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Abstract: The earliest mention of Melissus of Samos by name is
found in the first chapter of the Hippocratic De natura hominis. In
the following note, I attempt to examine what is meant by the
reference Melissus’ ‘logos’ in this work and suggest, against previous
accounts, including Galen’s, that it has little to do with his
commitment to monism. Rather Melissus’ logos is better understood
as his referring to his strategy for demonstrating such a conclusion,
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especially his use of a supplemental argument in his fragment B8.
Polybus’ concern in this first chapter is not monism as such but the
claims to knowledge monists make. Melissus is a prime example of
a monist who fails to grasp what he claims to know.

Keywords: Melissus, Hippocrates, Monism, Eleatics.

What is the logos of Melissus? In one respect, at least, this is a
relatively straightforward question to answer. The verbatim
fragments of this early Greek philosopher preserved by Simplicius
and the testimonia that survive indicate that Melissus was an
advocate of the Eleatic ‘One’, a form of ontological monism that
rejects change, including alteration, rearrangement and locomotion,
historically associated with Parmenides and Zeno of Elea. Certainly,
the accounts of Plato in the Theaetetus (183e-184a) and Aristotle in
the Physics (1.2-3) strongly connect Melissus with Parmenides, with
the latter emphasising their shared commitment to the ‘one’ as well
as their unsound reasoning.! Melissus’ logos might then simply be
understood as the book in which he advanced his position or, more
simply, his commitment to monism, however we are to understand
this.

However, it is a more difficult task to isolate how Melissus’ logos
was understood prior to its fourth-century reception in Plato and
Aristotle. It has been reasonably, if not definitively, claimed that the
concept of void, understood as a precondition for motion, in his B7
was original to Melissus and a significant influence on the atomists.?
It is also likely that Gorgias’ On What-Is-Not, or On Nature directly
targeted, perhaps parodically, Melissus’ book, which was entitled On

! For the relationship between Melissus and Parmenides, see Harriman (2018, p. 1-
23) for some preliminary thoughts. See also Palmer (2004) and Makin (2014).

2 For discussion of this point, see Harriman (2018, p. 181-193). See also Guthrie
(1965, p.117-18), Furley (1967, p. 79-103), and Graham (2010, p. 462). I keep to
the Diels standard of ‘B’ numbers for verbatim fragments for convenience.
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Nature, or On What-is.® Yet our evidence permits us merely to note
these connections as probable.

However, there is some hope for determining the early impact of
Melissus. In the following, I set out to examine the earliest
unambiguous reference to Melissus and his logos, found in the
Hippocratic treatise De natura hominis.* This fifth-century work,
attributed to Hippocrates’ student and son-in-law, Polybus,
articulates clearly for the first time the theory of the four humours of
the human being and their relation to the seasons and to health and
disease.® Tantalisingly, Melissus’ name and a reference to his logos
appear in the first chapter of this work in a series of critical remarks
that are largely methodological in nature and serve to counter what
Polybus understands as the illicit intrusion of philosophy into
medicine. How we are to understand the reference is perhaps not
immediately obvious, but if we could reconstruct how Polybus
appropriated Melissus and his logos in this work, we might find a
crucial piece of early evidence for the reception of Melissus and his
logos prior to Plato.

The text of first chapter of De natura hominis is worth quoting in full:

‘Ootig pév obv elwbev AkoLE AeyOvVIOV GpEL TAG
©LO10G TiiG GvBpwmEeing MpoowTépw 1| OGOV AOTHC €G
iNTPIKNV &ENKeL, TOLTE HEV 0DK €mtndelog 68 O
AOYOG GKOUEWV: 00TE yop TO MAUTAV NEPA AEY® TOV
&vBpwrov eival, obte mdp, odte BEwp, obte yhijv, obT’
GAAo o06Ev & TL pN QavepOv E0TV €veOv €V TR
avBpodme: GAAX Tolol BovAopévolol Tadta Aéyewv
TopiNpL. S0KEOLOL PEVTOL POl 00K OpBAG YIVOOKELY
ol TadTa AEYOVTEG YVQOUN HEV YO&p T aOTH] TAVTEG
Xpéovtal, Aéyouat & o0 TaOTA: GAAX TG HEV YVOUNG
TOV gnihoyov 1OV a0TOV MorEovTaL (ot Te yap Ev Tt
eival, 6 T E0Tl, Kai T00To eivan TO &v Te Kal TO Tév)
KT 8& TO OVO T 00X opokoysouow Aéyel 8 a0V
0 pév TIg oKV AEPa TODTO Elvan TO £V Te Kol TO v,

3 For this point, see Reale (1970, p. 24, n. 97) and Palmer (2009, p. 218-21).

41 hope, then, to supplement here some of the tentative remarks on this passage I
made in Harriman (2018, p. 19-22).

