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Introduction.

A genealogy is a list of names that traces their ancestry. As such, most scholarship on
genealogy in the ancient world is anthropological, historical, or mythological in orientation. This
dissertation, by contrast, is about Genealogy and Early Greek Philosophy. Of all surviving
Presocratic fragments, however, none explicitly include a genealogy. The topic, therefore,

requires explanation.

The initial inspiration came from reading an essay by Gemelli-Marciano about the role
embryology plays in the cosmology of Empedocles (2005). To summarize the point, Gemelli-
Marciano convincingly shows how Empedocles makes the origins of life and the origins of the
cosmos resemble one another and follow the same principles. In this study, I show that
Parmenides uses the same analogy, but I also show how the analogy is an extension of a tradition
of genealogical thinking that begins with epic poets and mythographers. For instance,
Parmenides’ and Empedocles’ use of hexameters, catalogues and mythological names alludes to
the tradition of cosmological genealogy as found in Hesiod’s Theogony. Furthermore, the
Theogony itself arose from a world where genealogical thinking was already pervasive and had a

variety of applications, as we see in the heroic genealogies of Homer and the mythographers.

In addition to Empedocles and Parmenides, embryological analogies can to be found in
Anaximander and other predecessors, as well as important connections to Hesiod. Most
importantly, the Presocratics explain how the cosmos came into being from one arché, and there
are many reasons to suspect that the arché theories of the Milesians were inspired by
genealogical cosmogonies like Hesiod’s Theogony. Hesiod not only used genealogy to describe

the beginnings of the cosmos, but the birth scene of Aphrodite arguably takes a closer look at the
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physical processes behind genealogical progress. Like embryology in the Presocratics,
genealogy is itself a vitalist analogy. The Milesians, Parmenides, and Empedocles all suggest

that their various cosmologies arose out of the tradition of competing genealogies.

About the particulars of their own genealogies, the Greeks were in constant disagreement,
but the form of genealogy endured. Before philosophy entered the picture, the many heroic
genealogies of mythology and epic suggest that speculation and argument about lineage was
ever-present in the ancient Greek world. Genealogical thinking was one way the Greeks could
process their relationship to the unknown, and philosophical speculation emerged from this
context. Although Greeks like Hecataeus, made genealogies with very personal goals in mind,
genealogy nevertheless guaranteed a certain degree of rationalism. Furthermore, the act of
genealogizing oneself relates directly to the heroic boast in Homer. The form of genealogy, and
genealogical thinking, ultimately contributed to the way the Greeks establish their truths, not just

in their histories, but in their sciences and philosophies as well.

In my first chapter, I discuss human genealogies in mythography and epic from
Hecataeus, Pherecydes of Athens, and Homer. As many scholars demonstrate in different ways,
genealogies were continually modified by the Greeks to suit whatever purpose their authors had
in mind, whether historical or personal. Nevertheless, the genealogies were all delivered with
varying degrees of impartiality, as though there were no fictional elements. | believe every
Greek knew that their own distant past was at best a matter of hearsay, but genealogy’s structure

made their speculations as convincing and logical as possible.

In chapter two, I discuss how the proem to Hesiod’s Theogony suggests that Hesiod’s
divine genealogies diverge from traditional accounts. | also discuss details about the initial

cosmogony that tie his poem closely with the Presocratic tradition after Hesiod. Chaos raises
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many questions, but it also demonstrates the importance of an absolute beginning. The
resemblance to later Presocratic archai is obvious, but it is also important to notice the lasting
affect Chaos has on the cosmos though its descendants and its appearances in Hesiod’s

underworld.

In my third chapter, I discuss the ways in which Parmenides implicates genealogy in his
arguments. My focus is on the cosmogonic scheme in the Doxa as well as the evidence for
mythological figures and catalogues alluding once again to Hesiod’s catalogue of Night. More
than Empedocles, Parmenides seems to have an “anti-genealogical” message for his
comparatively more genealogical predecessors. Parmenides’ use of hexameters, however, brings

him much closer to Hesiod, who may have originated genealogical cosmogony.

In my fourth chapter, I discuss how Empedocles establishes authority by opposing his
theories about the elements, which involve mixis and separation, to “mortal” views, which he
suggests are genealogical. | also discuss the important catalogue fragments and their connection

to Hesiod’s catalogue of Night.

In my fifth chapter, I discuss how Empedocles transforms Aphrodite into a craftswoman
from a goddess of sexual procreation. These features make Empedocles’ poem “post-
genealogical.” | also compare the embryological processes of congealing and separation in
medical writers, Anaximander, and Hesiod. The comparison shows that Hesiod may have

inspired the Presocratic analogy between cosmogony and embryology.
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Ch. 1: Genealogy in Greek Mythography and Epic

l. Introduction

In Book 3 of the Republic, Socrates uses genealogy to explain the hierarchy of classes in
the ideal city. Citizens are siblings, children of the earth, in each of whom a god implanted
precious metals corresponding to their role in the city: Rulers were implanted with gold,
guardians with silver, and craftsmen and farmers with iron or bronze. This took place at their
conception in the womb of the earth, we are told. At the conclusion of this ‘noble lie’ (yevvaiov
[webdog], 414b-c), Socrates expresses concern over how they could possibly get the citizens to
believe it. “Do you have some means,” Socrates asks Glaucon, “to make them believe this
myth?” (todtov ovv 1oV pdbov dnmg v meseiey, Eygig Tval pnyaviv;, 415¢). “In no way at
all,” Glaucon replies, “would they themselves believe it. But nevertheless, their sons, and the
next generation and the rest coming afterwards might” (415¢-d). The “lie” thus becomes
believable over time, as generations are raised to believe it, and the moment of its fabrication
fades into the past. Then Socrates says, “But even this would steer them to care more for the city

and for one another. In any case, this matter will end up wherever ®fun leads it” (415d).*

The noble lie is not some Platonic novelty, but representative of the way in which
genealogy is used throughout archaic Greece, the classical period, and beyond.? In this chapter, |

will discuss examples of genealogy in Greek mythography and epic. There are idiosyncratic,

! The noble lie alludes to Hesiod in two ways: First, to the myth of the races (WD 106-201, cf.
Adam 1963, ad 415a5) and, next, to ®rjun at the end of the Works and Days (*...wicked dnun is
light to raise very easily, but grievous to bear and difficult to get rid of. No ®nun is entirely lost
which many people continue to utter it. And even she is a sort of god,” WD 761-4). The context
of the second passage relates the birth of ®vjun, and in this way both Hesiodic allusions enhance
the genealogical thrust of the Platonic noble lie.

2 Cf. Schofield 2001, 160-61. Especially important is Resp. 414c, where Socrates reminds us
that poets have convinced people of similar stories in the past.
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‘fabricated’ elements in each. Nevertheless, the authors used various means to establish the
authority of their genealogies. The noble lie suggests that, when a genealogy is first composed,
it met with resistance if it went against traditional notions. Over time, however, novel
contributions could become tradition as the contentious circumstances of its creation fade into
the background. In the first section of this chapter, I will show how the genealogies contained in
the Hesiodic Catalogue of Women followed a trajectory like the one Socrates hoped the noble lie
would. The enduring success of the poem’s genealogies relied upon the choice of Hellen as the
ancestor and Hellas as the territory central to Greek identity. The neutrality of Hellen helps
diffuse or disguise the contentious context of the composition, namely the Thessalian Hegemony
after the First Sacred War (Fowler 1998, 9-13). A similar point can be made for Pherecydes, the
subject of section two, who uses an impersonal style in order to disguise the changes he makes to
the Philaid genealogy.® Both Pherecydes and the Catalogue poet drew attention away from their
biases in order to discourage criticism and establish the authority of their genealogies. The
genealogies of Hecataeus corroborate this view from another angle. In section three, |1 show how
Herodotus criticized the personal bias that lay at the heart of the genealogies of his predecessor.*
Neverthless, there is a precedent for the self-agrandisement of Hecataeus’ genealogies. For
instance, the genealogical boasts of the Iliad, discussed in section four, secured the legitimacy

and greatness of the heroes who uttered them.®> All these examples suggest that genealogies are

8 For Pherecydes’ “impersonal style,” see Fowler 2006, 39-45. For Ph.’s changes to the
Philaid genealogy, see Thomas 1989, 161-73.

4 My argument relies on Dillery 2018 who argues that some details of Hecataeus’ own work
can be reconstructed from the story in Herodotus about the mythographer’s visit to Egypt.
Other scholars view the story in Herodotus as the historian’s fabrication (West 1991).

® Lang 1994.
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never purely objective, even if they are presented as such, but can serve a variety of other

personal purposes.

. The Catalogue of Women
Comparing the genealogies of the Catalogue with other traditions shows that many of its
details were originally idiosyncratic. Nevertheless, despite these novelties the Catalogue came

to be adopted as tradition.

The original historical context of the Catalogue of Women reflects its purpose, namely to
unify lonians, Aiolians, and Dorians by making them descendants of one ancestor, Hellen.® We
often take for granted that the Greeks called themselves “Hellenes,” but it was only over the
course of the seventh century and into the sixth that the term grew to encompass these groups.
Before the term took hold, Hellas was originally only a small territory in north central Greece.
The lliad, Odyssey, and Works and Days demonstrate the development and expansion of the

term.

To start with the earliest, Iliad 2.683-5 mentions Hellas and the Hellenes as a distinct
group, only part of Achilles' forces. Later, in the Odyssey, Hellas appears to comprise a larger
territory, shown by the formula ka8' ‘EALGSa koi pécov Apyog. This formula appears three times
to describe Odysseus' fame, throughout all of Greece (Od. 1.344, 4.726, 4.816). There, Hellas
seems to refer to northern Greece, while 'mid-Argos' probably refers to the Peloponnese (cf.
Fowler 1998, 10). Finally, at Works and Days 653, Hesiod recounts how the Achaians gathered

an Army from Hellas for Troy. There, Hellas signifies all of Greece.’

6 Fowler 1998, 12.
" Regarding the compound Panhellenes, Fowler mentions /7. 2.530 ([Afag] éyyein 8' ékékacto
[MavéAnvog kai Ayaiovg), a line “suspected since antiquity”” which use Hellas to mean
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The original meaning of the term Hellas raises a question typical of modern scholarly
treatment of genealogies: “Now if we ask whose interest is reflected when Hellen is said to be a

son of Deukalion and father of Aiolos and Doros, the answer is unambiguously 'Thessaly

(Fowler 1998, 11, my emphasis).

The long-lasting success of the Catalogue depends in part on its overtaking, outlasting, or
otherwise persisting in the face of competing claims such as the tradition that Deukalion is from
Lokris, and not Thessaly. The Lokrian Deukalion is attested by Pindar at O. 9.44-50. The
Catalogue (fr. 6 MW) claims that Deukalion's descendants ruled in Thessaly, and this view was
adopted by Hecataeus (FGrHist 1 F 14) and Hellanicus (FGrHist 4 F 6, cf. Fowler 1998, 11).
The acceptance of Thessalian Deukalion is a testament to the success of the Catalogue. Also
relevant is the way Phokis, Thessaly's opponent in the First Sacred War, appears in the
Catalogue. Phokos, son of Aiakos and the eponymous ancestor of Phokis, is an Asopid
descendent of Aigina (fr. 205). He is, therefore, unhellenic, but is “allowed” to “re-establish a
low-level Hellenic connection through his wife [Asterodeia],” as Fowler puts it (1998, 14).

These competing traditions reinforce the fact that the Catalogue showed some biases of its own.

Other features of the Catalogue suggest that the poet avoided potential conflicts. For

example, using Hellen as the unifying ancestor of the Greeks avoids showing open bias to any

northern Greece, as in the later examples from the Odyssey. The same term is used later at
Hes. WD. 528 to denote all of Greece (Fowler 1998, 10).

8 Thessaly was “predominately Aiolian,” and the Catalogue features a detailed Aiolid stemma.
The structure of the stemma, “broad” and “segemented,” is presumed to reflect members of
the Amphiktyony which Thessaly led during the First Sacred War (Fowler 1998. 9-10). The
Thessalian biases of the Catalogue are also detected by West 1985, 138-44. The Thessalian
background of the Aiakids is also discussed in West 1973, 189-91, cf. West 1985, 162-64. It
may be a slight exaggeration to say Hellen is ancestor of “all Greeks,” since the Graikoi and
Makedones are excluded from this group. The Aiolians, Ionians, and Dorians, however, are
Hellen’s descendants.
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individual polis. As Fowler puts it, “Achilles could not be chosen; quarrels might arise about his
true progeny, for instance with the Epirots, and no amount of revisionism could make the son of
Peleus ancestor of all the Greeks. Hellen had the great advantage of offering a fresh start. It was
very convenient too that as a result of Dark Age movements the original Hellas has been
obliterated and existed only in legend” (1998, 12).° The success of the Catalogue poet’s
revision, therefore, relies on the fact that “Hellas” was available as a symbol. Although the
genealogy reflects a competitive and agonistic context, the impersonal and neutral status of
Hellen disguised the Thessalian bias of the Catalogue’s Deukalionid stemma. The details of the
Catalogue, therefore, persisted without being challenged too directly by later authors.

Hecataeus, for instance, revises the Deukalionid stemma by making lon a descendant of
Marathonios, no longer a descendant of Hellen, whom Hecataeus makes a nephew of
Marathonios (Fowler 2003, 8; 2013, 140-47; See FGrHist 1 F 13). This change is more likely to
reflect Hecatacus’ status as an lonian than any argument against Thessalian hegemony, which

would seem out of place for the mythographer.

Although Hecataeus discusses the Deukalionids throughout book one of his Genealogies,
many fragments suggest he was sympathetic to—or at least not antagonistic towards—Thessaly.
For instance, fr. 14 maintains that Deukalion ruled over Thessaly, and fr. 2 refers to the Argo as
“the work of Itonian Athena,” Itoni being both a town in Thessaly and Itonos a son of
Amphiktyon, the eponymous ancestor of the Amphiktyony itself (BNJ 1 F 14). Assuming

Fowler is correct about the Thessalian bias of the Catalogue, Hecataeus either did not see the

® The Epirot kings claimed to be descendants of Achilles (Plut. Pyrrhus 1).
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same bias or was at the very least not concerned with refuting it when constructing his own

version of the Catalogue stemma.

To conclude my discussion of the Catalogue of Women, the juxtaposition of its stemma
with variant traditions reveals idiosyncrasies fabricated by the poet, but the poet also ensured that
his genealogies would persist as accepted beliefs through the apparent neutrality and impartiality
of Hellen as a unifying figure. The antagonism of the arrangement against Phokos is thus

tempered to not overstep the interests of other poleis in the Amphiktyony.

. Pherecydes of Athens
Not to be confused with the writer of cosmology from Syros, Pherecydes of Athens was a

mythographer active during the early 5" century B.C.E. He authored a handbook referred to as
Historiai. This large work of 10 books included summaries of myths relating only bare facts in
an unadorned style. My discussion of Pherecydes combines two important observations from
recent scholarship. The first is Pherecydes’ “impersonal style,” which influenced later
mythography and historiography (Fowler 2006). The second is his probable connection to the
Philaidae, an Athenian aristocratic family including the famous general Miltiades and his

ancestor of the same name (Thomas 1989, 172-173).

Pherecydes is like the Catalogue poet since the authority of his genealogies also depends
on affected impartiality, even if it is achieved in a different way. As we saw in the section
above, the Catalogue poet used Hellen as a unifying figure because at the time the poet
composed the Deukalionid stemma, it is unlikely that any group called themselves “Hellenes,”
nor was there a specific territory, “Hellas,” to compete over the legendary figure. Hellen
provided a fresh start, and his adoption was unlikely to offend other poleis. Pherecydes’

authority, on the other hand, depends not on the content of his genealogies, but rather on the style
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in which he presents them. Pherecydes uses his style to conceal his role in constructing the
genealogy of the Philaidae, in a manner analogous to the Catalogue poet’s concealment of his

Thessalian bias through his choice of Hellen as a unifying figure.

In this section, I will first explain Pherecydes’ “impersonal style,” but then also show
how the content of his genealogies and their fabrication reflect not impartiality, but biases which
belonged to the author. Again, we see an effort to present a genealogical fabrication as though it
were not a matter of the author’s creative choices but objective fact; nevertheless, the author does

make creative choices in the service of the genealogy’s true purpose.

Pherecydes’ mythography is known for its “absence of personality”” and the “complete
self-effacement” of the author from his text (Fowler 2006, 44), as the following fragment shows

(FGrHist 3 F 105; ed. Fowler 2010, p. 332; trans. Fowler 2006, 39)°:

g0ve 11 [Toceddvt 0 Tlehing, kai mpogine mdot mapeivar ol 0¢ fioav of 1e GAAOL ToATTON
kol 0 "'Inowv. &tuye 8¢ dpotpevv &yyvg 10D “Avapov motopod, dcauparog o0& d1éPatve
TOV TOTAUOV, OaPag O€ TOV pev de&10v DTodeTTtan THOA, TOV 08 APLoTEPOV EmANOeTaL” Kol
gpyeton oVTmg mi deimvov. Wdav 8¢ 0 Tleding copPdiietl 1O pavtnov, Koi 10te eV
Novyace, Tt 6° VoTEPAioL LETATELYALEVOS ADTOV TipeTo O TL Tooin €l aTdL Ypnobein

V16 TOV TAY TOMT®V modaveiv. O 88 "lacwv, méuyon av gig Alav odTov i 1O Kdog TO

10 The text is found as a scholion to Pindar P 4.133a (2.117.7 Drachmann). Jacoby writes
(FGrHist 3 F 105), “trotz der Dialektreste nicht wortlich,” but the BNJ refers to the fragment
as “one of the longest verbatim quotes from Pherekydes’s work.” In the BNJ, ad loc.,
Morison cites others—in addition to Fowler—who have used this fragment to reconstruct
details of early Greek prose style (i.e., P. Dréger, Stilistische Untersuchungen zu Pherekydes
von Athen (Stuttgart 1995), 1-61; S. Lilja, On the Style of the Earliest Greek Prose (Helsinki
1968), 19-22, 58, 84-5, and 104-10; and P. Dolcetti, Ferecide di Atene. Testimonianze e
frammenti (Alessandria 2004), 216-7).
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YPLGOUOALOV, GEovTa av amd AiNtem. TadTo 08 T Toovi "Hpn € voov Pardet, og

EA0o1 1) Mndeta tad [Tedint kokdv.

Pelias was sacrificing to Poseidon, and summoned all to attend. Among the citizens who
came was Jason. He happened to be ploughing near the river Anauros, which he crossed
without his sandals on; once across he tied on the right one, but forgot the left, and thus
he came to the feast. Pelias saw him and understood the oracle. For the time being he
kept quiet, but the next day he sent for him and asked what he would do if he had an
oracle saying that one of the citizens would kill him; Jason replied that he would send
him to fetch the golden fleece from Aietes. Hera put this in Jason’s mind so that Medea’s

arrival would spell doom for Pelias.

This fragment relates the beginning of the story of Jason and his quest to obtain the golden
fleece. To begin with a general point, this dry, third-person narrative differs sharply from the
epic style. Not only is there a lack of ornamental epithets or descriptions, but the author avoids
mimesis entirely. The avoidance is especially evident since Pherecydes could have easily related
the very brief conversation between Pelias and Jason in direct speech but he does not. Fowler
compares other authors’ different versions of this same episode: first, an earlier example from
the Catalogue (fr. 41 MW, cf. Fowler 2006, 40): éym &' £€ dypobev fikm (“I have come from the
county”). This short fragment of direct speech was likely uttered by Jason in the Catalogue
poet’s version of the same episode. Fowler’s later example comes from Apollodorus, who we
should expect to be very similar to Pherecydes in style since he too is a mythographer. Yet,

Apollodorus’ version also differs (Library 1.109.1-5, trans. Fowler 2006, 40):

0 0¢, gite €mehBOV GAAwG, €lte O puijvv "Hpag, Tv' EA0ot kaxdv Mndeta TeAig (Tv yop

“"Hpav o0k €tipa), “t0 ¥puoopailov dépag” Epn “mTpocéTattov av eEPEY oTd.”
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Whether because of some other inspiration, or because Hera in her anger (Pelias paid her
no honour) purposed that Media’s arrival should spell doom for Pelias, Jason replied,

“I would bid him fetch the golden fleece.”

Unlike Pherecydes, but like the Catalogue poet, Apollodorus chooses to relate the famous
conversation between Pelias and Jason in direct speech, thus allowing for some mimesis in his
mythography. Pherecydes’ avoidance of dialogue or any first-person statements is a marked
feature of his style. Additionally, Pherecydes and mythographers in general frequently employ
the phrases “it is said that...” (Aéyetar) or “they say...” (pact) as an alternative to focalization or
mimesis (cf. Fowler 2006, 14).1* There is a sustained effort to maintain a third-person voice
throughout the entire work which pretends that the author is objective, uninvolved, and only

reporting tradition.

The Apollodorus example throws light on yet another aspect of Pherecydes’ style. When
Apollodorus considers alternative explanations for why Jason said what he did, rather than
merely reporting the facts, he speculates and thus includes his judgment within the text itself,
even while maintaining third person voice. Pherecydes’ voice and judgment, however, are both
completely absent from his own text. For this reason, Fowler suspects that Pherecydes did not
preface his work with a proem mentioning himself, unlike, for instance, Hecataeus (2006, 22-

23).

Pherecydes’ style is a source of authority because of the “gap in which the author can

inscribe a critical attude towards his material” (Fowler 1998, 36, cf. Calame 1995, 85). One

11 Examples from the fragments of Pherecydes (BNJ 3): Aéystan, fir. 55, 79a, 82b (x2), 170b,
170c, 176; oo, frr. 9, 13c, 18b, 27,47, 51a, 51b, 54, 69b, 90c, 97, 123, 148a, 152, 155, 167,
174 (x2); Aéyovouv, frr. 27, 52, 178.



Zehner - 14

might think inviting a critical attitude would undermine authority, but it also gives what the
author “merely reports” the weight of tradition and superficially acquits the author of meddling.
The invitation of criticism shows awareness of the importance of objectivity and justification
(Fowler 2001, 102). If Pherecydes intended such an invitation, then it sheds light on the value of
the genealogical arrangment of his material, which precluded prolepsis and analepsis,
contributing to its utility as a reference work (2006, 42). What is most striking, however, is that
Pherecydes is very likely not merely reporting tradition: his objectivity is a pose taken to serve

more subtle purposes.

The apparent impartiality of Pherecydes secured the authority of the Historiai by
disguising his choices in fabricating genealogies. In her analysis of the genealogy of the
Philaidae, Thomas compares Pherecydes’ account with other genealogical information found in
Herodotus and shows how Pherecydes distorts and simplifies the lineage (1989, 161-73).
Thomas also suggests convincing reasons why Pherecydes would make changes to the
genealogy, all of which seem to bolster the status of this family. Jacoby probably correctly
suspected that Pherecydes had personal connections to the Philaidae due to his inclusion of a
genealogy running from the hero Ajax to the Athenian oikist Miltiades (1947, 32). Morison
comments “No other extant Athenian genealogy S0 precisely connects a heroic ancestor to its

historical descendants as Pherekydes did for the Philaids” (BNJ 3 F 2).

Pherecydes’ version of the Philaid genealogy survives as quoted by Marcellinus in his
Life of Thucydides (82-4). It likely contains the entire genealogy as it appeared in Pherecydes

(cf. Thomas 1989, 161-62; ed. Fowler 2010, EGM pp. 277 = FGrHist 3 F 2):

D1lodog 8¢ 6 Alavtog oikel &v ABMvaig. &k TovTov 8¢ yiyvetan Alkhog: Tod 8¢ Enilvkog:

10D 0& Akéotp: ToD 0& Aynvep: Tod 6& OVA0G: ToD 8¢ AVkng: Tod 8¢ TToedV: ToD 08



Zehner - 15

Dlaiog: Tod 8& Ayapnotop: tod 8 Ticavdpog 8¢’ ol dpyovroc v ABnvarg ( )
70D 8& Mkt1ddnc: tod 8¢ Tnmorheidng, £p° ov dpyovrog [Movadnvoio £t60n, Tod o8

MiAt140m¢g, 0¢ dikioe Xepoodvnoov.

And Philaios, son of Ajax, lived in Athens, from this man was born Aiklos, whose son
was Epilykos, whose son was Akestor, whose son was Agénor, whose son was Oulios,
whose son was Lykés, whose son was Tophon, whose son was Philaios, whose son was
Agaméstor, whose son was Tisandros, in whose archonship in Athens [....], whose son
Miltiadés, whose son was Hippokleidés, in whose archonship the Panathénaia was

established, whose son was Miltiadés who founded Chersonésos.
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Ajax
Philaios
Aiklos
Epilykos
Akestor
Oulios
Lykos
1Tophén
Philaios
Agamestor
|
| |
Tisandros Kypselos? Stesagoras
Miltiades . o J .
. ) Miltiades (Oifkist): Cimon
(or Hippokleides?)
| |
| 1
Hippokleides \Miltiades (General) Stesagoras
L Miltiades Gi J
(Oikist) o

Figure 1: The names in bold are from Pherecydes account. The italicized names are from
Herodotus. This tree represents a step towards reconciling the accounts by including all
mentioned names, but does not pretend to have resolved the contradictions.
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It is important first to notice that this genealogy is entirely vertical, including no details about
collateral relationships. Secondly, there are two Philaioi and two Miltiades, indicating a strategy
also employed by Hellanikos who also used duplicate names to lengthen a genealogy (cf.
Thomas 1989, 168). Finally, there are important details Pherecydes contributes about certain
ancestors: Philaios, the eponymous ancestor and son of the hero Ajax, lived in Athens;
Hippokleides was archon when the Panathenaia was established; the youngest Miltiades here
founded the Chersonese. The characters of this genealogy are positive examples, and its
antiquity also serves to bolster the status of the Philaidae. There are, however, reasons to think

the genealogy is not entirely accurate.

Comparison with Herodotus shows that the linear form was probably the result of
“flattening” collateral relationships in order to increase the number of generations to 15.12 In
Herodotus, Miltiades the oikist is the son not of Hippokleides, as in Pherecydes, but of Kypselos,
the grandson of the Corinthian tyrant (Hdt. 6.35; 6.128.2). Although it is not certain, it is
suspected by Thomas that Kypselos was another son of Agamestor, along with Tisandros (1989,
167). If this is true, then Miltiades the oikist, son of Kypselos, would have been born two
generations earlier than in Pherecydes’ account. By manipulating the genealogy in this way,
Pherecydes appears to achieve two goals: 1) lengthening the genealogy to suitably reach back to
the heroic period*® and 2) removing tyrannical associations, via Kypselos, from the Philaid clan

(Thomas 1989, 164; 169).

12 ¢f. Jacoby’s comments ad FGrHist 3 F 2.
13 Note, for instance, that the genealogy from Zeus to Miltiades counts 16 generations, the
same number attested for Hecataeus’ genealogy (see below). Consistency of numbers of

generations in genealogies extending back to the heroic period has been discussed by Burkert
(1995, 139-48).
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There are other signs of manipulation by Pherecydes’ hand. Thomas notices that the
second Philaios, whose generation likely dates to the 6th century, may reflect Athenian
arbitration concerning their claim to Salamis during that time (cf. Higbie 1997, 292-93). When
Athens was laying claim to Salamis during its conflict with Megara, who also wished to claim
the island, Solon not only quoted Homer, but also employed genealogical eponyms, referring to
the deme Philaidai, in his argument. The reappearance of this name, approximately in the sixth
century according to “genealogical time,” recalls the tradition of the eponymous Philaios whom

Solon claimed gave the island of Salamis to Athens (Plut. Sol. 10, cf. Thomas 1989, 163).

The most remarkable aspect of Pherecydes’ manipulation of this genealogy is that his
greatest ‘distortions’ occur in the most recent generations, precisely where his changes would be
likely to encounter disagreement. The expectation of criticism, initially, but success in posterity
is precisely what Socrates expressed in the noble lie passage: Socrates and Glaucon suspect their
fable would encounter disbelief in the most immediate generation but hoped it would take hold
in posterity. Would it be too bold to suggest that Pherecydes of Athens had a similar goal?
Perhaps his dissimulation—that is, his presenting a manipulated genealogy as a mere report of
what “they say”—was a way of ensuring his text would become authoritative in later
generations, since, on the surface, it appears to relay traditional information. Comparison with
other traditions, however, reveals that the genealogy was clearly changed. Most importantly, the
changes seem motivated by an effort not to represent the legendary past more accurately but to

further the interests of those living in the present. By removing himself from his text,
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Pherecydes made it more difficult to detect any biases on his part or on the part of the Philaidae,

and thus Pherecydes avoided the very criticism that was inscribed by his impersonal style.'*

IV.  Hecataeus of Miletus
| turn now to Hecataeus of Miletus, the 6™ century logographer known primarily for his
innovative treatment of the mythological past while writing geographies and genealogies in
prose. Unlike Pherecydes, Hecataeus “stamped his personality on his text,” as Fowler puts it
(2006, 45). Hecataeus’ foregrounds his own judgment and probably included his own genealogy
in his work. Nevertheless, his difference from Pherecydes reinforces our ideas about what

details in a genealogy could attract criticism.

In what follows, I focus on the proem of Hecatacus’ Genealogies and the famous
fragment 300, in which Herodotus reports that Hecataeus recited his own genealogy to Egyptian
priests, which the priests in turn refuted by citing their own genealogy. Dillery (2018, 23)
recently and persuasively argued against the view that Hecataeus presented his own genealogy
the way it appears in Herodotus.® While Dillery (2018) and Fowler (2007, 36) agree that some
details from the episode as Herodotus reported it did appear in the text of Hecataeus, it seems
Herodotus manipulated the story to make his own methodological point about how history
should be written. The proem of Hecataeus suggests that he presented his genealogy proudly and
boastfully. His style of presentation thus appears different from — or even the opposite of—
Pherecydes’ objective style. Furthermore, if Hecataeus did in fact recite his own genealogy to
the Egyptian priests, the form it took was likely to resemble the genealogical boasts of the heroes

of Homer’s Iliad, which I discuss in more detail in the final section of this chapter.

14 See note 17.
15 For the opposite view, see Armayor 1987.
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The proem of Hecataecus’ Genealogies displays the author’s antagonism towards Greek

tradition (FGrHist 1 F 1):

‘Exoroiog MiMiclog dde podeitor tade ypdem, Mg pot dokel dAndio stvar ol yap

EAMvov Adyot molroi te Kol yeAoiot, ®g loi paivovtal, eiciv.

Hecataeus of Miletus speaks in the following way: | write these things, as they seem to
me to be true; for the accounts of the Greeks are both many and laughable, as they appear

to me.

Hecataeus explains why he writes by pointing out that the logoi of the Greeks are both many and
laughable. Hecataeus presents his writings, also plural (tdd¢), as truth to oppose the many
accounts that appear flawed. But unlike Pherecydes, who removes himself from his text, as we
saw above, and unlike Hesiod or Homer, who rely on the Muses, Hecataeus places sole
responsibility for the truth of his account upon himself. Hecataeus even emphasizes the Muses’
absence by alluding to Hesiod’s famous encounter.'® Hecataeus is not quoting Hesiod
verbatim, but his claim to pronounce the truth, and his assuming responsibility for it confirms the
parallel’s relevance. Yet another way Hecataeus assumes the posture of authority is in modeling
his proem after royal letters, parallels for which can be found in Herodotus (e.g.7.150.2: "Avdpeg
Apygiot, Bacihedg EépEng tade vuiv Aéyer Hpeic...).t” This model also explains the shift from

the third person to the first.

The emphasis on “truth” in the proem raises the question about the “rationality” behind

Hecataeus’ attack on Greek tradition. | want to pass over this debate, although some of my later

16 Jacoby picks out Hes. Th. 28 for comparison: idpev &' et €0€hmpev aAndéa ynpvcacOat
(FGrHist 1 F 1).
7 Fowler 2001, 110; Bertelli 2001, 80, cf. Corcella 1996.
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argument will be pertinent to it. It should be enough for now to observe that sometimes he may
denounce a “mythological” detail as ridiculous, but at other times he includes paradoxical details
of his own. Hecataeus will at one time reject that Heracles ever traveled to the underworld to
fetch Cerberus (F 27), but, at another, claim that the grapevine was discovered when a dog gave
birth to a root (F15). It is most likely that Hecataeus both rationalizes or invents material to suit
whatever purpose he has in mind, and this seems to be the general rule when authors produce

genealogies.

The most important details from the proem for the present discussion is the allusion to
Homer. Bertelli points out that the only parallel for the phrase ®de p0sitou can be found at Iliad
7.76. 1 would like to expand briefly on the “agonistic context” to which Bertelli refers (1. 7.76-

80; 89-91, my trans.):

e 88 pbLopar, Zevg &' dup' émi papTupog E6To”

€l L€V KeV EUUE KEIVOG EA TOVANKET YOAK®D,

TEVYEN CLANGOG PEPETM KOIAG EML VA,

odpo 0¢ oikad' uov ddpeval T, d@pa TLPOS e
80 Tpdeg kol Tpodwv drhoyol Aeddywot Bavdvta. [...]
89 ‘avopoc LEV TOOE oTaL TAAOL KATOTEBVNDTOG,

6v mot' dprotevovta Katéktave eaidipoc "Extmp.

¢ mOTE TIC €péel TO &' EUOV KAEOG 0V ToT' OAETTOL.

Thus I proclaim and let Zeus be my witness: If that man shall slay me with sharp bronze,
let him despoil my armor and take it to the hollow ships, but give my body back to my

home, so that the Trojans and their wives can give me my share of fire upon my death.
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[...] This is the grave of a man who died long ago, whom once when at his bravest

glorious Hector killed. Thus someone will say and my kleos will never be lost.

Hector here addresses both Trojans and Greeks about the terms of his duel. Hector’s terms
allow, if he is slain, that his armor be taken by the victor, but they also require his body be
returned for proper burial. After making clear that the same terms apply to a defeated Greek,
Hector alludes to a future monument “the grave of a man who died long ago,” that will also
preserve Hector’s kleos. The epigrammatic qualities of both Hector’s imagined sema and
Hecataeus’ proem have been thoroughly discussed by various scholars.’® The deictic t65e, from
Hecataeus and t66¢ from the Homeric passage are both markedly epigrammatic and point to
objects that provide fame for their creators. The agonistic and boastful character of the Iliadic
passage also matches Hecataeus’ purposes. The allusion suggests the importance of kleos for
Hecataeus and may support other connections between the mythographer and Homer. For
instance, Hecataeus’ recitation of his own genealogy sixteen generations back to a god provides

the author with his own degree of kleos.

The proem presents its author, Hecataeus, in a positive light. In the following passage,
however, Herodotus tells us that Hecataeus personally met with Egyptian priests at Thebes, who
refuted his genealogy. If Herodotus is relating this story as Hecataeus himself reported it, then
Hecataeus would have undermined his own critique of Greek tradition (2.143-44 = FGrHist 1 F

300):

18 The epigrammatic qualities of Hecataeus’ proem are discussed by Svenbro 1988, 166, cf.
Bertelli 2001, 80, n.33. Discussions of the sema have recently been published by both Strauss
Clay 2016 and Petrovic 2016.
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[Ipdtepov 6¢ ‘Exatain 1@ Aoyomoud &v OnPnct yevenloyncavtt E®VTOV AvadncavTi T€

v moTpv £¢ Ekkoudéatov Oedv dnoinoav ol ipéec Tod AldG 016V Tt Kai &uoi o

YEVENAOYNOOVTL EUEMLTOV: (2) EcayaydvTeg £C TO PEYapov E6m €0V péya £Enpibueov

Seucvivtec kKohosoove ELAIVOVG TOGOVTOVC BGOVG TTEP ELTOV: APYLEPEDC VAP EKOGTOC
avto01 6Tl &mi Tfic £mvTod (Mg eikdva EovTod: APOPEOVTEC OV Kail SelkviVTEG 01 ipéec
guoi anedeikvuoay moido TraTpog EmvTdV Ekactov £6vta, £K ToD Ayylota amobavovtog
i eikOvog S1eE16vTeg S0 macémv, £¢ oL dnédelav dmdoog odthc. Exoraim 68

YEVENAOYNOOVTL EOVLTOV Kol AVaONCGOVTL £C EKKOdEKNTOV B0V AvieyevenAdynoav €mi T

apBpnot, ov dexopevol Tap’ avtod dmd Beod yevéshat dvOpmmov: dvieyevenidynoav o6&

©de, PapEVOL EKAGTOV TV KOAOGGHY TpmUY 8K TPMULOG YEYOVEVOL, &G O TOVG TéVTE Kol
TEGGEPAKOVTO KO TPINKOGIOVG AmEdeEAY KOLOGGOVG {TipOULY €K TPAOUIOG YEVOLEVOV ],
Kai oUte £€¢ B0V oUte £¢ ipwa avédnoav avtovs. mipopig 8¢ éott kot’ EALGda yYAdGGav
KaAOG Kayaboc. N OV TdV ai £ikéveg fioav, T0100ToVg Anedelkvusty 6eeag TavVTaC

govtag, Oe®dv 6& TOALOV AmaAloyléEvouc.

But earlier, to Hecataeus the prose-writer, who, genealogizing himself in Thebes, and
tracing his paternal line to a god in the sixteenth generation, the priests made an account
like the one they also made to me, not genealogizing myself. They led me into the large
hall within, showing me wooden statues, they counted out the very number that | said.
For each high priest sets up a likeness of himself there during his lifetime. So, counting
and showing, the priests made it evident to me that each of them was son of a father, from
the image of the one who last died going through them all, until they had shown them all.
But to Hecataeus genealogizing himself to a god in the sixteenth generation they counter-

genealogized in their reckoning, not accepting from him that a man was born from a god.
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And they counter-genealogized in the following way: claiming each of the statues was a
piromis born from a piromis, they pointed out the 345 statues, and they traced them
neither to a god nor to a hero. A piromis is, in the Greek language, a gentleman. So by
now they had shown that all of them whose image they were of such a sort, but they were

far from gods.

Herodotus uses the verb yevealoyéw a total of six times, three of which are featured here.
All other uses of this verb and related compounds, like yeveadoyia or yevedAoyoc in ancient
Greek are to be found only in later authors, with the striking exception of the compound
avtiyevearoyém which only occurs twice here in Herodotus and nowhere else in Greek
literature.'® Despite the rarity of pairing yeveoloyém with dvtiyevealoyéom, I think Herodotus is
highlighting what was in fact typical of the recitation of genealogies in that they compete with
one another. It is, of course, important that Herodotus mentions Hecataeus by name—who is in
fact the only prose predecessor he mentions this way—precisely in this agonistic context, and
resonance with the “pugnacious” attitude of the mythographer’s own proem is evident (cf.
Fowler 2006, 45). Also important is the distance Herodotus creates between himself and his
predecessor when the historian tells us that, when the priests displayed their genealogy to
Herodotus, he had not recited his genealogy to provoke this. Herodotus thus presents himself as
less antagonistic than his predecessor, who comes across as proud and boastful though he is

ultimately put down and embarrassed.

Just as Herodotus distances himself from his predecessor here, he also identifies the

priests’ methods with his own. The priests counter-genealogize by “counting and showing” 345

19 Herodotus passages containing yevealoyéw: 2.91, 2.143 (x3), 2.146, 3.75, 6.54. These

statistics are based on my own search in the TLG.
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wooden statues in order, representing a father-son succession of generations in which no gods
intervene (cf. Taylor 2000, 225). We find here six deiknu- root words amplifying the priests’
display: dewkvivieg (x2), anedeikvocay (x2), anédeéav (x2). This should remind us of

Herodotus’ own proem:

‘Hpodotov AlMkapvnocéog iotoping anddesic fde, dg ute T0 yevoueva €€ avOpommv t@
POV EEITNAa Yévntat, punte Epya peydia te Kol Oopactd, ta pev "EAAnct, ta 6
BapPBapoiot dmodeyBévta, dihed yévntat, T@ T GAAN Kol <OT ko> dt' fjv aitinv

Emoléuncav AAANAOLGL.

This is the display of the inquiry of Herodotus of Halicarnassus, so that neither the events
from men would become wiped out by time nor great works and wonders also, some
displayed by Greeks, others by Barbarians, would be without fame, and otherwise,

moreover, why they fought with one another.

