himself provides for his one being.
obolav . . . Thv &touov (8-9) refers to Physics 185a23-25: MOTEPOV
obolav unlav & ndvta, otov &vdpwtov £va fi trmov &vd fi Yuxiv ulav;

cf. in Phys 72.9-10.

144.9 - 11. wal . . . HLVAOCEL. Simplicius lists without further
comment attributes c¢f individual substance as his refutation. Each
of these fails to answer to the signs of Parmenides's one being re-
lated and discussed in 142.31-144.8. The parallels are as follows:
9 yevnTq &yéuntov B3 8.3 (= 142.36). Cf. 142.31-33
10 &repdTnTi SielAmuuévn  Cf. 143.27-144.1 (B 7.1-2 = 143.31-
144.1); perhaps é&meil viv €otLv Ouod

v B 8.5 (= 143.13); cf. 143.11-12,

17-18.
EVUAOG 143.1-3, cwpotiudv (1); B 8.22 = 143.3
alodnm Cf. 144.5-6; 143.16-18
10 - 11 &Mn opd To Cf. 144.6-8, in which B 8.5 (= 143.13)

oUURERNHOS and B 8.34-36 (= 143.22-25) appear
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perhaps B 8.29 (= 143.15)

11 Siaipetn o0BE SLaLpeTdv €0TLV B 8.22 (= 143.3);
cf. 143.1-2.

£V uLVRoEL dulvntov B 8.38% (= 143.10); cf. 143.9

144.11 - 147.6. Aelnetor . . . L&OUcSai. Having completed his own
reductio argument for equating the one being with any of the fore-
going candidates (142.31-144.11), Simplicius concludes that the one
being must be the remaining candidate, the intelligible (Td vonTodv 3
this whole section is proof of this equation. (The One, which is
alsc a possible candidate, is treated at the end of this section,
147.15-16.)

This section falls into three parts; 1) the equation proper,
including the quotation of B 8.1-52 (144.11-146.29); 2) a discussion
of some possible ambiguities in what Parmenides said (146.29—147.12);
a brief discussion, or rather suggestion, of Parmenides's awareness

of the One (147.12-16).

144.11. AelmetoL olv refers to the whole of 142.31-144.11.

144.12. O vontdv TvIwv altiov 'the intelligible as cause of all
things. Simplicius uses a similar phrase of Parmenides's (and
others') one being at in Phys 29.5: Tfig vontiig nal modtng GOXAS

'of the intelligible and primary first principle’.
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144.12 - 13. év ® . . . Hwmewos. Cf. in Phys 38.11-13, 136.28,
143.26-27, 147.11, and 148.5-6, 20 for similar formulations. See

also 28 A 34 (I.223.28 (Plutarch)).

144.14. é&v ¢ . . . €éotl. This clause is directed specifically
against the second criticism of Parmenides by Plato in the Sophist
(244e2-245d11), that his one being is only derivatively one, not
unity itself, since it is a whole of parts. Simplicius argues that
in Parmenides's one being there is no difference whatsoever between
being (itself) and unity (itself); cf. 144.15-16. Proclus equates
the one being with being itself (a0tO TO 6v in Parm 708.7-29), not
the intelligible, which on Simplicius's view contains this. Cf.

Chapter ITII, pp. 70-72.

144.14 - 16. 6O . . . CUVUPECTATOG is an embellished paraphrase of
a quotation from Eudemus's Physica; cf. in Phys 97.12-13 and 138.32-

33.

144.16 - 25. TOUWY . . . UNEPBoAn. The stated conclusions (T&
elpnuéva cuunepdouata) refer to 142.31-144.11, although two refer
to even earlier discussions, as noted below; all are recapitulated

in the following lines, 17-25.

144.17 - 18. TO ayévntov xal GuoAeSpov is a quotation from B 8.3 (=

145.3); cf. also 142.31-36.
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144.18. TO OAGMANOCVY LOVOYEVEG. Diels is correct to see this as a
paraphrase of B 8.4 (= 145.4) oDAOV UOUVOYEVEC. Simplicius does not
discuss this sign or conclusion in 142,31-144,11, but does quote

B 8.4 at in Phys 30.2, 78.13, in Cael 557.18.

144.18 - 19. @ . . . Suamploewg is a comment on MOVOYEVEC 'unique'
of 18. That is, Simplicius argues that the 'being which is prior to
all separation' (cf. 143.18-19, 26-27) must be 'unique', and not

some second or secondary thing (Seltepov).

144.19 ~ 20. t0 Opol mdv is a quotation from B 8.5 (= 145.5); cf.

above 143.11-18.

144.20 TO unboud xwoeav Exerv €v adtd T 1h Sv is a paraphrase of
B 7.1-2 (= 143.31-144.1), particularly B 7.1 o0 v&p winoTe TOOTO

Souf efvar uh €évta. Cf. 143.29-30.

144.20 - 21. TO GBLaipeTov is a gloss on B 8.22 (= 143.3, 145.23)

oUBE Srapetdv €otLv. CEf. 143.1-3.

144.21 dnilvntov is a quotation from B 8.38 (= 143.10, 146.11).

144.21 watd . . . wLVAOEWG is Simplicius's own addition to the fore-
going two signs, 'indivisible' and 'unchanging'. Cf. in Phys 29.15-
16 for 'change' (ueTOBOAN), as well as 143.9-11; 143.1-3 for 'divi-

sion’.
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144.21 - 22, 1O wotd T4 adtd Mol ooodtwg Ov is a paraphrase of

B 8.29 (= 143.15; cf. 30.6, 146.2). Cf. 143.14-18.

144.22. TEEQATL TV TIAVTWV E€o0Tdwal. Diels is probably correct to
suggest TEEOC TL 'a certain limit' for TEpati 'at the limit'. How-
ever, his referring this phrase to B 8.29 (= 146.2-4) is not cor-
rect; his supplementary reference to B 8.42 (= 146.15), melpog O~

HOTOV, is the proper one; cf. 147.14-15.

144.22 - 25. el . . . UnepPBoAn. These two sentences are difficult.
Simplicius has B 8.34-36 in mind as proof that Parmenides's one be-
ing is the intelligible (TO vontdv); if this is identical with
intellecting (TO VOETV) their unity would be inexpressible. It is
unclear how literally he employs these verses. It seems safe to see
oL Eveua 1O VoETV (23) as a paraphrase of B 8.34 olveuév éotL vomua.
(00 &veuo. 'for the sake of', 'for the purpose of', 'the final cause
of which' may well not be what Parmenides meant; DK (I.238.34 and
note), following Fraenkel, renders it by "that" (dass).) ToUto (12)
refers to TO €v v (144.14), and Simplicius may take B 8.35-36 as
evidence for equating the one being with 'that for the sake of which
there is intellecting’; cf. in Phys 87.12-18. Once he makes this
equation, he deduces that the one being is the intelligible by means
of a premiss which is his own: TOD Y& vontol &vena ual T voelv ual
O voUg 'for both intellecting and intellect are for the sake of the

intelligible' (144.23-24). The protasis €l . . . vontdv (24-25) is
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a paraphrase cum-gloss of B 8.34 (with TO vontdv substituted for
obverev €oTL VOnua on the basis of 144.22-24), and part of B 8.29
(to0tdév T' €v TadTH). The apodosis, GPATOC . . . UMEPBOAR (25), is

Simplicius's own addition, and is Neoplatonic.

144,25 - 27. wuol el ™ 1 Soud YALOXPAS, TSewe &v . . . TopaypdoLiiL
closely parallels ual €l un Soud TLOL THV EVIEUECLEWSV YALOXOWS UET-
Gvelv (in Phys 88.11). At the end of the whole section (148.22-24)
he again apologizes for his excursus; cf. in Phys 36.24-25, 39.20-
21. On YALoxedg cf. note 7 (p. 327 ) to tramslation of in Phys

86.19-90.22.

144.26. T& . . . Iopuevi&ou is repeated verbatim at 146.26 after

the quotation of B 8.1-52.

144.27 - 28. 6ua& te THV TlOoTLV THOV Un' &uod Aeyoudwwv refers back
in particular to 142.29-144.25 and more generally to all of his
remarks about Parmenides up to 142.29. Further, the corroboration
or proof (miotig) of his claims based on Parmenides's own words
stands in direct opposition to the unquestioning reliance on mere
summaries, which Simplicius censures in his Christian antagonists

(cf. in Phys 28.32-29.3).

144.28. 6u4 Thv omdviv To0 TopueviSelov cuyyoRmatoc. That Sim-

plicius quotes from this rare work in order to counteract the wide-
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spread ignorance of this and of other ancient writings in his time, cf.
in Phys 39.20-21: &G tolta [t &m tob Topuevidou (cf. 38.29-29.
20)] pEv Sud Ty TOAARY Viv &yvoLav Thv TIOALEY YOOUUGTWY UnuOVELY

dvoyudZouar. Cf. in Phys 36.24-25.

144.29. T& ped THV TO0 MR Ovtog Gualpeoiv. At in Phys 243.32-33
Simplicius states that Parmenides tried to abolish (absolute) non-
being (&vipet TO uh &v 32) in B 7.1-2 (= 244.1-2). Similarly, at in
Phys 78.5-10 he states that after Parmenides has turned away from

the way that investigates non-being (78.5; B 7.1 = 78.6), he con-
cludes that only the way of being remains (78.7; B 8.1-3 = 78.8-10).
Simplicius leaves no clue as to how many verse elapse before Parmeni-

des draws this conclusion. Cf. in Phys 143.29-144.1 and 650.11-14.

145.1 - 146.25 = B 8.1-52.

146.26. T . . . Hopuevidou appears verbatim at 144.26 to describe

B 8.1-52 (= 145.1-146.25).

146.26 — 27. ued' & . . . SLaAéyeTaL. On this transition from the
one being (or the truth or the intelligible) to the opinables (or
opinion/seeming or the perceptibles) cf. in Phys 30.14-16, 39.25-
39.16, 179.33-180.12. As mentioned previously (note to 38.26 Section
III), it is unclear whether Parmenides himself used &cEactdv 'opina-

ble' to describe either his account of mortal opinions or the ob-
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jects/contents of these opinions. That opinion is about the opina-
ble is etymologically correct; by using this word, however, Simpli-
cius begs the question whether Parmenides used or even could have

used it in its full~blown (Neo-) Platonic sense.

146.27. &M\og Goxég. These principles, fire and earth, are dif-
ferent (8AAog) from the one being, which as the intelligible is
the final cause or principle of both the noetic and perceptible
orders; cf. in Phys 29.5-6 and note, and 144.10. In section V the

Doxa and its principles will be taken up.

146.27 - 29. v . . . YAv". The quotation, "watL . . . YAV® 28-29,
is as Simplicius states, from a later passage in the Physics, 188
a20-22. Although this passage is not treated as a lemma, it is
quoted with additions, apparently from Alexander, at in Phys 179.31-
33; cf. also in Phys 25.15-16, 30.21-22, 38.22-24 (Alexander from

Theophrastus's Phvsicorum Opiniones fr. 6), 274.24.

146.29 - 147.1. el . . . TAAouatog. Although these lines have been
discussed in section II, several additional remarks are in order.
146.30 = B 8.43. Simplicius explicitly rejects as absurd Plato's
literal interpretation of the sphere-simile (= B 8.43-45) in the
Sophist 244e2-7, and by implication Proclus's also, at in Phys 52.21-
53.7; he is content to ascribe it to poetic license (146.31-147.2).

Simplicius quotes from this simile frequently: in Phys 107.26,
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126.22-23, 133.27 (apud Eudemus), 137.16-17, 143.6, 146.16-18; at
52.23, 26~28 and 89.22—24 he quotes the verses apud Plato's Sophist
(244e3-5), and an 502.6-7 part of B 8.44 apud Physics 207al7. Pro-

clus is also fond of these lines and in accord with Plato interprets

them literally; see note 93 p. B86.

147.1 - 2. 1L, . . GoYOpeov"; Simplicius quotes from Orpheus also
at in Phys 33.16, 528.14, 641.32, and 643.30-31. DK does not include
®edv GoYUweEOV among the fragments of Orpheus but does refer to

Rern fr. 70.2; cf. 28 A 20 (I.221.9).

147.2 - 16. ual . . . L&UoSaL. Simplicius recapitulates his argu-
ment that the one being is the intelligible (142.31 ff.) by dis-
pelling possible ambiguities in what Parmenides said (147.2-3). Ee
allows that one could understand some of Parmenides's words, if
taken singly and in some secondary sense, to apply to soul or intel-
lect (3-12) oxr even the One (12-16); but properly understood, his
statements about the one being can only apply to the intelligible.
In addition to driving home this argument and thereby convincing any
remaining sceptics, this section serves to explain, in part, Aris-
totle's and Plato's interpretations and refutations of Parmenides's
one being. To Simplicius's mind Aristotle equates the one being
with soul (ef. 148.7-11), Plato the intellect (cf. 147.17-21). At
in Phys 36.28-30 (cf. notes in III and also 37.6-7) Simplicius claims

that Aristotle and Plato the apparent meaning in the predecessors’
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doctrines on behalf of those of superficial understanding (T&v
EMLTIOAALOTEPOV GHPOWEVWY oUTOL HNSAUEVOL 28-29); here he offers

concrete examples of sources for such misunderstandings.

147.2 - 3. OAOCYEPECTEPOV Acydpewvo is contrasted with elALupLvidg
droudueva in 147.5. Further, OAOOXEPECTEOLWC AEYOLEVOV is contrasted
with TOv wwolug nal mewTtwg AeyOuevov at in Phys 569.2-4; cf. also
113.7 (and 5). The meaning is 'rather roughly, generally, vaguely

stated'. Diels (Index Verborum s.v. ». 1410) lists also 16.17,

17.15, 39 (mot 29), 208.31, 265.5, 428.23; in these passages the

meanings are 'general'. 'universal', and 'confused'.

147.3 - 4. Gyvévntov nal GudAedoov is quoted from B 8.3 (= 142.36,
145.3). Simplicius mentioned this sign twice before: 142.32-33,

144.17-18; cf. 144.3-4.

147.4 - 5. divntov mol €v TadTd wEvov is a conflation of two signs.
duivntov is a quoted frem B 8.38 (= 146.11, 143.10%); cf. 143.9-11,
144.21. €év TalTd HEVOV is quoted from B 8.29 (= 143.15, 146.2): cf.
143.14-18, 144.21-22.

147.6 = 7. v . . . ooNXOn. In 147.4-5 Simplicius allows that
'uncreated and imperishable' are appropriate to soul and intellect.
here he takes up only 'uncreated', arguing that the soul and intel-

lect are produced or derived (Toonydn) from the intelligible, even
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though they are in a sense 'uncreated'. He presumably means that
they are not created in the way things in the perceptible order are,
namely in time and space; their creation occurs in logical time and
space. (Simplicius uses &v not only with the present indicative
(as here), but also with the future indicative and optative (cf.

Index Verborum s.v. p. 1372).)

147.7 - 10. wual . . . abtd. Simplicius takes up the second and
third signs, dulvntov ual év TodT) Lévov, mentioned in 147.4-5;
dotlvntov is quoted from B 8.38 (= 146.11); gv Tatd pévov from B 8.
29 (= 146.2). He offers a definition of &ti{vntov 'motionless' in
the clause €v ¢ . . . StaméupLtar (7-8) 'that in which actual motion
is not even discerned', but is content with the tautology that 're-
maing the same' applies properly to that which remains (8-9) for the
second sign. In 9-10, Yuxn . . . aOTO, Simplicius states that the
soul and intellect issued forth from and turnmed back upon what re-
mains; the conclusion to be drawn is that the two signs of 7-9 can-
not properly apply to soul or intellect; cf. 147.5. (uxh &€ (cf.
147.6) may be an intrusion into the text. At 143.8-11 Simplicius
maintains that soul is not 'motionless', and that 'remaining in the
same condition' transcends soul, and in 147.4-5 says that these two
signs apply to intellect. It remains true, however, that soul does

emanate from that which remains.

147.10 - 12. &RAov . . . TPOEANAUDE is an expansion on the preceding
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sentence (9-10); cf. 144.11-14 and in Phys 88.5-8.

147.12 - 16. wual . . . i6o0c%L. Simplicius considers the possi-
bility that Parmenides's one being is the One, for some its signs
might be taken to apply to this (12-14). He rejects this identifi-
cation by suggesting that since Parmenides did not call it simply
'one' but ‘one being' and other things as well, he may be indicating
that the One is situated above it (14-16). The argument here is
that some of what Parmenides says admits of ambiguity, but a care-
ful reading of his words makes clear his meaning; cf. 147.2-5. This
section completes the search begun in 142.31 to locate the one being
by process of elimination; all candidates fail to meet the signs

which Parmenides provides for it except the intelligible.

147.13. &g modtov alTiov. At 33.2225 29.5~-6 Simplicius states that
Parmenides (and Xenophanes and Melissus) were discoursing about 'the
intelligible and primary principle' (mepl TAig vonthc ol modTe
doxfig) . Shortly after (29.13-18) he adds the qualification that in
effect Xenophanes was discoursing about the One proper, but that
Parmenides observed some features in his one which can be applied to
the One. 1In the present passage (147.12-16) the same point is more
clearly made: that some of what Parmenides said may be taken, even
properly so, to apply to the One or the first cause par excellence.
The signs, however, in the earlier passage (29.5 ff.) are not found

here.
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147.13 - 14. Opod 10 v is quoted from B 8.5 (= 145.5); a more li~
teral quotation could be produced by transposing TO with m&v or
omitting it altogether with D. At 143.17-18 Simplicius states that
Ouol v 'all together' transcends the hypostasis of soul; here (12~
14) he allows that since Parmenides's being is 'one' and 'all to-
gether' it might seem (Souel) that he was speaking of the One, which
also transcends soul. TETEAC TMOUATOV 'outermost limit', quoted from
B 8.42 (= 146.15), is a second possibly ambiguous sign; it is not
mentioned elsewhere by Simplicius. He takes the phrase melpag TO—
HATOV as predicate to 'the ome being'; cf. 147.15. TarZn, om the
other hand, takes it as predicate to a supplied £o0Tl 'there is', and
translates the clause, "But since there is a furthest limit," p. 86
(he has no note on this verse in his commentary). ngalso takes it
so: "Aber da eine letzte Grenze vorhanden" (I.238). £&v in 13 may
be a quotation, although Diels does not so punctuate it, from B 8.6

(= 145.6).

147.14 - 16. el . . . i6o0cBaL. ' Simplicius argues against equating
the one being with the One, but does allow that Parmenides might
have been aware of the latter's tramscendent status. The reason he
gives is that the One is inexpressible (Goontov 16) but Parmenides
gives his being such attributes as 'one', 'unique', 'limit', and
'limited': cf. also in Phys 120.20-28. Even the name 'one' should

not be given to the One; cf. in Phys 88.31-33.
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147.14. &v 8v does not appear as a phrase in the extant verses of
Parmenides, although at B 8.6 (= 145.6) Parmenides does say that

being (€6v from B 8.4 = 145.4) is 'ome' &v .

147.15. MOVOYEVEC is a prose rendition of UOUVOYEVEG of B 8.4 (=
145.4); cf. 144.18. Simplicius also quotes B 8.4 at in Phys 30.2,

78.13, and 120.23%, and in Cael 557.18%.

147.15. Tmigpac pév "tereieopgvov” 8E. B 8.42 (= 146.15) is quoted
in part here; TEPOC is a prose version of TMelpag. Since in 147.14
Simplicius seems to take TMeTpag mouaTov (B 8.42) as the predicate
of TO £6v, he allows that one might be led to conclude that the One
is at issue; here he argues that this 'limit' is also 'limited',

which is an impossible attribute for the One.

147.15 - 16. T&xo . . . L&0cOaL. Here, as at in Phys 29.15-18 and
100.22-23, Simplcius tentatively ascribes to Parmenides awareness
of the One. At in Phys 88.31-33 he states that in the Parmenides
Plato accepts Parmenides's one being and from it discovers what is
beyond it (TO UnEp &uelvo); one can infer that Parmenides himself
did not or was not able to do so. Simplicius holds nearly the op-
posite opinion from Proclus on Parmenides's awareness of the One;
see Chapter III, pp. 70-71 and note 84 (p. 84). However, Simplicius
follows Proclus's interpretation of the Parmenides and of Parmeni-

des's role therein; see Chapter III, p. 70.
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147.16 - 148.24. g . . . EMEUPAAAOVTEC. Simplicius considers the
second issue of the whole passage (142.28-148.24), how or why do
both Plato and Aristotle refute Parmenides's doctrine of the one
being; compare 142.30-3 with 147.16-17. This issue is all the more
urgent now that Simplicius has shown that the one being can only be
the intelligible (142.31-147.16). He feels the need to explain how
Plato and Aristotle could have criticized so sublime an entity as
the intelligible (cf. in Phys 88.22-23). The explanation he offers
is that both misidentified the one being and that their refutations
are not directed therefore against the intelligible; he argues that
both make use of the intelligible in their own philosophies (147.17--
22). This section falls into three parts: 1) Plato's refutation
(147.17-148.7); 2) Aristotle's refutation (7-11); 3) a defense or

apology of both refutations (11-22).

147.16 - 17. midg . . . Hopuevidnu. At 142.30-31 Simplicius states
that he is going to investigate why or against what the refutationmns
of the one being arise; here he specifies that Plato and Aristotle

are the authors of these refutations.

147.17 - 148.6. 1 . . . &dvtog. Plato's refutation of Parmenides's
one being is here examined, albeit in a dijointed manner. A para-
phrase, it is hoped, will bring out its underlying structure. Sim-
plicius states that Plato tries to refute Parmenides on two counts:

1) that he, Parmenides, says that being is one; and 2) that he ut-
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terly abolishes non-being (147.17-19). Simplicius discredits the
attack on 1) (147.21-22) and 2) (147.22-148.6) by claiming that
Plato's refutation is based on the intellectual order, which (by
definition) is pluralistic and includes non-being (147.19-27, 148.3-
5), whereas Parmenides's one being is the intelligible, which neither
is pluralistic nor includes non-being (148.5-6). He also attempts
on independent grounds to reject 2); that is, that Parmenides did
not utterly abolish non-being. He argues chat Parmenides allows
qualified non-being to reside among the opinables (147.27-30), and
only abolishes absolute non-being (147.31). Interspersed in this
argument is some poliemic directed against Plato. In 148.3-5, for
example, Simplicius deprecates Plato's proof (&€miLSelEaL) that qua-
lified non-being is found among the Forms (cf. 147.22-25), and in
147.27-148.3 he argues that both Parmenides and Plato agree both on
qualified and absolute non-being; cf. section VII. At in Phys 88.

30-90.22 Plato's refutation is discussed and quoted in toto; Sophist

244b6-245e5 = 89.5-90.20.

147.18 - 19. &ux@g . . . TO uh 6v. Both grounds come from the
Sophist. The first, that Parmenides's claim that being is omne (TO
€v AéyeLv 1O Ov 18) is open to objection, is found at 244b6-245e2.
Plato formulates both a linguistic (244b6-d13) and a part-whole ar-
gument (244d14-245e2) argument against this claim; cf. Chapter I
pp. 20-26. The second, that Parmenides utterly abolished non-being

(6 TeErEwg GvaLlpelv TO R &v 18-19), is at issue throughout 237a3-
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258e5, and specifically refuted at 24145-258e5 (note 258c6-35); cf.

notes to 143.28-144.1 above.

147.19 =20. &ud ToD voepoD ual StoMerpLusvon  Stordouov THy Guti-—
2oyiav nenolntal: "he [Platol] makes his refutation on the basis of

T

the intellectual and (or 'i.e.') separated order'. At 143.18-144.1
(cf. notes above) Simplicius argues that Parmenides's one being can-

not be the intellectual.

147.20 -21. é&v® . . . &v.. Simplicius maintains that Parmenides's
one being is the intelligible, 'in which there is a single nature
of both one and being' (év @ uia @doLg ¥al Tob &vod ual 1ol Svtog)
at 144,11-14; cf. notes above. On this and the preceding clause,

(19-20) cf. in Phys 136.27-31. See further Chapter III, p. 73.

147.21. TG uépn qmd Tol OAov-is directed against the part-whole ar-
gument of the Sophist (244d14-245e2). As Simplicius states in the
following sentence (21-22; cf. also in Phys 51.21-53.7), Plato ar-
gues on the basis of parts (& TOUTwv) distinct or separate from
their whole that the one being is not one by many; cf. Chapter I

PP- 24-26, and in Phys 88.33-89.5. Simplicius holds that the sepa-
ration of parts from the whole (in this case the intelligible) is a
feature cof the intellectual order and consequently does not apply to
Parmenides's one being. Plato's argument rests on his literal in-

terpretation of the sphere-simile, B 8.43-45 (= Sophist 244e3-5; cf.
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el-7). Shortly above (146.29-147.2 and cf. in Phys 52.21-53.7) Sim-

plicius rejects such ar interpretation.

147.21. én ToOTwv refers to the parts (& u€pn) of 21. Cf. Sophist
244e6-7: TOLOUTOV YE TO OV HECOV TE Mol €oxata EXEL, Talto && €XOv
mhioa Gudyun pé€on EXELv, and 245b1 TO &€ YE TOLOUTOV € TOAMGDY ULECHV

6v ouunoeTol T [OApl Adyep.

147.22 - 148.6. TO . . . Ovitog. Parmenides's alleged absolute re-
jection of non-being (144.18-19) is considered. As noted above (to
147.17-148.6) several arguments are interwoven throughout. Simpli-
cius is particularly concerned to prove that Parmenides only banish-
ed absolute non-being (147.31), while allowing qualified non-being

a place among the opinables (147.27-28).

147.22 - 23. 106 . . . €tepdmnrog. Cf. 143.27-28 and Sophist 258d5-

e3.

147.23 - 25. &' fiv . . . €otL. Cf. Sophist 255e3-6, 258d5-e3,

259a4-b6, and Chapter I, pp. 20-22; further, in Phys 136.21-23.

147.25 - 27. wual . . . SwoomaTiudg. TOUTO picks up TO un &v (22)
'non-being'; OmoL . . . E£TEPOTNG is a near verbatim repetition of
143.27-28; cf. also in Phys 100.21-22. The next two clauses specify

the loci (note Enel VTG 147.25) and modes of being of non-be-
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ing; it is found among the intellectual(s) as a Form (i.e. otherness)
(26-27), and among the perceptibles separately (Siotatimig) (27).
That is, the separation and otherness which usher in or are equi-
valent to non-being, are realized as logically discrete Forms in the
intellectual, and as physically discrete objects in the perceptible
order. Simplicius is hammering home his contention that non-being
has no place at all in the intelligible, which is totally devoid of

separation.

147.27 - 30. 7ToUto . . . hyoduevog. Simplicius argues that Parme-
nides himself posits qualified non-being among the opinables; this
is to show that Parmenides, Plato to the contrary, did not absolute-
ly abolish non-being (147.18-19). However, Simplicius argues more
from doctrines set out by Plato in the Sophist than from Parmenides
himself (cf. in Phys 137.10-20) Since Parmenides calls his ordering
of mortal opinions 'deceptive' (&aTtnAGV), and since deception
(Goxdt) involves qualified non-being, Parmenides therefore 'mani-
festly allows' this kindof non-being among the opinables. Compare
énov . . . fiyoluevog (147.29-30) with Sophist 260c3-6: TO Y&p uf
ovta B0EAletv f| Aéyerv, ToUT' €oTL mov TO Yebdog &v Sia-
volq Te unal Adyoig yiyvouevov. - obtwg. ~ dvtog &€ ye
Pebboug E€o0TLV AnATn: and 240el0-24lal ual Adyog oluatr Yeudhg

obtw uatd Tadtd vouLoShioetair Td Te Svia Adywv uhf elvar

uai Ta uh Svia glvar. (Cf. B 6.8-9 for this last phrase.)

At 240d1 &wtdv and d2 GmuTnTLMNY are used of the sophist and his
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art respectively.

147.28. &v tolc 8oFEaotolg. As mentioned previously (notes to 38.
26, 39.10 section III), it is unclear that Parmenides himself used
the word 'opinable' (S8oEaotdv). Here (cf. 147.27) as in in Phys

38.26 it is simply synonymous with 'perceptible' (aloSntdv).

147.28 -29. d&otmAdv . . . 80Bag is a close paraphrase of B 8.51-
52 (= 146.24-25); it might even be termed a 'prose' translation of
these verses. &maTnAdy, uOouov, and 8GEac are quoted directly;

&V and Booteloug are prose equivalents of £méwv and Bootelag :

but on the latter cf. in Phys 30.18, 38.34.

147.29 - 30. &mouv . . . hyoluevog. Cf. note to 142,27 above. Sim-
plicius's argument is etymological: &mdtn (29) and datdral (30)
pick up &matnAdv (B 8.52 = 146.25) of Parmenides (147.28). It is
conceivable that Plato's doctrine of falsehood or false statement

in the Sophist draws, in some degree, from Parmenides. Cf. note to

147.27-30 above.

147.31 - 148.3. T . . . Aéyouev". Simplicius argues that far

from refuting Parmenides for abolishing absolute non-being, Plato

is wholly in accord with him (cf. 148.18-19). Conversely, in 147.27-
30 he argues that they also agree in not abolishing qualified non-

being.
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147.31. TO pévtoL TawTeAdS uh 6v odx O Topuevidng wdvog &valpet.
C£. in Phys 243.32 & uv Topuevidng eig t© dmadg wh Sv SOBAETIOV

Svarpet T uh &v.  Cf. also note to 148.3-6 below.

147.30 - 148.3. &A\& . . . Aéyouev". Simplicius's proof for his
contention that Plato as well as Parmenides did away with absolute
non-being is Sophist 258e6-8 (= 147.32-148.3; 258d7-259a4 = in Phys
238.24-239.3). At in Phys 135.18-136.10 Sophist 258c6-259b6 is
quoted to refute Alexander's claim that Plato introduces absolute
non-being (cf. in Phys 135.15-17, 136.31-32; and below 10-12). (258e
6-7 (= in Phys 136.12-13) is singled out as evidence sufficient to
refute Alexander.) Parmenides's injunction about non-being, B 7.1-
2, is quoted at Sophist 258d2-3 (= in Phys 25842-3) to iterate its
groundlessness. At in Phys 78.5 Simplicius paraphrases B 7.2 (= 78.
6) thus: wal Iapueviéng d&rootpelng Thg 6500 ThHe T un v Intodong.
In the present passage, the phrase which introduces the quotation

is similar: © IDdtwv, &c YE ¥al THv THTnolv &mowedyer ThHv Tepl alTod
(31-32). Simplicius's contention that there is agreement between

Plato and Parmenides on absolute non-be‘ng is slightly iromic.

148.3 - 6. mal . . . Ovtog. 1In the foregoing (147.17-148.3) Sim-
plicius has distinguished three varieties of non-being: 1) absolute
non-being (147.3); 2) qualified non-being in the intellectual (147.
26-27); and 3) qualified non-being in the perceptible order (147.31-

148.3). He argues that although Plato and Parmenides concur in
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abolishing 1) (147.31-148.3), since Parmenides allows 3) (147.27-30),
he does not absolutely abolish non-being (cf. 147.18-19). (Simpli-
cius mentions Plato's position on 3) at in Phys 100.23-26.) 1In the
present passge Simplicius contends that Plato's proof of the exis-
tence of 2) is 'nothing extraordinary' (008&v Sauucotév) (3-5). That

2) is not found in the intelligible at all is stated in 5-6.

148.4 - 5. odGev Souvuootdv.  That this demonstration is "nothing
surprising' may be based solely on the Neoplatonic tenet that the
intellectual order is pluralistic and admits of otherness (cf. 147.
10-12, 25-27 where Simplicius states that this is 'clear' (&HAov).
On the other hand, Simplicius's reply to Plato may be of a more ge-
neral nature: that his refutation is circular. Since Plato assumes
the existence of five kinds in the Sophist, including othermess, his
proof of the plurality of 'being' or 'what is' and of the existence
of non-being (= other) is a trivial consequence. At any rate, this
somewhat sarcastic remark about Plato's refutation of Parmenides has
a close parallel at in Phys 52.21-53.7, especially 53.6-7 o0seV

SUoHOASV.

148.4 - 5. év . . . émSetEar. Cf. 147.22-24 (6 . . . €oTL.). Cf.

further in Phys 244.3-5, 245.31-246.2.

148.5 - 6. €v . . . Ovtog. Simplicius repeats, in expanded form,

144.19-20: toUTy [TH €v SutL] &€ ual 1O Ouod mav nal T unSoasf] Xxapov
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&v abtd T ph &v. The latter 'conclusion' is based on B 7.1-2 (=
143.31-144.1), which Simplicius similarly paraphrases at 143.29-30
and 243.31-33; B 7.2 is paraphrased at in Phys 78.5, 650.11-12, 14;
cf. 100.22. OMTEMC "quite complete" (LSJ s.v. p. 1219) does not
appear in Parmenides, but Simplicius uses it to describe the intel-
ligible here and at in Phys 650.5-6, 1155.7. It may be a gloss on
TeTEASONEVOY B 8.42 (= 146.15); cf. 147.15 and especially in Phys
29.10-12. For vontév cf. e.g. in Phys 80.4, 144.12, 23. On TVIQ

SvTL PO Svtee Hvenédwog cf. 144.12-14, 147.10-12, and 88.5-8.

148.7 - 11. & . . . TPOELANMUEVAGS. Simplicius now takes up Aristot-
le's refutation of Parmenides; cf. 142.30-31, 147.16-17. He dis-
counts it as being based on a (dichotomous) division, which applies
to the world of becoming and not to the intelligible. A fuller dis-
cussion of this refutation appears at in Phys 71.26-73.4 (at 73.2-4
Simplicius states that his account for the most part follows that of
Porphyry); cf. also 88.11-29. Simplicius's reply to both Plato and
Aristotle is that they misidentified the ome being; the former with

the intellect, the latter soul (cf. 147.2-12).
148.7. O uévioL “ApPLOTOTEANG € Slalpecewg THv &uTiAoyiav. Cf. in
Phys 71.26-29: &Lo 1OV Tlopuevidou nal MeAlooouv Adyouv EAEYXeLv O

* ADLOTOTEANG TEOIEUEVOS - . . €n Staipécewg Gvaoueudlwv.

148.7 - 9. A . . . oUUBERNMOG is a paraphrase of Physics 185a21-b5.
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Only the phrase TOAMOX&HS AfyeTol TO Ov is quoted from Aristotle.

148.9 -11. ol . . . TEOELANUUEVNG. Simplicius argues that if this
division/separation into substance and accident become manifest in
the world of coming to be, that is because it is precontained in the
intellectual division as an effect. Comsequently, it (or its pro-
ducts) has nothing to do with the intelligible. Simplicius may have,
for oOcla (8) at any rate, 144.2-11 kespecially 8-11) in mind. Fur-
ther, since one of the signs of the one being is its being indivi-
sible (B 8.22 = 145.3), a refutation based on division belies ig-
norance on the part of its author. For the second clause, TS » « -

TEoELANUEVTS, cf. in Phys 88.20-22, 24-29, and 137.27-30.

148.11 ~ 24. undeig . . . EnMsuPAAAovteg. Simplicius concludes the
whole passage (142.28 ff) with a defense of Plato's and Aristotle's
refutation of Parmenides (11-22), and an apology for his own meta-
physical excursus (22-24). Simplicius does not so much defend these
refutations, which he rejects in 147.16 ~ 148.11, as offer mitiga-
ting circumstances for their evaluation. He maintains that both
Plato and Aristotle set forth the 'misunderstandings' of their pre-
decessors in a generous way (11-13), and also testify to Parmenides's
wisdom (13-17). 1In 17-22 he finds a consensus among the three on
the one being; he makes no mention of a comscious debt of the two

to Parmenides, but rather implies that they are ultimately in accord

with him despite their misguided refutations. Cf. in Phys 36.25-
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37.9.

148.11 - 13. undelg . . . TOOXVAOTEAAOLOLY. Simplicius's claim that
both Plato and Aristotle are 'generous' in their criticisms of the
conceptions of others is questionable. Plato, for example, is fairly
contemptuous of Thrasymachus in Republic I. Similarly, Aristotle
accuses Anaxagoras of not understanding his own words in De Gene-

ratione et Corruptione 314al3 (which Simplicius quotes at in Phys

163.12-13), and uses the terms &ypouudTePOg (Metaphysics A 986b27)
and QOPTLHOC (Physics 185a210-11) of Melissus; cf. note to 148.16-17

below.

148.12. @uaavdpwmwg. Cf. in Phys 88.30-31: “OtL 6€ 00 SLd QLAEPEC—

Tiav §) O opuevidnv Gutidoylia YEYOVE, Sniol ual IMAdtwv.

148.12 - 13. TAC YEVNOOUEWOS Topamodc-defies translation. TIEOHOUELV
and its derivatives in this work (in Phys 700.20, 821.28, 1177.18;

Index Verborum s.v. p. 1414) mean 'to be mistaken', 'to misunder-

stand'; but to speak of 'setting forth ome's future misunderstand-
ings' is incomprehensible. The simplest remedy is to emend Yevn—
OOoUEVaC to YEVOUEVOG: 'the misunderstandings of old'; cf. in Phys

36.25-28.

148.14 - 16. O . . . oPaSl8oug. Simplicius refers to the Theae~

tetus and Parmenides respectively. Badoc mvTdrmoL yevwalov is
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quoted from Theaetetus 183e8: wal uOL &€pdivn RASOg TL EXELV TIOVTAIAOL
yevwalov. (As Diels notes (ad in Phys 36.31), Simplicius apparently
confuses this quotation with one made concerning Heraclitus.) wual
SL8aouorov . . . TopaSL&oug (15-16) is a general reference to the
Parmenides, although the '"training' (Yupvaoic 135d7) may be intended.
Further, at in Phys 88.31-33 Simplicius states that in the Parmenides
Plato uses Parmenides's doctrine of the one being to discover the
One and therefrom relates the orders of the one (cf. note to 148.17-
18 below). He is in accord with Proclus's interpretation of Par-
menides's one being in the Parmenides; cf. in Parm 1033.22-1036.23

and Chapter III, p. 70.

148.16 - 17. O 6 . . .QuTLOSLOOTEAAMWV. As is the case with Plato
(14-16), Simplicius cites two examples of Aristotle's awareness of
Parmenides's wisdom. The first, O . . . Unovodv-(16), contains in
Tov PAEMELV a truncated quotation from Metaphysics A 986b26-28 (i.e.
AAaxoD) : ol ueEv 800 ual miumay O Svteg HLHPEOV dypolrdTEPOL, Eevo—
@Eavng wal MEALcoog: Tlopupevidnge & udiAAov BASov £oLué TIov AEYELV
(cf. Physics 186a31-31). Cf. in Phys 37.1-2. The second, TOOG .

. « - GuTLOLaoTEMWY (17) refers to Physics 184b16-17. Simplicius
follows Alexander in seeing Aristotle here contrasting Parmenides
and Melissus with the physicists; cf. in Phys 40.23-~25 (and Diels’

note), 41.2-3, 148.29-149.2.

148.17 - 22. énel . . . deacduevog. Simplicius sets out the agree—
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ment among Plato, Aristotle, and Parmenides on the one being. How-
ever he does not state how this agreement serves to reveal Plato's
and Aristotle's awareness of Parmenides's wisdom, nor again whether
this agreement is fortuitous or belies a {conscious ?) debt of the
two to Parmenides. A possible explanation is that Plato and Aris-
totle, by independently adopting the one being, ultimately testify
to Parmenides's profundity. At in Phys 87.7-88.30, however, Sim-
plicius states that both take over Parmenides's doctrine, not that

they arrive at it independently. Cf. sections VII, VIII, and IX.

148.17 - 18. O IAdtwv . . . &Guupviv. Simplicius appears to have
the second hypothesis of the Parmenides (142bl-155e3, esp. 142¢9-
143a2) in mind; cf. in Phys 87.24-88.11, 30-33 , and Chapter III,
pp. 70-71. He may simply intend 128a8-bl, in which Parmenides is
explicitly praised both for his doctrine and his proofs thereof;

there is no explicit praise in the second hypothesis.

148.19 - 20. “APLOTOTEANG. . . TOAuKoLpavin". The reference is

to Metaphysics A 1069al-1076a4, especially 1071b3-1076a4, where
Aristotle argues for the existence of a single, immaterial, impe-
rishable substance which is the unmoved mover (i.e. final cause) of
the whole universe, and which is the content of its own thought.
adtd (19) refers to this entity; cf. in Phys 87.7-18. The quota-
tion, olun &yoddv moiumorpavin (148.20 = 87.10), is proximately

from Metaphysics A 1076a4 and ultimately from Iliad 2.204; cf.
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Politics 1292al13-15.

148.20. mpdtepov adToD seems to indicate that Parmenides's antici-
pation of Aristotle in equating voD¢ with voelv (20-22) is purely
chronological, since there is no mention of direct or conscious
influence. At in Phys 87.11-18, however, Simplicius states that
Aristotle took (MAafwv 13) this doctrine from both Plato and Parme-

nides.

148.21 -~ 22. &tL . . . Seacqevoc refers to Aristotle alone. In
addition to the equation here of intellect and intelligible, T@OTOV
éuel vobg mal vontév (cf. in Phys 87.11-18, 144.25, De Anima 430a2-
8, and Metaphysics A 1072b20-21, 1074b33-35, 107523-5), the other
terms of the equation, olola wal &OvapLg wal €vépyelq, are clearly
Aristotelian. Simplicius is also claiming that in the unmoved mover
of Metaphysics A all these entities are one; cf. e.g. 1071b2-3, 12-

15, 1072a3-10. Cf. in Phys 29.15-18.