> See Jouanna (2012) for a helpful account and overview.
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0 8¢ mdp, 0 6¢ BéWP, 0 8¢ yijv, Kal EMAEyeL EKROTOG TG
£€0LTOD AOYQ POPTOPLA TE KAl TEKUT P, & 0TIV 0DGEY.
omote 8¢ yvoun Ti avTfj mpoayxpéovtal, Aéyouot §° ob
0 a0Td, S0V OTL 006E YIVOOKOLOV avTA. yvoin §°
av  106e TIC PAMOTA TOpayEVOHEVOG  aOTOIOV
AvTIAéyouotv: TpOG yap GAARAOLG GvTIAéyovteg ol
abtol  GVOpeq TAOV  aOTGV  évavtiov  AKpoaTé®V
oV8enoTE Tpig €Qediig 6 aDTOG EPLyivETAL €V TQ AOY®,
GAAX TIOTE pév 00Tog ¢mKpatel, moté 8¢ obTog, ToTé &¢
® v oY péAoTa 1} YA@ooa émppugioa pog TOV
OXA0V. KaiTol SiKoov €0TL TOV QAvTa 0pB&AC YIVOOKELY
AOL TOV TIPNYHATOV TIAPEXELV aiel EMKPATEOVTA TOV
AOYyOV TOV €wUTOD, €imep €0VIX YIVOOKEL Kol 6pBQGg
amogaivetal. AN’ €poi ye Sokéovowv ol ToodTOl
GvBpwrot adtol €wvtolg KatafdAAelv €v  Tolowv
OVOHOOl TV AOY@V oOT@V LMO QOLVECING, TOV &8¢&
MeAiooov Adyov dpBodv.

He who is accustomed to hear speakers discuss the
nature of man beyond its relations to medicine will not
find the present account of any interest. For I do not
say at all that a man is air, or fire, or water, or earth, or
anything else that is not an obvious constituent of a
man; such accounts I leave to those that care to give
them. Those, however, who give them have not in my
opinion correct knowledge (8okéovot pévtol o1 00K
0pB&d¢ ywaokewy ol tadta Aéyovteg). For while
adopting the same idea they do not give the same
account. Though they add the same appendix to their
idea — saying that ‘what is’ is a unity, and that this is
both unity and the all — yet they are not agreed as to its
name. One of them asserts that this one and the all is
air, another calls it fire, another, water, and another,
earth; while each appends to his own account evidence
and proofs that amount to nothing. The fact that, while
adopting the same idea, they do not give the same
account, shows that their knowledge too is at fault.
The best way to realise this is to be present at their
debates. Given the same debaters and the same
audience, the same man never wins in the discussion
three times in succession, but now one is victor, now
another, now he who happens to have the most glib
tongue in the face of the crowd. Yet it is right that a
man who claims correct knowledge about the facts
should maintain his own argument victorious always,
if his knowledge be knowledge of reality and if he set
it forth correctly. But in my opinion such men by their
lack of understanding overthrow themselves in the
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words of their very discussions, and establish the
theory of Melissus.

(De natura hominis chapter 1. Text and trans. Jones
(1923))

Can we determine how the logos of Melissus is to be understood here
and how the disputants depicted establish it, or set it right (6pBodv)?®
Is it, for example, along the same monistic lines as Plato and Aristotle
would lead us to expect? What one can say at the outset is that
Polybus is attempting at the start of this work to overthrow those who
adopt a view of the world which identifies a single element (e.g. air,
fire, water, or earth) as the sole constituent substance of the human
and thus those who suggest implicitly or explicitly that a single cure
might be discovered for disease.

First let us turn to the ancient reception of Polybus’ strategy in
Galen’s commentary on De natura hominis. He takes the error
Polybus diagnoses in his targets’ accounts to be one centred on
identification. 7 Those who name one specific element of the
canonical four fail to support their argument; indirectly, then, they
support Melissus. How so? This is because Galen takes Melissus to
be a proto-matter theorist who argues for a common (o0aiav kowvnyv),
ungenerated (dyévvvtov), and imperishable (&@Baptov) substance,
equating roughly to ‘matter’, which underlies the four elements as a
substrate.® The back and forth of the debates Polybus describes
allegedly indicate that identifying the human person with any one
element is flawed because the monists are themselves at odds in their
discussions. The idea, then, is that a more basic commitment to
something underlying all the elements through change would be more
plausible and thus support Melissus’ position.