The six deiknu- words of the Theban episode of Book Two resonate with the two uses of
amodeixvop seen here. He even calls his own work an apodexis. Herodotus promises a display
by barbarians as well as Greeks. In addition to referring to the war with Persia, a “barbarian”
display also looks forward to the Theban episode. The deictic fj6¢ in both Hecataeus’ proem and
Hector’s epigram reappears here to remind us not only of the physicality of Herodotus’ text, but
just as the Homeric tomb had done, it also points to the kleos of the deeds and works recorded in

his book.2°

20 See Moles 1999, 45 & 52, connecting Herodotus’ and Hecataeus’ use of deictics as an
“inscriptional inheritance.” cf. also Moles 1999, 49-52, on é&itnAa, a reference I gather from
Dillery 2018, 22 n. 20.
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Herodotus’ allusion to his own proem in Book 2 becomes more marked and significant
if we consider that, earlier in Book 2, Herodotus has also alluded to Hecataeus’ proem numerous
times. As Dillery has recently shown, Herodotus alludes often to the Hecataean phrase, ot yap
EMvov Adyot molloi te kai yedoiot. While I cannot go into detail for each case here, the
various references suggest that Herodotus is positioning himself as surpassing his predecessor in
knowledge about Egypt.?! In 2.143, we can see a representative example of Herodotus’ criticism
of his predecessor in the historian’s choice to call Hecataeus a Aoyomo16g, a maker of tales.
Again, in his proem Hecataeus refers to his account as a muthos, while the logoi of the Greeks
are labeled ridiculous. Following Fowler’s reading of fr. 1 (2011, 53-54), which relies on a
distinction between muthoi and logoi, Dillery sums up the matter: “The last thing Hecataeus
wanted to be called was a 'maker of logoi’, for he was in his own eyes the maker of authoritative
mythos, in contrast to the logoi of the Greeks.” (2018, 31). Most importantly, Hecatacus makes
himself the subject of the marked verb, pvbeita, indicating that his account should stand out

above the rest.

The more we examine Herodotus 2.143-4, the more it seems redolent with Herodotean
artifice in the service of his methodological argument, and the less it seems accurately to reflect

Hecataeus’ own text. In fact, we could even say that Herodotus is less concerned with accurate

21 See especially Dillery 2018, 26-27, 30, 39-40, and 46. The four allusions are as follows:
Hdt. 2.2.5: "EAAnveg 0 AEyouot AL TE LATOLO TOAAD KOL O YOVOIKDV TAG YADGGOS O
Yoppuntyog Extapmv v diottay odTmg Emocato TAV Todimv mapd TaVTNGL THGL Yuvaéi.;
Hdt. 2.45.1: Aéyovot 6& oAl kol dALe dvemiokénTmg ol "EAANveg e0nng o0& avtdv kol 6o
0 Ho0og €0t oV mepi 10D ‘Hpaxdéog Aéyovat; Hdt. 2.70.1: Aypar 6¢ cpemv moALol KOTEGTAGL
kol wovroion: f 8' GV £pol dokéet AE1mTdTn AmyNo1og tva, Tty Ypdow.; Hdt. 2.118.1:
Eipopévov ¢ peo tovg ipéag el pdtatov Aoyov Aéyovot ol "EAAnveg ta mepi "TAov yevéoBon 1
oV, &épacav Tpog TadTo TAdE, iIoToPinot Pdapevol eidévar Tap' avtod Mevédew. An important
part of Dillery’s argument is that Herodotus replaces the Hecataean yeloiot with the adjective
udraio in two places (2.2.5; 2.118.1), and perhaps ednOnc in another (2.70.1).
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portrayal of either Hecataecus’ or the priests’ genealogies as he is with his own purpose: to
emphasize the need for visual evidence.?? Still, I would like to push back against the view, e.g.
of West 1991, that the entire passage is a fabrication containing nothing we would find in the text
of Hecataeus if it had survived in full. Herodotus knows, for instance, that the specific number
of generations in Hecataeus’ genealogy is sixteen, and we can take this as a sign that he read the
number in Hecataeus. It is therefore likely that Hecataeus did include his own genealogy in his
work. As we saw above, the proem of the mythographer, and even Herodotus’ characterization
of Hecataeus, suggest that he was proud, even boastful, and insisting upon the truth of his claims.
It would be uncharacteristic for that author to criticize himself in the way Herodotus criticizes
his predecessor. Hecataeus did not provide his own refutation, but used his genealogy to bolster
his status and kleos and to achieve greater authority over his own subject. Herodotus, in turn,

attacked his predecessors self-aggrandisement by relating the Egyptian tradition refuting it.

To conclude, Hecataeus emphasizes the very personal role he had in pronouncing his
genealogies. By contrast, Pherecydes had fashioned his work as a mere report of tradition.
Hecataeus also differs significantly from Herodotus: Herodotus’ method of apodeixis makes an
original point about the contrast between Egypt’s long-standing documentary tradition with the
younger Greeks’ dearth of written sources. Judging from the proem, Hecataeus’ work does not
represent a display or proof, but boldly pronounces what seems true to the author. Furthermore,
we should also observe how unusual it is for an author to genealogize himself in writing to
bolster his authority. As far as | know, there are no parallels that would predate Hecataeus. The

only earlier precedent would be the self-genealogizing of the heroes of the Iliad, who frequently

22 This is not to say that Herodotus is inaccurate in general, even if at times he is, but that the
methodological purpose is his primary motivator here.
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boast of their lineage (Lang 1994). In the following section, I will analyze the genealogy of
Aeneas, the longest in the Iliad. The passage also features programmatic statements uttered by

the character Aeneas, and these statements elucidate the nature of genealogical poetry.

V. The Genealogy of Aeneas
Since Hecatacus’ adapted an epic motif, the genealogical boasts of Homeric heroes give

us insight into the mythographer’s intentions. The boast of Aeneas in the lliad has especially
attracted a lot of scholarly attention, and has even been suspected as an interpolation.?® It
seemingly interrupts Achilles’ aristeia, but Adkins (1975) and Smith (1981) show how and why
Aeneas’ lengthy genealogy fits the context of the poem’s narrative. Their arguments are further
supported by Edwards’ commentary to the Iliad (1991) and Olson’s work on the Homeric Hymn
to Aphrodite (2012). Afterwards, | address the surrounding context of the genealogy as
metapoetic statements about epic composition and performance, as Nagy has argued (1990, 27-
29). | conclude with the suggestion that epic performance was productive of a form of

knowledge and relate this to the practice of the later genealogical writers discussed above.

Aeneas recites his genealogy just before he is about to duel with Achilles, and he does so
in response to his opponent’s insults: “Even if you defeat me,” Achilles says, “Priam would
never grant you the honor to rule over the Trojans, since he has sons” (I1l. 20.181-83). Achilles is
using genealogy to call into question Aeneas’ destiny, a destiny which is only confirmed by
Poseidon after their duel (1. 20.302-5). Prompting yet another divine rescue of Aeneas,
Poseidon thus contradicts Achilles’ earlier threat that, although the gods had rescued Aeneas

before, they will not save him this time (1l. 20.195-96). Scholars suspect an interweaving of

23 See Adkins 1975, 240, with citations.
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competing epic traditions lying in the background of this passage’s formation—one tradition
supporting Achilles, and yet another supporting Aeneas (e.g. Nagy 1990, 27). Also relevant here
is the controversy over the presumed patrons of this passage, the Aeneadai, who are often
supposed also to have been patrons of the Homeric Hymn to Aphrodite. Smith (1981, 25-41) has
shown, however, that evidence for any such Aeneadai does not appear until the 2nd century
B.C.E. in a fragment of Demetrios of Skepsis. Nevertheless, the ‘patrons’ view still has its
supporters (e.g. Faulkner 2008) and this reflects the overall trend in scholarship to endeavor to

discover — or even create — parties in whose interest any particular genealogy was composed.

No matter who is correct in the patrons debate, the controversy speaks to my overall point
about genealogy, namely that their creators tailor them to a purpose. But what should we say is
the purpose of Aeneas’ genealogy? In the scope of the poem’s narrative, Aeneas primarily uses
genealogy to rebuke Achilles’ earlier insults and to prove that he is as equal a match for Achilles
as Hector, and perhaps even better! First, the genealogy shows that he does not descend from
Laomedon, whose unfair treatment of Apollo and Poseidon spells doom for his descendants.
More importantly, Aeneas concludes with a comparison to Hector, central to the entire passage

(11. 20.215-40, cf. Edwards 1999, ad loc.):

215  Adpodavov Gp TpdTOV TEKETO vePeAnyepéTa Zevg: [... ]
219  Adpdavog ad téked' vidv ‘Epydoviov Baciifa, [...]
230 Tpda o' Epybdviog téketo Tpoesoy dvokta

Tpwodg &' av Tpeic maideg apvpoveg EEeyévovto

TAOC T Acabpaxdg Te Kkai avtifeog Favopndng, [...]
236  "Thog &' o téked' vidV dpdpova Acopédovta

Aaopédmv o' dpa TOwvov téketo Tpilapodv te
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Adqumdv e Khotiov 0' Tketdova v dlov Apnoc:
Accdpakog 6& Kamuv, 0 &' dp' Ayyionv téke maida

240  ovtap Eu' Ayyiong, Ipiapoc &' €tey' "Extopa diov.

Well then, cloud-gatherer Zeus begat Dardanos first, [...] Dardanos in turn begat his son
King Erichthonius, [...] and Erichthonius begat Tros, lord over Trojans; and from Tros
three faultless sons were born, llos, Assarakos, and god-like Ganymedes, [...] But Ilos in
turn begat faultless Laomedon; and Laomedon then begat Tithonos and Priam and
Lampos and Klytios and Hikataon, scion of Ares. And Assarakos begat Kapys, and he

then begat a son, Anchises; but Anchises begat me, and Priam begat god-like Hector.

The concluding verse features both Aeneas and Hector, inviting the listener to count the
generations that stand between both heroes and Zeus. Both heroes share the four ancestors that
run from Zeus to Tros, but after Tros, Aeneas must deal with two collateral lines separately, first
the line of llos and then the line of Assarakos. Importantly, the fathers of both heroes are
mentioned first, and only then does Aeneas mention the sons. The equality of generations,
arranged side-by-side, is thus emphasized, and serves to prove Aeneas to be a worthy opponent

for Achilles.

Aeneas’ not only presents himself as the equal of — if not the superior of — Hector, but

elaborates on the nature of genealogical recitation itself (20.203-14):

duev &' aAAM AV yeveny, 0pev O€ ToKT0G
TPOKALT' dkovovteg Emea OvnTdV AvOpOTOV*
205 Oy 0' oVt dp T oL €povg 1deg 0T dp' £yd GovC.

pdot 6¢ pév IInAfjog duvpovog Ekyovov givar
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UNTPOC &' €k BETI00C KAAMTAOKALOL AAOGVIVIG'

avTap Eymv viog peyaltopog Ayyicao

gbyopan Ekyeyduev, untnp 6¢ poi €0t Appodit. [...]
213 &1 &' 80éAeic kail TadTa danpevar, dep' €0 £I0NIC

NUETEPMV YEVENV, TOALOL &€ pv Avopeg Toaoty.

We know each other’s lineage and we know each other’s parents, hearing the already
famous accounts (epea) of mortal men; but by sight neither do you know mine, nor do |
know yours. They say that you, on the one hand, are the offspring of Peleus, and mother
Thetis, beautiful-haired daughter of the sea. But | boast to have been born a son of great-
hearted Anchises, and my mother is Aphrodite [...] And if you wish to learn these things

so that you may know our lineage well, and many men know it.

Aeneas implies that the recitation of genealogy is a primary means of knowing, since sight is
limited to the present. He is thus assuming the posture of the epic poet who borrows the
eyewitness of the Muses to relate in words what he cannot see (cf. 2.485-86), but here Aeneas
relies not on the Muses but what “men say.” Aeneas thus performs his genealogy as a
confirmation of human traditions about him, that is, the things many people already know and
say, but are not without their opponents. Nagy has used this very passage as evidence for variant
traditions which compete in a contest of oral poetics (1990, 27-28), a situation perfectly suited to
what we have already seen applies to genealogies, even in early prose works. Those variant
traditions need not directly contradict one another to be competing, they only need to suit
different purposes—in much the same way Hecataeus’ Deukalionid genealogy probably

supported his purpose without directly contradicting the Thessalian interests of the genealogies
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of the Catalogue.?* But Aeneas does record that the act of performing genealogies was not only

competitive, but in some ways created and maintained a form of knowledge.

Further support for this view can be found in what Aeneas says at the conclusion of his

recitation (20.246-50):

£€oTL yap apeotépototy dveidea pudnocacot
TOAAG LA, 000" Av VNG Ekatoluyog dyboc dpotto.
oTpent| 0¢ YADGG' £0Ti Ppotdv, moAéeg o' Evi pdbot

TavToiol, M€V 6 TOAVG Voo EvBa kol EvOa.

ommoiov «' einnoba &mog, 1016V K' Enaxodoalc.

It is possible to proclaim very many insults to one another and a hundred-oared ship
could not bear their burden. The tongue of mortals is twisted, and the words (muthoi) on
it are many and of all sorts, the range of their words (epea) is great, far and wide.

Whatever epos you say, thus you shall hear.

Aeneas here makes clear that his genealogy stands as a refutation of Achilles’ earlier insult.
Aeneas describes the act of pronouncing insults (oveidea podncacdar) with gnomic sayings
about muthoi and epea. As Achilles’ insults take a genealogical form, they represent traditions

with which Aeneas disagrees and even competes by reciting his own genealogy (cf. Nagy 1990,

24 To reiterate my point above (p.5), Hecataeus makes Ion a descendent of Marathonios, not
Hellen (FGrHist 1 F 13), but maintains the importance of Thessaly (where Deukalion ruled,
FGrHist 1 F 14, cf. FGrHist 1 F 2 “Itonian Athena”). Assuming Hecataeus’ goal is to
promote lonian interests, and to arrange them in counter-distinction to “Hellenic” interests (as
he contrasts himself with the Hellenes in ft. 1), he need only adapt the Catalogue material to
suit his own purpose.
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28). Aenecas’ genecalogy is thus designed for the agonistic context in which it is uttered, and even
stands as a verbal contest with Achilles before the battle with weapons. Line 250, “whatever you
say, so you shall hear,” warns Achilles to expect insults in response to his own, tit for tat. As
Nagy has argued, the repetition of the term epea may allude to competing traditions of
genealogical poetry. Aeneas asserts the need to perform and re-perform one’s own genealogy to
compete with variant accounts that would overtake it if such performance were to cease.
Genealogical performance, then, strives to make genealogies survive and persist in the face of
competing claims, but “accuracy” is not the primary criterion by which they succeed or fail in
their purpose. This was also the case both with Pherecydes, who disguised his personal role in
order to preserve his genealogies, as well as with Hecataeus, whose strategy | would argue seems
remarkably like that of Aeneas. Both Hecataeus and Aeneas pronounce their genealogies
proudly and present them as truth, but the “truths” they relate lie far in the past beyond human

experience.

VI.  Conclusion

In conclusion, genealogies were freely adapted to suit whatever purpose a writer and poet
wishes to achieve. Some writers wished to disguise their active role and interest in
manipulating genealogies, while others openly expressed it. The latter category is represented
by Hecataeus above, confirmed by comparison with Homer and the metapoetic implications of
the genealogy of Aeneas. As for the former, Pherecydes and the Catalogue poet make efforts to
hide their biases, and their dissimulation constitutes an endeavor to make their accounts lasting,
to be adopted eventually as truths like Socrates and Glaucon hoped the noble lie would. Each
genealogy is designed with a personal or political purpose in mind. More than just a

representation of the past, genealogy is a means to an end.
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Ch.2: Poetry, Philosophy, and the Priority of Chaos in Hesiod’s Theogony.

Tov filov Toic Opopévolg od povov oipat Ty Tod Opdcot SHvapy Topéyety ENGELS, GALNL Ko
™V yYéveotv kal adénv kail Tpo@v, ov Yévestv adtov OvTa.

[ yap;
Kai 1oig yryvookopévolg totvov pun povov to yryvookestot gdvar vmod 1od ayabod mapeiva,

AL Kol TO €lval T& Kal TV ovciay V1T €KEivov adToig TPoceival, 00K ovoing dvtog Tod dyadod,
AL €Tt Emékeva THG ovoiag mpesPeiq kol SuVANEL DTTEPEXOVTOC.

I think you’ll say that the sun provides to visible things not only the ability to be seen, but also
birth, growth, and nourishment, not being birth itself.

How couldn’t I?

Well then also for knowable things, say not only that Knowing is provided by the Good, but also
their existence and Being is provided by that thing, although the Good is not itself Being, but
beyond it, surpassing Being in age and in power.

(Plato, Resp. 509b1-9).

TOA DG PEV 0VV AEYETOL TO TPMTOV SUMG O ThvTmC 1) 0G0 TPdTOV, Koi Ay Kol YVOGEL Kai
YPOV®. ... Kai O Kai 10 méAat te kol VOV Kol del {ntoduevov kai del dmopoduevov, ti 1o dv,
10010 €0TL TiG 1) OVGIA. ..

Well truly “First” is said in many ways, but nevertheless in all ways substance is first, in both
definition and in knowledge and in time...moreover long ago and now also, always asked and
always left unanswered, what is Being, i.e. what is substance?

(Aristotle, Metaphysics Z 1028a31-33; 28b2-4).

fTol P&V TpadTIoTA XA0G YEVET - aTAp EMELTOL
o’ e0pOoTEpVOC, TAVT®V £50G ACPOAES aiel
aBavdatov ol &govat kapn vipodevtog OAOUTOV...

So now truly first of all Chaos was born, but next
broad-chested Gaia, always steady seat of all
immortals who dwell the peaks of snowy Olympus...
(Hesiod, Theogony 116-18).
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l. Introduction

Hesiod’s Theogony is a complex genealogical poem, but it is very different from the
heroic genealogies discussed last chapter. To start from the obvious, the Theogony has
genealogies of gods, while the Catalogue of Women and heroic genealogies in Homer were about
the legendary human past, tracing lineages back to eponymous or divine ancestors. Another
difference is the Theogony’s cosmological aspect. We see glimpses of this same aspect in other
authors, as when Homer gives primacy to a primordial and “elemental” deity, so to speak, calling
Okeanos the Oedv yéveoic (11. 14.201).% Although Hesiod is not the first to give a divine
genealogy, nor even the first to apply genealogy to cosmology, the scale and complexity of the
Theogony outstrips earlier examples. Furthermore, and most importantly, Hesiod adapts the

form of genealogy to support his conclusion that Chaos came to be first.

How did Hesiod infer that Chaos came first? | do not believe that Eastern antecedents
like the Song of Kumarbi or Enuma Elish can help us with this question.?® For instance,
Cornford’s suggestion that Chaos represents the gap or separation between the sky and the earth
cannot satisfactorily parry the objection that Ouranos and Gaia do not yet exist when Chaos first
appears (1952, 194-95; cf. Sassi 2018, 35). This leads to the crux of the issue: in the Theogony, a

genealogical poem, the priority of Chaos suggests the importance of a non-genealogical

25 Aristotle claims the Homeric example anticipates Thales (Metaphysics A 983b27, cf.
Burkert 1999, 88-89, see also Strauss Clay 2003, 12.

26 Cornford 1952, for instance, compares Marduk’s splitting of Tiamat with Chaos, a
comparison which is arguably tenuous (187-88). This is not to deny the many parallels that do
exist between the Song of Kumarbi and the Enuma Elish, for which see West 1997, 276-83,
but see also West 1997, 288, which says the initial cosmogony of 7%. “does not seem to be
modelled on any notably oriental pattern.” For what it is worth, Damascius’ parallel
summaries of Hesiod and the Enuma Elish also suggests that the two are very different.
Damascius says “Hesiod...seems to have called the ungraspable and altogether unified nature
of the intelligible Chaos” (De principiis 1.319.16-20.2 Ruelle) but that the “Babylonians pass
over the one arché of the whole in silence” (1.321.10-322.1 Ruelle).
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relationship: Chaos comes before Gaia, but does not give birth to Gaia. Why does Hesiod put
these two gods in this order? Does Gaia in some way depend on Chaos’ prior existence to come

into being herself? If she does, what is the nature of her dependence?

My plan for this chapter is to first look at the proem where Hesiod establishes the
importance of “firstness,” contrasting his approach with the divine genealogies of his
predecessors—represented by alternative theogonies sung by the Muses.?” Following this, | re-
evaluate the meaning of Chaos, its relationship to its own progeny, and its place in Hesiod’s
cosmos. In that section, I argue that Chaos’ progeny, in addition to elucidating the meaning of
Chaos, also guarantees the relevance of Chaos throughout Hesiod’s two major poems. In a
concluding section, I compare Hesiod to other early Greek philosophical writers (i.e.
Xenophanes and Anaximander), in order to show that Hesiod’s Theogony shares features
characteristic of later philosophical texts (Section 3).22 Most importantly, Hesiod exploits the

form of genealogy to emphasize priority, giving a unified explanation of the cosmos.?°

. Section 1: Novelty in Hesiod: Anti-traditionalism in the proem of Hesiod’s Theogony.

2T T am arguing against the characterization that Hesiod presents his views “uncritically,” as in
Curd 2011, 4: “Since Hesiod feels no compunction about asserting his claims without reasons
to support them, he seems to think that the proper response to the story is acceptance. The
hearer or reader should not subject it to critical scrutiny followed by rational agreement or
disagreement. While the Presocratics rejected both the kind of account that Hesiod gave and
his attitude toward uncritical belief, we must take care not to overstate the case: In the
fragments of the Presocratics we shall find gaps in explanation, appeals to the Muses,
apparent invocation of divine warrant, breaks in connection between evidence and assertion.”
I, furthermore, wish to stress that often the Milesians in particular seem to present their views
dogmatically, but, to be fair, not enough of their writing survives for this view to remain
secure.

28 For a recent brief comparison of Hesiod and Anaximander, see Graham 2006, 9-13. For
Xenophanes and Hesiod, see Tor 2017, 310-18.

29 For the last feature as a marker of Hesiod’s status as a philosopher, see Gigon 1945, 22.



Zehner - 37

The priamel form, thanks to Bundy (1962), has strong associations with Pindar, but it
also appears throughout Archaic Greek literature.®® In a priamel, a series of terms serve as
“foils” to emphasize one final term of special interest (Bundy 1962, 4-10). William Johnson has
argued that Hesiod’s proem is a priamel (2008): Hesiod presents a number of traditional
cosmogonic ideas only to be surpassed by his idea that Chaos came to be first (Th. 116: fjtot pev
npotiota Xdog yéver’). This reading confirms the earlier reading of Strauss Clay (2003, 55-75;
67) that the Muses’ songs in the proem (Th. 11-21; 43-52; 104-115) are not merely ‘tables of
contents’ or rehearsals for what Hesiod is about to sing in his Theogony, but serve as foils for his

subsequent cosmogony (See also Strauss Clay 1988).

Building on the views of Strauss Clay and Johnson, | wish to add that, unlike Pindar,
Hesiod is not simply using a priamel to praise or emphasize his topic. It is the truth, rather, that
Hesiod is trying to express. For, the Muses say that they know how to tell lies indistinguishable

from truth or the truth, whenever they wish (Hesiod Th. 22-34):

ai v m00’ ‘Hoiodov kainyv £6idatav doidny,
dpvogc moaivovd’ ‘Elkdvog Hmo (abéoro.

T6VoE 0 e TpmTioTa Beal Tpog pobov Egurov,
Movoat Olvumidoeg, kodpat Adg aiyidoyoto-
“TOLEVEC BypOvAOL, KGK® EAEYYED, YAGTEPEC OOV,
idpev yebdea moAha Aéyely ETHHOIGLY OpolaL,
Bpev 8 e01’ é0éhopev aAndéa ynpvcacOar.”

O¢ Epacav Kodpot peydlov Al0c apTiETELOL,

30 A most common example 1s Sappho 16, cf. Bundy 1962, 4, and Johnson 2008, 231.
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Kol pot okfmTpov Edov dapvng EptOniéog 6lov
dpéyacat, OmMTov: Evémvevsay 3¢ pot avdnv
Oéomy, iva Kheiol Td T° é660uEVa TTPO T £6VTO,
Kol 1 EkEAOVO’ DUVETV HoKAp®V YEVOG Qg VIOV,

o(ac 6’ adTag TPOTOV TE Kol VOTOTOV aieV deidety.

[sc. Muses] who once taught Hesiod beautiful song,

While he tended his sheep at the foot of holy Helicon.

And the goddesses first of all made this address to me,

The Olympian Muses, daughters of aegis-bearing Zeus:
Shepherd bumpkins, basely shameful things, bellies alone,

We know how to tell many lies indistinguishable from reality,
But we also know how to the truth, whenever we wish.”

Thus they spoke, glib daughters of great Zeus,

And they gave to me a scepter, a branch of blooming laurel
Upon plucking it, a marvel; And they breathed in to me a divine
Voice, that | might celebrate future and past,

And they bade me to hymn the race of blessed gods, always existing,

But they bade me always to sing of them first and last.

To be fair, nowhere does Hesiod say that he acquires the Muses’ special abilities to tell Truth or

Lies whenever they wish, nor does he say that the Muses tell Hesiod only truth and never falsity
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(cf. Tor 2017, 72-73).3! Even if Hesiod is chosen as one from the group, and given a special
staff, this does not exempt him from the human condition of not being able to tell whether the
divinely disclosed song is either true or false (ibid., 75-76).3> Nevertheless, despite the

ambiguity of what the Muses disclose, truth is still the aim of the poem, even if not guaranteed.

Hesiod labels the subject of his poem as 14 t° éoc6peva npo6 t° €6vta (Th. 32) and 16 1
govta 14 T éocdpevo Tpd T ovta (38; cf. Il. 1.69-70, Tor 2017, 76).33 As Tor points out, this is
a ‘mantic formula’: The same phrase occurs in the lliad to describe Calchas, who apparently
knows past, present and future (ibid.). As Strauss Clay has argued, the phrase, “things that are,
shall be, and were before,” is not to be understood in a strictly temporal sense, but rather refers to
one’s ability to transcend one’s human limitations to mediate between human and divine realms
(2003, 177). This is confirmed by Calchas’ role, which is not so much to tell the future as it is
“to interpret and mediate divine intentions as they influence human affairs” (ibid.). In Hesiod,
the formula confirms the poem’s orientation towards not simply truth, but a kind of truth
typically beyond human experience: we need the Muses to see what we cannot, since, as the

invocation to Homer’s Catalogue of Ships confirms, they were there (Il. 2.484-93).

31 See also Tor 2017, 61-94, defending the view that the Muses’ address to Hesiod implies that
it is ambiguous whether the content of the Theogony represents the truth, although it does aim
at the truth. Other representatives of this view include Pucci 1977, 8-44; Thalmann 1984,
151-2; Strauss Clay 1988, 328, and 2003, 63. For the vew that Hesiod, implies 4is poem is
true, and other poems are “lies indistinguishable from reality,” see Sassi 2018, 143-44.

82 Tor helpfully compares Agamemnon, deceived despite his Zeus-given staff (2017, 75; cf.
Hom. /1. 2.46).

831 pass over any detailed discussion of the difference between lines 32 and 38 (for which see
Strauss Clay 2003, 175-82). The former line refers to the song the Muses grant Hesiod to sing
and is crucially missing td €6vta, “things in the present,” from the latter line. The Muses’ own
song, delighting the mind of Zeus on Olympus and only indirectly reported in the proem,
thereby surpasses Hesiod. Another problem is that the future, although a part of the Muses’
message, is never divulged in the Theogony.
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If truth is an aim of the poem, then the “foils” of the proem’s priamel fall short of that
goal, but nevertheless they mark progress towards the “cap” occurring at line Th. 116 (‘but truly
Chaos was born first of all”’). This is not just an emphatic climax, but the “last stage in the human

quest for truth.”34

The “foils” of the Theogony’s priamel are moments in the proem where Hesiod alludes to
prior traditions, the first of which occurs right after the very beginning. Hesiod’s song begins
“from the Helikonian Muses” (Th. 1), who march down the mountain and sing a theogony

starting with Zeus and ending with Night. (Th. 9-21):

&vlev amopvoLEVOL KEKOAVUUEVOL NEPL TTOALD
Evvhylon otelyov tepikairéa dooav igioat,
vuvedoot Ala t° aiyioyov kai tdétviav “Hpnv
Apyeinv, ypvcéoiot mediloig EuPePaviay,
KovpNV T’ aiy1dyoto Aog YAavkdmy AOqvny
Doifov T AmoAhwva kol Aptepty ioyéaipov
Nn6¢ Tocewddwva yaroyov évvooiyaiov

Kol ®Euy aidoinv EMkoPAE@apdy T Appoditnv
“"HPnv 1€ ypvoootépavov koA te Aldovny
Anto T Tametov te 10& Kpdvov dykvlopntnv

Hd T° 'HéMOV 1€ péyav Aoumpdy te ZeAqvnyv

% The phrase is Keyser’s, from his review of Zhmud 2008 (C# 102.1: 84). Cf. Zhmud 2008,
146: “[Theophrastus’ collection] was mainly of historical interest, showing the difficult path
to the truth that was finally revealed in Aristotle’s and Theophrastus’ physical teaching, i.e.,
outside of the Physikon doxai.” Cf. Strauss Clay 2003, 56, calling the Muses’ first theogonic
song in the proem (7h. 11-21, quoted below) “doxa, possibly even ortha doxa.” A proto-
doxographical method is utilized by Hesiod’s proem qua priamel.
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Taiav 77 Qkeavov te péyav kol Nokto pédovoy

AoV T aBavatwmv iepov YEvog aiev E6VTmv.

Rising from there, veiled in thick mist

They march at night emitting a very beautiful voice,
hymning aegis-being Zeus and Argive mistress
Hera, who walks in golden sandals,

and daughter of aegis-bearing Zeus, Athena,

and Phoebus Apollo and arrow-shedding Artemis
and Poseidon, earth-shaker who upholds the earth,
and reverend Themis and round-eyed Aphrodite,
and golden-crowned Hebe, and Dione,

and Leto, and lapetos, and also Cronus of crooked-counsel,
and Dawn, and great Sun, and bright Moon,

and Earth, and Great Ocean, and Black Night,

and the sacred race of other immortals always existing.

Many details in these lines suggest that this list represents a traditional genos of immortals from
which Hesiod’s own Theogony will differ in some respects.®® Most important, perhaps, is the
order in which the gods are presented: this list begins with the most recent king of the gods,
Zeus, and moves back in time to Gaia, Ocean and Night, all of whom serve as origins in other

cosmogonies.*® The order, furthermore, is not entirely strict: some children of Zeus occur before

3 Cf. Strauss Clay 2003, 55; Johnson 2008, 232.
3 There are some exceptions to this general order, e.g. Poseidon appearing after Athena,
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Poseidon, who is their elder. Hesiod’s Theogony, in contrast, proceeds in a much stricter
fashion, beginning with the first god, Chaos, and thereby reversing the order of the Muses” first
song. Finally, that first song gives priority to Night, since, going in reverse order, she is named
last, but as the first term of the priamel, this catalogue is canceled and subsumed by Hesiod’s
version. Hesiod includes Night in his Theogony and even gives her and her kin a place of
prominence, but he also makes her a child of Chaos. This effectively demotes Night and
illustrates how the “foils” of the proem’s priamel are not simply canceled, but subsumed by the

Theogony.

Immediately following the first item of the priamel is the story about the Muses teaching
Hesiod song (Th. 22-35, discussed above). Shortly after, the second item of the priamel occurs
(Th. 43-52, discussed in more detail below). Then, Hesiod tells us the story first of the birth of
the Muses (Th. 53-62); then of their house near the Graces and Himeros (Th. 63-65); then of yet
another song reported about the “customs and noble dispositions” of the gods (Th. 65-67).
Finally, the Muses go, while singing, to Olympus to see their father Zeus, who defeated Cronus
and distributed honors to all the gods (Th. 68-74). This whole sequence at first appears to be
reported by the narrator, Hesiod, alone, but, surprisingly, he says the Muses sang these things

(Th. 75): tadt’ dpo Modoar dedov Ordumia dopat’ Eyovcal.

We cannot be sure how many of the preceding lines the tadt’ of line 75 refers to.
Furthermore, in the preceding lines Hesiod refers to himself in the first person singular many

times (Th.24, 33: pue Th. 30, 31, 33, 35: pot), while first person plurals also occur (Th. 1:

Apollo, and Artemis, but the general direction holds, especially since the Titans appear just
before Gaia, Ocean and Night. For Ocean as an ultimate origin, see Hom. //. 14.200-1; 244-
48; 301-3. For Night, see Damascius de principiis 124; Philodemus de Pietate 14. For Gaia,
see h.Hom. 30.1: T'oiav moppuntepay. ..
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Movcawv ElMkeviddwv apyodued’ deidetv; Th. 35: Movodwv dpydueda). Many scholars have
pointed out the hymnic qualities of the proem in general (e.g. Friedlander 1914), but Hesiod is

not simply speaking to the Muses as in a hymn. The first-person plurals imply something else.
As Strauss Clay argues, Hesiod and the Muses collaborate to the point that their voices become

‘indistinguishable’ (2003, 50-52; 69).

Collaboration has important implications for the proem. For instance, collaboration is
incompatible with the idea that the poet is a mere vessel for the Muses’ message. Katz and Volk
argue the ‘vessel view’ is implied by the Muses’ insult, calling the shepherds yootépeg (‘mere
bellies’ = ‘mere hollow vessels’ for the divine voice [2000, 172]). While it is clear that the
Muses’ insult in some ways ‘anonymizes’ Hesiod, addressing him as a group—shepherds,
bellies, or reproachful things—Hesiod has named himself, indicating that he was chosen and
therefore must be special in some regard: Hesiod’s inspiration is uniquely based on his own

personal encounter with them.

The Muses’ intervention guarantees that the second term of the priamel is an
improvement upon the first, but it is also Hesiod himself who makes demands of the Muses: he

insists that they begin with the first god (Th. 43-52, my emphasis)*’:

ai o’ auppotov docav icloo
Bedv yévog aidolov TpdTov Khelovoty dodf)
€€ apymg, ovg Iaia kol OVpavdg evpLG ETIKTEY,
ol T’ €k 1@V &yévovto, Beol dwThipeg EQmV:

Sevtepov avte Zijvo 0sdv matép’ NOE Kai dvdpdv,

371 follow West and remove the bracketed line 48: [apyopevai 8” Opvedot Osai T Mjyovoai T’
0137, ]
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0660V QEPTATOG £0TL BEDV KAPTEL TE UEYLOTOC
aTic 8 avOpdTeV TE Yévog kpatep®dv te Iydvimv
vuvedoot T€pmovct Atdg voov Evtog OAOUmov

Movooat OAvumiddes, kodpat Adg aiytdyoto.

And the Muses, emitting an immortal voice

first celebrate the reverend race of gods in song

from the beginning, whom Gaia and broad Ouranos bore,
and who was born from them, Gods, givers of good things,
Then in turn, they celebrate Zeus, father of Gods and Men,
as much as he is best of gods in strength and greatest

And then they celebrate the race of men and of strong giants
in singing they delight the mind of Zeus in Olympus,

The Olympian Muses, daughters of aegis-bearing Zeus.

The order of this catalogue differs from the first, starting €& apyfig from Gaia and Ouranos,
proceeding through the supremacy of Zeus and even mentioning the race of men and giants.®

With the inclusion of the last two races, this catalogue might be considered more comprehensive

% About the puzzle concerning humans in the Theogony, and when they might be said to come
into existence, see Strauss Clay 2003, 95-99. The Scholia to 74. 187 claims humans came
from the union of Giants and Melian Nymphs. The Theogony furthermore supports the view
that humans are simply an accidental by-product of Ouranos’ castration (cf. Strauss Clay
2003, 97-98); a view that differs sharply from the WD where humans are made four times (the
four races golden through heroes are made; the iron race descends genealogically from heroes,
WD 106-201), and, therefore, intended for a purpose. Note also how WD 108 promises to tell
the shared origin of both gods and men, but only explicitly tells of the latter’s origin. We can
compare this absence to the absence of any explicit mention of human origins in the
Theogony.
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than the first. The conspicuous absence of Night, however, leaves us wanting an earlier figure—
those who thought Night was first can ask where Gaia and Ouranos came from. What we lose in
an earlier beginning, we gain in a later addition. Another important difference is the Muses’
epithet ‘O vpmiddeg, changing from the earlier ‘EAikwviddeg, supporting the view that Hesiod

expands his scope from the local to the Panhellenic (cf. Nagy 1990, 45).

The order of this catalogue, €€ dapyfic, is amplified by the repeated uses of both np®dToc,
apyn, and related forms throughout the proem (Th. 1, 24, 34, 36, 44, 48, 108, 113, and 115).
When the poem finally takes off at line 116 with Tp®dTticTo, a morphologically pleonastic
superlative, we see that some aspects of the second catalogue (Th. 45-50) are adopted in the
poem itself. We should therefore qualify the priamel structure of 1-116 as not just a priamel but
a development towards the poem itself. This priamel’s “cap,” Chaos and the ensuing Theogony,
do not simply negate the prior catalogues, but gain something from them in a quasi-dialectical
fashion. Other priamels, such as Sappho 16, also proceed in this progressive fashion: Although
all three stratoi are negated by the cap “whatever one loves,” Sappho will in turn describe what
one loves in a manner evoking those earlier, negated terms. The “lovely step” (£patov...Baua,
16.17) of Anaktoria and the bright flashing of her face (apdpoypa Adpmpov...tpoconw, 16.18)
respectively recall the step of the army of foot soldiers and the quick movements of the cavalry
from line 1 (o]i p&v inmioV oTpdTOV 01 8¢ MEGSWV, cf. Arist. Aves 925: inmov dpopoyd).>
Similarly, the “traditional” catalogues in the Theogony’s proem never disappear, but undergo a

transformation in the service of his point about Chaos: Hesiod’s cosmogonic genealogy begins in

39 T would like to thank Jenny Strauss Clay for pointing out these subtle details from Sappho
16, since I previously thought the earlier terms of Sappho’s priamel were simply negated
without being reflected in the final term.
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the correct order, is more complete than other ones, although incorporating them, and reaches

back beyond them.

The development continues with the third term of the priamel, the last before the ‘climax’

of the poem itself (Th. 104-115):

yoipete Tékva Aldg, d0Te O’ iepdeEcTaV QOO V:

KA\elete 6 dBavaToV iepdv YEvog aigv 0vimv,

ot I'f|g é&eyévovto kai Ovpovod AoTEPOEVTOG,

Nvktog 1€ dvopeptic, oic 0 aApvpog Etpepe I1ovToG.

glmate & o¢ 10 TpdTO B0l Kai yala yEvovto

Kol ToTapol Kol TévTog aneipitog oidpatt Buimv

GoTpd Te AAUTETOMVTO Kol 00PAvVOS 0PV VrtepOev:

ol T’ €k 1@V &yévovto, Beol dwThipeg Eamv:

A T’ Apevog dAooaVTO Kol AC TILAG d1EAOVTO,

No¢ Kol ¢ Ta TpdTA TOAOTTVYOV E)0V 'OAvumOoV.
-

Ta0Ta pot Eomete Modoot OAdumio ddpat’ Eovcot

€€ apymngc, xal €imaf’, OtL TPMOTOV YEVET™ QTMV.

Rejoice, daughters of Zeus, and give desirous song:

and celebrate the sacred race of immortals always existing,
who were born from Gaia and Starry Ouranos,

and from murky Night, and whom the salty Pontos reared.
and tell how first Gods and earth were born

and rivers and boundless sea seething in its swell
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and shining stars and broad sky above;

and the ones born from them, gods givers of good things,

and how they divided their abundance and how they distributed honors,
and also how they came to dwell many-cragged Olympus.

Tell me these things, Muses who dwell Olympian halls

from the beginning, and tell which of them was born first.

In some ways this catalogue is a combination of the previous two. From the first, Night has
returned, although she has lost her place of prominence, standing now after Gaia and Ouranos.
From the second, we are told once again of Zeus’ distribution of honors among the immortals.

