Commonality Between Heraclitus and Parmenides

Heraclitus and Parmenides are two presocratic philosophers that have some of the most opposing philosophical views at first glance.  They seem to be describing reality in radically opposing ways; Heraclitus is the philosopher who describes everything in motion - reality is restless and change is the only thing we can truly know.  Parmenides on the other hand is the advocate of one unified, unchanging, and static reality in which movement and change are impossible.  I will outline their ideas regarding Being and the nature of the world to demonstrate these initially apparent contrasting ideas, before exploring ground where I believe they were ultimately trying to say the same thing by approaching the subject of ontology from different perspectives.  Their work is difficult and enigmatic for the most part, and very little written work survives from both of these great thinkers.  Despite this, there are areas in which their ideas seem to converge.  Due to the fact that their work is subject to interpretation by the reader, my conclusions may be deemed as incorrect by many.  (I will rely on other authors’ translations of their surviving fragmented works to support my own ideas, as speculating over the translations of the original works is an entire project in itself.)  I will incorporate some basic ideas of contemporary Quantum Mechanics to show that even in our technologically and scientifically advanced time, their seemingly opposed philosophies seem to describe two aspects of one reality – both of which have some contemporary scientific grounding.  I will interpret Parmenides’ Doctrine of Being, and his claim that movement is simply an illusion (which was an idea also supported by one of his pupils at the Eleatic school, namely Zeno).  I will reconcile these ideas with Heraclitus’ view that everything is in a constant state of flux, as he stipulated an underlying unity to the entirety of our ever-changing reality; this was perhaps synonymous with Parmenides’ idea of the omnipotence of the metaphysical concept of ‘Being’.  The significant difference in their works describing the nature of our reality (which I believe to be a clear division between empirical and rational approaches to the subject respectively), still allows us to see that neither of them fully rejected our means of understanding the world by way of experience, or by methods of rational and logical discourse.  Nonetheless, Heraclitus does seem to present an idea which is coherent with our empirical understanding of the world while retaining a respect and belief in divine governance, while Parmenides seems to drive a wedge between what we can understand by means of sense-data and the truths that our rational and cognitive approaches will allow us to uncover.  Due to the fact that as human beings it is in our nature to employ both of these faculties in understanding the world around us, I believe it to be unwise to reject either one in an outright fashion in favour of the other, as they may very well serve to complement each other in a traditionally presocratic harmony of opposites.


1. Heraclitus: Flux, Opposites, and Logos

Heraclitus deemed reality to be comprised of universal flux and of constant change and development, and his doctrine accurately represents the way in which we experience reality; it is a model for the sensible world of which we are a part.  He is famously quoted to have said “One cannot step twice into the same river, nor can one grasp any mortal substance in a stable condition, but it scatters and again gathers; it forms and dissolves, and approaches and departs.”[footnoteRef:1]  This concise and succinct fragment envelops the totality of his understanding in which the way the world around us behaves.  His description of a river being unable to be constantly one and the same thing highlights the metaphysical conjunctions we apply to the world around us; we refer to one river, yet it is always comprised of different waters.  We generally have little regard for the ceaseless change with which we are presented and avoid such a complex notion by denoting one identity to this ever-fluid physical body.  By adopting this doctrine as the mechanism by which reality functions, Heraclitus stands to be charged as an epistemological nihilist.  By the time we come to know something, or know of something, it has already in the next instant become something else, or at least changed enough to be different.  We do not generally consider our knowledge of things to be in flux in the same way in which the world around us is ever-changing.  Our knowledge relates to a fact about something that is true at a particular instant in time; if the object of our knowledge is ever-changing, then it is fair to say that our knowledge of said object will only be pertinent to it at a particular point in time and unable to span the entirety of its existence in this mode of flux.  This causes a problem for being able to denote any particular characteristics to any aspect of reality and to know it to be true for more than just a single instant of its existence.  Heraclitus avoided the nihilistic charge by appealing to a single and unchanging element that connects our entire universe to itself in a maximal capacity, by which we can acquire true knowledge, which needn’t be subject to flux, change, or nihilistic charges; this for Heraclitus, is the Logos. [1:  Kahn, C. and Heraclitus (1979). The art and thought of Heraclitus. Cambridge [England]: Cambridge University Press, p.53 fr.L1] 

