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Karl R Popper, ‘The World of Parmenides: Essays on the Presocratic Enlightenment’, Essay 3, available by eBook from EBSCO Publishing. 
It is my intention with this annotation to summarise and present the most relevant main points or conclusions of the article that may be of relevance to a reader with no prior knowledge of the Presocratic enlightenment.           
This essay, Popper’s revised and extended version of his original essay ‘How the moon might shed some of her light upon the two ways of Parmenides(I)’, is, to this reader, akin to the illumination, by a black light, of considerations previously unknown but now with Popper’s stylised illumination, undoubtedly difficult to un-consider or purposefully refute, such is the convincing narrative presented by Popper in his imaginative story like telling of his interpretation of what Parmenides was *actually getting at in his epos and his refutation of ‘common reader’s’ broad understanding. 
Even the section headings of the paper enhance kindly and compliment the tone of the text and so, for the reader, make his discussion that bit more inviting e.g., section ‘6: A Few Scattered Comments’, is not a heading this reader has naturally encountered in expectation of intensive discussion on the nature of true knowledge. 
In his explanation and examination of Parmenides, Popper draws upon translations, commentary, counters and counters to those counters from Wilhelm Nestle, Zeller, Karl Reinhardt, Hermann Diels, Sir David Ross and necessary translations, mentions, perspectives and touchpoints of Leucippus, Democritus, Plutarch, Plato, Aristotle, Anaximander, Heraclitus, Aristarchus, Theophrastus, Protagoras and Empedocles. As such, a vast and sprawling breadth of thought would require extensive commentary but for the purpose of this annotation I will include those points or observations that seem most relevant or perhaps necessary to any new reader. 
In short this is a highly entertaining, very well rounded, informed, digestible and considerate essay that serves, in parts, as informant, humorous foil and guide to what it regards as a lesser documented and, sadly, seemingly less considered viewpoint of Parmenides’ *real, truthful, understanding/explanation of what is via his encounter with his goddess.  
To this reader the essay serves as a colourful and engaging introduction to the idea of Parmenides Moon as the true source of knowledge, if only by way of its natural darkness and so counterpoint to the Sun and light, both of which are expressly presented as meddlers in the process of divining the nature of truth. 
Popper’s essay concludes with the statement broadly presenting how Leucippus and Democritus arrived at a position of acceptance via the empirical refutation of Parmenides’ hypothesis that indeed full and empty existed, and so we are to base all upon ‘atoms and the void’...
‘In this way, the greatest physical theory ever was born from a critically inspired discussion of Parmenides’ thought that led to the refutation of his theory. 
But the war still continues, the war of observation and experiment against theory, of believers in sense perception against thinkers; both within science and within scholarship.’ 
It is in these explanations of complete encompassing opposites that the idea of Parmenides’ Moon and Sun are required to have a complete view of truth but that the naming of the sun/light is the downfall of understanding, and so, bringing the original darkness of the moon to the foreground as more truthful. 
To finish at the point of ‘war still goes on’ leaves the reader with a sense of all things yet to conclude, as perhaps should be the case, however enlightened as to Popper’s view, but yet as a whole, the article as serving introduction to the importance of Parmenides’ epos is intensely satisfying.
To discuss here in a little more depth, Popper gives us the structure of Parmenides’ epos proem, “two parts: The Way of Truth and the Way of Human Conjectures (if I may give the second main part that name); or the Way of True Knowledge and the Way of Conjectural Knowledge.”
The expectation of such a dense text is difficult to fairly expand upon in a short review as this. My continuing aim is to provide an overall reflection on the reading of the text and its contents.
Popper systematically walks the reader through his argument via the following sections.
The Structure of Parmenides’ Epos, parts I and II
Here we examine the journey of Parmenides to his goddess, ‘an experience of enrapture’ and the subsequent unfolding of her wisdom as possessed by the gods, this is part 1.  
Part 2 is described, quite openly, as a ‘shambles’; a collection of fragments relating to cosmogony, astronomy and human biology which, while engaging and artistic, do not appear to provide Popper with much confidence for they are not discussed further, and no conjecture related to the missing parts are offered other than to note Plutarch’s report that this section of the work is ‘highly original’.
The revelation of the goddess
Popper sums up the revelation as ‘demonstrable truth, as revealed by the goddess’ to Parmenides. Following some discussion and conclusion of which seems to be ‘we must not trust our senses, but only reason and logical proof (or disproof).’