In this third “foil,” the order of the second catalogue is chosen over the order of the first: this one
also proceeds €& apyfc. Furthermore, Lines 106-7, where Gaia and Ouranos are mentioned
before Night and Pontos, match the way Hesiod organizes the lineages of the Theogony: after a
brief initial theogony and Night’s first children (Th. 116-125), the offspring of Gaia and Ouranos
are mentioned (Th. 126-153), then more from Night (Th. 211-232), then Pontos (Th. 233-264).
Finally, and perhaps most importantly for our purposes, this catalogue also includes rivers and
stars, and Pontos and Ouranos are repeated. Editors choose not to capitalize the latter two names
this time as they are thought to represent natural phenomena. West, referring to 108 ff., says
Hesiod here introduces the “cosmological aspect of the Theogony” (1966). To reiterate, then, we
can say Hesiod moves from the local through the Panhellenic to the cosmological. The natural
phenomena here are reflected in the body of the poem, which also describes the birth of rivers

(Th. 337-70), mountains (129), and stars (381-82).



Zehner - 48

Although supposed to foreshadow the Theogony itself, in none of the three catalogues
from the proem do we find mention of Chaos, Tartaros, or any other feature from the
underworld. Associations of Night with figures from the underworld might hint that such things
would be discussed, but the mention of Chaos in 116 remains a surprise. 1, therefore, agree with
Johnson (2008) that the proem + line 116 forms a priamel structure, but I add that both
genealogical and temporal priority are given to Chaos to subsume tradition and foreground

Hesiod’s own theory about the beginnings of the cosmos.

1. Section 2: Chaos’ Priority and Hesiod’s Cosmos.
In the last section, I argued that Hesiod’s proem amplifies the importance of the first figure of his
divine genealogy, but in order to understand why Hesiod puts Chaos first, we should also try to
understand what Chaos means. The meaning of Chaos in Hesiod’s Theogony can be understood
by appealing to 1) its etymology, 2) its reappearance in the underworld, and 3) its progeny.*® All
three are equally important, since focusing on one at the expense of the other two leads to
reductive interpretations (Wacziarg 2001). Previous interpretations, except perhaps for

Aristotle’s, have not sufficiently explained why Hesiod makes Chaos prior to Gaia and Eros.
2.A: Chaos’ Etymology

Determining the meaning of Chaos by appealing to etymology is not as straightforward
as sometimes suggested. I argue that the meaning of ‘interval’ or ‘gap’ is over-emphasized in

scholarship at the expense of other possible meanings. My view of the etymology is closest to

%0 This three-part division resembles Philippson’s method (1936), followed by Wacziarg,
Weigelt and others, but my approach differs slightly. Philippson focuses on 1) Name, 2)
Epithet, and 3) Progeny. Chaos’ epithet, Lopepov, is given in the underworld passage (7h.
814). I have adjusted my method from “epithet” to “appearances in the underworld” so that I
may include ydopa from line 740 in my discussion, without ignoring the important epithet.
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that of Mondi 1989: we should question the relationship between ydo¢ and ydcpa since it is
possible that the two terms derive from two different roots, *g"eh,- and *g'"eh,- respectively
(Beekes s.v. yaoc and ydokw). Although the Theogony suggests that Hesiod himself saw a
relationship between the two, we should not be forced to equate them on this basis. Instead, the
boundless ydog is delimited by the forms coming to be around and within it—namely Gaia and
her descendants—and thereby becomes a bounded ydoua. To understand why ydog is first and a
necessary precondition for the entire cosmos, we should also consider its semantic relationship to
the cognate yadvog and its early uses, as Mondi has also done (1989, 23-26). As we will confirm
in section 2.C, the qualities suggested by yadvog also describe the progeny of ydog, insofar as
many of its descendants resemble formless, insubstantial abstract concepts as opposed to Gaia’s

progeny, who are substantial forms (cf. Diller 1946, 144).

Let me first show why equating yéoc and ydopa based on etymology is dubious. Chaos
is said to derive from the IE root *g"eh,-w- (Tribulato 2013, 169n.26; Beekes 2010, ad loc.;
Wacziarg 2001, 123; Mondi 1989, 7). The adjective yadvog (“porous”)*! is derived from the
same root in much the same way as épeuvog is derived from £pefoc. Although the terms ydokm,
yavdévem, and ydopa are commonly seen as related to ydoc (cf. West 1966 ad 116)*, they derive
from a different root, *gi"eh,-n- (Chantraine 1968-80, 1239-40, cf. Mondi 1989, 7). We must

notice the initial palatal and its difference from the plain velar g- of Chaos’ root. The difference

11 find it slightly suspicious that the metaphorical uses of this adjective predate any
‘concrete’ uses, referring to physical objects. According to a 7LG search, the earliest uses are
Solon frr. 11.6, 34.4 West, and Alcaeus 359.2, all of which describe ‘empty thoughts.’
Perhaps the emptiness of Chaos characterizes the non-physical nature, or even vanity of
human concepts gua thoughts, for both Solon and Hesiod, and therefore so many abstract
concepts relevant specifically to humans are ultimately (via Night) descendants from Chaos.
21t ihs uncertain to me why West includes yavodvem, as the LIV suggests the root for this word
is *g'ed-.
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in the initial syllable is suggested by cognates. For instance, y6og is thought to share a root with
Indo-European words for “palate,” like guomo of Old High German. The cognate from
Lithuanian, gomurys, suggests the initial consonant was the plain velar *g". The root of yéoko,
by contrast, results in the Lithuanian cognate Ziéti, “to open (one’s mouth),” suggesting the root
has an initial palatal *g'". The relationship between yGog and yéopa is therefore “para-
etymological” (Tribulato 2013, 169n.26), and so West’s identification of the two in meaning is
incorrect on the basis of etymology (cf. Wacziarg 2001, 132).** Nevertheless, the vague
semantic similarity between a word for ‘palate’ and a word for ‘open one’s mouth’ suggests

there may be some distant relationship between the two roots.

Cognate with ydoc, xobvog means “porous, spongy, loose-grained” (LSJ ad loc.).
Elaborating on the connection between the two, Mondi suggests that ydoc is the “actualization”
of the quality yadvog, and thus represents “an insubstantial formlessness” (Mondi 1989, 25). In
light of this observation, we can question the two popular interpretations of Chaos—one as the
‘gap’ between Sky and Earth (Cornford 1944) and the other as the gap between Earth and
Tartaros (Miller 1983; 2001).** 1 also suggest that Aristotle’s interpretation, pace Mondi (1989,
22), that Chaos is simply ‘empty space’, remains a fairly close approximation of what Chaos
means. In any case, arguments against Aristotle’s view, which rely on an erroneous
interpretation of Chaos’ etymology and assume that ‘space’ is too abstract a concept for Hesiod
(e.g0. KRS 36), should now be questioned. Moreover, the very strict interpretation saying that

yGoc must be an interval between two points has no real etymological basis.

43 Cf. Frisk 1970, p.1073: [Regarding the connection of yog to ydokm, etc,] “es kann sich
aber dabei nur um eine entfernte Verwandtschaft handeln.”

%4 For a recent summary and critique of Cornford’s views on early Greek philosophy and its
relationship to Eastern myths, see Sassi 2018, 8-16.
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Some ancient etymologies, even if inaccurate by our standards, can lead us to conclude
that ancient readers interpreted Chaos as empty space. Aristotle, for instance, seemed to see a
relationship between y@pa and ydoc, and this relationship is enough to connote emptiness.*®

Based on this comparison Aristotle interprets Chaos as meaning ‘place’ (t6mog), as in Physics

Book 4 (208b25-209a2, my trans.):

£11 01 1O KEVOV PACKOVIEG £lval TOTOV AEYOVGIY: TO Yap KeEVOV TOTOG GV €
80TEPNUEVOG GOMATOG. STL L&V 0DV &0TL TL O TOTOC TAPAL TO COMATA, KOL iV GO
aicOnToVv v 101, o10 TovTEV AV TIg boAdfot: 86&ete & av kal ‘Hoiodog dpBidg
Aéyev ToMoag TPMTOV TO XA0G. AEYEL YOOV “TAVT®V HEV TPATIOTA YAOG YEVET
avtap Emerta yoi’ edpdotepvog,” Mg déov mpdTov vIhpEar ydpav Toic 0vot, S TO
vopilew, domep ol moArol, mhvta glvol ov Kkai év Tonw. €18’ éoti TO10070,
Oovpacti ¢ dv £in 1) Tod TOmOL dHvopg Koi TPOTépa TAVT®Y: 0D Yap &vev TdV
ALV 0032V E6TLv, EKeivo & Bvev TV BAL®V, AvayKn TP@HTOV Elval: 0D Yop

AmOAALTOL O TOTOG TAV &V ADTH POEIPOUEVOV.

Still, those believing in void claim place exists, for void would be place deprived
of body. So, because of these things, one could suppose that place is something in
addition to body, and every perceivable body is in place. And Hesiod would seem
to speak correctly when he made Chaos first. So, he says, at any rate, “of all
things first of all Chaos came to be, but then broad-chested Gaia,” on the grounds
that existing things need to have space first, because of the thought, like the

majority think, that all things are somewhere and in place. But if it is such a

%5 Note how Hesiod also calls the underworld a ydpog (Th.731; 806). I tentatively suggest the
possibility that Hesiod also saw (folk-)etymological connections between y®pog and ydoc.
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thing, the power of place would be something marvelous and prior to all things.
For that without which no other thing exists, but which exists without other
things, necessarily is first. For place is not destroyed when the things inside it are

destroyed.

It is possible that Aristotle saw an etymological link between ydog and yopa because he only
introduces the word yopa into his discussion of tomog after quoting the line from Hesiod

containing y4og.

One can and should still insist that the real etymology of ydog is less important than how
Hesiod himself viewed it. The word ydoc occurs again hundreds of lines after its first apperance,
during the Titanomachy at line 700. There, curiously, it catches fire. Furthermore, the word
yéoua appears nearby at 740, alongside the ‘springs and boundaries’ of the earth, Tartaros, sea,
and sky (736-38). This ‘cosmography’ echoes the primordial entities of the ‘cosmogony’ where
yGog first appears (116-22; 126-28). It is, therefore, commonly assumed that Hesiod himself
etymologizes y&og from ydoua and similar terms (Bussanich 1983, 214n.10). | argue that, even
if this is true, there can still be a substantial difference between the two terms for Hesiod, and the
difference arises from the development whereby the initial ydog transforms into the ydopa in the
Underworld. It is furthermore possible that ydog represents a coinage of Hesiod’s. If this is true,
it 1s not immediately clear how such a term would be coined from ydéopa. In a case where the
term already existed, we might even suggest that Hesiod etymologizes ydopo from ydog,
reversing the consensus of scholarship. This suggestion fits with the cosmogonic narrative,
moving towards increasing differentiation and distinction in the cosmos. A ydopa, therefore,

would be a more distinct and narrower thing in comparison to the broader, less defined entity
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which starts the Theogony. To show this, we will examine Hesiod’s descriptio tartari in the next

section.
Section 2.B: Chaos in the Underworld.

Scholarly discussion of the etymology of Chaos proceeds naturally to Hesiod’s description of the
Underworld. Hesiod’s Chaos cannot be understood by means of etymology alone, and analysis
of the word’s use, with three appearances in the Theogony, is arguably of equal or even greater
importance than the etymologies. In this section, we will look at Chaos’ appearances in the
Theogony and their context and relate these to its etymology. Following this, we will discuss the
progeny of Chaos in the next section. The goal is to find a meaning which fairly accommodates
each of these factors (i.e. etymology, occurrences, and progeny), and one which will finally
explain why Hesiod chose to place Chaos first in his cosmogony. | have chosen to treat both the
initial cosmogony and Chaos’ later appearances in the underworld together in this section since

they mutually inform one another.*®

We should first consider the initial cosmogony, where Chaos, Gaia, Tartaros, and Eros all

appear together (Th. 116-22):
ot pev mpadTiota XAog yévetr - avtap Emetto
Ioi’” evpOoTEpVOC, TAVT®V £50G ACPOAES Qigl
aBavdtov ol &ovot kapn vipodevtog OAduUTOV,

Téaptapd t° nepdevta puyd xBovog eHpLodeing,

%6 There has been a debate among scholars about whether the initial cosmogony and the later
‘cosmographic’ passages contradict one another, for which see Solmsen 1949, 62; Vlastos
1955, 74; Stokes 1962, 32. I will address this issue below.
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16’ "Epog, ¢ kaAAoTog €v dBavartoiot Ogoiol, (120)
AvoueAg, Taviov 1€ Bedv Tavtov T AvOpOTOV
dauvartot v 6tfecat voov kal Emippova BovAny.
Well now in truth first of all Chaos was born. But then
Broad-breasted Gaia, an always unshakable seat for all
immortals who dwell the peaks of snowy Olympus
and misty tartara in corner of the broad-pathed ground,
and Eros, who is most beautiful among immortal gods,
the limb-loosener, of both all the gods and of all humans
he dominates the understanding in their chests and their thoughtful counsel.

Let me repeat some common but important observations: 1) Chaos comes to be or is born first.
This prompts us to ask whether it came to be from nothing or if some parent is implied for it.#’
2) None of these four entities appears related to one another, yet they are put in a temporal
sequence. What is the significance of temporal priority when compared to genealogical priority?
Is there a sense in which Chaos’ temporal priority implies parentage of the other entities, as has

sometimes been supposed?*® 3) Hesiod says not Tartaros, but tartara. Is there a difference? Is

4" Miller defends the “implied parentage” view, claiming Tartaros is parent of Chaos (1983,
2001); Solmsen has raised this possibility (1949, 27; 62), but Solmsen discusses the
possibility that Earth was born from Chaos, not Chaos from Tartaros. The issue is further
complicated by the later ‘cosmographic’ passage known as the descriptio tartari, where the
‘sources’ of Earth are said to be in the underworld, thus implying that the Earth comes from
Chaos or Tartaros (cf. Stokes 1962, 32).

8 An ancient controversy attends the ‘four entities’ reading, since Plato and Aristotle quote
Hesiod 7Th. 116 ff., leaving out lines Th. 118-19, where Tartaros appears (P1. Symp. 178b;
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the text corrupt? If tartara stands for Tartaros, is Tartaros one of the primeval four, or simply a

part of earth? Is tartara nominative or accusative?*°

Among the most recent and compelling interpretations of the initial cosmogony, Mitchell
Miller’s stands out and addresses many of my same concerns, although | take issue with some of
his points (1983; 2001). Miller agrees with the etymological interpretation of Chaos as ‘gap,’
and places Chaos below the earth—the latter view | will confirm below (1983, 132). Yet Miller
also sees Chaos as a principle of differentiation, opposite Eros (a principle of attraction). Chaos
separates Gaia from Tartaros, thus causing Gaia to come to be. Chaos comes to be first,
temporally, because a principle which divides things is necessary to separate Gaia from Tartaros.
Miller also argues that the verb yévet’ does imply parentage for Chaos, with Chaos being born,
genealogically, from Tartaros, the ultimate parent of the cosmos. Miller furthermore argues that
Hesiod uses the neuter nominative plural tartara in the initial cosmogony as a reflection of his
more indistinct state at this point in the process. Since Tartaros is itself the undifferentiated,
ineffable state of the cosmos before anything comes to be, it need not, or indeed cannot be
mentioned as coming to be before Chaos. Instead, Tartaros, as ‘the undifferentiated’

presupposes ‘the differentiated,’ i.e. Gaia, and so Gaia is before Tartaros. Furthermore, their

Arist. Metaph. 984a27). There is the further issue of whether Tartaros should be considered a
primordial entity, or else just a part of Earth, for which see the next note. I call it an entity
here because later in the poem it becomes a distinct entity, even if it remains indistinct in the
initial cosmogony.

49 On this issue, see West 1966 ad 118-19. West defends the view that Tartaros is one of the
primordial four. Miller takes this further and makes Tartaros the ultimate source of all things
(1983; 2001). Following the suggestions of Strauss Clay 2003, 16, I am inclined to take
Tartara of line 119 as accusative, and thus a part of the Earth, but who eventually emerges as
Tartaros, the father of Typhon, in line 7h. 822. I shall argue below how the progression from
Xaog to ydopa is analogous, but slightly different: it is a movement from ‘insubstantial
formlessness’ to a distinct space in the underworld, rather than from a distinct part of Earth to
a distinct figure, Tartaros, with whom Earth can have a child, Typhon.
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separation from one another presupposes Chaos—a principle of separation, and thus Chaos is

mentioned before the two of them (1983, 141).

Miller’s view of Tartaros is idiosyncratic but deserves mention since it confirms that
Hesiod was concerned with more than one type of priority. To reiterate, in the initial cosmogony
Hesiod establishes relationships between Chaos, Earth, Tartaros and Eros that are not
genealogical, but based on a different kind of priority (cf. Philippson 1936, 13). What we need
to move forward, however, is an interpretation of Chaos based on etymology that also fits the
context of the initial cosmogony as well as later sections of the poem. Based on Mondi’s
argument, cited above, I submit that Chaos means not ‘gap,’ but something like ‘insubstantial
formlessness,’ to which we might compare Miller’s interpretation of Tartaros as the
‘undifferentiated.” I would rather assign that role to Chaos itself, while also maintaining that
Chaos is space, not the narrower meaning of “gap” or interval. There cannot be a gap before
there are things to form the gap. Furthermore, as a poem and, strictly speaking, not a
philosophical treatise, we should expect the Theogony to say more and not less than philosophy.
While philosophy increasingly comes to avoid equivocation through more technical prose usage,
as any of Aristotle’s treatises can illustrate, there is nothing preventing Hesiod from speaking

equivocally or playfully.>°

In terms of later Greek philosophy, Chaos seems to evoke the idea of “Becoming,”
somewhere between existing and not-existing, and therefore Hesiod says Chaos comes to be and

not merely is forever. The verb yévet’ is Hesiod’s way of exposing us to the paradox of

%0 On Hesiod’s speaking equivocally, as it relates to his status as a precursor to philosophy, see
Rowe 1983, 125. Rowe labels the view as ‘multiple approaches’ to the same object (1983,
127). Cf. Frankfort 1948, 42; Lloyd 1966, 202; Friankel 1975, 105.
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Becoming and its problems; problems to be more fully articulated by Parmenides in his poem.
In Hesiod, the dilemma is encapsulated by referring to the gods as “always existing” (Th. 105:

aiev éovtwv) as well as continually being born (e.g. Th. 116).

Chaos represents Becoming spatially in the underworld by hosting both the sources
(mnyai) and boundaries (neipata)—the beginnings and the ends—of all other primordial entities
in the cosmos (Th. 736-45). Chaos also represents becoming temporally through its immediate
progeny, Night and Day (Th. 123-24; cf. Weigelt 2004, 210). As for tartara/Tartaros, | follow
Strauss Clay, in understanding tartara as another space within Gaia, separate and distinct from—
but also within—the ydoua péya (Th. 740). In Tartaros, the Titans are imprisoned (Th. 723-31)
and Tartaros later emerges as a figure in order to conceive Typhon (Th. 822; cf. Strauss Clay
2003, 15-16). According to my interpretation of the initial cosmogony, Tartaros appears as the
accusative object of &yovot, indicating a place, like Olympus, where gods dwell (Weigelt 2004,
205, cf. Hesiod Th.118-19). We can ask which gods occupy Tartaros. | would argue that
Hesiod’s statement is proleptic, referring to the eventual imprisonment of the Titans there, where
they should still reside today. The re-appearance of many of Chaos’ descendants in the

underworld suggests to me that they occupy the ybopa péya as a distinct space.

After the cosmogony, each subsequent appearance of Chaos in the underworld echoes
that original state, appearing alongside many other primordial entities from that earlier section.
In what follows, I will analyze the appearance of the term ydog during the Titanomachy (Th.

700). Then, I turn to the so-called descriptio tartari (Th. 720-819). | agree with Weigelt that
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much of this description concerns not Tartaros, but Chaos itself as the space in which the

features of the underworld are located (2004, 193n15).%"

At the end of the Titanomachy, it is said that the divine fire resulting from the battle even
occupies Chaos (Th. 700): kadpo 8¢ Osoméciov kdteysv xdoc.>? Just before this we are shown
how the scale of the battle is so large that it even affects Gaia and Ouranos (Th. 679), as well as
Tartaros (682) and Okeanos (695). The final mention of Chaos on fire suggests that the battle
can reach no greater intensity, as the deepest reaches of the cosmos are all now affected (cf. West
1966, ad loc.). But what can this line tell us about what Chaos is and why it is born first? West
has cited this line as evidence against the view that Chaos is empty space, i.e. the Aristotelian
view. As West puts it, Chaos has “sufficient substance to catch fire,” and so cannot be simply
‘space’ (1966, ad 116). This is far from conclusive. If there were a poetic line that read “the
explosions burned so brightly that even the void caught fire,” we could easily see this as the very
sort of poetic paradox that arises whenever a cosmos threatens to unravel. We should
furthermore take a closer look at the verb here: kateyev. The LSJ (s.v. “xatéym”) tells us that it
not only means to hold back or possess, but also to occupy or even to fill a space. If anything,

then, Chaos is at least a place fire can fill, whether it has substance or not.

Some scholars have thought that line 700 also provides clues as to where Chaos is but are
themselves divided. One group thinks Chaos is below the Earth (Miller 2001, 7; Vlastos 1955,
74n4), and another thinks it lies above the earth (Cornford 1941, 98; KRS 38). Cornford and

KRS, relying on the etymology that Chaos means ‘gap,’ claim that the fire of the Titanomachy

°1 My view differs slightly from Clay Forthcoming, 403, who sees the “great chasm” as the
division between Tartaros and Hades. I see ydopo péya of Th. 740 as an appositive to the
&vBa of Th. 736. 1 agree with Clay that the chasm is a tranformed version of chaos.

52 Vlastos suggests Osoméctov may go with ydog and not xodpa (1955, 74n4)
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occupies the space between the sky and the earth. This is not clear in the context of the
Titanomachy, nor even from the Theogony itself, but relies too heavily on the precedent of
Eastern traditions, the etymology of ydokwm, and interpretations of later poets (¢.g. Bacch. 5.27).
Since, when Chaos appears, Earth, Sky, and Tartaros are all affected by the battle, then Chaos
could really be anywhere: the battle’s description is not given any specific boundaries.
Furthermore, even if we do believe the meaning of Chaos is ‘gap,’ it could still be located
between the Earth and Tartaros. This is the more likely scenario, and the next appearances of

Chaos confirm this, all of which suggest Chaos is in the underworld.

After the Titanomachy, Hesiod continues with his description of Tartaros,> where the
Titans are imprisoned (720-731). The description begins by moving downwards, “as far under
the earth as the sky is from earth, it is just as far from earth to misty Tartaros” (Th. 720-21). It
seems that the Titan’s prison lies at the very bottom of the cosmos, above (bnepBe) which are
“roots” (piCon) of the earth and sky (Th. 727-8). Following this are some details about the prison:
its walls built by Poseidon and its guards, the Hundred-handers (Th. 732-35). If Tartaros
represents the lowest point, the narrative seems to move outward and upward into the “Great

Chasm” where we also see the sources and boundaries of the earth, Tartaros, sea and sky (Th.

736-45):
&vBa 8¢ yNG dvopeptic Kal TapTaPOoL NEPOEVTOG

TOVTOL T’ ATPVYETOL0 KOl 00Pavod AGTEPOEVTOG

%3 Although Th. 720-819 is commonly called the descriptio tartari, Weigelt 2004, 193n.15,
has argued it should rather be called the descriptio chaeos, as the underworld is the great
chasm (ydopo péy’), i.e. Chaos into which the roots and sources of Earth, Tartaros, Sea, and
Sky have been placed, and this reflects the absolute origins of the cosmos, where Chaos is
first.
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£€einc mhvtov Tyl kol weipot’ ooy,
apyore’ evpmevta, T4 € oTVYEOVOL B0l TEp:
yoopa pEyY’, o0d¢ Ke Tavta TeAecPOpoV &ig Eviavtov  (740)
ovdag Tkott’, i mpdTo TuAémV Evtoche yévorro,
aAAG kev EvBa Kol EvBa eépot Tpd BvEA D BUEAINC

apyorén: devov ¢ kai aBavatolst Beoiot.

And there are in order the sources and boundaries of all

of gloomy earth and misty tartaros

and of barren sea and of starry sky,

dank, loathsome things which the very gods hate;

the great chasm, if someone should first come within the gates,
they would not reach the bottom for a whole entire year,

but here and there loathsome gust after gust would

carry him. Terrible even to the immortal gods.

Within the chasm, which West identifies with Chaos itself (1966, ad 116), the sources (anyai)
and the boundaries (meipat’) of the other primordial entities, including Earth and Tartaros, seem
also to represent the beginning and end of these powers. The fact that these sources are located

within Chaos reinforces the importance of Chaos’ priority in the initial cosmogony. But unlike
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what Johnson (1999, 16) and Stokes (1962, 11) suggest, | do not think that this means Chaos is
the sources and ends of these primordial entities. Rather, these sources are arranged in order
(€€einc) “there” (£vBa), and the &vOa here should be identified with the yaopa itself. So, again,
this suggests that Chaos is a kind of space as a necessary condition for the origination of other
entities (Earth, Sky, etc.), but not itself the source of those entities. It is the location of the
sources, suggesting yet again that Aristotle’s interpretation was not so far off as is sometimes
supposed. Even if not the “too abstract” empty space, Chaos represents an earnest attempt on
Hesiod’s part to posit an entity as an absolute ‘condition of possibility’ (to borrow a Kantian
phrase, Bedingung der Mdglichkeit) for all other things, including Tartaros. Such a condition is
not a cause: Earth does not come from Chaos. Nevertheless, it is entirely necessary: If Chaos did

not exist, then where could the sources and limits of the other entities be located?

Since Miller argues that Tartaros is the source of all things, we need to establish Tartaros’
relationship to Chaos and reaffirm their distinction from one another. The greatest difficulty
with interpreting Hesiod’s description of the underworld is understanding how all the things he
described relate to one another spatially.> The passage began with Tartaros (721) and continued
with the great Chasm. But is the chasm above or below Tartaros or are they side-by-side? Is one
within the other? There are few moments in the text of Hesiod’s underworld passage that would
lead to a clear understanding of how things are arranged. The repetition of &vba (6¢) (Th. 729,
734,736, 758, 767, 775, 807), each time introducing another thing under the Earth, does not
seem to follow any strict path, but, as Johnson puts it, “places us vaguely in the other world”
(1999, 16). Yet, there is a fairly clear ring-composition to the entire passage: It starts and ends

with Tartaros (720-35; 811-14), and nested within the mentions of Tartaros, two descriptions of

% See Strauss Clay Forthcoming, 399-403 on sorting out the difficult itinerary.
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the sources and boundaries are also repeated at either end of the passage (736-39; 807-10; cf.
Johnson 1999, 8). And in the passage quoted below—the next place where Chaos is
mentioned—the prison Tartaros lies beyond Chaos (Th. 814: népnv ydeoc), giving us a clue as to
their arrangement. Since in the following lines, Chaos is described as ‘gloomy,’ there is further
evidence that Chaos is not the space above the earth but is now here confined below her (811-

14).

&vBa 6¢ poppapeat te THAoL Kol YOAKEOS 0VOOG,

aotepPEG pilnot duvekéesoy apnpac,

avToPLNG: TPOGHeY 0¢ Bed®v Ektocbev amdvtwv

Tirfiveg vaiovot, mépnv xdeog Lopepoio.

And there are both marble gates and threshold of bronze,

joined fast to continuous roots,

naturally-grown; Past these, apart from all Gods,

the Titans dwell, beyond gloomy Chaos.

Based on the passages above, Chaos and Tartaros are distinct places, but the entire
cosmos grows from roots and springs located within Chaos. Since Tartaros, the prison, is
“beyond Chaos” and the underworld passage begins by traveling down into Tartaros, following
the path of the anvil (Th. 722), | would place Tartaros below Chaos, but also emanating from
Chaos, as the sources and boundaries of Tartaros are also located in Chaos. Furthermore, since
Chaos and Tartaros are both thought to be within and below Gaia, it is reasonable to locate

Chaos approximately at the center of the universe that has emerged in and around it—in the
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middle of Earth who stands half-way between Sky and Chaos. The itinerary of the entire
underworld journey thus begins at the very bottom, then moves up into the chasm in which all
the other features are located, and finally returns to the lower region, Tartaros, where the Titans

are imprisoned.*®
Section 2.C. The Progeny of Chaos.

Philippson’s pioneering study on genealogy in Hesiod’s Theogony made the important

suggestion that we can understand the figure of Chaos through its progeny (1936, 14):

Vor allem aber entfaltet sich das Wesen einer Gottheit in ihrer Nachkommenschaft. Je
hoher, d.h. je friiher die zeugenden und gebérenden goéttlichen Gestalten in dem System
der Genealogie stehen, desto grosser is die Fille der in ihnen beschlossenen Wesenheiten,
desto vieldeutiger ihre Konzeption. Und ebenso wie in einem logischen System der
Oberbegriff qualitativ unverandert und quantitativ unvermindert bleibt, auch nachdem
sich aus ihm eine Fille von Unterbegriffen entwickelt hat, ebenso behalten die elterlichen
Wesenheiten in dem genealogischen System des Hesiod ihre unverénderte Seins- und
Wesensfiille, auch nachdem ihre Einzelmodifikationen in Gestalt ihrer Kinder sich aus
ihnen geldst haben. Denn diese Kinder stellen in sich — und dies ist von grundsétzlicher
Bedeutung flr das Verstandnis der Genealogie auf dieser ersten Stufe des Weltmythos—
die Wesensentfaltung der elterlichen Gottheiten, eben ihre Einzelmodifikationen, dar. So
bleibt Chaos als Chaos unverandert bestehen, auch nachdem ihm Erebos und Nacht
entstanden sind. Und ebenso bestehen Erebos und Nacht weiter, nachdem sie, sich

vereinigend, Aither und Tag erzeugt haben.

% Strauss Clay (Forthcoming), 400-1.
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Philippson here suggests that the essence of Chaos can be understood through its immediate
descendants, Night and Darkness, and in turn also Aither and Day. The children are even
“modifications” of Chaos, which also suggests that none of the descendants can fully represent
the meaning of Chaos in themselves, but exist as particular instantiations of the total form,

Chaos, each one a partial glimpse of the full concept in its own way.

One aspect of Philippson’s analysis which remains obscure, however, is how the concept
of Chaos develops through its children, while also remaining the same. The appearance of the
great chasm in the underworld, for instance, shows that Chaos does in fact change over the
course of the poem. As I suggested above, following Mondi, as the orderly world—Gaia and her
progeny and the rest of the substantial gods—emerges around and within Chaos, it is
transformed into a delimited space, the Great Chasm in the underworld. For Chaos to remain the
same under this reading, we should slightly modify our early understanding of its meaning. That
is, the world of form—Gaia’s progeny, etc.—grows up within and is thus superimposed upon the
world of formlessness, which is prior to and necessary for this world. The outline of Chaos
changes, but the change may be in appearance alone, relative to the well-ordered and formed
world imposed in, around, and upon it. If this reading is correct, it can help support the notion

that Chaos is indeed an abstract, empty space.

Philippson’s analysis of Chaos’ progeny is limited in that it stops after treating Night and
Day, only to conclude that, judging from Chaos’ children—in contrast to Gaia and her

Children—Chaos lacks substance (1936, 15-16).® For us to continue with the rest of Chaos’

% Philippson does list the children of Night and Eris, but does not elaborate or explain how
these should in turn affect our understanding of Chaos (1936, 18-19). She does, however,
judge that these catalogues contain “no frosty allegory,” and with this I agree (ibid., 19)
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descendants, it will be helpful to turn to Weigelt’s analysis (2004). Using Philippson’s strategy,
Weigelt has contributed an important observation about Chaos: it should not be understood as
merely spatial, as the meaning ‘gap’ suggests,®’ but also as temporal (2004, 210). This is

confirmed immediately by the progeny of Chaos (Th. 123-25):
gk Xdeog &’ "Epefoc te péhava te NOE €yévovto-
Noktog 8 ovt’ Aiop te kol Huépn éégyévovio,
ob¢ téke kvoapévn Epéfet prhottt pyeica.
And from Chaos, both black Darkness and Night are born;
and of Night, in turn, Aither also and Day come to be,

whom she gave birth to, since she became pregnant after mingling in love with

Erebos.

Chaos gives birth to Darkness and Night, and Night and Erebos ‘mingling in love’ give birth to
Aither and Day—the first act of sexual procreation in the Theogony (not including the birth of
the Muses in the proem). These pairs of opposites both contain a spatial and a temporal
counterpart. According to Weigelt, Darkness and Aither can be understood spatially or even
materially, while Night and Day are obviously temporal. It is not, however, immediately
obvious why Erebos and Aither are spatial terms. To explain this, returning to Philippson is
helpful, for she uses parallels from Homer to show how Erebos and Aither connote opposite

directions. In the Hymn to Demeter, for instance, Zeus sends Hermes into the Darkness to bring

" On the other hand, if the ‘gap’ is the space between sky and earth, then chaos giving birth to
both night and day makes sense, as this is the space in which night and day are observed.
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Persephone back into the light (h. Dem. 335 f., cf. Philippson 1936, 15). Furthermore, Darkness
and Light also seem respectively to correspond to the directions down and up. In the Odyssey,
the souls of the dead come ‘out from under Darkness” (One€ Epéfevc) to meet Odysseus (Od.
11.36-37, cf. Philippson 1936, 14-15). Darkness and Light thus represent the lowest depth and

the highest height, and in this way connote spatial relationships.

The important similarity between the two pairs of opposites—Night/Day and
Darkness/Aither—reflect on Chaos as both a spatial and temporal entity. Many scholars have
observed how the very early birth of Night and Day reflects not only the birth of Time itself, but
also makes Time a necessary condition for the poem’s genealogical progress (e.g. Weigelt 2004,
223; Strauss Clay 2003, 16). If this is true, then Night and Day have a kind of priority that is
only genealogical insofar as it marks the relative time of their birth in the catalogue (after Chaos,
but before the children of Gaia and Ouranos and the rest of Night’s children), but Night and Day
also have a different sort of conditional priority. Like Eros, Night and Day are necessary for the
genealogical narrative’s progress, but, unlike Eros, they are strictly speaking not causes. We can
add Chaos to Night, Day, and Eros as figures in Hesiod’s cosmogony who do not overlap
genealogically with Gaia’s progeny but still play a role in their development. One could even
argue that Gaia’s progeny could not exist without Night and Day. To show this, I compare the
birth narrative of Aphrodite, which occurs soon after the birth of Night and Day, when Hesiod
interrupts the line of Chaos to tell the story of Ouranos’ castration.”® The first expressions for
duration occur when Gaia receives the blood from Ouranos’ severed genitals to mark gestation
after a moment of conception: nepithopévov Eviavtadv (Th. 184). Then, the Erinyes and Giants

are born. A few lines later, after the genitals fall into the sea, another time expression occurs:

%8 Cf. Also when Ouranos “brings on Night” and surrounds Gaia desiring sex in line 176-77.
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wovAvv ypovov (Th. 190). The time expression illustrates the process of gestation, as Aphrodite
congeals—her embryo is articulated—from the foam/semen of Ouranos’ genitals and the Sea
(Th. 190-3).° No other time expressions occur earlier in the Theogony, with the exception of the
birth-narrative of the Muses, in particular lines 58-59: aAL' &te 61 p' Eviavtog Env, mepi &'
gTpamov Opot | unvév edvovtov, tepi §' fuate tOAL' tedécdn. For a poem that proceeds
genealogically, for the most part, Time is almost as crucial as Eros, as these passages
demonstrate. The more we analyze Chaos, the more it and its progeny begins to appear as a

necessary and fundamental condition for the cosmos.

The progeny of Chaos seems to exemplify the vanity of human thoughts and endeavors,
to which the closely related adjective yadvog customarily refers.®’ The catalogue of Chaos’
progeny, therefore, reflect not simply upon Chaos’ physical qualities, but also upon its

conceptual dimension as an imagined beginning (Th. 212-32):
NUE 6’ &teke atuyepov 1€ Mopov kai Kijpa péravoy
Kol ®dvartov, téke 0’ “Ymvov, &tikte 6& pdlov Oveipov.
devtepov ad Mdpov koi 010y dhywvosocay  (214)
o¥ vt kounOeioa Oedv téke NUOE Epefevvn, (213)
‘Eonepidag 0°, oic ufjdo mépnv kKAvtod Qkeavoio (215)

YPOGEN KOAD LEAOVOL PEPOVTA TE OEVOPEN KOPTOV:

%9 A fuller treatment of this episode, and its importance for later Presocratic cosmology and
embryology, will be the subject of the next chapter.
% For which, see my discussion of Chaos’ etymology above.
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kai Moipog kai Kijpag €ysivato viileomoivoug,
[KhobB® te Adyeotv te kal Atponov, ai te Bpotoioct
yewopévorot Sidodotv Exetv dyadov te koxdv e, %
ail T’ avopav te Oedv te TapaPacioc pénovoty, (220)
000¢ Tote Ayovot Beai devoio yoA0L0,
TPV ¥’ Ao T@ dOMOL KoKV Omv, 66TIG AUdpT.
tikte 6¢ kol Népeow nfjpa Bvnroioct Bpotoict
NOE 6Aon: peta v 6’ Amdtny téke Kol DhdtnTa
I'Mpdg T° ovAdpevov, kol "Epwv téke kaptepodOupov. (225)
avtap "Epig otuyepn) téke pev Ilovov dryvoevta
ANONV 18 Auodv 1€ Kol Adyea daKpLOEVTOL
Youivag te Mayog te Dovovg T’ Avopoktaciog Te
Neiked e Pe0ded e Adyovs T Apeidroyiog te
Avcvopinv T Aty 1€, cuvifeag AAANAnoy, (230)
‘Opxodv 0°, 6¢ dn TAelotov éntyboviovg avOpdmovg

muaivet, 6te kKév TG Ekv Emiopkov dpocon:

61 West brackets these lines, as they are repeated at 74. 905-6. I suppose the reason their
names should only appear later is because the names belong only to the Moirai, and not the
Keres, who do not reappear at Th. 904..
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And Night gave birth to hateful Doom and black Ruin

and Death, and she bore Sleep and she bore the tribe of

Dreams.

Next in turn Blame and painful Woe

Dark Night bore, lying with not one of the gods,

and the Hesperides, whose concern are the beautiful golden

apples beyond famous ocean, and their fruit-bearing trees

and she bore the Fates and ruthlessly punishing Keres,

[Clotho, Lachesis, and Atropos, who give to Mortals

as they are born both god and evil to have,]

and who pursue the transgressions of both men and gods,

nor ever do the goddesses cease their terrible anger

until they pay back a wretched vengeance upon who ever has erred.

And destructive Night also bore Nemesis as a bane

to mortal men; and afterwards she bore Deceit and Desire,

and destructive Old Age, and she bore stout-hearted Eris.

But hateful Eris bore painful Toil
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and Oblivion and Famine and tearful Pains
and Fights and Battles and Murders and Manslaughters
and Quarrels and Lies and Words and Disputes
and Lawlessness and Moral-Blindness, dwelling with one

another,
and Oath, who causes the greatest Calamity for earth-

dwelling humans,
when anyone willingly swears a false oath.

That this catalogue is comprised of mostly negative forces is self-evident.®? In addition, Weigelt
observes the important distinction between the children of Night and the children of Eris. As he
puts it, the Children of Night exemplify the negativity of Nature, while the children of Eris
represent the negativity of Culture (2004, 215). To elaborate, the Children of Night are
manifestations of Fate, including Death: the Keresand the Fates themselves. The children of
Eris, on the other hand, represent societal quarrels, wars, and disagreements. The latter group are
more “cultural,” so to speak, since they represent language, social customs, and institutions.
Night’s progeny characterizes the ‘negativity’ that characterizes human life, but is it not also a
reflection of the limitations of human nature? The last place Hesiod reminded us of such

limitations was through the ambiguous quality of the Muses’ revelation to him. Ambiguity,

%2 The apparent exception is Philotes, but consider her counter-part, Deception, and compare
the passage describing Aphrodite’s birth, where she obtains Deceptions as her lot (7. 205, cf.
Weigelt 2004, 215). Although Oath’s good side is described in the Works and Days, the
Theogony specifically states it is a mijpa for mortals who swear falsely, without reporting its
good side.
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therefore, also colors Night’s catalogue: we must remember that in the Works and Days there are
two Erides, one of which is good, showing the duplicitous nature of the human perspective in
contrast to the divine (cf. Strauss Clay 2003, 6-8). If the Theogony represents the divine
perspective, labeling all these human concepts as unequivocally bad,® it is telling that in the
Works and Days, one of Night’s children—or perhaps a different ‘birth’ of Strife altogether—is

redeemed in the eyes of humans as ‘a good kind of strife” (WD 24).