148.22 - 24. &Y . . . énepPdMovieg. For similar apologies cf.
in Phys 39.20-21, 88.11-12, and 90.20-22. The proverb quoted here,
Unép 1@ €omappéva TMSEv "to leap beyond the bounds', is found at
Cratylus 413a7-bl: Sou®d Te 6N HoMPOTEOQ TOU TPOOTHOVTOG EpWTdV Hal

Ungp ™ Eomoqudva el .
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in Phys 162.11 - 22. wal Y& . . . @¢0v; Simplicius takes up Par-
menides's proof that real being is uncreated (&yE€vniov), and in
particular his denial and reason for denying that being comes to be
from non-being (13-22; B 8.6-10 = 162.18-22). This passage occurs
in the larger context of a discussion of Anzxagoras's doctrine of
the homoiomeries (cf. 186a27-31). Closely following Aristotle (cf.
187a227-29), Simplicius says that one of the two reaons why Anaxago-
ras was led to this doctrine was his acceptance of the 'doctrine

common to the physicists', nihil ex nihilo (162.7-11; the second

reason is set out in 163.31 ££.). Simplicius thinks that this doc-
trine or axiom (cf. 24, 26) is not the common property of the phy-
sicists alone, for both Parmenides and Melissus make use of it (11-
24). Simplicius here treats of Parmenides to criticize or correct
Aristotle (and Alexander cf. in Phys 40.23-41.9), who sets them in
contradistinction to the physicists (184b16-17), for his implicit

denial that this doctrine is common to the 'anti-physicsts' also.

162.11 - 23. ual Y& wol Topuevidng . . . wol MEALooog &€. Cf in
Phys 87.5-6 for an almost identical comstruction. A good case can
be made for understanding the passage as a criticism of Aristotle.
Aristotle does contrast oL @UOLMOL with Parmenides and Melissus at
184b16-17, and in his discussion of Anaxagoras here uses the expres-
sions: THvV MOLVAV 8OEav Tdv QuoLuidv (187a27-28) and Tepl TadING
Sduoywiovolot Tfic 8OEng &mavteg ol mepl wicewg (187a34-35); cf.

notes to in Phys 41.5-9. Further, Simplicius asserts that Parme-
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nides was the first ancient on record to propound this argument or

doctrine of nihil ex nihilo (in Cael 136.30-137.6; B 8.6-9 = 137.3-

6). If Ilsetraut Hadot is correct to claim that Simplicius's in
Cael antedates his in Phys, it is difficult to avoid finding an
ironic criticism of Aristotle here6. At in Phys 162.23-24 Simpli-
cius uses the phrase [MeALooog] T xoLvd ToUTE XPnouevog GELGUaTL
with Thv ®OLViv &V QUOLKEV in mind; cf. in Phys 103.13-15. At

in Phys 162.2-6 Simplicius asserts that Aristotle discusses Anaxa-
goras after those who say that being is ome, because their doctrine,
which in effect does away with nature (@OoLv &uailpelv 5), seems the
more absurd. Consequently, that the absurd, anti-physicists Par-
menides and Melissus employ this axiom of the physicists is a poin-

ted criticism of Aristotle.

162.11 - 17. wol YOO . . . Uotepov. Simplicius presents Parmenides's
argument or proof in B 8.6~10 (= 162.18-22) that (real) being is un-
created in the following order: 1) that it does not come to be from
being (wATE . . . 6v 12-13); 2) that it does not come from non-being
(wite . . . &otL 13-14); 3) an additional argument for 2) (ThHv . . .
UoTepoV 14-17). The same order is found in in Phys 78.24-27, which
paraphrases B 8.3-14 (= 78.12-23), a fuller quotation of the argu-
ment that (real) being is uncreated; cf. 79.29-80.4 and in Cael

136.30-137.6.

162.12. &tu Gyévntov O Sviwg Sv €6etEe. Cf. in Phys 78.24-25,
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79.29~30, in Cael 136.32-137.2. Of the various signs or marks of
being which Parmenides relates (cf. B 8.2-3), Simplicius makes much
of its being uncreated (&Gyévntov B 8.3); cf. in Phys 28.7, 30.4,
78.24-25, 79.29-30, 142.32, 144.32, 144.3-4, 9, 17, 147.16, in Cael
136.32-137.2. 1In addition to quoting &yévntov (12) from B 8.3 (=
in Phys 145.3), Simplicius here paraphrases B 8.6-7 (= 162.18-19)

Tiva . . . abEnd€v. On TO Svtwg 6V cf. note to in Phys 100.22 above.

162.12-13. unte . . . 6v). There is nothing in the extant frag-
ments of Parmenides, and particularly in B 8.6-10, which corresponds
to this half of the disjunct (cf. note to 162.11-17 above). The
order of the paraphrase, however, might argue for its ‘original'
being in or between B 8.6-7 (= 162.6-7), for ol0t' &u un édvrog of

B 8.7, which has no correlative in B 8.6-10, is clearly paraphrased
at 162.13 wite €n 100 wh Svtog: cf. in Phys 78.25-26. Diels posits
a lacuna after alEndév, which he supplies as follows: < o0T' &K TEL
€dvtog €YEvt' &u- Mo Yap &v mplv Env- > olt' éu uh édvtog. (Kranz,
however, thinks that B 8.6-7 'self-evidently' sets forth coming to
be and growth from being DK I.235 note to line 8.)7 Tarin emends

B 8.12 to get the positive half of the disjunct, pp. 82, 95-102.

162.13 - 14. unte &u ToD uh SVTog repeatsnearly verbatim B 8.7 =
162.19. Cf. in Phys 78.25-26 o0te &u To0 1n &vtog and B 8.12 (=

78.21).
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162.13 - 14. &8t vd&p & TLvog yiveoSai: o 8& un 6v obSeév éote.

The first clause, which is explained in what follows (14-17), does
not have a parallel in Parmenides (cf. in Phys 78.25-26 where only
the second clause, in a slightly different form, appears). The
second clause is not a close paraphrase of B 8.7-9 (cf. B 2.5-8 =

in Phys 116.30~117.1), but does reflect other statements by Parmeni-
des. That non-being, or its way of inquiry, is nothing both B 6.2

= in Phys 117.5) unbév &' oln €otL and B 8.10 (= 162.22) 100 undevdg,

which Simplicius apparently equates with non-being in 15-16, mzake

clear. Cf. in Phys 78.26 o0&¢ vap €oti 1O un Sv.

162.14 - 15. Thv . . . WPOoESMMEV. Simplicius begins his explana-
tion of 8el vap € TLvog YiveoSor of 162.13, but more importantly
sets out the claim that Parmenides added the reason for the 'abso-

lute necessity' (8elv mivtwg) of the axiom nihil ex nihilo, or ra-

ther its corollary that if anything comes to be it comes from being.
Simplicius mentions Parmenides (and Melissus) in the passage to
prove his accord with the physicists on this axiom (cf. note tc 162.
11-22); that Parmenides actually formulated a reason for its opera-
tion is the heart of the proof. Accordingly, Simplicius shifts
from 'real' being, a merely putative candidate for come to be, to
the more general '(everything) that comes to be' (TO YLVSUEVOV);
OAwg Y& in the following sentence (15) emphasizes this shift. He
assumes that the non-being in question is of the absolute variety,

for he argues that Parmenides allowed qualified non-being among the
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opinables (in Phys 147.27-30); cf. in Phys 78.28-29. TEOCEIMMUEVY
'added' is apparently to be taken in its literal sense; after re-
jecting 'from non-being' in B 8.7-9 (= 162.19-21), Parmenides added

a reason in B 8.9-10 (= 162.21-22).

162.15 - 17. O . . . Uotepov; is a free paraphrase of B 8.9-10
(= 21-22) Tl &' & . . . @Ov; Simplicius adds Oiwg YGp 'for in
short, in general’ (cf. 1SJ s.v.8Aog III.2 p. 1218) to generalize
B 8.9-10 from a statement about 'real' being to 'whatever comes to
be' TO yYLvduevov (15),which is to be supplied as the subject of
£yéveto (16) and as subject-accusative to vevéodaL (16). Further,
SAwg picks up 8eTv mavtwg of 14, In €l éu TOD un &viog Simplicius
draws either on o0t' &u uh £€dvrog (B 8.7 = 162.19) or ToD undevdg
(B 8.10 = 162.22) to comstruct a protasis (el) for the apodosis in
B8.9-10&v . . . COOEV . . . ; €EYEVETO is to be supplied by el-
lipsis from Ote éyéveto (16). Tig N dmoMAnowoLg is a gloss on TU
« . . Xoed¢ (and perhaps including &ooev) of B 8.9; at in Phys 78.
26 the paraphrase of these lines begins with &u& T{ &) alone. To
judge from LSJ (s.v. p. 202), &oMATowoLS must mean 'choice by lot
or chance, unreasonable choice' (the adverbial phrase uatT' &oOMAn-
pwoLy "without reason, at random, fortuituously" attested in Galen

et al. conveys the sense required here); cf. in Phys 649.10 for the

same phrase Tig T GmowAnpuolg. (Diels, Index Verborum p. 1377, lists

only 649.10 not the present passage for GmoMAficwolLg: he also cites

the verb dmouAnoolv med. 923.7 (dmouewAnowtaiL, the form in question,



191
seems in fact to have a passive sense). TOD TOTE YevEécoSal, &te
éyéveto, GMA WA is Simplicius's addition; cf. in Phys 78.26-27.
YEVECSQL may, however, be a gloss on GpEduevov @wOv of B 8,10 (=
162.22). Finally, mpotepov f} Uotepov is the inverse of the poetic

hysteron proteron of Uotepov f MEdodev B 8.10 (= 22), TpdTeEPOV be-

ing substituted for mEOoBev: cf. in Phys 78.27.

in Cael 136.18 - 137.12. el . . . T Ov; Simplicius refutes
Philoponus's claim that the ancients thought that there was coming
to be from non-being, and that non-being therefore exists (136.18-
20, 27-29). He mentions Parmenides as the first to have propounded
the antithetical theseis that nothing comes to be from non-being
(136.32-137.2), and as proof quotes B 8.6-9 (= 137.3-6); cf. in Phys
77.9-29, 162.11-22. A second point of interest is that Simplicius
here censures Philoponus, as he did Alexander (in Phys 80.15-17),

for failing to read the ancients with sufficient care.

136.18 - 26. "el . . . TOENXOM" is quoted from Philoponus's work
VI Libri w@v mROg “ApLoTOTEAn (Tiepl aududmrog noouol) ;3 cf. Index
Nominum s.v. Ioannes Philoponus p. 771 and in Diels (in Phys) pp.
1447-1448. Simplicius's contempt for Philoponus, whom he does not
deign to call b}; his proper name (cf. Indices mentioned above),

takes on a nearly comical tome in in Cael 119.12-13 @€pe, TOV

néyrotov ‘Hpauréa maparaiéoaviec ocvvepydv E€mL THV
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ndSapoLv THC UdNEov THE £€v TOolg Adyorg adtol uataBalvo-
LEV and again in 135.31-136.1 &mote nal viv obx olda dnwg
10 HOepl olpavod ToD “AprLoToTéAoug capnvioal MEODEUEVOC

gelec ThHv ADYEOUL UOTPOV EUTETTTOHA.

136,26 - 27. é€v . . . Conuowg. Although Simplicius sets forth a
disjunction here, it is clear that he endorses the second half; cf.
in Phys 38.24-28 (esp. 24, 26) and 79.5-12 (esp. 5, 7), both concer-
ning Alexander. The second half fj oUtog @alvetar THv dpxalwy Adywv
QOUVETS dMnMowe is similar to in Phys 80.16-17 “AAcEavEoov Enpo—

TEPOV Al QPEPETIOVRC TV TIoAGLEV doleLy SoYATWY.

136.29 - 32. &' . . . &&pdverav. Simplicius twice states the

principle nihil ex nihilo; cf. in Phys 162.10, 27 and the quotation

of Physics at in Cael 137.7-11. The phrase (6L&) Thv 100 uh Gviog
&8pdvelav 'the non-efficiency of non-being' (cf. LSJ s.v.&Spdvela
IT p. 24) has a parallel in in Phys 815.23-24; it may echo B 8.8-9
(= 137.5-6). Simplicius mentions an efficient cause (MOLNTLUOV alTLOV)
(136.31 -32) tc confute Philoponus's claim that there is creation

ex nihilo by God (137.16-20).

136.32 - 137.2. wal Y&© . . . YEYpowe. Simplicius takes B 8.6-9 as
proving that Parmenides argued against 'from non-being' only. In
his paraphrase of B 8.6-10 (= in Phys 162.18-22) in 162.11-15 and of

B 8.3-14 (= in Phys 78.12-23) in 78.24-29 he speaks of 'from being'
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only. (On the other hand, Aristotle's version of the dilemma below
(137.7-11) contains both halves.) In both passages from in Phys
Simplicius speaks of Parmenides's 'real' being (162.12) or 'being

proper' (78.11, 24), while he adds mo such qualification here.

136.32 - 137.1. wual Ydp Hopuevidng O npdtog, v &mof Louev, Tobtov
oV AdYov épwt@v. Cf. in Phys 162.11, 14-15, 23 and esp. 27-28.

At in Phys 162.11-28 Simplicius does not state the relative chrono-
logy of the philosophers whom he mentions as being aware of or for-
mulating this 'principle', the physicists, Parmenides, Melissus,
and Anaxagoras (in order). Here he ascribes to Parmenides priority
only in 'report/hearsay' (cf. LSJs.v.d&ton I p. 51), not in time.

On the phrase Tpdtog . . . Touwev cf. in Phys 785.14.

137.1 - 2. &v tolg Eneol mepl 100 &yévntov elval b Sv. Cf. in Phys
78.24~25, 79.29-31, 142.32-33, 162.12. (toD) &yévntov elvaLr © &v
is a partial gloss on B 8.3 (= in Phys 30.1, 78.12, 142.36, 145.3),

which Simplicius does not quote in in Cael.

137.3 - 6 = B 8.6-9 (= in Phys 78.15, 145.6-9, 162.18-21).

137.6 ~ 11 = Physics 191a27-31.
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V. The Doxa.

A. Passages.

in Phys 25.14 - 16 Tr. p. 284
Verses DK 28 DK I
25.15 - 16 = 222.34-36
(A 34)
in Phys 30.14 - 31.17 Tr. pp. 288-289
30.17-19 B 8.50-52 30.14 - 31.2 = 234.20-25
30.23 - 31.2 B 8.53-59
31.13-17 B 12.2-6 31.10 - 17 = 242.7-9
in Phys 34.12 - 17 Tr. p. 291
34.14 - 16 = 242.10-11
in Phys 38.20 - 39.20 Tr. pp. 295-297
38.30 - 39.9 B 8.50-51 38.28 - 39.9 = 234.18-20
39.10 - 12 = 223.32-34
(A 34)
39.14-16 B 12.1-3 39.12 = 242.5-7
39.18 B 13.1 39.18 - 20 = 243.12-15
in Phys 80.3 - 4 Tr. pp. 317-318
in Phys 87.5 - 6 Tr. p. 321
in Phys 146.26 - 29 Tr. p. 371
147.28 - 29 = 234.25-26
in Phys 179.29 - 180.13 Tr. p. 378
180.1-7 B 8.53-39 179.31 - 180.7 = 234.26-29
180.9-12 B 9.1-4 180.8 - 13 = 240.7-9

in Phys 274.20 - 26 Tr. p. 388
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in Cael 556.3 - 560.10 Tr. pp. 397-402

556.25 - 30 = 220.26-29
(A 14)
557.18 B 8.4
557.25 - 558.2 B 1.28-32 557.20 - 558.2 = 228.12-16
558.5-7 B 8.50-52
558.9-12 B 19.1-3 558.8 - 11 = 245.13-17
559.17 B 8.21
559.22-25 B 11.1-4 559.20 - 27 = 241.19-
242.4

in Cael 691.4 -7 Tr. p. 406

Theophrasti Physiccrum Opiniones fr. 3 DG
477.12-14

in Phys 25.14 - 16

38.20 - 24 Cf. Theophrasti Physicorum Opiniones fr. 6
DG 482.5-13 n

188.32 - 189.1

Prephyry Commentarius in Physica 188b30-189a7

189.1 21 B 29 (Xenophanes)
B. Summary, Comments.

Simplicius remarks on and quotes from the Doxa in order to
justify two basic claims he makes concerning Parmenides: that the
Aletheia and the Doxa each treat of a different order of reality,
the noetic and phenomenal, and that his physical doctrines are in
harmony with the other ancient physiologists (ol molaLol @uoLoAdyoL
in Phys 188.13). 1In in Cael 556.3-560.10 Simplicius argues at

length that the Aletheia treats of intelligible, real being (TO
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vontov ual Svtwg Ov 558.19), whereas the Doxa concerns perceptible,
created, 'seeming' being (alodntdv, Yivduevov, Sowolv Ov 557.22-23);
cf. in Phys 30.14-16, 38.19-20, 80.3-4. Moreover, in this part
Parmenides accounts for the creation (YEveoiug) of the entire cosmos,
from the heavenly bodies down to the parts of animals (in Cael 559.
20-27; cf. in Phys 31.10-12). Simplicius also claims that Parmenides
posits both (qualified) non-being (in Phys 147.27) and bodies (in
Phys 87.5-6) in the perceptible order. Simplicius synonymously calls
that which constitutes this order 'perceptible' (aiodntdv), 'created'
(yevntév, vLvduevov), 'opinable' (80Eaotdv), and 'deceptive'
(fmotnASv) : see in Phys 30.15, 20, 87.5, 144.5, 146.27, 147.27-30,
in Cael 557.22, 24, 558.4, 8, 12, 14, 15, 16, 559.18, 20, 26.

The second claim contains two parts. Parmenides posits a pair
of opposite, elemental (OTOLXELWSNG) principles, variously described
as hot-cold (Sepudv - Yuypdv), fire-earth (0o = Yf), or light-night/
darkness (@ig — VOE / oudtog); in Phys 25.14-16, 30.20-22, 31.7-9,
39.12, 179.31-33, 180.13, 274.24, in Cael 691.5-6. Simplicius fol-
lows Aristotle in claiming that the physiologists agree that the
principles of physical objects are opposites; cf. 188al9-27, and in
Phys 31.9-10, 34.12-14, 36.15-20. Secondly, Parmenides, along with
the more discerning of the ancient philosophers (in Phys 7.1-3, 21.
15-19, 36.18-20), posits an efficient cause, the divinity (&alpwv),
for all coming to be; in Phys 31.10-12, 34.14-16, 38.27-39.20, in
Cael 559.20-27.

Simplicius's treatment of the Doxa is perfunctory, relative to
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that of the Aletheia. He quotes less extensively and frequently
from the former than the latter, and shows no interest in the actual
workings of Parmenides's physical scheme. The principle reason for
this neglect is Simplicius's Neoplatonic bias for the noetic as
against the perceptible world; see in Phys 4.17-5.25 (esp. 5.10-20),
where he argues that the study of physics is a propaedeutic for
metaphysics (see also in Phys 148.22-24). A secondary reason is to
be attributed to the crudeness of Parmenides's physical doctrines.
His elements or elemental principles are only proximate (TpooEXNC),
while Democritus, the Pythagoreans, and others formulate yet more

fundamental (Goxoelbeotepog) elements (in Phys 35.22-36.7, 15-20).

C. Commentary.

in Phys 25.14 - 16. T®v . . . OuOTOG). Simplicius quotes mediately

from Theophrastus's Physicorum Opiniomes (fr. 3 DG 477.12-14 = 25.

14-16; fr. 3 DG 477.12-478.15 = 25.14~26.4). Diels maintains that

Simplicius never saw the Physicorum Opiniones, but quotes or excerpts

from Alexander's excerpts (DG 102-118 esp. 112-113). Since he has
numerous other commentaries at his disposal, it is likely that Sim-
plicius sometimes quotes Theophrastus through some other intermedi-
ary; cf. in Phys 188.30-34 and Philoponus in Phys 125.27-28. Cf.

in Phys 38.18 (= 71.6) and fr. 6 DG 482n°21.

25.16. &v Totg mpdg &SEav. Cf. in Phys 38.20-24 (Alexander) = 71.
6-8, 179.30-31; Philoponus in Phys 55.29-30, 110.2-3, 116.18-19,

126.1.
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25.16. moo ual yfiv. Cf. in Phys 30.21, 38.20 (Alexander), 179.32,

274..24, in Cael 691.5-6.

25.16. (fj Wov e nal oudtog). Cf. in Phys 30.20-21, 38.23-24

(Alexander), 179.32-33 and notes.

in Phys 34.12 - 17. mAhv . . . €9edoato. At the conclusion of his
discussion of Empedocles (31.18-34.12), Simplicius states that he
and Parmenides are in accord both on the opposition of elemental
principles and that there is at least one efficient cause but that,
while Parmenides posits a single efficient cause, Empedocles posits
opposition in his efficient causes as well (34.12-17). This state-
ment is intended to strengthen the claim in in Phys 28.32-29.5, that
the seemingly contradictory opinions of the ancients on the princi-.
ples of nature may be harmonized; cf. in Phys 36.15-20 and 188al9-
27. (He makes a similar claim concerning the metaphysical side as
well; cf. in Phys 29.5-8, 34.26-27, 36.15-20.) Simplicius here re-
capitulates his discussion of the Dox2 in in Phys 30.14-31.17, and
will revert to these same points in 38.24-39.20 (contra Alexander).

See Section III, pp. 103-116, for these two passages.

34.12 -~ 13. ™\ ual obrog [*EumedduAngl. Cf. in Phys 31.18-34.12,

esp. 31.29 and Diels's note.

34.13. o0Stv évavtiov Topuevidn ual MeAlocap @9éyyetair. Cf. in Phys
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29.4, 30.13-14, 36.15-20. The agreement, or rather lack of contra-
diction, among Empedocles, Parmenides, and Melissus is on the intel-
ligible or noetic order, particularly in its unified stage (in Phys
29.5-8, 31.18-19, 21-22); between Empedocles and Parmenides it is on
the perceptible order as well (in Phys 30.14-31.23, 34.14). See

pp. 87-92.

34.14. TNV TE OTOLXELDON &utideoLv dg wal Hopuevidng &€dsdoato. Cf.
in Phys 30.20, 31.7. Simplicius maintains that Empedocles locates
the opposition (évovtlwoLg) among his four elements in the princi-
ples, i.e. efficient causes, Love and Strife, rather than in these

material principles themselves (31.29-31).

34.14 - 16. moLnTLMOV . . . Tidmowv. Cf. in Phys 31.10-12, 38.27-

28, 39.12-20.

34.15. &v moLvdv. Simplicius may mean that Parmenides's divinity
combines the functions of unification (cUyupLoLg) and separation
(idpLolg) , which have distinct agents in Empedocles's ®iAla and

Netxog: cf. in Phys 31.21-23, 32.2-3, 157.25-27, 161.13-20.

34.15 - 16. Thv £v MEap AV LSPULEVNY Hal TIoNG YEVECEWS atTiov
&luova is a close paraphrase of B 12.3-4 (= in Phys 31.14-15; B
12.4 = 39.16); cf. the similar paraphrase at in Phys 31.10-12. é&v

MEap . . . Salpowa is a quotation, in oratio obliqua, of B 12.3
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€v 8¢ uéop ToUTwv Salmwv. THONG Yevéoewe alTiav is based on B 12.4

TvTa Yap <> otuyepolo tomou mal ulELoc Goxet.

34.16 - 17. obtog . . . £9edooto. Cf. in Phys 31.20-21, 30-31.

in Phys 179.27 - 180.13. Simplicius does little more than expand
Aristotle's statement in 188a20-22 that even Parmenides, one of the
akinetic monists, made hot and cold, which he called fire and earth,
a pair of opposite principles. He adds that Parmenides also called
these principles light (@ic) and night (VOE) or darkness (owdtog)
and introduced them in the Doxa not the Aletheia (179.31-33). B 8.
53-59 (= 180.1-7) and B 9.1-4 (= 180.9-12) are quoted, and B 9.4 is
paraphrased (13) to corroborate Aristotle's statement.

In otoLXeLSere (179.28) 'elemental' Simplicius echoes the dis-
tinction he first draws in in Phys 6.35-7.19 that physiologists pro-
per inquire into elemental principles, metaphysicians final and
efficient causes; cf. pp. 87-92. Simplicius's perfunctory treat~
ment of Parmenides's principles here is largely due to his fuller
discussion of them in in Phys 30.14-31.4, 7-10 and 39.12-13. On the
other hand, the Neoplatonic predilection for the noetic over the
perceptible is reflected in his genuine interest in the Aletheia and
relative neglect of the Doxa; cf. in Phys 39.20-21, 148.122-24 (and

5.10-20).

179.27 - 29. &elwvuwor . . . Sloguviol is, with the exception of
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SNAOVOTL . . . OTOLXELWSELG, a summary of 188al9-26; that is, that
Aristotle here sets forth the agreement of all the physicists in
making their principles opposites. In 188b26~189al Aristotle states
the differences among them, which Simplicius here mentions; cf. in

Phys 187.31-190.20, esp. 188.13-16.

179.27 - 28. SnAovoTL THV QUOLMEDV TEAYUATWY al oToLXeELDSELS is a
parenthetical remark, which assumes Simplicius's distinction be-
tween the principles of physics, the 'elemental' principles or sub-
sidiary causes, and those of metaphysics, the causes proper, the
efficient and final; cf. in Phys 3.13-18, 6.31-7.17, 179.12-14, and
pp. 87-92. Simplicius states that Parmenides's principles are ele-
mental or elements at in Phys 30.20, 31.7, 34.14, 39.12. On this

construction with &nlovdtL cf. in Phys 143.20.

179.29 - 30. ol €v T 6v wal dulvntov Aéyovteg is a slightly re-
phrased version of 188al19-20: ol Te Aéyovtec OTL &€v TO TV ual Uf

HLVOUUEVOV,

179.30 - 31. donep . . . Goxdg. Simplicius freely recasts 188al9
Thvavtla Goxag Tolololv, adding the clause donep Hopueviéng perhaps

to emphasize that Parmenides is an akinetic monist.

179.31 - 32. uol Y&p . . . oOLel. Cf. 188a20-21. On (& TPOC)

&Eav cf. in Phys 25.16, 30.16, 38.24-25, in Cael 556.14, 557.24.
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Simplicius sometimes refers instead to T& &0EQOTA, the objects that
constitute this part; cf. in Phys 87.5, 146.26-27, 147.28, and

Republic V 478e3-5.

179.32. Tabta 8¢ mpooyopedel TOp ual Yfiv = 188a21-22. Cf Meta-
physics A 986b33-34 and in Phys 146.28-30 for this and the preced-

ing sentence.

179.32 - 33. wal @i mal viute Ator oudTtog is Simplicius's own
addition. In the quotations which follow, ¢®d¢ 'light' is mentioned
in B 9.1, 3 (= 180.9, 11) and VOE 'night' in B 8.59 (= 180.7) and

B 9.4 (= 180.11); oudtog 'darknmess' does not appear in the extant
fragments of Parmenides. Moreover, Parmenides does not speak of

the hot (9epudv) an cold (Wuxpdv) as principles, nor call the latter
'earth' (yf), although he does speak of fire (mlp) at B 8.56 (= 180.
4). Cf. in Phys 25.14-16 (from Theophrastus via Alexander) 30.20-

22, 38.20-24 (Theophrastus via Alexander) (cf. 71.6-8), 274.24.

179.33. Afver Yop upéta T mepl dAndelag. Cf. in Phys 30.14-16,

38.28-29, 39.10-12, 146.26-27, in Cael 557.23-558.17.

180.1 - 7 = B 8.53-59 (= in Phys 30.23-31.2, 39.1-7).

180.8. wal uetr' OAlya wiAtv. Cf. in Phys 39.12. It is unclear

how many verses omits; at in Phys 43.19 uet’ OALYQ represents a jump
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of 40 lines of an OCT text; 43.15-19 = 52al-6, 43.19-20 = 53b4-5

(Timaeus).

180.9 - 12 = B 9.1-4.

180.13. €l &€ unSetepy LETA UNSEV is a paraphrase of B 9.4 (= 180.

12) énel oOSeTéop uETO UNSEV.

180.13. ual . . . SnoUmit. Simplicius is content to cite B 9.4
alone as proof that Parmenides has a pair of opposite principles;
his paraphrase is far from clear. However, at in Phys 30.14-31.2,
7-10 (cf. 38.28-39.13) he discusses B 8.53-59 (= 30.23-31.2) at

greater length.

in Phys 188.27 - 189.1. wal 1O . . . gOOvVTOL. Aristotle maintains
that his predecessors in physics agree that its elements or princip-
les are opposites, but differ in that some assume as elements things
which are more knowable in perception and posterior in nature, while
others things more knowable in reason and prior by nature (188a26-
33). He cites the proponents of hot and cold and the proponments of
moist and dry as examples of the former, and the proponents of even
and odd and the proponents of Love and Strife of the latter (188b33-
36). Simplicius notes (what is already clear from 188b35-36) that
Aristotle described hot and cold and moist and dry to things poster-

ior <by nature> (28), and then identifies the proponents of each
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pair: Parmenides and Anaximenes respectively (188.28-199.1). He
cites Alexander as attributing the second pair either to Parmenides
or Empedocles (29-31), but finds Porphyry's attribution to Anaxime-

nes more appropriate (31-32).

188.27. 71O &€ dEpuov ual Yuxpdv mal typdv ual Enpdv: cf. 188b33.

Aristotle uses the plural oi: cf. in Cael 691.5-6 and note.

188.27 ~ 28. &g . . . GméveiLpe. Cf. 188b31-33, 35-36.

188.28 - 29. TOV . . . gnol. Cf. 188.30 and 189.29-30. Cf. 188a20-

22, Metaphysics A 987b33-34, and in Phys 179.31-32.

188.32. ¥ "AwoELuévnv. Simplicius, or a later scribe, misreads
Anaximenes for Xenophanes (in Porphyry); cf. Philoponus in Phys

125.27-28.

189.1 = 21 B 29.

in Phys 274.20 - 26. QOTE . . . "APLOTOTEANG. In 193a9-28 Aris-
totle sets forth as one of the meanings or uses of 'nature' (w0oLg)
the material substrate of a thing (cf. esp. 193a28-30). He cites
those who state that some onme or more of the simple bodies (cf.
192a10-12) is or are the 'nature' of all things to corroborate this

meaning or use (193a21-23). Simplicius here identifies the pro-
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ponents of these simple bodies, and adds Parmenides as someone who

embraced more than one, fire and earth.

274.23. &g Toppevidng moo ual yfiv. Cf. in Phys 25.15-16, 30.21,
179.30. Aristotle uses OL in 193a21-23 where the singular is in
several instances required; cf. 188b33 and note to in Phys 188.27

above and to in Cael 691.5-6 below.

in Cael 556.3 - 560.10. Simplicius argues at some length against
Aristotle’s etiology of the error which led both Parmenides and
Melissus to deny altogether that there is coming to be (Yéveoig) and
perishing (pdopd) cf. 298b14-24. (Simplicius is particularly con~
cerned with 298b21-24, which he discusses in 557.1-560.10). Aris-
totle argues that Parmenides and Melissus assumed that nothing be-
sides perceptible substance existed, but since they also understood
the need for uncreated (&yévnta) and motionless (Gmlvnta) objects
for there to be knowledge, they concluded that what is perceptible
is uncreated and motionless (298b21-24); cf. Alexander's succinct
version of this argument in 560.5-10. Simplicius replies with some
vehemence to Aristotle. He first asserts that Parmenides and Melis-
us in fact posited a two-fold reality (Undotaoig), ome part of which
is real, intelligible being, the other is the perceptible order,
which is subject to coming to be, and which they call 'seeming being'
(557.20-23). He then quotes B 1.28-32 (= 557.25-558.2), B 8.50-52

(= 558.5-7), and B 19.1-3 (= 558.9-11) to prove this assertion for
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Parmenides; he concludes with two, pointed rhetorical questions
directed at Aristotle in 298b21-24 (558.12-17; note (Mg oV . . . ,
g 8€ . . . (12-13), and similarly midg oOv & TLC . . . 559.14
(after the quotation from Melissus)). Melissus is treated in the
same fashion in 558.17-559.13; 30 B 8 = 558.14-27. He next argues
that Parmenides and Melissus did in fact abolish coming to be (Yé-
vectg) from ‘real' being, but clearly posit it for what is percep-
tible (559.14~27); he quotes B 8.21 (= 559.17) and B 11.1-4 (= 559.
22-25) for these contentions respectively (30 B 8(3) = 559.19-20 is
quoted for the latter only.) Simplicius concludes that Parmenides
scarcely failed to know that he was created (YéwnTOg) or that he
had two feet when he stated that being is one (559.27-560.1); Aris-
totle's refutation of only the apparent meaning in Parmenides is
ultimately to be rejected in favor of his more favorable verdict in
Metaphysics A 986b27-28 (560.1-4; cf. 557.1-2, 19-20).

This passage falls into three parts: 1) 556.3-30 a gloss or
paraphrase of 298b14-20 (and the discussion of Y€veoig in 298b8-
299al); 2 557.1-560.4 is Simplicius's reply especially to 298b21-24,
excepting 557.10-18, a clumsy attempt on his part to justify Aris-
totle's refutation (30 B 6 = 557.16-17, 28 B 8% = 557.18); 3) 560.5-
10 Alexander's version of the argument in 298b21-24,

In addition to the quotation of three fragments from Parmenides
not found in in Phys (B 1.28-32 = 557.25-558.2, B 11.1-4 = 559.22-
25, B 19.1-3 = 558.9-11), there are several points of interest in

this passage. One is the pointed, nearly trenchant criticism of
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Aristotle in 557.1-560.4. Secondly, there are numerous close paral-
lels with remarks on Parmenides in in Phys. Lastly, the epistemolo-
gical aspect of Parmenides's thought, i.e. 556.4, 15-18, 557.4-6,
mentioned here on Aristotle's authority (298b22-23), receives more

attention here than in in Phys.

556.3 - 30. Tetpoxf . . . EMLYOXFELV. 1In this section three parts
are to be distinguished: 1) an overview of Aristotle's four-fold
précis of his predecessors' views on coming to be (YEveolLg) and
perishing (@dood) in 298b6-289al (556.3-12); 2) a discussion of Par-
menides's and Melissus's view, the first of the four, based on Aris-
totle's remarks in 298b14-20 (556.12-24); 3) a discussion of why
Parmenides and Melissus should even be called 'physicists' (556.24-
30). Simplicius provides a nearly word for word gloss of 298bl4-20

in 1) and 2) (and cf. 298b21-24 in 557.2-6, 8-10).

556.3 - 12. Terpoxfi . . . =9€ueva. Simplicius summarizes Aristotle's
discussion of his predecessors' opinions on coming to be in 298b6-—
299al (cf. also in Cael 672.28-32). The four views, or rather their
advocates, are as follows:

1) Parmenides and Melissus 556.3-6 298bl4-24  cf. 556.12-24,
557.1-560.10,

560.13
2) Hesiod 556.6-8 298b24-29 cf. 560.13-27
3) Heraclitus 556.9-10 298b29-33 cf. 561.1-25
4) Plato/Academics 556.10-12 298b33- cf. 561.26-

299al 580.16
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In his summary, Simplicius ignores 'passing away' (p90pd, ¢delpecdal),

despite Aristotle's frequent (but not invariable) use of it in his

précis,

556.3 - 6. wal YOO . . . AEYELV. Simplicius closely follows Aris-~
totle's phraseology in 3~4: ol MEV YOp alT@v SAwg &vellov véveoiv
wal @Sopdv (298bl14-5) is rendered by ual Yo ol upEv TeAdwg THV
véveoLv dualpolor (3-4) (cf. 560.13, 672.29); o03ev Y& olte YLyvecSal
waoLv obte @delpecdal TV Svtwv (298b15-16) by mvta T Svta &yévnta
Aéyovteg (4). 1In 4-6 Simplicius is less literal: SL& 1O T&V YEVNTGV
ual @Ooptdv uh elvar yvdowv Gel pedvtwv adtdv (4-5) is loosely based
on 298b22-23 ToLavtag 8€ TLvag vofical Tdtol @ooelg [se. &yevijtoug
ual dxlvnitoug cf. 298b191, elmep €otar TLg yWiolg i gedvnole (cf.
556.17-18) and on 298b29-30 (on the 'Heracliteans') ol && T& uev
dMa vt YiveoBal gaol ual petv, elvar & maylwg odFEv (cf. Re-
public V 479¢3-6): &g Mapuevidng mal MEALocoog €8Suouv Aéyelv (5-6)
on 298b17 otov ol mepi MEALoodv Te ual Iopusvidnv [sc. ooy from

298b161 (but cf. 12).

556.6 - 8. &g . . . Yéver'. Cf, 560.16-18 for a more intelligible

version of the same point. (556.8 = 560.18 = Theogony 116.)

556.12 - 24. TEWDTOUG . . . TEOYHOTA. In the course of fleshing out
Aristotle's treatment of Parmenides's and Melissus's opinion on

coming to be, Simplicius quotes all of 298b14-20 phrase by phrase,
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adding to each his own exegetical remarks.

556.12 - 14. 7TOUC . . . TMIV. TOUC TPl MEALooov mal Tlapuevidnv
(12) picks up ol mepl MEALODOV Te ual Iappevidnu (298b17), and (o)
GG uSvov Sonelv Hulv (14) is quoted from 298b16; Simplicius adds
what intervenes. That Melissus does not in reality totally deny the
existence of coming to be will be argued in 557.20-23 and especially
in 558.17-559.12, 18-20 (but cf. note 9). Similarly, Parmenides's
denial of coming to be only with respect to truth, not opinion/see-
ning (Hapuevidng && ob mEde SAdeloy VG TEog 8GEav 13-14), is
discussed in 557.20-558.17, 559.14-560.1. Moreover, as B 1.28-32

(= 557.25-558.2), B 8.50-52 (= 558.5-7), and B 19.1-3 (= 558.9-11)
make clear, Simplicius here zlludes to the two parts of Parmenides's
poem. In in Phys Simplicius mentions both parts of the poem (e.g.
30.14-16, 38.19, 24-25, (39.10-12), 179.31-33) and says that Par-
menides did allow coming to be in the second part (cf. 25.15-16,
30.20, 31.10-12), but nowhere mentions that Melissus had a similar
'two-fold reality' (cf. 7.1-3, 21.15-19). At any rate, by the phrase
&La ToUTo TMEOCESNME TO . . . UV he means that Aristotle's awareness
of the qualification stated in 13-14 lies behind his addition in
298b16 'but only seems to us' (GOAAX pdvVoOV SOKETV mutv). ol mept
MEALOSSY Te ual Hoapuevidnv (298b17) is no more strict than oOf Tept

‘HoloSov (298b28).

556.15. oUtoL &&, ¢nol, u&v T4 &G AéywoL MoAde is a close para-
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phrase of 298b17-18 olg, €l ual TEAMQ AEYOUOL MOAGGC.

556.15 — 18. TA Y& . . . &el. Simplicius spells out the preceding
clause (15); his remarks go far beyond what Aristotle intended (es-
pecially in 15-17 T& . . . &Eéonvav). T YOp mepl ToD EvOg Svtog

ual Tfig vontiic eloewg MoAide T Svti ual Selwg (15-16): Simplicius

strongly endorses Aristotle's 'well' (uOADC 298b18), even adding

'and divinely'. Cf. in Phys 29.5-7: ual Y& ol UEV mepl THG VONTig
wal TewTng dPXAc SLeArexSnoav, dg Esvowdvng Te ual Mopuevidng xal
MéAiLooog: 36.15 obtwg oUv ol pév eig vontov [sc. Sudsoouov &popdvteg
153: 38.11-13 O Y& Svmue Sv O Hhuopevov, O wal doyh wal altio wHv
TOAAGV ual SromeupLidvwwy Eotiv ol OC OTOLXELDENS AL dg TooaY YOS

Euclivwov, Ev &v EAeyov (cf. 38.4); cf. also 144.11-14.

556.16 - 17. £vonxiv Te ual Enousvolg €E€ponvov is an expansion of

298b22-23 vofjoal TEHTOL.

556.17 - 18. wual TO . . . @el is a loose paraphrase of 298b22-23
Toladtag . . . eedvnolg: cf. 557.3-6. In THV €V YEVECEL TE Mal
ULVCEL SVTwv he plays on &yevnma ual dwg divnta of 298b19. The
phrase &te Pedvtwv Gel is Simplicius's addition, based on the Hera-
clitean doctrine of flux (Delv) alluded to in 298b30; cf. further
Metaphysics A 987a32-bl, especially talg ‘HpomAeiteloiLg SOGFaLG g
ddvTeov TV aloSntdv del pedviwv wal éntotiung Tepl abdtdv odu olong

(a32-34). (In what follows (987bl-14) Aristotle credits Plato with
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arriving at the Forms by synthesizing these Heraclitean doctrines
with Socrates's search for definitions; Parmenides and Melissus are

not mentioned as predecessors.)

556.18 - 19. &' o0 guoLuilg Ye el vouloal Adyelv = 298b18. Cf.
Physics 185a17-19: o0 ufv AL’ énedh mepl @ioswe uetv of, guoLndc

&€ dmoplag ounBalver Aéyelv, in Cael 556.23-24, 560.9-10.

556.19. altolg mepl @ Unép THY @OoLv OLAOCOPOTVTOL is an addition
by Simplicius; cf. 556.28-29 and in Phys 7.1~-3, 21.17-19, 22.25-26,
37.4-6, 39.21-22. It is, however, based on Aristotle's statement

in 298b20; c¢f. note to 556.21-22 below.

556.19 - 20. 10 v&p elwar &t WV Gvtwv &yévnto ual OAwg dmlvnta

= 298b19.

556.20 - 21. Onep dmeSeluvuov éuelvor. Simplicius argues throughout
this passage (e.g. 556.28-30, 557.20~22, 558.14-17) that Parmenides
and Melissus only deny coming to be and motion in the intelligible

order.