The Problem
This is a brief but interesting set of paragraphs presenting Parmenides’ experience of his goddess as a ‘great [truthful] enlightenment’ and consequently, for Popper, presents the question, which Popper helps us assume Parmenides’ had, I would agree that for to be enlightened one must reside in the dark, and so, for Popper ‘What is this [Parmenides’] problem [dark]?’  
A Proposed solution of [Popper’s] problem
Popper loosely follows the thread(s) of Parmenides’ other contributions to the world of astronomical knowledge and arrives at, what is for this reader, the pivot of the essay when he says: 
So, our senses are misleading us. We must not trust them. They deceive us: we believe that the moon moves whilst, in truth, she does not; instead, light plays on her dark and unchanging body. 
Immediately after this observation Popper reaches a point of absolute conclusion when he says: ‘We should never have given light a name: only real, existing things deserve names.’
This is a critical point – What Popper is saying, for me, is that all of which has been thought is now changed and while that change is presented via Parmenides’ enlightenment with his goddess, we will discover that the result of the enlightenment has been thoroughly, according to Popper, misunderstood. Popper seems to be presenting an alternative reading of Parmenides’ encounter. 
The essay goes on, in some depth to discuss ‘Traces? Or Evidence?’ which underlines the epistemological fall of man, an occurrence necessary for the blinding ‘flash of light’ Parmenides experienced with his goddess, and probably the route and source, the fall and necessary darkness, for the engagement with the goddess to occur as per Popper’s problem above.
The worthy note of Popper’s scattered comments as he concludes his ‘story’ again brings some humour and justification for his motivation in writing the essay, if only to this reader, as he refers to some ‘shocking mistranslations’ some of which he finds are ‘not English’. I mention this only to illustrate the good nature of the essay and the stylistically appealing presentation of its contents.
Following his discussions, opinions and examinations Popper summarises by saying: 
I think Parmenides was the first great theoretician, the first creator of a deductive theory: one of the greatest thinkers ever. He built not only the first deductive system, but the most ambitious, the boldest and most staggering ever; and one whose logical validity was intuitively immaculate.
That statement feels like a very good place and a very accurate summation of what the essay is trying to say, albeit via a black light rather than a sunlight. 



Anthony Kenny, ‘Descartes: A Study of his Philosophy’, (1987), pp14-39
It is my intention with this annotation to summarise and present the most relevant main points or conclusions of the article that may be of relevance to a reader with no prior knowledge of the concept or meditations of Cartesian Doubt.
Kenny’s ‘Descartes: A Study of his Philosophy, p14-36' offers a straightforward introductory explanation of Kenny’s insight into Cartesian doubt and its place in the human hunt for truth. Interestingly, the article reaches its conclusion, quite kindly, at a point from which we can review the entire text - 
They [problems of necessary truth/doubt] are presented in the Meditations as if they were arguments that anyone, Cartesian or non-Cartesian, must admit to be true; and the Cartesian system is then presented as the only means of rescue from the morass of doubt to which the arguments lead. If I am right, however, the skeptical (sic) arguments gain their full force only if the reader is prepared to entertain the Cartesian system as possible from the outset; they leave him the option of refusing to consider it at all.
The challenge and summation, Kenny suggests, that Descartes presents to the reader amounts to this: “How can you prove the falsehood of my entire system of innate ideas of simple indubitable natures linked by the arbitrary will of an omnipotent God?”
In capsule this is an informed, digestible and considerate opinion piece that serves as a solid foundational introduction to the makeup of Cartesian doubt, if not for all certainly for this reader. 
In practice Kenny walks the reader through the varying concepts of sense perception, unreasoning instinct, perceptible objects, self-deception, mathematics, the role of habit, universal doubt, pre-suppositions, scientific beliefs, conditional considerations, hesitancies, suspensions, refutations, positive disbeliefs, veridical perception, fallacies, skepticism (sic), sense correction, analytical empiricism and scholastic rationalism. Additionally, we are to content with doubt in the forms of the true God, the deceitful god and the evil genius, all of whom are discussed extensively towards the end of the article and used as vessels for the playing out of the theories or justification of the reflections Descartes experiences, or suggests are experienceable. Kenny does this by taking the reader on a journey through Descartes thoughts via the mediums of metaphor, discussion, plain language, objections and counter objections, actualised meditations and contemplative orders.
These inclusions and considerations do not make for easy distillation. As such this annotation will raise points of interest predominantly aimed at excavating the tips of threads that may be of interest for newcomers to Descartes’ doubt. 