I would therefore replace Weigelt’s argument for “negativity” with an argument for the
“ambiguity” inherent in Chaos’ descendants, but what does it mean to call the figures in Night’s
catalogue “ambiguous™? Although many are unequivocally bad, many are also causes of the
uncertainty that defines the human condition. Not only do gods like Old Age and the Fates
illustrate the limitations of mortals, but quarrels, disputes and oaths suggest the ways in which
people divide themselves into two groups (or more), leading us naturally to raise the question:
“who is right?” The multiple scenes of humans judging cases in Hesiod, sometimes rightly (Th.
84-87), other times wrongly (WD 37-41), corroborate this view. | will discuss the roles of Oath
and Justice in the Works and Days in greater detail below, but first let me give a summary of my
view. Since a human must interpret these oaths and judgments as either true or false, straight or
crooked, it is reasonable to call them ambiguous. To the divine figures of Oath and Justice,
however, the effects of false oaths and crooked judgments are immediate. It is evident to both
these gods whether an oath is false or true; they are not plagued by the same ambiguity humans

are.

63 Excluding, perhaps, the Hesperides and Philotes.
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If I can modify Weigelt’s view to accommodate the ambiguity that attends Night’s
progeny, especially Oath, then his view could harmonize with Strauss Clay’s interpretation of
Hesiod’s two major poems as a diptych: the Theogony divulges the divine perspective, while
Works and Days gives a more human point of view (2003, 6). Weigelt’s study of Oath is, for the
most part, compatible with Strauss Clay’s diptych model, but his focus on ‘negativity’ rather
than ‘ambiguity’ misses some important, however subtle, details of Hesiod’s account.’* The
most important of Weigelt’s insights, however, is that Oath deserves our focused attention, since
this last child of Eris, and final descendent of Chaos, reappears throughout Hesiod’s two major
poems. Weigelt writes (2004, 229): “Unlike Hesiod’s Erga, which gives an account of the
human dimension of oath-taking, Hesiod’s Theogony expresses the divine dimension of Oath.
Deified Oath seems to represent a link between the lineage of Chaos and the lineage of Gaia.”®

Through its descendant, Oath, among others, Chaos continues to exert its influence on the

cosmos, justifying its priority.

The other appearances of Oath in Hesiod’s Theogony and Works and Days attest to the
ambiguous nature of human oath which agrees with Hesiod’s other comments on the ambiguous
nature of human life, as found in passages about the Muses, Pandora, and Hecate according to

Strauss Clay’s reading. This, in turn, helps us understand why Oath is the ultimate child of

64 Weigelt 2004 primarily argues that Oath from the catalogue of Night and the “great oath of
the gods” Styx represent two different types of oath. The former is an assertory, judicial oath,
while the latter is a promissory, political oath. This aspect of his argument is beyond the
scope of my discussion. Furthermore, the problem with Weigelt’s view is that both gods and
men appeal to oaths for the same reasons: when quarrel, strife or lies arise (compare 7h. 226-
32 with Th. 782-806). As such, it seems a case can still be made for identifying the two oaths
as the same type.

85 Cf. Strauss Clay 2003, 144, on Hesiod’s “doubling” or “splitting” of concepts into two.
Like Eris, Oath, Hope, Nemesis, Aidos, and the Fates are all treated twice, with important
differences between each separate treatment.
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Chaos. We must remember that Chaos is not only ambiguous in both form and meaning, but also
the Muses’ answer to the question, “Which god was first?” According to their famous address to
Hesiod, discussed above, it is ambiguous whether the Muses are telling the truth, and so we
humans are not meant to be certain about the very beginnings of the cosmos. Oath is also
ambiguous, since it is both good and bad and at times it is uncertain whether an oath will be
fulfilled. Oath, therefore, mirrors the ambiguity of truths divinely-revealed to humans, and both
concepts—Oath and “Truth”—should help characterize Chaos itself. Chaos’ character is itself a
reflection of the epistemological nature of Hesiod’s inquiry into absolute beginnings. In the end,

this should help us determine why Hesiod makes Chaos the first to be born in the Theogony.

Aside from Oath’s initial appearance in the catalogue of Night, there are two other places
in the Theogony that deserve mention, where Zeus inaugurates Styx as the “great oath of the
gods” (Th. 397-403) and where the occasion, procedure, and results of the oath-swearing by Styx
are described, in addition to her position in the underworld (Th. 775-810). For the sake of
brevity, | will not go through these in detail, but instead share just a few important observations
which I borrow from Weigelt’s account. First, Styx, a descendent of Gaia, performs the duties of
Horkos, a descendent of Chaos—so what is the difference between the two Oaths? Explicitly,
Styx is the oath of the gods (Th. 400: 6s@v), while Horkos is for mortals. But Styx’s role as
Horkos forges a link between the lines of Gaia and Chaos, and reminds us that not all forces at
work in the Theogony are directly attributable to genealogical ties. In other words, Styx also
helps answer why Chaos is first relative to Gaia, an observation reinforced by her location in the
Chasm of the underworld, near the sources and limits of the other primordial elements (Th. 805-

10, cf. Weigelt 2004, 222-223).
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Oath also appears in many places in the Works and Days. For instance, Hesiod describes
the Iron Age as a time without shame when there shall be no charis for the man who swears a
true oath, and a bad man shall harm the better man, even swearing a false oath.%® Since judges
and kings are susceptible to bribes (sc. dwpoedyor, WD 39, 221, 264), men can swear falsely and
still receive a favorable judgment (cf. Weigelt 2004, 219; WD 190-96). Later, Hesiod, comparing
the path of Hubris to the path of Diké, shows how falsely swearing does harm to Justice (WD

216-221, cf. Weigelt 2004, 20):
000¢ &' £TépN L TOpEADETY
kpeioowv €¢ Ta dikara dikn o' viep HPprog Toyet
€6 1éhog €EeABoboa Tabmv o€ e vmog Eyvo.
avtika yap tpéxet ‘Opkog dipo okoAtfjot diknotv:
i 88 Alknc p6Bog Elkopévne | K Bvdpec Bymot
dwpoPdyotl, oKoAfi ¢ dikmg Kpivwot BEpicTac:
...But the path on the other side is better
for approaching just things; and Diké overcomes violence

accomplished in the end; and even a fool learns this by experience.

% WD 190-94:

000¢ TIC gDOPKOV XAp1G Eccetar 00O dikaiov  (190)
000’ dyaBoD, HaAAoV O¢ Kak@®V PpekTiipa Kol Dpv
avépa Tuncovot: dikn 68’ v yepoi- Kol aidmg

ovK &otat, PAdyel & O kakOg TOV dpeiova pdTO
no0o1o1 okoMoig Evénmv, ml 8’ dpkov OpETTaL.
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For at once Oath runs a race together with crooked judgments;
and there is a clamor as Justice is dragged wherever gift-eating
men would lead her, and they decide verdicts with crooked judgements.

Lines 274-85 are also especially important, since they divulge the ambiguity of Oath—
as either harmful or beneficial—while also maintaining Oath’s important connection to Aikn,

whom Zeus gave to humans:

Q ITépon, ob 8¢ tadto petd epeci PaAieo ofiot
Kot vu 0lkng €ndikove, Bing & éminbeo maumav.
T6vde Yap avBpamoist vopov diétate Kpoviov,
{0001 pev kai Onpot kol olwvoig meTeNVoig
g€abetv aAANLovg, €mel 00 dikn €oTi pet’ avtoic:
avBpomolst &’ EdmKe diknv, §j TOALOV dpiotn
yivetar &l yap tig k¥ €06AN T dlkan” dyopedoan
YWOGK®V, T HéEV T OAPov d1dol evpvomta Zevg:
0¢ 0¢ ke popTupinoy Ekmv EMiopkov OLOGGOG
yevoetat, &v 08 diknv PAAyag viikesTov daco),
ToD 0 T AuavpoTEPT Yeven petdmiode Aédemtal:

Avopoc &’ 0OpKOL Yeven petdmiobey dpsivov.
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O Perses, you cast this into your mind,

and now heed justice, and forget violence entirely.

For the son of Cronus ordained this custom for humans,

On the one hand, to eat one another belongs to fish and beasts

and winged birds, since there is no justice among them,

but to humans he gave justice, which is by far

the best; for if anyone wishes to pronounce just things

knowing them, truly far-seeing Zeus would give him happiness,

but he who lies upon willingly swearing a false-oath

in his testimony, and upon injuring justice harms her irreparably,

his family is left more obscure in the future;

but the family of truthfully-swearing man is left better in the future.

Justice is a concept singled-out as relevant to humans, just as Oath was in the Theogony. The
relationship between the two is not surprising, but there are also significant differences.
According to the myth in the Works and Days, a falsely sworn oath or a crooked judgment
injures Justice (diknv PAdyag). Oath’s role, however, is different from Justice: it is not harmed
by falsely sworn oaths in the same way Justice is harmed by crooked judgments. Instead, Oath
harms humans who swear falsely. Oath’s pursuit of perjurers recalls Oath’s own ancestors, the
keres who pursue and punish men (Th. 217). Perhaps Hesiod’s audience is meant to remember

Oath’s lineage, descending from Night and in turn from Chaos. At the end of the Works and



Zehner - 77

Days, while reminding us of Oath’s lineage from Eris, Hesiod also makes the connection to the
Erinyes, whom, | believe, traditionally belonged to the catalogue of Night before Hesiod

composed his poems (WD 802-3):
[Téuntag & éEaréacOat, émel yohemal e kal aivai:
&v méumtn yap eacty 'Eptvoag dpeimoievey
‘Opxkov yewvouevov, Tov "Epic téke aijp’ €mdproic.
Avoid fifth days, since they are harsh and dreadful;
for in the fifth day they say that the Erinyes tended to
Oath as he was born, whom Eris gave birth to as a bane to perjurers.

It seems that Oath’s appearances throughout the Works and Days refer Hesiod’s audience back to
his earlier Theogony, explicitly reminding us of his lineage. Are we meant also to remember the
more fundamental ancestor Chaos? Is Chaos’ priority in the Theogony implicated in the on-going
importance of Oath in the Works and Days? | think it is since oaths, judgments, and chaos itself
all show some resemblance to the programmatic statements made by the Theogony’s Muses,
establishing the importance of the theme of ambiguity maintained throughout both of Hesiod’s

poems.

Regarding the theme of ambiguity, two other passages deserve mention. First is the
ambiguity of Hope in the jar of Pandora (WD 90-99). Interpreting Hope remaining in Pandora’s
jar of evils is notoriously difficult, since Hope seems also to be a good to contrast with the evils
that were spread about (cf. Strauss Clay 2003, 103; West 1978 ad 96). There is no need to tease

out the interpretive difficulties here. 1 just wish to point out the well-known ambiguity attached
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to this passage, and how it surely is meant to describe the character of human life. Also, Hesiod
uses Hecate to illustrate the ambiguity of the human condition. Strauss Clay has defended the
idea that Hesiod saw an etymological connection between Hecate’s name and the adverb &knrtt,
“by whose will.” (2003, 134-38; 135n24). Strauss Clay directs us to the following passage (Th.

440-43, trans. Strauss Clay 2003, 134):
Kol TOig, 01 YAAUKTV dvuomépperov Epyalovrat,
gbyovtal 6’ ‘Exdtn kai Epikting Evvootyaim,
pNdiog dypnv Kudpn Be0¢ droce mOAAV,
pela 8’ apeiheto pavouévny, £0éhovad ye Buud.
And for those who work the stormy sea,
and who pray to Hecate and to the Earthshaker,
Easily the splendid goddess grants a big catch,
and easily she takes it away, once it has appeared—if indeed she so wills it.

Throughout the Hymn to Hecate, many references are made to the goddess’ will (Th. 429,430,
432, 439, 443, 446). Like Dike, she also has special relevance for humans, and less concern with
gods (Th. 416, 432, 435). As a goddess that mediates our prayers to the divine realm, Hecate
resembles the Muses. Like the Muses, it depends on her will whether we humans receive a true
response. Thus, Hesiod repeatedly brings out the ambiguity of the human condition, and we

should keep this in mind when characterizing the apparent “negativity” of Chaos’ descendants.

Section 2.D: Conclusion: Why is Chaos first?
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The particle combination at the beginning of line 116—jtot uév npdtiota Xdog yéver’—assures
us that the speaker thinks what they say is true. And yet, the Muses have just warned that what
they reveal is at best only potentially true and perhaps a mirage. To complicate matters further,
Chaos is spatial, but not merely spatial, temporal, but not merely temporal, and conceptually
ambiguous. Chaos even gives birth to the gods who constitute the ambiguity characterizing
human life in general. Finally, Chaos’ ultimate descendant Oath is representative of these same
qualities. Most importantly, however, Chaos may faithfully describe what really did happen first!

The firstness of Chaos therefore survives as a cosmological theory in posterity.

IV.  Section 3: Archai and Epistemology.
| want to conclude now by demonstrating two things: first, three features of Hesiod’s
Theogony are a) Criticism of Predecessors, b) Raising “second-order” questions about its own
contents (i.e. how do we know it is true?), and c) universal scope. Although these three features
are not exclusive to philosophy, they nevertheless connect Hesiod to later philosophical writers
in important ways. For instance, these features reappear in Xenophanes, Heraclitus, and the

Milesians.

For the first feature, criticism of predecessors emerges from Hesiod’s proem: our reading
of the proem as a priamel showed how Hesiod integrated traditional material in order to
subordinate earlier traditions to his new view, e.g. demoting Night from her primacy by making
her a child of Chaos. Other early philosophers, most notably Xenophanes and Heraclitus, also
criticized their predecessors, including Hesiod. The second feature, raising “second-order”
questions, is evident from the proem and its close connection to line 116, where Chaos is first
mentioned: the muses themselves raise questions about the limitations of human knowledge,

causing us to question even Hesiod’s own song. Comparison with Xenophanes shows that he
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also raised such questions and encouraged skepticism about whether humans could know
anything about the divine world. Furthermore, allusions to Hesiod shape Xenophanes’ own
epistemological stance. Finally, the third feature, universal scope, was shown by the absolute
priority of Chaos, as well as the enduring relevance of Chaos for Hesiod’s cosmos, even
continuing through the Works and Days. The ‘firstness’ of Chaos, therefore, matches the archai
of later Milesian phusiologoi, such as Anaximander’s “apeiron” (Vlastos 1955, 74). 1 shall,
however, conclude with an important difference between Anaximander’s apeiron and Hesiod’s
Chaos that may suggest that Chaos is perhaps more sophisticated than the later, materialist

archai of the Presocratics.

3.A: Criticism of Predecessors in Hesiod & Early Greek Philosophers

As argued above, the proem to Hesiod’s Theogony criticized previous theogonies so that
Hesiod could present his own view as surpassing those of his predecessors. In the last chapter,
we saw how scholars viewed Hecataeus’ criticism of his predecessors as evidence for the
author’s “rationalism” (e.g. Bertelli 2001, 94). Now I wish to show briefly how early Greek

philosophers criticized their predecessors, and to what extent can we say Hesiod is similar in this

regard.

We often take for granted that arguments are an essential feature of philosophical writing.
We assume that polemical arguments, against views held by others, are frequent in philosophy.
Above | suggested that even Hesiod criticized traditional views, which may have represented the
views of some predecessors (like Homer, perhaps). We have also seen the ‘egotism’ evident in
the proems of Hecataeus and Alcmaeon can be interpreted as a rationalistic endeavor to criticize
anonymous, traditional points of view (cf. Sassi 2018, 70-73). Now I raise the question: how do

these egotistic, eristic polemics relate to the development of philosophy?
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To begin with, the love of competition, general and wide-spread among the Greeks,
provides fertile ground for philosophical discourse. In his Encomium of Helen, Gorgias includes
philosophy as one of the three types of persuasion, even calling them ‘contests’ or ‘trials’: “And
third are the contests of philosophical speeches, in which swiftness of thought is demonstrated so
as to make belief in an opinion subject to change” (tpitov 8¢ Phocdpmv Adymv auiihac, dv aic
delkvutan Kol yvoung téyog wg svpetdfolov motodv v tiig 06EnG miotwy, fr. 11.13 D-K). And
yet, for all the first three Greek philosophers, Thales, Anaximander, Anaximenes, our
understanding of their arguments is limited by their fragmentary state. As a result, many of their
views come across as dogmatically expressed. We do get subtle arguments from analogy, such
as this fragment of Anaximenes (fr. 2 D-K): “Just as our soul, since it is air, keeps us together,
also air and wind surround the whole cosmos.” What is lacking, however, is any explicit
mention of predecessors in any of the Milesian fragments. This, of course, does not mean that
we should not expect to find such criticism if more of Anaximenes’ writing was extant, but as it

stands, we cannot confidently say one way or the other.

It is, however, safe to say that the views of the Milesians are exclusive of one another and
have similar goals: Like Anaximander, Anaximenes posits an arche, but his arche, air, disagrees
with his predecessor’s apeiron.®’ It is not outside the realm of possibility that more subtle forms
of argumentation were at work throughout this project. Moreover, it was of greater importance

to state one’s own original view than to refute the views of another. Nevertheless, we do find

%71 use the Aristotelian term arche merely for the sake of convenience, but suspend judgment
as to whether any of the Milesians used this term. See Cherniss 1935 for the classic account
of Aristotle’s biases in his treatment of Presocratic philosophers.
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some Greek philosophers who mention predecessors by name and argue against them. The

earliest fragments are found in what survives of Xenophanes and Heraclitus.

For an early philosopher, Heraclitus stands out for the remarkable number of
predecessors he singles-out for criticism. He names Homer (frr. 42, 56, 105), Hesiod (frr. 40, 57,
106), Archilochus (fr. 42), Xenophanes (fr. 40), Hecataeus (fr. 40), and Pythagoras (frr. 40, 81,
129; cf. Moore 2019, 325). Four of these figures are mentioned in the course of one short
fragment (fr. 40 D-K): “Polymathié does not teach understanding, for it would have taught
Hesiod, Pythagoras, Xenophanes, and Hecataeus” (moAvpadin voov €xewv o dddokel ‘Holodov
yap av &8idace kai ITvBoaydpnv odtic e Zevopdved te kai ‘Exataiov). This fragment is normally
taken to mean that Heraclitus accuses his predecessors of failing to see the one unified logos in
their pursuit of many distinct “pieces” of knowledge that lack unity.®® Setting aside the other
names, we can understand why Heraclitus might accuse Hesiod of polymathia, since Hesiod is a
poet who revels in catalogues, and it is often a challenge even for modern scholars to find unity
in his poems. Yet, it is not my purpose here to explicate the meaning of Heraclitus, but merely to
point out the fact that he, an unabashed philosopher in his own right—even if we have reason to

believe he would reject the term for himself®®—frequently criticized his predecessors.

To take another example of an early philosopher who criticized predecessors—and one
more relevant to our purpose in this chapter—Xenophanes is a well-known critic of Homer and

Hesiod’s anthropomorphic depictions of the gods (e.g. fr. 11 D-K):

névta Oeoic’ avébnkay Ounpog 0’ ‘Hoiododg te,
6cca ap’ avOpmmoloty dveidea Kol yoyog EoTiv,
KAEMTEWY potyevEY TE Kol BAANAOVG ATOTEVELY.

% See Marcovich 2000, 65.
% The earliest use of the term philosophos occurs in Heraclitus (fr. 40), and may have been a
derogatory coinage (see Moore 2019, ch.2).
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Homer and Hesiod attributed all things to the gods,
As many things among humans that are reproachful and flawed,
to steal, to commit adultery, and to deceive one another.

Xenophanes is here taking issue with how the poets Homer and Hesiod depict the gods’

behavior. In other fragments, he raises the more general issue of the anthropomorphic
appearance of epic gods, even taking issue with the notion that gods are born (fr. 14 D-K: ot
Bpotoi dokéovaot yevvachat Beotg). This seemingly undermines the entire Hesiodic project: if
gods are not born, then how can we write a genealogy of the gods? Yet, in his meteorological
fragments, Xenophanes maintains the genealogical metaphor: he also calls the sea the yevétwp of
clouds, winds and rivers (fr. 30 D-K) and says that all things are born of earth and water (frr. 29;
33 D-K). Xenophanes’ views, therefore, continue in a Hesiodic vein despite his critique of his

predecessors.

Hesiod himself differs from both Heraclitus and Xenophanes in that he does not
explicitly mention any predecessor by name. Yet, as argued above, antecedent views are implied
by his proem, catalogues that would make Night the first god as well as theogonies which would
make Aphrodite daughter of Dione. Furthermore, both Heraclitus and Xenophanes are
criticizing Hesiod and Homer at a time when their names are synonymous with Greek tradition
(Xenophanes, fr. 10 D-K: “Since, from the beginning, all have learned according to Homer...”
[€€ apyTic ko’ “Ounpov énei pepabnkaoct wavtec]; cf. Sassi 2018, 94-59). If this view is correct,
then Hesiod resembles Xenophanes and Heraclitus in his own criticism of tradition, but differs
from the Milesian phusiologoi in that he implicates his predecessors more. In some ways,

Hesiod is more argumentative than some other early philosophers.

3.B: “Second-Order” Questions in Hesiod and Xenophanes
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Also absent from the Milesian fragments are any “second-order” statements telling us
how they could know the theories they propagate. Xenophanes, on the other hand, does qualify
his views with an allusion to Hesiod’s Muses (fr. 35 D-K): “let these things be presumed as like
realities” (tadta 6ed0EAcB® pev £okdta T0ig tdpotst). Xenophanes here alludes to the very
phrase which describes the Muses’ falsehoods (cf. Th. 27: étopotow opoia).”® Like Hesiod,

Xenophanes seems to think that conjecture is the best we humans can obtain (fr. 34 D-K):

Kl 1O P&V 00V Gageg obTic viyp 18ev 0084 T1¢ EoTan

elog appl Bedv te kol doca Aéyw mepl TAvVIOV:

el yap kol 0 PAAIoTO TOYOL TETEAEGUEVOV EITAV,

o0TOG BmC 0VK 018e- S6K0C &’ &ml TAGL TETVKTAL.
And so truly not one man has seen clearly nor shall anyone know both about the
gods and as many things as | say about everything. For even if he especially

should happen to speak perfectly, nevertheless he would not know, but opinion is
allotted to all.

We should especially take note that Xenophanes labels his own (Aéy®) account unverifiable, and
this 1s also the import of the Muses’ address to Hesiod. Furthermore, Xenophanes identifies his
views as doxa, even describing doxa with the Hesiodic phrase éowdta toig étdvpoiot (cf. Th. 27),
and marks these doxa as distinctly human. Thus, Xenophanes is a link between Hesiod and
Parmenides, explaining Parmenides’ division of his poem into divine truth and mortal doxa, a
division which fairly claims Hesiodic ancestry. Nevertheless, the evident skepticism does not
prevent striving towards the truth, for this befits the human condition. In yet another allusion to

Hesiod, Xenophanes bolsters his speculative project with a glimpse of optimism (fr. 18 D-K):

ovtol &’ dpyng mavta Beol Bvntoic’ vrédeEay,
AL Y pOVDL {NTODVTEG EQPEVPIGKOVGLY GUEIVOV.

Not from the beginning did Gods show all things to mortals,
but seeking in time they discover better.

0 Heitsch 1966, 232-33; cf. Lesher 1992, 172.
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Xenophanes’ allusions to and criticisms of Hesiod confirm that he viewed his inquiries as a
sequel to the earlier poet. Both Xenophanes and Hesiod raise important epistemological
questions concerning their own projects. In this way, Hesiod outstrips the Milesians, since, as

far as we can tell, it remains possible that they never raised the epistemological question.
3.C: Priority in Hesiod and the Milesian Phusiologoi

The one thing Hesiod does have in common with the Milesians is his attempt to explain

% ¢

‘all things,” his ‘comprehensiveness.” As Laks puts it, early Greek ‘inquiry into nature’ “adopts
a genetic perspective” explaining “the existing condition of things by tracing the history of its
development from the origins” (Laks 2018, 4). The so-called ‘Material Monists’ from Miletus,
Thales, Anaximander, and Anaximenes are all said to have posited one thing as an "Apyn,
“beginning,” after which all other things came into being. A fragment of Anaximander from

Simplicius’ Commentary on Aristotle’s Physics illustrates this (D 6 Laks-Most = Simplicius in

Phys. 24.13-21):

Tov 6¢ v kai kivovuevov Kai drelpov Aeyoviov Avosipavopog pev Ipa&iadov
Muotog ®alod yevOpEVOS 01600%0¢ Kal LobnTig dpynVv T€ Kol ototyeiov gipnke
TOV dVTOV T0 Amelpov, TPAOTOG TOVTO TovVOop Kopisog Thg apyig. AEyel &’ avtv
A er A o ~ 4 s ’ s 9 ¢ 7 \ 7

unte HVOWP UNTE GAAO TL TOV KOAOVUEVOV EIVOL GTOYEI®VY, AAL ETEPaV TIVOL VGV
dmepov, €€ g dmavrog yivesOat Todg 0VPAVODGS Kai ToG &V aNToic KOGHOVG: £
oV 8¢ 1| yéveoic €6t T0ig 0061, Koi TV @Oopav gig TadTo yivesOat katd TO YPEDV.
ddovat yap avta dikny kol tiotv GAAMA0LS THG Adtkiag Kot TV ToD ¥povov TaELy,

TOMTIKOTEPOLG OVTMG OVOUACLY ODTA AEYWV.
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Of those claiming that [the arche] was one, in motion and boundless,
Anaximander, son of Praxiades, a Milesian, successor and student of Thales, said
that the arche and element of existing things was apeiron, the first one having
employed this term “arche.” And he says that it was neither water nor any of the
other so-called elements, but some other boundless phusis, from which all the
heavens are born and the other kosmoi in them; and out of these existing things
have their birth, and into these they have their destruction, according to necessity.
For they pay the penalty and retribution to one another for their injustice
according to the arrangement of time, saying these things thus in very poetic

terms.

We might doubt Simplicius testimony about whether Anaximander was first to use the term
arché in this way, namely as a ‘principle.” We might even doubt whether he used it this way at
all. Hesiod, of course, did not use the word. Instead, in Hesiod’s proem to the Theogony we are
told what god was born “first,” or what happened “in the beginning.” Hesiod does not say that
the arché was Chaos, but that Chaos was born first. Nevertheless, it is still reasonable to see
Hesiod as influential on the inquiry of Anaximander, since Hesiod was the first Greek to frame
the question: which thing came first? And his repeated use of phrases like ‘in the beginning’

surely encouraged the evolution of the term arché from “beginning” to “principle.”

Yet, there remains an important difference between Hesiod’s Chaos and the “material
principles” of the Milesians. As I have argued above, Chaos is, for the most part, not a cause in
Hesiod’s Theogony. Rather, it plays the role of a necessary and universal condition for all
things. For it to be a cause of all that came after it, it would have given birth to or otherwise be

construed as having specific effects on the narrative. Eros, by contrast, is a cause for all
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subsequent sexual procreation. Chaos does not have this relationship to the rest of the Theogony.
Yet, as a necessary condition of possibility for the rest of the poem to occur, and as the absolute
first thing, Chaos—for all its ambiguity—might even resemble a more philosophically
sophisticated concept than Milesian “material principles.” Like Plato’s Form of the Good, Chaos
surpasses the other gods in age (npeofeiq), and like Aristotle’s Substance, it is prior to all things
in time (ypovw). It is up to us to interpret what other types of priority to assign to Chaos, but |
hope especially to have shown that Hesiod’s initial cosmogony, as short as it is, contains enough
of philosophical interest to be considered the beginning of philosophy in Greece. We can at the
very least be in a better position to understand the anecdote in Diogenes, telling the story of how
Epicurus was “converted” to philosophy (D.L. 10.2.6-10): Apollodorus the Epicurean says in the
first book about Epicurus’ life that he came to philosophy chastising his school-teachers since
they were not able to interpret for him things about Chaos in Hesiod (AnoALddwpog 8™ 6
"Entucovpetog €v 1@ mpote mepi tod 'Entkodpov Piov pnoiv LBV avtov Emi priocopiov
KATayvovTa TAV YPOULOTIOTAV, ETEWON U duvioncav Epunvedoat avtd T tepi Tod map’
‘Ho168® ydovg). This anecdote shows, if anything, that Hesiod’s Theogony is protreptic towards
philosophy. So, perhaps it is time that we viewed the things Hesiod says about Chaos as

philosophy.
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Ch.3: Genealogical Motifs in Parmenides

l. Introduction

Chapters one and two discuss two rather different types of genealogy, human and divine
respectively. Despite their difference, both types are expressions of debates about the past. The
form of genealogy apparently provided a means to speculate and argue about the past, since we
cannot observe it first-hand. Since the beginnings of the cosmos, like the gods or one’s own
ancestors, are also unobservable, genealogy provided a model for cosmology as well. There are,
however, problems with genealogy. For instance, genealogy seems to imply the possibility of

emergence, or creation ex nihilo, since something that is born formerly did not exist.

Parmenides’ poem, On Nature, is, perhaps, most known for its stance against emergence,
but, of the poem’s three parts—proem, The Way of Truth, and Beliefs of Mortals, or Doxa—the
arguments against emergence are confined only to the second, as far as we know. For instance,
in fr. 8, the longest and most important fragment of The Way of Truth, Parmenides claims that,
for something to exist, it must have existed forever, it could not have been born, nor can it perish,

nor can it change in any way.

In this chapter, | am not so much concerned with Parmenides’ stance against emergence
as | am in the way Parmenides implicates genealogy in those arguments. Furthermore, | argue
that many genealogical motifs appear in the other two parts of the poem, i.e. the proem and The

Beliefs of Mortals.

| begin with the Beliefs of Mortals, since the cosmogonic scheme described in fr. 12
describes male and female principles that come together to produce the world, arguably the most

genealogical portion of the poem. As for the other two sections of the poem—the proem and the
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Way of Truth—the connection to genealogy is less obvious. In the second section of this chapter,
I show all the ways in which the proem suggests genealogical concerns. In the third section |
discuss the Way of Truth which I interpret as an explicitly anti-genealogical centerpiece to

Parmenides’ poem.
. The theme of genealogy in Parmenides’ poem

There has not yet been a direct and sustained treatment of the theme of genealogy in
Parmenides, but many scholars have touched upon the issue in brief, especially when discussing
Hesiod’s influence on Parmenides.”* A good starting point is the view expressed by Daniel

Graham (2006, 156, my emphasis):

The fact that Parmenides finishes his poem with a cosmology shows what his
immediate concerns are: a confrontation with the philosophical tradition that
produces cosmologies, i.e., the lonian tradition. The echoes of Hesiod found in
the proem indicate that the most philosophical of mythological poets is also on his
mind. It may be that Parmenides sees the lonian tradition as a continuation of
mythological thinking: Hesiod’s theogony [sic] is the model for Tonian
cosmology. Indeed, one can see many features of philosophical cosmology as
continuations of Hesiodic conceptions (some of these in turn expressing Greek

cultural inheritances).

1 On Hesiod’s influence on Parmenides, see Jaeger 1936, 90-108; Diller 1946, 140-51;
Schwabl 1957, 278-89; Deichgriber 1958, 711; Reinhardt 1916, 17; Morrison 1955, 59, 62-
64; Stokes 1962 and 1963; Schwabl 1963; Dolin 1966; Burkert 1969, 2-3, 8, 11-13; Pellikan-
Engel 1978, 8-10; Northrup 1980; Miller 2006, 7-8; Mourelatos 2008, 1, 5-7, 15; Palmer
2009, 54-5; Kraus 2013, 454; Tor 2015, 25-26.
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Daniel Graham reconstructs Ionian cosmology as subscribing to ‘generating substance theory’

(GST) meaning that a substance, e.g. water, produces other distinct substances, such as the other
elements, and in turn the whole cosmos is created in this fashion.”? My argument uses Graham’s
GST to emphasize the continuity that exists between Hesiod and the Presocratics. Hesiod and the

Milesians, for instance, all rely on a birth model to explain the beginning of the universe.

Let me elaborate on some similarities between Graham’s GST and genealogy. Graham
2006, 85-88, describes GST in abstract form, but | wish to emphasize only one aspect of the view
described there: that one substance, x, undergoes a kind of transformation to produce another
substance, y, without being identical to that substance. Graham supplies a schematic outline of
how this plays out in Anaximenes: fire <> AIR < wind <> cloud < water <> earth <> stones.
The scheme illustrates that the primary substance AIR turns into either fire or wind through
processes of condensation or rarefaction. Then, through similar physical processes, wind in turn

produces clouds, clouds produce water and so on.

How is this different from the material monist view? The material monist view states that
the arche was an underlying material substrate, and that all subsequent things are forms of that
material. GST, however, states that fire, wind, cloud, water, earth and stones are not “forms of

air” but distinct substances. The physical process of transformation of elements is productive:

72 Graham 2006 opposes the more traditional view that the Ionians were ‘Material Monists.’
This view states that the arche of the Presocratics represented an underlying substance
material substrate, and that all subsequent things were transformations of that element.
Examples of the latter can be found at Guthrie 1962, 39-145, and Barnes 1982, 14-43. The
Material Monist view accepts the history of the Ionians as it is presented in Aristotle
(Metaphysics 983b6-984a7). Many scholars have accepted Graham'’s revision of the history
of the Presocratics, as it stems from the arguments of Curd 1998 and Cherniss 1935, and finds
support among Trepaniér 2008. Sisko 2007 and Sisko and Weiss 2015, 42 n. 7, remain
opposed to Graham’s view. It is my hope that the arguments in this chapter and those of
Graham 2006 will mutually support one another.
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something new emerges from it. To use an example from Hesiod’s Theogony, the “congealing”
foam arising around Ouranos’ genitals transforms to produce a new goddess, Aphrodite.
Furthermore, the GST scheme is not cyclical, but linear, much like traditional genealogies. That
is, in Anaximenes’ view, air remains a distant ancestor of stones, but this does not mean that
stones can undergo a process of transformation to produce air. Rather, the stones must produce
something that is more like themselves first, such as earth, and then earth can produce water,
going down the line until eventually some air is produced again. This leads to another common
feature between GST and genealogy: substances which produce one another resemble one
another more closely than their more distant relatives, just as parent and child are supposed to
resemble one another in a genealogical model. The reversibility of GST lines is not cyclical in
the sense that the stones cannot themselves produce air, but must go through intermediate stages.
Furthermore, if air is eventually produced again, it is some new air, call it “Air junior,” not the

same original air that began the process.

The Milesian interest in the mechanical and physical processes which turn a substance
into another substance leads to the subject of embryology, since both topics face the question
whether something can come to be from nothing. In the fifth chapter, | will argue that the
Ionians’ use of biological metaphors, more specifically embryological metaphors, is an extension
of the genealogical model they inherited from poets like Hesiod. The lonians were inspired to
take a closer look at the mechanisms of genealogical production found in the Greek
understanding of the stages of conception, gestation, and childbirth, but such embryological
thinking is already visible in Hesiod’s Theogony and Works and Days. Cosmogonic theories and
embryological theories, since they describe the same processes, serve as analogues and

paradigms for one another.
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Another point from Graham’s view that deserves emphasis is that it is Parmenides’ view
that the Ionians are a continuation of Hesiod’s mythological thinking: Parmenides uses epic
poetry to communicate an important thesis about the history of philosophy before him: Hesiodic
genealogy has remained the standard model for cosmological inquiry. Therefore, the theme of
genealogy is central to interpreting the whole poem, not only the Doxa fragments where the
theme of genealogy can be most easily observed. In this section I will review the Doxa
fragments that establish the relevance of genealogy in Parmenides’ poem. In the following
section, | will relate these fragments to the proem to suggest that the theme of genealogy is not

simply confined to the latter half of Parmenides’ poem.

Both Aristotle and Plato compared Parmenides to Hesiod for his choice to make Eros
appear early in his cosmology (cf. Arist. Metaph. 984b26; Plat. Symp. 178b), and they both quote
the relevant hexameter fragment (D-K 13): mpdtiotov pev Epota Oedv punticato mviov
(“Indeed, first of all gods she devised love™). Just as in the Theogony, the early appearance of
Eros in Parmenides confirms that sexual reproduction was his model for the emergence of the
cosmos. But there is a problem, since we do not know who the subject of unticato is. The
subject is assumed to be a goddess because of the prominent role given to goddesses in other

parts of the poem.

Scholars support different theories about the identity of the goddess. Gomperz followed
Plutarch (Amatorius 756e10-f1), who identified her as Aphrodite (1924, 20n.72; cf. Taran 248).
Guthrie follows Aétius (2.7), who identifies the goddess both with Dike from the proem (fr. 1.14
D-K) and with Ananke (Guthrie 1965, 60n3; cf. Parmenides fr. 8.30; 10.6 D-K). It is also
possible that the subject of unticaro is the daipwv mentioned in fr. 12 (quoted below). To

complicate matters further, the daipwv of fr. 12 might also be Dike from the proem. The
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identification of the daiuwv with Dike is tempting since that the goddess’s command of light and
night (fr. 12.2: voktog...eAoy6c) echoes the fact that Dike holds the keys to the gates of the
paths of Night and Day (fr. 1.11-14). Such a connection does not, however, eliminate the
possibility of equivocation. When the goddess greets the kouros and says no “evil fate” (noipa
kak1], 1.26) sent him along the path, but Themis and Dike (1.28), is the goddess Dike using her
own name in hendiadys with Themis, or is she an anonymous goddess different from Dike who

guards the gates?

Coxon suggests that fr. 13’s context in Plato may have provided the subject of unticaro.
Plato introduces the quote with the phrase [Tappevidng 6& v yévestv AEyelL TPOTICTOV UEV...
(Symp. 178b). Nehamas and Woodruff (1997, 463) translate the phrase: “Parmenides tells of this
beginning: ‘The very first god [she] designed was Love.”” In this translation, we are left in the
dark as to who does the designing, who is “she?” Coxon, however, argues that v yévecv

supplies the subject of unticaro (see Coxon 2009, 372-73).

Coxon’s argument is corroborated by Simplicius who claims the subject of unticaro is

the daimon who appears in fr. 1273
ol yap otewvdtepal [sc. ote@dval] mATvTo Tupog dKp1Tolo,
ai & &mi Taig vukTog, pnetd 8¢ eAoyog Tfetar oica-
&v 0¢ péomt TovTOV dainwv §| Tavia KuPepvar:

Tévtov Yap otuyepoio tokov Kai piElog dpyet

78 Translations are my own unless otherwise noted. Fragment numbers refer to Diels-Kranz.
The noun otepdval, modified by otevotepan, is supplied by Cicero, De Natura Deorum 1.28.



Zehner - 94
népmovs’ dpoevt Ofilv pryfv T T dvavtiov avtic
dpoev ONAvutépomt.

For the narrower [rings] were filled with unmixed fire, and the ones beside [next/
to?] them were filled with night, and among them a portion of flame rushes about,
and in the middle of these is a Daimon who steers all things. For she rules over

the hateful birth and mixture of all things, by sending female to mingle with male

and in turn the opposite, male with female.

Since the goddess governs the process of birth and sexual repoduction, the name Genesis is
appropriate to her. The “garlands” surrounding the goddess recall Hesiod Th. 382 (dotpd t¢
AopumetdVTa, T4 T 00pavOS £0TE@AVMTAL), but they also recall Anaximander’s circular
arrangement and generation of the stars (D-K A11: ta 8¢ dotpa yivesBor kbkAov mopdc; A18 [=
Aétius 345 Diels] Ava&ipoavdpog Vo TdV KhKA®V Kol TdV 6oipdv, £9' OV Ekactog [sc. dothp]

BéPnke, pépecBan, cf. Guthrie 1965, 62).

The presence of fire and night in Parmenides fr. 12 also elaborates upon the role of the
two principles of Parmenides’ cosmology—sometimes also called ‘light’ (fr. 9.1: ¢dog) and
night. These principles were introduced at the very beginning of the Doxa (fr. 8.53-59). More
importantly, light (or fire) and night help connect the Doxa with the proem (quoted and discussed
in more detail below). For instance, in the proem daughters of the Sun lead the kouros to the
‘gates of the paths of Night and Day,” (1.11). Furthermore, the proem mentions a ‘knowing
man’ (1.3: €ldota pdta) and some scholars suspect paronomasia between @®g, “man,” and e&C,

“light,” also occuring in the proem (1.10: &ig @dog, cf. Cosgrove 2011, 30; Torgerson 2006, 41-
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42). Finally, the goddess of fragment 12 may recall the the daipwv also mentioned in the proem

(1.3).