556.21 ~ 22. €tépag . . . &xolong is a recasting and expansion of
298b20 1MoV . . . ouElEwg. In THC TOATNG QLAocoplag explains
TPoTEpag ) 'prior to'. and further defines 'inquiry into nature'

(Tfic puoLnfic ouélews) in the phrase Tiic Teol T uLvoluewa éxodong.



212

Aristotle makes the same point in Physics 184b25-185a3, esp. a2-3:

' fitoL ETEpag EmLoTAUNG fi TIaOmV MOLVTIC.

556.22 - 23. einep © wdoLg GEx ULVACEWS. Simplicius's explanation
of the preceding phrase (22) draws on Physics 200b12-13: émei &' h
@boLg Hév €oTL GOXN HLVAoEWS nol UETAROAiC. Cf. 191b21 254b17, and

in Phys 46.13-16 (Alexander).

556.23 - 24. ol & . . . TEAYUOTIQ echoes Alexander's statement in
560.9-10. Cf. in Phys 46.13-14, 49.34-50.4 (both passages involve

Alexander).

556.24 - 30. wal . . . EMLYPAWELV is a digression, based on Aris-
totle's statement in 298b17-18 that Parmenides and Melissus do not
speak as physicists (00 @uouudg . . . AéyeELv). Simplicius also
draws on Alexander's remarks on these lines in 560.7-10, and perhaps
on Aristotle's treatment of Parmenides and Melissus in Physics 184b
25-185a20 (esp. 185a17-19). Simplicius argues etymologically; both
Parmenides and Melissus entitled their works 'On Nature' (Hepi qi-
OEwg) , and because they did discuss "matural phenomena' (& @uoLu)
as well as metaphysics (& UnEp TV @doLv), they can properly be
called 'physicists' (@uoluol). Simplicius answers a possible ob~
jector (gain &v TLg) to Melissus's and Parmenides's being called or
censured as physicists; he is here silent as to why Aristotle so

treats theml.
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556.25 - 26. 4 &tL . . . Hopuevidng. In in Phys Simplicius states
that Melissus entitled his work 'On Nature' or 'On Being' (70.15-17,
71.8-10); cf. in Cael 557.10-112. He does not report this of Par-

menides.

556.27. woLvdv . . . Svoua. CE. in Categorias 25.16~17: uadd

MGTwvo. BEV uodote, Eevopivia 88 uoLvole GVALOOLY HEXORoSAL QOQLEV.

556.28 - 29. wal pévtoL . . . SLeréyovto. Cf. in Phys 7.1-3:
ToUToL HoSNTHG Tapuevidng . .Tepl TE TGV GUOLHEV ¥al TV UnEp Thv
@OoLV, and 21.17-18: o) SLopivovTeES T& CUoLKd &Id THv Unep @doLv,

ol && mplvovteg uév, donep . . . Hopuevidne.

557.1 - 560.4. &A' . . . vouLotéov. Simplicius sets forth (557.1-
18) and then refutes Aristotle's explanation of how Parmenides and
Melissus were led to deny coming . to be and motion among perceptible
objects in 298b21-24 (557.11-560.4). Aristotle's explanation, or
rather argument, is as follows: 1) Parmenides and Melissus assumed
that only perceptible substance (f T&v aloSnitiv odoiq) exists; 2)
but they intuited the need for uncreated and motionless objects if
there is to be knowledge; 3) they concluded that perceptible sub-
stance(s) is uncreated and motionless (cf. Alexander's version of
this argument in 560.5-10). Simplicius agrees to 2) (557.4-7) but
objects to 1) and 3)(ef. 557.1-2). That is, he argues that Parme-~

nides and Melissus by no means assumed that perceptible substance
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alone exists (558.12, 559.14); rather, they clearly distinguished
the intelligible from the perceptible (557.20~22, 558.14-17). More-
over, he denies Aristotle's claim that Parmenides and Melissus as-
sumed that the perceptible alome 'exists’ or 'is'; they do not say
that it 'exists' or 'is' but only 'seems to exist' or 'seems to be'
(557.22-23, 558.16-17, 559.12-13). Lastly, he denies that they
transfered (UETNVEKUYQV) the properties of what is intelligible to
what is perceptible (558.13-14). They abolish coming to be (YEVEOLG)
only in the intelligible (559.14-18), not in the perceptible (559.17-
560.1).

Simplicius étops short of a blanket condemnation of Aristotle's
argument. As is his custom, Aristotle merely objects to the out-
ward expression of what is said in order that the most superficial
might not be misled (557.19-20); his true view of Parmenides is to
be found in Metaphysics A, where he credits him with more insight
(560.1-4). Despite this effort to avoid direct criticism of Aris-
totle, Simplicius betrays a polemical attitude in 557.1-2, 558.12-

14, and 559.14, 27-550.1.

557.1 - 2. &X' . . . &OndEg Aiv. Simplicius prefaces his discus-
sion of 298b21-24, which he paraphrases in 557.2-10 and attacks in
557.19-560.4. The harsh and false critique by Aristotle of Parme-
nides here is to be contrasted with his generous critique spoken of

in in Phys 148.11-13.
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557.2 - 3. éuelwor . . . €lwaL is a close paraphrase of 298b21-22.
Simplicius replaces the articular infinitive (TO . . . UmOAcuBdveELV)
introduced by the preposition &.Q by YOO with the participle Umo—
AopBdvovteg, and UnNSEv by o08Eév.  Excepting the addition of év
Unootdoer 'in real existence', everything else is repeated verbatim.
In the critique that follows (557.19 f£f.), Simplicius pointedly re-

fers to these lines twice (558.12, 559.14).

557.3 - 5. mo@TOL . . . QOOELG. Simplicivs paraphrases 298b22 with
more latitude than he does the preceding clause. He replaces the
simple infinitive voORooL, which depends on TP®TOL, by the compound
participial form €vvonoavteg. (Since Simplicius retains the pév . .

. 6€ construction of the original, it is likely that he takes voficaL
(with subject nominative) to depend on 298b21 SLd TO: the YO of

his paraphrase is presumably to be taken with both clauses.) &tL
&duiyun . . . elwaLl is not entirely without warrant inserted, both
for the sense and to retain the accusative case of QUOELC etc. in

the original. In duLVATOUC Simplicius explains what Aristotle means

by torattag 'of this sort'; he draws on 298b19.

557.5. einep E€0TL YUIOLG EMLOTNUOVLKA is a paraphrase of 298b23:
elnep €otaL TLg YWoLg i @dvnoLg. Simplicius shifts the future
€otaL to the present £oTiL, drops TLg and fi @EdVnoLg altogether, and
adds éniLotnuoviun. It may be that Alexander's use of &mMLOTHMN

(560.6) lies behind this addition; cf. 556.17.
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557.5 - 6. T@v Ydp Gel Pedviwv obu Eotiv émioThiun. CEf. 556.4, 17-
18 and notes above. Simplicius deduces this principle from 298b22-
23 Toladeg . . . @OVNOLS, and takes the Heraclitean flux (DeTv)
from 298b29-33 (esp. 30). It is likely that Simplicius also draws
on Theaetetus 18la3bl, where Plato contrasts Parmenides and Melissus,
the 'stationers of the whole universe' (oL ToU dAoU oTOOLRTAL a6-7),
with the Heracliteans (cf. 179e2-4), whom he calls "the fluxers'

(ol Ppeovtec a4).

557.6 - 7. wal Aéyer . . . elvai. To corroborate the principle he
enunciates in 557.5-6 (cf. note above) Simplicius cites the Parme-
nides. Only the phrase o05¢& OmoL Teedetr TLg THv Stdvoirav EEeL is
a quotation (135b8); Burnet does not list TLC in his apparatus. Cf.
Proclus in Parm 980.3-6. The remainder is a free rendition of
135b8-cl un &v L&éov TV SvTwo Eudotou Ty adThv Gel elvar.,  Sim—

plicius seems to quote from memory.

557.8 - 9. Talbta . . . AOYOUug. After a brief digression (557.5-7)
Simplicius completes his paraphrase of 298b23-24: oUtw HETHAVEYMOV
éni talta Tolg EMeldev Adyoug. The paraphrase is faithful and im~
proves on its laconic original.  Simplicius renders olmww by Talta
obv &vvorioovteg: cf. 557.3-4 and 298b22. ueTHvVEYHav &l is quoted
verbatim. He paraphrases tabra by Td alodnm ual vevntd: alcSnwd
is justified by 298b21, yevnmd is more loosely based on 298b19-20.

Tolg €ueldev Adyoug is expanded into ToUC TOTC vontolg mal &LviToLe
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Epopualévtag AdYoug.  Tolg vontolg ual duiuvAToLg is parallel with
™™ alodntd ual vyevntd: cf. 557.21-22. Aristotle does not speak of
& vonTd in 298b14-24, but does mention Gxuivnta in 298b19. Simpli-

cius refers to his paraphrase of these lines in 558.13-14.

557.9 - 10. el ye . . . AéyouoL. Simplicius adds his reservations
about the validity of Aristotle's etiology of Parmenides's and Me-
lissus's unconditional abolition of coming to be in 298b21-24,
especially their alleged superimposition of the intelligible onto
the perceptible (298b23); cf. 557.1-2. Simplicius will lzter argue
that Parmenides and Melissus distinguished the intelligible from the
perceptible (557.20-23, 558.3-4, 13-17) and did not superimpose the
former onto the latter (558.13-14). Further, they located coming to

be in the perceptible order (557.22, 23-24, 559.18-27).

557.10 - 18. ualL . . . &yévntov is a forced attempt to justify
Aristotle’s claim in 298b21-22 that Parmenides and Melissus assumed
that nothing exists besides the substance of perceptible things; in
557.19-20 Simplicius abandons the attempt. Since mearly all of this
passage is devoted to Melissus (10-17), it does not requre detailed
comment. Simplicius cites Parmenides as concurring with Melissus
that being is one, and that there is nothing besides this (17); he
quotes B 8.4% (= 557.18) as proof. Simplicius ends the verse with
ayévntov here and at in Phys 120.23. At in Phys 30.2, 78.13, 145.4

he writes GT€AecTov. Since the two &YEVNTOV readings occur when
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the verse is quoted in isolation, while &TEAECTOV appears in longer
quotations, it is reasonable to ascribe &yévnrtov either to a quo-
tation by memory or to one of the texts Simplicius has at his com-
mand. Further, since Plutarch, Pseudo-Plutarch, Clement, and Philo-
ponus also end the verse with dxévnn3v3, the cliché version may

well have had this form.

557.19 - 20. &' . . . mopodovilecBal. In several other passages
Aristotle is said to object to the apparent meaning in what his prede-
cessors say (Umvidv mpdg TO garvopevov Tod Adyou) ; 140.6-9, 141.8-
11, 563.26-27, in Phys 21.19-20, 36.28-31, 37.6. (Cf. LSJ s.v.
Unovtde II.2 p. 1582.) 1Inm all these passages, with the exception of
in Cael 563.26-27, Simplicius further claims that Aristotle does
this on behalf of the (more) superficial (EmLTOAaLOC); see sections
VIII and X. For the present it should be stated that Simplicius
nowhere says why Aristotle would pander to a superficial audience.
One suspects that Simplicius's motive in formulating this claim is
to avoid direct criticism of Aristotle; at 560.1-4 he asserts that
Aristotle's remarks in Metaphysics A 986b27-28 represent his true
view of Parmenides (cf. in Phys 37.1-2, 148.16-17). (Cf. in Cate-
gorias 435.20-27, esp. 24-25: tva && uh TOAUNPSV TLC TYFTAl e Alav,
"dopdvTog Yapuduevov Audg Tpdg Spvixa Setov”  watd Mivéoapov (Olym~
pian 2.87); as Kalbfleisch notes, in in Cael 42.17 Simplicius quotes
this line (with Sopavta for dpdvTwG) to compare Philoponus with

Aristotle.).
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Simplicius's use of TEOVOXV with an articular infinitive in the
genitive has no parallel in LSJ (s.v. pp. 1490-1491), although this
verb often takes the genitive (A II.2, B 2). In a similar context

he uses UmMvInoe with Unép ol 1 . . . TopdrTecdat (140.6-9).

557.20 - 23. ot . . . Souolv 6v.  Simplicius refutes Aristotle's
explanation of Parmenides's and Melissus's error in 298b21-24 (cf.
557.-10 and note) on two counts: 1) that Parmenides and Melissus
posited that reality has two parts, namely the intelligible (TO
vontov) and perceptible (TO alodntdv) orders (20-22); and 2) that
far fom assuming that the perceptible order alone exists (6v), they
grant it only seeming existence or being (SouoUv 6v)(22—23)4. Sim-
plicius quotes from Parmenides (B 1.28-32, B 8.50-52, B 19.1-3) and
Melissus (B 8) in 557.25-559.14 to corroborate both counts. The
phrase Thv ToO Yuivouévou Tol alodntol anticipates his argument in
559.14-560.1, that Parmenides and Melissus do not totally abolish
coming to be (Yéveoig cf. 298bl4~15), but rather incorporate it

into the perceptible order.

557.20 - 22. ol . . . aicdntod. 1In in Phys Simplicius frequently
states or argues that Parmenides distinguished between intelligible
being or being proper and perceptible being, in which coming to be
is found; cf. 7.1-3, 21.15-19, 39.10-12, 80.3-4, 179.29-335. How-
ever, in that commentary he nowhere makes the same claim for Melis-

sus, whom he treats exclusively as a metaphysician. By way of con-
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trast, Xenophanes is mentioned as having made this distinction (7.
1-3, 21.15-19), but his physical doctrines are nowhere discussed.
(Simplicius follows Theophrastus in making Xenophanes Parmenides's
teacher (7.1-3, 22.26-30); he may simply be crediting the teacher

with his pupil's doctrines.)

557.22 - 23. Onep odu HETouv uaAelv Gv &Ade, A Soudtv &v. Cf.
558.16-17, 559.12-13, in Phys 38.24-26, 39.10-12, 77.26-31, 78.28-
29, 79.8-12, 26-29. Simplicius has T Souobvta (B 1.31 = 558.1),
8CEag (B 1.27 = 557.27, B 8.51 = 558.6), uotd 66Eav &pu (B 19.1 =
559.9), and perhaps even Souluwg efvar (B 1.32 = 558.2) in mind for
Parmenides (but cf. note to 558.16-17 below). Melissus actually

uses the phrase Souelv elval at B 8(3) (= 559.4) and B 8(5) (= 559.).

557.23 - 24. 610 mepl 1O Sv &deLav elval gnot, mepl 88 TO YLvduevov
80Exv. In two of the following quotations (B 1.28-32, B 8.50-52)
Parmenides explicitly contrasts 'truth' with 'seeming/opinion'. Cf.
in Phys 30.14-16, 38.17-20, 24-26, 39.10-12, 146.26-29, 179.29-33.
(The reading oot (DEc) is preferable to @not (Ab), which Heiberg
adopts. 1In the first place, the following sentence (24) is clumsy
as the text stands; one would expect Iopueviéng gnor (23) and e.g.
AEYEL YOO in 24. Secondly, in 557.21 and 22 the plural forms
UneTi9evto and AELOUV are used. At the least, Heiberg ought to have
put a full stop after &ouoGv &v (23) if he adopts this shift of

number. Thirdly, Melissus does speak of truth in conjunction with
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being: TOD Y&p &€6vtog AAnSLvob upelooov (B 8(5) = 559.10 cf. 9), and
opinion/seeming with coming to be: Souel && Tulv TS TE SepudV YuxEdV
yivecdatr (B 8(3) = 558.29; cf. 559.19). Lastly, in 559.14-21 Sim-
plicius twice uses the plural first to indicate agreement between
the two, then states what each individually says. In support of
Heiberg, however, is 556.13-14. He generally follows A (cf. Prae-

fatio p. V), but at 557.21 he prefers DE(F) over Ab twice.)

557.25 - 558.2 = B 1.28-32.

558.3 - 4. AXX . . . &myayev. Cf. the similar introductions to or
comments on B 8.50 f£f. in in Phys 30.14-16, esp. 38.28-29, 146.23-
25, 179.32. On TO Ovtwg O&v used of Parmenidean being cf. 557.21,

558.21, in Phys 38.11, 162.12, and note to 29.5.

558.5 - 7 = B 8.50-52 (= in Phys 30.17-19, 38.30-32, 146.23-25;

B 850-51 = 41.8-9).

558.8. Topadole && ThHv v alodntdv StomdounoLv Emjyaye TdALv. CE.
557.15-16. Simplicius frequently uses forms of TpEaSi&wiL in con-
junction with quotations; cf. 559.27, in Phys 31.12, 32.12, 33.6,
78.11, 157.27, and note to in Phys 100.23-26. Srandounorv (8 cf.
16) seems to paraphrase uOouov of B 8.52 (= 558.7); it may be that
Parmenides looks ahead in his exemplar of Parmenides to B 8.60 (=

in Phys 39.8) Sidaoouov. On the other hand, Simplicius frequently
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uses SLoMoounoLe: see Indices CAG VII, X; he offers a brief de-

finition in in Phys 174.12: TELC YdP TLg T StamoounoLg.
558.9 - 11 = B 19.1-3.

558.12. T obv TO alodntdv udvov elvar Dopuevidng UneAduBavev.
Simplicius reformulates 298b21-22 as a pointed rhetorical question;
he repeats this question at 559.14 after the quotation from Melis-
sus, and similarly renders 298b23-24 in 558.13-14. Cf. 557.2-3 for
Simplicius's paraphrase of 298b21-22, and 557.20-21 for his insis-
tence that Parmenides and Melissus posited not one but rather two

orders of reality.

558.12 - 13. O mepl Tl vontob Toalta gLiocopnoas, &mep viv
TeptTTOV EOTL TopoYEdpeLy. It is surprising that Simplicius does
not quote more from the Aletheia than B 8.4* (= 557.18) and B 8.21
(= 559.17) in this section, for his contention that Parmenides dis-
coursed about 'real' or 'intelligible' being in this part is largely
unsupported (cf. 556.13, 28-29, 557.20-22, 24, 558.14-15, 559.15-
17, in Phys 144.25-28).

For Simplicius's equation of Parmenidean being with the intel-
ligible (being) (O vontdv (&v)) cf. 557.21-22, in Phys 29.5-6,
38.19, 28-29, 39.11, 25-26, 80.3-4, 144.12. On dmep (13) cf. LSJ

(s.v.O6onep I.1 p. 1262) and Denniston (Greek Particles p. 490 (3));

cf. 557.1, 22, 560.1.
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558.13 - 14. g . . . aloOnTA. Simplicius again turns Aristotle's
own words against him; he restates his paraphrase of 298b23-24 (obtw

« « « XMYoug) in 557.8-9. Cf. Alexander's paraphrase in 560.7-9.

558.14 - 17. O yuplg . . . MOAETV. For a similar use of the article
cf., 558.12-13 and in Phys 143.7-8. (558.12-13 is identical in struc-
ture to 14-17, the anaphoric TG stressing this identity.) xuwpig

s

UEV . . . Xuplg 8¢ echoes 557.20-22.

558.14 - 15. Thv Ewwolv Tol vontol uol Sviwg Svtog mopadode.  Sim-
plicius in this section quotes B 8.4% (= 557.18) and B 8.21 (= 559.
17) from the Aletheia, and only the first mentions the unity of
being (cf. note to 558.12-13). cCcf. 557.14, 15, 17-18, 560.1. On
70 vontov 6v and 10 Svtwg Sv cf. 557.21-22, 558.3, 12-13, 559.15.

(mal (15) is epexegetical here.)

558.16 - 17. ual unde GELGv TP ToD Svtog dSvdatL T alodnTdv MoAETV
recalls 557.22-23 to0 alodntol . . . Souolv &v: cf. 557.14—156.
Simplicius has the various derivatives of SOMETV that occur in the
preceding quotations in mind: &0Eag (B 1.30 = 557.27, B 8.51 = 558.6),
Ta Souobvta (B 1.31 = 558.1), uord 8SEav Ego (B 19.1 = 558.9); cf.
note to 557.23. &Souluwg elval resembles the name Parmenides reputed-
ly gives to the perceptible, Souolv &v / Souelv elvar (cf. also 559.

13). According to the Indices (CAG VII, VIII, X) there is one in-

stance of a form of &Guiuog in Simplicius (in Categorias 15.27: ual
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. . . SouLuwTECO 'more appropriate, proper'); no conclusion on what
PPToOp P

he takes SOMLLDC here to mean is possible. Cf. Tardn, pp. 210-216.

558.17 - 19. &\ . . . pntolc. That Parmenides did not express
himself as clearly as Melissus, who wrote in prose (G¢ MATOAOYGSNV

Yedlog 17), see section II, pp. 98-102.

558.21 - 559.12 = 30 B 8.

559.12 - 13. ool . . . €lvaw. Cf. 557.22-23, 558.16-18. The
reason (aitia) Melissus adduces for denying that what is perceptible
'exists', but only 'seems to exist' is that it fails to meet the
stringent conditions of 'true existence'; cf. 30 B 8(2) (= 558.22-
23), (5-6) (= 559.8-12). Simplicius makes a similar claim for
Parmenides at in Phys 38.24-39.12, namely that what is perceptible

is opinable, subject to opinion' (SoEaoTSV).

559.14. g . . . slwal is a rhetorical paraphrase of 298b21-22;
cf. 557.12, 13-14 and notes. Simplicius ironically makes Aristotle
the subject (TLg) of UnMoAdRoL: Melissus and Parmenides are the sub-

ject of UnmodaufdveLv in 298b22.

559.14 - 27. &G . . . TopaSe&imaot. Simplicius now refutes the
conclusion of the argument in 298b21-24 (cf. 557.1-9), Aristotle's

contention in 298bl4-15 that Parmenides and Melissus totally abolish
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coming to be (véveoig) (cf. 556.1-2, 560.13, 672.28-30). To this
point Simplicius has argued that Parmenides and Melissus distingu-
ished (even by name) the two parts of reality, and did not super-
impose the noetic onto the perceptible part to the exclusion of the
latter. Here he adds (GAAG ual 'moreover') that they abolish coming
to be from the noetic order (14-18) but allow it in the perceptible
(18-27); this distinction flows from that made in 557.20-22 (cf. in
Phys 80.3-4). The quotations from Parmenides and Melissus in 17-
25 all contain some form of YLyveoOYai: Simplicius's literal-minded-

ness is nowhere better exemplified.

559.15. yéveoilv &md 1ol Svtwe Svtog dvalpoloL. Cf. 298b14-15,
paraphrased at 556.1-2, and in Phys 78.24-25, 79.29-31. On T Svtue

Sv see 557.22, 558.14-15, and in Phys 45.31.

559.17 = B 8.21 (= in Phys 145.22). Simplicius selects this line
for quotation because it contains YéveoiLg: cf. yiyveodair B 11.4 (=

559.25) and in Phys 80.1-4.

559.18. wal MEAilocoog dg Mopuevidnge. Simplicius refers in a general
way to all of Melissus's work up to B 8; cf. 556.13, 558.17-21, esp.
19-20 eimiv Ydp mepl 100 Svtog, &ti &v foTi mal &yévntov . . . .

30 B 1 (= in Phys 162.24-26) and B 2 (= in Phys 109.20-25 and 29.22-

26) are arguments for the uncreatedness of being.
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559.18. T&V UEVTOL alodnTdv YéveoLv oodg A€ycuol. Cf. 557.22 ThHv

&t 1ol yivouévov tob atodntol, in Phys 80.3-4.

559.19 - 20. MéiLcoog . . . Yilveodal". CE£. B 8(3)(= 558.29-559.5).

559.20 - 21. THopuevldng &€ mepl TV alcdntdv GoEacdal ¢noL AEYELV.
Stein emends &pEooSal to GpEduevog (cf. apparatus). DK (I.241) appa-
rently takes GpEacSal AEYELV together as a paraphrase of Parmenides:

"Ich will zu reden beginnen, wie die Erde"”. 1In his PGF (p. 69) Diels

notes of B 11.1: "orditur cosmologiam; initio GEEdiEvVOg e Simpl.
suppleas". Tarin quotes only 559.22-25 without commenting on 20-21
(pp. 165-166). (I suspect that behind GpfaocSalL AEYerv lies e.g.

AéEw | &pBapévn T . . . (ef. in Phys 31.8 memiaviicbal &€ gnowv =
neravnuévor elolv B 8.54 (= 30.24)); the goddess still speaks. At
any rate, the phrase GpEacSal ¢not AEYELV is meaningless as it stands;

perhaps A£YELv should be changed to Aéywv (cf. in Phys 39.17).)

559.22 - 25 = B 11.1-4. On YlyvecSaw (B 11.4 = 559.25) cf. note to

559.17 above, and 559.18.

559.26 - 27. wal v . . . opaSe&dmaoL. Cf. in Phys 31.10-17,
39.12-20, Plutarch adv Col 1114B-C (= DK I.241.8-11). DK I.242.4
and Diels (PGF, p. 69) read mopadSi&woL (DEc) without mentioning the
alternative TapaSed&imooL (Ab), which Heiberg adopts. Guthrie (II p.

60.3 2) notes these altermative readings but indicates no preference
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In his discussion of Melissus, however, he argues against there being
a 'seeming' part of Melissus's work (II p. 102 and n 2)7; this ar-
gument would support the singular, TEdSLEwoL. Furthermore, Melis-
sus's alleged statement of coming to be for what is perceptible
(559.18) is set out in the pé€v clause of 19-20 and is based solely
on B 8. It seems more natural to take ¢gnot (21) and ToEadSL&oL (27)
as coordinate (i.e. mal 26) and subsumed under the &€ clause, which

concerns Parmenides only.

559.27 - 560.4. &fAOV . . . VOULOTEOV.  Simplicius concludes his
rejection of Aristotle's argument in 298b21-24 (557.1-559.27) by
claiming that common sense dictates that Parmenides did not wholly
abolish coming to be (and perisﬁing) (559.27-560.1), and that Aris-
totle corrects his refutation here of what is merely the surface
meaning of Parmenides in Metaphysics A 987b27-28, where he says that

'Parmenides has more insight' (1-4).

559.27 - 560.1. &fAov . . . TO 6v. Simplicius appeals to common
sense in his claim that it is clear (&fAOV) that Parmenides did not
fail to recognize that he was created (Yevntdg) or that he had two
feet when he said that being was one and uncreated. Cf. in Phys
45.29-31 for the second half of this claim. Aristotle, on the
other hand, describes both Parmenides and Melissus as 'madmen' pre-
cisely because they ignore the dictates of common sense (De Gene-

ratione et Corruptione 325a4-24); cf. section VIII, in Phys 77.9-
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16.

560.1 - 4. &A' . . . vouotéov. In in Phys Simplicius twice cites
this statement of Aristotle (Metaphysics A 986b27-28) as his final
judgement on Parmenides (37.2, 148.15). It is striking that Sim-
plicius does not accurately quote this short clause in any of the
passages. One suspects that his imprecision in this regard 'im-
proves' Aristotle's actual words into forthright praise; cf. section
VIII. TOv o0 @aLvouevou EAEYXOV recapitulates 557.19-20 (cf. 1
EEEAEYXWV) : TIOOC TO CALVAUEVOV . . . UMMVINCE.

560.5 - 10. & . . . @OoLv. Simplicius adds without further comment
Alexander's paraphrase of 298bl4-24, esp. 21-24. Insofar as Alex-

ander wholly concurs with Aristotle, he can be seen as being im-

plicitly attacked by Simplicius here.

560.9 - 10. &80 . . . @OoLv. CE. 298b17-18 and 556.17~24. Alex—
ander here echoes Physics 185217-19; cf. 184b25-185a5, in Phys

46.11-16 (Alexander).

in Cael 691.4 - 7. 71O &€ . . . &GuwbLE&GvTag. Aristotle contends
that none of his predecessors had given an account of both absolute
and relative weight and lightness (308a7-13, 308a34-b3). He ob-
jects against the monists that they can only account fér the rela-

tively heavy and light (309b29-b32; cf. 690.20-21, 26-691.4). Con-
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versely, he objects that those who posit a single pair of material
opposites can only account for the absolutely heavy and light (309b
34-310a3; cf. 691.18-692.6). Simplicius cites Parmenides as a

possible target of this second objection.

691.5 - 6. TOUg Yiv nal o, Oc Mopuevidng. CE£. De Generatione et
Corruptione 392a2 and Theophrastus Metaphysics 6b25-26 (and notes

in W.D. Ross and F.H. Fobes, Theophrastus Metaphysics: with Trans-

lation, Commentary, and Introduction [Oxford, 19291); further, in

Phys 25.16, 30.21, 38.22 (Theophrastus via Alexander), 146.29

(Aristotle), 179.32 (Aristotle), 274.24.
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VI. Parmenides's Argument for the Unity of Being.

A. Passages.

in Phys 51.8 - 27 Tr. pp. 303-304
in Phys 102.20 - 103.12 Ir. pp. 332-333
in Phys 114.25 - 115.9 Tr. p. 335
in Phys 115.11 - 118.25 Tr. pp. 336-341
Verses DK 28 ’ IKI
115.11 - 116.4 = 222.34-
223.9
(A 28)
116.28 - 117.1 B 2.3-8 116.25 - 117.1 = 231.3-6
117.4-6 B 6.1-3 117.2 - 13 = 232.14-17
117.8-13 B 6.4-9
in Phys 118.27 - 121.25 Tr. pp. 342-346
120.23 B 8.4%
in Phys 125.33 - 126.13 Tr. p. 349
in Phys 133.31 - 134.18 Tr. pp. 356-357
in Phys 235.12 - 236.12 Tr. pp. 380-381
in Phys 242.17 - 244.21 Tr. pp. 383-386
244.1-2 B7.1-2
in Phys 649.35 - 650.13 Tr. p. 390
650.13 B 7.1-2

Related Passages.
in Phys 52.8-10

71.26-31
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100.21 - 28

139.24 - 140.26

in Phys 115.11-13 = Theophrasti Physicorum Opiniones fr. 7
DG 483.8-10 (cf. in Phys 118.2, 134.11-12)

in Phys 115.11 - 116.5 = Eudemus Physica fr. 43 (W) pp. 28.24-29.

15
118.10 = 115.17-18 (= 29.1)
118.11-13 = 115.21-23 (= 29.4-7)
118.14-15 = 115.23-24 (= 29.7)
118.9 = 115.22 (= 29.5-6)

120.6-12 = 115.25 - 116.4 (= 29.8-14)

§

121.13-17 = 115.21-25 (= 29.4-8)
in Phys 116.8 - 18 = Porphyry Commentarius in Physica 186a24

)

in Phys 125.23 - 126.13 Adrastus Physica ? 186a32-bl2
B. Summary, Comments.

The passages in this section deal with the argument which
Parmenides allegedly formulated to prove his doctrine that being is
one; this doctrine is treated as the conclusion of a syllogism.
Objections to and refutations of the doctrine proper, however, will
be treated in the following sections. This dual treatment follows
Aristotle's own procedure. According to Simplicius, he first pro-
duces a general objectionito the doctrine, then refutes (a fortiori)
the argument that establishes it (in Phys 51.10-17, 102.20-103.12,
114.25-115.9). The general objectian is that the doctrine is contra-

dicted by our experience; nature is instinct with motion and plural-
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ity (in Phys 51.10-17, 53.10-16, 71.19-73.4). Aristotle argues
against Parmenides (and Melissus) that being neither is nor signifies
one thing from his own pluralistic scheme of the Categories (cf. in
Phys 72.4-10, 117.15-17). Simplicius will counter that the division
(Bralpeotg) found in the perceptible order, on which Aristotle bases
his refutation, does not apply to the radical unity of the intel-
ligible, which is Parmenidean being (ig“éhzg 71.32-72.1, 148.7-11).

Aristotle makes a two-fold objection to the argument: that it
assumes false premisses, and that it is formally invalid (186a23-28).
Since he does not explicitly state what the argument is (cf. in Phys
116.18-20), Simplicius relates versions by Theophrastus, Eudemus,
and Porphyry, as well as the one which he takes Aristotle to mean
(in Phys 115.11-116.24; for Aristotle cf. 187a4-5, Metaphysics A
986b28-30). Throughout the commentary Simplicius adopts the version
by Theophrastus:

1) o Twed O &v odn &v  What is besides being is non-being

2) w6 odu 6v obdév Non-being is nothing

3) & & O &V Therefore being is one.
(in Phys 103.8-11, 115.11-13, 117.28-118.5, 134.9-12; cf. Alexander

in Priora Analytica (CAG II.1) 346.17-21, 357.1-5). Porphyry's

version differs from this in that he infers from 1) and 2) that 3a)
being alone exists (O &v Gpa udvov €otTiv), and from this 'deduces'
by way of equivocation 3) (in Phys 116.10-11). For the major
premiss (2)) Eudemus substitutes 2a): being is used in one way only
(t6 6v Aéyetaw povax®c) (in Phys 115.13-14). The version Simplicius

ascribes to Aristotle is: la) if being signifies one thing, and 2b)
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the contradictory proposition is not possible, then 3b) nothing will
exist except being (in Phys 116.19-24; cf. 187a4-5). Simplicius
apparently thinks that all these versions are mutually compatible
(in Phys 116.21, 26-27). At any rate, he quotes B 2.3-8 (= in Phys
116.28-117.1) to corroborate 1la)/2a) and 1) + 2)1, and B 6.1-9 (= in
Phys 116.28-117.1) to corroborate 2b).

Aristotle's objection to the premisses is that they assume that
being is used in only one way, whereas it is used in the (ten) ways

described in the Categories (in Phys 117.14-17, 118.5-7, 133.31-134.

1). Simplicius applies this objection to both premisses of the
Theophrastean version. Since 'being' or 'existent' (10 &v) is used
in many ways, it is not true that what is besides some variety of
being is 'non-being' or 'mon-existent' in the absolute sense (in
Phys 117.17-28). If, however, one sets forth the minor premiss on
the assumption that 'being' signifies more than one thing, the major
premiss, that non-being is nothing, is false. If a thing is a non-
substance, it is not nothing at all, but rather a quality, quantity,
and the like (in Phys 117.28-118.3).

Regardless of their truth values, these premisses do not yield
the conclusion which Parmenides draws, that being is one; rather, that
what is besides being is nothing (in Phys 118.3-5, 134.1-2). Par-
menides's argument is less crude than that of Melissus since his
premisses are well-formed and yield a conclusion (in Phys 103.8-12).
Aristotle (and Eudemus) further argues that even if Parmenides’'s

assumption that being signifies one thing were true, his deduction
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that being is one in number still does not follow (EE.ZEXE 118.7-
121.5 (cf. 131.33-35); cf. 125.33-126.24 for a similar argument by
Adrastus). 1In the first place, a thing can be spoken of 'in one way
only' as a genus or species; in either case plurality is introduced.
If everything were white, it would not follow that everything would
be one; for snow, swans, and white lead are not numerically omne (ig
Phys 118.7-119.16). Secondly, even in the case of a single white
thing, a logical distinction has to made between the substrate which
possesses the color and the color so possessed. Thus, plurality is
a feature even of what is numerically omne (ig_ghzg 119.16-120.29).
Simplicius argues against this second point in in Phys 120.29-121.25.

In two passages Simplicius relates that Plato agrees to Parme-
nides's minor premiss, that what is besides being is non-being (in
Phys 134.14-18, 244.3-14). He adds the qualification that both have
absolute or unqualified being in mind, for in the Sophist Plato
clearly denies the major premiss by introducing qualified or rela-
tive non-being (in Phys 135.15-136.19, 147.31-148.6 (cf. 236.3-6),
242.17-244.21 (esp. 243.13-244.21); cf. 649.35-650.14; cf. Sophist
258c6-259b6). Simplicius quotes B 7.1~2 in several passages to
prove that Parmenides had absolute heing and non-~being in mind (ig
Fhys 78.6, 135.21-22, 143.31-144.1, 244.1-2, 650.13).

Zeno's argument from dichotomy is on several occasions mentioned
as proving Parmenides's argument, by showing the absurdities that
result from the antithetical thesis that being is many (in Phys

102.28-31, 134.2-12, 138.18-28, 141.8-11; cf. Parmenides 128a2-e4).
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Simplicius rejects Porphyry's contention that this argument from
dichotomy belongs to Parmenides himself (in Phys 139.24-140.27).
Lastly, although Simplicius does not state what he thinks of
Parmenides's argument, it is likely that he concurs with Aristotle
and others that it does not yield the conclusion which Parmenides
draws. 1In the first place, he adopts the Theophrastean version of
the argument, in which the conclusion patently does not follow from
the premisses. Secondly, Eudemus censures the Presocratics in ge-
neral, and Parmenides in particular, for three shortcomings: 1) no
knowledge of equivocity or ambiguity; 2) a failure to distinguish
between substance and accident; and 3) no use of logic or syllogis-
tic in their demonstrations (in Phys 115.25-116.4; cf. 120.5-12).
Simplicius replies only to 2) (in Phys 120.20-27). His silence on
1) and 3) is, of course, not conclusive of itself. Simplicius
clearly accepts Parmenides's doctrine, but need not adopt the ar-
gument he adduced to prove it. Imsofar as Simplicius equates Par-
menidean being with the intelligible, he can argue that both pre-
misses, contra Aristotle, are true. The intelligible does not ad-

mit of 'used in many ways' nor of difference.
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VII. Plato on Parmenides.

A. Passages.

in Phys 7.10 - 11 Tr. pp. 278-279
7.1-9 = Eudemus Physica fr. 31 (W) p. 22.4-13
in Phys 36.25 - 37.9 Tr. pp. 292-293
36.31-32 Cf. DL II.22 and IX.22
in Phys 52.21 - 53.7 Tr. pp. 305-30é
52.25 - 53.5 = Sophist 244el-245a6
in Phys 78.24 - 79.12 Tr. pp. 315-316
79.1-4 = Timaeus 37e4-38a2
in Phys 87.24 - 90.22 Tr. pp. 322-326
87.25 - 88.4 = Parmenides 142d9-143a3
89.5 ~ 90.20 = Sophist 244a6-245e5
in Phys 99.7 - 10 Tr. p. 329
Cf. Parmenides 128c5-d6
in Phys 99.32 - 101.24 Tr.* pp. 330, 331
100.3 ~ 15 = Sophist 251a8-c6é

100.29 - 101.10 Parmenides 129c4-e4
in Phys 102.28 - 31 Tr. p. 332
Cf. Parmenides 128a4-eé4

in Phys 115.25 - 1l6.1 Tr. p. 336

115.11 - 116.5 Eudemus Physica fr. 43 (W) pp. 28.24-29.15

in Phys 120.6 - 10 Tr. p. 344
120.6 - 12 = Eudemus Physica fr. 43 (W) p. 29.8-14

in Phys 134.2 - 18 Tr. pp. 356-357
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Cf. Parmenides 128c5-d2, Sophist 250c3 f£f.
in Phys 135.15 - 136.32 Tr. pp. 358-360

135.18 - 136.10

Sophist 258c6-259b6

136.11 - 16 = C£f, Sophist 257b3-259a4
in Phys 136.33 - 137.20 Ir. pp. 361-362

137.1 = Timaeus 27d46-28al

137.12 - 20 Cf. Sophist 244e2 ff.

in Phys 138.18 - 28 Tr.* p. 363

Cf. Parmenides 128c5-d6

in Phys 141.8 11 Tr. p. 366

Cf. Parmenides 128¢5-d6

in Phys 143.11 - 144.1 Tr. pp. 367-368

Cf. Sophist 258c6 ff.

in Phys 146.29 -~ 147.2 Tr. p. 371

Cf. Sophist 244e2-245e5

in Phys 147.16 - 148.6 Tr. pp. 372-373

147.32 - 148.3

Sophist 258e6-259a4

in Phys 148.11 - 18 Tr. p. 374
148.14 Cf. Theaetetus 184al

in Phys 242.17 - 244.21 Tr. pp. 383-386
242.28 - 243.3 = Eudemus Physica fr. 37b (W) p. 27.18-24
243.18 - 20 = Sophist 245d12-e2

in Phys 650.6 - 14 Tr. p. 390

Cf. Sophist 237a4-b3, 258c6-259a4
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in Cael 139.27 - 140.9 Tr. pp. 395-396

Cf. Sophist 251b5-c6

in Cael 557.3 - 10 Tr. pp. 398-399
557.6 - 7 Cf. Parmenides 135b8-cl
in De Anima 260.23 - 25 Tr. p. 408

Cf. Sophist 258c6 ff.

Related Passages.

in Phys 77 .31-33 Cf. Cratylus 402a8-10
in Phys 148.22-24 Cf. Cratylus 413a7-bl

Verses DK 28

in Phys 52.23 = B 8.43 Cf. Sophist 244e2 ff.
52.26 - 28 = B 8.43-45 = Sophist 244e3-5
89.22 - 24 = B 8.43-45 = Sophist 244e3-5
135.21 - 22 = B 7.1-2 = Sophist 258d2-3

137.16 ~ 17 = B 8.43-45 Cf. Sophist 244e2 ff.

143.31 - 144.1 = B 7.1-2 Cf. Sophist 258c6 ff.

146.30 = B 8.43 Cf. Sophist 244e2 ff.

264.1 - 2 = B7.1-2 C£. Sophist 258c6 £f.

650.13 = B 7.2 Cf. Sophist 258c6 ff.

