Comments: lively and stimulating. Given your initially “temporal” approach to the Parmenidean problem of Being, it would have been very interesting to see how time gets played out in Heraclitus; you didn’t really use “past-present-future” model when discussing Heraclitus, and instead, you relied on the idea of circular repetition. It could have been more coherent, had you somehow retained and applied the same criteria when talking about Heraclitus. But otherwise, this is a splendid beginning. Evidence of active reading is abundant. And logical transitions between thoughts are clear. However, the ending, witty and evocative as it is, leaves just a bit too many things left unsaid.     
In his “Way of Truth,” Parmenides seeks to advise readers/listeners on the most rational and efficient method of thought.  As elevated as the language of the text may be, he comes right out and presents his thesis in only the second of eight Fragments:

Come, I shall tell you, and do you listen and convey the story,


What routes of inquiry alone there are for thinking:


The one—that [it] is, and that [it] cannot be,


Is the path of Persuasion (for it attends upon truth);


The other—that [it] is not and that [it] needs must not be,


That I point out to you to be a path wholly unlearnable,


For you could not know what is not (for that is not feasible),


Nor could you point it out.

Essentially, Parmenides is telling us that, in order to reach logical conclusions, one must rationalize facts that are known to exist; the unknown or the “what-is-not” has nothing to do with anything, and should be discarded from the philosopher’s train of thought
.  If Nothing, he asks, is the absence of Existence, then what do the two have to do with each other?  In short, Everything, as we will eventually see.

In his eighth Fragment, Parmenides sums up his theory about Existence in a single section:  “Nor will the strength of trust ever allow anything to come-to-be from what-is/ Besides it; therefore neither [its] coming-to-be/ Nor [its] perishing has Justice allowed…”  He goes on to present a timeline of sorts describing how events unfold and their spot in the scheme of time.  In short, he concludes that of the three (past, present, future), the present is the only unalterable element, though Existence itself, comprised of these three elements, is continually and perpetually altering itself.  The present does not change, because there are, in effect, many “presents” (author’s terms, not Parmenides); the present is an instance, a fleeting moment.  The present immediately becomes the past; the past is added on to because the present becomes part of it, and the future, though seemingly infinite, is taken from.  Heraclitus has a few things to say to these points.


Heraticlus, contrary to Parmenides, embraces the idea of Nothing.   He, in his seventh and eighth Fragments, bluntly states that Nothing only exists because humans do not seek it out (i.e., “Those who seek for gold dig up much earth and find a little.”); indeed, those who do not seek it out are following Parmenides’ directions in Fragment Two to the tee.  


There are two primary recurring themes 
in the Fragments of Heraclitus:  renewing/cycles of Existence, and the importance of opposites.  He touches on the first in Fragments 39, 40, 67, 70, and a few others.  There are stages for everything; this is implied in Heraclitus’ writings.  Consider Fragment 39:  “Cold things become warm, and what is warm cools; what is wet dries, and the parched is moisted.”  (He would later come back with another Fragment and relate it to #39 with #72, “It is pleasure to souls to become moist.”)  The thing which was originally cold never ceases to retain its properties; only one variable, in this case the level of moisture it encounters, changes.  This point comes around again in many more of the Fragments; nothing is static, our environment, indeed even we, are constantly being transformed, however slightly it may be.  On this note, let us segue into the notion of opposites as a necessary commodity for the existence (or perhaps, more accurately, the perception) of anything, even Existence itself.  Heraclitus first mentions this in #60:  “Men would not have known the name of justice if these things [unjust things?] were not.”  For example, consider hot and cold; if we lived on a desert planet on which the sun never set, and humankind lived in permanent sweltering heat, would we have any concept of cold?  Probably not; does this imply that cold does not exist?  It certainly does not presume to go that far, but it may be related back to human perception; the idea of cold is not known, so should it even be a consideration for the inhabitants of said planet?  Technically, no, for it does not concern them.  But cold does exist elsewhere.  Evil is what makes Good good; ugliness is what makes beauty (a perception of it) beautiful, and so on.

Heraclitus and Parmenides share a similar opinion when it comes to the timeline and shape of Existence.  In essence, it is one huge circle around which everything travels, and is constantly changing throughout its revolutions.  To quote Parmenides, “Therefore [it] is all continuous; for what-is is in contact with what-is.”  Now look at Heraclitus’ Fragment 86:  “…the former are shifted and become the latter, and the latter in turn are shifted and become the former.”  


Think of Existence as a template that is unchanging, constant in every manner conceivable.  Within this template, this box if you will, there exist a massive amount of variables, each with its own cycle and infinite possibilities; these are continuously changing, thereby altering not the shape, but the essence, the nature of the template.  The box never contains exactly the same thing twice
.
�Beautifully put


�A very good, clear  analysis


�An effective way to summarise


�Yes, the idea of circularity is common to P and H. But here, you should’ve said something more specific about the differences as well. Parmenides does NOT allow movement within circles that are ultimately the same as one circle. They both talk about and refer to logos, but do so from almost opposing points of views. 


�An original formulation. But can you say the same thing about a box of Oreo? Is the capitalist automatisation or industrialization of the production of beings a counter-example of Heraclitean naturalism? What is the salient benefit of using this image of “box” as opposed to “a river”? Some explanation (hint) is required.  