Kenny takes us on this journey not only with his own ideas but, as he builds to conclusion(s), draws in the thoughts of J.L. Auston, Norman Malcolm, Hobbes, Gouhier, O W Bouwsma, Gassendi, Bourdin, Aquinas, and reference to communications with Mersenne and Arnauld. For this reader, perhaps alone, there is additionally, perhaps un-deliberately, much to be drawn from the musings of Chuang-tzu in the sections discussing Descartes validation method of distinguishing between dream and waking selves; a distinction Chuang-tzu perhaps would feel is not entirely necessary or valid for qualitative ‘truth’. Chuang-tzu is not referred to in Kenny’s text but the relevance and depth of discussion on Descartes part in relation to validity of truth regarding dreams and waking does seem to be unnecessarily, for me, empirical. 
There are some conclusions reached which resolve in the reader a good deal of understanding but leave, none the less, perhaps by design, a degree of doubt and some further questions over the validity of Descartes theory and meditations on doubt as a route to true knowledge. 
Kenny weaves threads from several Descartes writings, occasionally to bolster, sometimes to question and often to contradict Descartes own statements. This feels a little unfair, given that not all was written in the same sitting, or indeed, to my knowledge, at the same time. For me, a human must surely be allowed to change, alter, have altered or refine his mind and or not be held accountable for everything that may have passed his lips or pen nib in his history. I acknowledge this is a personal point.
Regardless, such a dense text is difficult to fairly expand upon in a short review as this. My aim is to provide an overall reflection on the reading of the text and its contents.
Stylistically, Kenny treats each issue in turn by illuminating the problems, providing examples or illustrations of them and presenting conclusions, all of which makes for a compelling read with increasing momentum.
The notable predominating discussions and excavations centre around Descartes writings on Sense-perception, The difference between dreams and reality, Mathematics and his meditations. 
These items are then collated into a metaphorical basket of apples which Kenny elucidates in the text, seemingly to ‘zoom out’ into cinematic context to discuss Descartes’ universal doubt. Universal doubt is not something Kenny feels is ‘necessary or rational’, favouring to limit doubt to specific apples in the subject basket. This observation is underlined when Kenny states “The scope, therefore, of Descartes’ doubt is considerably less universal than it appears to be on first reading.” Kenny adds “A question also arises concerning the degree of seriousness with which he entertains his doubt.” 
This latter question is subsequently explored in the article. While there is not space here to discuss it, I do think the tone of the suggestion of how seriously to consider how seriously Descartes takes his own doubt is indicative of a humour, for this reader, evidently imbued in the complete article, even if Descartes wrote to Gassendi ‘My statement that the entire testimony of the senses must be considered to be uncertain, nay, even false, is quite serious and so necessary for the comprehension of my meditations’. 
Following the universal doubt discussion Kenny makes a good deal of mileage from Descartes’ Meditations.
In loose summary the article discusses the ‘notion of innate ideas and indubitable simple natures, the theories of the natural light of the intellect and the judging power of will...and the creation of eternal truths.’
This statement encompasses what this reader is left with after completing the text and provides a springboard for, I imagine, additional readers as well as myself to consider knowledge or truth in the light of, if not by measurable degrees or distances of, perspective separation between the nature of ideas, the operation of the intellect and the steering power of human will, all actioned by a starting point of doubt.



Frederick C Copleston, ‘Theory of Knowledge’, A History of Philosophy, (2003), pp 142-162
It is my intention with this annotation to summarise and present the most relevant main points or conclusions of the article that may be of relevance to a reader with no prior knowledge of Plato’s 'Theory of Knowledge ‘.
Copleston opens his treatment of Plato’s ‘Theory of Knowledge’ with the arresting but expectation managed statement ‘Plato’s Theory of Knowledge cannot be found systematically expressed and completely elaborated in any one dialogue.’ Shortly afterwards the reader is presented with a deeper problem ‘The task of summarising the Platonic epistemology and giving it in systematic form is complicated by the fact that it is difficult to separate Plato’s epistemology from his ontology.’
These are wonderful statements to guide the reader to the limitation of the excavation and the difficulty in the endeavour but do curb the momentum of anticipated engagement. It does feel, even just two paragraphs in, that this text is leaning more towards a mapping of the author’s thought process than an engagement of the readers eager and hungry mind. This is a stylistic comment of course, but I would argue, why write if not to be read? And if to be read, why not engage. 