B. Summary, Comments.
Most of Simplicius's mentions of or quotations from Plato in

conjunction with Parmenides center on his criticisms of Parmenides
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in Sophist 244b6~24535 and 258c6-259bl. He quotes the former in
toto at in Phys 89.5-90.20, and less extensively at in Phys 52.25-
53.5 and 243.18-2f. Similarly, the latter is quoted in toto at in
Phys 135.18-136.10, piecemeal in 136.12-17; cf. in Phys 243.26-31
(= 258al11-b7). Simplicius's isolated quotations of B 8.43-45 (=
Sophist 244e3-5) and B 7.1-2 (= Sophist 258d2-3) appear to be based
on Plato rather than on his manuscript of Parmenides (see Appendix
B, Conclusion

Simplicius rejects Plato's criticism of Parmenides in Sophist
2448 ff. for two reasons:l) that it is based on too literal an inter-
pretation of the sphere-simile of B 8.43-45 (in Phys 52.21-53.7,
146.29~147.2; cf. 87.32-88.8); and 2) that it in effect equates
Parmenides's one being with the intellectual (TO voepdv), which both
is pluralistic and admits of non-being qua otherness (in Phys 143.11-
28, 147.17-21). His rejection of Plato's criticism in 258C ff. is
closely allied with 2): Parmenides's one being admits of no non-
being, not even that relative to 'other' (in Phys 143.28-144.1, 18-
20, 147.21-148.6, 650.9-14). He further argues that Plato accepts
Parmenides’'s doctrine that absolute non-being is nothing at all (in
Phys 136.10-27, 31-32, 147.31-148.3, 244.7-8), and that the minor
premiss of his syllogism, that what is besides being is non-being,
is true (in Phys 134.14-17, 243.22-24, 244.10-11; cf. in De Anima
260.23-35).

Simplicius palliates his refuta;ion of Plato on Parmenides on

the following grounds: 1) that Plato recognized the profundity of
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Parmenides's thought and did not refute him out of mere disputatious-
ness (in Phys 36.31-32, 88.30-31, 148.11-16); 2) that some of his
refutations are undertaken on behalf of the philosophically super-
ficial (in Phys 36.25~31, 37.6-7); 3) that he adopted and clarified
Eleatic doctrines (in Phys 7.1-19; cf. 37.3-4); 4) that Parmenides's
one being is the both the starting point for discovering the One (in
Phys 88.31-34) and the subject of the second hypothesis (in Phys
148.17-18) in the Parmenides.

Simplicius follows Plato in seeing Zeno's arguments as coming
to the aid of Parmenides; he frequently refers or alludes to Parmeni-
des 128a4-d6 (esp. ¢5-d6); in Phys 99.7-10, 102.28-31, 134.2-8,
138.17-28, 141.18-11. Simplicius also quotes from Parmenides 135b8-
cl to corroborate Aristotle's claim in De Caelo 298b22-23 that
Parmenides (and Melissus) saw the need for uncreated and motionless
entities for there to be knowledge (in Cael 557.6~7).

Several of his quotations from and allusions to Plato are used
to refute or attack other philosophers. Thus, in in Phys 79.1-4
(= Timaeus 37e4-39a2) and 135.15-136.10 (= Sophist258c6-259b6) Alex-
ander is the target. Similarly, Porphyry is being attacked in in
Phys 136.33-137.20 (137.1 = Timaeus 27d6-28al; 137.4-7 = Sophist
248e6-249al; 137.12-20 = Sophist 244e2 ff.). 1In his bitter reply to
Philoponus in in Cael 139.27-140.9, Simplicius alludes to Sophist
251b5-cé (cf. in Phys 100.1-15 = 251b8-c6).

Simplicius appears to draw on the Cratylus in in Phys 77.31-33

(cf. 402a28-10) and in Phys 148.22-24 (cf. 413a7-bl).
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Lastly, Simplicius quotes Eudemus as saying that Plato first
introduced ambiguity (10 &Lcc0V), the failure to recognize which led
Parmenides and other Presocratics astray (im Phys 115.25-116.1, 120.

6-10, 242.30-243.3; frr. 37b, 43 (W)).



VIII. Aristotle

A. Passages.

in Phys 6.3l
in Phys 31.9
in Phys  36.15
in Phys  37.1
in Phys 38.1
in Phys  45.26
in Phys 79.8
in Phys 80.17
in Phys  86.19
86.22
86.24
86.27 - 28
86.31 - 87.
87.14 - 16
87.23
in Phys 120.29
in Phys 144.2
in Phys 146.26
in Phys 147.16
in Phys 148.7
in Phys 179.27

180.1 - 7
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on Parmenides.

- 8.15

- 10

- 31

-7

-1

- 46.8

- 12

- 18

- 87.23

Verses DK 28

B 8.25
B 8.22
B 6.1-2

1 B 8.36-38
B 8.34-36
B 8.25

- 121.9

- 11

- 29

- 17

- 20

- 180.13
B 8.53-59

Ir.* pp. 278-279
Tr. p. 289

Tr. p. 292

Ir. pp. 292-293

Tr. p. 295

Tr. p. 301

Tr. p. 316

Tr. p. 318

Tr. pp. 321-322

Tr. pp. 345-346

Tr. pp. 368-369

Tr.p. 371

Tr. p. 372

Tr. pp. 373-374

Tr.p. 378
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180.9 - 12 B 9.1-4
in Phys 1195.6 = 11 Tr. p. 391
in Cael 139.27 ~ 140.9 Tr. pp. 395-396
in Cael 556.3 - 560.10 Tr. pp. 397-402

Cf. V. The Doxa, pp. 205-228.

in Phys 7.10 - 19 = Eudemus Physica fr. 31 (W) p. 22.4-12.
37.2 = Metaphysics A 986b27-28

87.10, 148.20 Metaphysics A 1076a4

B. Summary, Comments.

The list of passages above does not pretend to be exhaustive;
with some exceptions, everything Simplicius has to say about Parmeni-
des has some connection with Aristotle's treatment of him in both the
Physics and De Caelo. Many references to Parmenides in in Phys and
in Cael are in fact mere expansions or glosses on lemmata (cf. e.g.
in Phys 70.1-3 and 185al17-19). The two most important passages for
understanding what Simplicius thinks of Aristotle's treatment of
Parmenides are in Phys 86.19-87.23 and in Cael 556.3-560.10 (see
pp. 205-228).

Because Simplicius attempts to harmﬁnize all ancient Greek
philosophers from Thales to Aristotle (in Phys 6.31-8.15, 28.32-
36.20), he must somehow defuse Aristotle's explicit criticisms and
refutations of his predecessors (in Phys 36.25-28; cf. 147.17, 148.
7-9). He employs two lines of argument to this endlzl) that some

of Aristotle's refutations are not in fact refutatiomns; 2) that
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Aristotle does not necessarily endorse the refutations he formulates.
Simplicius subsumes three claims under 1): a) that sometimes Aris-
totle (and Plato) is merely supplying something omitted in what his
predecessors said ; b) sometimes he clarifies what was obscurely
stated; and c) sometimes he is drawing a distinction (in Phys 37.1-
6). Complementary to these claims is Simplicius's assertion that
the ancients were accustomed to express themselves im a riddling
way (in Phys 36.30-31, section II).

As for 2), Simplicius argues on four grounds: a) that some of
Aristotle's refutations are undertaken on behalf of the (philosophi-
cally) superficial (cf. e.g. in Phys 36.28-30, in Cael 140.3-9); b)
that Aristotle is in fact in accord with his predecessors (in Phys
36.20~24); c) that he sometimes borrows doctrines or concepts from
them (in Phys 7.10-27); d) as in the case of Parmenides, Aristotle
testifies to the profundity of some of his predecessors (in Phys 37
1-2; cf. 161.23-162.2).

For Parmenides, at any rate, Simplicius provides few examples
of la) and 1b). Aristotle's criticism of the logical fallacies in
Parmenides's argument for the unity of being (Physics 186a22-32)
appears to fall under one of these headings; cf. in Phys 8.9-15 and
section VI. As for 1lc), Simplicius maintains that Aristotle is
aware of the fact that Parmenides's one being is a metaphysical
principle of being, not the whole of physical being (im Phys 38.1-

11, 45.26-46.8, 79.8-12, 1195.6-11).

Simplicius makes the most out of the least convincing of his
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claims (2a2)), that Aristotle refutes Parmenides for the benefit of a
superficial audience (cf. in Cael 557.19-20). Predicated on this
claim, it seems, is his rejection of Aristotle's refutation of Par-
menides along categorial lines in Physics I and of his argument in De
Caelo 298b14-24 that Parmenides denied coming to be and motion in
the physical world. Simplicius holds that Aristotle's refutation
of Parmenides in the Physics is based on a dichotomous division
which presupposes Aristotle's own categorial scheme (in Phys 148.7-
9; cf. 71.19-73.4). He maintains that Aristotle attempts to identi-
fy Parmenidean being with individual substance (in Phys 79.10-11,
131.12-133.29, 144.8-10) and to force Parmenides's ‘one' into one
of its Aristotelian meanings (in Phys 86.19-87.19). Both attempts
are misguided because Parmenides's one being transcends the physical
order, which does contain substances and concrete 'cnes' (in Phys
142.31-144.11, 148.9-11); that Aristotle knows better is confirmed
by lc); cf. in Phys 21.15-20, 40.23-41.9. Simplicius makes the
same argument in in Cael 556.3-560.4; when Parmenides speaks of
uncreated and motionless being, he speaks of what is intelligible,
for in the Doxa he clearly allows both creation (Yéveoic) and motion.
Moreover, Aristotle's 'superficial' refutation belies his awareness
of this distinction (in Cael 557.9-10, 559.27-560.4). (Although
Simplicius frequently invokes this principle of 'refutation on be-
half of the superficial’, I have not been able to locate a justi-
fication on his part for its application. There is nothing in the
Physics or De Caelo to suggest that Aristotle addresses his remarks

to the undiscerning.)
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Simplicius uses Aristotle's own statement in Physics 188b30-
189al to justify his claim that the Presocratics are basically in
accord both among one another and with Aristotle himself (2b)) on
physical (and metaphysical) doctrines (in Phys 36.20-24, 179.27-29,
188.14-190.20). More particularly, that Parmenides embraced a pair
of opposite, material principles (in Phys 30.14-31.10, 34.10-12,
179.29-180.13) and an efficient cause (in Phys 31.10-17, 34.13-17,
39.12-20; cf. Metaphysics A 984a25-b4, 20-31) reveals that his
agreement with Aristotle (in Phys 6.31-8.6 (but nmb 8.1-2), 36.15-24).

Simplicius maintains (2c¢)) that Aristotle is indebted to Par-
menides both for the insight that opposite principles are required
for change (in Phys 31.9-10; cf. 2b) above) and for his unmoved
mover as final cause of all existence (in Phys 80.15-17, 87.7-17,
144.22-25, 148.19-20 (cf. 8.6-~10). On the latter cf. Metaphysics A
6-10, esp. 107624 (= in Phys 87.10, 148.20).

i.astly, Simplicius holds that (24d)) Aristo.tle was aware of
Parmenides's profundity (in Phys 37.1-2, 148.11-16, in Cael 559.27-
560.3) and does not refute him out of disputatiousness (in Phyvs
148.11-13); cf. Metaphysics A 986b27-28 (= in Phys 37.2, 148.16,
in Cael 560.2-3). (Despite his attempts to reconcile Aristotle
and Parmenides, Simplicius at times argues with some vehemence
against Aristotle's criticisms of Parmenides; in Phys 120.29-121.9,

in Cael 557.1-560.1.)
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IX. Others on Parmenides.
Adrastus.
A. Passages.
in Phys 124.33 - 125.5, 33 - 136.13 Tr. p. 349
B. Comments, Notes.

-Simplicius offers a long excerpt and quotation from Adrastus
on 1O &nep &v 186a32-b12 (in Phys 122.33-136.13); Simplicius does
not indicate which work of Adrastus's he consults. See Index

Nominum s.v. p. 1437.

Alexander. Commentarius in Physica, Commentarius in De Caelo.

A. Passages.

in Phys 37.12 - 40.21 Tr. pp. 294-298
lemma = 184bl15-16
38.20 - 24 Cf. Theophrasti Physicorum Opiniones fr. 6
DG 482 n 10

Cf. III, pp. 112-116.

in Phys 40.23 - 41.9 Tr. p. 300
lemma = 184b16-18
41.8 - 9 = B 8.50-51

cf. IV, pp. 123-124.

in Phys 45.15 - 46.4 Tr. p. 301

lemma 184b22-25

27 Tr. pp. 303-304

in Phys 51.21

lemma 185a5-10

in Phys 71.4 - 8 Tr. p. 308



lemma =
cf. 38.20-22

77.9 - 80.18

in Phys
lemma =
Cf. IV, pp. 125-137
in Phys 135.15 - 136.32
lemma =

135.17 - 136.10 =

Cf. 137.7-20

in Phys 141.8 - 11
lemma =
in Cael 560.5 - 10

lemma =
Cf. V, p. 228.

B. Summary, Comments.

248

185a17-19

Tr. pp. 314-318
185a20-25

Tr. pp. 358-360
187al1-11
Sophist 258c¢6-259b6

Tr. p. 366
187a1-11

Tr. p. 402
298b14-24

Simplicius frequently cites Alexander, more often than not in

order to dispute his interpretation (cf. Index Nominum s.v. ‘AA€Eov-

766~767, CAG X pp. 1437-1439). He

&oog & “ApoodLoLelg CAG VII pp.
attempts to refute Alexander on Parmenides in two extended passages

which have been treated in some detail: in Phys 37.12-40.9 (pp. 112-

116), 77.9-80.18 (pp. 125-137).

Eudemus. Physica (Wehrli edition).

A. Passages.

7.10 - 19 Tr. pp. 278-279

in Phys
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fr. 31 = p. 22.4-13

in Phys 99.7 - 16 Tr. p. 329
fr. 37a = p. 27.7-15

in Phys 115.11 - 116.5 Tr. p. 336
fr. 43 = pp. 28.24-29.15
Cf. 243.2-3

in Phys 120.6 -~ 12 Tr. p. 344
fr. 43 = p. 29.8-14
Ccf. 121.9-17

in Phys 133.21 - 29 Tr. p. 355
fr. 44 = p. 29.16-24
133.27 = B 8.44 (cf. 143.6)

in Phys 143.1 - 8 Tr. p. 367

fr. 45 = pp. 29.25-30.8

143.3 B 8.22

B 8.43

143.6
Related Passages.
in Phys 97.9 - 13
138.30 -~ 33
144,14 - 16
Cf. fr. 37a p. 25.19-23; 33a, 33b p.23.3-9.
B. Summary, Comments.
The only significant passage in which Simplicius mentions

Eudemus, in Phys 120.20-29, is treated in IV, pp. 141-145.
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Philoponus. VI Librorum Todg “AQLOTOTEAN (mepl aLdLotntog mdouov) .

A, Passages.

in Cael 136.18 - 137.12 Tr. pp. 393-39%
137.2 - 6 = B 8.6-9

137.7 - 11 Physics 191a27-31
c£. IV, pp. 191-193.
in Cael 139.23 - 140.9 Tr. pp. 395-396
Cf. Sophist 251b5-d6
B. Summary, Comments.
The second passage lends weight to Philoponus's being the target
in in Phys 28.32-29.5 (- 36.20); cf. in Phys 640.12-18.

Simplicius frequently cites, and invariably attacks, Philoponus:

cf. Index Nominum s.v. Ioannes Philoponus CAG VII p. 771, CAG X pp.

1447-1448. Philoponus is not explicitly mentiomed in in Phys I -
VII or in in Cael I.6 - IV.
Philoponus's treatment of Parmenides, especially in his com-

mentary on the Physics (CAG XVI-XVII), deserves special study.

Porphyry. Commentarius in Physica.

A. Passages.

in Phys  92.29 - 93.5, 26-29  Tr.p. 328
lemma = 185b25-27

Cf. 92.25-29
in Phys 116.6 - 18 Tr. p. 337

186a19-22

lemma
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in Phys 136.33 - 137.20 Tr. pp- 361~362
lemma = 187al-11
137.16-17 = B 8.43-44

Cf. Sophist 244e2 ff.
in Phys 139.24 - 141.11 Tr. pp. 364-366

lemma = 187z21-11
B. Summary, Comments.

Only two of the passages listed above are of importance for
Parmenides, 116.6-18 and 139.24-141.11. 1In the former Porphyry
offers a version of Parmenides's argument for the unity of being,
which Simplicius apparently approves of; cf. VI, p. 232. Porphyry's
contention in the latter, that Parmenides used an argument from
dichotomy, is forcefully rejected by Simplicius; cf. VI, pp. 234-

235.

Theophrastus. Physicorum Opinicnes.

A. Passages

in Phys 22.26 - 23.20 Tr.* p. 282
fr. 5 DG 480.4-481.13

in Phys 25.14 - 26.4 Tr.* p. 284
fr. 3 DG 477.13-478.15

in Phys 28.4 - 31 Tr.* p. 285
fr. 8 DG 483.11-484.18

in Phys 38.18 - 24 Tr. pp. 295-296

fr. 6 DG 482 n 10
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in Phys 71.6 - 8 (= 38.20-22) Tr. p. 308
C£. fr. 6 DG 482 n 10
in Phys 115.11 - 13 Tr. p. 336
fr. 7 DG 483.8-10

Cf. 103.8-11, 117.28-118.5 (cf. DG 483 n 8), 134.9-12 (cf.
DG 483 n 8)

B. Comments.

Diels (DG 102-118, nb 112-113) argues convincingly that Simpli-
cius cites Theophrastus via Alexander; compare 38.18~24 and 71.7-9

with fr. 6 DG 482.5-13. On 28.30-31 see DG 104 n 4.



Notes to Chapter IV

Notes to Section I.

lIn addition to such details being extraneous to the task at
hand, Simplicius may omit them for the reason that they were readily
available in summary form (which, incidentally, he detests); in Phys
28.33-34. He explicitly denies that his précis of the physicists
is chromological at in Phys 28.30-31.

The striking omission is that Simplicius does not state any
student~teacher relation or the like between Parmenides and Melissus,
although he regularly treats them together throughout imn Phys and
in Cael. He follows Aristotle and perhaps eventually Plato (Theae-
tetus 180e2, 183e3) in treating them together.

Notes to Section II.

1Cf. in Phys 28.32-29.5, 36.24-25, 37.6, and especially 39.20-
21, 144.25-29, 148.12-13.

2See note on 21.18-19. This passage is the only parallel to
be found. Proclus stress here (= 28 A 17) and at in Parm 665.12
(= 28 A 18) that despite Parmenides's use of poetry what he says is
clear.

Notes to Section III.

lThe first passage (28.32-31.17) is Simplicius's first full
statement of Parmenides's philosophy. The second (38.12-40.21) is
a recapitulation of the first, designed as a reply to Alexander's
interpretation of Parmenides.

?égg_gg; 1113F-1114F; cf. Chapter III, pp. 66-68. Simplicius
quotes from Plutarch once (in Phys 8.20-30; 21-29 = Alexander 7.7
(668B)), but there is nothing in his interpretation of Parmenides
that directly comes from Plutarch. ‘The general lines of interpreta-
tion are the same.
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3Cf. Chapter III, pp. 70-72. 1It is quite possible that one
of Proclus's Neoplatonic predecessors is the author of this thesis.

Notes to Section IV.

lIn addition to the passages in this section, the information
he does provide about Parmenides's one being is to be found at: im
Phys 22.25-26, 31.18-19, 36.15, 38.11-13, 19, 39.11, 45.31-32, 87.8-
9, 136.28-31. See also section VIII.

2Simplicius here takes qguowol (21) to refer to the 'kinetic
monists' only ({&lwg 22), apparently taking 184bl6-17 literally; cg.
in Cael 561.2. Elsewhere he calls the 'kinetic pluralists' @uoLnol
also.

3Diels's Indices (I-IV, pp. 1369-1455) are incomplete and often
erroneous; he does not always list parallel passages in his apparatus.

4This agreement between Aristotle and Eudemus lends credence to
Simplicius's claim that Eudemus follows Aristotle in everything:
nal O EGSnuog & 1@ “ADLOTOTEAEL TIVTAL MATOMOAOLSEY (in Phys 133.21-
22).

5Simplicius does not state what the upshot of this error was
for the Megarians. It may be that they, like the Eretrians, denied
predication altogether and contented themselves with tautologies
(cf. in Phys 91.28-31). The argument in 120.21-24 and Sophist 251b5-
cl, if Antisthenes is the target (see Cornford, Plato's Theory of
Knowledge, p. 245), would support such an interpretation. Simplicius
does not mention them again in his commentary. See Metaphysics ©
1046b29 for the Megarians, and A 1024b32-34, H 1043b23-28, and Topics
104b20-21 for Antisthenes. See further 'Megariker" RE Supplementband
V coll. 707-724, esp. 723.25 £ff. (Kurt von Fritz).

6Ilsetraut Hadot (Le probléme du néoplatonisme alexandrin:

Higéroclés et Simplicius [Paris, 19781, pp. 27-32, esp. 27-28) argues
that the 'autocitations' of Simplicius in ir Phys to in Cael estab-
lish a relative chronology between the two works. The case is more
complicated than this. It is true that there is a significant number
of such authentic citations; Diels (Index Nominum s.v. Simplicius,

p. 1454) lists 1118.3, 1146.27, 1169.7, 1178.36, 1330.2, 1335.1 (all
references to in Cael I). As Diels notes (ibidem), all these cita-
tions involve Philoponus; the earliest explicit reference to Philo-
ponus in in Phys is 1117.15 (see Index Nominum s.v., p. 1447). The
autocitations allow the inference that in Phys VIII (1117-1366) post-
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dates in Cael I. The relative chronology of in Phys I - VII and

in Cael (I ?) may well be the opposite of what Hadot holds, especial-
ly if Simplicius's silence on Philoponus in the former is contrasted
with he frequent (and usually bitter) references to him in the

latter (see Index Nominum $.v. Ioannes Philoponus, p. 771; all re-
ferences are in Book I (1-364) only). Only a determination of why
Philoponus is mentioned where he would would settle the issue.
(Diels's Indices are not complete; Heiberg's may be also.)

7Diels (Parmenides Lehrgedicht [Berlin, 18971, p. 77) thinks
that this 'line' was already absent from Simplicius's manuscript of
Parmenides. He maintains that Simplicius's paraphrase reflects his
own elaboration of the suppressed premisses of the syllogism, not
Parmenides's text.

Notes to Section V.

1In Physics 185a217-19 Aristotle states that, although Parmenides
and Melissus do not speak about nature (PUCLG), they nevertheless do
raise 'matural problems/dilemmas' (@uoLude &rnoplag) and therefore
are of philosophical interest; see also 184bl6-17. In On Philosophy
Aristotle called them "nmon-naturalists' (Gpuoluol) (fr. 9 (W 9) Ross
OCT, p. 77).

21'.3 Phys 70.15-17 elnep, G¢ uol mpdtepov €gnv, & MEAirooog ual
™y EmLypapnv oltwg énoLnoato Told cuyypdmatog Hepl @doewe 1 Hepl
700 Svtog (cf. also in Phys 71.8-10). Simplicius does not mention
this earlier in in Phys; in 34.12 he refers to in Cael (528-529, ac-
cording to Diels). The priority of in Cael to in Phys I - VII seems
likely (cf. note 6 above). Diels lists neither reference in his
Indices.

3According to Diels (BGF, p. 65 n v 4 (B 8)). All the authors
he cites quote the line in isolation: Plutarch (adv Col 1114C),
Pseudo-Plutarch (Stromateis 5), Clement (Stromateis V 14, 15; accord-
ing to Ioannes Raeder (Theodoreti Graecarum Affectionum Curatio
[Leipzig, 19041, p. 65) this = PE XIIT 13.39, 1.8.5 = Theodoretus
Tlepl “Apxfic B 108)), Philoponus (in Phys 65.7); add also Proclus
in Parm 1152.25. (It is possible that this line appeared in this
form in Theophrastus.) These authors cite the first part of the
line in various forms: e.g. HoUvov uouvoyeveg (Plutarch) odAopeAéc
(Proclus).

4Aristotle's statement in 298b16 QAL udvov Soxelv Mulv is
ignored throughout Simplicius's discussion in 557.1-560.4.
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5On Sutthy Undotaoty . . . alodmtod (557.21-22) cf. 608.30-
609.1, in Phys 157.5-7, 160.22-23, 26-27.

6Simplicius's interpretation parallels that of Plutarch (adv
Col 1114B~F). The present contention (558.14-17 esp. 16-17) has a
remarkable correspondence in Plutarch: GAA' OTL 1) HEV Svtwg BuTL
moooreL SLopEvely év T etval, Tabta [alodntd wal Sofaotdl & Viv
ueEv €ott Vv 8¢ olu €otiv, &Elotatalr &€& &el ual peToMdooEL THV
obouv, Erépac Geto udMov fi Thg Enelvov 100 Svtog Gel Setodal
eoonyoplag (1114 E).

7Guthrie bases his contention on Simplicius: "Melissus appears
to have confined himself to discussion of reality and the folly of
trusting the senses, without adding any description of the ‘seeming'
world corresponding to the second part of Parmenides's poem. Sim-
plicius, who clearly possessed the works of both philosophers,
writes: '"Melissus simply says that there is no becoming at all,
whereas Parmenides says that there is in seeming though not in
truth"." 1In 556.12-14 Simplicius probably follows, even quotes,
Alexander (cf. 556.23-24 and 560.5-10), for he argues throughout
this passage that Melissus (as well as Parmenides) does not totally
abolish coming to be, but rather allows it in the perceptible order
(556.28-30, 557.20-23, 559.18-20; cf. 560.13).

Notes to Section VI.

Llow ptv 1 'mapd 1 &v otn &v ual odBEV' Aéyoucowv. (in Phys
116.26).
Notes to Section VIII.

lIn what follows an attempt is made to sort out Simplicius's
scattered remarks relating to harmonizing Aristotle and Parmenides.
The arrangement of the arguments and claims is mot Simplicius's own.



Conclusion

A clear picture of Simplicius as a source for and an interpreter
of Parmenides has emerged from the preceding chapters, despite the
complexity of issues and numerous insoluble problems raised concern-
ing both Parmenides in his own right and the role which he plays
throughout Greek philosophy. Definitive treatment of Simplicius on
Parmenides would require detailed study of his interpretations of all
the Presocratics he cites, fuller examination of the Neoplatonic
sources for his interpretation, and finally a comprehensive account
of Simplicius as a philosopher. It is hoped that the conclusions
which follow throw into relief the more salient features of Simpli-

cius's treatment of Parmenides.

I. Simplicius as a Source for Parmenides.
Simplicius's longer quotations from Parmenides are as a rule
accurate; his manuscript of Parmenides was excellent (Diels, Parmen-

ides Lehrgedicht, p. 26), although it was not wholly free of error

(cf. in Phys 30.27 = 39.5 = 180.5 (B 8.57)). (Simplicius's longer
quotations from Plato confirm accuracy of his longer quotations from
Parmenides and other Presocratics; see in Phys 89.5-90.20 = Sophist

244b6-245e6 (ab Twpaypdol 89.5) and Loci Platonici (in Phys 1456~

1457).) His quotation of B 8.1-52 at in Phys 145.1-146.25, for

example, is evidently from his manuscript (in Phys 144.25-26; nb
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opaypdloLiit 27). Further, the care with which he cites the context
of his quotations makes secure the ordering of many fragments (cf.
in Phys 77.34-78.33). The shorter, especially isolated quotatioms
are more likely to be inaccurate. These appear to fall into three
groups: 1) those from memory, i.e. tag-lines and cliché&s; 2) those
based on a more immediate comnsultation of the text of Parmenides,
particularly of lines which he quotes more than once; 3) those from
some other written source at his disposal. An example of 1) is
B 8.43-45 (in Phys 126.22-23, 137.16-17), of 2) B 8.50-51 (in Phys
41.8-9; cf. 38.30-31), and of 3) B 8.43 (in Phys 52.23; B 8.43-45
Sometimes the provenance of a quotation cannot be determined; cf.
in Cael 137.3-6.

His short, isolated quotations of lines should therefore be
accepted with reservation; cf. in Phys 120.23 = in Cael 557.18 = in
Phys 30.2, 78.13, 145.5 (B 8.4). A striking example is:

otov, duivntov TeAéder, T v’ Svou' elvae,
which Simplicius quotes twice (in Phys 29.18, 143.10). Cornford
("A new fragment of Parmenides," CR 49 (1935), 122-123) and Guthrie
(p. 40 n v 38) take this to be a genuine quotation. Diels's con-
tention that Simplicius is quoting from memory a garbled version of
B 8.38 at Theaetetus 180el rather than from his manucsript, is more

likely correct (in Phys Praefatio X, notes to 29.18, 143.10; cf.

87.1, 146.11). 1In the first place, Simplicius quotes freely from

Plato throughout his commentaries (see Loci Platonici, in Phys pp.

1456-1457). Next, he quotes B 7.1-2 (in Phys 135.21-22) and
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B 8.43-45 (in Phys 52.26-28, 89.22-24) apud Plato's Sophist, and
apparently quotes Plato's version of the former (i.e. with Svia) at
in Phys 143.31-144.1, 244.1-2. Leaving out of account B 7.1(-2),
Simplicius's quotations from Parmenides contain 33 instances of the
participial form of €lvat from the following verses: B 2.7; B 6.1;
B 8.3, 7, 12, 19, 24, 25, 32, 33, 35, 37, 46, 47 : but cf. B 1.32,
B 8.56 (Appendices B and C). In three instances the form &vi- is
found instead of €ovt—: in Phys 145.7 (B 8.7), 145.12 (B 8.12),
146.6 (B 8.33). TVhile all three occur in the long quotation of
B 8.1-52 (in Phys 145.1-146.25), the reading €ovt-, which is re-
quired by the meter, is attestedin other quotations of these lines:
B 8.7 = in Phys 78.16, 162.19, in Cael 137.4; B 8.12 = in Phys 78.21;
B 8.33 = in Phys 31.10, 40.6. On the other hand, all three occur-
rences of B 7.1 have OuT— alone, and are found either in a quotation

from the Sophist (in Phys 135.21) or in contexts in which Simplicius

has the Sophist in mind (in Phys 143.31, 244.1). The likelihood is
great that Simplicius follows Plato rather than the manuscript for
his version of B 7.1 -2 ; that €6via is the correct reading is con~
firmed by Aristotle, Metaphysics N 1089a4.

One might argue that Simplicius independently confirms rather
than reproduces Plato's quotation in Theaetetus 180el. Given, how-
ever, that the verse as gquoted is nearly meaningless and that a
verse that closely resembles it and is meaningful is attested (ig
Phys 87.1, 146.11 (B 8.38)), doubts as to the authenticity of the
alleged fragment are inescapable. Guthrie's objection that in

neither passage is a direct reference to the Theaetetus is to be
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found is not telling. As mentioned above, Simplicius quotes several
verses of Parmenides apud Plato. (It is likely that B 13 (in Phys
39.18) is a cliché verse, hallowed by Plato's quotation of it in the
Symposium (cf. DK 28 B 13). As Simplicius ran over the Doxa, he may
have selected this verse for quotation because he was familiar with
it.) 1In addition, there are numerous references, direct and indirect,

to Plato in Simplicius as in all Neoplatomists; cf. Loci Platonici,

in Phys 1456-1457, in which three references to the Theaetetus are
found. Thirdly, Simplcius is much concerned throughout his commen-
tary on Physics I with Plato's treatment of Parmenides. ZLastly,
shortly after one of the quotations of the alleged fragment (in Phys
143.10), Simplicius paraphrases Plato's praise of Parmenides in

Theaetetus 184al (in Phys 148.14-15; cf. 36.31); cf. PE XIV.4.6.

Simplicius’s p_erfunctory treatment of the Doxa is the most
striking feature of his treatment of Parmenides. He quotes only 29
verses from the Doxa; the longest of these quotations includes the
transition from the Aletheia as well (B 8.50-16 = in Phys 38.30-39).
If Diels's estimate that only ten percent of the Doxa survives,
Simplicius's quotations (out of the total 43 extant lines) from this
part must have been highly selective. Examination of his treatment
of the Doxa reveals that Simplicius had no interest in the actual
workings of Parmenides’s physical scheme (cf. e.g. in Phys 39.12-
21). His quotations are intended solely to prove the following

contentions:
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1) that Parmenides did not deny the reality of the physi-~
world, but rather granted it 'seeming' being (TO Souolv
6v) : in Phys 38.26-39.12, in Cael 557.20-558.17.

2) that Parmenides did not deny that coming to be (YEve-
oLg) was part of the physical world: in Cael 559.14-
560.14 (note that each quotation contains a form of
yiyvechoi), cf. in Phys 45.29-32.

3) that Parmenides adduced light-night/fire-earth/hot-
cold as opposite, elemental principles to account for
physical objects: in Phys 30.20-31.10 (cf. 147.26-29),
179.29-180.14.

4) that the &aliwv mentioned in B 12.3 is Parmenides's

efficient cause of the physical world, particularly

of all coming to be: in Phys 31.10-17 (cf. 34.12-17),

39.12-20.
In his insistence that Parmenides presents a serious account of the
physical world in the Doxa Simplicius is not breaking new ground.
Among the Neoplatonists, Plotinus, Proclus, and Philoponus maintain
the same thesis; the Platonist Plutarch anticipates this line of
argument (Chapter III, pp. 65-67, 69-72). Simplicius is also in
harmony with these philosophers in asserting that Parmenides had
physical doctrines without elaborating on what they were. As a rule,
the doxographical tradition is more illuminating on his physical
doctrines that are Plutarch and the Neoplatonists.

Simplicius's relative neglect of the Doxa is in part due to his
predilection for the noetic over the phenomenal. The principal
benefit, he asserts, of the study of physics is that it prepares one
for metaphysics (in Phys 4.17-5.26; cf. 18.24-34). A more dacisive
factor, however, is that on Simplicius's own version of the history

of physics Parmenides's doctrines are primitive. He maintains that

Parmenides and other early Presocratics championed some one or more
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of the proximate elements, i.e. fire earth, etc., as the stuff of
things (in Phys 36.8-20). Consequently, they did not achieve a com-
plete insight into all four proximate elements, let alone make a more
fundamental analysis of physical objects into form-matter, geometri~
cal figures, or numbers (in Phys 7.19-27). It is with Parmenides’'s

metaphysical advances that Simplicius is predominantly concerned.

II. Simplicius as an Interpreter of Parmenides.

A. The Interpretation Proper.

Simplicius is concerned in much of his commentary on Physics I
with demostrating the harmony of doctrines, both physical and meta-
physical, among the Presocratics (in Phys 28.32-37.9). His history
of Presocratic philosophy is a Neoplatonic reworking of Aristotle's
account in Metaphysics A; the four Aristotelian causes are corre-
lated with the hypostases of Neoplatonism (in Phys 6.31-8.15). He
takes the formal and material causes to be physical and to apply
properly to the hypostasis of soul. The efficient and final causes
are metaphysical and pertain to the hypostasis of intellect or the
One. Simplicius divides the Presocratics into two camps; those who
employed physical causes only, and those who employed metaphysical
causes as well. Most of the Presocratics were content to accept omne
or more proximate elements, i.e. fire, water, etc., as the stuff of
physical objects. The Pythagoreans anticipated first Plato then

Aristotle in analyzing physical objects into still more fundamental
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causes or principles. Simplicius maintains that there is no contra-

diction between the proponents of proximate, elemental causes and
the proponents of more fundamental causes; both are concerned with
physical causes. The former simply have a cruder, less powerful
theory of physics. Some of the cruder physicists, however, formu-
lated metaphysical causes as well; namely, Anaxagoras, Empedocles,
and Parmenides. Simplicius devotes comsiderable space to identi-
fying the efficient and final causes in these philosophers (cf. in
Phys 31.10-35.21). He does not attempt to demonstrate that all of
the metaphysically perspicuous Presocratics embraced the same prin-
ciples. Rather, they are in harmony insofar as they articulate,
consciously or not, at least one efficient and final cause.

On this scheme Parmenides is both a crude physicist and a pro-
found metaphysician. Simplicius insists that he did not deny the
reality of the physical world. In the Doxa he set forth a pair of
opposite, elemental causes, light-night/fire-earth/hot-cold, to ex-
plain the nature of physical objects. So far as he observed that
physical causes had to be opposites to make change possible, Par-
menides is in accord with both other Presocratics and Aristotle
himself. Simplicius also identifies the &aliwv of the Doxa (B 12.3)
as Parmenides's efficient cause. Beyond the identification of this
divinity with an efficient cause, Simplicius has little to say on
the Saluwv .

Simplicius spares no effort in identifying the one being of the
Aletheia with the final cause. He insists that the signs of this,

which are related in B 8.2 ff., force one to equate it with the
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intelligible (To vontév) (in Phys 142.28-147.16). The intelligible,

according to Simplicius, is the first stage (uov)) of emanation in
the hypostasis of iIntellect. In it there is a radical unity of 'one'
and of 'being', as well as of thought and its content; it is also
uncreated, motionless, finite, and eternal. Above all, the intel-
ligible is the final cause of all existent things. Simplicius does
not state that Parmenides himself was aware that qua the intelligi-
ble his one being was the cause of all being, physical and metaphy-
sical. He asserts that Parmenides saw that his one being was the
final cause of thinking, not of existence. The signs of the ome
being are Simplicius's justification for equating it with the in-
telligible, which according to Neoplatonic metaphysics is a final
cause.

Simplicius has an ulterior motive in drawing this equation: to
refute the criticisms of Parmenides by both Plato and Aristotle.
He maintains that Aristotle misidentified Parmenides's one being
with individual substance, Plato with the differentiated stage of
intellect, the intellectual (TO vogpdv) or Forms (in Phys 147.16-
148.11). Careful attention to Parmenides's own words, however,
proves that he had in mind an entity yet more abstract than either
of these two. Simplicius concludes that the intelligible better

accords with the signs of being which Parmenides himself relates.

B. Method.
Simplicius's method throughout Physics I is to document by

quotation, typically accompanied by a gloss or paraphrase, any point
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he makes concerning Parmenides. He takes an antiquarian delight in

quoting from the ancients (in Phys 29.3-5, 39.20-21). In several

passages he states that facile criticisms of the Presocratics are

easily refuted by consulting their ipsissima verba (in Phys 80.15-

17, in Cael 136.26-30). A paradigm of this method is found at in
Phys 77.1-79.12, where he refutes one of Alexander's criticisms of
Parmenides.

Simplicius's glosses and paraphrases of lines from Parmenides
reveal that he read the text with care; cf. in Phys 40.2-8. His
interpretation of certain words or phrases are of course open to
question (obvexev B 8.4 = Tivog Eveuo in Phys 87.17), but there is
only one clear case of Simplicius's having misunderstood Parmenides
(in Phys 30.21-22 Ttadtov wal €tepov for B 8.57-61 (= 30.27-31.2)).

Simplicius's paraphrases are generally faithful and insightful,
but must be used with caution. Consider the paraphrase of B 8.3-14
at in Phys 78.24-29. This begins with the positive half of the dis-
junct 'from being', although Simplicius's text has nothing of the
sort. Diels holds that the paraphrase reflects Simplicius's desire
to spell out in full syllogistic form Parmenides's argument rather

than Parmenides's text (Parmenides Lehrgedicht, p. 77). He himself

emends B 8.7-8 to supply this half of the disjunct, but holds that
the line he supplies was absent from Simplicius's examplar. Whether
the emendation is correct is moot; his remarks on Simplicius's
paraphrase and examplar are correct. In the first place, Simplicius
follows Aristotle's own order of this syllogism; cf. Physics 191a27-

31, in Phys 162.11-14, in Cael 136.26-137.11 (nb 137.7-11 = Physics
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191a27-31). Secondly, the lines in question, B 8.7-8, occur in four
different passages in two different works (cf. Appendix B). It is
highly unlikely that the same haplographic error could have occurred
in all four passages.
His longer paraphrases thus have limited if any evidentiary
value for the text of Parmenides. On the other hand, his glosses do

reflect the text he possessed; cf. in Phys 78.5, 147.27-29.

C. Sources.

Omitting the obvious cases in which a source is named, it is
difficult to determine when Simplicius draws on a particular source.
Even when a possible or probable source can be documented, it does
not follow that Simplicius actually consulted it. Conversely, the
apparent absence of a source amy be misleading. Simplicius had at
his disposal a considerable library on ancient philosophy, and may
well have used works that are not extant. In addition, since he was
part of a long teacher-student transmission of philosophical doctrine,
the influence of oral doctrines cannot be dismissed.

1). Overall Interpretation. The thesis that Parmenides treated
of phenomenal or 'seeming' being in the Doxa but of noetic or 'real'
being in the Aletheia is explicitly maintained by Proclus and
implicitly by Plotinus (Chapter III, pp. 69-72). That Philoponus
holds the same position may point to Ammonius, their common teacher,
as Simplicius's immediate source (Philoponus in Phys CAG XVI 21.22-

22.23). There are several, striking parallels between Plutarch's
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intrepretation of Parmenides (ggzuggl 1113F-1114F) and that of
Simplicius, but no evidence of any direct influence. Given that
both, in effect, make a Platonist out of Parmenides, such parallels
are perhaps to be expected.

2). The Aletheia. Simplicius's identification of the one
being as the final cause of all existence is probably indebted to
Proclus (cf. Chapter III, pp. 70-71). His insistence that the one
being is a radical, undifferentiated unity of 'one' and "being'
apparently draws on Damascius (cf. Chapter III, p. 73). It is
intended to refute Plato's criticism of Parmenides in the Sophist
(cf. in Phys 147.17-148.6), and by implication Proclus's contention
that Parmenides's being is not really one.

3) The Doxa. Although Simplicius pointedly rejects Aristotle's
contention that Parmenides annihilated the physical world (in Cael
557.1-560.4), he clearly follows Aristotle (and Theophrastus via
Alexander) in maintaining that the principles in the Doxa are op-
posites (in Phys 25.15-16, 30.20-22, 146.26-29, 179.180.13). His
identification of the Salwov of B 12.3 as an efficient cause is a
direct refutation of Theophrastus via Alexander (in Phys 38.20-

39.20).

D. An Assessment.
1) Weaknesses. The principal weakness of Simplicius's inter-
pretation is also one of its strengths: literalism. He-is content

to cite single lines or signs from the poem to prove his contentions.
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While he cannot be accused of quoting in a misleadingly selective
way (in Phys 144.25-28), some of the signs he cites have at best an
etymological connection with their Neoplatonic counterparts. For
example, Simplicius takes uévov (B 8.38) to justify his equation of
Parmenides's one being with the intelligible because of the 're-
mainingness' (wov)) of the latter (cf. in Phys 147.2-10). Again,
Simplicius takes Parmenides's voelv 'thinking, intuiting' (B 8.34,
6) as a sign that Parmenides somehow had voUg 'intellect' in the
Neoplatonic sense in mind (in Phys 143.18-21, 144.22-25). Not all
of these correspondences are purely verbal (in Phys 142.31-36).