There is a supreme existence in our world which unifies the entirety of things.  Of these things, we can only experience their existence in flux, yet underpinning a continuous series of change is the Logos.  “The literal Greek translation is ‘word’ and it is sometimes rendered as ‘account’.  He is saying that what follows in the book is an account of something timeless and truthful: an unseen force, not that different from the biblical “Word” or the “Tao” in Taoism, which regulates and runs the universe.”[footnoteRef:2]  By acknowledging and recognising it, we are able to recognise that there is an equal and opposite reaction to every event, and that everything is also comprised of opposites which serves to maintain the balance of the entirety of reality.  He advanced previous philosophies put forward by the likes of Thales, Anaximenes, and Anaximander, who claimed that there was only one true substance in existence from which all things came, and to which they will return.  Developing their ideas, Heraclitus’ work suggests that he believed Fire to be the ever-present and ever-changing element which gives a first principle to all: “This world-order, the same of all, no god nor man did create, but it ever was and is and will be: ever living fire, kindling in measures and being quenched in measures.”[footnoteRef:3]  The Logos (or Fire) is that which connects, orders, governs, entwines, diversifies, and unites the entirety of reality.  It is everything, and yet it is everything that is not, for in time everything that is not, will be.  Heraclitus does not deny the importance of sense-experience and states: “The things of which there is sight, hearing, experience, I prefer”[footnoteRef:4], albeit an insufficient platform for a true understanding of reality.  “Learning many things does not teach understanding”[footnoteRef:5], he remarks, and it is this understanding that the Logos provides; knowing it provides something of a key with which we can unlock the full potential of our experiences, and from which we can glean true knowledge.  So, here we have a move from his aphoristic observations of the sensory world, to a singular and uniting thread between all things.  The most important aspect of Heraclitus’ teachings is that he does not educate in an obvious and outright manner.  He was known for writing in riddles due to his aphoristic teachings, and “presents us with a series of challenges to active self-examination”[footnoteRef:6].  This way, he offers his readers a way of unlocking the power of true understanding for themselves, with lesser regard for knowledge that is simply exchanged between subjects.  From this we can ascribe an objectivity to the Logos, as it is something that is both outside and above us mere mortals yet is inescapably inherent in everything. [2:  Modern Stoicism. (2018). Heraclitus and the Birth of the Logos. [online] Available at: http://modernstoicism.com/heraclitus-and-the-birth-of-the-logos/ [Accessed 19 Apr. 2018].]  [3:  DK22B30]  [4:  B 55]  [5:  B 40]  [6:  Jordan, W. (1990). Ancient concepts of philosophy. London [u.a.]: Routledge, p.19.] 