Interestingly, for this reader anyway, what Copleston proceeds to do, is lay out his arguments systematically and, by way of vast explanations and information, with some detail. Perhaps without limitations on the size and scope of the text Copleston would have expanded further and perhaps the ‘limiting’ caveats would have been un-necessary, we shall never know without further investigation into Copleston’s output. 
Thus, such a dense text is difficult to fairly expand upon in a short review as this. My aim is to provide an overall reflection on the reading of the text and its contents as it comes across to this reader. 
Practically, Copleston’s text guides the reader through his problems, thought process and arguments via the following headings:
Knowledge is not sense-perception.
This section is a lengthy discussion, not an introduction to the idea, with a helpful conclusion ‘After these criticisms Socrates finished the claims of perception to be knowledge by showing (i) that perception is not the whole of knowledge, and (ii) that even within its own sphere perception is not knowledge. 
Copleston continues to expand, helpfully, on both points (i) and (ii) but neither are necessarily included here. 
Knowledge is not simply “True Judgment”.
This is a comparably short entry to the article but raises some important points for the reader. Copleston tell us that Theaetetus ‘suggests that knowledge is true judgement, at least as a provisional definition, until examination of it shows whether it is correct or false’. The section goes on to explain the digression via Socrates’ but does not go into length in the article. I feel this is important to mention as it illustrates Copleston’s acknowledgement of the idea that Knowledge as true judgment is a necessary link to discussing ‘knowledge as true judgment plus an account’. 
Knowledge is not simply True Judgment plus an “Account”.
This passage is split into 3 sections, the third of which is split into 2 (a and b). All are dedicated to exploring the definition and justifications of ‘an account’ for inclusion in what can and cannot be termed true knowledge. These are all interesting diversions in their own right and should be digested in the wider context of the article but for the purpose of this brief summary I will say only that in conclusion, the discussion leads to an acceptance that, without an account or details to be diverted into ‘true knowledge of sensible objects is unattainable, and – by implication that true knowledge must be knowledge of the universal and abiding’.
True Knowledge
True Knowledge is broken into parts I, II, and III including Plato’s ‘Line’ (part II), which is, undoubtedly, the most expansive exploration within the text – coming in at around 4 pages. As a reader, section III is a highly engaging treatment of Plato’s cave allegory, with illustrations. In the broadest possible stroke this section is an in depth look at the difference between what is true and what is real via the line simile and the cave allegory. Additionally, there is much discussion on what exactly constitutes and how we arrive at ‘particular’ and ‘universal’ knowledge. While this section is incredibly dense, for this reader at any rate, it is highly informative and enjoyable, expressly the examination of the difference between ‘images’ and ‘true knowledge’ via the vehicle of the cave allegory. 
Curiously, Copleston seems to have reached his conclusion(s) quite naturally by answering his own problems, when he states in his penultimate paragraph: 
‘The man who does not realise the true good of man will not, and cannot, lead the truly good human life, and the statesman who does not realise the true good of the State, who does not view political life in the light of eternal principles, will bring ruin on his people’.
Yet, a further paragraph raises the question of the consideration of religious implications of the previously examined line simile and cave allegory...as a reader I am unsure why this is raised other than to allude to other writing. There is validity in the consideration, obviously, but given, what to me the reader, is a systematic nature of Copleston’s article and his view of the un-systematic nature of Plato’s ‘Theory of Knowledge’, the inclusion feels a little out of place. Especially as Copleston admits in subsequent conclusion:
‘But it does not necessarily follow that Plato himself understood the ascent from a religious viewpoint. In any case this difficult question cannot be profitably touched on until one has considered the ontological nature and status of Plato’s Idea of the Good; and even then one can scarcely reach definitive certainty.’



G.E.L. Owen, ‘Eleatic Questions’, The Classical Quarterly, Vol.10, No.1, May 1960, pp.84-102.
It is my intention with this annotation to summarise and present the most relevant main points or conclusions of the article that may be of relevance to a reader with no prior knowledge of Parmenides Epos or it’s many translations or interpretations.
Owen’s ‘Eleatic Questions’ article was published in May 1960 in ‘The Classic Quarterly’ by Cambridge University Press as a detailed examination of translational issues with Parmenides. I mention the date only for relevance of reflections on the thinking, style and questions of the day that are evident in the contents and discussed below. 
Owens’ helpfully opens his article with a clear roadmap for his text. 
‘The following suggestions for the interpretation of Parmenides and Melissus can be grouped for convenience about one problem. This is the problem whether, as Aristotle thought and most commentators still assume, Parmenides wrote his poem in the broad tradition of Ionian and Italian cosmology.’