6 For opbBodv, cf. Tliad XXIII.695, as noted by Jouanna (1965), with Longrigg
(1993, p.89).

7 Galen, In Hippocratis de Natura hominis 29-31= Mewaldt-Helmreich-
Westenberger, 1914, p. 17-18.

8 Jones (1923, p. 4, n.1) seems to follow Galen’s explanation.
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We might object that this Galenic reading of Melissus
misunderstands his view of the subject of his treatise—‘what-is’ or
being—and his elimination of all change and alteration, not just that
of some foundational, or primary, substance (see his B8). However,
putting that worry to one side, what we might take away is that Galen
understands the logos of Melissus to be the core, substantive
commitment of the philosopher as expounded in his book. It is
Melissus’ monistic ontology (i.e. his advocacy of invariant being)
that is purportedly established by Polybus’ disputants in spite of their
best intentions. If this is right, what we might understand as the core
commitment of Melissus’ work (i.e. his logos) as portrayed by Plato
and Aristotle is, in fact, held in common with Polybus.

That it is Melissus’ monism that Polybus has in mind by his logos is
similarly assumed by a suggestive account originated by Jouanna,
and expanded by Longrigg.® This reading finds a great deal of
dialectical subtlety in Polybus’ approach to his targets and an especial
place for Diogenes of Apollonia as a target. Longrigg’s
reconstruction of the intellectual context and of the substance of the
polemic is complex and merits close scrutiny.®

This approach begins from the striking connection between the words
that immediately follow Polybus’ mention of Melissus in the first
chapter of De natura hominis and Diogenes’ B2.

My view, in general, is that all existing things are
altered from the same thing and are the same thing.
And this is manifest: for if the things presently existing
in this world order: earth, air, fire, and the rest, which
plainly exist in this world order, if any of these was
different the one from the other, being other in its own
nature and not the same as it changed often and
altered, in no way would it have been able to mix with
another, neither would benefit nor harm <come to one

9 Jouanna (1965), Longrigg (1993, p. 85-90).

10 T ongrigg casts his account as largely in keeping with Jouanna’s and makes little
claim to originality. I follow the exposition of the former here, who makes the
position pellucid.
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from the other>.Diogenes of Apollonia DK64B2
(Trans. Graham (2010)).

But I hold that if man were a unity he would never feel
pain, as there would be nothing from which a unity
could suffer pain. And even if he were to suffer, the
cure too would have to be one. But as a matter of fact
cures are many. For in the body are many constituents,
which, by heating, by cooling, by drying or by wetting
one another contrary to nature, engender diseases. (De
natura hominis chapter 2, trans. Jones (1923)).

We find here two arguments, overlapping in form, which make
diametrically opposed points on the affective quality of any substance
from the point of view of the monist. Diogenes understands change
(importantly, including harm (blabe)) as possible only if its
constituents share a fundamental nature; this is required to allow for
interaction, understood as mixture. Monism, perhaps counter-
intuitively, is what allows for change. Polybus insists in response that
such change, exemplified here by pain, could only be possible if there
were a plurality. Change, on his model, requires plurality. Alteration,
it is agreed on both sides, entails an interaction between two
substances. It is the nature of these two (same or different) that is at
issue.

How does such a connection with Diogenes establish the logos of
Melissus? The thought on this interpretation seems to be that
Melissus’ rejection of pain and anguish in his account of what-is in
B7 works to confirm Polybus’ criticism of the monists.!' Diogenes
has maintained that harm could only come about as the product of
unity. Melissus argued that pain and anguish are incompatible with
the completeness of what-is understood as a unity. Polybus’ strategy
then is firmly dialectical: Diogenes’ monistic understanding of the
mechanism of harm is targeted not using the assumptions of the

11 008 GAyel- 00 yap v iy £in dhyov: ob yap v Shvanto del givan xpfipa dAyéov
008¢ Exet fonv SOvapy 16 Vyiel- 00T’ v dpotov €in, €1 dAy€or Gmoyvopévou yap Tev
v &Ayéot 1| mpooywopévou, KooK Gv £t Opotov €in. odd’ Gv 1O Vyieg GAyfoot
Svvonto: &mo yap &v OAoLTo TO LYIEG KOl TO €0V, TO 6¢ oUK €0V yévorto. Kol mepl 10D
avidioBon wOTOG Adyog T6) GAyEovTL.
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pluralist (which might be thought question-begging) but the terms of
monism itself in the form of Melissus. The sting in the tail, Longrigg
and Jouanna note, is that Diogenes likely post-dated Melissus and
presumably thought he had successfully countered the latter’s B7.'2