His philosophy embraced opposites, and as previously mentioned he believed all of reality to be comprised of opposing features.  As a generalisation, tension can be considered to be what holds reality together, while at the same time pulling it apart and creating change.  “They do not understand how in differing it agrees with itself: a backward-turning structure like that of a bow or a lyre.”[footnoteRef:7]  The tension observed between a bow and its tightly strung bowstring are examples of the ever-present war that he believed to envelop reality and that it necessitates the constant change or flux that we perceive and experience; the bow pulls in one direction, and the bowstring in the other, yet together they are united as one weapon.  This is figurative of the war that he believed to be ever-present, and an essential and necessary feature of reality.  “War is both father and king of all…”[footnoteRef:8] and by this, he did not mean to describe war as a bad thing.  In fact, Heraclitus, according to his own philosophy, recognised a harmony of opposites in the notion of war itself; born out of destruction is creation, and by creating we necessarily destroy.  For every father there must also be a mother, and in this case would be peace or love, as a war itself must necessarily involve opposing forces.  (Empedocles later went on to assign Love and Strife as the two opposing forces that brought about change in reality, and as Heraclitus said, ‘it scatters and again gathers; it forms and dissolves, and approaches and departs’.)  ‘War being the father and king of all things’ is the way in which he saw the tension between opposites do battle with one another while destruction and creation facilitate the unstoppable flux that is the inescapable truth of the nature of reality.  Existence is comprised of opposites, and united, these opposites are viewed as one and the same thing; the opposing characteristics are simply the two extremes of a unified existence.  There is no being for Heraclitus – only becoming.  If change governs all and is an unstoppable force, then stasis is impossible in the world of sense-experience and every existent entity will be perpetually in the mode of becoming what it is not: “…the total plurality of things forms a single, coherent, determinable complex – what Heraclitus called ‘unity’.”[footnoteRef:9]  This mode of becoming would only essentially allow us to predict the behaviour of nature or reality in a probabilistic sense, as long as we were aware along which lines of change reality was likely to take shape.  As I will discuss in section 4, this is echoed in modern scientific theories.  [7:  B 51]  [8:  B 53]  [9:  Kirk, G., Raven, J. and Schofield, M. (1983). The presocratic philosophers. 2nd ed. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, p.191.] 




2. Parmenides: Being, Change, and Motion

Parmenides of Elea, accredited Father of Metaphysics and founder of the Eleatic School of Philosophy, held rather radical views on the nature of reality.  The Eleatics shared the fundamental view than there was a unified, static, ever-existing, and uniform reality, that was perceived by human minds as something that supported the possibilities of birth, death, movement, and change; this for the Eleatics, was a misinterpretation of reality fed to us by our senses which were not to be trusted.  Parmenidean philosophy appears as something of a cleavage in the linear movement of presocratic thought, and William Guthrie goes so far as to say that “Presocratic philosophy is divided into two halves by the name of Parmenides.  His exceptional powers of reasoning brought speculation about the origin and constitution of the universe to a halt, and caused it to make a fresh start on different lines.”[footnoteRef:10]  Similarly to Heraclitus, Parmenides wanted the individual to think for themselves, and as presocratic philosophy began to evoke rational thought processes, it left behind traditional mythological interpretations of the world where individuals needn’t be autonomous thinkers; it was previously believed that divine sources were responsible for a chaotic and unpredictable nature.  The only surviving work of Parmenides’ is a single poem, of which Guthrie (1965) claims that we have only 154 lines.  It is divided into three sections, which I interpret as a development from an existential position, to a consideration of the falsity of sense-experience, and finally concludes with a rational insight.  They are respectively referred to as The Proem, The Way of Opinion, and The Way of Truth.  Parmenides’ central idea rests on a consideration of what the Goddess reveals to him as possible ways of inquiry: that which is, and that which is not.  She tells him that an inquiry into what is not cannot be conceived of, and that nothingness or not-being are illegal concepts.  In summary, nothingness cannot be thought of; once something is identified with not-being, it already exists as a concept in one’s mind.  (Parmenides would argue that unicorns do exist, because once they are conceived of in mind, that is where they exist, even as an immaterial entity.)  This rational approach to the nature of reality and being leaves Parmenides unable to conceive of non-being; nothingness cannot generate something, therefore if something exists, it must have always existed, or been generated from something, or some other things that already existed.  Accepting this notion does eliminate the possibility of birth, due to the fact that the generation of anything would be impossible to trace back to any particular single point or ‘generator’.  In the same way that energy cannot be created or destroyed but simply transferred between existing entities or converted into other forms or other types of energy, such is existence for Parmenides.  His idea may be seen as precursory to the first law of Thermodynamics, which states: “that if heat is recognized as a form of energy, then the total energy of a system plus its surroundings is conserved; in other words, the total energy of the universe remains constant”[footnoteRef:11].  Both of these concepts describe a closed system in which the individual parts contribute to the totality by interacting with other individual parts.  It becomes apparent that Parmenides may have been looking at the ‘bigger picture’ or describing the nature of the entirety of our ecosystem rather than focussing on its constituents: “Only one story of a way is still left: that it is.  On this [way] are very many signs: that what is cannot come-to-be nor cease-to-be; [that it is] whole, unique, unmoving and complete – nor was it ever nor will it be, since it is all together now – one, coherent.”[footnoteRef:12] [10:  Guthrie, W. (1965). A History of Greek Philosophy. 2.vol.  Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, p.1.]  [11:  Encyclopedia Britannica. (2018). thermodynamics | Laws, Definition, & Equations - The first law of thermodynamics. [online] Available at: https://www.britannica.com/science/thermodynamics/The-first-law-of-thermodynamics [Accessed 16 Apr. 2018].]  [12:  DK 28 B 8.1-6] 