Another connection to the proem can be found in the reoccurrence of sending in the
cosmology (fr. 12.5: téumovs’). In the proem, the mares first send the kouros along the path of
the goddess (1.3), and next the daughters of the sun also send him (1.8). Finally, the goddess of
fr. 12 sends male and female principles to unite with one another. Simplicius, furthermore, tells
us that this goddess sends souls from the visible realm to the invisible realm and back again (in
Avristotelis physicorum libros commentaria 39.19-20: ta¢ yoy0g TEUTEWY TOTE PEV €K TOD
Enpavodc €ig 10 adég, mote O avamolriv), a comment which not only invites comparison with
Pythagorean and/or Orphic traditions (cf. Tor 2018, 237-40), but makes connections between the
daimon of fr. 12 and the katabasis motif of the proem more explicit. The didactic function of
sending and escort is mirrored both by the movement of the soul in birth, life, and death, but also
the movement of cosmic principles, light and night, male and female.” The connections
between fr. 12 and the proem show that Parmenides’ cosmogonic fragments should affect our
initial interpretation of what occurred in the opening of the poem, awakening the very details that

suggest the theme of genealogy.

" In the Odyssey, the ability to give pompé, an escort or send-off, is a marker of male
authority (Katz 1991, 151; cf. Gottesman 2014, 44). Gottesman 2014, 44-47, recounts how
Telemachus lacked such authority, unable to secure pompé for himself (Od. 2.319-22), while
Athena/Mentor procures it in his guise (Od. 2.382-87), suggesting that the Ithacans are ready
to recognize his authority even if he still lacks the confidence to wield it. When Telemachus
finally procures pompé, thereby illustrating his authority, it is cause for concern for Antinous
(Od. 4.642)—the young Telemachus is growing up and may be able to challenge the suitors. |
mention this here to suggest that Telemachus’ story-arch, of growing and learning, may serve
as a source for the apparently didactic function given to pompé in Parmenides’ proem, where I
also note in passing the female appropriation of a marker of authority which typically belongs
to mortal males. Otherwise, it can be given by gods and goddesses (as Calypso and Circe also
grant Odysseus pompé).
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After the mention of fire and night in fr. 12, Parmenides says that the goddess governs all
things. Then, he explains (yap) her command of all things as rule over birth and mixture,
sending male and female principles in the cosmos together to procreate. The goddess causes the
rest of the cosmos to come into being. The mixture of fire and night, therefore, serves as a
primordial example of male and female principles coming together. The pairs of opposites in the
cosmos—Ilight/night, male/female, right/left—have a strict correspondence with one another, a

model possibly borrowed from Pythagoreans cosmology (cf. Journée 2012, 291-92).7

Parmenides’ embryological theories further illustrate the correspondence between the
pairs of opposites. Fr. 17, for instance, attests to Parmenides’ theory that boys are produced on
the right side of the womb, while girls are produced on the left side (dgyttepoiotv pév kovpovg,

Aaroiot o€ kovpag). A testimonium from Aétius suggests even more correspondences (5.7):

"EumedorAig dppeva kai Oniea yivesOar mapd Beppdmra kol yoypdmra: 60ev
1GTOPETTAL TOVG PEV TTPATOVG BppeVaS TPOG AVOTOAT Kol peonuPpia yeyevijoOan
naAlov ék Thc yiG, Toc 6¢ Oneiog mpog taig dpkroig. [Tapuevidng dvtioTpoPws:
T4 peV TPOg Toig ApKTolg dppeva Practioal, ToD yap Tukvod PETEYEY TAEIOVOG
10 0€ TPOG TOdC peonuPpiong ONiea mopd TV dpotdTNTO.

Empedocles says that male and female are produced by warmth and coldness. For

this reason, it is explained that the first males were born from the earth more to

the east and south, but that the first females were born to the north. Parmenides

7> Note that Northrup 1980, passim, argues that the light/night antithesis in Parmenides is
inspired by Hesiod, using the fact that Hesiod’s catalogue of Night has no genealogical
connection [nor does Eros...] with the lineage of gods descended from Gaia and Ouranos. It
is my view that Parmenides is synthesizing the views of his predecessors, and so Northrup’s
conclusions are compatible with the notion that Parmenides also uses the Pythagoreans.
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claims the opposite: the things to the north sprouted as male, for they had a share
of more of the dense, while things to the south sprouted as female on account of

rareness.

The passage suggests that heat, fire, left, rare all correspond to the female, while cold, night,
right and dense correspond to the male in Parmenides. The goddess of fragment 12, quoted
above, seemed to govern many of these same pairs of opposites. The interplay of opposites is,
therefore, consistent at all levels, the generation of an embryo resembles the genesis of the

cosmos itself (cf. Tor 2018, 238-40).

In The Way of Opinion, Parmenides may have also included genealogical catalogues of
abstract personifications. The best evidence for this comes from the testimony of Cicero (De

Natura Deorum 1.28):

multaque eiusdem [sc. Parmenides] monstra, quippe qui bellum qui discordiam

qui cupiditatem ceteraque generis eiusdem ad deum revocet...

And many portentous things are in Parmenides, the very one who deified War and

Strife and Desire and others of this same kind...

Although no surviving fragments of Parmenides’ poem feature War and Strife, Cicero’s
cupiditas could translate Eros, who is mentioned in fr. 13. Alternatively, cupiditas may translate
ewotnc. Although there is no other evidence that iAdtn¢ occurred in Parmenides, Cicero’s
testimony is enough to suggest, however tentatively, that Parmenides’ poem contained a version
of a catalogue of Night based on Hesiod’s Theogony (cf. Th. 224: dwotnta [cf. cupiditatem];
Th. 225: "Epw [cf. discordiam]; Th. 228: "Youivog te¢ Mdayag [cf. bellum]. Furthermore, the

phrase cetera generis eiusdem suggests Parmenides included more than these three names in a
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catalogue of divinities.”® If true, then Parmenides made use not only of the concept of
genealogy, but also the poetic form in which genealogies were traditionally expressed. We also
know that, after Parmenides, Empedocles composed catalogues of personified deities (frr. 122-23
D-K). Parmenides’ proem also included personified abstractions as characters (Aikn). Even in
the “Way of Truth,” Parmenides mentions “Strong Necessity” (kpatepn avaykn) who “holds
Being in bonds of a limit” (neipatog &v deopoiow Exet, 8.30-31).”” Although there may not be a
necessary connection between personification and genealogy, lists of personified abstracts are at

the very least evocative of genealogical poetry.

The theme of genealogy is thus an important part of The Way of Opinion. Not only did
Parmenides make sexual reproduction fundamental to his cosmogony, but in some parts of his
poem now lost, Parmenides possibly used the traditional form in which genealogies were

expressed: the hexametric catalogue.
I1l.  Genealogy in the proem of Parmenides?

The Doxa fragments are enough to establish the importance of genealogy for Parmenides,
but how these fragments are supposed to relate to the whole poem is the most famous and
intractable problem facing scholars. A division is suggested by a programmatic statement in the

proem: the kouros must learn “both the unshakable heart of well-rounded truth and the opinions

76 Note that, just before the quoted passage, Cicero claims that Parmenides called the ctepdvn
a god (deum), presumably one of the rings described in Parmenides fr.12 quoted above.

" Coxon helpfully points out an allusion to Atlas in Hesiod’s Th. 517-19: "Athag &' ovpavov
e0pLV &xel kpateptig VT Avaykng, | meipaoty &v yaing npomap' Eonepidwv Ayvpdvov |
£0TNMOC, KEPUAT TE Kal axapdtnot yépeoot. “Bonds,” however, appear in other places, e.g.,
Th. 521-22, describing the binding of Prometheus (dfjoe 6’ dAvktonéonot [Tpounoéa
ToKIAOBovAov, [deopoig apyaréowot); Th. 618, regarding the hundred-handers (61joe Kpatep®
évi 0eop®); and Th. 717-18, the binding of the Titans (kai Tov¢ pév VIO YBOVOG EVPLOJEING |
TELYOV Kol dgopoioty €v dpyaréototy Ednoav).
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of mortals in which there is no true trust” (1.29-30). This statement has led many to suppose that
Parmenides’ own views are confined to the ‘Way of Truth’ part of the poem, while the ‘Way of
Opinion’ remains a facetious exercise reporting false views.”® The latter view relegates the most
genealogical parts of Parmenides’ poem to parody and rejection. More recently, however, the
trend has been to redeem the Doxa to show that they contain “a kind of knowledge” (cf. Tor
2018, 166; See also citations at Tor 2015, 6 n. 13). After all, Parmenides nowhere says that the

content of the “Way of Opinion’ is entirely false. Instead, he calls it “deceptive,” (fr. 8.51-52).

The opinions contained in the final section of Parmenides’ poem belong to mortals (1.30:
Bpotdv; cf. 6.4, 8.39, 8.51). This implies that the content of the ‘Way of Truth’ is divine or
belongs to the gods, although Parmenides never explicitly says so. What is most important is
that both ‘routes of inquiry’ are revealed to the kouros by the goddess, and the bivalent quality of
the revelation confirms the similarity existing between Parmenides’ goddess and Hesiod’s
Muses. The difference between the two routes of inquiry is predicated upon the difference

between gods and mortals.

Now what does all this have to do with genealogy? If the theme of genealogy is as
important for Parmenides as | say it is, why does he make no explicit mention of genealogy in

his proem? | hope that my first section has already provided a partial answer: there are intra-

78 There are two prevailing views of the Doxa: 1) it is a facetious, polemical parody and 2) it
represents theories given in earnest. For a history of the scholarly debate between these two
approaches, see Kraus 2013, 481-82. The scholarly divide between these two views is
traceable at least back to Diels (who represents the former view, 1897, 63) and Wilamowitz
(representing the latter, 1899, 204-5). Examples of the former view can be found at Owen
1960, 84-89; Long 1963, 91; Mansfeld 1964, 122, 210; Guthrie 1965, 65; Taran 1965, 229-30;
Mourelatos 1970, 211, 221; Nehamas 2002; Cordero 2010. Reinhardt 1916 (18-88) remains
among the most important arguments in support of the latter view. Others include
Untersteiner 1958; Chalmers 1960; Holscher 1968, 103; Coxon 1986; Curd 1998; Finkelberg
1999 ;Graham 2006, 174; Tor 2015 and 2017. I generally agree with the latter view.



Zehner - 100

textual connections that exist between the ‘non-genealogical’ proem and the genealogical Doxa
that would in retrospect make the proem suggestive of genealogy. | add that the proem makes
many allusions to Hesiod’s underworld, which I will explain below.”® Although Hesiod’s
underworld does not directly invoke the theme of genealogy, I aim to show that Parmenides’
allusions to Hesiod’s personified abstractions, Night and Day, imply a genealogical scheme,
since light and night play a generative role in Parmenides’ own Doxa. Furthermore, even if not
explicitly a part of the programmatic statements of the proem, genealogy is not totally absent

since an important patronymic is also mentioned: the Heliades (fr. 1.9).%

As we have seen in the first two chapters, Greeks used genealogy to establish their own
identity in relation not only to their immediate relatives, but also the gods. We need only remind
ourselves once again of the genealogical boasts shouted on the Trojan plain mentioned in chapter
one. The kouros of Parmenides’ proem, however, cannot be specifically identified as anyone
since he lacks any specific genealogy. One possible genealogy could be: Parmenides son of
Pyres.8! Alternatively, the anonymity of the kouros could be functional, since it allows anyone
to imagine themselves on the same journey.®? Furthermore, the journey the kouros takes might

itself invoke the importance of genealogy (fr. 1 D-K; cf. Laks-Most D4):

7 Pellikaan-Engel 1978, 8-10, gives a comprehensive list of verbal parallels between
Parmenides’ proem and Hesiod’s underworld.

8 Tor 2015, 27, recently argued that the proem suggests a very close relationship between the
Heliades, also called kourai (fr.1.9), with the kouros who is also called a pa¢, “man” (fr. 1.3)
His argument depends upon the pun with e®g, “light,” appearing as a cosmic principle later in
the poem (fr. 13), and the affinity between light and the sun, father of the kourai. For the pun,
see Torgerson 2006, 41-42. Cosgrove 2011, 30, also sees a pun, but thinks the force of the pun
is negative: “light” recalls the world of appearance, framed negatively as how “know nothing
mortals” see the world.

81 See also the helpful example given by Fowler 1998, 1: I1. 7.128: Nestor recalls when Peleus
gets to know his argive guests, asking for their “lineage and descent” (yevenv te T0K0OV 1€).

82 Cf. Mourelatos 2008, 16, my emphasis: “Doubtless Parmenides identifies himself
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inmol Tai pe pépovoty, doov T’ €mt Bupog ikavot,
TéUToV, €nel 1’ €¢ 000V Prioav ToALEN OV dyovoat
Saipovoc, fi katd mavt’ dom®® eépet idota pdTa
T PEPOUN V- THL VAP LE TOADPPACTOL PEPOV 1MoL
5 dppo Titaivovcat, Kodpot &’ 030V 1YEUOVEVOV.
a&wv 8’ év yvoinow fet 6vpryyog vtV
aiBopevog (00101¢ yop Enciyeto dvotoicy
KOKAO1G AppoTéPpmBEY), OTE oTEPYOinTO TEUTELY
‘HMadec kodpat, TpoAmodcat dopato NVKTog,

10 glc 060¢,3* doduevot kpdtov dmo yepoi KaAOTTPaC.

(poetically and dramatically) with the kouros, but he also expects his readers or hearers to
identify with the hero. It is presumably for this reason that he avoids giving any details which
might connect the Kouros historically to Parmenides’ own person (contrast Hesiod,
Xenophanes, Empedocles). We ought to respect this approach of self-effacement.” [Note that
the last place where ‘self-effacement’ arose in this dissertation was to discuss Pherecydes of
Athens self-effacement strategy in writing mythography (Fowler 2006, 44). Here the effect is
the same: universal application is achieved via self-effacement, a strategy that is anti-
genealogical with respect to the author’s own identity remaining hidden from view]. We
should use the same approach to the Orphic lemellae: the genealogy to be recited by the one
requiring access to the underworld is a universal one (“I am the child of the earth and starry
sky”). Just as anybody could be the kouros of Parmenides’ poem, anyone could recite the
words of the Orphic tablets.

8 The reading “iotn” was once cited as the reading of our best manuscript (N) by Taran
(1965, 12). Coxon, inspecting the manuscripts himself, concluded that this reading resulted
from an error committed by Mutschmann, the editor of Sextus (1968, 75; cf. Coxon 1986,
158). Instead, the manuscript (N) reads mavt' dn, still in need of emendation. Coxon
accepted Heynes’ emendation, mwévt' &vinv. Despite the lack of manuscript authority,
Mutschmann’s “mistake” still has its defenders (e.g. Cosgrove 2011, 41-44).

8 The phrase “into light” is usually cited as evidence for the anabasis reading, along with the
“ethereal gates™ at which the kouros arrives (cf. Deichgriber 1959, 31; Coxon 1986, 162-63;
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Kol 6pag VEPBLPOV ApEic Exet kol Advog oVdOG:
avtal 6’ aifépron TAfvTol peydhotst BupéTpoig:
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antepémc dogle MUV dmo- tai 6& Bupétpwv
yéop dyaveg moinoav avamtapévon®® molvydhicong
a&ovag v oOpty&y apotPadov eiriEacan

20 YOLPOLG Kol TeEpOVNIoY ApnpoTe: THL pa O adTéE®V

Kahn 2007, 42). Katabasis readers (Morrison 1955; Burkert 1969) would remove the comma
after Nuktdc and take €ic @dog with the aorist tpoAitodoat, claiming that the maidens already
left the house of night into the light and are now preparing to take the young man back down
into the underworld. Diels-Kranz, Coxon, and Taran all print the comma after Nuktog.
Coxon, however, prints voktog. The new Laks-Most edition removes the comma after
Nvuktog. I keep the comma and take €ic @doc with the earlier méumetv. It is clear from the
context that the Heliades are sending the kouros, and it makes sense to use €ic ¢doc to
determine where they are sending him.

8 Cf. Theogony 749: apspopevar (Miller 2006, 9). The allusion is to the Theogony passage
where Night and Day exchange greetings as they pass one another in the underworld. The
meaning of kKAnidog apofovg is not immediate clear, however. Coxon asks: Why are there
multiple keys, and what does duoifotdg mean in this case, unsatisfied with Diels’ suggestion
that it is a mere poetic plural. Without delving into the technical details of ancient locks, I
think the adjective suggests symmetry and interchangibility of two keys, corresponding to
night and day themselves. In the /liad the term is used for reinforcments, that is soldiers that
replace one another, thus I translate auoiodg as “matching” here, since either key can be used
for the same door.

8 For accentuation, see Mourelatos 1970, 279 n.1.
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i00¢ &yov kodpar kKat’ auasitov dpua kol immovg.
Kol pe Oed Tpdepwv VIEdEEato, yeipa 08 yepl
SeErtepnv EAev, OS¢ & Emog pdTo Kai e Tpoonvda-
® Kodp® AOOVATOLGL GLVEOPOG VIOYOIGLY,
25 innoic tai oe Pépovcty ikdvov NUETEPOV O,
xoip’, émel o0TL o€ POTIpol KoK Tpodmeune véeahan
VS’ 036V (| Yap &’ dvOpdRmv £kTdg Thtov doTiv),
AL OEC TE Oikn TE. YPE® O€ o€ TAVTA TLOEGOM
AuEv AAnOeing sdrvrkAiéoc®’ drpepsg qrop
30 Nno¢ Ppotdv d0EaG, Toic ovK Evi TioTIc AANOTC.
AL Eumng kal tadta podnoceat, g té dokodVIA
Ypiv dokipmg eivon d16 Tavtog mavra tepdvra.t
The mares that carry me even as far as my desire might reach,

gave escort, since they sent me, leading me along the famous way

of the goddess, which carries the knowing man throughout all the towns:

87 Diels-Kranz and Taran choose “well-rounded,” Simplicius’ text, over “persuasive” from
Sextus. Mourelatos 1970, 154-55, argues for “persuasive.” Cf. Granger 2008, 3 n.7.
Simplicius is the better text, however, and “well-rounded” both qualifies as a lex difficilior as
well as having a precedent in Xenophanes’ God (cf. Diogenes Laertius Lives 9.19), who is
also spherical, like Parmenides’ perfect Being occuring later in the poem, f.8.43.

8 Some MSS. read nep 6vta, adopted by Mourelatos 2008.
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thither | was carried: for thither the very wise mares carried me

straining the chariot, and the maidens were leading the way.

And the chariot sent forth the sound of a syrinx in its naves

burning (for it was driven forward by two round

wheels on either side), when the maiden daughters of the sun

hurried to escort me to the light, leaving behind the halls of Night,

thrusting the veils from their heads with their hands.

There are the gates of the paths of night and day,

and a lintel holds them on both sides and a stone threshold,

and the ethereal gates are filled with great doors,

whose matching keys much-punishing Justice holds.

The one whom now the maidens, coaxing with soft speech,

persuaded gently to quickly thrust the knobbed clasp

from the gates: and they made a yawning gap of a doorway

rolling in turns the bronzed door-posts in their screeching sockets

built with dowels and buckles. Right there, straight through them

the maidens steered chariot and horses down the wagon-road.

And the goddess received me kindly, and took my right
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hand with hers, and in this way, she made a speech and addressed me:
O young man, wedded to immortal charioteers,
who carry you with horses, having reached our house,
rejoice, since no base fate sent you forth to travel
this path (for, truly, it is off the foot-path, away from mortals),
but both Themis and Diké sent you. And it is necessary that you learn all things
both the unshakable heart of well-rounded truth
and the opinions of mortals, in which there is no true faith.
But nevertheless, also learn these things, namely how things seeming to
necessarily be acceptable pass through everything completely.

In this proem, Parmenides uses some traditional motifs from mythology and epic to prepare the
audience for his message. Some have even compared the journey of the kouros to Babylonian
texts about the sun god’s (Samas/Utu) nightly visit to the underworld and his removing the bolt
from the gates of heaven.®® The most frequent comparison, however, is to Hesiod’s underworld;
so frequent, in fact, that some scholars have resisted it. Mourelatos calls the connection to
Hesiod “obvious” and, as a result, focuses his work on Homeric connections.®® Coxon’s

commentary often reads as a reactionary effort along these same lines (1986, 9-13). Although it

8 Palmer 2009, 55, applies Heimpel’s 1986 treatment of the primary sources to Parmenides;
See also Kingsley 1995, 392-93; Steele 2002.

% Mourelatos 1970, 33. Among the scholars who argue for Hesiodic influence are: Diels
1897, esp. 10-11; Morrison 1955, esp. 59-60; Deichgraber 1958; Dolin 1962; Schwabl 1963;
Burkert 1969, esp. 8-13; Furley 1973, esp. 3-4; Pellikann-Engel 1974; Miller 2006, esp. 7-9;
Graham 2006, esp. 152, 155-56.
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is generally accepted that Parmenides is drawing on Hesiod’s underworld topography in the
construction of his proem, Coxon makes the argument that Parmenides “ignores Hesiod’s
treatment of Night and Day” because of a Homeric parallel between Od. 10.86 (£yyv¢ yap voktdg
Te Kol uatog eiot kéAevbor) and Parmenides Fr. 1.11 (&vOa oot Noktodg te kol "Huatog ict
kehevOwv), that the dopoto Nuktdg of line 9 cannot be the same house as the voktog épepvilg
oikia dgwvd of Th. 744 (Coxon 1986, 160-61). Furthermore, Coxon concludes that “Parmenides
makes clear...that he does not personify night and day” (161).° Coxon was so committed to
saying that Parmenides’ house of Night was different from Hesiod’s house of Night that he
appears to have forgotten that Night has a house at all! Moreover, he never explains why it is
that we cannot see Parmenides drawing from both sources and creatively reworking this material
for his own ends.®? Furthermore, since it is probable that personified abstractions appear in other
places in Parmenides’ poem, there is no reason why we should downplay their appearance in the

proem.

While the proem describes the journey of a kouros in a chariot, scholars disagree about
which direction the kouros is going.*®* Can we conclude from Parmenides’ allusions to Hesiod’s
underworld that the kouros is traveling downwards (cf. Morrison 1955; Burkert 1969)? Or is it
the case that he is traveling up towards the light (Deichgraber 1959, 31; Coxon 1986, 162-63;
Kahn 2007, 42)? Or is Parmenides being intentionally ambiguous (Miller 2006, Mansfeld 1995,
Mourelatos 1970)? While the third option seems the safest choice, I do not wish to “hedge my

bets,” so to speak. Instead, I maintain that, regardless of the direction of the kouros, the proem is

%1 See Northrup 1980 on personifications in Parmenides.

%2 This is the apparent payoff of those interpretations that see intentional ambiguity in the
poem, e.g. Miller 2006, Mansfeld 1995, Mourelatos 1970 (repr. 2008), esp. 15-16 where he
says the topography of the proem is intentionally blurred.

%3 The most up-to-date discussion of the various views can be found in Tor 2018, 347-59.
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nevertheless evocative of the katabasis theme (cf. Tor 2015, 25-26, esp. 25 n. 69). Compare, for
instance, the katabases described in this archetype of gold Orphic lamellae, on which the

genealogy of the traveler typically plays a central role (Janko 2016, 123-24; trans. Janko):%*

Mvnpocovnc t6de Epy ov' €mel Gv puéAAnict BoveicOan,
[€v xpuciot] t6de ypay[dcOw plepvnué(v)oc fipoc,
[un Tov v’ ék]myimc vma[y]o [1] ckdTOoC AuEKaADYOC.
gvpncelc Aldao dopwv €t de&10 KpvNv,

5 op O’ AT ALKV £CTNKLIOV KLTTAPICCOV,
&vBa katepydpevar yuyai vekhmv yiyovTal.
TOOTNC THC KpRvNe unde cxedov gumerdcachot.
pochev 0’ gvprcetc e Mvnuocovne and Apvne
Yuypov Bdmp Tpopéov: purakoi §’ Emvmepbev Eacty,

10 o1l oM ¢’ giprcovian Ev(i) Ppaci TevKaAipmncy

11 Ot(T)1 Om €€epéetc ATdoc cKOTOVOPPVNEVTAL.

10a  {olon ¢’ eipncovrar & TL ypéoc sicapikdvelc

11a  toic 8¢ cv €D pého mdicav dAnOeiny xotaréEon. )

% The connection between Parmenides’ proem and the Orphic tablets has been explored by
Feyerabend 1984. Tor 2015, 29, utilizes the comparison for his argument, that the kouros,
while not dead, undergoes a process of divinisation to access the lessons of the “Way of
Conviction.’
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etnelv: “T'ijc moic eipn kai Ovpavod dctepdevtoc,
avTap Epol yévoc ovpaviov: 10 8¢ {4} icte kai avtot.
Stymt 8’ el aoc kol dmdrlvpan GAAL dOT” alya
Yoypov Bémp mévar Tiic Myvnuochvne amo Aipvnc.”
Kai On ol Epéovcty HmoyBovimt Paciii,

Kol TOTE TO1 dMCcovCt TELY Bgine dmd Aipvic.

Koi On Kai cv v 030V Epyea(l), v t& Kai dAloL
pocton kai Picyot iepny ctetyovct kheg [1]vot,

Kol tot” Emert’ d[Ahoict ued’] npdeccy avagei[c].

This is the task of Memory. When a hero faces death,

[let him] recall and get this graved [on gold],

[lest] the murk cover [him] and lead [him] down in dread.
On the right you’ll find in Hades’ halls a spring,

and standing by it a white cypress-tree,

where the dead souls descending cool themselves.

Do not even come near to this spring.

Further on you’ll find cool water flowing
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from Memory’s pool, but over it stand guards.

10 They will ask of you with piercing mind

11 what is your quest in Hades’ gloomy murk.

10a  {They will ask of you why you have come;

11a  recount to them the whole truth well and good.}

12 Tell them: “the child I am of earth and starry sky,

but skyborn is my race; this you know yourselves.

I’m parched with thirst and perishing; but give me fast

15 cool water from the pool of Memory to drink.”

So, they will ask the subterranean king;

they then will let you drink out of the pool divine.

So, having drunk go on the sacred way

that other glorious initiates and bacchants tread.

20 Then after that you’ll rule [among the other] heroes.

Such tablets, used in Orphic-Bacchic burial rituals, instruct the deceased on what actions they
should take upon entering the underworld (Graf and Johnston 2007, 158-63). The very specific
directions contained on these tablets mark a strong contrast with Parmenides’ proem, where
many details remain ambiguous to modern scholars and very likely to ancient listeners as well.

Another difference from Parmenides’ proem is that many of these tablets suggest that the
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recitation of a divine genealogy was a kind of “password” to gain entry to the underworld, as
Calame has argued.® No such recitation is required by the kouros of Parmenides, rather he is
warmly welcomed—his destination is simply where his thumos aims, where the horses and
maidens lead, and where Themis and Dike send him. Although many compare these Orphic
tablets to the journey of the kouros in Parmenides (e.g. Tor 2018, 237-38), it is important to note
that the similarity is limited to only a couple of features: namely 1) the journey to a strange place
with unique topographical features and 2) being granted special access to that strange place. It is

an initiation of sorts.%

Despite the difference in the Orphic and Parmenidean “katabases,” there is a similarity in
the fact that the kouros of Parmenides and the deceased person of the tablet could be anyone: the
compositions are universal in scope.®” The deceased person claims for themselves a genealogy
that is universal, applying both to men and gods.?® There is a problem with reading the kouros as

anonymous, however, since an anonymous kouros effectively has no genealogy.

Nevertheless, the first-person plurals (ue, 1, 2, 4, 22, and 23) bring us firmly into

Hesiodic territory, since the kouros encounters a goddess (0ea, 22) and she commands the young

% I reproduce here the “archetype” constructed by Janko 2016, 123-24, along with his
translation, simply as a representation of the various gold tablets, though I remain agnostic
about the question of an Ur-text to which each tablet refers. For “password” see Calame 2006,
243, Cf. Sassi 2018, 127, and Graf and Johnston 2007, 113-114.

% Bowra 1937, 9-10.

%7 See note 9 above.

9 Lines 12-13 of the archetype (I'fic moic sipt kai Ovpavod dctepdevToc, | adTap £pol yévoo
ovpaviov) appear on many individual tablets and are often compared both to lines 105-6 of
Hesiod’s Theogony (x\eiete &' abavatmv iepov yévog aiev €6viav, | ot I'fic €€eyévovto kal
Ovpavod dotepdevtog) and to line 108 of the Works and Days (og 6p60ev yeydaot Oeol
Bvnroi ' dvBpwmor). See Edmonds 2004, 77, and Graf and Johnston 2007, 113-114, for
arguments that descent from Heaven and Earth is universal.
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man to learn both the “heart of Truth” and the “opinions of mortals.” This dichotomy has led

many to compare the Goddess’ message with the Muses’ address to Hesiod Th. 24-28:
TOVdE 8¢ e TpoTioTo Beal Tpdg pobov Eetmov,
Movoar OAvumiddeg, kodpatr Adg aiyidoyoto-
“mowéveg Sypovdot, kK’ EAEYYEQ, YOOTEPES OLOV,
idpev yehdea TodAd Aéyey tdpotoy Opoia,
Spev 8 e01’ 80éhmpev dAndéa ynpovcacOar.”
And the goddesses made this address to me first of all,
Olympian Muses, daughters of aegis-bearing Zeus:
Bumpkin shepherds, base shameful things, mere bellies,
we know how to speak many lies like realities,
and we know how to utter truth whenever we wish.

Hesiod also uses pe, giving the appearance that the poet is relating his own experiences. Unlike
Parmenides’ proem, this pronoun has a clear antecedent, namely “Hesiod” mentioned just two
lines earlier (Th. 22). There is also a difference in the way the Muses address Hesiod with
insults, while Parmenides’ goddess welcomes him warmly (nmpoé@pwv vmedéEato) and addresses
him with a greeting (yoip’). Already it would seem that Parmenides describes for himself a
greater and less mediated access to the divine world than his predecessor, Hesiod, had described
for himself. But if the kouros is anonymous, access to divine knowledge could be granted to

anyone.
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As discussed in the preceding chapter, Hesiod’s Muses communicate with the poet, but it
is ambiguous whether the resulting song is the truth or lies seeming like the truth. The Muses’
condescending address to Hesiod reinforce the distance that lies between the poet and infallible,
divine knowledge. Parmenides’ goddess, on the other hand, does not condescend, and in this
way, Parmenides seems closer to the divine world than his predecessor. To be sure, there are
still problems with Parmenides’ message: the goddess will later command the young man to “pay
attention to the deceptive order of her words” (fr.8.52: k6opov £udV ENEMV ATOTNAOV AKOVMV).
An element of deception and uncertainty, therefore, is present in both authors. Furthermore, it is
Parmenides’ goddess’ explicit goal to teach the kouros both the truth and what is deceptive—i.e.
what could be true or false—and, crucially, both routes remain distinguished from one another.*®
This distinction is denied to Hesiod: he cannot tell whether he is getting the divine truth or

merely what appears true, and what he does receive is arbitrarily decided by the Muses.

In order to surpass his predecessor, Parmenides gives the kouros a more perspicuous
glimpse into the divine world, but the problem remains: Who is this kouros? How are we to
determine the antecedent of e, if in fact there is supposed to be one? Coxon has suggested that
Parmenides may have mentioned his own name in a lost proem, just as Hecataeus did in the
proem to his Genealogies (fr.1, cf. Coxon 1986, 156-57).1%° Coxon, furthermore, compares the

dichotomy in Hecataeus’ proem (between what seems true to him and the many and laughable

9 Cf. Torgerson 2006, 36: Parmenides’ goddess provides the kouros with “validating criteria”
to distinguish the two worlds, unlike Hesiod’s Muses.

100 Mansfield doubts this possibility, claiming the me of fr.1.1 is the sphragis (1995, 228). 1
believe some label must have been on the physical documents transmitting the text indicating
who the author was, but this is speculative. Although there is no trace of ‘divine revelation’ in
Hecataeus proem, the story in Herodotus, discussed in my first chapter, gives us reason to
believe that Hecataecus made connections between humans and gods using genealogy, and his
own connection to the gods may have been a source of authority for him.
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stories of the Greeks) with the ensuing dichotomy of Parmenides’ proem (between divine truth
and mortal opinion). Finally, Coxon proposes that Parmenides’ poem may have been introduced
with something like the phrase: Tappevidng ITopntoc Eredtnc dde pobeitar (1986, 243).291 An
important difference between Hecataeus and Parmenides, however, is Hecataeus’ apparent lack
of any divine authority, a difference that also applies to his relationship to other mythographers

like Acusilaus, as discussed in our first chapter.1%2

Coxon’s comparison between Hecataeus and Parmenides is a fruitful one; it at the very
least suggests that an ancient audience might expect a heading to attend the poem’s transmission,
making the apparent anonymity of ue more pronounced without such a heading. The comparison
with Hecataeus also suggests that Parmenides’ proem continues in the tradition which marks its
contents out as special and closer to the truth in relation to the multiple false accounts of the rest
of the Greeks. But the proem of Alcmaeon, who may have influenced Parmenides, is arguably

even more relevant (fr.1):

Alxpoiov Kpotovimg tade EleEe Iepifov viog Bpotivat kai Aéovtt kol
BabOAlwt mepl TdV dpaviéwv: Tepl TV BvnTdV capnvelay Pev Beol Exovtt, wg 68

avOpamolg texpaipesda. ..

101 Coxon’s suggestion is not unprecedented. In fact, Koenen makes a similar suggestion,
arguing that the beginning of Heraclitus’ book originally possessed an epigraphic label.
Koenen submits grave-inscriptions, the cup of Nestor, and the beginnings of poems by
Phocylides of Miletus and Demodocus of Leros as origins of this tradition; a tradition
maintained in Herodotus’ proem (1993, 95-96).

102 We must, however, leave open the possibility that his 16-generation genealogy—going
back to a god—may have been a way of claiming divine authority for himself to some degree
or another (as I mentioned in chapter 1).
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Alcmaeon of Croton, son of Peirithos, said the following things to Brotinus, Leon,
and Bathyllos about invisible things; Concerning mortals, the gods have clarity,

but as for men, they must judge based on signs.

In the first chapter, | established how differences between divine and human perspectives and
knowledge are often described in terms of what can and cannot be seen by humans, while the
gods have access to everything.1®® This was the message behind the invocation to the Muses
heading the Catalogue of Ships in the Iliad 2.484-93. In Alcmaeon’s proem, he claims his
treatise is about “invisible things,” and even tells us that such content normally lies beyond our
reach. Just as for Hesiod and Parmenides, Alcmaeon makes use of the difference between gods
and mortals not only to make an epistemic point, but to carve out a privileged position for
himself. To be sure, he, like other humans, must “estimate” on the basis of signs, but the
implication is that his estimation is able to compete with the estimation of others; Alcmaeon
presents his account to three other Pythagoreans as though authoritative despite such
epistemological limitations.!® Alcmaeon’s divine-mortal dichotomy therefore corresponds to an

invisible-visible dichotomy which he, to some extent, might transcend.

There is much in Parmenides to suggest that the dichotomies mortal/divine and

visible/invisible would have corresponded in similar manner. Here | should again mention

103 Coxon, p. 284, compares the dichotomy mentioned at the end of Parmenides’ fr. 1, i.e. the
two routes of inquiry, with both Alcmaeon’s proem and with Xenophanes fr. 34, which states
that humans know nothing certainly, but dokos is alloted to them. Kirk, Raven, and Schofield
1983, 260, draws a comparison between Alcmaeon’s theories and Parmenides.

104 Parmenides, Alcmaeon, Heraclitus, and others seem to share the view that humans are
flawed interpreters of nature because of their distance from the divine world. See, for
instance, Parmenides’ uses of the term ofjua at fir. 8.2, 8.55 and énionpov at 19.5; Heraclitus
fr. 93: 6 dvag, o0 10 povTeldv 611 TO &v Aghgoic, obte Aéyel obte kpOmTel dAAd onpoiver. Cf.
also Hes. WD 450, where the crane gives the sign to plow.
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Simplicius’ comment, quoted above. Simplicius claims that the goddess from Parmenides’
cosmology, in the Doxa, sends souls from the visible to the invisible realm, and this evokes one’s
birth and movement from life to death. In addition, Parmenides’ poem suggests a division
between the ‘way of Truth’ and the ‘way of Opinion,” whereby the latter concerns perceivable
objects, while the former concerns something else which cannot be experienced by mortals under
normal circumstances, but can only be experienced by the divine part of one’s self, the mind or

soul (cf. Tor 2015, 22-23).1%

The comparison between Parmenides and Alcmaeon is made even stronger by other
similarities between the two authors. Alcmaeon was a younger contemporary of Pythagoras, and
considered the first Pythagorean who wrote anything down (Zhmud 2014, 97). He is especially
known for his theory about health being maintained by the balance (icovopia) of opposites, e.g.
wet and dry, hot and cold; but sickness results from the “monarchy” (povapyia) of one of these
opposites (B4 D-K), and he also says more generally that “the majority of human things are two”
(A1: dV0 10 ToALG €0t TRV AvOpwmivwv). His dualistic theory may have influenced Parmenides,
whose cosmology in the Doxa is based around the opposites Night and Light. Alcmaeon seems
to apply the dualistic scheme to his theories about conception, since, departing from the
traditional view that the father was the only one who provided genetic material, Alcmaeon
originated the view that both parents supply semen (Cens. Die nat. 5.4; A13 D-K). Parmenides

may have borrowed this theory from Alcmaeon as well.

195 Tor adds, crucially, that “doxastic things” include not only perceptual objects, but
judgments and cognitions about those objects (2015, 12-13). Tor furthermore describes the
kouros’journey as a process of divinisation whereby the kouros will be able to experience the
“Truth’ as described in the ‘Way of Truth’ (ibid, 22-27).
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Even if Parmenides was influenced by Alcmaeon the Pythagorean, we should be cautious
in using either author to recover a version of Pythagorean orthodoxy or dogma, as it were. In
Alcmaeon’s proem, quoted above, he addresses three other Pythagoreans by name. Later
testimonies highlight disagreements between Alcmaeon and other Pythagorean doctrines, and
from this we might conclude that even within the group of Pythagoreans, there was argument and
disagreement about their very own doctrines. Dogmatic philosophy was not yet achieved in the
5th century, as it was for some schools of the Hellenistic period. This is rare but convincing
evidence that a real conversation, and even debate, was occurring among philosophers at these
early stages. | mention this now since some doubt that there was much interaction between Early
Greek philosophers, who seem to present their views dogmatically and without argument
(Osborne 2006). The similarities between Parmenides and other authors do not provide evidence

that his poem has no polemical purpose, even if, unlike Alcmaeon, Parmenides hames no names.

In the following section I will finally consider the ‘“Way of Truth,” where Parmenides
describes “Being.” In this section I argue that anti-genealogical language used to describe Being
serves once again to recall his predecessor Hesiod, but this time to situate the poet—

Parmenides—as anti-Hesiodic.
IV.  The Way of Truth: Anti-Genealogy.