If this is right, the instability of the monists in their debates, the
supposed advocates of stability and unity, is to be interpreted in the
context of Diogenes’ revival of monistic physics in the wake of the
post-Parmenidean pluralist projects of Empedocles and Anaxagoras.
Undoubtedly, such an approach to Polybus’ text is dialectically
sophisticated and sensitive to his intellectual milieu. However, there
are reasons for scepticism.

It is plausible, as Jouanna and Longrigg note,!® that Diogenes of
Apollonia is relevant to Polybus’ strategy in chapter 2, but it is
unclear that this is also true of the first chapter or of the mention of
Melissus. It is notable that the beginning of the chapter 2 marks a
clean break (miepi pév 0DV To0TOV &pKel pot Ta eipnpéva) from what
has come before. The polemic at the start of the work targets all
monistic accounts of the constituents of the human being in a
generalising fashion (o0te yap 10 népmnav fépa Aéyw tov GvBpumov
elvar, oUte mOp, olte BSwp, obTe yAv, 00T &AAO 008V & TL pn
QOVEPOV €0TIV €VeOV év 1@ avBpanw). If Diogenes was primarily at
issue, it is very surprising that air as a unifiying substance is nowhere
emphasised over the other three. Indeed any attempt to identify the
specific examples Polybus might have had in mind seems to weaken
the thoroughgoingness of his approach to the failure of monistic
accounts. Crucially, the aim of the first chapter is explicitly general.
It is not countering a monistic theory of monism that is attempted,
but all monistic theories as representative of the failure of the type of

12 Jouanna (1965, p. 321-2); Longrigg (1993, p. 88-9).

13 Although the comparison between Diogenes’ B2 and the second chapter is
striking, I am not fully convinced that Diogenes is as central as the
Jouanna/Longrigg account has it. Polybus takes up different versions of monism in
De natura hominis (see chapter 6 on ‘blood’) and any specific reference to
Diogenes would most plausibly seem to be on the basis that he was representative
of monism generally.
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philosophical approach to medicine that Polybus regards as wrong-
headed. As such, assuming a central place for Diogenes seems prima
facie unlikely and perhaps uncharitable to the argument we
encounter.

There is no also reason in this first chapter to suggest that the flaw
identified needs to have its origin in the any specific commitment to
monism as a thesis, as such. The monists overthrow themselves
(¢wuTovg KatafdAAev) not because they are monists but because
their arguments are insufficient, unstable, and improperly divorced
from what it is that they advocating. It is true that De natura hominis
will attempt to counter any monistic approach to the human person
by arguing for a plurality of humours and cures to disease. However,
there is good reason to restrict the substance of the dialectic at this
work’s start, including the reference to Melissus’ logos, to a
methodological worry about how the monists’ arguments fail. On
such an account, it the nature of arguments themselves that the
monists are said to take up, and not the conclusion of such arguments,
that is most crucially relevant. This has the virtue of attributing to
Polybus an approach that attacks the very core of the philosophical
perspective on medical matters. Let us see how this works.

Polybus’ criticism may be roughly divided into two related strands,
with the first more central to its structure than the second. (1) The
monists argue for a single claim but give different arguments for the
same conclusion (yvopn pev yap T aOTf] mévteg xpéovtal, Aéyouvat
6¢ o0 tavTa). (2) They seek to bolster their account with appendices
(6AAG TG pEV yvouNG TOV €miAdoyov TOV avTov motéovial). Both
points are repeated twice in the chapter and the empirical appeal to
the monists’ debates is clearly intended to demonstrate the instability
of monism and the weakness of their method. Yet it is striking that
Polybus’ approach does not turn significantly on the falsehood of
monism itself but indirectly makes this point by attacking the means
of arriving at such a conclusion.