	By denying non-being, or nothingness, or what-is-not, Parmenides leaves that-which-is as the only possible subject(s) of truth and knowledge.  This premise is what underpins his entire philosophy; it leads him from the way of opinion (or the world of sense-experience), to the way of truth (or rationality).  He is then forced to ignore what he sees happening in reality and to accepting that (based on a primary scientific understanding of the world), movement is an impossibility – it is simply an illusion.  The space between and around objects (which is an essential part of being able to apply our metaphysical concepts to the ascription and recognition of identities in our reality - such as a person, chair, rock, or any individual entity for that matter), was a void; it was nothingness.  For movement to be possible, an entity would be required to move through this void in order to relocate itself yet moving through something which cannot be logically conceived of denies the possibility of movement in the first place.  Instead of realising that it is not necessary to posit the notion of a ‘void’ surrounding us through which we cannot move, he affirms the oneness of the entirety of reality as one static entity.
	Parmenides also rejects the notion of change, again following from his premise of non-being; for something to become different from what it was at any given point in time (or its state of Being), the concept of non-being must necessarily exist.  “Being is unchangeable – for if it could change, it would change into something that Being is not already, into something new that does not yet exist, thus into non-being, but this is an impossibility, for non-being does not exist ever anywhere.  Analogously, if it could change, it would cease to be what it once was, thus what once existed (Being) would no longer exist; it would become non-being, but this is again an impossibility for non-being does not exist.”[footnoteRef:13]  His fundamental premise again fails to ascribe any value to our sense-perception of reality, yet he may here have established the foundations of scientific philosophy, and made assumptions regarding inquiries that quantum mechanical theories would only be able to attempt to explain some two centuries later. [13:  Nicolaides, D. (2014). In the light of science. Amherst: Prometheus Books, p.170.] 