A second point on which Simplicius is sure to find censure is
his readiness to read too much Platonism back into Parmenides. No
one doubts that Parmenides had a significant influence of Plato,
but few find in Parmenides fully articulated Platonic doctrines.
Even those who allow that Parmenides was trying to come to grips
with the physical world in its own right in the Doxa would not argue
that he granted this world 'seeming' being in the Platonic sense
(cf. Republic V 479c6-d10, Timaeus 27e5-28a4, in Cael 557.20-24).
By making Parmenides a Platonist, Simplicius resolves with one
stroke the issue of the relation between the two parts of the poem;
they simply treat of the two orders or aspects of Platonic reality.

Finally, Simplicius makes no attempt to assess the doctrines
of Parmenides (or other Presocratics) in their historical context
(cf. in Phys 28.30-31 and DG 104 n 4). He is simply one of the
ancients (oL dpxoloL) who express their doctrines enigmatically

(in Phys 7.1~3, 120.27-29). Simplicius believes that careful read-
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ing of Parmenides shows that he was articulating Neoplatonic doc-
trines (cf. in Phys 77.34-79.10). He is, however, silent as to
whether Parmenides was consciously articulating such doctrines or
not.

2) Strengths. Simplicius's interpretation of Parmenides is
the longest, most elaborate, and above all the most carefully
documented treatment of Parmenides in antiquity. Unlike more
original philosophers, Simplicius had a keen interest in what Par-
menides and other Presocratics actually said, not merely in the
philosophical implications for his own system. Some of what he
says is patently false, some dubiously applied to Neoplatonic ends.
However, his philosophical presuppositions should be viewed as
biases to be corrected for, not as grounds for rejecting his inter-
pretation out of hand. By the same logic, one should also reject
Aristotle's interpretation out of hand because it relies on Peri-
patetic doctrines.

Apart from helpful glosses on or paraphrases of particular
verses, Simplicius's interpretation repays consideration as an
eloquent case for reading Parmenides along Platonic lines. Sim-
plicius and other Neoplatonists may go too far in welcoming Par-
menides into the Neoplatonic fold, but it cannot be denied that

Parmenides had a decisive influence on Plato and ipso facto the

Neoplatonists. Whether the Neoplatonists correctly assessed this
influence I cannot say; only a definitive treatment of Parmenides's
infiuence on Plato, if that were itself possible, would yield a

clear-cut answer. In the words of E.R. Dodds ("The Parmenides of
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Plato and the origin of the neoplatonic 'One'," CQ (1928), 134),
"what is sauce for all the Neoplatonic and medieval geese should

also be sauce for their parent, the great Platonic gander".
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Appendix A: Translations

in Phys 6.31 - 7.19

But once I have added still a few more remarks I shall turn to
the text. For of those who engaged in philosophy prior to Plato,
those who follow Thales, Anaximander, and the like, insofar as then
for the first time philosophy arose in Greece after the flood and the
acquisition of the necessities [of life]l, seeking the causes of things
that come into being in nature, insofar as they began from the bottom
up, observed and revealed the material and elemental principles in an-
undiscriminating fashion, since they reveal [them] as the principles
of things that are. Xenophanes of Colophon, his student Parmenides,
and the Pythagoreans propounded a most complete philosophy both about
physical and metaphysical matters, but in a way that was riddling.
Anaxagoras of Clazomenae established mind as as efficient cause, but
in his causal accounts made the slightest use of it, as Socrates
charged in the Phaedoz. But perhaps this is nothing strange. For
Timaeus, both in his own right and as the character portrayed by
Plato, even though first positing an efficient, paradigmatic, and
final cause of things that come to be, nevertheless produced his ac-
count of corporeal causes on the basis of plane figures and shapes
and in a word on the nature of elements. Except that Plato, who
clarified the doctrines of both the Pythagoreans and Eleatics, both

praised, as is fit, metaphysical phenomena and distinguished the
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elemental principles [found] among physical and created things from
all the other [principles], and was himself the first to have named
such principles elements, as Eudemus relates3. And in virtue of his
own examination he differentiated the efficient cause, the final
cause, and in addition to this the paradigmatic cause, the Forms.
(Moreover, by using the same conceptions Aristotle later discovered
matter, and similarly form.) He establishes the divine intellect as
an efficient cause and as a final cause its goodness, in virtue of
which he modeled the whole perceptible order after its intelligibie

exemplar4.

Notes to in Phys 6.31 - 7.19

Lcf. Metaphysics A 981b17 £f., Physics 222a23, 26.

297b8 ff..

37.10-19 = £r. 31 (W) p. 22.4-13.

4Cf. Timaeus 2947 ff..
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in Phys 21.13 - 22.30%

All the physicists, agreeing that there are principles of natu-
ral phenomena, are inquiring into the principle of beingz. For those
who as philosophers investigated the principles were inquiring into
them as principles of things that are: some in an undiscriminating
way, not distinguishing physical from metaphysical phenomena; while
others did distinguish, as for example the Pythagoreans, Xenophanes,
Parmenides, Empedocles, and Anaxagoras, they went unnoticed by most
people because of their obscurity. Wherefore Aristotle too refutes
the apparent meaning [of their statements], coming to the aid of
those of superficial understanding. That there are principles at all
is demonstrated along with [the determination] that they are of such
and such a kind or of such and such a number. Accordingly, on the
assumption that principles exist, having shown that the knowledge of
principles is necessary and having related in what manner one arrives
at them, he thinks it reasomable not to reveal his own opinion on
principles before examining the doctrines of his predecessors.

Having assumed as an axiom of division "the principle is one or
more than one" (for because of the axiom of contradiction it is nec-—
essary that it be one or not one, and if not one, many) "and if one"
he says "it is necessary that this'" again "be either motionless or in
motion" he thereupon subsumes the previously established doctrines
under the segments of the division. For either it is one and motion-
less, as Parmenides and Melissus seemed to say, or one and in motion,

just as the physicists [said]. "If more than one either finite" in
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number "or infinite, and if" on the one hand "finite either two or
three or" limited with respect to "some other number". And "if in-
finite" either of the same kind or opposite in kinds. And since it
if possible to divide those who say [thag the principle is] one into
[proponents of] 'finite' and 'infinite', and those who say [that the
principle is] more than one into [proponents ofl] 'in motion' or
'motionless', Alexander says "he arranged what is more appropriate
under each segment of the division". For 'to be in motion or not' is
more appropriate to a single principle, but 'to be finite or infinite'
to more than one principle. It should be known that when he has
proceeded to his remarks about them, after his refutation of Par-
menides and Melissus, discussing the so-called 'physicists', he made
the following division: either they say that being or rather the
element is one or many; one, if it is some one of the three elements
or what is intermediate; one and many, as for example Anaxagoras and
Empedocles [sayl -- he ranges Democritus with them because he speaks
of the void and atomss.

It is necessary to note that there is a difference between what
is infinite and finite in number, which was appropriate to those who
say that the principles are more than one, and the infinite and fi-
nite in magnitude, which he himself examines in his remarks about
Melissus and Parmenides and which is appropriate to Anaximander and
Anaximenes, who posited an element that was one but infinite in
magnitude. Both 'in motion' and 'motionless' are for division's sake

appropriate to both those who say that there is one principle and
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and those who say that there are more than one principle. So for
example even Eudemus says "if the principles exist, they are either
in motion or motionless"4. But Aristotle omitted this division be-
cause a doctrine that states that the principles are more than one
and motionless did not even arise. He seems to have passed over for
the present the finite and infinite as regards a single [principlel
out of brevity; yet in his remarks about Parmenides, as I mentioned,
and Melissus, he examines these matters as wells. Perhaps it is
better, once we have encompassed all the doctrines on thé basis of a
more complete division, to return to Aristotle's statements.

Therefore it is necessary that the principle either be one or
not one, and this is the same as saying more than one, and if one
either motionless or in motion. And if it is motionless it is either
infinite, as Melissus of Samos seems to say, or finite, as Parmenides,
the son of Pyres, [seems to sayl; these men do not talk about a
physical element, but rather about real being. Theophrastus says
that Xenophanes of Colophon, the teacher of Parmenides, posits that
the principle, or rather being, is one and all and is neither finite
nor infinite, nor in motion nor at rest; he agrees that the mention

of his doctrine belongs to some other inquiry than that into physics6.

Notes to in Phys 21.13 - 22.30

lce. 185b15-25.

2ce. 184b22-23.
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3¢cf. 187a12 f£f..

422.13 - 16 = fr. 33a (W) p. 23.3-6; cf. in Phys 42.13-15.

Scf. 185a20 ££..

6Physicorum Opiniones fr. 5 DG 480.4-8.
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in Phys 25.14 - 21%

Of those who say that there are more than one [principlel, some
posited principles that are finite, others infinite in number. Of
the proponents of the finite, some [posited] two, as for example
Parmenides fire and earth (or rather light and darkness) in the Doxa,
or the Stoics god and matter -- evidently not speaking of god as an
element, but rather the former as the active principle, the latter
the passive. Some three, as for example Aristotie matter and the
opposites. Some four, as for example Empedocles of Acragas, who was

born not much later than Anaxagoras, and who was the follower and

disciple of Parmenides, and even more the Pythagoreans.

Notes to in Phys 25.14 - 21

lTheophrasti Physicorum Opiniones fr. 3 DG 477.12-18.
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in Phys 28.4 - 131

Leucippus of Elea or Miletus (for both localities are related
about him) partook of Parmenides's philsophy, but did not travel
down the same road as did Parmenides and Xenophanes concerning things
that are, but rather the opposite, it seems. For they make the
universe one and motionless and uncreated and finite, and agree
not even to inquire into non-being. He, one the other hand, posited
atoms as infinite and ever-moving elements and that the number of
shapes among them is infinite, because nothing has more of one quality
than another. That is, he observes that there is unceasing coming to
be and change among things that are. Furthermore, Lhe maintains]
that being exists no more than non-being, and that both are equally

causes of things that come to be.

Notes to in Phys 28.4 - 13

lTheophrasti Physicorum Opiniones fr. 8 DG 483.11-21.
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in Phys 28.32 - 31.17

Those who hear so great a disagreement must not believe that it
represents contradictions among past philosophers. This is precisely
what some, who chance upon historical lists only and understand
nothing of what is said, attempt to reproach them for -- despite the
fact that they themselves are torn asunder by countless schisﬁs not
concerning the principles of physics (for they do not understand even
a drear of these things) but rather concerning the overthrow of the
majesty of god. Perhaps there is nothing wrong in my digressing
somewhat in order to demonstrate to those with a rather greater desire
for knowledge, how despite the apparent disagreement concerning their
doctrines on the principles, the ancients are nevertheless in harmoni-
ous agreement. For some discoursed about the intelligible and first
principle, as for example Xenophanes, Parmenides, and Melissus;
Xenophanes and Parmenides say that it is finite. For Lthey hold
that] it is necessary that the one exist prior to the many, and that
that which is the cause of the boundary and limit for all things be
defined with respect to the finite rather than infinity, and that
that which is in every respect perfect, which has its appropriate
perfection, be finite, and more than all things be a perfection, since
it is also a principlel. Except that Xenophanes posits it as a cause
of all things, supreme over all things, and as transcending motion
and rest and all pairs of opposites, as Plato also does in the first
'

hypothesis of the Parmenides. Parmenides, seeing clearly that 'its

being in the same condition' also transcends all change, and perhaps
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both potentiality and actuality, proclaims it as motionless and alone
as transcending all things,
. 2

It is alone, ummoved; therefore all things are a name .
Melissus himself also similarly observed its immutability, but de-
clared that because of the inexhaustibility of its essence and the
infinity of its power that it is infinite, just as it is also un-
created; his demonstration concerning its infinity, which was gener-
ated in accord with this conception, makes [this] clear. For he says,

Since it did not become, it is and always was and always

will be, and has neither beginning nor end but is infinite.

For if it came to be, it would have a beginning (having

come into being, it must have become at some time) and an

end (for having come to be, it would at some time have

ceased); but since it neither began nor ended, it always

was and always will be and has no beginning nor end [but

is infinitel3.
So then, as Melissus contemplated that which is without a beginning
or end in time and is always existent, he declared that it is in-
finite. And Parmenides too corroborates him on this sort of thing,
since he says in roughly the same words,

That since it exists it is unborn and imperishable,

whole, unique, immovable and without end.

It was not in the past, nor yet shall it be,

since it now is all together. (B 8.3-5)
So then he too says that as it is uninterrupted and as it is un-
created it is also infinite. And he made clear the conception of
limit in these verses,

Remaining the same in the same place it rests by itself

and so remains firmly where it is; for powerful Necessity

holds it in the bonds of a chain that hems it around,

because it is not allowed that what is should be incom-

lete; for it is not lacking, but by not being it would
lack everything4. (B 8.29-33)
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For if it is being and not non-being, it is non-lacking, and as non-
lacking it is perfect, and being perfect it has a perfection and is
not non-perfect, and as it has a perfection it has a limit and bound-
ary. Thus then there is no disagreement among the conceptions of
these men when they speak about the same thing. And when Parmenides
moves on from the intelligibles to the perceptibles, or as he himself
says from truth to seeming, when he says,

Here I cease the trustworthy account and thought

concerning truth. From this point learn the opinions of

mortals, listening to the deceitful pattern of my words.

(B 8.50-52)

he himself also posited the primary opposition as elemental principles
of things that come to be, which he calls light and darkness <or>
fire and earth or dense and rare or the same and different, saying
immediately after the verses just quoted,

They made up their minds to name two forms,

of which it is not right to name one (it is in this that

they have gone astray); and they adjudged them contrary in

form and assigned marks apart from each other; on the one

hand flaming heavenly Fire, very rare and light, in every

direction the same as itself-’, but not the same as the

other; and also that other, separate, the very opposite,

blind Night, a dense and heavy form (B 8.53-59)
But above all there is inserted between the lines z brief statement
in prose, as if Parmenides's own, which is as follows:

On the one side is the rare, hot, light, soft and the

light; on the other, which is the dense side, are named

the cold, darkmness, hard, and heavy; for these were, each

set of them, separated off so as to be distinct.
Thus he clearly assumed two opposite elements; consequently, he ear—

lier discerned that being is one6, and he says that those men go

astray who do not observe or do not clearly reveal the opposition of
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elements that produce coming to be. Aristotle too, following this
point, posited opposites as principles. And Parmenides clearly
propounded an efficient cause not only of bodies involved in coming
to be, but also of immaterial things which bring to completion
coming to be, when he says,

Those next to them with Night, but a due portion of flame

is injected. And in the middle of these is the goddess

who steers all things. For she it is who has charge of

all the concerns of loathed birth and of union/,

sending female to mingle with male, and again conversely
male to female. (B 12.2-6)

Notes to in Phys 28.32 - 31.17

129.11. Diels's suggestion of Goyxfiv for &oxn is here adopted.

%Qg takes this to be a garbled version of B 8.38,
obiov dmlivntdv T' &udvar- T vt Svop(a) Eotal

So as to be whole and unmoved. Therefore all things must
be a name,

Guthrie (p. 40 n v 38) thinks that it is separate fragment, but does
not offer a translation. I have altered his rendition of B 8.38 to
conform with Simplicius's text. Cf. pp. 258-260.

330 B 2. Translation from Guthrie, pp. 107-108.

DR (B 8.33) EoTL Ydp obw Embevéc [l &dv &' &v TvTdg ESeTTo.
Guthrie (p. 34) retains the negative and adopts &mLSe€g (DE) for
EnLBevéc.

5Cf. in Phys 180.5 and tramslation.

6Reading SLéyww (31.8); Diels emends this to &0' £yww. See
commentary to 31.7-10, p. 110.
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7DK (B 12.4) mwvta Yap <P otuyepolo Téuovu Hal ulEioc GpxeL.
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in Phys 34.12 - 17

Except that he [Empedocles] too utters nothing contrary to
Parmenides and Melissus, but he clearly saw the opposition of ele-
ments, as Parmenides did also. The latter posits the divinity
situated in the middle of all things and the cause of all coming to
be as a single efficient cause; but he clearly saw the opposition in
the efficient causes as well.

Anaxagoras of Clazomenae seems to have observed that the dif-
ference among all the kinds is threefold; one is combined with re-—
spect to the intelligible unity, since he says, "All things were
together, infinite both in number and smallness"l. And again he
says,

Before they were separated, since all things were together

nor even any colour could be discermed. That was prevent-

ed by the mixture of all things -- the wet and the dry,

the hot and the cold, the bright and the dark, since

there was much earth in it and an infinite number of seeds

in no way resembling each other. And since this is so,

we must suppose that all things are in the whole.

And this whole (oUumxv) would be the one being of Parmenides.

Notes to in Phys 34.12 - 17
15931 (DK II1.32.11-12). Translation from Guthrie, II p. 294.

259 B 4 (DK II.34.17-35-35.2, 3-5). Translation from Guthrie,
II pp. 294-295; last sentence supplemented from Kirk and Raven
(The Presocratic Philosophers [Cambridge, 19713) p. 369.
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in Phys 36.15 - 37.9

Some have the intelligible, others the perceptible order in
view; others investigate proximate, others more fundamental elements
of bodies; some apprehend the nature of the elements in a rather
partial, others in a more complete way; some investigate the ele-
ments only, others ali the causes and subsidiary causes. Thus then,
those who study nature assert things that are different, but by no
means contradictory, if one is able to make the proper distinctions.
Aristotle himself, who seems to point out their disagreements, will
shortly say,

The differ, however, from one another in that some assume

contraries which are more primary, others contraries which

are less so; some those more knowable in the order of ex-

planation, others more familiar to sense. Hence [he saysl

their principles are in one sense the same, in another

differenz.l
But I have been compelled to dwell on these matters at rather great
length because of those who readily acc;se the ancients of [mutuall
disagreement. And since we shall hear Aristotle himself refuting
the doctrines of his philosophical predecessors, and even before
Aristotle Plato manifestly does this, and before both of them Par-
menides and Xenophanes, we should understand that out of their concern
for those of rather superficial comprehension they [Aristotle and
Plato] refute what is apparently absurd in their statements, since
the ancients were wont to declare their opinions in a riddling way.
Plato clearly marvels at Parmenides on this score, whom he seems to

refute, although he says that his thought requires a deep-sea diverz.

Aristotle also manifestly suspects the depth of his wisdom, since
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he says, "Parmenides seems in places to speak < with more insighd>"3.
So then in these ways they appear to be making refutations: sometimes
they are filling in what was omitted; sometimes they are clarifying
what was stated uncleafly; sometimes they discern that what is said
in regard to what is intelligible is not appropriate to what is
physical, as in the case of those who say that being in one and
motionless; sometimes they set forth the facile interpretations of
those who are rather superficial. And in this work I shall myself
attempt to note Aristotle's refutation of each. But we must take

up Aristotle's text again and describe distinctly what he says in it.

Notes to im Phys 36.15 - 37.9

1thsics 188b30-33, 36-37. Translation from R.P. Hardie and
R.K. Gaye, Physica, p. 228 (McKeon).

2See Diels's mote ad loc. (36.31).

3Metaghzsics A 986b27-28. Translation from W.D. Ross, Meta-
physica, p. 699 (McKeon).
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in Phys 37.12 - 40.21%

Alexander says,

Having said that one must begin from what is more knowable
to us, he [Aristotlel] acts in this manner also; for he
began from a dichotomy that is complete, clear, and ob-
vious to all. For what is more clear than the proposi-
tion of contradictories, which states 'one or not one,
i.e. more than one'?

Now the statement that he began from a clear dichotomy is well taken;
however, Aristotle did not exactly say that one must proceed from
what is obvious to unobvicus principles. For those obvious things
are compound and more knowable in perception and are spoken of as
whole, although they contain things that are more particular and un-
obvious. He will refute the false opinions concerning the principles
on the basis of things that are perceptible, at any rate, and know-
able to us, as we shall learn, and will confirm the true ones.
Alexander says,

He [Aristotle] did not say ‘'as for example Parmenides and
Melissus' on the assumption that Parmenides and Melissus
posit a single principle and assert that it is motion-
less. For they did not posit a principle at all; for
they said that the universe is one -- this conflicts
with the assertion that a principle exists. For those
who posit a principle agree that what exists is more
than one thing, since they introduce along with the
principle those things of which it is the principle. But
having stated the first dichotomy 'the principle is one
or more than one', as regards one branch of what falls
under the dichotomous division he in turn employs the
dichotomy 'if the principle is one, it [is] either motion-
less or in motion'. Since the statement that there is
one, motionless principle is incredible, he set it forth
with an explanation. For it is no less incredible, nay
it is even more incredible, than that [statement just
cited] to maintain that the universe in one and motion-
less —- nevertheless [this ideal has as its propoments
Parmenides and Melissus. For even if this is not exact-
ly the same as that, nevertheless it concurs with it.
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This then is what Alexander says in his own words; yet the explana-
tion of one incredible position by one yet more incredible was not,
I suppose, characteristic of Aristotle's great intellect. However,
by no means does he [Aristotlel make mention of the doctrine of
Parmenides and Melissus as a different, incredible doctrine above
and beyond that which states that the principle is one and motion-
less (for he refutes them for saying this); rather Aristotle prud-
ently accepted this as [the doctrinel of these men.

A similar inquiry [he says] is made by those who inquire

into the number of existents; for they inquire whether

the ultimate constituents of existing things are omne or

many.
Therefore he supposes that these men examine philosophically a prin-
ciple of existent things; and he marked off a segment of the dicho-
tomous division for them, when he posited that the principle is one
and motionless. For they were saying that real being, the unified,
which is a principle and cause of the many, discrete [existents] ——
not as an element of but rather as producing them -- is one being.
And in turn having divided the other segment which states that the
principle is one by a [logicallyl necessary dichotomy which states
that the one principle is motionless or in motion, and taking up
'motionless®, he refutes those who say that being is one and motion-
less on the very counts on which one ought to have refuted those who
say that the principle is one and motionless; for even if they use
other words, nevertheless they too are saying and investigating the

same things. Alexander agrees that in the Aletheia, which is about

intelligible being, Parmenides says that being is one, motionless,
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and uncreated,

but when formulating an account of the physical world in
accord with popular opinion and appearances Lhe says] no
longer saying that being is either one or uncreated, he
posited fire and earth as principles of things that come
to be; positing earth as matter, fire as an efficient
cause% and he calls [he says] fire light and earth dark-
ness.

If Alexander had understood ‘'in accord with popular opinion and
appearances' in the way that Parmenides intends, it would be well.
But if he supposes that those accounts are totally false and if he
believes that light or fire is an efficient cause, his supposition
is incorrect. TFor after he has completed his account concerning
the intelligible, Parmenides adds these [verses] which I have already
quoted [in Phys 30.17-31.21:

Here I cease my trustworthy account and thought4

concerning truth. From this point learn the opinions of

mortals, listening to the deceitful pattern of my words.

They made up their minds to name two forms, of which it

is not right to name one (it is in this that they have

gone astray); and they adjudged them contrary in form and

assigned marks apart from each other; on the one hand

flaming heavenly Fire, very rare and light. in every

direction the same as itself> but not the same as the

other; and also that other, separate, the very opposite,

blind Night, a dense and heavy form.

This whole likely-seeming ordering I tell thee,

that no judgment of mortals may outrun thee.

(B 8.50-61)

Therefore he calls this account opinable and deceptive, not as ab-
solutely false, but as falling from the intelligible truth into the
apparent and perceptible, the seeming. And somewhat later, speaking
again about the two elements, he introduces the efficient cause also,

saying:

The narrower [sc. bands] were filled with unmixed Fire,
those next to them with Night, but a due portion of flame
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is injected. And in the middle of these is the goddess
who steers all things. (B 12.1-3)

And he says that she is also the cause of the gods, when he says,

First of all gods she devised Eros (B 13)
and so forth. And he says that she sometimes sends souls from the
visible to the invisible, and sometimes vice versa. I am compelled
to dwell on these matters at length because of the ignorance of the
writings of the ancients that is so widespread at present. And since
they say that being is one, they would appropriately say that it
is also motionless, if they were discoursing about physical phenomena.
For that in respect to which the motion Loccurs] would be introduced
along with the motion, whether in respect of quality, quantity, or
anything else, and space would also be introduced, if the motion
were of the physical sort, as it is different from what moves. But
Parmenides, who speaks about intelligible being, says:

But unmoved in the grip of mighty bonds

it is without beginning or ceasing, since coming to be

and ceasing have been drivgn afar off, and true comn-~

viction has rejected them. (B 8.26-28)
And he adduces the cause of its lack of motion:

And so remains where it is; for powerful Necessity holds

it in the bonds of a chain that hems it all around,

because it is not allowed that what is should be incom-

plete; for it is_not lacking, but by not being it would

lack everything.7
For as non-being lacks all things, he says, so being is non-lacking
and perfect. But that which moves lacks that through which the motion

takes place; therefore being does not move. Melissus also proved,

again in virtue of the same conception, that it is motionless because
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if being should move it is necessary that there be something void of
being to which it will withdraw; he first proved that void does not
exist. And he speaks as follows in his own work:

Nor is there any void, for void is nothing, and nothing

cannot be. Nor does it LEE' what is] move, for it has

no place to which it can withdraw, but is full. If there

were void it would withdraw to the void; but since there

is no void, it has nowhere to withdraw to.8
Therefore, since it is full it does not move —- not because motion
through a plenum is impossible, as Alexander understood Melissus's
statement -- but rather because being itself is full, on the grounds
that nothing else exists besides it. At any rate, Melissus says:

The decision to be made about full and not full is this:

if a thing has room for something else, and takes it in,

it is not full; but if it does not have room to take it

in, it is full. Now it must be full if there is no void,
and if it is full it does not move.?

Notes to in Phys 37.12 - 40.21
lcs. Physics 186al2-16, b15-16 (lemma).

2thsics 184b22-24. Translation from R.P. Hardie and R.XK. Gaye,
Physica, p. 219 (McKReon). Simplicius apparently misquotes Aristotle
here; cf. in Phys 45.13-14.

3ct. DG 482 n 10, fr. 6.

%8 8.50. Simplicius here has the future Tawcw here and at in
41.8 (DEE2), and in Cael 558.5; the present ww appears at in
30.17 and 41.8 (aF). DK adopts the present.

ol
}3‘}3‘
[/ B 1]

>Cf. mote 2 to tramslation of in Phys 179.27-180.13, p. 378.

6DK, following Scaliger, reads THAE for THoe (B 8.28).

7Cf. note 4 to translation of in Phys 28.32-31.17, p. 289.
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830 B 7.7 (DK 1.272.3-8). Translation from Guthrie, II p. 104.

930 B 7.9-10 (DK 1.272.11-273.3). Translation from Guthrie,
II p. 104.
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. 1
in Phys 40.23 - 41.9

Once he has set forth those who say that being or tather
the principle is motionless, he proceeds to the other
segment, and says ''or in motion, as for example the physi-
cists", setting those who say [it is] motionless in
contradistinction to the physicists, since those who
abolish motion are not physicists at all -- this he will
immediately clarify and prove; for if nature (wdoLg) is

a principle of motion, how could one who abolishes nature
itself be a physicist? DPeople are accustomed to name
those who pursued some part of philosophy, whether ex-
clusively or for the most part, from that [partl; for
example, they called Socrates an ethicist, but those who
follow Thales, Anaximander, Anaxagoras, Democritus, and
the like physicists.Z

In this passage too I reject Alexander's interpretation; L[sincel he
first says that he [Aristotlel set the physicists in contradistinction
to those who say that [being is] one and motionless, but subsequently
that it is Aristotle's custom to call those who philosophically
investigated the truth 'physicists', since the goal of physics is

not action but rather knowledge. For who was unaware that Parmenides
also, in contradistinction to whom he [Alexander] says are set the
physicists, was philosophically investigating the truth, since he
clearly says,

Here I cease the trustworthy account and thought3
concerning truth? (B 8.50-51)

Notes to in Phys 40.23 - 41.9

lee. 184b16-17

2ps Diels motes (ad 40.23), Simplicius excerpts Alexander in
40.23-41.1.

3ct. note 4 to translation of in Phys 37.12-40.12, p. 298.
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in Phys 45.26 - 46.4%

But since Parmenides and Melissus were inquiring whether being
is one or many, and if one whether motionless or in motion, these
men also, Aristotle says, were not, as one might suppose, inquiring
into things that are, but rather into the principle of things that
are, prudently accepting this as their doctrine. For he would never
have believed that they failed to recognize the plurality among
things that are or that they had two feet; rather, their argument
was about real being and being proper, which is the principle and
cause of all existent things whatsoever. And for this reason also
he immediately takes up the doctrine of Parmenides and Melissus [as
a doctrinel of those investigate beingz. For if they should be
inquiring whether being or even a principle is one or many, their
inquiry is the same, even if they use different words. At any rate,
what is stated in reference to those who say that being is one could

be stated also in reference to those who say that the principle is

one.

Notes to in Phys 45.26 - 46.4

1Cf. 184b15-16. 1In this passage Simplicius disputes Aiexander's
interpretation of 184b22-24, which he quotes above (in Phys 45.15-22).

2cf. 184b25 ££..
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in Phys 46.25 -28
And taking up the first segments of his division (and these are
whether the principle is one and motionlessl), he finds as proponents
of this doctrine Parmenides and Melissus, who say that being is one,

positing being in place of the principle.

Notes to in Phys 46.25 - 28

1ce. 184b15-16.
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in Phys 51.8 - 27:L

Even if one should out of contentiousness attempt to formulate
a fallacious syllogism, if he should construct the syllogism from
premisses which are probable, the deception must be refuted, even if
not for its/his own sake, at least for the sake of an ordinary
audience. But if the premisses should not even have probability, but
should be brought forth only in an eristic fashion, its refutation
is more appropriate for the learned than laymen. Accordingly, if
the argument of Parmenides and Melissus both does away with the
principles of physics and establishes something incredible and in-
congruous, since it says that being is one; and if in the process of
establishing what it intends through a syllogism it not only assumes
false premisses but even combines them in an invalid syllogistic
manner; for all these reasons it would not merit refutation, and
least of 211 from the physicist, whose principles it abolishes.
Since the syllogism, or rather anything that is composite, has two
defects -—- one relative to those things of which it is composed, the
other to their combination -- he censures both [defects] in these
arguments. For the premisses have been falsely assumed, and the
manner in which they have been combined vis~3-vis the syllogistic
figure is erroneous and belongs to those [figures] which do not
necessarily yield a conclusion,

Alexander, however, says that Aristotle means these things in
the following way:

Since the thesis of Heraclitus and one such as 'if one
should say that being is a single man' are incredible,
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the argument of both Parmenides and Melissus is eristic,
i.e. sophistical, in terms of proof, and 'belongs to those
[positions] made for argument's sake', i.e. to those not
attested by the facts about which they speak, but rather
by what is both false and idle.

Notes to in Phys 51.8 - 27

1ce. 185a5-10.
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in Phys 52.8 - 53.7%

He [Aristotlel says, "the argument of Melissus is cruder" be-
cause he not only said that being is one and motionless, as does
Parmenides, but in addition to this he also posited that it is in-
finite; so then having argued against them on common grounds he
concluded; '"Melissus says that being is infinite. Being therefore
has some quantity".2 It is crude then, because although it intro-
duced quantity, which must be in a subject, it mevertheless posited
that being is one. He said "it offers no difficulty" because it is
easily resolved and does not cause difficulty because it is super-
ficial. For a shrewd argument is both that which has a bite and

causes a difficulty, as in stated in the Sophistical Refutations3.

"But when one absurdity is granted", he says, "the others follow."
For indeed it [beingl must be both motionless, if it is one and one
in such a way that it alone exists; for if it moves it will possess
both motion and change and the 'whence whither', or else from one
condition to another, or else from one place to another, or in some
cthef way. And it must also be infinite; for if it has a limit, it
will posses both the limit and the thing limited. Accordingly then
Plato also, because Parmenides says that being is a whole and like
a sphere,

on every side, like the mass of a well-rounded sphereé,
(B 8.43)

demonstrates that it [beingl] is not one, because it has a center,
extremities, andparts. And the following is written in the Sophist:

Then if it is a whole -- as indeed Parmenides says;
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on every side, like the mass of a well-rounded sphere,
equal everyway from the centre; for it may not be at all

greater or smaller in this direction or in that.
(B 8.43-45)

If the real is like that it has a middle and extremities,
and consequently it must have parts, must it not? -- It
must. -- Well, if a thing is divided into parts, there is
nothing against its having the property of unity as ap-
plied to the aggregate of all the parts and being in that
way <one>, as being a sum or whole. -- Of course. —— On
the other hand the thing which has these properties cannot
be just Unity itself, can it?

"It is nothing difficult", he [Aristotlel says, but the other absur-

ities must follow from the positing of one absurdity. Surely because

it is nothing difficulty to see how the other absurdities follow

from the granting of one absurdity.

Notes to in Phys 52.8 - 53.7

lee. 185a10-12.

2185232-33.

3cf. 182b32-183al3.

4Guthrie renders opalong in B 8.43 by "ball" (p. 43); "sphere"
fits the present context better.

5244e2-245a6. Translation from Cornford, Plato's Theory of
Knowledge, pp. 223-224.
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. 1
in Phys 70.3 - 5
Having offered several reasons why the discussion of Parmenides
and Melissus is not appropriate for the physicist, but intending to
refute it, he explained first that he is not producing its refutation

to no purpose.

Notes to in Phys 70.3 - 5

lce. 185a17-20.
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. 1
in Phys 71.4 - 8
But how does Alexander here say that they did not speak about
nature at all, even though he previously says in his own words that,
Parmenides, when formulating an account of the physical
world in accord with popular opinion and appearances,

no longer saying that being is one or uncreated, posited
fire and earth as principles of things that come to be?2

Notes to in Phys 71.4 - 8

1Cf. 185a17-20.

2Cf. in Phys 38.20-22, DG 482 n 10 (fr. 6).
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in Phys 71.19 - 73.41

He who contradicts a doctrine makes his attack in two ways; for
he either refutes the arguments which establish it, or fashions a
general refutation of it. But he who refutes the argumeﬁts alone
has not yet refuted the doctrine; for what if there are other argu-
ments that establish it which are more powerful than those refuted?
On the other hand, those who do not bring objections against the
arguments which establish [itl, but rather against the doctrine
itself and make a general refutation of it, firmly refute the doc-
trine, but leave behind difficulties if they do not also refute the
arguments themselves which establish [the doctrinel. Wherefore,
since he has undertaken to refute the argument of Melissus and Par-
menides, Aristotle first fashions a general objection to it —- that
being is not one if 6ne should understand [this] in the ordinary
way -- making his refutation on the basis of dichotomous division;
the by refuting their arguments as well —- if one should accept
them [the arguments] as establishing some such one being. His attack,
which originates from the distinction among things that are, proves
to be dialectical; for it is possible for those who employ dialectic
to establish the principles of the sciences. And the whole treatment
is as follows. Whereas they say that being is one, and each of them
—- 'peing' and 'one' -- is said in many ways, they must be separately
distinguished. Accordingly, since being has been shown to be used

in ten ways, either as substance, quality, quantity, or some other

of the ten categories, do those who say that being is one say that it




310
is one in name only, but many in fact, so that all things are said to
be substance . . . 2 there being ten that belong to things, or more
[than ten compounded] from them (for let this also be added to the
dichotomous division), or even one in fact, i.e. (a) substance,
quality, quantity, so that all things are one substance in number?
For if they sould say [onel in genus or species, it is clear that
they will be many in number. Accordingly, if they say that it is one
in this manner, "as for example, onme man or one horse or one soul or
quality” L[it is] not [onel in genus (for there would again be many),
bur rather [is] "this one, e.g. white [thing] or hot [thing]l or
something else of the remaining sort of things". For all these modes

of interpretation both greatly differ from one another and are all

of them impossible. For if what is called 'being' is one in name
only, but in fact is substance, quality, quantity, and all the other

kinds or some of those [compounded] from them, whether they are

separate from one another or exist with one another, what is will be

many. But if all thingé are some one of the ten kinds, e.g. sub-
stance, or quality or quantity, and for this reason are one -- be-
cause all things are subsumed under ome of the ten kinds —— "whether
substance exists or not" an absurdity will follow. For if, as natu-
rally occurs when substance subsists beforehand, one of these things
chances [to bel around it, again being is not ome, but rather both
substance and quality or whichever of the ten they posit being to be;
but if substance does not exist, this too is imposéible; for none of

the other kinds can exist apart from substance, because substance
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underlies the other kinds and they have their being in it. For let
this be added in this manner also. However, as regards Melissus and
Parmenides, even if being should be posited to be quality, and even
if substance (for the argument will be common in the case of this
also), since the one says that being is infinite, the other finite,
quantity will immediately be introduced as well. "For 'infinite'"

and 'finite' "belongs to the category of quantity", and it is mot

possible that either substance or quality or affection be infinite

or finite, "unless per accidens", if they should at the same time be

quantities also. "For the account of the infinite" and of the

finite "makes use of the category of quantitiy, not substance nor
even quality". But I, following Porphyry in the main, have thus
produced both the dichotomous division of Aristotle and the objection

with respect to each segment of the division.

Notes to in Phys 71.19 - 73.4

lce. 185a15-b5.

2Diels proposes the following emendation for this lacuna (72.2);
fi Toad T TVTAL 7| ToLd T VT ~~ Yor all things [are said to bel
quantities or all things [are said to bel qualities".
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in Phys 75.21 - 26

That some suspicion has arisen that being is a different kind

than substance is confirmed by his statement that Melissus says that

B | . . s : :
being is infinite™, which is a characteristic peculiar to quantity.

And he refutes those who say that being is something other than
quantity, as not concurring with Parmenides and Melissus, the former

positing being as finite, the latter as infinite.

Notes to in Phys 75.21 - 26

let. 185a32-33.
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. i
in Phys 77.3 - 6
For it is necessary that one posit being as either finite or
infinite, and in-each case it is necessary to say that being is a
quantity, and he [Aristotle] adduces Melissus as a witness for this

supposition; and he subsequently puts Parmenides in the same camp.

Notes to in Phys 77.3 - 6

lcs. 185a32-33, b17-18.
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in Phys 77.9 - 80.18

Since Alexander of Aphrodisias deems it worthy to refute those
who say that being is one with his own arguments, let us briefly
consider both how he seems to speak well and how the philosophy of
the ancients remains unrefuted. He says:

For to those who say that everything else that is involved

in coming to be <and perishing> does not exist on the

grounds that they at one time are but at another are not,

but that only eternal being exists since it does not share

in non-being at all, one must first reply on the basis of

manifest facts and of common sense and usage. Secondly,

if they deny that things exist because they come to be and

perish L[one must reply that,] since both that which comes

to be comes to be something that is and that which per~

ishes perishes from what is, both that which comes to be

and that which perishes would be among things that are.

For it is not the case that they do not exist unless they

exist in the way eternal things do. Indeed if they do not

exist because they perish, when are not perishing and so

far as they are not perishing, that far and at that time

they would exist.l
Let us make a general statement against these remarks and their like.
Just as we call 'white' both that which is in any way colored by
whiteness, even if it is mixed together with its opposite, and also
that which is not mixed with its opposite, and similarly with 'beau-
tiful'; and just as each of these terms is used in the strict sense
of that which is purely of this or that sort and is used in a general
and loose way of that which is mixed with its opposite, so 'being'
could be used in the strict sense of that which 'in all respects is
all together’ [cf. B 8.5]. But that which comes to be and perishes
does not yet exist prior to its coming to be, and no longer exists

after is has perished. And even when this seems to 'be', since

while it is coming to be and perishing it never possesses being by
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'remaining in the same' [cf. B 8.29], even then it would not properly
be called 'being' but rather 'coming to be and perishing' because of
the continuous flux which changes all things. This Heraclitus
hinted at in his statement 'one could not step into the same river
twice'z, likening coming to be, which has more non-being than being,
to the constant flow of a river; for being, as Parmenides says, has
other signs. But it is better to hear just what he states and proves
concerning being proper. For having censured those who combine being
and non-being in the intelligible:

Who believe that to be and not to be are the same and
not the same (B 6.8-9)

and having turned away from the way that investigates non-being:

But do thou keep thy though from this way of inquiry
(B 7.2)

he conludes:

One way alone is yet left
to tell of, namely that 'It is'. On this way are marks
in plenty, (B 8.1-3)

and he then relates the signs of being proper:

that since it exists it is unborn and imperish-
able, whole unique, immovable, and without end.3
It was not in the past, nor yet shall it be, since it now
is, all together, one and continuous. For what birth of
it wilst thou seek? I shall not allow thee to say or
think 'from what is not', for it is not to be said or
thought that 'it is not'. And what need would have
prompted it to grow later or soomer, beginning from
nothing? Thus it must either fully be or else not be.
Nor will the force of evidence suffer anything besides
itself to arise from what is not.% Therefore Justice
does not relax her fetters and allow it to come into
being or perish. (B 8.3-14)

By saying this about being proper he clearly proves that this being
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is uncreated; for neither [does it come to bel from being, for no
other being preexisted; nor from non-being, for non-being is nothing
at all. And indeed why then, but not sooner or later did it come to
be? Nor again from that which in one way is but in another is not,
in the way that that which comes to be comes to be; for that which in
one way is, but in another is not, could not exist prior to absoclute
being, but exists subsequent to it. Indeed Plato's Timaeus says:

and 'was' and 'shall be' are forms of time that have come

to be; we are wrong to transfer them unthinkingly to

eternal being. Ve say that it was and is and shall be;

but 'is' alone really belongs to it and describes it trulys;

'was' and "shall be' are properly used of becoming which

proceeds in time.
Therefore, if Alexander means to prove that things which are in the
process of coming to be exist in some manner or other and for this
reason are loosely called 'being' -- even if they are mixed together
with more non-being —— and rests content with the popular use of the
word, there will be no need for lengthy comment. On the other hand,
if he thinks that that which comes to be and perishes, that in which
there is more non-being than being, is 'being' proper, he neither
followed the signs of being which Parmenides gave, mor does he notice
that Aristotle rightly called Parmenidean [being] "just being", i.e.
bei 6

eing proper. .