The concern is to be found prior to any claim about monism in
Polybus’ understanding of the relation between an argument for a
claim and the understanding of that claim. A single thesis, or claim,
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is to have a single account given on its behalf (yvopn pev yap tf a0th
TIAVTEG ¥peovTal, Aeyouot 6¢ oL tavTd). Importantly, this account is
itself sufficient to demonstrate that those that adopt it have
knowledge of the relevant matter. It is also explicitly stated that the
understanding of a particular idea can only be indicated by giving a
single, correct account of that idea (6mote 6¢ yvoun T aOTh
TPoCYpEOVTAL, Aéyovol &' o0 T& avTd, SNAOV 0Tt 0DSE YIVOOKOLOY
avtd). However, the criteria that characterise the knower and their
use of arguments go further. A consistent, correct account is not just
a necessary and sufficient mark of knowledge; it is also to be
understood as the exclusive correct account of that piece of
knowledge. No alternative means of demonstrating some claim’s
truth (i.e. its correctness) is possible, and no more comprehensive
account desirable. On this line, attempts to buttress arguments with
secondary evidence and proofs are indications of the failure of the
primary demonstration (koi &mAéyel €KaoTog @ €wLTOD AOY®
HOPTUPLA TE KAl TEKUNPLA, & E0TIV OVOEV).

What we should take away from this is that successful demonstration
relies on adhering to the above understanding of how a Adyog
adequately captures a yvoun, understood as something like a claim
or opinion.'* So then we need to make a distinction between the
yvoun itself as an opinion or judgement capable of demonstration,
which may or may not rise to the level of knowledge or
understanding,'® and the demonstration of that opinion (Adyog). This
distinction is emphasised by the heavily verbal, oral depiction of
Aoyot in this chapter. We begin with hearing and speaking (&xovewv
Aeyoviwv) and conclude with an appeal to live debates as tekpnpla

14 Cf. De natura hominis, chapter 6 for further examples of this use yvopn as claim,
opinion, or judgement.

15 Polybus uses various forms of ywmokew for ‘understanding’ in this passage.
How might ‘knowledge’ or ‘understanding’ be understood by Polybus? At the very
least, it is something that can be consistently translated into successful arguments
(aiel é¢mxpoatéovia) without the help of superficial blandishments (yAdooa
EmppuEion).
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of monistic ignorance; in between, the vocabulary of speaking is
predominant (e.g. Aéyelv, QAOK®V, EMAEYEL).

It seems probable that Polybus has an anti-rhetorical and, perhaps,
anti-sophistical point in mind in criticising live debates as volatile
and emblematic of a poor means at arriving at useful knowledge.!®
For our purposes, two distinctions we have identified in this passage
are useful for identifying the value of Melissus’ mention within
Polybus’ strategy, and how we might determine what is meant by his
‘logos’. First, we have seen that he distinguishes between an
argument sufficient to indicate the status of its adopter as a knower
and further appendices (paptopi& te Kal tekpnpla) added on to that
argument which merely suggest the weakness of the primary
demonstration. Second, Polybus is careful to keep a claim (yvopun),
i.e. a conclusion an argument purports to establish, separate from the
argument or demonstration (A6yog) used in this effort.

One might think that Polybus has a stringent and quite narrow
understanding of what constitutes a sound argument which makes
little allowance for the diversity of contexts in which a claim might
be raised. We might be sceptical, for example, of the idea that any
one conclusion has only a single, correlated argument that may be
spoken on its behalf. The criticism of supplemental material is also
suspect. Demonstrating that different premises result in the same
conclusion is rhetorically powerful, but this need not suggest that
such arguments themselves are unsound.

Yet it is unclear that Polybus is generally committed to the
implications of these criticisms beyond their value as indicators of
the epistemic states of his targets. What I mean is that Polybus need
not be understood as concerned to insist directly here that the thesis
of monism is false or that a correct argument needs in every situation
to conform to the considerations above. Rather Polybus is concerned
with whether the monists’ arguments do, in fact, suggest that they

16 Here we might compare the Hippocratic De arte; see Mann (2012) for discussion
of the sophistical context of this work.
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know what they claim to know. It is with this in mind that the status
of the appeal to the live debates of the monists becomes clearer.

It seems we are meant to believe that a correctly made argument on
behalf of a genuine piece of knowledge should always prove
victorious in debate (kaitotl §ikoov €0t TOV EavTa 0pBAE yIVOOKELY
AUEL TOV TIPNYHATOV TIOPEXELV aiel EMKPATEOVTA TOV AGYOV TOV
€utod, ginep éo6vta yivookel Kai 0pOad¢ dmogaivetar). One might
read this as suggesting that a correct account given of something true
always proves victorious in debate, and this is difficult to
countenance. Polybus’ account is normative (Sikondv) but only within
the restrictive context of the monists’ debates, when the same
debaters with the same audience (oi o0TOl GVEpEC TAOV ADTRV
évavtiov dxpoatéwv) are advocating for the same idea. In such
circumstances, there should be consistent agreement about the
argument because the same conclusion is sought within a group of
self-proclaimed knowers of that conclusion. The diversity of
approaches, as with the use of appendices or additional arguments, is
suggestive, in such circumstances, of ignorance.