3. Flaws, Unity, and Reconciliation

While both are contestable, the philosophies of both Heraclitus and Parmenides can be considered absolutist[footnoteRef:14] theories; this is the first of the similarities between the two.   Heraclitus being the absolutist propounding constant and inevitable change, and Parmenides being the absolutist propounding stasis and singularity.  “The Heraclitean doctrine…has three implications.  First, there is a change; second the change is constant; and third, because nothing is ever the same the constant change is unidirectional.”[footnoteRef:15]  He sees no resting state in reality, and nothing constant apart from change itself.  This poses a problem for the ways in which human beings seek reliability and permanence in such metaphysical concepts as ‘the Self’, or the ‘I’ that make us who we are, and the entity and characteristics that we believe persist through time.  Yet even in Heraclitus, he fails to abandon all concepts of permanence by positing the Logos as that which binds everything (as well as flux, or change, being a permanent, constant, and reliable mode of reality’s operation).  It is this Logos that he views as the central spindle around which our reality in flux operates and adheres to as a fundamental principle.  Even through unpredictable yet unidirectional and constant change, everything needs to rest on a solid foundation, and similarly to Parmenides, this only exists in the realms of his rational approach to ontology.  The Logos allows him to see unity in change, and not flux of a more radical kind that would allow for extensive possibilities – this unification effectively reduces all of reality to a singular denomination, very similarly to Parmenides’ theory of a unified reality.  [14:  By ‘absolutist’ I refer to the philosophical use of ‘absolute’, whereby a principle or rule is adhered to without deviation, and without challenges, similar to that of Hobbes’s view on political absolutism: “…effective government—whatever its form—must have absolute authority. Its powers must be neither divided nor limited.” (Lloyd, Sharon A. and Sreedhar, Susanne, 2014.)]  [15:  Nicolaides, D. (2014). In the light of science. Amherst: Prometheus Books, p.159.] 

	Parmenides’ absolutism is apparent in the way he rejects change and motion; as previously discussed, change cannot occur due to the necessity of the illegal and inconceivable notion of nothingness or non-being, which necessarily features in existent entities when Being becomes something it previously was not.  Parmenides’ rational approach can be contested under this consideration of absolutism due to the fact that change is rarely absolute, even in instances of mortal death.  There may then be several characteristics of a person which no longer reside, such as their consciousness, their autonomy, or their rational capability, but if a person is no longer able to rationalise their Being in accordance with his fundamental premise, it would surely be fair to denote a state of non-being to that person.  It requires the consciousness of a rational mind to comprehend Parmenides’ Being, therefore it can also be argued that it is just that of a metaphysical concept imposed on the world in order for us to recognise existence and its functions.  He does not, according to his strict adherence to the concept of Being, allow for partial or qualified change while retaining an element of permanence to persist.  This argument echoes that of the Ship of Theseus[footnoteRef:16], yet Parmenides would maintain that the ship (or entity, or body) could not undergo any changes due to its previous state of Being required to become non-being.  This in my view is an oversight, and Heraclitus’ doctrine better embraces qualified changes within spatiotemporally unique entities (exemplified in passages such as his aphoristic river statements).  Change needn’t be absolute, and qualified (or partial) change allows for Being to persist through qualitative differences.  If a person were to lose an arm in a motorcycle accident for example, we would not say that their ‘previous self’ had become non-being, as they would retain their identity as a person, and retain their existence as an entity ‘in Being’ – it would simply be qualitative changes that had altered their Being, not destroyed it.  By the same token, we could not say that after the accident that there now existed a new entity of Being, as birth is an incoherent concept according to the same premise.  Having lost an arm, according to Parmenides, a new entity would have been created with the old one becoming non-being, yet this ‘new entity’ would have to have been created from something which would need to have already existed, therefore the birth of this new entity would also be impossible. [16:  The Ship of Theseus argument is attributed to Plutarch in the 1st Century.  It is essentially a consideration of identity persisting through time while qualified changes are made to the entity possessing the identity in question.  It continues to divide philosophers, while at least some agree that qualified changes can be made to a numerically unique entity without the need for it to lose its uniquity, or its central essence preserving its denotation in space and time.] 