Interestingly, on completion of the article, mentions of Melissus come almost entirely towards the end of the text.
Owen continues to present common assumptions and challenges to those assumptions, questions of logic, discussion on dialectics, offerings of possible solutions, justifications and interpretations, absurdity, spacio-temporal considerations, perspective considerations of importance to wider contexts, refutations and conclusions via several threads on enquiry.
Owen draws on translations and commentary in English, Greek and German language, much of which is included in the article, from Diels, Kranz, Reinhardt, Heiberg, Fraenkel, Verdenius, Wilamowitz, Arbenz, Karsten, Kirk & Raven, Cornford, Coxon, Calagero, Burnet, Clement and Vlastos. Additionally, Owen touches on interpretations and points of relevance, translation and perspectives found in other works by Homer, Hermes, Aristotle, Aeschylus and Xenophon. 
As such the text is, with so many contributing threads and origins, for this reader, a very tightly woven material but thoroughly engaging if dense in parts. Thus, such a dense text is difficult to fairly expand upon in a short review as this. My aim is to provide an overall reflection on the reading, its contents and conclusions that may be of interest to individuals who are new to Parmenides. 
Owen’s states his overall problem as the demonstrably false views obscuring the structure and originality of Parmenides argument which comes into consideration through re-interpretation of a specific couplet towards the end of the Goddess’ opening remarks. Owen presents his discussions and excavations as responses this principal question and subsequent considerations via the following headings in the text.

1. What measure of truth or reliability is claimed for the cosmogony?
Owen responds, in the main, by walking the reader through his thoughts on the problems with the translations and justifications for the inclusion of those considerations, presenting alternatives or contextual differences to secure his position. 
Additionally, Owen raises some questions over the validity of common understandings of Parmenides when he says ‘readers have nursed the conviction that he meant to claim an independent validity’. This, for me, evidently vague statement, is a device used to set up a discussion regarding a ‘saving clause’ that Owen wants to present but perhaps can only shoehorn into the discussion via opaque musings on what others may have thought.
An extensive dialogue follows, drawing on many interpretations, literal and figurative, until such times as the reader is brought to Owen’s solution whereby this reader is left feeling a little short-changed against the investment. Owen does ask ‘If this general solution of an old puzzle is acceptable, it is worth seeing how much or how little it establishes’ a statement which does not, for me, fill a void of confidence or purpose of its inclusion. 
2. Do the argument of the Goddess depend on assumptions derived from earlier cosmology? 
I do not find great store in discussing the second section in detail for it is vast and contains many avenues, various reflections and no shortage of counters, but the conclusion is important to the overall text. Noteworthy points are that Owen draws comparison between Parmenides and Descartes’s cogito stating: 
‘...both arguments cut free of inherent premisses; both start from an assumption whose denial is peculiarly self-refuting. This seems sufficient to establish that Parmenides does not, in the sense described, rest his argument on assumptions derived from earlier cosmologists.’  
3. Does Parmenides argue for the existence of a spherical Universe?
Throughout the article Owen variably goes into great depth and effort to justify his problems and their inclusion. Owen brings his thoughts and responses to conclusion:
Parmenides’ goddess does not claim that her cosmogony has any measure of truth or reliability in its own right; her subject-matter and her assumptions are not inherited from earlier cosmology; and she does not argue for a world that is spherical and everlasting. Parmenides...wrote as a philosophical pioneer of the first water, and any attempt to put him back into the tradition that he aimed to demolish is a surrender to the diadoche-writers, a failure to take him at his word and ‘judge by reasoning that much-contested proof.
And so, if we look at Owen’s Eleatic questions as addressing his problem with the interpretation and re-interpretation of Parmenides and Melissus in relation to the following ongoing questions -  
1. What measure of truth or reliability is claimed for the cosmogony?
2. Do the arguments of the goddess depend on assumptions derived from earlier cosmology?
3. Does Parmenides argue for the existence of a spherical universe?
Does the reader feel these are answered? Of course, they are answered but I refer to my commentary on the content of the response to the first question – I still am unsure as to how Owen justifies the necessity of all the questions. Perhaps I have mis-understood his motivations, or perhaps they are not entirely clear. 
    
Regardless, this reader, by the end of the article, is very much convinced of Owen’s thoughts, arguments, justifications in response to these questions, if a little less informed as to the motivations of Owen in defending these interpretations.
	
	
	