What these debates prove then is not that a monistic view of the
human being is incorrect but that its advocates do not understand
what it is they are claiming. It is their status as self-proclaimed
knowers that is targeted. This is suggested by Polybus’ framing of his
empirical evidence.

Omote 8¢ yvoun Tij avTij mpooypéovtal, Aéyouaot §° ob
0 a0Td, STJA0V OTL 006E YIVOOKOLOV aUTA. yvoin §°
Gv 108e TIC POMOTA TAPAYEVOUEVOG OUTOIGLY
AvTIAéyoLo1V

The fact that, while adopting the same idea, they do
not give the same account, shows that their knowledge
too is at fault. The best way to realise this is to be
present at their debates.

(De natura hominis, chapter 1. text and trans. Jones
(1923))
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Jones’s ‘their knowledge too is at fault’ for o06¢ yivddokovowy adtd
leaves open the implication that it is what the monists know (or claim
to know) that is at fault. But this is not Polybus’ contention. It is that
the monists do not know which he undertakes to demonstrate, and the
verb ywookovowv makes this beyond doubt. On this reading, the
appeal to the debate is simply the best means (pdAiota) of
determining how ignorant the advocates of monism really are. As
such, there is something unmistakeably ad hominem about Polybus’
strategy insofar as it is the epistemic states of his targets and not their
thesis that is attacked. Yet there is notable persuasive power in
suggesting that your opponent is not actually committed to the claim
they make. It also worth emphasising that the strategy of this first
chapter of De natura hominis is preparing the ground for Polybus’
extensive investigation into the plural humours of the person. A
suggestive rather than determinative polemic might be all that was
desired.

How does this help us understand the value of the appeal to Melissus?
At the very least, we should be very surprised if Adyog shifted its
meaning in the chapter to refer to his monism specifically and not his
argument(s) for such a position. Rather Polybus’ monist disputants
are said to set up Melissus’ Adyog, understood as his means of
establishing monism. They do so by overthrowing themselves in their
discussion (katafBdAAewv év Tolov OVOpHNOL TV AOYywv adTt®dv). What
does this mean? As we have seen, Polybus has established above the
criteria for judging the arguments of those who make a claim to
knowledge of the constitution of the person. These focused on the use
of different, multiple arguments for the same conclusion, both
interpersonally in debate, and intrapersonally in the use of appendices
(émiAoyou). If this right, the best place to look I suggest is Melissus’
B8.

Initial support for the relevance of this fragment to Polybus’
argument is suggested by their shared interest in correct
understanding (0p08&¢ ywvaookewv) and how this is achieved. As we
have seen, for Polybus this is signalled by the use of complete,
demonstrative, stable arguments without the need for additional
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support. A focus on correct understanding and correct demonstration
(0pB&G amoeaivetar) is a hallmark of Polybus’ polemic. For
Melissus, a similar focus on correctness is concerned with the results
of sense perception (6pB@®G dpAdPEV Kal &kovopev; OpBdG dpav Kal
AKOLEV Kal ouvieval, 0Tt 00K 0pBAC EnpdpEV 0V8E EKeTVa TTOAAX
0p0&G Sokel elvan) and their failure to conform with what each thing
must be.!” This interest is confined to B8 in our collection of
fragments.

Crucially, this fragment is explicitly supplemental to Melissus’ main
demonstration of what-is, as he makes clear in the first line of the
text: péylotov pév odv onuelov o0Tog 6 Adyog 6Tl v povov ZoTiv:
arap kai 1éde onueia.'® What B8 adds is an additional argument or
indication that tackles plurality negatively in an attempt to eliminate
it as a truly applied predicate of what-is; his other demonstrations
have attempted to argue for its substantive, positive description (as
sempiternal, unique, exhaustive of what there is, motionless etc.).
This is achieved by taking up for consideration, hypothetically and
per impossibile, the thought that there is a plurality and then
attempting to show that each item in this plurality must conform with