And Alexander also censures those who follow Parmenides and
Melissus because they prove that being is motionless because that
which moves appears to depart from that in which it is; accordingly,

if being should also move, it would depart from that in which it is;

but it is in being. And that which departs from being perishes; but
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being is imperishable. He [Alexander] says:

Now if there were only essential motion (M({vrnoig), which

one should more properly call 'change' (ueTOBOAY)) but

not motion, perhaps these [remarks] of theirs would be

stated with good reason. Yet not even that which changes

essentially changes without qualification into not being;

but rather into not being that which it was, but something

else; but if at all, that which essentially changes with-

out qualification does not [undergol this [qualified sort

of changel. But since there is more than one [kind of]

change, of which qualitative change is not of the essen-

tial sort, their fear is void and groundless.7
Indeed it is suprising that he himself having agreed that "that which
changes essentially not [in] this [qualified wayl] but without quali-
fication" would perish into non-being, finds fault with those who
say that if absolute being and being proper should change, it per-
ishes. For if it were of this sort of being and if it departed from
this sort of being, there would be nothing to prevent it from chang-
ing <into> something else of this sort. But since it is absolute
being, what could come into being by departing from this? And how
could that being change which 'being always the same in this manner’
Cef. B 8.29], which is neither itself an accident of anything else
nor has anything else as an accident, but is itself that being which
really is? Accordingly, after having first proved by means of the
verses quoted above that being is uncreated, Parmenides properly
concluded:

But unmoved, in the grip of mighty bonds, it is

without beginning or ceasing, since goming to be and

perishing have been driven afar off. (B 8.26-28)

From this it is also clear that he knows that perceptible being, in

which there is coming to be and perishing, and intelligible being
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are different. Melissus also proves that being is motionless, by
first removing void, i.e. non-being, from being. For, he says, if
being were to move there would be something void of being into which
being would move. But it [void] does not exist; for being is full.
And he writes as follows:

Nor is there amy void, for void is nothing, and nothing

cannot be. Nor does [sc. what is] move, for it has no

place to which it can withdraw, but is full. If there

were void, it would withdraw to the void; but since there

is no void, it has nowhere to withdraw to.

. . : . 10

And then having shown that it is neither dense nor light™ , he con-
cludes:

The decision to be made about full and not full is this:

if a thing has room for something else, and takes it in,

it is not full; but if it does not have room to take it

in, it is full. Now it must be full if there is no void,

and if it is full it does rot move.
Well then, I have been compelled to dwell on these matters at rather
great length, because Alexander, the more legitimate of Aristotle's
commentators, understands the doctrines of the ancients in a rather

arid and careless way, even though Aristotle followed these doctrines

and himself demonstrated that the first L[causel is motionlesslz.

Notes to in Phys 77.9 - 80.18

1I have omitted wnol (77.12) to produce a continuous quotation.

2c£. 22 B 91, Cratylus 402a8-10.

3Simplicius here (78.13) and at 30.2 and 145.4 has &téAeoTov
"without end", but &yévntov "umborn, uncreated" at 120.23 and in Cael
557.18 (B 8.4). DK adopts the former.
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4Karsten emends this line (B 8.12) to yield the positive half
of the disjunct 'from being'; éu TOD €6vtog (n ad 78.21). DK, how-
ever, retains the negative un.

5Timaeus 37e4-38a2. Translation from Cornford, Plato's Cosmo-
logy, p. 98.

6

Cf. 186a33-34.

7

tion.

I have omitted &g ¢noL (79.22) to produce a continuous quota-

8on THAE for Tide (B 8.28) cf. note 6 to translation of in Phys
37.12-40.21, p. 298.

930 B 7.7. Translation from Guthrie, p. 104. Cf. in Phys 40.12-

15.

10:¢. 30 B 7.8.

1130 B 7.9-10. Translation from Guthrie, p. 104. Cf. in Phys
40.18-21.

120¢. Metaphysics A 1071b3-1076a4.
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- 1
in Phys 82.8 - 19
If being is ome and indivisible as a monad or point, things that

are will have neither any quality (for quality is distinguished by

bodies, and especially by physical bodies) nor quantity; for the

indivisible is a limit of body. Therefore being is neither infinite,

just as Melissus says, nor finite, as Parmenides thinks. For truly,

everything finite or infinite has some quantity, but nothing indivis-
ible in number or in magnitude has quantity; "'for limit (Td mépag)

is indivisible, not what is limited/finite (Td memepaouévov)™. In
this passage also Aristotle deemed this signification of 'indivisible'
alone worthy of refutation, because the rest are easily disposed of.
And he argued against this [signification] not as against a token
used as 2 probable argumentz, as his commentators take it, but

rather as against the very sort of thing which the followers of Par-
menides themselvgs would have posited —- that which is without both

quantity and quality.

Notes to in Phys 82.8 - 19

les. 185b16-19.

2For this meaning of onuetov see LSJ s.v. II.3, p. 1593.
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. 1
in Phys 86.19 - 90.22
I for one marvel that Aristotle has directed his refutation
against those significations of 'one' which Parmenides himself says
belong to the one being. For he proclaims that it is continuous
(cuvexeg) ,

Therefore it is all comntinuocus, for what is is close to
what is (B 8.25)

and it is indivisible (GSialpetov),

since it all equally is.
(B 8.22)

Moreover, Parmenides says that the account of being is 'one and the
same for all' in these verses:
What can be spoken and thought of must be, for it is
possible for it to be, but impossible for nothing to be.
(B 6.1-2)
Therefore, if whatever ome may say or think is being, the account
of being for all will be one,
Nothing exists or can exist
apart from what is, since Fate has fettered it so as
to be whole and unmoved. Therefore all things must be
a name. (B 8.36-38)
And these men [Parmenides and Melissusl] would admit what Aristotle
deduces as absurd for these suppositions, if one should attend to
them prudently. For their one being, since it is indivisible, will
not be finite or infinite as [willl a body; indeed, Parmenides in-

cludes bodies among the opinables, and Melissus says,

and being one it must have no body. If it had tEickness,
it would have parts, and would no longer be one.

Therefore the indivisible will also have limit, not as a limit of
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body, but rather as an end and principle of all existent things, and
in that very unconditional way in which Aristotle himself says that
the intellect or rather the first cause if both one, proclaiming
that "the rule of many is not good"3, and without parts, by showing
that it is motionless and an end of all things, and this he gets not
from Plato only, but also from Parmenides, who says:

What can be thought [apprehendedl and the thought that

'it is' are the same; for without what is, in which [i.e.

in dependence on, or in respect of whichl it is expressed

[or revealedl, thou shalt not find thought. (B 8.34-36)
For intellecting, being its end, exists for the sake of the intel-
ligible, that is to say beingé. But Aristotle deduced absurdities
by assuming both 'the part' and 'the whole' and 'the continuous' as
applying to a body. If they [these terms ?] should be understood
according to their sense [in Aristotle ?J, they would admit that
both 'the possession of parts' would have a place in being, since he
[Parmenides] says it is whole,

whole, unique, (B 8.4)
as well as 'its being infinitely divisible in respect of its contin-
ity',

Therefore it is all continuous, for what is is close to
what is. (B 8.22)

Plato's Parmenides more clearly admitted this absurdity concerning
the one being when he says in the second hypothesis:

Again, take each of these two parts of the One Being --
its unity and its being: unity can never be lacking to
the part 'being', nor being to the part 'unity'. Thus
each of the two parts, in its turn, will possess both
unity and being; any part proves to consist of at least
two parts, and so on forever by the same reasoning:
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whatever part we arrive at always possesses these two

parts, for a 'one' always has being, and a 'being' always

has unity. Hence any part always proves to be two and

can never be one. In this way, then, what is 'One

Being' must be unlimited in multitude.
Yet the fact that all things there [in the intelligible] have one and
‘the same account of being and are the same as one another is no
absurdity at all. For if it is the cause of all things and is all
things before all things, it is clear that in it are precontained
all things encompassed by a single unity -- that of the ome being,
owing to which each [thingl is all things when undivided into partse.
And this is Aristotle's opinion also, who says that the first intel-
lect is the cause of all things, and who speaks of a two-fold order,
the one relative to the cause, the other to the effect. And lest I
seem to some chance readers to Be changing course without offering
sufficient proof, I would say that Aristotle himself is aware of the
third order of the one being of the Parmenides and is thus alluding
to it7. The summit is unified indivisibly; the intermediate by
loosing its unity into a continuity becomes a whole and parts (where-
fore Aristotle placed the dilemma concerning the whole in his dis-
cussion of 'continuous'). The third, producing in a unified way the
separation of the Forms, displayed beforehand in itself all things
causally, but because the separation is intelligible all things are
governed by the unity of the one being, and whatever one considers
as separated, by holding onto this discovers the intelligible unity

of the one being; when separation becomes manifest causally, the

infinite procession of the parts of coming to be from that source
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obtains as its share uninterrupted pluralization. How then, someone
might say, does Aristotle appear to argue against these divine
doctrines? Surely because what is adduced for an investigation of
nature appears to deviate from the truth. For the perceptible segment
(Svaoraoudg) does not admit of the intelligible unity; nor is it the
case that, just as unified existence among the intelligibles causally
encompasses its pluralized separation -- so that one can observe it
[the perfect unity of the Onel there [in the noetic order], one can
see among the perceptibles the perfect ;nity of the One. Consequently,
'indivisible', 'coninuous' and 'comrmunality with respect to one
account' here [in the perceptible order] are not appropriate to the
One.

And that his critique of Parmenides does not arise out of dis-
putatiousness, Plato himself makes clear: in the Parmenides he
agrees to Parmenides's one being and on the basis of this discovers
what is beyond it, which he does not think fit to even call 'one',
and relates the orders of the one that follow thiss; and in the
Sophist he clearly refutes him for saying that being is one, on the
one hand by separating 'one' from 'being' as transcending 'being',
and on the other hand by showing that in the first place 'being' is
unified in respect to its participation in 'ome', but subsequently
is divided and made a plurality by otherness. And perhaps there is
nothing wrong in quoting what Plato says in the Sophist for the
sake of establishing his conceptions at the outset:

Again there are those who say that the All is one thing.
Must we not do our best to find out what they mean by
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'reality'? —- Surely. -- Let them this answer this ques-
tion, then: 'You say, we understand, that there is only
one thing?’' 'We do', they will reply, won't they? ~-
Yes. — 'And there is something to which you give the
name real?' —- 'Is it the same thing as that to which you
give the name ome? Are you applying two names to the
same thing, or what do you mean?' —- What will their
next answer be? -~ Obviously, Theaetetus, it is not so
very easy for one who has laid down their fundamental
assertion to answer this question or any other. —- How
so? -— In the first place, it is surely absurd for him
to admit the existence of two names, when he has laid
down that there is no more than one thing. —- Of course.
~~ And further, it is equally absurd to allow anyone to
assert that a name can have any existence, when that
would be inexplicable. -~ How is it inexplicable? —- If,
on the one hand, he assumes that the name is different
from the thing, he is surely speaking of twc things. —-
Yes. —- Whereas, if he assumes that the name is the same
as the thing, either he will have to say it is not the
name of anything, or if he says it is the name of some-
thing, it will follow that the name is merely a name of
a name and of nothing else whatsoever. -- That is so. ——
. « . — Necessarily. —— And what of "the whole'? Will
they say that this is other than their 'one real thing'
or the same? -- Certainly that it is the same. In fact
they do say so. —— Then if if is a whole —- as indeed
Parmenides says:

Everyway like the mass of a well-rounded sphere,

evenly balanced from the midst in every direction; for
there must not be something more nor something less here
than here, (B 8.43-45)

if the real is like that, it has a middle and extremities,
and consequently it must have parts, must it not? —- It
must. -- Well, if a thing is divided into parts, there is
nothing against its having the property of unity as ap-
plied to the aggregate of all the parts and being in that
way one, as being a sum or whole. -- Of course. On the
other hand, the thing which has these properties cannot
be just Unity itself, can it? -—- Why not? -- Surely Unity
in the true sense and rightly defined must be altogether
without parts. —— Yes, it must. —- Whereas a thing such
as we described, consisting of several parts, will not
answer to that definition. =-- I see. —— Then, (A) is the
Real one and whole in the sense that it has the property
of unity, or (B) are we to say that the Real is not a
whole at all? -- That is a hard choice. -- Quite true.
For if (A) the real has the property of being in a sense
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one, it will evidently not be the same thing as Unity,
and so all things will be more than one. —— Yes. —— And
again (B) if the Real is not a whole by virtue of its
having this property of unity, while (2) at the same

time Wholeness itself is real, it follows that the Real
falls short of itself. -- Certaimly.-- So, on this line
of argument too, the Real will be deprived of reality

and will not be a thing that is. —— Yes. —- And further,
once more all things will be more than one, since Reality
on the one side and Wholeness on the other have now each
a distinct nature. —— Yes. -- But if, (b) on the other
hand, there is no such thing as Wholeness at all, not only
are the same things true of the Real, but also that, be-
sides nmot being a thing that really is, it could never
even become such. -- Why not?. —- Whenever a thing comes
into being, at that moment if has come to be as whole;
accordingly, if you do not reckon unity or wholeness among
real things, you have no right to speak of either being
or coming-into-being as having any existence. -- That
seems perfectly true. —- And further, what is not a whole
cannot have any definite number either; for if a thing
has a definite number, it must amount to that number,
whatever it may be, as a whole. -- Assuredly. -- And
countless other difficulties, each involved in measure-
less perplexity, will arise, if you say that the real is
either two things or only one. —- That is plain enough
from those we have had a glimpse of now. One leads to
another, and each carries us further into a wilderness

of doubt about every theory as it is mentioned.

But even if these matters afforded a rather long digressien, let them
have gratified our desire for them; nevertheless we must go on to

what follows.

Notes to in Phys 86.19 - 90.22

lce. 185b2-25.

230 B 9 (DK 1.275.11-13). Translation from Guthrie, p. 110 and
note 1.

3Meta2hxsics A 1076a4.

4'I’he text is surely corrupt (87.17); Simplicius holds that the
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intelligible is the final cause of intellecting, not vice versa (cf.
in Phys 144.22-25). The simplest remedy is to read Téioug &vtoc for
TEAOG Ov.

5Parmenides 142d9-143a3. Translation from Cornford, Plato and
Parmenides, pp. 138-139.

6Cf..ig Phys 136.27-31.

7On YAloxowg cf. in Phys 144.26. Paul Shorey, Plato: The
Republic, vol. 2 p. 17 n g (VI 488a2), writes: "The word YAlLoYowg
is untranslatable, and often misunderstood. In 553 C it means
"stingily"; in Cratyl. 414 C it is used of a strained etymology, and
so in 435 C, usually misunderstood; in Crito 53 E of clinging to
life; cf. Phaedo 117 A; in Plutarch De Is. et Osir. 28 of a strained
allegory and ibid. 75 of a strained resemblance; in Aristoph. Peace
482 of a dog.”

8Cf. Parmenides 137a7 £f., and Proclus in Parm 1032.15-1036.15.

9Soghist 244a6-245e5. Translation from Cornford, Plato's Theory
of Knowledge, pp. 221-227.
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in Phys 92.29 - 93.5; 93.26 - 297

Therefore he L[Porphyryl says:

Once he has fully treated the difficulties that he has
brought forth against each of the significations of 'one',
he adds another difficulty that was directed against him-
self. For someone would say, 'you have brought forth
difficulties by assuming that 'one' and 'being' are used
in many ways; but if this is not so, perhaps you would
not have brought forth these difficulties.' Against
them he has produced a reply that at the same time is
powerful and has not been noticed by his commentators,
when he says that if being is not posited as being used
in ten ways, not only will the followers of Parmenides
and Melissus, but all the others as well will be thrown
into confusion.

Therefore there is great confusion facing not only the
followers of Parmenides, but all those without exception
who assumed that being is synonymous -- i.e. they assume
that it is one, but cannot reserve for it the pure con-
ception of ‘one'.

Notes to in Phys 92.29 - 93.5; 93.26 - 29

le. 185b25-27. Both passages are quotations from Porphyry,
Commentarjus in Physica; cf. Index Nominum s.v. p. 1453. See further
in Phys 92.25-28.
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in Phys 99.7 - 161

Wherefore Zeno's argument here seems to be a different one than
that preserved in his book, which Plato himself mentions in the
Parmenides. For there he shows that many do not exist, coming to
Parmenides's aid, who says that being is one, from the opposite di-~
rectionz. But here, as Eudemus says, he did away with the one (for
he speaks of the point as the one), and agrees that the many exist.
Yet Alexander thinks that in this passage also Eudemus mentions Zeno
as doing away with the many. He says:

For as Eudemus relates, Zeno the pupil of Parmenides,

attempted to show that what is cannot be many because

there is nothing that is one among the things that are,
but the many is a plurality of henads.

Notes to in Phys 99.7 -~ 16.

lce. 185b25. 99.7-16 = Eudemus Physica fr. 43 (W) p. 27.7-15.

2Cf. Parmenides 128a4-d6.
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in Phys 100.21 - 28

For in reality, where there is plurality, non-being is also
there. So it is that Parmenides himself, intending to show that real
being and perhaps even what is beyond being is one, first did away
with non-being; and Plato, intending to show that non-being is found
among the things that are, and not only in the perceptible Lorderl]
but in the intellectual Lorderl as well, first relates the separation
and plurality of the Forms; in the Parmenides saying that the dilemma
which states 'how is the same thing, which belongs to the perceptibles,
one and many' has nothing serious to it, he removes it by saying that
it is one in virtue of its participation in the one, but many in

. . - s s 1
virtue of its participation in the many .

Notes to in Phys 100.21 - 28

1129c4-e4, quoted below at in Phys 100.29 - 101.10.
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in Phys 101.16 - 24

Therefore of this difficulty, how the same thing is ome and
many, we have solutions in Plato also; one being stated in the
SoRhist1 as to the intellectual Forms -- i.e. that they are one in
virtue of their reciprocal participation (and all the more [in virtue
of] the sameness and unity in virtue of which each not only shares
in the rest nor is merely the same as them, but rather all are, each
one of them, unifified with respect to t:hemselves2 -- the very thing
Socrateé in the Parmenides wishes to be demonstrated3), but many
when each is considered in virtue of its own individuating property.
But we have a different solution in the Parmenides4 as to the per-
ceptibles, in virtue of the participation of the paradigms of both

the one and the many in the same thing.

Notes to in Phys 101.16 - 24

1251a8-c6; cf. in Phys 99.32-100.26, 101.13-16.

2The clause WA’ . . . o (20-21) may well be corrupt.

3127b7-c1, d6-130a2.

4129c4—e4; cf. in Phys 100.26-101.13.
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in Phys 102.20 - 103.127

Having first undertaken the general refutation of the hypo-
thesis, in order that it might not seem to be refuted owing to the
weakness of the arguments in support of itz, he [Aristotlel will next
proceed to refute the arguments themselves on which they [Parmenides
and Melissus] relied when they declared that being is one, and he
does so not to corroborate their doctrime but rather to reassure
those who must be puzzled by their arguments. For if it is the case
that both in a general way a doctrine is refuted and the arguments
which establish it sould be exploded, the contradictory proposition
will thereupon be undeniably corroborated. For if of contradictory
propositions there is a direct refutation L[of onel, this is indirect-
1y a proof [of the other] of the contradictories3. Therefore, when
the claim that being is one is refuted, the claim that it is many is
established. Thus Socrates was aware that Zeno's argument, because
it proves that many absurdities follow for those who say that there

are many existent things, comes to the aid of Parmenides, who says

that being is one4. It is not difficult to refute their arguments,

he says, because he will show that both the premisses and the figures

of their combination are syllogistically invalid. And he finds more

fault with Melissus's argument. as was said before, either because
in addition to everything else he says that being is infinite, or
because he seems to assume false premisses and to combine them in an

invalid syllogistic form, when he says if what has come to be has a

beginning, that which has not come to be does not have a beginning,
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although it is necessary for one who makes a refutation on the basis
of the consequent to say 'that which does not have a beginning does
not come to be'; for in this way the second mood of the hypothetical
syllogism yields a conclusion. Parmenides sets his premisses in
order, but does not deduce the conclusion which follows from his
premisses, but something else, since he says 'what is besides being
is non-being, non-being is nothing', and does not conclude 'what is
besides being is nothing' —- which does follow -- but rather 'there-

fore being is one'. But these things will be examined later.

Notes to in Phys 102.20 - 103.12

lce. 186a4-13.

2Cf. in Phys 71.19-31.

3nponyow£':vn (26) should probably be emended to THOONYOUMEVDS:

cf. LSJ s.v. II, p. 1480.

4Parmenides 128a4-e4.
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in Phys 107.16 - 28'

Indeed for all these reasons it seems improper to assume that
everything that has come to be has a beginning of the thing. There-
fore the minor premiss, which states 'yet that which has come to be
has a beginning', is not true, and the premiss that is generated by
conversion, which states 'that which has not come to be does mot have
a beginning', not only seems to be generated wrongly from the con-
clusion, but also in itself seems to be false, if someone should
assume a beginning of the thing and not of time. For the sun, moon,
heavens, and the whole universe itself, though created in time,
nevertheless have as a beginning that of the thing, because they are
finitez. Parmenides also, declaring that being is uncreated, makes
it

equal everyway from the centre. (B 8.44)

This sort of thing, being finite, has as a beginning that of the

thing. Therefore both premisses are false; the figure itself has

been shown to be syllogistically invalid.

Notes to in Phys 107.16 - 28

leg. 186a13-16.

2cf. in Phys 105.18-20.
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in Phys 114.25 - 115.9%

Both in doctrine and in mode of establishing their doctrine some
things are common to Parmenides and Melissus, but some things are
specifically different. Common in doctrine is that being is one and
motionless, but specifically different is that Melissus says that
being is infinite, Parmenides finite. Common again to them in mode
of establishing [their doctrinel is that they propound [their argu-
ment] in an invalid syllogistic manner and that they assume false
premisses. But specifically different are the premisses themselves
which each of them employed; for both do not fashion their demonstra-
tions by means of the same [premissesl. Some parts of the refutation
directed against them will be developed in the same manner, but
others in a way different for each. TFor everything that was stated
as abolishing in a general way the claim that being is ome is said
in common against both. TFor example, that for both the argument
fails, and that it assumes what is false and that it does not follow;
for this above all is adduced with respect to a common refutation [of
their arguments]. But everything said against the premisses which
are unique to each comes to bear against each in a specifically dif-
ferent way. And insofar as they differ in doctrine, since the one
says that being is infinite, the other finite, in this respect also

the refutations [against them] must prove to be different.

Notes to in Phys 114.25 - 115.9

lee. 186a22-24.
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in Phys 115.11 - 118.25
As Alexander relates, Theophrastus sets out Parmenides's argu—

ment in the first book of his History of Physics as follows: "that

which is besides being is non-being; non-being is nothing; therefore
being is one"z; but Eudemus in this way: "that which is besides being
is non-being; moreover being is used in only one way; therefore being
is one"3. If Eudemus in so clear a manner wrote this in some other
work I cannot say; but in his Physics he writes the following about
Parmenides, from which it is perhaps possible to conclude what was
stated [by Alexanderl:

But Parmenides does not seem to show that being is one,
even if one should grant him that being is used in only
one way, except as that which is predicated of each thing
in the category of substance, as for example 'man' of
men. That is, when the accounts are given of each thing
the account of being will be one and the same ir all, as
for example [the account] of animal in animals. And just
as if all existent things were beautiful and one cannot
find anything that is not beautiful, everything will be
beautiful, yet what is beautiful is not one but rather
many things (for color, occupation, and anything at all
will be beautiful), in this way also all things will be
existent, but not one nor even the same; for water is

one thing, fire another. Someone might then wonder at
Parmenides's having followed arguments that are unworthy
of credibility and being deceived by such things as were
not yet at that time clarified (for no one spoke of 'in
many ways', but Plato was the first to introduce ambigu-
ity, or of per se and per accidens); but he appears to
have been deceived by them. These things, as well as
syllogistic, were clearly observed on the basis of argu-
ments and counter-arguments; for they would not be agreed
to, unless it should appear necessary; but earlier
[philosophers] made their declarations without benefit

of logical demonstrations.

Developing his remarks about Parmenides to this point, he went on to

Anaxagoras.
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And Porphyry himself also, partly from Parmenides's verses, as
I think, partly from the statements of Aristotle and [from] those
[statements] which one who wants to set forth Parmenides's doctrine
in a persuasive way might make, writes as follows. And his account

is as follows:

If there were anything besides white it is non-white, and
if there is anything besides good it is non-good, and if
there is anything besides being it is non-being. But non—
being is nothing; therefore being alone exists; therefore
being is one. For even if things that exist are not one
but many, they will differ from one another either in
being or in not being; but they could not differ in either
being (for they are like in respect to being itself, and
things that are like are not in fact different or other
qua like, and things which are not other are ome), or in
not being; for things that differ must already exist, but
things that do not exist do not differ at all from ome
another; therefore if he says that the alleged many can-
not differ either in being or in not being and so be
other tham one another, it is clear that all things will
be one, and that this is both uncreated and imperishable.4

However, Aristotle in what follows seems to state Parmenides's
argument in roughly this manner: |

If being signifies one thing and the contradictory pro-

position is not simultaneously possible, nothing will

exist except being.5
But Aristotle also understands the same thing as the preceding [phi-
losophers]l. For if being signifies ome thing, that which is besides
this is non-being, and is nothing. And if the contradictory propo-
sition is not also co-present, so that both what is and what is not
are the same thing, it is clear that that which is besides being
will be non-being and non-being is nothing.

And if anyone is eager to hear Parmenides himself stating these

premisses, he will find the one that says 'what is besides being is
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non-being and nothing', which is equivalent to that which says 'being
is used in only one way', in these verses:

The one, that it is and that it is impossible for it not
to be, is the path of Persuasion (for she attends on
Truth)6. The other, that it is not, and that it must
necessarily not be, that I declare isa wholly indiscern-
able track; for thou couldst not know what is not --
that is impossible -- nor declare it. (B 2.3-8)

And that the contradictory proposition is not also true, he states
by means of those verses in which he censures those who equate
contradictories. For having said,
for it is possible for it to be,

but impossible for nothing to be. This I bid thee con-

sider, for this way of inquiry is the first from which

<I hold thee back>, (B 6.1-3)
<he concludes>

But also from this one, on which mortals, knowing nothing,
wander two-headed; for helplessmess in their own breasts
guides their erring mind. They are borne along, both
deaf and blind, mazed, hordes with no judgment, who
believe that to be and not be are the same and not the
same, and the path of everything is one that turns back
upon itself. (B 6.4-9)

Aristotle first refutes the falsity of the premisses of this argument,
and then its invalid syllogistic form. That is, when he says that it

is false because it assumes that being is used in only one way, while

it is used in many ways -- in as many ways as have been demonstrated

in the Categories. For the claim 'if something exists besides being,
that does not exist', if being were used in only one way, perhaps
this would be properly said; but in the case of things used irc many
ways no longer [is it properly saidl. E.g. if someone should say:

if something exists besides the crab, this is not a crab. For we
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shall ask 'besides what sort of crab'? For besides the aquatic crab
is the heavenly crab [i.e. Cancerl] or the crab of bronze; that is, a
crab besides the heavenly [crabl is not prevented from being another
kind of crab. Similarly also, if something besides being exists, as
for example besides substance, that is not substance, yet is not
prevented from being quality or quantity, and if [there isl something
besides quality, it is not quality, [but is not prevented from beingl
_ substance or quantity. And in this way there is nothing to prevent
things that exist from being many, even being itself [froml being
non-being, but not centradictories. And the premiss is absurd in
another way. For the claim 'if anything besides being exists, it is
non-being' is appropriate for those who also grant at the same time
that the same thing is something and is not [something elsel; but
this is absurd in the case of what is said per se. If anyone should
bring forth the first premiss in this way, on the grounds that being
is used in many ways, this will be true, yet what follows immediately
after it [willl no longer [bel true, which states 'non-being is
nothing'. TFor this is equal to the claim 'that which is besides
substance is nothing', yet there are many things which are not sub-
stances. Well then, in this way the premisses on Theophrastus's
version are refuted as being false; [and they are refuted] as mot

vielding a conclusion because the conclusion that is deduced as a

consequence was 'that which is besides being is nothing'. But he
CParmenides] concluded 'therefore being is one'. Even if someone

posits that being is used in one way only, as Eudemus mentions7, he
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too assumes a falsehood; for being is not [used] in one way only, if
in fact [it is used] in ten ways. Secondly, not even on this assump-
tion does it follow that being is one. Even if someone posits that
nothing besides substance exists, nothing prevents substances from
existing yet being more than one; this point Eudemus made clear in
his statement, "not even if one should grant him that being is used
in only one way"8, and the following statement, "and just as if all
things that exist were beautiful and one can find nothing that is not
beautiful, everything will be beautiful, yet what is beautiful is not
one but rather many [things] (for color, occupation, and anything at
all will be beautiful)"g, and <Eudemus> demonstrated the same thing
in the case of <'existent'>, "thus indeed all things will be existent,
but not one nor even the same thing"lo. And the conclusion which
states 'therefore being is one' is false and is not derived from what
is assumed. For even if being [is used] in only one way, being is
not ipso facto one; for it is used in only one way both in regard to
genus and species; in either way [there arel] many [existent thingsl.
And what Eudemus stated in the example of what is beautiful will
result "that everything will be beautiful, yet what is beautiful is

il in number; for things that are one in account are not ipso

not one
facto also one in number. Aristotle concluded the same things in the
case of what is white. If someone should say that [Parmenides] con-
cluded that being is not onme in number, but rather in species or im

genus, he immediately agrees that [Parmenides] says that things that

exist are more than one in number; things that are one in genus are
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also more than one in account. And if they [Parmenides and Melissusl
say that being is one in this way, how will they still assert that it

is motionless because it is omne?

Notes to in Phys 115.11 - 118.25

lce. 186a23-27.

2pg 483.8-10, fr. 7.

3115.11-116.5 = Eudemus Physica fr. 43 (W) pp. 28.24-29.15; cf.
notes 7-11 below.

% Commentarius in Physica; cf. Index Nominum s.v. p. 1453.

5187a4-5; cf. Metaphysics A 986b26-30.

6S:i.mplicius has the nominative &\ndein here (B 2.4); DK, follow-
ing Bywater's emendation, adopts the dative, as does Guthrie.

7cf. in Phys 115.17-18.

8118.10 = 115.17-18.

9118.11-13 = 115.21-23.

10198.14-15 = 115.23-24. T . . . "APLOTOTEANG (13-14) is out
of place here; cf. 118.20-21 and 186a26-27. The emendation offered
here is conservative; more radical surgery is probably in order.

11418.19 = 115.22.
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in Phys 118.27 - 121.25%

Even if someone grants him [Parmenides], he [Eudemus] saysz,
that being is not used in many ways but rather in one way only, so
that the premiss which states 'that which is besides being is non-
being' is true, and being should signify one thing, not even on this
assumption is being deduced as being one in number. For what is
deduced is that 'what is besides being is nothing if not one'. If
someone wishes to deduce the converse of this, as following what is
deduced, which is what Parmenides seems to do, since the conversion
occurs with opposition, the deduction will be 'the one therefore is
being'. TFor if the consequence were 'that which is besides being,
i.e. non-being is not one', there arises by conversion 'the one
therefore is being'; but this is different from 'being ic one or one

is being'. He himself [Aristotle] demonstrates in the case of what

is white now its inconclusiveness, by assuming that being is an ac-

cident, but shortly afterwards by assuming that being is a substance,
and showing in each case that being cannot be one. For if only what
is white and nothing eise should exist, so that everything that is
besides what is white is non-existent and what is non-existent is

nothing, not even on this assumption is what is white proved to be

one in number, but if at all, [it is omel either in genus or species,

which is also more than one. But that it cannot be one in number he

proves by mentioning the previously assumed distinction of this sort

of 'one'3. For if it were ome in number, it would be one either as

a continuum or as indivisible, or as the same in account. But it is
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necessary that it neither be one as a continuum; for when these
premisses are assumed, that which is white can be more than ome and
discrete. For snow, a swan, and white lead are by no means a single
white thing in virtue of continuity, but rather are discrete. Yet
even if someone grants that it is continuous, what is continuous has
been shown to be many in virtue of division. And on other grounds as
well, even if someone grants that what is white is coatinuous, it
will not be one in account; for each white thing when considered in-
dividually is divided into the substrate, which is called 'white' by
sharing in whiteness, and into the color itself in which it shares.
For indeed this white is said both to be white and to be a species of
whiteness. And the account of each will be unique, of the one as
substrate, as for example of the swan that it is such and such an
animal of white color, but of the other as of a substrate or in a
substrate, for in either case what is accidental is being stated by
him —— that it is a piercing color of vision. Therefore what is
white will bemore than one, even if the premiss which states 'besides
what is white is nothing' remains true; for the account of each is
different, even though both are called 'white'. And it is necessary
that we not be troubled lest we be compelled, by saying ;hat the
accident is different in account in comparison with the substrafe,
to grant him [Aristotlel] that the actual existence of the substrate
is separable. For it is not necessary that those things whose ac-
count is different also be separated from one another in actual exis-~

tence. For indeed things which subsist with one another have unique
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accounts and admit of a unique support of soul, as for example a
surface and a solid body. For nor even insofar as it is separable
does it in this respect have a unique account. "And this," he says,
Parmenides was not yet able to see" -- that it is possible that
things that are one in actual existence have different accounts and
in this respect are more than one. And it was in no way surprising
that systematic rules of accounts had not yet been distinguished,
but were subsequently detected from things themselves and were thus
brought forth as contributing to greater precision; as even Eudemus
attests, when he says:

Someone might then wonder at Parmenides's following argu-

ments that are unworthy of credibility and being deceived

by such things as were not yet at that time clarified (for

no one spoke of 'in many ways', but Plato was the first

to introduce ambiguity, or of per se and per accidens);

but he appears to have been deceived by them. These

things, as well as syllogistic, were observed on the

basis of arguments and counter-arguments. For they would

not be agreed to, unless it should appear necessary; but

earlier [philosophers] made their 2ec1arations without

benefit of logical demonstratioms.
Owing to their ignorance of these matters even the so-called Megarian
philosophers, assuming as a (self-) evident premiss that those
things whose accounts differ are different, and that things that are
different are separate from one another, seemed to prove that each
man is separate from himself. For since there is ome account of
Socrates as musical, and another of Socrates as pale, even Socrates
himself would be separated from himself. It is clear that with

respect to the substrate, in virtue of which Socrates exists, he is

the same, but with respect to his accidents he is different; there-
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fore he is both one and many in the one respect or the other. That
Parmenides least of all failed to know of this sort of distinction
is clear, if while saying [that being is] one he predicated so many
things of it. For it is

whole, unique, immovable and without ends (B 8.4)
and motionless, etarnal, indivisible, and countless other things,
which owing to the undiscriminated unity there [in the noetic orderl]
of these things that are predicated of it were all one, since all
were separated off after it by a single cause, from which we ascribe
to that the distinct categories. Parmenides did not, however, pro-
duce the rule itself; nor was this rule appropriate to the terseness
of the ancients. But Aristotle in a rather forced way meant to
prove that even in the case of that which is the same in actual exis-
tence, as in the case of white body, that what is white is more than
one thing in account, both that as substrate and as that in a sub-
strate. Yet these things do not even have the same name. For the
substrate is not white nor even said to be [whitel per se, except
when it is taken in conjunction with whiteness; thus if at all, the
same name occurs in different accounts, not of the substrate and of
what is in the substrate, but of their product, because we call both
that which shares along with its participation and the color itself
which it shares in 'white'. But if one carefully distinguishes,
these things do not even have the same name; for there is 'white'
and 'whiteness', and 'quale' and 'quality'. Wherefore we define

whiteness as a piercing color of vision, but white as a body sharing
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in whiteness. Having understood these things, as it seems, Eudemus
did not prove in a forcedway the difference of accounts in the case
of one and the same thing in actual existence, but rather made his
demonstration in the case of what is beautiful as something common,
which is appropriate to things which differ in account, so that once
again what seems to be one is this in terms of the common property,
but many in accounts. And he writes as follows:

And just as if all things that exist were beautiful and

one cannot find anything which is not beautiful, every-

thing will be beautiful, yet what is beautiful is not

one but many things (for this color will be beautiful,

and this occupation, whatever it is), in this way also

all things will be existent, but not one nor even the

same; for water is onme thing, fire another.
Perhaps Aristotle rejected this mode of demonstration because if
being had been posited as a single, common thing, whether as a genus
or species, or a homonymous term, more that one thing would immediate-
ly be introduced therewith. For that which is common must be common
to more than one thing. Wherefore, positing it as one in number,
since this sort of 'one' is one either as a continuum or as the same
in account, or as indivisible, he proved that it is neither Lonel] as
a continuum nor as the same in account, but the claim 'fonel as

indivisible' he omitted to set aright as evidently absurd, om the

grounds that that which is indivisible is posited as a limit of body7.

Notes to in Phys 118.27 - 121.25

lce. 185a25-32.

2Cf. 115.16~-18 and note 3 to translation of in Phys 115.11-
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118.25, p. 341.

3. 185b5-25.

4120.6-12 = 115.25-116.4; cf. note 3 to translation of in Phys
115.11-118.25, p. 341. Diels suggestion that olu Gv should be re-~
stored after uév obv in in Phys 115.25 = in Phys 120.6 is probably
correct (n ad 115.25).

SHere (120.23) and at in Cael 558.17 Simplicius (mis)quotes
this verse with &yévntov "uncreated, unborn", while at in Phys 30.2,
78.13, and 145.4 &rédectov "without end" appears; the latter is
adopted by DK.

6121.13—17 = 115.21-23; cf. note 3 to tramslation of in Phys
115.11-118.25, p. 341.

7¢£. 185b16-19, in Phys 87.4-16.
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in Phys 121.28 - 122.5T

It is possible that both the preceding remarks and these are
said not with regard to Parmenides alone, but to Melissus as well.
For, whereas of things that are some exist as accidents, but others
as substrata, of which the accidents are accidents, and these things
are not only not identical with one another but are in some sense
opposites, both that which subsists in itself and that which has its
existence in something else, it is necessary that each of them
[Parmenides and Melissus] say that being is either what is accidental

or what is the substratum of this.

Notes to in Phys 121.28 - 122.5

lce. 186232-34.
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in Phys 124.33 - 125.5; 125.33 - 126.13%

On the basis of these distinctions, it is clear that if
being is one, as the followers of Parmenides say, there
will be nothing else of which this is an accident, but

of whatever thing it is predicated, that must immediate-
ly be called both 'real being' and 'real unity', just as
if being itself is predicated of itself. For if being
shall be spoken of something else not in this way but
rather as an accident, that thing will be something dif-
ferent from being and for his reason [willl simultaneous-
ly [bel 'being' and 'mon-being' -- this is absurd.

If then these things are impossible and 'real being' is
something existent, as is assumed, it is necessary that
both what is accidental to it and 'real being' be exis-
tent, if nothing else exists besides 'real being'. There-
fore being signifies more than one thing, and no longer
the one being but what is accidental to substance as well.
And by these remarks Aristotle seems to me to be pointing
out to Parmenides that although he means to abolish non-
being and for this reason posits that being is one on the
grounds that what is besides being is nothing, he not only
introduces qualified non-being by his hypothesis, by even
proves that being itself is non-being. This was already
proved by Plato in the Sophist, as was that being is one
but not manyz. For being is neither motion nor rest nor
the other kinds. Yet Aristotle [proves it] because he
will show that for those who say that being is one it is
not only qualified non-being but also absolute non-being.
The fact that by first assuming that being is a substance
he proves once again that it is not an accident in the
phrase "for the accident" and what follows produced a
great deal of obscurity as far as his text goes.

Notes to in Phys 124.33 - 125.5; 125.33 - 126.13

1Cf. 186a32-b12. 3Both passages are quotations from Adréstus
(de &nep &vtL); cf. Index Nominum s.v. p. 1437 and in Phys 122.33.

2Cf. e.g. Sophist 258d5-259b6.
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in Phys 126.16 - 27°

Next he show that it is necessary to say that the one being is
neither finite nor infinite, replying to Parmenides and Melissus
together. For if, he says, being is ome, "it will not even have any
magnitude'. If it does not have magnitude, it is clear that it will
neither be finite nor infinite; but Parmenides seems directly to
predicate magnitude of it, since it is a whole and has parts, when
he says,

on every side, like the mass of a well-rounded ball,
equal from the center. (B 8.43-44)

Accordingly, it is clear that if it is one, it will not have magni-
tude, if 'one' is not many nor possesses many, while that which has
magnitude has parts; that which has parts has many and is many, be-
cause the existence of each of the parts is different; and those

things whose existence is different differ from one another and are

many.

Notes to in Phys 126.16 - 27

lcf. 186b12-15 and Sophist 244e2 £f..
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in Phys 127.8 - 141

But perhaps Aristotle does not impute to them this absurdity,
which the majority of his commentators think he does, that being
could not have magnitude, even though they say that it is infinite
or finite (for he did not fail to recognize that they intended and
proved that it is without parts and is indivisible), but rather that
if being is posited as one only, nothing among things that are will
have magnitude, nor even a whole and parts. This is quite contrary

to manifest facts, because the perceptibles and all physical bodies

have magnitude.