	Regardless of their differences, both of these philosophers appeal to the One or oneness, albeit in different ways.  Heraclitus could be said to indicate oneness with his unity of opposites which allow for constant change or flux; the truth of these unities is found in the governance of one Logos, of which he reports: “It is wise for those who have listened not to me but to the logos to agree that all things are one.”[footnoteRef:17]  Our restless reality as described by his doctrine, his unity of opposites, the ever-living war that makes known of itself by constantly reshaping our reality, are all part of the intention of the Logos.  It is responsible for chaos and for order, for good and for bad.  Oneness for Heraclitus must also include the opposites of flux and stasis (as no metaphysical concept can be appreciated without its’ opposite), and by not rejecting either of these, he proposes what might be considered a slightly more advanced philosophy than Parmenides, or at least a more complete ontological account.  Obviously for Parmenides, metaphysical concepts can stand alone – in Being.  Parmenides’ concept of Being is that all thigs exist within this singular metaphysical bracket, and by rational means he deems it a necessary and absolute component of existence; all things that exist, even metaphysically, adhere to his principle.  Metaphysics has not, at this point in time, been recognised as a branch of philosophy or inquiry.  He may therefore have also been unaware that such a branch of knowledge, that may be considered as being true in a relative capacity when paired with human consciousness, could exist – this is another example of his absolute ideas, in that metaphysical knowledge or understanding seems to require it to have an objective truth and doesn’t necessarily acknowledge human perspective and rationality as having a subjective perspective.  This claim by Parmenides therefore acknowledges all things that exemplify some kind of reality, or all things that exist or are existent.  Ultimately there cannot be a concept of non-being (even though he must name it in order to discern it as an illegal concept), otherwise non-being exists.  This is another misconception on his part and only serves to narrow his field of inquiry further.  Pushed into the realms of pure Rationalism he is demanding a logical governance to our universe: logic essentially demands an unchanging universe, in and by which it can always abide.  This is my primary concern when reading Parmenides – he does not seem to give any credence or ascribe any relevance to the world of sense-experience, yet acknowledges its place in Being, which is all that exists anyway.  He wrongfully seems to ignore the necessary opposites that comprise our reality that Heraclitus gives so much importance to. [17:  B 50] 

	Parmenides, while rejecting change and opposites still subtly points to, and names the existence of an entanglement of opposing characteristics, just as Heraclitus does.  This can be found in the beginning of his poem: “when the daughters of the Sun, hasting to convey me into the light, threw back their veils from off their faces and left the abode of Night.  There are the gates of the ways of Night and Day, fitted above with a lintel and below with a threshold of stone. They themselves, high in the air, are closed by mighty doors, and Avenging Justice keeps the keys that open them.”[footnoteRef:18]  Here he presents to the reader a realm in which night and day meet, kept behind doors which are fastened at both top and bottom, and to which Avenging Justice holds the key by which they can be unlocked.  I suspect that ‘avenging justice’ is Parmenides’ personified victory over the world of sense-experience when a rational approach will allow him to discover truth, and true knowledge.  (As previously discussed, he must have had a concept of wrongness, or injustice to be able to recognise Justice itself – he simply thought that injustice resided in the world of sense-experience or mortal opinion and rejected that as a whole.)  This is an early example of a notion of dualism, yet Parmenides rejects the material world in such an outright fashion that it renders him something of a metaphysical monist, and this was the downfall of his wish to logically reconcile our sense-experiences with what he had considered to be fundamental rational truths – that we can only think and speak of things that exist, or ‘what is’, i.e. the Being, and that birth, death, movement, and change are all incorrect representations of the objective world.  Heraclitus embraces the world of sense-experience and would surely denote it metaphorically as the bow against which the Logos (or our rational and cognitive ability) pulls, as does the bowstring. [18:  Philoctetes.free.fr. (2018). Poem of Parmenides : on nature. [online] Available at: http://philoctetes.free.fr/parmenidesunicode.htm [Accessed 24 Apr. 2018].] 