7 For a Hippocratic approach opposed to Melissus on the relationship between
understanding and sense perception, see De arte, chap 2: Sokéel 61 pot 0 pév
ovpmav Téxvn eivan ovdepion 00k odoar Kol yip &Aoyov 6V 20viwv Tt fyelodat pn
€0v- €mel T@V YE PN €0vVIaV Tiva av Tig ovoiny Benoapevog amayyeirelev og €oTiy;
el yop 8n ot y’ 16€lv T pun ¢0via, Gomep T £6VIa, OVK 018’ Mg &v TIg avT
vopioele pun éovra, & ye €in kol 0pBaApoiot i5elv Kai yvapn vofjoat &G éoTv: GAN
émeg Pr oLk f To0To To1odToV: GAAX T pév 2dvTa aiel Opéital Te Kol yivaokeTa,
& 6¢ Pn é6via ovte Opdtan oUte yivooketal. (Mann). The overlap in language here
with B8 suggests a direct response. Finding the relevance of Eleaticism in this
chapter is a common theme in the literature; see Mann (2012, p. 25), Taylor (1911,
p- 225) and Hankinson (1998, p. 77).

181 discuss some of the interpretative approaches to this fragment in Harriman
(2018, p. 194-215). One might, with Reinhardt (1916, p. 71-4), wish to compare
this fragment with the second half of Parmenides’ poem. Perhaps both work to
establish further their respective presentations of what-is. Yet Melissus’ argument
is presented in very different terms as supplemental but still useful, and in no way
as deceptive, as on Parmenides’ line. It also been debated whether Melissus had a
cosmology (now lost) that compared with Parmenides’. See Bicknell (1982) and
Palmer (2001) for discussion.
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his previous description of what-is: €l y&p v mOAAG, Toladta xpr
aOTa €lva 016V Tep £yo @t O v ival.

The strategy here is partly concessive. Melissus must put off to one
side some features he has attributed to what-is (uniqueness and
exhautiveness) to even entertain the possibility of a plurality. Yet it
is clear that this is hypothetically done to reinforce other predicates
(sempiternity and the absence of change) he has earlier applied. It is
on this basis that entities such as ‘earth, water, air, fire, iron and gold,
and one thing living and another dead, and black and white, and all
the things people say are real’ can be considered and Melissus can
make the argument that each must be as they first appeared if they
are truly real. Then the results of sense perception may be exploited
to show that there is a contradiction inherent to the pluralist position.

However we make sense of this contradiction,'® Melissus’ approach
is partial and dialectical in its attempt to support a conclusion at the
very least adjacent, if not at odds with, the main argument of his book.
The fragment concludes as follows:
fiv 6¢ petanéon, r~c‘) HEV €0V ANOAETO, TO 8¢ 00K Ne’c')v
yg’yovev. o0T®G ovV, el TOAA €ln, TowadTa Xpr) ival

010V Tiep TO V.

But being changed, what-is is destroyed, and what-is-
not has come to be. Therefore, if there were many,
they ought to be of just the same sort as the One is.

Melissus does not explicitly extend the scope of this argument to
support his monism. Rather B8 establishes what a plurality would
minimally entail and leaves the reader to work out whether accepting
a plurality on such terms is consistent with their motivation (i.e. the
results of sense perception) for raising the possibility in the first
place. Jonathan Barnes has put this point well: “The man who
pretends to place some trust in his senses and yet believes that the

19 Some have located the contradiction at the level of change, e.g. Barnes (1982, p.
299-301). I have argued in Harriman (2018, p. 202-211) that it is through sense
perception itself that the pluralists commit to plural entities, but in doing so rely on
illicitly on the changeable, unstable senses, which do not reveal what is real.
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world is an unchanging place can hardly be taken seriously. Partisans
of the senses must not believe everything their favourites tell them.”?°

This leaves, as Barnes notes, Melissus with the following sort of
argument against the pluralists: (a) they believe that many things
exist; (b) there is no reason to believe that many things exist. Such an
argument is indirect. Monism is not firmly established, but Melissus
has managed to argue for the superiority of his rational method of
deducing the predicates of what-is independent of the unreliable and
contradictory results of sense perception.

If this interpretation is along the right lines, B8 is an excellent
example of the supplemental arguments Polybus attacks in De natura
hominis. The fragment is explicitly an additional proof provided to
shore up support for the main series of deductions found in the
remainder of Melissus’ fragments. The argument in B8 is ingenious,
but it is also partial, indirect, and dialectically constructed. In short,
it is exactly the sort of argument that indicates for Polybus, fairly or
unfairly, an uncertain grasp of the truth and the correct means of
demonstrating this. Its existence overthrows Melissus’ claim to
knowledge.