Notes to in Phys 127.8 - 14

les. 186b12-14.
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. 1
in Phys 127.17 - 128.2
Alexander says,
Having shown that accidents are ushered in along with real
being, he now shows that even if it be granted to them
[Parmenides and Melissus] that real being alone exists
because this exists in the strict sense, while its acci-
dents exist in a different manmer, in this way too being
itself will not be one but there will be many real beings;
for the division of it as magnitude, which he mentioned,
will proceed into many real beings. It is necessary too
that it be divided with respect to its account, i.e. its
definition, into many real beings. Accordingly, having
shown that with respect to magnitude and to the division
of it into parts being proves to be more than omne and
different in species, if the account of each of the parts
is different, he thereupon added division with respect
to definition.
Now in these remarks Alexander has made his explanation on the as-
sumption that Aristotle had demonstrated that real being has magni-
tude, although he says the opposite: "being, if it is real being,
will not even have magnitude." Consequently, perhaps when positing
that the assumption of these men [Parmenides and Melissus] is that
being is one, he abolishes on the basis of this that it is finite or
infinite or

on every side, like the mass of well-rounded ball"2

(B 8.43)
as Parmenides says; for since things of this sort are (a) magnitude
and discrete, they are many and not one. And because of the fact
that even this real being, which they posit as being one, is divided
with respect to its definition into real beings, he proves that it
cannot be one; therefore he is fashioning a refutation which leaves
them no way out, which might be rendered in the following syllogism,

in accordance with the so-called 'conversion by negation': 'If being
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is one, it does not have magnitude, because it is not divided. If it
is divided, as is clear with respect to its definition, it cannot be

one.'

Notes to in Phys 127.12 - 128.2

lce. 186b14-35.

2Simplicius clearly exchanges necod8ev "from the center" from
B 8.44 for mivtodev "on every side" of B 8.43; cf. in Phys 89.22-23
(apud Plato).
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in Phys 131.31 - 132.5:L

For one who maintains that there is only one thing, [doing sol
on the assumption that it is one in number, would not say that this
is one genus, because genus immediately ushers in with itself a
plﬁrality of species and individuals. But someone might say, 'On
what basis is it clear that Parmenides spoke of 'one in number?’.
But it is clear on the basis of the fact that he [Aristotle] did not
speak of real being as a genus, but rather as a substance. For he
shows that it is not an accident because what is accidental is pred-
icated of a substrate -- which in fact is a substance subsisting in
its own right and not requiring anything else to exist. But genus
itself also belongs to things [saidl of a substrate; therefore real

being could not be a genus, if he clearly set '[saidl] of a subject'

in contradistinction to it.

Notes to in Phys 131.31 - 132.5

lce. 186b14-25.
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s 1
in Phys 133.21 - 29

Eudemus also, who follows Aristotle in everything, did not
understand 'real being' (10 Onep Sv) as 'genus'. Indeed, in the
first book of his Physics, when he speaks about Parmenides, he writes
the following (as Alexander says; for I did not find this statement
in Eudemus's book):

So then, he would not say [it isl what is common. For

neither were such things yet the subject of inquiry, but

subsequently proceeded from arguments, nor would they

admit of what he attributes to being. For how will this

be "from the centre equal" (B 8.44) and the like. But,

it is said, almost all of these statements are appropri-
ate to the heavens.

Notes to in Phys 133.21 - 29

1
16-24.

Cf. 186bl4-35. 133.21-29 = Eudemus Physica fr. 44 (W) p. 29.
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in Phys 133.31 - 134.18'

Having himself refuted Parmenides's argument on the grounds
that it both assumes false premisses (and the premiss was that being
is said in only one way or rather 'what is besides being is non-be-
ing' or 'non-being is nothing', for these are equivalent) and makes
a syllogistically invalid deduction (for the conclusion that is
drawn does not follow), he [Aristotlel says, "some yielded to both

arguments" both that of Zeno who wished to come to the aid

of Parmenides's argument against those who try to make

fun of it by showing that his supposition, that there

is a One, leads to many absurdities and contradictions
by showing

.that, on a thorough examination, their own supposition

that there is a plurality leads to even more absurd

consequences than the hypothesis of the One.
For Zeno himself in Plato's Parmenides manifestly bears witness for
this argument; for Parmenides's argument is that the one being is all
things, if being signifies one thing. For what is besides it will be
nothing. And as Theophrastus adduced [itl: "That which is besides

being is non-being. Non-being is nothing"4. And he says that some

people yvielded to this argument. And to yield to an argument is to

agree to the premisses which establish it or to the whole complex.
Accordingly, it is said that Plato yielded to the premiss which states
'what is besides being is non-being' (for he says that motion, rest,
sameness, and otherness are other thén being in the Soghists), but
does not further agree that non-being is nothing; for truly he says

that things that are other than being, even if they are not being,
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nevertheless exist, and in this way introduces non-being .

Notes to in Phys 133.31 - 134.18

lce. 187a1-11.

2Parmenides 128¢c7-d2. Translation from Cornford,  Plato and
Parmenides, p. 67.

3Parmenides 128d4-6; Simplicius adds h A€youvon (134.7) as a
gloss on M Unddeoitg (omitting the simple €i) and replaces i by finep.
Translation from Cornford, Plato and Parmenides, p. 67. In the fol-
lowing sentence, Simplicius ascribed this quotation to Zeno in the
Parmenides.

“Dc 483.10 (fr. 7); cf. im Phys 115.11-13.

3258b8-e2.

6Sophist 258e6-259b6; cf. in Phys 135.15-136.10.
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in Phys 135.15 - 136.32
But as regards Alexander it is sufficient to quote Plato's
statement, which Alexander himself mentionedz, which clearly shows,
I think, that Plato did not introduce absolute non-being, but rather
qualified non-being. The statement is as follows:

You see, then, that in our disobedience to Parmenides we
have trespassed far beyond the limits of his prohibition.

—— In what way? -- In pushing forward our quest, we have
shown him results in a field which he forbade us even to
explore. —-- How? —— He says, you remember,

Never shall this be proved, that things that are not, are;
but keep back thy thought from this way of inquiry.
(B 7.1-2)

Yes, he does say that. ——- Whereas we have not merely shown
that things that are not, are, but we have brought to
light the real character of 'not-being'. We have shown
that the nature of the Different has existence aad is
parcelled out over the whole field of existent things
with reference to one another; and of every part of it
that is set in contrast to 'that which is' we have dared
to say that precisely that is really 'that which is not'.
-- Yes, sir, and I think that what we have said is per-
fectly true. —-- Then let no one say that it is the con-
trary of the existent that we mean by 'what is not', when
we make bold to say that 'what is not' exists. So. far as any
contrary of the existent is concerned, we have long ago
said good-bye to the question whether there is such a
thing or not and whether any account can be given of it

or none whatsoever. But with respect to the 'what-is-
not' that we have now asserted to exist, an opponent

must either convince us that our account is wrong by
refuting it, or, so long as he proves unable to do that,
he must accept our statements:

that the Kinds blend with one another;

that Existence and Difference pervade them all, and
pervade one another;

that Difference (or the Different), by partaking of
Existence, is by virtue of that participation, but

on the other hand is mot that Existence of which it
partakes, but is different; and since it is differ-
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ent from Existence (or an existent), quite clearly
it must be possible that it should be a thing that
is not;

and again, Existence, having a part in Difference,
will be different from all the rest of the Kinds;
and because it is different from them all, it is not
any one of them nor yet all the others put together,
but is only itself; with the consequence, again in-
disputable, that Existence is not myriads upon
myriads of things, and that all the other Kinds in
the same way, whether taken severally or all to-
gether, in many respect are and in many respects are
not.

On the basis of this statement Alexander thought that Plato intro-
duced absolute non-being because he assumed that being when consider-
ed as a genus is absolute being. And it was enough for him to listen
to Plato's own statement, "Let no one say that it is the contrary of
the existent we mean by 'what is not', when we make bold to say"4,

and that each of them exists in virtue of its participation im being,

yet is not Existences. And before this statement he evidently made

clear what variety of non-being he does introduce, when he said,
When we speak of 'that which is not', it seems that we do
no? mean soyeth%ng contrgry to what exists, but only some-
thing that is different.
And it was 2lso enough for him to have listened to what was stated
concerning absolute non-being and the opposite of being, because
Plato rejected any discussion of it whatsoever. Even he who says
that it exists and even he who says that it does not exist are open
to objection. It is not safe to say anything at all about it. It
is necessary to understand that the being Plato speaks of is that

which is considered with respect to the bare individuating property

itself of being, which is set in contradistinction to both the other
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genera and to non-being; indeed he says that this, but not absolute
being, which combines within itself all the genera, is a genus; of
that, absolute ron-being would be the opposite, if in fact it is
possible to speak of 'begin the opposite of' with respect to it.

But this sort of being could not be a genus, because genera are op-
posed by virtue of their mutual distinction. And these [general are
described as already being discriminated, in virtue of their single
individuating property, from the intelligible unity, in which all
things are one, as Parmenides says, and first descended into the
intellectual division, divided into parts that are not parts, and
into the perceptible segment, and intermediately between these [twol
into the coherence of soul. Therefore Plato is far from introducing

absolute non-being as the opposite of absolute being.

Notes to in Phys 135.15 - 136.32

lcs. 187a1-11.
2. .
Cf. in Phys 134.13-32.

3Soghist 258¢6-259b6. Translation from Cornford, Plato's Theory
of Knowledge, pp. 294-296.

4Soghist 258e6-7. Translation from Cornford, Plato's Theory of
Knowledge, p. 295. Cf. in Phys 135.23-25.

5Sim.plicius here (136.14; cf. 3-4) glosses Sophist 259a4-8.

6Sthist 257b3~4. Translation from Cornford, Plato's Theory of
Knowledge, p. 290. 1In 136.17-20 Simplicius alludes to Sophist 237b
7-239¢7. (Addendum, tr. of 136.21-22: "So it was enough [for him to
hear] what I said as well as these things.")
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in Phys 136.33 - 137.20%

Porphyry has well observed that Plato does not introduce abso-
lute non-being; but his statement that [Platol] in the Sophist relates
that created being is non-being, about which he says in the Timaeus,
"and what is that which is <always> becoming and is never real?"z,
seems to me to be worthy of attention. For Plato does not seem to
discover non-being in the separation of the perceptibles, but rather
in the separation of the intellectual Forms. For when would he say
about enmattered and perceptible things the following:

But tell me, in heaven's name; are we really to be so

easily convinced that change, life, soul, understanding

have no place in that which is perfectly real -- that it

has neither life nor thought, but stands immutable in

solemn aloofness, devoid of intelligence?3
I maintain against Alexander and Porphyry together that Aristotle
would not censure Plato for introducing as being absolute non-being,
since he so clearly states that qualified being exists. Nevertheless,
he would not be arguing against Plato in these remarks on the grounds
that his fear was groundless, that, if what is besides being is non-
being, all things would be one, and for this reason introduces non-
being. For it is not in virtue of his introduction of non-being that
Plato proves that there are many existent things, but rather he
showed this -- that 'one' is onme thing, 'being' another -- making his

proof from the fact that it is of whole limb,

on every side, like the mass of a well-rounded ball,
equal from the centre.* (B 8.43-44)

And non-being was needed t because he calls the sophist 'a maker of
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images', and an image contains some falsehood, and falsehood does
not exist unless non-being exists. For he who states a falsehood

either says that what is is not or that what is not i'ss.

Notes to in Phys 136.33 - 137.20

lee. 18721-11.

227d6-28a2|.. Translation from Cornford, Plato's Cosmology, p. 22.
Simplicius omits Gel (28al).

3Soghist 248e6-249a2. Translation from Cornford, Plato's Theory
of Knowledge, p. 241.

4

Cf. Sophist 244e2-245e5.

SCf. Sophist 239¢9 £f..
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in Phys 138.20 - 25%

Who [Zeno] on the contrary writes many critiques in the course
of his abolishing the claim that there are many, in order that by
abolishing the many the claim that all things are one might be firmly
established, which is the very thing Parmenides himself maintainedz.
Secondly, he [Alexander] ought to state what purpose is served by the
mention of Zeno's argument and of those who vainly yielded to it,
just as those who yielded to Parmenides's argument, but the purpose
of those who introduce non-being is clear; for it is in order that it
be proved that there many existent things, which is what Parmenides

did not maintain.

Notes to in Phys 138.20 - 25

lce. 187a1-3.

2Cf. Parmenides 128c5-d6.
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in Phys 139.24 - 141.11%

Porphyry, however, says that the argument from dichotomy also
belongs to Parmenides, who attempts to show on the basis of it that
being is one. And he write as follows:

And Parmenides had another argument, which supposed that
on the basis of dichotomy it shows that being is one
only and without parts and indivisible. For if it should
be divisible, let it be divided into two, and then let
each of the parts be divided in two, and if this takes
place without end it is clear that either some least and
indivisible magnitudes, though infinite in number, will
remain; or it will vanish and will no longer be resolved
into anything, and will be composed of nothing; but these
things are absurd. Therefore it will not be divided, but
will remain one. For indeed, since it is 'like in every
direction' (mdwty Suoirov), if it is divisible, it will be
divisible in every direction equally, but not [divisible]
in one part, but not in another. Let it be divided in
every direction; consequently, it is clear once again
that nothing will remain, but it will vanish, and if it
will be composed, it will again be composed of nothing.
For if anything will remain, it will no longer prove to
have been divided in every direction. Therefore, on the
basis of these considerations also it is clear that being
will be indivisible, without parts, and one. Those who
follow Xenocrates agreed that the first conclusion, i.e.
that if being is one it will also be indivisible, remains,
yet not that being is indivisible. Wherefore again [they
say that] being is by no means one only, but rather many.
Yet it is not infinitely divisible, but comes to an end
at some indivisible entities. Yet these are not indivis-
ible as being without parts and being ultimate, but rather
as being divisible in number and matter and having parts,
but indivisible in form and primary —- [Xenocratesl] by
positing that there are certain primary indivisible lines,
and that plane figures and primary solids are Lcomposed]
of them. So then Xenocrates believes that the dilemma
that one faces from dichotomy and generally from infinite
cutting and division is resolved by his having introduced
indivisible lines and having produced absolutely indivi-
sible magnitudes, by avoiding the argument: 'if being is
divisible, it is resolved into non-being and is bereft of
those indivisible lines of which, if they remain uncut-
table and indivisible, things are composed’.
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In these statements of Porphyry, that the mention of the argument
from dichotomy, which introduces that which is indivisible and one
because of the absurdity that follows from division, is apropos, it
were well. But it is worthy of note whether the argumeni belongs
to Parmenides and not to Zeno, as Alexander also thinks. For neither
is anything of this sort said in Parmenides's verses, but the vast
majority of historical accounts attribute the dilemma from dichotomy
to Zeno. And above all, in the discussion about motion it is men-
tioned as belonging to Zeno3.

And what need is there to waste words, since it is in fact re-
lated in Zeno's own work? For showing again that if many exist, the
same things are finite and infinite, Zeno writes the following in his
own words:

If there is a plurality, things must be just as many as

they are, no more and no less. And if they are just as

many as they are, they must be limited. If there is

plurality, the things that are are infinite; for there

will always be other things between the things that are,

and yet others between, those others. And so the things

that are are infinite.

And in this way he proved numerical infinity on the basis of dicho-
tomy. As for infinity in magnitude, [he previously demonstrsted itl
in virtue of the same dialectical reasoning. For having first shown,

If what is had no size, it would not even be,
he concludes,

For if it is, each thing must have a certain size and

bulk, and one part of it must be at a certain distance

from another part; and the same argument holds about the

part in front of it -- it too will have some size, and

some part of it will be in front. And it is the same
thing to say this once and to go on saying it indefi-
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nitely; for no such part of it will be the last, nor will

one part ever be unrelated to amother. So if there is a

plurality, things must be both small and great; so small

as to have no size at all, so great as to be infinite.
Perhaps, then, the argument from dichotomy does belong to Zeno, as
Alexander maintains; not, however, becauses he abolishes the one,
but far more the many -- because contradictions follow for those who

posit them [the manyl -- and in this way corroborates Parmenides's

argument, which states that being is one6.

Notes to in Phys 139.24 - 141.11

Lce. 187a1-3.

2Commentarius in Physica; see Index Nominum s.v. p. 1453.
Several parenthical uses of ¢nol have been omitted to produce a con-
tinuous translation (139.27, 29; 140.5).

3ce. 2399 £f..

429 B 3 (DK I.257.9-258.5). Translation from Kirk and Raven,
p. 288.

529 B 1 (DK I.255.14-256.2). Translation from Kirk and Raven,
p. 288.

6

Cf. Parmenides 128c¢5-dé6.
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in Phys 142.28 - 148.24

But since we have already come to the end of the arguments
against Parmenides, it were well both to track down Parmenides's own
doctrine about the one being [to show] that it is in accord with my
previous remarks, and to examine what the refutations are directed
against. Well then, that Parmenides does not posit the one being as
one of the things that come to be and perish, one of its signms,
which states that it is 'uncreated and indestructible', makes clear,
when he says,

One way alomne is

vet left to tell of, namely that 'It is'. On this way are

marks in plenty that since it exists it is urborn and im-

perishable. (B 8.1-3)
And he does not maintain that the one being is corporeal at all,
since he says it is indivisible, when he says,

Nor is it divisible, since it all equally is. (B 8.22)
Therefore, what he says is not appropriate to the heavens at all, as

Eudemusl says some people understood by

on every side, like the mass of a well-rounded sphere.2
(B 8.43)

For the heavens are not indivisible; nor again are they like a sphere,
but they are the most exact sphere among physical things. And that
Parmenides says that the one being is not animate either, his state-
ment that.it is motionless makes clear,

It is alone, unmoved; therefore all things are a name.3
since animate substance has motion even according to the Eleatics.

And he says that being is 'all together’,
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since it now is all together (B 8.5)
and that it is always the same,

Remaining the same in the same place it rests by itself.
(B 8.39)

And it evidently is both 'all together' and 'the same' both with re-
spect to its substance and to potentiality and actuality, which tran-
scend the hypostasis of soul. Perhaps he does not even say that it
is intellectual at all; for the intellectual subsists by virtue of
its separation from the intelligible and its turning back upon the
intelligible, and he says that the one being is the same for being
and intellecting —- that is to say clearly is what is intelligible
and intellect4 -- when he writes,

What can be thought [apprehended] and the thought that 'it

is' are the same. For without that which is (i.e. the

intelligible) in which [i.e. in dependence omn, or in re-

spect of which] it is expressed, thou shalt not find

thought. (B 8.34-36)
Furthermore, the intellectual is divided into Forms, since the intel-
ligible contains beforehand in a unity the separation of the Forms.
And where there is division, there also is otherness; and where this
exists, there too non-being appears. For that which is other is not
otherness itself, but Parmenides totally demarcates non-being from
his one being.

For this shall never prevail, that things that are not

are, but do thou keep thy thought from this way of in-

quiry.? (B 7.1-2).
Nor again does he maintain that the one being is a common property,

either that which exists in our minds as a secondary-creation (for

that is neither 'uncreated' nor 'indestructible'), nor again is it
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the common property in objects; for that is perceptible and belongs
to the opinable and deceptive, about which he speaks later, and is
other because of its differentiae, so that it has othermess and non-
being as attributes. And how could 'all together' or 'combines
within itself the intellect and the intelligible' be true of this?
But surely does he not say that the one being is individual substance,
or is this even more discordant? For individual substance is dis-
tinguished by otherness, and is enmattered, perceptible, and other
because of its accident(s). And it also is divisible and involved in
motion. Accordingly, it remains that the intelligible -~ as cause
of all things, through which both the intellect and intellecting
exist, in which all things are conjointly and as a unity precon-
tained in virtue of a single unity -~ this is the Parmenidean being,
in which there is a single nature of both 'one' and 'being'. TFor
which reason Zeno said that, if anyone should show him 'one', he
would himself supply 'being', not because he did not understand 'one',
but rather because it subsists along with being6. A1l of the con-
clusions which I have stated are appropriate to this one being; for
the 'uncreated' is also 'indestructible' and the complete is "unique'.
For in reality, that which precedes all separation could not be a
second thing along with something else. And appropriate to this are
both 'all together' and 'non-being has no place in it anywhere' and
further 'indivisible' and 'motionless' with respect to every kind of
division and motion, and both the 'being always the same' and 'stand-

ing <s a l:‘Lmit>~7 of all things'. And if this is the final cause of
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intellecting, it is clear that it is the intelligible; for the intel-
ligible is the final cause of both intellect and intellecting. And
if intellecting and the intelligible are 'the same in the same', the
preeminence of their unity would be ineffable. And lest I seem to
anyone to be going too fars, I would gladly append Parmenides's
verses about the one being, nor are there many, to these notes, both
because they corroborate what I maintain and because Parmenides's
writings are scarce. What follows the abolition of non-being is as

follows:

One way alone is yet
left to tell of, namely that 'It is'. On this are marks
in plenty that since it exists it is unborn and imperish-
able, whole, unique, immovable, and without end.

It was not in the past, nocr yet shall it be, since it now
is all together, one and continuous. For what birth of it
wilt thou seek? How and from what did it grow? I shall
not allow thee to say or think ‘from what is not', for it
is not to be said or thought that 'it is not'. And what
need would have prompted it to grow later or sooner, be-
ginning from nothing. Thus it must either fully be or
else not be. Nor will the force of evidence suffer any-
thing besides itself to arise from what is not. There-
fore Justice does mot relax with her fetters? and allow
it to come into being or perish, but holds it fast.

The verdict on this lies here; It is or it is not. But
this verdict has already been given, as it had to be,
that the one path should be left alone as unthinkable,
unnamed, for it is nc true path, and that the other
exists and is real. How could what is afterwards per-
ish?10 And how could it come into being? For if it came
into being, it is not, nor yet if it is going to be at
some future time. Thus becoming is extinquished, and
perishing not to be heard of. WNor is it divisible, since
it all equally is. It does not exist more fully in omne
direction, which would prevent it from holding together,
nor more weakly in another, but all is full of what is.
Therefore it is all continuous, for what is is close to
what is. But unmoved, in the grip of might bonds, it is
without beginning or ceasing, since coming into being
and perishing have been driven afar offll and true con-
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viction has rejected them. Remaining the same in the
same place it rests by itself and so remains firmly where
it is; for powerful Necessity holds it in the bonds of a
chain that hems it all around, because it is not allowed
that what is should be incomplete; for itlis not lacking,
but by not being it would lack everything <. What can be
thought [apprehended] and the thought that 'it is’ are
the same; for without that which is, in which [i.e. on
dependence on or in respect of whichl] it is expressed [or
revealed], thou shalt not find thought. Nothing exists
or can exist apart from what 1513, since Fate has fettered
it so as to be whole and unmoved. Therefore all things
must be a name which mortals have laid down [or agreed
upon] believing them to be true [reall: coming into be-
ing and perishing, being and not being, change of place
and alteration of bright colour. But since there is a
furthest limit, it is complete on every side, like the
mass of a well-rounded ball, equal in every way from the
centre; for it may not be greater or smaller in this
direction or in that; for neither is there what is not,
which might stop it is from reaching its like, nor is it
possible that what is should be here more, and here less,
since it is all inviolate; for equal on sides to itself,
it meets its limits uniformly. Bere I cease the trust-
worthy account and thought concerning truth. From this
point learn the opinions of mortals, listening to the
deceitful pattern of my words. (B 8.1-52)

These then are Parmenides's verses about the oné being. After them
he then discourses about the opinables, positing different principles
in them. Aristotle too makes mention of them later on when he says,
"for Parmenides also makes hot and cold principles, and he calls
them fire and earth"ls. And if he says that the one being is

like the mass of a well-rounded ball, (B 8.43)
do not be surprised; it is because of his poetry that he makes use
of a mythical fiction. How then did this statement differ from
Orpheus's "silver-white egg'. It is clear that used in a gemeral
way some his expressions are also appropriate to other things that

follow it [the one beingl; as for instance 'uncreated and indestruc~



372
tible' is appropiate to both the soul and the intellect, and 'motion-
less and remaining the same' is appropriate to the intellect; but all
[of thesel] when taken together and in their pure meaning befit that
[the one beingl. For even if the soul and intellect are uncreated in
one sense, still they are derived from the intelligible. And the
motionless is properly that in which not even actual motion is dis-
cerned, and 'remaining the same' is strictly appropriate to 'what
remains'. But the soul and the much-prized intellect issued forth
from that which remains and turn back toward it. And it is clear
that as many things as are said to belong to it are precontained in
it as a unity, but as separately, and as is evident by definition,
issued forth from it after it. And accordingly, it seems to be
related by Parmenides as a first cause, since it is one 'all to-
gether'16 and the 'last limit'. But if he did not say it was simply
'one', but 'one being', and 'unique' and 'limit' and 'limited', per-
haps he is indicating that the ineffable cause of all things is
situated above it. How is it then that both Plato and Aristotle
manifestly direct refutations against Parmenides? Refuting him on
two counts, both for saying that being is one and for utterly abol-
ishing non-being, Plato makes his refutation on the basis of the
intellectual and separated order, wherein 'being' was separated from
'one' and both did not remain one, and the parts [were separated]
from the whole. For from these [parts] Plato demonstrated that what
exists is not one but more than one; and he demonstrated [the exis-

tence of] non-being from the otherness that is found among the
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separate Forms; owing to which 'being' in that realm, when grasped
according to a single individuating property, is being, but is not
motion or rest. And each of the others is what it is, but is not
the others. And it is clear that that [non-beingl is certainly
there, where both separation and otherness were manifested, among
what is intellectual as a Form and among the perceptibles as spatial
separation. Parmenides himself manifestly allows this non-being
among the opinables, since he calls the ordering of words concerning
mortal opinions 'deceptive'; and where there is deceit, there is non-
being. For he is deceived who thinks that what is not is or that
what is is not. Yet Parmenides is not alone in abolishing absolute
non-being, but Plato does also, since he shuns the inquiry itself
into it, when he says:

Then let no one say that it is the contrary of the exis-

tent that we mean by 'what is not', when we make bold to

say that 'what is not' exists. So far as any contrary of

the existent is concerned, we have long ago said good-bye

to the question whether there is such a thing or not and

whether any account can be given of it or none whatsoever.

But with respect to the ‘what-is-not' that we have now

asserted to exist, an opponent must either convince us

that our account is wrong by refuting it, or, so long as

he proves unable to do that, he must accept our state-

ments.
It is in no way surprising to demonstrate [that] this sort of non-
being [is found] in this sort of being, which is demarcated with
respect to a single individuating property, although not even this
sort of non-being has a place in the being which is intelligible,

wholly-complete, and is all things before all things as a unityls.

Aristotle, however, producing his refutation on the basis of dicho-
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tomy, either, he says, 'being' is used in many ways and thus it will

be many, or in one way only, and [it is] either substance or ac-

cidentlg. And it is clear that none of these things is appropriate

- to the intelligible, since this division is manifest in Lthe realm
of] coming to be, and if at all, it is causally precontained in the
intellectual division. But let no one censure Plato and Aristotle
for refuting the conceptions of other men. TFor they are benevolent
in the way they set forth <éar1ier>20 misunderstandings; since the
fact that they think that Parmenides is wise, Plato makes clear by
testifying to the "altogether noble depth" of the man's intelli-
gence21, and by relating him as Socrates's teacher of the most
sublime knowledgezz, and Aristotle by elsewhere supposing that he

"23, and by putting him in contradistinc-

"in some places has insight
tion to the physicist824. Whereas Plato spoke of this one being in
his Parmenideszs, proclaiming its preeminence, as did Aristotle in

the Metaphysics, contending that it is one and shouting "the rule of

26 __ before him he [Parmenides] proclaimed its

many is not good"
unity and well observed that there intellect, intelligible, substance,
potentiality, and actuality are the same. But enough of these
matters lest we seem to someone “to leap beyond the furrows", as the

saying goes27, by inserting the most sublime elements of first

philosophy into a work on nature.

Notes to in Phys 142.28 - 148.24

1cf. in Phys 133.21-29.
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2Cf. note 4 to traaslation of in Phys 52.8-53.7, p. 306.
3cf. note 2 to tramslation of in Phys 28.32-31.17, p. 289.

4'I'he text here (143.20-21) is probably corrupt.

Scf. Sophist 2584l £f..

Oct. in Phys 97.12-13, 138.32-33.

7Diels's suggestion of mépag TL for mMEpPaTL is here adopted; cf.
note ad 144.22.

8Cf. in Phys 97.12-13, 138.32-33. in Phys 97.7-99.18 = Eudemus
Physica fr. 37a (W) pp. 25.14-27.17.

9Guthrie (pp. 26-27), following DK, adopts MESHOLV for Simpli-
cius's nEdnowv (B 8.14).

loGuthrie (pp. 26-27), following DK and others, reads &meLT'
ddroLTo €6V for Simplicius's Encita mEAOL TO &Sv (B 8.19).

Mee, note 6 to translation of in Phys 37.12-40.21, p. 298.

lsz. note 4 to tramslation of in Phys 28.32-31.17, p.289.

l:‘}Guthrie (pp. 39-40) thinks that the verse (B 8.36) is probably
corrupt and adopts the reading of DK.

14Guthr:'Le (pp. 43-44) adopts olu €6v of the Aldine (and DK) for
o0t' &5V in Simplicius (B 8.46).

15, 88a20-22.

l60::154:t:i.ng 0 with D (note ad 147.14).

17Sthist 258e6-259a4. Translation from Cornford, Plato's
Theory of Knmowledge, p. 295.

18ct. in Phys 88.5-8.
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19c¢. 185220-187a11.

2OEmending the meaningless Yevnoouéwag (148.12) to yevouévag :
cf. in Phys 36.25-27.

21Theaetetus 184al.

2This appears to be a general reference to the Parmenides.

230f. Metaphysics A 986b27-28 and Diels's mote ad 148.16.

24CE. 184b15-18, in Phys 41.5-6, 148.26-149.2.

25128a8-b1. Simplicius may have the whole second hypothesis
(142b1-155e3) in mind.

26Metap_hzsics A 1076a4.

270t. cratylus 413a7-bl.
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. 1
in Phys 162.11 - 22

Parmenides, too, demonstrated that real being is uncreated since
it neither comes to be from being (for there was nothing existent
before it) nor from non-being; for it must come to be from something;
but non-being is nothing. And the cause of the absolute necessity
of what comes to be coming to be from being Parmenides set forth in
a wondrous way. For in short, he says, if [it comes to bel from non-
being, what is the arbitrary selection2 for its having come to be
then when it did come to be, but not sooner or later? And he writes
as follows:

For what birth of it wilt thou seek?

How and from what did it grow? I shall not allow thee to

say or to think 'from what is not', for it is not to be

said or thought that 'it is not'. And what need would

have prompted it to grow later or sooner, beginning from
nothing? (B 8.6-10)

Notes to in Phys 162.11 - 22
1
Cf. 187a26-29

ztig N dovAneworg.  LSJ s.v. II, p. 202, translates this phrase
. ",

"what is there unreasonable in . . . "; the sense here is nearly the

opposite, e.g. "it is absurd that . . .".
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. 1
in Phys 179.27 - 180.13
And he [Aristotlel] proves that the principles are opposites —
evidently the elemental [principles] of physical objects —— first on
the basis of the agreement among nearly all the physicists on this
point, even if they disagree on everything else. For indeed those

who say that being is one and motionless, as for example Parmenides,

they too make the principles of physical objects opposites. "For
indeed" he "makes hot and cold principles" in the Doxa. "And he
calls them fire and earth" and light and night or darkmess. For he
says after the Aletheia:

They made up their minds to name two forms,
of which it is not right to name one (it is in this that
they have gone astray); and they adjudged them contrary
in form and assigned marks apart from each other; on the
one hand flaming heavenly Fire, very rare and light, in
every direction the same as itselfz, but not the same
as the other; and also that other, separate, the very
opposite, blind Night, a dense and heavy form.

(B 8.53-59)

And shortly afterwards again:
Then since all things have been named Light and Night,
and the names appropriate to their powers assigned to
these and those, everything is full alike of Light and
obscure Night, both equal, since there is nothing that
shares in neither. (B 9.1-4)

And if nothing does not share in neither, it is clear that they both

are principles and that they are opposites.

Notes to in Phys 179.27 - 180.13

lce. 188a19-22.

2Guthrie (p. 51) brackets fimLov in B 8.57.
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. 1
in Phys 188.28 - 31
And Parmenides says that hot and cold [are principles more
knowable by semsel, but Alexander says that either it was he, who
spoke of hot and cold, who said that they were moist and dry, or
else it was Empedocles, who in addition to Love and Strife posited

the four elements as principles.

Notes to in Phys 188.28 - 31

1ce. 188b30-189a7.
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. 1
in Phys 235.12 - 236.12
That he rightly placed absence in addition to matter among the
principles he demonstrates from the fact that some ancient philo-
sophers, who did not understand it [absencel, abolished coming to be
and perishing, since they were defeated by one dilemma, and encoun-

tered other absurdities. And by first in philosophy he does not

mean only those who preceded in time, but rather those who in the

first instance investigated truth. He does not now speak of all of

them, but rather of as many as tried to abolish coming to be. They
are divided into two, or rather three camps. For some of them said
that what exists is one and uncreated; others said that there are
many existent things, but that they remain in existence when separ-
ated out -- abolishing coming to be, as for example Anaximander and
Anaxagoras; some produced coming to be by the combination and separ-
ation of the primary elements, as for example Democritus and Empedoc-
les. For coming to be does not exist, he says,

but only mingling and separation of what is mingled.2
These men abolished coming to be, he says, constrained by a dilemma,
which they could not resolve. It is resolved by positing those kinds
of physical principles which we have posited. And when he has first

set out the dilemma3, having been thrust away by which from the way

that leads to the truth they tried to abolish coming to be, and the

absurdity that follows from the dilemma, he thereupon adds its solu-

tion. And the dilemma is as follows: it is necessary that what comes
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sible, coming to be could not exist; it is clear that both are im-

possible; for neither does being come to be from being (for being

already exists prior to its having come Eg_hg), nor from non-being

(for there must be something from which [it came into beingl), and in

a word non-being is nothing. The dilemma is of this sort. He adds
the immediate consequence:

So too they exaggerated the cgnsequence of this, and went

so far as to deny even the existence of a plurality of

things, maintaining that only Being itself is. Such then

was their opinion, and such the reason for its adoption.4
Defeated by the dilemma, as some seem, into which the concept of
being and non-being had led them, which realizes that being proper
and non-being proper alone exist and do not exists, the dilemma pro-
gressed to its seeming conclusion6. And this is that being is one,
as Melissus and Parmenides said, who say that what is besides being
is non-being. For if existents should be more than one, it is clear
that they both differ from one another and that their difference will
exist besides being; and if there should be anything besides what is,
it will either be existent or nom-existent. But it is impossible
either that what is besides being be existent or that what is non-
existent exist. He deduced that the claim that being is one is more
absurd than the claim that coming to be does not exist, and that

this had occured to them because of their dilemma7.

Notes to in Phys 235.12 - 236.12

lce. 191a23-34.
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2Em.pedocles, 31 B 8.3. Translation from Guthrie, p. 140.

3Simplicius, along with EJ, has dmoplag for the dmeiplag 'in-
experience' (of FIVPT) adopted by Ross in 191a26-27.

4l9la31-34. Translation from R.P. Hardie and R.K. Gaye, Physica,
P. 233 (McKeon).

5Cf. Metaphysics A 984a29-bl.

6The reading of a T dropiq MEOAdOV is preferable; "and in
their dilemma advanced to the seeming conclusion".

7The Greek is obscure here (236.11-12).
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in Phys 242.17 - 244.21%
Whether the nature of absence is [the naturel of matter, which

had it been seen would have resolved every dilemmaz; or [the naturel

of per se and per accidens and of 'in potentiality' and 'in actual-
ity'; or [the naturel of both taken together (for the one [existsl in
virtue of the other); this nature, he [Aristotlel says, some did mot
grasp at all -- all those who make being one or all those who say
that all things exist beforehand in actuality, and without exception
all those who abolish coming to be —- while some grasped it "but mot
sufficiently". Indeed he seems to say these things in reference

to Plato. For he himself, saying in the Timaeus that matter is not

a thing that actually exists, when he says that what underlies the
Forms could not be

duly prepared unless it is free from all those characters
which it is to receive from elsewhere3,

seems to have grasped in some way or other both matter and absence/
lack (otépnoig); for that which is naturally disposed to receive or
not, but does not possess, could properly be said 'to lack' (EoTepfi-
oXL). Plato is manifestly the first to have distinguished both
'in potentiality and in actuality’ and ‘per se and per accidems’,
and 'in one way being, but in another non-being', as was stated
beforeA. Indeed, in addition to the rest [of these distinctions]
Plato precisely defined things that are used in many ways, as even
Eudemus in his Physics testifies when he says, "For Plato, by intro-
5

ducing ambiguity, resolved many dilemmas concerning things'~. For

these reasons, then, Plato could have grasped this sort of nature.
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But he does not seem to have sufficiently grasped it imn two ways,
one of which is the extent to which he agrees to Parmenides's state-
ment that being is one. For to this extent he produces coming to be
out of absolute non-being and qua non-being. For it is not possible,
if being is ome, that there is something else that is existent per
se, but is non-existent per accidens, and is existent in poteniality,
but is non-existent in actuality, from which things that come to be
will exist. For everything that is not that simply does not exist.
For that which is besides being is non-being; non-being is nothing;
that alone is being; therefore by approving of Parmenides's statement
that being is one, [Plato] himself produces coming to be out of
absolute non-being.

Thus do nearly all of the commentators explain the text on the
assumption that Plato agrees to Parmenides's statement that being is
one. And this surprises me: for in the Sophist he clearly objected
to Parmenides's statement, which states that being is one, with a
host of criticisms; the criticisms were previously stated in the
objections to Parmenides6, but to refresh out memory let us now set
forth their conclusion, which is as follows:

And countless other difficulties, each involved in

measureless perplexity, will arise, if_you say that the

real is either two things or only one.

However, Aristotle by no means said that they agree that <something>

without qualification comes to be from non-being, insofar as they

agree that Parmenides speaks correctly. Accordingly, perhaps he is

censuring him [Plato] for admitting the minor premiss of Parmenides,
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which states that 'what is besides being is non-being', and on the
basis of this agrees that non-being exists. For he says that that
which is other than beautiful, since it is besides what is beautiful,
is non-beautiful, and that that which is other than large, since it
is besides what is large, is non-large, and adding other [examplesl]
of this sort concludes:

So, it seems, when a part of the nature of the Different

and a part of the nature of the Existent (Existence) are

set in contrast to one another, the contrast is, if it be

permissible to say so, so much a reality as Existence it-

self; it does not mean what is contrary to 'existent',

but only what is different from the Existent. -- That is

quite clear. —- What name are we to give it, then? --

Obviously this is just that 'what-is-not' which we were

seeking for the sake of the Sophist.8
It is clear that Parmenides had absolute non-being in sight when he
abolished non-being, since he says,

For this shall never prevail, that things that are not

are, but do thou keep thy thought from this way of in-

quiry.9 (3 7.1-2)
Plato, however, agreed to the minor premiss, looking to that non-
being which is due to othermess, but he objected to the major premiss,
which states that 'non-being is nothing'. But if this should be so,
Aristotle would not now be censuring Plato for saying that coming to
be [arises] from absolute non-being, since he agrees that "Parmenides
speaks correctly”. But neither does Plato concur that absolute non-
being exists, nor much less Parmenides. But perhaps we are being
too forceful in our assertion that Plato approves of Parmenides's

statement that non-being exists. For even if he concurs with the

minor premiss, which states that 'what is besides being is non-be-
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ing’, yet it is not as if Parmenides posits non-being. For he con-
cludes that non-being is nothing. And in short, since he refutes
Parmenides on the grounds that he indiscriminately abolises non-
being, he himself introduced non-being in the Sophist. Consequently,
lest the commentators be making their explanations in an irrelevant
way, perhaps let us say that Aristotle here has referred to what
Plato says in the dialogue Parmenides, where Plato seems éo marvel
at Parmenides's assumption and demonstration that being is onelo.
It is clear that he proves that this being is really many, by care-
fully examining it with respect to ome or the other orders. But I
have written these things dizzy with consternétion; if anyone should
account in a less forced way L[for] how Plato says that coming to be
[arises] from non-being, because he agrees that "Parmenides speaks

well"”, he prevails as a friend, not a foe.

Notes to in Phys 242.17 - 244.21

lee. 191535-192a2.

2Cf. 191b33-34.

350d6—e1. Translation from Cornford, Plato's Cosmology, p. 186.

“in Phys 239.3-5.

5cf. Eudemus Physica fr. 43 (W) p. 29.10-11, in Phys 115.27,
120.8-9.

®in Phys 88.30-90.20.

7245&12—e2. Translation from Cornford, Plato's Theory of
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Knowledge, p. 227.

8So;ghist 258al1-b6. Translation from Cornford, Plato's Theory
of Knowledge, pp. 2°21-292.

9cf. Sophist 258d2-3.

10cs. 128a8 ££..
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in Phys 274.20 - 26%

Therefore Antiphon seemed in a general way to call the sub-
strate 'mature' (f) ¢loLg), while each of the rest also called what-
ever he said was the primary substrate 'the nature' of things that
are; whether this was one, as for instance Thales said water [was
the primary substratel, Anaximenes air, Heraclitus fire, or more
than one, as for example Parmenides fire and earth, or the four, as
for example Empedocles. But no one said that earth alone [was the
primary substratel, but Aristotle inserted this as well out of amal-

ogy with the rest.

Notes to in Phys 274.20 - 26

lcg. 193a9-28.
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in Phys 502.3 - 12

If whatever is whole and perfect is finite, Parmenides made a
better declaration than Melissus about being. For Melissus, having
said that it is infinite, also says that it is whole. ©On the other
hand, Parmenides, saying that it is a whole, as "from the centre
equal" (B 8.43) makes clear, (for that which has a center amnd stands
at an interval equal from it in every direction assuredly has an
extremity also); saying then that it is a whole he properly says
that it is finite also. But Melissus combines what is contradictory.
For if what is infinite is a whole, and what is whole finite, what
is infinite would be finite. Therefore, he who says that what is
infinite is a whole and a sum interweaves things that are not by

nature to be interwoven; for there is a proverb said of these

things.