4. Reconciliation in Light of Modern Science

These two seemingly opposed philosophers’ ideas do converge: in unity of opposites (despite the rejection of the material world in Parmenides), in their appeal to oneness or a totality, and also in the way that they seem to present the emergence of metaphysics by categorising the world according to divisions easily recognised by the capability of human consciousness.  Although they share a common platform at the heart of their ideas, it is obvious that they still differ greatly – on one side is wholeness, stasis, constancy, and Being, and on the other is ceaseless change, harmony in opposition, the ever-burning fire of war, and Becoming (rather than Being).  Although there is a harmony between the two rather distinct ontological approaches, there is further harmony to be found between them while maintaining their opposing views; this is to be found in modern science, which by all accounts is our way of measuring and describing our physical ontology made possible by the rise and acceleration of technological advancements.
	Physics generally relies on being able to measure and quantify the world around us so as to make it comprehensible and somewhat predictable by discovering laws by which all things seem to operate.  It does not generally consider human perception (or the world of sense-experience) as being worthless, as it is this that allows us to take observational measurements.  Despite this, under the same branch of physics, theoretical physics to this day presents something of a conundrum to us by shaking the foundations of what we are able to perceive, and quite often tells us that the world is not as it seems to us.  Quantum Mechanical theories state that the behaviour of atomic and sub-atomic particles can be reduced to a Wave Function; this represents a particle’s behaviour accurately, but Quantum Mechanics gives us only a probabilistic account of reality, and not a definite description.  The double-slit experiment first performed by Thomas Young in 1801[footnoteRef:19], where a light source was fired through two slits in a screen before producing an interference pattern on a second screen behind the first, has given rise to some extremely important questions about how reality operates at the level of what we consider to be its fundamental makeup – that is at the atomic and quantum level.  Although describing a particle according to its wave function will give us a probabilistic account of its future nature, it remains probabilistic.  (Heisenberg’s Uncertainty Principle[footnoteRef:20] allows us to measure only the position or the momentum at which a particle is operating, and not both.  Calculating one of these characteristics throws the definitive measurement of the other further and further away from a calculated probability.  Both the position and the momentum of a particle are referred to as Quantum States; they are both measurable characteristics of a given particle.) [19:  Tretkoff, E. (2018). This Month in Physics History. [online] Aps.org. Available at: https://www.aps.org/publications/apsnews/200805/physicshistory.cfm [Accessed 2 May 2018].]  [20:  Pbs.org. (2018). A Science Odyssey: People and Discoveries: Heisenberg states the uncertainty principle. [online] Available at: http://www.pbs.org/wgbh/aso/databank/entries/dp27un.html [Accessed 2 May 2018].] 

In succinct terms, Wave Function determines an enormous number of possible observations regarding the behaviour of quantum particles, known as superpositions.  It is said that according to a particle’s wave function that it exemplifies determinate measurements being restricted somewhat, but only to probable positions.  Much like Schrödinger’s Cat, it has to be assumed that the behaviour of a particle occupies all probable positions within its Wave Function’s determination, until it is observed in a particular state or position.  It has been shown that simply by making this observation or by taking a measurement, the wave function of a particle collapses, and the exact location of the particle in question is finally known.  This brings about questions surrounding the fundamental nature of our reality with regards to its behaviour, especially if it were to go unobserved[footnoteRef:21].  Many modern philosophers, including David Chalmers, claim that consciousness brings about the collapse of the wave function, and uses this idea to demonstrate how the immaterial aspect of a philosophy of dualism interacts with the physical.  This, if true, would show how Rationalism and Empiricism are vital aspects of any inquiry into our ontology, and how both radically opposing views in ancient philosophy may be reconciled under contemporary ‘doctrines of knowledge’. [21:  Cox, B. and Forshaw, J. (2012). The quantum universe. London: Penguin, pp.7 - 26.] 