In fragment 8, Being is described in detail using negative terms, especially alpha-privatives

with roots having genealogical connotations (fr. 8.1-49):
povog & €t udbog 068010
Aeimetonl o¢ Eotv: TodTNL 8’ €Ml onuat’ 0ot

TOAAGL LAA’, G dyévTov €0V KOl AVAOAEOPOV 0TIV,
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0LAOV HOVVOYEVEG TE KO dTpepec NS dtéhecsTov,
008¢ ot v 00’ Eota, £mel VOV Eotty Opod mav,  (5)
&v, ouveyég: tiva yap yévvav dilnoeot avtob;
7L w60V aENOEY; 00O’ €K LT €6VTOC £4GGM
@AacOal 6° 0VOE VOETV: 0V YAP GOTOV OVOE VONTOV
gotv dmwg ovk Eott. T 8 &v v Kai ypEog MPGEV
votepov f) mpdcbev, Tod undevog ap&duevov, edv;  (10)
oUTMG f| TAUTOY TEAEVOL YPEDV £GTIV T| OVYI.
000¢ TOT’ K U1 £€6VTOG EPNGEL TOTIOG 1oY1G
yiyveoBoi Tt map’ avtd- Tod givekev olte yevésOHo
o1’ dAlvoBan dviike Aikn yoldcaca TEdNIGLY,
AL Exer 1) ¢ Kploig mepi ToLTOV &v T’ Eotv: (15)
gotwv 1} ovK EoTv- Kékpitan 8’ 0OV, Bomep Avaykm,
TV HEV €0V avomTov dvavopov (ov yap aAnong
gotv 680¢), TV &’ HoTe MELEWY KOd ETHTVLHOV Elval.
TAG 0 Av Emelt’ amdAoTo £6V; TAG O’ (v KE YEVOLTO;
el yop &yevt’, ook €ot(1), o0d’ €f mote pédhet Eoecbar. (20)

TG Yéveoig uev anéoPeoton kol dmvotog OAedpoc.
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0VOE JAPETOV EGTLY, EMEL LAV £GTIV OUOTOV
000¢ TL THL paAAov, 10 kev gipyot pv cvvéyeatan,
000¢ TL XepOTEPOV, IOV O’ EUTAEOV 0TIV EHVTOC.
1 EuveyEg AV oTv: €0V Yap £6vtL tehdlel. (25)
avTap AxivnTov HEYAA®V &V TElPOCL dEGUDY
g€otv dvapyov dnavotov, Emel yéveolg Kol OAeBpog
THAE LOA EmAdyOncav, dndoe d¢ mioTig AANONC.
TOVTOV T” &V TaVTML TE pHéEVOV Ko’ €00TO TE KeTTan
yobtwg Eumedov avdr péver kpatepn yYop Avéykn (30)
TEPATOG €V OEGLOTOY EYEL, TO LV AUQIG EEPYEL,
obvekev ok drededTnTov TO 40V BéLIG Etvau-
£0TL YOp 0K EmdevEC [un] €0v 8 Gv mavtog €6€iT0.
TODTOV O’ £6TL VOELV T€ Kol oVvekeV E0TL VOTLLAL.
00 yap &vev Tod £6vtog, &v Ot TeQaticpévoy éotty, (35)
€VPNGELS TO VOETV: 00OV Yap <f> EotTwv 1] EoTn
dALo mape tod €0vtog, Emel TO ye Moip’ €nédnoev
oVAov dxivntov T Epevor Tén mévt’ dvou(a) Eoto,

doc0. Ppotoil kotéfevto TemolddTeC ivar GANOT,
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yiyveoOai te xai SAAvGO, sivol te kai ovyi, (40)
Kol TOmov AAAGGGEY d1d TE YpOa PavOv aueifetv.
avTap Emel MEIPOG TOUATOV, TETEAECUEVOV €0TH
ndvtobev, EDKOKAOL GEAIPNG EVaATYKIOV dYKOL,
necc00ev icomaleg mavtnt: 1 yap ovte TL pHeilov
ovte Tt Pardtepov meAévar xpedv Eott TNL T ThHL.  (45)
oU1e Yap oK €0V €0TL, TO Kev oot pv ikveicBon
€lg OOV, 00T’ €0V €0tV OTmG €N KEV £6VTOG
i poAAov Tt 8’ ocov, &nel v €6ty oviov:

o1 yap mévtoBev icov, OpGC &v melpact KHpeL.

A single statement of a road is left: that it is.

And on this road are very many signs,

that, being ungenerated and indestructible, it is,

for it is both an only child and untrembling and unending:
nor ever was it, nor shall it be, since now it is all at once,
one, continuous: for what birth could you seek for it?

How, from where, could it have grown? 1 shall not allow you
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to say nor to think “from not being,” for it is neither speakable

nor thinkable that it is not. And what need could have roused it

later or before, although beginning from the nothing, to grow?

So, either it must be entirely or not.

Nor ever out of not being shall force of trust allow

something be born alongside it: on account of which

Dike allows it neither to be born nor to be destroyed by loosening fetters,

but she holds it. And the decision about these things depends on this:

is or not is: and so, it is decided, in the very manner it is necessary,

to leave the one unthinkable, unnamable (for it is not a

true road), and but the other, that it is and really is.

but how then while being could it perish? and how could it be born?

For if it were born, it is not nor if at some time it were about to be.

So, genesis is truly extinguished and destruction unheard of.

Nor is it divisible, since it is entirely indistinguishable,

not in any way is it more here, this would keep it from holding together,

nor in anyway is it less, but it is all full of being.

Therefore it is all continuous; for being approaches being.
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But motionless in the limits of great bonds

it is without beginning or end, since genesis and destruction

have wandered very far away, and true trust pushed them away.

it lies remaining both the same and in the same and in itself (?)

and thus it remains there steadfast; for powerful necessity

holds it in the bonds of a limit, which hedges it in all around,

therefore, it is not sanctioned that the being be incomplete,

for it is not lacking, but it would be lacking everything.

the same thing it is both to think and that on account of which a thought is.

for not without the being will you find that thinking

in which it is expressed, for nothing either is or shall be

except the being, since Fate has bound that very thing

to be entirely motionless; Therefore, all things shall be a name,

as many as mortals have established, believing they are true,

both to be born and that they “are destroyed,” that they “both are and are not,”

and that they change place and alter their bright color.

But since limit is the outermost, the being is complete

from all sides, like the mass of a well-rounded sphere,
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from the middle equally balanced in all directions; for it is
45 necessary that it is neither in anyway greater
nor in any way smaller here or there.
Neither is there a thing, not being, which could stop it from reaching
towards like, neither is there a being so that there would be more
of a being here and less of a being there, since it is all inviolate;
50 for it is equal to itself on all sides, similarly it proves to be in limits.

The Aletheia of the goddess, broadly conceived, appears to be about the failure of
yiyvopou to meet the demands of givat. Scholars have continually debated what Parmenides
means by his ‘subjectless £otiv.” The debate is between three interpretations: 1) a predicative
reading (referring generally to any statement that would predicate a quality of something, i.e. that
<blank> is ‘x” (Curd 1998; Mourelatos 2008; Nehamas 2002); 2) an existential reading, referring
to the statement that something exists, resulting in a ‘strict monist’ interpretation (Guthrie 1965,
4-5); and 3) a veridical reading, referring to a statement that something ‘is true’ (Kahn 1969)
Thankfully, this is not a debate | need to settle here to make my point. | do not wish to seem as
if I am hedging my bets, but it seems as if he could very well mean all three. Whatever way we
choose to interpret €ot1, my interpretation emphasizes the negation of generation occuring
throughout the Aletheia. Being is “ungenerated” (1.3: dyévnrov), and this is repeated throughout
the fragment (What birth could it have? [1.6: tiva...yévvav;]; it does not grow [1.10: @dv]; again,
it is not born [1.13: obte yevésOau]; how could it be? [1.19: nidc &' év ke yévorro;]; if it were

born, it is not [1.20: €i yap &yevto, ovk €ot1]; Therefore, genesis is extinguished [1.21: taxg
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véveolg anéoPeotor]; genesis and destruction have wandered far away [1.27: yéveoig kou 6Aebpog
ThAe ndA' émhdybnoav]; Mortals, however, think that things are born and destroyed [1.40: 6co0
Bpotoi...temoboteg..yiyvesOau 1€ kai dAAvcbat]). In virtue of these statements, Parmenides
appears staunchly anti-genealogical, and, furthermore, relies on many negative statements to
divulge his divine message. Yet, there is one word that sits rather awkwardly at the beginning of

this fragment: povvoyevéc.

This is not a common word. povvoyevég occurs only seven times in all archaic Greek
literature, three of which come from Hesiod.1% The text is challenged by a different reading
found in Plutarch Adv. Col. 1114C: £oti yap odioueAéc. This possibility was adopted by Diels-
Kranz, but nearly all subsequent editors accept the line as it appears in Simplicius, thanks in part
to Owen arguing in its favor, even giving a Platonic parallel: gig 83& povvoyeviig odpavog
yeyovag (Tim. 31b; cf. Owen 1937, 75-76). If the povvoyevég reading is correct, then it could
testify to the genealogical milieu in which Parmenides was working. For instance, Parmenides

could be alluding to the power Hecate has in Hesiod’s Theogony (Th. 426-28):
008, &TL povvoyevic, ocov Ot Eupope TG
Kol yepamv yain te kol ovpav®d nde Bordoon,
GAL> &L Kol TOAD paALov, €mel Zeg TieTol avTnv.

And the goddess did not obtain less honor nor fewer priviledges in earth, sky, and
sea, since she is povvoyevég, but she even received more still, since Zeus honors

her.

106 This observation is based on my own 7LG search.
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In the genealogical scheme of the Theogony, Hecate remains unique because of her lack of
siblings and lack of children. She avoids both partitive inheritance and the expense of child-
bearing. In other words, she avoids the pitfalls of genealogical production as much as one could
in a genealogical poem. In a similar fashion, Parmenides’ Being is supposed to benefit from its

very lack of genealogy, but nevertheless Parmenides uses a genealogical term to make this point.

Parmenides reliance on genealogical terms to describe an anti-genealogical Being leads
naturally to the theme of the limitations of language. Empedocles, who will be the subject of the
next chapter, elaborates upon this problem, continuing Parmenides’ project. Both philosophical
poets share the goal of reframing natural processes, departing from genealogical models, while
struggling to devise a new manner of speaking. Empedocles explicitly expresses this concern

(fr.9):
o1 &’ Ote pev Kot eATO Iyévt’ gig aifép’ kwvton
1| Katd Onpdv dypotépav YEvos §j Katd Oapvev
nE Kot olovadv, T0TE PEv 10 AEYoust yevéshat,
gute &’ dmokpvOdot, 0 8 ad dvsdaipovo woTHov:  (5)
1 Bép1c 00 KaAéovat, vopmt 8’ Emipnut kol adTodc.
And whenever, in the case of men, they are combined and come into the aether,
or in the case of the family of wild beasts and in that of bushes
or in that of birds, then indeed that call it “being born,”

and whenever they separate, this in turn they call “unlucky doom,”
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The way in which they call it is not right, but even I assent to the custom.

Here again, as in Parmenides, we see the suggestion that mortal names for birth and death are
inaccurate, and this argument must be directed at the use of genealogical motifs to describe
natural processes. No one, neither Parmenides nor Empedocles, however, has been able to break
away from the use of these sorts of terms in their own philosophical theories. The best
Parmenides could do was to negate the terms in order to approximate what exactly he meant by
“o©g éottv.” On the other hand, Parmenides invites us to consider the linguistic side of the
problem more closely than anyone before, and this I believe is his truly original point, not merely
a denial of ontological emergence, which Osborne rightly points out is not new (2006).
Nevertheless, Parmenides’ poem does make a novel contribution, providing both a summary
antithesis of the very idea of a genealogical inquiry into nature, his Aletheia, as well as an earnest

attempt to redescribe the human and genealogical perspective of all things, the Doxa.

V. Conclusion

In conclusion, Parmenides’ poem relies on the reappearance of the theme of genealogy
throughout the history of early Greek philosophy to position itself as better than his
predecessors’ views. I submit that Parmenides’ most “Hesiodic” and genealogical material is
relegated to the poem’s mythological proem and deceptive account of the mortal point of view.
By doing this, Parmenides criticizes his predecessors, both Hesiod and Alcmaeon, who have
suggested that their theories reflect the divine point of view. In my final chapter, I will argue
that lonian philosophers like Anaximander continued in a Hesiodic vein, this time by using
embryological metaphors to describe such cosmic beginnings. Parmenides is different in that his
divine account denies the possibility of genealogy and replaces genealogy with an eternal,

monistic Being that is neither born (unlike Hesiodic gods or lonian elements) nor destroyed.
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Genealogical views like Hesiod’s are thereby demoted by Parmenides, but the means by which
Parmenides convincingly demotes such views equally rely on his genealogical predecessors:
Parmenides’ poem is Hesiodic in structure: it relies on the difference between Divine and Mortal
perspectives to make its point, just as Hesiod had done with his two poems, the Theogony and

Works and Days.
VI.  Appendix to Ch.3: The Erinyes in Parmenides.

In this appendix, | provide a close reading of fragment 18 which remains somewhat
neglected by modern scholars. | argue that this fragment both utilizes the theories of
Parmenides’ near-contemporary, Alcmaeon, and alludes to Hesiod by utilizing the figures known
as Erinyes. By alluding both to contemporary and more distant predecessors in his discussion of
embryology, Parmenides constructs a synopsis of the history of philosophy as relying on the
tradition of genealogy. My plan for this section is first to present the fragment and discuss its
context in Caelius Aurelianus. Then I will argue that Caelius chose the Latin term Dirae to
translate the Parmenides’ Greek term Erinyes. Finally, I show how Parmenides’ possible use of
this term suggests many connections to his predecessor Hesiod, both to the Birth of Aphrodite in
the Theogony and the birth of Strife in the Works and Days. In this section | will also mention

parallels to be found in another Presocratic who uses Erinyes, namely Heraclitus.
Parmenides fragment 18 only survives in a Latin translation:

femina virque simul Veneris cum germina miscent,
venis informans diverso ex sanguine virtus
temperiem servans bene condita corpora fingit.

nam si virtutes permixto semine pugnent
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nec faciant unam permixto in corpore, Dirae

nascentem gemino vexabunt semine sexum.

When a woman and a man together mix the seeds of Venus,

from the different blood in their veins a formative capacity

fashions a well-constructed body, if it preserves a proper mixture.

For if the capacities should fight once the seed is mixed

and if they should not make one in the mixed body, the Furies

shall persecute the gender with a double seed as it is born.
This fragment appears in the medical writings of Caelius Aurelianus, probably active around 400
C.E. He is known as a translator of Soranus of Ephesus, a Greek medical writer active in the 1%
century C.E., and his work shows a great dependence on this author. Caelius calls the fragment
an epigramma, suggesting the broader context was perhaps not available to him. The translation
of Parmenides appears to be his own, and he expresses some concern over accuracy. Caelius
explains that he “composed Latin verses in as similar a fashion as he was able so that the quality
of the two languages would not be mixed” (Cael. Aurel. Tard. Pass. 4.9.134: latinos enim ut
potui composui ne linguarum ratio misceretur; For ratio as “quality” of a language see OLD s.v.
15, cf. Quint. Inst. 8.3.59). | think that the translator has made a conceptual pun. While happy to
use Greek elsewhere, here Caelius opts for Latin so that his text can remain as harmonious as the

healthy fetus which the fragment describes as coming from the harmonious union of parents.

Scholars have proposed various interpretations of this fragment. Wilamowitz reasonably
argued, based on its context in Caelius, that the Parmenidean original gave an account of
homosexual births (1913, 72 n.1). Diels was suspicious of this, and suggested instead that

Parmenides described hermaphroditic births or, at the very least, the births of effeminate men or
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masculine women, like Amazons.'” On the basis of this interpretation, Diels attempted a
‘retranslation’ of this Latin fragment back into Greek, but conspicuously absent from his

retranslation was any word corresponding to Dirae (1897, 44):
GAL' 6tav dpoev' Opod kal Oniea kKOpoTa pioyn
Konpidog, &k te AepOV dVVaLG GUV EvavTia TAGGGOT,
fiv pev kprfiowv &ymotv, £0KTITO GOUATA TEVYEL
fiv 8¢ dlya PPOVEMGL BPOTAV £V GIEPLLOTL LEIKTD

5) UNdE EO®GIY OUNV SLVAUELS VI GOUOTL LEIKTD,
YEWOUEVNV OLQVET GIVOIVTO KE KOUATL QUTANV.

Diels tells us: “romische Angst scheint in dirae des Caelius nachzuklingen, der ich daher als
ungriechisch in der Riickiibersetzung keine Stelle gelassen habe” (1897, 116). Diels, like many
scholars, thought Caelius was a mere translator of his predecessor Soranus.'® Furthermore,
Diels thought Caelius’ use of Dirae reflected an anxiety towards homosexuality typical of
Romans but unlikely to be found among the Greeks of the 5™ century B.C.E. It is telling that
Diels’ reconstruction attempts to replicate Caelius’ “silver line” in line 6, but leaves any Greek
term corresponding to Dirae out. Why preserve this stylistic feature while freely redacting the
content? Diels’ reasoning is speculative and inconclusive, since there are many words for Dirae

that we would not be surprised to see in Parmenides in this context. Furthermore, Parmenides’

107 See Diels 1897, 115-118. Taran discusses the issues, focusing on the recovery of the
details of the physical processes Parmenides is attempting to describe (1956, 263-67).
108 This view has been called into question by van der Eijk (1999).
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use of personifications in all three parts of his poem, the proem, the Aletheia, and the Doxa,

should not rule out a reference to mythological figures.

Some scholars, like Untersteiner (1958) and Holscher (1986), have maintained Diels’
view. Coxon disagrees and suggests that the original was probably some form of Knp, citing a
Homeric parallel as evidence. At Il. 23.78-79, the ghost of Patroclus speaking to Achilles
laments his doom: “But hateful death surrounded me, which presided over me even as I was
being born” (GAL" gue p&v kNp dpeéyave otuyepn, 1 mep Adye yryvopevov mep). In further
support, Coxon cites the later tradition in which Achilles and Patroclus were lovers, suggesting
that Parmenides alluded to this tradition to embellish his own theory about the origins of

homosexuality.

I think the discussion of this fragment would benefit from shifting the focus away from
whether the fragment depicts homosexual or hermaphroditic births. As interesting as these
possibilities are, we cannot be entirely certain which Parmenides was discussing without more
context. Instead, | think it would be fruitful to focus on another detail, namely that the fragment
clearly depicts strife in the womb: the two parents seeds fight (pugnent), and this affects the
moment of conception. Even if Caelius were ‘freely translating’ his predecessor, it would be

difficult to argue that he fabricated this detail.

There are many mythological parallels in which a struggle between parents ends up
affecting their children, and in many of these the Erinyes play a prominent role. Aeschylus’
Oresteia trilogy immediately comes to mind, but I will discuss Hesiodic parallels for the
Erinyes’ appearance in similar contexts below. But first, | shall argue that a Latin translator like

Caelius would translate the Greek term Erinyes using the Latin term Dirae.
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The terms Erinyes and Dirae were interchangeable in Latin poetry. Consider the line
from Propertius (2.20.29): tum me...tragicae vexetis Erinyes.’%® Here the elegaic poet prays that
the tragic Erinyes should vex him if he forgets his own gratitude toward his lover. Propertius
choice of verb matches the verb Caelius used, and this suggests that the Dirae may represent the
Erinyes. Some passages from Vergil’s Aeneid also suggest that Erinyes and Dirae were
interchangeable, since the character Allecto is referred to both as one of the Dirae Deae as well

as an Erinys (Aeneid 7.447-55): tot Erinys sibilat hydris | tantaque se facies aperit...

To be fair to Coxon’s suggestion, Keres and Erinyes are not only closely related, but they
are also sometimes treated as interchangeable in Greek literature. For example, in Aeschylus’

Seven Against Thebes, the chorus addresses the Keres-Erinyes (1054-57):
® peydhavyot kol pOepotyeveic
Kfpec 'Epwvoeg, ait' Oidumoda
v€vog dAEGOTE TPLUVODEY 0VTMG,
i Ta0w; Ti 0¢ Op®; Ti 0 Pnomual;
Oh, boastful and destructive
Keres, Erinyes, who destroyed
the family of Oedipus from the root in this way,

Why do | suffer? Why do | act? Why do | make plans?

199 This was pointed out as a parallel to Parmenides fr. 18 by Schrijvers 1985 commentary to
Caelius Aurelianus explanation of homosexuality (ad 4.9.134).
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But would a Latin translator use Dirae for Keres? Our only possible examples for this suggest
that they would not. Both Cicero and Hyginus record Latin versions of Catalogues of Night,
Whose ultimate poetic predecessor must be the catalogue as it stands in Hesiod. Cicero’s version

reads (De Natura Deorum 3.44.3-15):

...Amor Dolus Tmomus Labor Invidentia Fatum Senectus Mors Tenebrae Miseria
Querella Gratia Fraus Pertinacia Parcae Hesperides Somnia; quos omnis Erebo et

Nocte natos ferunt.

...Love, Trickery, Woe, Toil, Envy, Fate, Old Age, Death, Shadows, Sadness,
Quarrels, Graces, Fraud, Obstinacy, Parcae, Hesperides, Dreams, and all of whom

they say were born from Darkness and Night.

Hyginus’ very similar list follows (Preface):

ex Nocte et Erebo Fatum Senectus Mors Letum fContinentia Somnus Somnia
<Amor> id est Lysimeles, Epiphron Tdumiles Porphyrion Epaphus Discordia
Miseria Petulantia Nemesis Euphrosyne Amicitia Misericordia Styx; Parcae tres,

id est Clotho Lachesis Atropos; Hesperides, Aegle Hesperie Taerica.

From Night and Darkness, Fate, Old Age, Death, Oblivion, Continence (?), Sleep,
Dreams, Love, i.e. The Limb-Loosener, Epiphron, dumiles (?) Porphyrion,
Epaphus, Strife, Sadness, Petulance, Nemesis, Kindness, Friendship, Misery,
Styx, the three Parcae, i.e. Clotho, Lachesis, Atropos, Hesperides, Aegle,

Hesperia, Aerica.

The most likely places where Cicero and Hyginus may have translated Hesiod’s Keres occur in

the respective sequences Fatum Senectus Mors Tenebrae and Fatum Senectus Mors Letum.
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Pease (1968, ad loc.) has cited a portion of Hesiod’s catalogue of Night from the Theogony as a
likely parallel (Th. 211-12; 217): NOE 8'étiktev otuyepov 1€ Mopov kai Kijpo péhavay kai
Odavarov; kai Moipag kai Kijpag éyeivato vnieomoivovc. These parallels suggest that perhaps
Tenebrae or Letum may have been translations of Keres. More crucially, the term dirae does not
occur in either catalogue, and therefore, insofar as these can be viewed as translations of Hesiod,

even loose ones, it seems unlikely that dirae would be chosen for Keres as Coxon had suggested.

Now that I have argued that Caelius’ dirae was likely to have translated “Erinyes,” I
would like to point out some possible parallels that would enrich our understanding of
Parmenides’ Latin fragment. First, there are many reasons to think Parmenides is recalling

Hesiod’s Works and Days, where the birth of Oath, son of Strife, is described (WD 802-4):

[Téuntag & eEaréacOa, émel yohemal e Kal aivai-

&v méumtn yap eacty 'Epwvoag dpueimoievey

‘Opxkov yewvouevov, Tov "Epic téke mip’ €mdpKoic.

Avoid fifth-days, since they are difficult and dreadful.

For they say that on the fifth day the Erinyes attended

Oath as he was born, whom Eris gave birth to as a bane to

those who swear falsely.

The present participle of yewvopevov matches the nascentem of Caelius’ translation.
Furthermore, the Erinyes here act as mid-wives for Strife’s child, a situation Parmenides’ adapts
by making them afflict the child in the womb. The allusion to Oath enriches Parmenides’

adoption of Alcmaeon’s notion of isonomia in the body.

Parmenides may also have the birth-story of the Erinyes themselves in mind too. The

context of the Erinyes’ birth—namely the strife between Gaia and Ouranos—is reflected in
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Parmenides’ account of the strife between the two parents’ seeds in the womb. Moreover, the
Erinyes’ role as avengers of parricide ensure that the strife of the parents is in a sense inherited
by their son, Cronus, who castrates his father so that his siblings, the Titans, can be born.
Finally, a topic I will revist in my final chapter, the birth scene of Aphrodite, also a result of the
strife between parents, provides a vivid glimpse into the Archaic Greek understanding of
embryology, namely that the formation of the fetus is a process whereby a liquid seed becomes a

solid embryo, a process reflected in Aphrodite’s “congealing” in sea foam (Th. 193).

I would like to conclude this appendix with yet another parallel found in a fragment of
Heraclitus preserved in the Derveni Papyrus (Heraclitus fr. 94 DK = Derveni Papyrus Col. IV.5-

9, trans. Kouremenos, adapted)

kot [, Joo Hpakgiroc po[ ] ra xowa, kaz[actpé]pet Ta i6[1]a, SCmep

el [Tot iepo]Aoymt Aéyov [

“fid[oC Teprojdov kot Hcy dyBpw[mniov] edpoc TodoC [cT,
10 p[éyebo]c ovy dmepPdrriov gik[dtac ob]povc g[HpovC

€00 €l 8¢ uln, ‘Epwvog[c] viv é€gvupricov[ct, Aiknc érikovpot.

Heraclitus...common things.... turns his own views upside down, the one who
said, speaking like the Hierologos: The sun, in the nature of a circuit(?) is the
breadth of a human foot, not overstepping in size the proper limits of its width, or

else the Erinyes, Dike’s assistants, will find him out.

Here the Erinyes appear as the assistants of Dike, a character who also appears in Parmenides.

Their role in keeping the sun from transgressing its boundaries matches their role in Parmenides
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to pursue anything that does not preserve balance and harmony. If these mythological figures
had a place in Heraclitus’ cosmology, then we should not be surprised if they had a place in

Parmenides’ as well.

What | hope to have shown in this section is the way in which Parmenides collapses
highly traditional content with the most up-to-date intellectual currents of his time. | interpret
this choice as a way to show his audience not only that the genealogies of Hesiod are still
relevant and serving as the model for early Greek philosophy, but also that his more immediate
predecessors, figures like Anaximander and potentially also Alcmaeon and Heraclitus, have not

yet surpassed Hesiod, leaving room for Parmenides himself to do so.
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Ch.4: Genealogical Motifs in Empedocles

l. Introduction

Keeping Empedocles’ genealogical background and context in view are essential to
solving the biggest problem in interpreting Empedocles: Did he write one or two poems (On
Nature or On Nature and Katharmoi), and, if he wrote two poems, do those two poems
correspond to divine and mortal perspectives the same way that Hesiod’s two poems do? And if

Empedocles wrote one poem, is it structured in a similar fashion as Parmenides’ poem?

In my second chapter, | argued that Hesiod was already aware of the problems that attend
genealogy, e.g. the impossibility of ex nihilo creation. In the third chapter, | argued that
Parmenides expresses similar concerns, since he described divine Being in anti-genealogical
language but his Doxa features genealogy as the human explanation of the cosmos. In this
chapter, I argue that Empedocles continues Parmenides’ project by criticizing the genealogical
approach to cosmology in his poem by adapting traditional motifs to support his novel theories

about Nature.

The argument of this chapter is divided into three parts: first | will review the
Empedoclean question, regarding whether he wrote one or two poems and whether the content of
his work, sometimes cosmological and at other times religious, represents a coherent whole.
After this, I review Empedocles’ programmatic fragments to show how the mortal-immortal
dualism plays out in his poem(s). Many of these programmatic fragments emphasize how
genealogy belongs to mortal perspective, while Empedocles’ theory of mixture and separation
represents the divine viewpoint. | conclude that there are important differences in the way

Empedocles utilizes the dichotomy, especially insofar as the structure of his poem(s) does not
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divide into two neat halves, as it did for Parmenides and Hesiod. Instead, Empedocles oscillates
more rapidly between the two perspectives to illustrate their complementarity. In the conclusion
to the first part, | will show how the anti-genealogical agenda described in the programmatic

fragments is corroborated in the remainder of the poem(s).
. Part One The divine-mortal dichotomy in Empedocles and the Empedoclean Question
Part One A: The Empedoclean Question

Before | proceed to the fragments themselves, | should give a brief history of the
Empedoclean question to show where scholars stand today on the issue. According to Diogenes
Laertius, Empedocles wrote at least two works (DK 31A1.189-90 = LM D1): ta pév ovv Ilepi
evoemg avtdt Koi ol Kabappoi gic Enn tetvovot mevtaxioyila, 6 6 Tatpikog Adyog gig &mn
e€axoota. On the basis of this testimony, modern editions have divided the fragments of
Empedocles, assigning religious and mythological material—the story of Empedocles’ own
reincarnation and exile—to the Katharmoi and the more typically “Presocratic”” material—
theories about the material constituents of the universe and the forces that manipulate them—to
the Peri Phuseds.*® The two-poem division inspired some scholars to characterize Empedocles
as contradictory, denying unity not only to the corpus, but also to the thought of Empedocles.!!!
Many scholars viewed the religious, mythical material, as contradicting the scientific,

philosophical material, which the Peri Phuseos contained.

110 The most influential edition by Diels-Kranz was anticipated by Diels 1901, Stein 1852,
Karsten 1838, and Sturz 1805; cf. Trépanier 2004, p. 2 and p. 194 n. 6.

11 Jaeger famously called Empedocles a “philosophical centaur” (1945, 295). Zeller’s Die
Philosophie der Griechen in ihrer geschichtlichen Entwicklung gives a pioneering account of
the philosophical incompatibility of Empedocles’ two main works (1963, 1001 and 1004-
1016; cf. Trépanier 2004, 194 n.6).
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The Strasbourg Papyrus seems to confirm the unity of Empedocles thought by discussing
both the reincarnation of the daimon and the details of the physical elements in the cosmic cycle
within one continuous fragment (ensemble d; Martin and Primavesi 1998). Even before the
publication of the Strasbourg Papyrus, scholars began to argue that, not only did Empedocles
write only one poem, but it was intended to communicate a coherent message—that is, the
“religious” material about the exile of his daimon and reincarnation is fully compatible with the
“philosophical” material about the physical make-up of the universe (Osborne 1987; Obbink

1992; Inwood 2001).

Even granting the unity of Empedocles’ thought, many still disagree about the number of
poems. The important scholarship of Primavesi (2007; 2008) remains at odds with Trépanier
(2004): the former argues that Empedocles wrote two poems, which nevertheless present a
unified view using allegory, while the latter argues for one poem which emphasizes the
relationship between the religious and philosophical material. Now, in order to proceed with my
argument, it will be necessary to situate my own views as they relate to this on-going debate in

Empedocles’ scholarship.

I have argued for the importance of Hesiod’s influence on early Greek philosophy
throughout this dissertation to show that the complimentary relationship between Hesiod’s two
major poems, the Theogony and Works and Days, has itself exerted influence on the structure of
Parmenides’ own poem. Just as Hesiod’s Theogony represents the divine perspective on the
cosmos, while the Works represents the perspective of mortals, so also does Parmenides’
Aletheia represent a divine perspective, while the Doxa clearly belong to mortals. The major

difference is that Parmenides embraces the two perspectives within one poem, innovating upon
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his predecessor’s two-poem diptych. Furthermore, Parmenides adapts Hesiodic poetic structure

to comment on the place of genealogy in cosmological inquiry, as argued in the last chapter.

Since both Hesiod and Parmenides provide important precedents for Empedocles’ work,
interesting complications arise if we try to use these predecessors as evidence to resolve the
Empedoclean question. | submit that Empedocles also structured his work according to the
mortal-divine dichotomy as Parmenides and Empedocles have done. There is, however, a
dilemma: did Empedocles follow Hesiod, and write two poems, or is he closer to Parmenides,
who divided his poem into parts corresponding to divine and mortal worldviews? Although he is
closer in time to Parmenides, | can imagine Empedocles trying to present himself as more
Hesiodic than Parmenides by writing two poems. The move would itself be Parmenidean, since
Parmenides emphasizes Hesiod’s (and Homer’s) importance by re-introducing hexameters to the

cosmogonic inquiry the Milesians had already begun to practice in prose.

The problem, however, is that the one-or-two-poem dilemma cannot be resolved by
comparing Empedocles to his predecessors. There are plenty of parallels between them, but we
can better tackle the Empedoclean question by looking at Empedocles’ fragments themselves.
There are many intra-textual references and repetitions that, as Trépanier maintains, make the
one-poem view much more likely (2004, 47, 86-88, 179). Although there is not enough evidence
to settle the matter conclusively, I find most of Trepaniér’s arguments convincing to the point

that I am surprised that the single-work hypothesis still represents the minority view.

My argument for the unity of Empedocles’ thought is slightly different from previous
scholarship, in that | am not attempting to resolve the dichotomy between the “mythical” with
the “scientific”; rather I intend to view the fragments through the lens of the more traditional and

epistemological dichotomy between divine and mortal perspectives which we have seen at play
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in other authors in the previous chapters. This dichotomy is present in the fragments I will
review below, but it still allows for unity in Empedocles’ thought thanks to the complimentary

relationship between the two ways of looking at the cosmos.

Part One B: Programmatic statements and internal references: the divine-mortal dichotomy in

Empedocles.

When Empedocles was writing, there was already a long tradition of poets invoking the
difference between men and gods at the outset of their work. For fragmentary works, however, it
is not always apparent whether the structure of their work reflects that division. For instance,

consider Xenophanes fr. 34:
Kai 1O P&V 0DV cageg odTic dvip 1dev 0084 Tig EoTan
100G apel Bedv te Kol doca AEyw mepl TOVIOV:
€1 YOp Kol TO LAALGTO TOYOL TETEAEGUEVOV EITAV,

adTOG BmC 0VK 018e* d6K0¢ &’ &mi TiGL TETVKTAL.

And truly not one man has clear knowledge nor shall anyone
Know clearly about the gods and the things | say about all things,
For even if he should happen to say something especially perfect,

Nevertheless, he would not know, but opinion is allotted to all men.
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This fragment features the frequently repeated idea that the gods are out of the reach of human
understanding, but mortals can freely form opinions about the gods which may or may not be
true. In Xenophanes’ case, there is no indication that structural or compositional details of his
poems reflect this epistemic dichotomy the way the relationship between Hesiod’s two major
poems does. Here it will be useful to note in passing that Xenophanes also criticizes humans for
supposing that the gods are born, making an explicit anti-genealogical point which Parmenides

and Empedaocles reinforce in their own work (Xenophanes fr. 14):

AL’ o1 Bpotoi dokéovat yevvacsOot Beovg,

™V 6eeTéPMV O’ €0BfjTa Exev VNV TE dENOC TE

But mortals suppose that gods are born,

And have their clothes and voice and frame.

Parmenides makes use of the same epistemological divide between gods and mortals, but,
unlike Xenophanes, the dichotomy bears a strict relationship to his poem’s structure. The details
about the poem’s structure are especially apparent at moments of transition, as for instance at the
transition between the poem’s two parts—from divine Aletheia to mortal opinion—occurring at

Parmenides fr. 8.50-53:

&V T 601 TAH® TIGTOV AOYOV 10E VOO

apeic aAndeing: d6&ag 8’ amd Todde Ppoteiog

navOave KOGUOV UMV EMEMV ATATNAOV AKOVM®V.



Zehner - 141

At this point | end for you a trustworthy account and understanding
About truth, and from this point learn mortal opinions

Hearing the deceitful order of my words.

At this transition, Parmenides maintains a hierarchical relationship between the two parts of his
poem. Furthermore, Parmenides uses the two-part structure to surpass his predecessor, Hesiod.
By confining the genealogical material, which includes gods, to his deceptive Doxa, Parmenides
implies that the Hesiodic divine genealogy was a mortal concept after all. Parmenides therefore
makes room for his Aletheia—an anti-genealogical description of Being—to take the place of
what Hesiod had presented as the divine view through his divine genealogies. Furthermore,
Parmenides explicitly mentions birth as a name which mortals believe truly describes things at

fr.8.38-41:
TOL ThvT’ dvop’ Eotau,
doc0 Ppotoi kotédevto memolddTeg sivar GANOT,
yiyveoOai te koi dAAvcOan, givai T kai ovyd,

Kol TOmov AAAGGGEY d1d TE YPpOa PavOV Aueifetv.

Therefore, all things that mortals, believe to be true and have established shall be
a name: to be born and to be destroyed, to be and not, to change place, and to

change their bright color.
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Turning now to Empedocles, there are many fragments that show his use of the divine-
mortal dichotomy to support his philosophy. Like his immediate predecessor Parmenides, he
uses this dichotomy to position himself as superior to those before him. In his opening fragment,
Empedocles sings that his audience views him as a god (fr. 112.4: éya &” duiv 0g0¢ duppotoc,
ovkéTt Ovntog, discussed in more detail below). In another place, Empedocles guarantees the
authority of his poem since Pausanias has heard his muthos from a god (fr. 23.11: 600 mapa
udvbov akovooag). Although Empedocles also relies on a Muse, his self-fashioning as a god
suggests a closer relationship to the divine realm than Parmenides’ kouros, who receives the
message of the goddess and embodies a closer relationship to the poem’s welcoming goddess
than Hesiod had with his condescending Muses. Empedocles, who is godlike himself, therefore

continues the same sort of engagement with his predecessors as Parmenides.
There are also many places where Empedocles denigrates mortal opinion, as in fr. 132:
OAProc, ¢ Belwv Tpamidwv EKTNGOTO TAODTOV,

Se1hog &, M1 okotdEGG DedV TEPL S6EQ PEIMAEY.

Happy is the one who has acquired a wealth of divine prapides,
And wretched the one who has devised shadowy opinions about gods.

This fragment alludes both to Hesiod and to Parmenides in order to communicate Empedocles’
superiority over his most relevant predecessors.'2 The Hesiodic context is relevant to

Empedocles’ message (Th. 954: 6AB1oc, d¢ péya Epyov &v abavdartoloty avocoag | vaiet

112 Aside from an occurrence in Theognis (1.934 ed. Young) and one in the Homeric Hymn to Demeter (480),
Hesiod’s Theogony is the only other earlier occurrence 6AB10¢, O¢g at the beginning of a hexameter line.
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anmnuoavtoc Kai dynpaog fuata mavta). Hercules’ apotheosis tells a similar tale to the salvation
that Empedocles appears to be advertising. In one fragment, he relates how prominent men—
prophets, singers, doctors, leaders—“sprout up” as gods (fr.146.3: avapractodot Oeot). The
divine prapides is also Hesiodic, alluding to the moment when Kottos, a Hundred-hander, praises
the prapides of Zeus (Th. 656, cf. 655-63). It is by Zeus’ divine wisdom that the Hundred-
handers have been released from their underworld prison, and now their aid in turn will lead to
the imprisonment of the Titans in Tartaros. Again, the Hesiodic context enriches Empedocles’

situation, since he describes himself as an exile from the gods (fr. 115.13: puyag 0e60ev).

The contrast between divine prapides and dark opinion evokes the “Parmenidean contrast
between knowledge and light and doxa and darkness” (Wright 1981, 252). In another place,
Empedocles implies that his lessons reach further than any “mortal metis.” (fr. 2.10: Bportein
uiitic). Furthermore, Empedocles exhorts his audience to “hear the course of the account as not
deceptive” (fr. 17.35), as though redeeming cosmology from the deceptive label Parmenides’
gives his Doxa (Parmenides fr. 8.53, quoted above; cf. Tor 2017, 319; Hardie 2013, 221). The
connection to Parmenides is clear, but now the question is, does Empedocles follow in his
predecessors’ footsteps by structuring his poem according to the same divine-mortal dichotomy?
If he does structure his poem this way, then a better understanding of genealogy’s role in the
poem will follow. Like Parmenides before him, Empedocles also attributes the genealogical

perspective to mortals, while the divine perspective seems to be something else entirely.

One finds Hints about the poem’s structure in fragments bearing witness to transitions
between topics, but it is still difficult to locate those transitions relative to one another.
Trépanier, for instance, attempts to reconstruct the proem of Empedocles’ Physika, but as a result

he separates four fragments (frr. 8, 9, 11, 15) commonly treated as a set thanks to their thematic
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links and shared context from Plutarch’s Against Colotes (cf. Trépanier 2004, 31-72).113
According to Trépanier the proem included frr. 11 and 15, but excluded frr. 8 and 9 (2004, 45).
They all, however, raise a similar issue about mortal terminology for elemental processes and
thereby have a programmatic function. Inwood, furthermore, groups these four fragments
together, giving 8, 9, 11, and 15 the numbers 21, 22, 23, and 24 in his ordering of the poem
(2001). Their proximity in Plutarch’s Against Colotes suggests they were grouped together in
Empedocles’ poem as well. The criteria by which Trépanier includes two of these fragments in

the proem and not the others are not entirely clear.

A close look at all four of these fragments shows how the theme of genealogy relates to
the divine-mortal dichotomy; they show that genealogy is a product of mortal perspectives and
thereby imply that the divine view is something else. For instance, fr. 8 denies any phusis to mortal

things, as well as denying death:
dALO 3¢ TOL £pE®* PVOIG 0VOEVOG EGTIV AMAVIMV
BvnNTdV, 00O TIg 0VAOUEVOL Bavdtolo TedevTn,
AL pOvov gL e SIIAAAELS TE pyévtav

€oTl, VOIS O €ml Toig dvoudletol AvOpOTOIGLY.

And | shall tell you another thing: There is phusis of none of all

113 The close relationship between these fragments has prompted frequent scholarly discussion
scholarship, e.g. Journée 2007, 468-520; Boulogne 2004, 97-110; Nilles 1989, 365-79; Owens
1976, 87-101.
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The mortals, nor is there any end of destructive death,
But there is only mixture and separation of
mixed things, but phusis is applied as a name to these by humans.