Notes to in Phys 502.3 - 12

lce. 206b33-207a18.
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in Phys 649.35 - 650.14%

And that this argument, which introduces void on the basis of
motion, was ancient is confirmed by that fact that Melissus, employ-
ing as obvious the hypothetical syllogism which states 'if being
moves, it moves through void', and then assuming in addition that
'however, void does not exist', concludes 'therefore being does not
move'z. That Melissus propounds the argument in approximately this
way is clear. But he propounds it not concerning corporeal nor even
particularized being, but rather about intelligible and quite-com-—
plete [beingl]. For he maintains that this is one and motionless,
proving 'motionless', I believe, because it is all thi;gs and there
is nothing besides it, towards which it will depart through void;
for the void is not there [in intelligible beingl, and perhaps nct
even otherness, if it is all things. Non-being does not have a
place in absolute being. For even if othermess is there, due to
which the Forms are separated from ome another, nevertheless other-
ness too is an existent thing. The void does not have a place in
absolute being, just as non-being too does not.

But do thou keep thy thought from this way of inquiry,

(3 7.2)
the great Parmenides says.

Notes to in Phys 649.35 - 650.14

lce. 213b4-15.

2ce. 30 B 7.7 (DK I.272.3-273.3).
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in Phys 1195.6 - 15%

Thirdly, [he concludes] that he who says that all things are at

rest not only abolishes nature and things in nature, nor even makes

an attack against the physicist alone, but also against all. the

crafts and the applied sciemnces -- evidently those which operate
with motion; for theoretical knowledge requires some physical motion.
Wherefore, having said "against all the sciences" he added "so to
speak”. And he opposes "all the opinions" of physicists or even of
all men "because they all employ motion". And one must observe from
this passage also, so I suppose, that Aristotle by no means believes
that those who follow Parmenides and Melissus hold the opinion that
the whole of being is motionless, but rather only real and intel-

ligible being.

Notes to in Phys 1195.6 - 15

Leg. 252a32-bz.
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1

in Cael 7.20 - 26

If someone says that all these matters also are connected with
bodies, nevertheless the discussion concerning space, time, and void
would fall outside of things of this sort; likewise too that [dis-
cussion] concerning what is not physical but raises physical ques-
tions —- concerning which he spoke in the first book of the Physics
in his discussion of Parmenides and MElissusz.

At the same time the holders of the theory of which we

are speaking do incidentally raise ghysical questions,

though Nature is not their subject;

therefore, the discussion of these matters also falls somewhat

outside of bodies.

Notes to in Cael 7.20 - 26
lee. 268a1-6.
2184b25-187all.

3thsics 185al17-19. Translation from R.P. Hardie and R.K. Gaye,
Physica, p. 220 (McKeon).
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in Czel 136.18 - 137.12

For if something should come to be, they say, from abso-

lute non-being, it will result that non-being exists; for

it has changed into being. But if someone says that

things that come to be come to be from non-being in the

way that a ship does from [planks] of wood, i.e. from

non-being itself as the substrate for what comes to be

and changing into it, it will in truth result that non-

being exists. But I do not suppose that anyone so lacks

wits that he posits that there is coming to be from non-

being in this manner, but rather insofar as each of the

things that come to be comes to be though in no way

existing prior, it was brought forth into being.
Indeed, either I totally fail to understand what he is saying in
these remarks or else he manifestly understands the statements of
the ancients in a non-sensical way. For neither did anyone try to
reduce the claim that there is coming to be from non-being to this
absurdity -~ that non-being exists, but rather into the claim that
nothing can come to be from non-being because non-being is inef-
ficient. TFor believing that what comes to be comes to be both from
a substrate, as it were, and because of an efficient cause, they
properly said that nothing comes to be from non-being as an element
or as from an efficient cause. For indeed Parmenides, the first of
whom we know by report to propound this argument in his verses
about the uncreatedness of being, writes the following:

For what birth of it wilt thou seek?
Bow and from what did it grow? I shall not allow thee

to say or think 'from what is not', for it is not to be
said or thought 'it is not'. (B 8.6-9)

And Aristotle also sets forth the dilemma as follows:

So they say that none of the things that are either comes
to be or passes out of existence, because what comes to
be must do so either from what is or from what is not,
both of which are impossible. For what is cannot come to
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be (because it is aiready), and from what is not nothing
could have come to be (because something must be present
as a substratum).2

Who then is the man who reduces [their claim] into this absurdity —-

that non-being changes into being?

Notes to in Cael 136.18 - 137.12

1Johannes Philoponus, from VI Librorum T&v TpOg “APLOTOTEAN
(tepl aLéLdnrog udouov) 3 cf. Index Nominum s.v. p. 771. Several
parenthical uses of @Ynol have been omitted to produce a continuous
quotation (in Cael 136.20, 23).

2thsics 191227-31. Translation from R.P. Bardie and R.K. Gaye,
Physica, p. 233 (McKeon).
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in Cael 139.23 - 140.9
Whereas this manl, having defeated, as he supposes, the more
powerful of Aristotle's statements concerning the uncreatedness of
the universe, immediately undertakes to shake the credibiiity of the
common beliefs and perception of men as well, come let us consider
his preparations against these statements also. Now since Aristotle

states that all men, whether Greek or barbarian, allot the upper

place to the deity, because the immortal is linked with the immortalz,

but shortly afterwards relating the opinions of his predecessors
corcerning the composition of the universe and saying,

That the world was generated all are agreed, but, gener-

ation over, some say that it is etermal, others say that

it is destructible <like any other natural formation.>

Others again, with Empedocles of Acragas and Heraclitus

of Ephesus, believe that there is alteration in the de-

structive process, which takes place now this directionm,

now that, and continues without end,3
this man believes a feast has been set for himself in that he [Aris-
totlel, using the testimony of the common man, shortly afterwards
introduces famous philosophers as offering contradictory testimony
on the heavens4. Yet, if with regard to the claim that what exists
is one he had both cited the common assumption that maintains that
what exists is more than one and had undertaken to correct the
doctrine of Parmenides and Melissus, it would be wholly, I think,
characteristic of the dull-witted to say that believing the common
assumption to be true he objected to the outward expressions of

these men lest those men, who pay rather superficial attention to

their doctrines and who are unable to grasp their profundity, not be
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confounded in the face of the parts of their doctrines that are so

clear.

Notes to in Cael 139.23 - 140.9

1Johannes Philoponus, from VI Librorum v Tdg “APLOTOTEAN
(mepl &u8Ldtntog udouov) 3 cf. Index Nominum s.v. p. 771.

2Cf. 270b5-9. Translation based on J.L. Stokes, De Caelo, pp.
402-403 (McKeon).

3279b12-17 (the text quoted here (139.31-34) is a truncated
version of this). Tramslation from J.L. Stocks, De Caelo, p. 419

(McKeon) .

“ce. sophist 251b5-c6.
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‘in Cael 556.3 - 556.101

He [Aristotlel divided the opinions about coming to be in a
four-fold manner: 1) some totally do away with coming tc be, saying
that all things that are are uncreated because there is no knowledge
of things that are created and perishable, since they are always in
flux, as Parmenides and Melissus seemed to say; 2) some, in direct
opposition to them, as for example Hesiod, who says that even the
very first of things [that arel according to him came to be:

Verily Chaos came to be first of all; (Theogony 116)
3) some say that everything else comes to be, but they say that the
one, common underlying thing alone is uncreated, from which every-
thing else comes to be, as for example Heraclitus; 4) some say that
no body is uncreated, but that all things come to be, by composition
from plane figures. He first discusses those who follow Melissus
and Parmenides. The former says that there is no.coming to be at
all, but Parmenides says that there is none in truth but there is in
seeming. For this reason he [Aristotle] added "but only seem to us".
"And these men,” he says, "even if they say everything else well" —-
for in reality 'well' and divinely they understood matters relating
to the one being and the intelligible nature and also revealed to
their follwers that there cannot be knowledge of things that are
subject to coming to be and motion, imnsofar as they are always in
flux —— "still it is necessary to believe that they do mot speak as
physicists at any rate" since their philosophy is concerned with

metaphysical things. "For the claim that some of the things that
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are are uncreated and wholly without motion" -- which is precisely
what they were trying to prove —— "belongs to another [inquiryl",
first philosophy, to prove and not "to the inquiry into nature",
because nature is a principle of motion, and by abolishing motion
they abolish both nature and natural objects. And yet someone might
say, 'what is there to prevent themfrom not being called 'physicists'
nor again being refuted as physicists?' Is it because both Melissus
and Parmenides entitled their works On Nature? But this would not
be sufficient; for indeed the word 'mature' was common, insofar as
people venture to speak even of 'god's nature' and we speak of 'the
nature of things that are'; and moreover they did not in these works
discourse about metaphysics only, but about physics also, and per—
haps for this reason did not avoid using the title On Nature. No,
the point on which Aristotle censures them, when he confutes the
cause of their error, would be really harsh, if in fact it were true.

For these men he says supposing that nothing else besides the sub-

stance of the perceptibles is found in actual existence, but being

the first to understand that there must be some such uncreated and

motionless natures, if in fact there is scientific thought —- for

of things that are always in flux there is no knowledge, and even in
Plato Parmenides says, 'mor will someone have a place to direct his
thoughts to unless eternal Forms are posited to exist'2 —— having

understood these things then they transfered to things that are

perceptible and created these statements which are appropriate to

things that are intelligible and motionless, if in fact undertakiag
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to speak about nature the say what is appropriate to these other
things. And if Melissus did use the title On Nature or On Being, it
is clear that he believed that nature was being and that things that
are are things in nature, i.e. the perceptibles. And perhaps in this

way Aristotle said they assume that nothing else besides the sub-

stance of perceptible things —-- when they say that being is one; for

since what is perceptible clearly seems to be, if being is one, there
would be nothing else besides this. And Melissus says:

To be <infinite> it must be one; for it there were two,

they could not be infinmite but would have limits in

relation to [or be limited] by one another,3
and Parmenides:

whole, unique, immovable, and without end.4 (B 8.4)
But Aristotle, as is his custom, even in the present case has attack-
ed the apparent meaning in statements, taking thought that the more
superficial not be fallaciously misled; but those men posited a two-
fold reality —-- the one of being, the intelligible, and the other
of what comes to be, the perceptible, which they did not deem worthy
to call '"being' without qualification, but rather 'seeming being';
wherefore he says that truth is concerned with being, but seeming
with what comes to be. At any rate Parmenides says:

It is meet for thee to learn all things,

both the unshaken heart of well-rounded truth and also

what seems to mortals, in which there is no true con-

viction. Nevertheless these things too shalt thou learn,

namely that what seems had assuredly to exist, being
indeed everything.’> (B 1.28-32)

Further, once he has completed the account about real being and on

the point of giving an explanation concerning the perceptibles, he
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added:

Here I cease the trustworthy account and thought6
concerning truth. From this point learn the opinions
of mortals, listening to the deceitful pattern of my
words. (B 8.50-52)

And having related the ordering of the perceptibles he again added:

Thus in appearance these things came into being and now

are and having matured will ccme to an end in the future;

and for them men have assigned a name to distinguish each

one. (B 19.1-3)
How then did Parmenides assume that only perceptibles exist? (It is
superfluous to quote here the sort of arguments he made in his dis-
cussion of the intelligible.) And how did he transfer things that
are appropriate to the intelligibles to the perceptibles =—- who
separately related the unity of intelligible and real being, and
separately [relatedl the ordering of the perceptibles in a clear
manner and does not deem it worthy to call what is perceptible by
the name 'being'? Moreover, Melissus, since he wrote in prose, still
more clearly set forth his own opinion on these matters, both
throughout his philosophy, but most of all in these statements; for
having said about being that it is ome, uncreated, and motionless,
and separated by no void, but is wholly full of itself, concludes:

This argument, then, is the greatest proof that it is

one alone; but the following are proofs of it also. If

there were a plurality, things would have to be of the

same kind as I say that the one is. TFor if there is

earth and water, and air and fire, and iron and gold, and

if one thing is living and another dead, and if things

are black and white and all that men say they really

are -- if that is so, and if we see and hear aright, each

one of these must be such as we first decided, and they

cannot be changed or altered, but each must be always

just as it is. But, as it is, we say that we see and
hear and understand aright, and yet we believe that what
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is warm becomes cold, and that what is cold warm; that
what is hard turns scft, and what is soft hard; that what
is living dies, and that things are born from what lives
not; and that all those things are changed, and that what
they were and what they are now are in no way alike. We
think that iron, which is hard, is rubbed away by contact
with the finger; and so with gold and stone and every-
thing that we fancy to be strong, and that earth and stone
are made out of water; so that it turns out that we
neither see nor know realities. Now these things do not
agree with one another. We said that there were many
things that were eternal and had forms and strengths of
their own, and yet we fancy that they all suffer alter-
ation, and that they change from what we see each time.
Tt is clear, then, that we did not see aright after alil,
nor are we right in believing that all these things are
many. They would not change if they were real, but each
thing would be just what we believed it to be; for nmoth-
ing is stronger than true reality. But if it has changed,
what is has passed away and what is has come into being.
So then, if there were a plurality, things would have to
be of just the same nature as the omne.

This man, then, clearly even stated the reason why they say that
perceptibles do not exist, but only seem to exist. How then could
someone suppose that they believe that what is perceptible alone
exists? But they also abolish coming to be from real being; for of
this both Parmenides said:

Thus becoming is extinguished, and perishing mnot to be
be heard of, (B 8.21)

and Melissus as Parmenides; however, they clearly speak of coming to
be for the perceptibles, Melissus in these words, 'what is warm
becomes cold" and what follows . . . "earth and stone are made out
of water"s, and with regard to the perceptibles Parmenides says that
they had a beginning, for he saysg,
How earth and sun and moon
and aither common to all and the Milky Way and highest

Olympus and the hot force of the stars started to come
into being, (B 11l.1-4)
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and he relates10 the coming to be of things that come into being and
pass away down to the parts of animals. And it is clear that Parmeni-
des did not fail to know that he was created, just as he by no means
[ failed to knowl] that he had two feet when he said that being is one.
But what Aristotle stated well in the Metaphysics, "Parmenides seems
perhaps <to speak> with rather more insight"ll, we certainly must
believe that Aristotle added after his refutation of the apparent
meaning.

Alexander says that these men employ the following syllogism:
things that are perceptible alone exist; there is knowledge of
existent things; those things of which there is knowledge are motion-
less; therefore things that are perceptible are motiomless. And
following this argument, he says, they transfered what is trul& said
of motionless substances to things that are perceptible —~- unsoundly.
Wherefore, it turned out that by speaking about things in nature not

as scientists of nature they abolished nature.

Notes to in Cael 556.3 - 560.10

lce. 208b14-24.

2¢¢. Parmenides 135b8-cl.

330 B 6. Translation from Guthrie, p. 106.

“C£. note 5 to translation of in Phys 118.27-121.25, p. 347.

5 N . .
Guthrie (p. 9) adopts the reading mep &vta because it is
better attested in the manuscripts of Simpliciuns (B 1.32). DK, how-

ever, retains mepdvta cf A; "passing through".
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6Cf. note 4 to translation of in Phys 37.12-40.21, p. 298.
730 B 8. Translation from Kirk and Raven, pp. 304-305.
8

30 B 8.3. Translation from Kirk and Raven, p. 305.

Emending AéveLv to Aéywv: cf. in Phys 31.12, 32.12, 39.13, 17,
26.

loReading TopaSiéuoL (559.27) with DEc.

Hogen27-28.
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in Cael 562.6 - 10l

Perhaps he omitted the other doctrines for the present because
he produced a long discussion concerning them in the'thsicsz.
Perhaps what is said with respect to other conceptions of Parmenides
and Hesiod did not require a substantial reply; of the physicists
one spoke of water, another air, another fire, another what is

intermediate.

Notes to in Cael 562.6 - 10

Lof. 298b24-299a2.

2cf. 187a12 ££..



405

in Cael 672.24 - 32

This then is the end of the third book of the treatise De Caelo;
let the following be a succinct summary of it. Since he has under-
taken to discuss the simple bodies in the whole universe, once he
has offered an account of the cyclophoric and eternal body through-
out the first two books of his treatise, in this [bookl he teaches
about things which have rectilinear motion and are created. He
first inquires whether coming to be exists or not, for some totally
abolished coming to be by saying that being is uncreated, as for
example Parmenides and Melissusl. But some said there is coming to
be for all things without exception, as for example Hesiod; and some
[say that there is coming to bel for all bodies, as for example those

who fashion bodies ocut of plane figures.

Notes to in Cael 672.24 - 32

Lce. 298b14-24.
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. 1
in Cael 691.4 -7
And the statement "or more than one but only opposites" can
comprise both those who speak of the void and the full, and of those
who speak of fire and earth, as for example Parmenides, and those who

speak of the dense and the rare, and those who explain coming to be by

means of the multitude and fewness of plane figures.

Notes to in Cael 691.4 -7

1cs. 309b29-310a3.
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in Categorias 3.30 - 4.9

Well then the schools of philosophy are named in seven ways:
1) from him who established the school, e.g. the Pythagoreans and
Platonists; 2) from the native land of the leader of the school, e.g.
those [named] from [the native land of] Aristippus are Cyrenaics,
those from Euclides Megarians, and those from Xenophanes and Par-
menides Eleatics; 3) from the locale in which they pursued the study
of philosophy, e.g. the Academics and Stoics; 4) from an incidental
activity, e.g. the Peripatetics; 5) from their judgement as regards
philosophy, e.g. those [named] from Pyrrho are 'Withholders'
("Bpeutinol) ; 6) from the goal they propose of their philosophy, e.g.
the Epicureans [are named] Hedonists; 7) from their form of life,
e.g. the Cynics ['Canines']. For the goal at which they aim and the
form of their lifestyle are different; for the Epicureans were not
hunting after pleasure through pleasure, but rather most of all

through exertions and self-control.
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in De Anima 260.21 - 261
And it is well that he [Aristotlel did not take up negation
anywhere in these remarks but only assertion, because, just as Par-
menides says that non-being is not be observed anywhere among the
intelligibles, so too the most sublime substance of the soul and the
activity which exists in virtue of its substance, being full of

themselves, do not afford space for non-being.

Notes to in De Anima 260.21 - 26

Lee. 430b26-29.



Appendix B: Simplicius's Quotations from Parmenides

The order and line numbers of the fragments are those of DK.
Unless marked in Cael, all references are to in Phys. (A = Aristotle
Physics; E = Eudemus Physica; P = Plato Sophist; on B 8.38 see pp.
259-260.)

B1l

25

26

27 in Cael
28 557.25
29 557.26
30 557.27
31 558.1
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6 116.31
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8 117.1
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B 11
in Cael
1 559.22
2 559.23
3 559.24
4 559.25
B 12
1 39.14
2 31.13 39.15
3 31.14 39.16
4 31.15
5 31.16
6 31.17
B 13
1 39.18
B 19
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1 558.9
2 558.10

3 558.11
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Appendix C:

Verses of Parmenides, with variant readings, quoted
by Simplicius, as reported in CAG VII, IX.

For the sigla see CAG VII pp. V-X, XIV; CAG IX pp. V-IX, XII-
XX1T. Emendations by Diels's and Heiberg's predecessors, e.g.
Stein and Karsten, are not presented here. Unless marked in Cael,
all references are to in Phys.
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gotLv 1) ol Eotive udmpLtar &' obv doneo &udnm,
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145.18 . v uév &&v &vdntov, Gudvunov (00 Yap dAnShic

145.19 éotiv 666¢), Thv &' dote méAsLv wal émitunov elval.
145.20 e &' &v Ensivta EAOL TO &dv, TG &' GV HE YEVOLTO;
145.21 el Yoo Eyevt' olu €ot' o0d' el mote péAAer €oeocdal.

16 ©H6e EF 1 6& uploig gveoTLy Simplicii
esse vidit Stein in Symbola philol. p. 787
€veotLv EF: €otL aD

17 €otvv (ante A) om. F

18 &dntov F: &udvntov aDE

20 TméAoLtOo F uE aF: wnal DE

el Yop &yévetr' EF: el vop &yer' D: €l YE

YévoLT' a ol €ot' a: ou €oTLv DF: om. E
B 8.21
145.22 e Yéveolg pév &éoBeoctor wal &muotog GAsS9pog.
22 Twclnde D aneofnTaL  a &dmuotog F:
&rruotog DE: &iLotog a
in Cael
559.17 yéveoiLg udv &téoBeotar ual &muotog GAedpog.
17 4méoReoSaL E: corr. E2 &wotog  A:
auuotog DE
B 8.22
86.24 £nel v €otLv duotov.
143.3 o05E Svalpetdv éotv, &nel v Eotiv duolov.
145.23 o05¢ SLaLpetdv éotiy, €nel mav éotiv duotov.

23  Siualpeteov F



B 8.23 - 24
145.24

145.25

B 8.25

86.22

87.23

145.26

B 8.26

39.27

79.32

145.27

B 8.27
39.28

80.1

145.28

426

o0BE TL TH uiAov, TO uev efpyor uLv cuvéxecsSal,
o08€ TL XeLpdtepov, v &' &uedv &otiv ébdvtog.
26 TH: T E

25 &' uedv DE: & midov F: & TASwv a

op Euvexeg v £otiv- £V Yap &&vtL meAdleL.
22 T aF: 1O DE
1§ EuvexEc mav éotive  &Ov Yap &dvtL meAdlel.
23 T aF: 1O DE
) Euvexdc v fotiv- &5V Yap £6vtL meAdleL.

26 Euveg E

abmp dlivntov, onol, ueydWwv &v melpoot Seoudv
27 G&mp DE éumelpoat E2

adtdp divntov LeYGAwv Ev nelpaot Seoudv

adTIp dulivnTov HEYGAWV €v TelpooL Seoudv

27 duviTmwv D

éotilv Guaopyov Gdmotov, €nel véveolg wal SAsSpog

Eotiv dvopyov &mwotov, €nel véveole ual 6Aedpog.
1 &vapxov ual &mowotov  aF

gotiv dvapyov, Gmwotov, &nel veéveolg wal SAeSpog



B 8.28

40.1

80.2

146.1

B 8.29

30.6

143.15

146.2

B 8.30

30.7

40.3

146.3

427

™Thoe ' EmdyxSnoov, &bioe && mioTig &ndnc.

1  thSe (tf 6& E®) libri constanter: restituit
THAE Scaliger

THoe W' EmdyxSnoav.

2 EméyxSmoav E

THoE WOA' EmAdyxSmoav, &riioce 6& mloTic dAndigc.

1 EMGyxSnoxv  a:  EmidxSnoxv  DEF

OTOV T' &V TadT) TE HEVOV Had' dautd <Te> neltal.

6 Tawutév T' €v E3: Ttautdv te &v £v aDF: towtdv
e 6v ol &v E TE Mévov  aE3F: uévov uai
DE gowtd (om. Te) hic ommes libri

TOTOV 6V &V Tl Te pévov Hod' tawtd Te MelToL.

15 18 welmu uwévov E Te uettaL DE: ueltar a
et primum F qui iterum t€ METTAL correctum in
Ye uelTaL

TOTéY T' Ev ) TE HEVov HoD' EtawTtd TE MeTToL.

obm Eumedov abdL uéver* upateph Y& Guiyun

7 addLg Ea

obmg &umedov abdy u€ver- upateph Yap &wdyim
xobmg &imedov abdL u€ver:  upateph Y& &wdiyun

3 xobrwg DF: oOx obtwe E: obwg a ut alias
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B 8.31 -

30.8 nelpatog €v Seocuotowv €xeL, T wLv &uplg €€pyee,
8 Exov E2 €& Ly hic 1ibri &upEc (sic)

elpye. E3

40.4 nelpatog €v Seouotov Exer, TO ULy &Quplc £€pyet,

146.4 nelpatog €v Seouotov Exer, TO wwv &quple €€pyel,
4 T4 uLv DEF: T€ UV a

B 8.32

30.9 obvenev olu &reAetmrtov 1O v diug elvar.
9 drercdTov T &dv D: &reAsUtnTov ?': gdv E:

&treAebmnTov Tedv F

40.5 oUverev on dreredmtov O &Ov e elvae.
5 ' é&v D(?) et E

146.5 obvenev oln &reAetntov o £v SfuLg elvar.

B 8.33

30.10 gotL Yoo obu &mubevég: T uf &dv && &v mavtdg &8eTT0.
10 é&muSeeg DE un &6v uTA. legit Simplicius cf.
Stein ad h. v. p. 790 5 DEE2: Ydp aF
VTG aD

40.6 gott Ydp odu &mudevégs T uh &6v &6 Gv Tvtog €SetTo.

6 EnLbeude aF2: £nubegg DEF

146.6 gotL Ydp ol &mbeved, un &v &' & mvtdg £8etTo.



B 8.34 -

87.14

143.22

146.7

B 8.35

87.15

143.23

146.8

B 8.36

86.31

87.16
143.25

146.9

429

woTov &' €otl voelv T nal olverév &oti vonua.
14 obveuev E: o0 Evewa D: oD &veuev aF
OOV &' €otl voetv Te nal olveuév €otr vénua.

22 obvenev F: o0 &veuev adE

Taldtov &' €otl voelv e wal olveudv éore vomua.
7 obveudv E: olvenev DF: o0 #veuev a

o0 Y&p Guev To0 &dvtog, &v @ megariopdvov &otiv,
15 megwriopévov DE

o0 ydp &vev tob &dvtog (Toutéott ToD vontol), &v &
TegaTLopEvoy Eotiv,

23  megwticuévov D

o0 Y& &vev Tol édvtog, év @ megatiouévov Eotiv,

obSEv Yap &otwv fi Eotar  [ndipeE]
31 Ydp fotiv corruptum cf. 146.9
ebonoeLg T voelv.
eloNoELS TO VOETV.
elpioeLg 1O voelv. obS' &L xpdvog £otiv i fomal

9 gotaL] éotiv D
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B 8.37 -
86.32 &0 TPeE ol édvrog, &nel TO YeE uoilp' &nédnoev

32 TEeE et post GAMO et ante ponunt DEF

146.10 o TEeE ToD &Svtog.. €mel TO Ye uolp' EnEdnoev
B 8.38
29.18% olov, duivntov TeAédeL, T mvt' Svou' elwvac.

18 otov 1libri. movti Svou hie libri: mdv

Svon' a
87.1 obiov, &uivntdv T' Susvar- T vt Svon' Eotal.

1 obAov]l Sxov D T' super add. D &uevar
libri ™ vt' Svon' €owal a: W vt Svoua
€otar F: T mwvt' édvduootor E: T mvt' obvoua
€omaL D

143.10% olov, &lvntov TeAddeL ™ mivt' Svoua elwval,

10 otov 1libri Tvt' scripsit Diels: mvn

ADF: mvtl E elvat om. aD
146.11 olAov &lvntov T' &usval. T vt' § dvduaotal

11  £pevar a: &mevar EF: &meve D vt

duduootar DEF: mixv Svop' &otiv a
B 8.39 ~ 42
146.12 o Bpotol uatéSevto memoldSteg elval &AndH,
146.13 vivyvecSal te ual SAAuvwcdar, elwal te ual odxi,

146.14 - wal ooV AdooeELY SLd Te Xpda gavdv duelBelv.
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146.15 - adtdp &nel nelpoag mwhuatov, TeteAsouévov €oTi
12 &x D

15 mneipag EF

B 8.43
52.23 ™vToSev etuimdou apalpng EvaAlYriov OYuyp,
52.26 wvtodey edhuddov apalpng Evallyuiov SYuy,

26  apud Sophist aplpne aEF: amipag D

évaiyyiov F

89.22 wvTodev edutudov opaleng é\xilivuuov Svup

22  apud Sophist
126.22 Tdvtodev ebutniov apaipng Evadiyniov Oywp.

22 TmIvtog sic D
127.31 ueocoddev ebuwdiou opalpng EvoAlyuLov OYugp,

31 pecdSev D
137.16 wvtoSev edubuiov amlpng Evoilyriov Syuy,
143.6 mvtodev etwdriouv apalpng EvoAlyuiov Svugp.
146.16 navtodev, etutuiov apalpng Evailyniov Syugp.
146.30 sudiov apalpng EvoAalyuLov Syup

30 &ywp om. DE
B 8.44
52.27 HeoodSev LoomoAEg Tavine T Y& obte TL uetlov

27 apud Sophist ueoddev D Y& om. a



89.23

107.26

126.23

133.27

137.17

146.17

502.6-7

B 8.45

52.28

89.24

146.18

432
olw €TL D
Heoddev LoomAig VIR TO Y&o obte TL uetlov
23 apud Sophist 6 Y& EF: T ydp aD

HECOOSEV LOOMAEG TIXIVTT)

26 uéocoodev a: uceoodev DEF
ueoodSev Loomadég.
23  pecdSev

HecoGdev LoomoAEg

27 apud Eudemus HecO%ev DF {oomateg E
ueocoddev LoomAgg.

17 uecdSev D

usood9ev toorig avine 1O Y& obte TL ueifov

17 TO Y om. F

uecddev {ocomaAsg

oUte TL Paldtepov meASvaL xpewv &ott TH A T,

28 apud Sophist BaiLStepov (inter B et @ una
littera era) D nedévalr  EPF: nélafdzb D:
TMEAENEV a Th (spatium IV litt.) n (spatium
III litt.) TolLoUtov F

olte TL Ban.o'tspov‘ néAsval Ypewv €ott TH 1 T,

24  apud Sophist Nl abth E

olte TL PaLdtepov MEAEVAL Xpewv €otL T A T).

18 ypedv E ¢gotL T (?)



B 8.46 - 49
146.19
146.20
146.21

146.22

B 8.50
30.17

38.30

41.8

146.23

in Cael

558.5

B 8.51

30.18

433

obte Yap o0t' &€ov €oti, TO uev mdn uLv LrveloSar

elg dudv, o0t' édv €otiv Srg efn uev &dvrog
T WAMov T &' fooov, énel nidv &otLv oo

§ ol Yép mivrodev Toov, duidg &v melpact wlpet.

19

20

22

obte €6v D: o0te &v EF: olu €6v recte a
Tavor DEF: modn a nwvetodar F

elc dudv E: elc éudv AD: om. F olte &v
libri HEV Karsten: wual €v DEF: uewdv
ol Y& DEF: 7 Y& a: conicit Diels el vdp
vel 7 Yoo {oovdue F uOpEL Stein:
wupoel aEF: wupol D

£&v ) ocor Tdw TLoTdV Adyov HSE vlnua
&v @ ool TIdow TTLOTOV Adyov hSE vomua

30

Tdow DEE3F:

mw a

n 6 E2

é&v 1) oor Tdaw meotdv ASyov HiSE Voo

8

ool T DEE2:

oot mw aF

&v 1) ocoL Tl TILoTOV AdYov NSE v

&v ) cor T TLOTOV ASYov ASE vonua

&Quolc &ndeing, &SEac &' &d tolde Ppoteloug

18

quplg F:

Supl

aDE

a



38.31
41.9

146.24

in Cael

558.6

B 8.52

30.19

33.32

146.25

in Cael

558.7

B 8.53
30.23

39.1

180.1

434
&uplc dndeing, &GEag &' &d Tolde PBpoteloug
Gupic Andeing;
duple ndelng: &SEag &' &nd Tolde Bpotelag

24  PBpotetoug cf. 147.29

&uplc dndeine, &SEog &' &d Tolée Bpotelog.

uvdave, udouov &udv Endwv GIXTNAOV &otwv,
19 &motmAdv  sed. corr. Fl

uviave, udouov Eudv Enéwv GXTnAdoV dotwv.
32  GmumAdv E2

wivdave, udouov £udv Endwy TV Gmolwv.

7 dtnAdv E

uopgc Yap uatédevro S0o ywialg Svoudlely,
HoopC Y& uatéSevto Slo ywiuog Svopdlelv.
1  ywiog DEEF:  Ywdalg a

HooEXS Y notédevro &0 ywinag Svopdlelv,

1 yuie aFl: ywhualg DEFZ



B 8.54

30.24
39.2

180.2

B 8.55

30.25

39.3

180.3

B 8.56
30.26
39.4

180.4

B 8.57

30.27

39.5

v plav ob ypewv éotiv, &v § nemavmuévol eiolve
v plav od xpedv éotiv, &v § nemovmuévol etolve

T6v plav ob xpedv &otiv, &v § nemiavmuévor eioclve

Gutia &' éuplvavto &éuag wal opat' €devro

25 G&vtila aF: é€vavtila DE &' &uplvavto a:
&€ uplvavto DEF

dvtla &' &pivavto &éuag wal onuat' &3evto

3 &' emprvavto aF: &' éwplvovto DE: &€ wmplvov.
TO (sic) Ea

dvtia &' &plvavto &éuag wal onuat' £3evro

xwolg &' MAwv, TH v eAoydg aldepLov o
yaplc &' Awv, ThH udv eloyde aidspLov Tiop
xaplg &' Awv, Th HEV @Aoydg aldepLov oo

fittov § 1 uéy' doardv Edogpdy, South TIVTOoE TWoTéV,

27 fiuwov T DE: fimwov 6v  aF uéy' &padv  sic
libri

firov T Goatdv EAagpdv SUTH TEIVTOOE TWUTOV,

5 fmov Goadv (Gpardv E3) &lawppdv sic DEE3: Tfjmiov



180.5

B 8.58

31.1

39.6

180.6

B 8.59

31.2

39.7

180.7

436
Gv uéy' Goadv fdappdv  aF
fmwov T Goaldv EAapody EaUTH TIIVTOCE TwuTdV,
5 fmwév ao> (i.e. apatov) E: fiov Go DF: Tmiov

€OTLV a

wp &' Erépp wh THUTGV- &Tdo MseTvo uat' odTd

1 wat' adtov Tavtia F:  wotd tadtd Tavaviia DE:
wat' adtd Thvavtia a

o &' &Tépp un TwuTdv: & udmetvo uat' aldtd

6 wat' abtd: Tovtia  (sic) E2: wor' adtd  duarum
litterarum spatium) Tévtia F: uatd wdtd
Twavavtia DE

™ 6' ETépp uh TouTdV: & HSHeTvo MaT' abTd

6 uat' adtd aF: uath towtd DE

vtia, viut' &Saf], moxtvov Sépag EuBpLdsc Te.

2 virt' GSaf momLtvdvy  E: vokt' &Sa i ounvdv D:
vurtdga 1 (7€ a) mumiLwdv aF

Tavtia vOMT' &8af) TuLvoy Séuog ElBpLlEg TE.

7 viut' &Saf] E2: voutdSo i D viutad' &Saff E:
voutaSa, i F. voutada Bt a TUHVWOV  a

Thvtia viut' &Saf umLvov Sfuac EufpLdée TE.

7 Tavtia E:  whwvila DF: &vtia a vurTasa f
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aF: vouto &' &Safl DE

B 8.60 - 61
39.8 v coL Y SLAMoouov €oLHOTa TIvTa QaTil,
39.9 dc ob un ToTE TiC OE FEOTEHV YWVUN TRQEAGCOT).

8 Swamdouov  DE

9 TopeAdoon aE2F: TmapeAdon DE
B 9.1 -4
180.9 adtdp &neldn wvta ¢&og nal VOE Sdvduootal
180.10 ol T woTd opeTépag Suvdietg £nl totol Te ual Tolg
1890.11 v TAgov €otlv duol @deog ual VUMTOS GpivTou
180.12 towv dupotéowv, énel odSeTépyp UETA UNEEV.

9  &vbwotalr aFl:  Gvduootal DEF2

10 & (post uai) om. E

12 foov D
B 11.1 - 4
in Cael
559,22 nie yoTa xal fjALog HSE CeArjvn
559.23 aldp e Euvde Yda t' olpdviov ual "OAupmog
559.24 Eoxatog H5' Gotpwv Seppdv HeEvog dodnoav
559.25 Yiyveolal, |

24 depuiv DE

25 ylyveoSatr DE: Yylveodar AF
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B 12.1 .
39.14 al Y& otervdtepatl TATVTO TpdS HENTOLO
14 TAfjvto scripsit Diels: Tmnvio (sine acc.) E2:
némvto Dl: monvto D2E: om. F spatio rel.:
moLnvIo a dpntorg DE2: d&mpltolg EF:
duplToLo a: corr. Stein
B 12.2
31.13 at &' &nl wic vuutde, HeTd &8 @royde tewat aloa.
39.15 at &' &l Tale vurtdg, HETh &8 @royde tetan aloa.
15 &t (post ueTd) om. Dl: Te D2 {etaL aDEF:
oletar E2
B 12.3
31.14 &v 8¢ pedd Todtwv Saliwv 1) TvTa HUBECVR
14  Sawpovin mavta F
39.16 év &8¢ ueap tobmwov Salwwv i vt KUBEPVA.
16 #A v D
B 12.4 - 6
31.15 T vt Y& otuyepolo Tuov ual ulErog GEXeEL
31.16 néurous’ Soosvl 9L uLYEV TO T' &vavtiov abdig
31.17 Gpoev SnuTtépy.

15 G&pyxer DE: d&poyxn aF

16 puyéve tot' (TéTe DE) libri abtigc F



B 13.1 .

39.18

B 19.1 - 3
in Cael
558.9
558.10

558.11

439

TiowTLoTOV eV “Epwta 9ei@v unTicoato TvTav

18 unriocato DE

oUtw toL uatd 8AExv £pu TaSe ual vuv €aot

wal peTénelt' & TolSE TEASUTIIOOUOL TPApEvTa:

Totg &' Svon' &vdpuror natédevto Enionuov Endowyp.

9 &puTh 88 DE: corr. E2 wal vOv ADEF:
VOV TE ¢

11 émiomuov &udotny DE: &xdotwp £mlonuov AF



in De Anima
260.21-26

in Cael
7.20-26
136.18-137.12
139.23-140.9

556.3-560.10

562.6-10
672.24-32
691.4~7

in Categorias
3.20-4.9

in Phys
6.31-7.19

21.13-22.30
25.14-21
28.4~-13

28.32-31.17

34.12-27

36.15-37.9

Appendix D: Index Locorum

tr.

tr.
tr.
tr.

tr.
228

tr.
tr.

tr.

tr.

tr.
242

tr.
tr.
tr.

tr.
242

tr.

tr.

408; 238 ff.

392; 248 f.
393-394; 118, 191-193
395-396; 238 ff., 243 ff., 250

397-403; 94, 95, 98, 99, 102, 195-196, 205-
» 238 f£f., 243 ff., 248

404
405

406; 195, 196, 228-229

40735 94, 95

278-279; 94, 95-96, 98, 99, 100, 236 ff.,
ff.

280-283; 94, 95, 97, 98, 99, 100, 251 f£.
2843 94, 95, 96, 194, 196, 197-198, 251 f£.
285; 94, 95, 251 f.

286-290; 103, 104-105, 105~112, 194, 196,
ff.

291; 194, 196, 198-200

292-293; 98, 99, 100, 236 ff., 242 f£f.



37.12-40.21

40.23-41.9
45.26-46.4
46.25-28
51.8-27
52.8-53.7
70.3-5
71.4-8
71.19-73.4
75.21-26
77.3-6

77.9-80.18

82.8-19
86.19-90.22
92.29-93.5
93.26-29
99.7-16
100.21-28
101.16-24
102.20-103.12
107.16-28
114.25-115.9
115.11-118.25

118.27-121.25

tr.
242

tr.
tr.
tr.

tr.

tr.
tr.
tr.
tr.
tr.

tr.
236

tr.
tr.
tr.
tr.
tr.
tr.
tr.
tr.

tr.

tr.

tr.

441

294-299; 103, 104-105, 112--116, 194, 196,

ff.,

247 £., 251 f£.

300; 117, 121-122, 123-124, 247 £.

301;

302

242 ££., 247 f£.

303-304; 230 ff.

305-306; 236 ff.

307

308;

247 £., 252

309-311

312

313

314-319;

f£.,

320

242 ££., 248

321-32z; 194, 196, 236 f£f., 242 ff.

328;
328;
329;
330;

331

250 f£.

250 f£.

94, 95, 96, 97, 236 ££f., 249
117, 122, 137-140, 236 ff.

236 ff.

332-333; 230 £f., 236 ff.

334

335;

117, 122, 140-141, 230 ff.

336-341; 230 ff., 236 f£f., 249, 250

117, 121, 125-137, 194, 196,

f., 252

342-347; 98, 99-100, 101, 117, 122, 141-
145, 230 £f., 236 ff., 242 ££f., 249



121.28-122.5
124.33-125.5
125.33-126.13
126.16-27
127.8-14
127.17-128.2
131.31-132.5
133.21-29
133.31-134.18
135.15-136.32
136.33-137.20
138.20-25
139.24-141.11

142.28-148.24

162.11-22
179.27-180.13
188.28-31
235.12-236.12
242.17-244.21
274.20-26
502.3-12
649.35-650.14

1195.6-11

tr.

tr.

tr.

tr.

tr.

tr.

tr.

tr.

tr.

tr.

tr.

. tr.

tr.

tr.

442
348
349; 230 ££., 247
349; 230 ff., 247
350
351
352-353
354
355; 249
356-357; 230 ££f., 236 ff.
358-360; 237 ff., 248
361-362; 237 f£f., 251
363; 237 ff.

364-366; 237 ff., 248, 251

367-376; 98, 99, 101-102, 117, 121, 145-

185, 237 ff., 242 ff., 249

tr.

tr.

tr.

tr.

tr.

tr.

tr.

tr.

tr.

377; 118, 186-191

378; 194, 196, 200-201, 242 ff.
379; 203-204

380-382; 230 ff.

383-387; 230 ff., 237 ff.

388; 194, 196, 204-205

389

390; 230 £f£., 327 fEf.

391; 243 ff.
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