[bookmark: _GoBack]Zeno followed and supported his teacher’s rational approach to his metaphysical inquiries by developing paradoxes that logically refute the possibility of motion (albeit more to do with an incomprehensibility of infinity with regards to the Dichotomy Paradox, of which Aristotle wrote: “That which is in locomotion must arrive at the half-way stage before it arrives at the goal”[footnoteRef:22].)  The issue with the presocratic paradoxes devised by Zeno (and inspired by Parmenides), is that they have not by this point considered time a necessary component of space.  Without this inclusion, they are simply measuring our reality by the space within which it exists, which does make the paradoxes rationally valid.  Later philosophers, such as Bertrand Russell have explained away Zeno’s other paradox of the motionless arrow in flight by incorporating time into his considerations, and rightly so: “Bertrand Russell offered what is known as the ‘at-at theory of motion’.  It agrees that there can be no motion ‘during’ a durationless instant, and contends that all that is required for motion is that the arrow be at one point at one time, at another point another time, and at appropriate points between those two points for intervening times. In this view motion is a function of position with respect to time.”[footnoteRef:23]  This demonstrates how an important consideration was unfortunately overlooked by the ancient Greeks. [22:  Aristotle, Physics VI:9, 239b10]  [23:  Salmon, W. (1998). Causality and explanation. New York: Oxford University Press, p.198.] 

We do not think of time as explicitly constructed from infinite singular moments; time is an ever-passing fluid component of how we experience reality.  We do not observe an arrow in flight and wish to be able to witness its precisions throughout; we measure the totality of its flight with lesser regard for the billions of singular instants that comprise it.  Yet again, considering Quantum Physical functions, physicist Brian Cox writes an entire chapter entitled ‘Movement as an Illusion’ in his book The Quantum Universe[footnoteRef:24].  By employing the Uncertainty Principle, he concludes that “our perception that objects move smoothly from point to point is, from the perspective of quantum theory, an illusion.  It is closer to the truth to suppose that particles move from A to B via all possible paths.  Only when we add together all of the possibilities does motion as we perceive it emerge.”[footnoteRef:25]  Parmenides’ ideas regarding movement being impossible and an illusion are certainly echoed here, albeit from an enormously advanced scientific position. [24:  Cox, B. and Forshaw, J. (2012). The quantum universe. London: Penguin, pp.75 - 90.]  [25:  Ibid., p.90.] 



5. Conclusion

I have shown how these two seemingly radically opposing philosophers may have both been speaking about the same thing from two different perspectives.  By both appealing to the One, they indicate a fascination with wholeness or completeness.  Heraclitus appeals to the absolute change that exists in reality, while maintaining a unified theory of reality governed by the Logos.  Parmenides appeals to a more fundamental ‘big picture’ position, by effectively describing a closed system of energy inside a metaphysical definition of a rationalised existence, namely Being.  I have also shown how modern Quantum Mechanical theories do not better allow us to recognise a complete distinction between a reality comprised of flux (perceived by our senses and demonstrated in physical science), and that of one comprised of absolute stasis where movement (as we experience it) can be described as an illusion at the quantum level.  I believe that Heraclitus’ Logos is synonymous with Parmenides’ Being, and that they simply recognised different aspects to reality, much like we are able to do according to today’s Quantum Theories pitted against the way that our senses and our rationality allow us to experience the world.  Parmenides’ Being can be seen to represent the world of quantum physics, whereby existence is the most fundamental characteristic of reality at a molecular level (as a photon, for example, is always a photon, and its birth and death are somewhat inconceivable), and signifies the only thing that we can be certain of at a quantum level – i.e. that reality exists.  Heraclitus therefore represents the sensible world (even at a quantum level) which does contain constant change yet allows it to be measurable.  Nonetheless, they still both describe one unified existence under different considerations.
The philosophy of both Heraclitus and Parmenides can be considered contemporary ideas even centuries later because they still signify the essential characteristics of our ontology in accordance with our metaphysical frameworks.  Our physical scientific understanding of reality verses our understanding of Quantum Sciences and how reality operates on a molecular and quantum level, seem to represent the polar opposites of permanency and change, or fluidity and stasis, which are still contrasted in similar ways to the presocratic ideas.  These are the opposing ways in which we continue to formulate an understanding of reality under contemporary sciences, not too dissimilar from the formulations made by the ancient Greek thinkers, which now makes it look like tangible precursory philosophy to the most advanced physical theories we have ever known.
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