Both modern and ancient interpretations of this fragment are divided about the meaning of the
term phusis here. It should be uncontroversial to say that Phusis is the name applied by men to
“those things,” (toic) referring apparently to mixture and separation.’* Most modern scholars
have followed Plutarch in claiming that Empedocles here uses Phusis as a synonym of genesis.*°
Others follow Aristotle in interpreting Phusis as equivalent to ousia (Owens 1976; van der Ben
1978). This latter view strikes me as anachronistic (cf. Cherniss 1964, 244 n. 114), but more
importantly | agree with Nilles who argues that the ousia reading ignores the connection to
Parmenides in Empedocles’ statement here (1989, 366-69, 379). Nilles helpfully compares
Parmenides ft. 10, as it contains uses of the term yiyvopai, @voig, and O, highlighting the close

relationship between all three terms (1989, 368):
elont &’ aibepiov e VoY Té T° €V aiBépt ThvTal
onuata kol kabopdg evayéog NeAiolo

Aopmdoog Epy’ aidnia kai onmodev EEgyévovro,

114 This may lead to a puzzle, as how can phusis understood either “birth” or “stable nature” (the
two prevailing interpretations) be applied to separation? Perhaps Empedocles only meant that
phusis applied to mixture, while death applied to separation, but I must also mention that
separation is also an important part of embryological processes, since the process often
involves a homogenous mixture separating into its parts (i.e. the articulation of the fetus). To
say this now, however, is to beg the question as to the meaning of phusis.

115 See Wright’s translation, “birth.” Some also translate phusis as “growth.” (e.g. Trepanier
2004, 179). Nilles 1989, 379, argues for the “genesis” reading.
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Epya 1€ KOKAOTOG TEVON1 TEPIPOLTO GEATVIG

Kol UG, €10M0e1g 6€ Kal ovpavOv Aueig Exovra

&vbev €ov 1€ Kol AO¢ Py dyovs’ €nédnoev Avdykn

nelpat’ Exev AoTPOV.

You shall know the ethereal phusis and all the signs in

the ether and the invisible works of the pure torch of

the bright sun and whence they are born,

and you will learn the wandering works of the round moon

and its phusis, and you will know the surrounding sky also

from the place it is born and how also Necessity leading

bound it to hold the limits of the stars.

The Parmenides fragment suggests that the term Phusis connotes both the function (§pya) of the
celestial bodies as well as their origins and the process by which they come into existence (§vbev
gov, cf. Nilles 1989, 368 n. 8). This leads Nilles also to compare the fragment to Odyssey 10.302-

6, where Hermes shows the Phusis of moly to Odysseus:

¢ dpa povnoag Tope EApLAKOV APYEIPOVING

€K yaing €pvoog kai pot ooty avtod £de1ie.

piln nev péhav Eoke, yoloktt 8¢ gikedov dvBoc:
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UOAD 0€ v kKaAéovat Beol, yodemov 8¢ 17 dpvocey

avopact ye Bvynroict: Beol 8¢ te mavta SHvavTaL.

Having spoken thus, the slayer of Argos brought the pharmakon
After digging it from the earth and he showed its phusis to me.
While black in root, its flower was like milk;

And Gods call it moly, but it is difficult to dig up

For mortal men, at least, but the gods are all powerful.

Nilles maintains that the Odyssey passage shows the connotation of phusis with a thing’s
constitution and function, but the Odyssey passage also brings out another important aspect of

phusis.

In his fr. 8, Empedocles says phusis does not belong to any mortal, and the Odyssey passage
is, in effect, saying the same thing from a different angle. Strauss Clay’s reading of the passage
emphasizes how the phusis of the moly plant, under normal circumstances, lies outside the reach
of mortals (1972, 129-31). Odysseus relates how the roots of the Moly plant, a plant for which
only the gods have a name, can only be seen by the gods, since Men cannot dig up the plant. This
suggests to me that phusis not only connotes the whole constitution of the plant, i.e. both its flower
and its roots, but also that pride of place is given to the roots, the origins of the plant, since these

are what lie beyond Odysseus’ reach, not the flower. Hermes, therefore, is required to show the
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roots, the true phusis of the plant. If this interpretation is correct, then it is possible to view the

Odyssey passage as the precedent for Empedocles’ use of the term “root” for his four elements.*'®

The problem, however, is that the Odyssey passage complicates the Empedoclean passage
more than solves it, but the complications are themselves informative. If phusis refers to a thing’s
constitution and origin, then how does it make sense to say that a mortal does not possess phusis?
Could we not claim that the elements are the phusis of mortals? This leads to yet another
complication: if mortals have no phusis, does this imply that the elements—the only immortal

beings in Empedocles’ universe—do have a phusis?

We remain at a loss in answering these questions unless Aristotle’s interpretation of
Empedoclean phusis, as ‘stable nature’ or ‘ousia,’ is correct (cf. Owen 1976, 93-94), but this
solution produces its own problems. If Empedocles means that mortals have no stable nature or
no ousia, then why does he contrast phusis with thanatos? Birth and death remain a more natural
opposition and are better corroborated by Empedocles cosmological theories, according to which
things do come to be—not absolutely, but apparently so—by the combination of elements. The
core of Owen’s argument for understanding Phusis as Aristotelian Ousia is his observation that
Empedocles does not deny birth to mortals, but only Phusis. 1, however, think Owen is wrong
about this. Fr. 9, quoted below, specifically questions the accuracy of the verb yevésOau, just as
Parmenides had in the fragments quoted above (Owen 1976, 90 and 100). The meanings of these

terms are not themselves stable during Empedocles’ poem. The discomfort we feel with either

118 This observation is not at the expense of the relevance to Empedocles of the roots in Tartaros
from Hesiod’s Theogony (727-28: avtap dnepbe | yiig pilon mepdaot Kai dTpuyéToto
Bardoong).
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interpretive angle (phusis as ousia vs. phusis as genesis) is perhaps illustrative of Empedocles’

main point: the failure of mortal language to faithfully represent reality.

Comparison of fr. 8 with the rest of the fragments in our group (9, 11, 15) reinforce the
notion that Empedocles main target are mortal theories about coming to be. Like fr. 8, in fr. 9
Empedocles claims it is not themis to call mixture and separation birth and death, respectively, but

that he himself assents to the convention:
o1 &’ Ote pev Kot eATO Iyévt’ gig aifép’ tkawvton
1| Katd Onpdv dypotépav YEvos §j Katd Oauvev
NE KT’ 0lVAV, TOTE PEV TO Aéyouot yevéshat,
gute &’ dmokpvOdSt, O & av Svsdaipove TOTUOV:

1 Bépic 00 KaAéovat, vopmt 8’ Emipnut kol adTodc.

And whenever they arrive into the ether, mixed into men

Or into the breed of wild beasts or the breed of fish

Or of birds, then they call it birth,

But when they are separated, in turn they call this ill-fated death,

What they call it is not right, but even | assent to the convention myself.

In the first line, Empedocles identifies mixture with birth, since once mixed, the creatures “arrive
into the air.” To explain the phrase “into the air” as a stand in for being born, Wright helpfully

relates Empedocles’ theory that the fetus takes its first breath at birth (cf. Aetius 4.22.1; 5.15.3).
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Empedocles also draws upon the connection between yévog and yevécsBau, illustrating our
constant reliance on genealogical terms while implying their inaccuracy. Nevertheless,
Empedocles admits to the use of inaccurate language himself, as it is to a certain extent
unavoidable. We can at this point look back at fr. 8, and perhaps use Empedocles’ point about
the limitations of human language to help resolve some of the issues there. That is, perhaps it is
too strict to say that mortals have no phusis, but instead we could say that phusis, as it is
normally understood by mortals needs adjustment. The message of fr. 9 also invites comparison
with the role Doxa has in Parmenides. As | argued last chapter, the Doxa does not represent a
facetious exercise amounting to a collection of false theories. Instead, the Doxa represent the
cosmos within the limits of the epistemic situation of mortals, since mortals are unable to fully
achieve a god’s eye view of nature. We can also recall Parmenides’ own frequent recourse to

genealogical terminology when attempting to describe his divine Being.

Empedocles continues his critique of mortal opinions in fr. 11, where he calls those who

expect something to be born from nothing “fools”:

VAol 0V YAp SOV SOAYOPPOVEG E1GT HLEPLVAL,

o1 on yiyvesOar mhpog ovk £0v EAmilovoty

1 Tt kataBviniokew 1€ Kol EE6AAVGHO amdvInt.

Fools! For their thoughts are not far-reaching,

Who expect something not existing before to be born

Or that when something dies it is also completely destroyed.
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We can wonder who, exactly, Empedocles is referring to as fools, but whoever they are, their
belief in birth is central to their folly. In the last fragment of this series, however, it seems
Empedocles ups the ante, claiming that even “life” is an inaccurate term since men exist, in some

sense, both before and after what they perceive as their lifetime (fr. 15):
0VK (v Gvp TO1DTA GOPOS PPECT LOVTEVCALTO,
¢ dppa pév 1e Pidot, To O Plotov KaAéovat,
TOQpa P&V 0LV £i6tv, Kal o Thpo dethd kai é60NA,

npiv 8¢ Tayev T Ppotol Kai Emel A0V, oVOEV Gp’ eloty.

A wise man would not divine such things with this phrenes:

That while they live what they indeed call “life,”

Only for that time do they exist, and have a share of good and bad things,

But that before they are formed and after they are dissolved, they do not exist.

A human life, whose limits are usually defined by birth and death—terms Empedocles has
already thrown into question—is shown to be insignificant. “Birth” and “death,” here described
by verbs (ndyev; ABev), are not actual limits to a human’s existence, since all the human’s parts

have a greater duration than the human. The parts prexisted and shall remain afterwards.

All four of these fragments are similar in theme, and their generality gives them a
programmatic flavor. Instead of describing mixis and separation in detail, each identifies the

genealogical perspective with the mortal point of view. More importantly, these fragments argue
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for Empedocles’ theories at the expense of traditional genealogical models: since humans come
into being and dissolve through the combination and dissolution of the four elements, absolute

birth and utter destruction are impossible.

| leave open the possibility that Empedocles’ poem did not have a neat division like
Parmenides’ poem; one part leading to a second after an introduction (although it is true that the
Physika is supposed to have three books). Nevertheless, the mortal views criticized in frr. 8, 9, 11,

and 15 are opposed to a divine perspective given elsewhere in the poem.

Empedocles’ invocations to Muses attest to the divine status of the poet and contrast his
message with view of mortals. For instance, Empedocles fr. 131 reminds us that mortals are the

beneficiaries of what is revealed:
el yop eonuepiov Evekév Tvog, duppote Modaoa,
NUETéPOG LeAéTOC <Bde Tor> S1d ppovTidoc éADsiv, !
gOyopévml viv avte mapiotaco, Kailloneio,

apel Oedv paxdpmv ayadov Adyov Epeaivovrt.

For if for the sake of the ephemerals, immortal Muse,
It pleased you to have our concerns pass through your phrontis,
Be present now again for one praying, Kalliopeia,

Reveal a noble account about blessed gods.

17 §8e to1 is Wilamowitz’s conjecture.



Zehner - 153

Empedocles prays to the Muse hoping she will entertain his mortal concerns again, but this time
the subject is an agathos logos about the blessed gods. There has been some debate about avte
in the third line. Diels argued that the “again” implies that this invocation belongs to his second
poem, the Katharmoi; Empedocles refers to an earlier time when he invoked the Muse. If the
fragment marks two separate occasions and works, then it also seems to differentiate between
their contents. That is, the earlier poem was “for the sake of one of the ephemerioi,” while the
ensuing poem to which this fragment belongs shall be the “agathos logos about the blessed
gods.” I, however, will argue that reading the two-poem view into fragment 131 is overly simple
based on other fragments similar in theme. For example, it is not clear that an account “for the

sake of ephemerioi” could not also be about the gods.

Empedocles’ theories, if nothing else, complicate the traditional divide between humans
and gods. To show this, it is worthwhile to compare the above fr. 131 with Empedocles’ other

invocation fragment, fr.3, since the two fragments have much in common:
AL B0l TV PEV paviny dmoTpéyate YAMGONG,
€k O’ 0cimVv otopdTeV Kabapny OxetedooTe TNYNV
Kol 6€, TOAVUVIOTN AeVKOAEVE TapBEéve Mobdoa,
dvtopat, OV O£pIc TV Epnuepioloty dodety,
néune mop’ EvoePing éhdovs’ edmviov dppa.
unodé o€ v’ e0d0E010 PmMoeton dvBea TG

TPOG OVNTAV dverécBan, &¢° M1 0’ doing mAéov sinsiv
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Bdposi—rai ToTE 1) coPing €n’ dixpotot Boale. 1t
AL &y’ 6Bpetl whont maddunt, Tt SfAov EKacTtov,
e Tv’ Sy Eymv miotel TALOV 1) KOT dKoLVNV
1} KoV £plOOVTTOV VIEP TPUVAOLOTA YADGONG,

pnte TL TOV GAA@V, OTOoNL TOPOG £0TL VoT|oaL,

yoiov Tioty Epuke, voel § N Sfjlov Ekactov.

But gods turn away the madness of those men from my tongue,
And channel a pure stream from holy mouths,

And you, much-wooed, white-armed maiden Muse,

| beseech you, send things right for ephemerals to hear

Driving a well-built chariot from the house of Reverence.

Don'’t be forced to take the flowers of well-reputed honor

From mortals to say more than what is holy.

Take courage! And dispatch these things to the peaks of wisdom.
But come consider by every device by which each thing is clear

Not holding any sight greater in trust than what’s heard in report,

18 Following Trépanier 2004, 64-65.
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Nor hold a resounding report over the clarities of the tongue,
Nor anything greater than others, by however much there is passage to
understanding.
And don’t curb the trust in your limbs, but understand each thing in the way
itis clear.

At the beginning of fragment 3, Empedocles asked the Muse to turn away the madness of
“those men”, instead hoping for a “pure stream to flow from holy mouths.” Empedocles requests
that his song be themis for mortals to hear, which connects to the other invocation’s reference to
a song “for the sake of mortals.” The religious language is amplified by the occurrence both of
hosios and eusebeia as descriptors of his song. Empedocles seems again to argue for distance

from ordinary mortal points of view.

At the end of the fragment, however, Empedocles introduces complications. In the
previous invocation, Empedocles asked the Muse to reveal an ‘agathos logos’ to mortals, a 10gos
one could fairly label as divine, but here Empedocles appears to request that the Muse temper her
divine message. Empedocles asks her to not accept the flowers of honor from mortals so that she
might say more than what is holy, as if to imply both that something the Muse could reveal is
even too divine a message for his audience and that mortal honors could possibly elicit such
revelations. If this reading is correct, then the lines which discuss the proper use of the senses
suggest that the message of the poem has an empirical basis, thereby moving us back into the
sphere of mortal perspective, but it is a mortal perspective of a specific kind, different from the
‘madness’ of other mortals. Furthermore, the negative valence given to ‘mortal honors’ finds a

marked contrast with the fragment traditionally labeled as the proem to the Katharmoi (fr. 112).
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There Empedocles presents himself as decorated in honors like the ones he requests his Muse to

ignore. Empedocles’ honors furthermore serve to prove how his audience view him as a god:
® @ikot, ol péya dotv katd EavOod Akpdyovtog
voier’ v’ dkpo TOAE0G, Ayaddv pehednuoveg Epywv,
Eetvov aidoiol Apéveg, KakOTNTOG Gmelpot,
xoilpet’ - &ym &6 VUiV Bedg GuPpotog, ovKETL BvynTdg
TOAEDHOL PLETA TACT TETIEVOS, DoTEP £01KO,
Toviong te mepioTenTOg 6TEPEGTV 1€ Bakeiong.
toiowy G’ av tkopot dotea tniedaova,
avopactv NoE yovau&i, oefiCopar o1 6 u’ Emovton
popiot €€gpéovteg, Ot TPOG KEPSOG dTapmdg,
ol HEV HOVTOGVVEWMY KEYPNUEVOL, 01 0’ €Ml VOOG®V
navtoiov érvdovto KAVElV edmkéa Bawy,

POV A YoAETHIOL TEMAPUEVOL <AUP ™ OSHVNIGIV>.

Oh, friends who dwell in the great town of yellow Akragas
Upon the heights of the city, concerned with good deeds,
Modest harbors of strangers, inexperienced in wickedness,

Hello! 1 go honored among all, to you an immortal god,
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No longer mortal, as it seems,
Crowned with ribbons and blooming garlands,
And as soon as | arrive in blooming towns by all
| am revered, by men and by women. And they follow at once
In ten thousands, asking where is the path to profit,
Some needing divination, others desire
To hear a healing oracle for all sorts of diseases,
For a long time pierced all around by harsh pains.

The tension between the honor in fr. 112 and fr. 3 suggests a change in perspective, or at the very
least the crucial difference between two perspectives. In the simplest form, there is a difference
between the divine message of the poem, revealed by the Muse, and the mortal view that things
are born and die, which Empedocles’ theories show to be false. Yet, as suggested above, the
honors Empedocles accepts, viewed like a god by other mortals, are honors he requests his Muse
to reject. Furthermore, although looked upon as a god, it is not the case that Empedocles is
immortal—the way mortals see him is not fully accurate. Nevertheless, there is a faint
suggestion that the mortal view is not to be thrown out entirely and even that divine revelations
need to be tempered and specially tailored for mortal senses. We are therefore left with the
suggestion that, as in Parmenides’ poem, mortal doxai play an important role, but unlike in
Parmenides’ poem, they are not neatly partitioned in their own half, but reappear continually

throughout Empedocles’ work to resolve the formerly vast differences between gods and men.

Conclusion to Part One.
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Empedocles’ fr. 17 is often considered the most important for its length and its contents,
describing in abstract the process of the cosmic cycle. It tells of how the four “roots,” earth, air,
fire, and water, move about and combine through the workings of “love” (®1Adtnc), and separate
thanks to strife (Neikog); the elements’ combination and separation explains how things are
generated and destroyed in the cosmos. At one point in the fragment, Empedocles divulges how

we are supposed to see the force of love (17.21-29):
TV [sc. prroTnCc] oV vOmL dépkev, pnd’ dppacty oo tenmdg:
At kai Bvnroict vopileton Epeutog dpbpoic,
Tt 1€ PiAa Ppovéovot kol dpBa Epya telodot,
I'mBocvvny kadéovteg Emmvopov 16 Appoditnv:
TV 00 TIG PeTd Toio EMocouévny deddnke
Bvntog dvnp: ob 8’ dkove AOYOL GTOAOV OVK ATOTNAOV.
tadta yop 166 te mdvo Koi ko yévvay Eaot,
Tipdc 87 GAANC ko pédel, mapa &’ fOog Exdotot,

&v 0¢ Lépel KPATEOVTL TEPUTAOUEVOLO YPOVOLO0.

Look at her with your noos, and do not sit stunned by the sight
She even is thought to be innate in mortal joints,

And by her they think dear thoughts and accomplish harmonious works,
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Calling her by the names “Joy” and “Aphrodite,”

She who not one mortal man has perceived swirling

among them, but hear the not deceitful order of my account.

For these things are all equal and the same age in birth,

And each is mindful of a different honor, and each has a character,

And they rule in turn as time moves around.

In fr. 3, Empedocles commanded that we not hold any of our senses in greater favor than any
other, but his instructions here suggest that only by our noos can we perceive love. Yet, itis
innate in mortal bodies, which must mean it is felt in our bodies, and these feelings seem to
cause us to think, feel, and do many different activities, all of which have some resemblance to
love. To Empedocles, one cosmic force, pihdtng, is responsible for a whole host of phenomena,
but mortals give many names to the feelings and activities that result from @uAdtng, here Joy and
Aphrodite. The mere names, although possibly inaccurate, are products of the same deeper
reality Empedocles claims to divulge. At the conclusion of the passage, we are told that all of
Empedocles’ cosmic principles are equal in birth, concerned with their own timé, and rule in
their turn. The concepts birth, timé, and ruling are specific borrowings from theogonic poetry.
Empedocles is arguably assenting to the use of conventional terms here, as he admitted in fr. 9.
Note also that, as it was implied earlier that only these principles had a Phusis (cf. 17.22:
guoputog), here it is also implied that they have a birth even though they are in fact ungenerated

(cf. 134: ayévnta).

1. Part Two: Genealogy in Empedocles.
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For the conclusion to this chapter, I would like to show a more basic and fundamental
aspect of Empedocles’ use of genealogical motifs, namely Empedocles’ use of catalogues (fir.
121-123). In the previous chapter, we saw how Parmenides also used catalogues according to
the testimony of Cicero. Now, Empedocles’ adoption of the catalogue form gives explicit
confirmation to the continuity of tradition which exists between the divine genealogies of

Hesiod, Parmenides’ Doxa, and Empedocles’ Peri Phuse0s (fr. 121):

...0TEPTEN YDPOV,

&vBa dovog 1e Kotog te kai GAlmv EBvea Knpdv

avyunpai e Nocor kai Xyieg €pya 1€ peuotd

Atng av Aeyudva Kath 6KOTOS NAAGKOUGLY.
...ajoyless place,

There murder, grudge, and tribes of other dooms

Squalid diseases, rots, and fluctuating works

Wander in darkness on the plain of moral blindness.

The most widely-accepted interpretation of this fragment is that it describes the setting for the
exile of Empedocles’ daimon, our world, in terms reminiscent of the Homeric, Hesiodic and
Orphic pictures of the underworld (Diels 1901, ad loc. cf. KRS, 315-317; Wright 1981, ad loc.;
Trépanier 2017, 147-48). This interpretation is based on the comments of Hierocles, a
Neoplatonist whose own reading of this fragment alludes openly to Plato’s Phaedrus (in Carmen
Aureum 24.3). Hierocles, furthermore, calls Empedocles 6 ITvBayopeiog and reports that in

Empedocles “man” (6 6vOpwmoc), in general, is an exile from the gods who has “shed his wings”
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(tf|g mtepoppunoemq) and desires to leave behind the ‘meadow of Até’ in order to regain the
‘meadow of truth.” Hierocles reading of the fragment seems to be an imprecise mixture of
Pythagorean, Orphic, Platonic and Empedoclean motifs. Rather than tease out these details,
however, | just want to emphasize what is obvious about Empedocles’ fr. 121. First, there does
not seem to be any genealogical relationship between these characters in Empedocles, although
they are, listed in catalogue form like in a divine genealogy. Furthermore, many also appear in
the longer Hesiodic catalogue containing the children of Night and Eris (cf. Th. 211: Kfjpa; 217:
Kfjpag; 228: ®ddvovg; 230: Ay, cf. Schwabl 1970, 288-89). Kotos, furthermore, may be
compared with the earlier appearing Hundred-hander, Kottos (Th. 149). Empedocles’ use of the
catalogue form in general, and reference to Hesiod’s catalogue of Night in particular, makes a
retrospective point about Presocratic cosmological inquiry, synthesizing anti-genealogical
perspectives, like those of Parmenides, with traditionally genealogical content, like the Hesiodic

catalogue.

The synthesis of genealogical tradition and anti-genealogical cosmology plays out in
Empedocles’ other catalogue fragments as well. For instance, frr. 122-23 contain lists of pairs of

opposites:
&v0’ foav X0ovin te kol ‘HMOT Tavadmic,
Afpig 0’ aipotdecca kai Appovin Bspepdmic,
KoAlioto T Aloypn te, ®0wacd te Anvain Te,
Nnueptg T’ épdecca perdykovpds T Acapela.

Earth and far-seeing Sun were there,
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And bloody Battle and solemn-faced Harmony,

Beauty also and Ugliness, Swiftness and Slowness also,

And lovely Truth and blind Obscurity.

Dvon te POEVN Te, Kai Evvain kai "Eyepotc,

Kwo T’ Actepong e, ToALSTEQavVOS € Mey1ot®

kai ®opin, Zonn te kol Opeain

Growth and Destruction also, both Rest and Motion,

Movement and Security too, both many-garlanded Greatness

And Defilement (?), Silence and Prophecy.

As is often noted, this catalogue contains only female figures; given the presence of Nnueptng,
Empedocles seems to follow the catalogue of Nereids as a model. Since this list is arranged as
pairs of opposites, Empedocles also seems to follow his immediate predecessor Parmenides,
whose Doxa features a cosmos populated by pairs of opposites. Although presence of opposites
suggests the diversity under Strife’s influence, the members remain unified as one gender.
Furthermore, the catalogue is supposed to belong to a specific time and place in the movement of
the cycle (£v0’). We can therefore ask where these figures appeared in relation to Empedocles’

zoogonies and anthropogony.

Our probing these catalogues would stop short if these fragments simply belonged to the

“religious” poem, the Katharmoi. In that case, we could assume these are just lists of goddesses,
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but there would be no need to explain them in terms of elemental theories in the Peri phuseos.
Under the one poem view, however, it is necessary to ask how these dunameis come to be from
the combination of elements. It is telling that Plutarch has singled out only one of these pairs of
forces as representing Love and Strife themselves (de Is. et Os. 370d), while the rest of the
catalogue seems to contain other abstract forces whose existence is difficult for us to fully
comprehend in Empedoclean terms. More complicated still, only some of these abstracts could
describe physical processes, while some are evaluative terms, such as beauty, ugliness, truth, and
obscurity. Some even presuppose speech, such as prophecy. Do such terms presuppose the
existence of other humans or gods, or were they necessary predecessors to corresponding
linguistic practices? The fragmentary nature of the poem(s) bars us from knowing with
certainty. It is, however, clear, that the Empedoclean catalogues bear a resemblance to Hesiod’s
catalogue of Night from the Theogony. Furthermore, like Hesiod’s catalogue of Night, many of

the concepts mentioned in Empedocles’ catalogues are more relevant to humans than the gods.

Some commentators think that figures of frr. 122-23 are also meant to describe what
Empedocles’ daimon sees in exile, the catalogue of dooms quoted above (fr. 121). Inwood, for
instance, places these figures not only after the anthropogony and zoogony, but also after the
catalogue of dooms, as if they were a continuation the daimon’s experience. But could they not
otherwise be necessary characteristics of human life? In which case, the catalogues might show
some relationship to Empedocles’ anthropogony. These questions lead us again to the issue of
priority and its relationship to genealogy, a problem we raised also in our dealings with Chaos
and its relationship to the other divine genealogies of Hesiod’s Theogony. Notably, in whatever
way we resolve that issue, it is still not immediately clear how Empedocles’ physical theories

could lead to an explanation of such abstract terms.
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We are given no clue as to how these figures came to be. Were they built by Aphrodite
out of the elements? Were they born from some other figure and so is this catalogue a
genealogy? | do not pretend to know the answers, but these lists very closely resemble earlier
genealogical catalogues within the framework of poems that attempt to change the way we think
about genealogical production. Both Parmenides and Empedocles are illustrating the connection
between the enumeration of genealogical sequences, lists of related terms, and questions of
emergence, as in how things come to be and what they are made of. In Empedocles’ and
Parmenides’ poems, the co-presence of divine catalogues as well as theories about the
beginnings of the cosmos arguably culminates in the view that one cannot fabricate genealogical
lists nor even discern the archai of things without also understanding the inner-workings of the

processes of procreation, as emerges in their embryological theories.
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Ch.5: From Genealogy to Embryology: Zooming in on the problem.

Chapters three and four argued that the poems of Parmenides and Empedocles have an
anti-genealogical message, but still make use of many genealogical motifs. Parmenides denied
the possibility of birth, but he still gives a cosmogonic theory based on the mixing male and
female principles. Empedocles also used a theory of mixture and separation, but he used it to

show how birth and death were mere conventional terms for the same processes.

The theories of both Parmenides and Empedocles proceed from the assumption that the
macrocosm and microcosm resemble one another.!'® One can see a resemblance, for instance,
between Parmenides’ cosmogony and his embryology, since corresponding pairs of opposites
interact to generate both the cosmos and an embryo in similar ways (as discussed in my third

chapter).

The cosmogonies of all early Greek philosophers make frequent use of what Lloyd calls
“vitalist analogies.” 1% In sum, the vitalist analogy views the cosmos as a living organism and
uses biological imagery and theories to describe or even infer what happens on a cosmic scale
(cf. Lloyd 1992, 233). To give a brief example, Aristotle attributes this sort of analogical

thinking to Thales for the claim that the arché was water (Met. A3 983b22-27):

119 Lincoln called correspondences between macrocosm and microcosm “homologies” (1989)
and argued for their Eastern origins (2001). On the macrocosm/microcosm correspondence in
the medical writers, see Schluderer 2018; Bartos§ 2014, 546 (cf. Hippocratic De Victu, 1.10,
stating that fire made man an imitation of the whole).

120 «v/jtalist analogy” is terminology borrowed from Lloyd (1992). Lloyd discusses three
analogies, Vitalist, Craft, and Political (1992, 172-420). On the history of the vitalist analogy
beginning with Anaximander, see 1992, 232-72. For Hesiod, see pp.203-5 (1992). See
Osborne 2006 against the view that Parmenides marks any significant turning point in the
history of Presocratic philosophy.
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...MaBodv iome THY DOV TaTV £K TOD TEVTOVY Opdv THY TPOEHV VYPEV oVcaV Koi
avTO TO OeppOV &K TOVTOL YIyvOpEVOV Kod TovTm (Y (10 §° €€ 0D yiyvetat, TodT éotiv
apyn TAVTIOV)—O1d T€ 01 TOVTO THV LIOANYLY AaB®dV TadTV Kol 51 TO TAVTOV Ta

oméppato TV UGV VYPaV Exetv, T0 & Bwp ApyMV THC PVGEMC Elvol TOIG VYPOIG.

...making this assumption perhaps from seeing that the nourishment of all things is moist
and that the warm itself comes to be from this and lives by this (the thing from which it
comes to be is the arché of all things), making this assumption both on account of this
and on account of seeds of all things having a moist nature, and moist things have water

as their arché.

According to Aristotle, Thales concludes something about the macrocosm through his
observations about living things on a microcosmic scale. If Aristotle is correct, then Thales
assumed that what applies to the generation and growth of living things also applied to the

generation and growth of the cosmos from its absolute beginnings.

In this chapter, | argue that the interaction between embryology and genealogy we see in
Parmenides and Empedocles began with Hesiod and Anaximander and continued throughout
early Greek Philosophy. This suggests that the Greeks thought that embryology and genealogy
informed one another: a solution to an embryological problem could help solve a genealogical
problem, and vice versa. To show this, | focus on the processes of mixture and separation and

the role they play in embryological processes as described by medical writers.*?* Then | turn to

121 See Lesky 1951 on ancient embryology.
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similar examples in both Hesiod and Anaximander.'?? With this continuity established, |
conclude the chapter with a developmental hypothesis about the progression of Archaic Greek
thought. It is my view that the once pervasive use of vitalist analogies, as found in genealogical
cosmology, was challenged by Parmenides.'?® Afterwards Empedocles made the opposition
between craft analogies and the genealogical model explicit. Scholars have noted Empedocles’
frequent use of craft analogies and even suggest that Aphrodite might play the role of divine
Demiurge, prefiguring the demiurge of Plato’s Timaeus.'?* | argue that Aphrodite is not a fully-
fledged demiurge in Empedocles; her demiurge status is precluded by the role played by fortune
and chance in Empedoclean zoogony. Nevertheless, Empedocles refigures Aphrodite as a
craftsman to illustrate how mixture and separation are central to his embryological and

cosmological theories.

I would like to begin with the phenomenon of separation in Anaximander since it has
attracted the attention of Baldry (1962) and Kahn (1960). The focus of these discussions has

been Anaximander A10 (Diels-Kranz, my trans.):

ued’ ov Ava&ipovdpov ®GAnTog £Taipov yeVOUEVOVY TO GmEPOV PAvaL TV TAGAV
aitiov Exev g oD TovTOC YEVECEDC TE Kol POopdc, £ 0D &1 Pnot TovE TE
0VpavoLg dmokekpicOat Kai kKaBOAov ToVG dmavtag dneipovg vag KOGHOVC.

ameenvoto 0¢ TV Phopav yiveshat kol ToAD TpdTEPOV TNV YEVESLY £E AmEipOV

122 A5 far as I know, there is no work addressing embryological assumptions of the Hesiodic
corpus, despite the many birth scenes that occur during his genealogical poems. Many
scholars, however, discuss embryological analogies in Anaximander and the other
Presocratics (See esp. Baldry 1932 and Wilford 1968).

123 See Osborne 2006 against the view that Parmenides marks any significant turning point in the
history of Presocratic philosophy.

124 For the embryological background of the Timaeus, see Wilberding 2015. On the view that
Aphrodite anticipates Plato’s demiurge, see Andolfi 2016, 3, pace Solmsen 1963.
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aidVOG AVOKVKAOVUEV®V TAVI®V ODTMV. VTAPYEWY OE PNOL TML PHEV GYLOTL THV
YRV KOAWVOPOoELdT}, Exetv 0€ Toc0DTOV BAB0g dG0V GV €N TpiToV TPOC TO TAATOG.
eNoi O¢ O €k ToD ddiov yovipov Beprod € Kol Yyoypod KT TNV YEVESTY TODOE
70D KOGLOV amokplOfval Kai Tiva €K TOVTOL PAOYOS GPATpOV TEPIPLTVOL T TEPL
TV YRV APt dC T SEVEpmL protdv- fioTvog dmoppaysiong koi i Tvac
amokAelcteiong kKuKAoVG VooTival TOV HAOV Kol TV GEARVIV Kol TOVC AGTEPAS.
gL onoiv, &t kat’ apyag € aAloelddv (diwv 6 dvOpwmog yevvion, €k Tod O
pev A 01 £antdv TaL vépeshat, povov o Tov avBpmmov molvypoviov deicOon

TiINVNcE®S: 010 Kol Kat’ apydg ovk dv Tote To100ToV dvta dacmBijval.

After him [sc. Thales] Anaximander, having been a companion of Thales, said
that the unlimited is the absolute cause of the birth and destruction of the whole,
from which he says the heavenly bodies separated off and in general all the
cosmoi, being unlimited. And he said that destruction and much earlier birth
come out of an unlimited age, with all these revolving around. And he says that
the earth is cylindrical in shape and has a depth equal to a third of its breadth.
And he says that the seed, out of the everlasting, of both hot and cold, at birth
separated out of this cosmos and that a sphere of flame from this grew around the
air surrounding the earth like bark around a tree. When this was broken off and
enclosed into some circles, the sun and the moon and the stars were conceived.
Yet he says that in the beginning the human was born from different animals,
because the rest of animals swiftly feed themselves of their own accord, but only
the human requires protracted nursing. Wherefore even in the beginning such a

thing could not have ever survived.
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Baldry emphasizes the verb dmoxpi0fjvon and points to parallels in medical writers showing that
separation is an embryological analogy (1962, 28-29; cf. Heidel 1913, 688). For example, the
Hippocratic treatise ITepi I'ovig begins (1.1): “the seed of the man comes from all the moisture in
his body separated in the strongest way” (1] ¢ yov1) ToD Gvopog EpyeTat Amo TavTog ToD VYPOD
10D &V T® couatt £6vioc To ioyvpotatov amokplfév). I would also argue that the term 10
ioyvpotatov shows that somehow the reproductive act of separation has the connotation of
violence. The violent connotation is corroborated by fragments of Democritus, describing sexual
reproduction as “a small apoplexy” (dromAn&in opcpn); humans are “torn away” (dmocmdtor)
and “separated” (pepilopevog) from other humans by a “blow” (mAnyiji, DK 68 B 32).
Testimonia suggest that parallels could have been in Parmenides’ poem (cf. 6 yovoc dmoxpi0i,
Aétius 4.11). Finally, the role Strife plays in Empedocles is also comparable (cf. [sc. onéppal]

diéomaoctan, fr. 63; Empedocles will be discussed more below).

The question | would like to pose is whether similar embryological views might have
shaped the birth scene of Aphrodite in Hesiod’s Theogony. | think they did for the simple fact

that there are violent separations occuring in and around the reproductive scene (Th. 178-92):

0 &’ €k Loyéoto g wpé&ato yeipi

oKatf, 0e€itept o0& melmprov EAAafev dpmnyv,

LOKPTV KapyapodovTa, GiAov 0’ Amd PN TATPOS

gocvuévac fiunoe, T 8’ Epprye pépechat

g€omicw. T0 pev ob T ETdota EKQuye xepds:

dccat yap padduyyes dnéoovbev aipotdecoat,
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ndoag 0é€ato Noio mepumhopévav & EVioTMV

veivat’ Epwic te kpatepag peydiovg te 'iyovtog,

TEVYEGL AMAUTOUEVOLGS, SOALY  Eyyea yepoiv Eyovtag,

Noueog 0 6 Meliog kaAéovs’ €n’ ameipova yoiav.

undea &’ d¢ 1O TPOTOV ATOTUNENS AOGLOVTL

KAPBPaA’ &’ reipolo TOAVKADGT® EVi TOVI®,

O PEPET’ AP TEAAYOS TOVADY XPOVOV, AUOL OE AEVKOGC

APPOG A’ ABUVATOL YPOOC DBPVLTO: TA O EVL KOLPN

€0pEEO.

And the child reached out from his place of ambush with his left

Hand and he took the mighty sickle in his right,

And impetuously he reaped off the genitals of

His own father, and threw them back to fall

Behind him, truly not to no purpose did they fall from his hand,

For as many as the bloody drops that flew off,

The earth received them all, and with the years revolving

She bore both the strong Erinyes and great Giants,
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Gleaming in their armor, holding long spears in their hands,
And the Nymphs, whom they call Meliai on the boundless earth.
And the genitals when first cut-off by adamant
Fell from the land into the stormy sea,
When the sea carried them along for much time, and around them white
Foam arose from the immortal flesh. And in it a maiden

Was congealed.

In the first place, the scene explains the “separation of sky and earth,” a fundamental trope of
cosmogonic narratives since before the Theogony.?® In Hesiod, the separation is caused by
Ouranos’ castration, which results in cosmic births. It is anomalous that castration should be so
productive (See Bonnafé 1985, 28-30). Nevertheless, there are similarities to be found between
this act of primal violence and relatively more normal procreative processes, such as those
mentioned above from Democritus’, Parmenides’, and Empedocles’ theories about procreation.
Even without resorting to psychological interpretations, whereby the male subconscious might
view sexual reproduction as a sort of castration, there is continuity between vastly different
authors in the male experience of reproduction: a part of the male is violently separated off from

him 126

125 For a survey of this fundamental idea across cultures, see Seidenberg 1969, 1979, and 1983.
For the influence of this idea on early Greek philosophy, see Cornford 1912, 67, and KRS 31-
39. Cf. Seidenberg 1979, 188, and Euripides fr. 484 Nauck®.

126 Cf. Gemelli-Marciano 2005, 385. For an example of the psychological interpretation, see
Caldwell 1989, 150-51.
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The second process of separation in Aphrodite’s birth scene is the process of
“congealing.” It is not immediately obvious why this should be considered separation, but
parallels show this to be the case. In the abstract, conception begins with a mixture of a
primarily wet substance that is hardened. The process of “hardening” is the separation of the wet
from the dry, and it is also the articulation of a homogenous form into parts, seed separated into

the distinct shape of an embryo and then into a fetus with limbs.

In the case of Ouranos’ castration, mixture happens in two places, once when the genitals
fall to the sea and produce foam and another when the blood mixes with the earth to produce the

Erinyes, Nymphs, and Giants.

The role of blood and foam (sc. semen) anticipates the hematological theories of the
source of semen found throughout many later medical writers (cf. Lesky 1951, 120-93). For

instance, Diogenes of Apollonia describes the source of semen (DK 64 A 24):

TV 8¢ Ko 1O oméppa Tod {O1ov AEPOV eivar Tod aipatog kat’ ovoiov
vrotifevrar, 6 On Tt EpeHTol Tod Gppevog BEPUNTL TP TAG GVUTAOKOG
éxtapayfev expunilopevov EEappodTal KAV Toig omeppotiow mapatifetor pAeyiv:

€vtedBev yap 0 Amorh. A. 10 dppodicla kekAficOor fovreTon.

And some suppose even that the sperm of the animal is the foam of the blood in its
substance, which, stirred up by intercourse, roused by the natural heat of the male
becomes foam and is deposited in spermatic vessels. From this, Diogenes of

Apollonia wishes to call them ‘Sacred to Aphrodite.’
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At the very least, the details of Ouranos’ castration seem compatible with the hematological
theory found in later writers (cf. West 1966, ad line 183). It is possible that some version of this

view informed the composition of this scene.

