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Compare the views of any two Pre-Socratic philosophers on the ultimate nature of the world

This essay will explore the views of the pre-Socratic philosophers, Heraclitus, and Parmenides on the ultimate nature of the world and will compare and contrast their opposing views. Heraclitus as opposed to Parmenides, believed everything was constantly changing and that it all flowed in a flux. Parmenides as opposed to Heraclitus believed reality was not a changing thing. 
Parmenides view on the ultimate nature of the world can be described as, the way it is, and the way it is not. What he is referring to here could be seen as a reality. He is describing a monistic view. According to Parmenides, it is impossible for change. Things cannot become or move or come in to existence.  Therefore meaning reality must be fixed, permanent and non-changing. 
At the gates of change a Goddess proposes ‘It is proper that you should learn all the things, both the unshaken heart of well-rounded reality…’ From this we can understand the essence of reality which is necessary to say and think ‘what is’ is and that he should not think of it as not being. It is impossible to talk about something, as it is not. The concept of something being as ‘it is’ and a concept not being ‘as it is’, is naïve. 
This view can be interpreted as monistic and possibly immaterial. But as humans, we perceive things to be physical which could just be an illusion. Parmenides also talks of an entity that is not. If we imagine it is something, then it is something. But is only nothing. And if you cannot form a conception of something then you can not point to it. We can not think or say that which is not. This suggests that any object of thought must be real. Thinking requires us to know that this underlying reality exists but one way we cannot think of things like that is through ‘nothing can not be’ for example, thinking of something and describing it, hits the target of reality. 
Nothing is something we can not conceptualise. Just because we cannot do it now, it does not mean it is impossible. 
To critique Parmenides view in terms of immaterial and material substance, we can look at mathematics and we are able to understand an immaterial concept and we are able to understand and solve.
Parmenides view can be seen as unhelpful in fact that yes it Cn be true, but by knowing reality is this way, it does not apply anything new to our experience and therefore does not help us. But we do think and have new ideas ad this opposes Parmenides view especially considering nothing changes and there is no time, and nothing moves. 
Aristotle has described Parmenides view as ‘…next door to madness…’.
Heraclitus view on the ultimate nature of the world can be described as, always changing, constantly in flux. 
According to Heraclitus, it is only through the Logos that we can understand our world. What we experience in our own minds is not the same as the outside world. We are too busy trying to explain the logos through words and evidence that we miss the big picture and all we see is the world constantly changing. 
Heraclitus often wrote in riddles as he felt his riddles were worthy of understanding and to gain that worth you must earn it. One of his fragments says, ‘We step and do not step into the same rivers, we are and we are not.’ From analysing this fragment, we can understand that the river is seen as a permanent entity. It has its own laws of existence. When you step in to it, you will not be stepping in to the same place because it is constantly changing. There is continuity and change and there is life and death. For example, the way we perceive a table to be, is not exactly the way the table is. This is because of atoms, molecules, etc. This explains continuity and change. Life and death explains ‘…we are and we are not.’ This is because death always anticipates us. But there is always continuity in the change. The ultimate reality is not just change. Change is the way the logos manifests itself and can not exist without this continuity.
Expanding further on Heraclitus’ view, constant change in terms of life and death could also apply to decay. Even in death we are changing and there is not stop to it. The earth and the elements of the earth all decay and change. We can see a unity in opposites. 
Parmenides and Heraclitus’ views on the ultimate nature of the world contrast greatly. While Parmenides did argue essentially nothing changes, he recognised we perceived things to change but what it was that we were perceiving was just an illusion. Heraclitus did not believe in this illusion and felt it was simply true that everything was always changing. 
Even in believing Parmenides view, it would not make a difference and arguably would not matter. It is a stagnant view which doesn’t allow room for development. 
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