Finally, we can begin to see how Polybus’ disputants establish
Melissus’ logos. 6pBobv should not be understood as a success verb,
implying that these monists managed to set right what Melissus’
argument entails. Rather the point is conative. The monists overthrow
themselves in the attempt to take up Melissus’ argumentative
strategy, succesfully or unsuccessfully. We need not, and should not,
assume that Polybus took such monists establish anything substantial
about Melissus. Rather it is within their own words and discussions,
Polybus insists, that his targets undermine themselves and indicate
their failure to grasp what it is they claim to know. Adopting
Melissus’ strategy of supplemental argumentation is the source of
their failure and the indicator of their ignorance.

20 Barnes, 1982, p. 236.
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It is worth noting that there is a notable overlap between these two
arguments. Perhaps Polybus is not offering this first chapter as
supplemental in the way Melissus does, yet both aim for conclusions
that are ultimately indirect and suggestive rather than probative.
Polybus has not shown that the monists are wrong to adopt such a
position, but simply that their means of demonstration are self-
undermining and point to their ignorance and illicit intrusion into
medicine. The monists then cannot be reasonably thought knowers
and their conclusions irrelevant to the human person. Melissus’
argument achieves much the same result. Pluralism is not eliminated
from contention, but its advocates are shown to have no good reason
to adopt such a position, resulting in something bearing a close
resemblance to the claim that this view is self-undermining. Having
no good reason to believe p and believing p at the very least
approaches contradiction. We might then ask whether Polybus has
fallen into his own trap by offering the epistemically centred
argument we have attributed to him. Would someone who knew
monism was false confine himself to such an indirect argument? I
leave this question open.

I conclude by offering one final suggestion on the impact of
Melissus’ use of the strategy of supplemental argument.?! I have
noted above that Gorgias’ ITepi tod pr) évtog fj mepi pUOE®G seems to
be a deliberate perversion of the title of Melissus’ book, ITepi pUoewg
1] mepl 100 dvrog. We might extend this comparison to the structure
of Gorgias’ work. Sextus summarises as follows:

TCopyiag 6¢ 6 Aeovtivog €k 100 adTOD HEV TAYHATOG
umfipxe 101 AvnpnKOol TO KPLTPloV, 00 KOTH THV
opoiav 8¢ émPBoAnv toig mepl tov Ipwtayopav. év yap
6 Emypagopéve mepl 100 pn 6vTog 1 mepl PUOENG

2 It is worth noting that B8, although clearly the most prominent example in
Melissus’ fragments of this strategy, is far from the only example. B6 on
uniqueness seems a supplemental, hypothetical consideration of a predicate already
deduced in B4 and B5. The fascinating example of a change by a single hair in B7
also may be best read as a vividly presented, supplemental argument intended to
reinforce Melissus’ more direct arguments targeting alteration on the basis of the
impossibility of generation from what-is-not.
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Tpia Kata 10 £EG KEQAAXIA KATAOKEVALEL, £V HEV Kal
np@dToV 0Tl 00GeV €oTv, SevTepov OTL €l Kol éoTuy,
axataAnmToV GvBpdn, Tpitov 0Tl €l Kal KATaANITOV,
GAAG 1Ol YE AvEEO10TOV KOl AVEPHTIVELTOV TG TIEANG,.

Gorgias of Leontini belonged to the same party as
those who abolish the criterion, although he did not
adopt the same line of attack as Protagoras. For in his
book entitled Concerning the Non-
existent or Concerning Nature he tries to establish
successively three main points—firstly, that nothing
exists; secondly, that even if anything exists it is
inapprehensible by man; thirdly, that even if anything
is apprehensible, yet of a surety it is inexpressible and
incommunicable to one’s neighbour. (Sextus
Empiricus, Adv. Math. VIL.65) Text and Trans. R.G.
Bury.

The three-part structure Sextus describes is surely different in kind
from Melissus’ B8, or the appendices Polybus criticises. A single,
primary thesis is not treated to different attempts at demonstration;
Gorgias’ approach is destructive. However, the structure of multiple,
more or less independent, concessive arguments, does seem to
establish a link with Melissus and Polybus’s disputants.

Melissus has been called as eristic, best understood in the context of
sophistry.?? Perhaps this overstates the point and unfairly distances
Melissus from a commitment to his arguments. However, that the
structure of Melissus’ book had a significant influence on the
construction of the arguments of the sophists seems a plausible thesis
and further secured by Polybus’ understanding of Melissus’ logos.
His disputants, in attempting to establish Melissus’ logos, are
demonstrate the extent of his impact, and it is notable that this is
independent of his monism.

22 See Palmer (2009).
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