The verb £€0pép0n is also important. As Demont (1978) has demonstrated, the original
meaning of tpépw was not to ‘nourish,’ as it is often translated, but to ‘thicken’ or ‘congeal’. The
verb frequently describes the curdling of milk to make cheese, as at Od. 9.246, and so, along
with mjyvout and cuviotn, the verb suggests natural process by which the liquid semen is ‘set’
and hardened into a baby. We can see both verbs at work in a passage from On Sterile Women
which graphically describes reasons why a seed (trv yovrv) might fail “to set” or thicken and

instead ‘becomes serous’ (dtoppwBOeica) (Sur les femmes steriles Littre v.8 p.412):

AV U1 Dympa yopEN T KaTopiVvio, oo TS yovaukdg pr Vyonpic dovong, ovds
oUT® KVIGKETOL OV YOp THYVLTAL DTTO TOD OIHATOG VOGEPOD £6VTOG, AALL dloppOL
THV YOVIV TO aipa TO KOTIOV Amd 10D 6OUATOC VOsEPIY 80v- dtoppmbsica 88 1
yovn €E€pyeTat EEm TG YpOV® T OAY® | TOAAD EDV 1xdpt. SnAov O€ €0TL TO
ohpatt g Yuvarkdg Kol Toiot KOTounVviolst: Yyopiost Yop Té Katouivio, adii ola
gipntan, v 1€ YoOA®ING v T& PAEYLATOINC TV TE DOIPOTOEONG &N &V TaYEL 08
peredavieica popog yivetar: fiv € ur, oV. fjv 0€ yuvoki pr yopEN To KOTOUVIoL
napmoy Vo TadUdTOV TOV eipnpéveV, Kol oUTw 0O EAlaupdver ol yap
eAePeg TOD aipaTocmAnpEelg £0DGOL TV YOVIIV 00 d€XOVTaL, Kol £V Tl WATPN OV

aipartog éveival T ypoviov Taco unyovr, 6 Tt ATOK®ADEL TV YOVI)V Tpépecbalt.

If ever the menses flows unhealthy, like when the woman is not healthy, in this
way she will not become pregnant. For the seed is not set by blood when it is

sickly, but the blood makes the seed serous, flowing down from the body since it
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is sickly. And the seed, having become serous, flows out in a little time or in
much time with a discharge. And it is clear both for the body of a woman and for
their menses. For the menses shall turn out in the manner stated if ever it is bile-
like and if it is phlegm-like or water-like. And swiftly when looked after, she
becomes fertile, but if she is not, she does not. But if the menses does not flow
for the woman entirely on account of the above afflictions, in this way also she
does not conceive. For the veins being full of blood do not receive the seed, and
in the womb there is every means to introduce some of the chronic blood which

prevents the seed from congealing.

In this passage, the thickening of the seed is such an essential part of the process, since if it is too
“water-like” conception will not occur. As we saw in the birth of Aphrodite, the formation of the

embryo occurs through drying out and congealing of a mixture previously containing moisture.

The formation of life from earth and water features essentially the same process of
mixture and separation. This idea appears in many places throughout Greek literature (Kahn
1960, 110-11; 155). In Hesiod, Hephaestus mixes earth and water to make Pandora, the first
human woman (yaiav U8et pupewv, WD 61; cf. Semonides fr. 7.21-42). Homer also mentions
the idea, when Menelaus insults the Greeks for not wanting to face Hector saying “May you all
become water and earth” (Il. 7.99: Uuels putv mavTes Udwp kai yaia yévoiobe). Menelaus’
insult equates death with dissolution into a human’s constituent elements, from which they were
originally formed. The concept reappears frequently in Presocratic authors (Xenophanes B33,
Anaxagoras A42.12, Democritus A139, and Heraclitus B36). Some of Anaximander’s vivid

descriptions of the process survive (Censorinus die nat. 4.7 = Laks-Most D39, cf. DK A30):
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Anaximander Milesius videri sibi ex aqua terraque calefactis exortos esse sive
pisces seu piscibus simillima animalia; in his homines concrevisse fetusque ad
pubertatem intus retentos; tunc demum ruptis illis viros mulieresque qui iam se

alere possent processisse.

Anaximander the Milesian thought that out of water and earth, once warmed,
either fish or animals very similar to fish arose, and humans formed inside these
and their embryos were kept within until puberty, only then, when these broke

open, men and women emerged who were finally able to nourish themselves.

A Greek version comes from Aétius (5.19.5 = Laks-Most D38):

Avo&ipavopog v hypdt yevvnoijvar T tpdta (Mo pA010TC TEPIEXOUEVA
axovOmoeat, TpoPfavovong 6¢ Thg AKiog amofaivewy €mt tO ENpoTEPOV Kol

TEPIPPNYVLLEVOL TOD PAO10D €1” OAiIyoV ypdvoV petafidvor.

Anaximander said that the first animals were born in water surrounded by thorny
bark, and when their age increased, they moved out toward the drier and when the

bark broke open, they survived for a short time.

Without introducing any controversies regarding the interpretation of these fragments, I only
wish to point out the basic scheme of life’s development: it begins with a mixture of water and
earth, wet and dry, and through a process of warming (calefactis) and drying out (dmofaivew éni

10 Enpdtepov), i.e. through a process of separating wet and dry, new life emerges, itself
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“separated out” from the initial mixture. It will be discussed below how Strife in Empedocles—a

force that always separates things—is responsible for the same embryological processes.*?’

These examples show that mixture and separation play an important role in the Greek
understanding of the formation of life from Homer to Empedocles. This observation complicates
our understanding of the history of early Greek philosophy, especially regarding the role
Parmenides and Empedocles play in its development. The dilemma is this: many historians of
philosophy give Parmenides the pivotal role. For instance, when Kahn says, “the fundamental
difference between the sixth and fifth centuries lies not in the abandonment of monism for
plurality, but in the passage from a world of birth and death to one of mixture and separation”
(1960, p.155), he is suggesting that the challenges Parmenides makes to Anaximander’s birth-
model ultimately led to the mechanical mixture and separation model seen in thinkers like
Empedocles and Democritus. The pervasive role mixture and separation already play in
Anaximander and earlier, however, complicate this development. What we see in the shift from
the sixth and fifth centuries is not the replacement of one idea with another, but a shift in

emphasis and an analysis of the same ideas into more well-defined categories.

For the remainder of this chapter, | will use Empedocles’ fragments to show how the
poet-philosopher expresses the definitive boundary between two ways of doing cosmology: the
one employing a birth and death model, while the other uses mixture and separation. In the last
chapter, I argued that Empedocles’ programmatic statements imply that the mortal perspective
uses the birth and death model while the divine perspective uses mixture and separation. In

another sense, the two pairs of processes can be identified, birth is mixture, separation is death,

127 Cf. Wilford 1968.
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but the converse is also true: separation often results in birth; mixture can result in death. Most
important for this chapter, however, is the way Empedocles uses analogies to bring out the
contrast between the two cosmogonic models. The birth and death model naturally relies on a
vitalist analogy, pervasive throughout his poem, but the mixture and separation model makes
frequent use of the craft analogy, equally or perhaps even more pervasive in Empedocles’ poem.
In what follows, | survey Empedocles’ use of these two analogies, first the vitalist
analogy, looking especially at embryological analogies, and then the craft analogy, by which
Aphrodite is portrayed as a cosmic demiurge. Recent scholarship has emphasized the craft
analogy in Empedocles as though this were his central concern, but | argue that the tension

between the two analogies remains essential to Empedocles’ overall point.

Both Wilford (1968) and Gemelli-Marciano (2005) have shown the importance of
embryology in Empedocles’ cosmology. Both scholars use the same parallel from the
Hippocratic On the Nature of the Child as an analogue for how Strife operates in Empedocles’

universe (Nat. Puer. 17.1-8; cf. Wilford 1968, 112, and Gemelli Marciano 2005, 387-88):

H 8¢ cap& av&opévn Ko 10D Tvebpotog apbpodtal, kol Epyetar &v adTéN
€KaoTOV TO OO0V (O TO OUOL0V, TO TLKVOV MG TO TVKVOV, TO APALOV OC TO
apotov, TO LYPOV MG TO VYPHV- Kol EKacTOV EpYETal £C YMPNV 10NV KOTA TO
Evyyeveg, ¢’ oD Kol &y£veTo, Kai 86" Gmd mukvdY 8YEVETO TUKVA £6TL, KOi dG0!
4o Vypdv Lypd: Kol TIALX Kot TOV o0TOV AdYoV Yivetar €v Th) avénoet. Kol ta

0otéa oKANpOVETOL VIO TG OEpUNC TyvOpeva: Kai on Kol dtolodtat ¢ dEvopov:
And the flesh is articulated by growing under the influence of breath, and in it

each thing goes like to like, the thick to the thick, the rare to the rare, the wet to

the wet. And each thing goes to its own place according to the kinship from which
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it is born, whatever is born from the thick is thick and whatever is born from the
wet is wet, and the rest are born according to the same principle in growth. And
the bones harden by being set under the of warmth. Moreover, they branch off

like a tree.

The movement of “like to like” is a kind of separation. For instance, when Strife separates the

four elements from their compounds, strife is also gathering like to like. The passage illustrates

the role separation plays in the development of a fetus as breath acts upon the embryo,

“congealing” it into its parts. The similarity to Empedocles’ anthropogony is easily observed (ft.

62 DK):

VOV &’ &y’, Onc AvOpAV T€ TOAVKANDTOV TE YUVOIKDV
gvvuyiovg OpmnKag aviyaye Kpvopevov mtop,

TOVOE KA+ 0V yap pdBog AmOGKOTOS 000’ GO LMV.
OVAOQVELG pev TpdTo TOTOL XOoVOG EEavETEALOV,
aupotépmv HdaTdg Te Kai £idg0c aicav Eyove:

TOVG eV mOp dvémeune BEAoV Tpog opoiov ikéohau,
oUTe Ti T PEAE®V EpaTOV SELOG EUEAIVOVTOC

oDT’ Evomiv 010V T’ EmLydplov avdpact yviov. 128

Come now and hear how fire, being separated,

128 yywv Mss. | yviov Diels | yijpvv Aldine
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sent up the nocturnal shoots of lamenting men
and women: for the story is not off the mark nor ignorant.
First, whole-natured shapes grew up out of the earth,
Having a portion of both water and heat.
Fire, wishing to arrive at its like, was sending them up,
While they did not yet show the lovely frame of limbs,

Nor their voice, nor the limb belonging to men.

Both Empedocles and the Hippocratic author rely upon the principle of like elements gathering
in order to form parts out of a once homogenous mixture. Wilford has also argued that the
breath in this passage is analogous to how Strife operates on a cosmic scale (1968, 110-11). In
Empedocles’ cosmic cycle, a physical force which Empedocles calls “Philotes” or “Aphrodite”
causes different elements to gradually combine into various mortal life forms until, in the next
stage, they ultimately form a unity which Empedocles calls the sphairos. Then, the influence of
Neikos, or Strife, begins to increase (Wright 1981, 190). Strife in turn separates the elements out
from the sphairos one at a time until finally the four elements are totally separate, and the cycle
repeats itself. Strife causes a separation that is itself the gathering of like to like. The similarity
between the cosmic process and the embryological process is more easily granted thanks to the

fact that Empedocles call the elements the “limbs” (évipperéeoov) of the sphairos (fr. 30 DK):
avtap Emel péyo Neikog évipperéeooty €0pEpon

€C TWAC T' AvOPOLGE TEAEIOUEVOLO XPOVOLO,
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6¢ opv apoPaiog mhatéoc map’ EARAATOL HPKOL

But when great Strife is nourished in its limbs,
and leaps up to honors in the fullness of time

an alternating time driven by broad oath.

Arguably, the sphairos itself resembles an embryo. Empedocles here uses ¢é6pépbn, the same
verb in the same form that Hesiod used to describe the formation of Aphrodite after Ouranos’
castration. Empedocles’ word choice here is not a coincidence: the poet is himself drawing the

parallels between embryological ideas and his own cosmic cycle.

At this point, I would like to discuss the correspondence between embryology and
cosmogony. Empedocles exploits a second and different analogy in describing his cosmic
processes, often using craftsmanship to explain how the four elements can combine with one
another to create the plurality of phenomena we see in the world. Given the pervasive use of the
vitalist analogy among his predecessors, one question | think we should ask is what precisely is
the scope of the craftsmanship analogy in Empedocles? On the one hand, craftsmanship very
effectively illustrates how Philotes manipulates the elements, since Philotes joins the different
parts together to build various compound lifeforms. On the other hand, it is not immediately
clear if the craft analogy can show how Neikos works, i.e. the separation of the elements. We
can also ask whether Aphrodite’s craftsmanship implies that a divine intention or purpose lies
behind each combination of elements. Regarding this question, surviving fragments can be

interpreted in two ways. Some of Empedocles’ most vivid fragments feature Aphrodite acting as
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if she is a cosmic demiurge with a plan, but in others Empedocles suggests that the very same
combinations are a product of chance. Is there some way to resolve the contradiction, or is
Aphrodite the craftsman just an anthropomorphized metaphor for the faceless cosmic principle
“Philotes” that randomly joins disparate elements? Does Empedocles’ craftsmanship analogy

preclude the possibility of intelligent design?

Leopoldo Iribarren has singled-out the painter simile as among the most important
fragments for analyzing the scope of the craft analogy (B23 Diels-Kranz = D60 Laks-Most, cf.

Iribarren 2018, 178-98):
WG O’ OTOTAV YPUPEES AV UATO TOIKIAA®GCLY
Gvépeg Apel Téyvng KO PATIOC £V SedadTe,
oft’ &nel 0LV UAPYOGL TOADYPOC PAPLLAKO, YEPTLV,
appovint pei&avte o peév TAéw, dAla 8’ Moo,
€K TOV €idga TGV GALYKI0 TOPGVUVOLGTL, 5
0évdped te ktiCovte Kol AvEPag NOE YuvoiKag
Ofpdg T’ olwvovg te kol VéatoHpEpupovag 1yHvg
Kai te Be0Vg doAyaimvag TIUfiol PepicTovg:
obtm un 6” dmdtn epéva kovdTe GALoOev stvol
Bvntdv, 6ooa ye OfjAa yeydrkaowy domeTa, TNYNV,

AL TOpDGS TadT’ 1001, Be0d mapa pdbov dkovoag.
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And as whenever painters produce elaborate votive offerings

Two men very learned in their craft because of their cunning,

So, when they grasp pigments of many colors in their hands,

Mixing them in harmony, some more and others less,

Out of these they prepare shapes resembling all things,

Making trees, men, and women,

Beasts, birds, and water-nourished fish

And even the long-lived gods, greatest in honors.

In this way let not the deception overcome your mind that

The source of as many mortal things as have become clear is from any other

place,

but know these things clearly, having heard the story from a god.

This is one of three Homeric similes from Empedocles’ poem to survive relatively intact. In the
simile, painters, preparing votive offerings, illustrate how a limited number of elements can
combine to form a plurality of things. Line two is especially important since the painters’ techne
and metis are mentioned. According to Iribarren, this corresponds to Aphrodite’s savoir-faire as
a craftswoman (2018, 185, 187-88). If Aphrodite has techne and metis, then her combinations
should follow a plan and have a purpose. Line two also features a dual form: dedadte. Two

more duals occur: pei&ovre in line 4 and ktiovte on line 6. There are two painters, but who are
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they? Both Sedley and Trépanier have independently suggested that the two painters are Love
and Strife (Trépanier 2003, 1-57; Sedley 2007, 57-59, cf. Iribarren 2018, 183). This implies that
Strife has a creative function in Empedocles’ cosmology, as some scholars have claimed, but this
is controversial (Trépanier 2003, 33-36). Nevertheless, if Strife is represented by one of the
painters, the scope of the simile expands to illustrate all of Empedocles’ most fundamental
principles: Love, Strife, and the four elements. Iribarren suggests, however, that the two painters
represent the two hands of Philotes or Aphrodite at work making things in the cosmos (2018,
189). This is a compelling suggestion, especially since Empedocles mentions the hands of
Aphrodite explicitly in two other fragments (B95 Diels-Kranz = D217 Laks-Most, and B75

Diels-Kranz = D200 Laks-Most, cf. Iribarren 2018, 189-90):
Konpidog &v madapnicy dte Ebu tpdT’ EpHovro.

When they first grew together in the hands of Kupris.

TBV 8’ 66" Eom PEV TLKVA, TO O° EKTOOL pavd TEMNYE,
Kompidog &v maddunict mAadng totjode TuxdvTa
And as many of them as are formed dense within, and rare outside,

Happening upon this softness in the hands of Kupris....

The first of these fragments describes the moment when the eyes first “grew together” in
Aphrodite’s skilled hands. The subject of the second fragment is unclear, but it seems to

describe an animal that is soft on the outside, and hard on the inside, referring perhaps to its flesh
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and bones. Empedocles says these animals “happen upon” (tvy6vta) the moistness or softness in
the hands of Aphrodite. Within the same fragment, Aphrodite’s skilled hands are at work, as
well as the presence of Chance or fortune. Is this not a contradiction? Is Aphrodite combining
elements randomly? Or is it that the randomness is “focalized” through the eyes of the animals
receiving their qualities from the demiurge Aphrodite? Since Chance occurs in many other

fragments, | think this latter possibility is unlikely. More on this later.

To return briefly to the painter simile, the verb mtopstvovat in line 5 is worthy of our
attention. In Homer, ropovvco is used of wives preparing the marriage bed for their husbands,
and in the Iliad Helen tells Aphrodite that it would be reproachful if Helen did such a thing for
Paris (1. 3.411). This could be a subtle reminder of Aphrodite’s more traditional role as a love

goddess, and thus Empedocles expands the scope of craftsmanship to encompass that role.

If Sedley and Trepanier are correct, if the two painters are Love and Strife, then the scope
of the craft analogy expands to include the workings of Strife, but if Iribarren is right, it implies
that Aphrodite, as a demiurge, is not just an analogy, but perhaps is a “real” anthropomorphic
god working in Empedocles’ cosmos. Otherwise, the comparandum of the painter simile,
Aphrodite’s hands, are themselves the comparans of Empedocles’ more general craft analogy to
illustrate elemental mixture. In other words, if the simile is to a metaphor, the audience is further

removed from the theory that both are meant to illustrate.

It is still possible, however, that Aphrodite is just a metaphor in Empedocles. In my last
chapter, I examined fragments 8 and 9 to show that Empedocles makes a distinction between the
conventional way of describing phenomena and his way of describing them. It is helpful to
reiterate that observation to suggest that Aphrodite is a mere name hoi polloi use for Philotes. In

fragment 17, mentioned last chapter, Empedocles draws out the distinction between the name,
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“Aphrodite,” and the thing itself, Philotes (B17.21-24 Diels-Kranz = D73.252-55 Laks-Most).
He says that mortals believe that Philotes is innate in their joints and that it is thanks to Philotes
that they accomplish works of union and they call her Joy and Aphrodite. Furthermore, a craft
analogy occurs in the phrase dpOuia €pyo, implying that Aphrodite is a joiner or builder of some
sort. But the phrase also seems to refer to Aphrodite’s more traditional domain, sex, if we
consider the fact that dpBpoic in the line above can mean not only “joints” but genitals (LSJ s.v.
GpOpov, cf. Iribarren 2018, 176). But the main point of this passage seems to be that the feelings
mortals usually attribute to Aphrodite are in fact due to the abstract force, Philotes. Furthermore,
in yet another fragment, he tells of an earlier time when Aphrodite alone was worshipped with
votive offerings, an apparent golden age when no blood sacrifice occurred (B128 Diels-Kranz =

D25 Laks-Most):
0084 T1g v Ketvoioty Apng 0£0¢ 0088 Kvdorpdg
000¢ Zevg Pactheng 006E Kpovog ovde [oceddyv,
aAld Kompig Bacireta. ...
Vv oly’ evoePéecotv dydipacty ildckovto
yYpomToic te {10161 pOPoLGt T€ OOOAAEOSOLG
opvpvng T’ dxpntov Buciong APdvov te Bumdoovg,
EavO®dV te omovdag peditmv pintovieg ¢ 000G
TaOPOV &’ AKPNTOLGL PAVOLG 0V deHETO PmudC,
AL LOGOG TODT’ E0KEV €V AvOpAOTOIGL LEYIGTOV,

Bopov droppaicavrog £€opevat néa yoia.
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They had no Ares as a god nor din of battle,

Nor king Zeus nor Cronus nor Poseidon,

But Cypris queen...

Her they worshiped with reverent votives,

With painted animals and with fragrant perfume,

And with sacrifices of pure myrrh and sweet-smelling frankincense,
Throwing libations of yellow honey to the ground,

And they did not wet the altar with the unmixed blood of bulls,

But this was the greatest defilement among men,

Tearing out its life to eat its good limbs.

Porphyry, who quotes this fragment, tells us it is from Empedocles’ “discursive account of the
birth of the gods,” and he says that Aphrodite and Philotes are the same. But it would be
difficult to imagine this scene from the cosmic past having the same impact if it had said Philotes
was worshipped with votive offerings. At the very least, there is reason to suspect that the two

figures should not be so closely identified as they usually are (pace Iribarren 2018, 186-87).

The ambiguity Empedocles attaches to the figure of Aphrodite may be instructive. We
are reminded of the erotic “mingling” she traditionally causes to emphasize her new role as the
“assembler” of eternal elements. The trajectory of Aphrodite’s transformation is confirmed,

furthermore, by frequent allusions to her husband Hephaestus the craftsman. The first allusion
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occurs in a fragment describing Aphrodite’s creation of flesh (B98 Diels-Kranz = D190 Laks-

Most):
1 8¢ xBav TovTolGY 161 CLVEKLPOE PAAMOTA,
‘Hoeoaiotot T duppmt te kol aifépt Tapeavomvt,
Kompidog opuiceion tereiolg &v Mpévesaoty,
€lt’ dMyov peillwv gilte mAedvesoiy ELAcomV:

8K TdV aipd T€ YEvTo kol AN £ide0 copKdg.

And earth happened to fall in with these most equally,
With Hephaestus, rain, and bright Aither,

Anchored in the perfect harbors of Aphrodite

Either a little greater or less among the more:

And out of these came blood and forms of other flesh.

The only two gods’ names in this fragment are Hephaestus and Aphrodite, and they occur at the
beginnings of lines 2 and 3 respectively. Although “anchored in the harbors of Aphrodite” is not
a craft analogy, per se, it still gives greater agency to Aphrodite than it does to Hephaestus, who
is just a stand in for the element fire. Also important is the verb cuvékvpoe in the first line,
meaning to come together by chance, since this again affects whether these fleshy compounds

are random or by some intelligent design.
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An even stronger comparison between Aphrodite and Hephaestus is implied by fragment

73 (B73 Diels-Kranz = D199 Laks-Most):
g ¢ 101e ¥BOva Kompic, Emel T €6invev év SuPpwt,

€ldea mourvhovsa Bodt Tupi ddKe KpaTdVAL ..

Just as once Kupris wet the earth in rain,

And bustling about gave the forms to fire to strengthen.

Here Empedocles depicts Aphrodite as a potter, mixing earth and water, molding shapes out of
them and giving them to fire to strengthen. Many scholars have pointed out the strong
connection to the passage in Hesiod where Hephaestus makes Pandora out of the same materials
(WD. 60-61, cf. Solmsen 1963, 476-77, Andolfi 2016, 7n.21). Since the fragment already
alludes to Hephaestus, | see no reason why we cannot also connect the participle Tourvidovca
here with the passage in the Iliad where Hephaestus acts a wine-bearer (Il. 1.599-600):

doPectoc &’ dp’ Evdpto Yélmg pakdpecot Beoioty

¢ 1dov "Heaiotov 610 dmpaTe TomvoovTa.

And unguenchable laughter arose among the blessed gods,

When they saw Hephaestus bustling through the halls.
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| think the passage is relevant to the Empedoclean context since in the lliad passage Hephaestus
is not acting as craftsman. He assumes the role of wine-pourer for the gods, and we are told
“unquenchable laughter arose among the blessed gods when they saw Hephaestus bustling about
through the halls.” Empedocles connects Aphrodite the craftswoman to Hephestus the wine-
pourer to emphasize that Aphrodite is not usually a craftswoman, as she is in his poem. More
traditionally, Aphrodite is the motive force behind sexual reproduction, and therefore she is
essential to genealogy. When Empedocles changes Aphrodite, he does so in a way that shows

what is at stake: genealogy falls short of a true understanding of the cosmos.

Nevertheless, Aphrodite remains a vital figure in Empedoclean cosmology, and this is
shown by the close connection she has with Chance. As many surviving fragments testify,
Chance affects the creation of elemental compounds (B53 Diels-Kranz = D105 Laks-Most, cf.

Trépanier 2003b):
oUt® YOp cvvékvpoe BEwV ToTE, TOAAGKL O° GALMG.

For that time, it [sc. air] happened to run in this way, but often in a different

way...

The first of these is a quote from Aristotle who tells us the subject of the fragment is air. It refers
to the phase in the cosmic cycle after the reign of Philotes. As Strife’s influence increases, the
elements begin to separate out of the unified sphairos. This is important since it shows how
chance affects the processes of both mixture and separation. Furthermore, a testimonium from
Plato’s Laws (A48), however, suggests that chance and nature are identical in Empedocles and
furthermore that Chance is primary, while techne and its products are secondary (Plato Laws

889¢5-6 [=A48 DK]):
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0V 8¢ 010 vov, paciv [sc. ool dvdpec, 888e8], 00de d1d Tiva OOV 00OE S

TEYVNV AALG, O Aéyopev, VoeL Kal TOYN.

Not because of mind, they [sc. Empedocles?] say, nor on account of some god,

nor because of techne, but as we have said, by Nature and by Chance...

If this accurately describes Empedocles’ theories, then we could also say that Aphrodite the
craftsman is not the same as the more basic principle Philotes. Perhaps the role chance plays in
Empedocles’ cosmos is evidence for limiting the scope of the craftsmanship analogy.
Additionally, fragment 59 also shows that chance is also responsible for the same sort of

combinations attributed to Aphrodite (B59 Diels-Kranz = D106, D149 Laks-Most):

avtap Emel kot peilov éuioyeto daipovt daipwv,

1ot T€ GLUTITTEGKOV, O GLVEKVPGEV EKACTA,

Ao T TPOG TOTC TOAAG dnvekt) £E€yévovTo.

But when daimon (sc. a limb) mixed more with daimon,

And these things fell together, in whatever way they each came together by

chance,

And many others in addition to these continually came into being.

The phrase “daimon mixing with daimon” probably refers to heads, arms and legs coming

together to form a person or a monster. Many are uncomfortable with this meaning for the term
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daimon, but Simplicius who quotes the fragment assures us that the term refers to limbs.*?°
Empedocles employs Aphrodite in the context of crafting flesh or organs. It is also a peculiar
feature of Empedocles’ cosmic cycle that our parts pre-exist us, and can even survive on their

own (Trépanier 2014). Otherfragments even refer to wandering limbs and floating eyes.

Chance’s role is amplified again in papyrus fragment ensemble d of the Strasbourg

Papyrus (Martin and Primavesi 1999, ensemble d10-14= D76 Laks-Most):
.................. [7]uels €0éhovot Tapéooe[Tot dAy]ea Boud
........................ € 01 ovvetvyyove O[Aoy]Hog ATelpNC 11
................................. ¢ avaywv mt[o]Avanpu[ov]a kpdow
..................................... eutdApo Tekvadnjoav 13
................................ [V]vv &t Aetyova 0épreTan NOG
....line 19-20:

g &' [omoTav ....
YOA[KEVG ...

2

The phrase cuvetoyyave @[Aoy]uog in line 11, “fire happening to meet...” indicates another
instance of a chance combination of elements. Two lines later, in line 13, a phrase occurs,

QLTAA Tekvaf[n]oav, meaning something like “procreative things were born.” These lines

seem to describe how animals capable of procreation came into being. If this is correct, then

129 See Trépanier 2014, 173. Cf. Simplicius description of fr. 59: év TahTn 0OV Tf| KOTUCTAGEL
“novvoperfy” &t Ta yovia amo thg 100 Neikovg dakpicemg dvra EmAavaTto THS TpOg GAANAL
nigemg épiéueva (In Aristotelis quattuor libros de caelo commentaria 587, 18-19).
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Aphrodite’s more traditional domain, sexual reproduction, is also a product of chance in

Empedocles.**°

Recent scholarship on Aphrodite in Empedocles has very comfortably identified
Aphrodite and Philotes. Both Andolfi and Iribarren assume that what is said about the one
automatically applies to the other. 1 have tried to suggest an alternative to this common view.
While Aphrodite and Philotes appear sometimes to be the same, Empedocles uses the two terms
slightly differently. He employs Aphrodite as a craftsman in a vivid metaphor to describe the
bonds that result from elemental mixture, while Philotes, the more fundamental principle, is
comparatively a more elemental and abstract force like gravity. Furthermore, the role of Chance
in Empedocles’ cosmos limits the scope of the craftsman metaphor. All the intermediate
compounds, both animals and their parts, seem to owe their existence to chance. Like most
products of erotic activity, we are accidents or, more optimistically, surprises, unintended by-
products of Aphrodite’s activities. The only inevitable combination would seem to be the
ultimate unity, the sphairos that stands at one end of Empedocles’ cycle. If Aphrodite crafts with

purpose, the unity of everything would seem to be her goal.

To conclude, a better understanding of the scope of the craft analogy in Empedocles, and
the role Aphrodite plays within it, can help us reconstruct some key passages from the text. The
lantern simile, for instance, has been subject to many emendations (B84 Diels-Kranz = D215

Laks-Most = Aristotle De Sensu 437b26-438a3):
¢ O’ 1€ TIC TPOOOOV VOEMV OTAICCATO ADYVOV

xewepinv 010 vokta, Tupog céAag aibopévolo,

130 Another craft simile occurs in line 19 of the ensemble, pending Janko’s reconstruction (2004).



Zehner - 193
Gyag ToVToimV AVELWOV AOUTTHPOS GLOPYOVG,
ol T’ AvépmVv pev Tvedua SoKISVAGY AEVTIDV,
PdC & EEm d100pdIcKOV, BGOV TAVUNDTEPOV TEV,
AAumecKeY KT PAOV ATEPESLY AKTIVEGTLY:
&C 88 TOT &v pviyEy Eepypévov dyvytov mptdt
Aemtijtoiv <t’> 006vMIo1 Aoyaleto KOKA OO KOVPNV,
al 0’ Voartog pev PévBog dméoteyov AUEIVOEVTOC,

p & EEm Siieokov, HGOV TAVADTEPOV HEV.

And just as when someone intending a journey prepares a lamp,

a light of blazing fire through a winter’s night,

having fastened lantern-screens as protection against all sorts of winds,
and they scatter the gust of the blowing winds,

and the light flashes on out, as far as was possible,

it shines on the threshold with stubborn rays,

so also does the primeval fire, protected in membranes

lies in ambush for the round pupil with delicate linens (?),

131 \oxéieto a: €gedaro b: hoysvoaro Forster
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and they shelter the maiden from depth of water flowing around.

The comparans of the simile is a lantern and its parts, while the comparandum is the eye, and its
parts. Special attention is given to the fire inside the lantern, since someone (tis) encloses the
fire inside lantern screens, and this presumably corresponds to the fire inside our eyes that
perceives the light out in the world. But the problem is that fire in the comparandum suddenly
becomes the apparent subject of the verb of line 8. Two manuscript traditions suggest that the
verb is either Aox&Ceto, to “set an ambush,” or éxevaTo, “to embrace,” but neither verb can
solve the problem of the shifting subject. Burnet was the first to suggest that Aphrodite is the
implied subject of the verb (1892). In this case, both verbs will work, but éxedaTo stands out
because in the Iliad Aphrodite occurs as the subject of this same verb form when she embraces
Aeneas in her white arms and rescues him from the battlefield (Hom. Il. 5.314-17):

apei 8’ €0v eilov viOV &xevaTO TYEE AEVKD,

poche 0¢ ol TEMA010 PoEVOD TTHYHO KAAVYEV

gpkog &uev Peléwv, un Tig Aovadv ToyLTOA®V

YOAKOV €vi otfeaat Barmv £k Bopov Elotto.

And she put her white arms around her dear son,

And before him she spread a fold of her bright peplos

To be a barrier against missiles, so that none of the Greeks with swift horses

Would take away his life by hurling a bronze spear into his chest.
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Burnet’s suggestion has inspired greater emendations, such as Forster’s AoxeUoaTo, to bring

forth or bear (1939). Also, Rashed has even inserted fragment 87 to help the passage make sense

(2007):
®¢ 6& 10T &v uviyEy Eepypévov ayvyov mop 7
YOLPOLG Aoknoaca kKaTaotdopyols Appoditn (=B87)
AemTiic' €lv 006vNIo1 £reH0TO KOKAOTO KOVPTV,
a1 0’ Voartog pev PévBog dméoteyov AUEVAEVTOC,
mp & EEm Siisckov, EGOV TOVADTEPOV eV,
1 xobvniot Siavta tetpiato Oeonesinicyv- (Blass 1883)

Thus, after Aphrodite had fitted the ogygian fire enclosed in membranes with
pegs of love, she poured round-eyed Koré in filmy veils; these kept off the depth
of water flowing round about them, but allowed the fire to pass through to the
outside, in that it is finer, where they had been bored through with marvelous

funnels (trans. Rashed 2007)

Whatever the solution to this textual problem is, it shows how important a better understanding
of Aphrodite in Empedocles can be for the reconstruction of his poem’s message. In particular,
it is necessary to determine how literally to take her role as craftswoman. If her craftsmanship
implies intelligent design, then this, in turn, affects our understanding of natural processes in
Empedocles. Do such processes occur randomly or do the elements move according to some sort

of plan? Furthermore, if Empedocles’ cosmos moves partially by design, and partially by
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chance, are we supposed to decide whether one of these causes is more fundamental than the
other? Finally, if Aphrodite is just a metaphor for Philotes, why, then, is there corresponding

metaphor for Strife?

Answering these questions is outside the scope of the current study. It is better now to
conclude that Aphrodite’s role in Empedocles continues the tradition of cosmological inquiry
inspired by genealogy. Many examples from the previous chapters constitute Aphrodite as
central to Greek genealogical thought. Her birth-story in the Theogony not only testifies to the
power of and problems with genealogical progress, but, as | have argued above, it also contains
the earliest example of embryological thought. Although she recieves no specific mention in
Parmenides, the other goddesses and the importance of Eros nearly suggest that she could have
been mentioned in a lost fragment. Furthermore, Parmenides and Empedocles continue to link
genealogy with embryology as eros remains the most important cause of proliferation in their
cosmologies. What Empedocles finally shows is how the mythology of Aphrodite and the
Greek scientific understanding of cosmogony and embryology exist in parallel, evolving

alongside and even, perhaps, mutually presupposing one another.
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Conclusion.

This dissertation argues that tracing the influence of genealogical thinking provides one
of the best means to compare the Presocratics with their predecessors. Although it is nearly
impossible to disentangle early philosophy from its reception, there are enough important traces
and resemblances to show the importance of the epic tradition for these authors, even for the

earliest ones who wrote in prose.

| initially undertook this study hoping to learn the essence of genealogical structure,
expecting that, once | discovered whatever that was, it might give me insight into the origins of
philosophical logic and the types of thinking that characterize Western philosophy. Why did I
think this was possible? It is because genealogy assumes that everyone has an ancestor and
everything has a cause or origin. Genealogy, therefore, resembles many other deterministic
philosophical theories about a fixed ground, a principle on which to base everything else we wish
to claim: an arché, atoms, the Good, a prime mover, a “cogito ergo sum,” a synthetic a priori,
pure being, monads and God’s sheet music.... The quest for a ground finds its own origins in
Presocratic inquiries into nature. Furthermore, these inquiries have their own origins in Homer
and especially Hesiod. As | argued in my second chapter, Hesiod’s chaos represents an attempt
to determine the ground and origin of everything, but understanding the true nature of chaos

raises many difficulties.

The structure of genealogy may presuppose that we can discover an origin which
determines the way things are in the present. There are, however, two obstacles standing
between us and our own origins. The first obstacle is summarized in chapter 1, that appeals to

genealogy are fluid and freely change to suit various purposes; nevertheless genealogies are
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presented as though they were true, as | have shown in my discussion of heroic genealogies in
Homer and the mythographers. The second obstacle is that our first beginnings are ultimately
unknowable. This is something mythographers and phusiologoi share, but with an important
difference. The former’s speculations are motivated by their own personal interests, while
Hesiod and the phusiologoi go beyond what is merely personal in order to approach something
universal and cosmological, as | argued in chapter 2. But Hesiod also shows an awareness of our
human limitations in knowing our absolute beginnings since Chaos is uttered by Muses who

make no guarantee as to the truth of their own revelation.

I chose to discuss a sequence of authors to suggest a development, but | make no claims
as to the traditional progress from mythos to logos. Thanks to the influence of Hesiod’s
Theogony, the genealogical model was pervasive in the earliest philosophers, like Anaximander,
and although the model was challenged by Parmenides and Empedocles, it nevertheless persisted
in their thought in a different form. In my third chapter, | show that Parmenides was anti-
genealogical. Nevertheless, his proem and Way of Opinion are suffused with genealogical
thought, which even creeps into his anti-genealogical Way of Truth. Empedocles also maintains
a connection to genealogical thought. His cosmology is based on four elements and two forces,
Love and Strife, which mix and separate these elements, but he also claims we all must rely on
genealogical terms to describe phenomena from our mortal point of view. As | show, both
Parmenides and Empedocles make their poems resonate with Hesiod, even re-adopting the
hexameter form after the invention of philosophical prose. Although they are reacting against
the Milesians, the purpose behind reaching back to epic is to show the connection all philosophy
has with its own most distant epic ancestors. There is, however, more work to be done to fill out

the picture.
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Embryology provides another source of continuity for the history of early Greek
philosophy. As I discuss in my fifth chapter, Parmenides and Empedocles both use embryology
as a microcosmic analogue to their macrocosm. | argued that this move has antecedents in
Milesians and parallels in the medical writers, but it can also be traced back to Hesiod since the
birth scene of Aphrodite in Hesiod’s Theogony can be understood as a form of embryology.
Furthermore, | show that Aphrodite is a figure central to both genealogy and embryology for
Empedocles. As I argue, he transforms Aphrodite from a goddess of reproduction to a goddess
of craftsmanship to show that he is himself re-working genealogical tradition for his theory of

mixture and separation.

There is still more to be said about the influence of Homer as well as Hesiod’s other
poem, the Works and Days. There is also more to be said as to how the anti-genealogical
message of Parmenides and Empedocles fits into their own philosophical systems. For
Parmenides, this would involve more analysis of the Way of Truth, especially fragment 8. For
instance, | have not yet taken a position on what the meaning of esti is in Parmenides—is it
veridical, predicative, or existential>—Dbut if anti-genealogy is important to Parmenides, this
could affect our interpretation of his use of the subjectless esti as it must be opposed to the
meaning of gignomai. In the case of Empedocles, a better understanding of his cosmic cycle and
the role of reincarnation within it could help contextualize what influence genealogy has on his

theories.

More work also is necessary to establish the importance of genealogy for the Milesians.
Finally, I think there is a lot to be gained from a closer look at the Hippocratic corpus. There are
many different types of Hippocratic author. Some distance themselves from philosophers, while

others approach medicine as though it were itself an inquiry into phusis. A better understanding
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of where genealogy and embryology fits into this divide among medical writers might help us

better understand genealogy’s role in the history of philosophy.

The great divide we place today between figures like Hecataeus the genealogist and
Anaximander the phusiologos is anachronistic and itself based on the distinctions of later
commentators, like Aristotle, and maintained by modern scholars. Like Anaximander,
Hecataeus is a Milesian and Herodotus is a Presocratic. Our modern distinctions between them
hinder the understanding of early Greek philosophy in its own context. There is need for further
comparison between these authors and others like Acusilaus, the medical writers, and other early

Greek philosophers.

I hope I have demonstrated that examinations of genealogical thinking in the Presocratics
helps us view these figures within their own historical context. Even when they deny genealogy,
the denial itself testifies to genealogy’s influence. The pervasiveness of genealogy both within
the Presocratics, in their forebears and contemporaries, suggests further avenues to investigate

the development of early Greek philosophy.
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